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CRITICAL STUDIES IN THE TEXT OF ROMANS BASED O P46
Introduction

The Protestant world in 1633 receiyod from the presses
of Isaac, Bonaventura, and Abraham Elzevier, that great
fanily of Dutch printerp. the second edition of théipgﬂa'”~
Testament text, based on the Ergamus-Stophanus-Be:a editiény :
and prefaced by the remark: "textum ergo habes nunc ab onmiﬁus
receptum, in guo nihil imnutatum aut corruptum damll.'l The
equanimity with which theologians accepted this Textus Receptus’

as the exact reproduction of the autographs of the_inspired
writers themselves is castigated by the eminent English eritic
Samuel P, Eregelles. who writes:

«eseany Protestants ceased from all inquiry into the
authorities on which the text of the Y“reek Testamsnt in
their hands was basedj they received with a gpd of tra=-
ditional submission what the publishers presented to themg
although they might have well kmown that the same care
and attention ere demanded as to the text of God's Holy
Word, as are bestowed upon ancient works of a value
infinitely less. But so it wasj and those who Jjustly .
condenned the prOe¢eedings of the Roman Catholie Council -
of Trent, in 1545, in declaring the Latin Vulgate version
authenticy and who showed the ignorance and weakness of

1. von Dobechuetz, Zberhard Nestle's Einf#hrung in das
Griechische Neue Testament, pP. 65.
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the Papal decrees by which in 1590 and 1592 diverse
editions of the Vulgate were declared to be exclusively
genuine, = were, in fact, following a Greek text which .
they had tacitly adopted as authenticj and they did this
with as little intelligence as did the Romanists in their
use of the Clementine Vulgate....%e need not wonder that
Bentley should have spokem of "the Protestant Pope
Stephens,."l

Tiwes have changed. Before the writer are fourteen volumes,
ranging from 163 to 1486 pages in thickness, presenting in
more or less critical fashiom the problems of the New Testament
text, And these are but a few cf the man& libraries of works
wiich scholsrs during the pést three genturiea have prpduggd,

probing the difficulties waich surround the ascertaining of

the exact wofda of the Néw Testament canon, CRR N ﬁ
ilere schoiarahip or critical curiosity, p&wever, a:e“npt,
the stimuli which direct tﬁig bit of research. There is some-
thing deeper, more impelling, Dr. ¥W. Arndt has welirapalysed
that "something" when speaking on the proper motivation for
lew Testament textual criticism. We, he said, who prii.e our=-
selves as staunch defenders of the doctrine of'the verbal
inspiration of HolyIWrit. can well afford to devote much
time to ascéftaining as near;y as is humanly possible what the
exact words of Holy ¥Yrit are. )
The purpose of this thesis hzs a background., Two years
ago Doctor Arndt interested several of iisstudenis, among them

the writer, in the problem of isolating in the Pauline epistles

1, An Account of the Printed Text of the Greek lew
Testament, vp. 35-36,
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a Caesarean text such as that which the critics Lake,_stree;er.
and others find chiefly in Codex Theta for the Gospels.l The
resulting studies in the critical editions of Tischendorf and
von Soden and in the text of Papyrus 46 (P46) served as a fine
int%oduction to further work.? Because of the interest which
these studies aroused, as master's thesis in the graduate school.
of Washington University, Saint Louis, the writer made a critical
apparatus for the extant Romans text of P46 as edited by

3

Professor Semders,“which collated all the variants among

the majuscle usse. &8 they are recorded by Tischenﬁorf, von
4

Soden, and lierk.* From those varisnts in the Romans text of

P46 nave been selected the ones used in thisg thesis, gnd ;o the

collated majuscle evidence has been added the vershenal and |

patristic evidence of Tischendorf.> ' . |
In the textual studies puruged by the writer since the 1

initial work under Doctor Arndt snd prior to work on the

present thesis, no evidence of a Caesarean text in the Paule-

ire epistles was discovered. On the contrary, a more close-

1y woven textual tradition in the Pauline epistles than in

the Gospels was indicated, Of particuler interest was the

~ apparent close relationship between the ninth century

‘4@ 1. D, E. Nestle, Novum Tesiamentum Graece, introduction,
Peéd8es B

2, Constantinus Tischendorf, Nowum Testamentum Graece;
H. F. von Soden, Die Schriften des lleuen Testamentis; H, A.
Sanders, A Third-Century Papyrus Codex of the Lpistles of
Paul., y ]

3e Qg. cit. 3 ’ et

4. Tischendorf, op. cit., von Soden,; op. cit., Augustinus
Herk, Novum Testamentum Graece et Latine,

5. 92. C to
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Graeco-Latin codices, F and G, and third century P46. The
investigation of that relationship and, necessarily, of the
relaticnship among the principle sources of textdalveviﬁence
constitute the basis of this thesis. The results of the
investigation, in the_author'é Judgment, are amazing. It
is his purpose, therefore, to set forth the relationship;;
between P46 and the majuscles, the pr;ncipla versions, and
the most important patristic evidence,

In doipg 80, the writer finde it necessary to give a
background of the various textual problems involved. This
requires a presentation of the findinga and opiniqna of
some of the major textual critics of recent years. Since,
however, the writer doés not intend to write a new handbook
of textual criticism, he without hesitation quoies profusely
from critical authorities whenever necessary, the quotations
being for the purpose of giving the opinions and conclusions
of eminent authorities in the field of criticism under
consideration, The interpretation of the tabulated results
of the writer's own rescarch well enough, he trusts, wili-

fulfil the purpose of this thesis.




I, Papyrus 46 and Textual Criticism

>'Iu 1930, A. Chester Beatty, am American collector of
mss, who lives in London,racéuired & number of papyrus
leaves from a dealer in Egypt, which on examination were
discovered to be "portions of codices of various bocks of ;_‘
the Greek Bible." The source of the mss., as closely as can
be ascertained, is "the region of Aphroditopolia, on the‘
right bank of the Lile, about thirty miles above liemphis,"
where presumebly there was some early Ch;istian church, a
Aprt of whose library the umss. represent.t :

The mas. have been numbered by Prof. E. von Dobschuetz
and Prof. A. Rahlfs, whose registers of the New Testament
and of the Old Testament mss., respectively, are generally
accepted, as follows: P45, the Gospels and Acts} P46, the
Pauline epistlesj P47, Revelationj 961, Genesis; 962,
Genesisj 963, llumbers and Deutercnomy; 965, Isalahj 966,
Jeremiah, 967, Ezekiel and Esther; 968, Danielj and 964,
Ecclesiasticua,z Included in the mss, was also the book
of Enoch and a homily of unidentified authorship "on the

passion of Lelito, Bishop of Sardis in the third guarter

1. Sir Frederic Kenyon, Our Bible and the Ancient
Nanuscripts, p. 126,

2, Kenyon, The Chester Beatty Biblical Pa i Descriptions
and Texts of Twelve lenuscripts on Papyrus of tﬁe greek
Bible, Fasciculus I, pr. 6=9.

el |
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of the second centu:y.“l

As originally acquired, P46 consisted of ten leaves.
Soon after these hzd been published, 7
it was announced that the University of Michié@ had
acquired thirty more leaves of the pame codex, in
excellent condition...e.Scarcely had these been published
by Professor H, A, Sanders, of ilichigan, togelher with
the ten Beattly leaves, when they were capped By the
acquisition of ir, Beatty of forty-six leaves more.
The entire manuscript therefore consists, in its present
state, of eighty-six nearly perfect leaves out of a
total'gf 104, of which the last five were probably
blank. P A
The age of P46 has been estimated varioualy, Despite
Professor Senders' statement that although he agrees with
Kenyon as to the third century daiing, he hesitates to
empnasize the first half of the cantury.sﬁbnyon holds
firm, "and further conaidera;ion," he rgmarka, “doea_not
make me think this too early. On the contrary, Prof. Ulrich
Wilken, who is universally recognised as the first living T
pepyrologist, considers that it may even belong to the second
century, and that at any rate 'about A. D. 200" would be
a safe dating.ﬁ‘
"If we are startled by this early attribution,” writes

