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and Italy (abD) and North Af'rica (ke).2S It used to be said 

that a reading was usUQlly condemned if it wor~ found to be 

a ~Jestern r eading. nut this 10 no longer true. H0118ver, it 

is still very unclear as to how a tfestorn reading is to be 

valued.26 In £act, critics today give a special prominence 

to Codex Bezae (D) i'or the Gospels and the Book or tho Acts 

saying t hat i t represents the readiJ18S of the so-callod ~est­

ern text, which, it is held, is tJ:ie text that obtained quite 

universally in ~he second century.27 

Probably t he ne~"t most prominent textual critic after 

Westcott and Hort, ,·.ras II . F. von Soden, \·lho divided all manu­

scripts i nto t hree groups: H--Egypt; I--Palestine and the 

\•Jost; l --Bys:.;anti,1e tradition. Thus he corrected ;·lestcott and 

Hort's t heory o:f the Meutral text, apart from the Alexandrian.26 

Uowovor, v o 11 Soden•s threo groups, although they helped to cor­

rect one r,li su.'l'J.de:rstanding of 1·estcot;t and Hort, \'1ere not satis­

factory for long. In 19261 one 0£ the greatest textual critics 

of the century propow'lded a ne11 theory with regard to th~ ori• 

gin of the textual families. I~ was the opinion of n. n. 

25i,•reder1c Kenyon, The Text ,gt .!m.! Greek Bible (London: 
Duck\1orth, 1949), P• 243. 

26aobertson, Studie~ in the Text of the New Testamant, 
P• 92. ------

27~/illiam F. Arndt, "Tho Chief Principles 0£ Uew Testament 
Textual Criticism," Concordia Theolodcal Monthly. V (Aueust, 
1931,.), 580. 

28Arndt1 "A Definite Need in the Field of New Testament 
Textual Crit1cism," P• 182. 
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Streeter thut i n ancient times (ca. 200 A. D.) local texts 

had arisen in various centers of Christendom, which are still 

reflected i n the Ol d Latin, Syrian, and Egyptian versions. 

Later t hese t exts were composited in the East under the in­

fl\tence of Const ant inople and in the \'lest in tm Vulgate I i-1hich 

was as i nfluont i al E1s the earlier Old Latin. From the F.ast came 

the Caesar ean (Theta) and the Antiochian (syS and sr) texts; 

from the 1est came t he Italian-Gallic (btf 2 ) and the African 

(ke). The Lucian recension (ca. JlO A.D.), t he mother of the . 
textus r eceptus, is a con1posite of tho Alexandrian, Antiochian, 

and ~est orn texts.29 So Streeter proposed five geographically 

locatod i'amiJ.ies : 'the Alexandrian (B, ~leph, L); ~he Italian­

Gallic (Dabr:r2 ); the African (~toWi&); the Antiochian (Old Syri­

ac); and the Caesarean (Theta).30 The new family which he pro­

posed (the Caesarean ) has bean shown since 1926, ta possess 

very strong claims to consideration.31 Str~ ter•s findings 

have not, t o be sure, met with universal acceptance. Some . 
scholars feel, tor examplo I that t.here is an apparent co11nec-

tion between t he Old Latin and the Old Syrian traditions; that 

there are more similarities than l.10uld have originated in the 

Groek predecessors; and t hat Streeter did not take this apparent 

29'1einr ich J. Voeels, Handbuoh S!£ Textkritik des· Neuen 
Testaments (Bonn: Peter Hanstein Verlag1 19.5.5) 1 P• 206 • 

.30streeter, .22• cit. , P• 145. 

31Kenyon1 Recent Developments in the Textual Criticism 
at tm Greek Bible, P• 65. 
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Bimilarity into consideration.32 In general, ho,-,ever, Stree­

ter•s work has made valuable contributions to the science of 

textual crit icism. 

