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undecisive, We find a very confused use of these two prepositions in the New

Testament.
The enfeebling of the distinction between weec” and Owéce. gen.
i3 a matter of somo importance in the New Testament, where these
prepositions are used in well-Iknown passages to describe the re-—
lation of the Redeemer to man or man's sins, It is an evident
fact that Sw<ce is often a colourless "about," as in 2 Cor. 8:23:
it is used, for example, scores of times in accounts, with the
sense of our commercial "to."! This seems to show that its original
fullness of content must not be presumed upon in theological defini-
tions, although it may not have been wholly fargotten.l

3¢ It is almost impossible to decide what happened here. Both preposi=-
tions, in sense, fit well. In many instances in the New Testament we have
transcriptional confusion with these two prepositions.2 Before we can con-
Jecture with any reasonable grounds as to what took place here we mst look
into intrinsic considerations.

‘4o Both prepositions have support in Pauline usage, Paul's emphasls here
is not on the nature of the crucifixion, but on the word 7#Plos « If he
really wanted to express the substitutionary aspect of the cross he would
probebly have used Jmdes In this case it strikes us that the stronger
Jwée 1s an alteration of the more meutral wee¢ for the sske of clarity.
If Srfe were original there seems less reason for alteration to meec’y
although it would be foolish to insist on this eon;lecture_._

On the basis of the above conjecture we prefer weec , with very early

attestation in P46 and good support in B and D#*.

43129
Nestle: Xec¢rrovr Ocod Jovatker Aaec Ecov rogay : .y
PLb: XecrTds &eaB d’vr-r,hs ércec (— £r. ‘—'4**7%)"‘"

feod vo ¢lu:
* 1. The Nestl? fhas v the great wezht of supporl'.

1. Moulton, Prolegommena, Pe 105
2. cf, Blass, p. 133
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2. Unintentional alteration is hardly involved because in each document
either the nominative or the accusative is used throughout.

3« It appears that the scribe of P46 or a parent tried to make a distinct
sentence of verse 2/ by adding &£rtc and changing the three accusatives
to nominatives, Clement's reading is grammatically wrong, and the scribe of
P46 may have attempted a correction in a like reading in the manuscript from
vhich he was copying.

4e Both readings make senses I would say the context is in favor of ths
Nestle reading. The emphasis in the previous verses is on _4wedas Tod
ke Sy/eatos (ve 21) and again on #re Srroker (Ve 23). To make a distinct‘
sentence of verse 24 and add &¢tr¢ 1is a shifting of style here and a weaken-
ing to my mind making it unlikely for Paul to have done this. External and
internal evidence, therefore, points to the Nestle reading as authentic.

er Two 231
Nestle: 4xevdecov: B, 0,02, E,F,C, L, Pidesg j Epgantin
Phbs tvrrvecor: s*, A, C, ¥, 1972, 8l +; af, Lo -

1. The Nestle reading is distinctly Western with important Alexandrian
support in B, The P46 reading has predominant Alexandrian testimony and may
have been prominent in Antioch.

2, The Word of the Gospel is often referred to as Avrrwecor 7o Oeo? o
If an unintentional change is involved here it is possible that the more
familiar expression is substituted for the less familiar.

3. This consideration favors the Nestle reading. The P46 reading has the
look of a harmonistic correction, due to verse 7 (of. 4311, Col. 2:2, Rev.
10:7) .1

1. Findlay, The Expositor's Greek Iestament, vol. II, p. 774
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4e It is quite clear here that fxp Toecov sults better éTsppcddww ,
Since internal considerations highly favor the Nestle reading, having also
good external support, we adopt it as original. Westcott and Hort would
probably call the P46 reading an 'Alexandrian' harmonistic emendation,

214
Nestles zr:.-&fa;;}m)r\qo?s : B,%,D,(F,e) (+dvéewn (vas
PL6: 7mec@ocs soplas: @, F

le We have no less than seven distinct variant readings at this point.
The Restle reading is more widespread than any. P46 is weakly supported by
G and F.

2., This question favors the Nestle reading, Conceivably P46 shows an
unintentional omission, fecling perhaps that Zv »ecdots rog. gave full sense
after having written it,

3« In most of the variants we find obvious editorial changes, We feel
that this consideration favors the Nestle reading, The addition of Av@ewsrcims
in A and C is probably an editorial addition from verses 5 and 13. The con- |
fusion evidenced in other readings is probably due to the failure to understand
the word mrcdas which has not yet been found elsewhere. However, it could
very well be derived from wcféw , as gccdes is from fﬂ'd'd/qu « The read=-
ing in Nestle is without doubt Alexandrian, Sckolarship has tried to show
conclusively that the Alexandrian (Neutral) text is marked by the editorial
attempt to give the original text, without concern to stylistic difficulties.l
If the Nestle reading is authentic it would attest to the above conclusion,
since Alexandria kept the difficult serOes,