H. C, Hoskier, "we have only to examine the text, in order

1. Kenyon, Our Bible and the Ancient liss., p. 126.
2. Ibide.y P. 125. et :
30 920 _C_i;t_.’ Pe 13.

' 4. Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri, Fasc. 1II Supplement,
pe. xiv, Heinrich Seesemann, in "Der Chester-Bealty Papyrus
46 und der Paulustext des Clemens Alexandrinus,® Zeitschrift
fuer die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft und die Xunde der
aelteren Kirchne, 56 (Berlin, 1937)s P. 90, likewise refers
to vilken's statement from Archiv fuer Pa forschung,
xio 113. !
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to rest assured that we are in the presence of something which
ie contemporaneous with, or which may have preceded the
compilation of the Sakhidic versiongy thus, the circumstantial
evidence is definite, for this is gemerelly ettributed to
a pefiod circa A. Do 190."1 ' :

Since its discovery several men have made extensive
studies in P46. Their names and works have already beem
mentioned: Xeanyon, Sanders, Hoskier, and Seesemann, How
meny other scholers have worked with the text the writer
bee no way of ascertaining, The two most re;enﬁ editions
of the liew Testzment, HNestle's sixteenth edition and He;k's_
third edition, both of which collate the testimony cf ?46 in
their critical spparatus, have been already alluded to,
thile their editions are valuzble when one treatsaius-
principal New Testzment variants, for an intensive study
of P46 they are inadequate, since they do noi collate the
more minutg variants which most frequently characﬁ;iée a
menuscript. : :

Before pres@uting the opinions and conclusions of critics
as to the place of P46 in Wew Testament textual criticism,
it will be well to review as briefly as posaible the theories
and contentions which one must consider in evaluating the
evidence of P46,

Possibly the mos t generally held opinion as te the

1. "A Study of the ChestereBeatiy Codex of the Pauline
Epistles,” Journal of Theological Studies, xxxviil (oxford,
193%7)s Pe 149,

Bl [ 25 A2 b baborAa)
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development of the Neow Testament text is thét-uhioh'assumes
that in the third and fourth centuries there were made
definite and clearly defined recensions or revésionntin _
the centers of ecclesiastical culture of_t@at period, Alex-

andria, Caesaree in Palestine, and Antioch, Von Dobschuetz

suwomarizes the matter wells

Hieronymus schreibt im Vorwart zur Uebersetzung der
Ger Chronikbuechers fAlexandria et Aegyptus in Septuaginta
suis Hesychium lafudat auctorem, Comstantinopelis usque
fntiochiam Luciani martyris exemplarias probat, nediae
inter has provincias Palaestinae (-nos v.l.) codices
legunt quos &b Origene elsboratos Busebius et Pamphilus
vulgaverunt; totusque orbis hac inter se irifadid varie-
tate compugnat.' Dasz diese zunzechst auf das grieehische
AT bezuegliche Angabe auch fuer das NT Geltung hat,
bezeugt derselbe Hieronymus, wenn er in seiner Widmumd
der Evangelienuebersetzung an Damssus (382) schreibt:
'praémitto eos codices quos a Luciano et Hesyciio nune
cupatos paucorum hominum adserit perversa cohtentio,
quibus utique nec in veteri instrumento post septuaginta
interprétes emendare quid lieuit nec in nove profuit
emendassej cum multarum gentium linguis scriptura ante
translata doceat falsa esse guae addita sunt,' Sicheres
ueber den Text dieser 3 Rezensionen koennen wir nicat
sogen, eber es besteht groeszte Wahrscheinlichkeit, dasz
sie, wie fuer das AT, so auch fuer das NT bez. dessen
Iinzelteile in_bestimmnten Handschriftenstuppen wiederziue-
erkenner sind,

-kﬁraia theory of the three-recensional development of the
text was first voiced by John L. Hug (1765-1846 )s the

refutation of which,by Westcott and Hort, the writer quotes
verbatim because of the importance of the question: were

there recensgions, =nd if so, when and where?

3 OE' Cites De 26. The same opinion is voiced by
Fritz Barth, Binleitung in das Feue Testement, pp. 453-454.
2. Von Dobschuetz, Op. cit.. P. 20,

oAl

s arevIn
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Hug started from what was in itself on the whole
a true conception of the Western text and its manifold
license, He called it the...'Vulgate Edition', taking
the name from the text of the LXX as it was in its cone
fusion before the reform attempted by Origen in his =~
Hexaple. But further he conjectured that the disorderly
state of this popular text led to its being formally
revised in three different lands, the product of each
being a 'recension' in the strict sense of the word.

The alleged evidence congists in two well kmown passages
of Jerome., In the first he speaks of the diversity

of copies of the LXX in different regionss Alexandria
and %3ypt appeal, ne says, to the authority of Hesychiusj
Constantinople and Antioech approve of the copies of
Juecian the lartyr; the intermediate provinces read the
Fglegtinian volumes, wrought out by Origen and published
by Zusebius and Pamphilus; and the whole world is set

at discord by this threefold difference., In the second
PuBSalCeesenie 18 stoting vaguely to what Greek sources
he proposes to have recourse in correcting the Latin
Gospels. "I pass by", he says, "those volumes which
bear ine names of Lucianus and Hesychius, and are upheld
by the perverse contentiousness of a few men®": ne adds
in obscure language that 'they had neither been allowed
to make oorrections (emendere) after the Seventy in the
0ld Testament, nor profited by making correctins in the
Yew Testament}. The latter quotation, enigmatic as it

ig, distinctly implies the existence of copies of the
illew Testament or the Gospels bearing in some way the
names of Lucianus anddesychius, and supposed to have

in some way undergone correction; and likewise asso-
ciates the same namey with some analogous treatment of
the LXX. As they appear in company with Crigen's name
in a similzr connexion in the first quotation, Hug supposed
that Hesychius had madé a recension of both Tesiamentis
for Alexandria, Lucianus for Antioch, and Origen for
Palestdne., He had next to discover descendanis of the
gsupposed recensions in exist¢ing groups of documents,
and had no d fficulty in essigning the Constantinopolitan
text to Lucisnuss but since Hesychius plausibly claimed
the Rlexandrien' text, he could find no better representative
of Origen's supposed work than an ill defined and for
the most purt obscure assemblage neaded by AKL,

Origen's quotations prove conclusively that no such
text zs these documents present can ever have proceeded
from him: and it is hardly less certain, as Griesbach
shewed by the implicit testimony of various passages,
tuat he never made anything like a recension of the New
Testament. It does not follow that the same can be said
of Luecianus and Hepychius..es.the Syrian text must have
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been due to a revision which was in fact a recension,

and which may with fair probsbXility be assigned to

the time when Lucianus taught at Antioch. Of the

Alexandrian corrections more than one stage can :

certainly be traced: whether the primary corrgections

were due to a distinet revision cannot, ve thjk.be o

determined, and it would be little gain to know., That

Hesychius had no hand in any revision which can have

produced them is proved by the occurrence of magy .

of them in Origen's writings, at a much earlier date,

But it B8 .quite eonceivzble that Hesychius made or

adopted some eclectic text too shortlived to have

left recognisable traces of itself in extant evidence,
though it may be a hidden factor in the prodess of
mixture to which gome of our texts are partly due,l

The reader will do well to keep in mind this rejection
of the "Czesarean" text, since other gyidencé and opinions
will be brought forth in the development of this thesis to
support VWestcott and Hort's opinion. _

In opposition to Hug's conjecture and as a deyelcpment
of "zll that was most valuable in the work of their pre-
decessora.“zwestcott and Hort developed their method of
textual criticism, which has dominated the New Testament
field since that time.

