
Concordia Seminary - Saint Louis Concordia Seminary - Saint Louis 

Scholarly Resources from Concordia Seminary Scholarly Resources from Concordia Seminary 

Bachelor of Divinity Concordia Seminary Scholarship 

4-15-1943 

Critical Studies in the Text of Romans Based on P46 Critical Studies in the Text of Romans Based on P46 

Elmer Moeller 
Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, ir_moellere@csl.edu 

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholar.csl.edu/bdiv 

 Part of the Biblical Studies Commons 

Recommended Citation Recommended Citation 
Moeller, Elmer, "Critical Studies in the Text of Romans Based on P46" (1943). Bachelor of Divinity. 76. 
https://scholar.csl.edu/bdiv/76 

This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Concordia Seminary Scholarship at Scholarly 
Resources from Concordia Seminary. It has been accepted for inclusion in Bachelor of Divinity by an authorized 
administrator of Scholarly Resources from Concordia Seminary. For more information, please contact 
seitzw@csl.edu. 









I 

215 

majusclee collated. with pertin~nt information to identity . . 

them. Likewise will be found there an expla.na:tion ot 

Tiechendorf'e sigla. Appendix II contains the variants ~~ed 

in this thesis, vri th the ma.JuscJ.e testimony and whc'"!.tever 

other evidence from Tischendort•a apparatus has been used. 

A word is in place concerning the adequacy of the eT14ence 

presented. Tiechendcrt is very tho~ in collating the 

maJu.acl.ea. Ll ~lae evidence of the versions and fathers likewiae 

seems tc ~e quite completely recorded.. Hoskier. ~oveve~•. 

f i nde numerous. l"eading.s in P46., the f athers. and versions. . . .. .. 

which .... re not listed in T!sehendorf or von Soden. :mg ... 

in Rom. X 6s P46 eyr d .e Pelag and ba1t the Vulgate mes. 

have ou )( for o v 1(£ rt • Or, e.gain. in Rom. XIV 4-, P46 ayr 

.AmlJrst have "\ irr-'1 ll(fl. Y\ rrtvT".~< • while other witnesses omit 

the f irst Yj. None of the critical editions to which the 
' 

writer has access have this last varia.nt.1 

\Tnile one can be quit, sure., thereto.re, that llb.e Greek 

ma.2evidence is complete. ·one cannot be certain that all 

per~inent t.estimo~ of _the versioDS and the fathers 1-. 

available i n the sources used in this theeie. In f act, 

one can be sure that the oppoaite is the ca11e. '.Tnen there-

1.·Hoekier. "A Study of the Chester .Beatty Coda.,• 
.21!• cit .• •· p. 155. · · 

�~� Throughout this thesis,. the terms ms. and mas. 
refer o:Qly to the majuscle witneese~. The writer has not 
analysed aey of the minuscle evidence. feeling both that 
the mriuscie field would add. too much to the scope ot thle · 
thesis~ a.nd that the evidence obtained f'rom a· study ot oDl.7 
the majuscles would be worthl'fhil••· 
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fore no definite conclusion can be dr~wn concerning the 

relationsh i p of a p nrticUlar f ath~r to P46, ·or again; when 

a definite conclusion seems to be tenable, one must bear 

in mi rid that · only with more complete evidence, not available 
• • f •• • 

to ·the writer, can the .conlcuaion be made' definite~ Thia 

f a.ct, l'1owever, whould not diGcour~ge the r eader. One doea 

t he oeat one croi Mi th the available materials. 

:1hile speaking of practical matters, the Trriter would 

explain the t ~~~inol ogy used by him in designati.na the 

text f a milies. '£he word "Oonatantf~ple" refers to the 

type of text as found moat frequently in E:LPja1J and generally 

in H-0142.2 ~ lexandrian" refers, not to \Jestcott and Hort •a 
. . 

"Alexandrian," but to the testimony of the mss. $ABC. 

Similarly, by "Western" the writer does not mean the "7lestern• 
' . . 

text of Westcott and Hort. but the testimon,, of DEifG. 