Style offers no decisive evidence. On the basis of our conjectures under

1. cf, W.mwgmwmmmm
Pe 81f.
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tranacriptional considerations and the best documentary evidence we are
satisfled to adopt the Nestle reading as anthentic,

819 .
Nestles &7« ~7olfarev : A,B,C ; dﬁm-yﬂm, Epril, fovrone
Pibs &' R 7olfiarev: vs, D, 0, Bypat

1. External testimony is evenly divided on this point. It is interest-

ing that Jerome and Clement of Rome attest to the reading of Nestle, which
has no Western support. They swing the balance somevhat.

‘ 2, and 3. Transcriptional evidence leans heavy for the Hestle reading.
67«  is easily corrupted to & , not vice versa. Further support to this
1s the parallel A" at the beginning of the quotation.

4o Stylistic considerations can have little weight either way. With hesi-
tancy we give the decision to 5% .vs. P46, Its use is confirmed for example
in 2 Corinthians 1:20,

2112
Nestles c8diitce : ~e.
Pibs (devher : D,0,6, F, L ; Qugere

1. The Nestle reading is more widespread. P46 may be Western, but the 0ld
Latin versions (d, e, f, g, r) had golamus, and also the Vulgate. External
evidencs certainly gives the weight to £fd@Aev,

2, Alteration because of itacism can work both ways.

3« The more difficult reading is .'I:-hat of P46, but we do not believe in-
tentional alteration is involved here.

4+ The context would jsj;:-ongly point to £/J@ fev as authentic (cp. 2:8 and
especially 2:11). Paul is speaking here of Vknowing? the truth. External
and intrinsic evidence gives us the certainty that the Nestle reading is

or:l.g:lnal e

-




2112
Nestle: 4cv woavta : B, 31, L,P
Piés Ta wodvra : 4,0, D*; (6, Mok, 2y?, . 14& o~by mavra)
(The chief copies that omit _£ci-, substitute for it 74
before 7«vra , We will group them together. §5
omits the whole verse because of homoioteleuton.)
‘le The readings that drop 4:v are most widespread as is evident.
2. A soribe would be more liable to drop the 4<*than to add it uninten-
tionally,
3. Here two considerations almost balance each other. _#+ may have been
intentionally added because of the following P4 » to bring out a clearer
" contragty or intentionally dropped for stylistic reasons (because of the
preceding Je’ ). We feel that the P46 reading is the more difficult, a
view favoring later insertion of the ALV o
4e Although Meyer feels that a scribe omitting e+ may have dome so
because of the preceding Jc’ , it seems more probable that he would insert
it because of the following J€ .1
We give the decision to P46 because of the stronger external evidence and
considerations of intentional alteration. However, we feel that 7« 1s an edi-
torial addition in P46 and its supporters. - We agree with Alford that it was
probably a gloss to show that 7 Av7d was not masculine singular.?

Chapter Three A2
Nestles Z%¢ vurv : o
Pibs vov: B

1. The Nestle reading has by far the greater extent.
2, Unintentionally the scribe could only have dropped the ZT¢ . £Te 1s

l. Commentary cn 1 Corinthians, p. 42
2, Alford, The Greek Testament, vol. 2, p. 489

PR S e
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similar in sound to the preceding oJde¢”, also favoring unintentional cmission.

3« From this point of view the Nestle reading is also highly favored. The
scribe would:-hardly intentionally add #r« because of the w» already present;
whereas, on the other hand, he could easily have dropped it for that reason.

4e " £Tc fohlt im Vatikanus; aber es ist inhaltlich wichtig und doch
sprachlich zu fremdartig, um als Einschiebsel gelten zu kbanen,"l

We agree with Bachmann, and are certain that ¢t¢ was in the original text,
the omission in P46 and B being due to either intentional or unintentional
omission.

213 (A)
Hestles #wd 2%cs ;: 06,4, 8,8, P ~p, %%, trn, e ; llon-g EL., Or.) Eve.
Pubs aal 2écs €l Sexorrapcac: 0,8 ,8pp0ntin j 4,5y 5 Srevatne

1, The testimony presents a clean devision between the Alexandrian and
Western traditions. P45 is the only Egyptian document attesting the Western
reading, Its reading is the most widespread, being found early in Italy-Gaul
and Antioch,

2, The question of unintentional alteration favors P46, since a scribe is
more likely to omit than add unintentionally.

3. The case is different from this point of view, There is no apparent
reason vhy a scribe would omit /¢ Jex. if it was in his msnuscript. The
word is used by Paul in Rom. 16317 and Gale 5320, in the latter instance occur-
ring in & listing with f#les and #écs o This makes 1t possible that we
have here a conformative addition.