Space will not permit & complete presentation of the
vestcott-Hort approach, and for the purposes of this thesis
it will suffice to give the various types of text which these
two men predicated, The writer follows Souter's suzmariza-

tionos

l. B. YWestcott and F, Hort, The New Testament in the
Original Greek, Introduction and Appendix. PP 181-183.

2. Alexznder Souter, The Text and Canon of the New
Testament, p. 118,

3. Ibid.y pp. 118-126.
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The latest type of text is the Syrian (substantially
the Textus Receptus and our King James® Version), which
is preserved almost pure in the hgdority of the minuscles,
as well as in the later majuscles. It is present especially
in the Peshitta and Harclean Syriae ve:sions,lalthough"all
the versions from the fourth century onwar@a are more or
less Syrian in text, among which Latjn iiss, like f and_g
and the Gothic version zre prpminent."2 _

The Syr;an text is of leasti importance, since apparently
“the authors...bad before them the documents representing
at leasp three earlier forms of texts Western, Alexandrian,
a third.“3 The reason for the mixture of documents, it is
assumed, results from the destruction of mss. underﬁ&blgle—
tian's persecution (284-305) in which whole regions were
undoubtedly devastated of texts, necessitating the procurement
of copies from elsewhere.‘

Of the Alexandrian text "hardly a pure witness remains,

l. The Syrisc Peshitta represents a probable Syriac
revision, indicated by the existence of the older Curetonian
Syriac Gospel, and the almost total extinction of other 0ld
Syriac Mss, contrasted to the great number of extaat Vulgate
(Pesnitta) Syriac iss, and by the marrow range of variatiom
foupd in the Vulgate Syriesc liss. The revision was probably
done at Edessa or Nisibis, centers of Syriam ecclesiastical
life., The Antiochian text, found in the Autiochienffathers,
represents a revision at sntioch, which was taken as a stan-
dard for & similar authoritative revision of the Syriac text,
which later was subjected to a second revision, which the
Vulgate Syriac:ididinotiundergo, -butuwhich is found in the
Harclean Syriac, Lucianus of !Antioch is probably thé moving
spirit of the revisions. (Westcott and Hort, op. cit., pp.
136-138, ) : _

2. Souter, op. cit.s p.126. :

3. Westcott and HOrt, Ope cites Do 116.

40 Ibido' pc 159. 2
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but meny treces are found in & number of iles. of the better
_class," (in the Pauline epistles #FLACP); "also in the Sahidic
and Bohairic versions, especially the latters furthei, in
the Armenian, the Latin Vulgate (or another revised Latin
text), the Alexsndrien Fathers."? i

The Uestern text, of which Westcott and Hort remsrk
tagt it wes the most widely spread text of Ante-Niceme tihﬂl;
and sooner or later every version directly or indirectly
felt its influence,"aia found pure, for the Pauling‘gpigt;es.
iny DGF, "with the chief Old-Latin Nss, and Fatherss...and
the Greek (non-Alexandriam) Ante-Nicesn Futhers.® lany
Western readings are found however in #By "Latin Vulgate,
Syriac versions, Sahidic, Armenian, Gothie { especially),
Ethiopic."4 | o

The third type of text represemted in the Syrén text
is what Vestcott and Hort called the Neutral text, made up
of Pre-3yrian non-Western readings, and found chiefly in
B and g, although B in Paul "has here and there Western
readings," and g likewise. Also H and M have preserved much

Neutral text in the Pauline epiatlaecs

1., For the sake of convenience, the letter § is used
in this thesis for the Pauline text of Codex Sinaikd&ms,
generally designated by the Hebrew letter "Aleph." Seesemann,
ope cit., uses "S", and lerk's critical editiom, op. cit,,
does likewise, = : 5 ‘ e

2. Souter, op. cit.; Pp. 125«126.

De 92. 2}3.' il. 120, J 2

4, Souter, op. cit., p. 125,

5. Ibid.’ PDe 122' 125,
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The most important recent comment which the writgr‘u__
finds on these types of text ia nade by caaﬁér René Gragory,
who accepis the Neutral text, which hé-caiis-tha "ériginal'
text,land the Western text, which he re-nam§¢ the . "re-
wrought text,gbut concerning the Alexandrian or "polished"”
text he makes the following remarkss: |

Seeing that this correction of the text either
did not fextend to the whole New Testament or has at
least not reached our hands in its entirety, we perhaps
should speak only of "readings," and not of a "text."
Yet we give it for the present the benefit of a doubt .
and call it a text, If complete manuscripts be one
day found, they can at one pass into their place, This
text I name the Polished Text....Vestcottyand Hort
called it, and that with geographiecal propriety, the
Alexendrian Text....Since this text is, as has been
seen, of a fragmentary character or of an ethereal
existence, it is less easy to determine defirnftely
at what time it probably arose, It seems mostlliiely
to have been the work of the early third century or
of the late second century, and it will be the most
prudent thing for us for‘ghe present to date it
gimply with the yeszr 200,

We shall do well to recall Gregory's opinion when later on
we find little or no evidence of an "Alexandrian" text,
in the sense of Vestcott and Hort.

A reclassification of evidence was attempted by the_
Germsn scholars von Soden, whose work,4however. has found
little accaptation.' His system of numbering mss. is pone-
derous, and his mss., divisions are not essentially new, His

X (Xoine) division "is practically the Syriam text of

1. Cenon and Text of the New Testament, pp. 483-485.
2. Ibid., DPp. 486-491,
3. Ibldes DP. 493-494.

4. 92'. citg

O
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Vestcott and Hort," his H (Hesychiua) text "is Westcott and
Hort's Neutral and Alexandriam texts,” and his I (Jeruga;eu)
text "roughly answers to Westcott and Hort's estern text,
Here again his apparent simplip;ty defeats itself, for he
finds eleven subdivisions of I....Hie actual Greek text
does not differ greatly from that of VWestcott and Hort
though he reaches his conclusions in his owm independent
and tortuous way."d

Hoskier mekes the interesting observations: :

I heve tried to tackle von Soden, but in his forest
of figures my eyes fail me. On his card he indicates
that most of his MSS of 'Paul' were only roughly examined,
and the notes gseem to bear this out. Also, he hardly
does Jjustice to liatthaei's collations. He may have been
in a hurry to reach the end of his work, for the indi=-
cations are, as shewn in the list below, that his agents
did examine, cursorily or otherwise.'godices ags far
afield as Moscow and Sinai and Athos.

The writer, having worked throush the apparatus of von
Soden in those parts of Romans in which the text of P46 is
extant, V 17 to VI 14, VIII 15 to 36, IX 22 to XIV 9, XV 11
to XVI 27, finds that it does not compare faverably with the
apyveratus of Tischendorf, both ae to format and as to evif
dence, His system of noting variants and evidence is very

complicated; he is not s0 accurctie as is Tiscuendorf, nor

gcv tkhorough, not collating ss much testimony of the fathers

l. A.T. Robertson, An Introduction to the Textual
Criticism of the New Testament, ppr. 242-243.

