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CHAPYER I
INTRODUCTION

Ever since textual critica could examine the latest discovery of
Hew Testament manuseripts reported in 1930, the Chester-Beatty papyri
intrigusd them like a child with a new toy. The high quality of the text
. of the Paulins codex, called P}6, was iimediately apparent, and eritics
began to wonder how much of the "established" Greek text would need rg-
vigion in the light of thie wonderful discoveryv. This thesis is an
evaluation of a limited number of the variant readings in that important
mwRNUICript.

The present evaluation has a threefold aim: (a) to evaluate those
unadopted readings of PL6 cited in the critical apparatus of the "Neatle"
text in order to evaluate that text in the light of the papyrus witness;
{b) ¥o draw significant conclusicns (ae far as possible with this limited
salection) on the basis of textuzsl associations with the papyrus witnessg
{c) to compare the treatment of the P46 witness in the Revised Standard
Version translation.t

In carrving out the first pwpose, the twenty-first edition of the
popular Greek text edited by Fberhard Nestle has been used.® Although
many variants in the papyrus are not cited in Nestle's apparatus, suf-
ficlent varlants of a more significant nature are inecluded to make an

Bible, Revised Standard Version (New Yorik: Thomas Nelson
and Sons, I?E%) . Hereafter this is referred to as RSV. :

2Fperhard Hestle, Novum Testamentun Graece (Fditio vicesima primaj
Stuttgart: Privilegierte Wuerttembergische Bibelanstalt, 1952).
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evaluation possible. Only in the last chapter hae the textual repro-
duction of Sanders3 been consistently consulted vhensver possibls. In
othex chapters thisc has beon done only occasiocnally.

One hundred and thirty one varlants have been evaluated., These
represent the total number of those unadopted readings for whiech the
testimony of the papyrus ls cited in the Nestle apparatuc for Calatians,
Pohesians, Philippians, Colosgians, and I Thessalonians. The latter
epletlo was found to be fragmentary in the papyrus and only cnce did
Nestle's critical apparatus for this letter cite the witness of the
papyrus {(chap. 5:27). Since this variant is read by the Westle text,
no furthor readings from this letter are evaluated.

Decause the scope of this project does not inelude an evaluation
of all. the varient readings supperted by Ph6, no definitive conclusions
cn the cuality of the pspyrus can ba drawn. Nor would it be wise to
base such conclusions on & critical apparatus. That purpose would de-
mand a study of the papyrus itself or a reproduction thereof. But
the one hundred and thirty-one variants reprcsent Th.l per cent of the
total number of citations (176) in the critical apparatus. The remaining
forty-£five readings wvhich appear in the Nestle text, though not evaluated,
hava been used statistically, and eome possible conclusicns or evident
tendencises have been noted on this basis at the end of each chapter.

In crder o determine any possible conclusions coneerning the
manusecript affiliations of the papyrus text; the three major uncials
{B, Aleph, D) have been grouped in the seven different combinations

JHenxy A. Sanders, A Third Century Papyrus Codex of the Epistles of
Paul {Ann Arbor: lm:lve;'sl'ty of lﬂﬁ‘gﬂ’m Press, 19357

PR, t1 .1 . . 1
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possible. Hence variants have bsen growped according to the common
manuseript support of these threse uncials--plus the pepyrus testimony.
A final chapter treats those reesdings of PL6 to which none of these
throa add their support. The eight different grouwplings of variants &o
which the pspyruc adds its testimony ars trsated in the following order:
(1) B =¥ = b; (2)sV = B3 (3) B = 05 (L)¥=- D5 (5) 25 (6)N; (7) D5
(8) P46 alene. Since this procedurc allows & progressive verse by
verss treatment from the beginning of Galatians o the end of Colossians
only within the limits of each chapter, every variant is referred to by
ite designeted nucber.

Tha evaluation of each individual rgading is concluded by a reference
o ite troatmont in the RSV. I is not always possible Yo asseciate
an Dnglish translation with certainiy to either variant. To do justice
to tho purpose statod above, only those tranclations which adnit ef
gquite certaln asscciation have been considered valid subjects for
conclugions. Furbhor doubtful asasociations have been parsnthetically
notad.

Al evaluationz have been checked with the translation and remarks

of the modern capable exegetes in the Neues Testanent Deutsch cuumantary.l'

Any differcnces of opinion cr significant translaticns have besn noted.
In addition to this nmany individuasl variants heve been £requently dis-
cussed in the light of specific evidence gatherad from texbtual-critieal
writings.

by, w. Beyer and Others, Das Weue Testamant Neutsch: Dio Klsinersan
Eriefe des Apostols Paulus (Goettingen: Veriag von bandenhoack
Ruprecht, 13;255 s Vols Viil. Hereafter this is referred to as HID.




CHAPIEE IT
A DESCRIFTION OF THT CHESTFR-FEEATTY PAPTIT

ifhe fortunes of this I8. are an illustraticn of the chances of
discovery" writes Frederic C. Kanyon,l wno smnounced the find of Fapyrus
s6 in the London "Tmes" of lovember 19, 1931, with a short ariicle.?

The intriguing story begins in the Spring of 1930.3 Dr. Carl
Schmidt, o Geman nmanuseript eritic, found scattered among the dealars
of Cairo portions of what was to be halled as the greatest find Ysines
that of the Sinaiticus™ (18Y9) or "simce the first publication of the
Codex Vaticenus" (1867). Schmidt ascertained that they had coms from
the Payum, east of the ﬁile,5 when he found that more of the same leaves
were offered there and that a lot had been purchased later that year
by Mr. L. Chegster-Boaliy, the Americen menuscript collector, rosident in
Londen. DBub the ozect source of the fingd is wknoun, and might well

remoin 80, since the Egyptian dealers made a typlcal refusal to divulge

2p. @O. Kemyon, The Bible and Modorn Scholarship (Londons John
Murray, 19‘.59)’ Pe 1267

20arl Solemidt, "Die Neuesten Biblefunde aus iegypten," Zeitschrift
Liir die lNeu-Tostamentlicha Wissenschaft, XXX (1931), 285-93. HereaiLer
This periodical will be referred to as ZNTW.

SI'bld-, p' 286-

'|"I‘. G. Kenyon, The Text of the Greek Bible (London: Duclworth,
1948), pe T3

S!ﬂ.rsapp and silva Lake, "Some Recent Discoveries," Religion in
Iife, V {January, 1936), 90.

Soscar Paret, Die Bibel: Ihre Ueberlieferung in Druck und Schrift
{Stuttgart: Privileg. Wirth. BiDelsnscalt, 195'55‘, Pe 52.
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any such lmmﬂedga.? Schieldt suggests the sourcs as "probably Alame « « «
near the ancient Aphroditopolis . . . probably worn cut and disearded
froagrents, which were not destroyed because theoy wers aaora:!."a This
vegion lies aboubt 100 km. south of Cairc, thirty miles north of ¥emphis.
Sanders stabtes, "as currently gossiped in Bgypt, the papyri were foumd
in s Coptle gravayard « « « of S0m8 « o « MON2s5tEry « « « buried with
a dignitary of ths mcmstary,"g afier baing placed into jers in the
Oriental fashion.’? But Dobschiitz challengas any reference %o a monastery
&t this time and suggests they ware used as a2 churech lsciicnary or came
from a scholar's Hbraz'}'.n Others suggest they were found beneath the
ruins of & Christian church® and that they represent the library of the
churgh or the monastory or of the conmunity.n In any cass, the sands of
Egypt alons offer the conditions necsssary for the survival of papyri,
and 1% was in the Fayum district that previous finds had al.so basn ma!lde.:l'h

A part of the eleven codices was pwrchased by Mr. Reatty in 1930 and

1531, snd in the VWinter of the following year ancther portion was obiained

Tsommat, op. cite, pe 292.
Somoted by Lake, op. cite, pe 89

lie*u" A. Sanders, & Third Cen Codex of the Epistles
of Paul (inn Arbor: Urdversity o?"?.?%g % 285, 1935)s Pe 1i.
8se, the deacripticn by Oscar Paret, op. cit., p. 52.

11z, won Dobsohilgs, "Zur TAste dor Neu-testamentlichen Handsehriften,®
Zimd, 0TI (1933), 186.

lgxenyon, Toe Text of the Cresk Bible, pe. 39.

Lprederic Kenyon, The Bible and Archaeclogy (Wew York: Harper and
Brothers, lgho)' Pe 226.

:u‘Ibid., Pe 20!‘.
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from Bgyptian deslers.*® Most of the codices belong to him, waile the
Imiveraity of Michigan, Mr. Jobn Scheide, and the Michigen Iibrary at
Vienma own the rest.:6 They were mounted under glass for study by Dr.
Ibschoer of Be;-lin,r' and the work of editing them was done by Henyon
1n 293,20 B, A. Sanders in 1935, and the £inel "complote” editien
by Kenyon in 1936.20 "They rest in cur hands today 28 a now instrument
the Ilke of which no generation cf critics has known. « « « epiec malking
though they may be, they still lle unassimilated."Zt

This "opic making®” nature of the Cheator-Beatby papyri is esssn-
Tially an implication dramn from their alwmost uwnbeliovably early dating.
Clark summarises: "The Peatly pepyri have been daied by Sandors afier
2503 by Kenyon, before 2503 by Wlken, ca. 200; by Gerastinger, before
200."22 Byt this is slmost oo genaral a statement since the different
codiced nave been variously dated. OF the codex containing the Psuline
corpus, designated P46 by von Debschiitz, Kemyon remarks, "Ulrich Wilken,

the most experienced living pspyreologist, would on palasographical

3'53anders, Ope Citey Pe 1.

16Ker;yon, The Bible and Archasology, p. 222.

17Frederlc Kenyon, The Chestor Bealiy Biblical 3’%‘2 Descriptions

and Terts of Twelve Hanuscripts on P__a;EEg of toe Gre ple (londons
Fhery walker Wides 1933), Fesclcllus L, Se

Yo

196anders, ope clbe.