We feol that Nestle is right here, the addition being taken over from Gal.
5120 by scribes, In P46 we may have an instance where a Western reading found

1. Bachmann, Commentary on 1 Garinthians, p. 143.
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early residence in Egypt. Origen and Clement of Alexandria give strong early
support to our contention.

313 (B)
Nestle: ruekchkod : s, A,B,C,D?,L,P
P46 reekcvod : D*, G, F

1, This matter concerns only the Greek documents. Here again we have a
clear division between the Alexandrian and Western traditions. The preponder—
ance of better mss, is for the Nestle reading.

2. The possibility of unintentional error in transcribing favors neither
reading, ‘

3. It is more likely that a scribe would intenticnally change from ««e4kol
to sweAevol , and not vice versa, in order to harmonize with smvc#cvors in
verse 1,

hLe ¢CAeCkkés means "belonging to m.'c f 'y Yof the nature of rnr'cf (as
opposed to wrcubireini), rAekwos rather means 'consisting of flesh' (like
Alcvos and 8rredkives), Supposing that Paul did not use both words in-
diseriminately, the sense in the above passage would then favor raekckoc in
antithesis with mveudurkds., The above terms were confounded in the manu-
scripts, but it is evident that Paul made greater use of rxe#i4os (Rom. 15327,
1 Cor. 9:11, 2 Cor. 1:12, 10:4, 1 Pet. 2:11), and always in the above sense.

Our decision goes to r«@4i4o¢ on mss. support and the above consideratims.

Notice that an observant corrector of D makes the change, too.

k13
Nestle: .4<¢ T - d*, A, B; LoAd
P46s Ao 7¢6 : @, 0,0, ﬂ-ﬂw—z-'—d-,,&l,' -~y




1. Hanuscript testimony is well divided.

2. ‘Unintentionally the change could have heen made either way.

3¢ This consideration points strongly to the Nestle reading as original.
It is much less conceivable that 7¢5 was changed to 7¢ than vice versa.
Heyer correctly says, "The personal names very naturally suggested the mascu-
line to transcribers.*l The more difficult reading would them be T¢

HWe adopt Nestle against P46, Point 3 carries the greater weight for the
decision here, backed up by good documents, Some would call the alteration
a case of Western emendation, but not taken into the 0ld Latin,

3312 (B)
Nestles 'fo;i' keybecov i 35, B, (C bfeative winXeur.), 73 ; Chu.y 6L,
PL6: kevrdv, deyucov : A, D, Bppantin

1. The diminutive form, with the witness of the early Fathers, has the
greater weight of evidence.

2, The forms could be altered either way unintentionally, -Perhaps‘ the sound
of the previous #deffAror would incline the scribe, vwhile looking zway from the
copy to write, to copy the dimimutive form. This consideration would then favor
P46.

3. From our present knowledge it seems doubtful that a scribe would inten-
tionally alter the form either way.

4e If Paul used these forms indiscriminately we would incline towards the
diminutive form as original. If Paul madel a distinction, the context would
favor P46, because Paul is speaking of gold as a building material, gold in the
bulk, rather than of gold coins, money, or ornamentation. In 1 Tim, 2:9 Paul
uses “Kewriw to refer to ornamentation. The New Testament, more than not,

1, Comm., on 1 Cor., p.63
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"8eems to use the terms distinctively., On ‘the basis of this consideration
and No, 3 we give the bow to P46.

3;:12 (B)
Nestle: %e. Je. ;: el
. P46s Xe. fwd xe.: B

1. The shorter reading is more widespread.

2. and 3, The strongest transcriptional consideration is that the words
'gold! and 'silver! are oftem found together, and usually with A« between,
This might indude the scribe to insert the ¢ if it was absent.

4+« To preserve the rhetorical effect it seem‘s Paul would not use the con-
Junction here, if not between the following nouns, External and internal
evidence convinces us that the Nestle text is right.

2113
Nestle: 7o wde «4dréd: A,B,C, P; 17,37, 77 ; #x
Plbs — adrd : &4, D, Opyontine ; Lok sy, Gvmm, el ; l—‘ﬁfuﬂ

1, The former reading is found in Alexandria and Antioch, The latter is
found early in Egypt and Italy-Gaul. External evidence is pretty well balancei.

2. The longer text is strongly favored here, there being little reasom for
the insertion of «27% unintentionally.

3. Scribes might have considered the #47c unessential and so have disregarded
1‘5. Notice that most of the versions show a predilection towards omitting it
as unnecessary. The Nestle reading can be called the more difficult reading.
Our decision is against P46, especially on the basis of transcriptional evidence.
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Chapter Four ‘ 432
Restle: fmTeivaec : B, Byzatne ; Jd,q,y 5 Bz
Phbs §mcefTre : ¢,A,C,D,F, &,P

1. The P46 reading is more widespread, appearing as dominant in Alexandria
and Itely-Gaul, The Nestle reading appears dominant only in Antioch.