One l a st item. Since 1is. C bas lacunae from Ro.mans 

IX to X 15 fµld from XI 31 to XIII lOJ and Ms. P from 
; 

VIII 33 to IX 11 and from XI 22 to XII 1, an omiss,un of 

their sigla. .U.~ often occur when their group ia li•ted. 3 

1. von Socien's a.l:pha'1. 'Sllenever this m. is cited._ the 
1rriter· substitutes a Latin "a" fo» the small Greek alpha. 

2. A group . of mas. collated by lierk, consisting of u. 
I, 048 1 a.~d 0142, which in all but a few instances 88ree 
among ·themsel vcs, and ure ·therefore cited o.s a unit. Their 
teetil.a.ony is ·not ava.iln.ble for all the variants, since Merk 
ha.a t r e ated 01tly a seieo.t number o-f 1'eadings. Where they­
di eagree among themselves, they are cited individually. 

3. Not until a final check in Grc,gory, Textkritik 
des Neuen Testamentes, p.102, while writing this thesis• 
did the aathor dis cover that Kha.a a lacuna from Rom. X 18 
till I Cor. VI 13. The testimony of K is therefore to be 
ignored fr~m variant(l.28) on. The author correcta wherever 
possible in the tables. 
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The OL'll.Ss ion will therefore not necesc~~i l.y mewi ·thnt either 

is opposing t ho testimony of ite group. 0niy ~ere they . 

to;.e' ;u)ntioned sh ould these t1.-ro codices be conatclered; no 

deduction can be m~de from upparent f a ilure to cite their 

evidence.. In the case of coc;\ex ~, Tiochendort • whether 
' 

' frpm bver uight or becauoe of tacuna.e. scin.etimea fa.11• 
"'' I 

to r ecord its testimony. No deduction can therefore by 

l"Dh.<le :f1·om its P.baence. Likewise with the versions. The 

BUJJIJOrt of . syr5ch (1.,eshi~ta} does not necesE~ily mean 

tha t e;yrP (Ha1·olean) is on the opposite si<ieJ nor daee 

mer!tion of DE]'G assume the support of ~ e f g. ~he I~ ~in 

tex ts of t hesE: bi-linsua.l codic~s. Only when the witnes_.sea 

are s pecifically mentioned c~n their testimony b~ adduced 

as fo r or against a certain reading. 
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III. Papyrus 46 as Sole Authority 

In checking· the 333 variants included in thia study• 

the writer noted 15 in which NQ -' bas no ma.Juscle nidence 
. - . 

to support it.: ,Whether or not the· tath~e and versions otter 

evidence the writer could not . a•certain • 

. :0st of these variants can be traced to scribal error. 

A Cew. however• are worthy of note. 

In VIII 23 (-40), P46 omit.aJ<M"tJt;ot a.fter";-A).,..,, loaing 

emphaata by doing so, but not changing the sense. For with 

or without K"t 1-.vt"ol, the aubJe-ct o~,t:"~.--.,.1,~E-v • 7-JAHS .1..uc1t , 

deterw.ines the meaning of the verse. 

In X 19 ( 132), P46 omi ta 1;"""' 5 aa o~Ject of 111"' ~ '1. Awcr0 • 

A second ~J..5 occura, however, as object of~1 e,fr"v • The 

Textus Receptus therefore has correlative claueea with 

identical objects, P46 correlative verbs with one obJect. 

'..!.'he reader ·will note that these two v.--rianta a.re 

concerned with omissions in P46. H.c. Hoaki~, _in his 

article in the Journal !.! T.b.eologi.cal Studies• and in the 

appendix to the articlo,2presents the motheais of "the 

Shu~ter J:ext 11 of the Pauline epistles. baaing it upon many 

such omissions in the papyrua text. 

1 .. Noe. 29·, 40, 132. 229• 258• 155• 384• 386, 453, 460, 
473, 491. 492. 51~, 61? .• 

2 • .QR. ill• 



· In develop1Dt the hypotheais. Hoski~r ap~ak• _first of 

the difficv.lt constructions in P46. 

