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lb:tel'nal.17 and 1Dternall7 the eri.denae tawra the iDalualcm ot· ,,;to,, • 
Thar• 1a little doubt that it vaa authentic • . 

lflJ (A)-

lestle1 __Ac.A {~crr11Cc I ?c~trrtfs : �~� 

P461 .A~ .,,Ae,,A.c �~� ( ,-r~c Ix·.~ l •·r r:ls : ~~-' J ;:z.e,.; ~,, 

l. · The Kestle reading has mah mare 'liideapr-.d aupport, Bes:l.daa its 9m 

witness the P46 reading bas alight and saat~ .auppart. 

2. It is natural tbat. the text 1.a JI01"8 f'all1ble to UD1ntaiaticmal amiailicm 

tbaD to additi011. Thia, then, tavara P/+6. • 

3. There are several cODBiderations tbat wigh heavil.7 tfll! the Bestle 

reading here. _A,,f_ 1s used in. the next question in.diaatin.g the pasaibillty' 

ot 1naertion here to ccmtorm to the tolloving. Also, ain.ce a nap.tiff a111wer 

la expected the scribe mq bave illaerted _.,,t..{. But there 1a cartaiDq no 

need tor Paul to use ..,t4 here. The a.DB1f81" 1a so llelt-avident tbat the -:lll­

olusion ot /f ..{ would take &1181' so•. Dr the '91loticmal ~aroe which the COil~ 

poin.ta to. 

4. The intrin.sic argument bas alread7 beell mentioned above. There is no 

doubt that the Nestle readin.g 1s ·authentic, having the better axtemal, 

traascriptianal, and' in.trin.sio mdelloe. 

Heatle1 �~� rr €' (' J .,,.t w v : �~� 

P461 ,rc.ec' 6.,-t ,r;~ : B .1 D,. 

l. Both readings are towacl ill .llmamdria and the West, but_ the Bestla la 

predorn1nant in Alaxandrla and passibl.7 also 1n the \'lest. 

2. S8V81"fil poaaibllitiaa otter tbemaelvea, rendering Ws cOllB:l.deraticm 
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umleoislva. We :f'ind a ftr7 ccaf'uaed use of' these tm, prepoaiticma 1n the law 

Testament. 

The enf'eebling of' tbe diat!natian between .,,.£ ~c' and ~ rlr o. gm. 
la a matter of' aomo importance 1D the Bn '.raa1iamant, 1iheN thaaa 
prepositions are used 1D •ll-lmom passages to daaa:riba the n-
lation of' the. 1lacleear to 111111 ar 1BD1a a1na. It 1a a11 tmdeat 
taot that 6n'e 1a often a oolourlesa •about,• as 1D 2 Car. 81231 
it 1a used, f'ar ammple, &001'8& ot t1Jlea 1D aocomata; Id.th :tba 
aanae ot our oommaro1al •to.• !bis aama to ahollr tbat its miglnal 
tullneas ot aontent 111L1St not be presumed upon 1D tbaologloal deftrd,­
tions, a.lthQUgh it mq not bave bean vholq :f'argottan.l 

3. It is almost impossible to daoida what happanecl here. Both preposi­

tions, 1n sense, f'it well. In~ illatancea ·1n the lfn' Test.aant w have 

transcriptional ccmf'usiOll with these two prepoaiticma.2 Bef'ore ll8 aan oon­

jeoture with aw' reasonable grounds as to what 'tic?~ plaoa hare we must look 

into intrinsic cons4.derat1cma. 

· 4. Both prepositions have s-..;ppart 1n Paulina uaap. Paul's emphasis here 

is not on the nature ot the 01"11C1f'ix1011, but 011 the ward ,r-,r, ~os • If' he 

really wanted to axpresa the subat1tuticmu7 aapaot of' the aroaa ha woul.cl 

proba.bq bava used 6,,-{~ • In this aaae it atriims us tbat the strongal' 
, 

6,r/.(' is an alteration of' the more neutral 7F"E~c f'ar the sake of' clar1'f;J'. 
, 

uere 01":lgfnel there seeu less reason f'ar alteration to rrec , 

although it would be :f'oollsh to 1.naiat an this conjeo~~ 

. On the basis o:f' the abova conjecture n prater re,/, with V8r7 earl.1' 

attestation 1D P46 and good support 1n B and D•. 

