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FOREWORD

Any word of introduction to Professor Bruce Manning Metzger
will be superfluous for almost everyone who consults this volume.
By his fruit we all have known him: scholar extraordinaire,
devoted churchman, Christian gentleman. Yet, for the record
and for those who may know him only through his name on a
title page, we offer these few introductory words of appreciation.

Surely Bruce Metzger is best known as a scholar of the first
rank, whose name is recognized everywhere in the world that
has been reached by biblical scholarship. The combination of
his theological training and his doctoral studies in Greek and
Latin Classics, blended and refined by an exacting and orderly
mind, issued in numerous original contributions across the
fields of philology ; palaeography and manuscript studies ; Graeco-
Roman religions ; early church history ; biblical literature
generally ; and biblical manuscript studies, textual criticism, and
versions in particular. In addition, he has provided us with
numerous New Testament tools and studies, not only indirectly
through editing a series by that name, but directly through his
participation in a project that produced the United Bible Societies’
Greek New Testament and its Textual Commentary and another that
will bring a revision of the Revised Standard Version, as well as
through his standard handbooks on the New Testament text
and versions and his numerous large-scale bibliographies that
permit researchers no excuse for ignoring the scholarship of the
past. In all of these endeavours over many years, Bruce Metzger
has provided to his colleagues and to students everywhere a
sterling model of meticulous attention to detail and of informed
thoroughness. To be sure, he has not been one who casts radical
hypotheses before his colleagues to draw them into sharp conflict
or bitter dialogue, nor could he ever be characterized as one who
let himself be drawn into the arena of personal polemic or of
criticism destructive of the work of others. Rather, his has been
a labour of solid, sensible, and lasting scholarship on his own
part, appreciating and utilizing the similarly solid scholarship
of others, and of quiet diligence behind-indeed, above—
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the NOiSy turbulence and wearying pettiness sometimes witnessed
on the academic battlefield. In recognition of his many con-
tributions to scholarship, he was elected in the successive years
1971-zas president of the Society of Biblical Literature and the
international Studiorum Novi Testamenti Societas, and most
recently, in 1978, as Corresponding Fellow of the British Aca-
demy.

Scholarship, however, has never been an end in itself for
Bruce Metzger. Always his work has been the product of a
genuine churchman, as his accompanying vita and bibliography
attest. This concern of a scholar-servant is reflected in many of
his writings, especially the bibliographies and handbooks, and
is evident both in his service on biblical translation and revision
committees and in his willingness to give regularly of his time
and expertise to committees and conferences in his own com-
munion, the United Presbyterian Church in the USA, and
beyond.

In these activities and in every other aspect of his life, Bruce
Mctzger is above all a Christian gentleman. Always he can find a
kind word for any and all ; indeed, who has heard him utter an
unkind word about anyone ? When in disagreement, he shows
no irritation, no harshness, no rancour; when badgered by
cranks, he evinces no ridicule or scorn. His consideration for
others encompasses all-those who would be agreeable and
supportive, as well as those who would disagree or even exploit
him. One of the delights of sharing his company is to hear his
anecdotes-often highly personal, little-known narratives about
well-known scholars of the past-which are always enlightening,
never denigrating, and invariably full of love for people. Bruce
Metzger has not forgotten that scholars, too, are people and that
as human beings they are far more important-and inevitably
more interesting-than they are merely as scholars.

We have purposely set out to capture as much of Bruce
Metzger himself as we possibly could in a Festschrift. First, we
knew the volume had to be in the area of his-and our-scholarly
expertise: New Testament textual criticism. In this respect we
could have produced a volume of highly technical articles in
which textual critics speak to one another. We chose rather to
produce a volume that, as much as our individual capabilities
might allow, would be characterized by scholarly expertise but
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at the same time would be useful well beyond the world of
scholarship per se. Thus this volume is designed in many ways
to be a supplement to Bruce Metzger’s own studies, by offering
a score of models of textual criticism at work as its methods
and insights are applied to specific New Testament texts. The
second part of the book reflects his interests in the process of
textual transmission and translation.

Secondly, we have tried to reflect Bruce Metzger’s international
and ecumenical interests by inviting a broad range of scholars
to submit papers. Included, therefore, are the best-known
scholars working in textual studies today. But also included
are some lesser known, younger American scholars, persons
who will help-we hope-to carry on the rich tradition of
textual scholarship in America. Yet this is by no means simply
an American production. Scholars from numerous nationalities
and countries have sent contributions (Holland, England, Scot-
land, Wales, Germany, France, lItaly, Israel, Japan, USSR,
Canada, and the United States). The editors take this multi-
national response to be a tribute in itself to Bruce Metzger’s
achievements and influence, as well as an indication of deeply
felt personal affection from many quarters.

Finally, it should be noted that of those who were initially
invited to contribute to this volume, eight scholars, for a variety
of reasons, were unable to submit papers. They, too, wish to
join us in this word of appreciation: T. Baarda, Kenneth W.
Clark (d. 27 July 1979), Bonifatius Fischer, OSB, J. Harold
Greenlee, A. J. B. Higgins, Carlo M. Martini, SJ, Irving Alan
Sparks, and M. Jack Suggs.

The editors have worked closely with Bruce Metzger in a
variety of settings, especially as members of the American
Committee of the International Greek New Testament Project
and as the Steering Committee of the New Testament Textual
Criticism Seminar of the Society of Biblical Literature. For us
this present volume has been a labour of love and appreciation,
and it carries sincere thanks and best wishes.

The Editors
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modern works follow the ‘Instructions for Contributors’, found in
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Biblical Quarterly 38 (1976), 437-54, with the following differences
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ACO Acta Conciliorum Oecumenicorum (ed. E.
Schwartz ; 4 vols. ; Berlin/Leipzig)

BNTC Black’s NT Commentaries (British edition of
HNTC)

CChL (for CChr) Corpus Christianorum, Series Latina (Turn-
hout)

CPG Clavis Patrum Graecorum (Corpus Christia-
norum, Series Graeca ; Turnhout)

CSSN Corpus Sacrae Scripturae Neerlandicae Medii
Aevi (Leiden)

GNO Gregorii Nysseni Opera (ed. W. Jaeger et al.;
Berlin)

MPG (for PG) Migne, Patrologia Graeca (Paris)

MPL (for PL) Migne, Patrologia Latina (Paris)

NCB New Century Bible (London)

PS Patrologia Syriaca (ed. R. Graffin; Paris)

PTA Papyrologische Texte und Abhandlungen
(Bonn)

SBBAW Sitzungsberichte der bayerischen Akademie der

Wissenschaften; philosophisch-philologische
und historische Klasse (Munich)
ST Studi e Testi (Rome)
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A. F. J. KLIJN

*Efopoloyodual gou, wdrep, kipie Tob odpavod kai Tfis yis. These
nine words are the same in both Matthew and Luke. In both
Gospels, however, they have come down to us with many
variant readings in the MSS of the NT and quotations in ecclesi-
astical writings. Some of these readings are supported by
Marcion and the Diatessaron, which poses the question of the
mutual relationship between Marcion’s Gospel and the Diates-
saron on the one hand and the MSS of the NT on the other.

Apart from an interesting textual tradition, we also have to
draw attention to the origin and background of these words.
Since they occur only in Matthew and Luke, they are supposed
to have been present in the source Q. This, however, does not
say very much about their origin, because Q appears to have
been made up of a number of traditions. It is generally agreed
that the saying belongs to the older strata of Q. R. Bultmann
supposed that it belonged to the Aramaic community, and he did
not exclude the possibility that it was once spoken by Jesus
himself.1 J. Jeremias also accepted a Palestinian background.2
Recently, however, S. Schulz opted for a Hellenistic-Jewish—
Christian background.3

We shall see that the usage and content are typically Jewish.
Such an investigation is necessary because this origin might
have been a source of textual corruption. The Jewish character
of a given passage in the NT might have been so offensive to
Greek ears that adaptation was required. On the other hand,
we notice that passages which show some similarity with the
wording of the LXX were sometimes brought into agreement
with the OT to an even greater extent. This seems sufficient

' R. Bultmann, Die Geschichte der synoptischen Fradition (6th edn.; Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1964),17 1-2.

2 J. Jeremias, Neutestamentliche Theologie |. Teil: Die Verkiindigung Fesu (Giitersloh:

Mohn, 1g971), 185.
3 S. Schulz, Q: Die Spruchquelle der Evangel&en (Ziirich: Theologischer Verlag,

1972), 217,
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reason to say something about some exegetical problems related
to these words.

The word éfopodoyodpas is, according to Schulz, ‘eine un-
griechische Wendung’.4 This is true in places where the word
means ‘to thank’ or ‘to praise’, which is the case here. Josephus
does not use the word in this sense,5 while Philo is known to use
‘normalerweise edyapioreiv als Ausdruck fiir das Danken Gottes’.6
Only in the LXX does éfopodoyoduar occur frequently in the
sense of ‘to thank’ or ‘to praise’. Here it renders the verb §17?
in the hiphil followed by the preposition 5.7 The word is
usually found in the first person singular or plural future fol-
lowed by a dative, specifically :(7®)«vpiw ;oot, kipie ; 7
0ed ;00,6 feds. The word edyapiord is found only in originally
non-Hebrew parts of the LXX.

The word éfoumodoyoduar does not occur often in the NT.
Apart from the active form in Luke 22 : 6, we meet it followed
by an accusative, either as auaprias Or 7as mpdfeis adrdv,
in Matt. 3: G//Mark 1:5;Jas.5: 16 and Acts 1g : 18. In these
places the word renders the idea ‘to confess’. The word occurs
four additional times followed by the dative : Matt. 11:25//
Luke 10:21;Rom. 14 : i1and 15 : g, the last two being quota-
tions from Isa. 45 : 23 and Ps. 18 : 50. Here the word means ‘to
thank’ or ‘to praise’. Finally, the word is followed by &7 in
Phil. 2 : 11, where it is generally agreed that it means ‘to admit’
or ‘to acknowledge’.8 Apart from the two quotations in Romans,
only in Matt. 1:: 25//Luke io: 2 11is the word éfounoroyoduar
to be rendered ‘to praise’ or ‘to thank’. The NT writers or-
dinarily use the verb edyapiord to express this idea.

The early versions of the NT do not differ very much from the
Greek usage. The Latin versions have chosen the word confiter:

4 Schulz, Q, 217. Cf. A. Resch, Aussercanonische Paralleltexte zu den Evangelien I1.
Paralleltexte zu Lucas (TU 10/g; Leipzig; Hinrichs, 1895),198.

5 See A Complete Concordance to Flavius Fosephus (ed. K. H. Rengstorf; 2 vols.;
Leiden: Brill,1973-5),124-5.

6 J. M. Robinson, ‘Die Hodajot-Formel in Gebet und Hymnus des Friih-
christenturns’, Apophoreta: Festschrift fiir Ernst Haenchen (BZNW 30; Berlin: Té6pel-
mann, 1964),198.

7 A Concordance to the Septuagint (eds. E. Hatch and H. Redpath; 2 vols.; Oxford:
Clarendon, 1897),1.499.

8 See R. P. Martin, Carmen Christi: Philippians #.5~1z in Recent Interpretation and
in the Setting of Early Christian Worship (SNTSMS 4; London/New York: Cambridge
University, 1967), 263-5; and J. Gnilka, Der Philipperbrief (HTKNT 10/3; Frei-
berg: Herder, 1968), 128-g.
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to render éfopodoyotuar and gratias agere as a translation of
edyapiord. The word confiter: is followed by a dative in passages
where éfouoloyofuas is to be understood as ‘to thank’ or ‘to
praise’ (i.e. Matt. 11:25//Lukeio: 21; Rom. 14 : 1; 15 : Q)
and by an accusative in the other passages where its meaning is
‘to confess’. The Syriac translations use the word yd’ in the
hiphil followed by the preposition [/ to express ‘to praise’ or ‘to
thank’, and ‘el or & to render the idea ‘to confess’. However,
the Syriac does not clearly distinguish between éfopodoyotiuas
and edyapiard, since both can be translated by yd” in the hiphil
followed by 1.

The use of éfopoloyosinar to mean ‘to thank’ or ‘to praise’ in
Matt. 11:25//Lukeio: 21 is therefore a Septuagintalism, and
is an exceptional usage both in the NT and in contemporary
writers like Phil0 and Josephus. The normal usage is edyapiord.
We may add that the same is true with regard to later Christian
authors, as is evidenced by usage in the Apostolic Fathers.9

The expression kdpie Tob ofpavod kal Tis yfs is also unique in
the NT. The words ‘Lord of heaven and earth’ are well known
from Jewish prayers.t® This parallel may be of importance for
the exegesis of this passage, but it is hardly acceptable that this
usage influenced the transmission of the text. However, we
must not overlook the fact that these and similar words are often
met in the LXX. We give the following possibilities :

[ /

6 kUpios Tod oBpavod kal Tijs yijs Tobit 7 :17 (BA)

() kpros Tod otpavod Tobit 7 :12 (S) ; 7 : 17 (S) ;10:11(S)
10: 13 (BA); Judith 5: 8; Dan. 2: 37

() Oeds Tot odpavot kai Tis yijs 2 Esd. 5 111

(6) Beds Tod ovpavod 2 Esd. 5: 12; 6: @, 10; 7: 12, 21, 23;
n: 4, 5; 12: 4, 20; Tobit 7: 13 (S); 8: 15 (S); Judith
11: 17 ; Dan. 2: 44 and passim, but cf. ééopodoyeiole
7@ Bedd Tob odpavod Ps. 135 : 26 (LXX)

() kiipros 6 Beos Tod ovpavod kai 6 Beds ijs yijs Gen. 24 :3,7

(6) kpros (6) Peos o odpavod 2 Esd. 1:2; Jonah 1: g

9 The word éfouodoyoduar With a dative is found in z Clem. 61: 3 and Herm.
Man. 10.3.2 and in quotations from the OT in Barn. 6: 16; z Clem. 26: 2; 48: 2;
52: 1-2. In all other occurrences it is followed by an accusative in the sense of
‘to confess’.

10 See G. Dalman, Die Worte Fesu (2nd edn.; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1930),1.298-9;
Str-B, 1,607; Jeremias, Theologie, 182-3; Robinson, ‘Hodajot-Formel’, 205-6.
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It appears from this survey that the LXX prefers to omit the
words kai s yis. It is also evident that the expression ‘Lord’
or ‘God of heaven and earth’ is usually met in the later writings
of the OT.

From all this it appears that the words éfopodoyodiual cot,
mdTep, kUpie Toh odpavod kai Ths yfis are unique in the NT but
that parallels are available in the LXX. We cannot afford to
overlook this phenomenon if we are going to evaluate the variant
readings properly.

Let us turn, then, to the transmission of the text. Starting from
the accepted text, éfouodoyoiual coi, mdrep, kipie Tob olpavod
kaiTis yfs, we find the following variant readings in the
MSS :

Luke: éfopodoyrioopar A

om. wdrep F

OM. xalrijs yijs P45
Matthew: ~«dpiemdrep 440

Starting from the text of the Vulgate, Confiteor tibi, Pater,
Domine caeli et terrae, we find the following variant readings in the
MSS :

Luke : confitebor ff 2
confiter (confiteor is probably intended) d
~ Domine Pater c e f fI2i
om. Pater a( ?)
ac Leti

Matthew : Deus Pater ff*
add. Deus post Domine b
~ Domine Pater ¢
om. Domine 1

The words are quoted with some variations by the following
early writers:

Marcion: Gratias ... ago et confiteor, domine coely, ... (apua
Tert. adv. Marc. 4.25.1[CChL1.610])

Gratias ago et confiteor /. confiteor
om. tibi Pater
om. et terrae
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€dyapior®d oot, kipie Tod ovpavod (apud Epiph. haer. 42. 11.6
[GCS 2.1 10])

edyapiard I. éfopodoyotpail
om. mdrep
om. kai Tis yijs
Marcosians: é¢opodoyfjooual ooi, mdTep, kipie TEY ovpavdy kal
Tis yis (apud | r eadv. haer. 1.20.3 [ H a r 18o])y ,
ébopodoyrioopar 1. éfopodoyoiuar
T@V 0Upavdv 1. Tod odpavod
76 "Tovdairdy (according to NT codex1424): edyapiord
edyapiotd 1. éfopoloyodua
Clement of Alexandria: éfopodoyotual oo, mdrep, 6 Oeds Tob
odpavod kai Tfs yis (paed.1.32.2 [GCS 1.109])
6 0665‘ l. KI;PLG
Origen: éfopodoyodual oot, wdrep, wipie Tob ovpavod kal This yis
(or.14.5[GCS 2.3331)
evyopioTei 8¢ TG maTpl pév éavrod,kvplwdé odpavod kalyis . . .
(fr. 239 in Matt. 11: 25 [GCS 12. 112])

edyapiorel 1. éfopoloyoduar
om. 7od et rijs

Pater, gratias tibi ago, quoniam ... (horn. 14.4 in Num.
[GCS 7.127])

Pseudo-Clement: éfopodoyotual ooi, mdrep Tod odpavod kal Tis
y#is (horn. 8.6 [GCS 1.124])

om. kUpte

éfopodoyodual gou, xipie Tod odpavod kal s yis (horn. 18.15
[GCS 1.248])

om. wdrep

Confiteor tibi, pater, domine caeli et terrae (rec. 4.3.5
[MPG 1.1317])

11N haer. 21.6.2 (GCS x.245) Epiphanius gives a free rendering of the text in
the following way: wdrep, k¥pie Tod 0Vpavod kai vijs yijs. In the scholion in 42.11.15
(GCS 2.132), Epiphanius writes that Marcion omits the words ndrep and xai rijs
vfis. He does not say anything about the reading edxapiord in Marcion. This
seems to lend support that Epiphanius accepted this reading as part of the standard
text; see also infra.
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Epiphanius: edxapiord ocoi, mdrep, xipie odpavod kal yijs (haer.
40.7.9 [Gcs 2.89])
edyaploTd 1. éfopoloyoduar
om.rot €t 17js
Hesychius : éfouodoyrjoopal ooi, ripie, mdrep 700 olpavod kal
Tiis yis (Ps. tit. 21.4 [MPG 27.728c])
éfopoloyrioopar 1. éfopoloyodpar

~ Kl;pl,i 7T(1’T€p

Augustine: Confiteor tibi, domine, pater caeli et terrae (serm.
244[CChL41 @ 3707
~ domine pater
Confiteor tibi, domine caeli et terrae (enarr. in Ps. 7. 19 and
8.6 [CChL 38.48, 51])
om. pater
Confitebor tibi, pater, domine caeli et terrae (enarr. in Ps.
118.4 [CChL 40. 1675])
confitebor I. confiteor

Jerome: Confiteor tibi, domine, pater caeli et terrae (qu. hebr.
Gen. 29:35[GChL 72.351; comm. Ps. 135 [CChL 72.241])

~ domine pater

Confitebor tibi, domine, pater caeli et terrae (comm. lsa.

11[GChL 73 4491)
confitebor /. confiteor

~ domine pater
Diatessara:

Venetian :'2 Gratia referisco a ti Pare misser de cielo et de la
terra

Gratia referisco 1. éfopoloyoipar

Liege :3ic danke di vader here van hemelrike en van ertrike
ic danke /. éfopoloyoiuar

12 J] Diatessaron in Volgare Italiano (ed. V. Todesco, P. A. Vaccari, M. Vattasso;
ST 81; Rome: Biblioteca Vaticana, 1938), 63.

13 The Liége Diatessaron (ed. D. Plooij, C. A. Phillips, A. H. A. Bakker; Ver-
handlingen der Koninklijke Nederlandsche Akademie van Wetcnschappen, afd.
Letterkunde, N.r., Deel 31/6/2; Amsterdam, 1931).
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Ephraem®y™ :14 w-hi d-mawdé ’annd ik >abbd dba-smayyd yawnayé
*emar mawdé ’annd lak ’allahd ’abbd mard da-Smayyd wad-ar'd.
Ephraem: om. xdpte
om. s vis
Greek, according to Ephraem: ¢ feds mdrep kipiel. wdrep
KUpie
Zacharias Chrysopolitanus : Confiteor tibi, domine, pater coeli
et terrae (un. ex quat. 1.5 [MPL 186.67a]). Later (c.
2 14a) he cites the text in the same form, but adds : Ex-
sultans in spiritu sancto... loquebatur, gratias agit et
exsultat in Patre ... Confessio non semper poenitentiam
sed aliquando gratiarum actionem significat. In hoc
quod ait, Pater ... Domine, Creatorem coeli et terrae ...

~ domine pater

With regard to this survey we may say a few words. The text
of Marcion according to Tertullian and Epiphanius deviates.
Tertullian adds the word confiteor after gratias ago. This addition
is possibly from the hand of Tertullian, which means that
Marcion’s text probably read edyapiord.1s

In Codex 1424 with the text of the NT there are occasional
marginal notesto Variant readings from 76’ lovdaixdv. Un-
doubtedly this was a Jewish Christian Gospel, but it is uncertain
whether it was one of the Gospels known to us, viz. the Gospel
according to the Hebrews, the Ebionite Gospel, or the Gospel
according to the Nazoraeans. If it really goes back to the
Gospel of the Nazoraeans, we must conclude that edyapiord is
a translation of an originally Aramaic word. Since in Semitic
languages both éfopodoyoiipar and edyapiord are rendered with
the same word, as we have noted above, it is impossible to
decide which word is supported by this witness.16

14 | Leloir, Saint Ephrem: Commentaire de I’Evangile concordant, texte syriaque
(Manuscrit Chester Beatty 709), (Chester Beatty Monographs 8; Dublin: Hodges
Figgis, 1963), 48. The Armenian version renders the same text. See L. Leloir,
Saint Ephrem: Commentaire de I’ Evangile concordant, version arménienne (CSCO 137/Arm.
1; Louvain, 1953), 140; translation (CSCO 145/4rm. 2; Louvain, 1954),101.

15 Cf. D. Plooij, A Further Study of the Liége Diatessaron (Leyden: Brill, 1925), 82:
‘. .. the addition “et confiteor” by Tertullian appears rather one of his frequent
remarks in which he explains or corrects a reading divergent from the Greek
Text he is acquainted with’.

16 Cf. Hennecke-Schneemelcher, Neutestamentliche Apocryphen (2 vols.; Tiibingen:
Mohr [Siebeck], 1959),1.90.
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The reading in the Latin translation of Origen’s horn. 14 in
Numeros, gratias ago, may be due to the translator.17 This indeed
seems most probable since in the Greek text of de oratione the
word éfouoloyotuar is used. However, Origen certainly pre-
ferred the word edyapiord in free renderings of the text as
appears from the catena fragment of his interpretation of
Matthew. We shall go into this usage of Origen’s later.

The text of the Pseudo-Clementines is not clear, since in one
passage the word wdrep is omitted and in another xdpie. This
only proves that it was apparently easy to omit one or the other
of these two words. The text of the Recognitions was clearly
adapted to the accepted Latin text.

It is interesting that Ephraem quotes a Greek text known to
him. It has been said that the words mawdé’annd betray an
underlying Greek phrase containing edyapior®.’8 This sup-
position, however, is absolutely unnecessary since mawdé’annd
followed by [ is a rendering of both edyapiord and ééopodoyoiuat.’

Augustine and Jerome usually conform to the standard text.
The variant readings are obviously due to their free renderings
of the text. For this reason they are interesting, since from these
readings one can gather the influences to which the words were
subjected. Authors who quoted these texts show a tendency to
write domine pater instead of pater domine, and in passages where
they also quoted from the OT one of the numerous texts with
the verb confitebor, they sometimes conform the word confiteor
to this tense of the verb.

Finally, we wonder which reading was known to Zacharias

17 Cf. the free rendering in Jerome, tract. Ps. g92: 5 (CChL 78.433): Puter, gratias
ago tibi, guia abscond&i. ...

18 Plooij, Further Study, 83. Cf. the translation in Leloir, Texte syriuque, 49:
Grutius ago tibi, Puter caelestis, Graecus dicit: Grutius ago tibi, Deus Puter, Domine
caeli et terrae. See also G. Quispel, ‘L’Evangile selon Thomas et le Diatessaron’,
VC 13 (1959), 105 n. 26.

19 Cf. L. Leloir, Le Témoignage d’Ephrem sur le Diatessaron (CSCO 227/Subs.
19; Louvain, 1962), 145: ‘La distinction que Mr Quispel Ctablit, & propos de ce
passage, entre éfopoloyoiual coi et edyapiard oor Ne peut s’appuyer sur le témoi-
gnage d’Ephrem, car, et dans le syriaque [mawd¢], et dans I'armtnien [gohunum],
le terme est exactement le méme que dans les versions vulgates correspondantes,
Syp et Z [seil. syrpeshitto and ed. Zohrab]‘. See also L. Leloir, L’ Evangile d’Ephrem
d’aprés les euvres éditées (CSCO 180/Subs. 12 ; Louvain,1g58), 24, with quotations
in Ephraem which are in agreement with the text in syrP, In L. Leloir, Citations
du Nouveau Testament dans l’ancienne tradition arménienne [Tom-€] 1. L'évangile de Mat-
thiew (CSCO 283/Subs. 31 ; Louvain, 1967),159, with reference to quotations in
Armenian writers, we do not find any variations from the standard Armenian text,
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Chrysopolitanus. According to some he is supposed to be a
witness for the reading gratias ago.20 However, this seems to be
contrary to Zacharias’ own text and comments. In column 67a
he renders the text of the Vulgate. In 214a he speaks of gratias
agit et exsultat in a free rendering of the passage, but he continues :
Confessio non semper poenitentiam sed aliquando gratiarum actionem
signzjicat. This clearly shows that he is explaining the word con-
Jfiteor to his readers, who were obviously acquainted with this
rendering.

The fact that confiteor is an equivalent of gratias ago was well
known among Christian authors. Following the quotation in
de oratione, Origen says :7oyap ‘‘éfopodoyoduas” ooy éori 7>
“edxapior®”’. We find the same in his sel. in Ps.135: 2 :%
7 éfopoAdynais T edyapiariav kal Sofoloyiay onuaiver. Finally,
we read in Isidore of Seville, etymol. 6.19.75:22 Exomologests
Graeco wvocabulo dicitur, quod Latine confessio interpretatur, cuius
nominis duplex significatio est. Aut enim in laude intelligitur confessio
sicut est-cit. Matt. 11:25—: aut dum quisque confitetur sua peccata
ab eo indulgenda, cuius indeficiens est misericordia.

We can summarize the variant readings in MSS of the NT
and ecclesiastical authors in this way:

ébopodoyfoouar I éfopodroyotuar A 200 d1x Marcosians
Hesychius Augustine® Jerome®
ebxapiord l.  éfopodoyodpar DiatessaronV™ Marcion™®
Origen®™ ¥um Epiphanius
om. oot Marcion™
om. wdrep F* a (?) ™ Marcion™ Ps-Clement™*. Augustine?*
om. «dpie M Ps-Clement*™ Ephraem™*
~ kipie mdrep 440M Mt eX fF2X ik Jerome@ Augustine®
Hesychius Zacharias
6 Beds 1. xdpie fI™ME Clement-Alex
6 Beds ante mdrep Ephraem©reck
6 Beds post xvpie Mt
T@v odpavaw l. Tod obpavos Marcosians
om. rof et 7js Origen® Epiphanius®™
om. xalTis yijs P4 Marcion™ Ephracm
20 P|ooij, Further Study, 83, and Quispel, ‘L’Evangile selon Thomas’, 105 n. 26.
21 MPG 12.1653d. Similar remarks are found in Eusebius, e.th. 3.2 (GCs

4.141) and Chrysostom, horn. 38.2 in Mt. (MPG 57.429).
22 \W. M. Lindsay, ed. (Oxford: University Press, 1911) vol. 1.
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We may quickly dispense with some of these variants: e.g.
the omission of oot in Marcion, which is present only in Tertul-
lian.23 The same omission in Origen is simply due to his free
rendering of the passage in this place. Furthermore, it is im-
possible to say whether Irenaeus is faithfully rendering the
text of the Marcosians in reading 7@vodpavdv. Finally, the
omission of 7od and s is probably also due to a free rendering
of the text.

The other variant readings, however, carry more interest for
us. The future éfopodoyrioopas is significant because here the
influence of the LXX is clearly visible. It is possible of course to
argue that the variant reading came about under the influence
of the future in Rom. 14 :iiand 15 : g, both quotations from
the Greek text of the OT. But whatever may be the actual source,
it is clear that the variant originated from parallel texts.

The reading edyapiord cannot be found in any of the MSS
of the NT. From Origen and other early Christian authors we
gather that the variant could have been easily introduced as an
explanatory comment. Thus one cannot prove from the free
rendering of the text in the catena fragment that Origen was
acquainted with MSS with this reading. More striking is the
presence of edyapiard in Epiphanius. Is he quoting freely ? This
possibility is not to be excluded, since in the same quotation he
omits 7od and rfs, readings which are also not present in the
MSS. We have already said that the presence of edyapiord in
a Jewish Christian Gospel of an Aramaic origin does not say
very much, for in Aramaic éfopoloyoduar and edyapiord are
rendered by the same word. But the presence of edyapiord
in Marcion and some witnesses of the Diatessaron is important.
It is impossible to say whether the reading was also available
in the Eastern branch of the Diatessaron, since Ephraem cannot
be used as a witness for this reading, as we already noted above.
This seems to show that the reading might have been present
in Rome only and that the relation between Marcion and the
Diatessaron with regard to this reading was not a direct one,
but was due to a common tradition situated in the Western,
possibly Latin speaking, part of Christianity.

23 A. von Harnack, Marcion: das Evangelium vom fremden Gott (TU 45; 2nd edn.;
Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1929),206*: ‘Das Fehlen von eof sonst unbezeugt; vielleicht
zufillig bei Tert.
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With regard to the names of God, witnesses are far from
unanimous. First of all, it is impossible to explain all these
variant readings as coming from Marcion, who omitted the
word mdrep. In the second place, we may repeat that the Clemen-
tine homilies, in which we find the omission both of wdrep and
of kdpie, show that a free rendering opened the possibilities for
mistakes. This makes it necessary to look at each variant in-
dividually.

The omission of wdrep is found in Marcion. We wonder whether
it is an arbitrary omission or due to an already underlying
text of the NT. It appears impossible to give a definite answer
to this question. The presence of the omission in Codex F,
Pseudo-Clement, and Augustine, and in addition to this the
omission of the word in similar expressions in the LXX, make it
clear that the omission could have been brought about in more
than one way.24

The omission of «dpie cannot be explained from any dogmatic
tendency. If the reading were not present in 1 (Matthew), it
could have been explained as from a careless quoting of the text.
We may expect that the omission originated spontaneously in
the different witnesses and that no genealogical relationship exists.

The reading «vpie mdrep can be explained from an original
wdpue or wdrep only, which was supplemented at the wrong place.2s
But it is doubtful whether this is the only explanation.

The presence of 6 feds can be explained from the phrase ¢ feds
ToD oUpavod kai Tis yfis which we find in the LXX. This, how-
ever, only explains the reading ¢ 8eds [. kipie and ¢ feds post
«xUpie. The reading of Ephraem®®* demands another explana-
tion, which is not easy to find.

Finally, we meet the omission of kairfsyfs. It is usually
seen as a tendentious Marcionite reading.26 But does this ex-
plain the omission in Ephraem and p% ?27 Agreement between

24 E. C. Blackman (Marcion and His Influence [London: SPCK, 1948],136, 146,
156) seems to accept Marcionite influence on the OL codex Vercellensis (a),
which probably omits #drep.

25 |bid., 146: ‘Dominepater (> pater Domine) S0 e f ff i r,. Is this alteration of the
place ofpater due to Marcion’s omission of it?’

26 See von Harnack, Marcion,205*—6* ; Blackman, Marcion, 46; M.-). Lagrange,
Introduction 4 £’étude du Nouveau Testament: I1. Critique textuelle, 11, La critique rationnelle
(EBib; Paris: Gabalda, 1935), 162; C. S. C. Williams, Alterations to the Text of the

Synoptic Gospels and Acts (Oxford: Blackwell, 1951), 14.
27 Cf. E. C. Colwell, ‘Scribal Habits in Early Papyri: A Study in the Corruption
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Marcion and Ephraem can readily be explained from a com-
mon ‘Western’ background. Marcionite influence on early
Greek papyri seems impossible. This means that here also
variant readings originated spontaneously, possibly influenced
by the usage of the LXX where in this phrase the words xai
Tijs yfjs are often omitted, as we have seen above.

It goes without saying that it is impossible to draw general
conclusions from nine words about the corruption of the text of
the NT. A few concluding remarks, however, may be given.

The exchange of edyapior® and éfopodoyoduac is usually
explained from an underlying Semitic source. We noted that the
influence of Greek usage is a sufficient explanation of this variant.

The omission of «dpie and kairfs yijs can be explained from
a particular Marcionite tendency, but incidental errors, free
rendering in quotations, and the influence of the LXX are
equally possible as sources of corruption.

It was seen that quotations in ecclesiastical writers with
variant readings do not prove the existence of these variants in
the MSS of the NT.

The same variant reading in different witnesses could have
originated independently. To draw up genealogical relation-
ships between witnesses, MSS, and authors, based upon the
agreement of one or more variant readings is hazardous. Even
if a great number of agreements undoubtedly proves the relation,
it is still impossible to know whether all agreements have to be
explained from this relationship.

He who wrote, ‘To teach another how to become a textual
critic is like teaching another to become a poet’,28 and to whom
this contribution is gratefully dedicated, will, we hope, agree
with our conclusions. It shows again that textual criticism is
essentially not a science but an art.
of the Text’, The Bible in Modern Scholarship (ed. J. P. Hyatt; Nashville/New York:
Abingdon, 1965), 370-89: ‘He [scil. the scribe of p**] omits adverbs, adjectives,

nouns, participles, verbs, personal pronouns. ... In short, he favors brevity’
(p. 383). This habit fully explains this omission.

28 B. M. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament (and edn.; Oxford: Clarendon,
1968), 211.

2. Matthew 14: 22—33—Text and
Composition

J. SMIT SIBINGA

IN Matt. 14: 22-33, ‘The Walking on the Water’, the editions
of the Greek NT show a certain amount of textual variation.
We list seventeen variants between Nestle-Aland2?® (N-A) and
the Textus Receptus (TR) :

Matt. TR] N-A
(1) 14: 22 edbéws] [edBéws]

) ydykacer ¢ Inoods] Hvdyracey
3) pabdnras adrod]| pabyrds
4) 24 péoov s Baddeonys v] oradlovs moMdovs dmd
Tfs yfs dmelyev
(5) o5 amfirle] HA0ev
(6) 7pos avTovs 6 *Incoils] mpos adTovs
@) émt mijs Oaddoons] énl Ty BdAacoar
(8) - 26 kai i8vres adrov of pabnral] of 8¢ pabnrai
i6dvTes avToy
(9) éri Ty OdAacoav] émi Tis fardoons
(10) 27 ebbféws] edbds
(11) avrois 6 “Incods] [0 *Inoods] adrois
(12) 28 mpds ce éAfeiv] éNfeiv mpos oé
(13) 29 6 ITérpos] Ilérpos
(14) €Xbeiv] kai HAfev
(15) 30 dvepov loyvpdv] dvepov
(16) éuBdvrwv] dvaBdvrwy
(17) év 7@ mholw éNOovres] év Td mAolw

Hibh N-A’s text come about? For the readings 2, 5,6, 7,
9, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17 (that is, 12 out of 17) H[ort], T[ischen-
dorf], and WJeiss] were in full agreement. Only a few of these
readings appear in the critical apparatus (5, 13, 14, 15). In the
variants 3, 4, 8 the majority principle yielded a resultant text
at once. For rand n N - A repeats WH’s notation: these are
unsolved problems. Further, from the critical apparatus it is
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apparent that WH had their doubts about 4 and 14, and also
were uncertain about v. 22 els °76 mAofov—in other words, the
reader can visualize Hort’s margin.

For variant 1the more recent editions that were consulted all
return to the reading of the TR, for variant 1 most of them do,
and in other cases this is true of at least some of them. For 13
and 15, however, there is no longer agreement, and in UBSGNT?
both of these readings are presented, by the use of square
brackets, as a challenge to the reader.

Table 1shows the choice made by a number of more recent
editors as to the variants 1-17. The variant eis °romAofov . 22)
is neglected.

TABLE 1

von Aland-

Souter Soden Vogels Merk Bover Synopsis UBSGNT! UBSGNT?
vl (1910) (1913) (1920) (1933) (r943) (1964)  (1966) (1975)
(1) X x x x x x X X
(2) - - - - - — - -
(3)
(4)
(5)

6\
\v/

(7
(8)
(9)
(10)
(11)
(12)
(13)
(14)
(15)
(16)
(17) - - - - = - =

x =Textus Receptus — = Nestle o = 6 'Inoois adrols

| Iewxxx | w| | | =
| % | % x x x | % | | %
| I
< | 111
| T T T N I R A |
[

| ® | %

| I
~
)

‘Den Kern fast jedes textkritischen Problems bildet eben ein
stilistisches .. .”.t Therefore, in order to form an opinion on the
text of Matt. 14 : 22—33, we shall to a certain extent analyse the
full passage and try to determine its composition and internal
organization as well as the style and literary method applied
by the author.

First, does the passage, in a natural way, divide into smaller

1 Paul Maas, Textkritik (4th edn. ; Leipzig: Teubner, 1960), 25.
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units? Most of the editions consulted present w. 22-33 as one
continuous body of text. However, the beginning of v. 24 is
marked by a capital in WH,2 and the beginnings of w. 28 and
32 are set off in the same way by von Soden. It seems then that
the narrative may be divided as follows :

§1  wvv. 22-3 The parties separate : Jesus sends both the
disciples and the crowd away. He
remains by himself alone.

§2 w. 24-5 The disciples’ boat in danger; Jesus is to
rejoin them.

§3 w. 26-7 Their fear and, in answer to it, Jesus’ self-
revelation.

§ 4.1 w. 28-9a Peter’s request granted in

§ 4.2 w. 2gb—31 another miracle. His fear, rescue, lack of
faith.

§5 w. 32-3 The danger ceases ; the disciples worship
Jesus.

Clearly, the story has a centre in the self-identification of
Jesus with the momentous words ‘It is I’ in § 3, and a climax in
the disciples’ confession of faith in v. 33 ( §5), without losing
any of its dramatic quality in between :§ 4 is another highlight,
an incident significant in its own right.

However, Peter’s miraculous walk on the lake imitates the
earlier miracle ( §2) of Jesus crossing the lake by foot. A chiastic
repetition of identical, similar, and synonymous words links the
second miracle to the first :

v. 25 (a) 7Afev mpos adTovs
(b) mepimardv émi Ty BdAacoav
v. 20 (b) wmepremdrnoey ént Ta H8ata
(a) xai fA0ev mpos Tov * Incoiv

In v. 29, the reading xat AAfev, which all modern editors prefer,
contributes to and fits into this pattern. The variant xai fAfev]
é\eiv is sufficiently explained as an echo from the more im-
mediate context in v. 28 kéXevodv ueéeiv mpos oé.

As a result of the first miracle the disciples panic (v. 26). In the
narrative, this implies a switch : the subject and the place of
reference change when, in v. 26, the reader’s attention focuses

2 S0 is the beginning of v. 25. At this point Weymouth followed WH.



18 J. SMIT SIBINGA

on the boat and those in it. In the second miracle, the subject
remains the same ; but several elements of the earlier story are
taken up when Peter loses heart in v. 30 :
{26 ... Bdvres adTdy . . . dmo Tob Pdfov Expatav. 27 €dbis
30 BAémav ... Tov dvepov époPiibin, kal .. .Eéxpafev. .. 31 edbéws

8¢ éAdMnoev 6 *Inoods adrois Aéywr-
{Se‘ 6 *Imoods . . . Kal Ayei adTd-

In the second miracle, we try to account for the continuity by

marking w. 28-9a and vv. 2gb31 as § 4. 1and § 4.2. As,

however, the reaction to the first miracle follows as a separate

act, we make it a new paragraph.

The resemblance between w. g3o-1 and vv. 26-7, i.e. between
§ 4.2 and § 3, is unmistakable. From the stylistic point of view,
variatio is far more prominent than repefitio. Strictly speaking,
for repetitio we have only the verb xpdlw «v. 26 end, and v. 30)
and the name Jesus. On the other hand, varietas is achieved by
the use of synonyms ({8dv and BAémwr,Aadd and Aéyw), of
words deriving from the same root (¢dBos, époBiifn), and by
using different forms of the same word (ed69s, ed0éws). Besides,
there is the syntactical difference between damo To $dfov éxpaar
. 26) and édoBifn xal éxpater v. 30) and the difference in tense of
the verbal forms éAdAnoev (v. 2 7) and Aéye (V. 3 1). However, that
first the disciples and later Peter are in the same way frightened
by what they see is clear enough.

Two of the variants at the beginning of v. 27 (ed8vs]edféws
C L A f1 565 Byz pl Eus ; and ¢ *Inoois] on. R* D 084 pc
dfffl q) in one way or another affect the similarities between
these corresponding moments in Matthew’s narrative. ed8éws
and the name of Jesus tend to make the parallel more conspicu-
ous ; e08Ys and the omission of the name Jesus may somewhat
obscure it.

Smoothly connecting the separate elements of a narrative is
usually one of Matthew’s primary concerns. For him, as for
example for Lucian, the narrative should be Aeiws Te kaidpadds
mpoiovoa: it should proceed smoothly and evenly, and the
several parts should not merely follow one upon the other, but
have something in common and overlap :dMa xal kowwvety
kal dvarexpldofas kata Ta dkpa.d SO he links § 3 to §2:

3 Lucian, Hist. Conscr. 64 (55).
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v. 25 (Jesus) 7A0ev mpos adTovs mepimardv émi iy fdAacaay
(a) b c d
b a d ¢
V.26 0i . . . pafyral 8dvres adrov éml tis Oaddoons mepi-
maTobvra

In the same way, § 4 is attached to § g3 when Peter in his answer
explicitly refers to Jesus’ words :

V.27 . . . éAddoer . . . Méywr . . . éyd) elpi. . .
V. 28 dmokpibels . .. efmev: Kipie, el av €l . . .

If necessary, a look at the parallel passage in Mark 6 :50-1
will convince us that Matthew in 14 : 28 indeed starts on a new
and separate element in the story, which we may call a new
paragraph. Yet this is joined so smoothly to the preceding part
that there hardly is much difference with the internal coherence
within the new paragraph. Here the words of Peter’s request
(V. 28 éXbeiv mpos oé émi Ta. vdara), a verb, and two prepositional
phrases (a-b/c, themselves reminiscent of v. 25 JAfev mpos adrovs

. . énl iy Bddacoav) return in v. 29 where the miracle is
related : (wepiemdrnoev) émi Ta $dara kai HA0ev mpos Tov ’Incody
(c/a-h) 4

All this, and more, may be described in terms of a literary
technique. A pattern c/a-b over against a-b/c is of course chiastic ;
we noted that parallelism, repetition of words and phrases,
variation, and other conventional devices could be added.

So far, our purpose has been to outline and illustrate the basic
structure of the episode. A number of the textual variants clearly
relate to this structure.

We had occasion to pass judgement on one set of variants :
in v. 29 xal JAev is to be preferred to éAeiv. The reading kal
HABer fits into an aspect of Matthew’s literary technique which is
not so well known as e.g. chiasmus or assonance. It concerns
his use of the different forms of the verb. In Table 2 we tabulate
these for narrative and discourse separately.

In the narrative parts of Matt. 14: 22-33, there are 20 finite
forms. Of these, the main group consists of 16 aorists; among the
remaining 4, there are 3 imperfects and 1present tense. There

4 Cf. H. J. Held, ‘Matthew as Interpreter of the Miracle Stories’, in G. Born-

kamm, G. Barth, and H. J. Held, Tradition and Interpretation in Matthew (Phila-
delphia: Westminster, 1963), 205.
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22 J. SMIT SIBINGA

the power to cure him.é Even more than in other parts of the
NT, this motif is conspicuous in Matthew. For example, in
8: 13; g: 22; 15: 28; 17: 18; and 21: 1g—20 (the fig tree) the
speed and effectiveness of divine action is made more apparent
than in the parallels. So it is fully in Matthew’s line, in the
story of the walking on the water, that first the disciples are
addressed (v. 27) and afterwards Peter is rescued (v. 3 1) ‘im-
mediately’.” The use of &8s (v. 27) and ®  38& (v. 31) at
analogous points of the narrative* is rather similar to the repeti-
tion of edféws in Matt. 4 : 20, 22. The equally prompt obedience
of the two pairs of brothers is marked by repeating six words:
0i 8¢ edbéws dpévres . . . Nrodovlinoar adTd sc. Jesus) 0 In 14 : 27
and 31, the difference between ed8ds (v. 27) and edféws (v. 3 1)
fits the general picture: the similarity in the situation is not
worked out by using identical phrases. The variant in v. 27
evfvs] edbéws is probably due to influence from v. 3 1, or to
the fact that edféws is the more common form in Matthew.10
Although this seems an adequate interpretation of the facts, one
cannot rule out the possibility-on the supposition that the
original r«dféws—thatedfds derives frcm:
S 8¢ edbds eNdMoer per’ adrdv.’* Thus at this point there remains
some uncertainty.

In Matt. 14: 22 the background of edféws, if authentic, is of

6 0. Weinreich, Antike Heilungswundet (Giessen: Tépelmann, 19og),197-8:
Anhang |l, ‘Die Plétzlichkeit des Wunders’, R. Bultmann, Die Geschichte der
synoptischen. Tradition (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1921), 138 (4th edn.;
1958, p. 240). Probably it is not so much the Plitzlichkeit, suddenness, that matters,
as the immediate and prompt character of the divine intervention, cf. Ps. 32
(33): g. For a good non-Christian parallel to Matt. 14: 31, see BGU 423.8, 2nd
century o, in A. Deissmann, Licht vom Osten (4th edn.; Tiibingen: Mohr, 1923),
147 [Eng. tr.: Light from the Ancient East (New York: Harper, 1922),179-80].

7 For Mark, Joh. Weiss observed, ‘dass das ed8ds am gesichertesten erscheint
bei Heilungsvorgtingen. .. ’. ‘Gerade bei diesen Heilungsgeschichten ... hat die
Formel einen guten Sinn . . > (‘EYOYZ bei Markus’, SNW 1 [1g910], 124-33,
esp. p. 131; cf. p. 133).

8 See above, p. 18.

9 Here Matthew parallels the two parts of his narrative with ‘peinlichster
Genauigkeit und Deutlichkeit’; cf. W. Larfeld, Die neutestamentlichen Evangelien
(Gtitersloh: Bertelsmann, 1925), 301.

1o Moreover, according to a rule recorded by Ammonius, De differentia, 202,
evféws and not esfvs was the correct form for the adverb of time: 76 8’ e00éws dvri
Tod ypovikoD émppijparos. Compare, however, Phrynichus, Ed.i1g (Rutherford,
pp. 222-3).

11 SO H. von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, 1/ii (Gottingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, 1911), 1391.

Matthew 14: 22—-33— Text and Composition 23

another nature. In v. 27 and v. 3 | ‘immediately’, an accepted
feature of miracle stories, contributes a characteristic element
to the style of Matthew’s narrative. In v. 22, the immediate
background is known: it is Mark’s «aiedfds in Mark 6: 45.12
Here we have a well-known and much debated characteristic
of Mark’s style, which to some extent also appears in Matthew,
but is absent from Luke and John.13 Many scholars have taken
the view that (xat) €000, as it is used by Mark at the beginning
of a sentence, is a conjunction rather than an adverb of time, and
consequently has a weakened meaning :‘and so’ (Burkitt),
‘so then’ (Howard), ‘et alors’ (Pernot), etc. In individual passages,
however, the choice between ‘directly’ and the weaker meaning
is often dubious. In Matt. 14: 22 several versions render ed8éws
by ‘directly’ or ‘straightway’, but ‘then’ is found in Moffatt’s
translation, as in RSV, NEB, TEV. Among the uersiones antiquae
the OL may be relevant :func fI1.14

The witnesses for the short reading in Matt. 14: 22 include
X* and C*. It appears that Tischendorf!s and Hort were
much impressed by this, but von Soden was not.16 In UBSGNT
this was styled a ‘C’ decision (= ‘considerable degree of
doubt’).

How much doubt is justified ? As we saw, unlike ‘immediately’
in Matt. 14 : 27 and 3 I, edféws in v. 22 is not a motif that con-
tributes to the style of this miracle story. Furthermore, «ai

12 K. L. Schmidt, Der Rahmen der Geschichte fesu (Berlin: Trowitzsch, 191g),
193 : ‘Diese Lieblingszisur des MK’

13 For the literature, see L. Rydbeck, Fachprosa, vermeintliche Volkssprache und
Neues Testament (Studia Graeca Upsaliensia 5 ; Uppsala, 1967), 167.

4 | doubt whether UBSGNT is right in listing ff* among the witnesses for the
short reading, cf. K. Aland (ed.), Synopsis Quattuor Evangeliorum (2nd edn.; Stutt-
gart: Wtirttembergische Bibelanstalt, 1965),209: om. 8*C* sys:¢saPt. | would,
however, hesitate to claim any support at all for the short reading from the
earliest strata of the ancient versions. As Burkitt noted, Vetus Syra has no equiva-
lent for Mark’s kat €38ds in many places where Peshitta has. This indicates to
me that the Greek exemplar of syP contained these or very similar words. But it is
no proof that they were absent from the exemplar of Vetus Syra in a particular
instance. Cf. S. P. Brock, ‘The Treatment of Greek Particles in the Old Syriac
Gospels, with Special Reference to Luke’, Studies in New Testament Language and
Text (ed. J. K. Elliott; NovTSup 44; Leiden: Brill, 1976), 80-6, esp. pp. 83 and
85; and ‘Limitations of Syriac in representing Greek’, in B. M. Metzger, The
Early Versions of the New Testament (Oxford: Clarendon, 1977), 83-98, esp. 93—4.

s Cf. A. (= L.) F. C. Tischendorf, Novum Testamenturn Graece ex Sinaitico
Codice (Leipzig: Brockhaus, 1865), LXXIII.

16 See von Soden, Die Schriften, 1/ii, p. 1018; 1449: ‘Die Bezeugung ist sehr
schwach’.
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ebvféws is not one of Matthew’s ordinary transitional formulae,
connecting (part of) one episode with another. So it is not
a priori surprising that ed6éws in v. 22 appears to be less safe in
the MS tradition than the instances in w. 27 and 31.

Of course, Mark should be compared. Matthew, we know,
often has no equivalent for Mark’s frequent (kai)edfvs, but it is
also clear that he is not consistent in omitting it. For Matt.
14 : 22, Mark 6 : 45 is the parallel text,’? and Mark 8 :iowith
its parallel Matt. 15 : g9 is closely related. Mark 8 :g .. kal
dmélvoer adtods. 10 kai edfds éufas els 70 mhotov . . . appears in
Matthew without kaiedfds (Matt. 15 : 39 kai dmoddoas Tovs
dxMovs évéBn els 76 whoiov), and | find no variant recorded which
adds an equivalent of Mark’s ed8vs.

Thus for Matt. 14. 22 we have two possibilities : () The
original reading is «alfvdyxacev:just as in 15 : g9, Matthew
did not here reproduce Mark’s €8Js. To this extent, Matthew
is consistent. The large majority of MSS, however, add edféws,
presumably from or in accordance with Mark 6 : 45 TR and
Mark 8 :i0 TR. (2) The true text is «aiedféws prdyxacev :
Matthew retains most of Mark’s introductory phrase, for some
reason including edféws for Mark’s ed0ds, though in Matt.
15:39 and elsewhere he has no use for it. The variant in 14 :
22, om. ebbéws, is then to be explained from the fact that xal
evbéws as the beginning of an episode is unusual in Matthew
and has no apparent function here. Of course the omission of
evféws may also be just a slip, but this hypothesis amounts to
a sacrificium intellectus and should be avoided.

On the whole, (2) seems to be the better solution, although it
leaves us with the question why Matthew in this case retained
what he rejected in another, only changing Mark’s €38ds into
e0féws.

Matt. 14: 2418
(a) éXdnoev adrois R* D 084%1 pc
(b) éxd\yoer 6 ’Inoods adrois N* B 1365 pc
(c) éxdAngev adrois 6 "Incots C K L P pler
17 Cf. B. M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (London/
New York: United Bible Societies, 1971), 36.
18 Cf. the variants in John 8: 12 and Eb. Nestle in ZWT 42(1899), 623, and

Einfiihrung in das griechische JVeue Testament (3rd edn. ; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1g9o9), 263-4.

Matthew 14: 22—33— Text and Composition 25

Among the editors, Tischendorf adopted reading (a) in his
Octava: Lachmann already favoured (b) and was followed by
such scholars as B. Weiss, Huck(-Lietzmann), Merk, Panin,
and Aland. Reading (c) is found in the editions of Souter,
von Soden, Bover, and in the Greek-English Diglot. WH, and
after them N-A and the UBSGNT, left it with the reader to solve
the puzzle, offering him the choice between the two readings
found in N, i.e. (a) and (6). These editors are explicit only in
rejecting (c).

The editors of the UBSGNT suggest two ways of accounting
for the textual data.19 ‘It was recognized that scribes would
often insert ¢ ’Inoods in order to identify the subject of a verb
in the Gospels. .. ’. This would mean : the short reading (a) is
original, and the other readings are scribal corrections.20 Yet,
‘if the reading preserved in B were original, the shorter reading
could be explained as the result of accidental omission of 6’ Inoots
through homoeoteleuton (OICAYTOIC)'. In this way, one
accepts (b) as the original text, explains (a) as the result of an
accident and (c) as an attempt to restore the text. In other
words, the three readings belong to three different stages, the
third depending on the second, and the second on the first.

It seems to me that the case for (6) is even stronger than
would appear so far. First, if one accepts (a) as the original
text, (¢) may be the result of dittography, or perhaps a clari-
fication. But there is no good explanation for (b). That ‘after
having dropped out, é *Incods would most likely be reinserted
after adrots’ is an understatement. The word order in reading
(6) is highly unusual in Matthew.21 | am aware of one other
instance in Matthew of the subject intervening between a verb of
saying and a personal pronoun: Matt. 14 :4, with variants.
There may be one or two more, but clearly in a sentence such
as Matt. 14 : 27 the normal place for the personal pronoun is
directly after the verb.?? A scribe inserting the name Jesus for
clarity would tend to respect this rule, and would not ordinarily
create an anomaly, viz. reading (6). Further, if (a) is not original,

19 See Metzger, Textual Commentary, 37.

20 Cf. e.g. Matt. 22: 20; John 18: 5; [20:21].

21 Cf. N. Turner, Syntax, Vol. 111 of 4 Grammar of New Testament Greek (ed. J. H.
Moulton; 3 vols.; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1906-63), 347: ‘“The verb. .. occurs

as near the beginning as possible, followed by pers[onal] pronoun, subject, ...".
22 For example: Matt. 26: 19, 31, 34, 35, 50, 52.
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this reading may derive just as well from (c) through haplo-
graphy (AYTOIC for AYTOICOIC); it may also depend on the
parallel texts in Mark 6 : 50 and John 6 :20.23

So the choice is really between the readings (b) and (c), (¢)
conforming to Matthew’s normal usage, (6) being lectio difficilior.
One would like to know if and/or why Matthew would have
departed from the normal word order. In any case, it is unlikely
that in Matt. 14 : 27 lectio brevior potior.

Matt. 14: 29
Ilérpos X B D Eus
6 ITérpos C L W Byz rell

In the passage under consideration, Peter is first mentioned in
v. 28 as ¢ Ilérpos, with the article: apparently he is known
already. In v. 29 he is spoken of again, and here 8 B D omit
the article before his name. One might have expected the con-
trary : anaphoric use of the article seems appropriate in the
second instance and omission in the first. B. Weiss accepted the
anarthrous reading in v. 29, although he considered it as one of
the few exceptions24 to the rule that IZérpos, ‘only the surname of
Simon’, usually has the article. In his opinion there is no material
reason for the exception.?s Von Soden looked for phonetic
motives, accepted the article in Matt. 14 : 29, and explained the
omission from the similarity in sound after mAofov.26 In its first
edition, the UBSGNT sided with the TR and von Soden in
reading ¢ ITérpos; the third edition shows that a return to the
anarthrous reading (= N-A) was considered. The compromise
[6]ITérpos leaves the decision with the reader.

In my view there is no good reason to depart from XB D ;
the insertion of the article is an obvious assimilation to v. 28.
Whether the name Peter is considered a surname or not,?7
one finds many cases where the article before the name is

23 So von Soden, Die Schriften, 11 (1913), 51.

24 B. Weiss, ‘Der Gebrauch des Artikels bei den Eigennamen’, 7SK 86 (1913),
349-89; see p. 377: ‘Die ganz vereinzelten Ausnahmen’: Matt. 14: rg; Mark 13:
3; John 13: 8.

25 Weiss continues: ‘... habensicher keinen sachlichen Grund’. However,
he points out that gradually ITérpos became a normal proper name.

26 But in the (only) other case he adduces, Acts 13: 25, von Soden himself
adopted the anarthrous reading. See von Soden, Die Schriften, l/ii, 1407-8.

27 | uke is well aware of its nature; see Acts 10: 5, 18; 11: 13.
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omitted after it has been previously mentioned with the article :
Acts :13/15;2:37/38; 5. 3/8; 10: 26/34; 10: 45/46. The
same usage is found with other names.28 The phenomenon was
discussed by T. F. Middleton,?® but the reader of Matthew is
also familiar with it from the genealogy in Matt. 1: 2-16.
Here, strangely enough, the first mention of a name is always
articular, the second anarthrous.30 For names without an article,
though mentioned in the previous context, one may compare
Matt. 1:24 pm (Joseph) ;2:7, 12, 13, 16 (Herod); 14: 10X B
(John the Baptist) ;19:8 (Moses) ;22:45 (David) ; 27: 49
(Elijah). So the anarthrous reading Ilérpos in Matt. 14: 29,
though perhaps somewhat surprising, may very well be original.

Matt. 14: 30
BAémwy 8¢ Tov dvepov N B 07333 sa bo
BMénwy 8¢ 7ov dvepov loyvpdy C D O f1f13 Byz pllat sy
BAémwy 8¢ Tov dvepov loxupov odédpa  w

We shall see that the phrase at the beginning of Matt. 14: 30
is firmly rooted in Matthew’s narrative style, and this will
enable us to decide on the variant readings.

In the reading of most MSS, dveuov is followed by the ad-
jective loxvpdvas its predicate,3! after which the participle évra
is to be supplied. This is a well-known feature in classical
Greek.32 In the NT however the ellipse of the forms of efva:
is much restricted,33 and the ellipse of the participle seems
to be quite rare.3* A good example in Matthew is 25 : 38-g :

28 Cf.,, for Paul, Acts 14: ofr1; 15: 2; 17: 16/22; Saul: Acts g: 1/8; Barnabas:
Acts 15: 2.

29 T. F. Middleton, T#e Doctrine of the Greek Article (ed. H. J. Rose; Cambridge:
Deighton; London: Rivington, 1833), 85-6.

30 See ibid., 124.

31 This is clear, for example, in the Syriac versions and from Origen’s para-
phrase, ... ér Swordlwv Sferar loxvpdv Tov dvepov kal ¢ofnbioerar . . . (GCS
10.44). Cf. Job 2: 13 LXX.

32 R, Kiihner and B. Gerth, Ausfiikrliche Grammatik der griechischen Sprache,
Satzlehre, 11/2 (Hannover/Leipzig: Hahn, 1g904), 66-7; cf. L. Bos, Ellipses Graecae
(ed. G. H. Schaefer; Leipzig: Weidmann; London: Payne, Mackinlay, Dunn,
1808), 603: ‘EINAI, Esse. Inter verba Graeca nullum invenies, quod frequentius
per Ellipsin omittatur, quam hoc’.

33N. Turner. Syntax. 204—-210.

34 Cf. F. Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch (gth edn. ; ed. A.
Debrunner; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1954),259 [Eng. tr.: BDF,

§ 416].
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38 more 8¢ ge eldopev £évov (&a) . . . %) yupvov {vTa) . . .

39 wore 8¢ oe eidopev dobevoivra (B D O; dobferij R Byz) 1) év dvdaxi
&a) ... (Type A)

A case in Mark (6: 20) is avoided in the Matthean parallel

(14: 5)-

In Matt. 25 : 3ga B D ® have preserved the original text: a
verb of perceiving is followed by a participle as the object’s
predicate. One may compare Matt. g :23 ... 8av.. . Tov
SxAov opuBoipevov (Type B). To this second type belong also
Matt. 14 : 26 (8dvres adrov . . . mepuraToivra = Mark) and 15 :
31 BAémovres kwdovs Aadolvras.

Much more common, however, is the simpler pattern in which
the verb is followed by its object only: (C) Matt. g : 22 v
admjv; g : 23 8w Tods addyrds 5 2 : 10 8dvres 8¢ TévdaTépa; 5 ¢ |

8w 8¢ Tovs SxMovs ; 2 I : 15i86vres . . . To favpdowa . . . kal Tods
maidas ... ; 15: 12 dkovoavTtes Tov Adyov ; Q : 4 eldws . . . Tas
&vbvwioeis adrdv . 14 : 30 NB*BAémwy .. Tov dvepor.

Comparison with the synoptic parallels shows that similar
phrases-though not absent from Mark3s or Luke36—are charac-
teristic of the style of Matthew as a redactor of Mark’s narra-
tive.37 He connects the successive parts of the story by making
the acting subject perceive what has happened or is happening.
This explains the function of most of the phrases of the second
and third types. Even simpler is the use of the participle only
(drovoas,eq 17 : 638w 12 : 23 21: 20, etc.), a fourth category
(D).

For an evaluation of the variants in Matt. 14 : 30, it is relevant
that the phrase shares this function of creating a certain co-
herence in the narrative with most of the texts of the second,
third, and fourth categories which we distinguished on formal
criteria. More specifically, the phrase in Matt. 14 : 30 is one of
many that join the perception of what happens with an emotion,
mostly fear: 2: 22; g: 8; 14: 30; 17: 6; 27: 54 (fear); 21: 15;
26: 8 (resentment); 2. 3; 14: 26; 15: 12; 19: 25 (shock) ;8:10;
22 : 22 (wonder) ;2:10 (joy). | should think that if the function
is so similar, the form is likely to be so too : Matt. 14 : 30 belongs
to the pattern of Matt. g : 22 and the other examples of our

35 Cf. Matt. g: 2 and Mark 2: 5; Matt. 14: 26 and Mark 6: 49.

36 Cf. Luke 20: 14 and Matt. 21: 38.
37 Cf. Held, ‘Matthew as Interpreter’, 226-32.

Matthew 14: 22-33— Text and Composition 29

third class, and Matthew’s style favours the short reading of &
B*. From this point of view the longer text stands isolated in
Matthew.

How did the longer reading come into being? What was its
raison d’étre? The statement that Peter was looking at or even
seeing an invisible object such as the wind may have seemed
odd. The longer variant implies that Peter saw certain things—
the size of the waves, the speed of the clouds, for instance—
which made him conclude that the wind was strong. So the
addition of loyxvpdv did away with a difficulty and made for a
more intelligible story. At the same time it introduced a classical
idiom which is rare in Matthew.

We have now investigated the variants 1,10, 11,13, and 15 of our
list and have also made up our mind about 14. Clearly, our
investigation is to be very incomplete. However, the analysis
would be seriously defective, and we would neglect a set of
important criteria for the assessment of the text, if we passed
over the author’s numerical technique. He modelled this narra-
tive and all its parts so as to conform to a regular pattern with
obvious precision. Proportions within the narrative are simple
and exactly measurable, and there is an over-all design based on
the use of fixed and (apparently) appropriate quantities of
syllables and words.

Matthew’s syllable technique has been sketched earlier.38 The
use of the number of words as an instrument of literary art
was discussed for Mark, but the Hebrew OT and the Corpus
Hippocraticurn supply other examples.39

Obviously, if there is evidence of such a more or less rigorous

38 ‘Eine literarische Technik im Matthausevangelium’, L’ Evangile selon Matthieu:
rédaction et théologie (ed. M. Didier; BETL 29; Gembloux: Duculot, 1972),99—-105;
and ‘Structure’, see above, n. 5. In the Corpus Hermeticurn the study of similar fea-
tures is marred by the poor quality of the transmitted text; cf. G. Zuntz, ‘On the
Hymns in Corpus Hermeticurn XIII', Hermes 83 (1955),68-92, = Opuscula selecta
(Manchester University; Totowa, NJ :Rowman & Littlefield, 1972),150-77. The
textual tradition of the Greek NT compares very favourably. For instance, in Matt.
14: 34-6 modern editions agree with N-A but for one exception: v. 34 émni v yijv
els] €ls Ty yijv von Soden, Diglot. For the other editions the figures for vv. 34-6
are: 18446436 =100 syllables.

39 ). Smit Sibinga, ‘Text and Literary Art in Mark 3: 1-6°, Studies in New Testa-
ment Language and Text (ed. J. K. Elliott; NovTSup 44; Leiden: Brill, 1976), 357-
65, see p. 365 n. 32. One may compare Matt. 14:1-12. For vv. 1-2, 3-8, 9—12 the
figures are: 34+85+5 1 = 1 70 words in the N-A text.
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formal pattern in a piece of prose (or rather :Kunstprosa), its
relevance to textual problems is similar to that of metre in
poetry. As a rule, among variants of unequal length, only one
will fit, and among readings of equal size, either in syllables or
in words, no decision is possible. To be sure, as with all other
criteria, counting the words and syllables of a text can, by
itself, never solve a textual problem, or provide an answer in a
mechanical way. But it helps. In Matt. 14: 2gb a threefold
structure is well marked :

words
kal karafas dwd Tob mAeiov 5 9
Iérpos meprerdryoer émt 7d. Odara 5 14
kal fA0ev mpos Tov *Ingotv 5 7

On closer consideration, it ‘measures’ 3 x5 = 15 words# or
30 syllables. Seeing this, we feel even less inclined to follow the
hesitant suggestion in UBSGNT?:[¢] ITérpos.

On the other hand, in Matt. 14 : 27 the short text (X* D)
exhibits a similar form:

words syllables
edfivs 8¢ éxdAnoev adrois Aéywr: 5 1
fapoeire, éydd elus py) pofeiobe. 5 1

However, the (longer) B-text édAncev 6’ Ingods adrois seemed
to explain the origin of the other readings. As we shall see, it fits
the over-all plan of the episode, as to the number both of words
and of syllables, and so we accept that in the true text of v. 27
the balance is not as perfect as in the short reading of ¥* D.
The scheme in Table 4 conforms to the N-A text; however,
we include v. 22 edféws and v. 27 ¢’ Inoods, dispensing with
square brackets. Not only are the paragraphs 2 and 3 of equal
size when measured according to the number of words, but also
the narrative opens with a scene (§..1)which equally takes 31
words.41 Moreover, the story in w. 22-33 divides into 155 words
of narrative and 3 1words spoken by the different parties (Table 5) .
So, the ratio of discourse to narrative is 1to 5, and the common
factor is 31 words. After the opening scene, there is the short
statement of v. 23b: ‘When it grew late, Jesus was there alone’—
40 In v. 30 the pattern continues: 5+ 5-3 words.

41 There is continuity in vv. 22 and 23a, and a lapse of time, or perhaps a shift
of another kind, before v. 23b élas 8¢ yevopévys . . ..

Matthew 14: 22-33— Text and Composition 3’

TABLe4. Survey and proportions

Matt. 14: 22-33 Words Syllables

§I1.1 V. 22-3a 31 62

§ 1.2 v. 23b 6 13

§2 v.245 31 65 (/140)

§3 V. 26-7 31/99 70 [210
$4. 1v. 28-g9a 22 38

§ 4.2 v. 2gb—31 44/66 99

§5 v.32-3 21/21/186 43 /180 /390

TaBLE 5. Direct discourse

v. Jesus Peter Disciples
Words (Syllables) Words (Syllables)  Words (Syllables)
26 2 5
27 5 (11) ©)
28 12 . (20)
29 1 (2)
30 3 (6)
3 4 (1)
33 4 (8)
10 24y + 15 (26) + 6 (13) =
31w. (63 5s.)

6 words in the Greek text. So Matthew’s account of what hap-
pened after the Feeding of the Five Thousand opens in w.
22-3 with 3 1+ 6 words ; when completed it has used 186 =6 x 31
words, and in the account several units of 31 words each are
clearly discernible.42 All this betrays a formal design, somehow
based on the number 31.

Why 31? Sometimes, there is evidence of a correspondence of
some sort between the numerals mentioned in a narrative and
its literary form.43 Perhaps then, the numbers of loaves, fish,

42 In a comparable way, the account of the Transfiguration (Matt. 17: 1-8,
144 words) is concluded in 17: 7-8 by 12412 words. Matt. 25: 14 = 34 s., v.
15 = 18+18 s.-being the opening sentences of the Parable of the Talents
(25: 14~30) which takes 612 (= g4 18) s. Cf. ‘Structure’, 72-3, and ‘Text and
Literary Art’, 365.