2, "*The Shorter Text'! of the Pauline Epistles as o
gathered frowm the Papyrus 46," Appendix to an article on
the Checter-Beatty Papyrus of the Pauline Epistles Imown
as P46 in The Jourral of Theological Studies, p. 18, note,




or of the versions. The chief value of his work, in the
wnf.ter'g opinion, lies in the miniascle evidence which he
records,

llerk uses the same large groups as von Soden's, but
presents his_evidence much more clearly. He»qaea tho generally
accepted mss, symbols instead of those of von Soden,

Having now as briefly as possible glanced over the
important points in Kew Testament téxtual criticism which -
affect the material of this thesis, we are readx to'preegnt.
the opinions which other critics have veiced concerning P46,

Kenyon, drawing from the historical development of
textual criticism, gives the following judgment on the Chester
Beatty Papyri in general and Papyrus 46 in particular:

The first and most importznt conclusion derived
from the exemination of them (the papyri) is the satis=
factory one thet they confirm the essential soundness
of the existing texts. No striking or fundan¥ital
variation is showm either in the 0ld or the New Tes-
tawent, There are no important omissions or additions
of pessages, and no variations which affect vital
fucts or doctrines, The variations of text affect
minor matters, such as the order of words orije
precise words used. On thess matiters, which are of hnigh
intercst rather than of fundamental importance, they
offer evidence of great value to Biblical critics.
But their essential importance is their confirmation,
by evidence of an earlier date than hitherto available,
of the integrity of our existing textSeec.. j
Half a century ago, at the time of the production
of the Revised Version of the English Bible, the main
controversy ley between the supporters of the traditional
'Received Text', embodied in the vast majority of extant
manuseripts and reproduced inm our Authorized Version,
and those who followed Hort and other scholars in
preferring the evidence of the older authorities, notably
the Vaticen and Sinaitic 1SSy and the early versions,
which had become known in the course of the nineteenth _
century. When, however, the Received Text was decisively
shown to be of relatively late origin, and the superiority
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of the earlier authorities wes accépted by practically
all scholars, a difference developed itself between
the champions of Hort's 'Neutral Text', resting almost
wholly on the Codex Vaticanus and its close allies, and
trose who saw in the so-called 'Westerm Text' evidence
of a yet earlier type, of which the most notzble features
were marked variants in the text, cxpecially of Luke
and Acts. It is for its bearing on this controversy
thet the new 1S, will be most eagerly examined, It
would be presumptuous for the first editor to dogmatize
as to the verdict givemn by it., This much, however, can
be szid without hesitation, On the one hand, it is
not an out-and-out pupporter of the *Neutral' or Vatican
type of text; but neither is it, on the other hand,
and out-and-out supproter of the 'Western' type. It
has stronger affinities with other LSS, than the Vaticanusg
but it confirms none of the more noticeable readings
of the Western text, such as are found in the Codex
Bezge and the Cld Latin and 0ld Syriac versions. Its
closest affinities are with the group of authrRgities
which have only of recent years beemn recognized as
such, snd which have received the title of *Caeszrean?
from the proved use of authorities of this type of
Origen in his later years at Caesarea, and h
consequently may be presumed to have beem found in the’
library formed at that place by Pamphilus and Eusebius.

The fuller d scussion of this conclusion must be
reserved for more competent scholars after mo¥ detailed
examination of the evidence which will be set out im
the edition of tais papyrus., For the moment it must
suffice to point out that the occurrence of this type
of text in a manuscript from Egypt contemporasous with,
or at latest not much later than, Origem seems to show
that the type did not take its rise at Caesarea, but
existed already in Egypt. It points, perhaps,decisively,
to the conclusion ‘that the Vatican 1S, does not represent
o text of original purity dominant in ITgypt throughout
the second and third centuries; that other texts, with
many minor variations, sxisted during that period in
Egypt as well as elsewhere; and that the Vati_tgan text -
represents the result, not of continuous unaléred
tradition, but of skilled &scholarship working on the
best availabke authorities, It may still be, in
result, the best single representative of the original
text; that the problem remains open as before: but °
the claim made for it of almost exclusive predcminance
and primitive purity is shaken, i

On ths other hand, the new evidence would seem to
go far towards completing the disintegration of the so-
called '"Vestsrn' text considered as a single family.
Criticism had already shown that the term 'Vestern®
was @ nisnomer, if it was intended to cover all texts,
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earlier than the Byzantine or 'Received' text, which
differed from the "Feutral' type, since such texts were
found in the Cld Syriac and other eastern authorities.
It nad further shown dififerences between the easterm
and wesiern representatives of these nom-Yeutral early
texts; and that the more marked variations found in
soume of them were not to be regarded as characteristic
of the whole groupe It is this last concluaggn which

is more definitely confirmed by the Chestéer Batty
Papyrus. It has many readings in common with Codex
Bezue and other 'Vestern' authoritiess but it has

none of their more striking variations. It secems to
confirm the view that the notion of a single'Western®
type of text must be given up, and that we musi recognize
that throughout the second and third centuries there
was in existence a considerazjle variety of readings
which had not yet crystallized into families. Some

of these may well be superior to some whiei eventually
found a place in the Vatican recensioni but the re=-
cognition of this does not carry with ii the acceptance
of those other and more marked divergences which are
found in some early authorities, both western and
eastern. The most that can be said is that all readings
which can be shown to be of early date must be considered
on their merits, without being éRaolutely overoorne

by the weight of the Vatican LiS,*

Seesewann has likewise remarked on the early existence
of '"Lestern' reudings which P46 indicates:

Aus diesen Seispielen geht eindeutig hervors dasz
es vor der Rezension des IV, Jh.s in Aegyplen zahle
reicae "westliche" Lesarten gegeben hati und nicht
nur die Tatsache des "dasz" wird uns hier plastisch
vor Augen gefuehriy die ist ja zur Genuege behmnntj;
sondern noch meh®: es ergibt sich aus dem Angéfiuehrten,
wie zashlreich die "westlichen" Lesarten uiser waren.

Und je melr alte Texizeuzen ans Tageslicht kommen,

un 0 uehr alte "westliche® lLesarten werden uls bekannt....
"estliche" Lesarten gab es in Aegyptien um 200 in

genz groszer Zzhl. Ueber ihre Urspruenglichkéit ist
damit noch nichts gessgt; gerade der Vergleich vonm Cl.

und P beweist, dasz sie um 200 zum groszen Teil nichi
unbestritten waren sonderm dasz sich neben ihgen auch

die spaeter bei X erhaltenen Lesartem fanden.

1, Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri, Fasc. I, PDe15-17.
The writer would call the reader's attention particularly tq
Kenyon's remarkse on the "Caesarean® text and its early origin.
2. 92. c_i_*‘.. p. gs.f!s p#b.
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The relationahip of P46 with the Alexandrian group :
of mss. (#ABC) is closer than with the Vestern mss. (DFG),
according to the evidence of Kenyon, who in a chosen group
of variants notes agréement between ng.and Fthe Alex~
andrian group 501 times, the Western érQup 140 times., He
writes:

The papyrus ranges itself quite definitely with the
Alexandrian rather than with the Western group, though
the preponderance is much less strongly marked in
omans than in the other Epistles. There remains,
however, a respectable minority of agreements with
the Westecrn groups and it is to be remembered that
thete are not a few other cases vwhere one of the
Alexcndrian witnesses is found supporting a Western
reading, so that we have, for example, BDFG against
#AC, or CDFG against gAB. The result is to confirm
the belief, to which other evidence seems to point,
that while the Alexandrian group is on the whole the
nost trustowrthy authority for the text of the New
Testament, readings supported by the Western group
are at times to be preferred, and should receive cone
sideration on their meritse.