~ 

Bestle1 ,c~ t r-rdfl' t)t'ou tfvr~t,, k«c (Jco'iJ rtJt/l;.,,,, s _.,o_ 

P461 ,Ct er-Tris ~£d8 r,,,ttA_c', lrr; r (- ~,-. el.-.14'J k-rt 
~t!diJ ro ,t,c: ~-~~ ... IL....,• 

• 1. The Bestlf.-'llms the great night of support • 
• 

1. lloaltm, Prgleerrrrere., P• 105 
2. of'. Blass, P• 133 
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2. Unintentional alteration is bardJ.1"' involved because in eaah docuamt 

either the nominative or the accuaative is used tbroughau1;. 

3. It appears that the scribe ot P46 or a parent tried to mJm a diatmn 

sentence ot verse 24 b7 adding irn and cbang1ng the tb:re.a acauaat1ves 

to nmn,aatives. Clement's reading is grammati~ly lll"QDJ, and the scribe ot 

P46 may have attempted a amTection 1n ·a like reading 1n the manuscript from 

vhich he was copying. 

4• Both readings make sense. I would sq the context is in favor ot the 

lfeatle reading. The emphasis in the previous verses 1a on ~t,AJec~s -co iJ 

t 1 eJ'~r•s (v. 21) and again on l ... e.Jrro,,,,frv (v. 23). To make a distinct_ 

sentence ot verse 24 and add I. r-c c 1a a shifting ot at:,le here and a veaken­

ing to 'IJ11' mind making it unlikely tor Paul to have done this. External and 

internal evidence, therefore, points to the Nestle reading as authentic. 

Chapter ho 

Nestle1 ,A,t~ rJeco,,.: .B, 11 1 N' 
1 

~,. F,, t:, t.1 Pi J~ II; 11.,.,,,,. ~- ._ 
P461 ,Avrr,,.,,'t-,ov: N* 1 A, C., f/1, /ti~, di~; ?", h 

1. The Nestle reading 1s distinctly Western with important Alaandr1an 

support in B. The P46 reading baa predominant; llmpmdriaD test1m0111' and IIIQ' 

have been pi,aminent in Antiooh. 

2. The Word ot the Gospel is often referred to as .Aw-r..:pc•,,. roii (}HiJ • 

It an unintentional cbaDge is involved here it 1• possible that the more 

familiar expression is substituted tor the leas familiar. 

3. This consideration favors the Hestle reacUng. The P46 reading bas the 

look ot a barmonistic correction, due to verse ? (ot. 411, Col. 212, Rev. 

1017).1 

1. Flndl9.7, Im Egposi;tor•s ~ ,:as;t,,mt;. vol. II, P• 774 
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4e It ia quite clear bare that ~~t rverov saita better l~r"'I//J>.wv • 

Sinaa internal cona1claratiou b1pJ7 fa'YOl" the laetle reading, having also 

good external aupport, we adopt it aa or1gina].. Westcott and Hort waald 

probably aall the P/JJ :reading an 1ilmnclrian-' harmcmistia emendaticm. 

- , 
lestle1 71'£t6Jt:tts rofttA.s Ao1«s: B,~, D, (I= a,) (+~v~('~nlv--.s 

A,C., 6~ .. ~~) I I 

P461 '?TE( "ocs rofl" s : "' F-

l. We have no less than seven dist:lraot variant read:lrap at this ~ • . 
The Kestle roading ia more widespread than 8Zf7• P46 is wealc1,7 auppartecl b;r 

G and F. 

2. Thia question favors the Beetle reading. Ccnaeivabq P46 ahon an 

unintentionsl omission, teoling perhaps that f,, 1"1t#ots ro,. gave tull &811118 

attar having \1l'itten it. 