431 Kgs. 19:1-18 and 2 Kgs. 2: 23-5; see ‘Text and Literary Art’, 365 n. 32.
In Exod. 24 the sum total of the cardinal numbers equals the total number of
words: 7041+ 12+12+%+3+70-+6-440+40 = 252.
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baskets, and people mentioned in the story of the Feeding of the
Five Thousand provide an explanation. The numbers are:
5,2 (Matt. 14: 1%),5, 2 (v. 19), 12 (v. 20), 5,000 (v. 21). The
thousands in v. 21 are, of course, of no use for any practical
literary purpose. But5 + 2+5+2+12+5 make 3 1. This remains
uncertain, however, also because Matthew employs the number
31 in other passages as well, where no such explanation is avail-
able.44

To return to Matt. 14: 22-33 : the factor 3 is evident
in the syllable count for §:.1,62 s, and the opening sen-
tence, v. 22, measures 39 s., that is one-tenth of the figure
for w. 22—33: 390 s. Only at this point the readings of N-A
in v. 22 (tovs pabyrds and eis 76 mloiov) become prefer-
able to those of B (rods pabyrds adrob and eis wloiov): the
number of words is the same, but B’s syllables do not fit the
pattern.

In § 1-2, that is, w. 22-5, the narrative develops in 140 s. A
climax, in § 3 (w. 26—7), of 70 s. is good measure from the point
of this literary technique. So is, of course, a sequel of 100s.
(in w. 34-6), which rounds off an episode of 3gos.:vv. 22-36 =
490 s.

The factor 13, in evidence in § 1.2 (13 s.) and § 2 (65 s.),4
comes up again in the spoken parts of the story : Peter speaks
20 (v. 28) +6 (v. 30) = 26 s., the (other) disciples 5 (v. 26) +8
(v. 33) = 13 s. Together, they pronounce 39 s. out of a total of
390 for vv. 22-33.

We return, finally, to the textual problem of v. 27. It is now
evident that the longer text, either with ¢’ Inoofs adrois or
with adrois 6 ’Ingods, meets the
scheme of syllables (w. 26-7 = 70 s.) and of his pattern of
words (w. 26-7 = w.). It
out most clearly that v. 27, the moment when Jesus calls to
the disciples ‘Take courage, it is I, is the heart of the story.
A concentric structure may be indicated roughly in this way :46

44 See notably Matt. 8 and g.

4 55 is followed by 26 s. in v. 26: oi 8¢ pabfnrai i8dvres adrov éml Tijs faddaans
mepirarobvra érapdyfnoav.

46 Cf. e.g. C. H. Giblin, ‘Structure and Thematic Correlations in the Matthean
Burial-Resurrection Narrative’, NTS 21(1974-5), 406—20; H. J. de Jonge,
‘Sonship, Wisdom, Infancy: Luke IlL.gi-51a’, NT§ 24 (1977-8),317-54, esp.
pp. 338-g; cf. n. 39 above, on Matt. 14: 1-12.

requirements

of

th
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V. 22-3 separation

V. 24 situation of danger

V. 25-6 first miracle

v. 27 Jesus speaks
V. 28-g second miracle

v. 30 danger again

V. 31-3 reunion

The pattern of words marks the central position of v. 27 to
perfection :47

words syllables
V. 22-6 87 185
v. 27 12 25
V. 28-33 87 180

On the other hand, the syllable system may provide a clue to the
textual problem concerning the position of the name ¢’ Incods
in v. 27. The words ¢ 'Inoods adrois or adrois ¢ *Inools occupy
a position close to the central point. If we focus on the dividing
line between the first and second half of the story, each com-
prising 195 syllables, this line presents itself either after *Incots:

193 195 | 196

n . . . 6 ’Inoods adrois
194 | 197
or after the article :.
194 | 197
(2) . . . adrois ¢ 'Inoois
193 Igsr 196

In the first case the closing words of the first half correspond to
thee confes§iﬂn o; fasith at the end of the second :v.33...0cod
Vi& ef.al\)ljaybe ?his explains why the unusual word order in
é\dMoer 6 *Inoods adrois for once appealed to the evangelist.
We still have much to learn about his style and literary tech-
nique, and | hope textual studies will continue to profit from this.

47 In Mark 6: 45-52 the words of v. 48, épxerar mpos adrods wepimaTdv émi Tijs
Baldaays, kal j0eAev maperdeiv adrods, stand out in the same way. The figures are:
64+ 11464 words, or rather, if the correspondence between vv. 45-6 and vv.
5 1-2 is acknowledged: 30+4-34-+11+34+ 30 = 139 words. The difference between
Mark’s and Matthew’s pattern marks a shift in their interpretation of the incident.
Cf. A.-M. Denis, ‘La Marche de Jésus sur les Eaux’, De Jésus aux Evangiles (ed. I.
de la Potterie; BETL 25; Gembloux: Duculot; Paris: Lethielleux, 1967),233-47,
esp.pp. 243-4 ( = ‘'Jesus’ Walking on the Waters’, Louvain Studies 1[1967], 28497,

see pp, 293-5).




3. Matthew 16: 2b—3

TOSHIO HIRUNUMA

THe genuineness of the saying about weather-signs in Matt.
16 :2b—3! has often been discussed. According to one recent
decision, found in A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testa-
ment by Professor Bruce M. Metzger,> whose contributions to
the study of the NT text and especially of its early versions are
many and to whom the present paper is dedicated, the passage is
‘enclosed within square brackets’ in UBSGNT?3 ‘in view of the
balance’ of both opinions. The same judgement had previously
been made by Tischendorf® and von Soden.3 Westcott-Hort
(WH) adopted double brackets for the passage as one of five
Western interpolations ‘omitted on authority other than
Western’ ;# that is, they virtually rejected it. Their reason :

Both documentary evidence and the impossibility of accounting for
omission prove these words to be no part of the text of Mt. They
can hardly have been an altered repetition of the || Lc xii 54, 55,
but were apparently derived from an extraneous source, written or
oral, and inserted in the Western text at a very early time.5

The documentary evidence of the passage is the following :
(1) include Jiias yevouévys Aéyere, eddia, mvppdler yip S odpavis.

I The present writer has, since 1966, dealt with textual problems in over 270
passages, mainly of the Gospels of Mark and Matthew, under the heading ‘Praxis’
in his monthly periodical, Studia Textus Novi Testamenti. One hundred and fifty
passages of Mark from among these were collected into one volume: The Praxis
of New Testament Textual Studies: Mark (Osaka, 1976; pp. 235+4 pls). When |
was preparing for this article as a tribute to a venerable friend and erudite scholar,
I happened upon this passage in the course of treating, in turn, the passages of
Matthew; thus | decided to treat it as the present theme.

2 p. 41

3 Tischendorf®, g2; von Soden, Die Schriften, 2.57; likewise, N-A?25, 42; Souter?;
Merk?, 53; and Bover?, 50, adopt reading (1) [see below], while G. D. Kilpatrick,
A Greek-English Diglotfor the Useof Translators: Matthew (London: British and Foreign
Bible Society, 1961), 36, and R. V. G. Tasker, The Greek New Testament (Oxford
University/Cambridge University, 1964), 29, choose reading (3).

4 Westcott-Hort, NT, 1.38; 2.296. 5 Ibid., ‘Appendix’, 13.
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kal mpwt, ofuepov yeyudv, mwuppdler y & p orvyvdlwy 6 odpavds. 7o
wév mpdowmov Tob odpavod ywddokere Siaxpivew, Td 8¢ anueia TdV
waipdv od Svace. C D K L (N) W A @ 11 f1 33 565 700 892 1071
1241 et al. Byz Lect it vg syre® cop®™ eth geo Diatessaron E usebian
Canons Apostolic Canons Juvencus Hilary Chrysostom Euthalius

(2) include diias yevouérms ... orvyvdlwv é odpavds with obeli /184

(3) omit dyfias ... SvvacBe X BV X I £13 157 267 472 1216 1573 2430
Syrc,s copsa,bom" arm Origen mssace: to Jerome

The witnesses according to text-type for reading (1) are:
Alexandrian C L A 33 892 1241

Caesarean N @ f* 565 700 1071 geo Eusebius
Western D it Diatessaron Hilary Juvencus
Byzantine K WII et al. Chrysostom

The lectionary text contains Matt. 16 :1-6 with Rom. 11:
29-36 or 1Cor. g : 13-18 as a lection of the synaxarion for the
2nd day of the 8th week.6

The witnesses according to text-type for reading (3) are :

Alexandrian X B sa boP* Origen

Caesarean £13 157 267 1216 2430 arm
Western syrs®
Byzantine VXT

The external evidence for readings (1) and (3) is almost
equal. The ‘omission’ (reading 3) was known early, and ap-
parently predominated, in Egypt, as is evidenced by the MS
tradition, as well as the Coptic versions and Origen.? It was
also known early in Syria (Old Syriac), and MSS with this
text served as the basis for the Armenian version. If Jerome
can be trusted,* this reading was still widespread in the East
through the fourth century. On the other hand, there is no evi-
dence in the West, from any period, for this reading.

Reading (1) was known early, and apparently predominated,
in the West. It had emerged in the East at least by the fourth

6 F. H. A. Scrivener, A Plain Introduction to the Criticism of the New Testament for
the Use of Biblical Students (ed. E. Miller; 4th edn.; London: Bell, 1894), 82; C. R.
Gregory, Textkritik des Neuen Testaments (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1g00), 1.350.

7 For Origen, see GCS 10 (ed. Klostermann, 1935), 72. The ‘omission’ is
clear from the following comment: i’ éx 7o% odpavoi émdeify Tois émepwrijgact
Dapioaios kai Zaddovkalois, dmokpiverar kai Aéyer yeved movnpo kT,

8 See comm. Mt. 3. 16 (MPL 26. 1:7a) : Hoc in plerisque codicibus non habetur: ‘This
is not contained in most manuscripts’.
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century (the Eusebian Canons, Jerome, Chrysostom). Whether
it was known earlier in the East cannot presently be known.
(The Diatessaron is not a sure guide here.) The UBSGNT
apparatus, following Tischendorf, includes Theophilus of
Antioch (d. ap 180) as supporting this reading, but this is
surely in error.9

Among defenders of reading (1), Scrivener is the most positive.
Apart from his own view of the external evidence, the only
reason he gives for adopting this reading is the suggestion that thk
passage was omitted by copyists because the changes of weather
in their climate were quite different from the description in the
passage. He has certainly gone too far when he affirms that
anybody doubtful of the passage is lacking in critical capacity.'®
Lagrange also adopts the passage, and for the same reason.11

The arguments to the contrary, e.g. those of Allen,’2 McNeile,3
and Klostermann, 4 as is the case for the most part, assert that the
passage is an interpolation, or a gloss, formed after the model of
Luke 12 : 54-6.

2 The only Matthean citations found in his work are 5: 28, 32, 44-6, and 6: 3.
See ad Autolycum (ed. R. M. Grant; Oxford Early Christian Texts; Oxford:
Clarendon, 1970).

1e Plain Introduction, 2.326-7: ‘It might seem impossible for any one possessed
of the slightest tincture of critical instinct to read them thoughtfully without
feeling assured that they were actually spoken by the Lord on the occasion related
in the Received text, and were omitted by copyists whose climate the natural
phenomena described did not very well suit, the rather as they do not occur in
the parallel text, ch. xii. 38, g9. Under these circumstances, the internal evidence
in favour of the passage being thus clear and irresistible, the witnesses against it
are more likely to damage their own authority than to impair our confidence in its
genuineness’.

11 'Sj I'on pense comme nous que syrsin. et cur. sont sous I'influence de I'Egypte
et sptcialement d’Origéne, leur témoignage ne change pas le caractére purement
Cgyptien de I'omission. En Egypte cette conjecture tirée de I'aspect du ciel serait
constamment démentie, car le rouge du matin n’y annonce pas la pluie. C’est
sans doute pour cela que le passage a été supprimt’ (M.-J. Lagrange, Evangile
selon Saint Mutthieu [EBib; 3rd edn.; Paris: Gabalda, 1927], 315); cf. C. C. Torrey,
The Four Gospels (2nd edn. ; New York: Harper, 1947),294.

12 “The clause can hardly be genuine here. It seems to be a gloss modelled on
Lk 125¢-%¢* (W. C. Allen, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel according
to S. Matthew [ICC; 3rd edn. ; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1912],173).

13 ‘The MS. authority is decisive against the genuineness of the passage.
It appears to be an imitation of LKk’ (A. H. McNeile, The Gospel according to St.
Matthew [London: Macmillan, 1915], 235).

14 ‘Eine anscheinend nach Lc 1244 56 frei gestaltete alte Glosse’ (E. Klostermann,
Das Matthdusevangelium [HNT; 2nd edn. ; Tibingen: Mohr, 1927], 137) ; cf. Das
Lukasevangelium [HNT; 2nd edn., 1929}, 141.

9555 cs0 C
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Some scholars, e.g. Hort,!s Plummer,'¢ and Streeter,!? pre-
sume the passage to come from a source independent of Luke,
because of disagreement between the texts of Matthew and
Luke (except for Aéyere, 70 ... mpdowmov, Tod odpavos and Tdv
KOp@v[ToV Kapdy) .

Zahn’s suggestion that the passage, together with Mark 16 :
9—20 and John 8 :-1, was derived from Papias® is doubtful.

I
Luke 12: 54-6 reads as follows :

54 &eyev 8¢ kai Tols Sylois, Srav idnre [ty] vedédny dvaréovoav
éni Bvoudv, ebféws Aéyere STv SuPpos épxerai, kal yivetar odTws.
55 kai dray vérov mvéovra, Aéyere dti kavowy éoTar, kal yiverat.

56 dmokpiral, 6 mpéowmov ThHs yhis kal Tod olpaved oidare Soripudlew,
7OV katpov 8¢ Todrov wds odk oidare Soriudlew;

This text is stable and seems to be suited to the weather of
Palestine. The weather-signs here are concerned with cloud
(vedén), rain (6uBpos, ‘shower’), and wind (¥éros, ‘south
wind’), not with the appearance of the sky in the evening and
morning as in Matthew.

Several Rabbinical sayings about weather-predictions are also
concerned with cloud and wind.19

5 See above, n. 5.

16 “The parallel passage Mt. xvi. 2, 3 is of very doubtful authority. It can
hardly be derived from Lk., from which it differs almost entirely in wording, but
perhaps comes from some independent tradition’ (A. Plummer, The Gospel accord-
ing to S. Luke [ICC; 5th edn.; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1922], 335).

17 This passage is not a harmonistic insertion ‘derived from the text of Luke.
For if a later scribe, who had Luke before him, had desired to insert equivalent
sayings in Matthew, he would have adhered far more closely to Luke’s version. ...
One has only to read [Matthew and Luke] through side by side to see that the
verbal agreements between the two versions are almost nil, and can only be
accounted for on the hypothesis that the interpolations are drawn from a tradition
independent of Luke’ (B. H. Streeter, The Four Gospels [London: Macmillan,
1924], 241-2).

18 ‘Stammen die apokryphen Sticke Mk 16, g—20 (oder richtiger 16, 14—18)
und Jo 8, i1 wahrscheinlich aus Papias, so liegt die gleiche Annahme fir Mt
16, 2.3 nahe genug’ (T. Zahn, Das Evangelium des Matthdus[4th edn.; Leipzig:
Deichert, 1922], 530 n. 45).

19 Str-B, 1.727-8. See e.g. b.Ta‘an. gb (Soncino, 40): Péréhét [light clouds]
are a sign of (coming) rain. What are péréhét?—R. Papa said: A thin cloud
under a thick cloud. Rab Judah said: Should fine rain come down before the
heavy rain then the rain will continue for some time; should it follow a heavy
downpour of rain then the rain will soon cease. If before the rain, the rain will
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The Lucan passage shows nothing peculiar in its wording, but in
the text of Matthew there are some striking lexical and gramma-
tical features.

(1) eddia means ‘fair weather’ and appears in classical authors
such as Plato, Xenophon, Plutarch, and Epictetus, as well as in
the papyri. But it occurs only here in the NT and is used in
contrast with yewqudv (‘storm’) here, as usual elsewhere.20

(2) mvppdles (‘is fiery red’), which occurs twice here, is also
a NT kapax legomenon. It derives from an adjective mvppds (‘fiery
red’ [Rev. 6 :4;12:8]<<mbp ‘fire’) .21 The word does not appear
in Josephus or in Philo. The LXX22 and Philo both use the form
muppilw. The form zvppdlw seems to occur elsewhere only in
Byzantine writers.23 The -afw form here may be assumed to be
an assimilation to the succeeding verb orvyvalw,? or it is a
Hellenistic formation like dywd{w for the classical dyilw.2s

(3) orvyrdlw comes from an adjective orvyvds (‘gloomy’) and

continue, of this the sieve serves as a reminder; if after a heavy rain, the rain
will cease, of this goats’ excrement serves as a reminder.

“Ulla chanced to be in Babylon and observing light clouds [pdréhdt] he exclaimed,
‘Remove the vessels for rain is now coming’. No rain however fell and he exclaimed,
‘As the Babylonians are false, so too is their rain’. Cf. b.¥oma 2 1b: On the night
following the last day of the [Sukkoth] Festival all were gazing upon the smoke
arising from the pile of wood. If it inclined northward, the poor rejoiced and the
people of means were sad, because the rains of the coming year would be abundant
and their fruits would rot. If it inclined southward, the poor were depressed and
the men of means rejoiced, for there would be little rain that year and the fruit
could be preserved. If it inclined eastwards, all rejoiced; if westwards all were
depressed.

We have similar sayings about weather-signs in Japan as elsewhere, e.g.,
Yiyake koyake ashita tenki ni nare, ‘Evening glow! It be fair tomorrow!” (32 ‘evening’,
yake ‘glow’, ko ‘small’, ko-yake = just wordplay, repetition of the previous, ashita
‘tomorrow’, tenki ‘fair weather’, ni ‘to, for’, nare ‘let it be’, [optative of be]).

20 e.g. Xenophon, Anab. 5.8.19-20: év €0diq yop opd Suds. rav 8¢ xewpav ff . . .
(‘for the reason that I see you are in calm waters. But when it is stormy weather. ..’
Loeb, 3.431); cf. Epictetus 2.18.2g-30 (Loeb, 1.356-7).

21 F, Blass-A. Debrunner-F. Rehkopf, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch
(14th edn. ; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1976), §108 (7).

22 ruppilovea: Lev. 13: 19, 42, 43, 49; 14: 37.

23 Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich, 738; S. B. Psaltes, Grammatik der byzantinischen Chro-
niken (Géttingen, 1913), 332 ; J. H. Moulton-W. F. Howard, Grammar of New
Testament Greek, Vol. 1l: Accidence and Word-Formation (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark,
1920), 405; J. H. Moulton-G. Milligan, The Vocabulary of the Greek Testament
(London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1930), 560.

24 Moulton-Howard, Grammar, 2.405.

25 Blass-Debrunner-Rehkopf, Grammatik, §108(6).
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thus is used of human emotion. Such a case is found in Mark
10 : 22 6 8¢ oruyvdoas émi T Adyw dmiMfer Avmovuevos (‘and he,
feeling gloomy at that saying, went away sorrowful’), the only
other example of the verb in the NT.26 As a reflection on the
weather or sky (‘to be gloomy, lowering’), this is the only occur-
rence in the NT. The noun o7rvyvdmys is used of ‘cloudy sky’
in Polybius,?” and orvyvds of ‘gloomy’ night in Wisdom (LXX) .28

(4) That the usage of yi(y)vdexw with the infinitive in the sense
of ‘to know how to’ is unique here in the NT is often mentioned.29
According to Abel, this usage is not classical, since it has the
sense of ‘to judge, decide’ in the classics;30 indeed, this sense is
very common in the classics.3* However, the former, alleged
non-classical usage is found in the LXX ;32 and in spite of
Abel’s remarks to the contrary, the usage in the sense of ‘to

26 This usage is seen also in the LXX : rdvres of karowkodvres Tds mjoovs éordyvacar
éniaé (Ezek. 27: 35); cf. Ezek. 28: rg; 32: 10.

27Hist. 4.21.1: . . . 8é Ty 70D mepiéyovros PYuxpdTyTa ral oTvyvéTyTa TV KaTd
78 wAelarov év Tols Témous Dmdpyovaav (*. . . resulting from the surrounding coldness
and gloominess usually prevailing in these parts’).

28 Wisd. 17: 5: obre dorpwy Exdaumpor pAdyes karavydlew Sméuevov Ty arvyviy
exelvqv virera (‘Neither could the brightest flames of the stars illumine that gloomy
night’, Charles, 563).

29 Zahn, Matthéus, 528; McNeile, Matthew, 235; Klostermann, Matthiusevan-
gelium, 137. Cf. similar usage in Latin, scire with inf.; e.g. Qui nec ipse consulere nec
alteri parere sciat, eum extremi ingenii esse (Livy 22.29.8: ‘He who does not know how to
counsel or to obey another has the lowest ability’); cf. Horace, Ep.1.17.14-15;
Livy 22.51.4; Quintilian, Inst.10.5.19. Similarly in German, wissen ... zu with
inf. ; in French, savoir with inf.

3¢ F-M. Abel, Grammaire de grec biblique (Paris: Gabalda, 1927), 307 (§ 69, 10);
W. W. Goodwin, Syntax of the Moods and Tenses of the Greek Verb (London: Macmillan,
1929), 364 (§ 915, 3). The only other example of ywderw with inf. is Heb. 10: 34,
ywdrorovres Exew éavrods kpelooova Umapéw kal pévovoav. However, the meaning
here is not ‘to know how to’, but rather ‘to understand by judging that’ (ywdoxw
én), in which the classical meaning could be assumed (BDR, §397,1[3]). In the
NT ‘to know how to’ is always expressed by eidévas (of8a) with inf. (e.g. Matt.
7: 11, € odv Sueis movnpol Svres oidare dduara dyaba 8iddvar rois Tékvois Spdv;
cf. Luke 11: 13; 12: 56; Phil. 4: 12; 1 Thess. 4: 4; 1 Tim. 3: 5; Jas. 4. 17; 2 Pet.
2: 9); the usage is also classical (Zahn, Matthéus, 528-g). pavBdvew with inf.,
‘to learn how to’, is another usage similar to the above (uavlavérwoay mpdrov Tov
i8iov olkov €daeBeiv,1 Tim. 5: 4).

3t e.g. Alvdrrea yap Eyvwaar Sodvas Tiv Quyarépa Apvgviv Aorvdyei 76 Kvaédpew
radl, ‘they judged that Alyattes should give his daughter Aryenis to Astyages,
son of Cyaxares’ (Herodotus, |.74) ; Aokedaiudvior 8¢ Sukaoripiov ovvayaydvres
éyvwoav mepiwPplobar Alywiras dm6 Aevrvyidew ‘Then the Lacedaemonians,
assembling a court, judged that the Aeginetans had been treated very ill by Leuty-
chides’ (Herodotus, 6.85).

32 e.g. PBovrupov kai uék ddyerar mpwi) yvdvas adrov 1 mpoeAéobas movnpd, exAéfan
ofac 76 dyabdv (Isa. 7: 15); cf. Isa. 8: 4; 44: 18.

b7
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know how to’ can be noticed, though only occasionally, in the
classics .33

The above-mentioned features are relatively rare or otherwise
non-existent in the NT. Thus, although they are not necessarily
inadmissible in the text and context in which they are contained,
they might be considered as negative evidence for the genuine-
ness of the passage.

v

Variant readings within the passage are as follows :
Verse 2:

(1) Most of the versions are uncomfortable with the elliptical nomina-
tive3* ed8la and add érit (it?!") or est (it®). The OL codex ff* and
the Vulgate codices E L R also add ¢ras (‘tomorrow’).

(2) mvppdles D K U A TI @ 8921241 pler
mpdle C EFGHLMO O 2,33 71 349399 476 477
57 7'3 12791295 ‘396 1424 ‘473 1516 ‘579 /1%
[also v. 3; C M have muppd{et]

Simplification of gemination in Classical Greek occurred owing
to the syllabic division before the gemination instead of within.
This process was set up in Attic in the 4th century ec and in the
papyri from the 3rd century on made more progress.35 The
double -pp- form is preserved in LXX, NT, and the papyri.36
The single form, dropping a ». is found in C and later uncials
and minuscules. The single , form mupds can be found as a
variant reading in Rev. 6 : 4 (AP Q046 :1678) and 12 : 3
(C Qo046 1130).%37

(3) omit ydp M 471 1293 o
(4) & obpavds +cum nubibus it2 ® ¢ T'imlg

1eg. o . . . yvdrpédew v yAdooav fjovyeorépav ‘that he may learn to keep
his tongue more quiet’ (Sophocles, Antigone, 1089); yiyvwaxe rfis dpyiis kpareiv,
‘learn to control thy temper’ (Menander, Sent., 20); Goodwin, Syntax, § 915(3c¢);
H. W. Smyth, a Greek Grammar for Colleges (New York: American Book Co.,
1920), § 2129(3).

34 A, T. Robertson, A Grammar of the Greek New Testament in the Light of Historical
Research (4th edn. : New York: Hodder & Stoughton, 1923), 460.

35 E. Mayser, Grammatik der griechischen Papyri aus der Ptolemderzeit (2 vols. ;
Leipzig: Teubner, 1g06-34),1.211.

36 waufdov dppevos muppod, ‘of a red male camel’ (BGU I1I. 468, 8;Ap 156).

37 Moulton-Howard, Grammar, 2.101; Moulton-Milligan, Vocabulary, 560;
BDR § 34(2) ; Mayser, Grammatik, 1.221.
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This interesting addition probably reflects weather conditions
in the West, rather than conformation to Luke.

(5) ¢ odpavds+kal yiverar ovrws K

This is due to the Lucan parallel.

(6) omit Sodpards ... ydp . 3) W

This omission is due to homoeoteleuton (ydp...ydp).

Verse 3:

(7) omit kaimpwi . ..o odpavds F

This is also due to homoeoteleuton (odpavds ... odpavds)

(8) om. kaf it®

(9) kai wadw K

(10) kai mpwi] mane autem (‘in the morning, however’) it

(1) mpwi] mpwias E Mms 33 71 213 235 473 477 485 655 1207 1223
1365 1396 1574 (cf. Matt. 27: 1 ;John 21: 4)

(12) mpwi +dicitis it® & vg!MS copbo syrp geo

This is an assimilation to v. 2b.

(13) vapd{ez y&.p vayva'lwv rell

a‘rv‘yva'.{el, 'yc‘tp m)pdl_:wv 1293

mupdlwy yap orvyvdler 2145
A. Pallis wants to read yapdle: (‘dawns’) for the second muppd{e:,
because the sky cannot be fiery and gloomy at the same time, and
presumes that what the context requires was : ‘The day breaks
gloomily, we shall have foul weather’, thus coinciding with the
rhyme ‘A red morning shepherd’s warning, a red night shep-
herd’s delight’. With regard to the word xapde:, Pallis noted
that it was preserved in Modern Greek as an impersonal verb.
Indeed, several Modern Greek dictionaries refer to the verb.38
He also referred to Sophocles, who ‘in his Lexicon quotes an
instance of this verb in the form yapdooera: from as early a date
as AD 582 7o 8pflov yapagoouévov, dawning’.39 However, yapdles

38 H. Pernot, Lexique grec moderne frangais (Paris: Garnier, 1933), ‘le jour point’,
485 ; I. Kykkotis, English-Greek and Greek-English Dictionary (London: Lund Hum-
phries, 1947), ‘it dawns’, 726; H. F. Wendt, Taschenwérterbuch der neugriechischen und
deutschen Sprachen: |. Neugriechisch-Deutsch (Berlin and Munich: Langenscheidt,
1969), ‘der Tag bricht an’, 507.

39 Agathias (ap 582), 180; E. A. Sophocles, Greek Lexicon of the Roman and
Byzantine Periods (New York: Scribners, 1887), 2. 1161 ; A. Pallis, Notes on St. Mark
and St. Matthew (Oxford: Clarendon, 1932), 88-g.
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is not attested before this date. This is an ingenious conjecture,
but is not supported by any contemporary evidence.

On the other hand P.-L. Couchoud thinks that it is strange that
the same verb zvpdle: is used as a sign of fine weather and of
rain, and that the gloomy sky of rain is said to be fiery at the
same time. The Lucan parallel 12 :54 speaks of nothing but
a cloud rising. Therefore, it is probable that the word wvpd{et
was repeated inadvertently and that the second mvpd{ec thus
took the place of another verb ending in -alec. The variations
in the text suggest that orvyvdler y&p S odpavds (‘for the sky is
lowering’) was the Matthean original. A copyist would have
inadvertently written wvpdle. instead of orvyvdler under the
influence of the preceding mvpdler. A corrector would have re-
stored the word orvyvdle: above mupdler. Thence three readings
were brought out : (a) the common reading wvpd{e: orvyvalwy ;
(b) orvyvdler mvpalwr, the reading of 1293 (1 Ith century) ;
(¢) mvpdlwv orvyvdle, the reading of 2 145 (12th century).
Couchoud explains the growth of these readings in this way and
the omission of the entire passage by X B et al. as perhaps due
to the difficulty of reconciling wupdler and orvyvdlec.® This is
another ingenious conjecture, but one which fails to take seriously
the genealogical relationships among the MSS. (Can it be that
these two medieval MSS independently go back to the hypothetical
early 2nd century MS with the ‘corrected’ reading?)

( 14) odpavds]drfp D

a’p was always ‘mist, haze’ in Homer and Hesiod, not ‘lower
air’ surrounding the earth, which was wrongly opposed by
Aristarchus, a grammarian of the 3rd century Bc, to aifp
‘upper air’, and later, ‘air’, generally.41 Codex Bezae’s reading
here might be a vernacular use with a general meaning, as is
illustrated from an illiterate document of the 6th century AD.4?
(15) o pév] kal o wév  C D L W T (om. pév) A 0133 8921424
1604 ita 2ur e wlqgyrh eth
(1) dmokpiral, 76 pév 0 11 @ 565 700 itb e £ 1 % g syrp geo
Chrysostom

40 P.-L. Couchoud, ‘Notes de critique verbale sur St Marc et St Matthieu’,
FTS 34 (1933),136.

41 LSJ, 31, 37,

42 dqro é8ddous péype dépos (PLond gg1, 10) ‘from the ground to the air’; cf.
Moulton-Milligan, Vocabulary, 11; Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich, 3qg.
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This insertion is due to Luke 12 : 56, in which, however, the
sayings are addressed to the multitudes.

(17) 70 8¢ onueia TGV Kapdv] kal 1) elprfvy 700 Kapod Tovrou copbe

Cf. Matt. i0: 34//Luke 12: 51,

(18) od Svvaohe cD KAO Il @ ff13775658g2
Dler itd £ 8" a yghl syrh
od 8Vvacle Sokiudlew G M U 33 syp
ov 8dvacle Soripudoar w
ol 8Yvacle yvavar 245 1012 [+
[scire] jtaur c e fi' gig ng 0°ZMaKVW
[nosse] it?
[cognoscere] itb " 1 yg2MSS geg
o0 Soriprdlere
o0 owviere S Q 118 209 700

wads od Svvacle Soxiudlew; o X

dvvacle is supplemented by an infinitive, as is the case with
Luke 12: 56 (37 X B L pc.) or supplanted by the verb of know-
ing or interpreting (cf. Luke 12 : 56 p*» A D TR).

(19) The punctuation at the end of v. 3 is divided among modern
editors between a full stop (supported by Chrysostom) and a question
mark (made clear in codices 0 X).

full stop : WH Souter’ Diglotms UBSGNT

guestion : Tisch® von Soden N-A?5 Bover Merk-Martini®

It is a question in Luke 12 : 56 ; here a statement might be
preferable.

In several other passages that are judged to be later interpola-
tions (e.g. John 5:3b—4 ;%7:53-8:11), there is SO much variation
in the MS tradition that one suspects the ‘interpolations’ also
existed in more than one recension.43 Such is not the case here,
however; the variant readings within this passage show nothing
in particular which suggests the genuineness or interpolation
of the passage. What is seen are some efforts toward explaining
the meaning of the passage or harmonizing it with the Lucan
parallel.
\Y
With regard to external evidence, readings (1) and (3) almost
neutralize each other. Therefore, it is no surprise that UBSGNT
enclosed the passage within square brackets.
43 See e.g. item (4) under John 5: 4 in Metzger's Textual Commentary, 209.
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Internal evidence, especially some features in diction, does not
necessarily suggest the entire rejection of the passage, but at the
same time, it offers no positive support.

Everything considered, the original text probably did not
contain 16 :2b-3, but this probable marginal gloss, which ac-
curately responded to the question and perhaps was added from
popular sayings to expound 16 : 4 by the aid of analogy, might
very soon have entered into the text.

The Pharisees and Sadducees asked Jesus for a sign from
heaven. His answer (16:3), however, did not mention a sign,
but ‘the face of heaven’, and the signs were not of the heavens,
but of the times. The best assumption, therefore, is that 16:
2b—g was probably an interpolation and therefore should be
omitted from the text of Matthew.
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4. An Eclectic Textual Commentary on
the Greek Text of Mark’s Gospel

J. K. ELLIOTT

since it first appeared in 1966, the text of the United Bible
Societies’ Greek New Testament (UBSGNT) of which Professor
Metzger is one of the editors, has proclaimed itself the standard
text of the NT.1 Originally it was said that UBSGNT would
merely be a text for students and translators.2 Since then
UBSGNT has undergone two revisions, the later of which
(the third edition of 1975) agrees substantially with the text of
Nestle-Aland?® and forms the basis of the Vollstandige Konkor-
danz,? the new computer concordance,” and the Aland Synopsis.

The text of UBSGIN'T3, like its predecessors, has only a limited
apparatus of 1,400 variation units, all of which have been
discussed together with about 600 other variants in a com-
panion volume, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament.5
It fell to Professor Metzger to write this commentary on behalf of
and in co-operation with the editorial committee of the UBSGNT
to show how the committee reached its decision on these 2,000
variants. Metzger, with an enviably lucid style, encapsulated the
editorial discussions and has thereby .enabled ys to understand
how many of the textual problems encountered by the committee
were resolved.

Those of us who criticized features of the Commentary when it
was first published6 nevertheless expressed gratitude to the

t See K. Aland (ed.), Synopsis Quattuor Euangeliorum (1oth edn.; Stuttgart: Wiirt-
tembergische Bibelanstalt, 1978), xi.

2R. P. Markham and E. A. Nida, An Introduction to the Bible Societies’ Greek New
Testament (New York: American Bible Society, 1966), 1.

3K. Aland (ed.), Vollstindige Konkordanz zum griechischen Neuen Testament (Berlin/
New York: de Gruyter, 1975-)-

4 H. Bachmann and W. A. Slaby, Computer-Konkordanz zum Novum Testamentum
Graece (Berlin/New York: de Gruyter, 1980).

5 B. M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (London/
New York: United Bible Societies, 1971).

6 J. Ross, ‘The United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament’, 7BL g5
(1976),112—21; J. K. Elliott, ‘The United Bible Societies’ Textual Commentary
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committee in general and to Professor Metzger in particular
for allowing us to share in the editorial process through this
companion volume. The UBSGNT? text, however, must not be
thought of as #ke definitive text. Many of its readings have been
printed with a high degree of doubt by the editors. This is
evident by the increased number of readings accorded the rating
letter ‘C’ (= ‘considerable degree of doubt’) and ‘D’ (= ‘very
high degree of doubt’) since the second edition. It is also evident
from the Commentary that the committee responded in different
ways to the pull of conflicting arguments and decided on many
such occasions to print ‘the least unsatisfactory reading’.

Metzger’s Commentary is a valuable and stimulating starting
place for discussing variants. Its failings merely-and inevitably
-reflect the failings of the UBSGNT text as a whole. These
are primarily its excessive respect for the readings of the so-
called great uncials (especially X B) and a cavalier attitude
towards principles based on internal evidence. The Commentary
(like the introductory volume before it)7 lists the principles on
pp. xxvi-xxviii. Even when these principles are reliable guides—
and sometimes they are nots-they are often ignored or bypassed
in the discussions as reported in the Commentary.

Those of us who favour an eclectic Greek NT based primarily
on principles of internal evidence inevitably disagree with the
text of UBSGNT?3 on many occasions. This article is offered as
an example of how eclectic principles thoroughly applied could
have produced a different text. It is to be hoped that as such it is
not thought impolite as an offering to honour a scholar from
whom the present author has received nothing but kindness,
great help, and frequent encouragement. The article is intended
not merely to demonstrate how the discussions in the Com-
mentary can be expanded or supplemented, but also to show
how the Commentary is itself a stimulus and a valuable vade
mecum in initiating such further discussion on variants.

For the sake of space all the examples below are taken from
Evaluated’, NovT 17 (1975),130-50, and ‘A Second Look at the United Bible

Societies’ Greek New Testament’, BT 26 (1975), 325-32; G. D. Kilpatrick, TLZ
104 (1979), cols. 260-70.

7 Markham and Nida, Introduction.

8e.g., Il A4 (c): ‘Scribes would sometimes ... add pronouns, conjunctions,
and expletives to make a smoother text’; and Il A 2: ‘In general the shorter
reading is to be preferred’.
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Mark’s Gospel. | have tried to select variants which demonstrate
differing eclectic principles.

1: 4 6 Bamrilwy év 1§ épjuw

Although the Commentary says that ‘it is easier to account for the
addition than the deletion of the definite article before Bamrilwv’,
the text prints the article, albeit bracketed, presumably because
it is found in NX. But what the text should print is ¢ without
brackets. If Marcan usage had been a criterion in determining
the text of Mark (as promised in principle 1l B 1[a] of the Com-
mentary), then it would have been recognized that ¢ Bamrilwy is
Mark’s normal way of describing John the Baptist.

The Commentary, however, refers us to Mark 6 : 25 and 8: 28
where UBSGNT? prints forms of Bawriomjs—and not to 6 :
14 or 6 : 24 where forms of Bamri{wyv are printed. In fact there
are textual variants at all four of these verses :

6: 14 Bamrilov KAB Cf!Byz
Barriomis D S W O {13
6 : 24 Bamrilovros X B L A O 565 1596

BomrTioTol ceteri

6 : 25 Bawrifovros L 700 892
BamTioTol ceteri

8 : 28 Bamrilovra 28 565
Bamriomiv ceteri

In view of the prevailing tendency to call John Bawrioris
in Matthew, Luke, and later Christian writings, it is likely that
the direction of change in the text of Mark is away from an
original Bamri{wv.® Bamrriomjs was introduced into the text by
later scribes possibly because of assimilation to parallels at
Matt. 14:2,8;16: 14, and Luke g :19. Mark is likely to have
written Bamrri{wv throughout as the designation for John. This
represents the form of John’s name before Christians coined the
noun Bammiomis to describe him. The new noun then became
dominant in Christian tradition. In contrast to the argument
used by the UBSGNT committee here, at Mark 10: 47 (Nafa-
pnvés|Na lwpaios) the Commentary says that the editors printed
Nalopnvés because it is characteristic of Marcan style and that
scribes were responsible for introducing the more usual Na{wpaios

9 See further my article, ‘Ho baptizén and Mark i.4’, T, y .
“\!\ b 0 !
W or
é
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for Mark’s less familiar term. This is indeed likely, and the same
reasoning should have been applied for the variants Bamri{wv/
BamTioris.

If we accept 6 Banri{wv as a title for John at Mark 1: 4, this
helps solve our textual problems in this verse. Some scribes,
not recognizing this as a title, have adjusted the verse to make
Bamrilwv a verbal participle only. These are the main variants -

(a) Pamrilwv év 77 épijuw kai A K P W Il pler. This is the
reading accepted in UBSGNT?:2,

(6) 6 Bamrilwv év i épfuew kal XL A cop®®. If ¢ is present,
ral is difficult to accept as characteristic of Marcan style.

(c) év 7j épiuw Pamrilwv kai D O 28 pe. Not only has the
article been removed, thus preventing PBamri{wv being under-
stood as a substantive, but the two linked participles have been
placed closer together to emphasize their dependence on éyévero.

) 6 BamrTilwy év 71 éprjnew B 33 892. In accepting this variant
as the original, we have a text that conforms to Marcan usage
in which John is referred to as o Banri{wv.’Eyévero can be
taken as a verb with a force of its own: ‘John the Baptist ap-
peared in the desert preaching’. In view of the significance in the
context of John’s actual appearing, this is likely, although
it would also agree with Mark’s style to take éyéveroxnpioowy
as periphrastic (‘John the Baptist was preaching in the desert. ..’;
cf. Mark g : 3).

. 125 -~ . ’ e A A o o 3 ’ .
1: 27 T¢ éorw Tobro; 7is 1) 8iBayn) 7 kawn adry; Sri kar’ éfovoiav Kai

In evaluating the variants in this verse, the UBSGNT editors
seem not only to have ignored their principle of taking the author’s
style into account but also the fact that the Semitic usage natural
to the author could have been responsible for scribal alterations.
The editors seem to have been unduly influenced by & B.10

10 Other places in Mark where the text in & B seems to have been an important
reason for printing its reading are (among others) 2:; 6: 33 (virtually alone),
47;7:6,37;8:13; 13: 2; 14: wand 52 (X B C only). There are, of course, many
other places where the text of X B is printed in preference to variants in other
MSS but where there is neither apparatus in the text nor discussion in the Com-
mentary. At 4: 8 and 20 (&), 16; 7: 4 (Bamriowvrar), g, 24, 28; 10: 26, the Commentary
shows that the united text of ¥ B has been ignored. Sometimes acknowledgement
of a shorter text in { B has resulted in a bracketed text, as in 3: 32; 6: 23 (woAAd);
6: 41 (see below); 7: 4 (kaixhwdv), 35 (kal edféws), 37; 10: 7; 12: 23; 15: 12
(BéAere).

o
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The Commentary does not discuss the variant in C K A et al.,
giving the distinctively Semitic word order 4 8i8axa) 1) kawn
adm. G.  Kilpatrick!

437 xpagmroxfadrm in ODS5 €22 pe. (cf. the same variant in
the parallel at Luke 21:3 in A W A pler.) andActs6: 13; 21:
w here some Nrob Tdmov Tobdyilovrovrov. This
unGreek word order (article and nou
plus demonstrative) is also to be found in the LXX. We should
therefore consider this word order original to Mark. It is the
order stylistically-conscious scribes would have avoided.

The MSS which give us this word order in Mark 1: 27 are
for the most part those which also have tis before 7 8i8ax,
thus Creating a second question in the verse. The juxtaposition
of two questions is also typical of Mark, e.g. 1:24;2:7,8-g;
4: 13, 21, 40; 6: 2; 7:18-19. Scribes also tended to object to
this in Mark. This Gospel is characterized by many such re-
dundancies and repetitions. Matthew in using Mark tended to
eliminate many such expressions.12 In this verse D W et al.
omit the first question 7(éorw rodro. Others such as X B © etc.
omit the second question.

The reading of C K A 565° also commends itself as original in
another way. As Kilpatrick points out, Mark sometimes follows
double questions with a ér clause, e.g. 6 : 2 (variant 2) ; 7:
18-1 g. Elsewhere in the NT, 67 in the sense of ydp is found,
e.g. at Mark 8 : 24; John 1: 16 ; Rom. g : 7. This also was a
feature to which scribes often objected (see variant readings at
Mark 6: 2; 8. 3; 11: 18).

That there were so many features characteristic of Marcan
style, to which stylistically-aware scribes would have objected,
explains the many variants within this verse.

If 87« is original to Mark here, the punctuation problems
referred to by Metzger disappear. Kar’éfovaiav has to go with
what follows. Verse 22 is more likely to have been a reason for
the change by scribes than to have been the pattern for
Mark in this respect. As we have seen, stronger and more

11 ‘Some Problems in New Testament Text and Language’, Neotestamentica et
Semitica: Studies in Honour of Matthew Black (ed. E. E. Ellis and M. Wilcox; Edin-
burgh: T. & T. Clark, 1969),198-208.

12S5ee W. C. Allen, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel according to
S. Matthew (ICC; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1907), XXiv-XXv.

n
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numerous examples of Marcan style and usage tell in favour
of the reading of C K A et al.

Other places where UBSGNT ignores the reading characteris-
tic of the author’s style are frequent. Among those found in
Mark are 1:89 and 2: 1. At i: 399 should be read, not #Afev.13
At 2:1a minority of the committee would have preferred to
accept the variant reading, the characteristically Marcan eis
olrov with A C I’ A, but the majority overruled them (him ?)
by insisting on printing the reading of X B. Similarly at 2: 4
the majority of the committee ignored the text in accord with
Marcan style and printed 8iw. rov SyAov.

Mark 8 : 13 should read mdAw éufas els 70 mdolov. This is a
redundant expression characteristic of Mark. (Cf. also 12:23
where the longer text should be printed without brackets for the
same reason.) At 11:3 17ieimwper is also likely to be original.
(At 8: 35 the Commentary reports that the committee accepted
Marcan style as an argument overruling any possibility that
the longer text in Mark was the result of assimilation to the
parallels.)

I1: 41 opyiabels

An examination of this famous variant along thorough-
going eclectic lines would not, | think, have resulted in emayyvi-
abfeis being printed in all three editions of the UBSGNT text
with a ‘D’ rating. That X A B G and the bulk of MSS read it,
whereas only D and a few OL MSS and Ephraem read dpytofeis,
has been the deciding factor, even though many perfectly
convincing arguments are capable of being produced-some
of them are in the Commentary---for accepting the originality
of dpyiolels. The Commentary is not so convincing in suggesting
that dpywofels could have come into the text because of a scribe’s
confusing Aramaic words.

There are several instances where Matthew in particular omits
Mark’s characteristic references to Jesus’ humanity. The
Matthean parallels to Mark 1:43;3:5,20-1;6:5-6;8:12;
10:14, 2 1; 14 : 33 provide ample illustration of this. Scribes of
Mark were similarly motivated. But we must not expect scribes
to have been scrupulous in weeding out every such expression

13 See C. H. Turner, ‘Marcan Usage: Notes, Critical and Exegetical, on the
Second Gospel’, 7§ 28 (1926-7), 349; 26 (1924-5), 15-16.
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from their exemplars. As Metzger points out, at Mark 3 :5
and 10:14 Jesus’ anger and indignation are recorded by Mark
and there are no variants in the MSS. In fact, these comparisons
with Mark 10:14 and 3 : 5 should be used to show that dpy:ofeis
at 1:41 would be entirely characteristic of Mark’s picture of
Jesus. This, however, should not deflect us from realizing that
such changes did occur, and one such example seems to have been
here. Admittedly not every human emotion of Jesus has been
expunged by scribes, but neither is it likely that human emotions
such as anger would have been added by scribes to a text which,
had it read owAayywabeis, would have seemed to them to be
perfectly appropriate and innocuous.

The allegedly slender support for dpyisfels should not be
relevant. At other places in UBSGNT? the editors print readings
with comparable support, e.g. at John g : 36 dmexpify éxeivos kal
elmev, Kal 7is éarw, xvpie against the readings of X B; at Col.
2 : 2 70D Beod, xpiorot with p4¢ B Hilary Pelagius and Pseudo-
Jerome only ; at Acts 16 : 12 mpdrys uepidos 7is with the Pro-
vencal and Old German only ;or at John 3 : 27 038¢ & with
p%6 p?5 B 472 only. Despite the fact that the Commentary reports
that the committee often allowed itself to be overwhelmed by
the sheer number of MSS, these and other examples show that
it was not always overwhelmed. Mark i:41is one such place
where the minority reading, dpyiofels, ought to have been
printed as the original text.

Matthew is likely to have read dpyisfeis in his copy of Mark.
Matthew used emdayyrofels four times of Jesus (Matt. g : 36 ;
14: 14; 15:32;20:34) and thus had he found omlayyviofels
at Mark 1: 41 it is likely he would have retained it. In fact,
what Matthew seems to have omitted from his copy of Mark was
dpyrabelis.

5: 22 omit dvdpar: ’Idipos

Without wishing to open up again the question of ‘Western
non-interpolations’, it is perhaps worth reconsidering this text
and the reasons for printing it as given in the Commentary.

At 10: 46 Mark names Bartimaeus son of Timaeus, whereas
the parallels are silent, and at 15:2:Mark names the sons of
Simon of Cyrene. But this is not the normal tendency in the
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gospels. Assuming Marcan priority, we can see how on so many
occasions Mark’s impersonal plural verbs have been given
subjects by either Matthew or Luke or both. Similarly, names
are given to the nameless as the tradition develops.14 John :: 2
and 12 : 3 name the woman who anointed Jesus at Bethany.
Similarly, John tells us in 18:icthe name of the high priest’s
servant and the name of the disciple who cut his ear off.

At 10:46 and 15 : 21 Mark’s names stand firm in the MS
tradition (though W omits Bapripaios at 10 : 46). It is significant
here that both Matthew and Luke ignore the names. At 5 : 22,
however, Jairus’ name does not stand firm in the MSS, and even
more significantly the Lucan parallel includes the name Jairus
without variation.

The words dvduare’Idipos, therefore, could have entered
MSS of Mark from the Lucan parallel, particularly in the word-
ing found in the text of W ® 565 400 at Mark 5 : 22.

The absence of the name in Matthew is explicable if he did
not find the name in his copy of Mark. This is more likely than
Glasson’s explanation that Matthew’s copy of Mark was equiva-
lent to the Western text of Mark,s or to say with Metzger in the
Quasten Fesischrift that the shorter text was the result of scribal
harmonization to Matthew.1¢ Usually harmonizing one account
with another resulted in a scribe’s adding to his MS from the
parallel, not omitting.

The UBSGNT text has again been decided on the basis of
external evidence supporting the longer text. The shorter text
omitting ovduat: ’ Idipos deserves to be taken seriously as original.

. ~ /7 .
6: 3 Tob Téxkrovos vig kal

This is one of the minority of readings discussed in the Com-
mentary where an ‘A’ rating is given to the reading printed in
the text (vékTwv,dvids), a reading, that is to say, regarded as
‘virtually certain’. Such confidence does not seem justified.

There are many variants, particularly in the Lucan nativity
stories, which avoid describing Jesus as the son of Joseph. For

14 See the many examples of this development in an article by Metzger himself,
‘Names for the Nameless in the New Testament: A Study in the Growth of Chris-
tian Tradition’, Kyriakon: Festschrift Johannes Quasten (ed. P. Granfield and J. A.
Jungmann; 2 vols.; Miinster/Westf.: Aschendorff, 1970), 1 .79-99.

15 T, F. Glasson, ‘Did Matthew and Luke Use a “Western” Text of Mark?
LExpTim 55 (1943—4),180—4. 16 ‘Names’, gg n. 107.
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instance, at Luke 2:33, 41, 43 various MSS do not describe
Joseph and Mary as ‘Jesus’ parents’. Instead they say either
‘Joseph and Mary’ or ‘Joseph and his mother’. Once the virgin
birth traditions began to influence and then dominate Christian
thinking about Jesus’ birth, and once devotion to Mary de-
veloped, then passages referring without qualification to Joseph
as Jesus’ father were frequently altered by scribes.

The variants at Mark 6 : 3 as a whole seem to fit into this
pattern. The UBSGNT text following X A B pler. prints the
secondary reading. The alternative 7od rékrovosvids(xai),
far from being due to assimilation to the parallel in Matt. :3:
55, is likely to be original. In fact Matthew does not provide an
exact parallel to Mark 6: 3.

A man in Jewish literature was more naturally described as the
son of his father. This is likely here with Jesus described as son of
the carpenter.!” A change in the opposite direction would be
less probable, especially in view of the tendency elsewhere to
remove references to Jesus’ father. Despite the comment of
Celsus referred to by Metzger in a footnote to this discussion,
it was better for Christian apologists to describe Jesus as a car-
penter (just as Paul is described as an artisan) than to have
doubts cast on the virgin birth tradition.

6 : 22 Bvyarpos avriis Tis ‘Hpwdiddos

The three main readings here are either ‘his daughter Herodias’
as in UBSGNT, or ‘her daughter Herodias’, or ‘the daughter of
Herodias’. The UBSGNT committee, although following X B,
were obviously not confident in so doing, as the Commentary
makes abundantly clear.

We need to decide more positively which reading is the most
likely to have given rise to the alternatives. | would wish to
argue for the originality of the reading 6Ovyarpds adrijs Tijs
‘Hpwdidbos in A C K © pler. This could mean ‘the daughter of
Herodias herself’, but it is more likely that 7fs ‘“Hpwdiddos
is in parenthesis. Metzger acknowledges in the Commentary
that adr9s could be a redundant pronoun anticipating a noun
and as such is an Aramaism. This seems a likely reason for its
removal by scribes. The meaning would be ‘her (i.e. Herodias’)

17 See R. E. Brown, The Birth of the Messiah (Garden City: Doubleday, 1977),
537-41; H. K. McArthur, ¢ “Son of Mary” ’, NowT 15 (1973), 38-58.
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daughter’. Such parentheses are characteristic of Mark, e.g.
11 2-3; 2: 10, 16, 21; 6: 14-15; 7: 2, 3-4, 19, 26; 8: 14; 12:
1223 13: 14;14: 36. Attempts by scribes to remove the paren-
thesis in 6 : 22, and to avoid the redundant pronoun, probably
created the alternative readings. These alternatives, particularly
the one printed as the text of UBSGNT, have their own problems,
particularly in suggesting the girl herself is called Herodias and
is Herod’s daughter-a detail which goes against v. 24.

6: 41 pabyrais avrod

Metzger’s Commentary shows that the committee agreed that
pabfnrais defined by adrod is more likely to have been original.
This is surely correct. But the brackets in UBSGNT? are un-
necessary. They have only been added to the text because the
committee wished to acknowledge the reading of the Alexandrian
MSS, which by and large have the shorter text, i.e. without the
possessive.

Again, both Marcan and NT usage should have been decisive.
Hellenistic Greek made greater use of pronouns than the classical
language. Hence, stylistically-conscious scribes tended to remove
redundant pronouns (cf. adrfs at 6 : 22). The principle given by
Metzger in the Introduction to the Commentary (Il A 4[c])is
that scribes would sometimes add pronouns to make a smoother
text. But this is not common, particularly in respect of post-
positional possessives, which are a feature of Semitic style.

C. H. Turner’s drew our attention several years ago to the use
of the possessive with uabfnris, although he did not discuss the
variant at Mark 6 : 41. He stated that originally Jesus’ disciples
would be known as his disciples not tke disciples. Once pafymis
came always to signify Jesus’ disciples, scribes felt free to omit the
possessive. It is significant that so many of the allegedly great
uncials are divided in this matter; hence the UBSGNT ap-
paratus includes many such variants. These can be seen at
Matt. 8: 21; 15: 36; 16: 5; 17: 10; 19: 10; 20: 17; 26: 20;
Luke 12 :22;20:45;John 20: 30, and all are discussed in the
Commentary. At all these ad7od should be read, and in the case of
Matt. 8 : 2 1; Luke 12 : 22 5 20: 45 ; and John 20: 30 the brackets
should be removed as here at Mark 6 : 41. At Matt. 20 :17

18 ‘Marcan Usage', FTS 26 (1924-5), 235-7.
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not only should ad7od be included in the text but the brackets
should be removed from upafprds. The expression ‘his twelve
disciples’ is found at Matt.io:1; 11: 1; ‘the twelve’

only at Matt. 10: 5; 26 : 14, 47, where the number alone is
appropriate in the context.

adredints adding
B:: g: 14%; 10 1 o, 13% 24;14:16%. The verses marked
with an asterisk are not discussed by Turner. We can in fact
adjust Turner’s figures. He says that Mark writes the possessive
with pafnmis at 32 out of 40 occurrences in the gospel. The true
figure is 39 times out of 40. The only real exception is Mark
4 : 34 (vols tBiots pafyrais), where obviously the possessive
would not be expected.

All too often the MS evidence has caused the committee to
reject its own arguments concerning the originality of adrod in
the above places.

At other places in Mark-not discussed in the Commentary—
variants that include the pronoun should be accepted as giving
the original text, e.g. Mark 1: 40 (+ad7dv); 3 : 33 (4 pov);
7: 12 (+adrod[bis]); 8: 25 (4 adrod). This stylistic feature seems
to have been acknowledged in UBSGNT?3, where the brackets
around pronouns have been removed at 6 : 35 and 14 : 0.

The excessive use of brackets in the UBSGNT text is one of the
most disturbing features of the edition. Since the appearance of
Metzger’s Commentary, it has been made clear that all too often
this device has been used to indicate division in the committee
between printing a text on intrinsic grounds and omitting it
because of its MS support (e.g. Mark 5 :42;6:23;i0:1).

Here at Mark 6: 41 the committee should have been con-
sistent by printing pafnrais adrot without brackets.19

g : 38 &5 odk drolovfel ﬁpi‘v

The Commentary again shows us that the UBSGNT text (xai
éxwvopey ad7dy, 81iovk frodovfefuiv) has been printed be-
cause of its external support. The longer text of A K II pler. is
condemned as a conflate reading.

The text printed in UBSGNT seems to be the result of assimila-
tion to the text of the parallel in Luke g : 49. This is especially

19 See futher my article, ‘Mathé&tés with a Possessive in the New Testament’,
TZ 35 (1979), 300-4.
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true of uncial L, which has uef’ v as in Luke. The reading
of D W X f13 565 et al. (8sodk drxolovlei fuiv xai ékwldoauey
adrdy with minor variations) has the effect of transposing the
second clause to bring it nearer its subject. This too looks like
a secondary text.

The UBSGNT text is secondary. Had it been original to
Mark, there is no reason why scribes would have altered it.
It makes the two verbs eiSouer and éxwAdouer ciosety parallel,
and, as such, would not demand alteration. If, however, the
longer text were original, one can understand that the other
major variants are attempts to omit redundant words and to
remove the awkwardly placed relative clause. Luke often
prunes Mark’s redundant expressions. Here is an example of
scribes doing the same.

The so-called conflate text is characteristic of Mark and should
be the deciding factor in the following places as well. At 8 : 26
the text of A C et al,, reading pndé¢ eis ™y kduny elaédys undé
elmns Twi év T kduy, is likely to be original. And at g :49 we
should accept the text of A K Il et al., wds yap mupi dhiothicerar
kal méoa Bvola aAi dAdwobioerar. The Commentary dismisses what
appear to them to be conflate readings.

Mark’s repetitive style should also be taken into account when
discussing the variant xai émmusjoas by W O f1 f13 et al. at
1o: 14 (cf. g : 34 where the Commentary explains that év 74 66&
is printed precisely because the superfluous text is characteristic
of Marcan style).

10 : 2 omit ﬂpoae)\ﬂévres (of) @apwa.i'ol.

The issue here is whether to include the subject @apioaior
or not. Professor Metzger independently of the majority on the
committee in a signed appendix to the discussion in the Com-
mentary argues (correctly) for the absence of the subject. The
impersonal plural verb is characteristic of Marcan style. Un-
fortunately his view did not prevail and, as so often, ‘widespread
and impressive support’ of certain MSS encouraged the printing
of the longer text.

C. H. Turner?° lists many examples of the impersonal plural
verb in Mark. These include i: 2 1-2, 29g-30, 32, 45 ;2 : 2-3,

2 FTS 25 (1923-4), 378-86.
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18; 3: 1-2, 31-2; 5: 14, 35; 6:14, 33, 42-3, 53-4: 7:31-2;
8:22;10: 13, 49; 14 : 12. The later gospels have often added
subjects when following Mark at these places. Similarly scribes
often added a subject to the text of Mark. This feature of Marcan
style and of scribal activity ought to have been dominant here.21
‘The Pharisees’ seems to have been added by scribes from the
parallel in Matt. 19: 3, even though the wording in the parallel
is not exact. The Commentary does not explain how or why the
words wpooeAddvres oi Papioaior were omitted by many scribes
if they were original to Mark.

Another instance in Mark of variant readings concerning the
impersonal plural of verbs is at 15:10-11. The Commentary
here explains that of dpx:epets is likely to be original and that
its omission was probably due to stylistically-conscious scribes
who objected to the proximity of oidpxytepeis at the beginning
of the next verse. But oiapyiepeis at the beginning of v. 11is
secondary, having been added by scribes influenced by the
parallel in Matt. 27 : 20 in order to provide the impersonal
verb davésewoav with a subject. The apparatus to Mark 15 : 10-11
gives the variants for and against the noun in v. 10 but ignores
the variants in v. 1. At 15:11, ©® 565 700 read oiriwes kai
instead of oidpyiepeis. “Oomis is not uncharacteristic of Mark
when referring to a subject just named (e.g. 4 :20;0:1;12:18;
15:%), and thus oirwes kal is likely to be original at v. 1.

11: 24 AopBdvere

The aorist is printed with confidence by UBSGNT because the
committee argue that this tense represents the Semitic prophetic
perfect. The variant Ajuecfe is rightly dismissed as coming
into Mark from the parallel in Matt. 21 : 22, but the reading
AapuBdvere deserves consideration as the original text.

Mark, as is well known, is fond of the present tense. In this
verse alone four present tenses precede AaufSdvere. Hawkins’2
reckons that there are over 150 historic presents in Mark of which
Matthew retains only twenty-one. Some of these twenty-one
are doubtless due to assimilation of the text of Matthew to Mark,

21 That scribes altered Mark’s indefinite subjects is recognized in the discussion
in the Commentary of the variants at Mark 14: 4.

22 ). C. Hawkins, Horae Synopticae: Contributions to the Study of the Synoptic Problem
(2nd edn.; Oxford: Clarendon, 1gog), 143-9.
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and a more accurate text of Matthew than Hawkins used would
reduce this number. Just as Matthew altered many of Mark’s
presents to aorists, 23 so many scribes of Mark did the same. The
reverse is less likely to have happened.

Another example of the double standards applying to this
text occurs at 6 :2 where dkodovres is printed with an ‘A’ rating
in the UBSGNT text as typical of Mark’s vividness. The aorist
drovoavres in D A © 565 is dismissed as ‘pedantic’. Again, the
rules and principles on which this text is built vary depending on
the MS support. What is true at 6 :2 should apply at 11: 24 also.

23 See Allen, Matthew, xx-xxi.

5. ‘One Thing is Needful'?, Luke 0:42

GORDON D. FEE

IN my review of Professor Metzger’s Textual Commentary, I con-
cluded by noting that ‘even where ... the individual scholar feels
the committee to have erred, [the Commentary] will serve as a useful
point of departure for further discussion’.’ | take the occasion of
this Festschrift in honour of Professor Metzger to follow up that
suggestion by discussing one such text : Luke 1o : 41-2.

This passage is a well-known exegetical crux, the final resolution
of which is inextricably bound to textual criticism. The exegetical
guestion is: Did Jesus intend no comparison between the two
sisters at all, but merely say, ‘Martha, Martha, Mary has chosen
the good portion’, or did he rebuke Martha for her anxiety over
many things, while commending Mary for her choice of the good
portion? And if the latter, did he say to Martha: () few things
are needed, (2) one thing is needed, or (3) few things are needed,
indeed only one ?

These differences are a reflection of the textual evidence, which
comes down to us in four basic forms, with some minor variations
within each :2

1) Mdpba Mdpba- 42 Mapia . . .
D [+ opvBdly]
abe ff2ilr*(c)[cHconturbaris erga plurima]
Ambrose, exp. Lc.i.g (CChL 14. 1)) [cites v. 40-2]
Possidius, vit. Aug. (MPL 32.34)
[Clement (Q.d.s. 10.6 [GCS 3.166]) is sometimes cited as
supporting the OL Codex Colbertinus (c). His text reads :
o mepl moAd rapdaay Mapla v dyaliy pepida ééeréfaro. But
* Bib 55 (1974); 455
2 The supporting data are given in this order: line i, the Greek evidence, with a
notation of minor variation in brackets (GopvBdln/rvpBdlyn and Mapidu/Mapia are
omitted); line 2, the versional evidence: line 3 (and following), the patristic evi-
dence, which is given in full when it has some bearing on the discussion in this
paper.
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Here, not only is the shorter reading preferred, but the other
three are to be ‘regarded as variants of an early gloss’.1°
Reading 2 has recently been defended by Monika Augsten.!!
As far as | can tell, von Soden has been its only other advocate.12
None the less this variant has played a crucial role in the dis-
cussions, for it is repeatedly argued that reading 4 is a conflation
of readings 2 and 3.3 Most of those who so argue favour reading
3 as the original. Augsten prefers reading 2—as the lectio difficilior.
Reading 3 is the traditional reading, both in Christian anti-
quity East and West and in the majority of commentariesl4
and English translations.’s It has enjoyed the support of the
critical editions of Tischendorf, Vogels, Bover, Nestle,’¢ and
now the UBSGNT. It was recently defended in an extensive
discussion by A. Baker as the reading which best explains the
others and is most in keeping with Lucan style.17 The presenta-
tion of the arguments in favour of this reading has been suc-

10 J. M. Creed, The Gospel According to St. Luke (London: Macmillan, 1930),
154; cf. Caird, Saint Luke, 150.

1t M. Augsten, ‘Lukanische Miszelle’, NTS 14 (1967-8), 581-3.

12 Augsten also claims Scrivener to be in support, but she has apparently
misread him. Scrivener is a strong advocate of reading 3 ; and he is so opposed to
reading 4 that he says: ‘We confess that we had rather see this grand passage
expunged altogether from the pages of the Gospel than diluted after the wretched
fashion adopted by ¥ and B’. He finds reading 2 to be ‘less incredible than that of
NBL’ (A Plain Introduction to the Criticism of the New Testament [4th edn. ;2 vols. ;
London: Bell, 1894], ».350). It may be that the adoption of this reading is also
the intent of the notes in A. Pallis, Notes on St Luke and the Acts (Oxford: University
Press, 1928), 22, and W. R. F. Browning in the Torch commentary (London:
SCM, 1g60),112.

13 |t is difficult to trace the origin of this idea. It appears as early as H. Alford,
The Greek Testament (3rd edn. ; 4 vols. ; London: Rivingtons, 1861), 542. It has been
repeated frequently since, both in articles (e.g. G. D. Kilpatrick, ‘The Greek
New Testament Text of Today and the Textus Receptus’, The New Testament in
Historical and Contemporary Perspective [ed. H. Anderson and W. Barclay; Oxford:
Blackwell, 1965),192; A Baker, ‘One Thing Necessary’, CBQ 27 [ 1965}, 136;
Augsten, ‘Lukanische Miszelle’, 581) and in commentaries (e.9. Ragg [1922],
Creed [ 1930], Gilmour [1952], Ellis [1966], Stuhlmueller [ 1968]).

4 Inter al., Alford (1863), Godet (1875), Farrar ( 188g), Sadler (188g), Zahn
(4th edn., 1920), Ragg (1922), Boles (1941), Lenski (1946), Geldenhuys (1g51),
Gilmour (1952), Thompson (1972).

15 Inter al., KFV (1611), RV (1881), ASV (1901), Weymouth (1903), Mont-
gomery (1924), Knox (1944), Verkuyl (1945), RSV (1946), Rieu (1952), C. K.
Williams ( 1952), Confraternity ( 1953), Kleist ( 1954), NEB (1961), Beck (1963), TEV
(1966), Barclay (1968), NAB(1970), NIV (1973), Translators (1973), Estes (1973).

16 The longer reading is printed in the text; from the zoth edition (1950) the
siglum (1) has indicated preference for reading 3.

17 ‘One Thing’, 127-37.
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cinctly set forth by Professor Metzger in the Textual Commentary.
Since | will have occasion to debate some of these conclusions,
his comments are here given in full :

[The] variations seem to have arisen from understanding évds to
refer merely to the provisions which Martha was then preparing for
the meal; the absoluteness of évds was softened by replacing it with
dAlywv . . .; and finally in some witness ... the two were combined
though with disastrous results as to sense. The omission of both clauses
(as well as ydp after Mapidy) from itsbefile' syrs (D retains only
GopuBdlyn) probably represents a deliberate excision of an incom-
prehensible passage, if it is not a sheer accident, perhaps occasioned
by homoeoarcton (Mdpfa ... Mapidpu).'®

Reading 4 has enjoyed the support of the critical editions of
Westcott—Hort, B. Weiss, Lagrange, and Merk, as well as of
many commentaries' and a few English translations.20 However,
it has never had a full-scale defence.

The purpose of this present essay is to fill that lacuna, by
showing the weaknesses in the argument presented in the Textual
Commentary and by arguing that reading 4 is the only variant
that adequately explains all the data.

Despite the frequency with which it has been asserted, the sug-
gestion that dAéywv 8¢ éorw xpeia 7} évds is a conflation must be
laid to rest. The possibility of conflation here has several strikes
against it, all having to do with the weak support for reading 2,
SAiywy 8¢ éoTw xpela.

In order for conflation to have occurred one would have to
establish the very early existence (especially in Egypt) of reading
2. Indeed, one would think from the word order of the longer
reading, dAywr... évds, that for simple conflation to have

18 A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (London: UBS, 1g71), 153-4.
This appears to be dependent upon Alford, Greek Testament, 1.543 : ‘The variations
have arisen from understanding evos to refer merely to the provisions then being
prepared,-then softening it by oAiywyr, and finally combining both readings’.

19 Inter al., Plumptre (1881), B. Weiss (g9th edn., 1go1), Plummer (1go2),
A. B. Bruce (n.d.), Lagrange (1919), Easton (1926), Rengstorf (1936), Grundmann
(1939), Leaney (1958), Ellis (1966), Danker (1972), Karris (1977).

20 Inter al., Twentieth Century (1898), Ballantine (1923), Greber (1937),
C. B. Williams (x937), Phillips (1947), New World (1g50), Wuest (1956), NASB
(1963), 7B (1966), Klingensmith (1972).
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occurred (the mere adding of 4 éds) the reading oAwywv 8¢
éorw ypeia should have been predominant in Egypt. But the
evidence for an early existence of this variant is so slight as to be
nearly worthless.