Harking back to the remarks that the claim for the
Vatican text "of almost exclusive predominance and pri-
mitive Jurity is shaken®3 Kenyon alludes to the critical
edition of Westcott and Hort, who describe their editiom as
“an attempt to present exactly the original words of the
New Testement, so far as they can be determined from sur-

viving documenta.“Sbaains it principally on the texts of

1. Chester Beactiy Biblieal Papyri, Fasc, III Supplement,’
Pe Xvii. ihe Aleph in the text was cnanged to & by the writer.

2., Cfs supra p. 16.

Je 920 2_1-:‘_-‘ Pe Se



19 . .
Codices Vaticanus and Sinaiticus. KXenyon writes:

With regard to the best known of the modern
critical texts, that of Vestcott and Hort, on a com~
parison of all the variants in Romans noted in the
criticel apparatus of this editionm (ignoring the
singular readings of the papyrus, which naturally do
not appear in W), the papyrus concurs with WH in 171
readinge, and differs in 10l. "In Tphesians the figures
ere 162 with WH and 28 againéi; in Galatians 105 and
483 in Philippians 70 and 3l. ‘ R

These genera; conclusions which have been drawn from
studies in P46 have been well summarized by Hoskier: "A
careful review of pap 46 will reveal a situation of much
interest, for it exhibits, me judice, a closer textual
relationship, even if rougher, between Rore, Sardinia,
Carthage, Alexandria, ZIphesus, Corinth, and Byzance, than

obtained one hundred to‘two_hundred years 1ater."2

1. Chester Beatty B:blical Papyriss Fasce III Supplement,
Pe xxii,.
Le APPendix. _2. cit.. Pe Se

210
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II, The Romans Text of Papyrus 46

48 the reader has noticed in the title of this thesis,
only the Romans text of P46 is to be studied, The question
mey be raised: Can adequate results be obtained from only
such a small part of the codeﬁ, which itself is but a
part of the entire Iew Testament? Vhy not study the
entire codex?

In answer the wri;er might facetiously remark that
he nasn't had the time, But, speaking in all seriousness,

he believes that be studying only the text of Romans in
P46, or that of any other of the Pauline epistles therein
contzined, much valusble informaztion can be gained. Con- ‘
clusions gained from the znalysis of the ms, text of merely
one book of the Vew Testament are worthy of cqgsideration,

But why? If the reader were to turn to p, 103 of von
Dobschuetz' Einleitung, ae would find there a tcble which
gives the number of extant mses. appearing in each century,
beginning at the fourth, arranged according to their content,
From the fourth century we aave cne codex of the complete
New lestament, one codex containing the Gospels, the Acts
and catholic epistles, and Paul's letters, seven codices
conttining only the Gospsls, three containing only the Acts
and cathglic spistles, and five containing only the Pauline

epistles, IFrom the period covering some thirteemn centuries,



beginning with the fourth, we have received_lbohhgs. contain-
ing only the Pauline epistles, P46, containing only»the
Pauline epist;es. is therefore not an alien auong New l
Testament mss. _

Cf these 150 msS.s as von Dobschuetz shows on p. 97
of the same bock, 21 are majuscles. These ére_not the sole
wajuscle evidence for Paul's writings, however, There are
listed cne majuscle containing only Romans, seven containing
e¢unly I and 1I Corintnizms, three, Galitians, two, Ephesians,
one, I and Il Thessalonians, twey I sund II Tiﬂotny. From_
thig it is evident that Paul's letters were preserved also
individually,.

Reason for this is found in the method of preserving
literary works.

Before the advent of the leaved codex, which in the
case of parchment occurred apparently in the third and
fourta centuries, in the case of papyrus earlier, as is
proved by tue papyrus codices of the Chester 3eatty col-
lection, rolls .ere the means of preserving writing.l
Souter remavks that "the msin part of the theological library
wgich h (Pauwphilus) founded et Czeserea comsisted of the
voluninous works of Origen on rolla."g

Censeguently, in & ccllection of rolls which made up

the canon of the New Testament as it was known in any one

l. Cf. Gregory, ope. cit.y» PP. 295-328, chapters on
"Pzpyrus® and "Parchment,” and von Dobechuetz, op. cit.
PpP. 32-33. ' ' '

2. 92. 2_1_2" p. 84.
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section of the lediterranean world, there might have been,
were, indeed, from the evidence we have, rolls from
various other sections, with texts of'varying antiquity
and varying degrees of accuracy. Indeed, one author,
a8 in the case of Clement of Alexandria, might use different
rolls of the same book when writing different worke.l When
therefore the contents of a collectiqn of rolls would be
copied into one codex; the texts of the 1nd$vidual books :
would probably 1dffer as to trustworthiness. A good example
of this is Codex Delta of the Gospels, a ninth or tenth cen-
tury ms. from Switzerland, of which the text of XMark is much
older than that of the other Gospela.2

Additional indication of the fact that the New Testa-
ment books were hahded down singly before the time of the
codex, is the different orders in which the books are found.
Kenyon comuents interestingly om the peculiar order of the
epislles in P463

The position given to Hebrews immediately after

Romens is almost @wnique, the only other exauple recorded

by Gregory (Prolegomena, 1894, p. 140) being thae
eleventh- or twelftah-century iS, formerly known as

Paul 100 and now as minuscle 1919, In the earliest

vellum codices, FABC, and the Bohairic version it
follows Thessalonians and precedes the Pagtorala. while
in D and the Latin authorities generally it follows

the Pastorals. The chepter npmeration;in By hovever,

places it after Galatians, and the Sshidic version after
4ito® 2 Corinthiens and before Galatians. Its present
position is a proof of the high importance assigned to

it, and of the unquestioning acceptance of its Pauline
authorship, The order of the other Ipistles also (1

1. GregoTrys Ope. Cites, Pe 494,
2. Ibid.’ p. 359.



23

and 2 Corinthiens, Ephesicno, Gelatians; Philippians,
Colossiane, Thessalonians) appears to be unprecedented.
Ve seem to have here scme light on the formation
of the Pauline canon., An early (not necessarily the
earliest) stige, represented by the papyrus, szhows it
as including all the general epistles, but aot the
personal (Pastoral)y Hebrews is accepted as Pauline
without question, and given the second place as ranking
only after Romang in importance; the shorter epistles
have not yet settled down to their final order, but
perhaps the priority given to Epnesians is a recog=-
nition of the special attractiveness, and consequent
popularity, of that Epistle, The acceptance, znd
even the pre~eminence, of Hebrews is entirely in accor=-
dance with what we know of opinicn in Egypt =bout the
beginning of the third century; for it will q% remems
bered that Clement of Alexandria, who was appPxiumaiely
contemporary with this lS., repeatedly quotes it as Paul=-
¢.kiney, and this indeed was the universal opinion in the
Bast, though Origen, struck by the marked difference
in styles suggests that while the substance is Pauline
the actual wording may be that of a disciple, Next,
there is a stauge, represented by the earlier uncials,
in which doubts as to the Pauline authorship of Heb~-
rews have caused it to be relegzted to the last place
among the general epistles. The Pestorals have been
added to the canon, but are placed after Hebrews, 08-
#ibly because they also were accepted with some doubt,
but perhaps more probzbly beczuse of their personal
cheracter, Finally, there is the stage when the Pas-
torals have been fully accepted while Hebrews has been
relegated to the borderland between the epistles of
Paul and those of James, Peter, John, dénd Jude. This
appears to be a predominantly Vestern arrangemeat,
both in the position assigned to the Hebrews (waich
was definitely not regarded as Pauline in the Vest
before the time of Jeromé, who was influenced by his
knowledge of Destern MSS.S and in placing the Catholic
Epistles after the Paulines, instead of appending
them to Acts as in Greek :S. generally., This stage
is not necessarily later in date than the second; the
difference may be of place rather than of time. In
both stsges the order of the shorter epistles has been
modifies, it being the gemeral rule, though to same
exceptions, tc place Galatians first, probablyfrom
a feeling that its argument:tive character links it
with Romans snd Corinthians, while Ephesians, with its
tone of warm and eloguent emotion, is placed mgre
appropriately with Philippians and Colossians.