Today the history and methods or textual criticism seem 

more complicated than ever bef'ore. The .trend at the present 

timo is a·tray £rom the genealogical methods or Westcott and 

Hort and Streeter.33 Instead of a state of orderly descent, 

though td t h an. evor-widenine genealpgical pedigree, from the 

or13i11al autographs to the extant copies of the fourth centu­

ry, one seems t o see a period of' increasing disorder, :trom 

which a s t ate o:f comparative order was ultimately produced 

,1hen -tho Church reached more settled conditions.34 The dis­

covery of Pl~ comolieates the situation even more. It seems 

that te.Jttua l cr-lt ics today rr.ay have to use it as constituting 

a separate unit by itself beside the five local text groups 

that Streeter has isolated.35 

I,Lodern criticism, with the discovery of P46, stands be­

fore t he barrier of the second cent~, the age, so it seems, 

of unbounded liberties with the text.36 Critics realize today 

32vogels, 2"2• cit., P• 206. 
33walter H. Lutz, "Variant Readings in the Text of First 

Corinthians on the Basi.s of' P46" (Unpublisl'led Bachelor's Thesis, 
Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, 1948),. P• s. 

34Kenyon, The ~ .2!: the Greek Bible, P• 241,.. 

3S1\rndt1 "It Definite Need in the Field of New Testament 
Textual Criticism," P• 185. 

360. Zuntz The Text of the Etistles: .'l Dia~sition upon fiha
1 

Corpus Paul!nm(London: "1rrit7ili Academy by otl'rey cum­
ege, oxford University Press, 1953), P• 11. 
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more than over that one cannot categorize all the rules of 

textual criticism into neat p1goon-holos and judge each read­

ing c~ldly and mechanically according to an inviolable set of 

rules. Each reading has to be evaluated on its own merit and 

be judged on its own worth. This does not_mean, however, that 

textual criticism today is subjective, ·1.e., arbitrary and in­

capable 0£ objective verification for the mere reason that it 

is not mechanicai.37 The present-day critic must be thoroughly 

acquainted wit h the labor that has been done before his time 

and bring all possible available kn01iledge into play as he 

brings the t ext of the New Testament canon ever closer to the 

text or t he outot1·raphs. 

On the b· sis of the preceding information, the tollo,·dng 

canons or te:..-tual criticism will be employed in evaluating 

the toxt of P46 in the Second Epistle or St. Paul to the Cor-

1nthiana according to the Mestle text: 

l. That reading is most lil"8ly to be correct which is 
.found in tho best manuscripta. 

That reading tiaich was most tddespread is entitled 
to om~ approval. 

That reading is likoly to be correct \fbich cannot 
easily be traced uack to the unintentional altera­
tion of a copyist. 

Th,at reading is likely to be the correct one or tJbich 
it seems clear that it has not arisen through the 
intentional alteration ot a copyist. 

That r ~ading is likely to be the correct one which 
best agrees with the style and diction and other 
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characteristico of the author in question.JS 

The las t canon is not eaoy to apply. But as Robertson observes, 

scribes often have a wooden tendency to ,-aeed out an author's 

peculiarities.39 

3liArnd't, trThe Chief Principles of l!et·1 Teotnment Textual 
Cr! ticism," pp. 576-81. 

39nobert s on, An Introduction to Textual Criticism 2! ~ 
ii0\'1 Testament , pp.161-62. -



CHAPTm IV 

. 
P46 I N '!'HE :JECOMD EPISTLE TO THE CORirlTHIAJ.JS 

I n t he presont chapter each ot the variant readings in 

P46 i ncl uded i n t he Nest le text (t\fonty-first edition) will 

be s tudied on the basi s or tho five canons or cri ticism quoted 

at t he end of' Chapt er I II. Rat her than repeat each of the can­

ons w:i.th each readi ng, t.he number of each paragraph in tho fol­

lo1·d:n.s; discussions 'l.·1111 refer to t he corresponding number of 

t he canon q'Ltot e d in the last chapter. Each readi-ng which Nos­

tle i ncludes will be cons idered chapter by chapter and verse 

by veroo. The f'inal conclusions r ollot1 at the end of the 

complete l i st of roadings. 

