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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

For the nast sixtecn years, since the discovery of the
Chester Reatty Papyri, llew Testament scholars and studonts
have beon studying these important manuseripts in order %o
discover what value they have for the history of textual erit-
icism., Iiany questions have been raised, and some of them have
been answered, Put textual erities are far from arriving at
any final conclusions about either the Chester Beatty Papyri
themselves or about their place in textual criticisme Many
careful studies will still have to be made before the infor-
mation which this discovery has to offer is exhausted,

The purpose of this paper is to try to determine, to a
certaln extent, the siymificance of one of these Chester Neat-
ty Papyri, nomely PLG, in St. Paults Second Epistle to the
Corinthians. It triecs Lo answer some of the questions that
are being asked and which rmust be answered before critics are
able to rive FLG6 a final slot in the complicated msze of the
history of the llew Testamcnt text.

The study is of course limited, first of all, by the
author’s deficiencies in knowledpe of the llew Testament, and

socondly, by the amount of material available. Vith one eox-

coption, the sources used in this paper are available in Pritze

laff Memorial Library at Concordia Seminary, St. Louis. The
exception is H. A. Sanders', A Third-Contury Papyrus Codex of




2

the Epistles of Paul, which was obtained from the library of
the University of !"ichizan, The readings cited in this paper
are restricted to those mentioned in the apparatus of the
twventy-firgt edition of Fberhard lestle's lovum Testamentum

Chapter II presents in brief a discussion of the whole
mamuseript PLG: ©he history, characteristics, and signifi-
cance of the manuscript. Chapter III sets down the basic
principles for the seience of textual critieism which are
employcd in this paper, Chapter IV, the main body of the the-
8is, is a discussion of czch instance in which P4S is noted in
the liestle apraratus in the Sccond Epistle to the Corinthians,
The sirpnificance of these varlant readings is summarized in

the final chapter,




CHAPTER IT
THE MANUSCRIPT PLO
The listory of PLO

In the year 1930, Mr. Chester Beatty, a private collec-
tor of manuscripts, bought a group of ten papyri of the Epis-
tles of St. Paul, which had recently been found somewhere in
Egypte This wus the beginning of one of the greatest manu-
seript discoveries since Tischendorf!s purchase of the esreat
Codex Sinaiticus in 18LL. Within a short time, Sir Frederic
Xenyon snd Dr. H. T. Bell in England, and Dr. Ibscher, cura=-
tor of papyri at the Berlin Museum, beran to piece the {rag-
ments torcther and pive them a thorough examination.r

ot lonz after this purchase, i1t was discovered that the
Sgyptian dealers had sold thirty pages of the same manuseript
of the Pauline Tpistles to the University of Michigan.<2

As these panyrus leaves were slowly being collected,
scholars set to work publishing theme In 1934, Kenyon in
England published the original ton leaves. Tn 1935, i. A.

Sanders published these ten leaves with the thirty that he

loarl Schmidt, "Die neucsten Bibelfunde aus Aegypten,m
Zeitschrift fuer die nmeuentestamentliche lissenschaft, X
93L), 285=0,

20scar Paret, Die Bibel: Ihre Ueberlicferuns in Druck
und Schrift (Second edition; Stuttgart: Privilegierte
Wuerttembergicche Bibelanstalt, 1950), pp. 52-53,




L
had at his disposal, and it was thousht that this was a com-
Plete printed facsimile of a very important manuscript. Hut
o sooner was Sanders! publication of these forty leaves in
print than Ir, Geatty purchused no less than forty=-six more
leaves of the same codex--a total of eighty-six leaves.>
Finally all eichty-siz leaves of the manuseript were pub-
lished in 1936 by Sir Frederic Kenyon.#

Wew Testament scholars throughout the world were cager
to learn where the manuseript had been found, in hopes that
ménuscripts of equal importance might be searched for and
discovered, Put the Egypuvian dealers refused to disclose
the location of the finde.’ Finally, Or. Carl Schmidt, of
Berlin, after careful study, decided that the manuseript had
come from Alame on the east bank of the Hile near the site
of the ancient city of Aphroditopolis, about one hundred kil-
omoters south of Cairo, Very likely they had beean stored in
a jar and buricd near an old cloister instead of being de-
stroyed, because of the sacred character of the text.s

It is difficult to determine the exact date of this

3¥rederic Henyon, The Chester Beatty Biblical Papvri:

gserintions and Texts gf TWelvVe Manuscrints on Panyrus of
the Greclk aibie (London: Lmery walker, LtQ., 1933=i1), VIL,

o lloreafter thnis will be cited as The Chester Beatty
Biblical Papyri.

b3, c. Colwell, What is the Best lew Testament? (Chicago:
University of Chiczrmo rress, 1952), Pe 49

SParet, Op. Cite, Pe 536
6Schmidt, ORe Cite, De %o
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manuseript, numbered P46 by Professor von Dobschuotz;7 althourh
most of the scholars who have studied the manuscript apgree on
the third century. i, C. Hoskier dated the manuscript earlier
than anyone else when he placed its writing in absut the year
190 4, D.® Professor Ulrich uilcken; universally recognized as
the chief living papyrclogist; dates the manuscript at 200 A. D.,9

along with the editor of the Zeitschrift fuer die lleu-Tostamente

diche ivissenschafs.l0 5ir Frederic Xenyon would place PAS in the

n,

irst half of the third century,ll along with Oscar Paret.l? ilowe-

ever, Sanders states: WI agree that the manuseript belongs to

the third century, but I would hesitate to put emphasis on the
first half of the century."3 At any rate, there is cnough agree=-
ment among rocosmized llow Testament scholars to place PLO in the
third century, at least a full century before the great codices
Aleph and 5§, which were; until the discovery of PLO, by far the

most important witnesses to the Bpistles of St. Paul,

7ile A, Sanders, A Third-Century Papyrus Codex of the Epistles
of Paul (inn Arbor: University or Michigan Press, 1935), Pe 1.

)
bElmer loeller; "PLO ané Textual Criticism,” Concordia
Theological lionthly, XVII (1946), 343.

9Hans Lietzmann, Zur luerdigung des Chester-Beatty=-Pa B
dethaulusbriefe (Berlin: ~Verlag der Akademie der wissenschalten,
9 Do Jo

O"Eotizen," Zeltschrift fuer die licu-Testamentliche Uissen-
schaft, XXXIII (193L7, 22l.

11Kenyon, The Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri, ppe. xiv-xv.

3=§1.-‘=ar-e1:, op. ecit., opposite Plate 4.
2
1’Sanders, ope. cite, pe 13,
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The Characteristices of PL4O

As the scholars probed furthex and further into P46, com-

parisons with other manuscripts displayea.!aﬂiqus characteristicds

peculiar to PLG. Because the present chapter 1s only preolimi-
nary to a more detailed view of a particular section of the manue
seript ?hG; only a few of these characteristics which may prove
helpful to the study as a whole will be cited.
% the present time there are eighty-six extant leaves in
P46, Orizinally there were 104 leaves in a single cuire., Seven
leaves are missing at the beglnning and seven at the end, as well
as two leaves coming immediately after the first that has been
prEservad; torether with the corresvonding leaves at the end.lh
The codex was formed by laying fifty-two sheets of papyrus on
one another and folding the whole mass over in the middle.15
The verso side of the leaf precedes the recto in the- first half,
and the recto precedes the verso in the second hali‘.?-6
The text begins on the inside of the first leaf, and the
pages arc numbered throughout in the center of the uppoer margih.17
Owing to a scribal error, two pages escaped numeration between

pages 100 and 101, hence the page numbers from that polnt are

lhxenyon, The chester Beatty Biblical Papyri, p. viii,
Yrpad., p. ix.
1633nccrs, ope cite, pe 2.

171bid.




7
lower by two than they should have been. 18
fone of the pages in the manuscript arc entirely perfect,
but usually the loss is only a few lines. At the beginning of

the codex the loss is only one or two lines a2t the bottom: how=

sure from cizht and one-half inches long and from five and three=
eighths ¢o six inches wide, The single column of writing on each
pPage is from seven to eight inches long and from four to five
inches wide. The number of lines vary from twenty-five to thirty-
tuo, 20

The hand in which P46 is written is large and free={lowing
with some protensions to style and elegance. TEach papge is up-
right and square in formation with no letters exagserated. Both
lettorz and lines are neat and well-spaced.?l The ink is dark

. 22

|

]

i
ever, at the end it rises to a loas of seven.l® The leaves mea=- |
browvn and has faded little.

What the last seven leaves of the manuscript contained can-
not be determined, It is far oo short for the Second Lpistle
to the Thessalonians and the Pastoral Lpistles, unless pages
were tacked on to the end of the codex. Probably the last five

sheets after the First Epistle to the Thessalonians were left

13Keny-:m, The Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri, p. ix.

191bid., p. viii.

2°Sanders, Ore cite, DPDe b=5.

211{enyon, The Chesteor Beatty Biblical Papyri, pe. xiii. ‘,
zzsanders, Dhe Gito’ Do 12, ‘
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blank, since it wes difficult for a seribe to judge just how
many leaves he would recuire for such a large work before he starte
ed,?3

The manuscript PLS contains the Pouline Bpistles in the
following order: fThe Epistles to the Romans, Hebrews, Corin-
thians, Zphesians, Galatians, Philippians, Colossians, and the
First Bpistle to the Thessalonians, Missing are the following
verses: domans 1:1-5:17; 6:14-8:15; I Thessalonians 2:3-5:53 and
whatever followed this on the last soven pages.zh The placing of
the Epistle to the Hebrews immediately after the Epistle to the
Romans is almost unicue. lHone of the Church Fathers mention this
order, and it has been found in but one other manuseript, Minus-
cule 1919.25

G. Zuntz, who did extensive work on P46 in the First Epistle
to the Corinthions and the Epistle to the Hebrews; notes some
other characteristics of the manuseript. Ille remarks that in
spite of its neat appearance (it was written by a professional
seribe and corrected--but very imperfectly--by an expert), PLS
is by no means & good manuscript. The scribe committed very

many blunders, FProbably he was subject to fits of exhaustion.?6

zsﬁenyon The Chester Deatty Biblical Papyri, ppe. x-xi,
24

Ibide, De Xo

25

Sanders, Op. cite, pe 12.

265. Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles A Disquisition unon-
the Corpus-Panlinum um (London: Bricish Académy by (0olirey
umberlege, Oxiord University Press, 1953), p. 18,




llowever, he does not mean to imply that the text of P46 is not
goods The text may well be ranked along with Aleph, B, and D
8s one of the most important of all New Testament manuscripts.
The scribe did poor work in copying a very excellent text, how=-
ever, and the manuseript was corrected very sketchily by three
correctors. The first corrector was probabl,v.r the scribe him-
self, who corrected as he wrote. The second corrector wrote in
a broad pen and very black ink and added the page numbers and
Stichoi. The third corrector wrote in a cursive hand, probably
4n the late third century.27 _

In his evaluation, Zuntz offers a two-fold caveat: First
of all, there are a great number of scribal slips in PLG.
Secondly, it preserves some very ancient conjectural alteratlons
of the original wording., Therefore, a reading of P45 alone
should never be accepted unless its intrinsic quality can gtand
the severest test; also scribal slips must be disearded in
assessing the basic quality of this most ancient w.l.tness.zs
Kenyon supports this assertion by saying that readings peculiar
to PL6 are not as a rule very noteworthy--some merely seribal ;
errors, Othors are possible var:l.anﬁé’ though in the absence of i g
support they are not likely to be praferred;zg , g 'Mf | ; j
The above references display some of the peculiarities of

'.

28154d., p. 23

zg!tenyon, The Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri, ps

2 - TR |
7Ibid-. PPe 253=5ke San 9 ix1;?#‘“,
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the manuserint itself that have been noted by various scholars
as they studied PL6., But how does P46 fit into the textual
tradition of the lew Testament?
In general, it is agreed that P46 agreoes more with the
Alexandrian tradition than with any other family, although
the manuscript also reveals a significant number of Western
readings. Kenyon remarks: .
With regord to the text of the Pauline Epistles, all that
can be said at present is that the manuscript is certaine
ly not of the Byzantine type and is definitely nearer to
the Aleph and AB sroup, and especially to B, than to the

Western group DI'Ce It shows, however, several agreements
vith FG in small groups, though fewer than with B. The

order of arrcement after B ie A Aleph CDFG, with the textus

receptus a long way behinde. There are a considerable nume
er of singular readings, but none of much importance.

Lake,2l william Nateh,32 i, A. Sanders,33 and Zuntz3k agree
generally with this observation,

With repard to gpocific Western readings, PLG has made
more apparent than ever before the importance of the Western
text. Sanders notes, for example, that the agreement of PLS,

D, F, and ¢ must be considered strong evidence for the original

3C0Frederic Xenyon, Recent Developments in the Textual
Criticism of the Gx'eek’}'iibie (London: Oxford Un versity Press,
] p. ()—C

3lkirsopp Lake, "Some Recent Discoveries,™ Relision in
Life, V (January, 1936), 97. T

32yi1liem H. P. Hateh, The Principal Uncial gm_scri__r%
of the ilew Testament (Chicago: Chicago University Press, 1939),
opposite Plate iil.

33sanders, op. gite, pe 23

3"‘2“1“55, On, S_j-_!?_c, De 1350
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text,35 And Zuntz affirms this whon he says, "PLG proves that
Western readings in non-Western witnesses are, generally, an=
cient survivals,w36 In fact, he maintains that PAS alone with
one Western witness can be right against the whole of the other
tradition,37 rurthermore, he points out another contribution
of the Western text to textual criticism when he says: "In
eorrecting PLG the correctors almost always rejgcbed YWesteorn
readings and followed the Alexandrian tradition., This shows
that as early as 200 A, D. there was in existence a Ghristian
eritical philolomy.35

As far agz the Second Epistle to the Corinthians is con-
cerned, ifenyon hag found that PLG agrecs with the Western text
eleven times against sixty agreements with the Alexandrian text

in variant raaﬁings.Bg
The Significance of PLO

On the basis of some of the characteristics of the manue
seript, one must look at another aspect of this important ad-
dition to the textual history of the Pauline Epistles. iWhat

is the significonce of the discovery of PA6?