Critics too often look e:skance at eo-called . 
1b t..rbarisma' and at the pe~soaal preferences or failinga 
of writ&rs - (how al.1 of us, invariably• have certain 
frailties in the mutter of co~position) - as if the 
primitive texts were so perfect and completely 'poliehed'J 
and they a re apt to forget so .frequently that all the · · · 
attempted polishing, an~ the harmonizing for consistency•• 
sakll ~99k pla 9e later; JO tha~. wheµ we recover rough­
ness of' diction, cioubtful gl'animar, or unacceptable 
constructions, - judgment being passed in accordance 
with :certain strict ·modern sta.nda.rda - we are, pe-rlia.pa 
rnore nearly approxime.ting the primitive of the original 
text, .than be setting dDwn these things, forthwith, 
aa pure er1·ors of the pen or of the head of scribea 
and· oopymen. Thie muet undeniably be

1
the case, the 

farther ba ck we go in our researches. 
. . 

Nhen, therefore, umie~iona occur in P46• it cannot . ' . 

be &SG~med a priori, Hoskier believes, that its text ie 

poor, and t hat l a ter, n1ore "polished" texts present a 

mor& a ccw:·ate trc.di tion. Vihy not asswne that the 
I 

origina~ text waa "shorter" and les~ poJiished? n It seems 

cer t ain,, 0 Rookier \'Jrites, "that much editing took place. 

Some Pauline prose rises to such poetic heights t~at 

'inprovements' were not attempted at these places. Other 

pass.:;.ges formed the subj ect of most unwelcome meddling. 

All this has been hidden eo f ar. The ~apyrus now points 

an important finger in ~Y helpfu1 direct·ions. 112 

Evidence for this "sho1 .. tern text Hoeki ... r finds through­

out the papyrus. ~ost of it ia furnished by the Ethiopic 

text, which very frequently is the sole support of l'46 

-l~ •A siudy' of the Chester-Beatty Codex,•~· .2!!•• P• 151. 
2. Ibid., p. 152. -
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(Tiachendorf does not record these· recdings). This strange 

but undeniab1e affinity Hoskier tinds in the following 

instances perta ining to Rowuun IX 2, omitro<; . XII 4, 

omit r,''f ; XIII l.2~ . add <HI{; XV 5• 1/4 t.1/ for "f N J 19• : add 

u · I 28, omitot111:ttt.. ; 29• r~ for ft. ; 30, olllit ,,,,jt.>.f>." L J XVI 

7,1,rv) <J, v • In XV 5, "P46 and aeth alone mo.ke st. l.>e~ul 

aay: ' Now the God of patience mid consolation grc..nt us to 

be lik e ru.i.nded tor,ai·d one another. ' nl Further reoea.rch 

\'Till t h row r.;ore light on thia interesting hypothesis. 

In the text of P46 we h~ve not only one \1itnesi:;, but 

t wo. For P46 v,as corrected by a. second hand,, which is 

accepted a s being of the B8lll.e age as the original hand. Evi­

dence of these two witnesses is found in the three varie.nta 

in the P46 text of Romans where correction occurs other 

than in the case of mere scribal. error. In (311). P46* 

{ n*" after a uiajuscle signifies the fi1~st, uC• the corre~ting 

hand) is supported by the Syriac~ P46c by rP, . while the 

remaining wit.nesaea suppo.-t t .wo other readings. In (321). 

P46* stands with AC. (429). finds P46* with DEFG. 

It is important to note that in these three variants. 

p4ec agreea ea.ch time with$*, and that P agreea with 

f,*• a fact unimportant iD itself• were in not for the 

combination of P46 e.'*P with no other· support in ( ~11) • The 

affinity o~ P. Consta.ntinopolitan though it be, with the 

Ale.:-:a.ndrian codices. will be brought out more clearly in 
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our conaid-eration of the coiiataihnopie tut. 
Var~ant (311.) be~s c~oeer inves~~gation than we have 

given it. ,The foll~ w~g diagram will show~. 

j!Cccn°FG~t'a'l ~g -_ arm· ae:tb, 9i,µ:, Cyr. Thdrt Oyp .~rat 
t · • ~. ~ ~ ·~ l{,lt E--rfu,w/t-lJ1,. · 

P46* ayrU r ~ ~ ~ ~ < ~ ~ • • t.V"burw~f.~J.. ov,/ 

P46c.Z*P. • • -~ • • • .. • c·vo"urwf~ .GJ. _ 

Conflation ia ' a chara cteristic of the Conata.ntino»le 

' text. Yet, instead of ,rit f..-rl v(- o ".r ·• wa ich . would ·be a 
. - - -

true confla te reading• the ConatantinoJl• text ·oonservativeJ.y 
.. . .. 