2°Kenym, The Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri, Fasciculus III Sup-
plementy Vil.

C ferrill M. Parvis and Allen F. Wikgren, editors, low Testament
Hanuseript Studies (Chicago: Umiversity of Chicago Press, 1950),; Pe i%.

aszidt, De 175, note l.
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grounds put this !88. qulte at the beglnning of the century, or perhaps
even in the second, about A.D. 200."23 Iliotsmsnn concurs in tlﬂ.a,ﬂ*
Grant says "not dzter than 250 A.Q.,“Es and Zuntz sayp it "may even
reach bad: into the second century. n26 Sanders romarked, "I would azres
[with E.anym] that the manusoript (hand) belongs to the third ecentury,
but I would hesitate to put emphssis on tho first half of the century."27
Kenyon, after further considerstion, clalmed a "dus reserve" in offering
again hi= estimates of the sevoral codices: "The three 1.T. MSS. may all
be assigned with confidence te the $hird centurys the Fauline NS, to the
very beglnning of it, the Gospels and Acets 4o the first half of it o the
Apocalypse perhaps to the second half."28 And of the 01d Testanent MSS.
he says, "The earliest MS. is of the first half of the second century and
the latest not later than the fourth. But mozt are third century."ap
This means tha®t the Pauline codex is the "oldest and moat valuabla"?o of

23p. G. Kenyon, "Review of Ssnders? 'A Third Century Papyrus Codex
of g.;e Epietles of Paul,'® Americen Journal of Philology, LVII (January,
1936), 92.

2hgians Tdetzmann, Zuxr Huerdigunz des Chester Peatiy Papyrus der
Paulusbriefe (Berlin: Veriag der Akadamic Der wissonscnaften, 1935)s De P

agFmderlck Ce Crant, "Textual Criticism,” An Introduction to the
Revised Standard Version of the Hew Testament, edited Dy LUGher A.
Weiglie (lesued by LCith, 1946)s De 37

26 -
G. Zunts, The Text of the Fplstles: A Disquisition Upon the Corpus
Paulinua (I,ando:u Uxford University rress, 1953)s Pe Ll. Ims study
78 based largely on I Corinthians and Hebirews.

2"iSam:ia:l'a, Ope cite.; pe 13.

28¢onyon, e Text of the Greek Bible, p. 188. [CONCORDIA SEMINARY

0
29-1'9_5’.‘.!«. pe 3% 5‘;- ‘ [%UESS P}’f 2 M{o.

3°Sandera, Ope Citey Po Vii.
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2ll Pauline codices. Only the Johm Rylands fragment of John 18 ante-
tos PL6 wnich now reduces by half "the 250 years separating the Vatie
canus and its arc!:etype,“n and prasents a text fully a century older
than the great uncials by a contemporary of Clemens Alexandrinus!
Kenyon evaluates the significance of this date when he says;

Ths intervsl then batween the dates of the original composition

and the sarliest cxtant evidence becomes so small as to be in

fact negligible;, and the last foundation for any doubt that the

Seriptures have come dmin %o us substantislly as they wers written

has now been removad. DRoth the authenticity and the general.

_J:;%im{ﬂtv of the bongg of the New Testument mey be re-arded as

finalily established.

8o mucn for the general significance of the C.D. papyrl and of Phf
in partimlar. Bubt a brief description of the nature and content of
theoo codicos will rovesl further poles of attraction for the manuacript
eritic.

As slated before; the papyri arve in the cedex book form, i.ec.
napyrus sheots vere laid togetier and folded in half to form a book.33
This is much like the form of a modern book end stands in sharp contrast
to the roll, the predecesscor of thiz form, whose contents were much more
lindted,. Tor the textual critic this means that the whole Pauline corpus,
as also the Gospels, were found together in one wvolume! Hence the whole
aveanue o eorly variants is opened wide since the early rssders and

scribes could compare the various records; confuse parallel readings,

and offer textual accommodations! "They con{im the belief that the

312.untz, ODe g‘j;'_b-o’ Fe 17-
32Kmyon, The Pible and Archaeology, Pe. 288.

33por a full description of the early book forme cf. Kenyon, The
Chester Deatby Biblical Papyri, Fasciculus I, pp. 9%.

- —
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Christian community was addicted to the codex rether tham %o the rolln3l
and was possibly even responaible for the invention of the cecdex foz-ml35

The Chester-=Beatity collecti 35 consists of cleven codices. Seven
of these (160 leaves) contain portions of mine 01d Tostament books. The
codax conbaining portions of Numbers and Deuberonomy is from the first
helf of the second century and ranks as the oldest Creek M8. of any
slgnificant size! One codex is non=canonicsl and contains the Book of
Enoch and a homlly om the Passion by th2 second century bishop, Melito

£ Sardis, The other three contain (1) The Gospels md Acta {ons-

seventh of the text on 30 leaves), designated PLS; (2) Revelatien
{chaps. 9=17), designated P47; and (3) The Pauline corpus on eighty-six
leaves {out of an original 10L4) in the following order and with the
designated portiona lackings Romsns (chaps. 1=-5:17; 6:1-8:15), Hebrews,
I and YI Corinthiens, Ephesians, Galatians, Philipoians, Colessians,
T Thessalonians (chaps. 283-5:5), and IT Thessalonians (?). Four
leaves within were missing, hence Xenyon astablished a loss of seven
leaves; both at the beginning and end of the cocdex. These facts are
evidently of real concorn to the cusstion of the Fauline eanon.

Professor Sanders,; inclined to doubt the authenticity of the
Fastorals, worked on the incomplete Michigan portion of the leaves and
postulated the original presence of (1) Philewmon botween Galatians and
Fhilippians, and (2) I and II Timothy alone {without Titus) in an

3brrad., p. 12.
35Kenyon, The Bible and Archaeology, p. 213.

3"6¢3£'. the Fascicles of Kenyon for the best description of the
codices.
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abbreviated form at the end of the codex--gince the scribe is apparently
compresaing seript in the latter leaves with the intent to include
somathing further on the few remaiming leaves.37 Kenyon discredits the
first possibility with the later recovery of that portion and the second
ae pure conjecture; and suggesta that the Pastorals wers never included
on tha legs=than-half-gufficient leaves, which were probably blank because
the soribe found it "difficullt o caleculate in advance how many aquires
are needed.n3B

The order of the books is remarkable. I% has been cited not only
as atiesting an arrangement by decreasing 1ength39 but alsc as an earliei
standard order in the Pauline corpus as was claimed by ?’.ahn.‘lo The
Western arrangement, in which Hebrews Tfollows the Fastorals, is desseribed
by Henyon as the latest of five consecutive orders in develf.vpmarr!:,,hl
"i%e present position is proof of the high importance assigned to it,
and of the unguestioning acceptance of its Fauline authorship"hz as was
universally held in the Fastern church. But only minuscule 1919 sup=-
ports the papyrus in placing Hebrews aftter Romans.

One further arrangement is of very special significance. The
doxology of Romans, found at the end of chap. 16 (vs. 25-27) in B, Aleph,

37Sandera, Ope Cite, PP« 10f.

38 Kenyon, The Chester Eeatty Fiblical Papyri, Fasciculus TIX Sup-
plement, VII, v and xi.

390harles H. Buck, "The Early Order of tiie Fauline Corpus,” Journal
of Biblical Literature, LXVIIT (1945), 351ff.

400ar1 Schmidt, op. citi, p. 290.
hlme are listed by Laks, fDe E‘E-’ p. 97.

k2I{erwf¢m, The Chsster Beatty Biblical Papyri, Fasciculus III Sup=-
plement, VII, xd.
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and D and at the end of chap. 1 in the mass of later MPS., is here
found after chap. 15:33. Sanders calls this the "original order® and
describos chap. 16 as "tne covering letter introducing Mour sisier®
Phoebe to the Ephesians." But Kenyon, though concscing thet the
pusition in FLG seems to confirm such views, warns against adopting this
conjecture, and supgeets that its position might derive from an esrly
Lregatment of the last chapter as a hymn doxology-.w"’ But as a general
coaclusion he often states: "It offers no sensational variants.“!‘u

In the several introducticns to their fasclcle sditions; Kenyon
and Sanders have describad the ohysical characteristics of the Pauline
codex in some devail. It is a single-quire codex of eleven by six and
one~half inch leaves’ {original size). On it is inscribed in elegant
carefully formed letters of dark brown ink (slightly faded) a single
colusm of seript (nine Ly six inches) which tends progressively to
increase from twenty-five to thirty-two unruled lines. The page surface
of this codex, wnich was probably bound at one time, has seen little
rubbing, and, although the pages wer2 once numbered, their order has now
teen deternined by considering fibres and matched etains. No leaf is
entirely perfect, locking at page-bottom anywhere from a fraction of a
line to seven lines and progressively increasing until the last two
lecaves are merely fragmmts. Compared to the diversity of hands in the
total collection the Pauline cedex has the best scribal hand in quality

hBSmders, Ope. _c__i_'_l‘-_., Pe 35.
bligenyon, The Bible and Modern Scholarship, p. 127.

hs’l‘h& figures given here are average or approxinate.
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of worlmanship. The scribe has inserted a few reading marks and accents
but very little punctuation. He has left many slight spaces in the text,
erpacially after abbreviationz. Tie nomine sacra are regularly abbreviated
in the earlier three-letier mode. Its stichomstry substantiates the Codex
Claromontanue in the normal reckoming of thirty-six letters per stichos.

Although come of Hhe relations of the Beatty napyri to textual
criticlom and the nature of their Pauline text will he discussed a%
greater length in the next chapters, a general comparison of the papyrus
text-type is in place here.