353anders, ope cite, Pe 30.
36Zuntz, op. cit.,

37;Qi§., Pe 159,

381bid., p. 262.

39Henyon, The Chester Deatty Biblical Papyri, p. xvii.
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Frobably the most significant thing that P46 has confirme
ed iz the fact that toxtual scholars arc now more certain than
evor that the liow Testament that we possess is substantially
sound, The manuscript has no surprises--nothing basically new;
but it confirms the validity both of the present text of the
low Testament and the validity of the methods of toxtual eriti-
eism now in use,4? 1¢ supports the readings of the early une
clals against the Byzentine text or the textus reccptus, but it
does not psive exclusive support to any single text or group of

5
manuscripts, hl

PLO is especially helpful in assessing the value of Codex
Vaticanus ond the Alexandrian tradition. It was the position of
Westecott and Nort that Codex D was almost a perfect copy of the
original text of the New Testament, lowever, since the dis-
covery of PLG, scholars are much more wary about accepting the
readinge of D cutomatically. In fact, Lietzmann goes so far
48 to say that PLG destroys any over=confidence in the Epyp-

tian text, ha

PLG pointe deeisively to the conclusion that
Codex B does not represent a text of original purity dominant
in Zpyot throughout the second and third centuries, It sives

positive proof that other texts ex:"d.st:ed.‘!’3 nven whon PLS and

l’oLietzmazm, ODe Clte, PPe 3=ke

1

h Renyon, The Choster Beatty Biblical Papyri, p. xxii.
l"zLietzmunn, Ope cit., pe 1ll,

L3, .

‘”3'.'\-311-.0:- He Lutz, "Variant Readings in the Toxt of First

Corinthians on the Basis of P4O"™ (Unpublished Bachelor's
Thesis, Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, 1948), pe 7.
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the Alexandrian text a,r_:ree; this is not conclusive evidence that
it gives the original text. It merely establishes that in those
Particular readings PLO :éives the ecarlier Egyptian text on which
the Alexandrian rovision was based.** As far as the Alexandrizn
text is concerned, then, P45 has taught scholars to be wary of
aceepting its readings without careful weiching and counter=

weirhing of all the evidence.

(2 addition, PLG has been significant in the critcies?
Judgment of the Western text. Before the discovery of PLS,
scholars wers often all too ready to accept the readings of
the Alexondrians without conclusive evidence., On the other
hand, they were ofton all to prone to reject 2 reading that was
discovered to be Western. With the advent of P46 into the world
of textunl criticism, the picture has changed. Critics are
beginning to realize that the Western text (particularly Codex
D) eontains reading which may well be original., One author
remarks:
It tooir the finding of PLG to demonstrate that the pecu=-
liar Yestern readings of manuscripts ¥ and C are just as
old as the preferred readings of Codices Aleph and B

and in some instances may indeed be CGod's own VWord, hid-
den throush many centuries.
Furthermore, P45, along with the other Chester Beatty Papyri,
has completed the disintegration of the so-called Western

text as & single family in the old semse of Westeott and Hort,

!:f!:-s;;nders, ODe Cite, D& 30.

45?»3001101*, Op. cits, pe 3kE.
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which included the 01d Syriac versions and other Eastern
authorities, 40 Lietzmann ventures to say:

Today we arc at the old problem, whether and to what ex=

tent Che vcstern text is an improvement over the well=

established Egyptian text. PL6, it is hoped, will answer

this ques‘oion.X'.’ : ;
In other words, as concerns the Egyptian and the Westorn texts,
PL6 strongly indicates that future textual eritics will be
compelled completely to restudy their comparative evaluations
of the two major textual familios and their relationship to
one anovher, This does not inmply that there are going to be
any ma jor chanses in the worth of either Codex B and its
allles and the Vestern text, but a new evaluation of the situ-
atlon with the inelusion of PLO would undoubtedly yield rich
revarde to some enterprising scholar,

PL5 is an almost complete copy of the Epistles of St.
Paul, at least a century older than the oldest of the author-
ities on which vhe text had hitherto rested, the great codices
Vaticanus and Sin:siti.cus.w It antedates both the Lucian and
the llesychian reccensions and gives us an example of the type
of text that the lesychian recension (Aleph, B, cte.) was

based on.%? 1lot only does it procede the Hesychian recension

463“‘52’ One c-i-'b., Pe ft%o
57
Lietzmann, ope cite, Pe 5.

“Srenyon, he Chester Deatty Biblical Papyri, p. vil.

4 %95, von nDobschuets, "Zur Liste der neuentestamentlichen
Handschri ften, " Zeitschrift fuer die Neu-Testornentliche
Hissenschaft, XXKIL 3 "
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but it"is also older than both the 01d Latin and the Sahidie
translations (to both of which it shows much affinity)--trans-
lations which are highly respected because of the age of their
texte, 50

In spite of the ape 'of PLG's text and its general ex-
cellence, however, it dare not replace, in modern critical
thought, the position that Codex B held in Westeott and Hort's
system, P40 is still an imperfect text. It is nothing more
than an excellent cxample of the codices that were current in
about the year 200 A. D.°1 For even PLS, by itself, brings
us cnly to the threshold of the decisive veriod. The recovery
of the original text, if it is to be attempted scientifically,
depends urpon the illumination of its history in the second
century.>2 Pi6 reveals, in spite of its excellence, that be-
tween the middle of the ﬁirsu century, when the Pauline Epis=-
tles were written, snd 200 A. L. there were a large number of
variant readings that crept into the text, which must be dis-
covered and recognized by painstaking methods of criticism.53

Kenyon sums up this aspect of Pi6's significance as fol-
lows:

it therefore seems clear that, while our modern texts
arc an advance on those which preceded them, we have not

50 de Znann, oOp. c;.t-., Pe Je

511bid., pa 10.
SQZuntz, opne. cit., p. 11,

*rroderic fenyon, The Bible and lModern Scholarship
(London- John Murray, '1950); D 20.
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reached finality. The papyrus affects the balance of

evidence in many casesj and while it can by no means

claim a predominant authority (since, so far as we know,
it is only a text circulating in provincial Egypt), it
snows that the margin of doubt in detalls is greater
than was suprosed, and that the exercise of eritiecal

Judgement and.the search for furthor evidence are still

required, ok

Parvis and Wikgron in theoir momentous work which summa=-
rizes the present state of textual criticism, make the follow-
ing observation, which at first glance mey scem somewhat rad-
ical, but which upon some reflection may point to a new under=
standing of this particular aspect of textual criticism:

To study PLO we require a new mental attitude, wherein

we may set acide our knowledge and estimate of the early

recensions and approach these earliest materials de novo.

It wuld appear to be faulty procedure to judme a thirde

gongury text by later ones, especially when the former

aay antedate the hypothetical Syrian revision,

Therce is one other significant fact that the discovery
of Pi6 has established., Before 1930, it was generally thought
that at the beginning of the third century the Epistles of St.
Paul were still restricted to the papyrus roll, a fact which
would neceansitate separation of the Epistles of 5t. Paul into
individual volumes, lowever, P45 in its codex form proves
that the Pauline writings were known in a collected form as
early as the third century, which was impossible as longz as

the papyrus roll was the only vehicle of publication. 56  The

5"’iienyon, The Chester Deatty Riblical Papyrd, p. xxii,

55‘-? L 7, mn, 1.5
Merrill Parvis and Allen Wikgren, iew Testament lManu-
seript Studies (Chicago: Chicago University Press, c.1050),
Pe <U,

56!€enyon fiocent Developments in the Textual Criticism of
the greek sible; p. 60,
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Chester Beatty Papyri, in peneral, show that the codex was
used even earlicr than had hitherto been confirmed.??

PLG, then, is certainly the most important New Testament
discovery of the century, On the one hand, it has proved that
we of the twenticth century have a substantially pood text of
the Epistles of St. Paul, On the other hand, it opened up the
threshold of textual history to the vieissitudes of the second
eentury, nrobably the most important century for the history
of textual eriticism, and it has caused lew Testsment schol-
ars to sit back and to ecvaluate carefully the principles of

textual critieism which they had hitherto been using.

"
Trrederic KEenyon, Books and Readers in Anclent Cresce
and Rome (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1951), De .




CHAPTER ITI
THE PRINCIPLES OF TEXTUAL CRITICISH

A thorough discussion of the methods of textual eriti-
clsm would far exceed the limits of this paper. However, in
order intelligently to discuss the variant readings in the
Second Epistle to the Corinthians in relation to PL6, a few
prineiples should be noted,.

The science of textual criticism probably reached its

zenith with the introduction to The lNew Testament in the Oripg-

inal Creek of Vesteott and lort. Renjamin Warfield summarizes

the situation at the turn of the century as follows:

The comparative values of the three pgreat modern texts=-
the cighth edition of Tischendorf (1&6&-72), the one
great cdition of Trepelles (1857=79) and the edition of
Josteott and Hort (1881, and reissued in 1885) need hard-
ly be discussed., These threec editions indicate the highe
water merk of modern cirticism, and to point out that
they agrece in their settlenent of the gzreater part of

the text. ihere they differ we may decide now with one,
most froquently with the latest: and in thesc compara=-
‘civily few_passages future criticism may find her espe=-
cial task.

In very brief outline, Westcott and Hort laid down the
followins principles::

lesteott and Hort isolated four definite families of
texts: the lleutrnl, the Alexandrian, the Syrian, and the

Western, They did not come to any definite decision as to

1nenie Be larfi A tion to the Textual
njamin B. Warfield, An Introduction to the I

Criticism %i; the New Testament (London: Hodder and Stoughton,
<0 3 Poe z5e
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where the Noutral text arose, The Alexandrian toxt, of course,
had 1ts foundations in Egypte The Syrian text was what critics
today would call the Byzantine text, on which the textus re-
geptus was based. The Western text arose in Italy and Horth
Africa, The best of all the fomiliecs was the Neutral text,
énd of the manuscripte in the Neutral text, the best represen-
tative was B (the Codex Vaticanus), followed by Aleph (the
Codex Sinaiticus). wWestcott and Hort considered B virtually a
copy of the oripinal text of tho lew Testament and were often
very reluctont to admit that it contained orrors.® The Alex-
andrian téxt was best represented by A (Codex Alexandrinus)
and C (Codex Ephraemi)j the Western text by D (Codex Dezae in
the Cospels and the Dook of the Acts, and Codex Claromontanus
in the Pauline #pistles and the Epistle to the Hebrews); the
Syrian text by ¥ and L. But the Alexandrian text, when it was
alone, was almost as unimportant as the Syrian, so actually
there were only the Neutral and the Western texts., Retwecen the
leutral and the Western texts, Westeott and Hort much preferred
the Heutral except for some Vestern non-interpolations,>

As far as textual criticism itself is concerned, Westeott
and Hort divided the methods into two main categories: ex-

ternal and internal evidence, The two methods had to agree in

25 , ' ‘ ent’
De Fe Westcott and F. Je Ae Hort, The Hew Testament-in
the Orizinal Greek (Mew 's_’o;-k:. Ila.arper g)roiﬁ'crs, 1887), 1I, 210,

34, T. Robertson An Introduction to Textual Criticism
of the New Tostament (New Vork: Doran Gompany, Gel025], De 37.
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result if one wes to have confidence in one's conclusion.""

First of all, internal evidonce had to be applied (a)
to the whole of a single document, (b) to groups of docu-
ments, and (¢) to families of documents to determine the val=
ue of the individual manuscripts and families, When this had
been done, one was ready to approach the external evidence in
a scientific manner.’ Ixternal evidence (i.c., the evidence
of the manuseript or group of manuscripts as a whole) had to
be applied first to classes of manuscripts, then to groups,
and finally to individual manuscripts.6 Internal evidence
(the evidence of the particular readinpg) was divided into
transeriptional probability (looking at the reading from the
standpoint of the seribe who copied the manuseript) and in-
trinsic probability (looking at the reading from the stand-
point of the author.)7 vhen studylng the internal evidence
of a reading, it was better to begin with the transcriptional
evidence, because 1t was more objective, than to deal first
with intrinsic ovidence, which was more sub,jec:t:!.ve.3 In gene

eral, all textual criticlem consisted merely in using these

41_111_@., PPe 148=49,

SIbide, Pe 17he

61bid., p. 194,

7westeott and Hort, op. cit., pp. 19-20.