.J I 

T IIJ £Vl: lYOll)!.f V#/J Cl /J 110,11ovf r ~v r,, ;T;;.,, Jr"- 011,11tITt11V ~ ., f.(a ~ 
( - ~ 

. 1)µ£1s rr -atrKo • , ~ 
\ r .I ~ C - , I I C ..., •I 

K~ l ,,, <A111s ll,M'41v /J,p «1& v uEI' 11.u.., v. c ,Tt 

7"4/'q , . ~ ). O j.f £ lJ c,\ ,.. J 1 
I ' a rre,-" 1·,1J vp wv 11'4l'""" llr~wJ l(,u ,rwT fJ,"l(l_f . f c.. 

' , l(q t 0-fllTl?/J/4 

1'4 ~ l 1fA t.1
1

T ' ' C. ~ ' < .. A ' C. -~ . ,: t1.,4 r , Tft',11" ( P/,l.! S,
1 

l(..f I ¥/ ( .,,., >J,'1 w V ,. 

() 4 q:til. C \ ... .. 
7r4f'4 KtJ. ). o~ ·/Je;. C \ - ( 

V 71" l/ 
" C, l(J " · 

£ , re CJTr'E/° TII/J c, .;'( u, II 

I I 
" tl/111 I( J 11r~WJ' - ( ,r w T '} p 1<1J, If ,; 6 a I ; +. ,., , 
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1. The four chief' uncials (Aleph, a, .n, and P46) are 

divided evenly for and a~ainst· the reading of P46. 

2. In the area or goo5rapbical distribution the manu­
scri ts arc neain about ovenly divided for and aeainst 
Pl,.6. 

3. In all probability an intontional change has not been 
made since there is no particularly difficult reading 
'l'1hich woul d inclicate a change to try to simplify it. 

4. The variant readin~s are anoarently due to homoio­
t e l euton, s ince the phrasci~,,;p r~s &S,,,;;., TT1:1,-11.1tA,/rews 
occurs t\'lice. gvidcntly tho scribe or B sld.pned a 
line in the manuscript from which he was copying or 
:.ras copyi11g from a manuscript which already bad this 
err or, a nd he or someone else inserted the missing 
phrose elsewhero. 

Liotzmann observes that the original text is undoubtedly 

tho text which est.lo incorporates. This reading alone fits 

tho context . The en'"or \·1as obviously made by a scr:Lbe•s skip• 

Pine a line betwoen the first and the second 7tctf''"''A /tr,-; 1.us • 1 

Doth iJico112 and r,.eyer3 agree with this conclusion in their 

coni111ontarics. 

5. I.itt le can be decided on the basis ot style. 

Conclusion: The oxtem al evidence is evenly divided; 

hence little ctm be concluded on these grounds. The internal 

1Hans Lietzmann, lm die i{orinthcr: l und ll, Vol. IX 
in Handbuch zum lleuen Tistanient, heraus~geben von Guenther 
Dornkamm ('!uebingen: Paul Sie6eck, 1949), P• 100. 

2~. Robertson Nicoll, editor, l2!! Second E stle to~ 
Corinthians, in The Exrositor's ~ Ned r.stamant Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans Pubi shing Company, n •• 'P• ja. 

3ueinrich A. w. Meyer, Critical smg Exe:5t~ Handbo~ 
to the r.;pistles to the ConnBhl~, translate the H h 
icl'ition o:rthe Oermiii"oy b.ougas Bannerman, translation 
revised and edited by William p. Dickson (New York: Funk and 
\fagnalla, 1884), VI, 415. 
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evidence points t o an error due to homoioteleuton. 

Correct r eadi ng: text with P46. 

1 9 • " ~ ' : EYE. t /JOV "r/ .. -~ .Jt-1-, e r e 1,"«V'TI• ,,,, 3~ ' 4 /, 

1. The major-lty of the uncials favor the reading of tho 
t ext agai nst P46. 

2. Tho eeoer aphical distribution overwhelmingly favors 
t he r eading o£ the text. 

3. Por haps the copyist of P46 changed the present parti­
ciple to the aorist to refer to the past raiJiMS from 
t he dead , i.o., Christ's and others ( 11£ 1tl' o 1.1.s ) , where­
as Paul wrote the present tense referring to Christ's 
r ~sun-ection and ours. 