The papyrl have certainly nade it clear that variants were plenti-
ful and diffused at the end of the second century. Dut the most
valuable conclusion is that "thoy confim the essential soundness of
the exioting textis « « » E:aﬂnpg no variations which effect vital
L6

acts or docirines.” Z2unts, wore particularly, describes the text as

on2 of supreme quality, corrected by an expert hand, bubt containing
many surface ervors from the pan of a careless and dull scribe who made

L7 his tradition has

a poor reopresentation of an sxesllsnt tradif.icn.
been snalytlcally presented by Kenyon in & table of comparisons (based
on Tischendorf) in widch the readings of the papyrus, "with® and
Tagain=i" the readings of Aleph, &; B, D, =nd sigma, are numerically

L8

plotted. I4 is immediately apparenh that the papyrus has not only a

proncunced agreement with the Alexandrians (Aleph, A, B), but elso has

’k‘sxewon, The Chester Beatty Biblical Fapyri, Fasciculus T, p. 15.
L7

aunta, CPe. _c_i_‘E_., PP 18, 569 157.

I"siie.rr\.;;ron, The Chester Bealty Biblical Papyri, Fascleulus IIX
Supplenent, VIT, xvite
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a significant portion of Weatern (D) and Byzentine {sig:a) readings. That
the Bysantines find a somewhat bettor support in the papyrus than dess
the Claromontanus iz prohablyr due to the fact that, unlike the Westem
tradition, the Byzentine tradition here consists of more than one
manuscript.
Tris table might be compared with another of Kenyon's in which the

roadings of the pepyrus are plotted against the totel Alexandrians and
lesterns (DFG):RY

PL6 = Alex. PLé = DFQ
Ronans REIF - JEPRTE e
Hebrews 79 20
T Cor. ik3 29
IT Cor. £D 11
Fphesians L7 5
Galatians Lo 5
Philippiang 23 6
Colessianc 20 3

I Theszs. (too suall)

This tobulation shows the Alexandrisn agreement certainly less
proncunced in Romans. In genersl it may be coneluded that the papyrus
ie not idenitical with any < the main fanilies!so Hoskier, on the basis
of the usage of the article in PL6, postulates an archetype in a OGrsecc-
Latin b!.-colunmr,ﬂ while Sanders finds a great agreerent with the

Oy rhymchus pspyrl.sz A so=called "Ceasarean text” has not been isolated

!‘S’Ihid., Pe #*vii.

5c’m‘:u-lyy':m, The Eible and Hodern Scholarship, pp. 197.

51?1. C. Hoskier, "Appendix tc an Article on the Chester-Beatty
Papyrus of the Pauline Tpistles Known as PL6" (with "Addenda™), The
Journal of Theological Studies (Special print, 1937), 18.

5%5anders, opi cit., pp. 32f.
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in the Pauline corpus, but it seems that PLS has substantiated it in
the Got—:pels.s 3
Although the Pauline papyri generally confirm the antiquity of the
Aloxandrien Vaticanus and demonstrats the earliy curreney of some of its
particular readings heretofors not knoun elscuhere, they also show nany
departurss from the earliest recemsions.
What is significant is that they prove that in Egypt, in the early
part of the third cenbury, readings ware in cireulation which
ware derived fronm, or whic: eventually became attached to, all the
principle families, together ulth a gﬂt incon=iderable number of
ulich no cther witneas haz survived.

The Vatlcan text thcrefore represents neither an original purity,

£

m unaliered tradition, nor an exclugively dominant testt-type of Teypht
in its oun era, i.e., fully a century after Phélss ¢ can still cone
taln the beet textual scholarship and representation of ths criginsl,
bub the one=gided trust placed in ite text in the pest is now basieally
disturbed, as ILiotzmarm aptly poinis ou‘l'..s6

Hobt only has P46 been a trustworthy guide in =2ssessing the wvalue
cf the vaunted Vaticanus, but it haz led 0 a gradual abandouing of
Westeobb-Hert?s theory of the "neutrael text” and an awakening interast
in the ilmportance of the "western text.."57 It testifies to soue of the

Mlate” wastern mi.norit:,'-readingatss Hoslder finds an "intinate relabion”

532unt3, op. E!'_t_" DPe 1;1.
ShKen:,ron, The Text of the Greek Bible, p. 250.

5SKenyon, The Chester Deatty Biblical Papyri, Fasclculus I, p. 16.

Eé’.d.etmi'm, 22. 2!.2-. Pe il.
5Tp. C. Grent, op. cit., ppe 397

58100 Hoeller, "Ph6 and Textusl Oriticiem,” Concordia Thsoleplcal
Honthly, XVIX {May, 1946), 3h0-50.
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betueen the Urtext of Ph6 and the I.at.ins.sg

Sanders considers the
agresment of PL6 with DFG as "strong evidence for the oxiginal” in
spite of complete Alexandrian ::m:mci'l;l.c;nﬁ0 Kenyon thinks that Western
group=-suppord of the papyrus makes for readings “at times to be pre=-
ferred"Gl uhile 7untz concludes that the support of only one ifestern
witness can establish the "original® rendinglsz Paul Glaue has gone
all out in vindication of the Western text in the Gospelst®3 And even
soma "yory late" Byzantine readings have gained respect with the emerging
suwport of the papyruszﬁh'
A careful review of PL6 will roveal a situation of much interest,
for it exhibits, me judies, a closer textual relationship, even
if roughery; between Rome, Sardinia, Carthage, Alexandria, Fphesus,
Corinth, and _Bysance, than obisined ons huwrdred to two hundred
vears later.
Tmie means that geneslogical families in the textual Mstory of
the second and third centuirles ars indistinct, a problem of gread cancu;:."n

in establishing the canons of textual criticlism.

59%osider, op. cite, Addenda, p. 1.
638mdera, ope cite, Pe 30.

Slgenyon, The Chester Peatty Biblical Papyri, Fascioulus TTT
Supplenent, VII, xvile

62.’;’.u'.'rl'.z, op. cit., pe 158.

63p. paul Glaue, "Der Acltesta Taxt der Geschichtlichen Buecher des
Neuen Testaments,” ZWT, XLV (195L4), 90-108.

6hZuntﬂ, EE- -d_.EI’ De 50-
651'(03!&91" 92. 9_:]_._’!‘;_., Addenda’ De 3.



CHAPTER TII

THE CANCHE OF CHITICISH b

"The business of the textusl critlc is not to correct grammar, to
remove cobescurities, or to clarify the logic, but simply to restere what
the author actually wrote."t This is an easily stated objective most
difficult to attain. The development of canons or rules of choica %o
atbain such an objective iz essentially the history of textual criticism.
For an interesting swmary of this history the reader is referred to the
work of Kenyon,2 and for a comparison of three sets of canons (those
of YWettslein, Hamm s and Wikaren) to the presentaticn of Ernest
C. Golz:ell.3 :

The canons employed horein are essentislly these compbounded in a
brief essay by the lete Jr. William F. !;rml'l'..h They represent a sober
scholarly simplification of the developments of textual eriticism up to
the present time, and they reflect a balanced consideration of externsl
and intornal factors. The first two canons concern the external, while

the last thrse concern the latiter.

15, T. Hobertson, An Introduction %o the Textual Criticism of the
New Testament (Hew York: Noran 424 GOey Caes 1925), De 105e

%. G. Kenyon, The Bible and Archaeology (New York: Harper and
Ercthers, 1940), ppe 2195%,.

3. X 7
Ernest C. Colwell, Yhat is the New Testament:? (Chicago:
Univ. of Chicago Press, 19?7."59713%‘ e T

%#11ian Fo Arndt, "The Chief Principles of New Testament Textual
Criticism," Concordia Theological Monthly, V (August, 193k), 577-8k.
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I. "That reading is likely to be correct which 1s found in the
best manuscripts.”

#The majority opinion does affirm . . « that Codex Vaticanus . . «
is to be accorded the first placa zmmong all sourcea,"5 and "discoveries
since Hort indicate that the "Neutral® manuscripts (B;f) are relatively
the best."® Those two MSS. are the oldest of the great unecials, the
former originating "around 330" and the lattzr about fifty years later.

But, as Kenyon indicates, "textual controversy from 1881 tc ths
present has turned on the comparative claims of the Nsutral and YWestern
types of to:ct_.,“" mnd especlally since the emorgence of the Beatty
papyri has the Western text merited special consideration. The Codex
Claromontanus i.e. D (not to be confused with Codex Besza in the Cospels)
is the leading 'Western® authority for the text of the epistles.“e It
is 8 sixth century M5S. which may contain a second century text!

For the sakte of simpliclty, only these three leading reprosentatives
of the Fazst and West shall be considered. Furthermore; a purely mmer-
ical majority-support of all the later uncials, minuscules, and versions
might constitute a "correction of the sun by the clocks.”

Since the Alexandrisns ("Nesutral”) lay the best claim to original
purity, it is proper that two of the three witnesses should be chosen

fron Alexandria. Whichever reading therefore; has the majority support

Serrill M. Parvia and Allen F. Wikgren, editors, New Testament
Manuvacript Studies (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 19507, Ps 10.

5Colwe11, Ope Cite; Po L5.
ir. 0. Kenyon, The Bible and Archaeology, pp. 289ff.

Barexender SOuter; Tne Text and Canon of the New Teatament
(Londons Gerald Duckworth G (0e, 195L),; Pe 20
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of these primary witnesses shall be considered the besi, within the
limits of this canon.

Il. "That reading which was nost widespread is entitled to our
approval.”

Dr. Arndt credits Streeter, author of the famous “The Fouy

Cospels,” with a more scientific approach to MS. grouping than Horb
who had four gomevhat indistinct text-types isolated. Accordingly one
thinks of five centers or territories £rom which the Pauline masnuscripts
have come. The more leocalized designation is sinmply a nomenclature for
the wider district, and although the territorial ascriptions are some-
what controversial (there ie no direct evidence to show where B and sU
were writitenl) they are genersally acecepted as classified by Nestle.”