1. Chester Beatty Bibliecal Papyri, Fasc, II Supplement,
PpC xi-xj-i.



In view of thé foieg6iﬁ§.-th§ ﬁritaﬁ feels that s.
study sucn as this thesis undertakes qf only'the Romans .
text can offer valueble information to the textual critic.
One will of course not Judgg the character of entire P46
on the basis of deductions dfawn from a study of only the ,
Romans text, 3ut these deductions can serve as hypotheses,
to be temted by further studies in P46. ,

The writer would take fhis opportunity to deacribe-@he
mebhod winici he has employed in his study of the papyrus.
In nis apparatus to the Romans text of P461he nuubged each

variant consecutively for purposes of ready reference.2

There
were some 553 varisnts, which included every reading recorded
by Tischendorf and von Sodem im their apparatus, excluding

a few variants in spelliné. For the work undertai® in the
present thesis, the writer selected 333 as the most impor=-
tant of'these readings., Having transferred the majws cle
testimony of his apparatus te 3" by 5" filing cards,

he added from Tischendorf's apparatus the supporting gnd
opposing testimony of the fathers and of the versions.

These cards were then sorted and analytically arranged,

end their temtimony tablulated in the manner which the
resder will note in the footnotes of the following chapters.

The reader will find in Appendix I a catalogue of the

l. Cfe SurIa s Je

2. In this tﬁegia, where a varian is referred to and
a nunber in parenthesis acSompanies the reference, the
number is the catalogue numbar of the variant. It can be
checked in Appendix II,



majuscles collated, with pertinent information to identify

them., Likewise will be found there an explanation of

Tischendorf's sigla. Appendix II contains the variants used

in this thesis, with the majuscle testimony and whetever '

other evidence from Tischendorf's apparatus has been used. .
A word is in place concerning the adeguacy of the evidence

presented, Tigchendcrt is very thoremgh in collating the

mejuscles,.iThe evidence of the versiqns and fathers likgiise

scems tc Le quite completely recorded. Hoskier, however,

finds numerous readings in P46, the :axhers._and.vera;qna,

which are not listed in Tischendorf or von Soden. G8es

in Rom, X 64 P46 eyr'd e Pelag and half ?he Pulgate mss.

have ouX for ovKeT( , Or, again, in Rom, XIV 4, P46 syr

Anlyrst have Y| OYv) K€ W T(WTE( , while other witnesses omit

the first Y« Lone of the critical editions to which the

writer hos access have this last variant.l
Vhile one cen be quite sure, therefore, that hhe Greek

ms.2evidence is complete, one cannot be certain that all

pertinent testimony of the versioms and the fathers is

available in the sources used in this thesis. In fact,

one can be sure that the opposite is the case. 'en there-

1. Hogkier, "A Study of the Chester Beatiy Codex,"
220 _c_%}_-o' p. 1550

2. Throughout this thesis, the terms ms, and mss.
refer only to the majuscle witnesses. The writer has not
analysed any of the minuscle evidence, feeling both that
the minuscle field would add too much to the scope of this
thesis, and that the evidence obtained from a study of ohly
the majuscles would be worthwhilé. |
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fore no definite conclusion can be drawn concerning the
relationship of a particular father to P46, or again, when
a definite conclusion seems}to be tencble, one must bear
in wind that only with more complete eviﬁence, npt_ava;lable
to the writer, can the conlcusion be made‘definite; This
fact, however, whould not discoursge the réadgr. One does
the vest one can with the availeble materiala. ‘ .

While speaking of practical matters, the writer would
explain the tgrminology used by him in designating the_
text families, The word "Constantidgple® refers to the :
type of text as found most frecuently in KLPUa!% an@ generally
in H-0142.2'%1exandrian" refers, not to veatcptt and Hort's
"Alexahdrian," but to the tesmtimony of the mss. ZABC,
Similarly, by "Western" the writer does not mean the "Vestern®
text of Vestcott and Hort, but the testimony of DEFG.

Ouellast item, Since lis. C has lacunae from Romans
IX to X 15 and from XI 31 to XIII 103 and is. P from
VIII 33 to IX 11 and from XI 22 to XII 1, an omissdon of

their gigla will often occur when their group is lti_ted.3

1., von Soden's alpha7, "henever this ms, is cited, the
writer substitutes a latin "a" fop the small Greek alpha.

2. A group of mss, collated by lierk, consisting of I,
I, 948, and 0142, which in all but a few instances agree
among themselves, and ere therefore cited as a unit, Their
testiwony is not availzbke for all the variants, aince‘ubrk
has treated only & select nuuber of readings, WVhere they
disagree among themselves, they are cited individually.

3. Not until a final check in Gregory, Textkritilk
des Neuen Testamentes, p.102, while writing this thesis,
did the autaor discover that X has a lacuna from Rom. X 18
till I Cor. VI 13, The testimony of X is therefore‘to be
ignored from veriant (1283) on., The author corrects wherever
possible in the tables,
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The omission will therefore not necessarily megh'thut either
is opposing the testimony of ite group. Only where ihey.
aie ﬁihtioned should these iwo godices be conal&ered; no
deductiog can be mcde from gpparent failure to cite their
evideuce.' In the case of codex I, Tischendorf, waether
from oversight or becsuse of ;acunée, sonctimes falils
to record its testimogy; Fo deductiocn can fherefo;e by
wpde fvom its ebsence, Likewise with the versions. The
support of syr®®! (Peshitta) does not necesearily ucan
that syrP (Harclean) is on the opposite sidej nor does
mention of DEFG assume the support of q e f g the Lztin
texts of these bi-lingual codices. Cnly when the witnecses
are specifically mentioned can their testinony be adduced

a8 for or against a certein reading.
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III., Papyrus 46 as Sole Authority

In checking the 3353 variants included in this study,
the writer noted 15 in which P46 has no majuscle evidence

to support if.{

Whether or not the fathers and ﬁersions offer
evidence the writer could not ascertaine.

‘iost of these variants can be traced to scribal error,

A Tew, nowever, are worthy of mote. _ ‘ ; M5 -

In VIII 23 (40), P46 omits KAl 4uTot - after «Ali, losing
emphagis by doing so, but not changing the sense. For with
or without KalavTol , the subject of frr—_nbeyew .7;;&(; dvcel
deteruines the meaning of the verse. &

In X 19 (132), P46 omite Uu+5 as object ofm/.xgq')waw :
A second &u*5 occurs, NOWever, asvobjeot afn;farrw@ « The
Textus Recepius therefore has correlative clauses with
identical objects, P46 correlative verbs with onme object,

‘he reader will note that these two virianis are
concerned with omissions in P46, H.C. Hoskier, in his
article in the Journal of ZTheological Studies, and in the
appendix to the article,zpresents the hypothesis of "the
Sugpter Texi" of the Pauline epiat;es. basing it upon many

such omissions in the papyrus text.