3. In most of the variants we find obriOWI editorial obanges. \Te feel 

that this consideration favors the Bestle read:lrag. !he additicm ~ ivQ~~,/,,..,, 

1n A and C is probably an editorial addition from vanes S and 13. The aon­

tuaion evidenced :lra other raadinga is probabq due to the failure to understand 

the ward ,rrctJ«-s, which baa not yet bean toUDd. elsewhere. Bawner, it ccnil.d 

very well be derived from .,,-e/l)w , as fkccJor, 1a trail fcltJ"-Alf t • !he read­

ing 1n Beetle is without doubt Aluandriali. Satolarahip baa tried to show 

aonalusivoly that the ilaxandriaD (leutral) text 1a mrlmcl b;r the editarial 

attempt to give the origiDal text, without concern to at711st1c d1tt1oult1es.1 

It the Bestle read:lrag 1a authentic it would attest to the above aonalus1on, 

since AlUBDdria kept the d1f'f'iault .,,-cd}ots. 

St7le offers no dec1a1'98 av1clance. On the baaia ~ aur conjectures 1mder 

1. Ct• &myan, Regapt Dayel.9,-,ta Ja Jill, TrnveJ Critigjp Sit ,_ ~ 
B1b1a, P• Slt.) 



tranaaripticmal considarati~s and the best d~tar( evidence • are 

satisfied to adopt the Bestle reading as authen~. 

iL2 
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Nestles 6~,c ,,; ro ,/f 11re,,, : ,4 , B, <!.- ; . e6--f ~" ~ ~- o " 

'QJ,6 cl a ',t. · ,a;-.. I ft At 'T' 0 l /CI/ rE V : N , JJ; e 
I 

IJ .,,... .~ .. ·-.( 

1. External tou~ is even1,1' divided on th,is :poin:t. It 1a intarast,-

1.ng that Jerome and Clement of Rome attest to the reading ot leatle, whlah 

has no Western support. TheJ' swing the balan~ somen~t. 

2. and 3. Transcriptional evidence l~ baV far the Beatle raa.cUng. 

Kr-c is easn,. corrupted to. V ., not ~ae '98Na. ·Further suppor1; to thia 

is the parallel K at the beginning of' the qu.otation. 

4. Stylistic considerations can hav.e little l181ght either '1.'111'• With hesi­

tancy n give the decision to ~-< ,rs. P46. Its wse is. oonf'1rmed tor example 

in .2 Corinthians 1:20. 

Beatles efa"w.Acv , ~-

P461 rr w.A e V : .D, (! " C.,1 F, -L ; 0-..:.,,.,,-
1. The Beetle reading is more w1.despread. P46 !1J8.7 be Western, but the 014 

Latin versions (d, e, t, IJ, r) had esrJem•, and also the Vulgate. BJcterDal 

evidence certainly gives the weight to clt:f rD.,At. ._.. • 

2. Alteration because ot 1tac1am can work both 11818• 

3. The more difficult reading 1a that ot P46, but ·n do not believe in- . 

tentional alteration is involved hare. 

4. The context would ·1Ptrcmgq poiilt to j,J7i),AI'!' as au1;hentic (op. 218 and 

espec1ally 2111). Paul 1a speak:1"g here ot ,bcm.ng, the tmth. External 

and intrinsic evidence gives us the cerWnty that the lfestJ.a· reacUng la 
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i1l.1 

Bestle1 Ae'., .,,,I;,-,:~: 8,11',· L,P 

P461 Tl( 7T./vr,c: A,<!,,,,.;.(•,-'-",___,.,, a.-.,,a. ~ "l(Vrll} 

('file chief copies that omit .A.:i,., substitute tor it r,I 
before ,;,-,l_,,r., • lfe will src,up tbam togethal". $ 
emits the whole· verse because ot homoiotelautm.) 

· 1. The readinga that clrop Alv ~ iloat widespread as 1a nident. 

2. A scribe would be more lla~le to drop the _,1,.1,,,t.han to add it mwiten-

tiona.lq. 