The more irportant ascriptions to e@ach of the five territories are as

follous:

1. ALEXZANDRIA. This texte-type parallels Hortfs "Heutral" class and is
often identified by Continental scholars, perhaps ineorrectly,
with the work of the LXX editor, Hesychius (Hes.). B,s\' ; C, &,

Hy I, M, P; minuscules 33, 1739, 81, 104, L24, 1175, 1518, 1611 pm
{nany others); and especially the patristic evidence of Clement,

Origen, el (and others) and the Sahidic (sa) and Bohairie (bo)
versions.

2. ANTIOCH. Formerly the tendency was to group these IS5. with the
Viesterns. It inecludes especially the older Sinaitic and Curstonian
Syriac (5y®sC) and the later Peshitta (syP). Iike the next group
it is represented mostly bty nminuscules.

3. FBYIZANTIUM or Constantinople, ofien called the "Koine® text. This
text-type is certainly of sccondary character, suffering much
from progressive revision. Most of the relatively modern transla-
tions vere based on this poor text, and not $ill the last decades
of the nineteenth century did textual criticism dethrone it.

9berhard Nestle, Novum Testementum Gracce (Editio vicesima prima;
Stuttgart: Frivileglerte Wuerttembergische Bibelanstalt, 1952); ppe 5%t=
84=. The abbreviations here used are also fully explained intthis intro-
duction.
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K, L, 0142 and the majority (pm) of minuscules. In fact the mass
of our exbant M95. represent this text.

he ROME, inecluding Italy and Gaul, called "Western.! D-E, PG,
Vulgate (vg), with some Latin ¥SS. (lat.), especially the min-
uscules ay by dy @y snd many of the Latin Pathers.

5. CARTHAGEe--closely allied to the lattor, comprises the 01d Latin
139, (vetus Latina) and ie designated Ttala (it). It i8 in-
cluded under the desigrotion for the complete Latin tradition
{latt) and represented especially by minuscules £ and m,

Although Ph6 might be classified in a unit by itself, since it
does t¢ a degree disassoclate itseif from the Alexsndrian tradition

as heretofore known, in the following chapters it is generally

classified as representing that locsle. Often, then, this canon be=-

comes a beste-of-five choice in general. Bub frequently some loczles
support both variants cited. Such divided testimony cammot, of course,
be cited in favor of elther reading exclusively. The most signifiecant

"spread,” as the development of textual traditions is traced, would

seom %o be the united testimony of Home and Alexandria.

The last three canons concorn transcriptional or intemmal evidence
and reprasent an attempt to evaluate the readings fron the scribe'’s omm

viewpoint.

III. "That reading is likel: to be correcht which cammot easily be
traced back to the unintentional alteration o the copylst.”

Amcng such alterations the following are to be considerads (a) the
marginal gloss or explanation incorporated into the text; (b) homoioctel-

euton--in which the same or similar sentence- or word-ending has caused

confusion resulting in either repetition or in omission; (c) homoioarkton--

in which the same or similar sentonce- or word-beginning has caused
confusion; (d) haplography--in which a duplicated letter or word has
erroneously been written only once; (e) dittography--in which a singular
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letter or word has orroneously been repeated; (f) itacism=-in which the
iota has bsen omitted or inserted wrongly in view of the similarity in
pronunciation of 2 and &( {("ee™). In a general way these seribal
8lips constitute lapsus p_aﬂg or memoyriae, but more often an error
oculi. Tils would seem to indicate that the scribe of PL6 copied by
gight rather than by dictation,

IV, "That reading is likely to be the correct one of which it
geeus clear thet it has not arisen through the intentional
alteration of a copyist.”

Scribes often thought to improve a text for grammatical or
dectrinal reasons when it seemed difficult or apparently contradictory.
The Imowledge of parallel expressions elsewhera often compelled them
to accommodate ono reading to the other (Ycross-breeding”)., This could
often result from the parallel phrase which was writien as 2 marginal
gloss or from the recall of such phrases by memory. Hence some such
errors could be explained as unintentional. This preference for the
mont difficult reading ac the genuine one 1s expressed in Bengel!s
classic "Proglivi scoriptionl praestat ardua.™

Ve "That reading is likely to bs the correct one which best agrees
with the style and diction and other characteristics of the
author in question.”

This rule of choice assumes a natural consistency on the part of

the uriter, ceteris pnzibus. But as such it can of'ten make for a

difficult cholce in contradicticn to the latter canon. For the mores
difficult reading 1s somstimes that reading less typical of the author's
style! In other cases this camon demonstrates itself in preference

for the shorter reading, the cne without seribal polish or interpretive
additions.
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All of the five principles here enunclated are rot always
applicable. Hor is cach one always of equal value in determining a
shesr hest=of-five numerical support. Much dspends on the circun-
stances of the individual case. Once canon three can be so compelling
or probable thet a reading seems genuine in spite of weak !’S"'. suwport
or a narrow distribution, or both. Scmetimes the last canon hardly
daenands application.

The preferences which derlve from considering the three canons
concering intrinsic probabilities have been summarized as "the
readinge which explain other variants, but are not contrariwise theme-

gelves to be explained by the nt!ars."m

That such internally more
proLable readings have increasingly merited the preference of modern
critics i3 a direct resulit of the papyrus tesf.imony; It will be re-
called that it has not only lowered the estesm for the Vaticanus, but
has also dispelled the idea that the Egyptian text of the esarly cen-
turies is predominantly, rather wholly, of one delineated type or
genealogical stemma. The significance of such conclusions is simply
that the external evidence has been given increagingly less.regard while
internal conside?ationa have been increasingly accented. E. C.

Coluwell places higheat csonfidence in intemal evidence when he says,
"The majority of the variant readings in the New Testament were created

all

for theological or dogmatic reasons. Frederick Grant claime that

10zrederick Co Orant, "Mextusl Criticien,” An Introducticn to the
Revised Standard Version of the New Testament, edited by Lulher A,
Weigle (issued by LCHE, 1946), Pe LY.

colvenn, Ope Cite, P. 53.
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the siyle of the author is the best basis for prefercnce and concludes,

In place cf some rule of preference for cna type of text over

another, or for their common agreements over their divergencies,

uwe shall have to trust a great deal more than heretofore to

:_what is called internal criticism. « o o Ee reviser of today

is forced to adept the eclectic principle.

In the pressnt evaluation the internal evidence, especially the
fifth samony has not been invoked withouwt due modoration. It would
often seem that intrinsic considerations inveolve so many intangible
factors ond constitute such & subtle process that cven the most
acholarly eritic can become overly indebted to his own subjective
Judgment, This can somebimes constitute risky, unsound, even unfair
treatment of the text. The five canons adopted here as presented by
Dre William Arndt ars considered a wholesome balance sgainst such
dengerous subjectivity. They tend to stifle any premature, a priori,
overambitious ewphasia on the relatively new wiiness. Hence the
first tuwe canons co:ncerning the exterma are here given a dve respect.
When the total internal considerations prove guite inconsequential
either way, the summary evidence of the first two canons is ususlly
token zs conclusive. Thig is not to believe that ®the true reading
wins out in the end” or must be found in the majority of uncials, ncr
is this to place undue confidence in any cne manuscript. The first
twe cancns constitute a check ageinst each other, and all five
canons, taken together, form a legitimate and valid set of criteria.

in the following chapters these criteria will be applied to the
variants grouped in the eight possible textual associations between the

papyrus and the three primery uncials.

laﬁ'rmt. 9_2.. 9_!._2-, PDe hOfi'-



CHAPTER IV
THE UNARDOPTED W TNESS SUPPORTED BY. ALEFH, B, AND D

1) Gal. 2312 TEXTs ';J Oov
FL6: ";I)ﬂéif B 06 LA bn.

The complete testimeny of the primary uncials strongly favors the
unadopted reading of PL6.

Rome, Carthage, and Alexandria reprosent a geographical distribu-
tion which favors the reading of the papyrus.

Since PL6 alone is consistent in wing also the singular indefinite
proncun Z4 Vel it ic quito possible that the reading in the primary
185, cited is homoioarkion f£rom such a reading in the preceding verse.
Both phrases cccur in the niddle of the line in the papyrus!

The reading of PU6 mokes good sense, assuming simply that only
one peraon Y“eame from James.” But this contention is supported only
in the wverb and not in the pronoun by the mass of M35. evidence and
FLi6 itself concludes by saying Peber fearad "those (70V37 ) of the
circumeision.” Although the external evidence is totally in favor
of the papyrus reading, the intrinsic consliderations are even more
corpelling and would here demand the reconstructed text (cf. 87 and 88).

The RSV accepts the Hestle text reading without any footnote
referonce to the cverwhelming lSS5. evidencel
2) Col. el7 T Gudy € Koime of Lud

PG fudv M D* § fom.
411 three primary witnesses favor the reading of PLé.
Alexandria, Byzantium, Rome, and Antioch are prepresented by the
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reading of the texty Alexandria and Rome (first hand) by the reading
of Pl6. This distribution favors the reading of the text.

Paul had just referred to Epaphras as our fellow servant snd now
rofers to him also as one ministering on our behalf or "as well as
us." The preceding 67)“6’[ probably accounts for the pronoun in the
second perscn as a close homoiarkton. The reading of PL6 seems
slightly more difficult and obher hands in D probably represent an
atitempt to correct this.

The witness of PL6 is rather decisive for a change in the Hestle
text.

The RSV adepts the reading cof the papyrus and a footnote recognizes
the viitnesses for the Hestle reeading.

Gonclusions: Yhere ara a total of five readings cited in the
Nestle text in which three primary uncizls are supported by the papyrus.
The thres adopted readings occur in Gal. 53173 Fhil. 1327; and Col. 2:18.

That there are only five such readings demonstrates an early
tradition strongly divided. But thsir united testimony is an almost
certain witness for the correct text. One of the two unadopted read-
ings has been accepted mnd the #5V has done the sane. The other
reading might demonstrate that the total mass of the best MES. can
possibly perpetuate & misteske! But it seems strange that this reading
has not been acknowledged with a footnoie in the RSV.