To be sure, it has been recently argued by Augsten that the
fragment from Origen’s commentary on John is the evidence
we were needing-and now have.21 A. Baker, on the basis of the
fragment from Origen’s commentary on Luke, had already
suggested that Origen was ‘probably the source of the conflate’.22
However, both of these suggestions seem to be an inadequate
handling of Origen’s evidence.

First, the comment in the Luke fragment can scarcely be the
source of the conflation-for two reasons: (1) There are many
instances in Origen’s commentaries and homilies of precisely the
kind of ‘exegesis’ found in the Luke fragment, and in no other
instance is he conflating texts. Origen’s comment here is standard
for him and indicates, as we should expect, that he was working
with the same text as one finds in X B et al. For him, Martha
represented Judaism, who, though they had received Jesus into
their borders, were none the less still distracted with much
(moAMajv) service based on the letter of the law. Mary, on the
other hand, is like the Gentile church, which has chosen the
‘good portion’ of the ‘spiritual law’. Thus, Origen says, just a
few things (dAiya) set forth in the law are beneficial (xprjoipa);
indeed () all things in the law are brought forward into the one
(év) commandment, ‘you shall love’. He then illustrates from
two sayings of Jesus how this is so. The ‘one thing necessary’
refers to the saying ‘you shall love your neighbour as yourself’ ;
the ‘few things necessary’ to the saying ‘you know the com-
mandments; you shall not commit adultery, nor murder, etc..
The ease with which Origen moves from 7oA\d to dAlya to év
makes it clear that he presupposes this text and is therefore not the
creator of it.

(2) Furthermore, there is ample evidence available in Origen
of places where he does know of two or more variants.23 In such
cases, he always gives a clear statement of the existence of the

21 ‘| ykanische Miszelle’, 582. 22 ‘One Thing’, 136.

23 See B. M. Metzger, ‘Explicit References in the Works of Origen to Variant
Readings in New Testament Manuscripts’, Biblical and Patristic Studies in Memory
of Robert Pierce Casey (ed. J. N. Birdsall and R. W. Thomson; Freiburg: Herder,
1963), 78-95.
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various readings, and frequently he comments on them. There-
fore, we may conclude quite positively that in writing the
commentary on Luke Origen knew only a text with the longer
reading, and that he is in no way responsible for creating it.

Second, it is equally clear that it is basically this same comment
that Origen had previously made in the commentary on John
11:2.2¢ There he had already seen Mary as a ovuBolov 7&v amo
é0vav, and Martha as 7@v ék mepiropdjs. In this case, however,
he is commenting on John i1, not Luke 10; and his interest now
is solely in ‘Martha’, who, as the Jews, was distracted about
moMd when only dAiya were necessary for salvation. Thus he
‘cites’ the text somewhat loosely-and only partially. But his
final comment in which he ties the ‘few things’ to the law of love
in Matt. 22: 40 makes it clear that he presupposes the same kind
of comment he will make in full on the Luke passage ; and there-
fore even here he presupposes the longer text, even though he
cites it partially.

Furthermore, even if we did not have such clear contextual
evidence as Origen affords in these two fragments, this kind of
‘short text’ in a patristic citation is of dubious value. As | have
shown elsewhere, one can scarcely make any case at all of a
Father’s citation when the debated words are missing at the
beginning or end of his citation. 25 This is especially true when
in other citations the same Father cites the text in full and
includes the debated words ! For example, | have noted this
about Origen’s alleged support of p? et al. in the ‘omission’ of
kai 7 {wyp in John 11: 25.26 The full evidence from Origen
makes it plain in that instance that he knew only the longer text.
The same is true here. This catena fragment, therefore, simply
will not bear the weight that many would give it as evidence of
Origen’s knowledge of a text without 4 évés.?7

24 This section of the commentary on John would have been written at Caesarea,
c.232. The homilies on Luke were probably among those taken down in short-
hand during his later years. See Eusebius, h.e. 6.36.

25 G. D. Fee, ‘The Text of John in The Ferusalem Bible: A Critique of the Use of
Patristic Evidence in New Testament Textual Criticism’, ¥BL go (1971), 163-73.

26 In my review of Metzger, Bib 55 (1974), 454.

27 All of this only confirms the point made by R. M. Grant many years ago
that ‘patristic citations are not citations unless they have been adequately analyzed’.
See ‘The Citation of Patristic Evidence in an Apparatus Criticus’, New Testament

Manuscript Studies (ed. M. M. Parvis and A. Wikgren; Chicago: University of
Chicago, 1950),124.
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Thus the only evidence for the variant SAéywv 8¢ éorw xpela is
from codex 38 (thirteenth century) ; from three versions: the
Palestinian Syriac (tr. after ao 400),% the Armenian (c.410),
and the Georgian (¢.450); and from two MSS of the Bohairic
(X [ninth century], J [1 3th c.]). But to argue from these diverse
witnesses for a common denominator that goes back to the second
century is to lose historical perspective, or at least is to fail to
grapple with the a priori logic of genealogy.

First of all it should be noted that these witnesses represent
three quite unrelated traditions. Codex 38 is a Byzantine MS,
which von Soden listed as Ik; the Armenian and Georgian have
well-known textual affinities, while there is a recognized, but
unclear, relationship between the Armenian and Syriac ; the
Bohairic version is a witness to the Egyptian text. One might
propose that three such strands of evidence, all independent of
each other, argue well for a common archetype that must go
back as early as the second century. But that is precisely what is
difficult to believe in this case. Given the nature of these particu-
lar witnesses, it is much more likely that this is simply a ‘sub-
singular’ reading, i.e. ‘a non-genetic, accidental agreement in
variation between two MSS which are not otherwise closely
related’. 2¢

Let us begin with the two Bohairic MSS. According to Horner,
both of these MSS are subject to omissions of various kinds.30
This means that what we have here are not two related Bo-
hairic MSS that somehow represent an independent expression
of this version, and therefore represent a Greek text that read
SAlywy 8¢ éatw xpela. Rather, these two MSS are independent
corruptions (omitting % €véds) of the only text of Luke w0: 42
known in Bohairic, namely the longer text.

The same is probably also true for the other versions. That is,
since there is no early Greek evidence of any kind for éAéywy 8¢
éotw xpela, it is far more likely that they represent mistransla-

28 For the dating of the various versions, see B. M. Metzger, Tke Early Versions
of the New Testament (Oxford: Clarendon, 1977).

29 This definition was offered in an unpublished paper read before the Textual
Criticism Seminar of the SBL, 5 October 1974, entitled, ‘Toward the Clarification
of Textual Variation: Colwell and Tune Revisited’, p. 10.

30 G. W. Horner, The Coptic Version of the New Testament in the Northern Dialect,
otherwise called Memphitic and Bohairic (4 vols.; Oxford: Clarendon, 1898),1.xxxviii,
CV.
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tions, or simple corruptions of the longer reading, than that they
represent the softening of évds 8¢ éorw ypeia.

The text of codex 38 is equally suspect. Surely no one will
seriously argue that this thirteenth century MS alone among
all its close and distant relatives preserved this reading from the
second century. On the contrary, dXiywy 8¢ éorw ypeia is simply
a singular reading in codex 38. One cannot tell whether it is a
corruption of évds 8¢ éorw ypela or of SAlywv 8¢ éorww xpela
évés (probably the former). In either case, the only available
Greek evidence for dAlywv 8¢ éorw ypela belongs to the thirteenth
century, and cannot easily be traced back to the second.

Altogether, the evidence for SAlywr 8¢ éorw xpeia is so weak
that neither can it be the original text itself nor can it serve as
an early source for the alleged ‘conflation’ in reading 4.

A similar judgement must be made about reading 1. Although it
is sometimes true that lectio brevior potior, this is most highly
imprubable in Luke 10: 41-2. To be sure, the omission is difficult
to explain. If it is accidental, then the suggestion first made by
G. D. Kilpatrick3' and repeated in a slightly different form in
the Textual Commentary may well be right-homoeoteleuton or
homoeoarcton.

A deliberate omission would be more difficult to explain. If, as
Metzger suggests, it is a ‘deliberate excision of an incom-
prehensible passage’, it must be admitted that the resultant
text is even more incomprehensible (Moffatt’s translation not-
withstanding). One might have expected what happened in
Codex Colbertinus (c), but not this. But if in fact it is deliberate,
then this Western text is further evidence of the early wide-
spread existence of SAlywv SC éorv ypela 1) évds. For by everyone's
admission, this is the only reading of the remaining two (3 and
4) that might have been thought to be incomprehensible.

But as difficult as the omission is to explain, it is even more
difficult to explain all the data if the short text were original.
It falls among several such omissions in the Western text (Hort’s
‘Western non-interpolations’), few of which have commended

31G. D. Kilpatrick, ‘Western Text and Original Text in the Gospels and Acts’,
JFTS 44 (1943), 27
9556 C80 D
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themselves to recent scholars as the original text.32 Besides its
poor external attestation, the short reading here faces two other
difficulties.

(1) The doubling of the vocative Mdpfa, followed immediately
by a word about Mary, is difficult under any circumstances.
But in this case it also runs counter to a clear feature of Lucan
style. The doubling of personal name vocatives is a Lucan
peculiarity in the NT (Luke 10: 42; 22: 31; Acts g: 4; 22: 7;
26 : 14). In the other instances, the vocative is followed, as one
would expect, by a word spoken in the second person to the
one addressed. The words pepiuvds kai fopuBdln mepl moAAd
fit this stylistic feature exactly, and therefore surely belong to
Luke, not to some glossator.

(2) The saying, pepyuvds rai GopvBdln mepi moMdd: SAlywv
8¢ éoTw xpela 1) évés, with the following ydp, is very difficult to
explain as a gloss. In the first place, ‘glosses’ usually have the
nature of explanatory comment (John 5 :4), or catechetical/
theological comment (Acts 8 :37 ;i1John 5 : 7b). But what
does this ‘gloss’ explain ? And why does it take the form of a
Jesus word (unless it came from an existing tradition of the
story) ? Furthermore, it is obvious from the textual variation
that the ‘glossed’ explanation created as many difficulties as it
hoped to solve. And why did the one who finally introduced
it into the text insert a ydp rather than a &¢ following Mapwdp?
To suggest that this saying is a gloss is simply to put too much
confidence in a reading (the omission) that is already suspect
by the company it keeps.

v

What all of this means, therefore, is that the textual variation
in Luke 10:42 boils down to a choice between two readings,
not four. Either Luke wrote ¢vos 8¢ éorw ypelo Or SAlywv 8¢
éoTw ypeia 7} évds. Both existed as far back as the second century ;
and in either case, there is no accident involved. One is clearly
the deliberate revision of the other. The real question then is,
which variant came second? That is, which one can best be
explained as the revision of the other?

Those who have opted for the traditional reading have

32 For a recent survey and evaluation see K. Snodgrass, ‘‘“Western Non-
interpolations” ’, JBL g1(1972),369-79.

‘One Thing is Needful’? Luke 10z 42 7’

usually taken one of three stances toward reading 4 : (1) ignore
it altogether,33 (2) dismiss it with contempt,34 or (3) dismiss it as
a conflation that yields an intolerable sense.35 We have already
seen the improbability of conflation. If, however, it is the
revision of reading 3, then one must be prepared to argue also
that it did yield a tolerable sense to the reviser. F. Godet saw
this many years ago. He himself argued for the originality of
évés, which he believed had a purposeful double reference for
Jesus himself: one kind of nourishment is sufficient for the body,
as only one is necessary for the soul. Of the longer reading Godet
goes on to say: ‘This is probably the meaning of the Alex.
reading: “There needs but little (for the body), or even but one
thing (for the soul)’”’. He adds : “There is subtilty in this reading ;
too much perhaps’.36

Godet is surely right on two counts : this is the probable mean-
ing of reading 4; and it is subtle. But it is not an intolerable
sense. The only question is whether it is too subtle. There is a
long and worthy tradition that thinks otherwise, which argues
both that this is the original text and that this meaning is more
than tolerable---it makes good sense ! As to its being too subtle,
this would, however, be very likely true as the work of a second-
century scribe-especially so, if the original text were evos
8¢ éorw xpela. For this text never seems to have given anyone
trouble in antiquity, at least not among those who comment on
the text. Since both variants lead eventually to the same result,
it is difficult to imagine why an early scribe would have felt
impelled to this kind of subtlety in order to achieve that result.

On the other hand, if SAlywv &8¢ éorw ypela 4 évés were origi-
nal, one can well imagine an early scribe being perplexed by
the text (as apparently many later commentaries have been).
Thus, taking his clue from the €évds, plus the following comment
about Mary’s choice of v dyadav pnepida, he rewrote what was

33 As, for example, does N. Geldenhuys, Commentury on Luke (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1951),315-17.

3+ See, for example, M. F. Sadler, The Gospel According to St. Luke, with Notes
Critical and Practical (3rd edn.; London: Bell, 1889), 288: ‘In this case the so-called
neutral text substitutes an unintelligible sentence for one of the Lord’s most
important words. And this against the authority of all Christendom’.

35 See, for example, Creed, Gospel of Luke, 154; Baker, ‘One Thing’, 135;
Metzger, Textual Commentary, 153-4.

36 F. Godet, A Commentary on the Gospel of St. Luke (tr. E. W. Shalders and M. D.
Cush; 3rd edn.; 2 vols.; New York: Funk & Wagnalls, 18go), 2.45.
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for him a perplexing text into something much more manage-
able. Reading 4, therefore, surely is a case of lectio difficilior potior.

Although it has never been included in the discussion, there is
one further piece of evidence that seems to confirm this choice,
and that is the interchange of ydp and &¢ following Mapidpu.
Several things are significant in this regard: () No matter
which textual choice is made between readings 3 and 4, all
critical texts have Mapwa(u)ydp. (2) This is surely correct, for it is
inconceivable that a scribe under any circumstances would
have expunged a &¢ for a ydp here. (3) However, elsewhere
Luke’s use of ydp in direct discourse very clearly expresses cause
or reason. For example, there are thirty-five such instances in the
Gospel up to 10: 42, and the RSV translates every one of them
‘for’. (4) On the other hand, in this passage the English transla-
tions (including the RSV) that are made from a text reading
évos 8¢ . . . Mapwap ydp invariably treat ydp as an untranslatable
particle, rather than as a conjunction. (5) Rightly so, because
ydp scarcely follows évés SC éorww xpela meaningfully. Later
scribes, who had only évés 8¢ éorw ypela in their texts, were
quite right to substitute for ydp a consecutive 8¢: ‘One thing is
needful, and Mary has chosen ...’

How then does one account for the original ydp, especially in
light of Luke’s rather careful usage elsewhere ? The answer of
course is that it goes with an original text that read JAfywr 8¢
éotw xpela %) €vés. It functions as an explanation of 7 évds,
thus suggesting that the %4 has normal disjunctive force here.
Thus the original text reads : ‘Martha, Martha, you are worried
and upset about many things. However (SE’) few things are really
needed, or, if you will (%), only one ; for that is indeed what
Mary has chosen, the good portion ...".

It may be of interest finally to note that the other Egyptian wit-
nesses P78 ¥ 8g2:241) all reflect their true origins in this regard
by reading ydp, even though they have picked up the secondary
€vos 8¢ orw xpela.

\Y

One final argument against the longer reading must be noted. It

is sometimes suggested that this reading is ‘very much confined

to Alexandria’ and is therefore a local, transient revision.37
37 Baker, ‘One Thing’, 131.
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Indeed, the evidence of p#% and especially p?® seemed to make
this all the more true. So much was this so, in fact, that one can
trace the pendulum of scholarship oscillating from Westcott—
Hort back to the traditional text with the discovery of these two
papyri. Since the influences behind the UBSGNT text are very
clear, it is most probable that ?® as much as anything else led
to the choice of évds SC éorw xpela with a (C) rating.38

This is one of those rare places, however, where the text of
p?8 is probably secondary both to the original text and to its own
textual tradition. | have shown elsewhere39 that the relation-
ship between p?® and B is such that they must have common
ancestry anterior to p?. Occasionally, one finds a bifurcation
in this text-type, where two clearly early readings exist among the
witnesses, one of which is often destined to become the Byzantine
reading. On rare occasions p?® and B also reflect this bifurcation,
where now one and then the other picks up the variant that is
secondary both to the mainstream of the text-type and to the
original text. ‘Evos 8¢ éorw xpela appears to be one of those
readings.40

Thus, even though p? shows that both readings existed very
early in Egypt, the reading oAlywv 8¢ éorw ypela 7 évds seems
to have predominated there. This is evidenced not only by the
Greek MS tradition, but also by the facts that both the Bohairic
(although not the Sahidic) and the Ethiopic versions translate
this text and that this is the only text cited in any extant evidence
from the Egyptian Fathers (Origen, Cyril, Olympiodorus, plus
John Cassian).

But is this text which predominated in Egypt to be found only
in Egypt as a local aberration? The evidence from West and
East (outside of Egypt) suggests otherwise.

(1) There is no evidence from extant sources that either reading
3 or 4 had early existence in the West. As noted above, the
early OL omits the clause altogether. Ambrose and Possidius,

38 On the influence of p?® on the UBSGNT text, see the reviews by I. A. Sparks,

Int 22 (1968), 92-6, and 1. Moir, NTS 14 (1967-8), 136-43. Sparks notes that
p? ‘has clearly usurped the place of honor previously given to the great uncials’
(p- 95).
399?3). D. Fee, ‘p?, pt¢, and Origen: The Myth of Early Textual Recension in
Alexandria’, New Dimensions in New Testament Studies (ed. R. N. Longenecker and
M. C. Tenney; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1974), 31-44.

49 For the graphs that present all these data see ‘p™8, 8%, and Origen’, 34-9.
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the biographer of Augustine, reflect the continuing predominance
of the omission into the fifth century. Earlier Latin Fathers un-
fortunately are silent.

The earliest appearance of either of the other readings in the
West is in Jerome’s letter to Eustochium, written at Rome in 384,
at about the same time he was creating the Vulgate of the gospels.
However, one cannot tell whether this reading already existed
in Rome, or whether Jerome brought it from the East. In
either case, it is clearly a text that he knew well and one that
existed outside Egypt.41

Interestingly enough, the earliest evidence for évos 8¢ éorww
xpeta in the West is also from Jerome. Again, it is not possible to
know whether it already existed or whether he introduced it.
The earliest appearance of this text-form is in Augustine, and his
citations clearly reflect the Vulgate’s porro unum est necessarium.+2
The only evidence for a non-vulgatized rendering of this variant
is to be found in the ‘revised’ OL codices f and ¢ and in one
citation from Augustine. This latter evidence may indicate
that the variant had some existence in the West independently
of the Vulgate. However, the likelihood is that this reading
appeared in the West only after Jerome introduced it.

(2) The evidence from other parts of the East, on the other
hand, suggests a situation much like that in Egypt, where both
variants existed side by side from early on. However, in this
case, the shorter reading came to predominate. The longer
reading is known in the Syriac traditions (in the marginalia of
the Harclean, and in the corrupted, shortened form [omit %
évds] in the Palestinian). It is also cited and commented on by
Basil of Caesarea and is clearly the only text he knew. This
reading probably also lies behind the Armenian (and thus the
Georgian) version.

This is not abundant evidence, but it is substantial. When

41 The later existence in Latin of the longer reading, paucis vero opus est vel etiam
uno, in John Cassian and the Irish Book of Mulling is attributable first of all to
the lengthy stay of Cassian in Egypt, and then to his residency at Lérins, which
in turn influenced Irish monasticism (and the text of Mulling). See G. G. Willis,
‘Some Interesting Readings of the Book of Mulling’, Studia Evangelica | (ed. K.
Aland et al.; TU 73; Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1959),811-13.

42 F,. C. Burkitt believed that this reading, among others, is evidence that
Augustine accepted Jerome’s version, even though he also continued to use the

OL throughout his life. See ‘Saint Augustine’s Bible and the Itala’, 775 1(1910),
263.

‘One Thing is Needful’? Luke 10: 42 75

joined with the evidence from Jerome, it seems clear that this
reading had a widespread history in the East. However, €vos
SC éarw xpela eventually came to predominate. It was known
early in Syriac. By the end of the fourth century and thereafter
it is the only text known outside of Egypt.

What must be concluded from all of this, therefore, is that the
external evidence is simply indecisive. Both variants existed
early in Egypt; both existed frequently outside of Egypt in the
fourth and fifth centuries. The question finally is whether the
Egyptian text-type, as in so many other cases, also preserves
the Lucan original. In this case transcriptional probability
argues strongly in the affirmative.

VI

All of this evidence converges to suggest that Luke 10:42 should
read: SAlywv 8¢ éorw xpeia i) Ms. If so, then the text is not so
much a ‘put down’ of Martha, as it is a gentle rebuke for her
anxiety. For a meal, Jesus says, there is no cause to fret over
modAd, when only dAéya are necessary. Then, having spoken
of ‘necessity’, he moves on to affirm Mary’s ‘outrageous’ action.
‘Indeed’, he says, ‘in another sense only one thing is necessary.
For this is indeed what Mary has chosen’.




6. La préhistoire du texte en
Luc 22: 43-44

JEAN DUPLACY

I.Les versets 43-44 faisaient-ils ou non partie du texte original
de Luc 22? En témoignage de ma grande estime pour le Profes-
seur B. M. Metzger comme homme et comme savant, j’aurais
volontiers consacré un expose d’ensemble a ce vieux probléme
textuel. Mais les dimensions d’un tel expose auraient été excessives
et je me bornerai donc a rappeler quelques données et a proposer
guelques réflexions sur une question quelque peu negligee
jusqu’ici: quelle est la meilleure ‘variante-source’ de ce lieu
variant? Autrement dit, je parlerai de ce que j'appellerais
volontiers la ‘préhistoire du texte’.

2. Je veux désigner ainsi la période qui s’est écoulée entre la
redaction du texte et les premiers témoignages Ccrits, directs ou
indirects, relatifs aux états les plus anciens de ce texte. On
rattache généralement cette recherche de la variante-source
a la critique interne. Mais ce n’est que partiellement exact.
Cette recherche prend certes en consideration le contenu des
variantes d’un passage, mais elle ne peut et ne doitle faire que
dans le cadre et a la lumiére de I’histoire. Sous peine d’ana-
chronismes éventuels, elle doit en effet étre centrée, pour
I’essentiel, sur la période antérieure a la plus ancienne attesta-
tion des diverses variantes. Et, d’autre part, elle n’a de valeur
que dans la mesure ol elle fait appel a nos diverses connais-
sances relatives a I’histoire, au passé qui a entouré et a donc
pu faire varier le texte.

3. Un examen attentif de toutes les variantes de notre passage’
confirme que deux d’entre elles ont des titres sérieuxa pouvoir
représenter le texte original : la presence ou I'absence des w.
43-44. Leur présence est assurée dés 150 environ par une
allusion de Justin et, trés probablement, par le Diatessaron que

T Variantes mineures des w. Luc 22: 43-44; prbence de ces versets aprés Matt.
26: 39; diverses présences partielles, généralement négligées, des mémes versets.
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suivent bientdt Irénée, la vieille latine, Hippolyte, etc. ...
Quant a leur absence, je montrerai ailleurs que les témoignages
de Marcion et de Tertullien restent trés problématiques et que
celui de Clément d’Alexandrie est littéralement inutilisable.
Le plus ancien témoin certain est ici p’™, généralement daté du
debut du 1m® siecle, un témoignage que confirme probablement
Origéne (Commentaire de Matthieu, en ou vers 249). A la lumiére de
I’histoire du texte, la question qui se pose a nous est dong trés
précisément : nos versets ont-ils été ajoutés au texte avant 150
au plus tard ou en ont-ils été éliminés avant 200250 au plus
tard ? La préhistoire de notre lieu variant comme de beaucoup
d’autres se situe donc au ® siecle, une époque qu’a tant de
points de vue nous connaissons bien mal.

4. La premiere hypothbe & envisager estcelle de quelque
accident de copie. De ce point de vue, une addition purement
accidentelle est impensable. Par contre ’hypothése d’une dis-
parition n’est pas inconcevable en soi,2 mais cette disparition
d’un element textuel trés long, sans saut possible ‘du méme
au méme’, serait vraiment Ctonnante: il aurait fallu un hasard
complaisant pour qu’une telle omission laisse subsister un récit
acceptable. Mieux vaut donc assurément envisager I’hypothése
d’une modification délibérée du texte.

5. Ou peut-étre pour commencer, d’'une modification a la
fois délibérée et inconsciente. Si le texte original de Luc 22 ne
comportait pas nos versets, on peut imaginer en effet que quelque
lecteur, les empruntant & un texte ou a une tradition
‘évangélique’,3 les aurait notes en marge de son manuscrit et
gu’ensuite un copiste, les prenant pour une correction, les
aurait introduits dans le texte. Inversement, quelque lecteur
aurait pu indiquer graphiquement sur son exemplaire ses doutes
relatifs & ces versets qu’un copiste, en toute bonne foi, aurait
ensuite éliminés du texte. La premiere hypothése serait peut-
étre un peu moins vraisemblable, si I'on admet qu’une note de
vingt-six mots environ aurait été un peu longue pour une marge
de manuscrit. Mais, au fond, peu importe. Une modification

2 Albert C. Clark semble bien I'avoir envisagée (The Primitive Text of the Gospels
and Acts [Oxford: Clarendon, 1914], 60, 65).

3 Cf. B. F. Westcott et F. J. A. Hort, The New Testament in the Original Greek:
[11] Introduction, Appendix (Cambridge/London: Macmillan, 1882), 67; B. M. Metz-

ger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (London/New York: United
Bible Societies, 1971),177.
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du type que nous venons d’envisager reste trésconjecturale et
elle laisse intactes les questions fondamentales : pourquoi aurait-
on noté nos versets en marge de Luc 22 et d’out viendraient-ils?
ou bien pour quelles raisons aurait-on douté de leur authen-
ticité ?

6. Un des aspects de I'histoire du texte au 1f° siecle permet
une premiere réponse a la seconde des questions que nous
venons de poser. C’est un fait trés généralement admis qu’a
cette Cpoque la tradition textuelle a été fortement harmonisante,
comme latteste en particulier ‘le texte occidental’. Les har-
monisations par suppression ne semblent certes pas tres fréquen-
tes et I'omission serait ici d’une longueur exceptionnelle. Mais
nos versets pouvaient sembler vraiment &ranges si I'on com-
parait le récit de Luc avec ceux de Matthieu et de Marc et
Phypotheése de leur disparition par harmonisation n’est certes pas
invraisemblable, surtout s’il a existé d’autres raisons de les
éliminer .

7. Une longue enquéte sur les citations et les ‘non-citations’
de Luc 22 : 43-44 dans les premiers siécles m’avait montré
I'importance de ces versets dans les controverses christologiques
jusqu’a celles du monothélisme et du monoénergisme. 11 m’a
semblé dés lors qu’on ne pouvait répondre pertinemment a
la question ‘addition avant 150 ou suppression avant 200—250 ?’
gu’au terme d’une etude sur la ou les lectures ‘christologiques’
de I’épisode de Gethsémani jusque vers 200-250.4 Lorsque jali
pu disposer des résultats d’un premier travail dans ce sens,’
ils ont de fait aide sur plus d’un point les recherches et les ré-
flexions dont je vais exposer I'essentiel.

8. Dans I’hypothése oh le texte original de Luc aurait com-
porté nos versets, ceux-ci pouvaient paraitre inquiétants et
contestables & plus d’un point de vue. Tout d’abord, I’épisode
de l'ange venant ‘fortifier’ Jésus ne s’accordait guéreavec la

I

4 La critique textuelle s’était bornée, dans cette voie, 4 quelques allusions:
A. von Harnack, Studien zur Geschichte des Neuen Testaments und der alten Kirche:
I, Qur neutestamentlichen Textkritik (Berlin/Leipzig: de Gruyter, 1931), 8g—go
(= SPAW [1901],254-55); Walter Bauer, Das Leben Fesu im ZLeitalter der neu-
testamentlichen Apokryphen (Tiibingen: Mohr [Siebeck], 1909),171-73; etc.

s Edith Wild, ‘Histoire de I’exégése de la péricope de Gethsémani . .. Les trois
premiers siécles’ (these inédite, Facult¢ de Théologic Protestante, Université
de Strasbourg, 1975).Je remercie mes collégues de Strasbourg, André Benoit et
Pierre Prigent, d’avoir bien voulu patronner ce travail que javais suggéréa
P. Prigent.
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supériorité de Jésus par rapport aux anges. Proclamée souvent
des le NT, cette supériorité restait un point essentiel de la
foi chretienne au 1® siecle, méme lorsqu’on présentait le Christ
comme un angelos de Dieu.” Luc 22 : 43 pouvait paraitre ici
d’autant plus dangereux que certaines speculations risquaient de
dissoudre plus ou moins le mystére du Christ dans les mystéres du
monde angélique : ¢’était probablement deja le cas 2 Colosses
(Col. 2:18).8 Les epourania restent un sujet épineux pour Ignace
d’Antioche ( Trall. 5), qui pensait peut-étre a certains aspects du
Jjudéo-christianisme ou du gnosticisme antiochien,® preludes de
ces Ctonnants systémes gnostiques d’éons oh se mélaient volontiers
les debris d’un J&us-Christ désagrégé et de hierarchies angéli-
gues. Ce peril venu des perspectives orthodoxes pour Luc 22 : 43
est possible et vraisemblable, mais il reste hypothétique; sauf
erreur la littérature chretienne ne parle pas de ce verset sous
cet angle avant le 1v® siecle.

g. Par contre, ce sont des textes chrétiens anciens qui mettent
en relation la vie chretienne et, en particulier, la priére et le
martyre avec les récits de Gethsémani.t® Ces references s’ins-
crivent sur un horizon qui est celui de I'imitation de Jesus. Ce
theme a des racines profondes dans le NT,t oh cette imitation
va deja jusqu’aux souffrances et 4 la mort : la passion d’Etienne
(Act. 6 : 8-15 ; 7 : 54-60) reflete celle de Jesus ;le combat
du chrétien, comme celui de Jesus, doit aller jusqu’au sang’
(Heb. 12: 4). Ces perspectives fondamentales s’affirment au 1r®
siécle.’2 Ce sont elles qui expliquent I’enthousiasme d’un Ignace

6 Phil. 2:10; Col. 1: 16-17; 2: 10, 15; Eph. 1: 20~-22; Heb. 11 5-13; 2: r-g; |
Pier. 3: 22. Si I'on admet que Jean 12: 29 se référe & Luc 22: 43 oua quelque tradi-
tion analogue, on peut se demander si I'intention de Jean n’est pas de ‘dtsamorcer’
le danger prtsentt par ’épisode de I'ange: tonnerre ou ange (12: 2g), I’essentiel
est que ‘la voix’ représente une intervention ‘du ciel’, destinte d’ailleurs non 2
Jesus, mais a des hommes (12: 28, 30).

7 Sur les anges et le Christ au u® siecle, voir par exemple Jean Danitlou, Théo-
logie du Fudéo-christianisme (Paris : Desclée,1958),167-98; Georges Tavard, Les
anges (Paris: du Cerf, 1971), 53-89; Alois Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition
(2d ed.; 3 vols.; London: Mowbrays, 1975-), 1.46-53.

8 Sur Col. 2: 18, voir E. Cothenet, ‘Puissances célestes’, DBSup (fasc. 4g-50A
[1975]), 369-71.

9 Cf. Daniélou Théologie, 84-8q. ro Wild, ‘Histoire’, passim.

11 E, Cothenet, ‘Imitation du Christ; I. Dans PEcriture’, Dictionnaire de Spiritua-
lité (Paris, 1970),1536-62.

12 Marcel Viller, La spiritual& des premiers siécles chrétiens (Paris, 1930), 15-24;
Louis Bouyer, La spiritualité du Nouveau Testament et des Péres (Paris, 1960), 238-61;
Etienne Ledeur, Dictionnaire de Spiritualité, 1563-67 (bibliographie).
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d’Antioche, la joie d’'un Carpus ou la sérénité d’un Polycarpe
de Smyrne en face de leur martyre et qui sous-tendent les
exhortations au martyre d’un Cyprien ou d’un Origéne. Or
cette imitation impliquait une certaine image de Jesus, marchant
librement et en paix vers une mort voulue par son Pére. On
trouvait cette image partout dans les évangiles, sauf en Matt
27 : 46 et dans l’épisode de Gethsémani.’3 Les paiens qui con-
naissaient ce dernier ne devaient pas manquer de le tourner en
derision, comme Celse4 en attendant Julien I’Apostat, ce qui ne
pouvait gu’accroitre la gene des chrétiens devant certains aspects
de I’épisode. L’attitude de Jesus finalement soumis a la volonté
de son Pére (Matt. 26 : 39 et par.) pouvait assez facilement rester
un exemple de priére et d’obéissance.’s Mais il n’en allait pas
de méme du Jesus décrit par Luc 22 : 44. Quel qu’ait été son
sens originel exact,’® ce verset était certes loin d’évoquer pour
ses lecteurs I'enthousiasme, la joie ou la sérénité d’un martyr
modéle et il Ctait encore moins acceptable pour I'idéal stoicien
de Papatheia qui impregnait alors bien des milieux chrétiens.?
10. Cette importance morale de V'apatheia vient de ce qu’elle
Ctablit le chrétien dans la ressemblance avec Dieu. L’apatheia
est en effet un attribut majeur de celui-ci pour les théologiens
du 1° siecle et pour Clement d’Alexandrie en particulier’® et
cette apatheia ne peut donc que caracteriser égalementle Logos
divin. ‘Le Sauveur’ étant ‘impassible’ comme I'affirment Clement
d’Alexandrie (Strom. 1.8.71.2) et la gnose valentinienne,™ il ne
pouvait pas vraiment Cprouver les passions du corps et encore
moins celles de ’Ame, comme la tristesse (AJmy) et la crainte

13 Et dans la variante finale de Luc 22: 68 (% dmoldoyre) dont Pambiguité
permettait de comprendre que Jesus désirait ou, au moins, envisageait d’étre
relaché: J. Duplacy, ‘Une variante méconnue du texte regu:“.. . H AITOAYZHTE”
(Lc 22,68)°, Neutestamentliche Aufsitze: Festschrift fir Prof. Josef Schmid zum 70.
Geburtstag (ed. J. Blinzler, 0. Kuss, F. Mussner ; Regensburg: Pustet, 1963),
42-52. 14 Origéne, Cels. 5.52; 2.24; 1.54.

15 Ce n’est sans doute pas un hasard que Matt. 26: 39, 42 et par. soient, semble-
t-il, les versets les plus souvent allégués de la péricope (Wild, ‘Histoire’, index
biblique, p. 248).

16 Mario Galizzi, Gest: nel Getsemani (Biblioteca di Scienza Religiose, 4; Zurich/
Rome: PAS-Verlag, 1972),166-83.

17 Michel Spanneut, Le stoicisme des Péres de I’Eglise de Clément de Rome & Clément
d’Alexandrie (Patristica Sorbonensia, 1, Paris: de Seuil, 1957),241-51.

18 |bid., 291-93.

19 Irénée, adv. haer. 1.7.2: Frangois-M.-M. Sagnard, La gnose valentinienne et le
témoignage de saint Irénée (Etudes de philosophie médiévale, 36; Paris: Vrin, 1947),
46 (ligne 13).
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(¢dBos). C'est ainsi que Clément d’Alexandrie est conduit au
moins aux confins du docétisme?? et qu’Origene est quelque peu
géné par les ‘passions’ (Avmeicfa, ddnuoveiv, mepidvmos) attribuées
a Jésus par Matt. 26 : 37.2f Une telle christologie ne pouvait étre
que plus heurtée encore, Cventuellement, par Luc 22:44ohla
sueur manifeste corporellement I’intensité des ‘passions’ de ’ame
de Jésus. La gnose valentinienne, pour sa part, Cvitait radicale-
ment la difficulté : les ‘passions’ de Jésusa GethsCmani n’y sont
plus, au moins directement, des passions du Sauveur, mais d’un
éon ‘Achamoth-Sagesse’,?2 ce qui est bien une sorte de docétisme.

1. Pour la deuxiéme fois, je viens de nommer le docétisme.
Quelles gu’en soient les sources, philosophiques ou non, cette
tendance a réduire ou a rejeter la réalité de la ‘chair’, de
Phumanité de Jésus — attestée déja aux environs de 100 — fut
trés répandue au 1 siécle.?2 Fondamentalement, elle pouvait
n’étre qu’ ‘une expression naive de la foi en la transcendance du
Christ, une idéalisation de son humanité’,2¢ plus ou moins
compatible, dans les cas bénins,avec une foi orthodoxe. Mais
ce n’était pas le cas pour les variétés extremes de docétisme,
telles qu’on les trouve surtout, sous des formes assez diverses,
dans le gnosticisme—bien représenté des le 1r° siécle a Alexan-
drie.25 Cette tendance docéte ne pouvait qu’étre choquée
par le réalisme agressif de Luc 22: 44 qui permettait par contre
aux adversaires du docétisme, comme Justin, Irénée et Hip-
polyte,26 de souligner la réalité de la ‘chair’ de. Jésus.

20 Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, 1. 136-38.

21 Comm. in Mutt. go. Origtne souligne que Jésus n’a éprouvé qu’un début de
tristesse (fjpfaro, Matt. 26: 37), sa qualité divine &ant trés éloignée de ce genre
de ‘passions’; cf. Wild, ‘Histoire’, 139—42.

22 Irénée, adv. haer. 1.8.2 (cf. 4.1); cf. G. C. Stead, ‘The Valentinian Myth
of Sophia’, FT§ ns 20 (1969), 75-104 passim.

23 |gnatius, Trall. 10; Smym. 2 et 5.2; cf. Cérinthe (selon Irénée, adv. haer.
1.26.1) et déja peut-étre:1Jean 4: 2; 5: 6; 2 Jean 7. Cf. G. Bareille, ‘Docttisme’,
DTC 4.1484-1501; Antonio Orbe, Cristologia gnistica (BAC 384-85 ; Madrid: La
Editorial catdlica,1976), 2. 174-224 (GethsCmani et la Passion dans le gnosticisme).
Un texte de Nag Hammadi, récemment publié, déclare Jésus ‘&ranger’ & sa
Passion, qu’il ‘a accomplie en apparencc’: Jacques E. Mtnard, La lettre de Pierre @
Philippe (Québec: Université Laval, 1977), 27.

24 ). Liébaert, L’'incarnation: |, Des origines au concile de Chalcédoine (Paris, 1966), 53.

25 Valentin était né a Alcxandrie, ou ‘enscignérent’ Basilide et son fils et disciple
Isidore.

26 Pour souligner cette réalité, Tertullien ne renvoie, pour Gethsémani, qu’a
Matt. 26: 38, comme le fera encore Origéne (qui pose par ailleurs, a ce propos, le
probléme de la divinité de Jésus).

-
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12. En somme, bien des aspects anciens de la dogmatique et de
la “sensibilité’ christologiques pouvaient rendre suspects I’'un ou
l'autre de nos versets ou les deux. Et cela particuliérement a
Alexandrie et en Egypte ou la théologie montre trés t6t et con-
servera un sens aigu, parfois méme excessif, de ‘'impassibilité’
du Verbe fait chair. Or il suffit de consulter un apparat pour
constater que c’est vers cette region que nous orientent, de
diverses maniéres, les plus anciens et les plus notables témoins de
I’'absence de nos versets. Cette absence pourrait donc parfaite-
ment &tre le résultat d’une disparition.

13. Mais ces considérations n’autorisent encore aucune
conclusion critique. Si la disparition de nos versets avant 200
est une bonne hypothése, il se pourrait, a priori, que celle de
leur interpolation avant 150 soit aussi bonne et méme meilleure :
telle est la question qui nous reste & envisager.

14. Nous examinerons d’abord deux témoignages relatifs, au
moins apparemment, a la période trés ancienne qui nous intéresse.
Le premier est un passage en grecattribuéa un certain Jean
PArménien que Tischendorf allégue, dans son apparat (8?
major), d’aprés Wettstein. Ce texte affirme que les w. 22: 43-
44 auraient été ajoutés au texte de Luc par Satornil. Cette
information, pourtant stimulating car Satornil (Saturninus) est
un gnostique antiochien du début du u®siécle, a été jusqu’ici
négligée par la critique. Peut-étre tout simplement parce qu’on
n'avait pas identifié ce texte. Je n’ai pu le faire moi-m&me que
le jour oh jai fini par frapper a la bonne porte, celle du Prof.
G. Garitte (Louvain) qui avait édité et longuement commenté
P’ocuvre ol se trouve ce curieux passage. 11 s’agit d’une parole
qu’aurait prononcée, vers 63 1-642, ’arménien antichalcédonien
Jean Mayragomec’i, au dire de l'auteur anonyme de la MNarratio
de rebus Armeniae,?? une ceuvre arménienne, &rite vers 700 et con-
servée uniquement en grec. L’information doit étre exacte selon
G. Garitte qui a fort bien montré par ailleurs, me semble-t-il, que
ce n’était pas & Satornil, mais aux ‘nestoriens’, ¢’est-a-dire aux
chalcédoniens que Jean attribuait la présence de nos versets dans
les manuscrits armtniens de Luc.?® Nous n’avons donc méme
pas anous demander ce que vaudrait une information du vir®
siécle relative a la plus ancienne histoire de notre texte.

27 Gérard Garitte, La Narratio de rebus Armeniae: Edition critique et commentaire
(CSCO 132, subs. 4; Louvain,1g52), 45 (§§ 132-35). 28 |bid., 324-34.
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15. Quant au second temoignage, il est connu depuis peu. Le
voici: ‘. . .Qualiter autem angelus Christum in agonia sue
oracionis confortaverit dicitur in Evangelio Nazareorum’.
L’ Evangile des Nazaréens a été tcrit, peut-étre en Syrie, avant 180,
sinon avant 150.22 Cette allusion indubitable a Luc 22: 43,
negligee jusqu’a present en critique textuelle, si je ne m’abuse,
mérite examen. Elle se trouve, avec cing autres renvois au
méme apocryphe, dans une Historia passionis Domini qui pourrait
dater de la premiere moitié du xrve siécle.3° Ce temoignage,
en dépit de sa date trés tardive, n’est peut-étre pas absolument
sans valeur. L’un des six renvois rejoint en effet un temoignage du
1ve siécle.3' On peut noter aussi qu’avant 383, le syrien Theodore
de Mopsueste, dans son De incarnatione, sait lui aussi comment
I’ange a encourage Jésus (MPG. 66, gg5B, gg6c). Néanmoins on
doit Cvidemment se demander ce que peut valoir cette informa-
tion médiévale et il reste bien difficile de répondre avec assurance
dans un sens ou un autre.

16. Quoiqu’il en soit, ce texte nous oriente vers une possibilité
qui n’est certes pas impensable a cette trés haute époque:
I’harmonisation d’un texte évangélique qui deviendra canonique
avec un paralléle qui ne le deviendra pas. Un exemple bien
connu illustre en tout cas cette possibilité :32 la lumiére qui
brille lors du baptéme de Jesus chez Justin (ot elle est un feu),
dans deux témoins du Diatessaron33 et dans deux manuscrits
vieux-latins en Matt. 3 :15 — une attestation qui rappelle partielle-
ment celle de Luc 22: 43-44. Personne ne pense que cette
variante est originale et tout le monde admet au moins qu’elle
pourrait provenir de I’évangile des Ebionites, cite par Epiphane
de Salamine.

17. Nous sommes ainsi orient& vers les milieux judéo-chrétiens
oh Ctait utilis¢é Cgalement 1’évangile des Nazaréens que nous

29 E, Hennecke, Neutestamentliche Apokryphen (ed. W. Schneemelcher; 3. Aufl.;
2 Bde; Tibingen: Mohr [Siebeck], 1959-64),1.94 (= Ph. Vielhauer).

30 |bid., 8g. Texte latin des six passages dans K. Aland (ed.), Synopsis Quattuor
Evangeliorum (9® td.; Stuttgart: Wtirttembergische Bibelanstalt, 1976), 585;
traduction allemande dans Hennecke, 9g-100.

31 Jerome, ep. 120; cf. Hennecke, Neutestamentliche Apokryphen,1.100 (n° 36);
97 (n°2r1).

32 On pourrait penser 4 un processus analogue pour I’épisode attesté en Luc
5: 5 par le seul D (05) et sans doute pour d’autres variantes.

33 Justin, dial. 88; Ephrem, comm. Diat. 4.5; cf. Daniélou, Théologie, 250-54.

34 Epiphane, panar. 30.13.
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venons d’évoquer et qui pouvait n’étre pas treés different de
celui des Ebionites.3s Le réalisme de Luc 22: 44 s’accorderait
parfaitement avec la conception judéo-chrétienne qui ne voyait
ou tendait a ne voir en Jesus qu’un homme né de Joseph.36
Quant a I’'ange, son intervention pourrait certainement s’ex-
pliquer de quelque maniére dans des courants de pensée ot
les frontiéres entre la christologie et I’angélologie Ctaient au
moins quelque peu floues.3” On peut noter Cgalement que cette
apparition d’un étre céleste lors d’'un martyre était assez normale
en milieu juif.3® Le Sizz im Leben de notre episode, qui n’allait
pas tarder a entrer dans le texte de Luc, pourrait donc étre les
milieux judéo-chrétiens de Palestine et de Syrie. Sa predomi-
nance textuelle dans cette derniére region, 2 commencer par le
Diatessaron, ne serait donc pas étonnante, d’autant qu’elle ne
risquait pas d’étre mise ensuite en question par la théologie
syrienne qui restera trés a I’aise avec ces versets jusqu’a I’arrivée
du monophysisme. Quant aI’Occident, la variante I'aurait
gagné aussi tot et par les mémes voies, inconnues de nous, que
la lumiére de Matt. 3 : 15.

18. Que I'addition ou la suppression se soit faite immédiate-
ment ou avec I'ttape intermédiaire que nous avons évoquée
(§ 5) ne modifie pas sensiblement la question a laquelle il nous
faut maintenant répondre: la meilleure variante-source hypo-
thétique de notre passage est-elle I'absence ou la presence ori-
ginelle de nos deux versets? Tout bien pesé, I'hypothése de
I’absence avec interpolation parait moins satisfaisante que
I’hypothése inverse. Le paralléle que nous avons Ctabli avec le cas

35 Daniélou, Théologie, 33.

36 Epiphane, panar. 30.3, 16; cf. J. Duplacy, ‘La revelation de la Trinitt dans
une impasse: le judéo-christianisme’, Lumidre et Vie 29 (1956), 133-35. A l'in-
tensitt de I’dywvia de Jesus, on pourrait opposer trois passages d’une Expositio de
prophetis, attribute & ‘Ebion’, qui soulignent 'unité de volonté entre Jésus et Dieu
(et citent Luc 22: 42): Franz Diekamp, Doctrina Patrum de Incarnatione Verbi
(Miinster/W.,1907), 302-3. Mais qui soutiendrait 'authenticité de ces textes?

37 Cf. Daniélou, Théologie,167—98. Parmi les textes allégués par Daniélou, deux
retiennent I’attention. L’un se trouve dans La Pasteur d’Hermas (sim. 5.4.4): ‘Toi
donc qui as étérevétu de force (évdvvapwpévos) par le saint ange et qui as regu
de lui le don de la priére (roiavry évrevéw) ...} (p. 16g): s’agirait-il, en dépit
de la difference de vocabulaire. d’une allusion & Luc 22: 43? Le second texte
(2 Hénoch 3: 15-16) permet de ‘se demander si ‘la mention de I’Ange de I’Eglise
chrttienne’ ne serait pas ‘liéed un premier episode distinct de I'ouverture du
tombeau de Jesus’ (pp.177-78) : s’agirait-il par hasard de I’Agonie?

38 Galizzi, Gesanel Getsemani, 185-87, qui renvoie a4 Dan. (LXX) 3: 49,92
Deut. (LXX) 32: 43; 3 Macc. 6: 18.
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de Matt. 3: 15 n’est pas sans intérét, mais il comporte des limites.
Contrairement a la variante de ‘la lumiere’, nos versets se
trouvent en Luc et non pas en Matthieu, auquel s’apparentaient,
semble-t-il, les Cvangiles propres au judéo-christianisme. D’autre
part, en dépit de son importance mineure, cette variante de
‘la lumiere’ est trés peu attestée dans la tradition manuscrite :
il serait donc &range que notre interpolation ait eu un succes
aussi précoce et Ctendu que le montre I'histoire du texte, en
dépit de sa longueur, de la tendance harmonisante de la tradition
et du fait qu’elle pouvait heurter ou inquieter, tréstét et sous
plus d’un aspect, une sensibilité et une foi plus répandues dans le
christianisme que certaines vues judéo-chrétiennes. A la limite,
on serait tenté de dire que, dans ces conditions, si interpolation
il y eut, cette interpolation devrait étre aussi ancienne ou a peu
prés que la redaction de Luc: n’est-ce pas une complication
inutile ?

19. Par contre, ’hypothése de la presence originelle de nos
versets et de leur disparition avant 200 se présente mieux. Cette
disparition serait conforme a la tendance harmonisante de la
tradition et aux divers aspects bien attest& et répandus de la
pensée chrétienne que nous avons rappelés. D’autre part, les
délais pour la disparition (avant 200-250) étant plus longs que
pour l’interpolation (avant 150), cette disparition a pu se
produire assez tard pour trouver le terrain déja bien occupé
par la presence des versets : on s’expliquerait d&s lors la diffusion
un peu plus tardive et nettement plus limitée de I’absence de
nos versets — melior est conditio possidentis. En fin de compte, la
presence de nos versets serait donc la meilleure variante-source
et la préhistoire du texte serait leur disparition, peut-étre en
Egypte. 11 va de soi — faut-il le rappeler ? — que cette conclusion,
partielle et provisoire, aurait i étre confrontée aux résultats de
I’étude d’ensemble que nous Cvoquions au debut de ces pages et
qui prendrait en compte I’histoire du texte de notre passage et
les relations de celui-ci avec ses contextes lucanien et néotesta-
mentaire. J'espére pouvoir le faire prochainement.

7. Origen and the Text of John .:/5

J.RAMSEY MICHAELS

THE prologue of John’s Gospel contains several well-known and
controversial textual variations : e.g. the punctuation problem in
1:3—4, the singular ‘was born’ in some ancient witnesses to
1:13, and the question of whether vids or feds is original in 1: 18.
A considerable body of literature exists on each of these passages,
but almost nothing has been written on the equally perplexing
guestions posed by the text of 1: 15. A glance at the bibliographies
of Metzger and Malatesta uncovers not one article dealing with
the textual problems of this verse,” and a survey of more recent
periodical literature does not change the picture. What little
has been done has come mostly from textual editors themselves,
and from a few of the commentaries.
The three main variants can be set forth as follows :

I. John testifies about him and has cried out, saying, ‘This was he
of whom | said (ofros v 6v elmov), “The one coming after me has
taken precedence over me, because he existed before me” . (p®
pBNRb A BED*K L O pler.)

I1. John testifies about him and has cried out, saying-this was he
who said (edros v é elmdiv) ‘“The one coming after me has taken pre-
cedence over me, because he existed before me’. (B* C* Origen
Cyril-Alexandria, and probably X2)2

I11. John testifies about him and has cried out, ‘This was the one
coming after me, who has taken precedence over me, because he
existed before me’. (X* Eusebius)3

1 B. M. Metzger, Index to Periodical Literature on Christ and the Gospels (NTTS 6;
Leiden: Brill, 1966); E. Malatesta, St. John’s Gospel: 1920-1965 (AnBib 32; Rome:
Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1967).

z For Cyril of Alexandria (d. 444) see Arcad. 183 (ed. E. Schwartz, Acta Con-
ciliorum Qecumenicorum 1. 1.5, p. 109. 18). The lemma of his Commentary on John
(Pusey 3, 145.6) reads dv elmov; unfortunately the phrase is not cited in the text
of the commentary itself. For this reference (here and in n. 21), for the reference
to Eusebius in n. 3, and for the references to Epiphanius in n. 34, I am indebted
to my colleague, Gordon D. Fee.

3 For Eusebius, see e.th. 1.20 (GCS 4, 82.33).
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The UBSGNT?® adopts text form I with an ‘A’ rating. In
discussing the variants, the Textual Commentary concludes: ‘The
awkwardness of the reading ofros v év elmov « . . as well as the
absence of a previous mention of John’s testimony, prompted
more than one copyist to make adjustments in the text’. It is
easily shown how this is the case with text form Il : ‘K* rewrote
the passage, omitting the relative clause and adding és after
épxduevos’ to produce a smoother reading. But in the case of
text form I, it is tacitly admitted that the awkwardness has
not been entirely removed: ‘Several other witnesses..., less
successful in their adjustment of the text, changed év efmov to
¢ elwd’ .4 The Textual Commentary’s effort to translate text form
Il (“ .. and cried, saying-this was he who said [it]—‘He
who comes after me ranks before me ...”*)s amply demonstrates
that this is anything but a smooth or easy reading. Both é»
elmov and ¢ eimaiw are difficult readings, each in its own way.
The brief remarks in the Textual Commentary are therefore not
conclusive in justifying the ‘A’ rating given to text form |I.

Although virtually all translations and critical editions of the
Greek NT agree with the Bible Societies’ text in accepting év
elmov as the correct reading, there is one notable exception.
The WH text favoured ¢ elmdiv, with v efrov noted as an alter-
native in the margin.6 Not even WH’s closest followers (e.g. ERV,
ASV) followed them at this point, and the editors unfortunately
did not discuss the variant in their ‘Notes on Select Readings’ (the
Appendix to their second volume). It is strange, not that their
decision was set aside, but that it was set aside so confidently and
unanimously and with so little discussion in subsequent litera-
ture. The matter deserves a second look.

Text form 111 can safely be eliminated from consideration,
both on the basis of external evidence and because the arguments
in the Textual Commentary for its secondary character are con-
vincing. As for text forms | and |1, the most obvious difference
between them is that text form | makes John : 15 a self-
citation of John the Baptist, while text form Il makes it an identi-
fication formula supplied parenthetically by the evangelist.

4 B. M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (London/
New York: United Bible Societies, 1971),197-8.

5 1bid., 198.

6 The New Testament in the Original Greek (New York: Harper and Brothers,
1882), 187.
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If ov elmov is the correct reading, the Baptist is represented as
qguoting something he has said earlier, essentially the same
statement which he cites again in i:30. The earlier occasion,
however, on which John had uttered the words, ‘The one coming
after me has taken precedence over me, because he existed before
me’, is never described directly in the Fourth Gospel. This is
the difficulty which, according to the Textual Commentary,
text form Il is attempting to remove.7

It is not at once clear how text form Il should be translated.
What is clear is that the clause in question (oS7os v 6 elmav)
is not part of John the Baptist’s testimony, but serves instead to
identify him as the speaker: ‘this was he who said [it]*. WH
chose to set these words off by dashes, so as to make John ::
15 a direct, straightforward statement by the Baptist that ‘the
one coming after me has taken precedence over me, because he
existed before me’, only with a parenthetical (and redundant)
assurance to the reader that John actually was the speaker.*
The Textual Commentary, as we have seen, reads the text in the
same way. The few commentators who discuss the variant offer
little help in the translation of it.9 For the time being, the trans-
lation assumed by WH and by the Textual Commentary will be
assumed here as well, but it is a question to which we will have
to return. In any event, the point at issue in the two variants is
whether we have in John 1: 15 a self-<citation or a parenthetical
identification formula. Whether, or to what extent, this difference
affects the interpretation of the last part of the Johannine pro-
logue (i.e. vv. 14-18) has not been adequately assessed by the
commentators because (in spite of WH) they have not regarded
text form Il as a real option.

The great antiquity of text form Il is shown by its occurrence

7 Textual Commentary, 197; f. R. Bultmann, The Gospel Of John: A Commentary
(Philadelphia: Westminster, 1971), 75.

8 B. F. Westcott in his own commentary (even though he departed from the
WH text at this point!) gave clear expression to this way of reading text form II:
‘... this reading gives an intelligible sense by emphasising the reference to the
Baptist'8 testimony: “this John, and no Other, was he who spake the memorable
words™ . The Gospel According to St. John (2 vols.; London: John Murray, 1908),
1.66.

? In spite of regarding it as a correction to remove a difficulty, Bultmann
(John, 75) calls it ‘meaningless’, while J. H. Bernard (A Critical and Exegetical
Commentary on the Gospel according to St. John [ICC; 2 vols.; Edinburgh: T. & T.
Clark, 1928], x.27) speaks of it as an ‘impossible’ reading.
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twice in Origen’s Commentary on the Gospel of John. Unfortunately,
Origen’s formal exposition of John 1:15in its normal sequence
is not extant, except in fragments (presumably it came in Book
V). But he deals with the text in Book II, in connection with his
exposition of 1:7, and in Book VI, in connection with his
exposition of 1: 19. In all, there are three passages in Origen’s
commentary that are immediately relevant: 11.35; V1.3 ; and
VI.6.7 The second and third of these contain the reading
ofiros v 6 elmedv. In all three instances, Origen is involved in an
argument as to where in John i:15-18 the quotation of John the
Baptist ends, and the comment of the evangelist begins. In 11.35
and V1.6, the dispute is with an indefinite group, designated only
as ‘some’ (rwés) or by the expression ‘they jump to the conclusion’
(rdxa yap ¢rjoovor). These opponents end the Baptist’s statement
at v. 15 and assign w. 16-18 to the evangelist. In V1.3 the dis-
pute is with Heracleon in particular, who assigns w. 15-17 to the
Baptist and only v. 18 to the evangelist.11 Against both of these,
Origen argues that John 1:15-18 in its entirety is to be under-
stood as a testimony of John the Baptist. This is a dead issue for
the majority of modern commentators, who with few exceptions
agree with Origen’s mwés in limiting the Baptist’s testimony to
v. 15, and reading w. 16-18 as the evangelist’s theological
reflection.12 What is important for the moment, however, is
not the merits of the respective cases, but Origen’s method of
argumentation and the extent to which he makes exegetical
use of his distinctive textual reading odros v 6 elmdiv. The three
passages in Origen’s Commentary must be examined one by one.

() 11.35. In discussing John 1:7, Origen links the statement
that John the Baptist came to bear testimony about the light
with w. 15-18, which he quotes in full as the first of six specific
testimonies of the Baptist to Jesus (the other five being w. 19-23,
26-7, 29-3 1,32-4, and 36). He dismisses briefly the argument of

10 The references throughout are to E. Preuschen, GCS 4 (1g03).

1 C. Blanc (Origéne: Commentaire sur Saint Jean. Tome Il [SC 157; Paris: Cerf,
1970}, 154) incorrectly states that the dispute is with Heracleon in V1.6 as well.

2 Among recent commentators, only C. K. Barrett (The Gospel according to
St. John [2nd edn.; Philadelphia: Westminster, 1978}, 168) holds open a serious
possibility that the Baptist’s testimony may extend beyond v. 15 (in which case the
‘we’ of v. 16 refers to the prophets), but he regards the other alternative as more
likely. Z. C. Hodges, however (‘Grace after Grace-John 1:16’, BSac 135 [1978],

34—45), not only ascribes vv. 16-18 to John the Baptist, but accepts them as
historically authentic.

—
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‘some that only v. 15 comes from the Baptist himself, and
proceeds to the second testimony in his sequence (i.e. w. 19—23):
‘In addition to the previously-mentioned testimony of the Baptist
(beginning with “The one coming after me has taken precedence
over me” and reading as far as “he has declared him,"), this
(after that one) is the second testimony of John when he con-
fessed to those who sent priests and Levites from Jerusalem’?
Both in quoting w. 15-18 in full and here where he quotes only
the beginning and end of it, Origen omits entirely the textually
disputed phrase and begins the Baptist’s first testimony with the
words ¢ émiow pov épxduevos. His full quotation of i:15-1 8,
in fact, begins rather loosely with an abbreviated paraphrase of
V. 15a (65 paprup@v kéxpaye Aéywv, o dmiow pov . ..) linking 1:7
to 1: 15-18.

This passage therefore has no direct bearing on the textual
problem of John 1:15. It does suggest that Origen considered
the phrase in question not as words of John the Baptist, but
apparently as part of the introduction to the testimony, and
therefore as something dispensable. Origen does not represent
the Baptist as quoting something he had said earlier (as in text
form 1), but as testifying directly and immediately to Jesus.
This is consistent with text form 11, even though the passage
cannot be adduced in explicit support of that reading.

(@) VI.3. As he comes to speak in more detail about the ‘second
recorded testimony of John the Baptist about Christ’, Origen
finds occasion to look back at ‘the first’ (4wporépa), Which
begins, he says, with odros v 6 elmaw ‘0 dmiow pov épxduevos
and continues as far as the words povoyevs feos 6 G eis Tov
KdAmov Tob maTpds éxeivos éfnyrioaro.14 Here Origen’s support
for text form 1l becomes explicit. The nature of his argument is
somewhat the same as in II.35. Against Heracleon he maintains
that not only w. 16-17 but v. 18 as well are to be attributed to
John the Baptist. He accomplishes this by affirming a logical
continuity of thought : a person who has ‘received of the fullness
of Christ and a second grace in addition to the first, and who
acknowledges that the law was given through Moses, but that
grace and truth came through Jesus Christ’ would be able
clearly to recognize (from this ‘fullness’ which he had received)
the truth expressed in 1:18.15

13 GCS 4, 94. 14 |bid., 108. 15 |bid., 109.
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The passage differs from 11.35 chiefly in that Origen develops
the argument in more detail, and that he directs his logic against
Heracleon in particular. He is therefore able to build his case
on what Heracleon himself is willing to concede (i.e. that w.
16-17 at least are from John the Baptist).

(3) V1.6. Here Origen turns his attention once more to the
relation between John i; 15 and w. 16-18, apparently with
the same group of disputants in mind as in IL.g5. He takes up
in more detail the objection that ‘John’s earlier (3 mporépa)
testimony about Christ is found in the words “The one coming
after me has taken precedence over me because he existed before
me”, but the words “For of his fullness we have all received and
grace for grace”, and so on, were spoken by the mouth of the
disciple’.®® Origen considers this a very forced interpretation.
He insists that the speech of the Baptist would not have been
so suddenly and awkwardly interrupted by that of John the
disciple. Rather, it continues on after the words odros v ¢
elmaw "0 dmiow pov épyduevos éumpoadév pov yéyovev, é1i mpdrds
pov .

The statement that immediately follows, ‘For of his fullness
we have all received, and grace for grace’, supplies the basis on
which John is able to say ‘He has taken precedence over me
because he existed before me’. John the Baptist is able to recog-
nize Jesus as ‘being before me and having greatest honour with
the Father’, because both he and the prophets before him had
received from Christ’s fullness ‘a more divine and greater and
prophetic grace in place of the grace we had received from him
by our own choice’. In receiving from this fullness, they under-
stand that grace and truth came to man uniquely in Jesus Christ?
A key to Origen’s exegesis here is the conjunction ér inv. 16a
which he understands as meaning ‘because’. Three times his
use of éwa. Todiro drives home the point that w. 16—17% supply the
reason why John is able to make the assertion found in v. 15.

If the thrust of the argument in VI.3 was to show the logica
continuity of vv. 16-17 with v. 18, the thrust in V1.6 is to show
the continuity of these same two verses with v. 15. The state-
ment, ‘of his fullness we have all received, and grace for grace,

1 GCS 4, 113.
17 Ibid., r13-14; cf. the argument in Origen’s discussion of 1: 15 in fragment
10 (ibid., 492-3).
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becomes for Origen the cement that holds together w. 15-18
in their entirety as a continuous speech of John the Baptist.

Where then are we left with regard to the textua question?
InII.35, as we have seen, the disputed reading does not appear
at all. The testimony of the Baptist begins with the words ¢
dmiow pov épyduevos and is introduced by the formula és paprvpdv
kéxpaye Aéywy (cf. John 15a: *lwdvms paprvpel mepl adrod
kal kéxpayev Aéywr).In V1.3 the words ofros v 6 elndv are
included, and in fact designated as the beginning of the Baptist’s
first testimony. But there is no other introductory formula ;
the one using paprupeiv With xéxpayer Aéywr has disappeared.
The same is true in VI.6, where Origen quotes the Baptist’s
testimony twice : the first time beginning with the words ¢
dmiow pov épxduevos, and the second time beginning with
odros v 0 elmawwv ‘0 Jdmiow pov épyduevos. FOr the sake of the
argument, it makes no difference to Origen whether ofros v
¢ eimaiv belongs to the testimony or not. His dispute with the
opponents is over the exact place where the quotation ends,
not over the words with which it begins. This suggests that for
him ofros v ¢ elmdv is Not part of the actual words of John the
Baptist, but rather an introductory formula serving much the
same function as the paprvpdv réxpaye Aéywr Of I1.35.

The two formulas, in fact, never appear together in Origen’s
exposition of John 1. In VI. 18, when he comes to v. 23 and the
reference to the Baptist as ‘a voice of one crying in the desert’,
Origen echoes once more the language of 1:15a: ‘But he cries
and shouts it (Bog 8¢ kal xéxpayev) so that even those who are
far away from the speaker may hear’. Adding that ‘this is why
Jesus stood and cried out’ (cf. 7 : 37), Origen finally quotes i:15a
verbatim : ‘This is also why John testifies about him and has
cried out, saying ...’ (8« Tofiro kai 6 "Iwdwns paprupei mepi
adrol kal kéxpayev Aéywv). He goes on to speak of Isaiah (lIsa.
40 :6), Moses (Exod. 14: 15), and David (Ps. 76[77]:2) crying
to the Lord.’® Only here, in his exposition of John i: 23, does
Origen actually quote the first introductory formula of John ::
15 word for word, and in doing so he breaks off abruptly after
Aéywy, Without repeating the content of John’s testimony or re-
introducing the difficult and awkward ofros 7v ¢ elmdiv. His
concern here is to collect some significant uses of Bodv and xpd{ew

18 |bid., 127.
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that shed light on 1: 23. There is such a use of xpdlew very
close at hand, in i1: 15, but Origen knows that it would only
confuse his readers to keep reminding them that in 1: 15 he has
one more introductory formula than he needs. So he quotes only
as much of the verse as is necessary to make his point, even
though it means breaking off a quotation with Aéywv. Thus in
VI. 18 Origen stops just short of introducing (in all likelihood)
yet a third witness to his distinctive reading odros v 6 elmcdv
in John 1: 15,

Our survey of passages in Origen’s Commentary on the Gospel of
John indicates that text form Il is indeed the reading with
which Origen is familiar. He assumes it to be original, and gives
no evidence of knowing any other.19 Yet it is not a reading which
particularly helps him in his exegetical argument against those
who want to end the Baptist’s words after v. 15 or v. 1’7. On the
contrary, it is a given, something Origen has to work around.
His chief concern in V1.3 and V1.6 is to demonstrate continuity,
and the reading odros #jv 6 elwddv violates continuity. It implies an
interruption in the train of thought. Origen appears to have
understood it in much the same way as WH, as if it were set off
by dashes : ‘John testifies about him and has cried out, saying—
this was the one who said [it]—‘“The one coming after me has
taken precedence over me, because he existed before me” i
As we have seen, Origen regards it as an extra introductory
formula to the quotation, one which he really does not need.
At least he does not need both it and the words which precede it.
Therefore, in each of the relevant passages he makes a choice.
In 11.35 he uses only paprupdv kékpaye Aéywr as an introduction,
while in V1.3 and V1.6 he uses onlyodros v ¢ elmaw. In VI1.18
he cites the first introductory formula verbatim, but then omits
both the ofros Jv é elmdiv and the quotation which follows it as
well. Thus he effectively conceals the fact that there is an ana-
coluthon in his text, His opponents, after all, are the ones who

19 Cf. Blanc (SC 157), 154. The UBSGNT?® apparatus includes Origen as also
supporting text form I. But this is surely in error. Probably the editors were follow-
ing Tischendorf, who antedates the recognition of Codex Monacensis 191as the
prototype of all other MSS (see n. 21 below). In engast. 7 (GCS 3, 291.4) Origen
says: ‘... 'ITwdvms & elmdv. 0B7ds éat mepi o éyd elmov: 6 dmiow pov épyduevos
éumpoalév pov yéyover'. But this is a conflation of 1: 15 and 11 go-and a corrupt
one at that, since Origen’s text of 1: 30 is clearly dwép 03. Moreover, the use of
¢ elwadv in this passage may actually be an echo of text form 11!
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are arguing for a break or interruption in the text. Origen
wants to give the impression of coherence and continuity from
the beginning of v. 15 all the way to the end of v. 18. His in-
tention is not to mislead or wilfully to suppress relevant evidence.
His concern is to show that the speech of John the Baptist is a
logical unity through v. 18, and since the introductory formulas
are not part of the speech proper, they are of little consequence.
But for Origen to expose the fact that his text had in it a paren-
thetical break would only confuse the issue. To put it bluntly,
Origen adopts the reading ofiros #v d elmdv (and in fact appears
to have known no, other), yet in developing his exegetical argu-
ment manages quietly to ‘sweep it under the rug’. There is
every reason to assume that it was also the reading known to
Origen’s opponents, including Heracleon. At least if they followed
a different text, they seem not to have made an issue of it. The
reading was no help to them either because it involved a break
within v. 15 rather than between w. 15 and 6.