adopts K.1,t E.-.,J~6- .. On _~ .e other· hand• P46Cj*~ e~~y'tb:i:1°'d 

and fourth century mss. representing at least second and 

third century texts. respeotiveiy. eliminate the basis of 
. . . - . 

a later . conflation; go· litera.ily to the heart o~ · the matter• 
. . 

an<i pick only t-rf v6'wf"t.()~ • And P..., a ninth. century lllB., 

oxdinarily a supporter of the Constantinople text. agrees. 

Truly a remarkable comment on the critical jud@Dentexercioed 

by the ecribea of P46* and F46c. · 

On thia very matter Hoskier commenta: "ilhen the scribe, 

th.erefore shews ua that he weighed and discarded" ·one reacling 

for anot..her.,. 11we· muo·t give him credit for as faithful a . - .. . - - . .. 

perforr..Jance 0£ h.i.o task a & his ma.teriala allowed •••• we ••• mua~ . . 

give R§R. 46 credit for s~eering a rather careful course in 
l such matter&" of eritical. processes. 

A i.eaa f c.vorablo eo~ent on the- jacri_be o! P46 or one 

of hia literary forebear a is variant ( 543). fn diagram 1 t 

1. P46, Addenda_!! Corrigenda, p. 1. 
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appears thuaa 

Dtl·EFG def~ aeth ~ 
.tA:BcDCKLPJat · ~ ~ 
P46 • • •• • • 

• • .. • 
• • 

• • 
• • 
• • 

• • 
• • 
••• 

i(J.< ~f.,.~C.U 

• s~~u) ft. ".u . fJu, di It. 

Here we have a r emarkable instance -of conflation al.ready 

in the seco~d century text of P46, a etrong proof of the 

simuJ.ta.neo.us existence of a Western and an 1Uexa~4r.ian 
. . 

( \'.'e s tcott and Hort's "liieutreJ.,.?) re~di ng, both of which 

P46 adopted. On the othe~ hand1 .one can _expia~n _the reading 

in l?46 as the correct one, of which the other two read"inga 

ar e attempted imp»lvementa. 

The most interesting· and undoubtedly the most im;ortant. 

reading in which P46 stands alone is the position of the 

doxology which in the Textus Receptua occurs at the end ·or 
XVI in vv. 25-27, variant (460)° in this thesis. l'b.e Textua 

Receptus is supported by ,'ABCD*~ def v& cop a~th Or Ambrst. 

A(.!!.£)LP(.!1!£)Ja'1 Oec ayrP Or(si~) Chr Cyr Th~t Dam Theophyl 

place the doxology after XIV 23. ·DcFGH*Ol42 g Mai·cion 

omit it entirely. P46, a.lone of all witnessea, places the 

doxology after oh. XV 33. 

i'he discussio·n of this reading by Kenyon 'deals well with 

the interesting critical question& involved& 

Erasmus in this instance toilowed the Vulgate instead 
of' the standard :Byzantine ·text• so· that. the . Text us 
Receptus anci the .Autnorized ·version .here agree w_i th 
the older un.ciala •••• M:Er.rcion reJected both the lo.at · 
two chapters, and they have been questione4, by modern 
acb.olara. Ch. XVI has espe~ially been the aubJect of 
attack; on the ground that st. Paul wa& not likely to 
have so many personal. messages to give to members of 



a Church which he had ne'Yer visited, and it has beat 
argued that this chapter is in t act a separate letter• 
intended to introduce •our sister Phoebe' to the Church 
at Erlheeus, which. baa accidental~y be~ome attached to· 
the letter to the Romans. Gregory. fQr example, uould 
have liked to aetach_,X:VI 1~9~ Romans, and to place· the 
doxology a,t the end of XV; _ but in ta.e absence of 8.D7 · 
aup~ort from manuscripts or versions he did not venture 
to do so. · · 