CHAPTER V
THE UNADOFTED WITHESS SUFPORIED BY ALFPH AlD B

3) Eph. 1:1  TEXT: Ev 2'59;0‘%’]4 Koine D & pl. L,
PL6s (mﬁ‘/) B Yt yau 1739 Mam(T2) dp.
Two of the three primary witnesses in the first hend support PLé.
The reading uwhich omlts the phraese is notably only Alexandrian.
Tven this location furnishes divided testinmony, for the "lesaer”
Alexandrian (A) includes the phrase together with the complete Roman
tradition and that of Brzantium and Antioch. Hence the omission of
the phirsse is not widely atbtested.
Zut the omisgion camct be viewed as an unintentional alteration -
and the "proto" Alexandriana point clearly to an intentional one in
the text., Aleph has the phrase from ancther later hand and the
Vaticanus as a marginal gloss. Both testiiy to an original lacuns
or blank space (to be filled in with various names?). Marcion, by
Yestimeony of Tertullian, omits the phrase and inscribes the letter
with the title "Ad Laodicenses" and Origen also testifies to the omission
of the phraze in the Mi. at hand. Hers Bengel's canon, proclivi
scriptioni prasstat ardua, favors the cmlssicn, and an insertion at

tois lacuna might well represent an attempt to make Faul's style
consistent. For the typical Fauline style of introduction here/l
violated compares Rom. 137 7]:'3/]05 o5 s WAOL TeLS 0';“"

v ,Iju'i'/l.?f ) Col. 1:1=2 77:;;]05 .. . TOIS €V K odoaaits -%fz’us
Kil TesTors 48el @415 and other introductions. Nowhere else does
Pauline style parallel this introduction with eV E—- éﬂ"l,_-l omitted,
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Stoscikhardt: offers a detailed discussion of the problen (without
the benefit of the PL6 witness) and favors retaining the phrase after
exenining the following considerations:

d. The whole ecclesicstical tradition as "veritas ecclesiaze®
held i% %o be sent to the Fphesiang,

Bub in textual criticism the testimony of a heratic is not per se
urong, and if Marelon himself did not eliminate the phrase, 28 might
uell be the case, then his testimony in texbtual mstters need not always

be congldered cxtra veritastem ecclesias,.

be It is an argument from gilence to say that Tertullien's
eppeal to tradition rather thon to the phrase v E¢éo o
in his writing "Ageinet Marelon' proves that Teriullian's
text also cmitted the phrase.

Bub the words of Tertullian ("ie have i% on true tradition of the
church that this Fpistle was sent to the Fphesians, not to the
inodiceans. larcion, houwever, was very desircus of giving it 2 new
Yitle, as if he were oxtremely accurate in investizating such a point.n)
are indeclsive either wsy in rasvealing the reading in the 8. before him.

2o Tortullian held Marcion's cffence against the Veritas
ecclesiae Yas of no inconsideravle mement."

de Tertullian mentions Ephesuc as “one of the ecclesiarmm
apostolicarum where the zuthenticac litterae of the Apostlos
wers raad.

But an encyclical lstter could still have included Ephesusl

. I% is an argument from silence to say th@t Origen's metaphys-
ical explanation of the formula 705 eoVozv as referring to
those called from the "nct being” into "the being” also

2,

tastifies to the lack of Zv ’E & w in his copy.

]ﬂeorge Stoeckhardt, Commentary on St. Paul's Letier to the
 WarEIn . Somuer {st. Louis: Concordia

Ephesians, translated by
TuBiiehiny House, 1952) ppe Li=30.
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But it scems peculiarly difficalt to understand such an explanz-
tlion on Origen’s part if the phrase were not omitied, Alexandrian
allegorizing rmtm.thstﬁndingl

£« Jderoms condemne Origen's explanation.

Bub it is to be noted that Jeroma's condemnation seems to rest
rather on 2 traditional view than on bdextual evidence:s "Others,
however, with greater simplicity think [sic | thet the Letter is

irected not to ﬁhose who "are" but to those who are saints and

believers at Ephesus.¥ It is pure conjecture to say that these words

refor not to two readings bubt to twe explanaticns of the same reading,
fle Only in the coples kmown io him does the fourth century

Bosilius (in adve Dunom.) testify to the omission of the
phrases “'To those that are and the believers in Christ

dJesus.’ For thus glso cuy forbesars transmitied it znd we
ourselves have found it in old copies.”

Bub "old copies" (plural!) in the fourth century are strong
evidencal

he %he Huratorian Cenon, irenaeus, Clensent of Alexandria, and
ITegnatiua knew it as a letter to the Ephesians.

L. If the phrase were once missing there would be no explanation
for the wanimity of tradition and later MSS. in singling out
Ephesus as the destination {Zahm, Meysr).

jo The omission of the phrase ig nen-Pauline style.

k. The omission of the phrase renders the sentence meaningless or
untranslatable.

¥any mcdein echolars disagree with this last contention. The
FSV scholars vender7’oLs 5[1'015 ToiS oYLy KAL WETTOLS ag Pto the saints
who are also faithful.” This need not, as Stoeckhardt claims, imply
that there can be salnts who are not faithfull Goodspeed renders the
phrase, "to God's people who are steadfast," and from a detailed
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coaparison of Ephesian parallels found in other Panline sources con-
cludes that the letter ie an sncyclical introduction for the Pauline
epletles compiled by Onesimus and that the papyrs is "deeisive avidonce®
that the phrase was "written long after."a Dr, Wme. Arndt discredits
this theory of non-~Pauline authorship bubt concurs in calling the
letter an anczyeil.:i.t:al.3

- = 7 \
1. Dualdts reconstruction of the text (7ois .3,.411-77-;;:.5 oUTL Kt

mioreLs ) from an assumed damaged MS. corner which read 7915
!;;:({of-ﬁ ov7t) and led to the erronecus hemoioteleuton 7015 -(f-cois
o¢5 1ig oo speculatlve.

I% doss indeed seem to be such.

m. The complete lack of personal greetings in this lettsr does

not demomstrate ito encyelical nature since Tychicus is
instructed %o add oral and personal addenda in chap. 6:21.

But such instructions speak as well for ils nature as an encyelical
as againet, and we would then assume thet the specifiecally pertinent
eddonda were given orally at eaeh place to which the letter was
carried. It would rather seen that the lack of written greetings is
significent! H. Rendtorff cites Col. L:7f. in reference to its
poszible encgyclical nature as delivered topether with the opistls to
the Colossians, and Col. L4s16 as pessibly peinting to Laodicea as
its t:le*..=.i';ii.'1aﬂ:.i.t:vn."'l

n. "The epistle from Lacdicea! sghould not be identified with this

letter since such identification lacks historieal precedent,
other than Marcion.

2v2
fdgar Goodspeed, The Kev to Ephesians (Chicago: University of
Chicago Pmaa’ 1956). PP ﬁﬁf?:

H1rian Arndt, "Review of (oodspesedls 'The Key to Ephesians?,”
Congordia Theological HMonthly, (Dscember, 1956), p. 978.

bygo, vIII, 56.
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; A fow of theme arpguments, as presented by Stoeckhardt, are still
notveworthy objections (ef. ¢, h, i) but tha consideration of an
intentional alteration supportsd by the oldeat and best 18S. shows that
the phrase is best rejeccted.

However, it certainly does not seem fair to the text %o translate
the cumberscme phrase in the papyrus as if it made good sense in
itself, without a paventhetical lsowna (althougn there is none in the
papyirus!) or designated destinatlon. Zunts aptly remarks,

~ 3

70L5 OVTLY without an indicabion of place « . « following makes

RO SCnsSs | voe Goadpoeﬂ_] e o » o Anyone wanting to expel the

nentlon of an addregree o « o would surely have had the sense %o

delete also 705 ovVFLY end thus produce an understandable phrase,

comparable to Col. 132 and Juds l. E’!.‘he two words '.—:ere:] intended

tc be followsd by an indication of place; the latter being left
vacan® in the original, to be fiiled in variously in various copies.s

Tne RSV omits the phrase in 1ts text bub recognizes its wide

attostation in a footnote.
L) Tohe 2815 TEXTs TV -)ff-*'ﬂ'?V Kove (D 6 5 o£) ﬂ*ff:
oy (pited) BN TR pes H e

Two of the threc primary IHS, support the omission,

The cmlesion is peculiar o Alexandria while its inclusion
represents fome and Antioch. This distribution favors the reading of
the text to a slight degrae.

Tao PLhé reading can bo regsrded as more gonuine in so far as its
onigsion can hardly be vicwed as unintentional. lielther reading is
aotually a lectio ardua if Kb’ éu_.z 5 be rendered "among you'

rather than by the possessive pronoun. An intentional alteration

5¢. Zunts, The Text of the Epictles: A Disquisition Upon the
Corpus Paulinum {london: Onford UNiversity Fress, 1953), Pe 228.
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seams more likely in the text as sn interpolation from the acute
parallel in Col. sk uhere the 77L07L5 = o yd 77 dust is found, as
slso in Philemon 5.

Hence the majority of conciderations spealt strongly for the
adopticn of PLé as correct.

The RSV adopts the Westle text and recogniszes the testimony of
Pl6 in a fooitncte.

5)  Tph. heol T év Svrwrdu
Phbs énﬂ}narﬂe B:F K ¢s -Lf".ﬁ-fw?% -‘f(:ﬁﬂt

Two of the three primary ¥8S., one in the first hand, favor the
aorist middle imperative of FLS.

The imceratlve is the mest widespread reading, represented in
Alexandria, Eyzantium (K), Rome and Antioch, while the infinitive only
in Carthage (7) and Roms.

The infinitive form in the tex® sgems likely to be homolotel-
euton, an unintentlional confusion from the preceding infindtive L VY E-
";‘rﬂ £L, The imperative form ssems less likely an intentional effort

to make the vorb form asgree with Pauline usage of the immerative in
Rome 13214 {cf. also Gal. 3:27). But the internal evidence is quite
inconclusiva {cf. 105).