3. Here two considerations almost balance each other. _,G,,. mq bava been 

intentionally added because of the following J'~ , to bring out a clearer 

contrast, or intentionalq dropped tor st,'liatia reasons (beaauae ot the 

preceding ti"c.' ). We teel that the P/J, reading is the mon ditf'iault, a 

view favoring later insertion ot tbA, .,Ai v • 

4. Although Meyer feels that a scribe omitting .Ae;, ~ bave done so 

b,oause ot the preceding tli:.' , it seems more pro1-ble that he 'li'oulcl insert 

it because ot the f'ollcndng tf't.' .1 

We give the decision to P46 because ot the stronger azta:rnal avidenae and­

CODB1derations of intentional alteration. However, n feel tbat r./ 1a an edi­

torial addition in P46 an$! its supporters • . We agree with Alford .that it as 

proba.bq a gloss to show that .,,. «-,, rift as not DBSoul:lne aingu].ar.2 

Chapter three lli 
u tle _., -~J 
,1,188 I r 'TC . 1'VV : ~-

P,461 l'IIV: B 

1. The Bestle reading bas b7 tar the greater extent. 

2_. Unintel)ticmalq the scribe could ODl.7 bava dropped the 

l. C9PPP@n.tar;r sm. l Qo;dntb1 BM, P• 42 
2-. ilf'ord, 11!! .Gru,5 '&•ettPA• vol. 2, p"' 489 
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a1m11ar in sound to the preceding ·dlrx', also favoring 11111.ntentional adaaima. 

3. From •this point of view the Nestle reading 1B also b1gblJ' tavared. !he 

sari.be would : bardq intentionall,1' add lf, because ot the J,, alraacl7 presat1 

whereas, on- the other ·band, he. could easiq ban dropped "it tor that reaam. 

4. • lh feblt im Va'Mkanus1 aber ea 1st inbaltllch wiahtig und daah 

spraahlich 1111 fremdartig, um ala Einschiebsel pltlm 1111 ldmnen.-■l 

We agree with Bachmann, and are oerta1n that l~c ns in the original text, 

the omission in P,46 and B being due to either intenticmal or UDin.tenticmal. 

l 1l <4) 
Bestle1 K-..l i'e~s : N, t'I, B, c, Pi-;, c'r, ......_, .« i eL...fd, A-. , r-. 

P,461 ,t"-,/ ~e cs l',tl rr ,ro,- r,t r,:u: o,.Cr I II~ j _,;,t,...,. j .,. , .- « 

l. The testimOll.Y presents a clean devision between the Alexandrian and 

Western traditions. P46 is the o~ Eg)'pt1an. doaumant attesting the Western 

reading. Its reading is the most wid,eapread, being found -earl.1' in I~-Gaul 

and Antioch •. 

2. The question of unintentional alteration favors P,46, since a scribe 1a 
. 

more likely to omit than add unintenticma.lly. 

3. The case is dif'f'erent. ·from th1a point of nn. There is. no appa1"9111; 

reason 11h7 a scribe would omit ltil" dc-1". 1t it was in ,his· ~oript~ !he 

word is used by Paul in iom. 16117 811d Gal. 5120,. in the latter instance OCCUl"­

ring in a listing with /,i/).os 811d te~s • Thia makes it possible tbat n 

have here .a cantol"llll.tive addition. 

We fe:.t'tl that Kestle is right-here, 1;he addition being taken onr from Gal. 

5120 11,: scribes • . In P46 n mq have an 1.iuttance where a Western read1ng found 
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earq residence 1n Egypt. Origen and Clement ot lluandria gin s'tl-cmg earq 

support to our contention. 

Beatles ·rtt. etr, koc' : N . I A I 8 I(!_' 0' I L, p 

P461 N<-1.c vol : D*, C., F 

1. This matter concerns only the Greek dooumanta. · Bare agaba n have a 

clear division between the Alexandrian and llaatern tnditicms. !ha prepcmdar­

anca or batter mss. is tor the lfestle reading. 

