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Streeter that in ancient times {(ca. 200 A. Do) local texts
had arisen in various conters of Christendom, which are still
reflected in the 0ld ILatin, Syrian, and Egyptian versions,
Later these texts were conposited in the Bast under the in-
fluence of Constantinople and in the West in the Vulgate, which
was as influential as the earlier 0ld Latin. From the Fast came
the Cacsarean (Theta) and the Antiochian (sy® and sy®) texts:
from the West came the Italian-Callic (bffz) and the African
(ke)s The Iucian recension (ca. 310 A.D.); the mother of the
textus receptus, is a composite of the Alexandrian; Antiochian,
and Western texts.2? So Strecter proposed five geographically
located families: the Alexandrian (B, Aleph, L); the Italiane
Gallic (Dabff?); the African (keW'); the Antiochian (01d Syri-
ac); and the Caesarean (Thota).3C The new family which he pro-
posed (the Caecsarean) has been shown since 1926, +3 possess
very strong claims to considaration.31 Strecserts findings
have not, to be sure, met with universal acceptance. Some
scholars feel; for example, that there is an apparent connec=
tlon between thoe 01ld Latin and the 0ld Syrian traditions; that
there are more similarities than would have originated in the

Greek predecessors; and that Streeter did not take this apparent

?teinrich J. Vogels, Handbuch der Textkritilk des-Heuen
Testaments (Bonn: Peter Hanstein Verlag, 1955), De 200

e e = )
3°Streeter, Ope. cit., pe 145.

3lgenyon, Recent Developments in the Textual Criticism
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similarity into consideration.3? In general, however, Stree-
ter's work has made valuable contributions to the science of
textual criticisom,

Today the history and methods of textual criticism scenm
more complicated than ever before. The trend at the present
time is away from the genealogical methods of Westcott and
Hort and Strecter.3? Instead of a state of orderly descent,
though with an ever-widening genealogical pedigrees, from the
original autogranhs to the extant copies of the fourth centu-
¥, one seems to see a period of increasing disorder, from
which a state of comparative order was ultimately produced
when the Church reached more settled conditions.3% The dis=
covery of PLO complicates the situation even more, It seems
that textual critics today may have to use it as constituting
a separate unit by itself peside the five local text groups
that Streeter has isolated.>’

Modern criticism, with the discovery of P45, stands be=-
fore the barrier of the second century, the age, so it secems,

of unbounded iiberties with the text.36 Critics realize today

32Vo'rels, ODe cit., Pe 206,

33Walter H, Lutz, "Wariant Readings in the Text of First
Corinthians on the Basis of PL6" (Unpublished Bachelor's Thesis,
Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, 1948),. Pe 5e

3lxenyon, The Text of the Greek Bible, pe 2LiL.

35arndt ; " Definite Need in the Field of New Testament
Textual Criticism," p. 185,

36¢, Zunts The "‘ext of the Eﬁ%g% A Dis uisition upon
the Corpus Paulinum (London: DBritish Aca emy y ey Cume
berlege, Oxiord University Press, 1953), pe 1
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more than ever that one cannot categorize all the rules of
toxtual criticism into neat pigeon-holes and Judge each reade
ing coldly andg mechanically according to an inviolable set of
rules, Gach reading has to be evaluated on its own merit and
be judged on its own worthe This docs not mean, however, that
textual criticism today is subjective, i.e., arbitrary and in-
capable of objective verification for the mere reason that it
is not mechanical,3? The present-day critic must be thoroughly
acquainted with the labor that has been done before his time
and bring all pessible available knowledge into play as he
brings the text of the filew Testament canon ever closer to the
text of the autographs.

On the basis of the preceding information, the following
canons of textunal criticism will be employed in evaluating
the text of PLG6 in the Second Epistlé of St, Paul to the Cor-
inthians according to the Nestle text:

1., That reading is most likely to be correct which is
found in the best manuscripts.

2. That reading which was most widespread is entitled
to our approval,

3« That reading is likely to be correct which cannot
easily be traced back to the unintentional altera=-
tion of a copyiste.

