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Introduction

Our interest in this study is a reexamination of the text of First
Corinthians on the basis of P46. P46 is the symbol, agreed upon by
scholars, to designate the Pauline Epistles in the Chester Beatty Col-
lection of Biblical Papyri. It comprises manuscript no, II of the
collection,l

The Chester Beatty Papyri are a group of twelve manuscripts
containing portions of the Old and New Testaments found in Egypt (the
exact location is unimown, but thought to be in the Fayum) and acquired
in portions by lir. A. Chester Beatty and the University of Michigan at
intervals beginning with the year 1931.2

We are particularly interested in the significance of these finds for
New Testament textual criticism. These papyri constitute the most
important recent addition to the materials of Biblical textusl criticism.
The importance of the collection lies in its early date. Until the time
of its acquisition the cldest and most valuable documents for the text of

l. The sigla was assigned to the manuscript by Prof. E. von Dobschutz.
The full text of the Pauline Epistles (P46) was published in 1936, in

Fasciculus III of the series edited by F. G. Kenyon,
2. For details on the story of these finds and on their external

characteristics see Kenyon, The Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri, Fasciculus I,

General Introduction.




the New Testament were Codex Vaticanus and Codex Sinaiticus, which date
from the fourth century. For earlier evidence there have only been a few
small fragments and the evidence of early Christian fathers and versions.
WThe Chester Beatty papyri carry back the direct tradition well into ths
third century, and in some instances into the second,"l Specifically with
regard to the Pauline Epistles (P46) it seems certain that they are not
later than the first half of the third century. Kenyon tells us that Prof.
Ulrich Wilcken, the first living authority on papyrology, would date P46
at about 200 A.D. He also adds that it makes a strong claim to have been
written no later than a century and a half after the death of Paul.?

The editors of the various texts of the Greek New Testament being used
today (Tischendorf, Westcott and Hort, Weiss, and others of less importance)
did not possess the valuable testimony of P46s3 Therefore, in the light of
generalizations and conclusions that are allowed on the evidence of theae
papyri, and on the specific testimony of P46, we have thought it a waluable
study to make a closer examination of the text of First Corinthians as we
find it in Nestle's seventeenth edition of the Greek New Testament, which
presents the 'majority text' of Tischendorf, Westcott and Hort, and Weiss,

‘ The aim of this endeavor has been that of the best editors - to arrive at
the autographic text of Paul himself, and not merely the earliest text of
which we have witness in the extant manuscripts.

We have worked on the following basis. We have taken all those cases

1. F. G. Kenyon, op. cit., General Introduction, p. 15.

2. Ibid, Fasciculus I1I, Supplement (Text), p. xv.

3. Bovar, a Spanish scholar, has published a text with critical notes
in which use is made of the papyri finds, but it seems the circulation of
this edition is limited. Cf. Hetzger, "Recent Spanish Contributions to
‘the Textual Criticism of the New Testament,® in the Journal of Biblical
Literature, LXVI (December, 1947), pp. 401 ff.




in Nestle's seventeenth edition of the New Testament where the reading of
P46 1s not taken into the text and have evaluated them to see whether they
should have been regarded as authentic,

In our consideration of each variant we have used four main criteria of
Judgment, principles of textual criticism ennunciated by the worthiest
critics of the past. In general they can be divided into two classes, one
having to do with external and the other with internal evidence., The
numbered paragraphs after each variant have refei'enee to specific criteria
by which we have examined the evidence. Under the first point the external
evidence 1s examined - the documentary testimony, which comprises the evidence
in the uncial and cursive Greek manuscripts, the early versions of the Bible
(translations), and finally the early church fathers,l The first goal under
this point was to find out which reading was most wide-spread. The next
three points comprise internal evidence, 2 and 3 transcriptional (from the
point of view of the scribe), and number 4 intrinsic (from the point of view
of the author). Under the second criterion we attempt to determine which
reading cannot be traced to an unintentionsl alteration on the part of the
sceribe (such errors that result from itacism, homoioteleuton, diplography,
1apsus memorise, and others).2 .