2. 'lha possib~1t7 ot unintentiODal error 1D transcribing favors neither 

reading. 

3. It is more likal.J' that· a scribe would intent~onaJJ7 cbange troll "'f'~"flr-ol 

to rwt('k,,,o{, and not vice ;versa, 1D ardar to harmonize nth ~(".tt~o,., 1D 

verse 1. 

4. ,.,.,e"c kls means 'belonging to rl ~ f •, • ot :the nature or ,.,; r f (aa 

opposed to ir~vA,,n.t1,a). rlekt,,o.s rather means •consisting ot flesh' (;U.ka . 
, I 

~ < ~, vo.s and & r-r{'rAkc rro.s ) • Supposing that, Paul did not uae both vorda in-

discriminate'.q, the sense 1n the above passage \VOuld then favor ,w.~bhc 1D 

antithesis t1ith ,rn:u.1'-n·,A'l.s. The ab0'98 terms were confounded 1D the 111a.111r. 

scripts, but it is evident that Paul made greater uaa ot ne.fu•c{r (Rm.1512'7• 

1 Oar. 9:ll, 2 Oar. 1112, 1014, 1 Pat. 2111), and allfll78 1D the above sense. 

Our decision goes to r"'el'tkfJc cm mas. support and the ab0'98 consideriltl.cns. 

llotice that an observant corrector ot D makes the cbange, too. 

lli 
llestle1 ~ -,;/ ~ N-,r 1. A 1 8 i .f.,,/, 



1. llallusoript taatimc>J,y' 1a well divided. 

2. ·Un1Dtentional'17 tho change aauld have been Ede ei~ way. 

3 • . This aonaideraticm points atron~ to the Kestle read~ aa qr1ginal. 

It 1a mah leas conaeivalile that r, s 11aa changed to r," tba,D vice -nraa. 

Ue;;e correotq says, •ne personal names Vff7 naturailT suggested the maaau,­

line to transoribera.•l The more diftiaw.t reading would then be T"t'. 

We adopt :Nestle aga:lnst P46. Point 3 aarries the greater weight tot' the 

decision here, baoked up bJ' good doauments. Soma would call the altaratiQD 

a case ot Western emendation, but not taken into the Old. Latin. 

3112 C&l 
:Nestles "l'e~,-,~..-, '-~l'Je,o.,. : u, 8, (c:. 1yc.-t.·i-<. ~ 7c~ur. ), '1.J; L-f tiL., 

lh,...~-
P461 "cew-J.,,., l'etve-..-: -A, D, l'i~ 

1. The diminutive form, with the witness of the 88:1"1.J" Fa~, baa the 

greater weight of evidence. 

2. 'J:he fo~s could be altered either \'fay' unintenti-1,ly;· ·Perhaps the sound 

ot the previoua lr,Ah.,o~ \'JOUld incline the scribe, while looking nay traa the 

copy to \1l"ite, ·to cow the c1,m1D'lti"f8 f"orm. This consideration l70l1ld then favor 

P46. 

3. From our present lmowledge it seems doubtful that a scribe would inten-

ticmally' alter the form either 'ft.7• 

4. Ii" Paul used these forms 1Dd1scrim1nately we \'fOUld inoline· towards the 

diminutive form as original. It Paul made a d1atinction, the context would 

favor P46, because Paul ia speaking or gold as a building material, gold in the 

bulk, rather than of gold oo:lns, money, .or Ql'Da11l811tation. In l Tim. 219 Paul 

uaea ~~w-/,y to refer to ornamentation. The Hew Testament, more than not, 



: seems to wie the terms diatinctiveq. On ·the basis ot this consicl~tion 

and Ho. 3 we gi~e the bow to P46. 

-l•12 CB) 
Ifestle1 "Xf!· 1-e_. : 4 

· P46: ">re-,· he.' 1te, ~ B 

l. The shorter reading is tll01"8 w1dea~. 

2. and 3. The strongest transcript!~- oonsidera\i~ ta that the words 

'gold• and 1silver1 are often found together, and usual.17 nth .-,/ betnan. 