L. That reading is likely to be the correct one of which
it seems clear that it has not arisen through the
intentional alteration of a copyist,

5. That reading is likely to be the correct one which
best agrees with the style and diction and other

371bid., pe 12.
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characteristics of the antl_:or in quo:::a'.l;i.on.38
The last canon is not easy to apply. put as Robertson observes,
seribes often have a wooden tendency to weed out an authorts

peculiaritcios, 3%

38Arnd'i'., "The Chief Principles of Ilew Testament Textual
Criticism,"” pp, 578-81,

. 3%obertson, An Introduction o Textual Criticism of the
fiew Testament, pp. 161-62,




CHAPTER IV
PL6 IN THS GECOND EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS

In the present chapter each of the variant readings in
PL6 included in the Nestle text (twenty-first edition) will
be studied on the basis of the five canons of criticism quoted
at the end of Chapter III. Rather than repeat each of the cane
ons with each reading, the number of each paragraph in the fol-
lowing discussions will refer to the corresponding number of
the canon quoted in the last chapter. BEach reading which Nos=
tle includes will be considered chapter by chapter and verse

by verse. The final conc:!.usions follow at the end of the

complete list of roadings.
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1. The four chief uneials (Aleph, B, D, and PL6) are
divided evenly for and against  the reading of PLS,

2¢ In the area of geographical distribution the manu-
gzgiﬂts are again about cvenly divided for and against
- U.

3« In all probability an intentional change has not been
made since there is no particularly difficult reading
vhich would indicate a change to try to simplify it,

k. The variant readings are apparently due to homoio-
teleuton, since the phrase imép rhs Cwav maPekAdiorsws
occurs twice, LEvidently the scribe of B skipped a
lire in the manuseript from which he was copying or
was copying from a manuscript which already had this
error, and he or someone else inserted the missing
phrase elsewhero,

Lictzmann observes that the original text is undoubtedly
the text which llestle incorporates. This reading alone fits
the context. The error was obviously made by a scribe's skip-
Ping a line between the first and the second wafwtrdéﬁrs-aas g1
Both Nicoll? and meycr3 agree with this conclusion in their
commentarics,

5¢ Little can be decided on the basis of style.

Coneclusion: The cxternal evidence is evenly divided;

hence little can be concluded on these grounds, The internal

o liians Lietzmann, An die Korinthor: ;.gnd iI, gol. gx
n Hondbuch zum leuen Testament, herausgegeben von Guenther
Bornkemm (Tuebingen: Paul Siebeck, 1949), p. 100,

2/, Robertson iicoll, editor, The Sccond Zpistle to the
Corinthians, in The Expositor's Creek llew Testament (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans PuBIfsEEng Company, Neds), De 35

lieinrich A, W He ixegetical Handb
o« Heycor, Critical and IExegetical iHandboo
to the Epistles to the Cori{nthians, transiated from EEE'TTT%E
edition of the Cerman by D, Douglas Bannerman, translation

revised and edited by William P, Dickson (New York: Funk and
Wagnalls, 1884), VI, %15,
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evidence points to an error due to homoioteleuton.

Corract reading: text with PL6.

1:9 é{yul,g;oyrl - +ext. .-:)'ye'lt.rm!frl- PYCL 326 al,

l. The majority of the uncials favor the reading of the
text against PL4O,

2. The geopraphical distribution overwhelmingly favors
the rcading of the text.

3« Porhaps the copyist of P46 changed the present parti-
ciple to the aorist to refer to the past raigings from
the dead, i.,e., Christ's and others (ve«sooJs ), where-
as Paul wrote the present tense referring to Christ's
resurrection and ours, )

Le Perhaps the copyist of PLG6 read or heard = for o .

5e 3te Paul uses the present and aorist participles of

Zreipw about equally,

Conclugion: S5ince PL6 stands alone, except for one minuse
cule, the rcading of PL6 can probably best be explained by the
seribe's reading z for o. Correct reading: text against PL6.
With thie conclusion Lictzmann agrees.¥

1110 7241700 700 Pavares-teat radmocrwry Bavarwv-PY%
1739. 2005, ( |at) sy Or. Ambs 7,
1., The majority of the uncials agree with Nestle's text.

2, The reading of the Nestle text has a wider geographic
distribution,

3. Perhaps the copyist felt that the plural fit better
with the previous 7035 vexeoufe

ke The variant could hardly be explained as a slip of
the pene

5. llothing can be decided on the basis of style.

k1ictzmann, Ope. cit., pe. 101,




34
Conclusion: Perhaps the variant can best be explained in

that P4G's seribe changed the singular to the plural to agree

W’.th T"l‘ls Ve kpo U_’j °

Correct reading: text against PLG,

1:10 #es purerac- dext PYC fal vy codd L\ overac. § Gpm.vy<!
Omif-~AD s, F.

1. The majority of the uncials uphold the reading of
the text.

2« Cecography favors the reading of the text.