Srobertson, in Introduction to Textual Criticlsm of the
New Testament, pe. 163.
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two kinds of evidence in various ways.9
External Bvidence

Before a particular manuseript could be used as external
evidence, its value had to be decided by the principles of in-
ternal evidence, and the age of the text had to be determincd.
To date a particular text the following procedure was general=
ly used: The earlier versions and citations ﬁere carefully rane-
sacked, and a list of readings was drawn from those dated sources
which could be confidently declared to be ancient, Each man-
useript was then tested by this list., If a manuseript con-
tained a considerable portion of these readings, or of readings
which on prounds of transeriptional probability were older than
even these, it was demonstrated to contain an old text. If,
on the other hand, a manuseript failed to contain these read-
ings, and presented instead variants which according to tran-
scriptional probability appeared to have grown out of them, or
which could be proved from dated citations to have been current
at a later time, its text was assumed to be late,l0 Only then
was a particular manuseript ready to be used as external evi-
dence, As well as applying internal evidence to one manuseript
as a whole to determine its value, one had also to apply it to

groups of documents to determine the value of the group as

91’2’3!‘&91&. 9_}?‘. 9_1_1_;_.. Ds 820
10Tbid., vp. 112-13.
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a whole, X1

When a manuscript had been graded according to its worth
28 a witness to the original text of the New Testament and had
been placed into a fenily or category, it was ready to be used
as external evidence for whatever particular reading was under
discussion. Tirst of all, the textual critic compared the read-
ing which he was studying with the best manuscripts. If the
reading agreed with the reading in the majority of the best man-
userints, it had passed the first test of textual criticism,
lie then compared his reading with the families of manuscripts
(ises, the Neutral, Alexandrian, Syrian, and YWestern) to deteor=-
mine how widely his reading was known geographically. If the
reading was to be found in the majority of geographical areas
it had passed the second test of textual criticism. These two
steéps were, in brief, the external methods of criticism. This
is, of course, a very much over-simplified explanation of the
method of external ovidence, but it is basically what the eritic
first had to do to determine the value of each variant reading

in the liew Testament.
Internal =vidence

The methods of internal evidence were divided into two
categories: Granscriptional probability and intrinsie proba-
bility. In the former instance, the textual eritic asked

11Robertson, An Introduction to Textual criticism of the
Hew Testament, ppe 179=-50. I e
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whether a chanwe in the text has been made intentionally or

unintentionally by the scribe. ihon determining which read-
ing was the original and which was the change, the critic took
into consideration the possibilities of errors of the eye, of
thc.memory, of judgment, of the pen, or of speech,1? in in-
tentional error may have been made when the seribe corracted
what he thought was a linguistic or rhetorical error by a pre-
vious ..=u-.-z-i'ne.""3 Probably the most common error was that of
aceidental omiseion. ¥ The possibility of various types of er=-
ror could be rreatly oxpanded on, but, in general, these are
the possible errors that the textual critic had to take into
considecration in determining the value of a readinz by transeripe
tional probability. To summarize, the two chief sources of
érror were the miscopying of a word or phrase and a conjecture
intended to correct what seemed to be an. error.t?

Finally, the textual critic had to study the reading from
the point of view of the author. What would the author have
written? This was lmown as the method of intrinsic probability.15
The preoparation for using the intrinsic method of eriticism

+ 12yesteott and Hort, one cite, Ps 2ke

13-.*!:31::-;‘.‘191(1, ope cit., Ds 95.

1""’1’3. . Streeter;, Thoe Four Gospels (New York: Macmillan
Company, 1925), pe 30.

15Ibid., p. 35.

16Robertson; An Introduction to Textual Criticism of the
New Testament, n. I03.




2L
eonsisted in a serious and sympathetic study of the author
in hand; without this all appeal to intrinsic evidence was
but opening the floodgates to the most abounding error.t’ The
danger that attended the use of the intrinsic method grew out
of the tendency to read one's own standpoint into the author,
instead of reading oneself back into his.18 Therefore, this
last method had to be used with a great deal of caution.

These were basically the principles of textual criticism
which Westecott and Hort developed at the turn of the century.
For the most part, they are still the rules which the critic
follows today,. However, advances have been made in the study
of the monuscript and, although Westeott and Hort are follow=
ed to a great degree, some of the corrections in their method
advanced by modern textual criticism ought to be mentioned,

Westeott and lort considered B and Aleph almost periect
mamseripts which represented what they called the Neutral
text. Today their evaluation of these two codices, especlally
B, has_ been seriously challenged, as well as their designa=-
tion "ileutral™ text, We still follow with reservations their
principle that B is the best manuseript.lg Westcott and Hort's
lleutral text is recognized today not as a separate type of text

of Alexandria prescrved in a purer state than some of the

17%".'3!'.'&191(1' CDe g_!-ﬁo. Pe 85.
181bid., pp. 8L=85,
195treeter, QOpe cite, pe 145,
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other Alexandrian texts,?C but as a part of the Alexandrian
tradition » Probably a careful revision of an carlier text now
lost to us,~L i3 and Aleph appear to represent, more nearly
then any others, the text used by Origen before 230 A. Doy
and Origen would have used the oldestiext he eould procure.
Thereforo, any reading of B which is supported by Aleph or any
Alexandrian text, we may assume certainly belongs to the Alex-
andrian text in its earliest i‘onn.22 At any rate, today B has
been challenged as an absolute authority, and Aleph even more
80, %3

Scholars today have also changed their concept of Weste-
cott and fiort's Western text, It had been thought that D and
others represented the "Jestern® text, which was unimportant,
However, today it is recognized that the Western text i‘.s prob=
ably two distinet traditions, an Easterm and a Western,2lL
called by Streetor the Caesarsan text (Theta) and the text of
the Church of Syria (sy® and sy®), as well as the text of Gaul

201114an F, Arndt, "A Definite leed in the Field of New
Testament Textual Criticism,” Concordia Theological Monthly,
VI (March, 1945), 181,

&y Te Robertson, 3tudies in the Text of the New Testa-
ment (New York: Doran Company, Cel020), De 53¢

2281:-z'eeter, op. cit., pe 127,

23'5‘rederie Kenyon, Recent Developments in the Textual
Criticism of the Greek Bible (London: ord University rress,
I. 933’ s De 650 :

2k

Streeter, op. cit.,, p. 32.
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and Italy (abD) and North Africa (ke).?> It used to be said
that a reading was usually condemmed if it were found to be
a Western reading. But this is no longer true., However, it
is still very unclear as to how a Western reading is to be
valued.% In fact, critics today give a special prominence
to Codex Bezae (D) for the Gospels and the Book of the Acts
saying that it represents the readings of the so-called Weste
era text, which, it is held, is the text that obtained quite
universally in the second ccntury.27

Probably the next most prominent textual critic after
Westeott and Hort, was ll, F. von Soden, who divided all manu-
seripts into threec groups: H--Lgypt; I--Palestine and the
Wiest; K--Byzantine tradition. Thus he corrected Westcott and_
Hort's theory of the Neutral text, apart from the Alexandrian,?8
liowever, von Soden's threo groups, although they helped to cor-
rect one misunderstanding of lWestcott and Hort, were not satis-
factory for long. In 1926, one of the greatest textual critics
of the century propounded a new theory with regard to the ori=-

gin of the textual families. It was the opinion of B, He

ZS¥rederic Kenyon, The Text of the Greek Bible (London:
Duckworth, 1949), p. 243.

9226Robertson, Studies in the Text of the New Testament,
Pe L]

27¥illiam F. Arndt, "The Chief Principles of llew Testament
E‘e);:z?alsgsiticism," Concordia Theolozical Monthly, V (August,
? L ]

28Arndt A Definite Need in the Field of lNew Testament
Textual Criticism," p., 182,
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Streeter that in ancient times {(ca. 200 A. Do) local texts
had arisen in various conters of Christendom, which are still
reflected in the 0ld ILatin, Syrian, and Egyptian versions,
Later these texts were conposited in the Bast under the in-
fluence of Constantinople and in the West in the Vulgate, which
was as influential as the earlier 0ld Latin. From the Fast came
the Cacsarean (Theta) and the Antiochian (sy® and sy®) texts:
from the West came the Italian-Callic (bffz) and the African
(ke)s The Iucian recension (ca. 310 A.D.); the mother of the
textus receptus, is a composite of the Alexandrian; Antiochian,
and Western texts.2? So Strecter proposed five geographically
located families: the Alexandrian (B, Aleph, L); the Italiane
Gallic (Dabff?); the African (keW'); the Antiochian (01d Syri-
ac); and the Caesarean (Thota).3C The new family which he pro-
posed (the Caecsarean) has been shown since 1926, +3 possess
very strong claims to considaration.31 Strecserts findings
have not, to be sure, met with universal acceptance. Some
scholars feel; for example, that there is an apparent connec=
tlon between thoe 01ld Latin and the 0ld Syrian traditions; that
there are more similarities than would have originated in the

Greek predecessors; and that Streeter did not take this apparent

?teinrich J. Vogels, Handbuch der Textkritilk des-Heuen
Testaments (Bonn: Peter Hanstein Verlag, 1955), De 200

e e = )
3°Streeter, Ope. cit., pe 145.

3lgenyon, Recent Developments in the Textual Criticism
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similarity into consideration.3? In general, however, Stree-
ter's work has made valuable contributions to the science of
textual criticisom,

Today the history and methods of textual criticism scenm
more complicated than ever before. The trend at the present
time is away from the genealogical methods of Westcott and
Hort and Strecter.3? Instead of a state of orderly descent,
though with an ever-widening genealogical pedigrees, from the
original autogranhs to the extant copies of the fourth centu-
¥, one seems to see a period of increasing disorder, from
which a state of comparative order was ultimately produced
when the Church reached more settled conditions.3% The dis=
covery of PLO complicates the situation even more, It seems
that textual critics today may have to use it as constituting
a separate unit by itself peside the five local text groups
that Streeter has isolated.>’

Modern criticism, with the discovery of P45, stands be=-
fore the barrier of the second century, the age, so it secems,

of unbounded iiberties with the text.36 Critics realize today

32Vo'rels, ODe cit., Pe 206,

33Walter H, Lutz, "Wariant Readings in the Text of First
Corinthians on the Basis of PL6" (Unpublished Bachelor's Thesis,
Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, 1948),. Pe 5e

3lxenyon, The Text of the Greek Bible, pe 2LiL.

35arndt ; " Definite Need in the Field of New Testament
Textual Criticism," p. 185,

36¢, Zunts The "‘ext of the Eﬁ%g% A Dis uisition upon
the Corpus Paulinum (London: DBritish Aca emy y ey Cume
berlege, Oxiord University Press, 1953), pe 1
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more than ever that one cannot categorize all the rules of
toxtual criticism into neat pigeon-holes and Judge each reade
ing coldly andg mechanically according to an inviolable set of
rules, Gach reading has to be evaluated on its own merit and
be judged on its own worthe This docs not mean, however, that
textual criticism today is subjective, i.e., arbitrary and in-
capable of objective verification for the mere reason that it
is not mechanical,3? The present-day critic must be thoroughly
acquainted with the labor that has been done before his time
and bring all pessible available knowledge into play as he
brings the text of the filew Testament canon ever closer to the
text of the autographs.

On the basis of the preceding information, the following
canons of textunal criticism will be employed in evaluating
the text of PLG6 in the Second Epistlé of St, Paul to the Cor-
inthians according to the Nestle text:

1., That reading is most likely to be correct which is
found in the best manuscripts.

2. That reading which was most widespread is entitled
to our approval,

3« That reading is likely to be correct which cannot
easily be traced back to the unintentional altera=-
tion of a copyiste.

L. That reading is likely to be the correct one of which
it seems clear that it has not arisen through the
intentional alteration of a copyist,

5. That reading is likely to be the correct one which
best agrees with the style and diction and other

371bid., pe 12.
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characteristics of the antl_:or in quo:::a'.l;i.on.38
The last canon is not easy to apply. put as Robertson observes,
seribes often have a wooden tendency to weed out an authorts

peculiaritcios, 3%

38Arnd'i'., "The Chief Principles of Ilew Testament Textual
Criticism,"” pp, 578-81,

. 3%obertson, An Introduction o Textual Criticism of the
fiew Testament, pp. 161-62,




CHAPTER IV
PL6 IN THS GECOND EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS

In the present chapter each of the variant readings in
PL6 included in the Nestle text (twenty-first edition) will
be studied on the basis of the five canons of criticism quoted
at the end of Chapter III. Rather than repeat each of the cane
ons with each reading, the number of each paragraph in the fol-
lowing discussions will refer to the corresponding number of
the canon quoted in the last chapter. BEach reading which Nos=
tle includes will be considered chapter by chapter and verse

by verse. The final conc:!.usions follow at the end of the

complete list of roadings.
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1. The four chief uneials (Aleph, B, D, and PL6) are
divided evenly for and against  the reading of PLS,

2¢ In the area of geographical distribution the manu-
gzgiﬂts are again about cvenly divided for and against
- U.

3« In all probability an intentional change has not been
made since there is no particularly difficult reading
vhich would indicate a change to try to simplify it,

k. The variant readings are apparently due to homoio-
teleuton, since the phrase imép rhs Cwav maPekAdiorsws
occurs twice, LEvidently the scribe of B skipped a
lire in the manuseript from which he was copying or
was copying from a manuscript which already had this
error, and he or someone else inserted the missing
phrase elsewhero,

Lictzmann observes that the original text is undoubtedly
the text which llestle incorporates. This reading alone fits
the context. The error was obviously made by a scribe's skip-
Ping a line between the first and the second wafwtrdéﬁrs-aas g1
Both Nicoll? and meycr3 agree with this conclusion in their
commentarics,

5¢ Little can be decided on the basis of style.

Coneclusion: The cxternal evidence is evenly divided;

hence little can be concluded on these grounds, The internal

o liians Lietzmann, An die Korinthor: ;.gnd iI, gol. gx
n Hondbuch zum leuen Testament, herausgegeben von Guenther
Bornkemm (Tuebingen: Paul Siebeck, 1949), p. 100,

2/, Robertson iicoll, editor, The Sccond Zpistle to the
Corinthians, in The Expositor's Creek llew Testament (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans PuBIfsEEng Company, Neds), De 35

lieinrich A, W He ixegetical Handb
o« Heycor, Critical and IExegetical iHandboo
to the Epistles to the Cori{nthians, transiated from EEE'TTT%E
edition of the Cerman by D, Douglas Bannerman, translation

revised and edited by William P, Dickson (New York: Funk and
Wagnalls, 1884), VI, %15,
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evidence points to an error due to homoioteleuton.

Corract reading: text with PL6.

1:9 é{yul,g;oyrl - +ext. .-:)'ye'lt.rm!frl- PYCL 326 al,

l. The majority of the uncials favor the reading of the
text against PL4O,

2. The geopraphical distribution overwhelmingly favors
the rcading of the text.

3« Porhaps the copyist of P46 changed the present parti-
ciple to the aorist to refer to the past raigings from
the dead, i.,e., Christ's and others (ve«sooJs ), where-
as Paul wrote the present tense referring to Christ's
resurrection and ours, )

Le Perhaps the copyist of PLG6 read or heard = for o .