This might induce the scribe to 1naert the ,ft(/ 1t it was absent. 

4. To preserve the rhetorical etfeot it seems Paul would not use the om­

junction here, it not between the· following DCJIDllle Eztarnal and 1Jitanlal 

evidence convinces us that the Kestle text ·ia right. 

lestlea r,/ 1Tue 114rJ: A,.B, <:., P; ,7,J?, ?J j ,_,, 

P461 - If Prtl : N, .D., •fln•. • ~~. >£ ; ~ ...,. • -, ~; d.f lU.u. 

l. The former reading is fCJUDd in .Al.axa.ndri.a and Antioch. The latter ia. 

f'OUDd early in ~ and Italy-Ga:ul. ~ eviclenoe is prett7 nll balmoad. 

2. The longer text is atrongq favored here, there being little reaam for 

the insertion of ~~rtf un1ntent.4ona.Jl7. 

3. Scribes might have couidered the 11lrrJ unessential and so haw d1areprded 

it. lfotioe. that most of the wrsiona show a predllection tcmards omitting it 

as unnecessary. The lfeatle readilgr can be oalled the more dittioult reading. 
. . 

Our decision is against P46, espao:lalq cm the basis ot transcriptional n1dence. 
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Qbapter Pour 

Best].o: r"" T £ C ,,c ( : B .I 11--r,--t:... ; ""'I -~ f ~ ?­
' 

P46a f"""' -r-1:t'-r-i: ~ N, A I e, .I), Fj ,, p 

l. The P46 reading ls more v1d~pread, appearing as dom1ne_p+.. 1ii .llmranclr1a 

and Ital.y'-Gaul. The ilestle reading 'llppa&rS c1.om1nant ca11' in Antioch. 

2. UD1ntent1cmal alteration 1a aonae!:vabl'e both IIIQB• 

3. Several conjectures can also be made to this quest;lan. 

4• The Kestle· reading ls-3rd person. slngular· present passiw 1nd1cat1w. 

The P46 reading ls either 2nd person p1ural present actiw 1nd1aat1w, or 

imperative 1n torm. The 1mperatiw vmwl heard~ tit into the argument. Tha 
":\ 
iBcf"f. gathers \That goes betore, 1th1s being the situation, 1 and po~ts111 indeed, 

to this one essential requirement. Then, l/to.c' , takes up the appllaation ot 

the general truth stated to Paul's 01111 relations with the Corinthians. Thia 

1a almost required by the argumnt 1-broughout •. This oonsideraticm moves ua to 

adopt the Nestle form aga1nst P46, although P46 1a the more widespread. 

Hestlea. f .llA.,,, re,; o.,At!...v : A, I\S I t..., £ .,. ~, C. 1 ( /''Vt"~' n-!A~v - 11", D") 

P46a t"A,,--,rcJo.Ac•v: s.,,,,... .. z..c.; tJ'l......1~· 
The above presents an 1na1gnlt1aant "VBl"iaticm in spelling. Tranaoripticmal 

en.dance otters nothing· dectsiw. .llaoh ·might depend on l[o1na ·usage, but. n 

oould find no parallels. Classical usage is al,mn llka the. P46 spaUing. 

Thia IIIQ' account tor the variaDt in. P46. Notice that B and D ot the f'irst band 
a.. 

do not real.J.1' support the Nestle readillg. Since ve haw found no Ko1D: aamples 

to substantiate' the spelling ot B*, J>tt, or ot A and$, n retain the early' 

attestation ot P,46 and CleJNDt ot ilaxandria to the spelling in· aocorda.nae nth 

o;Lassical usage, the other ftl"ia'C;ions. being due to itaoiam. It is the spelling 



JJestle himself .f'avars, aocording to·the apparatus. 

:tfaatle1 .,,n,ie TW·t" : ,._,, A .,. p 
"' l'I' I I '-" I I -...,,... ... .., .,..., .. 

