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Tuo of the three primary MSS. favor the reading of Pli6, possibly 

also the third, Aleph, in another hand. 

The Alexendrian witnesses are divided. While Carthage may supnort 

the omission, Rome, Byzantium, and Antioch do not. This would favor the 

veading of PL6é as more ee attested. 

The addition of Tel V7£5 ean hardly be termed an unintentional 

alteration, but it dees seem like an intentional attenot to interpret 

and to improve the text in accomodation to the previous infinitive with 

its indireet object 7025 Ebver ¢4¥, The unkalanced style of the omission 

seems to have led to a desire for correction in another hand of Aleph, 

anc this might bespeak the genuine nature of the shorter reading. 

4 decision is here difficult but the external evidence seeus more 

compelling than the internal and would iead to an adeption of the read- 

ing in Ph6é. 

Tho ESV adopts the rea of PL6 without notation. 

10) Eph. 6312 TEXT: iv 

PGs a g ote al Aad h 
Tuo of the three primary S5., one in the first hand only, support 

the second person pronoun of Ph6. 

fhe reading of Pl6 is most widely distributed, being found in 

Alexendria, Rome, and Carthage (it, h) and in the Late Anticchean 

Syriac Peshitta, though seme of these locales furnish divided testimony. 

fhe reading of P:6 is hardly an unintentional slteration but would 

rather seem to fit the whole context (vv. 10-20) better in which Paul 

speaks in the second person throughout. It wight be urged that this is 

therefore an attempted improvement to make the person consistent. But
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the second hand of Aleph militates against this conclusion since that 

Scribe would hardly make an intentional alteration in the consistent 

use of the original second persone 

The reading of Pl6 is probably quite correct. 

The RSV follows the Nestle text without notation. 

11) Bphs 6:16 = TEXT: -7¢ TT ETT Up} Leek 

Ph6: 9EMW: GD*¢; le] 

Tuo of the three primary MSS., one in the first hand only, support 

the omission of the article. 

Rome and Alexandria support the omission, but both locales furnish 

divided testimony. The reading with the article is considerably more 

widespreade 

Although the addition of an article is a more obvious fault than 

its omission, this omission can possibly be seen as unintentional fron 

the lack of usage in the context. Ths correction in D points rather to 

ths presence of the article as an attempted improvement in view of the 

antecedent Tet f é A We 

A decision is here difficult tut the least subjective evidence 

seems to reject the papyrus reading. 

The FSV translation cannot be associated with either readings 

12) Phil, 1:2) TEXT: CTL uevery TH) rupxe 

pis em é€Y 7.0 8 knw Dé ak; W 

The reading of P6 is favored by two of the three primary MSS. 

Alexandria, Byzantium, and Rome support the reading which includes 

the article, but the testimony of these locales is generally divided. 

Neither reading can te ssid to be more widespread. 

Tne occurrence of é V is probably best explained as similar to 2 

dittography in which the essence of the infinitive ending was repeated
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aS @ preposition rather to be expected (fron én ~-) than not. ‘The 

shorter reading suggests itself as more genuine. 

The papyrus reading is therefore rejected in favor of the toxt. 

No association can be clearly deduced from the RSV translation, 

but the translation "in" (vs. “with") usually represents the preposition 

wlth the dative. 

13) Gol, 2220 gate OS E7TEV 

Piso erty GDS 
Sue of the three primary HSS. aupport the papyrus reading. 

Alexendria and Rome alene testify to the reading of Pl6, and in 

both places a divided loyalty exists. ‘This fact favors the reading 

of the text. 

oF oc 
Neither the masculine relative OS nor the neuter relative O 

here submits well to a judgment of intentional or unintentional 

alteration and both constructions are grammatically poosible, though 

the Latter ssems more unusual. Robertson remarks, "A special idion is 

the relative a as an explanation (o egtlv ) . . » used without much 

regard to the gender (not to say number) of antecedent or predicates"* 

ef. Col. 322) raV KfeTgy y o erry Aépe ae 

and Ephe 6:17 fed Leper, § éonv Pipe Beod. 