Text form Il in John : 15 is thus a very ancient reading,
older than Origen.20 Exactly how much older is difficult to say.
Not only was ¢ elmdbv a troublesome reading to Origen himself,
but the fact that it was changed to 6v efmov in later MSS of

Origen’s Commentary on foAn,*! as well as in those few NT MSS
which preserved it (e.g. B and C), indicates the degree to which
it continued to be perceived as a difficult reading.22 Unless we

20 |ts antiquity is admitted even by commentators who reject it: e.g. Barrett,
St. John, 167 ; R. Schnackenburg, The Gospel according to St. Fohn (3 vols. ;
New York: Seabury,1980-), 1.274. Bernard (St. John, 1.27) prefers text form I
‘despite the inferiority of its attestation’.

21 Many of the early editions of Origen’s Commentary on John were based on
MSS in which this had taken place (e.g. Migne PG 14, esp. 201, 209; cf. ANF
10: 297-408, esp. 350, 352). The modern critical editions of Brooke (18g6),
E. Preuschen (GCS; 1903), and Blanc (SC; 1966), based on M (the thirteenth
century Codex Monacensis 191), agree on ¢ elmdv as the original reading in the
two relevant passages of the Commentary. See Blanc’s note (Origéne [SC 157],154),
and the evidence assembled by Brooke (The Commentary of Origen on §. John’s
Gospel [2 vols. ; Cambridge University Press, 1896],1.ix—xxi) and Preuschen
(GCs 4, xxxiv—xl), that M is the prototype of all other known MSS. E. A. Abbott,
still following the older editions as late as 1906, argued that Origen’s ‘context,
protesting against the view that the Baptist’'s words are “broken” by the evangelist’s,
favours elmov’ (Johannine Grammar [London: Adam and Charles Black, 1906], 367)!

What is true of Origen is true of Cyril as well. In Arcad. 183 (see n. 2 above),
the earlier and better MSS of Cyril (VSA) read ¢ elxdv, while év elmov is read
by D and followed by Migne (PG 76. 13 13).

22 Fven in the process of translation, text form | intrudes without apparent
reason. As we have seen, Blanc reads ¢ elwdv both in V1.3 and VI1.6. In V1.6
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arbitrarily assume a very early copyist’s mistake, we must give
careful consideration to the possibility that text f'orm II ma'y
represent the orlglnal text of John.

Before assessmg the respective cases for text forms I and II itis
worth while inquiring whether there are any alternatives to the
interpretation of text form Il presupposed by -both Origen and
WH :i.e.simply as a redundant introductory formula reiterating
the obvious fact that John the Baptist is the speaker. Once we
take seriously the idea that there is a break or anacoluthon in the
text (as we must if we attempt to do anything at all with text
form I1), we are compelled to ask at what point the main
thought of the sentence is resumed. The answer is not obvious.
Instead of thinking only of ofros v ¢ elradv as being ‘set off by
dashes, it is possible to think of the dashes as enclosing these
words together witk the quotation which they introduce, i.e..
the remainder of v. 15. This would yield the following construc-
tion of vv. 15-16 (since it is an alternative proposal for translating
text form Il, we may call it IIa):

John testifies about him and has cried out, saying-he it was who
said ‘The one coming after me has taken precedence over me because
he existed before me’-that ‘Of his fullness we have all received, and
grace for grace’.

This possibility must be advanced with caution in view of the
apparent agreement among Origen, WH, and the Textual
Commentary that only ofros %v 6 elmdiv should be set off by dashes.
But translation IIa does have certain advantages. For example,
the interruption in v. 15b serves to reinforce the identification of
John the Baptist made already in v. 6 by referring back to a
traditional testimony of the Baptist, the same one which the
Baptist himself is made to cite in 1: 30, but one which never
occurs in the Fourth Gospel in a historical context of its own.
This saying is part of the pre-Johannine material known to the
evangelist and perhaps to his readers as well. It becomes here
the reference point for the introduction of a new and present
testimony of the Baptist in v. 16: John who once said, The one
coming after me has taken precedence over me because he
existed before me’, now says, ‘Of his fullness we have all received,

she translates the clause correctly: ‘C’est lui qui a dit’ (Origéne [SC 157],155).
But in V1.3 she unaccountably reverts to ‘C’est de lui que j’ai dit’ (ibid., 139)!
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and grace for grace’. Many commentators have argued that the
verbs paprupei (present) and xéxpayev (perfect, used as a present)
introduce not a past historical testimony of the Baptist, but his
present word to the Church, understood as a living and con-
tinuing witness.23 An analogy for such an interpretation may
be found in John 3: 27-36, where it is by no means clear at what
point the Baptist’s historical words to his questioners leave off
and his present testimony to the readers of the Fourth Gospel
begins. (The same is true, as has often been noted, of Jesus’
words to Nicoclemus in 3 :1021.)

Translation IIa also has the effect of joining the Aéywr of
v. 15 with the ér that begins v. 16. All that comes between is
taken as parenthetical, and the ‘¢ is understood as ‘that’ rather
than ‘because’. It must be noted that the &= itself presents a
textual problem. When it is rendered ‘because’, its connec-
tion with what precedes is not immediately apparent, despite
Origen’s ingenious efforts in his Commentary V1.6 to demon-
strate continuity. Not surprisingly, therefore, a simple xai has
been substituted for & in a great number of MSS (e.g. A

Qitwret,, syr°'P Byz). But by far the stronger body of
evidence favours én as the original reading (e.g. p*p®X B C D
itrett cop Origen). The ére is well explained on the hypothesis
that it continues from paprupet . . . kai kéxpayev Aéywr Of V. 152,
after the interruption of v. 15b, and is to be translated as ‘that’.
The MSS that support text form Il in v. 15b (e.g. the first hand
of B and C, as well as Origen) also support ér in v. 16a. The
two readings may very well be related. Once text form Il is
rejected, &~ becomes problematic. Though Origen retains
text form Il, he gives it (as we have seen) a very low profile ;
the &= of v. 16, on the other hand, he tries boldly to turn to his
exegetical advantage, but few subsequent commentators have
found his efforts convincing. If text form 1l is accepted as original,
a substantial case can be made for reading it according to trans-
lation IIa, i.e. as assigning a parenthetical character to the whole
of the traditional logion found in John i:15b and not just to
the words ofros v 6 eimdv.

23 E.g. Schnackenburg, St. John, 1.274; Bernard, St. Jokn, 1.27; Barrett, St. John,
167; Bultmann, JOhnN, 75; E. Hoskyns, The Fourth Gospel (London: Faber and
Faber, 1947),151; B. Lindars, The Gospel of John (NCB; London: Oliphants,
1972), g6.
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Given this dternative way of making sense of text form 11, the
guestion remains whether the reading itself is the origina one, or
whether the mgjority has been right al along in preferring text
form |. The decision is far from easy. It must always be kept in
mind that we are dealing with only two words, and differences
involving only a long or short -e sound and the presence or
absence of a final Mu. Such details could easily have become
accidentally confused in reading or in hearing very early in the
Fourth Gospdl’s textud history.24

In working toward a solution of the textua problem, it is
necessary to take account of externa evidence, Johanmne style,
and transcriptional probabilities.

I. External Evidence

Text form 11 has been shown to be a very ancient Alexandrian
reading. The combined witness of Origen and Cyril makes it
unlikely that ¢ elmddv in the first hand of B and C is merely
accidental. On the other hand, text form | has far more diversi-
fied strength, including equally early Alexandrian support
(p%8 and p™®). If the two papyri (or even one of them) had agreed
with Origen and B, the question would doubtless have been
reopened some time ago. But as it is, Bernard's remark about
the ‘inferior attestation’ of text form I25 can no longer be sus-
tained (if it ever could). Though text form Il deserves serious
consideration on the basis of Origen’s Commentary, the externa
evidence still favours text form |I.

2. Johannine Style

Text form |, as we have seen, places John 1:15b among the
self-citations of the Fourth Gospel. The sdlf-citation is a charac-
terigtically Johannine literary device. Fifteen times Jesus cites
statements he has made earlier in the narrative. Seven of these
are citations of statements in the immediate context (i:50;
3:7; 41 10;8: 24; 16: 15; 16: 19; 18: 8); four are taken from
a larger context (6 :65;13:33;14:28;:5:20), and in four
other cases it is not clear where they come from, or whether they

24 ], Finegan (Encountering New Testament Manuscripts [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1974],129) assumes that this is what happened in Codex B. A glance at his photo-
copy of John 1: 14-41 according to B, line 7 (ibid., 130) shows how difficult it is
to be sure.

25 See N. 20.
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are intended as exact citations or general summaries (6 : 36;
10: 865 11 : 40; 14:2).28

The only other person who cites himsdlf in this way is John the
Baptist, and (leaving aside 1: 15) he does so twice (i : 30; 3: 28).
In 3: 28, the earlier statement is identifiable only in part (cf.
1:20).27 In1: 30 the statement is essentialy (though not ver-
bally) the same as in . 15. Yet the citation is not of i:15b
itself but of the logion that lies behind it. Strictly spesking,
John 1:30 (like four of Jesus self-citations) refers back to a
statement that is never recorded directly in the Gospel itself.
At most it could be argued that (asin 3 : 28) part of the quotation
is found in the preceding narrative, i.e. in the phrase ¢ dmiocw pov
épxdpevos ini: 27. A more plausible theory, however, is that the
latter phrase too is an echo of the same pre-Johannine logion
that is cited (whether by the Baptist or the evangelist) in 1: 15
and by the Baptist in 1: 30. In any event it is clear that the under-
standing implicit in text form | (i.e. that John 1:15b is aself-
citation of John the Baptist) is thoroughly in accord with the
literary style of the Fourth Gospel.

If text form 11 (with trandation IIa particularly in mind) is
adopted in John 1:15b, then this clause is not a self-citation by
the Baptist, but a parenthetical remark by the evangelist identify-
ing John the Baptist as the one about to testify. If self-citations
are characteristic of the fourth evangelist's usage, parenthetical
remarks of this kind are no less so. Again and again, this Gospel
breaks the flow of its narrative to introduce brief explanations
such as, ‘And they were sent from the Pharisees’ (i: 24) ;
‘These things happened in Bethany beyond the Jordan, where
John was baptizing’ (i: 28) ; ‘It was about the tenth hour’
(1: 39); ‘dthough Jesus himself was not baptizing, only his
disciples (4: 2); ‘For Jews avoid contact with Samaritans
(4. g) ; ‘But boats from Tiberias had come near to the place
where they had eaten the bread after the Lord gave thanks
(6: 23). The list could be extended almost indefinitely through
John's Gospel.28

26 These are conveniently collected and discussed by G. Fischer (Die himmlischen
Wohnungen: Untersuchungen zu ok r4, 2f [European University Papers, ser. 23:
Theology, 38; Bern: H. Lang; Frankfurt: P. Lang, 1975]), 43-53.

27 Cf. C. H. Dodd, Historical ‘Tradition in the Fourth Gospel (Cambridge: Cambridge

University, 1963), 271-2.
28 Cf. M. C. Tenney, ‘The Footnotes of John’s Gospel’, BSac117 (1960), 350-64
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The Johannine parenthetical remarks vary greatly in purpose
and in their similarity to translation IIa of John i: 15. Some of
them serve as identifications ; e.g. in 11: 2, Mary (like John the
Baptist in 1: 15)is identified with reference to something not
mentioned before in John’s Gospel (i.e. her anointing of Jesus,
finally narrated in 12 : 3). An even closer parallel is 2 1: 20,
where the beloved disciple is introduced in the context of final
predictions about Peter and himself. Though he has been
mentioned four times before in the Gospel and is presumably
well known to the readers, the evangelist identifies him once
more in terms of the setting in which he was first introduced,
the last supper. He is identified not only by what he did on that
occasion (i.e. leaned close to Jesus’ breast) but by what he ‘said’
(rat efmev): ‘Lord, who is the one betraying you ?’ In similar
fashion, ‘John’, so abruptly introduced in 1:15a, is at once
identified (according to translation IIa) by something he is
known to have said (¢ elmdw), even though the readers need no
such identification. The identifying comment is made more for
emphasis and rhetorical effect than for the readers’ information.
It provides in passing a supporting testimony for Jesus’ pre-
existence, but in essence it is preliminary to what the Baptist
says now (i.€. v. 16) just as 21: 20 is preliminary to information
about the beloved disciple’s future (w. 2 1-3), and 11: 2 is
preliminary to the role that Mary will play in the story of
Lazarus (w. 28-32). It may of course be objected that 21: 20
is not an original part of the Fourth Gospel, but was added at a
late stage of its composition. But the same has been said of the
prologue itself.2* Since both passages are an integral part of the
Gospel as it now stands, and since parenthetical remarks for
purposes of explanation or identification are characteristic of the
Gospel as a whole, the functional similarity between the two
statements deserves notice.30

On the basis of Johannine characteristics, there is thus little to

29 R, E. Brown, for example, assigns both the prologue and chap. 21 to his
redactional fifth and final stage of the Gospel’s composition (The Gospel according
to John (i-xii) [AB 29; Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1966]), xxviii.

30 For what it is worth, one NT parallel to translation IIa outside of John’s
Gospel is also to be noted. In Acts 1: 15, Luke makes a sharp break between the
verb elmev and the quotation it introduces in order to remark parenthetically,
‘There was a crowd of about a hundred and twenty persons gathered’. This is
very similar to the proposed break in John 1:15-16 between Aéywv and the o7
clause which it introduces.
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choose between text forms | and Il. Both are in keeping with the
evangelist’s style and method, particularly when text form Il
is construed along the lines of translation IIa.

3. Transcriptional Probabilities

One possible reconstruction of the textual history of John 1:15
is that text form | was original, and was changed to Il because
in the Johannine account the Baptist had not in fact previously
uttered the words, ‘The one coming after me has taken pre-
cedence over me, because he existed before me’.3t But the same
problem exists in 1t 30, where the MS tradition shows no sign
of attempting to remove the difficulty, and in four of Jesus’
self-citations as well (6: 36; 10:36; 11: 40; 14: 2). There is no
evidence that copyists sensed these as difficulties that had to be
corrected.32 Moreover, if text form Il is understood in terms
of translation Ila, then it too refers back to a statement not
previously recorded in the Gospel. In that case, the supposed
alteration of év elmov t0 6 elmaiv accomplished nothing. Still, the
possibility of such a development cannot be ruled out.

The priority of text form Il can also be argued on tran-
scriptional grounds. Because of its awkwardness, text form 1l
could have been changed to I’ because of the known technique
of self-citation, and because of i: 30 in particular. The easiest
and most natural way to conform 1:15to i: 30 would have been
to change ¢ eindw t0 v elmor.33 In fact, the reason why 1: 15,
according to text form I, is not a more exact parallel to v. 30
(oD7ds éarw Smép of éycd elmov) could be that it came into being
as a result of just such a minimum alteration in an original
text form I1. This would help to explain the troublesome v
in 1: 15, rather than the more natural éeriv, which is used in
V. 30.3¢ The v is perfectly at home in the setting of text form Il

31See above, n. 7.

32 The only possible exception is 14: 2, where the absence of ér in some MSS
may be attributable to the desire to make the words ‘I go to prepare a place for
you’ the beginning of a new sentence rather than a self-citation.

33 This is precisely what happened in all five of the witnesses to this text form:
B, C, N8, Origen, and Cyril. See above, n. 21. | know of no MS of the NT or of a
Church Father which exhibits a change in the opposite direction.

34 This difficulty is noted, e.g. by Barrett (St. John, 167-8), Schnackenburg
(St. John,1.274), and L. Morris (The Gospel according to Fohn [Grand Rapids: Eerd-

mans, 1971], 108). Interestingly enough, Epiphanius, whose citing habits are
notoriously loose (see G. D. Fee, #BL go[1971],368~70; review of L. A. Eldridge,

9555 €80 E
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because the statement looks back on John the Baptist’s historical
career and his traditional testimony to Jesus from the later
perspective of the evangelist.?s It is less appropriate (though not
impossible) in text form I, where it implies that the Baptist now
looks back on the historical career of Jesus from Ais later per-
spective-whatever that might be! But if John the Baptist is in
some sense a living and present figure to the evangelist, surely
Jesus is no less so. Therefore éordv might have been expected
here, just as in 1:30. But #v is a key verb form in the Johannine
prologue (with eleven occurrences, as against none for éoriv),3¢
and (along with éyévero) a characteristic mark of the narrator’s
style.

Although neither of these reconstructions of the textual history
of John 1: 15 is wholly convincing, it is somewhat easier to
understand how text form Il might have been changed to |
than the other way around. The external evidence thus points
in one direction and the transcriptional probabilities in the other,
while. both readings display the characteristic of Johannine
style.

The most significant conclusion to be drawn from this study is
that the choice between &v elmov and ¢ elmav in John 1: 15
is a far more difficult one than has commonly been assumed.
Whichever reading is adopted should be assigned a ‘C’or a
‘D’, not an ‘A’ rating. Less significant is my own tentative (and
subjective) conclusion that the internal evidence, combined with
Origen’s witness to the great antiquity of text form Il, tends to
vindicate the judgement of WH at this point. Realistically, it
is improbable that the weight of critical opinion will shift in their
favour unless new external evidence comes to light. All that can
be reasonably expected is that text form Il will be given serious
consideration and its implications carefully explored. Translation
ITa in particular opens up some options in such an undertaking.

Some brief comments about these wider implications. If we
were to take the bold step of accepting text form Il and the
bolder one of adopting translation 1Ia, what then?

The Gospel Text of Epiphanius of Salamis), ‘cites’ John 1: 14-15 twice using éoriv
(ah. haer. 51.4.7 [GCS 2, 252]; 65.5.6 [GCS 3, 7]). However, in 51.12.8 (GCS 2,
265) he uses the standard .

35 Cf. the 4v in John 1: 8, and (on the lips of Jesus) in 5: 35.
36 j.e. none except for a textual variant in 1: 4 (see Textual Commentary, 196).
Cf. Morris, John, 108.
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If v. 16 is indeed a quotation dramatically attributed to John
the Baptist and introduced by Aéywv . . . &7i, where does the
guotation end ? We are left with the same problem that con-
cerned Origen. Do we, with Origen, extend the words of the
Baptist through v. 18, or, with Heracleon, end them after v.
17 and assign v. 18 to the evangelist ? Or is the dramatic quota-
tion limited to v. 16 ? The &r¢ ofv. 17 (this time meaning ‘because’)
introduces a comment explaining the phrase ‘grace for grace’
in v. 16b : the grace of the law given through Moses gives way
to the ‘grace and truth’ that comes in Jesus Christ. An explana-
tory remark of this kind is more plausibly attributed to the
evangelist than to John the Baptist. Verse 18 can then be under-
stood as the evangelist’s summary of the prologue, focusing on its
central theme of revelation.

This line of argument suggests that Origen and Heracleon
were both wrong : the dramatic citation of what John the Baptist
now ‘says’ ends with v. 16, and from there on the evangelist
speaks for himself. It may be that v. 16 represents a prophetic
utterance known to the evangelist and given in the name of
John the Baptist. In v. 15 the evangelist provides a setting or a
reference point for this utterance by linking it with a traditional
saying of the Baptist widely known among his readers: ‘The
one coming after me has taken precedence over me, because he
existed before me’. The Baptist who once said A now says B.
The new testimony reinforces the testimony of the evangelist’s
own community in v. 14 (‘dwelt among us ...we beheld his
glory’). Then v. 17 explains the concluding phrase of the new
testimony in terms of the ‘grace and truth’ previously mentioned
inv. 14.

By now the evangelist has merged his own words so thoroughly
with the words attributed to John the Baptist that it is neither
possible nor necessary to distinguish between them with certainty.
The 7jueis wdvres of v. 16 corresponds closely to the év juiv of
v. 14, while the éAdBoue v of v. 16 serves as the confessional
counterpart to the éxafov of v. 12. There is no reason to interpret
these terms differently depending on whether the Baptist or the
evangelist is the speaker. John the Baptist, in fact, has become
the spokesman for the evangelist and his readers, not (as Origen
thought) for the OT prophets,37 and yet not as standing over

37 Commentary V1.6 (GCS 4, 114). Cf. Barrett, St. John, 168.
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against them either. He simply becomes the vehicle for the testi-
mony of all who have received the ‘fullness’ of what Jesus Christ
came to bring, It is no coincidence that Christians in many
generations have made his words their own, both here and in his
last dramatic testimony to Christ in 3 :20-30: ‘therefore this
joy of mine is now full. He must increase, but | must decrease’.
In all likelihood, the characteristically Johannine depiction of
John the Baptist as a confessing Christian38 lies at the root of the
textual problem of John 1: 15and of the ancient disputes over
the identity of the speaker in w. 16-18.

38 See W. Wink, John the Baptist in the Gospel Tradition (SNTSMS 7; London/
New York: Cambridge University, 1968),105-6.
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8. John :18 In Textual Variation
and Translation

PAUL R. MCREYNOLDS

Tre merits of the variant vids or feds in John 1:18 have been
variously argued by text critics from Ezra Abbot!in 1861 and
F. J. A. Hortz in 1876 to B. A. Mastin? in 1975. The evidence
accumulated since Abbot and Hort has presented an increasingly
strong case for the feds reading. More and more critical texts
have adopted feds; however, commentators and translators
have been generally reluctant to accept that reading as the
original or as the better of the two available readings. This
article will give a brief review of the text-critical evidence from
the classical approach of the external evidence of documents and
the internal evidence of the text. Then a review will be made of
modern translations with some observations concerning their
use of the text-critical evidence.

I

A. Greek critical texts are in agreement about the Greek
MS evidence for the various readings.

povoyers Beds  p8 X* B C* L
0 povoyerns Beds  p™ R° 33
J povoyers vids A C° K WeuwpP X A O Il Y 063 f1{13 Byz

It will be noted that feds has the support of p?® and p®, both
dated at the beginning of the third century and both fairly good

1E. Abbot, ‘On the Reading “Only-Begotten God”, in John 1.18. With Particu-
lar Reference to the Statements of Dr. Tregelles’, BSac 18 (1861),840-72 ; see also
‘On the Reading “An Only-Begotten God”, or “God Only-Begotten”, John 1.18,
Unitarian Review and Religious Magazine 3 (1875), 5607 1. Both articles reprinted in
Critical Essays (Boston: Ellis, 1888), 24x-7 and 272-85. All further references in
this paper are to the original BSac article.

2 F, J. A. Hort, Two Dissertations (Cambridge/London: Macmillan, 1876),
1-72.

3B. A. Mastin, ‘A Neglected Feature of the Christology of the Fourth Gospel’,
NTS 22 (1975/76), 32-51, esp. 37-41-
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representatives of the Alexandrian text. When the evidence of
X B C L is added, it becomes evident that this is indeed an
Alexandrian reading. On the other hand, the Greek evidence for
o povoyerns vigs comes from the Caesarean and Byzantine text-
types.

The reading of the article before povoyenis is not well attested
as original, since only p? of the early Alexandrians has it by the
original scribe. The critical issue for this paper revolves around
the reading feds or vids ; however, the ¢ added before povoyerns
fess seems to add difficulty to that reading, since with the article
the translation would seem to be, ‘the only begotten God who is
in the bosom of the Father (God)‘. That kind of understanding,
however, would probably not have been as difficult for scribes
as povoyemis and feds in apposition. Westcott also claims that
the substitution of God for Son would not explain the omission
of the article in the reading povoyes eds, while, on the con-
trary, the substitution of Son for God would naturally carry with
it the addition of the article.4

Many commentators agree that the MS evidence strongly
supports povoyersis Ms, €ven though for other reasons they
select ¢ povoyerjs viss as the authentic reading.5

Though the geographical spread is not wide, both the early
date of the MSS and their text (Alexandrian), which is generally
accepted as more accurate, favour povoyens feds as the original
reading.

B. Versional MS evidence:

povoyemjs Beds copb° syrPsb™ ethro
6 povoyevs vids it?? vg syrekpal arm ethPP geo
o uovoyeis vy & [unigenitus] Diatessaron

povoyers vios feod itd [unigenitus filius dei] cop® [pnoute
psére *noudt]

In evaluating this evidence, the most striking witness for
uovoyerns feds is the Peshitta. Its significance lies in the fact that
it generally supports the Byzantine text, not the Alexandrian.
The Harclean margin also reads povoyerjs feds. In the normally

4 B. F. Westcott, The Gospel According to St. John (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1967), 33 (reprinted from The Speaker’s Commentary, 1881); cf. Jack Finegan,
Encountering New Testament Manuscripts (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1974), 175.

5 See e.g. the commentaries by E. Hoskyns (1947), R. H. Lightfoot (1956).
and C. K. Barrett (1956).
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Alexandrian versional evidence of the Bohairic, there is support
for povoyems Beds, but the Sahidic along with the OL Codex
Monacensis (q) read a text which is either a conflation of the
other two readings or has been influenced by the language
of John 3 : 18 (cf. the OL a on John: 14). The only other ver-
sional evidence for uovoyen)s feds is the Ethiopic (Rome edition
of Tasfa-Seyon,  548—9), a version which has been influenced,
according to Metzger, by the Coptic, Arabic, and Syriac ver-
sions.6

The versional evidence supplies us with yet another variant:
two Vulgate MSS read unigenitus (‘only-begotten’) without
either Son or God. This may have been a rather clever way of
deciding between two variations, with some aid from John 1: 14
where the term stands by itself, although it is much more
likely that these two MSS have simply suffered the omission of
Silius. There is also some evidence that this was the reading of the
Diatessaron.? Although this reading has had recent scholarly
support,? the evidence in its favour seems too scanty to receive
serious consideration as the original.

This versional evidence shows that feds and vids are both
early readings and both have some geographical spread, although
vids clearly dominated in the West, while the evidence is more
evenly distributed in the East.

C. Greek patristic evidence :°
povoyerys Beds Valentinians (c.170 : 1),10 Irenaeus't (d.

6 B. M. Metzger, The Early Versions of the New Testament (Oxford: Clarendon,
1977) 233.

7 This is the reading of Ephraem, both Syriac and Armenian. For the Syriac
evidence, see Tj. Baarda, The Gospel Quotations of Aphrahat the Persian Sage: |I.
Aphrahat’s Text of the Fourth Gospel (Amsterdam: Vrije Universiteit, 1975), 70-2.

8 See e.g. M.-E. Boismard, $¢. John’s Prologue (London: Aquin, 1957), 65-6;
id., ‘Dans le sein du Pere (Jo. 1, 18)’, RB 59(1952),23-39; cf. J. N. Sanders, A
Commentary on the Gospel according to St John (ed. B. A. Mastin; HNTC; New York:
Harper, 1968), 85. See also R. V. G. Tasker, The Greek New Testament (Oxford/
Cambridge: University Presses, 1964),425.

Q Some of the current testimony of the Fathers varies from Abbot and Hort
(who anticipated that this would happen: see Two Dissertations, 5: ‘Much of the
uncertainty, though not all, will doubtless disappear when the Fathers have been
carefully edited’). For this paper | have had access to the files of the International
Greek New Testament Project, which had the complete attestation in the best
critical editions of all the Greek Fathers through the fifth century. This material
has been laboriously accumulated by Gordon D. Fee and is a part of the project
anticipating further work on John.

[Notes nos. g and 10 continued on p. re8
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202 :1),* Clement (d. 215 :2),’2 Origen (d. 254: 4),'3
Eusebius (d. 339:4-+1),* Serapion (d. 362 :1),!s Basil
(d. 379 :2),1 Didymus (d. 398: 4+1),'7 Gregory-Nyssa (d.
394 : 7+6),'8 Epiphanius (d. 403 : 4),'® Cyril-Alexandria
(d. 444; 9+2)»

About the lists: the number in parentheses after the Father’s date gives the
number of citations or adaptations in the Father’s extant writings; the second
number gives allusions to the phrase povoyevis feds; the bracketed items listed
under ¢ povoyeris viés are Fathers whose text of John 1: 18 almost certainly
read feds, but whose text has suffered corruption in the transmission process;
Eusebius, Serapion, and Basil are listed in both places without brackets because
they very likely (in Eusebius’ case, certainly) knew both readings.

10 For the discussion of this evidence, see Hort, Twe Dissertations, 31-3, and
Abbot, BSac, 853. Hort (pp. 30-1) incorrectly adduces Irenaeus as also supporting
this as a Valentinian reading; but what he reads as v{év xai povoyevi fedv actually
reads viov kxai povoyewij kai Bedv. The UBSGNT? also lists Theodotus, Ptolemy,
and Heracleon in support of feds; but this also seems to be in error.

I1 [renaeus cites the passage three times in adv. haer. (3.11.6; 4.20.6; 4.20.11).
For the discussion, see Hort (pp. 33-4). Abbot (pp. 257-8) thinks the evidence
favours wvids, but Hort has correctly observed that the two viés readings have
clearly been conformed to the OL, and that ‘the Deus of the third quotation is
unknown to Latin texts of St John, and therefore doubtless represents the Greek’.

1z 5, 5.81.3 (GCS 2, 380.10); ¢.d.s. 37.1 (GCS 3, 183.32). The UBSGNT?
incorrectly has ‘Clement?/5>. One of the three is in fact the Valentinian reference
noted above (note 10) ; the two ‘citations’ with vids are in fact loose adaptations,
one reflecting back on the Valentinian reference (exe. Thdot. 7.3 [GCS 3, 108.7]);
the other reads: ¢ ov kdAmov 708 warpds éfnyovpevos vids povoyenis (str.1.26.169
[GCS 2, 105.141).

13 Jo. 2.35 (GCS 4, 93.30); Jo. 6.3 (GCS 4, 108.27); Jo. 32.20 (GCS 4, 461.29);
Cels. 2.71 (GCS 1,193.14). This last reference reads: xai povoyemis ye dv feds xrA.,
a clear early witness as to how one should understand the reading povoyevis 8eds.
The citation preserved in Rufinus’ translation of Origen’s commentary on Song
of Songs (GCS 8, 235.6), which reads unigenitus filius, is worthless as evidence of
Origen’s text.

4 ¢.th.1.9 (GCS 4, 68.3): & povoyevis vids 7} povoyerys Oeds; Ps. 71: 16-17
(MPG 23.8200); Is. 41 (GCS g, 36.8); Is. 2.51 (GCS g, 378.39). Eusebius clearly
knew both forms and cited now one, and then the other. See n. 31 below.

1s Man. 48 (HTS 15, 67.18). This evidence is incorrectly listed by Abbot and the
UBSGNT? as by Titus of Bostra. See R. P. Casey, HTR 21 (1928),97-111.

16 S%jy. 15 (SC 17, 130) ; Spir. 27 (SC 17, 155). For this last citation Pruche has
inexplicably followed the MSS that read vids; cf. Johnston’s edition (Oxford,
1892), 62.

17 Trin. 1.26 (MPG 39.393a); Trin. 2.5 (MPG 39.496a); Zach. 5.33 (SC 85,
984.16) ; Eccl. 12: 5 (PTA g, 356. 1).

18 Eun, 3.1.48 (GNO 2, 20.14); ref. Eun. 8 (GNO 2, 315.27); ref. Eun. 61 (GNO 2,
337.1); ref. Eun. 162 (GNO 2, 380.26); v.Mos. 2 (GNO #/1, 42.1); kom. 13 in Cant.
(GNO 6, 381.6); horn. 15 in Cant. (GNO 6, 448.10).

9 anc. 2.5 (GCS 1, 8.2); anc.3.9 (GCS 1, 9.11); haer. 65.5.10 (GCS 3, 8.19);
haer.70.7.2 (GCS 3, 238.29).

20 Chr, un. (SC 97, 768.39); fr.Le. (MPG 72.488); thes. 13 (MPG 75.229); 30.
1.10[6°] (Pusey 3, 154.4; 155.20; 156.15; 156.21; 159.20,22).
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Allusions = using the combination povoyerrs feds, but not in
the context of a citation of John 1:18: Anthimus-Nicomed.
(d. 302 :1),2! Asterius (d. 341 : 2) ,22 Eunomius-Cyzicenus
(d. 393:3),23 Severian (d. 408 :1),2¢ Theodoret (d. 466 :1)2s

o povoyeris vids [lrenaeus], Hippolytus (d. 235: 1),26
[Clement], [Origen'**],Hymenaeus (c.270:1),%” Alexander-
Alex. (d. 328: 1),28 Eustathius (d. 337: 1), Ps-Dion.
Alex. (3rd c. ?: 1),3° Eusebius (d. 339:9),3' Serapion (d.
362 :1),32 Julian (d. 363 :2),3 Athanasius (d. 373 :3),3+
Basil (d. 379: 1),%* Pseudo-Basil (4th c. ? :1),36 Gregory-
Naz. (d. 390:1),37 [Gregory-Nyssa] ,38 Pseudo-Athanasius
(4th c. :3),3? Chrysostom (d. 407 :7),* Theodore-Mops. (d.
428 : 2),4* Hadrian (5th c. :1),42 [Cyril-Alex.],43 Proclus (d.
446 :1),4 Nestorius (d. 451: 1),% Theodoret (d. 466 : 5)46

About this evidence the following observations need to be made :

1. There are eleven writers, with thirty-nine citations, who
support povoyerys feds. Most of these Fathers have more than

23 tecel.fr. (ST 5,97.58). The text reads: 60ev adrd xai 6 povoyevns feds maps Tov
Octov *Iwdvvqy Aéyovra vidv povoyevi] mpooeppin.

22 hom. 5 in Ps. 5 (Richard, 74.13) ; fr.1(Bardy, 342.5).

23 exp. fid. 2 [3°] (Fabricius, 255.2; 256.24). 24 Abr. 3 (MPG 56.557).

25 h.e. 1.26.3 (GCS rg, 81.6)- Theodoret, however, so clearly uses ¢ povoyevis
vids in his citations of John 1: 18 that the ‘allusion’ is much more likely the
reflection of a well-known phrase than of his text of John 1: 18.

26 Noét. 5 (Nautin, 245.3) 27 ¢p. 7 (TU 44/5, 328.22).

28 ¢p. Alex. 4 (Opitz, Athanasiuswerke 3, 22.5).

29 engast. 18 (KIT 83, 46.2). 30 ¢p. Paul. Samos. (SBBAW, 1927, 45).

3t eth.1.95 1.20 [4°); 2.23 (GCS 4, 68.3; 83.20, 23, 30; 89.22; 134.23); Ps.
73: 10-11 (MPG 23.860C); Is. 6: z (MPG 24.121d).

32 Man. 40 (HTS 15, 58.44).

33 According to Cyril-Alexandria, Fuln.10 (MPG 76.1013) bis.

3¢ AY. 2.62 (MPG 26.280b) ; decr. 13.5 (Opitz 2, 11.38) ;decr. 21.4 (Opitz 2,
18.18). 35 ¢p, 234.3 (Courtonne 3, 43.1).

36 hom. in Ps. 28 3 (MPG 30.77a). 37 0Or. 29.17 (Barbel, 156).

Bep. 1.16 (GNO 8J2, 8.3); Eun.2.390 (GNO 1, 340.12).

3o This includes two different fourth-century authors: Sabell. 2 (MPG. 28.100b)
and the 4th book against Arius, AY. 4.20, 26 (Stegmann, 67.10, 74.17).

40 |s. interp. 6.1 (MPG 56.68) ; hom. in Jo.5: zg 6 (MPG 56.256) ; incomprehens.
4.3 (MPG 48.731) bis; incomprehens. 5.1 (MPG 48, 736); scand. 3.6 (SC 79, 76.10);
[lemma] horn. z5in Jo. (MPG 59.97)-

41Ps. 34: 13 (ST 93,184.22); Jo. 13 (ST 141, 316.7).

42 intyod. 67 (Goessling, 94.4).

43 Nest. 3.5 (ACO1.1.6, 72.17); thes. 35 (MPG 75.620).

4 horn. 15.2 (MPG 65.801a). 45 Thom. fest. 2 (Traditio g, 108).

46 haey. 5.1; 5.2 (MPG 83.444¢, 448¢c); Is. 6: z (Méhle, 30.31); Ps. zog: z
(MPG 80. 1768¢) ; Trin. 6 (MPG 75. 1153b).
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one citation. Some of them also support ¢ povoyemys vids, but
only Eusebius (certainly), and Serapion and Basil (perhaps),
give evidence to the actual knowledge of both readings.

In addition to these Fathers who have clear citations or
adaptations of John i: 18, there are five others who use the
phrase povoyers feds. These allusions must be handled carefully
and not pushed beyond what they actually bear witness to.
But since there is no other NT passage with this expression, and
since we know that John : 18 circulated widely in the second
to the fourth century with this phrase, it is valid to assume (except
for Theodoret) that the title was derived from John i: 18 and that
those Fathers are further evidence of this reading.

2. There are 204 Fathers, with 40} citations, who support the
6 povoyerns vids reading. Seventeen of these Fathers, with 31 cita-
tions, support no other reading. There are no allusions to support
this reading since any reference to ¢ povoyemjs vids, unless it de-
notes John i: 18 content, could be an allusion to any of the other
three passages in John’s writings which contained ¢ povoyems vids.

3. There are other Greek patristic references which appear in
various combinations or shortened forms that do not support
either reading. Most of these are by Fathers whose text is
clearly demonstrated from other citations. Eusebius, for example,
in his commentary on Ps. 67 : 2-4 (MPG 23.681d) reads ¢
povoyevjs Toi Beot; Cyril in one place reads o uovoyews Tod
Oeod Adyos (apol. orient. 84 ; ACO 1. 1.7,55.15); and Irenaeus, in
one of his three citations, reads unigenitus filius Dei (adv. haer.
3.11.6). This latter reading is often brought forward as support-
ing it3,47 put it scarcely does so. If this is the genuine text of
Irenaeus, it is most likely a simple conformation to the language
of John 3: 18. None of these kinds of secondary readings within
the Father’s own citations can be given serious consideration as
supporting an actual Greek text with such a reading.

4. The patristic evidence for ¢ povoyewis is also very slight, again
certainly insufficient to regard it as supporting a viable variant.
The UBSGNTS?, for example, lists ten Fathers as supporting
this text.48 | have not been able to check all of these, but those

47 The UBSGNT? also includes Origen as supporting this reading, but this is
a pre-critical edition carry-over.

+8 Origen, Jacob-Nisibis, Victorinus-Rome, Ephraem, Cyril-Jerusalem, Am-
brose, Epiphanius, Nonnus, Nestorius, Ps-Ignatius.

o |

John 1: 18 in Textual Variation and Translation 1l

that were analysed make one suspicious of the whole. On the
Greek side, for example, Epiphanius has no such citation;49
to list Origen here is simply an abuse of patristic evidence.
His text, 6 povoyems Beds, is as certain as any evidence we have.
It is true that in two passages in his commentary on John i:
19 he does refer back to v. 18 and speak of 76v povoyevi €is Tov
KkdAmov,50 but that scarcely suggests he is here citing a Greek
text that had only ¢ povoyemjs—especially so, since eleven
lines earlier, where he is actually citing the text, he reads povo-
yers Oeds 1 Cyril of Jerusalem? His text reads :...6v dvfpdmwy
1év ovdels édparev, 6 povoyevns 8¢ udvos éényrioaro (catech, 7. 1 ).
Abbot argued that this ‘silence’ favours the reading wvids,
on the ground that ‘if he had read feds in this passage, it
is improbable that he would have neglected so important a
word’.5 One could as easily argue that Cyril really favours
feds, and that this reading further supports the view that ¢
povoyerijs and feés were understood in apposition. In such an
allusion he chose to use only one of the titles. But in any case,
Cyril can hardly be called on to support the reading of ¢ povo-
yewmjs ; and the same is true of the ‘citation’ in Pseudo-Ignatius.

In fact the only citations among Greek Fathers that support this
reading are not even listed in the UBSGIN'T?3 : Pseudo-Athanasius,
qu.Ant. 38 (MPG 28. 613d) and an unidentified citation in the
catenae on the Psalms, edited by Corder.52

The Latin side fares no better. Ambrose and Victorinus-
Rome are simply incorrectly listed ; both cite the text several
times and always read unigenitus filius. The two Fathers (Eusebius-
Vercellensis and Vigilius) who do have a citation with unigenitus
alone also cite the text elsewhere with filius.53

Thus the only patristic support for this variant is in some
Syriac Fathers (Aphrahat, Ephraem),5¢ who are in fact wit-
nesses to the Diatessaron rather than to a Greek text with this
reading.

49 This was based on an error in an older edition.

50 0, 6.3 (GCS 4, 109.12); Jo. 6.13 (GCS 4, 122.4).

51 BSac, 860.

sz cat. Ps. rog: r (Corderius [ 16433, 3.244).

53 Eus. Verc. de Trin. 3.69 (CChL g, 49.631); Vigil. Trin. 3 (MPL 62.260a).
For their citations with filius, see notes 61 and 70.

54 See supra, note 7. The UBSGNT? has Jacob-Nisibis for Aphrahat, but this
has been clearly demonstrated to be in error. See e.g. Baarda, Gospel Quotations,
2-10,
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The works of the Fathers are full of loose quotations, para-
phrases, and abbreviated citations ; and since there is no Greek
MS and only two rather insignificant Vg MSS plus the Diates-
saron that support this reading, it seems strange that anyone
would regard this variant to have any text critical value at all.

D. Latin patristic evidence :55

unigenitus deus [Hilary 56

unigenitus filius Tertullian (d. 220 : 1),57 Ambrosiaster (4th c. :
3),58 Victorinus-Rome (d. 362 :7%),5¢ Hilary (d. 367 : 7),%
Eusebius-Vercellensis (d. 371: 1),6* Faustinus (d. ¢.380:
3),52 Gregory-Elvira (d. g392: 1), Phoebadius (d. post
392:1),% Ambrose (d. 397:7),% Jerome (d. 420: 2),%
Maximus-Turin (d. 423 :1),7 Augustine (d. 430 :3),%8
Ps-ldacius Clarus (c.445-80: 3) ,89 Vigilius-Tapsa (d.
484: 1)70

With regard to this evidence, the judgement of Hort still holds
true : ‘The Latin patristic evidence is properly speaking only a
branch of the evidence of Latin versions’.7* Thus, although this
evidence supports viés exclusively, it does not add further weight
to the existence of Greek MSS with this reading; for one can
trace the same modifications in these Fathers that one finds,
for example, between Codex Vercellensis (a) and the Vulgate.

55 This evidence does not purport to be as complete as on the Greek side.
For much of these data | am indebted to Professor Fee.

6 Trin. 12.24 (MPL 10.448a). For the doubtful value of this evidence see Abbot,
BSac, 864, n. 1.

57 adv. Prax. 15.6 (CChL 2, 1179.40).

8 qu. V. et M. lest. 71, g1.3, suppl. go-1 (CSEL 50, 123.8, 153.21, 438.26).
The second of these reads unigenitusjlius dei.

59 ad Cand. 16, 20 (SC 68, 152.16, 158.8); adu. 4r. 1.2, 1.4, 1.15, 4.8, 4.33 (SC
68, 192.21,198.23, 222.45, 524.53, 598.13).

60 tract. P.s. 138: 35 (CSEL 22, 768.27); Trin. 2.23, 4.8, 4.42, 5.33, 5.34, 6.39
(MPL 1o.65c, 102a, 127a, 152b, 152¢, 18gb).

61 de Trin. 4.16 (CChL g, 60.134). 62 Trin, 2.5 [3°] (MPL 13.54a-b).

63 Tract. Orig. 16.25 (CChL 69,122.197). 64 contra 4r. 12 (MPL 20.21d).

65 Exp. Lc 1.25, 2.12 (CChL 14, 19.387; 36.179); Fid. 3.24 (MPL 16.594c);
Spir. 1.26 (MPL 16.710c); patr. 11.51 (CSEL 32, 153.10); Jos. 14.84 (CSEL 32,
122.9); int. Job 9.31 (CSEL 32, 232.1 ).

8 in Ezech.13.44.1/3 (CChL 75, 646.1199); in <Zach. 3.14.3/4 (CChL %6a,
873.73).
67 serm. 100.2 (CChL 23, 399.34).
 Tract. in Jo. 31.3, 35.5, 47.3 (GChL 36, 295.20, 320.9, 405.5).
69 contra Varim. 1.18, 1.63, 1.66 (CChL go, 32.1 1, 73.15, 75.20).
7° Trin. 4 (MPL 62.265d). 7t Two Dissertation, 43.
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All of these Fathers (including Jerome 1) regularly cite the text,
nisi unigenitus filius. The later Latin Fathers tend to conform to
the Vulgate, unigenitus filius without nisi.

The interpretation of patristic evidence has been problematic
in general, and this is well illustrated through past studies of
John 1:18. For example, the occasion of Abbot’s article was his
running debate with Wetstein and Tregelles concerning the
patristic citations for feds and vie. Abbot maintained that,
unless a Father directly cites the author and passage, an ex-
pression like povoyers feds cannot be evidence of that reading
for John 1: 18. Most of the references in Wetstein ‘merely
contain the expression uovoyerys 8eds or unigenitus dew, with no
trace of an allusion to the text’.72 Tregelles, on the other hand,
argued that the peculiar expression povoyers feds was popular,
and was so because it was biblical, i.e. from John 1: 18, so that
where there are references to povoyemsfeds, it is evidence
that this reading was authentic in John 1: 18. Somewhere
between these two extremes there is a mean whereby patristic
evidence can be sifted, weighed, and utilized.

Abbot, like many patristic scholars since, maintained the
‘importance of carefully distinguishing express citations of a
passage from mere allusions or references to it’. He also held in
reference to patristic evidence that ‘all critical editions of the
Greek Testament hitherto published are very incomplete, and
often untrustworthy’.73 He further argued that where a Father
had both feds and vids, with vids predominating, vids has all the
support of that Father, the assumption being that a Father would
not knowingly perpetuate variations.74 But this conclusion may
need to be challenged, since the publication of critical editions
has shown that a Father’s text often suffered corruption toward
o povoyems vi&, but never in the other direction. Perhaps the
model for the use of patristic evidence is still to be found in
Hort’s note A in his article ‘On the Words povoyerys feos’.
Here he presents and discusses in context all the ante-Nicene
patristic evidence for John 1: 18. It is this type of presentation
which, though tedious, is an absolute necessity before one lists
the Father in a critical apparatus or dares to create new variants
on the basis of patristic support.

72 BSac, 842, 855-6, 868. 73 Ibid., 849. 74 Ibid., 866-7.
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The use and abuse of patristic and versional material is further
illustrated by the creation of a new reading of John i:18 by
M.-E. Boismard :75 ‘No one has ever seen God except the only
begotten one that leads into the bosom of the Father’. This
reading is created first by accepting the omission of ¢ dv with
N* and one OL MS (a), then accepting ¢ povoyeris without
vids or feds on dubious patristic evidence, and finally by insert-
ing el p7 on the basis of W it#?! and the Latin Fathers. Even
though Boismard’s exegesis of this ‘new’ passage is excellent in
the context of John ::18, he himself realized the improbability
of its authenticity when he concluded his article : ‘Cette solution
que nous proposons, ...présente des difficult& ... aucun Pére
n‘ayant jamais compris le verset en ce sens. D’autre part, nous
reconnaissons volontiers que beaucoup admettront difficilement
comme originale la presence de ® t us dans le texte primitif de
Jo., I, 18.76

In turning from the documents to the internal evidence of the
readings themselves, the discussion will centre on the two
really viable readings, ¢ povoyerns Vi& or povoyerijs feds, the
other possibilities (6 uwovoyewmjs or 6 povoyers vios feod) having
been virtually eliminated because of insufficient Greek docu-
mentary evidence for their existence.

It is rather clear that povoyewss feds is the more difficult
reading. The phrase ¢ povoyems vi& has two later parallels in
John’s Gospel, plus 1John 4. g. The variant ¢ povoyem)s vids
in John 1:18, therefore, may be a scribal attempt to assimilate
a difficult text to a more traditional reading.

The more critical canon for scribal tendencies prefers the
reading which best explains the rise of all other readings. A
scribe is likely to have changed povoyem)s feds to 6 povoyers
vi& with just a few strokes of the pen. That any scribe would
have changed wvids to feés defies imagination. Some scholars,
however, maintain that it could have happened by accident,77
by confusion of the abbreviations YC/@C, or as an unconscious

75 ‘Dans le sein’, 23-39. 76 1bid., 39.

77 Allen Wikgren uses transcriptional error as his reason for filing a minority

opinion on this text in B. M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testa-
ment (London/New York: United Bible Societies, 1971),198.

{?}Q .
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substitution under the influence of the preceding fedv. However,
this ‘accident’ would have had to have occurred very early for
both variants to have survived, and one such occurrence seems
unlikely to have caused so much support so early. Boismard
contends that the feds reading was introduced as a weapon
against those who questioned the divinity of Jesus.78 However,
its widespread use in the second century by both Gnostics and
their opponents seems to rule against this. Bultmann holds that
the context demands vids and that the alteration was probably an
error in dictation. However, an error in dictation is more likely
to have worked the other way, since vi& is the more common
term, as Bultmann himself admits.79 Furthermore, the presence
of the article, which is necessary to make a more sensible reading
for vids, can hardly be explained in either case as the result of
an accident.

In terms of intrinsic probabilities, i.e. what the original writer
was most likely to have written, we find many contrary views
among the commentators.

Boismard states that the major difficulty in terms of context is
that it would be strange for John to adopt this title of ‘God’
to describe the only begotten one, who is to reveal God, im-
mediately after he says, ‘no one has ever seen God’.8> However,
that difficulty disappears when one understands the entire
phrase as a series of appositions, i.e. ‘No one has ever seen God ;
the only begotten, God, the one in the Bosom of the Father,
that one has explained him’. This latter interpretation has been
suggested by Bernard,® Schnackenburg,?? and Reim.83 Not
only does this erase a difficulty, but it also excellently summarizes
the content of the prologue by taking the term ‘God’ from v. |
and ‘only begotten’ from v. 14 and combining them with the
assurance of the Revealer’s closeness to the Father, and then
stating, again summarily, ‘that one has explained him’. Westcott
summarized this argument well : ‘An examination of the whole

78 Boismard, Prologue, 65.

79 R. Bultmann, The Gospel of John (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1971), 82.

80 Boismard, Prologue, 65.

81 J. H. Bernard, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel According to
John (ICC; 2 vols.; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1928), 1.31.

82 R Schnackenburg, Das Fohannesevangelium (Freiburg: Herder, 1965), 1.255.

83 G. Reim, Studien zum alttestamentlichen Hintergrund des Fohannesevangeliums
(SNTSMS 22; London/New York: Cambridge University, 1974),259.
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structure of the prologue leads to the same conclusion. The
phrase, which has grown foreign to our ears, though it was
familiar to early Christian writers, gathers up the two thoughts
of sonship and deity, which have been separately affirmed of the
Word (w. 14, 1)’.84

Sanders revives the suggestion of Blass and Resch that the
original text had only 6 povoyemjs and that the relative OC
(= 6s) was inserted and then misread as @C. There is actual
MS evidence for this confusion at 1 Tim. 3 : 16. The problem
with this suggestion, as pointed out by Lindars, is that it is
difficult to understand how OC came into the text in the first
place. There is also no MS support for OC.8s

The basic argument of those who choose vids is that it is more
in accordance with John’s usage in the context, and they cite
John 3 :16 and 18 and 1John 4 :9.8¢ Brown objects to povo-
yerns Beds as being too highly developed theologically.87

The commentators who accept vids as original generally
acknowledge that the weight of the documentary evidence is
on the side of feds, but they select vi& as the better reading on
the basis of their understanding of John’s context in the pro-
logue. This highlights the trend toward eclecticism in textual
criticism that sometimes ignores the preponderance of objective
evidence for subjective reasoning. My own bias is a result
of a Colwellian revival of Hort,3 who wrote : ‘No rule of pre-
cedence has been adopted; but documentary attestation has
been, in most cases, allowed to confer the place of honour as
against internal evidence’.@

Not only the commentators, but in general translators of the
NT have also preferred this internal evidence approach.

84 Westcott, John, 33; cf. also W. Milligan and W. F. Moulton, The Gospel
According to John (New York: Scribner’s,1883), 19.

85 B. Lindars, The Gospel of John (London: Oliphants, 1972), 98-9.

8 See e.g. R. H. Lightfoot, go; C. K. Barrett, 141; R. Bultmann, 82; and
Hoskyns, 154.

87 R, E. Brown, The Gospel according to John (i-xii) (AB 29; Garden City, NY:
Doubleday, 1966),:7.

88 E. (. Colwell ‘Hort Redivivus: A Plea, and a Program’, Studies in Methodology
in Textual Criticism of the MNew Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1969),148, 17 1.

8¢ B.T'. Westcott and F. J. A. Hort, The New Testament in the Original Greek
[11] Introduction, Appendix (New York: Harper, 1882), 17.
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In the nineteenth century, text critics were rather evenly
divided as to their choice. Alford, Scrivener, and Tischendorf
read vids while Tregelles, WH and Weiss read 0eds.

Of the text critical editions of the NT produced in the twen-
tieth century, only Souter (1 g 10), von Soden (1913), and Bover
(1943), have vids in their texts. Nestle’s first edition (1898)
had vids, but by the 4th edition (19o4) the text read feds and
still does today. All three editions of the UBSGNT read feds
in the text, as do Merk, Vogels, and Kilpatrick. Tasker’s critical
text was really produced by the translators, who preferred vi&
as intrinsically more probable.90

Translators, on the other hand, have repeatedly rejected the
feds reading, though its external evidence has been strengthened
through papyrus evidence. The 1881 revisers apparently rejected
WH’s reading as did the American Revisers in 1go 1 and 1946.

In a survey of over fifty translations of the NT, the fact emerged
that many of the newer versions created by single translators
follow the current critical Greek text and read some form of
uovoyem)s Beds.9! The only recent translation intended for church
worship which follows UBSGNT or Nestle is the NASB (1963).
Another recent version, the TEV (1966), also follows the
UBSGNT, but with punctuation that indicates uovoyeris and
feds as two appositional nouns. This form of translation was
also followed by the Centenary version (1924),Panin (1954),
Barclay ( 1968), and the Translators NT (1973).

Several recent translations have what appears to be a con-
flation of ‘only begotten son’ and ‘only begotten God'.

‘God’s only Son’ Mercier (1970), NEB (1961)
‘God the only Son’ NAB (1g970),20th Century NT (1900),
Riverside NT (1923)
‘divine and only Son’ Phillips (1958)
‘God the only Son’ NIV (1974)
‘the only Son who is God’ Beck (1963)
‘The divine One, the only Son’ Moffatt (1935)
‘the divine Only Son’ Goodspeed (1935)
‘the only Son, Deity Himself’ Williams (1937)
90 Tasker, Greek NT, 425.
91 Concordant (1926); Swann (1947); Spencer ( Tg51); Schonfield (1g55) ; Kingdom
Inter-Linear (1969) ; Byington (1972) ; Klingensmith (1972) ; Beck (1976); Marrow
(977) .

-
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In checking these trandations in other passages where povoyewis
is used without a noun following, we find that the trandators con-
sistently add the term son or child.92 In most cases then, we would
understand them to have a Greek text with povoyersjs feds.
Moffatt says, ‘Although feds (‘the divine on€') is probably more
origina than thevariant reading&, povoyeris (seev. 14) requires
some such periphrasis to bring out its full meaning here’ .93

Tasker does supply us with the NEB’s rationale, but even it
does not make sense. He says, referring to the povoyers Beds
reading, ‘... the trandators considered that it does not yield
good sense. They regarded the variant ¢ povoyewss vids . . . as
intrinsically more probable’.94+ Since that is their reasoning, how
did they arrive at ‘God's only Son’ as atrandation of ¢ povoyerns
vids? Tasker mistakenly cites Coptic Sahidic for the support of
6 povoyem)s vids, when in actual fact it rather supports the NEB
trandation ‘God’'s only Son’ and is the only versional evidence
for that conflation.

Two versions with a Syriac background by Murdock and
Lamsa% follow the Peshitta and also read ‘only begotten God'.

Many trandations read ‘only begotten Son’, including KjfV
(161 1), ASV (1901), RSV (1946), Douay (1914), Ferrar-Fenton
(1946), Berkeley (1960), Jerusalem (1966), and numerous others.
Severd of these have a footnote acknowledging the possibility
of an aternative reading.

The Cotton-Patch version (1973), by Clarence Jordan, seems
to follow the patristic-produced povoyemis reading.

The research behind this study indicates (1) that patristic
evidence for various readings needs to be used much more
carefully, and with a full view of the context of the Father being
quoted ; (2) that both text critics and exegetes need to pay more
atention to the emphasis in their cognate fields, i.e. text critics
to the internal evidence of the text and the exegetes to the ex-
ternal evidence of the documents; (3) that we should not attempt
to produce more variant readings either by a misuse of the Fathers
or by poor trandation.

92 | uke g: 38; John 1:14; Heb. 110 17.

93 J. Moffatt, The New Testament (New York: Harper, 1922), 222.

9+ Tasker, Greek NT, 424-5.

95 The Holy Bible from Ancient Eastern Manuscripts (Lamsa),1933; The New Testa-
ment: A Literal Translation from the Syriac Peshitto Version (Murdock),1951.
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9. Realer oder irrealer Kondizionalsatz
in Joh 8: 397

MICHAEL MEES

D ie Perikope Joh 8 :i2-59 schlieBt sich locker an die groBSe
Rede Jesu auf dem Laubhtittenfest (Kap. 7) an. Das groBe
Fest ist voriiber. Aber Jesus bleibt noch in der Stadt, urn zu
lehren und seine Botschaft zu verdeutlichen. Dabei zeichnen
sich bei seinen Hérern zwei Gruppen ab. Eine Minderheit aus
den Juden scheint geneigt zu sein, ihm Glauben zu schenken.
Dies ruft aber den Widerstand der ungliubigen Masse hervor.
Die Diskussion verschirft sich daher zu prophetischer Mahn-
rede, zu Scheltworten und Streitgesprachen. Dabel spitzt sich
der Streit immer mehr auf die Punkte wahre Abrahamskind-
schaft (w. g1~40) und die Stellung Jesu zum Vater Abraham zu
(vv. 41-59).

Von hier aus betrachtet kénnte man mit R. E. Brown und
R. Schnackenburg! Joh 8 : 12-59 as Einheit betrachten. M.-E.
Boismard allerdings glaubt dies verneinen zu miissen. In seinem
neuen Werk betrachtet er im Gefolge von Wellhausen und
Bultmann die w. 38-3gals Doubletten, da sie eigentlich nichts
Neues aussagen. Sie wiederholen nur, was schon in w. 31-36
gesagt worden war, nur da8 sie das dortige Thema von der
Gotteskindschaft unter dem EinfluB paulinischer Lehrtatigkeit
in das von der Abrahamskindschaft umandern. Dies sei durch
den Redaktor Joh Il B verursacht worden, dessen Arbeitsweise
nach Kleinasien weise.2

Diese Oberlegungen werden sicher manche neue Einblicke
in die schwierige Perikope geben und DenkanstoBe fiir das
Verstindnis des sicher nicht aus einem GuB entstandenen
Abschnittes liefern. Dennoch diese Verse stehen nun einmal im

! R. E. Brown, The Gospel according to John (i-xii) (AB 29; Garden City, NY:
Doubleday, 1966), 361; R. Schnackenburg, Das Johannesevangelium (HThKNT
4/2; 3 Bde; Freiburg: Herder, 1965-75), 2.237.

2 M.-E. Boismard und A. Lamouille, Synopse des quatres Evangiles en frangais.
Tome 111: L’Evangile &Jean (Paris: Cerf, 1977), 233-36.
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Text und werfen nicht nur eine Reihe literarkritischer Probleme
auf, sondern sind auch textkritisch nicht sicher, sondern weisen
zahlreiche Varianten auf.

Dies gilt vor allem fiir 8 : 39. Dieser Vers nimmt in der heutigen
Fassung von 8 : 3 1—40 eine wichtige Stellung ein, als Bindeglied
zwischen dem Vorausgehenden und dem Folgenden. Ab-
gesehen sei von kleineren Varianten, wie etwa klassische Aorist-
endung fiir die der Koine oder umgekehrt, Partikelfreudigkeit
von p% D oder das Auslassen des Artikels vor ‘Jesus’ in B. Sie
andern den Sinn nicht. Sie beweisen nur, wie der antike Leser
seinen Text genau studierte und wie ihm die Akolouthie, das
Streben nach flieBender Textabfolge und dem méglichst besten
Zusammenhang, am Herzen lag. Die Frage bleibt vielmehr:
Wie mu8 man 8 : 3gb iibersetzen und was hat der Evangelist
nach dem heutigen Text Jesus auf die Einwinde der Juden
wirklich antworten lassen? Man kénnte an einen Realis im
Kondizionalsatz denken: ‘Wenn ihr Kinder Abrahams seid,
so tut ihr ja seine Werke’. Die Antwort Jesu hitte dann einen
indifferenten Sinn, der sich gleichsam des Urteils enthilt, urn
das Gespriach in Gang zu halten. Die prophetische Schelte
kommt dann erst im Folgenden. Méglich bleibt auch die Auffas-
sung mehrerer Vatertexte, die den Imperativ statt des Indikatives
herauslesen :‘Wenn ihr Abrahams Kinder seid, tut seine Werke!”
Die Mehrzahl der Textzeugen betrachtet den Vers im Gesamt-
gefiige des Abschnittes 8 :31~-59,liest in ihm einen Irrealis:
‘Wenn ihr Abrahams Kinder wiret, wiirdet ihr seine Werke
tun’. Die Textiiberlieferung ist also geteilt. Es lassen sich min-
destens drei Hauptformen unterscheiden, wozu noch mehrere
Textvermischungen kommen. Sucht man sich Rat bei den
Handausgaben und Kommentatoren, so findet man das gleiche
Bild. Dabei ist allerdings ein Abgehen von der realen und eine
Bevorzugung der irrealen Form des Kondizionalsatzes zu
beobachten.3 Dagegen hat erst neuerdings Martini in einem
Artikel iiber Didymus dessen mit p® B* tibereinstimmende
Lesart als den Urtext vorgeschlagen, aus dem sich die iibrigen
Varianten erkliren lassen.+

3 Vgl. die UBSGNT?®; K. Aland, Synopsis Quattuor Evangeliorum (9. Aufl.;
Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1976); und angektindigt: Nestle-Alandze.

4 C. M. Martini, ‘Is There a Late Alexandrian Text of the Gospels?” NTS 24
(1977-78), 285-96, bes. 295.
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Die Textiiberlieferung weist folgende Formen auf fiir 8 :3gb:

(1) éoté . .. moweire
(2) éoTé. .. émoteite
(3) éxere . .. émoieite
(4) éoté. .. moweite dv
(5) éoré. .. émoweite dv
(6) H7e . . . woteiTe

(7) jre. .. émoieiTe

(8) Are . . . émoweire dv

Nr. ist die Lesart von p% B* ff? gat vg syr®. lhre quantitative
Bezeugung ist nicht groB. Aber schon p® bezeugt ihr hohes
Alter. Ausinneren Griinden empfiehlt sie sich. Sie benutzt
die reale Form des Kondizionalsatzes, die sich dem Zusammen-
hang gut einfiigt. Die Juden pochen auf ihre Abstammung von
Abraham. Er hatte ihnen schon vorher gesagt, da8 er urn dieselbe
wisse. Auch jetzt streitet er ihre physische Abstammung von
Abraham nicht ab. Aber seine Antwort klingt verhalten und sein
Urteil bleibt gleichsam in der Schwebe: ‘Wenn ihr Abrahams
Kinder seid, so miit ihr auch seine Werke tun’. Der Realis
im Kondizionalsatz wird zum Indifferentialis.5 Eine allgemeine
Wabhrheit, eine logische SchluBfolgerung aus der von den Juden
behaupteten Abrahamskindschaft wird aufgestellt. Ob sie stimmt,
wird offen gelassen. Erst das Folgende wird dariiber Aufschlufl
geben. Dies aber ist negativ.

Sicher kann der Text von Nr. iin diesem Sinne verstanden
werden. Auffallend ist jedoch, daB die Viterzeugnisse, die diese
Lesart stiitzen, anders interpretieren. Sie fassen das fiir In-
dikativ und Imperativ gleichlautende griechische Verbum des
Nachsatzes als Imperativform auf: ‘Wenn ihr Abrahams Kinder
seid, tut seine Werke I’ Der Kondizionalsatz mit indifferentem
Sinn klingt hier in eine Aufforderung aus, womit das Un-
bestimmte der Antwort noch verstarkt wird. Man hilt des
ofteren diese Interpretation fiir unméglich. Vers 40, in dem
Jesus den Juden vorhalt, ihn téten zu wollen wie auch die
folgenden Verse, in denen er ihnen die wahre, geistige Abrahams-
kindschaft abspricht, scheinen ihr zu widersprechen. Aber faBt

s F. Blass und A. Debrunner, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch (hrsg.
F. Rehkopf; 14. Aufl.; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1976), 290 (§ 360),
301 (§371) ; Eng. tr. by R. W. Funk (Chicago: University of Chicago, 1961),
182 (§ 360),188 (5 371).
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man Vers g9 mehr als eine Antwort zum vorausgehenden
Versteifen der Juden auf ihre Abstammung von Abraham auf,
die das Urteil dariiber noch nicht direkt ausdriickt, was dann
erst im Folgenden enthalten ist, so ist auch die Imperativform
in einer lebhaften Diskussion, wie sie der Evangelist aufzeichnet,
gut denkbar.

Die Imperativform findet sich in der Diatessarontiberlieferung,
allerdings nur in der westlichen. Da8 sie im lateinischen Diates-
saron, dem Codex Fuldensis,é enthalten ist, wird weiter nicht
verwundern, da man dessen Abhangigkeit von der Vulgata
kennt. Anders verhalt es sich wohl mit den niederlindischen
Diatessaronformen. Enthalten sie doch zahlreiche Nicht-
Vulgata-Lesarten, wie auch auBlerkanonisches Gut. War dies
etwa die Lesart Tatians? Dies bleibt sehr fraglich. Die &stliche
Diatessarontiberlieferung (Diatarbress) verwendet den lIrrealis
und Ephraem, der uns niher zu Tatian fithren kénnte, ver-
wendet sowohl in dem neu gefundenen syrischen Kommentar
wie auch in der schon vorher bekannten armenischen Uber-
setzung sowohl die Imperativform wie auch den Irrealis.
Jedesmal paBtsich der Imperativ wie auch der Irrealis aus-
gezeichnet der Erklarung an, soda8 es zweifelhaft bleibt, was
Ephraem nun in seinem Diatessaron gelesen hat und noch
mehr, was Tatian urspriinglich geschrieben hat.7 Ein indirekter
EinfluB der Vulgata auf die niederlindischen Diatessaron-
formen kann daher nicht ausgeschlossen werden. Dies diirfte
mindestens ebenso fiir die italienischen Ausgaben des Diatessarons
(Diatventose:) gelten.* Dieselbe Form findet sich sodann bei Pseudo-
Cyprian, de pascha computus.® Sie ist auch die Form, die Augustin
verwendet, so wenigstens im Tractatus in Fohannis Evangelium. Die
Verwendung des Irrealis in contra Faustinum ist durch die Syntax
der Darlegung bedingt.1® Man kénnte versucht sein, auch Hiero-
nymus hier einzureihen. Der aber bevorzugt aber in seinen
Kommentaren den Irrealis, wahrend die Imperativform nur im

¢ E. Ranke, Codex Fuldensis (Marburg/Leipzig: Elwert, 1868),115.

? Diatliege 177 (CSSN 1. 1. 184); DiatTheodisc 172 (CSSN r.4.111); DiatHaar 172
(CSSN 1.2.78) ; Eph®yr 16.26 (Chester Beatty Monograph Series 8, 184.13) ; Eph3rm
16.26 (CSCO 137/arm. 1, 238 [lect. var.]). Dagegen Irrealis: Ephsy* 16.26 (Chester
Beatty Monograph Series 8, 186); Eph*™ 1626 (CSCO 137/arm. 1, 238 [lect.
prine.]) .

8 Diatven 132 (ST 81, 112.9); Diattesc 132 (ST 81, 305.19).

¢ Ps-Cyprian, de pascha computus 10 (CSEL 3/3, 257).

10 August., Tract. Joh. 42.4 (CChL 36, 367); ¢. Faust. 33.5 (CSEL 25, 790).
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Kommentar zu Amos' zu finden ist. Hier aber dient sie des Dar-
legung, soda8 der von Hieronymus benutzte Text wohl den
Irrealis las.

Die Imperativform ist aber auch die bevorzugte Lesart des
Origenes. Besonders im Buch2o seines Johanneskommentars
verwendet er sie mindestens 11mal.’2 Der Zusammenhang 148t
auch nicht den mindesten Zweifel, da8 es sich hier um eine
Aufforderung zum Tun handelt. Diesen Imperativ findet er im
Text der Bibel. Er findet diese Form richtig fiir die Diskussion
Jesu mit den Juden und fiir die seine mit den Gegnern. Ebenso
dient sie ihm fiir seinen pastoralen Dienst der Ermahnung am
Leser.