5e 3te Paul uses the present and aorist participles of

Zreipw about equally,

Conclugion: S5ince PL6 stands alone, except for one minuse
cule, the rcading of PL6 can probably best be explained by the
seribe's reading z for o. Correct reading: text against PL6.
With thie conclusion Lictzmann agrees.¥

1110 7241700 700 Pavares-teat radmocrwry Bavarwv-PY%
1739. 2005, ( |at) sy Or. Ambs 7,
1., The majority of the uncials agree with Nestle's text.

2, The reading of the Nestle text has a wider geographic
distribution,

3. Perhaps the copyist felt that the plural fit better
with the previous 7035 vexeoufe

ke The variant could hardly be explained as a slip of
the pene

5. llothing can be decided on the basis of style.

k1ictzmann, Ope. cit., pe. 101,
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Conclusion: Perhaps the variant can best be explained in

that P4G's seribe changed the singular to the plural to agree

W’.th T"l‘ls Ve kpo U_’j °

Correct reading: text against PLG,

1:10 #es purerac- dext PYC fal vy codd L\ overac. § Gpm.vy<!
Omif-~AD s, F.

1. The majority of the uncials uphold the reading of
the text.

2« Cecography favors the reading of the text.

3« Perhaps those manuscripts that omitted the phrase
did so because they felt it was an insertion of a
marrinal note. Perhaps the reading pvcrec was made
thus because someone felt that a previous scribe

iad made a mistake by copying the dv'sera: in the
next line,

ke Pgr!1aps the reading ,;u'c 7at is an inadvertent omission
of the o,

5. liothing can be concluded on the basis of style,

Conclusion: Regardless of the reasons for the reading
pVeTar and the omission, the reading of the text has by far
the best attestation since the Byzantine family, G and vg;cl,
are late readings and the omigsion is limited to one good
Western manuseript (D) and two late, poor manuscripts (A and
.8yP). A1l three readings make sense, If one chooses gus ra:
one has to explain why it has such poor attestation. If one
chooses fus-s +21, however, one can explain both of the other
variants-- fveire because the seribe felt that f‘u’rnu was a

homoioteleuton and the omission for the same reason.
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Correct reading: text and P4L6. Both Lietzmann® and

N:I.coll6 agree with this conclusion,

1120 [ori] Ak (F6) pl-Jat. Omit~£46 BO® 1739 Or

1.

2,

3.

Lo

5e

The majority of uncials agree with PAL6,

The two readings are about evenly divided geographe
ically,

It sees that the or was deliberately inserted to make
it clear that the phrase following was still part of
the preceding line of thought and the object of

o 7
Wdminanzye

The reading was probably not omitted unintentionally
since this would make the reading more difficult. It
may have been inserted unintentionally since the word
is what one would expect at this place.

Ste. Paul uses ~7¢ with an indirect statement three
times, and twice he uses subject accusative and infine
itive.

Conclusion: 3ince the attestation for either reading is

about equally strong, we have to turn to internal evidonce.

Since omitting the s makes the reading more difficult, it

is probably the correct reading. '

Corrcet reading: PLO against the text.

e et g

(4
1:11 Ex wodd ov ﬂ,ﬂerus'ﬂwv-'f'fxf- v ,,,,AA,.:; nperw W FHCEM

(739, :;V Wpay-u’l'ﬂr-u nmeAdAwvy =~ 56 pe.r,

1. The majority of the uncials have the reading of the
texte

2, The reading of the text is more widely distributed
geographically.

SIbid. |

61'11e011, Ope. cite, pe 4.
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3¢ It would seem that the difficult reading of PLS is
made much easier in the other manuscripts. The rcad-
ing of minuscule 256 is probably a conflation,

ks Perhaps the reading found in P46 is due to the mis-
take of a sleepy scribe.

5« HNothing ean be decided on the basis of style.
Conclusion: Roth Lietzmann? and l‘l.’n.col].8 agree that the
| reading of the text is the original,

Correct reading: text against P46,

1:11 ’;-An-_':v ~text vjm wr - PY6 ) B R al-

l. The uncials are evenly divided between the readings
of PL6 and the text,.

Re '_a‘he_! ':EI;.wo roadings arc about evenly divided geograph-
LCALLY .

3. Perhaps the text was’ changed from Suwy to Auwy to
agree with ¢is quxas , But it was hardly changed from
Arwev to Uuwv , which would make it more difficult.

L. Either change is possible since the two words are so
similar and both make sense.

5« Nothing can be decided on the basis of style.

Conclusion: Since the external evidence is so closely
balanced, the internal evidence must be the criterion. uuwv
is the more difficult reading by a slight margin; hence it is
perhaps correct.

Correct readinm: P46 against the text.

L1112 apro'rnrs-fent PYG 5 kG Tpe.nClOF o awdeTnT(-RPGpl laPsy.

7Lietzmann, Op. cit., p. 101,
Sﬁicﬁll' 0D _c_;i_t_o, Pe L2,
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The majority of the uncials agree with the text,

The reading which disagrees with the text is more
widely distributed geographicallye.

There is no obvious reason for an intentional change
since both make sense, ;

Since the change consists of only two letters, the
change is probably unintentional,

= ¢ 4
Ste Paul uses the word awdsrasoftener than aycezis,

Conclusion: Lictzmann observes that ayierntl could come

from a seribal erroy ATAOTHT/, misread as ATOoTH7/ and copied

again as ArtoTHT| » On the other hand, awder4r¢ could have

=
come from 2yrorart in the same way. However, the correspond-

(4
ing sopie

9

/
repsiicy agrees with the reading andorar: o

Correct readinm: probably DG against text and P40,

1:12 :-f"w’;.f'b ff'i' - ';!Lc‘fi'- ”qj ’(a; - PV‘ 869 QI- Vs-

3
2.
3.
Le

Se

The uncials are equally divided between the two read-

ings,

The reading of the text is more widely distributed
geographically,

3ince both readings make sense equally well, the change
is probably unintentional,

It is just as plausible to say that the Ka¢ was inade
vertantly omitted or inserted.

Mothinz can be concluded on the basis of style.

Conclusion: One must turn o external evidence. The
reading of the text has a very slightly better reading.

Correct reading: perhaps the text against PL6.

9L1etzmann, op. cit., p. 101,
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(1} 2 AL -
L1138 A0 3 SetertfiAN B-0¥i739pe] 20N S-pue3 3[R & -6 Lex [2t2)
1. The chief uncials are cqually divided between the
two readings.

2, The reading of the text is confined to a smaller geo-
graphical arca than those readings against it.

3. Perhaps the 7 was omitted from P46 when the following

correlative 4 was omitted. On the other hand, per-
haps an 1 was inserted whén the marginal note
Emipvvrcere was inserted,

L. Ain unintentional omission is more plausible than an
unintencional insertion.

o« lio conclusion can be reached on the basis of style.

Gonclusion:_ihh’ 7 andjl & can be omitted because of
poor attestation., But since both these readings include the
i and only P46 omits it, the i probably is original. Since
only one very poor manuseript (G) omits theal)l’, it too be-
longss The % is omitted only by D* and 1739 and if omitted
would make a nigh impossible reading.

Correct reading: text against PLb,

1:13 7% weal Exiyraloice re-teat. Omi¥ - PYLBPC:

1. Ehe uncials are evenly divided between the two read-
ngs,

2. The reading of the text has a wider geographical dis-
tri bution.

3« Perhaps it was omitted because it looked like a mare
ginal note taken into the text,

ke Perhaps the reading was omitted due to homoioteleuton.
On the other hand, perhaps it was inserted as a mar-
giral note.

5« Nothing can be decided on the basis of style,

Conclusion: The external evidence is slightly in favor




ey
of the roading of the toxt, The internal evidence favors the

reading in the Nestle text. In addition, since the previous
N

N had such good attestation, it would seem that its correla=
tlve would have equal attestation. Only P46 omits both 7 and
A

e

Correct reading: text against PLG,

e *

121 huov~ Fext. Omits- PYe AC R D pm.

l. The major unéials are equally divided between the
two readings,

2, The reading of PL6 has the wider geographical dis-
tribution.

3. Therc is no necessity cither for adding or omitting
the reading deliberately,

L. Since both readings are correct and common, the word
c$gld have been either omitted or added unintention-
1'.'1_ y.

5« HNothing can be concluded from St. Paul's style,

Conclusion: Internal evidence is about ecual on both

sides and the external evidence, although spread more widely
geographically in agreement with P46, is weak, But the read-
ing of P46 is probably corrects

Correct reading: PL6 against text.

> 1 'S A i ‘
1117 +5 vat vat kae 16 60 oD ~Fext. To var wat TO 97~ PYC Y24~ vg.

1. The majority of the major uncials have the reading
of the text.

2. The reading of the text is more widely distributed
geographically,

3. Perhaps the scribe of P46 or of an earlier manuseript
changed the reading to agree with ve. 19. The Vulgate
may be influenced by the same tradition,
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Ls It doesn't seem that an unintentional omission of
addition is plausible.

5« Tllothing can be concluded on the basis of style.

Conclusion: All the evidence points to the reading of
the text,

Correct reading: text against PL6. With this conclusion

Lietamann agrees.lo

1118 § ( bedore wpss Suas)-text Omif- PYCDE

1. Ene uncials are evenly divided between the two read-
ng

2¢ The reading of the text is more widely distributed
peographically,

3« Perhaps the reading of the text is an intentional
ingsertion because it is better Oreek, but it is
hardly an intentional omission,
be It could have been unintentionally omitted because
it is only one letter, or it could have been unine
tentionally inserted 5ecause it is better CGreek,
5« llothing can be concluded on the basis of style.
Coneclugion: The internal evidence is about equal on both
sides, FExternal evidence is very slightly in favor of the toxt.

Correct reading: perhaps text against P46.

1:19 ,Y,an;-r:); ’I.o-a&_..- - text.X¥A¢C. Ino—aij ,VM-TO\J-F.‘I(. BEDGf/.

1. The major uncials favor the reading of PLG.

2. The reading of PL6 has a wider geographical distri=-
bution,

3. There is no reason for making an intentional change.

L, The error is probably due to a slip of the pen.

107pid., p. 103.




L1
5« Nothing can be decided on the basis of style,
Conclusion: The evidence is slightly in favor of the
reading of PLG, ’

Sorrect reading: PL6 against text.
1:22 6 (he fore sat)-text P¥ GRD (:CT”)P”’- Omit-A K L7al.

l. The major uncials agree with the reading of the text,

2¢ The reading of the text has the wider geographical
distribution,

S /
2. Perhaps the article was omitted because dooushas no
article,

ks Perhaps the article was inadvertantly omitted because
it consists of only one letter,

5« llothing can be decided on the basis of style.

Conclusion: The external and internal evidence point to

et

the ilestle reading,

Correct readinm: text with PLG.

211 J) ~text Yap -P4C B 9P, |

i. The major uncials are equally divided between the two
readings,

2. The reading of the text has the wider geographical
distribution.

3. 3Since both readings make about equal sense, a scribe
could have felt that either Jt or ydp was better and
changed it.

L. A scribe could have inadvertantly changed one for the
other since both make about equal sense,

5« liothing definite can be concluded on the basis of style,
Conclusion: The external evidence points very slightly to
the lestle reading,
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Correct recadingm: perhaps the text against Phb.

2:26 Uas 2 Zih-PUCH CTpe.CLOF Omits both= R DGpl Lo

L
2

3

l!-o

Se

la ¥

The major uncials agree with the reading of the text,

The reading of the text has the widest geographical
distribution,

Perhaps the seribe thought the sentence made better
sense with or without the £x.

A seribe would hardly insert or omit both £x’s unin-
tentionally,

2
3te Paul uses 5a:m‘1 and the genitive once with ¢xand
once without it.

Conclusion: The internal evidence is unclear, External

evidence points to the reading of the text,

Correct rcading: text with PL6. BRoth I.ietzmarmll and

Nico11l2 arrece with this conclusion,

; \ : -
2217 wol Aot ~fext. dotwet ~FYC KDGal sy Mcion.
1. The major uncials are ecually divided between the
two readings, 1
2, Geographical distribution favors the reading of PLG.
3¢ The word Kawadesshas two meanings (peddle and adul-
terate), It is possible that one scribe was acquaine-
ted only with the meaning "to adulterate™ and hence
changed Accmol €O modlod ¢ Porhaps Aciwet was too
all=inclusive,
L. The reading of either is hardly due to an uninten-
tional change, ;
5« HNothing can be decided on the basis of style.

117pid., pe 109.
124icoll, ope Cite, e 5l.




i

43

Conclusion: The evidence all seems to point to the recad-

ing of PLG,

Correct recading: PL6 against text.

3:3 Omets Kat ( beFore c.'rrerﬂq/f_ﬂévn)"ﬂ&f- Has kae-FPHIC b EN%T

1.

2

3.

be

5e

The major uncials are equally divided between the two
readings,

The reading o6f the text has the wider geographical
distribution,

- 1
The sentence reads more smoothly without the ifacs
perhaps 1t was therefore left out., It would hardly
have beon inserted intentionally, i2/ is, therefore,
the more difficult reading,
It would hardly have been inserted unintentionally
sinee the reading is smoother without the i=:; but
it may well have beeon left out unintentionally,

Hothing can be determined on the basis of style.

Conclusion: The external evidence is about even. ' The

- = /s
internal evidence points to the retention of the wat.

B e |

Correct readines: probably P46 against text.

2 2 y i 4 £ la
316 amonTeive(—text.Bpc|inakTevet-F Yo S CRpalATorTEVYEL

PH N GAal.