Iisregard of gender is evidently the case here too, since the neuter 
7 

relative © has a masculine antecedent. Geodspeed, however, seems to 

  

iy. ¢. Grant, "Textual Criticism," An Introduction to the Revised 
Standard Version of the New Testauent, edited by Lutner A. Weigle 
(issued by LChu, 19)6), ppe ; 

2a, fT. Robertson, A Granmar of the Greek New Testanent in the Light 
of Historical Research (Washville: Broadman rress, 1934) pe Gil.” 
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translate i% as a personal pronoun, "He is the head’ (0). (The 

uncials have no diacritical marks!) Cf. 32. 

Sane distribution of evidence favors the rejection of the papyrus 

reading, but a decision is difficult. 

Weither veading om be clearly asscelated with the RSV translation. 

th) Gol. 202 text: EY 7p Aurriguctl 

Pio: 6.7. Aamitnw BO"G pe; W 

fhe papyrus reading is supported by two of the three primary 

unelals, but only in the first hand.cf the Claromontenus. 

Alexandria and Rome alons, both with divided testinony, attest the 

reading of Pi6. The other reading is therefore most widely known. 

Tae papyrus reading is probsbly homoloteleuton--a confusion 

resulting from the difficulty in following with eye or ear the structure 

of the words év TP p:- dy) év we e However, it may be ersued that 

this dative of Parr T é oH 0S is the more difficult reading since 

this would be a Faulins hapax legomenon, the only other usages occuring 

in Mk. 7:43 Heb. 6:23 and 9210. The word Bamrigpe, on the other 

hani, is Pauline (Rom. 683 Eph. 4:5), and the second hand of 2 might 

be an attempt to make this wage agree. 

A decision es to the correct reading is here difficult, but the 

evidence scens te favor the rejection of the papyrus reading. 

Neither reading can be clearly asscelated with the FSV translation. 

1S) Cole 3222 TEXT: EV of 92Au0 Sovacees 

i phé: a Nix BADE ols h 

Two of the three prixary unclals support the papyrus reading. 

  

Alexandria and Rome alone support the papyrus, and in ‘both lecales 

the testimony is divided. The reading of the text is therefore more 
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widely attested. 

Only in Eph. 6:6 is mothor N. T. usage of this wrd found, and 

there in the singular a V. Here the text renders the plural “of 

more than one kind of service.”3 ‘this form can hardly be viewed as an 

unintentional alteration, while the singular night possibly te ea false 

parallel to that in fphesians. 

The papyrus reading is therefore better rejected as an easier 

alteration. 

The RSV translated "“eyeservics" which might bs collective fer the 

plural, but a definite assoclation with elthor reading is not spparente 

Conclusions: These ten readings represent about 53 per cent of the 

totel number (19) cited in the apparatus. Nestle edopts one (228) 

of the five im Galatians, two (1213 3:8) of the five in Ephesiens, one 

{1:6} of the tuo in Philippians, four (1:22; 3:6,13,16) of the seven 

in Colessians, and one (5:27) in I Thessalonians. The lstter ie the 

only citation of P46 in the entire apparatus for that letter. 

Theat there are more agrecnents with B - D than with Aleph = B (13) 

is perhaps the best evidences of the peculiar substantiation which PL6 

fives to certain Yestern readings. 

Eut it seems that Nestle has gens almost far enough in the number 

that he has adepted. Only two of the four readings accepted by ue seen 

genuine to a satisfactory degree. The RSV adopts two (6, 9) of these 

four, definitely rejecting cne which should be accepted (10) while 

  

33, Bauer, A Greok-Englich Lexicon of the New Testament and Other 
Early Christian Literature, translated and e ited ty W. Arndt md F. W. 
Gingrien (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1957), pe 60h.
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Clearly accopting another (9) which is somewhat doubtful (also 127). 

Adding these Zour to the nine already adopted represents an 

acceptance of 65 per cont of this class. °



CHAPTER VIL 

THE UNADOPTED WITNESS SUPPORTED BY ALEPH AND D 

16) Gal. Leh TEXTs vire? Tw “pupriay Ps: GH 33 Mi jor. 

Ph6s Tepe Ti ol. SV *A Keine DG cb; Th 

Guo ef the three primary unclals support the pspyrus, the Sinai- 

tieus only in the first hand. 