2. Unintentional alteration is conceivable both ways.

3. Several conjectures can also be made to this question.

4o The Nestle reading is 3rd person singular present passive indicative.
The PA6 reading is either 2nd person plural present active indicative, or
imperative in form. The imperative would hardly fit into the argument. The
3¢ gathers what goos before, 'this being the situation,'! and points, indeed,
to this one essential requirement. Then, € Ao 5 takes up the application of
the general truth stated to Paul's own relations with the Corinthians. This
is almost required by the argument throughout. This consideration moves us %o
adopt the Nestle form against P46, although P46 is the more widespread.

hall
Nestle: pufverevotev: A 85,8,5,F, 6, Cpekrectereher - BE O*)
P463 yv/qu-'rtu'e/h-v: Brygantons ; 4{—-744-‘

The above presents an insignificant variation in spelling. Transcriptional
evidence offers nothing decisive., Much might depend on Koine usage, but we
could find no parallels., Classical usage is always like the P46 spelling.

This may account for the variant in P46. Notice that B and D of the first hand
do not really support the Nestls reading. Since we have found no Koina"mmples
to substantiate' the spelling of B®*, D#, or of A and §8, we retain the early

attestation of P46 and Clement of Alexandria to the spelling in accordance wita

classical usage, the other variations being due to itaclsm. It is the spelling




Nestle himself favors, according to'the apparatus.

FARTA
Nestle: yovfevdr : p5, A ,C, D, Aty s onten
P63 .vovPc T&: B, D, ¢, Byzotive ; LAt

1. The Nestle reading is Alexandrian, P46 is Western with good eastern
support on B and itself.

2. and 3. The only consideration carrying weight here is the possibility
of altering the indicative to conform to the preceding participle.

4+ An attenpt at a smoother comstruction with the participle may be in-
volved. We adopt P46 as genuine because of good manuscript support and

transcriptional indications.

4sil f
- Nestle: 4274 . N A, P
PA6s —a0rd: B,¢,0, & ,Bypanlive ; A

l. The P46 reading is more widespread.

2. The possibility of omission through homoioteleuton favors the longer
reading as original.

3. An intentional omission is not as likely as an intentlonal addition.
A scribe might have added it for greater precision. ;

A decision 1s diffioult, but since transcriptional considerations belance

pretty well, external evidence induces us to choose P46.

Chapter Five 232
Nestles ﬁCd'_Fd.s 2 08, 4,8 ; ( Ol et ; W'D
Pibs w7ocnvras : B, D, G, Byyantive ; (Wf-'t-' "‘/‘“‘19

1, This being a problem of Greek synonyms, we have no absclute versional
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evidence, although the Old Latin probably translates gessit from xewfds and
the Vulgate fecit from zoc«r«s . Ve can be quite certain that the Hestls
reading is dominant in Alexandria and the latter in Italy-Gaul.

2, and 3, Considerations from this point of view are closely connected
with the problem of intrinsic evidence, We shall discuss the matter under
that head.

4s Trench has a discussion of these two synonyms. He clarifies the dis-
tinction in classical Greek. wocerv brings out the object and end of an act,
and 7ewrrev 1';he means by which the object is attained, He says that the idea
of continuity and repetition of action is inherent in we«rrece , but not
necessarily in .mou:?v s "which may very well be the doing once and for all;
the producing and bringing forth something which being produced has an inde-
pendent existence of its own."l As to New Testament usage he says, ".. it is
not to be denied that very often where the words assume an ethical tinge, the
inclination makes itself felt to use masiv in a good and zearwrec-in an evil
sense."2 yg gee that the first distinction is still inherent, the practising
of evil having no abiding fruit as, on the contrary, the doing of good. In
an examination of Pauline usage, Trench's contention is supported with regard
to the use of #afrviy and only to a degree with regard to xwsiv o Since this
distinction can be noted, although not as clearly as in Attic Greek, meafds
has the preference here because of the evil nature of this 'zs Fgpov.! We
hold then that a scribe, not sensitive to this subtle distinction, being more
familiar perhaps with the phrase meceiv #ejor(mecefr being used much more fre-
quently in the New Testament), would comsciously or unconsciously, change the
vord to weceTr rather than vice versa. Apart from considerations of meaning
we can safely hold that we#fas i the more difficult reading here. Since the
external evidence is divided we choose medfss as genuine on the basis of

1. Trench, Synonyms of the New Testament, p. 338
2. Jbid, p. 339