P461 •V'fJ 11P.£ "[" IU : BI I:), ~ I ~ J J,,,,,/ 
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1. The Nestle reading is Ale:mndrian. P46 1a We~tern with IQod ,as-.i. 

support on Band itself. 

2. and ,3. The onq consideration carrying weight nan, is the poaaibi1',• 

ot altering the indicative to conf'orm to the preceding participle. 

4. An attempt at a smoother coutruction with the pirticipla mq ·be in­

. volvad. We adopt P46 as genuine because or· good 11111.11118cript support and 

transcriptional indications. 

'1.ll 

:Nestles lf~rd : N Jt-, A I p 

P461 - ,uJro: &, C!, D, d. I 8n--t..:.... i -, I ""Ip 
l • . The P46 reading is more widespread. 

2. The possibilit7 of' omiBBiOD through homoiatelauton f'avors the iangar­

reading. aa original. 

3. An 1.Dtentional omission: is not as likeiy as an intentiaaal addition. 

A scribe might have added it for-greater precision. 

A: deci:sion is dif'f'icult, but since tranacripti:anal acmsidarations haJeuca 

pretty- well, external mdence induces us to ohooae P/.,6. 

Chapter five 

Nestles -,rerA~d.s r ~'A-,(!.; ( tU,J~~: ~") · 

P461 Vo(~ r«s i B ~ I), a. 1 ~ ; ('P,1.wi~: "-/10«'.J:) 
J:9 This· being ·a problem of' Greek ·s711onpa, n have 110 absolute versianal 
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avidanoe, althqh the Old Latin proba~ tranalates gepsit f'rcm ,,.t'll'J';fS and 

the Vulgate ~ from rro,,.,_',-"' s • \'le can be quite aerta1n that the Jiea1,le 

reading is dominant in Alexandria and the latter in Ital.1'-Gaul. ! 

2. and 3. Considerations from this ~int_ ot Tin are alaseq- cannactad 

with the problem at intrinsic evidence. le shall disawss the attar undeZ' 

that head. 

4• Trench has a discussion ot these two syncm;yms. Be alar11'1es the d1a­

tinction in alassical Greek. .,,-,,,~,,, brings ou.t the object aDd end ot an aat, 

and ,rew'rrt,,, the meallB b,- which the object is. attained. Ba SQ'S that the 1daa 

at coutinui t7 and repetition of action is :I.Dherant in rt'f4NYc., , but not 

necassar~ in ,rocccr, , •which mq verr well be the doing onoe and tar all; 

the producing and bringing t.arth sometb1Dg which being produced bas an 1Dde­

pendent existence at its own.111 A.a ta Ba• Testament usage ha sqa, ••• it 1a 

not to be denied that verr atten where the worda assume.an ethioal tinge, the 

inclination makes itaelt felt to use ·,r,uc"' 1n a goad and 71"~~, ... in an e'ri1 

senaa.•2 We see that the first diatinotion is still :lnherent, the pr;actiaing 

ot evil having no abiding frait as, on the c~tr&r7, the ,d!d!!I ot goad. In 

an az:am1nation ot Pauline usage, Trench's contention is supported with regard 

to the use ot 'lr(W'Yrrllt and only' to a degree nth regard to 71W1c...- • Since tb1s 

distinction. can be noted, although not as alearl.y' as 1n Attic 'Greek, ,,.~"I"• 
has the preference here b.,ecauae ot the evil nature ot this I re& #'erv•• We 

hold then that a scribe, not sensitive to this subtle distinction, be1llg mare 

familisr perhaps with the phrase rr«e:'iv "e,or( ,,..cei'r being used mah more fre­

quent:cy in the Hew Testament), waald consciously ar unaonaaioaal.7, cbaDga the 

word to -rrocc.c...- rather than Tice versa. Apart from considerations ot 1D88D1~g 

we can safely' bold that -,,-tJi~ 1a the more dittiault reading hare. Since the 

ex:teraa1 evidence is divided we choose .,,.~Ito as genuine on the basis ot 

1. frenah, syncmms at Jrbl 11! te*m,nt;., P• 3.38 
2 • .DJa, P• 339 