We attempt under the third criterion to determine the reading which cannot

be traced to an intentional alteration, usually designated as the more diffi-
cult reading.3

1. A.T. Robertson classifies all unintentional errors into a)errors of the

eye, b)errors of the ear, c)errors of memory, d)errors ofhmti;gom

of the pen, and f)errors of speech. See A.T. Robertsom,
Textual Criticisn of the New Testament, pp. 150 £f.

2. In recording the external testimony of each variant we make use of -
Nestle's system of signs. See his "Explanations® in his Greesk Hewé:itmn .
Often, where it seems advisable, we have given mcre complete attes on as
recgréed in '.uschendo:i;; liovim Toste

+ Robertson, op. ’ o{p. . s
or rhetorical cﬁanges b) clearing up Ristorical difficulties, ¢) harmonis
corruptions, d) doctrinal corrections, and e) liturgical corruptions.

R —— -

1ists the possibilities of a)l tic



The general canon that would cover the above transcriptional oriteria is:
"that reading must be preferred that explains the origin of the others."

Under the fourth point our aim is to determine the intrinsic probability
of each variant. Considerations of style and context are primary factors
here. The golden canon of intrinsic evidence is that "no reading can possi-
bly be original which contradicts the context of the passage or the tenor of
the writing."l

By a careful weighing of the above c_riter:l.a. we have come to a decision
on the variants under consideration in First Corinthians. In our considera-
tions we have often omitted number 4, especially where it is obvious that
factors of style and context play no role., At times we have also combined
the two transcriptional criteria, or even all the criteria, and recorded our
Judgments in one pa.ra.gmph. Where numbers are used they refer to the re-—
spective criteria set forth above.

A few remarks should be made about the relative weight we have given to
the criteria used. The evidence of the Chester Beatty papyrli bas contributed
much in this respect, the details of which we will set forth later. The
problem that has been the concern of the textual critics through the years
has been the extent of authority to be given to internal evidence in relation
to external testimony. We have tried to follow the following principles. We
have not tried to follow rigorously any one manuscript proven to be generally
reliable or a so-called 'good! group of manuscripts, much less a so-called
text-type 1ike Westcott and Hort's divisions or the '1ocal texts' of Streeter.

To designate broad gkoups we use the terminology recommended by the best
acholars today, and not that of Westcott and Hort, realizing of course that

1. McClellan, as quoted in Robertson, Ibid, p. 165.
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even these designations are somewhat nebulous. The tradition out of which
grew the Textus Receptus we designate as 'Byzantine.! The term 'Western®' is
restricted to documents hailing from North Africa (Carthage), Italy, and Gaul.
The term 'Alexandrian'! is applied to the group of witnesses from Egypt, and
finally 'Antiochian! to the Syriac versions originating in that general
locale., This division is closely geographical (corresponding to Strester's),
and the witnesses can be so divided because those of each locale display
certain definite affinities.l Although we attempt to ascertain which reading
is more widespread, or has the preponderance of external testimony on the basis
of 'reliable! documents, we have tried to avoid the glaring mistakes of former
eritics who religiously followed the testimony of one document or a so-~called
text-type (like Westcott and Hort's 'Neutral!). When internal evidence seemed
to us to offer rather decisive evidence we disregarded any preponderance in
external evidence,

Recent studies in the field of Hew Testament textual criticism have led to
conclusions that support our method of giving the last word to internal evidence.
The trend is away from the 'genealogical! methods of VWestcott and Hort and
Streeter,? The mistake that Westcott and Hort made was that once a document
was proven to be comparatively pure, this external evidence of the genmeral
worth of the manuscript as a whole was given greater welght than internal .evi-
dence of single readings. All the facts seem to confirm the truth that manu-
seripts and 'texts' were not rigorously homogeneous, Transmission of the text

1. Streeter in Four Gospels has made a case for a Caesarean text alsc:
Because of the sca%%hy of witneases testifiy:l:g to such a text in Paul's
epistles we have not operated with that division.