The major uncials do not favor the reading of the
text,

The reading of the text does not have the wider
geographical distribution,

Perhaps the reading was amoxTeveT and a scribe
changed it to the present tense to make it agree
with SweweteT , Or to amexTevrey because it was
the only one of the two alternate forms he knew,
or vice versa,

Since each change is a change of only one letter,
any of the three could be plausible,

Hothing can be decided on the basis of style,
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Conclusion: The internal evidence is inconclusive. The

external evidence points to the reading of PLb,.

Correct reading: Pib against text,

319 1 diawovit - text BRpm T Vj-" 'r:;' Imlnvl‘:ﬂ'fyd.ﬁl)ét!/ 57(-")’

9

2e

3e
!l-o

5e
Lo

The majority of the major uncials agree with the read-
ing of PLOG,.

The two readings are about équally divided between the
two readings geographically.

Perhaps a change was made to the dative to make a
chiasm. Perhaps a change was made to the nominative
to agree with 4 Jiraxeviea in the next line,

Perhaps the T was inadvertantly left out or inserted.

-y

liothing can be concluded from the author's style,

nelusion: Since the external evidence points to the

dative and since St, Paul was a men who could probably appre=

ciate the literary value of a chiasm, the dative is probably

the correct reading,

Correct readinm: PLO against text.

3118 kutomTp ISousvol-teat. Karom roifoue Da o ~PY6 (33 orrt).

1,

2.

3.

ke

The majority of the major uncials agree with the read-
ing of the text,

The reading of the text has the wider geographical
distr’ibution.

r -
Perhaps an earliocr scribe misread xaTow7gifoncba. oc
for KeTewrpi§oxever and the seribe of P46 changed
l-::-.'ra/‘wpﬁaﬂ;uaq. to the participle to agree with the
ot « Or ‘perhaps an earlier scribe had read ue7a-
Mopposuevor for meTapof pasneda and the scribe of PL6
changed KATowTp)( ucver tO KaTamTp150usba oF o

Probably both are not unintentional changes but only
one, and some scribe tried to correct it to make a
snooth Creck sentence,
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5¢ HNothing ecan be decided on the basis of style.
onclusion: Since P46 is the only major manuseript to
have either warey, o )',_;,4 ifa oC OT e -,-.?_,ag(afag;,;w,, the read-
ing of the toxt is the correct one in both instances.

Correct readinm: text against PLG.

3213,«::7-'l,ua;"gtfmféﬂ."&:c.~+e-rf‘. META ftop s u',qrw(- FYL A Or FI,
1, The majority of the major uncials agree with the text,

2« The reading of the text has the wider geographical
distribution,

3s (Cf. the last reading for a discussion of the rest of
this variant.)
L:2 G'Gwr.r"r-!'rm' res~ texT.PICE P 161/4a]. O'UVIO'T'G{V reg-NC D*ch
a‘dv‘lr-"'r:f-'v reg - ]"“ P,
1. The major uncials are equally divided for and against
the reading of PLG,

2. The readings which oppose PL6 have the wider geograph-
ical distribution,

3« Perhaps the aorist participle was changed to the present
to apgree with the other present participles. There
hardly would have been an intentional change to the

aorist,.

k. Perhaps the -sv- was inadvertantly omitted from the
present participle, which is the easier reading. :

5« BSte Paul uses the two participles about an equal num-
ber of times, i

Conclusion: The internal evidence is about equal, The :
external evidence points very slightly to the reading of Aleph

and D*, The same variant readings occur in Chapter six, verse
four.13

tnera, p. 53.
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Correct readingm: Aleph and D* against text and P46,

Li5Xp1oroy Tanpevv—text. "Tneovy Xpto-rov- P46 X ACD /at.

1. The major unciale agree in the majority with the read-
ing of the text against PLO,

2, The reading of PL6 against the text has the wider geoe
graphical distribution,

3e There iz no reason for an intentional change,

Lo E%ther reading could boe the result of an unintentional
changa,

S5« 5t. Paul uses both roadings interchangeably.
Conclusion: The internal evidence is inconclusive., The

external evidence points to the reading of PLG.

Correct reading: PLO against toxt,

b5 'Thooov - text, ‘Tnooi ~PYe ¥¥C pcMcion.
1. ?he’¥ajor uncials are evenly divided between the two
readings,

2. The peographic distribution favors the reading of
the text.

3. Perhaps a seribe felt that the phrase dia Tnesuv.
did not £it Paul's thecology.
Le The v could have been either omitted or added inad-

vertantly., Perhaps the gonitive was changed to the
accusative by reason of homoioteleuton from the line

above.
5¢ 5te Paul uses both forms,
Conclusion: The internal evidence points to PLS very
slightly, but the external evidence points to the text.

Correct reading: probably text against P46, but very
doubtful. Nicoll accepts the reading of the text .1k

hiicoll, op. glt., pe 61.
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4:6 }\n'j,nll-fz -text PHL X GAD*cC] sy t\q;ufd(-\: RaGpl le?. Mcion.

1.
24

Le
5e

The major uncials all have the reading of the text,

The reading of the text has the wider geographical
distribution.

Either reading could have been changed to the other
depending upon whether the seribe thought direct or
indirect statements were better,

An ¢ could easily be mistaken for an a or vice versa.

Stes Paul uses both constructions in his epistles.

Conclusion: The internal evidence is inconclusive, The

external evidence points to the reading of the text and of

PLG,

Correcet reading: PLO with text. With this conclusion

licoll arrecs.ls

b:6 tou

1,
2.
3.
ke

Se

Deoy -t+exi. rz.;ro;— F‘ffv*(‘.*p'é i+ Mcion,

The major uncials are evenly divided between the
two readings.

The reading of P46 has the wider geographical dis-
tribution,

Perhaps 10Te0 was changed to make it clear to whom
it was referred, But T¢ fdead would hardly have been
changed €0 asrol e

Perhaps 100 Hz00 was a marginal reading explaining
ao 105, Which was incorporated into the text.

Nothing can be concluded on the basis of style.

Conclusion: The external evidence is about equal, The

internal evidence points to the reading of P46 as the more

difficult reading.

15&1_.
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Correct reading: PLO6 against text.

b6 Omits "Lrnool (betore Xptored)-textd BA35 Mcion Or
Has’Tuoos-PUc ¥CF pl. (506G 1137 (at.),

1.
2e

3e
L.

Se

The major uncials favor the reading of PL6.

The reading of P46 has the wider pgeographical dise
tribution,

There is no reason for an intentional change,

E@gger an inadvortant omission or addition is pos-
sible,

Nothing can be decided on the basis of style,

Conclusion: Sinee the internal evidence is inconclusive

and the evidence for the inclusion of Taeos is stronger accord=-

ing to external evidence (although D inverts the two), the prob=

able correct reading is P46 against the text.
Correect recadingm: PAG against text.

4211 .:)u: -text gl ~PY¥6 G a*y” Lv. Tert Ambs

L,
2e

3.

ke

Se

The major unclals favor the reading of the text.

The reading of the text has the wider geographical
digtribution,

Perhaps a seribe thought that £{ was a mistake because
there is no main clause to complete the sentence if
the first clause is conditional, It 1s very unlikely
that a sceribe would have changed @:{ to g since this
would make a much more difficult reading.

The 2 could have been dropped inadvertantly and the ¢i
continued because thé latter makes sense, although
it is more difficult.

Hothing can be decided on the basis of style.

Conclusion: The internal evidence shows that the reading

of P46 is more difficult, but the external evidence points
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strongly to the reading of the texte.
Correct reading: text against PLb.

Caalaoimalca®

J,,gl[, Omits .‘.":.“ld’!v‘ = ’J-,_s_.rf_ as “Ul,pfoy- PYUC D ijl--r, vi. Cr. Ter it

(4

l. The major uncials are evenly divided between the
two readings.

2. The reading of the text has the wider geographiecal
distribution,

3¢ There is no reason for either an intentional addition
Cr omission.

ke The word could have been either inscrted or omitted
unintentionally, since both are common,

S« liothing can be concluded on the basis of style.

Conclusion: Since the internal evidence is inconclusive,
the external evidence must be the deciding factor. The external
evidence points to the reading of the text.

Correct reading: text against P46,

k2X? Omits Juiow (o ter BAipe ws)-text: P16 BsyfChr. Hes hpiy XK D.
1. The major uncials are equally divided between the two
readings,

2. The reading of the text has the wider geographical
distribution,

3« Perhaps the juwy was added for clarity and to agree
'With the f":“TV °

Le Perhaps the word was left out by a slip of the pen.
5« MNothing can be decided on the basis of style.
Conelusion: The internal evidence is inconclusiva.' The

external evidence would point to the reading of the text.
Correct reading: text and P46,
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5:3 &1 ye - teat -’;':'17‘8/’- PHCBDG pe

1. The major uncials agree with the reading of PL6
except for Aleph.

2. The two readings are about equally divided as far
as geographical distribution is concerned,

3« Probably a seribe thought one was grammatically
better,

ke Perhaps it is an unintentional error, but it is more
likely that it is an intentional change,

5 liothing can be decided on the basis of style. i
Conclusicn: The internal evidence is inconclusive, The
external evidence points to the reading of PL6.

Correct reading: PL6 against text,

R — A S vt ©

5:10 ﬂﬂs» < x . f%&_mpqg,azs.lqt orfT

l. The majority of the major uncials contain the read-
ing of the text.

2. The reading of the text has the wider geographical
distribution,

3 ’

3« Perhape a scribe felt that idia was more doctrinally
correct than ¢,/: since the reading of the text might
infer salvation through works., This, however, is a
weak argument.

L. The iota could easily have been dropped unintention-
ally or it could have been added since 7d/a 1is such
a cormon idiom,

5. Nothing can be decided on the basis of style.
Conclusion: The internal evidence is inconclusive, but

since P46 is the only major manuscript that has 74,z , the read=-

ing of the text is probably correct. .
Correct rcading: text against P46, Vogels agrees with
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this con'.zluxs:!.f:.»n.16

5110 p avhov - fext: K pc. kawow - PYE ERD6pl.

1, %‘g-xc Encials apgree with the reading of P46 except for
Aleph,

2s The reading of P46 has the wider geographical distri=-
bution,

3¢ Kako¥ ig much more commén than gavlev, so would hard-
1y be changed to gabldove

Le Perhaps ¢4udov is a gloss which was incorporated into
the text,

50 Kaov is much more common in the epistles of St. Paul.

Conclusion: External evidence points to the reading of

B ST e L B ]

PL6, Internal evidence is inconclusive.
Correct reading: PLO against texte. Nicoll remarks that

¢03A"v is probably an early change introduced from the Eplstle

to the Romans, chapter nine, verse eleven.l?

5:12 “7“‘:)‘, -text i:'/:!-‘»‘-;l/ - F7¢6 ‘B'JV”C.

1, The reading of PLS is supported by two other major
uncials,

2, The reading of the text has the wider geographical
distribution,

3s Uiy might have been changed to auwv since it fits_
much better into the contéxt. But hardly would jaw
have been changed to Suirv e

L. The s#~v might have been written by mistake for
or vice versa.

5« iothing can be decided on the basis of style.

16Heinrich J. Vogels, Handbuch der Textkritik des Neuen
Testomonts (Bonn: Peter llanstein Verlag, 1955), pe 103.

171icoll, op. cite, Pe 67.




52
Conclugion: Doth the external evidence and the internal
evidence are very inconclusive, However, both Lietquannl8 and
Nico111?9 favor the reading of the text very strongly.

Correct roading: probably text. against. PLG,

5:16¢] Im}.-—'i'e:'-."i‘:.'”le..Ki.s‘i"‘"-')"h-l &t de - Klffd‘: Km—Cﬂ‘mellka‘c el -G fatsyP
1, 41l four major uncials have the reading of the text.

2, The reading of the text has the wider geographical
distribution.

3. There is no reason for a deliberate change,

- |
he Probably ¢l 4% was written by mistake for &i xat and
the Koine tradition made a conflation, :

5« Tothing can be decided on the basis of style.

fonclusion: Since the reading of the text has the strone-
gest external witness (the readings of K and G being very weak)
and the Koine tradition seems to have a conflation, and the
internal evidence is inconclusive, the reading of the text is
probably correct.

Correct reading: text and P46, Meyer agrees with this

conclusion, 20
: ¥
5119 roy Ajpov-text o eCappedtov-puL eaypé Atev Tov Aoyov (D) 6.

l. The major uncials ara evenly divided for and against
the reading of the text.

2. The reading of the text has the wider geographical

18Liet2mam1, ODe _c.igo 2 Pe | 124,
19icoll, op. gite, Pe 69
2°Heyer, Ope cite, Pe 506,
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distribution.

3. Perhaps Adrev was changed to cva rre'hw for clari-
fication-

b« The marsinal reading eﬂarre’hav might have been in-
corporated into the text by mistake. :

5« HNothing can be decided on the basis of style,

| Conclusion: The readings of D and G are probably confla=-
.‘ tlons. The reading of the text is probably correct since PLS
l stands alone and A n’;/av' is the more difficult reading.

Correct readinm: text apainst Phb,.

62k cuvisrd oy Tes~dext BFal ovvierarres-PYCX¥ CP¥GpcC]
"UV"-"T-?"’T" s- K pm.
l. The majority of the major uncials have the réading

of PLbG,

2« The reading of PL6 has the wider geographical dis-
tribution,

3. Perhaps an epistolary aorist was changed to a present
participle or vice versa, The present would agree
with the previous J¢dsvres,

4e Perhaps the-ov-was inadvertantly omitted.

S5« lothing can be decided on the basis of style.

Conelusion: Since internal evidence is inconclusive and

external evidence points to the aorist, it is probably correct.

Correct reading: PLO against text. This same reading

occurs in Chapter four, verse tuo, 21

6116 ';/dﬁs fonsy—text Ouels éoTe-Pl6CRGpm Sy
1. The majority of the major uncials favor the reading

2supra, p. 45




54
of the teoxt.