The tobtal evidence is definitely in favor of adopting the reading
of P as the more genuine one.

The ROV secms to adopt the reading of PL6 withoub further notation,
but the choice is not necessarily apparent in translation.

Conclusions: Of the thirteen readings with such support, Hestle

has adopted ten, and thereby demonstrated, quite corractly, an unusual
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confidence in this combination of support. In Galatians he has
adopted all four {3173 LsT73 LsiSs 5:21), in Ephesians two {(2:15; 5:19)
of the five, in ‘hilipplans all thres (2:11; 3:10; 3:16), and the one
()1222) in Coloszians.

All three readings havs been adonpted. The SV has adopted cne,
probably two.

That there are only thirteen such readings domonsirates that the
Alexandrian tradition is nob a narrow entity. That all three are worthy
of accoplance demcnstrates a lack of apecial agreement in error
(Teitfehler) botween PL6 and the major Alez:andrians.s When these three
witnesces combine they would seom to outweigh all other manuscript
support,; provided it is not wholly undted.

6:1’5.'.'109 Pe 65-




CHAPTER VI
THE UNADOFTED WITHPESE BUPPORITD BY B AND D

6) Gal. 1s3 TEXT's 7'/“'3:/ Kt Kopiov Hee 1972 ol
Phbe KoLl Hu/oiov 7'/‘5:/ Psi B Koine Dfal; 74’

Tuo of the three primary MHEDS. support the reading of PLE.

Tne reading of the text finds uncial support only in Alexandria
{N) and even here the witness is divided. The reading of PL6, found
in Alexendria, Byszantlum, and Rowe ie betier attested.

The papyrus hardly presents an unintentlonsl alteration. It
soems guitc probable, howaver, that the reading of the text is a
uemorice in which the scribve confused the dictaiion or reading here with

the standard fomulas of Paul, or even made intentionzl alteration

in agreemont with thems CegZe, Rome 12T :l'lral peag 7L 7, os 7?{.51
Kde myu'w LA 1 core 13 20 B Gpiov ket k. I L.
ef. also 2 Cor. 1523 Epne. 1323 Phil. 1223 {Col. 1:2). In introductioms
the formula Keo Kuoleu 7}/_&};/ i3 found only in the letters to
Timothy which were probably never included in the papyrus.

The Westle text should therefore be altered in favor of the less
stereotypad reading of FL6.

The RSV accepts the reading of Phi6 without notation.
7) ©G=al. 1:18 TRXTs r‘,ﬂl.’..{ 217'7

PL6: gT’7 7‘/02.4 B Kocwe Df&m,‘ 74
Two of the three primary uncialsz support the reading of PLS.
Tae reading of PLU6 scems more widely attested, being found in

Alexaundria, Byzantiup, and Rome, but scme of these regions pressni a
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divided testimony.

It iz dlfficult to see in either reading an unintentionzl altera-
tion since both word orders are Pauline (cf. 2 Cor. 12:2 and Gal. 2:1),
though the reading of the text is 2 somswhat more comon order. This
Zaet would slightly favor the reading of PLS, but a choice is difficult.

The evidence is slightly in favor of the uadopted reading, though
a £inal decision is difficult.

The RSV cannot be assoclated with either reading.

8) Gal. 2:20 TEXTe V(oD 70D Heo?d
pug: Deov Ka‘L‘ lﬁm‘fn’i BD* &3 W h*

Two of threo primary MSS., D in the firat hand, support PL6.

Only in Alexandria and Rome is the reading of PL6 attested, and at
icast one of these locations is divided in its testlmony. The reading
of the fext then is more widely attested.

If whe reading of the text is genuine, it is nobt difficuld to
gee how the seribe, hearing or reading 709 Se07 709 HLeod could
commit haplogrophy by wiriting only the first and last words. But this
doss not explain Kl ,Z/O Lo°7T0oV , unless it be considered as en error
oculi or mental associstion from the preceding /flv’ 7 55. These tuwo
factors would favor the reading of the text, although the other is in-
deed 2lightly more difficult in sensa.

Since only the first canon clearly favors the reading of PL6, it
should be rejected.

The RSV renders the Nestle text uithout notation.
4 s 2
9) Fph. 319  TEKTs KLl ggwn'o:u 7is XA 1739 Heg.

Ph6: K. 49 TRV TS 7S ’zf_ﬂ/%m}&vgfjf;ll
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Two of the three primary MSS. favor the reading of PL6, possibly
also the third, Aleph, in another hand.

The Alexendrian witnesses are divided. While Carthage may suppors
the omiszion, Rome, Byzantium, and Antioch do not. This would favor the
reading of PL6 as more *.ﬁ.del,;r attestod.

The asdition of 77+ Y7S can hardly be termed an unintentional
alteration, but it does seem like an intentional attemct to interpret
and %o improve the text in accormodaticn to the previous infinitive with
its indireet object 7025 é’-‘wﬁftv: The unkalanced style of the omission
geems o have led to a desire for correctlon in another hand of Aleph,
and this might bespealk the genuine nature of the shorter reading.

A decision is here difficult but the external evidence scems more
compelling than the internal and would dead to an adoption of the read-
ing in PL6.

The EST adopts the reading of Ph6 without notation.

10) Eph. 6:12 TEX v
PLi6s )Z/:;.V G D S’J /'(-ATP h

Tuo of the three primary 1S8., one in the first hand only, support

he second person pronoun of PLb.

The reading of Ph6 is most widely distributed, being found in
Alexendria, Rome, and Carthage (it, h) and in the late Antiochean
Syriac Peshitta, though some of these loecales furnish divided testimony.

The reeding of Pk6 is hardly an unintentional slteration but would
rather seem to f£it the whole centext {vv. 10=-20) better in which Paul
speaks in the second person throughout. It might be wrged that this is

therefore an attempted improvement to mske 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) Eph. 6:16  TEXT: 73 TET Ip z-.z/uef:/,e
Phé: eI go*e¢; [H]

Tuo of the three primary ¥SS., one in the first hand only, support
the omission of the article,

Rome and Alexandria support the omission, but both loecales furnish
divided testivonyes The reading with the article is considerably mors
widespread,

Although the addition of an article is a more obvious fault than
its omission, this omission can possibly be seen as unintentional from
the lack of usage in the context. Th2 correction in D points rather to
the presence of the article as an attempted improvement in view of the
antecadent 7":2 ,ﬁc—"r):; .

A deeision is here difficult but the least subjective evidence
seems to reject the papyrus reading.

The ESV translation cannot be associated with either reading.

12) Pril. 1:2l,  TEXT: € ﬂ‘t/ué'vfszr 77 o‘;t/am\
PUSt E7T. &Y 7.0 B Keis D& ak; W

The reading of P46 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 said to be more widespread.

The occurrence of £, V is probably best explained as similar to a
dittography in which the essence of the infinitive ending was repeated
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as a preposition rather to be expeoted (from é,tﬂ =) than not. The
shorter reading suggests 1tself as more genuine.

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

Ho association can be clearly deduced from the RSV translation,
but the trenslation "in" (ve. "with") usually represents the preposition
vith the dative.t
13) Col, 2:00  7EXTs 05 ETTLV

P 6 evrev BD&

Two of the threc primary MSS5. support the papyrs reading.

Alexzndria and Rome alone testify to the reading of PL6, and in
both places a divided loyalty exists. This fact favors the reading
of the texti.

¢’ c’

Neither the masculine relative 05 nor the neuter relative ©
hers submits well to a Judgment of intentional or wnintentional
alteration and both constructions are grammatically poosible, though
the latier scems more unusual. HRobortson remarks, YA special idiom is
tha relative g as an explanation (g eaey ) ¢« « . used without much

repard ©o the gender (not to say number) of antecedent or prodicate;®?

of. Cole 381k r7‘v .‘?[iﬂ‘av, 5 eoTLy /Ié-'fer.u

7 & Lory pius Beod .
and Iphe 6517 4L )f-l ¢f-ﬂ’, o €ETTL /’7/'-
Uisregard of gender is evidently the case here too, since the neuter

({4
relative € has & masculine antecedent. Goodspeed, however, sesms to

3F. C. Grant, "Textusl Criticism," An Introduction tc the Revised
Stendard Version of the lew Testament, edited by Luther A. weigle

(Tssued by 1CRB, 1940), PPe LOT.

2.1. T. Robertson, A Gramnmar of the Greek New Testament in the I.-‘.Et

of iHistorical Research TiWashville: Broadman Fressy L934)s; Pe Lile
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. ¢
translate it as a perscnal pronoun, "He is the head® ( 0 ). (The
uncials have no diacritical marksl) Cf. 32.

Tone distribution of evidence favors the rejection of the pepyrus
reading, bub a decision s difficultb.

Helither reading cm be clesrly aascelated with the RSV tranalation.
L) Col. 2412 TEKE: €V 7D A ri szt

oigr €7 Pumnituw BDYE pe; W

The papyrus reading is supported by two of the three primary
uncials, but only in the first hand.of the Claromontenus.

Alexandria and Rome alons, both with divided testimony, attest the
reading of Phb. The other wxeading is therefore most us.daly' nown.

The papyrus reading is probsbly horolotelsuton==a confusion
resulting from the difficulty in following with eye or ear the structure
of the words 2&’ T ,5 . é’) év 11_3 « However, it may be ersued that
this dative of ﬂtﬂ' ri 07{ 05 is the more difficult reading since
this would be & Pauline hapax legomenon, the only other usages occuring
in Mk. T:hs Heb. 622; and 9310. The word ﬁ.&ﬂ'rtld;ud, on the other
hand, is Pauline (Rom. 6slij Eph. L4:5), and the second hand of D might
be an attenpt to make this wage agree.

A decision &5 to the corraect reading is here difficult, but the
evidence scems to favor the rejection of the papyrus resding.