The papyrus reading is found in majuscules of Alexandria, Byzantium, 

and Rome, while the other reading finds significant support only in 

Alexandzian sodiees (B, H) and the more important minuscule 33, and P51. 

The reading 77 ep is therefore more widespread. 

Robertson romarks, ". .« . in the N. Tf. the distinction between 77- pe 

and om ep is not very marked in some usages, partly due to the affinity 

in sound and sense"! and a brief giance at the concordance ae under 

virep reveals the common v(ariae) Lfectiones) in which epi is used 

widely and synonymously for bm ep (Gf. Rom. 8:3 and Gel. 2220). All 

internal evidence seens partial to neither reading. 

On the basis of the external evidence tho reading of Ph6 should be 

adopted. 

Tue SV translaticn "for our sins" can express either cause or — 

purpose and allows no clear association. Both werds are frequently 

translated with "for" (compare Heb. 5:26 and fiom. 8:3 with 1 Mim. 226 

and Tit. 2s1h). 

  

1a. 2. Robertson, A Graumar of the Greek New Testament in the Light 
of Historical Research (Nashville: Broadman Press, 193), pe O29~ 
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17) Gal. 2:16 TEXT: Lper res Tnros GH 3» 

piss 72. VC Kone DE pls S 
Two of the three primary MSS. support the papyruse 

Although all three MSS. supporting the text are significant ones, 

taney represent only Alexandria, while the papyrus is supported also in 

Ry zantium and Romee 

Confusion in the order of these two names can no doubt be traced to 

unintentional errors resulting from the ffequent occurence in either 

order. But which of the above readings represents the alteration seems 

impossible to determines In these epistles Nestle reads “- Ds four 

other times (where Pl6 is concerned): Eph. 1213 Phil. 1:63 2:213 Gal. 

2:16b and in the latter two cases only against the witness of Pl6. In 

Gal. 3:1) he reads as : X: in opposition to Pl6. His choice is apparently 

strongly based on the testimony of Be From an analysis of the usage 

from earlier to later Pauline writings in the certain readinrs,;, Sanday 

and Headlam conclude that 1. . i is earlier than Le Lan the vocabulary 

of Paul. “In L ‘ 6 the first word would seem to be rather more 

distinctly a proper naine than in £. . L fanere] i would seem to have e 

little of its sense as a title still clinging to 4toue But this inter- 

esting conclusion can hardly be used here in favor of the papyrus since 

either sense might apply. 

On the basis of the external evidence alone the papyrus reading 

can be adopted. 

  

ur. Sanday and A. Headlam, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on 
_ the Epistle to the Romans (Fdinburghs T. & F-clart, 1902); pp. ste
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fae RSV adopts the reading of the papyrus without any notation! 

18) Gal. 3229 ©‘ TEXTs “Npes ly 2) by G ype LL, 

ph6r & 0D -&. . Hlee. Keine DE pl La; Th 

fhe papyrus has the support of two of the three primary witnessee 

and has an overvhelmingly favorable geographical support. 

The problem does not concern the use of the rare forn “Lp és 3. for 

aL LP L  ) but the use of the adverbial “VY for the relative Bo : 

fhe former is found only here in the NW. 7. (but Rev. 2225 L[prs ov av)y33 

Both forms express the English "until," the reading of the text being 

& crasis for Alpe [povov ib >» "until the time wheni"® But the panyrus 

is best rendered “as leng as" or “while” and this seems less neaningfal 

to the context. The toxt may be favored by the fact that it is a more 

aifficult reading, perhaps even granmatically questionable. The "law 

was added as long as the sced should come” 1.¢., while it was yet in 

PYOHLSGe 

fhe papyrus reading should be rejected for the more difficult text. 

The RSY scems to adopt the snore of the papyrus without notation. 

19) Eph. $3) WARS V0 TOV PY vvciKd 
POs TH prreind A) 726 fe; Th 

the pepyrus is supported by two of the three primary witnesses, 

Aleph varying somewhat in a noneesseitial matter. 

Although their representatives ars strong, Alexandria and Rome 

alone support the papyrus, leaving the majority to support the text. 

4nd even these locales furnish a divided testimony. 

  

3Robertson, op. cite, p- Us12. 
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