3« Perhaps those manuscripts that omitted the phrase
did so because they felt it was an insertion of a
marrinal note. Perhaps the reading pvcrec was made
thus because someone felt that a previous scribe

iad made a mistake by copying the dv'sera: in the
next line,

ke Pgr!1aps the reading ,;u'c 7at is an inadvertent omission
of the o,

5. liothing can be concluded on the basis of style,

Conclusion: Regardless of the reasons for the reading
pVeTar and the omission, the reading of the text has by far
the best attestation since the Byzantine family, G and vg;cl,
are late readings and the omigsion is limited to one good
Western manuseript (D) and two late, poor manuscripts (A and
.8yP). A1l three readings make sense, If one chooses gus ra:
one has to explain why it has such poor attestation. If one
chooses fus-s +21, however, one can explain both of the other
variants-- fveire because the seribe felt that f‘u’rnu was a

homoioteleuton and the omission for the same reason.
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Correct reading: text and P4L6. Both Lietzmann® and

N:I.coll6 agree with this conclusion,

1120 [ori] Ak (F6) pl-Jat. Omit~£46 BO® 1739 Or

1.

2,

3.

Lo

5e

The majority of uncials agree with PAL6,

The two readings are about evenly divided geographe
ically,

It sees that the or was deliberately inserted to make
it clear that the phrase following was still part of
the preceding line of thought and the object of

o 7
Wdminanzye

The reading was probably not omitted unintentionally
since this would make the reading more difficult. It
may have been inserted unintentionally since the word
is what one would expect at this place.

Ste. Paul uses ~7¢ with an indirect statement three
times, and twice he uses subject accusative and infine
itive.

Conclusion: 3ince the attestation for either reading is

about equally strong, we have to turn to internal evidonce.

Since omitting the s makes the reading more difficult, it

is probably the correct reading. '

Corrcet reading: PLO against the text.

e et g

(4
1:11 Ex wodd ov ﬂ,ﬂerus'ﬂwv-'f'fxf- v ,,,,AA,.:; nperw W FHCEM

(739, :;V Wpay-u’l'ﬂr-u nmeAdAwvy =~ 56 pe.r,

1. The majority of the uncials have the reading of the
texte

2, The reading of the text is more widely distributed
geographically.

SIbid. |

61'11e011, Ope. cite, pe 4.
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3¢ It would seem that the difficult reading of PLS is
made much easier in the other manuscripts. The rcad-
ing of minuscule 256 is probably a conflation,

ks Perhaps the reading found in P46 is due to the mis-
take of a sleepy scribe.

5« HNothing ean be decided on the basis of style.
Conclusion: Roth Lietzmann? and l‘l.’n.col].8 agree that the
| reading of the text is the original,

Correct reading: text against P46,

1:11 ’;-An-_':v ~text vjm wr - PY6 ) B R al-

l. The uncials are evenly divided between the readings
of PL6 and the text,.

Re '_a‘he_! ':EI;.wo roadings arc about evenly divided geograph-
LCALLY .

3. Perhaps the text was’ changed from Suwy to Auwy to
agree with ¢is quxas , But it was hardly changed from
Arwev to Uuwv , which would make it more difficult.

L. Either change is possible since the two words are so
similar and both make sense.

5« Nothing can be decided on the basis of style.

Conclusion: Since the external evidence is so closely
balanced, the internal evidence must be the criterion. uuwv
is the more difficult reading by a slight margin; hence it is
perhaps correct.

Correct readinm: P46 against the text.

L1112 apro'rnrs-fent PYG 5 kG Tpe.nClOF o awdeTnT(-RPGpl laPsy.

7Lietzmann, Op. cit., p. 101,
Sﬁicﬁll' 0D _c_;i_t_o, Pe L2,
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The majority of the uncials agree with the text,

The reading which disagrees with the text is more
widely distributed geographicallye.

There is no obvious reason for an intentional change
since both make sense, ;

Since the change consists of only two letters, the
change is probably unintentional,

= ¢ 4
Ste Paul uses the word awdsrasoftener than aycezis,

Conclusion: Lictzmann observes that ayierntl could come

from a seribal erroy ATAOTHT/, misread as ATOoTH7/ and copied

again as ArtoTHT| » On the other hand, awder4r¢ could have

=
come from 2yrorart in the same way. However, the correspond-

(4
ing sopie

9

/
repsiicy agrees with the reading andorar: o

Correct readinm: probably DG against text and P40,

1:12 :-f"w’;.f'b ff'i' - ';!Lc‘fi'- ”qj ’(a; - PV‘ 869 QI- Vs-

3
2.
3.
Le

Se

The uncials are equally divided between the two read-

ings,

The reading of the text is more widely distributed
geographically,

3ince both readings make sense equally well, the change
is probably unintentional,

It is just as plausible to say that the Ka¢ was inade
vertantly omitted or inserted.