Hleither reading can b3 clearly asscciated with the RSV translation.
15) Col. 3:22 TEET: EV 579494)/«0 rfwh’-ﬂ-f

 nue v —Jlix BADE &4 A

Two of the three prixary unclals support the papyrus reading.

Alexandria and Roms alone support the papyrus, and in both locales
the testimony is divided. The reading of the text is thersfores more
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widely attested.

Only in Eph. 6:6 is another N. T. usags of this word found, and
there in the singular -zﬁz V. Here the text renders the plural o2
move than one kind of servics.”3 This fom can hardly be viewed &s an
mintentional alteration, while the singular rmight possibly be a2 false
parallel to that in Ophesians.

he papyrus reading is therefcre better rejected as an easlier
alteraticn,

The RSV translated "eyeservica' mhich might bs eollective fer the
pluraly but a definite assoclation with eilther reading is not spparent.

Conclusicns: These ten readings represent about 53 per cent of the
totel nunber (19) clted in the apparatus. Nestle adopts one (4228)
of the five in Galatians, two (1:l; 338) of the five in Fphesians, one
{1:6) of the two in Philippians, four (1:22; 3:16,13,16) of the seven
in Colessions, and one (5:27) in I Thessalonians. The lotter is the
only citation of PLS in the entire apparatus for that letter.

That there are more agreements with B « D than with ileph = B (13)
is perhaps the best evidence of the peenliar substentiation which PL6
gives to certain Yeshern vesdings.

Bub it seems thai Nestle has gons almost far enough in the number
that he haa adoptoed. Only twe of the four rsadings accepted by us seem
genuine to a satisfactory degree. The RSV adopts two (6, 9) of these
four, definitely rejecting cme which should be accepled (10) while

3. Bauer, A Greok-Ehglish Lexlcon of the Hew Testament sd Other
Farly Christion Titerature, translated and e.lted ty W. Arndt ond F. We
Gingricn (Chicago: university of Chicago Press, 1957), p. 60L.
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clearly accepting another (9) which is somewhat doubtful (alsc 127).
Adding those four to the mine alveady adopted represents an

accaphbance of 60 per cent of this class.
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CHAPTER VII
THE UNADOPTED WITNFSS SUPFPORTED BY ALEPH AWD D

16) Gal. l:l  TFXT: urre/o TV -t/a .zlan'éu/ FPs1 BH 32 ln fom.
PLG: Tl'f/ol 7 o S)¥ *A Keine DQ’J T h

Two of the threo primary unclaols support the papyrus, the Sinai-
ticus only in the first hand.

The papyrua reading is found in majuscules of Alexandria, Byzantium,
and Rome, while the other reading finds significant support only in
Alesandrian codicez (B, H) and the more important minuscule 33, and PS51.
The reading ﬂ'éldz is therefore more widespread.

Robertson remarks, ". . « in the N. T. the distinction between 7 6/"'
and :‘)ﬂ” £~'I9 ia not very marked in some usages, partly due to the affinity
in sound and senge™ and a brief glance at the coneordance entrees undey
077'6,0 revezls the common v(ar.lac) 1{ectiones) in which 77'0‘-‘/“ i= used
widely and synonymously for v)T é/" (Cf. Rom. 833 and Gal. 2820). ALl
internal ovidenco seems partial to neither reading.

On the basis of the external evidence the reading of Ph6 should be
adopted.

The SV translaticn "for our =ins® can express either cause or
purpose and allows nc clear association. Both words are frecuently
translated with "for" (compare Heb. 5:26 and fome 8:3 with 1 Tim. 2:6
and Tite 2:1L).

J'A. T. Robertson, 4 Crammar of the Creek New Testament in the Light .
of Historical Fesearch (Washville: Broadmen bress, 193L), P. 029.
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17) Gal. 2006 ™M [pur el [pves BA 33
s 7. [ N € Koine D& p4;5

Two of the three primary MSS,. support the papyrus,

Although all three MSS. supporting the text are significant ones,
taey represent only Alexandria, while the pap;l}rus is supporied also in
By zantium and Rome.

Confusion in the order of these two names can no doubt be traced to
unintentional errcrs resulting from the fPequent occurence in either
order. But which of the sbove readings represents the alteration seens
impossible to determines In these eplstles Hestle reads 1— '. ,.[ four
other times (where PL6 is concerned): Eph. l:ls Phil. 1:65 2:213 Cal.
2:16b and in the latter two cases only against the witness of P46, In
Gale 331l he reads I 5 I- . 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 readings; Sanday
and Headlam conclude that ] . ,Z is earlier than ,'L/- ]-.in the vocabulary
of Faul, "In [ . Jr: tﬁe first word would seem to be rather more
distinctly a proper name than in [ . ):- Ehere] /K- would seem to have &
little of its sense as a title still clinging to it.“2 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.

24, Sanday and A. Headlam, A Critical and Exegetical Cormentary on
. the Epistle to the Romans (Edinburghs T. & TZ-cIarE, 1502), pp. 3%e
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The HESV adopte the reading of the papyrus without any notation!
18) G@al. 3:19  TEXT: .2;(/,_5 v £/ 07 G pe L.
Pues 2 oD & . Hie Koine DE pd dr; 74
The papyrus has the support of two of the three primary witnesses
and has an overwvhelmingly favoravle geographical support.

The problem doss not conecern the use of the rara forn d,[f ts(for
°( %F L ) but the use of the adverbial o(lf for the relstive o; -
The former is found only hexre in the H. 7. (but Rev. 2:25 -l,éﬂl-ﬁ 0“ d")lB

Both forms express the English "until," the reading of the text being
a crasgis for -’(,(_'[)t. //a{'ou L;‘; » "until the time whenl®™ But the papyrus
is btest rendered "as long as® or Ywhile" and this seems less meaningfal
%o the eccntext. The text may be favored by the fact that it is a more
aifficult reading, perhaps even grammatically questionsble, The "lay
was added zs long ss the seed should come® i.c.; while it was yet in
PrOnLES.

The papyrus reading should be rejected for the mores difficulit text.

The BSY scems to adopt the reading of the papyrus without notation.
19) Fph. 5331 TEAT: 77‘,'”0s 7 '71/ VLKL

nar 7y pvreld (6776 pes Th

The pepyrus is supported by two of the three primary witnesses,
Aloph varying somewhat in a non-essential matter.

Although their representatives ars strong, Alexandria and Rome
alone support the papyrus, leaving the majority to support the text.
And even these locales furnich a divided testimony.

Robertson, op. cite, p. Wh12.
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The shorter reading of the papyrus seems much like an wmintentional

alteraticn caused by a lapsus memorlae in the repetition of TT/’ o 5
prefixz in the preceding vorlk. This seoems more likely than a possible
mintentional duplication of the prafix.

The pepyrus reading can therefore be rejectad.

The B8V translation reveals no specific choice of reading.

- 7
20) PRil. 21 TEXE: 7o ELVTOV EX4TTor G Kow. BHAE fpe.

PUGs T &. ERuTTES T A€ Keine D pl; )

Although the papyrus has the majority support of the major unclals,
the divided testimony of Alexandria and Rome represents a minority
auoport.

The papyrus reading is probably an wnintentional alteration im
wirich the inltial sigma of the verb following becams a part of the ending
of é‘:\"o’- 7 70l, FHor doss the plursl ariticle, wmanimously atteated,
allew Tor the singular ending, and a singular verb is found only in the
Koine.

The papyrus reading is thersfore to be eertainly rejectsd.

The RSV translation admits of mo association.

21) Phil. 2021 XM fpro7ed 7—7 o B Keia pl.
u6: 1. l Hlea. D&',&fn:iffé,):

Two of the three primary ISS. support the papyrus reading.

Only Byzentium and Alexandria, the latter only in part, do not
substantiate the papyzus.

{Por intrinsic considerations of. 17).

The reading of the papyrua should be adopted.

The RSV adopts the papyrus without notation.

D —

R et e 11
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22) Phil. 4123 TEKT: (mactiled) G 6 pe.
Pl ,’9&{7|/ X' A Keine D/&{Af,«y

The papyrus is supported by two of the three primary uncials, and
only Alexandria and Rome, each with divided tectimony, have any signifi-
cant witness against the papyrus.

The problem of this concluding word occurs at the end of nearly
every epistle and seems to representy in most cases; an intentional
addition to the authentic text=-z popular and £itting conclusion which
was ordiginally found in only a fow of the epristles (Gal. and Rome).

Of possible significance slso is the commonly preceding 6/4. WV whose
uneials, espscially the indtial letter, could by their resemblance cause
the confusion in repetition. The text then represenie a more "difficult”
reading.

On the basiz of the internal evidenco the papvrus testimony
should be rojected.

The RSV rejects tie paa‘rrus resading without any notation.

23) Col. 3:y  TEXT: /uwf B Koine of Mf
PUG:  Uu v Hea: D6 pm LA

Two of the three primary uncials support the papyrus.

The Alexandpian tradition ig divided in its testimony. %hile
Byzantium and Antioch suppert the text; the Roman tradition suppords
the papyrus. Hence the papyrus reading is not quite so widely atitested.

It nay be possible that the reading of the text is an umintentional
alteration resulting from a dittcgraphy of the final 7/ in the immediate-
1y preceding ; w-7\ s but it seems: _much more probable that the papyrus
represents an unintentional alterai;.ion iv which the eye of the scribe
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read agaln the similar phrase 7( ; ”‘7‘ _l’):ll;’l’ in the preceding verse,
or that the papyrus reading is cven an intentional attempt at conformity
of the two phrasss.

Ths papyrus resding can quite certainly be rejected.

Tha RST adopts the rsading of the text without notation.

Conelusions: These eight readings represent 67 por cent of the
total muber (12). The cne=third which Mestle adopts constitutes: one
{(1:22) of the four in Galatians, thres (188,95 5:32) of the four in
Prhesians {8), none of the three (2:h,21; 43$23) in Philippians, nor the
one in Colessians {3:h).