Aber was las Origenes nun wirklich in seiner Bibel? Denn die
angegebene Form ist nur die am meisten zitierte und die bevor-
zugte. Es gibt neben ihr noch andere. So bringt Origenes die
Stelle 8: 39 im gleichen Johanneskommentar, wenn auch nur
ein einziges Mal (6.4), mit dem Irrealis. Preuschen hat geglaubt,
in seiner Ausgabe des Kommentares (GCS 4) eine Anderung vor-
schlagen zu miissen. Da es sich auch hier um die fiir den Leser
so wichtige echte Abrahamskindschaft handelt, méchte er auch
hier den sonst im Kommentar gebrauchten Imperativ setzen
(Anmerkung z. Stellte). Dennoch scheint mir die Korrektur
nicht nétig und durch den Zusammenhang nicht erforderlich.
GewiBB, man mu8 sich davor hiiten, den Vitern Textiiber-
lieferungen zuzuschreiben, die nichts anderes sind als die bei den
antiken Gebildeten so beliebte und stets geiibte Ausdrucksweise
mit Hilfe von Zitaten. Dennoch Origenes selbst weist an einigen
Stellen seiner Kommentare darauf hin, da8 er fiir verschiedene
Stellen mehrere umlaufende Textformen kennt, ohne sich beson-
ders kritisch iiber sie zu duBern. Hier diirfte eine solche Stelle
sein, und Origenes wdre ein frither Zeuge, da8 die in spéiteren
Zeugen vornehmlich zu findende Form des Irrealis zu seiner
Zeit schon bestanden hat.13

Auch E. Hautsch stimmt in seiner kritischen Analyse der Joh.-
Zitate des Origenes dem Vorschlag Preuschens nur zdgernd
zu. Er verweist dafiir auf eine andere Stelle in den Origenes-

' Hieronymus, comm. Amos 2.5.14-15 (CChL 76, 287).
12 Orig., Jo. 20.2 (GCS 4, 327): 20.4 (332): 20.5 (332); 20.7 (335); 20.9 (336):

20.10 [5°] (337 bis, 338 bis, 339); 20.15 (346) ; 20.16 (347).
13 Orig., 30. 6.4 (GCS 4, 109, und Preuschens Hinweis 110, Anm.).
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Werken, da der Irrealis unbedingt in den Imperativ geindert
werden miisse, Exhortatio ad martyrium 38. Origenes gibt zur
Stelle selbst folgende Erklarung : ‘Wenn ihr euch z.B. Kinder des
Ambrosius nennt, so handelt auch wie dieser I’ Dennoch scheint
mir die Konjektur fiir den Zusammenhang nicht nétig. Die
Imperativform der Erklarung will den Irrealis des Zitates
unterstreichen. Die Juden tun eben nicht, was fiir jeden an-
standigen Sohn eine Selbstverstandlichkeit ist.14

Die Form des Irrealis scheint dann noch in den griechisch
erhaltenen Homilien zu Jeremias auf (4.5), stilistisch verfeinert
mit vorangesetztem d&v. Der Vers wird hier ohne Paraphrase als
reines Hilfszitat eingefiihrt und benutzt, soda8 der Irrealis hier
urspriinglich sein diirfte.1s

SchlieBlich sind noch aus den lateinisch auf uns gekommenen
Homilien, horn. 8.7 in Gen., horn. 4.4 in Ezech., und sel. in Ps.
(= horn. 4 in Ps. 36) zu erwihnen, die alle mit ‘essetis ... faceretis’
die Form des Irrealis verwenden. Fraglich bleibt allerdings, ob
dies dem Origenestext entspricht oder eher dem Bibelverstandnis
der Ubersetzer.16 Auf alle Fille zeigen die angegebenen Stellen,
da8 Origenes beide Textformen gekannt haben mu8 und sie
zuweilen seiner Erklarung dienstbar machte. Die bevorzugte
Form ist allerdings die mit dem Imperativ in der Apodosis.

Ein weiterer Zeuge fiir die Imperativform ist Didymus der
Blinde, vor allem nach dem Ausweis der neuerdings veréffent-
lichten Toura-Papyri. Joh 8: gg findet sich im Kommentar zu
Job 5:25 und zu Lacharias 3.287. Beide Male ist 8: gg nur ein
Hilfszitat, das der Bekraftigung der eigenen Darlegung des
alttestamentlichen Bibeltextes dient, jedoch immer in der Form
der Aufforderung. Dabei hat Didymus die ganze Perikope im
Gedichtnis und wei3, das Jesus den Juden schlieBlich die wahre
Abrahamskindschaft abspricht. Er kritisiert die Juden und
ihren Anspruch, Abrahams Kinder zu sein. Dennoch vermeidet
er den Irrealis, da er erkennt, da8 die Diskussion in 8 : ggnoch
nicht bis zu diesem Punkte gediehen ist. Er bewahrt den Sinn
des realen Kondizionalsatzes auch, wenn er wie hier das Einzel-
zitat fiir seine Abhandlung verwendet.

4 Orig., mart. 38 (GCS 1, 36); E. Hautsch, Die Evangelienzitate des Origenes
(TU 34/2a; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1909),139.

s Orig., horn. 4.5 in Jer. (GCS 3, 27).

16 horn. 8.7 in Gen. (GCS 6, 82); horn. 4.4 in Ezech. (GCS 8, 365); hom. 4 in Ps. 36
(MPG 12.1357).
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Der gleiche Sinn findet sichauch in contra Manichaeos 16.
Nur hat Mignes Text an dieser Stelle den Irrealis mit dy,
wobei es allerdings fraglich bleibt, wieweit die zugrunde liegende
Uberlieferung Glauben verdient. Die von Zépfl gesammelten
Fragmente zu den katholischen Briefen benutzen 8: g9 ein
einziges Mal. Jedoch handelt sich dabei in 1. Petrus um ein
reines Anwendungszitat in Partizipalform, das keine Schliisse
auf den benutzen Text zulafBt.!?

Nr. 2 ist die Lesart von p?*X*Bc D T 070 1321. Auch sie
ist wie die vorausgehende Lesart nur durch eine kleine Anzahl
von Handschriften vertreten und scheint kaum in Vaterschriften
auf, p? bezeugt jedoch ihr hohes Alter. Dennoch kann sie mit
Nr. 1urn die Gunst konkurrieren, als der Urtext betrachtet zu
werden. Der gemischte Kondizionalsatz,® mit dem sich 8 : 39
in diesen Zeugen darstellt, paBt bestens in den Zusammenhang.
Einerseits gibt Jesus eine indifferente Antwort: ‘Wenn ihr
Abrahams Kinder seid’, was einmal dahingestellt sein mag.
Der Nachsatz des Kondizionalsatzes im irrealen Sinne verneint
dies und kiindetschon die folgenden Verse des Streitgespraches
an: ‘... sowiirdet ihr Abrahams Werke tun’. Diese Form
findet daher in den neuesten Textausgaben den Vorzug. Sie
ist zudem die Zectio difficilior. Einige Uberlegungen seien spater
noch hinzugeftigt.

Nr. 3 ist die Textform in den Homilien zum Johannesevange-
lium in Chrysostomus.*® Sie entspricht in Syntax, Konstruktion
und Sinngehalt genau der in Nr. 2 angegebenen Lesart. Nur
unterscheidet sie sich durch eine kleine rhetorische Raffinesse,
indem sie in der Protasis das Verbum éyere verwendet, das
dann in Vers 41, da sich die Juden auf ihre Gotteskindschaft
versteifen, wieder aufscheint.

Nr. 4, die Lesart von Minuskel 700, wird gewdhnlich in den
textkritischen Apparaten Nr. 1 zugeteilt. Jedoch scheint hier ein
MiBverstandnis oder ein Fehler unterlaufen zu sein. Oder auch
man wollte den realen Kondizionalsatz als einen irrealen aufgefa3t
wissen. Die grammatische Form mit dv,faBt man das Verbum im
Nachsatz als Indikativ oder als Imperativ auf, ist unméglich.

17 Didymus, Job 5: 25 (PTA 2, 108); Zach. 3.287 (SC 84, 766); Man. 16 (MPG
39.1105¢); fr. in 1 Petr. (NTADh 4/1, 28).

13 B. M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (London/
New York: United Bible Societies, 1971), 225.

19 horn. 54.2in Jo. (MPG 59.299).
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Nr. 5 findet sich in Majuskel L (or g)aus dem 8. Jahrhundert.

Form und Sinn entspricht genau der unter Nr. 2 angegebenen.
Textform. Nur macht sich, wie auch bei anderen Varianten
bemerkbar, eine Uberwindung von Koine-Lesarten und eine
Riickkehr zu klassischem Ausdruck vernehmlich, wie hier durch
die Zufiigung von dv.

Nr. 6 findet sich im Psalmenkommentar des Eusebius.20
Entgegen den vorausgehenden Nummern erscheint hier der
gemischte Kondizionalsatz in umgekehrter Reihenfolge, Irrealis
im Vordersatz und Aufruf im Nachsatz : ‘Wenn ihr Abrahams
Kinder waret, so tut seine Werke', sprachlich sicherlich schwer
und unbeholfen. Euseb hat diesen Vers auch nicht so in seiner
Bibel gefunden, sondern ihn selbst geformt. Er dient ihm zur
Erlduterung der zu interpretierenden Psamverse, hilft also das
AT durch das NT erkliren. Nur vom Sinn der Psalmverse
aus erklirt sich auch der Sinn dieser Form von 8 : g9.

Nr. 7 ist mit der folgenden Nr. die Lesart der groBen Majoritit
der Textzeugen und wird im 4. Jahrhundert auch die vorherr-
schende Form in den Vaterschriften. Der Irrealis. ‘“Wenn ihr
Abrahams Kinder waret, so wiirdet ihr seine Werke tun’.
Gegeniiber der schwerfilligen und mehrdeutigen Form des
gemischten Kondizionalsatzes ist dies sicherlich die grammatisch
eindeutigere und vor allem elegantere Form, die lectio facilior
und daher doch wohl eine Korrektur. Inhaltlich interpretiert
sie zwar richtig. Jesus spricht im Laufe des Streitgesprilches den
Juden die wahre Abrahamskindschaft ab. Der Leser kennt schon
das Ergebnis und interpretiert das Streitgesprich vom Ende her.
Dabei iiberspringt er aber ein Stadium der Diskussion, in dem
noch manches in der Schwebe lag. Dennoch diese Lesart
bestrickte durch ihre sprachliche Eleganz und ihre innere
Geschlossenheit. Sie findet sich bei: W @ 0250 13 f1424 28 652
1195 13 13 1780. Sie beherrscht die Versionen. Sie ist von
wenigen Ausnahmen abgesehen, in der Vetus Latina herr-
schend. Bei den Syrern steht sie in der Peshitta und in der
Harclensis. Die sahidische und die bohairische Version lesen
sie. Sie findet sich bei den Armeniern und Georgiern und auch
in der gotischen Ubersetzung.

Fiir die ostlische Diatessarontradition ist sie mafBigebend und

20 Ps.104: 67 (MPG 23.1304cC).
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auch Ephraem bekannt.2! Origenes scheint sie einige Mae zu
benutzen. Aber besonders im 4. Jahrhundert wird sie die maB-
gebende Lesart und findet sich auch bei Kirchenvitern, deren
Text man auf den ersten Blick nicht immer enheitlich bestim-
men l_<ann, wie bei Cyrill von Jerusalem und bei Epiphanius.22

Von den Lateinern ist der Ambrosiaster zu erwihnen?3 und
schlieBlich Hieronymus, der durchweg den Irredlis verwendet.24

Nr. 8 weist den gleichen Irredis auf wie die vorausgehende
Lesart. Nur glaubt man zu klassischen Ausdrucksformen zuriick-
kehren zu miissen. Daher fiigt man das in der Koine nicht not-
wendige dv hinzu. Dies wird vom 4. Jahrhundert ab Mode und
findet sich daher in den spateren Handschriften samtlicher Text-
gruppen. Man vergleiche etwa : X°C K X AIT¥ Q133,24 246
565579828892 1009 10101079 1216 1230 1242 1253 1342 1344
1546 1646 1689 2174 {21 1127, Diese Lesart findet sich zudem bei
Cyrill von Alexandrien2s und in der Regulae brevius bei Basilius.26
Auch Origenes (horn 4.5 in Jer.), Eusebius (Zsa. 2.42), und Didy-
mus (c. Man. 16) verwenden sie je einmal, wobei diese Form wohl
mehr auf ihr Stilempfinden und den Zusammenhang zuriick-
zufithren sind und nicht auf ihren Bibeltext.

Wendet man sich von hier aus den Textausgaben und den
Kommentaren zu, so zeichnet sich ein dhnliches Bild ab. Die
Hochschitzung Horts fiir den Codex Vaticanus, in dem er
gleichsam den nachsten Weg zum Urtext sieht, ist bekannt.
Hier aber findet sich der reale Kondizionasatz. Daher kann das
Verbum im Irrealis des Nachsatzes nur als erwigenswerte
Variante am Rande stehen.?” Nach B. WeiB faBt Jesus den

2 Diat*#b 35 (Mamardji, 339); DiatPe™ 2.37 (BibelOrient 14, 178); Eph®* und
Epha™; siche Anm. 7.

2z J. H. Greenlee, The Gospel Text of Cyril of Ferusalem (SD 17; Copenhagen:
Munksgaard, 1955), 92 ; Cyr-Jerus. catech.7.14 (Reischl-Rupp 1,222) ; Epiphanius,
haer. 66.63.5 (GCS 3, 102); Liber Graduum 30.28 (PS 3/3,925); Eusebius, Is.97
(GCS 9, 193); Is. 2.20 (260); Is. 2.45 (352, mit dv).

23 4d Tit. 1.16 (CSEL 81, 328).

24 Hieronymus, Is. 12.41.8/16 (CChL 73a, 471); Is.18.65.9/10[+ utique]
(CChL 73a, 752); Is. 18.65.23/25 (CChL 73a, 766); Jer. 6.11.2 (CChL 74, 298;
Zach.2.10.8/10 (CChL 76a, 843); ep. 65.21 (CSEL 54.645).

25 Jo. 5.5 (Pusey 4, 78); Jo. 6 (Pusey 4, 131); ep. 40 (ACO1.1.4, 27); glaph.

Cen. 1.3 (MPG 69.40); Is. 4.3 (MPG 70.1016); 5. 5.3 (MPG 70.1241); Amos g: 7
(Pusey 1,536); Lc. (MPG 72.516); inc. unigen. (SC 97, 246); Thds. 27 (ACO1.1.1,

59).

26 req. br. 268 (MPG 31.1268).

27 B. F. Westcott und F. J. A. Hort, The New Testament in the Original Greek
(2 vols.; Cambridge/London: Macmillan, 1881-82), 1.178.
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Kindschaftsbegriff metaphorisch auf von der sittlichen Persén-
lichkeit. Er fordert die Juden auf, ihre stindige Behauptung,
Abrahams Kinder zu sein, durch Taten im Sinne Abrahams zu
beweisen. Tischendorf dagegen hatte im Sinn die gemischte
Form vorgefunden und bevorzugt diese. Kein Wunder, da8
nach dem Kalkiil Nestles, Hort, WeiB}, Tischendorf bezw. deren
Ubereinstimmungen in den Text oder wenigstens die Mehrheit
unter ihnen, also hier 2 gegen 1, die reale Form des Kondizional-
satzes, d.h. hier der Text des Codex Vaticanus und von Hort,
in den Ausgaben 1bis 25 einschlieBlich des Nestle und den
ersten Ausgaben von Alands Synopse zu finden ist.28

Aber auch M.-). Lagrange verteidigt diese Lesart. Gewil3
Jesu Antwort sei nach der Art eines ‘Topos’ gegeben, als Er-
widerung mit einer allgemein giiltigen Wahrheit und Fest-
stellung, ganz gleich welcher Variante man nun den Vorzug
gebe. Dennoch sei die obige Lesart vorzuziehen. Denn die
Abrahamskindschaft werde in diesem Vers als eine physische,
reale betrachtet. Jesus fordere nun die Juden auf, dieselbe im
moralischen Sinne zu bejahen : ‘Wenn ihr Abrahams Kinder
seid, ahmt seine Werke nach! Auch F. Tillmann verteidigt
mit ungefihr den gleichen Argumenten den realen Kondizional-
satz mit Imperativ im Nachsatz.29

Fiir die gemischte Form hatte schon P. Schanz in seinem
Kommentar pladiert. Sie wurde von W. Bauer verteidigt und
wird bei Brown zugrunde gelegt. Sie scheint den Textkritikern
auch immer mehr die einzig zu empfehlende und dem Urtext an
nichsten stehende Lesart zu sein. Nestle-Aland28 wird zu ihren
Gunsten abindern. Die Synopse von Aland (9. ed.) fiihrt sie
bereits im Text wie auch das UBSGNTS3. Vor ihnen aber hatte sie
Bover immer im Text und natiirlich jetzt Bover-O’Callaghan.30

28 B. WeiB}, Das Neue Testament (3 Bde.; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 18g94—1g00), 1.526;
C. Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Graece (8. Aufl. ; 2 Bde. ; Leipzig: Giesecke &
Devrient, 186g), 1.842; E. Nestle-K. Aland, Novum Testamentum Graece (25. Aufl;
Stuttgart: Wiirttembergische Bibelanstalt, 1963), 257; K. Aland, Synopsis Quattuor
Euvangeliorum (1. Aufl.; Stuttgart: Wtirttembergische Bibelanstalt, 1g64), 328.

29 M.-J. Lagrange, L’ Evangile selon S. Jean (EBib; Paris; Gabalda, 1927), 240;
F. Tillmann, Das Evangelium des Fohannes (Bonn: Hauptmann, 1931), 183.

30 P, Schanz, Dus Evangelium des heiligen Fohannes (Tiibingen: Fues, 188s), 351;
W. Bauer, Das Johannesevangelium (HNT 6; Tibingen: Mohr [Siebeck], 1933),
126; Brown, John, 356; Aland, Synopsis (9. Aufl., 1976), 328; UBSGNT?, 361,
J. M. Bover, Novi Testamenti Bibliu Graeca et Latina (4. ed.; Madrid: C.S.I.C,,
1959), 303; J. M. Bover und J. O’Callaghan, Nuevo Testamento Trilingiie (BAC
400; Madrid, 1977), 533.
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H. von Soden, gefolgt von Merk, verwendet die gemischte
Form, nur fiigen sie dem Irrealis des Nachsatzes ein dv an, urn
so zum Klassischen Gebrauch des Irrealis zuriickzukehren. Dies
wire die unter Nr. 5 aufgefithrte Lesart, fiir die nur L (o1 g)
angegeben werden konnte. Von Soden und Merk kénnen aber
eine grofe Anzahl von Handschriften fiir ihre Lesart anfithren
und diese Quantitit diirfte sie bewogen haben, das dv ein-
zufiihren. An sich sind es simtliche Handschriften, die unter
Nr. 8 aufgefithrt wurden. Das kommt daher, da8 ihre text-
kritischen Apparate, wie gewohnlich samtliche textkritischen
Anmerkungen, auch bei anderen, punktuell erarbeitet wurden.
Jede Variante wird fiir sich betrachtet. Es schien jedoch not-
wendig, Abhangigkeit und Kongruenz der Verben innerhalb des
Kondizionalsatzes zu beachten.

Th. Zahn wihlt fiir seine Erklarung der Stelle 8 g9 den
Irrealis: ‘Wenn ihr Kinder Abrahams wiret...’. In seinem
Anmerkungen zur Stelle nidhert er sich jedoch der gemischten
Form in dem Sinne : ‘Wenn ihr wirklich Abrahams Kinder seid
(was ich bestreite), so wiirdet ihr Abrahams Werke tun’. Aber
auch so wird dem Vordersatz sofort ein negativer Sinn bei-
gegeben, der nicht unbedingt notwendig ist.32

Nach Schnackenburgs groBem Kommentar zum Johannes-
evangelium hilt Jesus den Juden vor, da8 sie sich nur auf Abra-
hams Abstammung berufen kénnen, wenn ihre Werke den seinen
entsprechen. Im Zusammenhang von g%—47erhalt der Vers
einen irrealen Sinn, der indirekt auch auf den Vordersatz der
gemischten Form einwirkt.33

Eindeutig den Irrealis fiir Text und Erklarung wihlt Tasker
aus. Dies gilt fiir den Text der New English Bible. Bei der Er-
lauterung dieser Lesart gibt er nicht nur ihre gute Bezeugung
an, sondern verweist besonders darauf, da8 diese Form nach
seiner Ansicht den besten Sinn ergebe. Denn Jesus verneint den
Juden die Abrahamskindschaft, da sie die Qualititen ihres
Ahnherrn nicht widerspiegeln.34

3t H, von Soden, Die Schrifien des Neuen Testaments, Teil 11, Text und Apparat
(Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1913), 43 1; A. Merk, Novum Testamentum
Graece et Latine (9. ed.; Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1964), 341.

32 T, Zahn, Dus Evangelium des Johannes (Leipzig: Deichcrt, 1921), 42 1.

33 R. Schnackenburg, Das Johannesevangelium, 2.283.

34 R. V. G. Tasker, The Greek New Testament, Being the Text Translated in the
New English Bible 1961 (Oxford University/Cambridge University, 1964), 155, 426.
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Der Mehrzahl der Textzeugen schlief3t sich Vogels an, indem
er fiir Vordersatz und Nachsatz den Irrealis bevorzugt und in
seine Ausgabe auch das dv im Nachsatz einfiigt.35

Daraus sind nun einige SchluBfolgerungen zu ziehen :

(a) Der Majoritat zu folgen und dem Prinzip der Quantitit
zu huldigen, ist hier nicht mdoglich. Denn der Irrealis, nach
klassischen Vorbild mit, oder nach Koine-Art ohne dv, ist als
vorherrschende Lesart jiingeren Datums. Sie ist sprachlich die
elegantere Form und behebt fiir das Verstindnis alle Schwierig-
keiten. Aber gerade deswegen diirfte sie als lectio facilior nicht
urspriinglich sein, sondern Arbeit der Korrektoren.

(b) Das Gleiche diirfte fiir die verschiedenen angegebenen
Mischformen gelten. Sie erweisen sich als stilistische Verfeiner-
ungen mancher Autoren, dienen der Verdeutlichung und miissen
zur Beweisfiithrung ad hoc bei anderen Bibelstellen herhalten.
Sie kénnen deshalb keinerlei Anspruch auf Urspriinglichkeit
erheben.

(©) Ubrig bleiben Nr. 1und Nr. 2, der reale Kondizionalsatz
mit Indikativ oder Imperativ im Nachsatz und die gemischte
Form. Beide sind Lesarten von Minderheiten. Jedoch p%é fiir
die eine und p? fiir die andere Gruppe erweisen das hohe Alter
derselben. Aus jeder der beiden lassen sich die iibrigen Varianten
als grammatische, stilistische und interpretierende Ab#nderungen
erkliren.

Dabei ist Jesu Antwort in der Form des realen Kondizional-
satzes eine Entgegnung, die noch vieles offen 148t, gleichsam der
erste Schritt der Auseinandersetzung, die dann in Verdikt und
Aberkennung der Abrahamskindschaft endet. Die gemischte
Form geht einen halben Schritt weiter, indem sie das Verdikt
indirekt anklingen laBt. Man fragt sich, ob das notwendig ist,
da dasselbe in den folgenden Versen mit aller Schirfe dargelegt
wird. Jedoch kann die fiir den antiken Autor so wichtige logische
Textabfolge von Anfang an mitgewirkt haben.

(d) Ein Urteil zu geben, welche der beiden Lesarten nun den
Urtext enthilt, scheint nach diesen Gegebenheiten unméglich.
Man wird beide nebeneinander stehen lassen miissen. Aus
Interpretationsgriinden mag man mehr der gemischten Form
zuneigen. Das aber ist eigentlich schon Exegese und geht iiber
die Arbeit der Textkritik hinaus.

35 H. J. Vogels, Novum Testamentum Graece (Dusseldorf: Schwann, 1920}, 269.
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10. The Ascension in the Textual
Tradition of Luke-Acts

ELDON JAY EPP

I. INTRODUCTION: THE ASCENSION IN THE
NEW TESTAMENT

NEew Testament passages that offer a narrative description of the
ascension of the risen Christ as ‘an observable incident’,” that is,
as a physical, visible transfer from earth to heaven, are extremely
few; those passages that refer to the ascension as a theological
event, without specifying its temporal or physical aspects, are
slightly more numerous ; and those that assume the ‘heavenly
abode’ of the risen Christ without reference to an ascension at all
are the most numerous. These data are well known? and hardly
require documentation, though a brief summary will provide the
necessary introduction for this study.

The exalted Christ. In the last category listed above are a
number of passages that mention Christ’s resurrection and then
affirm his heavenly, exalted position at God’s right hand, but
with no reference to an ascension : Acts 2 : 33-4 ;cf.v.25;5:3 ;3
Rom. 8: 34; 10: 6; Eph. 1: 20-1; 2: 6; Col. 3: 1; 1 Thess.
1:10;4:14-16 ;cf. 2 Cor. 4:14; a similar set of passages refers
to the exalted Christ, with his death-but not the resurrection or
ascension-mentioned in the context : Phil. 2 : 8-g ; Heb. 1:3
and 13; 7: 26; 10: 12; 12: 2. Finally, though still in this same
category, are passages that refer merely to Christ’'s present

1This is C. K. Barrett’s apt phrase in The Gospel according to St. John: An Intro-
duction with Commentary and Notes on the Greek Text (London: SPCK, 1955), 471.

2 The full range of NT references can be found in such treatments as those by
P. Benoit, ‘The Ascension’, in his Jesus and the Gospel (2 vols.; New York: Herder
and Herder, 1973-4),1.209-53, originally in RB 56 (1949), 161-203; or by
B. M. Metzger, ‘The Ascension of Jesus Christ’, in his Historical and Literary
Studies: Pagan, Jewish, and Christian (NTTS 8; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1968),
77-87.

3 The ‘Western’ text at Acts 5: 31 reads 74 88ép (‘for his glory’) rather than
7§ 8e£1d (‘to his right hand’); see Metzger et al., A Textual Commentary on the Greek
New Testament (London/New York: United Bible Societies, 1971), 332.
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of NT references includes those that portray the ascension more
concretely and explicitly in objectifying terms as a local and
temporal occurrence with attendant witnesses. Such references
are limited to a single NT author and to a few passages in Luke—
Acts. If these Lucan texts are read in the so-called ‘Neutral’
textual tradition, they convey a very specific literal and ob-
servable ascension to heaven of the resuscitated physical body of
Jesus. The first passage comes at the conclusion of Luke’s gospel,
where he provides only a minimal description of the event: *As he
was blessing them, he departed (8:éo) from them and was taken
up (dvedépero) into heaven’ (Luke 24 :5, TEV). Then, as Luke
recapitulates the closing events of Jesus’ career at the beginning
of Acts (1:2), he refers to ‘... the day when he was taken up
(dvedjugbn) . . . °, and proceeds to a full narrative in 1:9-I:

And when he had said this, as they were looking on, he was lifted up
(émjpbn), and a cloud took (dmédaBer) him out of their sight. And
while they were gazing into heaven as he went (mopevouévov), behold,
two men stood by them in white robes, and said, ‘Men of Galilee,
why do you stand looking into heaven? This Jesus, who was taken up
(avadnudbeis) from you into heaven, will come in the same way as
you saw him go (wopevduevor) into heaven’. (RSV)

Finally, Luke refers again (in 1:22) to ‘.. the day when he
was taken up (dvedjudbn) from us ...’.

Nowhere else in the NT is such a portrayal of the ascension to
be found, though it should be noted, parenthetically for the
moment, that the ‘longer ending’ of Mark (16 : g—-20) has a
statement of the ascension that, in the context, is similar to
though less specific than Luke’s : ‘So then the Lord Jesus, after
he had spoken to them, was taken up (dveAjudby) into heaven,
and sat down at the right hand of God’ (16 : 19,RSV).If,
however, we ignore for the moment this pseudo-Marcan account,
the ascension described in objectifying terms is restricted, in
reality, to four NT passages : Luke 24 :51, Acts i:2and :: 22,
and Acts i: g1, arather meagre harvest.

Il. THE ASCENSION IN THE ‘WESTERN’
TEXTUAL CONFIGURATION

The narrowing of the data supporting an objectified ascension
to four Lucan passages provides a convenient focus for a thorough
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text-critical examination of the treatment of the ascension in the
so-called *Western’ textual tradition. Such an investigation will
show that the ‘Western’ variants present a most interesting—
if not absolutely consistent-textual configuration. Some of the
basic points were proffered go years ago by F. Graefes and again
50 years ago by Daniel Plooij in a less than easily accessible
publication on ‘The Ascension in the “Western” Textual
Tradition’,6 but the issue is worth reviving and presenting here,
along with some additional points and considerable refinement.

Luke 24: 51. The first observation to be made is that the

‘Western’ text of Luke 24 :51 lacks the clause, ‘... and was
taken up into heaven’ :
Luke 24: 51
Codex Vaticanus Codex Bezae
) / 2 -~ k] ~ A ) 7 Y -~ 3y ~
Kot G‘)IEVGTO €V 1'({) GU)\O‘}’ELV Kot G)IEVETO €V Tl{J GUAO')/GLV
adTov avTods adTov avTovs
Siéarn dn’ adrdv dméoTy dm’ adrdv.

£ ’ b 1 k] 4
Kat dvedépero els TOV odpaviv.

8iéam (= recessit) R* B cett] anéory (= discessitf Ddabcel
Augustine.

Kal dvedépero els Tov odpavdy PTSNe B cett aur ¢ f g (rt) vg syPb-pal
cops#b° arm geo? Diatessaron Augustine?? Cyril Cosmas] om
X*D dab e ff 2j1* geo! Augustine!® (Note :sy* = ‘lifted up
from them’).

The result, in the ‘Western’ text, is that the risen Christ, as he
was blessing his followers, ‘parted’ or ‘went away from them’,
leaving now a highly unclear picture of what the author of the
gospel intended to portray in the final paragraph of his first
volume. Is it an ascension? One fact to be noted is that neither
the Siforyue of B nor the déioryue of D appears in any other NT
reference to the ascension.” Is the lack of the more concrete

5 F. Graefe, ‘Der Schluss des Lukasevangeliums und der Anfang der Apostel-
geschichte: Eine textkritische Studie, zugleich ein Beitrag zur ltalaforschung’,
TSK 61 (1888), 522-41. He treats Luke 24: 51 and Acts I: 2.

¢ Mededeelingen der koninklijke Akademie van Wetenschappen, Afdeeling letterkunde,
67: A.2 (Amsterdam, 1929), 39-58.

? There is no significant difference between the two Greek terms-at least for
our purposes. D also uses délorque (instead of dmépyopar) in Luke 1: 38 of the
angel ‘departing’ from Mary. Actually, the term might be viewed as one favoured
by D for it occurs four times as a variant in D (Mark 7:6; Luke 1: 38; 22: 41; and
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ascension-clause in the ‘Western’ text a casual dlip or does it
have greater significance? The answer surely lies in the treatment
of the ascension in Acts by the same ‘Western' textual tradition.

Acts 1: 2, g-11, 22. Turning to Acts, it should be observed
first that the ‘Western’ text (though not Codex Bezae) lacks the
word avedjugfn in Acts: 2 :

Acts i: 2
Codex Vaticanus ‘Western’ Text
dxpu s fuépas & ) npépa
dvretAdpevos Tois dmooTélos  Tods dmoaTdlovs
Sia mveduaros dyiov ols
éfe)éfaro
dvelriudOn.

ééeléfaro Sia mveduatos dylov

kai éxélevoe knpvooew 76 eday-

yéAov.

Augustine: In die quo apo-
stolos elegit per spiritum
sanctum et praecepit prae-
dicare evangdium, ...

Codex Gigas (gig) and Liber
comicus () : In die, qua
praecepit apostolis per spiri-
turn sanctum praedicare
evangelium quos elegerd, . ..

dxpr fis uépas D syhme cett] év §f fuépa Augustine? Vigilius?/3,

évreldpevos Tols dmoarddots . . . ols éfedéfaro B D cett] Tods
dmoorddovs éferéfaro 8id mrevuaros dylov Augustine®”® Vigilius?/2,

dvedjudby] ante évreidduevos D d syP-hme copsa | om gig t* Augus-
tine®” Vigilius?2 Ephraem.

kaiékélevae D d sybme Augustine®”® Vigilius!? Ephraem.

knpvogew 76 edayyéhov D d ar gig t lux vgeedd gyhmg copsaa67
Tertullianpel 2 [*d] Augustine®” Vigilius?/2 Ephraem [cf. Epistle
of Barnabas v. 2].

The effect here is dramatic : the ascension is eiminated entirely
from the passage, for the ‘Western' text reports that the author
of Acts merely says, ‘I have dealt, O Theophilus, with all that

24: 51), but never in place of the same term. duarque, in the NT, occurs only in
Luke-Acts, and no other gospel uses d¢iornuc.
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Jesus began to do and to teach on the day when he chose the
apostles through the Holy Spirit and commanded [them] to
preach the gospel’.

Secondly, the absence of a clause, the use of a synonym, and
the dlight rearrangement of the passage in the ‘Western’ text of
Acts 1: g produces a somewhat similar though less dramatic
result :

Acts 1: g

‘Western’ Text

kol Tadra elwévros adTod

Codex Vaticanus

koi7adra O  17rey
adT@dv BAemdvrwv
émijpbn,
Kkal vedéln dmélaPev adrdv  vedédy SmédaBer adrov
amo Ty SPlaudv adrdv.
kal dmipfy
amo oplarudv avrdv.
adr@v Premdvrwrv] on D d cops? Augustine.
émjpbn B cett (= levatus est)] dmjpby = sublatus est) cops?
Augustine  Promissionibus.
amé (raw) SpBaludv adrav] én’ adrév cop® Cyprian Augustine |
dmo Tav pabfyrav (a discentibus) Promissionibus.

The lack of the expression, ‘as they were looking on’, reduces—
if only dlightly-the nature of the ascension as an observable
incident, and the ‘Western’ text goes on to say that Jesus was
‘taken away/removed (dmaipw ; sublatus est) rather than ‘taken
up/lifted up’ (émaipw : levatus est),® again reducing-in a similar
fashion-the explicit emphasis on avertical, objectified ascension.
Finally, the clause, ‘a cloud took him’ (RSV) has a dightly dif-
ferent nuance in the ‘Western’ text due to the rearrangement of
the passage and the consequent change in the force of the verb
dmodapfdvew (Whose meanings include ‘take up’, ‘take away’,
‘remove’, ‘seize’, ‘come suddenly upon’, ‘receive and protect’) :

Codex Vaticanus (RSV) ‘Western' Text
And when he had said this, And when he had said this,
as they were looking on,
he was lifted up,

8 The variant dméadev in D (for dmédaBer), though a construable form, does
not easily make sense and must be viewed as an error.
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and a cloud took him a cloud suddenly came upon
him,
and he was removed
out of their sight.9 from their sight.10

Plooij, long ago, suggested that for the ‘Western reviser’ ‘the
“ascension” was alright [sic!], but a bodily ascension was too
much for him'.1t This, however, may be saying too much, for
while the ‘Western’ formulation certainly does not demand an
ascension in the usual sense, it also cannot be said to  preclude
such an understanding. Yet the reduction of the objectifying
features is noticeable and significant.

As the reader of Acts continues through this context, however,
the ‘Western’ textual variations pertaining to the ascension
suddenly-almost inexplicably-diminish, though they do not
disappear, and the expected consistency in reducing the his
torical, observable aspects of the ascension is not carried through,
leaving the scholar unsatisfied but not without some intriguing
guestions. In v. 10, both the ‘Neutral’ and ‘Western’ texts,
without significant variation between or within the two tradi-
tions, describe the apostles as ‘gazing into heaven as he [Jesus|
went’” (RSV). Verse 11 continues with the statement of the ‘two
men in white clothing’ to the apostles: ‘Why do you stand looking
into heaven ? This Jesus, who was taken up from you into heaven,
will come in the same way as you saw him go into heaven’
(RSV). Inthisverse, only two traces of consistency with ‘Western’
variants in the passages previously discussed remain: one is the
lack of the second occurrence of the expression, ‘into heaven’
(though not of the first or the third or the occurrence in v. o) :

ACts 1: 11
Codex Vaticanus Codex Bezae

Avdpes I'adidaior, 7i éomjrare Avépes T'ahdaior, 7{ éarijxare

BAémovres eis Tov odpavdy; éuBAémovres els Tov odpavdy;

obros ¢ *Inoots ofros 6 *Inpoods

o avainudleis dg’ Sudv o avadnudlels dd’ Sudv

9 van Stempvoort, NTS 5 (1958-9), 37-8, stresses the ‘verticality’ in various
terms in the usual text of Acts g

10 The ‘Western’ text may have lacked ‘from their eyes/sight’ and read simply

‘from them’, as in Augustine (ab eis).
11 Plooij, ‘“The Ascension in the “Western” Textual Tradition’, 53.
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k) b k] \
€Ls TOV ovpavov
4 3 4 a ’ o 3 4 a 7
ovTwWwS GAEUG’GT(M oy TpOﬂ'OV ovTwsS GAGUUGTG,L ov ‘l'pO7TOV
éfedoaole adrov é0edoaole adrov

’ H \ 3 ’ s \ ’
TTOPEVOLEVOV €IS TOV OUPAVOV, ﬂOPGUé[.LGVOV €ls TOV Ol}p(l-VOV.

Codex Gigas (gig) & Augustine,
sermon 27%7%: Viri Gdlilael, quid
statis aspicientes in caelum?
Hic Jesus, qui receptus [ac-
ceptus (Aug)] est a vobis sic
veniet, qguemadmodum [quo-
modo (Aug)] vidistis eum eun-
tern in caelum.

Tertullian, Adversus Praxeam c. 30 :
Hic et venturus est rursus
super nubes cadli, tais qualis et
ascendit.

dvadnpudbels (= assumptus est) B D cett] receptus est e gig p;
acceptus €St Augustineserm 277(=1/z),

els 7ov opavdy (2d) R B cett ar e ph vg syPh cops®P° arm geo]
om D d minn [%0 gig t* vgeodd copbe mss Aygustineserm 277(= 1/2)
Vigilius Promissionibus.

The absence of the phrase, ‘into heaven’, only one out of four
times cannot be marshalled as evidence that the ‘Western’
text of w. 10-11lacked a narrative of the ascension as an ob-
servable phenomenon, yet the fact that it is the second occurrence
of the phrase in v. 11 that is involved (and not one of the others)
takes on added significance upon the further scrutiny of the
‘Western’ textual evidence. Two of the Old Latin witnesses that
lack this second ‘into heaven' (and two others that do not) aso
employ a different term for assumptus est, that is, for the Greek
expression, dvaipudbeis or ‘taken up’ ; instead, they use receptus
est or acceptus est, that is, ‘taken’. The result-admittedly only
for that single clause of v. 11 (though cf. below on i: 22)—is
that the text of these witnesses, rather than reading ‘This Jesus
who was taken up from you into heaven ...’, reads now ‘This
Jesus who was taken from you ...’. An ascension is neither
explicit nor required in the latter formulation (though, of
course, it remains in the other portions of wv. i10-11). It is of
more than passing interest, moreover, that the same two witnesses,




140 ELDON JAY EPP

Augustine (though not in the same writing) and Codex Gigas
(gig), also drop the term dveljudby, that is, assumptus est from
Acts 1: 2 (see above), suggesting a ‘Western’ textual strain
that was reluctant, in these two passages, to describe Jesus as
‘taken up (into heaven). With this should be compared the
absence in the ‘Western’ text at Luke 24 : 5 of the clause, ‘and
was taken up into heaven’ (see above), a further evidence of the
same reluctance. Also, Acts 1: 22, the final passage that treats
the ascension as an observable event involving transfer from
earth to heaven, fits into this discussion in a similar way; in the
context of replacing Judas among the apostles, the verse specifies
that the person chosen must be (v. 21) ‘one of the men who have
accompanied us during all the time that the Lord Jesus went in
and out among us, (v. 22) beginning from the baptism of John
until the day when he was taken up from us ...”(RSV). This
passage, which yields no major variants in the textual tradition,
envisions a historical, datable ascension, but it offers no further
narrative description of the event. Yet, the same phenomenon
observed above in certain Old Latin witnesses appears here as
well and should not be viewed in isolation. Whereas the Greek
textual tradition uniformly reads ‘until the day when he was
taken up ... (€ws [or dype] Tis Huépas fs dvedjudbn dp’ Hudv),
once again the Old Latin witnesses gig and p have receptus est
for dveMiudOn (assumptus est), perfectly consistent with their
reading of 1: 11, so that in both cases Jesus is merely ‘taken from
them/us’, rather than explicitly ‘taken up (into heaven)’,

The remaining trace in Acts 1:110f consistency with the
‘Western’ tendencies regarding the ascension is minor but per-
haps worth noting. Tertullian’s reading of the clause in 11D,
‘This Jesus ... will come in the same way as you saw him go
into heaven’, is as follows: ‘This [Jesus] also will come back
again on a cloud, such as he went up’ (Hic et venturus est rursus
super nubes caelt, talis qualis et ascendit). The result is that here the
disciples are not represented as having seen Jesus ascend, support-
ing (though in a somewhat different way) the deobjectifying
tendency seen elsewhere in other ‘Western’ witnesses to this
passage. '

A comparison of the witnesses attesting these ‘Western’

12 See J. Rendel Harris, Four Lectures on the Western Text of the New Testament
(London: Clay, 1894), 56-7; Plooij, ‘The Ascension’, 17.

1
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variants presently being discussed, namely, (1) the omission in
Luke 24 :51; (2) the omission of avedjudfy in Acts 1: 2 ; (3) the
use of sublatus est for levatus est in Acts 1: g; (4) the omission
of ‘into heaven’ in 1:11; (5) the use of receptus est or acceptus
est in1:110r (6) of receptus est in 1: 22, shows that Augustine
supports five of these six (though not consistently in citing a given
passage) ; that Codex Gigas supports four of the five pertaining to
Acts ; and that Codex Bezae (D and d), p,t*, De promissionibus,
and Vigilius each support two of the six variations. (Not all,
of course, are extant at all places.) This suggests-though
certainly it cannot prove-that the ‘Western’ text tended
strongly to resist any description of Jesus as being ‘taken up into
heaven’ (and perhaps also as being seen going up into heaven),
even though our extant witnesses to that ‘Western’ textual
tradition do not show that this tendency was carried through
with rigid consistency.

Indeed, anyone who has worked extensively with the ‘Western’
text knows that this aberrant textual tradition-like any other—
is only imperfectly preserved for us in available Greek manu-
scripts, versions, and patristic quotations; that much effort
must be expended to ascertain the likely original ‘Western’
text; and also that significant clues about its character must be
pursued not only with vigour but also with some reasoned
imagination. (After all, the Greek ‘Western’ tradition suffered
over time by assimilation to its rival ‘Neutral’ text, just as the
‘Western’ Old Latin and Old Syriac witnesses were quite
thoroughly overshadowed by their respective Vulgate editions.)
In the present case-the ascension in Luke-Acts-there is
enough consistency of viewpoint presented in the relevant
‘Western’ variants to encourage that kind of further exploration
and creative imagination. As demonstrated above, the relevant
textual variations comprising the evidence serve-rather strik-
ingly, though not with the consistency that might be desired—
to diminish most effectively-though not completely-the
entire NT’s portrayal of the ascension as an objectified event.
Indeed, to put it differently, had the ‘Western’ text carried
through its tendency here with full rigour, and were the ‘Western’
text to be adjudged the original Lucan text, the ascension as
an observable incident would all but disappear from the NT.
Alternatively, were the standard (i.e. the ‘Neutral’) Lucan
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text to be taken as original-which seems more likely-an
argument could be made (with only some slightly rough edges)
that the ‘Western’ text assumed for itself the task of reducing if
not eliminating the observable, objectifying aspects of the ascen-
sion from the gospels and Acts.

This view, however, has two difficulties that cannot be over-
come easily or with complete satisfaction. The first-mentioned
several times already-is the lack of complete consistency in the
‘Western’ text at the pertinent points. The extent to which
consistency actually is absent could be discerned, of course, if the
original, presumably ‘pure’ form of the ‘Western’ text at Luke
24: 51 and Acts 1: 2, g-1 1, and 22 were available to us. At
best, however, that text has been preserved only incompletely,
yet with extensive and provocative indications of what it might
have been-indeed, what it must have been. Taking the clues
provided by these known points, as we have observed them here
and there among the ‘Western’ witnesses, can we plot the trajec-
tory that the ‘Western’ textual tradition has followed with respect
to the ascension ? Can we trace its path backwards along these
remaining observable points, and can we then break through
boldly to what the uncontaminated, presumably early ‘Western’
text must have been ? The clues are clear enough : numerous
variations in the ‘Western’ witnesses that vitiate the observable
aspects of the ascension ; and a tendency is adequately evident :
a pattern of recurrent reduction of these objectifying features
by the ‘Western’ tradition. The only thing lacking is rigorous
consistency. Accordingly, |1 would venture that, whereas the
‘Neutral’ textual tradition yields a narrative description of
the ascension as an observable transfer from earth to heaven,
on the contrary the ‘Western’ configuration of the ascension
material in these same passages originally read as follows (with
demonstrable support lacking at only a few points) :

(Luke 24 :50-3) Then he led them out as far as Bethany, and lifting
up his hands he blessed them. While he was blessing them, he went
away from them. And they returned to Jerusalem with great joy,
and were continually in the temple praising God.™

(Acts i: 1-2) In the first book, 0 Theophilus, | have dealt with all
that Jesus began to do and to teach on the day when he chose the

13 The rationale for ‘joy’ and ‘praise’ admittedly is less clear in the ‘Western’
text.

Ascension in Textual Tradition of Luke-Acts 143

apostles through the Holy Spirit and commanded them to preach the
gospel.

(Acts 1: 6-%7) So when they had come together ... he said to them,
(Acts 1 : 8b—12a)°... And you shall be my witnesses in Jerusalem and
in all Judea and Samaria and to the end of the earth’. And when he
had said this, a cloud suddenly came upon him, and he was removed
from their sight. And while they were looking intently as he departed,
behold, two men stood by them in white clothing and said, ‘Men of
Galilee, why do you stand and stare? This Jesus, who was taken from
you, will come back in the same way that you saw him depart’.
Then they returned to Jerusalem from the mount called Olivet. ...

(Acts 1:15, 2 1-2) In those days Peter stood up among the disciples
... and said, ... So one of the men who have accompanied us
during all the time that the Lord Jesus Christ went in and out among
us, beginning from the baptism of John until the day when he was
taken from us-one of these men must become with us a witness to
his resurrection’. (RSV modified)

In this ‘Western’ version, the ascension does not occur at all
until at least Acts 1: g, or more probably not until 1:100r 11,
whereas in the ‘Neutral’ text it appears clearly at both Luke
24 :51 and again at Acts 1: 2 and 1: g. Furthermore, this carry-
ing of the ‘Western’ tendencies in Luke’s treatment of the ascen-
sion to their logical conclusion leaves an account that describes
the ascension only as a removal of the risen Christ from the
presence of his disciples, with no descriptive narrative of the
transfer from earth to heaven. All of the undocumented changes,
incidentally, involve words or phrases that are elsewhere sup-
pressed or modified in this same context in the ‘Western’
tradition, namely the phrase ‘into heaven’ in w. oand i (in
accordance with its omission in v. 11), and the verb dvaAnudfeis
in w. 1i1and 22 as modified by Augustine and Codex Gigas in
\VARTR

If the slight liberties taken here with respect to these few
words can be tolerated, perhaps one more inconsistency in the
‘Western’ tradition can be overlooked, for the second and re-
maining difficulty in the present study is one not mentioned
earlier, the fact that Codex Bezae, along with numerous ‘Western’
and other witnesses, contains the longer ending of Mark, which—
in turn-contains a brief narrative description of the ascension
in a historical context, as quoted earlier (16 : 19) : ‘So then the
Lord Jesus, after he had spoken to them, was taken up (dveAjudfn)
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into heaven, and sat down at the right hand of God’ (RSV).
The answer to this anomaly of the preservation by the ‘Western’
text of an appended ascension story lies somewhere in that still
mysterious history of NT textual transmission, and within the
scope of this study it must remain unanswered.

I11. CONCLUSION

Our familiarity with the great creeds of Christianity may have
led us to assume that the ascension looms much larger in the
NT than it actually does. That the risen Christ has been exalted
and is at God’s right hand is clear from Acts, the Pauline letters,
Hebrews, and Revelation; and that the risen Christ ‘went up’
or ‘ascended’ (though without further description) is presup-
posed by the Fourth Gospel and is clear also from the deutero-
Pauline and general epistles (though it well might be noted
that-perhaps surprisingly-there is no mention of the ascension
at all in the early credal formulation quoted by Paul in i Cor.
15: 4). The passages that describe an objectified transfer of the
risen Christ from earth to heaven are, however, strikingly few
in number, rather restrained in their descriptive character,
and severely restricted in location : Luke-Acts only. The early
creeds of Christianity and their successors do, of course, depict
an observable event: he was crucified, dead, buried, rose again,
and ‘ascended into heaven’ (or ‘into the heavens’ [dvdBavra eis
7ods olpavovs] as the Old Roman Symbol has it), but the NT,
as we have seen, keeps this kind of description to a minimum.
Our analysis of the text of the Lucan passages reveals a further
limitation in the notion of an observable ascension in early
Christianity, namely, that the ‘Western’ tradition bears only
fragmentary traces of such an objectified ascension. This situa-
tion leaves us with some searching questions about the process
of textual transmission : first, since the primary remnant of an
objectified ascension in the ‘Western’ text of Luke-Acts consists
of the phrase, ‘into heaven’ (eis Tov odpavdv), could it be that the
presence of that phrase in the old creeds (though there it is in the
plural) made it virtually impossible to keep the phrase completely
out of the various witnesses to the ‘Western’ text? Secondly,
if the ‘Western’ text were the original text of the gospels and
Acts (or even Luke-Acts alone)-an issue quite beyond the scope
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of this paper-could it then not be argued with considerable
persuasion that the notion of the ascension of the risen Christ as
a visible transfer from earth to heaven was only a secondary and
later development in early Christian thought?

Quite apart from the answers to these questions, and even
disregarding the slight liberties taken in this paper so as to
make the ‘Western’ text rigorously consistent with its obvious
tendency, one conclusion is clear : the ‘Western’ textual tradition
restricts the narrative description of an objectified ascension
virtually to a single passage in the NT : Acts i:10-11, with an
additional brief mention of it in i:22—a total of about eight
lines in the Greek NT !




11. The Texts of Acts: A Problem of
Literary Criticism ?*

M.-E. BOISMARD

T H E so-called ‘Western’ text of the Acts of the Apostles has given
much concern to exegetes. Besides numerous important variants,
the text is notably longer than the Alexandrian text. How
does one account for this phenomenon? At the end of the last
century, F. Blass? had suggested the following hypothesis: the
author of Acts himself altered his text in order to improve it;
the Western text gives us the first redaction, the Alexandrian
text, the second. Taken up anew by Zahn,? this hypothesis
was then completely abandoned. In 1933, Albert C. Clark4
upheld the priority of the Western text over the Alexandrian
text, the latter was a slightly simplified version of the first,
written in the course of the second century. But as early as
1926, James H. Ropess had held the opposite view and given
priority to the Alexandrian text, while recognizing that it
should be improved at more than one point. M.-J. Lagrange6
adopted the same position, and we find it again, for example,
in E. Haenchen’s commentary,? the last edition of which came

! This article was written in collaboration with A. Lamouille and completed in
1978. We are grateful to Lorraine Caza for the English translation.

2 F. Blass, Acta Apostolorum sive Lucae ad Theophilum liber alter: Editio philologica
apparatu critico, commentario perpetuo, indice verborum illustrata (Gottingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, 1895), 30—2.

3 Th. Zahn, Die Urausgabe der Apostelgeschichte des Lucas (Forschungen zur Ge-
schichte des neutestamentlichen Kanons und der altkirchlichen Literatur, IX.
Teil ; Leipzig: Deichert, 1g16).

e A. C. Clark, The Acts of the Apostles: A Critical Edition with Introduction and
Notes on Selected Passages (Oxford: Clarendon, 1933).

5J. H. Ropes, The Text of Acts. VVol. 3 of The Beginnings of Christianity: Part |, The
Acts of the Apostles (ed. by F. J. Foakes Jackson and K. Lake; 5 vols.; London:
Macmillan, 1926).

6 M.-J. Lagrange, Introduction &l’étude du Nouveau Testament: Il: Critique textuelle:
11, La critique rationnelle (EBib; Paris: Gabalda, 1935), 38g—420.

7 E. Haenchen, Die Apostelgeschichte MeyerK 3; 6th edn.; Géttingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, 1968) ; Eng. trans., The Acts of the Apostles: A Commentary
(Philadelphia: Westminster, 1971).
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out in 1965. A number of authors® refuse to take a stand and
adopt a more eclectic position: a priori we cannot decide in
favour of one of the texts against the other; each case must be
judged in particular and the variant which intrinsically seems
the best must be chosen, whether it appears in the Alexandrian
text or in the Western text. In general, it so happens that the
most recent studies prefer the Alexandrian text to the Western
text, holding that even though it might have retained a few
authentic readings, the latter is the result of a revision made
during the first half of the second century and characterized by
clear-cut theological tendencies.9

We do not pretend to solve the problem of the relation between
the two competing texts in this article ; we simply wish to draw
the attention of specialists to certain aspects of the problem
which have been neglected up to now. We thought that it was
necessary to start with a very tight analysis of the vocabulary
and style of both texts. We did it for Acts 11: 2, and this helped
to bring out the fact that not only the Alexandrian text, but also
and mainly the Western text, have an undeniable ‘Lucan’
style which cannot possibly be the work of a skilful imitator of
Luke’s style. It then becomes necessary to reconsider F. Blass’s
hypothesis, and this we tried to do by analysing Acts 19:1,
a passage in the Western text which is tightly linked to Acts 11: 2.
The result of this analysis suggests that the Alexandrian text and
the Western text are a kind of echo of various successive forms of
Acts, prior to its final redaction. In other words, the problems of
textual criticism and of literary criticism are closely linked.

|
ACts 11: 2

Alexandrian Text Western text
o6 pev odv Ilérpos 8ia. ixavod ypdvov
N0édoev mopevlivas eis “ Ieposdiupa

8 For example, G. D. Kilpatrick, ‘An Eclectic Study of the Text of Acts’,
Biblical and Patristic Studies in Memory of Robert Pierce Casey (ed. J. N. Birdsall and
R. W. Thomson; Freiburg: Herder, 1963), 64-77; Dom Jacques Dupont, Les pro-
blémes du livre des Actes d’aprés les travaux récents (ALBO 2/17; Louvain, 1950), 25-7.

9 See, for instance, Eldon Jay Epp, The Theological Tendency of Codex Bezae Canta-
brigiensis in Acts (SNTSMS 3; London/New York: Cambridge University, 1966);
C. M. Martini, ‘La figura di Pietro secondo le variantidel codice D negli Atti degli
Apostoli’, San Pietro: Atti della XIX setfimana biblica (Brescia, 1967),279-89.
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kal mpoodwrioas Tovs adeddods
kal émarpifas adrods {éfA0ev)
moAdv Adyov morovpevos i T@v
xwpdv 8iddoxkwy adros.

és kal kamjyryoey {avrod)

kal dmjyyelev adrols Ty xdpw
70D Beod.

3re 8¢ avéPn Ilérpos

els ¢ Iepovoadnu
~ 3 1
diexpivovro mpds adrdv of 8¢ éx mepitopts ddeAdol
~ 7
ol ék mepLTops . - . Siexpivovro mpds avToV . . .

The Western text is attested here by Codex Bezae (D), Codex
Perpinianus (p) of the OL version, two MSS of the Vulgata
(¢,w), the Philoxenian Syriac version, and cop¢%, a Coptic
MS from the end of the fourth century or the beginning of the
fifth, kept in the Pierpont Morgan Library.10 The last sentence is
attested only in D and in cop®%, the other witnesses having re-
placed it by the Alexandrian text. We have reproduced here the
text of Codex Bezae with two corrections. Following Clark,
we have restored the verb ééaXfer with all the MSS other than
D. On the other hand, in the last sentence, the xarmjvryoer
adrois is impossible; with Zahn, we have replaced the adrois
by the adverb ad7ro5;!! it is easy to see how a scribe would put
in an adrois under the influence of the one that follows, The
Coptic MS has ‘Jerusalem’ instead of adrois, a proof that he
read there a locative and not a personal pronoun ; he might
have made explicit an avrod from the Greek text.

i. The Alexandrian text does not present any problem in
vocabulary or in style. The initial éred¢ is in the manner of
Acts/Luke (8-4-1/8);12 one may note especially the formula
ore 8¢ dvéfn, which has its equivalent in Acts 8 : 39 (ére 8¢
dvéBnoav) and cannot be found anywhere else in the NT. The
form ‘Iepovoaiu instead of ‘IepoodAvpa is particularly frequent
in Acts/Luke (38427/13); we find it after the verb ‘to ascend’,

o Cf. T. C. Peterson, ‘An Early Coptic Manuscript of Acts: An Unrevised
Version of the Ancient So-called Western Text’, GBQ 26 (1964), 225-41.

1t This substitution is also suggested in Nestle-Aland?®®,

12 The first number refers to Acts; the second to Luke’s Gospel; the third to
the rest of the NT. We shall indicate the references only when the examples are
difficult to locate in a concordance.
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as we have here, in Luke 18: 31; Acts 15: 2; 21: 12; 24: u
The first of these examples is interesting in that Luke replaces
¢ Iepoodupa, attested in the Mark/Matt. parallels, by “Iepovoalijpu.

On the other hand, the formula oi éx wepiropdjs would have a
more Pauline flavour.t3 Further on, we will see that the parallel
formula in the Western text is more in keeping with the style of
Acts/Luke. But, since Pauline influences are not lacking in
Acts, the Alexandrian text could easily give a text which is
authentically Lucan.

2. Let us now analyse very closely the details of the Western
text, which is much more elaborate than the Alexandrian.

6 pév ot Ilérpos. The very classical pévodv formula is much
more frequent in Acts than in the rest of the NT (27-+1/11).
To be more precise, it is practically only in Acts that it is, as we
see here, immediately inserted between a substantive or a proper
name and its article (84-o/1).14 Finally, it must be noted that the
complete expression ¢ uév odv Ilérpos is found in Acts 12:5, in
a passage without any thematic connection with this one.

dua ixavod ypdvov. The adjective ikavds is much more frequent
in Acts/Luke than in the rest of the NT (18+-9/12), and only in
Acts/Luke does it accompany the substantive ypdvos (3+3/0)!s
or the word 7uépa (4-+0/0).16 On the other hand, &«d with the
genitive here has the meaning of ‘after, at the end of’ ;itis
seldom so used in the NT but is found in Acts 24 :17 in a formula
close to that of 11:2 : &’ érdv 8¢ mAetdvewr; in both texts the
space of time is indeterminate. The two other instances where
diud has the same meaning are Gal. 2:1and Mark 2:1.17

N0é\noev mopevbijvar eis ‘Iepoocdlvpa. The verb mopedecfar is
especially frequent in Acts/Luke (37-+51/59), often when it is
followed by eis and the name of a place, as we have here
(10+ 14/12). Furthermore the place name in this instance is
‘Jerusalem’, and we find only one such case outside of Acts/Luke

(3+4/1).18

13 Rom. 4: 12; Gal. 2: 12; Titus i ro; cf. Col. 4: 11. In Gal. 2: 12 the expression
refers to Judeo-Christians just as in Acts 11: 2.

M Acts g0 31; 12: 5; 16: 5; 17: 305 23t 22, 31; 25: 4; 26: 4; John 19: 24.

S Acts 8:11;14: 3; 27: g; Luke8:27,20: g; 23:8

16 Acts g: 23, 43; 18: 18; 27: 7.

7 |n Matt. 26: 61 = Mark 14: 58, the meaning would rather be ‘in’ (wdhrend) ;
cf. Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich, 8.4, A Il /b.

8 Actstg: 21; 20: 22; 25: 20; Luke2: 41; g: 51, 53; 17:4;Rom.15: 25.
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For ‘Jerusalem’, Luke’s writings give either ‘Iepoodlvpa
(23-+4/36) or ‘Iepovoaiju (38--27/1 3) ; this second form is,
as one can see, much more Lucan than the first and it is found
ini11: 2 in the Alexandrian text (see above). Were the Western
text the work of a gifted imitator of Lucan style, why then
should he have replaced the very Lucan ‘lepovoariju by
‘Iepoaédvpa ? Would he have been subtle enough to observe the
following fact : whereas Luke always has ‘lepovoadiju after
the formula mopedecfaiels, we have the form ‘Iepocdivpa in
Acts (1g:21;25:20;also in 20 : 22 according to the Western
text) ? Who would dare maintain this? It is therefore to be noted
that the Western text reflects at this point the quite subtle
distinction in style which exists between Luke and Acts, a
distinction all the more astonishing since the Alexandrian
text of 11: 2 has ‘Iepovoadiju and not ‘Iepoodlvpa.

kai mpoodwijoas Tovs ddeddovs. The term ‘brothers’ to desig-
nate Christians is frequent in the Acts, as in Paul. But the use of
the verb mpoadwreiv here is very significant. To render ‘to call
to oneself’ in the sense of ‘to have someone come near’, it would
have been more normal to use the verb mpooradetofai(g-+4/16).
The verb mpoodwreiv is quite typical of Acts/Luke (2+44/1),
but the following point must be made. As in classical Greek,
its most frequent meaning is ‘to address oneself to’, and it
is then followed by a dative ; it has the meaning of ‘calling to
oneself’” with a direct object in the accusative, as we find here,
only in Luke 6 : 13,19 a text in which Luke replaces by wpocdwreiv
the wpooxadeiofar attested by Mark and Matthew. Never
would a clever imitator of Luke’s style have referred to Luke
6 : 13 to use mpoadwreiv here, instead of mpooxaleichar.

kai émompifas adrovs ééfjrlev. The verb éfépyesfar in the
sense of ‘to go away’ is frequent in Acts, as in the Gospels. On
the other hand, the verb émarnpilew is typical of Acts (3-+0/0),
where it always carries the meaning of ‘strengthening’ the
morale of the Christians.

moAdv Adyov moiovuevos Sia 7OV ywpdv. The expression moAvs
Adyos is characteristic of Acts in the NT. The Alexandrian
text as well as the Western text witness to this fact in 15 : 32
and 20 :2; it is also found in the Western text alone at 13 : 44,
in a construction using the same verb : woAdy 7€ Adyov momoapuévov.

19 And perhaps also in Luke 13:12.
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This expression is close to that of Acts 2:40 in both forms of the
text: érépois 7e Adyois mAelooww Sepapriparo (‘and by many
other words, he exhorted them’). One more point must be made :
here Peter gives several speeches while crossing the country to
go up to Jerusalem ;in 20:2, Paul acts similarly while passing
through Macedonia ; the circumstances are analogous. In 20:2,
instead of the mapaxadéoas adrods Adyw moAA& attested by the
Alexandrian text, the Western text has the formula xat xpnod-
pevos Adyw moM@, close to the one we find here.

Also note the expression ‘to make a speech’ (Adyov woteiv)
here and in 13 : 44 of the Western text (see above) ; it corresponds
to that of Acts 1:1where the word Adyos, however, takes on a
slightly different meaning : to give a written narrative and not an
oral speech. But these are the only NT passages where the word
Adyos is the direct object of the verb zoweiy.

Finally, the word ydpa is here used in the plural with the
meaning ‘country’ ; the only other examples in the NT are in
Luke 2:1:213John 4 :35; and Jas. 5: 4. Concerning the use of
dud followed by the genitive with the meaning ‘through’, see
Acts g: 32; 20:3; Luke 6: 1; and passim.

8s Kai kariyrneev adrod. The placing of a xal right after a
relative, whatever its case, is in keeping with the style of Acts/
Luke, but is also frequently done by Paul ; to limit ourselves to
the Gospels and Acts, the proportion is 17+45/5.2° As for the verb
katavrdw, it is especially frequent in Acts (9+0/4).

If we read adrod instead of the impossible adrots, in line with
Zahn’s conjecture, we have an adverb of place which is in
keeping with the style of Acts/Luke (24-1/1). On the other hand,
in the sequence ‘he arrived there and announced to them
(ad7ois)’, the personal pronoun ‘them’ refers to the inhabitants
of the country just mentioned (‘there’= Jerusalem) ; such
an anomaly in style is also found in Acts 8:5;8:14;16:4 ;
16 :10;20:2;and in Luke 4:3 where Luke adds the pronoun
adrovs to Mark’s text.

Kkal dmiyyeev adrols ™y xdpiv Tod feot. The verb dmayyéw
is well in the style of Acts/Luke (164-11/15). The expression ‘the
grace of God’ (if we put aside Paul, who uses it frequently) is

20 Acts I 3, w7 45; 10: 393 11: 23, 30; 12: 4; 13: 22; 17: 34; 22: 5; 24: 5;
24: 6 (bis); 26: 10, 26; 27: 23; 28: 10; Luke 6: 13, 14; 7: 49; 10: 30, 39; Mark
3:19; 15: 40, 43; Matt. 27: 57; John 21: 20.
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found only in Acts n:23; 13: 43; 14: 26, and 20: 24 (see
Luke 2:40 without the article).

ot 8¢ éx mepiropds ddeddol. The formula of the Alexandrian
text, which has only oiék mepiropds, is very Pauline (see above).
The Western text formula has good parallels in Acts: otéx
mepiropdls morol (10 : 45), vm6 7dv &  Adorpois ral *Ixovip
a8erddv (16 :2), Tois kard T Avridyeav kai Zvplav kai Kiduciay
adeAdois (15 : 23). The Western text formula is, therefore,
more Lucan than the Alexandrian.

3. What consequences can be drawn from these stylistic
analyses? All modern critical editions keep the Alexandrian
text as the only valid echo of the authentic text of Acts. The
stylistic analysis has shown that there is nothing against this,
as far as one can judge from a passage made up of only twelve
words. Then what about the Western text? Should it be at-
tributed to an anonymous hand, revising the text of Acts during
the second century? But in this case, an insurmountable problem
arises: how can an author, however clever, have imitated in
such a thorough way the vocabulary and style of Acts, and even
of Luke’s gospel, in a forty-six-word passage, without making
the slightest slip in his text? True, certain words, certain formulas
might have been borrowed from parallel passages, but we cannot
say this about the text as a whole, and we have noted in passing
the cases where an anthological style is impossible. The only
plausible solution is to admit that the Western text is an authen-
tically Lucan text.

Are we then to reject the Alexandrian text and attribute it to a
reviser who, in this case also, would have skilfully imitated the
style of Acts? Such a hypothesis would be more easily acceptable
since the Alexandrian text is four times shorter than the Western
text. Nevertheless, we believe that the most plausible hypothesis
is that which F. Blass suggested at the beginning of the century:
the two texts are authentically Lucan ; Luke himself would be
responsible for the revision of his work. But, against Blass, we
think that this revision had to do not only with the vocabulary
and style, but also with the heart of the work itself. This is what
we would like to show in the following example.
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1
Acts 19:)

Alexandrian Text western text

Oélovros 8¢ Toi Ilavdov kard Ty
dlav Bovy mopeveoba: eis ‘Iepo-
odAvpa

elmev adrd 76 mvedpa vmooTpédew
els Ty Aolay

éyévero 8¢ &v T Tov AmoMd

elvar év Kopivle

ITat)ov S1eXdovra 7 &me- see 8¢ 74 dvwrepikd.

pLKa

pépn éNbeiv eis “Edecov pépn épxerar eis “Edeoov

Here, the Western text is backed not only by D and Ephraem,
but also by the Michigan papyrus 157 (%, dated around 300).
Except for a few orthographical details, the texts of p3 and D
are identical, and that is the one we have reproduced above.
For a reason that will appear later on, we will first analyse the
Western text.

1. The Western text of Acts 19:1is closely linked to that of
n:2 which we have just analysed ; they begin in a very similar
way: 6 uév odv Ilérpos . . . #0édnoev mopevBivas els © Iepoadivpa
(1 1: 2) ; 0édovros 8¢ Tob Ilavdov . . . mopeveabau eis ‘Iepocdivua
(19:1). The presence of two such similar sentences would not
appear strange in Acts, because such cases often appear else-
where in passages where the Alexandrian and Western texts are
practically identical. For instance, the same words are found
in8:4 and in 11:19: o pév odv diaomapévres . . . 8jAdov, OF again
in 8 : 14: dxovaavres 8¢.. 67T8éextar . . . Tov Adyov Toi Beod
and in 11:1:dkovoav 8¢ ... &7 . .. édé€avro Tov Adyov Tob feol.

0édovros . . . els ‘Iepoadrvpa. Here we refer our reader to
explanations that were given about 11: 2. We will only add a
few words concerning the expression kara mv idlav Bovijv.
The substantive Bovasj is quite typical of the vocabulary of Acts/
Luke (7+2/3)where it can point to the will of men as well as to
that of God, The text closest to the one we are here studying is
Acts 27: 12: oi mheloves Efevro BovMny dvaxbijvar éxeifev. In both
texts, it is a question of the ‘will’ to move to another place.
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elnev adrd 10 mvebpa SmooTpédew els ™ Aglav. A similar
sentence is found in the Western text of 20 : 3 . emev 8¢ 7o mvedpa
adr® dmoorpédew S&iud . . .. Let us first note the typically Lucan
dmoorpédew (114+21/3). Next, let us look at ‘the Spirit tells him’.
With or without the personal pronoun, it is found in Acts 8 : 29
about Philip, in 10:19 and 11312 about Peter, in 13 : 2 concern-
ing the Antiochian community. In 10:19 and 13 : 2, it is pre-
ceded by a genitive absolute as it is here ji0:19 is interesting
as a term of comparison because the rhythm of the sentence is
similar: 7ot 8¢ ITérpov dievfupovuévov . . . elmev adrd 76 mvedpa.2!