4. Perhaps t he copyist of P46 read or heard q, for o • 

5. St . Paul usos the preaent and aorist participles of 
lye (I' about equally. 

Conclusi on: Since P46 stands alone, except for one minus­

cule, the r oadi ng of P46 can probably best ba explained by tha 

scribe's rea c11ng c:i for o. Correct readin«: text against P46. 

l•lith this conclusion Lietzmann agrees.4 

1:10 T '1 A, ,r,n: r otJ I,,:,. v- t:! r 11 1.1 -+e;,-f. -r,. A 11to,;r,vv 6 4 v a' T WV - P'I, 

173 '1 . ;.oo . ( /a-f) J' Y Or. 4m /J.s T. 

1. The majority or the uncials agree with Uestle1 s toxt. 

2. The r earling or the Nestle text has a l"lider geographic 
distribution. 

3. Perhaps the copyist felt that the plural fit better 
with the previous r o 1's v ~ K/ DVJ • 

4. The variant could hardly be explained as a slip of 
the pen. 

s. Nothing can be decided on the basis of style. 

4Lietzmann, 22• cit., P•. 101. 
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Conc1usion: Perhaps the variant can boat bo explained in 

that P/.61 s scribe changed the singular to the plural to agree 

with To~s i, ( l(,'O i--J • 
Oo?Tec~ r eading: text aeainst Pz.6. 

1: 10 t'q} ;Jr~ r 4 , - I e;rt. P1lt .f;4/ "' ""'If. IC"A ~ ,J ,:e 14. C • If G pw, • "-' t: 1 

01tt i t- - A D tt s;, f. 

' , 

1. The majority or the uncials uphold the reading of 
thG t eh"'te 

Goo · r aphy favors the reading of the text. 

Perhaps those manuscripts that omitted the phrase 
di d so because they felt it tms an insertion of a 
ffiQ r inal note. Perhaps the reading /,/er,u was made 
t hus because someone fe1t that a nrevious scribe 
had made a mis take by copying the",lc/r,- r•• in the 
next line. . , 
Perhaps the r eacling ~ ,,, T"'- is an inadvertent omission 
of the • 

IJothi ng can be concluded on the basis ot style. 

Conclusion: Regardless of the reasons for the reading 

P 11 t r 11 r. and the omission, the reading of the text has by far 

the best atte s~ation since the Byzantine family, G and vgcl, 

are late readi ngs and the omission 1s limited to one good 

~· estern manuscript (D) and two late1 poor manuscripts (A and .. , 
. syP). J\ll t hroe readings make sense. If one chooses 111,u nu 

one has to explain why it has such poor attestation. If' one 

h C , h h c ooses1vrt•-r,:u , however1 one can explain both of' t e ot or 
c, , & I 

variants-- f "ETc, because the scribe f'elt that /°""£Tee was a 

homoioteleuton and the omission for the some reason. 
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,Correct readin1n text and P46. Bo'th LietmnannS and 

llicol16 agree with this conclusion. 

1:10 r ;·.,.,] Ji li. ( 1G) p/,/o. T. 0 1t1 if-fH/(. sD• l7s'I (}': 

1. The majority or uncials agree with P46. 
2. The two readings are about ovenly divided geograph­

ically. 
' 3. It sees that the ,,r, was deliberately inserted to make 
it clear that. the phrase following was still part of 
the preceding line or thought and the object of' 
nA rn'1tll ·t:v • 

4. The r eading was probably not omitted unintentionally 
since this would make the reading more difficult. It 
may have been inserted unintentionally since the \'IOrd 
L., what one would expect at this place. 

S. St . Paul uses c,T, ·with an indirect statement three 
times, and twice he uses subject accusative and infin­
itive. 

Conclusion: Since tho attestation tor either reading· is 

about equally strong, \'18 have to turn to internal evidence. 

Since omitt ing the fn makes the reading more difficult, it 

1s probably t he correct reading. 

Correct 1--eading: P46 a gainst the text. 

1:11 El( 'IT o) J; r, 1t,o~,-~1rwv .. +~x't. (V 1ToAAf 
1'7~1. ilf -rr,oor :, -rrw -rr o.,) A;v - ~s, pc. . r. ... 