It is therefore interesting to find that thia ta 
precisely the position given to it 1n· t11e pap711a. Th• 
doxology follows immediately ai'ter A"Y. 33• ending 
with the word <1f<1tl and a ~Olo~• the text ot. XII :rol~ 
lowing on ~n tlie same 1ine. Prof. Sandera ia inclined 
to take this o.s a decisive· confirmation of Gregory'e 
conjecture; but in the a.1,}aence or'l'>il., ·support it is 
difficul.t to accept hie view. The difficulty still 
remains oi' bow a letter of i ntro<iuction for Pa.oebe ahould 
have been extant without· preface or conl.guaion, and· 
w~ould ' have been attached •o the great Epiatleto the· · · 
Roni.ans. It is · also J1azd· to understand hoir. if thia were 
its true ·p1ace, it came' to be move~ to the end of ca. · 
XIV. Ch. xv. follows on XIV naturally enough, dealing 
ii t h the same subject. ano. proba bly no one woulci i.la.ve· 
questioned its aut4entic1ty but for the preseue· of tile 
doxology at the end of XIV. 1,n ex,Plana tion is required. 
\'lilich will a ccount tor the floating poaition ·ot these 
versee; and the s impleat appears to be· t hat given by ' 
Sanday and H~adlam in . their edition of the Epistle, to 
t he effect t hat the long liat or salutations in X-vI waa 
not considered suitable for reading in Church, and tha~ 
the <.loxolo~y, vim.ch was too fine to miae, wae moved · 
elsewhere - to the end of XIV in the recension adopted 
i n t he Byzanti ne Chruch, ' or to the end of ~i' aa ~• 
now find it in the .Beatty~luchigan Papyrus. 

l.. Chester :Beattl ~ical "f_.apU,.1, fa~c!' III Supplement. 
p. xviii. 



IV~ The Uonst~ntinople Tradition 

The Constantincple text, or, aa ',,eetcott and Hort 

call it, the Syria.n text, was, in the o»inion of these 

t\10 critics, compiled from 11 doeuments representing at 

least thJ:ee earlier for.ms of text; Western, Aleza.ndrian, 

and a t,hird.. ul This ccntention ill well substantiated. by 

un anulysis of the vo.rients considered in this thesis, 

although 'diethei- there were three or two is · & deb&table 

questi on. 

Tho first teble of vuriants,2 96 in all1 . out of a 

1~ .QJ2. cit.,. 
2. 

P46C & $ABC 
P46 & 11 

u & n 
If & II 

II & It & D E 

p. 116. 

& KLP~a?: 429 
& II l ~~ 05t 103, 104, 136. l68t 

356, 360, ~65, 388, 395, 405. 
428, 445, 463, 464, 484, 48?. 
493, 520, 523, 52?, 536, 540, 

& 
& 

& 

n 
tt 

II 

54? . 
: 14, 238,. 358·· 458, 538,. 552. 
: 6. 61, 177, 221, 255,. · 25?, 

306, 37?, 399 .• 411, 469. 
: 9 1 11, 12, 2?, 32, S9, 88, 

101, 112, i17, 124, 126, 140. 
147 1 155, lC4, 2zi, 2Z6 1 244; 
266,268,277, 28~, 289; 293. 
30~. 330, 382, ~90, 402, 419, 
424, 42?, &35, 437, 439, 446, 

l. ,I 452, 494, 535, 558 
" & " & DC F G & a I 526 
u & 11 & F G & II ' 23, 139. 141 
~ & h & LCEF G & & 1 ias, 2?1, 305 
" . & ,. & D* &: . 11 : 410 
" & " & D*E & 11 I 27' 
" & u & D uco & " a 242 
ri e; " & D D G* & • : 226 

notea Iil each table presented in this t.hesis, the number after 
the colon is that of a variant, catalogued in Appendix II. 
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total of 333 considered.. shOW8 agreement between »46, the 

Alexandrian mas. (.tABC), and the Constantinople group (KLP 

ja?. P and ~ 'e support being e?eent in the laounae mentioned 

previously). As we shall note, 25 of these show no uestel"ll 

suppott at all. • . In ?O variants, some Weste::rn euppJU>t ia 

shown. Th~ group in .which DE agrees is signitioantly 

lar~e, 42 in all. The conlluaion to be drawn from the 

table i s tha,t t he Conat~tinople text relied a great de~ 

on the Alexandrian text. Furthermore, there are definitely 

two l a.1·ge ms. groups, the .Alexandrian and the Constaninopolitan. 
. . 