The Western text is here in line with what was said in 16:6:
‘They went through Phrygia and the Galatian territory, the
Holy Spirit having prevented them from announcing the word in
Asia’ (cf. 16 : 7). Paul, then, acts under the impulse of the
Spirit, who first forbids him to go to Asia (16:6), and then, on
the contrary, orders him to travel there (1g:1). We will return
to this problem later on ; but let us say here that it would be
strange if the author of Acts, who is so concerned with establish-
ing a parallel between the missionary activities of Paul and of
Peter, had described in a positive way the action of the Spirit
in Peter (10:19; 11:12) but only negatively this action on Paul
(16 : 6-7) ; such an anomaly disappears if the texts of 19:,
and 20: 3, under their Western form, are held as authentic.

Siedaw 8¢ ra dvwrepica pépm. This beginning of the sentence is
found also in the Alexandrian text, with, however, the initial
participle in the accusative. The verb diépxesfas, followed by the
accusative, is very Lucan (10+2/3). On the other hand, the
adjective dvwrepieds is a NT hapax legomenon.

épxeras eis "Edecov. The verb &yerar is the only element out
of tune in this passage, which is otherwise so Lucan. One knows
as a matter of fact, that historical presents are very few in
Acts/Luke, and this would be the unique case of an occurrence
with épyeofai. The problem, however, is not entirely insoluble ;
there are ten historical presents characteristic of Luke and thir-
teen in Acts. Among the latter, one might note the fewpei
of 10211, linked to an aorist, and the edploxe: of 10: 27.

21 The elmev preceded by a genitive absolute is very Lucan in structure: 4-8/4.
The references are as follows: Acts 10:19; 13: 2; 18: 14; 27: 30—1; Luke 8: 4, 45;
g: 43; 19: 33; 20: 45; 21: 5; 24: 5, 41; Matt. 17: 22; 27: 17, Matt. 26: 21 =
Mark 14: 18. One will note that Luke often modifies the parallel texts of Matt.|
Mark in order to get this structure.
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2. Though, at first glance, very Lucan in style, the Alexandrian
text in fact embodies a subtle difficulty. éyévero at the begin-
ning of a clause is typical of the style of Acts/Luke (204 19/2),
and in Lucan material it is followed either (a) by év =& and
the infinitive or (b) by the accusative and infinitive. Con-
struction (a) appears frequently in the Gospel of Luke, but
this is the only instance in Acts (1420/1).22 Construction (b),
on the contrary, is frequent in Acts but rare in the Gospel of
Luke (17+4/1).238 These observations highlight the double
anomaly in the Alexandrian text of Acts 1g: . It is the only
instance in all of the Lucan material where constructions (a)
and (6) are combined, and the only passage in Acts where con-
struction (a) appears. The anomaly disappears if we assume
that év 7& Tov AmodAd elvar év Kopivlw is a Lucan interpolation.
This hypothesis is confirmed by the fact that the omission of
these words yields a sentence exactly parallel to Acts g : 32.

9:32 19: 1
3 7 \ 3 7 A
éyévero Oé éyéveto 8¢
& 74 Tov AmodAd
elvau év Kopivfw

Iérpov Suepydpevov oMoy dieAbévra
dua wdvrawy Td dvwTepikd pépm
kateAfeiv efeiv

1 Al e ’ b ~
mpos Tovs dylovs eis "Edeoov

The sentence 1g: 1 follows the same pattern as g : 32 in order
to underline the parallelism between the activities of Peter and
Paul.

3. The preceding analyses bring us to the following conclusions.
The mention of Apollos’ stay in Corinth, which is absent from
the Western text, seems to be an addition in the Alexandrian
text. This addition is hard to place at the level of textual criticism,
because it is attested by all the witnesses to the Alexandrian
form. We could, then, have a problem of literary criticism

22 Acts 19:1; Luke 11 8; 2: 6; 3: 21; 5: 1,12; g: 18, 29, 33, 51, :1, 27 ;
14:1; 17: 1, 14; 18: 35; rg: 15; 24: 5, 15, 30, 51; Mark 4: 4. One will note that
in Acts g: 3, the év 7¢ mopedeofar precedes the verb éyévero; it is a different kind
of usage, furthermore, a unique one in Acts/Luke.

23 Acts 4: 5; g: 3, 32, 37, 43; 10: 25; 11: 26; 14: 1; 16: 16; 19:1; 21: 1, 5;
22: 6, 17; 27: 44; 28: 8, 17; Luke 6: 1= Mark 2: 23; Luke 6: 6, 12; 16: 22.
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which involves the presence, in the text of Acts, of the Apollos
episode mentioned in 18 : 24-8.

(a) The Western text makes more sense without the Apollos
episode. In this case, 19:1would immediately follow 18 : 22-3.
So let us consider the sequence 18 :23b and 1g9:1. Paul crosses
the Galatian territory and Phrygia (18 : 28b), then the Spirit tells
him to return to Asia (19:1). This text is the exact opposite of
that which we find in 16 : 6: Paul and Timothy cross Phrygia
and the Galatian territory, but the Spirit prevents them from
announcing the Word in Asia. The opposition between the two
passages is partly destroyed by the insertion of the Apollos
episode in Ephesus, in 18 : 24-8. The Western text of 1g:,
like that of 11:2 (which is so close to it), is hot due to the activity
of some reviser of the text of Acts; it could well represent an
authentic form of this text, prior to the one we now possess.

(b) In the Alexandrian text, the mention of Apollos in 19g::
must be considered as an addition of Lucan style. But if this addi-
tion is suppressed, 1g:1is much better connected with 18 : 22-3,
without the Apollos episode narrated in 18 : 24-8. Paul’s move-
ments mentioned in 19:icomplete the description in 18 : 23.
The Alexandrian text under its present form implies also an
earlier state of the text of Acts, in which there was no mention
of Apollos’ activity in Ephesus.

Therefore, we see how problems of textual criticism and
literary criticism can be closely linked in Acts. The two examples
we have just given are not sufficient to prove this ; nevertheless,
they open up for serious study the problem foreseen by Blass.




12. The Holy Spirit in the Western
Text of Acts

MATTHEW BLACK

I nan earlier study of the text of Acts | have drawn attention to
the comparatively recent shift in emphasis in textual studies
from. the classical approach to textual problems to the her-
meneutical questions raised by significant variae Zectiones, to be
found, for instance, most notably in the work of Clark and Parvis
in the USA or Menoud and Fascher on the continent of Europe.1
One of the most detailed monographs in this connection has
been Eldon Jay Epp’s The Theological Tendency of Codex Bezae Can-
tabrigiensis in Acts in which Epp, following Menoud and others,
who had noted certain prominent characteristics in the ‘Western
text’ generally, such as a tendency to anti-Judaism, developed
the thesis that these features were to be set down to a tendentious
‘Western’ reviser, with anti-Semitic views, a pronounced univer-
salism of outlook, and both combined with a special theological
interest in the Holy Spirit.2

In his important study on ‘The Western Text and the Theology
of Acts’,3 P. H. Menoud was careful to emphasize, in connection
with the so-called Bezan ‘supplements on the Holy Spirit, that,
in fact, there was ‘no theology of the Spirit peculiar to the
Western writer’. Along similar lines Professor C. K. Barrett
asks, in a recent study, ‘Is there a theological tendency in
Codex Bezae P4 and writes : ‘The main, perhaps the only,
contention of this essay is that though scholars such as Menoud

* M. Black, ‘Notes on the Longer and ‘shorter Text of Acts’, On Language,
Culture and Religion: In Honor of Eugene A. Nida (ed. M. Black and W. A. Smalley;
The Hague/Paris: Mouton, 1974),11g-31.

2 E. . Epp, The Theological Tendency Of Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis in Acts (SNTSMS
3; London/New York: Cambridge University, 1966).

3 P. H. Menoud, ‘The Western Text and the Theology of Acts’, Studiorum
Novi Testamenti Societas, Bulletin 2 (195 1), 30.

4 C. K. Barrett, ‘Is There a Theological Tendency in Codex Bezae?' Text and
Interpretation: Studies in the New Testament Presented to Matthew Black (ed. E. Best and
R. McL. Wilson; London/New York: Cambridge University, 1979),15-27.




160 MATTHEW BLACK

and Epp have rightly noted in D a tendency to anti-Judaism,
and a few other related tendencies, these do not justify us in
speaking of specific theological characteristics of the MS (or of
the Western text). The essential characteristic of the MS, or
text, is to exaggerate existing tendencies. ... This interest (anti-
Judaism), along with other characteristics, was found in the
original text of Acts, and all were developed and exaggerated
by the Western editor’.s

This point of view will be widely shared by many textual
scholars, but it still leaves several questions unanswered, such as
the extent of such alleged ‘exaggeration’ in D, but above all the
controversial issue, which is hardly even raised in this discussion,
of the relationship of these two streams of textual tradition, the
‘pure’ old Uncial stream and the ‘muddy waters’ of the ‘Western
text’. Related they certainly are, for no one will deny a basic
underlying original Lucan text.® But the questions as to whether
and, if so, where, the longer text of D may represent more
faithfully this primitive apostolic text are by no means closed, so
that some of the anti-judaic ‘Western’ variants or Holy Spirit ‘supple-
ments’ could in fact be originally Lucan, and the old Unrcials a bowd-
lerized and abridged form of text.7

The question then becomes one, not of theological tendencies
being exaggerated, but of a possibly original, longer anti-Judaic
and ‘charismatic’ textual tradition being modified, perhaps by
pro-Jewish Alexandrian revisers. J. Rendel Harris’s abortive
attempt to demonstrate Montanist influences on the text of Codex
Bezae® may point us in the right direction : they are not Montanist
additions, but their disappearance from the B X textual tradition
is perhaps to be set down to anti-montanist tendencies.

Although ‘Western’ readings with the Holy Spirit had been
frequently noted, M.-J. Lagrange was among the first to give
some special consideration to them, listing seven in all :6:10;
8: 18; 11: 17; 15: 29, 32; Ig: 1; 20: 3.9 A brief but com-

s Barrett, ibid., 26. § Cf. Epp, Theological Tendency, 40.

7 The controversial thesis of A. C. Clark about the ‘Western’ variants generally,
in The Acts of the Apostles (Oxford: Clarendon, 1933).

8J. R. Harris, Codex Bezae: A Study of the So-Called Western Text of the New Testa-
ment (London: Cambridge University, 1891), 148-53, 228-34.

9 M.-J. Lagrange, Introduction d £’étude du Nouveau Testament: II: Critique textuelle,

Il. La critique rationnelle (EBib; Paris: Gabalda, 1935), 54-5, 389-94; cf. C. S. C.
Williams, Alterations to the Text of the Synoptic Gospels and Acts (Oxford: Blackwell,

1951), 56.
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prehensive survey of the work of Ropes, Clark, Menoud,, Klijn,
Fascher, and Crehan is contained in Epp’s monograph, which
adds, in addition to the seven passages noted by Lagrange, three
more where ‘the Holy Spirit’ occurs in ‘Western’ authorities
alone: 8: 39; 15: 7; 26: 1.1 (A number of other peculiarly
‘Western’ readings occur where the ‘Holy Spirit’ is mentioned
in the context of both forms of text, e.g. 1:2;8:16;10:48.11)
To the explicit occurrences of the ‘Holy Spirit’ in the ‘Western
text’ only, | would add the variant of the Textus Receptus at 18 :
5, ouveiyeto T mveduart, Which may be a ‘Western’ reading.12

These ‘Western’ ‘Holy Spirit’ variants fall into three distinct
categories :(1) where the Holy Spirit inspires utterance; (2)
where it directs action ; and (3) where it is the pre- (or post-)
baptismal Holy Spirit.

I. THE HOLY SPIRIT AS INSPIRING UTTERANCE

Acts 6 :ioreads (D et al. in brackets) : otk {oyvov dvriorivas mj
codila [1§) olion év adrd] kai 7@ mveduar [td dylw] G éAdAe.
The shorter old Uncial text says simply, ... they could not
withstand the wisdom and the Spirit with which he spoke’
(RSY). To translate by ‘the inspired wisdom with which he spoke’
(WVEB) does less than justice to what Luke’s phrase connotes,
and the rendering ‘spoke in a spirited way’ (Epp) could be
quite wrong. RSV is closer to the original intention of the author
by capitalizing Spirit, i.e. the Holy Spirit. Stephen spoke with
the inspired utterance of the Pentecostal Spirit: it was such
a man the Apostles had chosen-one of the seven ‘full of the
Spirit and wisdom’ (v. 3), and Stephen was ‘full of faith and the
Holy Spirit’ (v. 5). The D text makes this unambiguously
clear by employing its usual fuller expression ‘Holy Spirit’.
In fact D here looks less like an ‘interpolation’ than an expansion
and interpretation of the shorter old Uncial text. But the alter-
native hypothesis must also be considered, viz., that B X is an
editorial abridgement of the longer text, perhaps even suggesting
the alternative meaning given to the expression by modern
translators. Several other considerations may be urged in favour
of the originality of D’s ‘additions’ in this and the following verse,

10T heological Tendency, 7, 103-4, 116-17, 153-4.
1t |bid., 65-6; 62-3. 12 Below, p. 170.
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The words 8w 76 éAéyyeobar adrods dm’ adrod perd wdoys
mappnaias in v. oexplain why the Jews were unable to withstand
Stephen’s divinely inspired eloquence-‘they were being refuted
by him with all freedom of utterance’. The expression éAéyyeafac
vmé occurs again at Luke 3 : 1g, in a similar context (the Baptist
‘reproving’ Herod), and at Acts 18 : 28 the compound 8:axar-
eAéyyecfau is used of Apollos ‘refuting’ the Jews.13 This suggests
that the phrase is Lucan ; two other words in D here, mappyoia
and (in v. 11) avrodfadueiv also support Lucan authorship: the
first occurs five times in Acts, and the comparatively rare word
dvrodladueiv, either as here ‘to confront (eyeball to eyeball)’ or
‘to sail in the face of’ (Acts 27 :15), is confined to Luke in the NT.

In the account of the Jerusalem Council, there are three
passages where the ‘Western text’ introduces the ‘(Holy) Spirit’,
viz. 15: 7,29, 32.14

At Acts 15 : 7, D attaches év mveduar: dyie to avéornoev, ‘rose
up in the Spirit’, an unusual combination, since dvéomaev
(B Rdvaords) in this context, is normally an auxiliary verb
(‘rose up to speak’). Such an unlikely position would seem to
point to the phrase as a somewhat carelessly inserted gloss. But
the text may be at fault (év mveduare sometimes occurs before,
sometimes after IIérpos), and the phrase may have gone originally
with the main, not the auxiliary verb, i.e. dvéoroev Ilérpos
(kat) év mvedpart elmev, which would bring the phrase into line
with the normal connection of the operation of the Spirit in the
utterance of the prophet or disciples. | suggest that the ‘Western
text’ should be construed and rendered, ‘Peter stood up and spoke
in the Spirit .. .”. On such an important occasion, such a pre-
dicate so far from being a gloss could well be original, matching,
as it does, similar introductions of the speeches of the apostles:
e.g. 4: 8 (cf. 41 31): 7ére Ilérpos mAnolbels mveduaros dyiov elmev
mpos adrovs . . . 3 7:55 (Stephen) ; 13 : g (Paul). One possible
reason among others for its omission may have been clumsy
word-order, suggesting a connection with the auxiliary verb
dvéarnaev.

At Acts 15: 32 Dd has kai adrol mpodijrar Svres mhjpes mvedpa-
Tos dylov. This Bezan text (it is confined to Dd) follows on 15 : 29,
the concluding greeting of the Apostolic decree in its ‘Western’

13 See Epp, Theological Tendency, 132-3.
14 For full textual attestation of these readings, see ibid., 116, 111, 108.
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form, viz., e mpdfare pepduevor v 76 dylyw mvedpati. Eppwabe.
Epp argues that the intention of the latter is ‘to counteract any
legalistic overtones’ in the decree, and ‘this same interest would
account for the supplementary words in xv. g§2’.15 So far as the
‘decree’ itself is concerned there is a wide consensus that its
prohibitions were originally of a ritual nature and that the
‘Western text’ is a later ‘Christianized’ version.16 But the last
word has not yet been said on the tradition-history of this chapter
of Luke ; and the fact that the ‘Western’ tradition has references
to the Spirit absent from the old Uncial MSS is no reason for
dismissing them as secondary tradition. What is of peculiar
interest in both these readings is that the phraseology is again
Lucan: the expression ‘full of the Holy Spirit’ occurs at Acts
7:55;11:24 ; and Luke is fond of expressions with wAjpys
(6:3,5,8;9:36). It seems particularly appropriate following
kal adrol mpodijrai dvres. Similarly ¢épesbar, especially used of
the Spirit, occurs at 2:2; the verb is used again at 27 :15,17,
but in its more literal sense ‘to be borne or carried along by
waves or winds’ (Liddell and Scott s.v.). The expression at
15 : 32 may have been suggested by the familiar phrase, €/
kaA@s|kaxds pépeabar, ‘to fare well or ill’. We should perhaps
construe d¢’ dv diarnpoivres éavrods as an imperative (‘from
which you must keep yourselves free’), and eJ mpdfare as the
closing greeting, the words to be taken together: ‘Fare well,
as you go with the Holy Spirit’.

Epp cites the reading of the Harclean margin at Acts 26 :i
as a possible example of this type of Spirit-inspired (or Spirit-
encouraged) utterance.'? It reads, ‘Then Paul, given confidence
and encouragement by the Holy Spirit, stretched out his hand
. . . ’. This Harclean variant, however, is a substitute for the
idiomatic Syriac rendering of dmeloyeiro, namely, nephaq ruha
(lit., “laid forth in spirit[ed] utterance’), so that it could be an
inner-Syriac theological gloss. Moreover, it is still a debatable
point whether all these marginalia are to be traced, without
exception, to a Greek MS source, so that, for this reason too,

15 |bid., .

16 see E. Haenchen, 7% Acts of the Apostles (Oxford: Blackwell, 1971), 449-50.

17 The reading receives qualified support from Ephraem. See J. H. Ropes,
The Text of Acts. Vol. 3 of The Beginnings of Christianity: Part I: The Acts of the Apostles

(ed. F. J. Foakes Jackson and K. Lake; 5 vols.; London: Macmillan, 1926), 448;
Epp, Theological Tendency,153.
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the reconstructions of this ‘variant’ by Clark and Lake and
Cadbury (accepted by Epp) are by no means certain.18

Il. THE HOLY SPIRIT AS DIRECTING ACTION

There are two passages in the ‘Western text’ of Acts (both in D :
19:1;20: 3) where the role of the Spirit is to direct Paul in his
journey, sometimes by interposing its authority against the
Apostle’s own plans. The expression in both places is the same:
elrey (ad7®d) 76 mvebpa (adrd), ‘the Holy Spirit told/instructed
him’.19 The reading at 19:i1occurs in a long ‘Western supple-
ment’ with nothing corresponding in the old Uncial text :2o
at 20: 3, however, B R etc. read éyévero yvduns for D’s elmev 7o
mvebua adrd. A third possible example is noted by Epp in a
reading of Ephraem at 17 : 15, ‘the Holy Spirit prevented him
from preaching ...’.2!

As Menoud noted, D Acts 19:1and 20: 3 refer to ‘a theme
which is treated by both recensions earlier in the career of the
Apostle (Acts 16 : 6-7)’.22 Acts 16 :6—7 is not, however, the
only passage where this Spirit motif is found in ‘both recensions’.
The precise expression at Acts 1g:iand 20: 30, in connection
with Paul, occurs again with reference to the direction of Philip
in 8 : 29 (elmev 8¢ 70 mvedpa 7H Plinmew), of Peter in 10:19;11:
12 (elmev [adrd] 16 mvedpa: elmev 8¢ 16 mvedud por), at 13: 2
(to the ‘prophets and teachers’ gathered at Antioch who were
‘directed’ by the Holy Spirit to set apart Barnabas and Saul:
elmev 76 mvedpa 76 dywv), and finally again of Paul at 1g; 2
(&6ero 6 ITabdos év 7@ mvedpare ...). The expression and the idea
of a Spirit-motivated and directed mission is so characteristically
Lucan that serious consideration must be given to the possibly
Lucan authorship of D 1g:iand 20: 3.

Acts 1g9:1belongs to several interconnected Bezan variants
relating to Paul’s relations with Jerusalem. To dismiss this verse
as ‘nonsense’ and ‘an amazing insertion’ is hardly responsible

18 fappdv xal iv mvedpate dyiw mapdxdnow AaBdv (Clark); mappyoiacdpevos kai
7@ mvedpare dylp mapaxdyfels (Lake and Cadbury).

19 @ tnrv ("amar) is biblical Greek. Both readings have the support of d, gig,
the Harclean Syriac, and Ephraem (Epp, Theological Tendency,117).

20 See further below, p. 168.

21 Epp, Theological Tendency, 142—-3, and below, p. 166.

22 ‘Western Text’, 30.
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textual criticism.23 A more plausible reason for the words is that a
reviser, thinking that 18 : 22 referred to the church at Caesarea,
felt some explanation was necessary for Paul’s failure to visit
Jerusalem.24 If the argument is sound, however, that 18 : 2 1-2
described a Passover visit to Jerusalem (possibly to be identified
with the ‘conference visit’ of Gal. 2:1-10), deliberately ‘played
down’ by Luke in view of his placing of the ‘Jerusalem Conference’
earlier at Acts 15,25 then 1g: 1could refer to a desire of the
Apostle to celebrate Pentecost in Jerusalem. (20:16 represents
Paul as anxious to celebrate a subsequent Pentecost, probably
the following year: cf.20: 6.) An additional ‘Holy Spirit’ D
variant occurs at verse 2: the idea that any Christian disciples
brought up in a Jewish-Christian tradition should ask if there is
such a thing as ‘the Holy Spirit’ is extremely unlikely: the
‘Western’ variant ‘whether any receive the Holy Spirit’, in my
opinion, makes much better sense.

At Acts 20: 3 it was clearly more than danger from a Jewish
plot which led St. Paul and his band to take the circuitous
route to Jerusalem via Macedonia rather than the direct sea
voyage from Corinth.26 In the ‘Western text’ this change of plan is
attributed not to St. Paul’s own decision but to the direction of
the Holy Spirit. Moreover, the phraseology is again distinctively
Lucan, elmev 8¢ 76 mvedua adrd (above, p. 164) ; éyévero yrduns
provides a rational alternative to a charismatic directive, just
what one would expect of the traditional response to Montanist
enthusiasm by the Alexandrian catechetical School.27 Epp
argues that the Spirit is here (as possibly earlier at 1%7: 15 [see
below]) given the role of protecting Paul from the hostility of
the Jews, implying an anti-Jewish tendency in D.z2® Could the
opposite not be the correct explanation, that the B X text is
deliberately toning down the strong anti-Jewish feeling which is
already present in the Book of Acts and so prominently exhibited
here in the ‘Western text’?

23 W. L. Knox, St Paul and the Church of Jerusalem (Cambridge: University Press,
1925), Xviii-xxvii.

24 Cf. F. F. Bruce, The Acts of the Apostles (London: Tyndale, 1951), 353.

25 Black, ‘Longer and Shorter Text’, 126-7.

26 Cf, K. Lake and H. J. Cadbury, English Translation and Commentary. Vol. 4 of
The Beginnings of Christianity: Part I: The Acts of the Apostles (ed. F. J. Foakes Jackson
and K. Lake; 5 vols. ; London: Macmillan, 1932), 253.

27 See H. von Campenhausen, Ecclesiastical Authority and Spiritual Power (Stan-
ford: Stanford University, 196g),192-3. 28 Epp, Theological Tendency, 143-4.
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At Acts 17: 15 Dd et al. have (mapijdfev 8¢ Ty Ococaliav)
erwiln yap els adrods knpdéai rov Adyov. Ephraem has the same
text but with two significant additions : quod praepeditus est a
spiritu quia loqueretur illic quia persequebantur #lum ab initio ... (or,
for the last clause, ne forte occiderent eum).2 Ephraem appears to
have read in his Greek original éxwAdfy dmo mvedparos. Without
the ¥md mveduaros and the reason Ephraem gives for Paul’s
being ‘hindered by the Holy Spirit’, namely the hostility of the
Thessalonian Jews, D gives simply a bare statement, without
giving the reasons (and motivation) provided by the longer form
of text. Ephraem seems to have read :éxwdfy yap Smé mvedparos
els avTols m)pﬁfaa T6v Adyov pjmote dmokTelvwaow avtév. E Vv e n
without the last clause the text assumed by Ephraem makes
excellent sense, and is closely parallel to Acts 16 : 6 : kwAvBévres
976 Tob dyylov mveduaros Aadjoar Tov Adyov év 7 Aoia. The B X
text omits altogether. Is this again a toning down of anti-Jewish
hostility, in this case-if the Ephraem text is original-by virtu-
ally a deliberate suppressio ver:?

111. THE PRE- (POST-) BAPTI SM AL SPIRIT

In the accounts of baptism in the Acts, sometimes the reception
of the Spirit precedes, sometimes follows the rite itself.30 The
outstanding example of the first is the baptism of the household
and friends of Cornelius (10: 44-8). The second order is im-
plied at Acts 2 : 38: ‘Repent and be baptized ...; and you will
receive the gift of the Holy Spirit’. In what is probably a later
form of the second order, the reception of the Spirit follows the
imposition of hands of the Apostles (8 : 4~25).3! In no case does
baptism take place without the reception by the convert of the
Holy Spirit with the sole exception of Philip’s baptism of the Ethiopian
eunuch as narrated in the old Uncial text of Acts 8: 38~9.

When we turn to the ‘Western text’ for Acts 8 : 38-9, a
different picture presents itself. That text, although absent from
the Bezan codex, is not lacking in attestation (it is found in
Alexandrinus cop®? arm geo sy® Ephraem). | have suggested
elsewhere32 that the shorter text could, in this case, have arisen

29 For the two forms of text, see Ropes, The Text, 382, 432-3.

30 For a discussion of the different forms of the tradition, see T. W. Manson,
‘Entry into Membership of the Early Church’, FT§ 48 (1947), 25-33.

31 |bid. 32 ‘| onger and Shorter Text’, 123,
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by scribal parablepsis, if the original text was that presupposed
by the Harclean Syriac. The verse in these ‘Western’ authorities
reads: &re 8¢ dvéBnoav éx Tob Udatos mvedua [dyov (syP xvpiov)
énémeaev émi Tov edvoiiyov, dyyelos 8¢] kuplov rjpracey Tov Plhirmov.
... Two points support the longer text: (1) the story begins by
a revelation of the ‘angel of the Lord’ to Philip ; in the ‘Western’
tradition the story ends appropriately by an action of the same
angelic visitor. (2) The omission of the Holy Spirit clause is
more readily explained than its insertion, for, as Menoud has
convincingly argued, its inclusion contradicts the narrative a few
verses earlier, which implies that the Spirit came only through
the hands of the apostles.3? It also goes against the general
tendency of the Alexandrian tradition to strengthen the authority
of the apostles. The evidence points here, in my opinion, con-
clusively to the originality of the longer ‘Western text’.

At Acts 11:1-18 Peter recapitulates the account in chap. 1o of
the conversion of the household of Cornelius. In the story of their
baptism at 0: 44-8, they are said to have received the Holy
Spirit while Peter was speaking to them (io: 44) : thereafter,
in view of this, Peter gives instructions for their baptism (v. 48).
In the recapitulation, Peter draws attention in v. 15 to the
miracle of the reception of the Spirit by Cornelius and his
family, while he himself was still speaking. No mention is made
of his subsequent performance of the rite of baptism, except
perhaps by implication at v. 17, in Peter’s rhetorical question
(el odv v iony Swpeav Ewkev adrols 0 Oeds) . . . éya Tis funy
Suvards kwlboar Tov Bedv; [D + Tob pa) Sodvar adTols mveduo. dyov
moredoaow én’ avrd . . . - The shorter text can only be under-
stood to mean ‘.. how could | possibly stand in God’s way’
(NVEB), by proceeding to withhold baptism from Gentiles who
had already received the Spirit. According to D, Peter produces
the perfect defence, without even alluding to the offensive rite
of admission he had administered to Gentiles, by asking the
rhetorical question, ‘Who was | (éya 7is fjunv) to restrain God
from bestowing the Holy Spirit on (Gentile) believers in Him?’
The initiative had come from God.

Two other arguments may be urged in favour of D’s longer text.
(1) kwAdew Tov fedv, ‘to prevent, restrain God’ is certainly an
unparalleled expression, if it is not an odd one. (RSV’s ‘withstand

33 Menoud, ‘Western Text’, 30.
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God’, like the free rendering of NEB, is without any support in
Greek usage.) | suspect a philological ‘botching’ of the originally
longer text. (2) Just how far Aramaic sources can be assumed
behind these early chapters in Acts, in particular the speeches of
the apostles, is a much debated issue, but it is worth noting in
this verse that xkwAdew = kéla® and that for moredew (‘believe
and trust in’) an excellent equivalent would be tekkal (occasion-
ally in the form kélf): then in Aramaic Peter’s rhetorical
guestion would contain a word-play. ‘I, who am | to be capable
of restraining (salit I‘miklé) God that He should not bestow
the Holy Spirit on those who have put their trust in Him
(letkilin beh) 2

One can see why the additional words in D were omitted:
a reviser, familiar with the liturgically fixed order of baptism
followed by the Holy Spirit, removed the whole clause, since it
seemed to imply that the Spirit had still to be bestowed.34

If any one of these ‘Western’ ‘Holy Spirit’ variants is original
and Lucan, and the B R text a revision, the operative factor in
the latter may well have been a desire to tone down the anti-
Semitic ‘bias’ which they tend to support. It is also possible, as
we have already suggested, that, so far from Montanist in-
fluence leading to the introduction of such ‘Holy Spirit glosses’,
it was anti-Montanism which led to this reduction or elimination
of such charismatic anti-Jewish and Gentile tendencies. It is
perhaps also worth noting that three of these passages refer to
St. Paul (17:15;19:1; 20 : 3) and lesser ‘apostles’ such as
Judas or Silvanus (15 : 32).

One passage which certainly suggests that such influence may
have been strongly at work in producing the B 8 text-type is
Acts 18 : 4-6, reporting Paul’s final break with Judaism and the
Synagogue-so dramatically expressed by Luke in Paul’s parting
words: ‘Your blood be on your own heads! My conscience is
clear; and | shall go to the Gentiles’ (v. 6). The breach is even
more sharply expressed in the ‘Western text’ of this verse, and
indeed the whole episode is even more dramatically presented
in that text to a degree which has led more than one interpreter
to detect strong anti-Semitic bias. 35 The opposite thesis, however,

34 Contrast Bruce’s comment in The Acts of the Apostles,233: ‘D . . . adds 7o u3
Sobvar . . . ér’ abr@—inappropriately, as they had already received the Holy Spirit’.
35 Epp, Theological Tendency, 85-6.
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may be nearer the truth, that it is a pro-Jewish bias which has
led to the shortening and altering of the text of D.

The additional clause in the D text at v. 4, évrifeis 76 Svopa
Tod kvupiov’ Inood, is so strange that it may well be original. The
phrase is usually explained as meaning that Paul ‘introduced’ or
‘inserted’ (interponens) the name of Jesus in the OT where it was
appropriate, e.g. in the same way as ‘Messiah’ was added to ‘my
servant’ in the Targum of Isa. 42 :1;52:13.3 | would suggest
that évrifeis could be a correction of émrflels (the Harclean
Syriac has sa’em = 7ufeis), which with 76 évopa is the regular bib-
lical Greek phrase meaning ‘to name’, e.g. 2 Kgs. 17: 34:
Tois viois *laxwf ob édnrev 76 Svopa adTod *Ioparid. The phrase
would then mean that Paul ‘was giving the name of «dpios
to Jesus’ (’Inoot as dative), a claim that was certainly guaranteed
to cause controversy, if not to arouse violent opposition, in the
synagogue in Corinth. Moreover, it is a phrase which describes
exactly what Paul actually does in his christological use of the
OT in his epistles : he applies the title kdpios of the OT—
a Hellenistic substitute for the tetragrammaton-to Jesus or
assumes that Jesus is the xidpios of OT predictions.37 Such an
understanding of the phrase would also make the repeated
kdpros xpiords in these verses a necessary part of the text : Jesus
had not only been shown to be ypiorés by OT prophecies but
kipros xpiords ; and the ‘addition’ moAlod 8¢ Adyov ywouévov
kal ypagdv dieppmvevopévawv would be no less appropriate in such
a context.

Ropes considered that, in these verses, the D text ‘betrays a
Gentile’s feeling that any statement is inadequate which implies
that Christianity in the Apostolic age was limited to Jewry’.38
He is probably thinking of the special emphasis D here places on
the Greeks whom Paul convinced (kaiémfev 8¢ od pdvov’Iov-
Saiovs dAAd.kal "EXnvas). It seems just as probable that it was
Paul’s xdpios gospel which, while giving most offence to the
Jew,3® commended itself most of all to the Greeks. If then it is
the D text which preserves the more primitive Lucan original,
we can only explain the shorter B ® text as a deliberate editing
out of passages’too offensive to Jewish minds.

36 Bruce, Acts, 343.
37 See D. E. H. Whitely, The Theology Of St Paul (London: Blackwell, 1964}, 106.
3% Ropes, Text, coxxxiii n. 2. 39 Cf. Menoud, ‘Western Text’, 31.
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One other variant in the passage may be worth noting, espe-
cially as it introduces the ‘Holy Spirit’ against B X, namely
ouvelyero & mvedpar, T R H L P sy in v. 5 (B X D, etc.
7d Adyw). Ropes thinks ‘the difficult ovvelyero 76 Adyw has been
made over into D’s woAloi 8¢ Adyov ywouévor’,40 but does not
explain where the difficulty lies. | suggest it is in the combination
of 7& Adyew with ouvelyero. The verb appears generally to be used
to describe the effects of some powerful agency, psychological
or physical, such as anger, love, sleeplessness, fever : to be ‘carried
away by the Spirit’ is entirely appropriate, but with Adyos
seems at least strange. (RSV renders tamely ‘Paul was occupied
with preaching’ ; NEB, ‘devoted himself entirely to preaching’.)
We may perhaps be justified in suspecting a piece of philological
‘botching’, possibly the work of an anti-Montanist reviser.

On the whole, this review of the ‘Holy Spirit’ variants in Acts
seems to me to point to a core of original Lucan tradition,
not necessarily preserved in every case exactly as Luke wrote,
but in line with the Gentile, anti-Jewish and, one must add,
enthusiastic or charismatic character of the primitive text of
Acts. It would seem not improbable that, at more than one
point in the textual tradition, this ‘spiritual’ gospel has been
pressed into the Procrustean mould of a pro-Jewish and anti-
Montanist Alexandrian scholasticism.

40 Ropes, Text, 172.

}*1‘

13. The Problem in Acts 16: 12

ALLEN P. WIKGREN

| W E Lcomethe opportunity to join in this tribute to Bruce
Metzger, contributor of so much of value to our common enter-
prise, as well as a long-time colleague on two committees which
involved a steady diet of text problems. Whether more of the
same is an appropriate dessert or not, it does represent an area
in which Professor Metzger has been and still is significantly and
helpfully involved.

We have chosen, as an ingredient in the poi-pourri, to discuss
the description of Philippi as a mpdy méAs (‘first city’) in
Acts 16 : 12. This text-for so it is ordinarily printed-has
invited various interpretations to avoid what appear to be in-
superable difficulties in the meaning here. Resort also has been
taken to conjectural emendations to solve the problem, chief of
which has been the familiar and widely commended proposal to
read mpdyrys for mpddry, which would exactly describe the status
of Philippi as ‘a city of the first part [or district] of Macedonia,
and a colony’. We would assume the best text in support of this
rendering to be mpdrys pepibos Tijs Maxedovias méAis as compared
with the usually accepted ‘Alexandrian’ form, mpdTy rijs pepibos
Maxedovias méhs. The latter reading, when mpd7y is taken in its
normal meaning of ‘first’ or ‘foremost’, contradicts the fact that
Amphipolis was the capital of the first uepls of Macedonia and
that Thessalonica was the capital of the entire province. Both
also were more important than Philippi. We are assuming
here that the reader has access to an apparatus criticus show-
ing the variant readings in the passage and their supporting
witnesses. However, the more significant ones will be discussed
below.

After the defeat of Perseus of Macedonia by the Romans and
the Peace of Pydna in 168 &c, Macedonia was divided into
four administrative and autonomous units. A decade later the
right of coinage was restored, and a huge number of coins,
especially tetradrachms, survive from the first, second, and
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fourth geopolitical divisions (uepides). The amount of this
coinage, particularly from the first uepis,! suggested to some
scholars that it could hardly have been produced in the short
interval between 158 and 150 Bc, when a revolt was instituted by
Andronicus, a supposed son of Perseus, and after which Mace-
donia in 148 sc was made a Roman province. It was long
assumed, though not proved, that the fourfold division ceased
to exist, an assumption which naturally threw some doubt
upon the proposed emendation in Acts. Roman policy, how-
ever, generally was not to alter local administrative machinery
unless it was deemed necessary ; and evidence does exist to
indicate that the fourfold division continued, although the
autonomy of each uepis was modified by the introduction
of a supreme administrative body (kowdv) for Macedonia as
a whole.2

The fact that the coins bore the insignia wpdr,devrépa, Or
Terdprn Without expression of a nominal form was misleading.
H. Gaebler suggested, however, that uepls was to be understood,
and this was confirmed by the discovery of a didrachm which
bore the full legend: MAKEAONSQN on the obverse and
IIPQTHZX MEPIA OZ on the reverse side. It was first published
by W. Schwabacher in 1937,3 and was also discussed in relation
to the Macedonian divisions by Charles Edson in 1946.4

But long before this an inscription from Beroea was known
which definitely mentions owwédpia for the first and fourth
pepides as well as a kowdv for Macedonia as a whole.5 From its
reference to the governor, L. Baebius Honoratus, it can be
dated in the first century ap (after 73), and Gaebler placed
it in the Flavian period, i.e. shortly before the usual dating
of Acts.6

! H. Gaebler described the tetradrachms of the first meris as belonging ‘zu den
hiufigsten Miinzen des Altertums’ in Die antiken Miinzen von Makedonia und Paionia
(Berlin: Georg Reinken,1g06), 1.3.

2. A. 0. Larsen refers to direct evidence that the laws of Aemilius Paulus,
who had supervised the reorganization of 167 Bc, remained in force at the time of
Augustus, citing Livy Hist. 45.32.7 and Justin Hist. Philip. 33.2.7 for his opinion.
See his ‘An Additional Note on Acts 16. 12°, CTM 17 (1946),124.

3 Numismatic Chronicle 19 (1937), 2-3 and pl. 1, no. 1.

4 ‘A Note on the Macedonian Merides’, Classical Philology 41(1946), 107.

§ The earliest notice of it apparently was by M. Rostovtzeff in Revue Archéologigue
37 (1900), 480. Its significance seems not to have been realized at this time,

6 Zeitschrift fur Numismatik 23 (1902),141n. 2.
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These lines of evidence would seem to have dispelled doubts
about the continuation of the fourfold division of Macedonia in
our period, and to have made the suggested reading in Acts
16 :1a quite feasible.

We should perhaps also note, apropos scepticism concerning the
‘emendation’, that for some time the term pepis was questioned
as a designation for a geographical division. The papyri, how-
ever, soon revealed such use of the term in Egypt, and enough
examples are found in late Greek writers to settle any doubts
about the matter. In fact W. M. Ramsay? long ago called
attention to passages in Strabo in which the word is used of
geographical subdivisions in Syria, Asia Minor, and Gaul. We
may add another passage (Geog. 2. 1.23-4) in which Strabo
refers to ‘the third section’ (mjv 7pimyv pnepida) of Macedonia !
The LXX also affords several instances of the use of wepis for
allotments or divisions of land. Good examples are found in
Josh. 18 : 5-g and Ezek. 45 :%7;48: 8.

Although, as we have noted, there has been a wide approval
of the ‘emendation’ in Acts among NT commentators, apparently
the evidence we have cited has not, with few exceptions, been
sufficient to cause an abandonment of the traditional text in the
face of the documentary witnesses to it. The feeling also still pre-
vails that among the many witnesses to the NT text the original
reading must both be preserved and well attested. But in the text
of Acts, largely because of the problem of the ‘Western’ form,
such an assumption may well be challenged. Martin Dibelius
suggested therefore some years ago that ‘the exegetes of Acts,
instead of aiming at an explanation of many impossible readings,
should rather attempt conjectural improvements of such read-
ings. .. ’.8 Even before the discovery of the Beroea inscription,
several NT scholars, including F. Field,® F. Blass,’ and C. H.
Turner™® advocated the ‘emendation’ in our passage. Likewise,
among those who have given special attention to the problem,

7 ‘Note on Acts XVI. 12°, The Expositor 6 (1898), 320. Cf. also Strabo 2.x.33;
7 frag. 47; Diod. Sic. Hist. 15.63, 64; 16.47; Dionys. of Halic. Rom. Antig. 8.73.4.
Hellenistic Greek authors are cited from the text of LCL.

8 Studies in the Acts of the Apostles (New York: Scribner’s,1956),92.

9 Notes on the Translation of the New Testament (London: Cambridge University,
1899), 124. '

10 Phijlology of the Gospels (London: Macmillan, 1898), 67-g.

1t ‘Philippi’ in Hastings Dictionary of ke Bible, 3.838.
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may be mentioned A. C. Clark,’? Hans Conzelmann,’3 and
Gunther Zuntz.14 To these one can add eminent historians of the
period such as Paul Collart,’s Paul Lemerle,’6 and J. A. 0.
Larsen.17 Earlier editions of the Nestle Greek text marked the
‘conjecture’ with a special symbol to indicate that it was a widely
accepted reading.

Actually the ‘conjecture’ goes back at least as far as Clericus
(Jean Leclerc), who cautiously proposed it but did not adopt it
in a second edition of his Latin NT published at Frankfort in
1 7 14. If the Crell referred to in the margin of the Nestle—
Aland Greek text is Johannis Crell (1590-1633), the proposal
would be much earlier; yet Lemerle, who made a special in-
vestigation of the matter, was unable to find anything in the
published works of this Crell available to him.18 But there is little
point in further pursuing such data, for this simple emendation
might easily occur to anyone acquainted with the fourfold
division of Macedonia, and who also at least may have suspected
that it could have continued into the first century ao.

It is customary to refer to wpddrys as a ‘conjectural emendation’,
although it does have some documentary support, viz. at least
three Vulgate MSS (©, c, Par. lat. 115052, which read primae
partis ; Provencgal [Old French], and Old High German). F. F.
Bruce!? also cites two other Vulgate MSS, A and Par. lat. 342,
the latter of which was known to Blass. They read respectively
prima parte and in prima parte. These texts generally, and perhaps
too arbitrarily, have been dismissed as late and insignificant or
as owing to scribal blunders. But it is curious that in making or
copying a mistake a late scribe should arrive at a reading which
exactly describes the status of Philippi at the time when Acts
was written. A Vulgate reading may well derive of course from

12 The Acts of the Apostles: A Critical Edition with Introduction and Notes on  Selected
Passages (Oxford: Clarendon, 1933), 362-5.

13 Die Apostelgeschichte (2nd edn.; Tiibingen: Mohr, 1972), 8.

14 ‘A Textual Criticism of Some Passages of the Acts of the Apostles’, Classica et
Mediaevalia 3 (1940), 2046, esp. pp. 33-7.

15 Philippes ville de Macédoine depuis ses originesjusqu’d la fin de I’épogue romaine
(Paris: E. de Boccard, 1937), 457 n. 3.

16 Philippes et la Macédoine oriéntale d I'époque chrétienne et Byzantine: Recherches
d’histoire et archéologie, Bibliothkque des écoles frangaises d’Athénes et de Rome (2 vols. ;
Paris: E. de Boccard, 1945).

17 ‘Representation and Democracy in Hellenistic Federalism’, Classical Philology

40 (1945), esp. pp. 67-8. 18 Philip&s, 2 1N. 1.
19 The Acts of the Apostles (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1951),3 13 n. 1.
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the OL and so rest upon very primitive evidence. A few witnesses
read wpdrypepls or equivalent, but this is grammatically
difficult and would make Philippi itself the uepis of Macedonia.

Most commentators, editors, and translators have been
persuaded, with varying degrees of dissatisfaction, to adopt the
‘Alexandrian’ reading.?* The majority text adds the article
before Macedonia, as does Codex Vaticanus. But the latter
also omits the article before pepidos. This is not without sig-
nificance, for its text can then be translated ‘the foremost city
of a district of Macedonia’, and may be regarded as in partial
support of the ‘emendation’ since it implies more than one
district or division. It seems likely, also, that 77s Maxedovias,
as a chorographic genitive, which usually has the article, was the
original reading.

Except for the text of Codex Bezae (D), the other variants in
the passage need not seriously be considered. D reads xepari
for mpddmy, and simply omits (7#s) nepidos with a dozen or so
other witnesses which retain the wmpd7y. A. C. Clark,?! in a
careful consideration of the problem, attempted to defend the
redali} by showing with good reason that it could mean a
‘frontier’ town. But he also posited a text in which mpdrys
pepidos was originally present, and supposedly omitted by
haplography. Such a conflate reading would seem more difficult
to explain than the proposed ‘emendation’ involving one sigma.
The xedakyj is therefore usually regarded as a Latinism, per-
haps derived from the OL column of Codex Bezae, which
reads caput. The citation of the Peshitta Syriac for this reading is
inconclusive, for the word here (ris@) can also mean ‘foremost’,
and Gunther Zuntz has shown that it was sometimes used to
render the Greek wpdtos.2?

Those who would retain the ‘Alexandrian’ text have proposed
other possible interpretations. Probably the most popular of
these would render mpdrn ... méAhs as ‘a leading city’. But the
evidence for such a meaning is rather meagre. In over forty

20 An exception also is found in E. Haenchen’s commentary on Acts, where he
favoured and translated the ‘emendation’. See Tke Acts of the Apostles (tr. by R.
Noble and G. Shinn; Philadelphia: Westminster, 1971). Cf. Today’s English
Version, which was based on the UBSGNT 1st edn., and reads ‘a city of the first
district of Macedonia’. In the 3rd edn. of the UBSGNT text the sigma of mpdirys is
bracketed.

21 Acts, 363-4. 22 ‘A Textual Criticism .. .", 36-7.
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instances of wpéTos in the NT only one, in 17: 4, has been taken in
this sense. But this too is somewhat questionable, since the phrase
here, yvvaik@v e Té@v mpdrwy might well be translated-with apo-
logies to ‘women’s lib® — “the wives of the leaders’ (cf. Acts 13: 50
and 17:7). It is so understood in D, which reads xai yvaixes
Tdv wpdTwy, perhaps to resolve the slight ambiguity.23 It appears
that Lucan usage here would have accorded with the usual
attributive positions of the adjective, i.e. either r&v e mpdrwy
ywawdv (cf. 17: 4 and 12), Or v 7€ ywwaik@v TAV TpdTwy
(cf. 17: 2; 19: 12; and the adjectival equivalent in 27 : 5).
The ambiguity may result from the possibility that the article
is to be supplied from the preceding part of the sentence. But to
cite the phrase as ywaxdv mparwy, as is often done, is rather
inaccurate and misleading. It is true that certain phrases such as
T&v mpwTwy didwv occur, in which ‘leading’ may be regarded
as the equivalent of ‘first’ or ‘foremost’ in the loose sense of
‘important’ ; and one may therefore concede this as a possibility
in the Acts passage. But among the many and distinguished
cities mentioned in Acts only one, Tarsus, is singled out for a
laudatory remark, and that by the litotes, ‘a not undistinguished
city’. This would seem to militate against such special treatment
for Philippi. On the other hand, the incidental reference pro-
vided by the suggested ‘emendation’ may well have been
prompted by the significance of Philippi as the place where the
gospel was first proclaimed in Europe. Similar items are found
in Acts 11: 26, where Antioch is named as the place ‘where the
disciples were first called Christians’, and in Luke 4 :16, where
Nazareth is described as the place ‘where he [Jesus] had been
brought up’. Otherwise only a few chorographic genitives or
equivalents occur for the purpose of exact identification of
towns and cities (e.g. Acts 13: 13, 14; 14: 6).

Even, also, if the meaning ‘leading city’ be conceded in the
passage, the problem of its geographical reference still remains.
Since it can scarcely be posited of Macedonia as a whole, trans-
lators have often avoided this sense by rendering the phrase as
‘a leading city of that district of Macedonia’. But such a demon-
strative use of the article is very dubious in this period ; and even

23 Or does this reflect an alleged anti-feminism in D? The Vulgate, generally
cited in support of D here, actually reads et mulieres nobiles. Perhaps the other ver-
sions cited also need rechecking in terms of the whole phrase.
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in Attic Greek it is mainly confined to constructions with uév . . .
8¢ and similar particles.

Suggestions also have been made which assume the primary
meaning of wpd). One such is that Philippi or the immediate
region was Luke’s home or second home, and the description
simply a matter of local pride. There is, however, no corro-
borative evidence for this assumption, A more likely proposal
rests on the fact that certain prominent cities described them-
selves as mpdyrn wolis, although they were not so in the sense of
‘first’. But there is apparently no evidence from coins or in-
scriptions that Philippi so designated itself; and the few cities
that did so are all in Asia Minor, except Thessalonica. Probably
the best interpretation here takes mpdTy to mean the first city
which Paul and company reached after disembarking at Neapolis
and proceeding westward on the Egnatian way. A related possi-
bility is that it was the first city reached in Macedonia, since
Neapolis actually was in Thrace.

This kind of geographical identification perhaps merits more
attention than has been given to it.24 The usage can easily be
illustrated from Strabo and other writers. The former often
enumerates and describes a number of cities, towns, rivers, and
other geographical items seriatim, using mpdry for the first
mentioned. So in Geog. 6. 1.5: Amo yap Adov mpdrn méAis éoti
1fis Bperrias Tepéon (‘After Laus the first city is Temesa of
Brettium’).2s In Polybius Hist. 2.16.2, in a mixture of geo-
graphical items, Pisa is mentioned and described as ‘the first
city of western Etruria’ (... 7 wpdm) keirar tijs Tvppmias s
mpos Svouds). In a succession of items, those following the first
are usually introduced by some resumptive expression or,
occasionally, by the succeeding numerals. This is so even after a
long interruption of the account, which is common in Strabo.
It is true that in Acts, probably because of the long narration
of the events in Philippi, there is no explicit resumptive phraseo-
logy. Yet in 1%7:1the next cities are then named in geographical
sequence. Amphipolis, Apollonia, Thessalonica. But instances
are also found where a city is mentioned as ‘first’ in a topo-
graphical sense apart from a succession of items. So Polybius

24 | do not know its origin, but Field mentions it (Notes, 124), refers to Alford,
and gives three examples: Appian Bella civ. 2.35; Herodotus Hist. 1.142; 7.198.

25 Other good examples are found in Strabo Geog. 3.4.2-3; 5.2.1, 3, 7; 6. X.12;
7 frag. 35.
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(Hist. 5.80.8), in describing the progress of an army, refers to
Raphia as ‘the first city of Coele-Syria on the Egyptian side’
(... mpedT 7@V Kard Koldnw Zuplay modewv ds mpds Ty Alyvmrov) .36
At all events, there are enough examples of this geographical
usage to warrant the supposition that the adjective may have
this sense in the Acts account. It would seem to be at least as
plausible a solution to the problem as the proposed ‘leading’ city.

A related suggestion, that Luke was referring to Philippi as
‘the first colonial city’ has less merit. No other colonial cities in
Acts are identified as such ; and if the author were interested in
such precise identification here, one might expect him to write
‘first colony’. To make him do so would also require an emenda-
tion of the text. It appears therefore that mention of the fact that
Philippi was a colony was an incidental historical reference
such as one finds elsewhere in Acts.

Much as can be said for certain of the foregoing interpretations
of the ‘Alexandrian’ text, we come back to the proposed ‘con-
jectural emendation’ as in our judgement the best solution of the
problem, one which is supported by significant internal evidence
and provides an exact description of the status of Philippi at the
time when Acts was written.

26 A, C. Clark (Acts, 365) also cites an instance from Procopius Bell. Goth. 38.9.
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“14. Orthography and Theology:
The Omicron—Omega Interchange
.in Romans 5:1 and Elsewhere

IAN A.  MOIR

Pro rEssor Metzger has given us a most valuable array of
bibliographical and scientific aids to the study of the Greek
NT which are listed elsewhere in this volume. Here | would
mention his most recent work on The Early Versions of the New
Testament* and his A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testa-
ment.? Both are most welcome additions to the tools of textual
scholars and their pupils alike. In the latter Professor Metzger
mentions the problems of the reading at Rom. 5 :1, where the
choice is between &opev (customarily translated ‘we have’)
and éywpev (customarily translated ‘let us have’).

Many commentators have discussed this text with or without
attempts to weigh the evidence rather than to count it and some-
times with the kind of comment made by B. F. Westcott and
F.J. A. Hort: ‘... the imperative eipijvmy éywuev, standing as it
does after a pause in the epistle, yields a probable sense, virtually
inclusive of the sense of elppymy éxopev Which has no certain
attestation of good quality but that of the “corrector” of V’.3

Professor Metzger, however, takes another view.

Since in this passage it appears that Paul is not exhorting but stating
facts (‘peace’ is the possession of those who have been justified),
only the indicative is consonant with the apostle’s argument. Since
the difference in pronunciation between o and o in the Hellenistic
age was almost non-existent, when Paul dictated éyopev, Tertius, his
amanuensis (16 : 22}, may have written down éwpev.

! B. M. Metzger, The Early Versions of the New Testament (Oxford: Clarendon,

1 .
9‘-?7E2 M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek JNew Testament (London/
New York: United Bible Societies, 197 1).
3 B. F. Westcott and F. J. A. Hort, The New Testament in the Original Greek
[11] Introduction, Appendix (2nd edn.; London/New York: Macmillan, 18g6), 309.
4 Textual Commentary, 51 1.
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Most handbooks on Greek palaeography have little to say
about the question of orthography, nor is it a subject of much
discussion in NT grammars. Something general is said by J. H.
Moultons and by Westcott and Hort in their Introduction (here-
after WH).6 There is also a short chapter by F. H. A. Scrivener
in his Plain Introduction to the Criticism of the New Testament,7
together with sporadic comments in the rest of that volume.
This may account for the fact that little is said by the com-
mentators on the subject in relation to the reading now under
consideration.

WH do hint briefly at the problem and note (with regard to
itacisms) that ‘the question cannot be answered with any
confidence except by careful comparison of the various places
in the New Testament which are affected by it’.8 Shortly after
they remark that ‘probably the commonest permutation is that
of o and w, chiefly exemplified in the endings -oper and -wpuev,
-duefa and -dueba’.? They then come to the reference to Rom.
5 :1quoted above. I am still trying to trace the papers other
than books which Hort left to Emmanuel College, Cambridge,
and, even if WH used only some 20 MSS for their edition, the
Introduction suggests that Hort’s Nacklaf might include a good
many tables of orthographic usage, which he implies were com-
piled with considerable labour.1e

Since the advent of computerized studies, it is now possible to
obviate much of the drudgery of a century ago, even if one has to
proceed with caution and with the recognition that a computer
is both a better and a worse instrument than the human brain.

With a view to looking at the habits of some scribes in relation
to the osw permutation, resort was had to an Edinburgh search
program made available to me by Professor Sidney Michaelson
of the Department of Computer Science. The program was used
to concord all words ending in -oupev and -wpev in the Greek
NT and an examination was then made of the evidence of
scribal practice yielded by some of the older papyri and MSS
of various parts of the NT. The total operation took about four

5 J. H. Moulton, A Grammar of New Testament Greek: Vol. |, Prolegomena (3rd
edn. ; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1g08), 44-56.

6 Introduction, 308-g.

7 F. H. A. Scrivener, A Plain Introduction to the Criticism of the New Testament

(4th edn.; 2 vols.; London: Bell, 1894), 2.312—20.
8 Introduction, 3o9. Q Ilbid. 0 |bid., go7.
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minutes for each search and in all a list of some 222 instances of
-opev and 192 of -wper was produced. (Space does not permit
of reproduction, but | shall be glad to supply a copy of the
concordance to anyone who may be interested.)

| give a table of tentative results in an appendix.

Regrettably p43 is too fragmentary to give any useful indica-
tions, but some other MSS show how they stand. It is notable
that relatively little alteration on the printed text is to be seen in
either p? or in Codex Vaticanus (B), though this may be due
to the fact that currently printed texts are often biased towards
the text found in these two MSS. Codex Sinaiticus (K) and
Codex Alexandrinus (A) both show a figure of variation of
about 4.5 to 5.0%. Slightly higher figures are obtained for Codex
Boernerianus (G) and the position for Codex Bezae (D, 05) and
Codex Claromontanus (D, 06) is interesting in that the former
gives no variation from o to w, but provides in 109, of its
available instances the presence of a variant text. In the wto o
table there are three permutations to o, but here also there are
seven instances of total variation in the text-a notable feature of
Codex Bezae. Codex Claromontanus, on the other hand, shows
seven permutations from o to w and five from w to o, but gives
no instance of the removal of the opportunity afforded to the
scribe to change because he was faced with a larger textual
variation.

This sample does of course only represent a small fraction of the
o/w interchange and an investigation of such endings as -ouefa/
-wpeba, -opaif-wpar, and -ovraif-wvrar would also be called for.
Some MSS such as 8 and Washingtonianus (W) would in
addition need examination of the habits of more than one scribe
where individual work can be distinguished.

I come to my main points. In spite of a statement made by an
American scholar some twenty years ago (I cannot now locate
the exact reference) to the effect that a Greek writer, or perhaps
a scribe, was always aware of the difference between indicative
and subjunctive and would consciously write what was correct
in the circumstances, | would still want an assurance that a
writer or scribe could not produce an -o- and still intend the
form to be read as a subjunctive or vice-versa with w. Thus I
would want to ask if the scribes of X K P meant their émuévouev
at Rom. 6: 1to be read as an indicative; if the {fowpev of
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p¥ G L at Rom. 6:2is redly intended for a subjunctive (g reads

vivemus) ; and one could equally well ask if the dmobwjoxwper APPENDIX
of X CL a Rom. 14: 8 is properly treated as a subjunctive. (a) -opev

At Rom. 14 : 19 | am not convinced, in spite of Sanday and Total Catow. Col. 5/ ((;Sflé)5}+
Headlam," that the scn_bes of XA B G meant their 8"‘6""“"” occur- MS de- lated w inter- larger col.'f coll.4
to be read as an indicative, though the indicative would seem MSS  rences fective  no. change variant s % as %
to make quite good sense at this point, even if an exhortation is ' 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
slightly more germane to the context. One could also raise R 0 222 10 6 45 7.2
questions about the yaipwpev of D(06) at 2 Cor. 13 : g where d w oo 10 : .l
reads gaudemus. 54 0 54 2 4 3.7 11.1

While the exploration summarized above yielded a more ll:_,gi 54 5! 13 0 ! - -
congstent pattern of conformity than | had expected, there is in Dioshs 8 " 7o 0 , IS
most MSS just enough deviation to suggest: (1) that WH were P 101 37 64 2 2 3.125  6.25
justified in writing that *... it would be unreasonable to assume D(06) 101 15 86 7 0 8%4 8.14
that the same writer, even in the same book, always spells the ¢ ot 15 8 5 4 > 10.46
same word in the same way’'z (the text of A a Rev. 19:% f (b) -wpev
is of interest at this point where the MS appears to read dwoouev (Col. 5+
following on yalpwper kai dyaliwper);13 and (2) that the habits Total Calcu- Col. 5/ col.6)/
of a particular scribe may be as important for determining the occur-  MSde- lated  winter- larger col.4 col. 4
true text of a particular passage as are modern views about the MSS  rences  fective  no. change varlant as % as%

. - X R 2 3 4 5 6 7

lesser or greater theological acceptability of two aternative B 192 0 192 9 4 469 6.8
readings. 192 15 177 3 2 1.7 2.8

No one need hesitate long over the occasional appearances of A 192 9 183 9 2 4.92 6.0
dvpomos in Codex Koridethi (®), but a provisional study of M 4 % ; 8 -
revos and kawos in Codex Alexandrinus (A) suggests that more P 30 16 0 ! — 6.25
ground needs to be broken in the matter of exploring the relation- Dios)s 88 149 60 3 ! 5o 16-37
ship of orthography to textual criticism than has been done up bosy % o ; 0 sea ton
till now. More sophisticated resources for this are now available G 88 23 65 4 [ 6.15 7.69

and they deserve to be harnessed.

1t W, Sanday and A. C. Headlam, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary ‘on the
Epistle to the Romans (ICC; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1895), 392.

12 |ntroduction, 308.

13 See Metzger’s discussion of this variant in Textual Commentary 762.
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LARRY W. HURTADO

THE doxology at the end of Romans (16 : 25-7) is a familiar
problem in the textual history of the letter. Is the passage from
Paul or someone else ? Was it written originally to close the 16-
chapter form of Romans, or possibly a 14- or 15-chapter form
of the epistle? The larger and associated discussion of the textual
history of Romans 15-16 involves a mass of data, and over the
years several different scholarly theories have been proposed,;
but there is neither space nor need to recount this discussion
here.1 Rather, it is my intent to focus attention on the doxology
itself in the context of the most recent scholarly discussions of the
textual history of Romans, especially the work of H. Gamble.2
It is my thesis that, in spite of the confidence with which some
scholars assert their opinions on the subject, the question of the
origin of the doxology remains open. The unsettled nature of
the question can be illustrated easily by looking at recent
literature on Romans. Since the older literature is well known,
and since important studies discussing the doxology have ap-
peared in the last few years, in what follows we shall first survey
important publications that have appeared from 1970 to the
present in order to illustrate contemporary scholarly opinions
about the passage.

1

In spite of the major investigation by E. Kamlahs3 in 1955, the
more recent literature dealing with the doxology shows con-
tinuing disagreement about the origin of the passage.

M. Black, for example, inclines to the view that the Roman

! See the standard introductions, e.g. W. G. Kiimmel, Introduction to the New
Testament (Nashville/New York: Abingdon, 1975), 305-20; D. Guthrie, New Testa-
ment Introduction (3rd edn.; Downers Grove, Ill.: Inter-Varsity, 1970), 393—420.

2 H. Gamble, Jr., The Textual History of the Letter to the Romans (SD 42; Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1977). This is a revised version of the author’s 1970 Yale
Ph.D. dissertation.

3 E. Kamlah, ‘Traditionsgeschichtliche Untersuchungen zur Schludoxologie
des Rémerbriefes’ (Dissertation, Tiibingen University, 1955).
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letter ended originally at 16 : 23, that Marcion cut off chaps.
15-16, and that, under the influence of Marcionite MSS, and/or
for other reasons, 14- and 1 s-chapter forms of Romans cir-
culated in the early church. The doxology Black sees as ‘of
later literary vintage than the original letter to the Romans’,
and the present form of the doxology as the result of an un-
specified editorial process.4

C. E. B. Cranfield also credits Marcion with originating a 14~
chapter form of Romans, and, though Cranfield is aware of
opinion in favour of the authenticity of the doxology, he believes
the passage was composed to ‘round off’ Romans 14, either
among Marcion’s followers or in those orthodox circles where
a1 4-chapter text-form was used.5

This certainty that the doxology was an addition to a 14-
chapter form of Romans and the possibility that the doxology
originated in Marcionite circles is affirmed also by both W. G.
Kiimmel¢ and K. P. Donfried? in recent publications.

W. Schmithals, however, in addition to insisting that the
present form of Romans is a compilation of Pauline writings,
argues that the doxology was composed in church circles for the
present 16-chapter form of Romans, in connection with the
circulation of an early collection of Paul’s letters. Romans
closed this early collection, Schmithals believes, and the doxology
was intended as a conclusion, not only for Romans, but for the
whole collection.8 In his idea that the doxology reflects a process
of collecting Paul’s letters, Schmithals is not alone. In his 1973
commentary on Romans, E. Kisemann, too, sees the doxology

4 M. Black, Romans (NCB; London: Marshall, Morgan and Scott, 1973),
26-9, 184-5.

s C. E. B. Cranfield, The Epistle to the Romans (ICC; 2 vols.; Edinburgh: T. & T.
Clark, 1975-79), 1.8.

6 Kiimmel, Introduction, 317.

7 K. P. Donfried, ‘A Short Note on Romans 16°, 7BL 89 (1970), 441-9; re-
printed in The Romans Debate (ed. K. P. Donfried; Minneapolis: Augsburg,1977),
40-60. The latter reprint version was used in this study.

8 W. Schmithals, ‘On the Composition and Earliest Collection of the Major
Epistles of Paul’, Paul and the Grostics (Nashville: Abingdon, 1972). (This essay
appeared originally in SNW 5[ 1g960], 225-45, and a revised form appeared in
Paulus und die Gnostiker: Untersuchungen zu den kleinen Paulusbrigfen [TF 35 ; Hamburg-
Bergstedt: Reich, 1965],175-200.) See also Der Rimerbrief als historisches Problem
(Gtitersloh: Mohn, 1975), esp. pp. 108-24. For a critique of Schmithals and other
theories about an early Pauline corpus, see Harry Gamble, Jr., “The Redaction
of the Pauline Letters and the Formation of the Pauline Corpus’, JBL 94 (1975),
403-18,
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as secondary, having been composed in church circles around the
beginning of the second century ; and he thinks that it originated
to conclude a 16-chapter form of Romans.9

Schmithals and Kisemann, then, differ from the preceding
scholars in their views about the integrity of Romans and,
what is important for the focus of this paper, in their view that
though the doxology does not come from Paul, its original
position was after Rom. 16 : 23. But the range of scholarly
opinion reflected in current literature on Romans is even greater.

In the 1972 edition of his commentary, H. W. Schmidt con-
tinued to insist that the doxology is thoroughly Pauline in
content, and Schmidt held that its original position was after
16 : 23.10 Were it not for the lack of uniformity in the textual
tradition about the place of the doxology, no one, Schmidt
insisted, would question that the verses belong to Romans.!*
Schmidt’s work was cited with approval by Paul Minear, and,
though he did not himself try to defend the authenticity of the
doxology and its original position after 16:23, Minear indicated
that he inclined toward this view.12

The most recent major commentary on Romans, by H.
Schlier, reflects the view that the doxology did not originate with
Paul ; but Schlier shows some hesitation.13 His main reason for
treating the doxology as a secondary addition is its uncertain
position in the textual tradition.’4 Although he views the content
and style of the doxology as unPauline, reflecting liturgical
language, and though he favours the view that the passage was
added by the early church to fit Romans for liturgical use,
he recognizes that Paul could have adopted liturgical language
of early church tradition to close his own letter.15

I have reviewed these recent publications to show that,
though many NT scholars see the doxology as not coming from
Paul, the debate about the origin of the passage goes on. The
unsettled nature of the question is reflected in the treatment of

9 E. Kisemann, An die Rémer (HNT 8a; Tiibingen: Mohr [Siebeck], 1973),
401-7; Eng. tr., Commentary on Romans (tr. G. W. Bromiley; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1980), 42 1-8.

10 H. W. Schmidt, Der Brief des Paulus an die Romer (Berlin: Evangelische
Verlagsanstalt, 1972), 265-6. 1 |bid., 266.

12S. Minear, The Obedience of Faith: The Purposes of Paul in the Epistle to the
Romans (SBT 2/1g9; London: SCM, 1971), 30-1, 35 n. 18,

13 H. Schlier, Der Rimerbrief (Freiburg/Basel/Wien: Herder, 1977), 45x-5.

4 |bid., 451. 5 |bid., 452.
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the doxology in the UBSGNT textual commentary edited by
Professor Metzger.16 With this review of present opinion: in
view, we shall look next at the recent and important study of the
textual history of Romans by H. Gamble to examine his attempt
at resolving the question.

In light of the disagreement and uncertainty reflected above, the
publication of Gamble’s monograph on the textual history of
Romans is a timely event.17 The main intentions in his study are
to defend the originality of Romans 1-16 and to explain the
origin of shorter forms of the book in the early church. Em-
ploying evidence of a text-critical nature and considerations based
on studies of Hellenistic letters in general and Pauline letters in
particular, Gamble succeeds, | believe, in these main intentions.
Gamble shows convincingly that Romans 16 formed the end of
Paul’s letter to Rome ; and, building on the work of N. A.
Dahl (his dissertation supervisor), he links the shorter form(s)
of Romans to early interest in reproducing ‘catholicized’
forms of some of Paul’s letters (rejecting the idea that Marcion
shortened the letter) .18

On these major positions taken in Gamble’s study, I find myself
largely in agreement, but, since | am concerned here with the
doxology specifically, | shall not devote space to a fuller presenta-
tion of Gamble’s defence of these positions. Instead, | wish to
examine Gamble’s views about the origin of the doxology, for
on this subject | find his treatment less persuasive. The thorough-
ness and recent date of Gamble’s work do, however, justify
using it as the major ‘discussion partner’ in the following pages.