2. See the article by E.C. Colwell, “Genaalogical Hethod,® in the M
of Biblical Literaturs, LXVI (June, 1947).
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can in no way be charted accurately because of the phenocmenon of mixture,

and no menuscript extant has escaped this, because most of the mixture took
place in the first three centuries, The same applies to generalizations on
all readings of a group of documents. The trouble lies in an exact definition
of a group of documents, The groups themselves are unstable and mixed.
Within a text-type as 'Neutral! are large variations,l The mistake is made
in envisioning the possibility of tracing back from a group of manmuscripts

to a single parent or 'archetype!, and from parents to another single arche-
type, until the ultimate parent is reached. The fact of the matter is that
it was not a single document responsible for the text of later documents,

but one document had behind it any number of parents that influenced its toxt.2
The so-called Western text has been seriously indicted as a whole, and

because of this generalized indictment certain editors have rejected most of
its distinctive readings. This generalization can be carried too far. In-
ternal evidence must be taken into serious account in many readings called by
Hort '"Western interpolations.! Ve have attempted to follow this rule, Cer-
tain cditors have also generalized unwarrentedly on the Alexandrian tradition,
often permitiing its own attestation to carry the weight against the better
reading attested by another tradition.

The trend away from primary dependence on 'the best manuscript! or the
best family can be seen in many scholars today such as Joseph Bedier, Paul

1. -I_‘-’_jad o 119, ‘
2, Golm’el{, 0Ops cites pe 124, comments as follows on mixtures "Until we ‘
lmow more about 'groups of documents,! we cannot use them as road signs to
guide us through the tangled jungle of mixture. When we do Imow more, it is
probable that the new knowledge will illuminate the history of the text to a
limited degree, and will thus aid all sutidies in textual criticism, but will
render only general and not direct assistance to the problem of over—coming
nixture, W




Collomp, Harie-Joseph Lagrange, G.D. Kilpatrick, J. Rendel Harris, F.C. .
Burkitt, Ernest C. Colwell, Frederick C. Grant, Kirsopp and Silva Lake,
and H.C. Hoskier.l This trend is also evidenced in these conclusions by
F.Ge Kenyon in a review of recent developments in the field of Biblical
textual criticism.

It is not justifieble, either on the evidence now available
with regard to these books (New Testament), or by analogy
with what we now know of the textual history of classical
literature in general, to pin our faith on any one manuseript,
however high an opinion we may have of its merit. 4n element
of subjective criticism must remain; and this inevitably means
an element of uncertainty, since it is impossible to escape
the personal equation of the critic., It is better, however,
to acknowledge difficulties than to ignore them; and the re-
cognition of the existence of this element of uncertainty may
serve to sharpen the wits of eritics, and to stimulate the
search for objective evidence, which alone can be finally
decisive.

Any study involving P46 would be incomplete without characterizing its
relationship and affinity to single manuscripts and groups of manuscripts.
We shall do this now with special reference to the text of First Corinthians.
It must first be noted that P46 confirms the essential soundness of the
existing texts of First Corinthians, "There are no important omissions or
additions of passages, and no variations which affect vital facts or doctrines.3
The text of P46, as well as that of the other Chester Beatty Papyri, points
decisively to the conclusion that Codex Vaticanus does not represent a text of

original purity dominant in Egypt throughout the second and third centuries,
P46 gives positive proof that other texts existed. Although Codex B may be

1. We offer Colwell's conclusions on the genealogical method, Ibid, p. 132.
"In any case, it is clear that in a field where no manuscripts have parents,
where centuries and continents separate witnesses, the genealogical method is
not of primary importance. Its importance lies in the realm of provinclal
history. It can chart the history of transmission in an area narrowly limited
in time and space. Within that area it sheds a bright light. But in the
larger realm where the larger questions are settled, it still has to demonst.nte'
its value for the reconstruction of the original text of the Greek New Testament.

2 F.G. Kenyon, Recent Developments in the Textual Critdcism of the Greek

Bible, pp. 85-86.
3-’Kzgym, The Chester Beatty Biblical Papvri, Gemeral JIntroduction, p. 15.
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the best single representative of the original text, the Chester Beattiy
Papyrl have shaken its claim for exclusive predominance and primitive
purity.l Furthermore, the evidence of the Chester Beatty Papyri has com-
pleted the disintegration of the sc-called 'Western! text as a aingle family
in the old sense of Westeott and Hort, which included the 0ld Syriac
versions and other Eastern authorities. These papyri have many readings
in common with Codex Bezae and other 'Western! s;uthm-itie, but -:lt is
significant that they attest to none of their more striking varlations. In
general they confirm the view that throughout the second and third centuries
therev was existent a considerable variety of readings which had not yet
erystallized into families. T

In showing the affinity of P46 to the Alexandrian (§52 A B C) and Western
(D F @) traditions we give Kenyon's tabulation.? He takes the cases in Paul's
opistles in which the Alexandrian authorities and the Western definitely take
different sides and shows the sgreements of P46 with each.