1. Tbe majority or the uncials have the reading of the 
text. 

2. The reading or· the text is more widely distributed 
geographically. 

Sibid. 

6Micoll, £m• cit. 1 P• 41. 



36 

3. It 'i·rould seem that the difficult roading or P46 is 
mado much easier in the other manuscripts. The read­
ing of minuscule 256 1s probably a contlation. 

4. Per haps the reading found in P46 is duo to the mis­
take or a sleepy scribe. 

S. Nothi ne can be decided on the basis ot style. 

Conclusion: Both Lietzmann7 and Nicolls agree that the 

reading of' "tho te4"t ia the orig:i.rml,. 

,Correct reading: text against P46. 

1:11 ift141v .. -!-c ,vt. i ,.,, ::,., - l' 'I(, ~ 13 ff a/. 

The uncia ls are evenly divided between the readings 
of Pl:-6 a nd the text. 

The t wo readings are about evenly divided geograph­
icall y . 

C _,. I ...., 
Per ha?>s the text was · chansed from 11.,u ,,,,,, to lfP.,• to 
neree· tdth ,d s ,j_µ;..s • But it was hardly changed tr~m 
~ tt ';J~ to_{jµ.;lf, which would 1nake it more difficult. 

4. Either change is possible since the two vords are so 
simila r and both malce oenso. 

5. Mothing can be decided on the basis of' style. 

Conclusion: Since tho external evidence is so closely 

balanced, t he internal evidence must be the criterion. v:Uw., 
is the more d.i .fficult reading by a slight margin; hence it is 

perhaps correct. 

,Coz-rect r eading: P46 against the text. 
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1. The mejority of the uncials agree \11th the text. 

2. The reading tdl:lch disagrees ,dth the tGXt is more 
,ddely distributed geograph:lcally. 

3. Thor a is no obvious reason for an intentional change 
since both make' sense. 

4. Si nce t he change coneists ·ot only two lettors1 the 
change i s probably un:lnt~tiona~. . 

,: I C' , 

5. St. Paul uses the t·:ord ,:nrAor,,; oftener than a.r1•T#f.J• 
~ , 

Conclusion: Liotzmann observes that 4.yur,..,, could come 

from a sc1"ibal orro~ A TTI\ OTHT/, misread as /¼7'0THT/ and copied 

i C J , ar..a n as A r, o l' 1-1 T 1 • On tho other hand, ec. ..,,." o .,.., ,.,., could have 
C. ' come from 4J-10 r 1r1 in the some 'l.'IBY• However, the co~espond-

i r I <. I 9 
ng o-o {H c tt- '3/'K' .c"' agrees with the reading a"IIAor1tr1 • 

Correct readi n_g: probably DO against text and P.1+6. 

s. 

The unciala are equally divided b,tween the two read­
i ?l6S• 

The r eading of the text is mor.e widely distributed 
geographically. 

Since both readings make aonse equally well1 the cha!llle 
is probably unintentional. 

' I t i s just as plausible to say that the~~, was 1nad-
vertantly omitted or inserted. 

Notbing can be concluded on the basis or Btfle. 

Conclusion: One must turn to extemal evidence. The 

reading of' the text has a very slightly better rea~ng. 

Correct readin&: perhaps the text against Pl;.6. 

9z.ietzmann, .22• cit. 1 p. 101. 
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l:13~AA' n : -fn-l/a. AA 1 ~ - Dif'113,pcl~J.A> ;:.,.,,1,3:J/A': ·G (eJ< /,rfl.') . . 

1. The chief uncials are equally divided between the 
two readings. 

2. The reaclina or the text is confined to a smaller geo­
graphical area than those readings-against it. 

3. Perhaps the ~' was omitted from P46 when the rollo,d.ng 
correlative :U ,ms omitted. On the othor hand, per­
haps an 1{ was inserted wh~n the marginal note 
t. 11, yv .J,-,a r t- ,-ms inserted. 