Before registering any reservations about his work, it must be
noted that Gamble effectively refutes two commonly held views
about the doxology. First, he shows that the doxology is not
Marcionite.’? Drawing upon the work of N. A. Dahl, D.
Lithrmann, and E. Kamlah, Gamble shows that the content of

16 B. M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (London/
New York: United Bible Societies, 1971), 533-6, 540.

17 See note 2 above.

18 |bid., 11 5-26. See also Nils A. Dahl, ‘The Particularity of the Pauline Epistles
as a Problem in the Ancient Church’, Neotestamentica et Patristica: Eine Freundesgabe

.. Oscar Cullmann (NovTSup 6; Leiden: Brill, 1962), 261-7 1.

19 See Gamble, Textual History, 107-11, for the discussion of the Marcionite
origin theory and for references to the literature,
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the doxology is characteristic of early Christian preaching, and
concludes that ‘nothing in the doxology is suggestive of an
origin in Marcionite circles’.20 Though | cannot share Gamble’s
confidence in his view that the doxology comes from post-
Pauline ecclesiastical circles, Gamble’s insistence that the doxo-
logy reflects aspects of early Christian teaching and Pauline
theology is quite proper.

Secondly, Gamble rejects the idea that the doxology was com-
posed to conclude an early collection of Paul’s letters.21 Though
the doxology reflects general Pauline proclamation, the phrasing
of the passage shows that whoever composed it did so with
special attention to the contents and phrasing of Romans,
designing the doxology as a conclusion for that letter alone.

Having refuted these two theories about the origin of the
doxology, Gamble then defends the thesis that the passage
originated in early ecclesiastical circles to conclude the 14-
chapter form of Romans.2* As noted above, this is not a new
view, but its presentation in connection with convincing argu-
ments for the integrity of the 16-chapter form of Romans calls
for a careful examination.

Gamble’s major arguments against the Pauline origin of the
doxology are three: (1) it is not Pauline epistolary style to
conclude with a doxology ; (2) the phrasing of the doxology is
liturgical and more like the ‘deutero-Paulines’ (Ephesians, the
Pastoral Epistles) than like Paul ; (3) most importantly, the
text-critical data suggest an origin with a 14-chapter form of
Romans. While there is merit in these arguments, and we must
be grateful to Gamble for a convenient presentation of them,
they by no means settle the issue of the origin of the doxology.
My purpose is not to provide a full defence of a particular view,
such as the Pauline authorship of the doxology. Rather, in
debating with Gamble, | hope to show the inadequacy of his
own case and thereby wish to demonstrate that the question of
the origin of the doxology remains open.

Let us consider the argument from Paul’s epistolary style. It is
certainly true that Paul does customarily end his letters with

20 Textual History, | | 1.

21 See ibid., 121-3, for Gamble’s discussion of this idea and for references to
the important literature.

22 |bid., x23-4, 130-2.
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a ‘grace benediction’,23 and’ a doxology at the end of Romans
would be an exception to this practice. Nevertheless, without
minimizing the importance of such observations, we must note
some weaknesses in the argument. First, Romans with the
doxology for a conclusion would ot be the only exeeption to
Pauline custom. 1 Cor. 16: 24 (a concluding love wish) is
technically an exception, as Gamble admits.24 His plea that this
verse is ‘not a formal element, but only an ad hoc addition which
is best regarded as a postscript’,25 is not impressive, for the
doxology too can be understood as a Pauline postscript following
the greetings of Rom. 16: 21-3. Indeed, Rom. 16: 21-7 as a
whole can be read as a kind of postscript. The regular Pauline
letter closing, the grace benediction, appears in 16: 20, and the
greetings of 16 : 2 1-3, separated as they are from the greetings
of 16 : 3-16, seem out of regular sequence.

Secondly, and with 1 Cor. 16 : 24 in mind, it seems unwarranted
to insist that Paul was incapable of writing a letter that did not
conform with his usual practice. As another example, we may
note that Galatians does not have Paul’s usual ‘thanksgiving’
in the opening section. It is plain that there is a customary
Pauline letter form, but neither the evidence nor logic demands
the idea that Paul was a slave to this form.26

Thirdly, no matter how one decides that Romans 16 should end,
one has an exception to Pauline custom ! For example, if Romans
ended originally at 16 : 23, the usual Pauline custom of ending
with a ‘grace benediction’ is broken. Even Gamble’s defence of
the repetition of the ‘grace benediction’ at 16 :20 and 16 : 24
as the authentic ending of the letter presents us with an exception
to Pauline custom, for it would be the only example of a re-
peated grace benediction in the Pauline corpus.27 It should be
clear then, in spite of the importance that Gamble attaches to
the matter, that the argument against the authenticity of the
doxology on the grounds of Pauline letter custom is not by itself
compelling, though it might count for something if combined
with other, stronger arguments.

23 Textual History, 65-7, 82-3. 24 1bid., 67 n. 56; 82. 25 |bid., 82.

26 See the summary of work done in the Seminar on Pauline Epistolography
of the Society of Biblical Literature: James D. Hester, ‘Epistolography in Antiquity
and Early Christianity’ (unpublished paper available from the author at the Jame-

son Center for the Study of Religion and Ethics, University of Redlands, Redlands,
Calif.), 6. 27 Cf. Gamble, Textual History, 129-32.
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With this in mind, we must now examine the argument
against the doxology based on its ‘liturgical’ and ‘unPauline’
style. First, it must be noted that the apparent similarities
between the doxology and the ‘deutero-Paulines’ (Eph. 3 :
4~7,8-115cf. 2 Tim. 1: g-1 1; Tit. 1: 2-3) can be used against the
authenticity of the doxology only if one can be certain that all
these letters in no way come from Paul.28 In view of the con-
tinuing disagreement about the authorship of Ephesians, for
example, the argument against the doxology based on its simi-
larities to the disputed letters of the Pauline Corpus remains an
attempt to support one unproven hypothesis by means of another.

Secondly, though the language of the doxology is lofty and
traditional-sounding, such language is not impossible for Paul.
1 Cor. 16 : 22 shows elements of early liturgical tradition adopted
for Paul’s epistolary purpose. Rom. 11: 33-6 is further evidence
that Paul used liturgical and formal language in his letters.
It seems perilous, therefore, to presume because of its phrasing
that Paul could not have written the doxology, for, just as his
epistolary style shows variations, so does his language.29

Thirdly, Gamble’s use of the argument against the doxology
based on its similarities with disputed Pauline letters, seems to
be undercut both by his own demonstration that the doxology
was written with ‘special attention’ to Romans and by his
acknowledgement that ‘the doxology discloses no similar con-
nections with other individual letters or with the letters as a
collection’.30 He shows that the ‘revelation-scheme formula’
does not betray literary dependence, but is reflective merely
of a widely-used pattern in early Christian preaching,3! surely
a pattern known in some form to Paul also.

We are left finally with the text-critical argument that is
based on the varied position that the doxology occupies in the
MS tradition. The inadequacy of the preceding arguments

28 Cf. e.g. Kiimmel, 357-63, for the discussion of Ephesians and for references
to scholars who support the authenticity of Ephesians.

29 p. S. Minear, Obedience, 35 n. 16, criticizes use of the assumption that in six
or seven letters we have a complete index of Paul’s vocabulary. ‘It forgets how
often he used words lifted from the vocabulary of his readers. It gives priority to
verbal sounds rather than to thought sequences. Paul was far more flexible in his
speech patterns than are most Pauline scholars’. On liturgical and traditional
elements in Pauline writings, see e.g. L. G. Champion, Benedictions and Doxologies

in the Epistles of Paul (Oxford: Kemp Hall, 1934).
3¢ Gamble, Textual History, 122-3. 31 |bid., 108-11.
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against the authenticity of the doxology, and the comparative
importance of the text-critical data are recognized when Gamble
calls his examination of these data ‘the decisive argunent for its
[the doxology’s] non-Pauline origin’.32 Though it is: true: that
the text-critica data are the most important, the decitiveness of
Gambl€e's handling of the datais open to question. i

Gambl€e's presentation of this ‘decisive argument’ is‘testricted
mainly to a few sentences and is weakened by his undefended
assartions and occasional specious interpretations of the data.33
For example, he asserts that ‘if the doxology were originally at the
end of ch. 16, there would be no reasons by which t&account
for its transposition to the end of ch. 14 and the wide adoption
of this placement in the tradition’.3¢ Though Gamble himself
can see no such reasons, they are nonetheless not difficult to
perceive. The only redly difficult thing to imagine is why 14: 23
was chosen as the cut-off point in preparing a ‘catholicized’
form of Romans (a matter on which Gamble sheds no light) ;3
but, once the cut was made, it is clear that a fitting conclusion
to this form of the letter soon would have seemed desifable, and
it is easy to imagine that editors might supply one most easily
from the materials that might have originally ended the 16-
chapter form of the letter. Accordingly, the doxology could
have been appended at 14: 23 quite naturally, if it were already
in the minds of editors as the familiar ending of the letter. One
can easily see the possibility that the doxology originated as a
non-Pauline conclusion to a shortened form of Romans; on the
other hand, it is equally possible that the doxology was simply
retained as a fitting conclusion when the letter was shortened.
The latter possibility requires far less creativity of the editors
(who clumsily chopped the letter at 14: 2g!), and, though
Gamble is unaware of reasons for this possibility, it must be
considered serioudly.

The wide support for the doxology after ch. 14 among Byzan-
tine-text MSS (mentioned by Gamble in support of his view that
the doxology originated as a conclusion to a 14-chapter edition)
shows only the popularity of the doxology in that position in
many ecclesiastical (and perhaps liturgical) circles. Perhaps
also these MSS show the influence of an early shortened form of

32 Textual History, 107.
34 |bid., 123.

33 |bid., 123-4 and 129-32.
35 Ibid., 115.
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Romans with the doxology as a conclusion.36 The Byzantine
witnesses with the doxology after both ch. 14 and ch. 1 6 display
the familiar Byzantine tendency toward conflation,37 in this case
a conflation of one textua tradition having the doxology at the
end of ch. 14 with another tradition having the doxology at the
end of ch. 16. The Byzantine witnesses do not, however, furnish
evidence about the origin of the doxology, or the priority of either
the one or the other position for the doxology (contra Gamble).38

Further, one may seriously question the validity of Gamble's
assertion that an origina position of the doxology after ch. 14
is supported by the fact that the final phrase eis rovs alévas is
lengthened to els Tods aidvas Tdv aldvwy in SOMe witnesses that
have the doxology at the end of ch. 16. Gamble thus argues
that the lengthening of the phrase could be explained only in
connection with a moving of the doxology from an origina
position after ch. 14 to the end of ch. 16; but such an explanation
is neither necessary nor warranted.39 The lengthening of the
phrase in some textual witnesses, when the doxology appears at
the end of Romans 16, shows nothing more than a preference
among some scribes for the longer, more sonorous phrase to
conclude the letter.

What is more, the evidence is not quite accurately presented by
Gamble. He writes, ‘MSS which offer the doxology in both
places attest the short phrase in the early position and the long
phrase in the later position’.+e It should be noted, however, that
some MSS with the doxology in both positions have the short
phrase in both places (e.g. 33 104). Further, he neglects to note
that the most important witnesses for the doxology at 16 : 25-7
(e.g. B C1739) have the short phrase, and this means that the
shorter or longer phrase is a textua variation somewhat un-
related to the question of the origin and movement of the
doxology. This is confirmed by the fact that the same variants
appear elsewhere in NT epistles where there is no question of
textual dislocation. Note the following data.41

36 ¢9. L ¥ 0209181 326 and most minuscules.

37e.g. in AP 533. The classic description of the conflation tendency in Byzan-
tine witnesses is B. F. Westcott and F. J. A. Hort, The New Testament in the Original
Greek: [1I] Introduction, Appendix (Cambridge/London: Macmillan, 1882), 93-107,
132-5.

38 Cf. Gamble, Textual History, 123. 39 Ibid., 123-4. 40 |bid., 124.

41| thank Professor G. D. Fee for drawing these data to my attention.
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(a) T@v aldvwy added after rods aldvas:
Rom. 11: 36-F G f syr? Origen Cyprian Hilary
2Cor. g:g-F G 6 255 326 1739 pc

(b) 7@V aldvwy omitted after rodvs aldvas:

Gal. 1: 5—460 642 Chrysostom
Phil. 4: 20-L 436

1 Tim. 1:17—b623
2 Tim. 4: 18—P 256
Heb. 1: 8-B 33

I Pet. 4: 11—69 206 614 623 1245 1518 1758 q pe

Finally, Gamble’s interpretation of the text-critical data
concerning the presence or absence of the doxology at the end of
Romans 16 in connection with the positions of the grace bene-
dictions in that chapter is unconvincing.42 He shows clearly
enough that the questions about the original position of the
benedictions and the doxology form an interlocking problem,
and, further, that it is most unlikely that Romans 16 concluded
with both the doxology and a benediction (at 16 :24 or at 16:
28). His own solution to the problem is that benedictions stood
originally at both 16 :20 and 16 : 24, and that the later introduc-
tion of the doxology caused the final benediction to be dropped
(or displaced to 16 : 28). He says :

It can be seen that witnesses which either lack the doxology altogether
or place it only at the end of ch. 14 almost always offer the benediction
at 16 : 24. Within this group of witnesses those reading the doxology
after ch. 14 also read the benediction at 16: 2ob. On the other hand,
texts which contain the doxology at the end of ch. 16 always offer the
benediction at 16 :20b, but almost never provide the benediction at
16: 24, and only occasionally do they offer the benediction of 16:
24 as 16: 28, that is, after the doxology. Thus we can see that the
benediction of 16 : 24 is lost (or displaced to 16 : 28) only when the
doxology is found at the end of ch. 16. Thus even if the benediction at
16:20b is very well attested, this [in] no way impugns the authen-
ticity of 16: 24, which is actually strongly supported. To the con-
trary, once the intrusion of the doxology is recognized as the cause of
the omission of 16 :24—and this is exactly what the alignment of
the witnesses shows-then 16 : 24 has to be judged an original read-
ing.43 [italics his]

42 Gamble, Textual History, 12g-32.

43 |bid., 130. See his chart, p. 13 1, for the MS evidence.
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But this seems to stand on its head a more likely interpretation of
the data.

The fact that a grace benediction appears at 16 : 24 in MSS
that either omit the doxology or place it after 14: 23 shows only
that scribes desired some sort of ‘ceremonial’ and ‘appropriate’
ending of one kind or another for Romans. This variation does
not in itself tell us which conclusion, a grace benediction or the
doxology (or neither !), may have been the original conclusion.
There are other data relevant to this question.

It must be noted initially that the doxology at 16 : 25-7 has for
support what are judged generally as better quality witnesses44
than the witnesses supporting a benediction at 16 : 24.45 Further,
it is interesting that the witnesses that (for reasons that are not
now clear) omit the benediction from 16 : 20 have instead a
benediction at 16: 24.46 These particular witnesses seem to me
to furnish the clue to the origin of a benediction at 16 : 24.
As representatives of the Western text, a textual tradition with
a record for textual dislocations (e.g. 1Cor. 14:34-5inDF G
p¢, some of the very MSS which figure in the discussions of
16 : 25-7 1), these witnesses show that the benediction at 16: 20
was probably lengthened to sound more impressive (on the
model of the longer grace benediction of 2 Thess. 3 :18) and was
moved to 76:24 to conclude the letter. The witnesses that have a
double benediction (either at 16: 20, 24 or 16: 20, 28) are almost
all representatives of the Byzantine text, a tradition with well-
known conflation tendencies.4? In this case, these MSS seem to
exhibit a conflation of two textual traditions, one with a bene-
diction at 16 : 20 and another (as in the case of the Western
MSS cited above) with a benediction at 16 : 24. These same
‘Byzantine text’ representatives, in which the doxology appears
sometimes after 14: 23 and sometimes both there and at the end
of ch. 16, seem to reflect a conflation of a 14-chapter form of
Romans and a 16-chapter form. Thus, a benediction at 16:
24 (or 16: 28) seems to have originated from scribal effort to
produce a suitable conclusion for Romans 16 by moving and

44¢0. PSR B C 81 436 630 1739 vg syrP copsa:b°,

4se.g. L ¥ o209 181 and most minuscules representing the Byzantine text.

46 ¢.g. D G it4* & Sedulius-Scotus.

47 | Y? and most minuscules have the doxology after ch. 14, and benedictions

at 16: 20 and 16: 24. A P 5 33 104 arm have the doxology after 14: 23 and at 16:
25-7, and read a final benediction at 16: 28.
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modifying the benediction from 16 :20. This stage of the textual
history of Romans is reflected in D G and their allies. Then, at
a later time, other scribes, aware of some MSS with the benedic-
tion at 16 : 20 and other MSS with the benediction at 16 : 24,
produced the conflate text represented by the ‘Byzantine’
witnesses.

Gamble argues, however, that the double benediction of the
Byzantine text is original and tries to explain the absence of
16 : 20 in the Western tradition by saying that the double
benediction would have been felt ‘difficult’, not conforming to
Pauline style.48 But what evidence is there that a double benediction
may have been felt difficult? In fact, the great mass of popular
witnesses have a double benediction, some even when they have
the doxology at 16 : 25-7. It seems assured, as Gamble shows,
that a benediction originally stood at 16:20. The absence then
of this benediction and the presence of a closing benediction at
16 : 24 in the Western textual tradition, plus the presence of
a benediction both at 16 : 20 and at 16 : 24 (or 16 : 28) in the
Byzantine tradition, combine to show varying, widespread
scribal attempts to conform Romans to Pauline style by seeing
to it that the letter ended with a benediction. The combining of a
Romans textual tradition ending in a doxology at 16 : 25-7
with a tradition ending in a benediction at 16 : 24, did not
apparently produce the omission of 16 : 24, but, rather, the
retention of this benediction as the concluding item at 16 :28.49

In short, Gamble’s ideas about the original ending of Romans
16 and the way scribes may have altered the passage, while
interesting, do not seem to be supported very clearly by the
evidence.50 That is, it does not appear likely that Rom. 16:24 is
an original part of the letter. Now, let us return to the doxology.

The doxology either originated (from Paul or someone else
later) to conclude Romans 16 and was adopted to conclude the
14-chapter edition, or (in Gamble’s view) originated to conclude
this 14-chapter edition and was later moved in some MSS to the
end of Romans 16. The arguments based on the style and
transcriptional probability offered by Gamble in favour of the

48 Gamble, Textual History, 132. 49 As shown by A P 5 33 104 arm.

50 Gamble, Textual History, 132, mentions MS 629 as containing his recon-
structed version of Romans 16. It should be noted that his chart on p. 131
erroneously shows 629 as omitting the benediction at 16: 20. | find the support
of a single fourteenth-century MS unimpressive.
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latter view have been shown to be very weak and inconclusive.
Aside from the fact that ‘impressive manuscript evidence’sr
supports the doxology at 16 : 25~7, | believe that there is further
evidence linking the doxology with a 16-chapter form of Romans.
| turn now to a brief presentation of this evidence.

Gamble himself shows that the doxology was written to reflect
specifically the Roman letter,52 but he does not seem to have
realized that the same method of using verbal allusions to
link the doxology to Romans can be used to link the doxology
to the 16-chapter edition. It has been recognized already that the
content of the doxology, the praise to God in connection with the
message of Gentile salvation, reflects a major theme of the Roman
letter ;53 but | should like to emphasize here the significance of
the similarities between the wording and content of the doxology
and Romans 15. That is, | intend to show that the content of the
doxology seems to echo portions of Romans 15 and seems more
understandable as to content as a conclusion to an edition of
Romans with at least 15 chapters.

For example, though the reference to ‘prophetic writings’ in
16: 26 certainly resembles Rom. 1: 2, the phrase dmorxdAviy
pvarnpiov . . . davepwhévros 8¢ viv dud Te ypaddv mpodmTiKiV
also seems related to the thought of 15 : 4 that the OT Scriptures
have a special meaning for the present eschatological time of the
gospel. Further, the phrase eis Smakoyw niorews els mdvra Ta
& yvwpiobévros, though similar to Rom. 1:5 (els dmaxony
mioTews v mdaw Tols éfveow), seems also to echo 15 : 18, where
Paul writes of Christ’s work through him as eis dmaxonv éfvév.

Much more striking, however, is the fact that the ascription of
glory (86¢a) to Godn 16 : 27, which parallels the phrasing of
11: 36b, seems to be a particularly fitting echo of 15 : 1-13,

51 B. M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary, 540.

52 Gamble, Textual History, 123.

53 Verbal connections of the doxology with Romans were given by F. J. A.
Hort, ‘On the End of the Epistle to the Romans’, in Biblical Essays by J. B. Light-
foot (London: Macmillan, 1893), 327-g. Hort’s interest, however, was in showing
the connection of the doxology with Romans against those who sought to em-
phasize connections with the later Pauline letters, an interest like that of
Gamble.

9656 C80 H
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especially 15 : 6-g. The theme of divine glory is a frequent one
in Romans,34 but it is noteworthy that the idea of ascribing glory
to God on account of Gentile salvation occurs most emphatically
in 15:5-13. In 15:6 Paul prays that Christians might ‘glorify
(80éd{nre) God ; and the phrase ‘with one voice’ (duofupadov
év évi ordpam) seems in the context to allude to the inclusion of
Gentiles into Christian faith (15 : 7-13). In 15:% Christians are
exhorted to welcome one another ‘for the glory of God’ (eis
8éav Tod Beod), and, in the context, the exhortation seems
intended to encourage the acceptance by one another of Jewish
and Gentile believers. In 15 : 8-g Paul says that Christ’s ministry
was intended to result in Gentiles glorifying God (ra 8¢ €
vmrép ééovs Sofdaar Tov fedv); and the following verses (15 :
g-r 3) form a catena of references to joy and praise over Gentile
salvation. At no other point in Romans is the idea of ascribing
glory to God in connection with Gentile salvation so pronounced
as it is in Rom. 15: 1—13 and 16: 25-7.55

If one reads 15 :1-13 and then immediately reads 16 :25-7,
it becomes clear how perfectly the doxology, giving glory to
God and referring to the message of Gentile salvation now
disclosed through OT writings, gathers up the content of 15 :
1-13, where the glorification of God by and for converted Gentiles
is spoken of, and where it is shown by examples that the OT
points to their salvation!s¢ | am prepared to suggest, therefore,
that whoever composed the doxology seems to have done so, not
only with ‘special attention’ to Romans, but, more specifically,
with special attention to an edition of Romans with ch. 15.
The evidence for this suggestion does not in itself amount to
proof of Pauline authorship of the doxology, but it does render
further reason to regard as questionable the popular idea es-
poused also by Gamble that the doxology first arose as a con-
clusion for ‘a1 4-chapter edition of Romans.5?

54 eg. 11 23; 2: 7,10; 3: 7, 23; 4: 40; 5: 2; 6: 4; g: 23; : 36; 15 7; 16: 27.

55 The doxology of 11: 36 glorifies God for his plan to save ‘all Israel’. The
doxology of 16: 25-8 seems to complement this passage in giving praise for Gentile
salvation.

56 Cf. Hort, ‘On the End of the Epistle to the Romans’, 328.

57 Cf. P. S. Minear, Obedience, 3 1. In connecting the doxology to Romans 15,
| am suggesting that the doxology arose (from Paul or someone else) to conclude
the present 16-chapter letter. It is also possible, though less likely | think, that the
doxology arose in connection with a 15-chapter edition of Romans. p4 has the
benediction after 15: 33. Cf. Gamble, Textual History.
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CONCLUSION

My objective in this study was to show that the origin of the
doxology is still an open question, and | believe this objective
has been achieved. The recent literature shows continuing
disagreement, and the recent major investigation by Gamble,
while valuable on some important issues in the textual history of
Romans, does not offer a sufficiently compelling case for his view
to justify pronouncing the question closed. In view of the in-
adequacy of arguments against the authenticity of the doxology,
the close connections shown between the doxology and the
Roman letter (including ch. 15), and the general quality of
the MSS supporting the doxology at 16 : 25-7, it seems that the
position taken by Metzger and fellow editors in the UBSGNT
textual commentary is still the best policy.58 That is, it seems
best still to recognize three possibilities : (1) It is still possible
that the doxology was Paul’s conclusion to Romans 16. (2) The
doxology may have been a later composition, appended to
Romans 16 as one of two early attempts to provide a more
ceremonial conclusion than 16: 23 (the other attempt being
a transposition of the benediction from 16 : 20to 16 : 24) .59
(3) It is possible, as Gamble argues, that the doxology began
as a secondary conclusion to a 14-chapter edition of Romans,
though | have tried to show that the confidence with which
Gamble holds this view is excessive. In short, the situation calls
for a scholarly ‘agnosticism’ and continuing research.
58 Metzger, Textual Commentary, 536, 540.

59 This possibility is not often recognized, and is not mentioned in the UBSGNT
commentary.
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CARROLL D. OSBURN

A LTHo u GHNo evidence prior to the fourth century can be
cited for «xdpiov in 1 Cor. 10 : g, this reading appears in all of the
principal critical editions of the Greek NT since Lachmann in
183 1. The support for xdpiov is basically Egyptian with sig-
nificant versional attestation in Syriac and Armenian as well as
Ethiopic. However, the Egyptian versions, corroborated by the
particularly noteworthy evidence of Clement,’” p%, and 1739,
readily demonstrate that it was probably not the original
Egyptian reading. Furthermore, it was not the dominant Pales-
tinian reading, since Origen and other Fathers in that vicinity
based christological arguments on the reading Xpio7rdv. On the
other hand, Xpio7dv, the reading of Marcion, is well attested as
early as the second century and throughout the entire Mediter-
ranean, including Alexandria. Gunther Zuntz poignantly com-
ments that to adopt the reading xdptov under these circumstances
is ‘fides non quaerens intellectum’.2

Since Professor Metzger figured prominently in the committee
discussions that led to the insertion of Xpiordvini1Cor. 10: g
in the third edition of the United Bible Societies Greek New Testa-
ment, it seems particularly appropriate to honour him in this
Festschrift with a reassessment of the textual data pertaining to
this christologically significant variation in the MS tradition.

The following apparatus presents the essential data :

(1) Xpworov p* DEFG KL ¥ 056 0142 0151 134567 18 35
38 42 51 57 61°62 69 76 82 88 go 919394 97 102 103 105 110131
133 141 142 149 175 177 180189 201 203 204 205 206 209 216 218
221 223 226 228 234 250 296 302 308 309 312 314 319 32 1322 323

325327 328 330 337 356 363 367 378 383 384 385 386 390 393 394

398 400 404 421 424 425 429 431 432 440 444 450 451 452 454 455

1 Eclogae propheticae 49.2 (GCS 3.150).

2 G. Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles (London: Oxford University, 1953), 127.
Similarly, Eberhard Nestle (Einfithrung in das griechische Neue Testament [Géttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1899], 123) was led to observe that ‘an dieser Stelle
war der textus receptus besser als der unserer kritischen Ausgaben’.
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456 457 458 462 463 464 465 466 468 469 479 483 489 491496 498
506 517 522 547 567 582 592 601 602 603 604 605 607 608 614 615

616 617 618 619 620 622 625 627 628 629 630 632 633 634 635 636
637 638 639 641 642 656 664 665 676 680 699 720 757 794 '796 8o1
808 824 858 876 go1910 911912 913 914 915 918 919 920 921 922
935 941 945 996 997 999 1022 1058 1069 1070 1072 1075 1094 1099
r1ooxror 1102 1103 1104 1105 1107 1149 1161 1162 1240 1241
1242 1243 1244 1245 1247 1248 1249 1250 1251 1267 1270 1292
1297 1311 1315 1352 1354 1359 1360%*¢ 1367 1384 1390 1398 1400
1404 1405 1409 1424 1448 1456 1482 1501 1503 1505 1508 1509
1521 1522¥¢ 1548 1563 1594 15971598 1599 1609 1610 1611 1617
1618 1622 1626 1628 1636 1637 1642 1643 1646 1656 1668 1673
16781702 1704 1718 1719 1720 1722 1723 1724 1725 1726 1727 1728
1729™8 1730 173" 1732 1733 173417361737 1738 1739 17401741
1742 1743 1744 1745 1746 1747 1748 1749 1750 1751 17521753 754
1757 1758 1759 1761 1762 1763 1765 1767 1768 14769 1770 1780
1827 1828 1830 1831 1832 1839 1840 1841%i¢ 1843 1845 1846 1847
1848 1849 1850 1851 1852 1853 1854 1855 1856 1857 1858 1860
1861 1862 1863 1864 1865 1869 1870 1871 1872 1873 1876 1878
1880 1881 1882 1885 1886 1888 1889 1890 18911892 1893 1894
1896 1899 1900 1902 1903 1905 1906 1907 1908 1gII 1912 IQI4
1915 1916 1917 1918 1919 1920 1921 1922 1923 1924 1926 1927
1929 19301931 1932 1933 1934 1935 1937 1941 1943 1948 1950
1956 1958 1961 1978 1980 1981 1982 1984 1986 1987 1988 1991
19921994 199519971998 2000 2001 2002 2003 2007 2008 2009
2011 2080 2085 2086 2104 2105 2125 2131 2138 2143 2175 2180
2183 2189 21912197 2200 2201 2218 2221 2243 2248 2255 2261
2279 2289 2298 2310 2344*'¢ 2352 23562374 2378 2400 24012404
2412 2423 2431 2466 2475 2484 2492 2494 2495 2501 2511 2527
2541 2544 2554 2558 2576 2587 2625 2626 2627 2629 2652 2653
2674 2675 2690 26912696 2704 2705 2716 2718 2723 2736 2739
2746 2774 2777 itrddemef,pxz yg gyrph*™ copsasbe Marcion
Irenaeus Clement Ambrosiaster Origen Hymenaeus® Eusebius
Ephraem Chrysostom Pelagius Augustine Ps-Oecumenius Theo-
phylact Photius TR
3 The text of the Hymenaeusbriefe against Paul of Samosata printed by M. J.
Routh (Reliquiae Sacrae [2nd edn. ; Oxford: University Press, 1846], 3.299) and the
MS followed by Friedrich Loofs (Paulus von Samosata[TU 24/5; Leipzig: Hin-
richs, 1924], 274, 329) have «Vpiov, as does the text of Eduard Schwartz, Eine
fingierte Korrespondenz mit Paulus dem Samosatener (Miinchen: Bayerische Akademie
der Wissenschaften, 1927), 46. Loofs conjectured, on the basis of the context, that
the text must have read Xptordv originally, a conjecture confirmed by the impor-
tant evidence of codex 1739™¢ which had been noted earlier by Theodor Zahn,
‘Eine neue Quelle fir die Textgeschichte des Neuen Testaments’, Theologisches
Literaturblatt (1899),180.
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(2) rdprov R B C P 0150 33 43 104 181 25574 256 263 326 365 436
441 459 460 467 606 621 623 917 11751319 1573 1735 1836 1837
1838 1874 1875 1877 1939 194219451996 2004 2127 2242 2464
syrhme grm eth Epiphanius Chrysostom Theodoret Cassiodorus
John-Damascus Sedulius-Scotus

(3) Bedv A 2 61* 81 254 891* 1003 1115 1127 1524 159516491947
2012 2523 Euthaius Pseudo-Chrysostom

(4) omit 927 1729* 1985 2659
Of lesser interest for textual purposes is the reading fedv,

which appears to be nothing more than a later scribal correction

conforming to the LXX.4 The omission of an object with
éxmeipdlwpev is attributable to accident, although an intentional
effort to render the passage ambiguous is at least conceivable.
Neither fedv nor the omission has serious claim to be the original
reading. The choice is obvioudy between w«vdpiov and Xpiordy.
The long-standing preference for «dpiov is based upon the
assumption that Xpiordv is merely a scribal gloss to explain the
meaning of «dpwov.5 The alternative assumption has been that
the original Xpiordv was dtered to xdpiov because of the difficulty
involved in supposing the Israelites in the desert actually to
have tempted Christ.6

Initially, it must be noted that the well-known statement of

Epiphanius that Marcion altered the term xdpiov t0 Xpiordv?

has been adduced as prime evidence for the secondary nature of

Xpiorov. E. C. Blackman, for instance, in his study of Marcion,

cautiously allowed that

there is a possibility of this being a Marcionite alteration as Epi-
phanius says, because Kdpwov in this context refers to the Creator,

4 The highly speculative postulation of George Howard (‘The Tetragram and
the New Testament’, JBL g6[1977],81) that Paul wrote f113* here and that
Oedv and xdpiov were the first substitutes, with Xpiwordv being a later scribal inter-
pretation, remains so questionable as to provide no substantial basis for evaluating
this christological variation in the NT MS tradition.

s Cf. among others, Johannes Weiss, Der erste Korintherbrief (MeyerK;gth
edn. ; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 19 10), 253 n. 2 ; and Hans Lietz-
mann, An die Korinther I|/II (ed. G. Bornkamm; HNT g; 4th edn.; Tiibingen:
Mohr [Siebeck], 1949), 47.

6 B. M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek .New Testament (London/
New York: United Bible Societies, 1971), 560; Zuntz, Text, 127; and C. K. Barrett,
A Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthians (HNTC; London: Black, 1968), 225.

7 Haer. 42.12.3 (GCS 2.164-5): ¢ 8¢ Mapwiwv dvri Tod xbprov Xpiardv émolnoe.
Cf. Adolf von Harnack, Marcion: Das Evangelium vom fremden Gott (TU 45; Leipzig:
Hinrichs, 1921),87*.
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and if Marcion was going to make any use of the passage at all he had
to alter Kvpiov here, as he could have no object in exhorting his
followers not to tempt the Demiurge.?

Although this analysis does provide a possible rationale for
Epiphanius’ allegation, Blackman’s basic assumption that
‘Kdpuov in this context refers to the Creator’ is open to question,
since elsewhere (e.g. 1Cor. 2: 8; 4: 5; 6: 14; 10: 16; 15: 45,
47) Marcion retained or used «dpios with reference to Christ
and could have done so quite easily here in v. g. However, in
view of Marcion’s retention of 7 8é wérpa v 6 Xpiords in v. 4
and his omission of ¢ feds in v. 5, making Xpiards the subject of
edddkmaer,® it is just as reasonable to assume that Marcion,
rather than falsifying the text at this point, actually found
Xpuordv in his exemplar.re Furthermore, if one accepts the idea
of a Marcionite alteration of xdpiov to Xpiordy, one concomitantly
accepts the rather difficult task of explaining the reading Xpiordv
in Clement and the ‘presbyter’ whom Irenaeus mentions.”
It is highly unlikely that writers as early as Clement, Irenaeus,
and his ‘presbyter’ were influenced by the NT text of Marcion.
Keeping in mind the salient fact that apart from this suggestion
about Marcion by Epiphanius xdpiov is otherwise unattested
prior to the fourth century, one is caused to wonder whether
Marcion did in fact alter his biblical text.

It may be suggested that the erratum is attributable instead to
Epiphanius, who, using a text which read «dpiov, merely assumed
Marcion to have made the substitution. In view of the zealous
hatred for all heresies which permeates the work of Epiphanius

8 E. C. Blackman, Marcion and His Influence (London: S.P.C.K., 1948), 164-5;
cf., however, p. 47 n. 1.

9 Zuntz (Text, 232) argues that the secondary addition of & 8eds was early and
widespread; but | find little to commend Marcion’s text as original.

10 Cf. F. H. A. Scrivener, A Plain Introduction to the Criticism of tke New Testament
(3rd edn.; Cambridge: Deighton Bell, 1883), 506 n. 2; (4th edn., 1894), 2.260 n. 3.
Argument that Marcion could not have allowed an original Xpierdv to stand be-
cause it would have been inconsistent with his doctrinal presuppositions is nullified
not only by 10: 4, but by numerous instances where he retained passages inimical
to his theology such as Luke 7: 27; 10: 27; 16: 17 and Rom. 13: 8-10, which are
inconsistent with his ‘dualism’. J. Rendel Harris (‘Marcion’s Book of Contra-
dictions’, BJRL 6 [1921—2],289) notes correctly that much is yet to be learned
concerning Marcionite theology, and John Knox gives appropriate caution against
premature certainty regarding even the reconstruction of Marcion’s text (Marcion
and the New Testament [Chicago: University of Chicago, 1942], 47-8).

It Adv. Haer. 4.27.3 (SC1o0/2. 746-7).

!
;
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and the lack of critical acumen often reflected in his writings,12
one cannot rely too heavily upon his allegation as having a
reliable basis. The distinct impression that emerges is that
nowhere is Epiphanius less trustworthy for textual purposes
than here.13

This postulation is enhanced by an analysis of the textual
data, which suggests that Xpiordv, preserved in p%1739DEF G
and the mass of Byzantine MSS, is the older reading, occurring
early in the East, supported by Clement and Origen, and surviv-
ing in the so-called Western tributaries as well as continuing in
the main stream of the textual tradition. Kvpiov, supported by
X B C 33, can hardly be the original reading preserved in
a supposedly ‘neutral’ text, as implied by Westcott and Hort
by their failure to note or discuss alternatives to «dptov.

In view of the early and diverse attestation favouring Xpiorov
and the lack of convincing evidence in support of Epiphanius’
allegation that Marcion was responsible for the alteration of
xdpiov, careful consideration must be devoted to internal evi-
dence which, while hardly convincing apart from external
data, is of considerable importance.

The opening midrashic section of 1 Corinthians’4 has been

12 Cf. among others, Wilhelm von Christ, Geschichte der griechischen Literatur in
Handbuch der Altertumswissenschaft (6th edn. ; Munich: Beck, 1961), 7.1 446-5 1.
As a heresiologist Epiphanius’ purpose was to controvert Marcion by any available
means, and his allegation of a Marcionite alteration is not surprising. However,
since he provides no source of information upon which to base such an assertion,
it remains an open question whether Epiphanius even relied upon a source at this
point. As might be expected from observing his lack of precision in biblical cita-
tions, even Epiphanius’ use of traditional material was not altogether precise; e.g.
his assertion in haer. 30.24.1-5, that John met Ebion in the bath house at Ephesus,
whereas in common tradition it was Cerinthus.

13 B, M. Metzger, ‘Patristic Evidence and the Textual Criticism of the New
Testament’, NTS 18 (1971-2), 398-9, mentions the value of explicit patristic
references to variant readings in NT MSS current in antiquity, and has noted
E. J. A. Hort’s caution that ‘... in the statements themselves the contemporary
existence of the several variants mentioned is often all that can be safely accepted:
reliance upon what they tell us beyond this bare fact must depend on the estimate
which we are able to form of the opportunities, critical care, and impartiality of
the respective writers’ (2% JNew Testament in the Original Greek : [l1] Introduction,
Appendix [London: Macmillan, 1882], 87).

14 E. Earle Ellis, ‘Exegetical Patterns in | Corinthians and Romans’, Grace
Upon Grace: Essays in Honor of Lester J. Kupper (ed. J. . Cook; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1975), 137-8. Cf. also W. Wuellner, ‘Haggadic Homily Genre in |
Corinthians 1-3', JBL 8g(1970),199—204, and N. A. Dahl, ‘Paulus Apostel og
menigheten i Korinth (1Kor. 1-4)’, NorTT 54 (1953), 1-23.
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characterized correctly by Nils Dahls as an apology for Paul’s
apostolic ministry, and it functions within the total structure of
the epistle to overcome various objections and to re-establish
his apostolic authority as the founder of the entire church at
Corinth, in order that he might effectively answer the questions
that had been raised, not as the champion of one group, but as
the apostle of Christ. While it is true that it is difficult to relate
with precision the trends in chs. 5-16 to the slogans mentioned
at the beginning (1:12), there is no compelling reason to doubt
the literary integrity of the epistle.16 As an integral part of
Paul’s treatment of the Corinthians’ questions concerning idol
food, 1 Cor. 10:1-13 continues the appeal for consideration of
the weaker brother as a second and somewhat stronger attempt
to dissuade them from eating such food. Whereas earlier (8 :13),
with reference to an immature Christian, Paul had concluded
that if eating idol food caused his brother to fall, he would avoid
meat entirely, in 10: 1—-13 he posits, stressing the propriety of
avoiding idol food, that the situation in Corinth is potentially
analogous to that of ancient Israel, which forfeited its spiritual
gifts by stumbling and falling in the desert. As it stands, 0111
is related to the preceding exhortation to exercise self-control
with regard to eating idol food in g : 24-7 by ydp in 10 :1and
functions as a rabbinic midrashic basis for the admonition in
v. 12 to the ‘all things are lawful’ group in Corinth : ‘Therefore
let the one who thinks he stands fast beware lest he fall’.

While it is widely acknowledged that in 10:1-11 Paul makes
reference to Christ’s pre-existent activity in OT history, diver-
gent opinions do exist concerning certain aspects of the passage
which are pertinent to the resolution of the textual problem in
V. g. Even though most commentaries are based upon the
kvpios reading, the assertion of Robertson and Plummer,!?

15 ‘Paul and the Church at Corinth according to | Corinthians 1:10-4:Pr’,
Christian Hi-story and Interpretation: Studies Presented to John Knox (ed. W. R. Farmer,
C. F. D. Moule, and R. R. Niebuhr; London/New York: Cambridge University,
1967), 329. Cf. also C. J. Bjerkelund, PARAKAL6: Form, Funktion und Sinn der
parakald-Sitze in den paulinischen Brigfen (Oslo: Universitetsforlaget, 1967), 141-6.

16 For discussion of various views concerning the literary integrity of 1 Corin-
thians, see J. C. Hurd, Jr., The Origin of | Corinthians (New York: Seabury, 1965),
43-7 and 115-49.

17 A. Robertson and A. Plummer, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the
First Epistle of St Paul to the Corinthians (ICC; 2nd edn.; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark,

1914), 205.
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that by xdpiov in v. g Paul almost certainly has reference to
M, has received little support. Alternatively A. T. Hanson
has posited that Paul detected the real presence of Christ in
various LXX kdpios texts (e.g. Exod. 14 :1g, 3 )and that,
although the actual incident of the serpents in the wilderness is
described in Num. 21: 4-9, Paul here had in mind Exod. 17:
1-7 where he took xdpios of the LXX with reference to Christ.
Hanson thus postulates that Xpisrdv was either the original
reading or a correct early interpretation. Most interpreters,
however, have considered it far more likely that, if indeed Paul
wrote «dpiov, he would have understood it to mean Christ since
in v. 4 he had just spoken of Christ’s presence with Israel.20

Since Wilhelm Bousset?! it has been variously held that the
designation of Jesus of Nazareth as «dpios belonged to a later
stage and to Gentile contexts. However, it has been argued
cogently for some time that the «Jpios christology is more realis-
tically conceived as having its origin in Palestinian circles,?z
and Matthew Black has drawn our attention to a maran or
maranatha christology which, if it did not precede it as its source,
must have arisen at least concurrently with the xdpios christo-
logy of the Greek-speaking churches.23 It is sufficient for our
present discussion to note that, as far as christological titles are
concerned, there is no substantial. reason that Paul could not
have written «dpiov in v. g with reference to Christ.

18 A, T. Hanson, Jesus Christ in the Old Testament (London: S.P.C.K., 1965),
!0;2(5:-]‘. among others, H. L. Goudge, The First Epistle to the Corinthians (London:
Methuen, 1903), 86; R. Hanson, ‘Moses in the Typology of St Paul’, Theology

48 (1945), 175; and A. J. Bandstra, ‘Interpretation in 1Corinthians io: 111",
CalvT¥ 6 (1971), 18.

20 On the interesting rabbinical tradition of the following rock, see Str-B, 3.406-
8; cf. E. E. Ellis, Paul’s Use of the Old Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1957),
66-70; H. St. John Thackeray, Tke Relation of St Paul to Contemporary Jewish Thought
(London: Macmillan, 19oo),205-1..

21\, Bousset, Kyrios Christos: Geschichte des Christusglaubens von den Anféngen
des Christentums bis Irendus (5th edn. ; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1965),
75-101. Cf. also R. Bultmann, Theologie des Neuen Testaments (5th edn.; Tiibingen:
Mohr, 1965), 124-32.

2z Cf. among others, C. F. D. Moule, ‘The Distinctiveness of Christ’, Theology
76 (1973), 565; R. Fuller, The Foundations of New Testament Christology (New York:
Scribner’s, 1g65), 158; Ed. Schweizer, ‘Discipleship and Belief in Jesus as Lord
from Jesus to the Hellenistic Church’, NTS 2(1955-6), 93 ; and 0. Cullmann, The
Christology of the New Testament (rev. edn. ; Philadelphia: Westminster, 1963}, 207.

23 M. Black, ‘The Christological Use of the Old Testament in the New Testa-
ment’, NTS 18 (1971-2),6-11.
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On the other hand, internal evidence appears to point in the
direction of an original Xpwordév. Although Conzelmann’s2+
assertion that io:1-11was composed prior to 1 Corinthians
has failed to gain acceptance, it can hardly be doubted that at.
least vv. 1-5 constitute a summary statement of the events of
the exodus25 and it may well be that Paul has constructed his
own midrash upon the basis of several OT texts.26 Whether Paul
intended each of the items mentioned to correspond to identical
items in the experience of the Corinthian church is debatable,2?
but it is certain that he intended to utilize the ancient wilder-
ness disaster as proof of his principal idea in g : 27 and 10:12,
as the exhortations of 10:%-10 clearly demonstrate.28 Since
Paul expressly stated in v. 4 that 7 &pa 8¢ v 6 Xpiards, it is
fair to conclude that the admonition to the Corinthians in v. g
was made with reference to Xpwordy rather than to xdpiov.29

In 1:11-18 Paul noted the report of various factions within
the Corinthian church, and in 1:10had appealed for unity.
Intending the midrashic exposition in chs. 1-4 to destroy any
notion of himself as leader of a Pauline party and to establish
Christ as the central figure, Paul urged the Corinthians in 4 :16
to follow him as he follows Christ. In treating their concern
over idol food, Paul stated in 8 : 6 that there is but one lord,
Jesus Christ, and the exhortation in 10: g was made in view of the
fact that the Corinthians must reckon with Christ. The directive
with regard to idol food is that one ought not cause his brother
to stumble (8 :13;10:32). While there is nothing inherently
evil in idol food and Christians can eat it without hesitation
(10 :25-7), once it has been designated as idol food, one ought
not eat it because of the weaker brother’s conscience (10 :28-Q).

24 H, Conzelmann, Der erste Brief an die Korinther (MeyerK ;1 1. AUfl. ; Géttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1969),194; Eng. tr., 1 Corinthians (Hermeneia;
Philadelphia: Fortress, 1975), 165. There is no reason to suppose with G. Gander,
‘I Cor. 10.2 parle-t-il du baptéme?” RHPhR 37 (1957),97-102, that Paul wrote
a first copy of 1Cor. 0in Aramaic.

25 Peder Borgen, Bread From Heaven (NovTSup io; Leiden: Brill, 1965), 22.

26 Bandstra, ‘Interpretation’, 13, suggests Deut. 32. J. Weiss, Der erste Korin-
therbrief, 253, suggests also Num. 21 and Ps. 77 (LXX).

27 Bruce J. Malina, The Palestinian Manna Tradition (Leiden: Brill, 1968),97.

28 paul Neuenzeit, Das Herrenmahl: Studien zur paulinischen Eucharistieauffassung
(Munich: Késel,1960), 47.

29 |t is also not unimportant to note that while io: -1 may not be eucharistic

in its entirety, it does anticipate the eucharistic discussion in io: 16 where Christ
is the focal point of the admonition to flee idolatry in o: 14.
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A further appeal is made in 11:ifor the church to imitate
him in this respect as he imitates Christ. In this connection
1o: 1-11serves to illustrate and emphasize Paul’s admonition
in g: 24-7 that restraint should be exercised with regard to
eating idol food. Blatant exercise of ‘freedom’ to eat such food
while remaining insensitive to the spiritual welfare of one’s
brother would irk Christ, very much as ancient Israel, although
likewise in possession of spiritual gifts, by stumbling and falling
in the desert, incurred God’s wrath. In view of the immediate
context of 0:1-11, the developing argument in chs. 8-10, and
Paul’s dominant concern throughout the epistle, Xpiordv assumes
intrinsic probability as the original reading of 10: g.

Given the strength and diversity of the external attestation for
Xpiardv, the improbability of a Marcionite alteration, and the
intrinsic probability favouring Xpwo7dv as original, it remains to
be asked when, by whom, and for what reasons «vpiov was
introduced into the textual tradition. In view of the several
Xpiardv/xvpov interchanges in the NT MS tradition, the varia-
tion could have been merely accidental. On the other hand,
there exists the possibility that the interchange could have been
deliberate, but not doctrinal, e.g. upon reading éfemelpacar a
scribe could have surmised Xpiordv to be a mistake for xkipiov.
However, there is considerable reason to conclude that xdpiov
arose as a theologically motivated alteration to the text.

It is of considerable importance that while Origen read Xpwordv
in v. g, he was unaware of any biblical text which read
otherwise. A fragment of book four of Origen’s lost Stromateis,
written in Alexandria sometime prior to abp232,3 is preserved
in the margin of codex1%39 atCor. 10: g and reads :

\ € 7 ‘A ’ ~ 7 o o 3 7 A
kal of kafeXdvres Tov oapooatéa wadlov maTépes dytol oUTwS AviveyKay TV
xpiow kol adros 8¢ v Td 4 1oV a‘rpwpta're'wv oUTws mpolels i xphow
adrais Mfeow émpéper lows pév émi Tijs mérpas s dAnyopovpévns els xv
et')p'qm)\oyﬁooval. ol ,u.'f) Bélovres 3(-; éxelvas Tas olkovoulas ducovounkévar:
7i 8¢ e’poﬁm Kal 1rp6$ rabra T4 p'rrra’.' Tives 'ydp adTov e’fewelpaoav‘ olk
dMov Tivd 7 Tov Yv. Kkal 814 TodTO D6 T@Y SPéwr dmdAvYTO.3!

30 Eusebius, h.e. 6.24.3 (GCS 2/2.572).

31 See Eduard von der Goltz, Eine textkritische Arbeit des zehnten bezw. sechsten
JFahrhunderts (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1899), 66, for the edited text. One of the earliest
commentators to recognize the strength of this evidence was Philipp Bachmann,

Der erste Brief des Paulus an die Korinther (Kommentar zum Neuen Testament 7;
Leipzig: Deichert, 1905),340-1n. I.
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Origen, aware that there are those who would not desire that
Christ should have participated in these wilderness experiences,
ponders whether they will produce some ingenious interpretation
of 1Cor. 10:gto avoid the obvious implications of Christ’s
having been present among the Jews during their wilderness
wanderings. Those with an aversion to viewing Christ as pre-
existent and present with the Israelites in the desert would appear
to be monarchians of the second and third centuries aowho
disparaged the prevalent Logos christology held by the church.32
Had the reading xvpiov,fedv, or even the omission, been present
in the textual tradition in the East during the early third century,
Origen’s speculation about how his rivals would explain away
this particular text would have been redundant. Certainly
Origen knew no biblical text which read other than Xpiordv;
indeed, the force of his argument is predicated upon that term
being a firm reading in the text. Having thus drawn attention to
the fact that 1Cor. 10: g constituted an anguts in herba for his
opponents, Origen in effect had challenged them to provide an
alternative explanation of that text, if indeed they could.

Later in the third century, Paul of Samosata, who had become
bishop of Antioch about ADp 260, rejected the prevailing Logos
christology and assumed an adoptionist stance.33 Although
reliable accounts of his teachings are meagre,34 it can be ascer-
tained that Paul of Samosata found Origen’s theology to be
repugnant and preferred instead to stress the pure humanity of
Jesus. Several prominent bishops in the East, most of whom had
been influenced by Origen, met at Antioch between Ap 264 and
268 to hold discussions and deal with the disturbing views of
Paul of Samosata. Finally at a synod at Antioch in Ap 268 Paul
of Samosata was condemned for denying the pre-existence of
Christ and was deposed as a heretic. In the Hymenaeusbriefe
against Paul of Samosata, written that same year, the bishops
concerned with obtaining Paul’s condemnation used 1Cor. 10:g

32 Cf. the brief discussion in R. P. C. Hanson, Allegory and Event: A Study of the
Sources and Significance of Origen’s Interpretation of Scripture (London: SCM, 1959),
153.

33 Adolf von Harnack, Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur bis Eusebius (2 vols. ;
Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1904), 2.135:8; and Johannes Quasten, Patrology (3 vols. ;
Utrecht/Antwerp: Spectrum, 1g60),2.140-1.

34 Henri de Riedmatten, Les Actes du Procés de Paul de Samosate (Fribourg en
Suisse: St. Paul, I

L
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with the reading Xpiordv as evidence against his erroneous view
with regard to the pre-existence of Christ :35

Obrw kal 6 Xpords mpd Tis caprdboews év Tais Oeluus ypadals s
Xpioros dvdpaorar, év pév “lepepiq: mvebpa mpoodmov Hudv Xpioros
kUpios, & 8¢ kipios 76 mvedud éoTiv kard Tov dmdaTolov' kata 8¢ 7oV
adrév: émwov ydp éx mvevpatikfis drodovbovons mérpas, 7 8¢ mérpa
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The text indicates more than that Xpiordv appeared in this verse
in a single third-century witness ; it implies that neither Paul
of Samosata nor his opponents were aware of a biblical text
which read other than Xpio7dv in v. g.

It may be suggested, then, that an appropriate occasion for the
alteration of Xpwordy to xdpiov in v. g is found in the repeated use
of Xpwerdv in this verse by the school of Caesarea to prove
christological assertions against the opposing views of Antiochian
Fathers. Lucian of Antioch, himself a disciple of Paul of Samo-
sata, is generally agreed to have founded a school in Antioch
where, in opposition to the allegorism of Alexandria and Caesa-
rea, it became fundamental procedure to see figures of Christ
only occasionally in the OT and to stress a literal interpretation.
Quasten posits that ‘Lucian extended his textual criticism to the
New Testament also, but limited it most probably to the four
Gospels’ .37 However, in view of the frequent use of Xpisrdv
in v. g by Origen and other Fathers to prove christological
points, it is not at all improbable that some Eastern Father,
such as Lucian or one of his disciples, could have been stimulated
to introduce kdpeov into the text at this point for theological
reasons. The substitution was made as early as the last decades

38 Schwartz, Eine fingierte Korrespondenz, 47 ff., argued that the Hymenaeusbriefe
is post-Nicean and composed from sources by a Coptic editor. However, Gustave
Bardy, Paul de Samosate (2nd edn. ; Louvain: Spicilegium Sacrum Lovaniense, 192g),
has marshalled sufficient evidence to establish the authenticity of the document;
and J. Allenbach, et al., eds., Biblia Putristica: Index des Citations et Allusions bibliques
duns la Littérature patristique (Paris: Editions du Centre National de la Recherche
scientifique, 1977), 2.47, give the document a third-century date and note Bardy’s

edition as the critical text.

a Bardy, Paul de Samosate, iy U Reisclatiy 142,
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of the third century, but was definitely a part of the MS tradition
by the time of 8 and B. The fragment of an anonymous treatise
preserved in Eusebius (A.e. 5.28.1-6)38, which dates from the
early third century and treats the heretical views of Artemon
and Theodotus, specifically charges the monarchians with
altering biblical texts to prove their own doctrine. Although
there is no evidence to indicate a conscious alteration of 1 Cor.
10 : g in the early third century, The Little Labyrinth does indicate
monarchian tampering with various christological texts in the
West as early as ao 19g—218. However, even if an alteration
of Xpiordv in this verse occurred in the West during the time
of Zephyrinus, by Asclepiodotus, Theodotus, Hermophilus, or
Apollonius, it had not yet affected MSS in the East by the mid-
third century.

The cumulative effect of the data can hardly be denied : there is
insufficient evidence convincingly to establish xvpiwov as the
original reading. Epiphanius’ statement in his Panarion, with
respect to the Marcionite alteration of «dpiov t0 Xpiordv, evi-
dently was not made upon the basis of sound information, but
was merely a slanderous remark intended to cast reflection
upon a despised heretic rather than to transmit accurate in-
formation concerning Marcion’s text. While the external evidence
is certainly in favour of Xpwordv as far as weight and diversity
are concerned, Xpwordv can also be demonstrated as preferable on
internal grounds. A good and reasonable claim can be made that
xUpov, Which has every appearance of being a theologically
motivated alteration to the text, is of Eastern origin in the late
third century. It is reasonable to assume that the provocative
challenge in Origen’s Stromateis and the significant utilization of
this text with the reading Xpiordv evoked a monarchian textual
response which made only a limited impact upon the tradition
as a whole, finding acceptance in that arc which runs eastward
from Syria to Armenia and southward from Egypt to Ethiopia.
In view of these considerations, the terse admonition of Theodor
Zahn, that «vpiov should never again be printed in the text,3
has continuing validity.

38 GCS2/1. 504, 506. The third century date is assigned by H. J. Lawlor and
J. E. L. Oulton, Eusebius (London: S.P.C.K., 1954),189. Adolf Harnack, Geschichte,
2.225; and J. B. Lightfoot, S. Clement of Rome (London: Macmillan, 18go), 379,

consider the author to be Hippolytus.
39 Theologisches Literaturblatt ( 1899), col.1 80.

17. The Silenced Wives of Corinth
«Cor. 14: 34-5)

E. EARLE ELLIS

I nthe passage, 1 Cor. 14 : 34-5, problems are posed both for the
textual critic and for the interpreter of Paul’s theology. Among
the textual variants a number of MSS, mainly Western, place 14 :
34-5 after 14:40, and one of them, Codex Fuldensis (c. s 545),
also puts the verses in the margin after 14 :33.1 Since no MS
omits the verses, these variants would scarcely suffice to call the
genuineness of the passage into question. However, a number of
scholars, noting additional problems, have concluded that 14 :
34—52 or, more broadly, 14:33b—63 is a non-Pauline interpolation.
The interpolation hypothesis, a long-standing viewpoint among
German commentators,4 has recently been argued by Professor
Conzelmann. Its most significant points are the following:

1.1Cor. 14 :33b—6 interrupts the topic under discussion, i.e.
prophecy, and spoils the flow of thought.

2. It contradicts Paul’'s teaching in 1Cor. 11:2-16.5

3. It includes linguistic and theological peculiarities. For
example, the phrase ‘churches of the saints’ is found only here

1 Cf. B. M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (London/
New York: United Bible Societies, 1971), 565.

2 Cf. C. K. Barrett, The First Epistle to ke Corinthians (London: A. and C. Black,
1968),329-33; W. Bousset, ‘Erster Korintherbrief’, Die Schriften des Neuen Testa-
ments (ed. J. Weiss; 4 vols.; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1917), 2.146.

3 H. Conzelmann, z Corinthian-s (Hermeneia; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1975), 246;
C. Holsten, Das Evangelium des Paulus. Teil | (Berlin: Reimer, 1880), 495-7; J.
Weiss, Der erste Korintherbrief (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1970 [1g10]),
342-3.

4 Barrett (First Corinthians, 332) thinks that an interpolation is probable, but
sensibly decides, in the absence of any MS that lacks the verses, to leave the
question open.

5 This problem is not resolved even if, with Weiss and Schmithals, one regards
the two sections as originally belonging to separate Pauline letters. Cf. Weiss,
Der erste Korintherbrief, xli; W. Schmithals, Gnosticism in Corinth (Nashville: Abingdon,
1971), 90-6.
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in Paul ; the term émrpémecfar (‘to be permitted’) appears
elsewhere in the Pauline corpus with this sense only in the
post-Pauline 1 Tim. 2: 12, and in both passages it refers to a
pre-existing regulation (Weiss) ; the term dmordooeofou (‘to
subordinate oneself’) is typical of household regulations in the
deutero-Pauline letters of Colossians and Ephesians. In a word,
the atmosphere of this ceremonial regulation reflects ‘the
bourgeois consolidation of the church’ (Conzelmann) and hardly
fits in ‘the emotion-laden (enthusiastische) epoch’ of Paul’s
ministry (Weiss).

4. It does not join smoothly to its context; indeed, 14 : 37
more easily follows 14 : 33a.

5. The displacement of Cor. 14 : 34-5 in some MSS is
secondary, but it shows that certain scribes were sensitive to the
incongruity of the pericope in its present context.

These arguments are not of equal value. The fourth point, the
rough connection of the passage to its context, is well founded
but is weakened by disagreement about the location of the con-
nections, some identifying them after 14 : 33 and 14 : 35 (Barrett,
Bousset) and some after 14 :33a and 14 : 36 (Weiss, Conzelmann).
On balance, the forrner seems to be preferable although 14 : 33b
(‘as in all the assemblies of the saints’) presents problems whether
it is joined to 14 :33a or to 14 : 34. In any case, the seams joining
14: 34-5 to its context are rough, and it is these two verses that
are displaced in a number of MSS and duplicated in the margin
of one. Some suspicion is aroused, therefore, that Cor. 14:
34-5 may represent an addition to the original text. But whether
a post-Pauline interpolation is the best explanation of the problem
is another question.

A relationship between 1Cor. 14 :34-5 and 1 Tim. 2 :11-3:1a
is also quite probable (point 3). In addition to émrpémeabfar, noted
by Weiss and Conzelmann, similarities appear in the terms,
‘silence’  (owydv/jovxia), ‘subjection’ (dmordooeocfai/Smorayy),
‘learn’ (pavfdvew) and in the common allusion to Gen. 3 :16.
But there are few exact parallels of words or phrases. All this
suggests a common tradition or an existing regulation to which
both passages are indebted rather than a direct literary relation-
ship, whether that relationship is conceived of as an interpolation
of elements of 1 Tim. 2 :11-3 :1a into 1 Cor. 14 : 34-5 (Weiss)
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or a construction of 1 Timothy 2 from i Corinthians 14.6 In
support of a pre-existing piece underlying 1 Tim. 2:1-3 :
1a is the formula ‘faithful is the word’ (moros o Adyos, 3 :1a),
which probably concludes the pericope.7 This formula has
Jewish antecedents® and, in the Pastorals, appears to signal a
traditional teaching-piece or a biblical exposition of Christian
prophets or inspired teachers.9 Here it refers to a Christian ex-
position of Genesis 1-3 that was already a received teaching
among the Pauline churches, not only when Timothy was
written but also, apparently, when iCorinthians was written.

Less convincing is the conclusion that such an ordered pattern
of conduct must come from a post-Pauline period of the church
(point 3). Both charisma and order were constitutive of the
church from the beginning!® and, in fact, the regulation in
1Cor. 14: 34-5 is essentially no different from the earlier in-
structions regulating prophecy and tongues (1Cor. 14 : 26-33)
and the dress of prophetesses (1 Cor. 11: 2-16).

More fundamentally, one must question the validity of a
procedure that automatically interprets theological differences
in NT documents in terms of chronological distance. This ap-
proach, which arose in the eighteenth century*! and became an
established critical axiom after the work of F. C. Baur,!2 assumes

6 So P. Trummer, Die Paulustradition der Pastoralbriefe (Frankfurt: Lang, 1978),
1449, who argues the thesis that the (post-Pauline) Pastorals have been con-
sciously constructed on the model of passages in the Pauline letters even though
a literary dependence can be shown only in a few places (241).

7 As it does in 1 Tim. 4: 8-g and Tit. 3: 3-8a, where a Christian interpretation
of Joel 3: 1is involved (otherwise: 1 Tim. i: 15; 2 Tim. 2: 11~13). The ‘faithful
word’ in 1 Tim. 3: ra may specifically refer only to 1 Tim. 2: 13-15, but it im-
plicitly includes the preceding application that Paul has given to the Genesis
passage.

8 Cf. 1Q27 1:8: ‘Certain (}193) is the word to come to pass and true (NRAR) the
oracle.” Also, Rev. 2 1:5; 22: 6: ‘These are the faithful words and true’.

9 Cf. 1\ Tim. 4: 1 (‘the Spirit says’) with 4: 6 (‘by the words of the faith’); Tit.
i g; Rev. 21: 5; 22: 6.

1o Cf, E. E. Ellis, Prophecy and Hermeneutic (Tubingen: Mohr [Siebeck] ; Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1978), 12.

11 Cf. E. Evanson, The Dissonance of the Four generally received Evangelists (Ipswich,
1792). He took Luke-Acts to be the earliest and most reliable NT books and dated
others that diverged from them as late as the second and third centuries.

2 |n his earlier writings Baur seldom questioned the traditional dating of NT
books. His post-apostolic dating of many of them, e.g. ‘Die sogenannten Pastoral-
briefe’ (1835) appears to coincide with his general reconstruction of early Christian
history along the lines of Hegelian dialectic. Cf. J. Fitzer, Moehler and Buur in
Controversy (Tallahassee: Academy of Religion, 1974),97-8.
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that Christian thought and practice moved forward as a block
in either a straight-line or a dialectical development. While such
an assumption or something very much like it continues to
govern much NT research, it remains undemonstrated and to my
mind oversimplifies a rather complex pattern of relationships.
A more likely scenario is that various circles of prophets and
teachers, often under the leadership of an apostle, developed
their theology and praxis at different rates and in different
directions. Even if, in a given circle, a particular doctrine or
practice was subsequent to another, it is difficult if not impossible
to establish whether it arose after six months, six years, or several
decades. Furthermore, many of these prophetic circles of co-
workers were in contact and gave mutual recognition to one
another’s pneumatic, i.e. prophetic credentials.13 Consequently,
the oracles, expositions, and resulting regulations of one circle
could be taken over and applied by another as circumstances
warranted. Therefore, even if an exposition of Genesis found
in1Cor. 14 : 34-5 and 1 Tim. 2::1-3 : 1a is judged to be non-
Pauline, it cannot on that basis alone be labelled post-Pauline.
If this is true, the argument that 1 Cor. 14: 34-5 is a post-
Pauline interpolation rests on mistaken assumptions, and one
must seek another explanation for the variants in the MSS.
Whether 1Cor. 14 : 34-5 is congenial with its context and with
Paul’s teaching in 1 Cor. 11 (points 1,2, and 5) depends upon
the exegesis of the verses. To that question we may now turn.

The Spanish reformer, Juan de Valdez, offered a novel and,
for the sixteenth century, remarkable interpretation of 1Cor.
14: 34~5.1¢ This ordinance of the Apostle, he wrote, ‘could be
kept only by married women and, among them, only those who
had Christian husbands [and, among them], only by those who
had Christian husbands so capable and learned (diestros y
entendidos) in the things concerning Christianity that they would

13 Cf. Rom. 16: 3-15; 1 Cor. 16: 12; Gal. 1: 18; 2: 7-g; Tit. 3: 13; 2 Pet. 3: 15-
16; Acts 13: 1-2; E. E. Ellis, ‘Dating the New Testament’, NTS 26 (1980), 501.

14 ). de Valdez, La primeraepistula de San Pablo apdstol a los Corintios (Venezia:
Philadelpho, 1557), 267-8 = Reformistas antiguos espafioles, Tomos X1 (Madrid,
1856). Eng. tr.: London: Trubner, 1883. For his hermeneutic, cf. J. C. Nieto, Juan
de Valdez and the Origins of the Spanish and Italian Reformation (Geneva: Droz,1970),
185-255. | am indebted to Professor Metzger for alerting me to the work of Valdez.
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be able to teach others. All the other women were excluded
from keeping this regulation and precept’. Of course, Valdez
is not the only commentator to observe that Paul’s instruction
was directed to married women, but his forthright emphasis on
the limited nature of the regulation is unique and opens the way
to a quite different understanding of the Apostle’s command.

A number of considerations suggest that 1Cor. 14 : 34-5 is not
a prohibition on the public ministry of women, as has tradition-
ally been supposed, but is an ordering of the ministry of wives
to accord with their obligations to their husbands. First, the
word yvwj, which means either ‘woman’ or ‘wife’, requires the
latter meaning in the present context. (1) The phrase ‘their
husbands’ makes clear that it is married women who are in
view. (2) The reference to the law is in all likelihood an al-
lusion to Gen. 3 : 16, which stipulates the wife’s subordination to
her husband. (3) With the explanatory adjective, ‘your wives’,
several Western (OL and Syriac) versions make the meaning
explicit, as they do in other passages.15 Although this reading is
apparently not original, it is a correct interpretation and shows
the way in which the passage, at a very early time, was under-
stood and/or a misunderstanding of it put right.

Second, the principle that one’s ministry is to be consistent
with and qualified by one’s marriage obligations accords with
Paul’s teachings generally. For the husband is (properly) con-
cerned to please his wife, the wife to please her husband (1 Cor.
7:33-4). The married couple, moreover, are to be mutually
subject to one another, and submission is an emphasized charac-
teristic of the wife’s marriage role.'¢ Indeed, the wife can be called
‘the subject-to-a-man woman’.!” This principle is applied
specifically to qualify the ministry of wives not only in the sequel
to 1Cor. 14 : 34-5, i.e. 1 Timothy 2, but also in 1Corinthians 1::
‘the head of a wife is her husband’ (1::3), and in her creation
‘woman was made for man’ (11: g), that is, to be his wife. The
marriage role, then, is a part of the rationale in regulating the
ministry of women in i Corinthians 11, although it is not as
central there as it is in 1 Cor. 14 : 34-5.

1s Eph. 5: 25; Col. 3:18-1g. A qualified meaning is intended also where the
absolute form (4 yvvi) occurs (1 Cor. 7: 3-4, 10-11, 33; Eph. 5: 22-5; 1 Tim. 2:
14). Cf. Matt. 18: 25; 1Pet. 3: 7.