Finally, the text of .P46 is fundamentally that which we.a 

enerally accepted in the early daya of Ch~is~ianity~ -

In the next table of variants. 27. in .all, .the .entire 

\'ieetern t ext (DEFG), which represents a thi.rd ma .. group, 
&>,t:° • 

agr ees \?i t h the Cone1;iinople text. an~ with P46, the Alexandrian 

sup~ort being more or less eomplete.1 This table, compared 

with the previous one,.. would indicate lese dependence of the 

Consta.niilnople text OD the complet.e Western than on the 

1. 
P46 & ~ AB & DEFG & Const s 1,a 
" & ~AC &: .. & • ·1 1. 105. 106, 315~ 403 • 
n & t :ac & n & • I 54, 165, 273, 309, 312, 

545, 546 

" &1' C & " & • I S68 
" & ABC & • & ·• I a5o · 
•• & A &: n & • I 160 
a & icll & .. & " I 291 ... & ,~AB & " & n s 251, 134 
n & ~*AC & .. & n I ~8'1 
n & ~B & .. & .. I 69, 67, 299 
It & ~ BC & · • & • I 46 
u & ic & • & • 1102, 3'10 
It & , BC-K· & • & ff a 1'12 



complete Alexandrian t~acl1~ion.. 

In the next 1'1 va,ian~s the eclectic character of ·the 

Constantinople text i~ siio~. Part of the Western, part 
•. 

of' the AleA&ndrian msa • . th~ow their support to the eaatera 

text.1 

Th·~e . a ~'~ bu~ tbr~e vµianta in which the Consta.ntinople 

text has · auppnt ~rom only: o~ of the other two ma. group•• 

01• from P46 alone. 2 . 

The text of P46 aareea therefore wi~ the tQ~al 

Const~.ntinople mes. in al~st. t~o-f~ftha of ~ var-i~ta 

consider~d• 142 out of 333. .or, exp~essed otherwis~, alalst 

two-fifths of the generally accepted text in eaetern 

Cµristi~ity, when variants are consi~ered, c.- be traced. 

directly back to about the year 200 A.D. 

l. 
P46 & jCAB & DE & 

If & iAJ3 &; Q & 
" & ~ ABcC & " & 
11 & ~ AB cc & " & 
n &iA C & n & 
'' &t:ac&" & 
n & i A C & l)OEFG & 
11 & A & 1t & 
a & f> A. C & D°E & 
II &: ABC & 11 & 
* & i :S & D*E & 
" & · A & FG& 
n & jC :S & FG & 
11 & ~AC & Dc & 

2. 
l?46 & i 

fi 

It 

& 
& DEFG & 

& 

Const a ag 
R I l '11 
• a 504 
u I 518 
• I 354 
n a 16•., 510 
" a. 138 
" a 22~ 
• I 186, 448, 451 
D I 34 
" I 2?0 
a I 145 
• a 100 
" I 456 

Conat: 394 
• a· 65 
• a 111 



In 92 variants the t.otal Conatantinople text ,1.agreea 

_.1th P46.l 

& Const 
& ff 

& " 

A 
/,A 

II 

" 
& DE & 
& DE G & 

& 
ti; 

nc & 
C 
cc & 

/lA C 
%_ C 

foA 
"t,_CJJ3C 
~ & DC 
, A & A 

I acB & .. 
A C & " 

t,_ & nc:s 
~ & tt 

A & " 
ABCe& n 

, . ·J"A C& . It 

f1i · &DE 
IB:f46C& n 

& 

& 
& 
& 
& 
& 
& 
& 
& 
& ' 
& 

' & 
& 
& 
& 
& 
& 
& .,, BC & II 

nee & " & 
A C&D EG & 

/,_A & u & 
~c & nCEFG & 
~'JrB & II & 
$ Bee& . ft & 
t_ C& D* FG & 
~ C&DE & 
jA Bee& D EFG & 
"/,_·'* AB & ff & 
$*A c0& II . ct 
~ C& " & I BC & n & 