That there are only twelve such readings renders this the most suse
picicuz of thosa groups in which two of the primary uncials support the
papyrus, and 1t scems o reveal a somewhat doubitful value for Aleph
in thiz coabination. It wes also the combination Aleph = B which found
less frequent support of the papyrus uwhile B = D ranked highest. Hence
the papyrus secms Lo ferrot oul Aleph as that one to which it gives the
least support, even less than to DI The 100 per cent adoption of the
Alsph = B combination is therefore due to the presence of B, and this
percentaje would probably not have been so high had more cases been
evaluated.

Tarea (16, 17, 21) of these eight readings seem genuine and two
are adcpted by the RSV (167). In addition to these the RSV might adopt
one that is probably not genuine (18).

Adding thesa three to the four eslready adopted represents an

aceceptence of 59 per.cent of this class.




CHAPTER VIIX
THE UHADOPTED WITHESES SUPPORTED BY B

2L) Gal. 2:13  TEXT: [;(.z‘zj Hoea. Koine D& pl X
PhSs (mwtiﬂ) G 1737 f/v?. ﬂn;

Only one of the three primary unclals supports the papyrus.
' Both .'El:er.andria and Rome furnish divided testimony, yet here alone
does the pspyrus find support. The text, on the cther hand, has further
testinony in the Byzantines and in C-art.haga and Antioch.

The interpolation, then, of a complemntazy /LGV or K« L “ o e

is typical of the Byzantine text and anything but foreign to the
older witnessesj indeed the "Alexandrians" are as liable to it

as are the "Westerners" and the distinction of the families is,

in this dotall, often not maintained. . . « The Alexandrian

filter . . . was comparatively often folled by the strong tendency
against asyndeta and thus allowed a nurmber of interpolations to flow
down to Bysantium. . « o Il was not the foolish scrive of PL6

that xiged, time and time again, to pick on the uninterpolated

Wording.

Hoskior remarks,

It would be a rash erson who would accuse P46 of omitting all
these copulas[y €, K4Ly OVV, stev | from sheer carelessness,
even when alone. It ha bacome clear that far more polishing
took place after the original was latmched than has been suppose
hitherto, and P46 is absolved from many ldches attributed to it.

The reading of the text seens to be such an interpclation in view
1

. of the preceding AL , and the papyrus reading should therefore be

adopted.

1, Zunte, The Text of the st ss A Disqlﬁ.sition Unon the Corpus
Paulinun (Londont Oxford Univers reas, 1953), DPe 199%.

24, c. Hoskier, A Commentary of the Various Readings in the Text of
the I‘Eist.le to the Hebrews in the Chester-Beatty Papyrus (Londons
RN 65

rnard Luartich Ltde, 1938), P. 63.
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The RSV seens to omlt the bracketed Kol t‘ of the Nestle text.

25) Gal. 2:15 TEXT: /Z/“ eV 77 oIV
rus: I, L EH 33 (0] per g ; Wh

Only one of the primary MSS. supports the papyrus reading.

On'l;,; Alexandria and Antioch, the former divided in testimeny,
support the reading of the papyrus. The text has certainly a wider
testimony.

The reading of the papyrusc probably represents an unintentional
congruity with the same order of the names in the first part of thes
verss, and perhaps this accommodation mlght even be viewed as inten-
tional (ef. 17). '

The papyrus reading should therefore be rejected.

Tha RSV adopts the ilestle toxt without notation.

26) Gal. 3:21 TI‘-'::T:[TM')- ﬂea;}] Hea. fovne D (é’)ﬂ!«f va
phss (rilld) | B d AadA W

Of the primary I53. only the Vaticanus supports tiie papyrus.

Only Alexandria and Rome, both with divided testimony,; favor the
pap:,c.rus reading.

The brackets in the text show Nestle's doubt (with other editors)
and the exclamation mark in the apparatus shows his unsettled preference.
It seems typical of the papyrus to cmit 7oV ﬁécg ef. Gal., L263 Phil,
1:1k; 3:3.‘; Zuntz remarks of the singular testimony of PL6 for a similar
omission eisewhare: "The gradual agglomeration of additions . . . is
explicable in accordance with the normal features of manuscript tradition.

o « o Its consistently shorter text bears the mark of gemzlneness.“-"

3Z}mtz, ope cit., p. 32.

pe—
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The reading of the text is possibly nueh. a later interpolation, but
Sanders has the opinion-that "the insertion started very early, if it
was not rather the original text, and ths omission due %o a careliess
ervor.t

The external evidence seens-too strong to reject the reading of
the text.

The RSV adopts the Nestle texb it-ri.'bhout noctation.

27) Cal. 3:24 TERT: pEFOVEV
s epévero B LT

Only cne of the primary 1i55. supports ths reading of the papyrus.

Only Alexandria and only the minority of its witnesses (even
Clement furnishes divided testimony) support the papyrus witness.

Ine text presents the perfect itense while the papyrus uses the
sorist middls f"’ t/a/adt . Hﬁ.ither resding clarifiez the exegetical
dsbate over the subject of this verb--whether it be Christ or the lawu.
Does the law itself lead us tc Christ or is it the schoolmaster until
Christ came? 4&n unintentional alteration.hardly seems possible, and the
perfect of the toxt semms mere expressive of Paul's argument that the
present result of Chrisit's past appearance ushered in our new position
relative to the law. w ey,

The papyrus reading is best rejected.

The RSV makes no specific association apparent, but aince it often
translates the Greeck aorist with the English perfect (vs. past) tense,

Ujenry A. Ganders, A Thizd Centu Fapyrus Codex of tho Epttles
e .

of Paul (Ann Arbors University o chigan rress, 1935)s P .

e
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it is more probable that the text is here translated with "came."5

'23) Gal. 223 TEXT: /LéY Her. Kowne D6 /dj 7

} ph6r ( omuitted) g f 73 W

The na‘ianty of the primary witnesses do not support ths papyrus.

Alexandria and Rome, both with divided testimony, represent a
minority dis:bribut.i,on of the omlission.

In view of the .follataiﬁg g oré‘-' tids particle might represent an
intentional insertion, the schoolmaster's "polish" applied to improve
and halance the text. It is typical of preference for the shorter
reading in the pepyrus. But this consideration seems too subjactive
here to be made decisive against the external support {cf. 2L, 38).

The papyrus reading should bé rejected.

The iEV translation permits no specific association.
29) Gal. Gilb TEXT3 é’/(w(-r 705 w
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The pagyrus has the minority suppori of the primary unclals,

Only a part of the Alexsndrian tradition (The Sahidic is from Upper
Egypt) attests the pepyrus reading. The text then is much more widespread.

It is difficult to see an alteration of either nature in any of the
two readings, and the use of éf ;( L7 729 in association with é:{ UTejs is
fraquent and well atitested. Only'the external evidance can here be used.

The papyrus reading should be rejected.

The RSV translates the lfestle text without notation.

5Frederick C. Grant, "Textual Criticism," An Introduetion to the
Revised Standard Versim of the New Testament, edited by Luther A.
Weigle (Issued Dy 1CAh, 1946), Ppe Lof.
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30) Gal. 6:11 TEXT: 7T7])z' Kot$§ ff.f;u/u..z T
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Only one primary unclal supports the pspyrus, and that in the
first hand only.

Only a divided Alexandrian tradition attests the pspyrus reading.

The word 77 77/}1’1075 is the correlative pronoun "how large,” hera
used as exclamation, and ia found elsewaere only in Heb. T7:h (with
certain attestation). The shorter classical form in the papyrus is
found with strong attestation in Col. 2:1 and with less cartainty in
James 3:5, ani can mean also "how small." Monuscule &42 reads fo:kt’/’ LS me
"how varied.” Although the testimony of minvscule 33 is often quite re=-
liable and the correction in the Vatlcanus points favorably to the papyrus
reading, no internzl evidence pointes to any proba,_b‘.l alteration in either
reading.

The external evidence speaks for the rejection of ths papyrus
reading.

The RSV translation sugzests no specific assoclation.

31) Gel. 6:13 TEXT: 7]‘5/% Té/ch;u.{: voL
rhé: TTEPL rer/u-.-/'/cevu 8 Keint (‘)J; Wh

Only ocne:of the primary unclals supperts the papyrus.

Alexandria and Rome, each with divided teati_mony, and the Byzantines
support the papyrus. This means that each reading has equally wide
distribution.

The present passive participle of the text stresses the action which
is being committed ("those who receive circumcision"), while the perfect
passive participle stresses the state of those to whom the act of
circumcision has bsen applied ("those who are/have been circumcised").




51
This discussion in Gs=latians features the present form more prominently
{of. chap. 5:2,3 and the immediate context of the resding). The pre-
sent tense might rather point o the people concerned as Centile con-
varte, while the perfect to Jews circumeised in childhood., Althaus
rejeets this postulsie and says, "Mit der Cepenwartsform kemnseichned
Pauvlus ¢le Judaisten ihrer Haltung nach: sie bejahon die Beschnszidung
und usben sie."(’ In any case the reading of the text seems more con-
sonant with Paull'e discussion of Christisn liberty (ef. 1 Cor. 7:18),
and an alteration in verb form applies to noither reading with peculiar
provability. The text is therofore probably correct.

Tae I8V translates the l-lcatlﬂr text.

) Ephe Lell,  TEXT: 03 \> Hoiwe D ad
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Of the primary 88., only the Vabtleanus supports the papyrus.

Alexandyia and Rome, both with divided testimony, rspresent a
minerity geographical distribution.

The text adopts the masculine relative proncun while the paprrus
sugpests the neuter (or the masculine article). Roberitson points %o
Col. 3:1L 28 2 pood example of the relative not agreeing with antecedent
and ss often gathering "the general notion of 'thing. "7 (cfe 13).
Hence both readings cculd be rendered with the same English translation,

6‘&. W. Bayer and Others, Das Weue Testament Deutsch: Die Kleinsren
Briefe des Apostels Paul