P46 with Alexandrian With Western
Romans 89 51
1 Corinthians 143 =8
2 Corinthians 60 11
Ephesians 47 2
Galatians 40 5
Philippians 23 6
Colossians 20 3

The above table demonstrates conclusively that P46 is closer to the

Alexandrian than to the Western group. Kenyon gives his significant conclu=

sions to the above facts in the following wordss:

The papyrus ranges itself quite definitely with the Alexandrian
rather than with the Western group, though the preponderance is

1. Ibid, p. 16« On pe 17 he concludes, "The most that can be sald is
that all readings which can b shown to be of esrly date mist be considered
on their merits, without being absolutely overbarne by the weight of the Vati-
can IS,V

2, We use this symbol to designate Codex Sinaiticus.

3. Ibid, Fasciculus III, Supplement (Text), p. xvii.




much less strongly marked in Romans than in the other Epistles.
There remains, however, a respectable minority of agreements
with the Western group, and it is to be remembered that there
are not a few other cases where cne of the Alexandrian witnesses
is found supporting a VWestern reading, so that we have, for ex-
ample, BDFG against $SAC, or CDFG against $5AB. The result is
to confirm the belief, to which other evidence seems to point,
that while the Alexandrian group is on the whole the most trust-
worthy authority for the text of the New Testament, readings sup-
ported by the Western group are at times to bi preferred, and
should recelve consideration on their merits.

It can be noted that the character of P46 1s generally uniform throughcut.
In Kenyon's tables showing the comparison of P46 with the principal uncial
manuscripts and the Textus Receptus the fact is apparent that in every case
there is a preponderance of agreement with B, This is less strongly marked
in Romans and First Corinthians, but in all cases the agreement is greater
than with any other manuscripte. The next in order of agreement are §8, A,
and C, We give the table for First Corinthians.?

Hith Against Hith Against
% - 365 - 132 F = 203 = 272
A = 333 = 157 G - 203 = 272
B - 374 - 124 Tex. Recs 222 = 276
c - 213 - 103 Singular 92
D - 237 = 263 Errors 35

Nestle, in the critical apparatus of his seventeenth edition of the Greek
New Testament, cites P46 162 times in First Corinthians. Of these, 37 read-
ings are in his judgment taken into the text and 125 are not. The fact that
P46 gives us so many distinctive early readings demands a reconsideration and
reexamination of the text on the part of critics, We have made a partial
a:ttemp‘b at this and herewith present our examination.

For the purpose of saving space we have not always made our remarks self-
explanatory as to the particular criteria being considered under the respective
numbers. For this reason we include this brief formulation to aid the reader.

i B5 M, Pe xvii.
2. Ibid, pp. xvi-xvii.
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We consider each numbered paragraph as followss

—sa Which reading has the preponderance of external evidence?

~2s Which reading cannot be traced to an unintentional scribal alteration?

22 VWhich reading cannot be traced to an intentional alteration?
(This is usually the more difficult reading.)

=& Which reading 1s more probably original from the point of view of the
author? (Under this point style, context, the author's theology, etc., come
into consideration.)
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Chapter One de2
Neatles 'r'1-| o v kee., igtar ev Xe. Tmrod : s, A, D*L,p,

P/6s -&J.mr Fig X6 Tmerov, TR o0B8rpm v kee.s B, 0", F, @

le The Nestle toxt 1s found early in Alexandria and might have been
dominant there, being opposed only by Alexandrian B. The P46 reading was
found early in the Vest, being clearly the dominant reading there., It
also finds support ea:rly in Alexandria, Hence, the P46 reading was more
widespread before the fifth ecentury.

2, There seems to be little reason for an unintentional alteratiomn
here; and even if possible, no one reading would hold the better brief for
originality.