4. An ll!'.intent ional omission 1s more plausible than an 
uninten~ional insertion. 

5. No conclusion can be reached on the basis or style. 

Conclusion: "AA, ~ and 11 ~ can be omitted because of 

poor attostation. But since both these readings include the 
~ J I 
" and only P46 omits it, the r1 probably is orieinal. Since 

only <;>ne vory poor manuscript (G) omits the ~ll> 1 it too be­

longs. Tho ~ i s omitted only by ~ ~nd 1739 and if omitted 

would make a nigh impossible reading • 

.Correct 1•eading: text against P46. 

1. Tho uncials are evenly divided between tho two read­
i ngs. 

2. Tho readitig of the text has a wider geographical dis­
tribution. 

3. Perhaps it was omitted because·1t looked like a mar­
ginal note takcm into the text. 

4. Perhaps the reading was omitted due to homoioteleuton. 
On the other hand, perhaps it was inserted as a mar­
ctnal note. 

s. Nothing can be decided on the basis of sty-le. 

Conclugion: The extemal evidence is slightly- in favor 
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ot the reading of the text. The internal evidence favors the 

readi~ in tho Nestle text. In addition, since the previous ,, 
r, had such good at testation, it would seem that its oorrela-

ti!9 would have equal attestation. Only P46 omits both-; and 
,>\ 
he 

Correct r eadinr:t: text against P4f'• 

1:14 ,j,t.twll'-- f-<..y t-. Or.i ifs- Plft. l'IC Ii./) I "'· 

s. 

The niajor un~ials are equally divided bettteen the 
t,10 raa dings• · 

The reading of Pl;.6 has the ,d.der geographical dis­
tribution. 

Ther e is no necessity either for adding or omitting 
the reading deliborately. 

Since both readings are correct and conmon the word 
could have been either omitted or added :;;!ntention­
ally. 

Nothing can bo concluded .from St. Paul's style. 

Conclusion: Internal evidence :ls about equal on both 

sides and the e:;cternal evidence, although sp~ad more widely 

geographically in agreement wi~h P46, 1s weak. But the read­

ing of P46 is probably correct. 

Correct reading;: P46 against text. 

1 17 \ \ I I I .. .:1 t t ' ' ' \ :! P'I' II "JIU .a. V'd t TO Vt\l VO i Q RC ro 00 OU • ,~ • 'T"O Villa l('tU TO Ow- 1o, 
7 "T v • 

1. 

2. 

'!'he majority or the major uncials have the reading 
of the te~-t. 

The reading of the text is more widely distributed 
geogra.phically. 

Perhaps the scribe of P46 or of an earlier manuscript 
changed the roading to agree with v. 19; The Vulgate 
may be influenced by the same tradition. 
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4. It. doesn't seem that an unintentional omission ot 
additi on is plausible. 

s. Hothi ne can bo concluded on the basis of style. 

Conclusion: All tha evidenco points to tho reading of 

tho te::t. 

Correct rc:iding: te::J..'"t againot PZ.6. t·11th this conclusion 

Liet~maru~ ag~ees.10 

1:18 ~ be.:Jo,,.c_ Tf/'J~ J,uaJ )- t e JC t. On i -I- - P'I' D" 

l. The uncial& are evenly divided between the two read­
i n ~s• 

2. ~'he r eading of the text is more widely distributed 
geoeraphically. 

3. Per haps the reading of the text is an intentior.al 
i ncertion because it is better Greek, but it is 
har dly an intentional omission. 

z.. It could hav0 been unintentionally omitted because 
i t is only one letter or it could have been unin­
tentionally inserted ~ecause it is better Greek. 

S. I!othine can be concluded on the basis or style. 

Conclusion: The internal evidence 1s about equal on both 

sides. ·xternal evidence is very slightly in favor 0£ the toxt. 

,Correcii, reading: perhaps tox.t against P46. 

1:19 X'f' I O"T~S T' "'"~s - f eJf.t-. ~ 11 IJC.. z,,,,,;J ~ltrT~J .. tp'I' B ff O Gr!, 

1. The major uncials favor tho reading of P46. 

2. The reading of P46 has a w.lder geographical distri-
bution. . 

3. There is no reason for mald.ng an intentional cJ:iange. 

z.. Tho error is probably due to a slip or the pen. 