B .& " & 
A C & • & 

C & n & 
&: • & 

& 
& 
& 
& 

n 
ft 

fl 

• 
A 

u· 
n 

• 
n 
It 

n 
ti 

" 
" n 
ti 

" 
,! 
n 

ti 

If 

ff 

ff 

.Q .. 
Q 

a 
a 

• 
If 

" II 
n 

" 
11 

H 

• 
u 

• 
ff 

• .. .. 
• 
• 
a 

I .401, 4.4• 252.,. 28?, 288, 31.0, 363 
I 361, 392, 543 
, 19; 1s1·, 182, 224, 27a, 279, 

z20, a23, 401 
t 12, 26, 72, 77, 142, 322, 440 
I 423 
: 240, 300, 460 
I 38,, 473 
: 4:~o 

&492 ' 
I 341 
, 406, 421 
: 16 
I 4·5 
: 9·3 
I 425,. 491 
: 217 
I 258 
I 26'1 
: 56 
I 232 
: 90 
I 259 
: 3S 
i' 13'7 
I 78, 301 
: 321 
I 459, 51'1 
: 495 
I 374 
I ,9'1 
: ~o 
I 143 
I 506 
1· ~16 
a 2a·, 19·0, 355, 372, 443, 490, 551 
I 203 
I 132 
a 4'71 
I 50 · 
I 420 
a 10'1 
t 548. 426 
I ·187 
I 82,. ai, 120, 192 • 
a ,aa 
a 20'1, 245, 282 
a 193, u~, 
I 453, 553 
I 292 



But in these dieagreemen'ts• :it will be well to note. . . \ ' . . . . . . . 

the eclectic text of the Ea~t ch~osea onl.7 26 which the 

entire Alex&ndrian tradition ·supports, and only 13 which .. 

the entire tllestern group supports. t';hich would indicate that 

regarding the worth or · the old readinga which P46 haa ancl 

the ·construitiriople msa. 'do not nave there waa much var1e4 . . . 
opinion in the third and fourth centuries. For ~here~· 

53 variants in wh.tch only part of_ the .Alexandrian and only_ . 

pai·t of the ·11estem tra.dition· ·support the Constaatinople text. . . . . 

In general, the Gorieta.ntinople text waa quite a tiniahecl 

product. In 234 out of' 333 variants there ie agreement 

among the principle majuacles.· Yet the tact that in the 

remaining 90 plus, there is divi~ion in the Eastern house 

indica tes that at the time of these majusclea there was no 

absolute edition ox· rec.ension wich vas widely accepted,. 

al.though, it is true, a certain tJ'l)e of text was generally 

followed. 

Uiajusclea Kand L break least frequently from the 

family group.1 Of inter~st ia thfi! support ot L in(234)1 

ayrl>arm aeth Thphyl AugJ anci in. ('53'1)1 eyrsoh c~p &1'S ae­

¢hz Dam. The variant was eTidently not UDknoWD. 

1. K & . B0 c 128 
K I '16 

l?46 . & L . & ·:a C • • 468 
• &L & AB* & D* a 228 

I. & Dm'G : . ~89 . 
417, L I 48,234, 53'1 
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Most f r equent of the Constantinople texte to break 

from t~e gr~up i s codex PJ 14 t i mes ~th ~46, of which 11 

variants are supported by Alexandrian msa., indicat i ng a 
. . 

strong AJ.eXR.ndrian i ~flue~oe1 and 26 -t~~ies opposed to P4~• 

aga i n aupported by .Al~ndrian testimony in 18 ina·t anoes.1 
. . . 

. . 

The e ight v~riants in which P stands alone cannot be . . . . 

consi dered evidence eith er for or a,aa inst P, since Tisc~en-
. . 

dor f may not have adduced all the witnesses aTailnble. The 
,• ' 

Alexandrian influence on P varies, A standing a sole . . . 