3« This consideration is clearly in favor of P46, It is hardly con-
ceivable that the Nestle reading would have been altered iutentionally,

‘because it is the easier rcading. However, the P46 reading would be

plainly open to suspicion on the part of a scribe, It is not as smooth as

the former in construction. Furthermore, a redactor might be grammatically
offended by the plural form in <yrfivecs , considering it to be dependent

on 7 BkkAmrci, Hence, the harshness of the position of Apean Zv Xe. Turod
is in favor of its being the original one.

4« Paul's style would clearly seem -'I'.o favor the Nestle reading. It can
be paralleled to 1 Thess. 211/ and Rom. 137, both supporting this construc=
tion. However, the P46 reading is not grammatically untenable.

We confidently adopt the P46 reading here as authentic, especially on
the basis of transcriptional evidence, possessing also weighty external
support in a group which scholars have proven reliable in Paul's Epistles.
Paul's style may not favor it, but this very fact might induce alteration
in transcription. The consideration of style is weak here anyway. We have
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few parallels, and all of Paul's greetings vary extensively in comstructiom,
showing that Paul did not hold himself to a stereotyped form.

L8 (4)
Nestle:, fws vfiovs : N,A,B,C; 0--'?‘—.._
PLos TdAccovs.,
Codex Ds #%x e¢ Tcdoos : F, @

1. We find here a clear div:i.aim between Alexandrian and Viestern testimmy
as far as two readings are concerned. P46 is the sole witness to its reading,
The Nestle text is Alexandrian, and that of D, Western. On this score alone °
the text would be favored.

2. Unintentional alteration is not likely to have taken place here, uiless
it was a momentary forgetting of the copy upon shifting the eye to the writing
material, in which case no one reading would explain the other as definitely
in error.

3. From this point of view it seems possible that the P46 reading could
be an alteration to conform to the immediately following form by omitting the
preposition and changing the noun to an adjective. fhis completely ehanges
" the meaning of the phrase. However, in this case it would be natural to have
a conjunction between the two words. _

4. The reading of Nestle is found in exact parallel in 2 GCor. 1l:13, where
it '15 fully attested. Other examples of a 1like use of &w3 are found in
1 Cor. 4313, 8:7, 1516, and Rom. 1138, Paul uses both forms, #¥%et more than
#ws . Style offers little light, but in view of -the exact parallels to the
text, perhaps favors that reading. -

We choose the reading of Nestle as authentic, baving the weight of external
evidence, Transcriptional and intrinsic evidence-may not favor it over other
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readings, but, none the less, do not offer evidence against it., For the
lack of decisive internal evidence we adopt the text on the basis of ex-

ternal testimony,

L8 (8)
Nestle: Xecr 7voo : welZ.
Plo: — Xecrtoed: Be

1. It is immediately evident that the Nestle text was more \"t:ldespread,
being dominant both in Alexandria and the West. P46, however, has impartant
testimo;.ly in B,

2. It seems that both the possibility of addition and that of omission
are present here - addition because of familiarity with the more frequent
appellation, and omission because of homoioteleuton or a careless oversight.

3+ The copyist would be more likely to insert Xxerrriifor reasons of style,
" following the preceding and following forms, than to omit it. One can think
of little reason :l'.o drop it intentionally if it were original.

4e The style of Paul is in no way decisive here. It is true that Paul
uses the form of the text more often throughout his epistles, but the fact
that he has many instances of L«rvd standing alone discounts this considera-
tion, ‘

External evidence favors the Nestle reading; whereas, internmal considera-
tions seem to favor slightly the P46 reading. We adopt the langer form
because we feel that the internal considerations are highly conjectural on
this particular problem, and the external weight is quite decidedly on the
side of the Nestle form.

e
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Nestles rixlrAutd : —e.
Pl6s rxirfa : 33,17.

1. The external testimony is highly in favor of the Nestle text.

2. Both are conceivable as unintentional alterations, but the longer form
is naturally favored from this point of view.

3. It may be that the P46 reading is an attempt to conform in mmber to
the verb. On the other hand, it may be conjectured that the plural form is
an attempt to harmonize with the context.