‘ 2. The reading of the text has the wider geographlcal
distribution,

3« Perhaps the Huels was changed to cfo,u:b‘ to agree with
the imperative at the beginning of the paragraph.
But hardly would the Juesy be changed to Huers o

f he It is difficult to imagine that the two words would
, both be changed inadvertantly.

5. lothing can be concluded on the basis of style.

Conclusion: Sinece nucis is the more difficult reading
and the external evidence points to fuels, it is probably the
correct onc,

Correct reading: text against PL6,

e .  Smaim i

7:1 (j;o_t L; - TEXT. Q r'.-.rnz -PYcC.

1., The majority of the uncials have the reading of the
exte

cr

2. The reading of the text has the wider geographical
distribution.

3¢ Perhaps the seribe of PL6 was not well acquainted

with the Biblical use of ¢ofos #cos and changed it
O dyadwne But an intentional change would hardly

have beén made to gapwe
he This is hardly an unintentional change. :
5. lothing can be decided on the basis of style.

Conclusion: Both internal and external evidence point

to the reading of the text.

Correct reading: text against P46,

7:5 E".rx:-, Kev-text, é’rlav-f"fl. e K.

1. The major uncials are equally divided between the
two readings,




2.

3e

e
5.

25

The reading of the text has the wider geographical
distribution.

Perhaps the reading was changed from the aorist to
the perfect to denote past action with present impli-
cations, Or perhaps it was changed to the aorist to
denote that the action is past and complete. The
perfect would be the more logical,

Perhaps the -4 k- was inadvertantly left out,

llothing can be decided on the basis of style,

Conclusion: Since the internal evidence is inconclusive,

the external evidence must be the criterion, It points to the

reading of the text.

Correct reading: text against PLb,

. O ¢
7:8{%1&'#*"- Fext B ")!?~’;J"”bj7"lﬂ:{€’”f'l ye\;/d- KCEG,’L rl'.ryl ﬁAE mwv-FPHC L%
1. The major uncials are evenly divided for and against

24

3.

Le
e

the reading of the text.

The reading of the text does not have the wider geo-
gravhical distribution,

Perhaps the y4¢ was inserted intentionally when a
scribe considered the end of t@p sentence to be
ueTentAokny instead of ue rausdouate

Perhaps the y&u was inadvertantly omitted.

Nothing can be concluded on the basls of style,

Conclusion: PLO6 is weakly attesteds BD and Aleph C are

about of ecual value, but the reading of Aleph C has a wider

geographic attestation than BD.
Correct reading: Aleph C against Pi6. Both Lietzmann??

LA et s

22Liet:zmann, ODe. cit., ps 131.
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and Moyer<3 agree with this conclusion.

5
7:11 E"ﬂlﬂ.a"fi?.fjr:-;;.'—‘f'c x+ :'trlnaal’nv-l”ﬂy.ﬁ'* 1 IGI’* RO0S5,

1.

2

3e

ke

5e

The major uncials are evenly divided between the two
readings.

The reading of the text has the wider geographiecal
distribution.

Since both words mean the same thing, either could
have been changed to the other, It is possible that
the reading of P46 was the original and was changed
to the reading of the text to agree with the same
word in verse eleven. On the other hand, the seribe
might have remembered the word in the Eplstle to the
Romans, chapter fifteen, verse twenty-three, and
changaé the reading of the text to that of P46,

It is possible that a scribe misread or didn't hear
one of the words correctly.

Hothinz can be decided on the basis of style,

Conclusion: The internal evidence is inconclusive, The

external evidence points to the reading of the text,.

Correct reading: text against PLb,

1
s / 2
7314 2 '!':’raz--h-‘ff’ﬂs\"rc]ﬁ ] Tl'rnu-P‘IGC.Ef”'/ h TPl

T:rau-- 0 GPal l.\f_;y.

The major uncials are divided equally for and against
the reading of the text.

The reading of the text does not have the wider geo-
graphical distribution.

There is no reason for an intentional change.

The 1 could have just as easily been inserted as omite
ted unintentionally, since both are correct.

Nothing can be decided on the basis of style.

23Meyr, Ope cite, Pe 558.
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Conclusion: The nwés has poor attestation. The internal
evidence for the other two readings is about equal, Although
the reading of PLG has a wider geographical distribution, the
reading of the text is better,

Correct readins: text against PLG.

¢ o o
8:2 f,:'(,;:}:)]:) --}i'.,\' }L. ..ol'{é;lﬂj",’qa bxfc'.

1. The major unclals are evenly divided between the two
readings,

2e The reading of the text has the wider pgeographical
distribution,
3 Doth readings would be grammatically correct, but
gerhaps a scribe thought one would fit the sense bet-
Q%

ke Since it is only the difference of one letter that is
involved, either could have been changed inadvertently.

S« liothing can be concluded on the basis of style.
Conclusion: The internal evidence is inconclusive. The
external evidence points to the reading of the text.

Corract readingm: text against PA46,

8:755;;3;: Ev Guv-text FYCBLTakir. sy"OrIJ/u,Z,, iv naiv -XCRDGpn.jatsyh

1. The major uncials are evenly divided between the two
readings,

2. The readinpg of Aleph C has the wider geographical
distribution, v

3¢ There is no reason for an intentional change.

4e The reading could have been changed either way because
of the similarity in sound.

5.. Hothing can be decided on the basis of style.

Conclusion: The internal evidence is inconclusives The
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external evidence points very slightly toward the reading of
Aleph ¢,

Correct roading: probably Aleph C against P46, B and
text, but a very difficult reading,

8116 5185y 7/ - text Jdvrs-PYC D GL pm.

1. The major uncials are evenly divided between the
two readings.

2, The reading of the text has tho wider geographical
distribution,

3« Perhaps the present vas changed to the epistolary
aorist or vice versa.

Le The first two letters of the participle could have
been dropped inadvertently.

5« liothing can be decided on the basis of style.

Gonclusion: The internal evidence_and external evidence

both seem to point to the present tense.
Correct reading: text against P46. HMeyer agrees with

this eonclusion.zb

8219 Ev-text. sov-PYC NEDGpm it 5Y.

l. The majority of the major uncials agree with the
reading of PLG,

2. The reading in P46 has the wider geographical dis=-
tribution.

3. The reading of P46 would be a difficult reading,
since o Jv usually means "along with.™ It is gossi- 4
ble that a scribe changed it to an easier reading.
Perhaps he was influenced by the previous avvéndaues «

L. It is hardly an unintentional change.

2h1vid., p. 577
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5, UV X -.1;4' 7/ occurs novhere else in St. Paul,
Conclusion: Since the external evidence points to the
reading of P46 and the internal evidence sugcests that UV
is the more difficult reading, it is probably correct,

Correct readingm: PLG6 against text,

’ /
8:21 Mpovosucy paps- fext, PYCADGal len‘sy l TR OVOSLUUT VO
Eal-l"',"”‘."7‘- -’{::5'.':" ,-';.;-'\.'.(,"I-:'IC[.

l. All four of the major uncials have the reading of
the text,

2s The reading of the text has the wider geographical
distribution.

3. Perhaps the verb was changed to a participle to
apree with the previous participle e7¢AAoxevor e

ke The -2t could have boen added unintentionally or it
could have just as easily been droppede.

5« MNothing can be decided on the basis of style.

Conclusion: The internal evidence is about equal for
and against the text. The external evidence is strongly in
favor of the toxt.

Correct reading: text with P46, Meyer comes to the

same conclusi.on.25

Y ¢
9:1 ey Al rext. mwep1ocoTEfOr =P J6. v

1. The majority of the major uncials agree with the
reading of the text. :

2. The reading of the text has the wider geographical
distribution.

251bid.
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The comparative does not make much sense and hence
adchagge would not be from the comparative to the
adverb,

It is conceivable that a sleepy seribe could have
written the comparative without thinking,

There is nothing that can be decided on the basis
of StY].O.

Conclusion: Both internal and external evidence point

strongly to the reading of the text.

Correct readinm: text against PL46,

0Q:2 Tz‘:(:_;’)‘_':;:.;,:-:; ,;,.!:;af_,.;"" text. PY6 Bskffc-l S‘CR D Gfl

1

2e

3e

Le

Se

The major unecilals agree with the text except for D,

The reading of the text has the wider geographical
distribution.

Perhaps a scribe wasn't aware of the use of the word
S4des in both the neuter and the masculine genders.

Perhaps the v could have been added or dropped unine
tentionally,

Ste Paul uses the masculine five times and the neuter
t"’iceo

Conclusion: The external evidence points to the reading

of the text, The faet that St. Paul usually uses the_maacp—

line would make the neuter the more_difficult reading.

Correct readinp: text and P46. MNicoll also accepts this
reading,?6

9k Adywacy ~text, Adpw=- PUCCED G it AmbsT,

1.

The major uncials are evenly divided between the two
readings,

26§1icoll, op. clte, Ds 9le
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The two readings are about ovenly divided as far as
Zeographical distribution is concerned,

There is no reason for a change since St, Paul uses
both the singular and the plural of the first person

in the context,

Perhaps the -«&v could have been unintentionally
omitted by a careless secribe.

Hothing can be decided on the basis of style,

Conelusion: The internal and external evidence are both

equal, but the external evidence points very slightly to the

reading of the text,

Correct reading: text against PL6.

9:5 H.'..s cae (hedore u:\if X text. Omits ra}hi"ll. X¥Q lott -fyf
/

1.

24

3.
Le

5e

The major uncials are divided equally for and against
the text,

Tge reographical distribution favors the reading of
PLG,

(4
There is no reason either to omit or add the iace

The Ka could have just as easily been omitted or
added since both are good Creek,

lothing can be decided on the basis of style,

Conclusion: The internal evidence is about even and the

external evidence is slightly in favor of the reading of PLG.

Correct reading: P46 against text,

/
918 durare - oy PHC 5 DY G [SSvarai-33pc [ Juvaros-R pl.
The major uncials all favor the reading of the text.

The reading of the text has the wider geographical
distribution,

The readings against the text are probably not inten-
tional,

1,
2e

3e
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ke The readings of 33 and the Koine are probably slips
of the poen,

¢ lothing can be decided on the basis of atyle,

Conclusion: The external evidence points to the reading

of the text, The internal evidence is inconclusive,

Correct reading: text and Phb.

9:10 -!"’lr-"l,fof-;.g.-.g - f2xtl, e-wdpov- PYL BD¥ G

le The m_-;jority of the major uncials favor the reading
of PL6,

Re The] %-.-ro readings are about evenly divided geograph=
ically,

s Perhaps a seribe felt that one of the words was bete-
ter Greek than the other,

ke Perhaps the change is due to homoioteleuton in the
next line,

5¢ If the reading of P46 is correct, this verse would
be the only time that he uses the word.

Conclusion: The external evidence points to the reading
of P46, The internal evidence is divided: a'!ra;"l/ is the
more difficult word but it could be a case of homoioteleuton.
In view of the external evidence, the reading of P46 is prob-

ably correct.

Correct reading: PL6 against text.

9220 Yosnpii et war whnOuvel rav omgpev vuav kat aofioet - text,
Kparioay st wdpbdivad ror smopav suisv Kat avidrai-R{G)pl.
X"/'H’-‘/"ﬂ'ﬂ .'rcr\t mdaduvel Tov a-na}oov l;m?v irat qu;;’rzc- PYé.
1. The majority of the major uncials favor the reading
of the text.
2, The recading of the text has the wider geographical




63
distribution,
3¢ There is no reason for an intentional change.
he The readings of the Koine tradition and P46 are prob-
ably the results of a series of unintentional changes.
Perhape the Koine reading is a conflation.
5o liothing can be decided on the basis of style.
Conclusion: The external evidence points to the reading
of the text,

Correct reading: toxt against PLG,.

10tk o700 rerins—texd PY¥t fal I or Ia.Tf,q r1a5-NCRDGp.
le The major uncials are divided between the two readings.

» The two roadings are also divided about equally geo-
graphically,

(%)

The reading of the text is the easier reading, since
a parallel to the word "army"™ is not menﬁ:ione& in the
context, Perhaps the reading of Aleph was changed to
the reading of the text.

W
®

ey SR P o e
a letter was dropped than that it was added.
5. liothing can be docided on the basis of style.
Conclusion: The internal evidence is divided. The ex-
ternal evidence points slightly to the reading of the text.
Probable gorrect readinz: PLS6 and text against Aleph and

Ce

1027 e text PG 5X Lpe.dg | d¢°-CRDG pl.
l. The majority of the major uncials agree with the text.
2. The readings are about equally divided geographically,

d
The reading of C is grammatically possible but woul
% make a veanz-yg difficult reading--Tof his own accord.™
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It is very unlikely that ’a¢’ would have been written
48 an intentional change,

ke The = could have been substituted unintentionally by
a slecpy seribe,

5o The word 2¢” is used by St. Paul but doesn't fit well
into this context,

Conclusion: Both the internal and external evidence point
to the reading of the text.
Correet reading: text and Ph6. Meyer also accepts this

reading, <7

10:8 Has 7 (aFter :r:.!.*')-f‘tif-- Omits- PYC BGH 33al.

ls The major uncials are evenly divided between the two

readings,

2. The reading of the text has the wider geographical
distribution.

3« Possibly the 7¢ was inserted because the author felt
{ it fit well i;lt;o the context, but it was hardly omit-
ted intentionally.

e b et L L
jumped to the Tt of the line above, ]
5« lHothing can be decided on the basis of style.
Conclusion: The internal evidence is inconclusive. The
external evidence points to the reading of the text. ;
Correct readinm: text against P46, Meyer also decides

on this readinz.:.as

¢ ~ 3
10:8 Omits aury (besare 5};)—#1"‘ Pic 5 D¥pe l”" Aptv-K6({ PF‘)/”

27B!e5rer, Op. cit., ps 615,
281h1d,
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411 four major uncials have the reading of the texte.

The reading of the text has the wider geographical
distribution,

There is no reason to add or to omit the word,

Perhaps it was intentionally added or omitted by a
sleepy seribe, Both would sound natural,

liothing can be decided on the basis of style.