.a up por ting r epresent a.ti ve t wice,. B once, C t wice., and then 

1. 
l"4G & l? 1343. 346 

(I & P & i ABC I 163 •. S3'7 
n &P & i *ABC* I 488 
" &P & i *ABC & D* ' 32'1 
" & j) & i s;ac &DE I 431 
l l & l? & fl & D~·EFG I 1~0 
n & p & ~C & D EFG I "418, 441.- 447 
II &. p &·t.,.A & D E.FG I 154 
II & :p & DC . 336 .. 
II & :P«· & C-tt· & FG & 173 

p ' '75s ·91, 308•. 398, 46 '7, 4'19, 
482,. 65Z 

p & P46c;t* ;311 
p & · A al09 
p &,A I 229 
.:e & ~ 13 I 316 
p & C . 34'1 • 
p &: BC t 414 
:p & ABC = 486 
p & ,*AC I 339 
p & ., ABC I 189 
p & u & FG I 578 
p & A & ff • .,.,o 
p & 1, A & " I 008 
p & :B & D* FG I 59'1 
l? & AB & D E · I 95 
p &t · c & D* 
p & ~ A;BC & D EFG I a86 
p & • & D* FG I 613 
p & 11ac & D*EFG I 122 
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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 that there wee perhaps second century influence 
. . . . 

in 'lihe ms. from which P was copied. The inf~uence of i 
can be readily eeen, a fact which Gregory mentiona.l 

Codex I) shovis bot·h Alexanurian and Hes tern influence 

i :a the rc.:adinge in which. it separates from the ·Constan­

tinople grc1.1.p. 1:ortby of note is the fo.ct tha.t in (273) 
. .. . . . 

( 455) ( 500) the Armenian version supports l, indicati?l~h 

perhaps influence of the pe.rent ·text of ,j of the .Al·menian 
I") 

tra.:islo.tion.~ 

Little is indicated by the sepa.rat.e te~timony of a7• 

l.,~ , !)a?, .:wd other combinations, other then the.t the 

types of re~ding were quite mixed when these mss. were 

written. In {297), the AL·menian supports Pj,. but in 

1. Textkritik, p. 102. 
2. 

P46 
& ' 

l 156 
11 & 11 & FO • 201 .. 
" & "&t B &DE I 11~ 
n & II & t AJ3C & " I 349 
n & II &tAB &D EFG I 91. 92 

ti a 62. 41. 2. 
II &., :B ; 98 
fl & J.CAB I 115 
ti & $*A C & I 455 
" & J.~; BC &534 
II & "j*A & D* I · 9"1 
11 &1, B & ~ · • 1g5 • 
n & 1,c & DcE I ·542 
,, & ,. 

& D EFG • 500 .... • 
" & FG I 1'10 
" & DC l 2?3 
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(230)(230} opposes ta?, modifying our Judgment of the 
. . 

preceding para.graph,. and indicating a mixed relation 
. . . 

between j and the Armenian, if a.ny at a11.1 

There a.re but few readi ngs,· eight in all, in which the . . . . . . . 

Constc.ni-inople mes. stand alone.2 Three of them• (1'7)(4:t_). 

(~§), are confla te readings ~d will be aoneidered l~ter. 

Since Tiechendorf off~rs no _ evid~ce on the_ others, .on~ can-

judge concerning them. They are,, in any event, but mech-

l. P46 & a? 1209 
n & ... & I_A C & 141 
" & a &l*BC & l)* 112'7 
n & It & .A:B &DE 1302 

II & $_A:BC* 11? .. & .,,*BC 115 · . 
" 1524 .. & Pj & $. AB & D E a.34S .. & ff &: 'f,_ ABC & DEFG ,a6'7 

" &: " & -,_*AB & DEFG a4~8 .. & " & -,_ ABC & D*FG 1~49 

& Pta? &.,_ 129'1 .. & ~ AB* & DEFG 124 
n & n & 'f, AJ3C & DE a13a .. & Q & FG 116? 

It & ~ B*C& DEFG ·129 
n & .ABec &: FG 1230 .. & ,ABc & D*FG 12a1 

If, & LP & A &: FG 186 
LP 1457 
LP & p,C & DC 1281. 
LP & DE 1364 

Cf & ic., &~B & FG a96 
KLa.'1 191 · 

a & Lj & B & DEFG 1544 
n & A & DE tl.31 ta? & $* & D0E 1286 

• & L a'I & ,. C & EFG I 10 
P46*& n & µ;B & DE 1'15 

2. KL a7 192 
KLP 141 
KLPl" 115, l '7 

L a'l I 163, 286. 336 
L &'1 I 36"/ 