1. Nos. 29, 40, 132, 229, 268, 355, 384, 386, 453, 460,
473, 491, 492, 513, 517.
2. Op. cit.
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In developing the hypothesis, Hoskier speaks first of
the difficult constructions in P46,

Crities too often look zskance at so-called
'‘berbarisms' end at the persomal preferences or failings
of writers - (how all of us, inveriebly, heve certain
frailties in the matter of composition} - as if the
primitive texts were so perfect and completely *polished’s
and they are apt to forget so frequently that zll the
ettempted polishing, and the harmonizing for consistency's
sak%& took place later; so that, when we reccver roughe
ness of diction, doubtful grammer, or unaccepteble
constructions, - judgment being passed in accordance
with certzin strict modern stznderds - we are, perhaps
more nearly epproximeting the primitive o the original
text, than be setting down these things, forthwith,
a8 pure eriors of the pen or of the head of scribes
and copymen, This must undeniably be_ the case, the
farther back we go in our researches.l

“When, therefore, umigsiona occur in P46, it cannot
be sssumed a priori, Hoskker believes, that its text is
poor, and that later, more “polished" texts present a
more zccurate tradition. Vhy not assume that the
original text was "shorter" and less pokished? "It seems
certain,® Hogkier writes, "that much editipg toock place.
Some Pguline brose rises to such poetic heights that
'improvements' were not attempted at these places. Otper
passcges formed the subject of most unwelcome meddling.
A1l this has been hidden sc far, The papyrus now points
an iwportant finger in meny helpful directions,"® )

“vidence for this “"shorter” text Hoskicr finds throughe
out the papyrus., iost of it ié furnished by the Ethiopic

text, which very freguently is the sole support of P46

1. "A Sjudy of the Chester-Beatty Codex," op. cit., p. 151.
2. Ibid., p. 152, ]



(Tischendorf does not record these readings). This strange
but undenicble affinity Hoskier finds in tbe following
instances pertaining to Romanszlix 2 omitépo(;'XII 4,
omitronf § XIII 12, add ovy 3§ XV 5y 7,c_v for u/mr 3 19, add
7§ 28, omitovret 3 29, Te for §e 3 30, omit 45&\;:_0(, $ XVI
7,IQU)¢&¢ e In XV 5, "P46 and seth alone make St, Paul

say: 'How the God of peaticnce and_consolation grent us to

be like minded toward one another.'"l

Further research
will throw more light on this interesting hypothesis.

| In the text of P46 we huve not only one witness, dut
two. For P46 was corrected by a second haﬁd, waich is
accepted as being of the scme age as the original hand, Evi-
dence of these two wiinesses is found in the three variantis
in the P46 text of Romans where correction occurs other
then in the case of mere scribal error. In (311), P46™
("®" after a wajuscle signifies the first, "C" the correcting
hend) is supported by the Syriac, P46° by g'P, while the
remaining witnesses suppett two other readings. In (321),
P46* stands with AC, (429) finds P46* with DEFG,

It is important to note that in these three varianis.

P48° agrees each time with g*, aﬁd that P agreces with
#%y a fact unimportent in itself, were in not for tae
combination of P46Sg*P with no other support in (311). The
affinity of P, Constantinopolitan though it be, with the
Alexandrian codices, will belbfought out more clearly inm

1. Appendix. Op. cit., p.5¢
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our consideration of the Constadimople text. :
Variant (311) bears closer investigation fhan we have
given it, The following diagram will show why.
. Z°C°D°FGKLYa? vg arm aeth Chr Cyr Thdrt Cyp Ambrst
* o » MR evivguwpebds

,® ® & CVS-UfuJ/Ji@A ovvV

Paex oyrte o 1 1 7
® o o o ®» @ @ €V£U(tu/a€9ak

PacCgxp i

Conflation is a cheracteristic of the Constantinople
text., Vet, instead of xil evd ve- ovw/ , wuich would be a
true conflate reaéing. the Constantinople text conservatively
adopts Kai eévivs- , On the other aand, P46°Fx, early third
and fourth century mss,. representing at least second and
third century texis, respectively, elimimate the basis of _
a later conflation, go literally to the heart of the matter,
and pick only evivewue9sn , And P, a ninth century ms.,
ordinarily a supporter of the Constantinople text, agrees.
Truly a remarkable comment on the critical Jjudgmentexercised
by the scribes of P46% and P46°C,

On this iery matter Hoskier comuents: "When the scribe,
therefore shews us that he weighed and discarded" one reading
for anotaer, "'we must give him credit for as faithful a
perforuance of his task zs his moterials allowed.e..Wess . must
give pap 46 credit for sveering a rather carsful course in
such watters" of critical procesaea.1 _

A iees fovorzble comauent on the Xscribe of P46 or ome

of his literary forebears is variant (543) In ddagram it

1., P48, Addenda et Corrigemnda, p. 1l.
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appears thus:

DXEFG defg aeth o o o o o o o ia¢ Oehw
ZABCDOKIPUaY & 3 o9 ¢ 6% 2 G Ocrw dg
P46 ® & ¢ 8 o ¢ & o & e o & KA JL»‘«J de

Here we hove o remarksble instance of conflation elready
in the second century text of P46, =z stropg procf of phe
simultaneous existence of a Western and an Alexah&riau
(testqott and Hort's "Neutrzl"?) reazding, both of whien =
P46 cdopteds On the other hand, one can explain the reading
in P46 ss the correct one, of which the other two readings
are atteupted iumprdvements. ol

The most interesting and undoubtedly the most imcortant
reading in which P46 stands alone is the position of the.v
doxology waich in the Textus Receptus occurs at the end of
AVI in vv, 25-27, variant (460) in this thesis. The Textus
Receptus is supported by ZABCD*EP def vg cop aeth Or Ambrst,
A(sic)LP(gic)Ya7? Oec syrP Or(gie) Chr Cyr Thdrt Dam Theophyl
place the doxology after XIV 23. DOrGH*0142 g Larciom
owit it entirely. P46, alone of all witnesses, places the
doxology after ch, XV 33.

The discussion of this rezding by Kenyom deals well with
the interesting critical questionms involveds

Grasmus in this instance followed the Vulgate instead

of the standard Byzantine text, so that the Textus

Receptus and the Authorized Version here agree with

the 0lder uncials....Marcion rejected both the last

two chapters, and they have been gquestioned by modern

scholars., Ch. XVI has especizlly been the subject of

attack, on the ground that St, Paul was not likely to
have so many personal messages to give toc members of
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& Church which he hed never visited, znd it has been
argued that this chapter is in fact a separate lettier,
intended to introduce 'our sister FPhoebe' to the Church
at IZphesus, which had accidentally become zttached to
the letter to the Romans, Gregory, for example, would
have liked to detach XVI from Romans, and to place the
doxology st the end of XV; but in tae zbsence of any
support from manuscripts or versioms he did not venture
to do so. '

It is therefore interesting to find that this is
precisely the position given to it in the papyus. The
doxology fcecllows imwediately after XV. 33, ending
with the word 4.,V and a colon, the text of XVI fol-
lowing on in the same line, Prof, Senders is inelined
to teke this as 2 decisive confirmstion of Gregory's
conjecture; but in the absence of “Ay support it is
difficult to accept his view, The difficulty still
rewains of how 2 letter of introduction for Paoebe should
have been extant without preface or conlcusion, and
w/ould have been attacuned to the great Epistleto the
Romeng. It is also hard to understand how, if thisg were
its true place, it came to be moved io the end of che
XIVv., Ch, XV, follows om XIV naturally enough, dealing
with the same subject, and probably no one would aave
gquestioned its asuthenticity but for the preseme of the
d¢oxology at the end of XIV, 4An explanation is required
which will account for the floasting position of these
verses; and the simplest appecrs to be that given by
Sanday and Headlam in their edition of the Epistle, to
ihe effect that the long list of salutations in XVI was
not considered suitable for reading in Church, and that
the doxology, which wes too fine to miss, was moved
elgewhere - to the end of XIV in the recension adopted
in the Byzantine Caruch, or to the end of XV, as wve
now find it in the Beatty-lichigan Papyrus.

1. Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri, Fasc, III Supplement,
De xviii, T TR -
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IV, The Constzntinople Tradition

Ihre Constantingple text, or, as Yestcott and Hort
call it, the S&rian texty was, in the opinion of these
two critics, compiled from "documents represeating at
least three carlier forms of text: Eéstern. Alexzandrian,
end a third."l This contention is well substantiated by
an esnelysis of the varients considered in this thesis,
eltheough whéther there were three or two is a debataﬁle
questicn, | |

ihe first teble of variants,z 95 in all,. out of a

l. Cpe. cite.s pe 116,

«
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P4sc

& ZABC & KLPJa7: 429
P6 &

& " 3 &, 55, 103, 104, 136, 168,
356, 360, 365, 3&8, 395, 405,
428, 445, 463, 464, 484, 487,
493, 520, 523, 527, 536, 540,
547 '

n 14, 238, 358, 458, 538, 552.

" 6, 61, 177, 221, 255,257,

306, 377, 399, 411, 469.

95 1ls 125 27, 32, 39y 885

101, 112, 117, 124, 126, 140,

147, 155, 184, 2:3, 2IZ6, 244, =45,

266, 268, 277, 283, 289, 293,

304, 330, 382, 390, 402, 419,

424, 427, 435, 437, 439, 446,

452, 494, 535, 5386

526

23, 139, 141

185, 271, 305

410
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total of 333 considered, shows agreement between P46, the
Alexandrian mss. (ZABC), and the Constantinople group (XLP -
¥a7, P and K's support being sbeent in the lacinae mentioned
previously). As we shall note, 25 of these show no Western
suppott at all. In 70 variants, some Western suppiot is
shown. The group in waich DE agrees is significantly
large, 4z in all, The conglusion to be drawn from the
table is that the Constantinople text relied a greal deal
on the Alexandrian text, Furthermore, there are~definitely
two large ms. groups, the Alexandrian and the Constaninopolitan.
Finally, the text of P46 is fundamentally that which was
generally accepted in the early days of Caristianity.

In the next table of variants, 27 in.all.,the,entire
Viestern text (DEFG), which represents a third ms. group, _
agrees wita the Conshinople text and with P46, the Alexandrian
support being more Or less eomplete.l This tablg; compared
with the previocus one, would indicate less dependence of the

Constantinople text on the complete Western than on the
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complete Alexandrian traditionm. _ :
In the mext 17 veriants the eclectic character of the
Constentinople text is shown. Part of the Western, part
of the Alexandrian mss. throw their support to the eastern
text,t ;

- There are but three variants in which the Comstantinople
text has suppeowt from onlyfone of the other two ms. groups,
or from P46 alone.2

The text of P46 agrees therefore with the total
Constentinople mss., in almost two-fifths of the variants
considered, 142 out of 333, Or, expressed otherwise, almmst
two-fifths of the generally accepted text in eastern

Christienity, when variants are considered, cam be traced

directly back to about the year 200 A.D.

L]
<

G 50 90 60 80 B9 00 S0 S0 W2 0 @0 B W0

89
171

504

518

354

164, 510

138

223

186, 448, 451
34

270

145

100

456

P46

Q
Q

=—a=:=s===ﬂ=a=u

DB

n

Q aaa
e}

PRI

DCEFG

u

DB
u
D*E
FG
FG

W W BT
Q

S B P T EREE

%,

Q

anR?Q°8°2°Q=WPP$R°R°R°S°Q’R=
]

Const: 394
" s 65
“ s 111

&
(]
PR PRI



In 92 veriants the total Constantinople text disagrees

with P46,
Te

ZABC & Con
" & p° & n
" & D®E & "
"W &DBE &
" &DE G&
A & L1
ZA & *
BC & "
c &
cC & "
c &
gc A & "
ch & W
ZCABC & o
#° & D° &
AA & & -
£ a°B & &
A c & " & i L]
FA & D°e & ®
2 & M & &
A & u & L1
ABCCE ¢ & "
Bih C& & *
4 &DBE & o
#BP46S%e v &
ZBBC& & *
Bcc & 1] & ]
A C&DEG & "
BA & &
g¢ & DCEFG & "
B & ® & ®
Z Bk v & "
£ C&D*FG & "

#A C& D E &
BA B®C& DEFG & O
S*AB & U] & n
gxa CcC% o g o
S ¢ & U & u
g BC& " &r "
B &: u & "
A 0& % & °
c& ® & v
Z° & " & "
D¢ &
DB & ®
a°rFe & "
DEFG & “
n

]
ot
e o 0

40, 44, 252, 287, 288, 310,

nuuu“uuuunnnnunuu“«nuuuun»_nuunnuuununnu“pnunun
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363
361, 392, 543

19, 181, 182, 224, 278, 279,
320, 323, 401

12, 26, 72, 77, 142, 322, 440
423

240, 300, 460

384, 473

430 -

1492

341
406, 421

425, 491
217
258
267
56
232
90
259
35
137
78,
321
459, 517
495
374
497
290
143
506
316
28,
203
132
a7
50
420
107
548, 426

187

82, 83, 120. 192,
483

207, 245, 282
193, 194

453, 553

292

301

190, 355, 372, 443, 490, 551
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But in these diaagrqemeqtg.%it will be well to note,
the eclectic text of the East chooses only 26 which the
entire Alexzndrian tradition'supéqrta. and only 13 which
the entire Westerm group supports. Vhich would indicate that
regerding the worta of the old readings waich P46 has and
the Constentinople mss. do not hzve there was much varied
opinion in the third and fourth centuries. For there are
53 variants in which only part of the Alexandrian and only
part of the Vestern tradition support the Comstahitinople text.

In generzl, the Gonstantinorle text was quite a finished
product, In 234 out of 333 variants there is agreement
among the principle mejuscles. Yet the fact that in the
remaining 90 plus, there is division in the Easterm house
indicztes that at the time of these majuscles there was no
cbsolute edition or recension which was widely accepted;
although, it is true, a certain type of text was generally
folloved,

Majuscles X and L break leact freguently from the
fawily group.l Of interest is the support of L in(234)s
syrpa:mraeth Thphyl Aug; end in (537): syroch cop arm aetly
ghr Dam, The variant was evidently not unknown.

l. XK & B¢ \ 128
K - 3 95
P46 &L & BC : 468
" &1L & AB¥ & D% t 228
o & DEFG : 389
3

48, 234, 417, 337
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kost frequent of the Comnstantinople texts to break

from the group is codex P3 14 times with ?46, of which ;1

variants are supported by Algxandrian mSs8ey indicating a |

strong Alex=zndrian influencey and 26.timea opposed to P4§,

again supported by Alexcndrian testimony in 18 inatances,

1

The eight veriants in which P stands alome cennot be

considered evidence either for or against P, since Tischene-

dorf may not have adduced all the witnesses available. Tae

Alexandrian influence on P varies, A standing a sole

supporting representative twice, B once, C twice, and then
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various combinations with varied frequency. The one instance
in which P* is recorded, (173), in which P46C*FG support P¥,
indicate thet there wes <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>