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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,

«
Ze

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

274

g o
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jote: In each table presented in this thesis, the number af ter
the colon is that of a variant, catalogued in Appendix II.
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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

-
°

148

1, 105, 106, 315, 403.
54, 165, 273, 309, 312,
545, 546
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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.
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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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16343537

488

327

431

130

418, 441, 447
154

336

193

755 91, 308, 398, 467, 479,
482, 553 '
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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 perhaps second century influence
in the ms. from which P was copied. The influence of %
can be readily seen, a fact which CGregory mentiona.l
Codex § shows both Alexandrian and Vesterm influence
in the readings in wiica it seperates from the Constane
tinople grovp. vorthy cof note is the fact that in(273)
(455)(500) the Armenian version supperts §, indicating,
perhaps influence of the parent text of -J of the Armenian
tra::slution.z : )
Little is indicated by the separate téitimnny of a7,
¥, a7, and cther combinations, other than that the -
tspes of reading were guite mixed when these mss, were

written, In (297), the Armenian supports Py, but in

1. Textkritik, p. 102,

2%
P46 & U : 156
w & 1 & ‘FG s 201
* " &% B &DE : 113
" & " & ZABC L * s 349
" & "g&gAB &DEFG 3 91y 92
oI 3 62, 41, 2.
"& &% B s 98
" & ZCLB s 115
" & #¥A C & 1 455
" & &% BC 1534
" & ZxA & D¥ s 97
"&Z B & Dw s 195
v g gC & D°B s 542
" & C&DEFG 1t 500
" & FG 1 170
C t

2]
)



(230)(230) opposes Ja7, modifying our judgment of the
preceding parsgraph, and indicating a mix@d relatfion
between § and the Armenian, if any at all.1 :
There are butvfew read;ngs, eight in all, in which the
Constantinople mss, stand alone.? Three of them, (17)(41)
(336), are conflate readings and will be comsidered later.
Since Tischendorf offers no evidence on the others, one can-

Judge concerning them. They are,  in any event, but meche

1. P46 & a7 $209
nogow & fAC & 141
“« & ® & $¥BC & D* 3127
".&" && AB & DE 1302

" & ZLBC* 317
. & #%BC 115
5 :1524
" & Py &g AB &DE 3348
“ & * & # ABC & DEFG 3367
“ & & #*AB & DEFG 3438
“ & @ & g ABC & D*FG 1549
Pg & % $297
" & VYa7 & g aAB*% & DEFG 324
" & " & % ABC & DE 1133
“« &g " & FG 3167
w g # B*C& DEFG 1329
" & AB®C & TFG 3230
v g #aB® & D*FG 3231
*" & P & A & FG 186
P 3457
IP & B® &D° 281
P & DE 1364
" K@% &2B & FG 196
KLa% 191
“ & L & B & DEFG 1544
" & A & DE 1131
Ecav & g* & D°E 1286
" & LJa? &  ©C & ©EFG 3 10
- P4G¥E " & #AB & DE 175

2. KL a7 :92

KLP 141

KLP 3115, 17
L Ja7 3 163, 286, 336
L a7 s 367



