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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



36
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.