4e The context seems to call strongly for the plural form. There were
several factions in Corinth, favoring the use of «a7fu Td

We consider the reading of Nestle as original, External and intrinsiec
considerations outweigh the slight possibility of opposing transcriptional

evidence,

FERR
Nestles JdcAgol 4ov: %, A,B,¢*,D,F, 6, Boygontine
Pibs ddz)rgol : c*, d. .
1. The reading of the Nestle text was more widespread, with dominant
support from Alexandria and the West. '
2. There is here more likelihood of dropping the s unintentionally than

of adding it.
3. This consideration balances out, several conjectures being possible,

he A factor supporting the 4ev reading is that Paul 1s speaking in deep
earnestness and wants to be as persuasive as possible with his readers. He
is greatly concerned about rectifying the situation. Hence, he would more
naturally include the personal 4ev e
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Externally and internally the evidence favars the inclusion of Sov o
There 1s little doubt that it was authentic,

1113 (4)
Nestles _tcfcecrrac & kecrtds i —el
Pibs A Achlccrtac J Xevrcds: 326, joe; »yP
1. The Nestle reading has much more widespread support: Besides its omn
witness the P46 reading has slight and scattered support.
2, It is natural that the text is more fallible to un:l.ntentioml!. omission
than to addition. This, then, favors P46. -
3¢ There are several consideratiogs that weigh heavily for the Nestle
reading here. _#+7; is used in the next question indicating the possibility
of Insertion here to conform to the following. Also, since a negative answer
is expected the scribe may have inserted _#+{+ But there is certainly mno
need for Paul to use #+{ here, The answer is so self-evident that the in-
clusion of _#.{ would take away some of the emotional force which the context
points to,
4e The intrinsic argument has already been mentioned above. There is no
doubt that the Nestle reading is authentic, having the better external,
transeriptional, and intrinsic evidence.

1:13 (B)
Nestles gwee U 4Dy : ot
Plbs mecec 64Dy : B, O"
1. Both readings are found in Alexandria and the West, but the Nestle is
Predominant in Alexandria and possibly also in the West.
2. Several possibilities offer themselves, rendering this consideration
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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




transcriptional and intrinsic consideratioms.

2110
Nestle: fu¢ g% R Pey 1 el
Pibs A denmager: Bypartie ; o e

1. The Nestle text has the great preponderance of support here. Only
late mss. and some versions support P46.

2. 4 could have been mechanically taken up into the text rather than 4w’
because of the repetition of <" in the context.

3. The Nestle reading again is supported by this question, since A7
might easily have been substituted to conform to the context.

The decision must obviously go to the Nestle reading as genuine,

514 (4)
Nestle: —ATADv : 05,4, e
Pibs S sfeov: B, D, 0, Bypatne ; Lok, o 4P
1. The P46 reading is more widespread, being found in Italy-Gaul and
probably in Antioch.
2. The longer text of P46 1s favored heree
3. We cannot conceive of an intentional alteration here, except on the
basis of some predilection of the scribe, of which naturally we cannot pre-
sume to know very much without certain tangible proofs Iater in the same
verse A4y occurs, pointing to a possibility of harmonization.
4e Paul uses both expressions, and so this point ylelds little.
We accept P46 here on the basis of transcriptional evidence, amply sup-
ported by early mamuscript and versional evidence.
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514 (B)
Nestle: — Xxecrroir « B, A, D¥*
Pi6s %ecrrod : 08,6, Bygatins ; 4t <y P
1. External attestation is closely divided. The Nestle reading is domi-
nant in Alexandria. P46 has good testimony in both Alexandria and Italy-Gaul

!
:
‘z

besides Antiochian support,

2. Two possibilities can be offered here, A scr:l.be could have inadvertently
completed a familiar expression. On the other hand, the factor of homoio-
teleuton could account for an omission. We feel that the latter possibility
has the greater weight.

3¢ Heyor makes the assertion that the solemnity of the passage would
induce the soribe to insert %ec~zo7.l An objection to this is that Paul
himself may have entertained the same considerations, and for that reason
have included %ecrro?. The uncertainty involved in leyer's claim persuades
us that for the present the inclusion of % e« rod is more satisfactory, ascrib-
ing to the Nestle reading an unintentional omission in transcription.

2312
Nestle: o03x¢ vobs Brw GAcis Aedrars : —.
Pib: Toovs Erwlhcy OAk