Conclusion: The intornal evidence is inconclugivé. The

Cxternal evidence points to the reading of the text.

Correct reading: text and PLS,

1123 [ jai +4s apvdrn ros|-text P1c 5 (P0) G al ;ffyhldm;fs—ﬁf

R 1739 pm. vy. y. Cl.or.

1.
2e

3e

ke

5e

All four uncials agree with the reading of the text.

The reading of the text has the wider geographical
distribution,

There is no reason for intentionally omitting it or
for inserting it unless as a marginal note.

It is possibly an included marginal note, but perhaps
some seribe thought it so and omitted it. It is pos=-
sible that it was omitted because of the similarity
t0 Gwdsrares 5 by reason of homoioteleuton, It almost
looks 1like a conflation of early variants,

Hothing can be decided on the basis of style.

Conclusion: The internal evidence would point to the

exclusion of the phrase, but the external evidence is strongly

in favor of the texte i

Correct reading: text and P46. However, Lietzmann dis-
agrees and says that this is one of the few cases where the
Kolne tradition has the original over against Aleph and B.29

29Lietomann, op. gite, Po k5.

J
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1123 Omits iy (beFore Xpietev)-text X6 1611.1739pmlHas Tev - PYBRDIC].

1. Three of the major uncials disagree with the read-
ing of the text,

2« The reading of PL6 is favored by geographical dis-
tribution,

3. Therec is no reason either to add or to omit the
article,

Ls The artiele could have been either added or omitted
unintentionally since both would be good Greek,

5« HNothing can be concluded on the basis of style,.
Conclusicn: The internal evidence is inconclusive. The
external evidence points to the reading of PLG.

Correct reading: PL6 against text.

11tk Ave feo-gc - +ext-BOPIC.33.pc sa sy? | ZveiYeolbe - £ RGpm.vq.

1. The majority of the uncials have the recading of the
texte

2« The two readings are divided about ovenly as far as
Feographical distribution is concerned,

3« lossibly a change was made to the present tense to
fit into the sentence structure, but there was hardly
a change to the imperfect since this would make it a

more difficult reading.

ke Since it is a difference of only one letter, the change
is probably unintentional, An inadvertent change would

have been possible either way.

5« liothing can be decided on the basis of style.
Conclusion: The internal evidence would suggest that the
imperfect is the more difficult reading, but the external evi-

dence points to the reading of the text, 4
Correct reading: text and P46 against Aleph. Lietzmann
remarks that if one used the imperfect, one would suddenly be

EENEN _nrr
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Jumping into the conditional.3©

11:18 {8 r»‘wj ( fefiove a-a;ﬂlra.)-Bﬁpm. IOMHLS - PY¢ A D Gal
l. The majority of the uncials agree with the reading

soof PLG,.
2¢ Tho reading of P46 has the wider geographical dis-
tribution,
3¢ There is no reason to add or omit the word inten-
tionally,

Le The word covld have been added or omitted uninten-
tlonally since both readings are natural Creek,

5« liothing can be concluded on the basis of style.

Conclusion: Internal evidence is inconclusive, External
evidence points to the reading of Phb.

Lorrect reading: PLO against text., This is also the read-

ing that Liotzmann adopts.31

11:23 Cvlarars Teprero ra_f,:..;; ) -”Aa,mz.r y‘wzf/aa JJa;T-'uj‘- PICBDY Iat-
Rxt. I 7d npais Irr;f.-w’a'rl:;'w_s &y ¢0/!ax475 l;ﬂ'e//da AderTws ~ N*G
~ T 3 (4
TA apdls Gmepfadddvres tu pulanals Tepires7 Eows- K plLy.
l. The majority of the major unclals agree with the rcad-
ing of the text,

2, The reading of the text has the wider geographical dis-
tribution,

3. There is no reason for an intentional change.
L« Perhaps this is a case of homoioteleuton. _
5. lothing can be concluded on the basis of style.

301pbia,

311bid., pe 149.
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Conclusion: Tho internal evidence is inconclusive, The
external evidence points to the reading of the text.
forrect readinm: text with P46. Nieoll adopts this read=
ing also,32

11:27 r,\l"‘u::( -text. drlswa -PYe B¥ Hpe. :
1. The major uncials are divided between the two readings,

2. The recading of the text has the wider geographical dis-
tribution,

3¢ Ouite possibly the seribe was not acquainted with the -
late form d4(pe. and wrote the more archaic form, di'ysn «

%s Since bhoth forms sound alike to the ear, either one
cauéd have been written by a scribe listening to a
reader, :

5¢ The word is a hapax lezomenon in St. Paul's ep@sbles.

Conclusion: The internal evidence is inconclusive. The
externa; evidence indicates that the reading of the text is
correct,

Correct rcading: text against P46,

11230 Has pou(be Fore »rcwynru(m)-'l'f-\"l‘. Onﬁf.s'/uau—ff'éﬁﬁ. _
l. The major uncials are divided between the two readings,

2. The reading of the text has the wider geographical dis-
+  tribution,

Je There is no reason to make an intentional change since
both make sense, Perhaps a scribe thought that wov
clarified it slightly.

Le Perhaps a seribe inadvertently inserted it since the
sentence sounds natural with the addition.

32N‘10011. Ope cite, Pe 105,




69 .
5+ Nothing can be determined on the basis of style,
Conclusion: DBoth internal and external evidence point to
the reading of the text,

Correct readings: text and PL6,

12:1 d 6T Fex PYC B G L pa. /q¥://¢§é.~ &£ D*l Sn-Ral

l. The uncials are divided egqually for and against the
reading of the texte.

2. The readings for and against the text are about equal-
1y divided geographically,

3« Perhaps the o¢. changed from de7 to agree with the
following .y e
7
ke Perhaps a scribe unintentionally wrote ¢ to agree
with the following <. The reading of the Kolne
Ltradition could well be due to a scribe!s writing
By car, since both words sound alike.

5« Hothing can be determined on the basis of style.

Conclusion: Both internal and external evidence point to

the reading of the text. J
Correct readinm: text and P46 against Aleph, D, and the
Koine tradition, This is also the reading that Lietzmann ac-

eepts.33

’
1211 ouugpépov e ~text i iGFug | rouperet moe -/ Rp/

H‘ay" [ a-u.:z;f;e'ff)e't ~Dsyl ‘

l. The majority of the major uncials follow the reading
of the texte

2. The readings for and against the text are aboul even-
ly divided,

3BLietzmann, op. gite, Pe 152.
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3¢ There is no reason to make an intentional change.
But perhaps a scribe changed it because this struce
ture is strange to St. Paul. MHe usually uses the
finite verb.

4o This i1s hardly an unintentional change, unless the

eilbe was very sleepy. Perhaps the omission of the

tev in D is an influence from the Latin text,

oo B |

5« 3t, Paul uses the participle without the article
only here,

[=3

Conelusion: Both internal and external evidence point
to the reading of the text,
Correct readinm: text and P46, Lietzmann also accepts

this reading, %

12:1 de-Fex+. 96 H G pe l-'-'l"/)ﬂ;,’"ﬁ Df"’)’léé wat - 5.

1. The major uncials are evenly divided for and against
the reading of the text.

2s The readings for and against the text are divided
about evenly geographicallye.

3« Perhaps a seribe feolt that y%p fit the context bet=
cer,

Le Perhaps the reading in B is unintentional,

5« liothingz can be decided on the basis of style.

foneclusion: The internal ovidence is inconclusive. But
the external evidence favors the reading of the text.

Correct reading: text and P46, 1iicoll agrees with this

R I o

conclusion.35

1213 ywprs - Yext phe 8O | ExT3s- ARG P/

3%Ibid., pp. 152-53.
35nicoll, op. git., pe 109
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The majority of the major uncials agree with the
reading of the teoxt.

The reading of the text has the wider geographical
distribution,

Perhaps the reading of the text was changed to
to agree with the previous £y,r>s5- in verse 2,

This is probably not an unintentional change.

5te Paul uses ;rr>J only twice outside this verse, .
once in the previous verse, which could have influ=-
enced this one, St. Paul was enough of a man of
letters to know how to vary his style by using a

Synonym,

Sonclusiocn: The internal and external evidence both

favor the reading of the texte

Correct reading: text and PL6.

12:3

2ok cide |- text. PUCAR D Gpl [omit~ Bor

The majority of the uncials agree with the reading
of the text.

The reading of the text has the wider geographical
distribution.

There is no reason to omit the phrase intentionally,

T ——

Perhaps the word was omitted because of homoioteleuton,

liothing can be concluded on the basis of style.

Conclusion: The external and internal evidence both favor

the inelusion of the vhrase.

Corrgoct readinm: toxt and PA4G,

12:5 g -tFeat. codév—PY6.

The majority of the uncials agree with the reading of
the text,

The reading of the text has the wider geographical
distribution, '

1.

20
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3 There is no reason for an intentional change,

\
Le The -J2v could have been omitted or added by a
careless scribe,.

5« llothingz can be determined on the basis of style.

Conclusion: The intornal evidence is inconclusive.
The external evidence points strongly to the reading of the
text,

Correct readinsm: text against PLb,

12:5 Omits wou ( lesd r«.mr'«;f) ~texT. ﬁD*J3/)C- 5}/ I- /'I"U'ﬂﬂl/" NEGN.

N |

1. The majority of the uncials favor the reading of
the textqy

2. The reading of the text has the wider geographical
distribution, 2

3s Perhaps some scribe thought its addition was a
clarification. Such insertions for smoothness or
completeness are Common,

Le The word could have been either added or omitted
inadvertently.

5e llothing can be decided on the basis of style.
Conclusion: Internal evidence is inconclusive. External

evidence indicates that the reading of the text is correct.
Correct reading: text and PL6.

'
12:6 9;-;,{q’my nau{a%arﬂu-ﬁ:xﬁ DEAw kavyneoual -PY6.

1. The majority of the uncials agree with the reading
of the texte. .

2. The reading of the text is favored by the geograph-
ieal distribution,

3s If this is an intentional change, it would likely
not be changed to the reading of'Ph6, which is more

difficult,




73
ke Possibly a sleepy seribe wrote -souet by mistake,

Se ?q. Paul almost invariably uses the infinitive with
r'} 'Z/I /@

Conclusion: Toth internal and external evidence favor
the reading of the text.

Correct reading: text against PLG,

12:6 Omrts 71 (peFore é‘j')"f"fi 7e /Ifas i -PY¢ R D*‘f”" itvy d-"]"

l. The major uncials are evenly divided between the

two readings,

2o The reading in P46 has the wider geographical dis-
tribution,

3« Perhaps a scribe thought it clarified the sentence
to add the word, but he hardly would have omitted
1t for the same reason. ?

ke Peorhaps it was omitted by mistake, but to add it -
unintentionally is less plausible. "Perhaps it is
a marginal note taken into the text. "
5« llothing can be decided on the basis of style.
Conelusion: Internal and external evidence indicate
slightly that the reading of PALG is correct.

Correct reading: PAO against text. Nicoll agrees,

A S i a0

36

12:7 HIIS .S,:i Lhesore ;;ry-fcqf'laa;ff‘P‘fCﬁﬂfi I‘fs'y Lr. Or

l. The major uncials are evenly divided between the
two readings.

Re The reading in P46 has the wider geographical dis-
tribution,

3. Perhaps a seribe omitted it, considering the end of
" the vgrse to be Fudle Perhéps a socribe added it for

clarification.

361bid., p. 110,




74

be dardly would this have been added or omitted unin-
g‘e!x’ltu.onally unless it was a marginal note that was
daed,

5¢ Hothing can be determined on the basis of style.

Conclusion: The intornal and external evidence point

8lightly to the reading of PLG.

Correet readingm: PLG against text, Lietzmann remarks

that die makes an almest impossible read:lng.37 lowaver, Nicoll

says that 4> 4s the best r'ead:i.np;.a'9

12:7 va ) Gge “arp o pay - Fext P16 0L K pl. ayﬂnﬁ»t/&m;’bf*ﬂ Dépc.jat Tr
1. The major uncials are divided ovenly between the two
readings,
2s The two readings are also divided about evenly geo=
graphically, :
5« Perhans the phrase was omitted because a scribe thought
it was a duplication of the same phrase above.

Perhaps it was included by copying the same phrase from

he

above by mistake--homoioteleuton,
Js Hothing can be decided on the basis of style.
Sonclusion: The external evidence points to the text very

slightly, 9ince the inclusion of the phrase is the more dif-

ficult reading, it is probably correct.

Correct reading: text and PL6. The omission, according

to Lietzmann, appears to be a correction of st.yle.39

37Lietzmann, OPe Cite, Pe 155

38?1‘10011, op. cite., pe 110,
39Lietzmann, one cit., Pe 155,
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12:10 icat- text Fyc & & """/"-/:t'"z‘HiDGr/- la*fsy (beHfore a-rcw:)(-.u,o:'m_y)

ls The major uncials are evenly divided betwsen the
two readings,

2¢ The reading of the text is favored geographically,

3« Perhaps the reading was changed to év in keeping
with the context, but it would hardly have been
changed to «ac intentionally.

Le Porhaps the cat in the following line was copied
by mistake. Or perhaps the context led the scribe
to write iv unintentionally.

Je lothingz can be determined on the basis of style.

Conclusion: The internal evidence is inconclusive, and,

although xat is the more difficult reading, the external evi-
dence indicates that the text is correct.

Correct readinp: text against PLG,

12:110 g3t -f eat-PUCESE “’,.tj.'.; AR L &pl. [.af.r/ (befare f'f'"X%":"J')

l. The majority of the uncials agree with the reading
of the text,.

« The reading against the text has wider geographical
distribution,.