Mothinz can be concluded on the basis of style.

Conclusion: One must turn o external evidence. The
reading of the text has a very slightly better reading.

Correct reading: perhaps the text against PL6.

9L1etzmann, op. cit., p. 101,
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(1} 2 AL -
L1138 A0 3 SetertfiAN B-0¥i739pe] 20N S-pue3 3[R & -6 Lex [2t2)
1. The chief uncials are cqually divided between the
two readings.

2, The reading of the text is confined to a smaller geo-
graphical arca than those readings against it.

3. Perhaps the 7 was omitted from P46 when the following

correlative 4 was omitted. On the other hand, per-
haps an 1 was inserted whén the marginal note
Emipvvrcere was inserted,

L. Ain unintentional omission is more plausible than an
unintencional insertion.

o« lio conclusion can be reached on the basis of style.

Gonclusion:_ihh’ 7 andjl & can be omitted because of
poor attestation., But since both these readings include the
i and only P46 omits it, the i probably is original. Since
only one very poor manuseript (G) omits theal)l’, it too be-
longss The % is omitted only by D* and 1739 and if omitted
would make a nigh impossible reading.

Correct reading: text against PLb,

1:13 7% weal Exiyraloice re-teat. Omi¥ - PYLBPC:

1. Ehe uncials are evenly divided between the two read-
ngs,

2. The reading of the text has a wider geographical dis-
tri bution.

3« Perhaps it was omitted because it looked like a mare
ginal note taken into the text,

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

5« Nothing can be decided on the basis of style,

Conclusion: The external evidence is slightly in favor




ey
of the roading of the toxt, The internal evidence favors the

reading in the Nestle text. In addition, since the previous
N

N had such good attestation, it would seem that its correla=
tlve would have equal attestation. Only P46 omits both 7 and
A

e

Correct reading: text against PLG,

e *

121 huov~ Fext. Omits- PYe AC R D pm.

l. The major unéials are equally divided between the
two readings,

2, The reading of PL6 has the wider geographical dis-
tribution.

3. Therc is no necessity cither for adding or omitting
the reading deliberately,

L. Since both readings are correct and common, the word
c$gld have been either omitted or added unintention-
1'.'1_ y.

5« HNothing can be concluded from St. Paul's style,

Conclusion: Internal evidence is about ecual on both

sides and the external evidence, although spread more widely
geographically in agreement with P46, is weak, But the read-
ing of P46 is probably corrects

Correct reading: PL6 against text.

> 1 'S A i ‘
1117 +5 vat vat kae 16 60 oD ~Fext. To var wat TO 97~ PYC Y24~ vg.

1. The majority of the major uncials have the reading
of the text.

2. The reading of the text is more widely distributed
geographically,

3. Perhaps the scribe of P46 or of an earlier manuseript
changed the reading to agree with ve. 19. The Vulgate
may be influenced by the same tradition,
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Ls It doesn't seem that an unintentional omission of
addition is plausible.

5« Tllothing can be concluded on the basis of style.

Conclusion: All the evidence points to the reading of
the text,

Correct reading: text against PL6. With this conclusion

Lietamann agrees.lo

1118 § ( bedore wpss Suas)-text Omif- PYCDE

1. Ene uncials are evenly divided between the two read-
ng

2¢ The reading of the text is more widely distributed
peographically,

3« Perhaps the reading of the text is an intentional
ingsertion because it is better Oreek, but it is
hardly an intentional omission,
be It could have been unintentionally omitted because
it is only one letter, or it could have been unine
tentionally inserted 5ecause it is better CGreek,
5« llothing can be concluded on the basis of style.
Coneclugion: The internal evidence is about equal on both
sides, FExternal evidence is very slightly in favor of the toxt.

Correct reading: perhaps text against P46.

1:19 ,Y,an;-r:); ’I.o-a&_..- - text.X¥A¢C. Ino—aij ,VM-TO\J-F.‘I(. BEDGf/.

1. The major uncials favor the reading of PLG.

2. The reading of PL6 has a wider geographical distri=-
bution,

3. There is no reason for making an intentional change.

L, The error is probably due to a slip of the pen.

107pid., p. 103.