]

3. Perhaps the iv :was changed to xa! to end the series
of prepositional phrases. Or perhaps it was changed
to zv in keeping with the context.

e Perhaps the word was changed to v unintentionally _
in keeping with the context. 1

9¢ Nothing can be concluded on the basis of style,
Conclusion: The internal evidence is inconclusive, The

external evidence favors tho reading of the text and PLG.

Correct reading: text and PL6.

12:11 Dmits v (2 Fter poder r"}'/‘)‘ "'“‘tlH“ Tt~ P48
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l. The major uncials are equally divided between the
two readings.

2. The reading of the text has the wider geographical
distribution,

3¢ There is no reason to omlt the word intentionally,
Perhaps it was added to clarify the sontence when
a scribe took sdJdev adverbially.

he Peorhaps it was omitted by a careless secribe but
hardly added intentionally,

2« liothing can be decided on the basis of style.

Conclusion: Internal evidence is inconclusive, External

evidence points to the reading of the toxt.

Correct reading: text against PLG,

12 :12 TR E

a‘n.“—!”l § -

Lo

2e

3e

L.

5e

L |
ciaes Te-dext P16 d_,‘cfc./ a-q/;n'az;-ﬁ Dpe.it- / Kai

o - i c
Gsyf | €v aq welocs — R ple vy /.

The majority of the major uncials agree with the
reading of the text.

The reading of the text dées not have the widest
geogranhical distribution,

Perhaps a scribe felt that the r¢ was awkward and
omitted it.

Perhaps a seribe unintentionally left it ocut since
the phrase ~iuelis wat vgan~1» often occurs with=-

out the re .,

St. Paul uses the phrase twice with 7¢ and twice
without it,

Conclusion: Since the external evidence points to the

reading of the text, it is probably the correct roading.

Correct readinz: text and PLG.

12:13 5rm’:9n re-teat P96 u}.*o*fc/ﬁ' rrabyre -Aﬁfllé'fl arrudnre -G,

The major uncials all agree with the reading of the
text,

1.
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2e The reading of the toxt has the wider geographical
distribution,

1 3¢ Perhaps the reading in G is what the seribe thought
; was a better way to express the idea.

! ks A careless seribe could have written an a for an
¢ by mistake,

| 5 liothing can he deeided on the basis of style,

<)

| Conclusion: The external evidence in particular points

to the reading of the text.
Correct readins: text and P46, Hicoll also accepts this
reading.éo
| 12:14 Has vo0510 (hefare vl rov)-Text. PYcH (D)6 . h#" IOMH' “Ral.
' 1, The major uncials all agree with the reading of the
text.e
2 The reading of the text has the wider geographical
distribution,

3« There is no reason for an intentional change.

Le Probably the word was omitted inadvertently by a
carcless scribe.

5« There is nothing that can be concluded on the basis
of style, °*

Conclusion: The external evidence is overwhelmingly in

favor of the reading of the text.

Correet recadins: text and PLG.

R e e LY

l -~
12:1% 1o7; JOVET Ty, ﬂna-aup:ﬁew-fex‘['. ¢9'Jraop¢j€/.v ToLS
yoveve - PYa 1239,

l. The majority of the major uncials agree with the
reading of the text.

bOnicol1l, op. cite, Pe 113.
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2e The reading of the text has the wider geographical
distribution,

3e There is no reason for an intentional change,

Le Peorhavs g.;o-a w;}“gm was inadvertently omitted and
then put in at the wrong place.

Js lothing can be decided on the basis of style,
fonclusion: The external evidence is overwhelmingly in
favor of the reading of the text.

Correct readine: text against Phb.

12:15 £i- feard P16 L:'jc; ;{q} "f‘.fpl"fj‘ / Om. - D it ﬁmb_;f'_

l. The majority of the major unclals agree with the
reading of the text.

Zs The reading of the text does not have the wider
geographical distribution,

3« Perhaps the wat was added for smoothness. Perhaps |
a scerlbe felt the sentence made better sense without ;
the ¢7, The Koine tradition may be a conflation.
be The reading of D may be the slip of a careless seribe,
5¢ liothing can be decided on the basis of style.
Conclusion: The external evidence points to the reading
of the text,.

Correct reading: text and PLG,

12:15 érq,-rg‘.‘,_ fext X Ape. :y’gej}c:rau'af-f‘ﬂ- bRoapl. laT:

1. The majority of the major uncials agree with the
reading of PL6,

2, The reading of PL6 has the wider geographical dis-
tribution,

3. Perhaps it was changed to the indicative active to
corragpond to the indicative passive, but it would
hardly have been changed to the participle,
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ks Probably the v was dropped by mistake,
e llothing can be decided en the basis of style,
Gonclusion: The external and internal evidence both point
to the reading of PLG.

Correct readinm: PLG against text.

12:16 07 ;r:ar-“,-ie:ﬂ 2 6. j-:e::._s -'f’ﬁ'&'f‘./ PYT éﬁ":“”"ﬂ- U:U;J' ~PYc DX
) ’ L -
00 UaTevapnijcra. yuwr- X0 (bq)’!l.
1, ;:‘h:—z major uncials do not support the reading of the
ext,

2. The wreading of the text does not have the wider EC0=
graphical distribution,

3¢ There is no reason for an intentional change.

ke Probably the -at- was inadvertently dropped.

Je llothing ean be decided on the basis of style,
Conclugion: Since Aleph's reading is weakly attested and

——“_—_
the reading of PLG can be explained from the reading of the

text, the reading of the text is probably correct.
Correct readinz: text against PLG, -

12:19 wa dee~Fext 03 wddav-p¥¢ [nadiv - ROpL 5§80
l. The major uneials do not favor the reading of the text.

2« The reading of the text does not have the wider geo=
grapvhical distribution,

7/
3. It is possible that a seribe thought that wadir
fit better since the idea had been mentioned once
before, But it would hardly be changed to wada:
since this makes a more difficult readingz. The scribe
of PLS probably thought medla: was a difficult read-
ing and added an ¢¢ by conjecture, :

ke Pefhaps this is an unintentional change one way or the
other,
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5« lothing can be decidod on the basis of style,
Conelusion: Both internal and external evidence point
o the reading of the text.

Correct rcadingm: text againet PLO.

12:19 é!/ X2t o~ ;r'{: -fext: Omits- P46 d.e.

ls The majority of the uncilals agree with the reading
of the text,

f 2s The rcading of the text has the widor geographical
distribution,

3« Perhaps the phrase was inserted to give the sentence
4 particular emphasise. There is no reason to omit it.

4o Perhaps the phrase was skipped by a careless scribe.
5¢ liothing ecan be determined on the basis of style.

Conelusion: The external evidence points to the reading

el . 5. et e

of the text,

Correct reading: text apgainst PA4G.

12:20 5‘,,'}_"3 —texd PYLBAL ¥a ,-)c_;yff /j'.-;,l“ —_xﬁfl- latf

1. The majority of the uncials agree with the reading
of the texb.

2. The two readings are about equally divided geograph-
ically,

3« There is no reason for an intentional change, since
both make sense.

L. Perhaps the reading was influenced by the singular
; that grecedas it gﬁ the plural that follows it.

5¢ S5Ste. Paul usually uses the singular, but it is note-
3 Eo;thypthgb in zény of his uses of SAjos the Vulgate
has the plural. Perhaps the plural is an influence

from the Latin.

Conclusion: The external evidence and internal evidence
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both favor the reading of the text.
Correct reading: text with PLG,

12:21 rawervy ra- fext XAK 1e1 al, /‘rﬂ wevwaei-PYBRD Gpm.

1.

2,

3.

L,

5e

The majority of the major uncials agree with the
reading in PLS,

The reading of P46 has the wider geographical dis-
tribution,

Perhaps the word Jas changed to the subjunctive to
agree with the «, or the wevdrswe There is no
reason for a change to the indicative,

Perhaps the ; was written by a scribe who was copy-
ing from dictation, the subjunctive being the natural
spelling after y,

llothing ean be decided on the basis of style,

Conclusion: Both internal and external evidence favor

the indicative,

Sorrect readinz: PLG against text.

e i e ©

1314 ogv-text. év-FHC D* 33 e,

1.

2.

3

Le

S5e

The major uncials are evenly divided between the
two readings,

The reading of the text and of P46 are evenly divid-
ed geographically.

Perhaps a secribe changed the a;a‘nr to iv to agree with
the previous iv «s7y or to scur to agree with the
previous »isv o

Probably this is a case of ht:imaj.o.vau-kt'.cm:t written by
mistake under the influence of the previous &v aoro e

Nothing can be concluded on the basis of style.

Conclusion: The external evidence is inconclusive., The
I
internal evidence would point slightly to the ouv e
Correet reading: text against PLS,
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13:50mits Zoriv [ atres Guiv)-text P4¢BDY, tlllu Srriv-NARGpI- 14T

1,

Re

3

IS-.

5e

The majox rity of the major uncials agree with the
reaadiy 1A of the text,

The two readings are about evenly divided geograph-
ically,

There is no reason to omit it, but it may have baen
added for clarification,

The word may have been omitted when the scribe saw
the i~viv and thought it was the é~re¢ from the line
below. It may have been added because of homoio-

telouton,
llothing can be decided on the basis of style,

Coneclusion: Both internal and external evidence indicate

that the meading of the text is correct.

forrsct reading: text and PL6.




CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS

There are countless questions that could be asked as to
what the sipgnificance of P46 is in the Second Epistle of St.
Paul to the Corinthians. One cannot, within the limitations
of this presentation, enter into all of them, But the study
does sugprest several useful considerations,

First of all the question might be asked: "How does P46
it into the two major families of texts in the Second Epistle
to the Corinthians?" The readings break down as follows:

PLO agrees with the Alexandrian family in thirty-three
out of ninety-six readingss with the Western family, twelve
timess and with a mixture of the Western and Alexandrian
familics, thirty timee., It stands alone against Aleph, B,
and D in twenty-one readings. This would indicate that the
text is in closer agreement with the Alexandrian family as
such than with the Western text by itself, IHowever, because
of the mixture of families, a more detailed study would have
to be made to arrive at a more definite conclusion.

As for the readings themselves, the Nestle text accepts
thirty-two out of the ninety-six readings from P45 as genuine
and rejects sixty-four. According to the findings in this
paper, fifty=-five out of the ninety-six readings are probably
correct. This suggests that the Nestle text is in need of fure
thor revision, Ilestle's principle was to take into consideration
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the editions of Westcott-Hort, Tischendorf, and Weiss, and
incorporase the reading on which at least two out gf the three
agreed. The method leaves something to be desired,

As far as the four major uncials are concerned, the fol-
lowing conclusions emerge, Of the twontyeone readings in which
P46 stands alone against Aleph, B, and D, none are accepted as
corrects P46 and Aleph agree in six readingsy of these three
are correct, In seventeen readings P46 and B agree against
Aleph and D. 0f these seventeen, seven are corrects Where
P46 and D agree, six out of twelve readings are accepteds In
those readings in which PLS6, Aleph, and B coincide; nine out
of ten are accopted., The seven readings in which P45, Aleph,
and D agree are all correct, as well as the fifteen readings
in which P46, B, and D agree. This reveals the fact that in
the readings which Nestle cites, when there is a mixture of
Alexandrian and Western readings in agreement with P4G, they
are all correct. The remaining eight readings are those in
which all four major uncials agree against the readings of a
lesser manuserivt. A1l of these eight readings are accepted,

In only four out of the ninsty-six readings do both P46
and the Nestle text favor a suspected reading (1:12; 4:2;

7:8; 8:7),

During the past several decades, many English transla-
tions of the New Testament have been published in the English-
Speaking world, Of these translations the most widely Imown
is probably the Revised Standard Version, which is to be re-
vised and corrected agein within the next few years. Such a
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8%udy as this paper would sugpest that P46 ought ©o play an
important part in this correction. lowever, the author be-
lieves that for groater accuracy, something more complete than
the Kestle toxt ousght to be employed in the process of revision,

Other more detailed questions could be asked, such asi
low careful or careless was the seribe in copying? Did the
seribe write from dictation or by copying another manuseript?

How earefully did the correctors do their work? Did they fol=-
low any pastern? Unfortunately, such questions cannot be an-
Swered on the basis of the Nestle text. The writer learned one
fact, in particular, in the course of his research: no major
definitive work in the field of textual criticism should be done
on the basis of the llestle toxt. One can detect general trends
and come to fairly reliable conclusions working with the Nestle
apparatus, but one cannot come to final conclusions.

In general, the study revealed that P46 in the Second Epis-
tle to the Corinthians follows the general pattern of the same
manuseript in the other epistles. It agrees more with the Alex=-
andrian family than with any other group but has a very definite
tendeney toward the Western family. Furthermore, the study in-
dicates that the witness of PLO is of tremendous importance

for the future of the science of textval criticism.




APPENDIX

The following table lists all of those verses in the
Second Epistle of St. Paul to the Corinthlans in which a
reading from PLG oceurs in the Nestle text, The roadings
are arranged according to the agreements among the major
unciels: Aleph, B, D, and PL6, A plus (f) behind the verse
Mumber indicates that the writer has accepted the reading as
génuine; and a minus (=) indicates that the writer does not

consider the reading genuine,

ﬂr_ﬁ__g_n_ll PLG and Alevh PL6 and PLO and
139 116! 1:11 £ 1:1h #
1:10 - k25 7f 1:12 = 1:156 =
1211 - 7¥1X & 1:13 = 2:17 £
1:13 - 9:5 f 2:1° - 3:6 £
117 = i2:1 7 3:3 £ A6
3:18 o 12:10 - L:2 = :26 =
3:18 - Lillh = 3:1 =
51« L:17 # 9:f =
5:10 - el 12:6 ¢
5:19 - P 12:7 #
6:16 - 1ogé & 12:16 =
73] = 10:8 = 13:4 =
7:8 £ 11=27-

7:1% - 11:30 £

9]l o 12:1 £

9:10 = 12:7 £

%gg - 12:1]1 -

12:12 -

12:10

12:19 -

oy
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