16 Cor. 7: 4; 11: 3; Eph. 5. 21-4; Col. 3: 18.

17 Rom. 7: 2: 1) Smavdpos yuwij.
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Third, 1 Cor. 14 : 26—40 is concerned to regulate the ministry
of the pneumatics, i.e. those with gifts of inspired speech and
discernment.8 In this context the ‘silence’ imposed on the wives
(14: 34) is regulative and is no different in kind from that im-
posed on the tongue-speaker (14 : 28) or on the prophet (14 : 30).
Likewise, the ‘speaking’ (14 : 34, XaAeiv) almost certainly refers,
as it does throughout the section, to the exercise of pneumatic
gifts. The wives in view are pneumatics and are known to be
such. In i Corinthians 11women legitimately exercise such a
public ministry? and at least two women, Phoebe and Prisca,
are Paul’s fellow ministers who carry on a ministry of teaching.20
Therefore, the prohibition on the wives in 1 Corinthians 14,
if it is to be consistent with Paul’s recognized teaching and praxis,
must rest on some other grounds than that they are women.
Such other grounds are clearly at hand in the Pauline teaching
on the role of the wife.

1 Cor. 14 : 34-5 represents the application, in a particular
cultural context, of an order of the present creation concerning
the conduct of a wife #is-d-vis her husband. It reflects a situation
in which the husband is participating in the prophetic ministries
of a Christian meeting. In this context the coparticipation of
his wife, which may involve her publicly ‘testing’ (8taxpivew,
14 : 29) her husband’s message, is considered to be a disgraceful
(aloxpdv) disregard of him, of accepted proprieties, and of her
own wifely role.2t For these reasons it is prohibited.

If 1Cor. 141345 is appropriate to its context and consistent
with Paul’s theology, as has been argued above, why has it been

18 Cf. Ellis, Prophecy,24~7.

191 Cor. 11: 5. The limitation of 1 Corinthians 11to non-public prayer sessions
(Schlatter), to an ‘extra-ordinary impulse of the Spirit’ (Godet), or to a reluctant
concession by the Apostle (Lietzmann) does not resolve the conflict, is not present
in the text, and probably should not be inferred. Cf. A. Schlatter, Paulus der Bote
Fesu (Stuttgart: Calwer, 1969 [1934]), 390; F. Godet, Commentary on First Corin-
thians (Grand Rapids: Kregel, 1977[1889]), 545 = 2.117; H. Lietzmann-W. G.
Kiammel, An die Korinther 1-11 (HNT; Tiibingen: Mohr [Siebeck], 1949), 75.

20 Rom. 16: 1 (8udxovos), 3 (ovvepyds), 7; cf. Acts 18: 26. On the teaching func-
tion implied in the ascriptions given to Phoebe and Prisca cf. Ellis, Prophecy, 6-10.

21, N. Sevenster (Paul and Seneca [Leiden: Brill, 1961],198) notes this aspect
of the problem: ‘Paul is probably alluding in the first place to a passion for dis-
cussion which could give rise to heated argument between a wife and husband’.
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transposed to follow 14:40in a number of ancient MSS (D F G
88* itardiefie vgF Ambrosiaster) ? Possibly, as it is often assumed,
these scribes or their predecessors did not consider the pericope
to fit after 14: 33 and accordingly transposed it. However, that
hypothesis would not explain the anomaly found in the sixth
century Latin Codex Fuldensis, which places 14 : 34-5 not only
after 14: 40 but also in the margin after 14:33.

It may be that Codex Fuldensis offers a clue to the textual
problem of Cor. 14: 34-5. According to Professor Metzger2z
it is a leading witness to Jerome’s Vulgate and also contains
hundreds of OL readings. In all likelihood the scribe who wrote
it (or a predecessor) had both readings of 1Cor. 14: 34-5 before
him and decided to include (or retain) a deuterograph rather
than to sacrifice either textual tradition. The marginal reading,
then, was present already before the mid-sixth century. How did
it arise ?

Perhaps the marginal location of 1Cor. 14 : 34-5 originated
with a careless scribe who, having omitted the verses, corrected
his error in the margin of his MS. However, this would not
explain the rough seams between the passage and its context.
A more likely explanation is that 1 Cor. 14 : 34-5 was a marginal
note in the autograph of 1 Corinthians.23 As Otto Rollerz+
and others have shown, a letter-writer of the first century would
often employ an amanuensis who drafted the letter from short-
hand notes. When the author received the draft from the
amanuensis, he would add a closing greeting and make any
desired additions or corrections. In 1 Corinthians, Paul em-
ployed an amanuensis (1Cor. 16: 2 1) and he, or the amanuensis
at his instruction, could have added 1Cor. 14: 34-5 in the
margin of the MS before sending it on its way to Corinth.

On this assumption the textual problems of 1 Cor. 14 :34-5
are readily resolved. (1) An added marginal note would interrupt
the flow of the letter and would probably make for rough
edges wherever it might be later incorporated. (2) In tran-
scribing the letter, the scribe or scribes behind the majority
textual tradition incorporated the passage after 14: 33 ; those

22 B, M. Metzger, The Early Versions of the New Testament (Oxford: Clarendon,

1977), 20-1.

23 G. Heinrici (Das erste Sendschreiben . . . an die Korinthier [Berlin, 1880], 459)
suggested that it was Paul’s own marginal note.

24 0, Roller, Das Formular der paulinischen Briefe (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1933).
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behind the Western ‘displacement’ thought 14 : 40 to be a more
appropriate point to insert it, and a few others copied the letter
and left 14 : 34-5 in its marginal position. However, no MS
lacks the verses and, in the absence of some such evidence, the
modern commentator has no sufficient reason to regard them as
a post-Pauline gloss.

18. ‘Putting on’ or ‘Stripping off’ in
2 Corinthians 5: §

MARGARET E. THRALL

In the third edition of the UBSGNT this verse is printed :efye
kal éxdvoduevor ot yvpvol edpelnoduefa. In their commentary
the editors say:

It is difficult to decide between év8voduevor and éxSvoduevor. On the
one hand, from the standpoint of external attestation the former
reading is to be preferred. On the other hand, internal considerations,
in the opinion of a majority of the Committee, decisively favor the
latter reading, for with évvoduevor the apostle’s statement is banal
and even tautologous, whereas with éxdvaduevor it is characteristically
vivid and paradoxical (‘inasmuch as we, though unclothed, shall
not be found naked’) .

Professor Metzger, however, disagrees with the majority verdict,
and writes: ‘In view of its superior external support the reading
évdvoduevor should be adopted, the reading éxdvoduevor being
an early alteration to avoid apparent tautology? All the editors
agree, therefore, that the witnesses to évbvoduevor are more
numerous and more significant than the attestation to éxdvoduevor,
which receives support from D*d e g m Marcion Tertullian,
and indirectly from the reading éxAvoduevo: in F G. (Bultmann
adds Ambrosiaster and Chrysostom,® but the apparatus in
Tischendorf indicates that both these witnesses show themselves
aware also of the existence of the reading évdvoduevor.#) It is not
entirely clear whether Professor Metzger agreed with the rest

IBruce M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (London/
New York: United Bible Societies, 1971), 579-80.

2 |bid., 580.

3 R. Bultmann, Der zweite Brief an die Korinther (ed. Erich Dinkler; MeyerK;
Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1976),137.

4 C. Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Graece (8th edn.; Leipzig: Giesecke &
Devrient, 1872), 2.588-g. | am indebted to Professor Gordon D. Fee for pointing
out additional support for the reading éxdvoduevo in Ps-Macarius/Symeon

(who quotes the text twice, both times using éx8veduervol) and in Ambrose and
Cassiodorus.
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of the committee that internal evidence favours éxdveduevor, and
disagreed only on the weight to be given to internal evidence
over against external, or whether he also thought less of the
internal evidence. The aim of this discussion is to widen the
investigation in this area, and to ask whether it is really true
that ‘internal considerations ... decisively favor’ the reading
éxdvoduevor. After a brief survey of commentators’ views we
shall consider the following three questions :

(1) Can a decision be reached on the other variant in the same
verse, and, if so, does the decision between ef yexai and elmep
kaf throw any light on whether évdvoduevor or éxdvoduevor is
original ?

(2) Does Pauline usage in respect of compound verbs and also
emphatic «xal suggest a preference for the one reading or the
other ?

(3) Is it necessarily true that the reading évdvoduevor is
‘banal’, or ‘tautologous’ ?

Most commentators on 2 Corinthians favour évdvoduevor.s
This may be due largely to the weight of the external support,
but some other reasons are given as well. According to Windisch,
if one chooses the alternative éxdvoduevor the point of the
additional prefix ér- in the preceding émevddoacfar would be
lost. Moreover, the phrase would be confused. How can someone
who has ‘undressed’ be preserved from ‘nakedness’? The
Western reading will have arisen as a means of avoiding tauto-
logy, since the presupposition is self-evident.6 Schmithals agrees
with Windisch, and argues that the participle of v. 3 obviously
resumes the émevddoaclai of v. 2.7

It is Bultmann who is the chief supporter of the reading éxdv-
odpevor. It is only this reading which gives a clear sense to v. 3 :
the alternative gives a trivial sense. All is plain if we read éxév-
odpevor: ‘Wenigstens wenn es gilt (und das ist fiir Paulus selbst-

5 See e.g. A. Plummer, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Second Epistle
of Saint Paul to the Corinthians (ICC; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1915), 148; H.
Windisch, Der zweite Korintherbrief (MeyerK; Gdttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1924),162 ; E.-B. Allo, Saint Paul: seconde épitre aux Corinthiens (Paris: Gabalda, 1937),
124; Jean Héring, La seconde épitre de saint Paul aux Corinthiens (Neuchatel/Paris:
Delachaux & Niestlt, 1958), 47-8; C. K. Barrett, A Commentary on the Second
Epistle to the Corinthians (BNTC; London: Black, 1973),149, 153.

6 Der zweite Korintherbrief, 162.
7 W. Schmithals, Die Gnosis in Korinth (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,

1956), 226-7.

‘Putting On’ or ‘Stripping Of” 223

verstandlich), daB wir nach Ablegung des irdischen Gewandes
nicht nackt dastehen werden’. The simple answer to the question
put by Windisch is : ‘if at the same time one has a new garment
at one’s disposal’.* To this, Baumert objects that there is no
actual mention of another garment.9 Bultmann would seem
to have the better of the argument here, however: the allusion
to the other garment is surely implicit in the context. Windisch’s
first point raises the question of Paul’s use of compound verbs,
which we are to discuss later. His last point, on the origin of the
Western reading, has some weight, since it provides a reason
for the origin of the variant which works one way only, and
would tell in favour of évdvoduevor, as Professor Metzger notes.
Further investigation of the problem requires us, first, to
consider the other variant in the same verse. Most printed
texts have ei yexai, following X C K L P. But there is im-
pressive support for the alternative eimepxal, read by p26
B D E F G. Baumert notes that the entire passage is lacking in A,
so that, of what he calls the ‘classical’ witnesses, only X provides
support for ei yexai.’ Bruce remarks on the impressive early
attestation of eimep kal,’ and Barrett says that it may well be
correct.12 Hughes comments: ‘The correct reading may well be
elmep ral (p* B D G), which would seem to introduce a note of
greater certainty’.13 Collange, on the other hand, prefers €f ye ka,
on the ground that it is impossible to explain how the majority
of MSS come to have this reading if efmepxai is the original:

En fait, on ne voit guére comment cette majoritt aurait été amenée
A lire e yexal au lieu de eimep kat, qui est d’un grec trés correct et
dont le sens est clair, alors que e ye xat est, avec Gal. 3: 4, un hapax
de toute la littérature grecque.™

8 R. Bultmann, Exegetische Probleme des zweiten Korintherbriefes (Symbolae Biblicae
Upsalienses 9 ; Uppsala, 1947),11; see also Der zweite Brief, 137-8.

9 N. Baumert, Tdglick Sterben und Auferstehen: Der Literalsinn von 2 Kor 4, 12-5, 10
(SANT 34; Munich: Kasel, 1973), 190.

10 |bid., 385. Baumert refers here (n. 707) to B. M. Metzger, The Text of the
New Testament (Oxford: Clarendon, 1968), 46. He adds that WH give eimep as a
possibility in the margin, and that Weiss accepted it into the text.

IE F. Bruce, z and 2 Corinthians (NCB; London: Oliphants, 1971), 202.

1z Second Epistle, 149 n. 1.

13 P, E. Hughes, Paul’s Second Epistle to the Corinthians (NICNT; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1962),169 n. 32.

14 J.-F. Collange, Enigmes de la deuxiéme épitre de Paul aux Corinthier.: Etude exe?-
gétique de 2 Cor 2: 14-7: 4 (SNTSMS 18; London/New York: Cambridge Univer-
sity, 1972), 216. Other supporters of €i ye xai are Plummer, Second Epistle, 147-8;
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We shall see that he could be right in arguing that it is easier to
explain the substitution of eifmepxai for an original e ye kal
than to explain the reverse process. On the question of whether
el yexal is hapax legomenon, however, Collange seems somewhat
confused, since he himself apparently quotes an example of it
from Xenophon. The reason for the confusion is that he initially
treats el yexai as a unit, and may be right about its virtual
non-existence. But he then goes on to argue for the separation
of the xai from the € ye and for its attachment to the word
which follows it, and it is in this context that he quotes the
Xenophon example.’s He does not seem to realize, however,
that this may destroy the force of his earlier argument. It
could well be that in 2 Cor. 5:3 and Gal. 3 : 4 we have (as
the undisputed text in Gal. 3 : 4 and as a possible variant
in 2 Cor. 5: 3) examples of precisely the idiom attested in
Xenophon.

Does Pauline usage elsewhere shed any light on the correct
reading here ? The fact that there is no other example of eiwep kai
in Paul but that we do have an instance of € yexai in Gal. 3:4
would tend to favour the adoption of e ye«aiin 2 Cor. 5:3
as well. On the other hand, if, as Collange maintains, the xaf
is to be taken with the following word rather than as an integral
part of e ye kai considered as a unity, we should need to look
also at the Pauline usage of eimep and ef ye by themselves.
When this is done, the balance of probability shifts somewhat
towards elmeprai. The particle, or particle-combination, eimep
occurs in Rom. 8: g, 17;1Cor. 8: 5, 15: 15; 2 Thess. 1:6;
also probably in Rom. 3 :30 ;6 € ye is found in Gal. 3 : 4; Col.
1:23 ; Eph. 3:2;4: 21; perhaps also in Rom. 5 :6.7 Thus,

Windisch, Der zweite Korintherbrief, 162 ; Hans Lietzmann, An die Korinther 1-11
(HNT; 4th edn. with supplement by W. G. Kiimmel; Ttibingen: Mohr [Siebeck],
1949), 120; and Allo, Seconde épitre,1 24,

15 Enigmes, 216.

16 See C. E. B. Cranfield, Tke Epistle to the Romans (ICC; Edinburgh: T. & T.
Clark, 1975),1.22 n. 2: ‘The variant érelmep is an easier reading, since it expresses
rather more obviously the sense “seeing that”, which the context requires’.

17 This is more doubtful. Cranfield (Romans, 1.263) comments: ‘The reading
éru ydp seems more likely to be original. It looks as if ér. was placed at the begin-
ning of the sentence in order to give it special emphasis, and then repeated after
the genitive absolute to which it belongs for the sake of clarity’. See also C. K.
Barrett, A Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans (BNTC; London: Black, 1962),
101n.1. According to Barrett, the alternative readings are attempts to avoid the
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we have 5 (possibly 6) instances of eimep, and 4 (perhaps 5)
examples of ef ye. Of these examples, one occurrence of eimep
is found in a letter of doubtful Pauline authorship, i.e. 2 Thessa-
lonians, and 3 occurrences of ef ye are found in doubtful letters,
i.e. Colossians and Ephesians. If we eliminate from consideration
both the variants and the examples found in letters which are
doubtfully Pauline, we are left with four instances of eimep
and only one instance of e ye. This might suggest that we should
prefer eimep kaiin 2 Cor. 5: 3. This would still be true if we accept
the Pauline authorship of the three disputed epistles, since at the
time of writing of 2 Corinthians Paul would seem to have been
more inclined towards eimep than towards e ye. If Colossians
and Ephesians are Pauline in the strict sense, they must come
from a later date, when Paul’s literary style in general had
changed. In letters either earlier than 2 Corinthians or belonging
to roughly the same period we have five definite instances of
elmep, and only one definite instance of e ye. These arguments
in favour of reading eimepxai in 2Cor.5: 3 are not absolutely
conclusive, however. They could be counterbalanced by the
fact that the one definite instance of €Z ye in a letter contemporary
with (or earlier than) 2 Corinthians is not only followed by
emphatic «af (as would be the case in 2 Cor. 5 :3), but also
occurs in Galatians, which displays a rather close general simi-
larity in vocabulary and phraseology to 2 Corinthians. This
similarity was noted by J. N. Sanders. The following items of
correspondence are especially worthy of remark :

Gal. 1: 6 els érepov edayyéiov

2 Cor. 11:4 7 edayyéov érepov

Gal, 1: g dsmpoetprirapev, kal dpri wdAw Aéyw

2 Cor. 13 : 2 mpoeipyra kal mporéyw

Gal. 1:10 avbpddmovs melbw 7 Tov Bedv

2 Cor. 5 :11dvfpddmous melfopev, fed 8¢ medavepdipuefa

Gal. 2 : 4 fevdadérdovs
2 Cor. 11: 26 evdadérdors

Gal. 3 : 3 évapfduevor . . . émreleiobe
2 Cor. 8 : 6 mpoevijpfato ... émreréoy

Gal. 6 : 15 and 2 Cor. 5 17 kawy kriois

repeated &r.. See, however, Margaret E. Thrall, Greek Particles in the New Testament
(NTTS 3; Leiden: Brill, 1962),88-go, for an attempt to argue in favour of e ye.
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The phrase kaws)kriows, the term Pevddderdos, and the use of the
adjective érepos with the noun edayyédior occur nowhere else in
Paul.18 Perhaps ei yexai in Gal. 3: 4 and 2 Cor. 5: 3 should be
added to the list? At dl events, the argument from Pauline
usage seems at least to be evenly balanced : it would not preclude
the acceptance of the reading ei yexai in2Cor.5: 3, if other
considerations seemed to support it.

The decison would seem to turn, then, on the question of
which reading could the more easily have given rise to the other.
A collocation of particles which was in general less frequent and
familiar might have been replaced by a more familiar grouping,
by scribal accident or design. Alternatively, the one or the other
might have created difficulties of interpretation, and so have been
changed to provide an easier reading. We shall explore these
two possibilities in turn.

Consultation of Denniston's work on Greek particles in the
classical period gives the impression that in classical Greek the
combination eimepxai was fairly frequent, and that the colloca-
tion e yexai hardly occurred at all. Denniston lists examples of
eimep kal uUnder the heading of the use of xai in conditional
clauses, and comments : ‘By the process of inversion which we
noted in the case of relative clauses, xai in the protasis sometimes
logically refers to the apodosis .’ The usage is frequent in Plato.
See, for example, Crat. 385¢ :

"Eorwv dpa dvopa pebdos xai dAnbés Myew, e imep kal Adyov;
Then it is possible to utter either a false or a true name, since one may
utter speech that is either true or false? (LCL)

Also Tht. 155¢:
wal dAa 87 pupla énl puplows odrws éyet, elmep ral radra mapadefdueba.
And there are countless myriads of such contradictions, if we are to
accept these that | have mentioned. (LCL)
However, when we turn our attention to ei ye xal We find that
Denniston gives one example only, from Hippocrates, De Int.
Affect. 50 :
elra étépyerar pederwuérn kalds év xpdvew, 1y ye xal i) karapyds indf.2
18 J. N. Sanders, ‘Peter and Paul in the Acts’, NT§ 2(1955-6), 133-43; the
items listed here are found on p. 140.
19 ). D. Denniston, The Greek Particles (2nd edn. ; Oxford: Clarendon, 1954),

304-5; the comment quoted is on p. 304; on p. 305 further references to this idiom
may be found. 2¢ |bid., 142.
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Then, rightly treated, it (i.e. the disease) passes off in time, if, that is,
(or, even if) it is not cured at the beginning.

If this pattern of usage continued in the Hellenistic period, one
would deduce that, since e ye xai was an unfamiliar grouping of
particles and eimep kal a familiar one, the former was the origina
in2 Cor. 5:3 and was dtered to the latter. This appears to be
Collange's initial argument. The matter is not quite so simple,
however. Collange himself, as we have seen, quotes an example
of i ye kal in Xenophon :21

Aéyas, én 6 INhavkwv, mappéyedes mpdypoa, el ye kol T7év To0dTww
émpereiofai derjoer. (Mem. 3.6. 1 3)

What an overwhelming task, if one has got to include such things as
that in one’s duties! (LCL)

This example is quoted by other commentators.22 There is a
similar instance in Mem. 3.4.5:

Odkoiv, &by 6 Zwkpdrys, édv ye kal év Tols molepuikois Tols kpatioTovs,
domep & Tois yopukois, efevploky e kal mpoaipirar, elxdrws dv ral
Tovrov mknddpos € i,

And therefore, said Socrates, if he finds out and prefers the best men
in warfare as in choir training it is likely that he will be victorious
in that too. (LCL)

From the Hellenistic’'period we can quote Epictetus:

(For men start with these principles upon which they are agreed,
but then, because they make an unsuitable application of them, get
into disputes.) s el ye kai Todro éri wpds éxelvors éicéxrnyTo, Tl éxdd-
Avey adrods elvas Tedelovs; (Dss. 2.11.9).

Since if, in addition to having the principles themselves, they really
possessed also the faculty of making suitable application of the same,
what could keep them from being perfect? (LCL)

It is perhaps interesting to note that although eimep occurs with
some frequency in Epictetus, there is no instance of elmep Kai
in the Discourses—which is precisely the situation we meet in the
Pauline epistles. At all events, it is possible that ef ye kui was
beginning to come into use by the time of Xenophon, and was
current, if not frequent, in the Koine. The reason, presumably,

21 See N. 15 above.
2z Sge Plummer, Second Epistle, 147; also Allo, Seconde épitre, 125.
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why Denniston does not give the examples from Xenophon is that
the particle kat, strictly speaking, goes with the following word
rather than forming a unity with the preceding e ye, so that
el yekai cannot, in these instances, function as an integrated and
distinguishable collocation of particles. On the other hand,
one might argue that the same is true of the xaf in the two ex-
amples of elmep kai quoted from Plato: in both instances it
makes perfectly good sense to regard the xai as giving emphasis
to the following word. And indeed Denniston himself, with his
slightly different suggestion that the «af logically belongs to the
apodosis, implies that it is detachable from the eimep. It is not
always easy to draw a very firm distinction between a collocation
of particles considered as a unity and the same group regarded
as functioning separately in respect of its various parts. Be
that as it may, what, if anything, does the occasional use of
el ye kai in Xenophon and Epictetus tell us about the likelihood
of its original use in 2Cor. 5: 3 ? Does it alter the provisional
conclusion above that ef ye kal was more likely to have under-
gone alteration to eimep xal than to be itself the result of scribal
alteration? Not necessarily. It remains true that eimep xai
was much the more classical idiom of the two. (Whatever
Denniston’s principles of classification, had ei ye, immediately
followed by xat, been of frequent occurrence during the classical
period, he could scarcely have failed to give it more attention
than he does. The mere repetition of the pattern would have
served to establish it as a unity, and so worthy of detailed treat-
ment.) In that case, atticizing scribes might very well have altered
Paul’s original ef ye kal to elmep kai. They would not have made
the reverse alteration. Moreover, since ei ye xai could scarcely
be said to be of very common occurrence even in the Koine,
it remains unlikely that any scribe would consciously substitute
it for eimep kal.

Style apart, it seems probable that e yexai would be more
open to misunderstanding than @  i:rep kaf, and so more likely to be
altered. Denniston makes an interesting comment on his example
of 4 ye kal in Hippocrates : ‘this combination of ef ye, ““if, that
is”, with elkai, “even if ”, is easily intelligible, though, strictly
speaking, illogical: yexaiom. EHK®’.23 The fact that yexal is
omitted in some MSS, however, suggests that this combination of

23 Greek Particles, 142.

{kj. '
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particles was not so readily intelligible, and that the illogicality
was what came more immediately to mind. It is possible, then,
that in 2 Cor. 5 : 3 an original ef yexal was similarly felt to be
illogical, and was altered. It would also be possible to understand
an original e ye ka{ as expressing real doubt : ‘at least if. . e
shall not be found naked (though | fear that we may)’.2¢ This
would contradict the assertion of confidence in v. 1. In fact, € ye
can also be used to mean ‘since’, in phrases which express cer-
tainty rather than doubt.25 Nevertheless, it is more open to mis-
understanding than the more confident @  Znep.26 Hence, in the
present context, it could have been altered to the latter.

We may therefore conclude that ef ye xal is more likely to be the
original reading at the beginning of 2 Cor. 5: 3, and can ask the
further question whether this conclusion would help us to make
a decision between évdvoduevor and éxdvaduevor.isuggest that
the same misunderstanding of e yexal{ which may in some
texts have produced the alteration to eiwepxai could also have
produced, in other texts, the alteration of évévoduevor to éx-
Svoduevor. For if i ye xal were understood as expressing serious
doubt, the reading évdvoduevor would produce a logical absurdity :
‘at least if, having put on the heavenly dwelling like a garment,
we shall not be found naked (though | fear that we may)‘. The
reading éx8vaduevor would not remove a possible discrepancy
between an expression of doubt in v. 3 and the confidence of v. i,
but it would at any rate get rid of the illogicality felt to be
inherent in v. 3 itself. We could then paraphrase v. 3 : ‘at least if,
having discarded the earthly body, we shall not be found naked
(though | fear that we may)‘. Thus the acceptance of the reading
el ye kal would support the originality of évdvaduevor.

Another way of approaching the textual problem is to in-
vestigate Paul’s use of compound verbs. In 2 Cor. 5 : 2-3, if
we read évdvaduevor,we Se€M to have an example of a compound
verb followed by the related simple verb :

\ ’ ’ (4 -~ A 9 -~ 3 ’ b3 -~ » \
TO OLKNTNPLOV MWV TO Ef ovpayvov GWEVSUUG.O'G(M €7TL‘ITOBOUVTE§, €L Y€ KaL
E,VSUUCII,[,LGVOt Ol:’ yv,uvol eﬁpe@'qaé,ue@a.

24 see Thrall, Particles, 85-7.

25 See R. Kiihner-B. Gerth, Ausfiihrliche Grammatik der griechischen Sprache
(Hannover/Leipzig, 1904), 2.178: ‘Ei ye wird von den Attikern mit einer gewissen
Urbanitat auch von unzweifelhaften Aussagen gebraucht, wo auch émeds,
quoniam, stehen konnte’. See also Thrall, Particles, 87-g1.

26 Thrall, Particles, 86-7.

9555 C80 |
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Is this a common Pauline pattern of speech ? If it is, then, con-
versely, we should have some warrant for regarding the reading
évBvoduevor as original.

Moulton, reading évbvoduevor, regards these verses as an
example of ‘the survival in NT Greek of a classical idiom by
which the preposition in a compound is omitted, without
weakening the sense, when the verb is repeated’.27 The other
Pauline examples he quotes are :

Rom. 15: 4 doa yap mpoeypddn, eis iy fuerépav didaokaliav ypddy.

1 Cor. 10 : 9 undé éxmeipdlwpev Tov Xpiordy, kabus Twes adrdv émei-
pacav.28

Phil. 1:24-5 76 8¢ émpévew & 7§} oapki dvaykadrepov 8¢° Juds. xal

TobT0 Temolfws olda Ot pevd. . . .

If we widen the investigation to include examples where we
find a compound verb followed by its simple verb but perhaps

with some slight difference in meaning, there are more Pauline
instances to be detected. We can add the following:

Rom. 2 : g-10 éni ndoav Puyry dvfpddmov ob rarepyalopévov T6

Kkakdv, . .. wavrl 76 épyalopéve 6 dyaliv.
Rom. 12: 3 pv dmepdpoveiv map® & Set dpoveiv.
Rom. 13: 1 I1dca uym) éfoveias dmepexovoaus dmoracoéobw . . . ai

A e L4 \ ~ I3 !
8¢ odoau Imo Oeod Teraypéva eloiv.
1 Cor. 4: 4-5 6 8¢ dvarplvwy pue xipids éorwv. dote un mpd Kawpod Tt
Kplvere.
I3
1 Cor. 11 : 31 € 8¢ éavrods diexpivopev, odk dv éxpwipela.
. ey 3 ~ ’ - , ’ \
2 Cor. Q. 106 8¢ émyopnydv omépua T( omeipovte . .. YopnYoeL Kkal
wAnBuvel Tov omdpov Sudv.
Py ’ ~ ’ ~ A ~
Col. 2 : 12 & & kai ouvnyéplnTe Sid Tijs mioTews Tis évepyelas Tob Oeod
705 éyelpavros adTov itc vexpdv.

It looks as though we have here an established Pauline pattern
of speech, into which the reading év8veduevor in 2 Cor. 5 : 3
would readily fit. On the other hand, the pattern in 2 Cor. 5:
2-3 is not, perhaps, quite so simple. Strictly speaking, what we
find here is not a compound verb followed by the corresponding
simple verb, but a double compound followed by a single com-

27 James Hope Moulton, A Grammar of New Testament Greek (3rd edn.; Edin-
burgh: T. & T. Clark, 1908),1.1 15.

28 Some witnesses (p*¢ X C D* G) read here éfemelpacav. The first edition of the
UBSGNT text has this reading, but in the third edition the editors have opted for
émelpacav, with B A.
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pound. And this would be true whether we read évdvoduevor or
éxdvoduevor in v. 3, since both évdvopar and éxdvouar are single
compounds of 8douar, and émevdvoua: is a double compound of
the same verb.29 Parallels elsewhere in Paul to this variation of the
basic pattern are much less frequent. There appear to be two :

Rom. 8: 26-7 dA\\a adro 76 mvedua 157repev7'vyxdvet . . . 67 kaTa Beov
&vrvyydver Umép dylwv.

Col. 3: g-10dmexSvoduevor Tév madadv avbpwmov . . . , Kal évdvaduevol
Tov véov, . . .

Of these two examples, it is clear that the second is closer to
2 Cor. 5: 2-3, since we have a double and a single compound
of the same verb 8dopar. And more exact comparison might
suggest that the appropriate reading in 2 Cor. 5:3 is éxSvoduevor
rather than év8voduevor. This can be seen by setting out the
two passages in parallel columns :

2 Cor. 5: 2-3 Col. 3 : 9-10
76 olknTiipLov Hudv
9 k] ~
76 é£ odpavod
3 4 3> /7 \
érevddvoachar dmexdvodpevor Tov
émmobodvres, €l ye madawov avlpwmov . . . ,
Dy 8 ’ 3 /’ \ ] 4
kaiékdveo d p evor/dvduvodpevor  kail évBvoduevor
ob yuuvol edpebfnodueda. Tov véov. . . .

With the reading éxdvoduevorin 2 Cor.5: 3 we get an identical
pattern: in both cases we have a double compound of &Jopar,
followed by a single compound which is not itself included in the
double compound. (By contrast, in Rom. 8 : 26-7 the double com-
pound does include the following simple compound.) Perhaps
not too much should be made of this. Paul was obviously fond of
this sort of word-play with simple and compound verbs, and may
have produced the variation on 8dopa: which we should get if we
read évdvoduevor in 2 Cor. 5: 3, as well,as the one which occurs in
Col. 3: g-10. Nevertheless, the latter passage might count as one
item of evidence in favour of the reading éxdvaduevor.

A further aspect of Paul’s usage which might be relevant to the
present investigation is the way in which he employs emphatic
rai.3¢ There are at least two examples where it is used in the

29 The active 8dvw occurs in Mark 1: 32 and Luke 4: 40. The middle 8doua is
classical, but does not occur in the NT.

3¢ On the use of emphatic «af in a conditional protasis, see Thrall, Particles,
79-80, go.
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protasis of a conditional sentence to emphasize a repetition of
some word in the preceding phrase:

1 Cor. 4:7 7¢ 8¢ éyeis & odk ElaPes; € 8¢ kai élafes, 7 kavydoar s
) AaBdv;

1 Cor. 7: 10-11 ywaika 4mé avdpos pn ywpiolijvar—édv 8¢ kat yw-
poby, . . .

Baumert cites Phil. 4 :0as a further example of an emphatic
xat which picks up a word from the preceding phrase.31 It is
very likely that the xaf in 2 Cor. 5: 3 has emphatic force. In all
probability it is to be detached from the i ye, in view of the lack
of evidence for the collocation e ye kal considered as a unity,32
and, if it is so detached, the alternative meanings ‘also’ and
‘even’ hardly give an acceptable sense. If, then, the xal is
emphatic, it is at least possible that the word it emphasizes is a
word picked up from the preceding phrase. If so, then the reading
&dvoduevor, as a virtual repetition of émevdvoacbar, is more
probable as the original reading. Some of this reasoning, how-
ever, would be disallowed by Baumert, who agrees that the
rai has emphatic force, but wishes to regard it as emphasizing
the clause as a whole rather than the immediately following
participle.33 If he is right, then we could not argue from the use
of emphatic xaf to the correctness of the reading évdvoduevor.
He points out that in the other examples where xai{ emphasizes
a repeated word this word is not a participle : xai with a participle
should have a concessive force. In any case, to take xal as
emphasizing the participle here would not make good sense,
since it would give too much importance to something that is
self-evident. This last point will be dealt with in the final section
of the present discussion. How valid is the rest of Baumert’s
argument? In reply to it, two points could be made. First,
Paul shows a noticeable inclination towards the use of participles
in general in this section of 2 Corinthians, and this could have
led him to use a participle following emphatic «a{ even though
this was not a linguistic habit with him. Secondly, he nowhere

31 Téglich Sterben, 383.

32 Professor Fee points out the interesting fact that in the quotations in Ps-
Macarius/Symeon (serm. 48.5.9 [Typ. 1] GCS, 102.19; serm. 48.6.5 [Typ. 1] GCS,
102.1 1) the phrase is in both cases broken by the insertion of ¢noiv between € ye
and «al.

33 Taglich Sterben, 384.
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uses kal with a participle to express concession.34 In that case,
he might very well use it with some different force. It remains
possible, therefore, that the xal in 2 Cor. 5: 3 does emphasize
the word which immediately follows, and does, therefore, give
some support to the reading évdvoduevor. It appears, then, that
both readings are supported by some aspect of Pauline usage,
the reading éxdvoduevor by the parallel pattern of compound
verbs in Col. 3 : g-10 and the alternative évévoduevor by the
way Paul uses emphatic ral.

Lastly, we have to ask whether the reading évdvoduevor is
necessarily to be regarded as ‘banal’ or ‘tautologous’. Is it
really an expression of so self-evident an idea that Paul could
not have been so unintelligent as to utter it? An affirmative
answer to this question is by no means as obvious as it may
appear at first sight. It is not always easy to draw the line between
tautology and repetition for the sake of emphasis, and in any
case some of the other verses in 2 Cor. 5 :-0are rather awk-
wardly repetitive ; it would not be out of character if repetition
from v. 2 of the idea of being clothed occurred in v. 3, and gave
rise there to the appearance of tautology.

What needs to be shown is why Paul should want to stress this
theme, and it is not difficult to find the answer. He might well
have wanted to emphasize the somatic nature of the future life.
He begins with the image of the heavenly dwelling, but then,
perhaps, finds it too ambiguous, and changes to the metaphor of
the garment. The Christian’s future heavenly dwelling is some-
thing he puts on, i.e. a new body which clothes him individually :
he will not exist in this heavenly residence as a disembodied
spirit. And to make this perfectly clear, Paul then adds that
when he is possessed of the heavenly dwelling he will not be
discovered to be stripped of bodily covering : ‘longing to put on
(? in addition) our dwelling from heaven, since, having pu¢ it on,
we shall not be found naked’. All this raises a number of further
qguestions, however. Why should Paul wish to emphasize the
somatic nature of the future life at this point in the epistle ?
It might be regarded as part of an anti-gnostic polemic, but,

34 See Nigel Turner-J. H. Moulton, A Grammar of New Testament Greek. Vol.
Il Syntax (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1963), 157. Turner gives four examples
only of concessive participles in Paul. In three of these, it is simply the participle
by itself, within its context, which expresses the idea of concession (1Cor. g:
19;2 Cor. 10: 3; Philem. 8). In the fourth, it is preceded by xaimep (Phil. 3: 4).
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on the other hand, most recent commentators agree that 2
Corinthians is not primarily concerned with opposition of a
gnostic character.3s Furthermore, if this s the point of emphasis,
and if the image of the dwelling is inadequate to express it,
why does Paul begin with this image of a change of residence in
the first place ? And in any case, why is he moved to discuss the
nature of the future life in the midst of a defence of the apostolic
ministry ? These questions cannot be adequately answered here,
in view of the immense complexity of the exegetical problems
raised by the passage as a whole. | wish merely to sketch out a
tentative theory, which would link 2 Cor. 5 :1-i0 more closely
to Paul’s apostolic apologia, and which would also explain why
he might wish to stress the somatic nature of the future existence.
Bultmann notices that there is a short passage in Philo which
contains some parallels to Paul’s language in the verses we are
considering.36 It refers to Moses’ preparations for his own
death. This passage may be more illuminating than Bultmann
himself indicates. It runs as follows -
npéaro peraPddew éx Ovyris {wis els dfdvarov Blov kdk Tob Kar’
SAlyov ovwpoldvero Tijs Tawv éf &v owerékparo Swaledfews, Tob pév
cdpatos dorpéov 8lkny mepimedukdros meprarpovpévov, Tis 8¢ Puxis
dmoyvpuvovpévnys kal Ty kard ¢vow évbévde mobovons peravd-
oraow. €l éropacduevos 1o mpds éfodov ob mpdrepov éorelharo T
dmouciav 1) Tas rob Efvovs dudas dmdoas edyais évapuoviots [dpifud
dcbdexa] yepdpar Sid s Tdv dvhapydv karaxhjoews. (D€ Virt. 76-7)
He began to pass over from mortal existence to life immortal and
gradually became conscious of the disuniting of the elements of which
he was composed. The body, the shell-like growth which encased
him, was being stripped away and the soul laid bare and yearning for
its natural removal hence. Then after accomplishing the preparations
for his departure he did not set out for his new home until he had
honoured all the tribes of his nation with the concent of his benedic-
tions, mentioning the founders of the tribes by name, (LCL)

There are several similarities between this section in Philo and
Paul’s words in 2 Cor. 5 :1-10:37
() The subject of discussion is the moment of death.

35 See Barrett, Second Epistle, 29. 36 Exegetische Probleme, &.

37 For the sake of the present argument, | take for granted several debatable
points: that Paul is talking about the future Christian existence beyond death;
that in v. 8 the phrase éxdnufoar éx Tod oddpuaros refers to ‘departure’ from the
present physical body; and that yupvds in v. 3 means the absence of a body.
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(2) The adjective Bvy7ds is applied to the present existence.

(3) The future state is something longed for (émmofodvres,
mofovons).

(4) Transition out of this present life is described as a change of
residence. ,

(5) Paul speaks of the possibility of being yvuvds, Philo of the
soul as dmoyvuvoupér. The difference, of course, lies in the im-
plicit attitude towards being stripped of the body. In Philo this is
the natural and acceptable thing, whereas for Paul the process
is unwelcome.

These parallels, and this difference, may throw some light on
Paul’s intention in 2 Cor. 5 :1-10, and upon its connection with
its context. Philo is talking about Moses, and Paul is talking,
primarily, about himself as an apostle. This reminds us of ch. 3,
where we have an explicit comparison and contrast between the
Christian apostles and the ministry of Moses. Paul is there argu-
ing that the glory of the Christian ministry is infinitely greater
than that of Moses. One reason for his making this claim may
have been that in Corinth he was himself being compared with
the glorious figure of Moses in Jewish tradition, and compared
to his disadvantage. Paul claimed to be the bearer of a divine
message, and to have been given a divine revelation, like Moses.
But Moses’ reception of divine revelation had caused a visible
transfiguration of his personal appearance. This was not true
of Paul. Was he really a divine messenger? He has to insist that
he, with all other apostles (and, indeed, all other Christians),
is being transformed continually into a state of glory, although
it is a concealed glory, as he goes on to explain in ch. 4.38
There may be a further implicit comparison with Moses in this
next chapter. According to Num. 12: 8 (LXX) Moses saw God’s
glory: ™ 8ééav ruplov €idev, and Philo says that in the vision
of the burning bush he saw an ‘image of Being’ : eikwv rod
ov710s.39 In 2 Cor. 4 : 4, 6 Christ is the elkdw 706 feot, and Paul

38 See Margaret E. Thrall, ‘Christ Crucified or Second Adam? A christological
debate between Paul and the Corinthians’, Chkrist and Spirit in the New Testament
(ed. Barnabas Lindars and Stephen S. Smalley; London/New York: Cambridge
University, 1973), 143-56; see especially pp. x47-52,

39 Vit. Mos. 1.66. See also D. L. Balch, ‘Backgrounds of | Cor. vii: Sayings of the
Lord in Q; Moses as an Ascetic feios dvip in Il Cor. iii’, NTS 18 (1971—2), 35 Xx-64;
see especially pp. 363-4. | am indebted to this article for stimulating my thinking
on 2 Corinthians 3-4, although my own argument follows a somewhat different
line.
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says that God shone in his heart mpés ¢wriopdv rijs yrdoews
Tijs 86€ns 1ot ot év mpoowme Xpiorod. It is possible, therefore,
that the figure of Moses may still be in Paul’s mind at the
beginning of ch. 5. He has been considering the physical hard-
ships and suffering by which he is gradually being destroyed,
and at 5 :1he envisages the possibility that this process may
actually bring about his death. Is it not possible that at this point
he might recollect the very different traditions about the death
of Moses which were current in Judaism ? According to Deut.
34: 7, ‘Moses was a hundred and twenty years old when he
died ; his sight was not dimmed nor had his vigour failed’.
Most Jewish sources imply that the glory bestowed on him on
Sinai was permanent, lasting until his death.40 And Philo
represents his death as a dignified process in which the soul is
gradually freed from the body, in preparation for a natural
transition to a new residence. To the outward eye, and especially
to the outward eye of the Corinthians, the death of Paul, should
it appear imminent, would hardly look like this. His obvious
lack of outward glory would suggest that death, in this case,
would simply complete the humiliating process of physical
decay and destruction. If he was aware that disparaging com-
parisons with Moses were being made, he might want to show
that he also was confident of future transition to a new and
superior dwelling, the eternal dwelling in heaven. He might at
the same time become conscious that the sort of Moses-traditions
current in the world of Hellenistic Judaism and reflected in
Philo might turn out to be misleading to the Corinthians in
another way. Philo describes Moses’ death as a stripping bare of
the soul, and this would appeal to the gnostically-minded in
Corinth. Paul would, therefore, feel it necessary to insist that his
new dwelling is at the same time a form of garment. It is some-
thing that does not leave the soul stripped bare: this would be
something that he would not wish to have to undergo. The new
dwelling is also a new form of somatic existence. He might
stress this point, somewhat repetitively, by insisting that having
put on the dwelling from heaven Christians will not be discovered
to be naked.

If this sketch of the possible background to 2 Cor. 5 :i-i0is

40 See M. McNamara, The New Testament and the Palestinian Targum to the
Pentateuch (AnBib 27; Rome: Pontifical Biblical Ingtitute, 1966),174-5.
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plausible, then it would account for the apparent tautology of
é&vdvoduevor in v. 3. Conversely, if the tautologous form of
expression can be accounted for, it is not a hindrance to the
acceptance of évvaduevor as the original reading here.

In summary, we can say that there is some evidence in favour
of the reading évdvoduevo: in 2 Cor. 5 : 3 in addition to its ex-
ternal support. We have argued that e yexai is the preferable
reading at the beginning of the verse, and that acceptance of
el yexal in turn supports the originality of évdvoduevor. Further-
more, the xai in this expression probably has emphatic force,
and Pauline usage would suggest that the following word may
therefore be a virtual repetition of something in the previous
phrase: in this case, the émevdvcacfor would be taken up by
a following évdvaduevor. We have also attempted to show that
there could be good reason for the apparently tautologous form
of words produced by taking évdvoduevor as original. Over
against these arguments we should have to set a parallel in
Col. 3 : g-10 which would count in favour of éxévoduevor.
This does not seem sufficient, however, to counterbalance the
evidence for évdvoduevor, and évdvoduevor should therefore be
accepted as the original reading.




19. Jude 22—-3: Two-division form
or Three?

SAKAE KUBO

T neform of the text of Jude 22-3 has been a controversial one :
scholarship is divided over the two-division or three-division
form. The publication of p7,T the earliest extant text of Jude,
led to a re-examination of the form of this passage. Although
J. N. Birdsall, C. D. 0sburn, and I? accepted the reading of
p”? with its two divisions as original, no other scholars apparently
have been persuaded. Since | have now changed my view on this
variant, it seemed appropriate to honour Professor Metzger
by offering a new examination of the data.

The purpose of this paper is to point out the weaknesses in the
arguments, especially the most recent ones, which have been
used to support the two-division form and to attempt to show
that the three-division form as read by X is original. After a
presentation of the textual evidence, we shall examine in turn :
(1) the possibilities of transcriptional error; (2) the arguments
for and against the two-division form ; and (3) the likelihood of
the triple-division text as the original.

The evidence for Jude 22-3 may be outlined as follows:
A. The Two-Division Text

1. With the main verbs dpwrdoare and é\eeire (éAedre) :
ols pév éx mupos dpmdoare, Siaxpivopévovs 8¢ éleeire &v PéPw P72
itt cop* syeh (Clement [Strom. 6.8.65] dpmdlere, om. év $dBw)
Orsisius (Jerome om. év ¢dfew)

¥ Papyrus Bodmer VII-IX (ed. Michel Testuz; Geneva: Bibliotheca Bodmeriana,
1959)-

2 J. N. Birdsall, ‘The Text of Jude in p™’, ¥T 14 (1963), 396-g; Carroll D.
Osbum, ‘The Text of Jude 22-23’, SNW 63 (1972),139-44; Sakae Kubo, p?2
and Codex Vaticanus (SD 27; Salt Lake City: University of Utah, 1965), 89—92.
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2. With the main verbs odilere and éAeeire (éXedre):
(@) With one é\eeire (éXedre):
guosdam autem saluate de igne rapientes, quibusdam uero
miseremini in timore Clement (Adumb. Fud.) ; Moffatt
(b) With two éAedre (éAeeite), the first in subordinate relation to
oublere
kai ods pév éledre Suaxpwopdvovs cdilere éx mupds dpmdlovres,
ods 8¢ éedre dv pdfw B; Nestle Kilpatrick Tasker von Soden
Weiss WH ; Goodspeed NEB
3. With the main verbs éeeire(éAedre) and owlere:
@ With 8waxpwiuevor :
ral ols pév éleeite Suaxpwiuevol, ods 8¢ & $éPw odlere éx mupds
dpmdfovres K L P (049 od{erar) 056 (0142 ocdlerar) 330 45 1(630
&v pdBe after dpmdlovres)1 877 2 12 7 (2495 év $Pw after dpmd-
{ovres) Byz (Lec ék 10D mupds) Ps-Oecumeniustt Theophylacttst;
TR ; KFV Phillips
(b) With Seaxpivopéve :
kal ods pév éleeire dranpwoudvew, ods 8¢ adblere éx mupds dpmdlovres
év pdBw 1505
(c) With Suaxpivopévovs :
kal ods pév éedre Siaxpwouévovs, ovs 8¢ gdlere éx mupds dpmd-
Lovres év pofw C? syh
4. With main verbs é\éyyere and owere .
@ With 8waxpwipevor :
real obs pév eéyere [sic] Siaxpwipevor, ods 8¢ &v pdBw acdblere éic
mupds dpmd{ovres 2492
(b) With Saxpwopévous :
kal ols pév é\éyyere Suaxpivoudvovs, ods 8¢ o lere éx mupos dpmd-
Lovres év pSPp C*
5. Conjecture : Schrage :
kol ofs pdv éedre Siaxpwoudvovs odlere éx mupds dpmdlovres,
ols 8¢ éxPdlere/éAdoare év PpoBw
B. The Three-Division Text
1. With main verbs é\edre,ocdlere, and éAedre:
Kkai os uev édedre duakpivopdvous, ods 8¢ adilere éx mupos dpmdlovres,
obs 8¢ éXedre &v poPw Re (N* dpmdlere) V'; Kilpatrick Souter;
ASV Barclay LB NIv TEV Weymouth
2. With main verbs éXéyyere, o lere, and éAedre (éAeeire).

@ With Swaxpwopévovs :
\ ) \ ¥y 7 3 “ A ’ 3 \ (3 ’
kal ols uév éXéyyere Srarpivouévovs, ols 8¢ oblete ek mupos dpmd-
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{ovres, ols 8¢ éXedre év PpdBw (A éheeire) 33 81 (181 éXéyere) 326
(436 1241 éXeeite)1739 1881 itarse-dem.divip (pe adds feot after
$6Bw) vg copbe arm Ephraem ; Bover Merk Tischendorf Tregelles ;
7B (?) Knox NAB RSV
(b) With Swaxpwidpevor :
Kol ods pév éNéyyete Siakpwipevor, ods 8¢ &v $pdfw owlere ék mupds
dpmdlovres, ods 8¢ élecite év PpdPw feod 629
3. With main verbs éedre(éAecire),ocblere, and éXéyyere
@ With 8axpwouévovs :
ral ods puév éledre diaxpwouévovs, ods 8¢ & PéPw owlere éx mupos
dpmrdlovres, ods 8¢ éXéyyere év $SBw 88
(b) With Suakpivduevor :
rai ods pév éleelre Braxpiwduevor, ods 8¢ olere éx mupds dpmd-
{ovres, ovis 8¢ eNéyyere év pdBw 104 (945 év $6Pw before owlere)
(24 12 éNéyere)
4. With main verbs é\éyyere,oddlere, and éAéyyere:
kai oUs pév ééyyere Sakpwoudvovs, ols 8¢ év ¢pdfw cwlere ék
mupds dpmdlovres, obs 8¢ é\éyyere év pdfw Ps-Oecumeniuseomm
Theophylacteomm
5 Conjectures
(a) Windisch and Schneider:
ral ods pév éNéyxere Sakpiwoudvovs, ols de aublere éx mupos dpmd-
Lovres, obs 8¢ éxPdAere/éddoaTe év Ppdfw
(b) Bieder :
Kal ols pev é\éyyere Siaxpwouévovs, ods 8¢ odlere éx mvpds dpmd-
Lovres, ols 8¢ édrte év $éPw
© Wohlenberg :
kal ols pév éledre Siaxpwouévovs, ods 8¢ owlere éx mupds dpmd-
Lovres, ol's 8¢ éAdoarte év pifw

Scribal carelessness could explain the omission or addition of
ovs after dwaxpwopévovs through haplography or dittography
respectively. The possibility of haplography in the case of p
(variant A1) is real, because one would expect ods 8¢ since
ods uév is found in the first clause. If the exemplar of p?? had
ovs 8¢ here, it might lend some support to the reading of B
(variant Azb), since diaxpwopévovs could then be read with the
first clause in B, and their texts would then be virtually the same
except for the dropping of the first éAedre and the substitution of
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dpmdoare for oddlere . .. dpmdlovres in p72. Another possibility of
haplography-dittography can be seen as we compare B with X,
If a reading such as that of X (variant B 1y were original, then the
omission of ods before ow{ere in B could only have been deliberate.
On the other hand, based on an original text such as that of B,
the reading of X could be explained as due to dittography which
subsequently led to the addition of §¢.

Those who favour the two-division form follow either the reading
of 72 Clement (variant A1) or that of B (variant A2b).3 While
Bigg and Moffatt* had opted for the first reading before the
publication of p?2, the publication of this earliest MS of Jude (and
2 Peter) no doubt has led scholars to provide arguments for its
originality. The following arguments have been set forth in
favour of the two-member form of p? Clement (variant Al) :

1. This reading makes a clear-cut distinction between the
classes of people discussed-those who should be snatched from
the fire and those to whom mercy should be shown.5 With the
three-division form it is very difficult to distinguish the two
groups to whom mercy should be directed.

This argument, however, really backfires, since it goes against
the canon that the difficult reading is usually preferable to the
simple reading unless the former is completely without meaning.
This is not the case in this instance.

3 Several other two-division forms are accepted by some scholars, but hardly
merit serious consideration. E. M. Sidebottom (Fames, Jude and 2 Peter [NCB;
London: Oliphants, 1967],92-3) apparently favours the reading of Cz(Agc)
because ‘there seem to be only two classes of people in question, not three’. Bo
Reicke (The Epistles of James, Peter, and Jude [AB; Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday,
1964], 215) selects the reading of the TR (Aga) and supports his choice incredibly
by stating that it ‘seems to present fewest difficulties’. Friedrich Hauck (Die
Briefe des Fakobus, Petrus, Fudas und Johannes [NTD 10; 8th edn.; Géttingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, 1957],112) and Wolfgang Schrage (Die ‘katholischen’ Briefe
[NTD 10; 11th edn.; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1973], 231) both
favour the reading of B (A2b), but the former would replace the first éxeare with
é\éyxere. Because they see the second group as hopelessly lost, they prefer some
word stronger than éXedre in the second division. They both prefer a conjecture,
either éxBdAere Or éXdoare.

4 Charles Bigg, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistles of St. Peter and
St. Jude (ICC; 2d edn.; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1go2), 340-3; James Moffatt,
The General Epistles: James, Peter, and fudas (MNTC; London: Hodder and Stough-
ton, 1928), 244. $ Bigg, Commentary, 341.
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2. If this were the original reading, all other readings can be
explained on the basis of it. Bigg tries to show this by assuming
that the scribe of B wrote down by accident the second clause
first, then corrected himself without deleting what had already
been written, and finally compounded the situation by also
omitting the participle in the second clause.6 This confused
text inevitably led to a semblance of clarity by the kind of text
found in R (variant Bl) and A (variant B2). Birdsall” explains
the rise of the other readings first by positing a hypothetical
reading in which the clauses are interchanged resulting in
oUs pév édeeire Siakpwopevous b¢ éx mupds dpmdoate instead of
ols uév éx mupds dpmdoare, diarpiouévous 8¢ édecite as in P2
He then suggests that the text of X is a conflation based on these
two forms of the text. The scribe of X took this interchanged form
and joined to it the last part of the p?? form thus duplicating
the é\eeire clause at the end. And by the duplication of the
syllable -ovs by dittography the existence of the three-division
form is thus explained. The form of B is due to the same con-
flation except that in its case the 6¢ dropped out accidentally
or because of lingering memory of the original two-division form.
The rise of éAéyyere as a substitution for the first or the second
éleeire he considers as a development of the conflate text at-
tested by X. The words odlere ... dpmdovres are an expansion of
dpmdoare.

The original interchange of verbs is explained as due to the
ambiguity of the meaning of the verb Swaxpivopasr. In Greek
outside the NT and in the Apostolic Fathers it bears the meaning
‘to be judged’, but in the primitive Christian usage, ‘to argue’
or ‘to doubt’. In p?? ‘under judgement’, while in B ‘doubting’,
would be more fitting in the context. ‘Originally (and not sur-
prisingly in a writing of probable sub-apostolic origin) the
general meaning was intended here: later when the New
Testament was treated more as a unity, the “Christian” sense was
applied, with resultant textual change’.* In other words when
Swaxplvopar, whose original meaning in Jude was ‘under judge-
ment’, came to mean ‘doubting’, it was necessary to interchange
the clauses so that Siaxpwouévovs would be connected with
dpmdoare rather than éleetre. Originally the verse was understood
to mean, ‘Have mercy with fear on those under judgement’, but

6 lbid., 342. 7 Birdsall, ‘The Text of Jude in p’,396-9. & lbid., 398.
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with the word changing in meaning it was difficult to understand
Swarxpwoudvous in that sense with the phrase ‘with fear’. It would
then read, ‘Have mercy with fear on those who doubt’. With the
new meaning it would be much clearer if the verbs were inter-
changed. It would read, ‘Snatch those who doubt with far’.

Osburnd agrees with Birdsall that an early interchange of
verbs took place but suggests that this was due to the substitution
of éAéyyere for éAeeire by a scribe who understood Siaxpivopar
in the sense of ‘dispute’. “The scribe then reasoned that, logically,
one should make an effort to refute or convict the disputers
prior to undertaking the more drastic measure of snatching them
from the fire, and thus he reversed the verbs’? The word
dpmdoare Was expanded to owlere . . . dpmd{ovres in order to
explain what éx mupds dpmrdoare really meant. This explains the
origin of the reading of C* (variant A4b).

Osburn states that the text of B is a conflation of 72 and C*,
though it is difficult to see how he arrives at this. He attributes
the omission of the odis SC to accident or to the influence of the
original two-clause form. ‘In view of the harsh asyndeton with
odlere, it appears that ods 8¢ was more likely added on [later],
resulting in a substantially divergent message from that of the
B text.”

The text of X (variant B1) arose from the text of B through
dittography of the last three letters of Siaxpiouévovs. The text
of Codex A (variant Bz2a) is derived from C¥* (variant A4b)
through the same dittography ‘and the addition of ods&é
éedre év $dBew surviving from the original two-clause form’.!2
Or it could have arisen from the B text (variant A2b) through
the substitution of éAéyyere because of the difficult double
éledre. The reading of K L P (variant Aga) is simply an
emended X text. The second éAedre was omitted as an un-
necessary duplication.

This argument that all other readings can be explained on the
basis that the text one has chosen is the original is of course used
by all those who consider their reading as the best. We need to
determine, therefore, how well indeed the reading of p?2 Clement
can explain the rise of all the other variants. In the final analysis
the determination of the best reading really comes down to this.

¢ Osburn, ‘The Text of Jude 22-23’,139—41.
© |bid., 141. 11 |bid. 2 |bid., 142.
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It is unusual when, in order to explain the origin of the other
variants, it is necessary to posit a completely hypothetical reading
that is found nowhere among the MSS. The result is that both
Birdsall and Bigg ironically have to spend more effort to explain
the rise of this hypothetical reading than the rise of the other
variants. But one might ask, if the reasons they give for the
plausibility of the rise of these hypothetical variants are sound,
should we not expect to find traces of such in our early MSS ?
Osburn, on the other hand, posits a reading such as C* (variant
Agb) with é\éyyere as the cause of the other variants. But it
seems highly unlikely that out of this clearcut reading a reading
such as B and X with the double é\edre could arise. Birdsall’s
explanation of a hypothetical variant also requires the occur-
rence of a highly unlikely double dittography of ods.

While Birdsall sees the reading of the majority text (variant
Aga) as a descendant of his early hypothetical interchange of the
verbs as arranged in p?%, the fact that it appears in later MSS
in that way (with no early evidence of any kind) should tell us
that it is a later development and that something other than the
reason he gives is the cause of this interchange. What in fact
appears to have happened is that because of the difficulty in
distinguishing the meaning of the éledre clauses, one of them
has been dropped. In the case of the majority text the last clause
has been simply dropped, pushing the év ¢éBw of the last clause
into the second clause, since that phrase is the only thing dif-
ferent in that clause that needs to be preserved. In the case of
p"2 Clement (variant AI) the first and third clauses have been
combined with 8wakpivopévovs shifting to the third clause and
making the first clause no longer necessary. It is much easier to
explain p?2 on this basis, rather than to explain the rise of the
three-division form on the basis of an early hypothetical inter-
change of clauses.

The év ¢dBw is a troublesome phrase for Birdsall. For him its
presence with the change of meaning of Swaxpivoua: led to the
interchange of verbs. But in that case, would it not have been
easier simply to drop the phrase so that an interchange of verbs
would not be necessary? The change in the meaning of the verb
does not necessitate an interchange of verbs. Osburn makes
much of the fact that the meaning of Siaxplvopa: was ambiguous
and therefore that éAéyyere was substituted for éleeire. But
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if the word was ambiguous would not the verb determine its
meaning, in this case ‘to doubt’, or ‘to waver’, so that a sub-
stitution would not have been necessary? The necessity arises
from another reason, the need to distinguish the first and third
groups in the three-division form.

The crux of the argument of Birdsall rests on the hypothetical
variant. Since this approach is questionable (to explain the rise
of other variants on the basis of a hypothetical variant rather than
the text of their original reading), his argument does not rest
on solid ground.

Bigg’s argument is highly improbable from a scribal point of
view. Would it not be simpler to explain the text of B as resulting
from the accidental omission of the ods through haplography,
which then caused the necessary omission of the &8¢, rather than
to explain the other readings through his very complicated and
highly tortuous explanation? B in fact has all the ingredients of
a three-division form except for the omission of the ods &¢.

Birdsall and Osburn also do not give the reason for the ‘con-
flation’ to have taken place. This is especially difficult since the
third clause adds nothing of substance to the text and in fact
creates a more difficult reading. Why not simply leave the clauses
interchanged ? Conflation does not ordinarily take place in that
kind of circumstance and situation.

Birdsall contends that odlere...dpmdlovres is an expansion of
an original dpmrdoare while Osburn explains that this was due
to the scribe’s perplexity in understanding the metaphorical
apmdoare éx mupds.’3 If the latter were original, it is difficult to
see why a scribe would change it to the former. It is easier, on
the other hand, to see why a scribe would want to change owlere

. dpmdfovtes 10 either odlere or dpmdoare or dprdlere. Xblere
is less appropriate than dpwdoare or dpmdlere because of the éx
mupds following. Thus we find the latter two but not the former
appearing alone without apmd{ovres in the witnesses. The idea of
saving would have seemed redundant when the idea of snatching
was present. And with éxmrvpds present it is easy to see why
apmdoare would replace odilere dpmdlovres.

3. The early wide attestation of this reading with the support
of p2, Clement, the Philoxenian Syriac, the Sahidic, and the
Liber Comicus is also given as argument in its support.

13 Birdsall, ‘The Text of Jude in p'®, 398; Osburn, ‘The Text of Jude 22-23’,141.
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As far as the early attestation of this reading goes, it should be
balanced with internal considerations. It should also be noticed
that the wide attestation is due to versional and patristic support.
It is significant to observe that where versional and patristic
support is found, the readings have removed the difficult double
éledre by having only two divisions (variants A2a, Aga) or by
having substituted ééyyere for édedre in the first (variant B2a)
or in both the first and third clauses (variant B4). The reason
appears to be that in a translation or in patristic usage, where
more deliberation takes place, the tendency would be to remove
such difficulties.

The arguments adduced in favour of the reading of Codex B
are as follows:

1. In Kelly’s words, ‘its stylistic roughness and sheer difficulty
as compared with the smoothness and correctness of the longer
one’ speaks to its originality.14

The stylistic roughness of B which is given in its favour is
probably due at least initially to scribal carelessness. Even
Hort, who has a prejudice in favour of B, finds the text too
difficult and suggests that it has undergone ‘some primitive
error’.!s He thinks that perhaps the first éledre is an intrusion
from below. Another difficulty with this reading is that ods uév
has to be used in a different way from ods 8¢ and not in the
parallel relationship that one would expect.

2. It is easier to explain the readings of A and X if B were
original.

How the reading of B can explain the origin of all other readings
has not been shown by those who make this claim. It is true that
the readings of 8 and A appear to be smoothened forms of B
but no one has shown how the reading of p?* Clement could
have arisen from that of B. In fact Bigg has attempted to show
how the opposite was the case.16

3. Clarity is achieved only when the reading of B is accepted
in which the first é\edre is explained by the odlere clause as an
active mercy while the second éXedre deals with those who have
gone beyond the point where active mercy can be useful. Thus

4 J. N. D. Kelly, A Commentary on the Epistles of Peter and Jude (HNTC; New
York: Harper, 1g60), 288.

15 B. F. Westcott and F. J. A. Hort, The New Testament in the Original Greek:
[11] Introduction, Appendix (New York: Harper, 1882),107.

16 Bigg, Commentary, 342.
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the second é\eare refers to compassion which is not active, and
church members must conduct themselves in such a way as to
avoid contact with them. The type of éAedre intended is made
clear by the words that are connected with it. Thus B is prefer-
able since it clarifies what otherwise would be a meaningless
first divison which is neither the climax nor the first step toward
aclimax.17

It is true that clarity in some sense is achieved with regard to
the first éxedre (Over that of the reading of X) when the reading
of B is accepted, but if this is the criterion, then the reading of the
majority text (variant Aga) is clearer ill, and still more so the
conjectura readings. The text critic cannot select his variant on
the basis that a certain reading is better because it clarifies an
obscure text. Text criticism cannot be based on exegesis but
vice versa. This is not to say that there is never any interplay
between them in determining a text. Hauck and Schrage
are to be criticized the more severely, since approving the text of
B they would still conjecture éxBdAere Or édoare in place of the
second éXedre. Actualy there is no reason at al for such a con-
jecture in connection with the reading of B. It is more difficult
to understand why Hauck would do this, especidly when he
replaces the first édeare With éAéyyere.

v

In explaining the rise of other variants on the basis of a selected
text, it seems more likely that the two-division form arose from
an origina three-division form with the double éeare. This
was due to the problem of making a distinction between the
first and third groups.1® As long as no clear distinction could be
made, one of the clauses could be omitted or they could be
combined into one clause. This happened very early as witnessed
by the two readings of Clement. In Strom. 6.8.65 he has omitted
the first clause or replaced the third clause with the first clause

17 Ernst Kiihl, Die Briefe Petri und Judae (MeyerK; 6th edn.; Géttingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, 1897), 3323.

18 Friedrich Spitta (Der zweite Brief des Petrus und der Brief des Judas: Eine geschicht-
liche Untersuchung [Halle: Waisenhaus, 1885],377-8), however, does not feel that
the change was due to the double éXedre, but to the fact that the same class of men
are described in the two clauses. However, this problem is exactly what the double
éXedre points to, so that to speak of the difficult double éAedre is to speak of the
difficulty of distinguishing the two groups included in the éledre clauses.
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by shifting 8iaxpwopévovs to the last clause, while in Adumb.
Fud.*o he has completely omitted the first clause and left the
last clause intact. p™ has virtually the same form of text as that
of Strom. 6.8.65. Clement’s two ‘citations' in fact are crucial for
our understanding of the evolution of this text. Because of the
difficulty of distinguishing between groups one and three, he has
in one case taken the first and omitted the last, while in the second
case he has taken the last and omitted the first. The key to the
solution of this problem lies precisdly here: the difficulty in
distinguishing any difference between the first and third groups.
It is not without significance that in those readings where éxéyyere
is used-and thus removes the difficulty-the three-division
form is aimost aways found, while where éAéyyere is not found,
usualy only a two-division form is found.20 Instances of the
first case are found in variant B2. The same is true where
é\éyyere is found in the third position as in variant B3 or in the

19 Osburn (‘The Text of Jude 22-23°, 143-4) contends that this reading of the
text is a sixth-century emendation by Cassiodorus. The fact that the latter makes
the general statement that he corrected what he considered to be erroneous in the
original does not necessarily mean that he corrected this particular verse, especially
when the MS tradition does not preserve any text which reads like this. This
is true not only of the Greek tradition but also of the OL and vg. It seems best
in light of the evidence to accept this as Clement’s text and ascribe whatever
reasons Cassiodorus had for altering the text to Clement himself. Most likely,
Clement was trying to avoid the use of the difficult double éAeare clauses.

20 The majority of those who favour the triple division prefer the reading found
in A (B2a) with é\éyxere instead of éedre in the first division. Among these
are C. E. B. Cranfield, I & II Peter and Jude: Introduction and Commentary (Torch
Bible Commentaries; London: SCM Press, 1960), 170; E. M. B. Green, The
Second Epistle General of Peter and the General Epistle of Jude: An Introduction and Com-
mentary (Tyndale NT Commentaries; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1968), 187; J. E.
Huther, Critical and Exegetical Handbook to the General Epistles of James, Peter, John,
and Jude (MeyerK; 3d edn. ; New York: Funk and Wagnalls, 1887),698; R.
Knopf, Die Briefe Petri und Fudé (MeyerK; 7th edn.; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1912), 242-3 ; R. C. H. Lenski, The Interpretation of the Epistles of St.
Peter, St. John and St. Jude (Columbus, 0.: Wartburg, 1945), 647-g; E. H. Plumptre,
The General Epistles of St Peter and St Jude (The Cambridge Bible for Schools and
Colleges; London: Cambridge University, 1926), 2 14; H. von Soden, Hebréerbrief,
Briefe des Petrus, Jakobus, Judas (HKNT 3; 2d edn.; Freiburg: Mohr [Siebeck],
1892),191; F. Spitta, Der zweite Brief des Petrus und der Brief des Judas, g79; Wilhelm
Thiising and Alois Stéger, The Three Epistles of St. John and the Epistle of Jude
(New Testament for Spiritual Reading; New York: Herder and Herder, 1971),
145-6; J. W. C. Wand, The General Epistles of St. Peter and St. Jude (Westminster
Commentaries; London: Methuen, 1934), 219. This reading has the same weakness
as the two-division form in that it removes the problem of the double éXedre.
While in the former the difficulty is removed by eliminating an éXeare clause,
here it is removed by replacing the first éxedre with éXéyyere.
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first and third position as in variant B4. Instances of the second
case are found in variants Arand Az2a. The only exceptions to
these are the readings of B (variant Aab), X (variant Bl), and
C* (variant Agb). B in my opinion really represents a text
like that of X, but through haplography has been corrupted ;
but it could now preserve the double éleare because the problem
of meaning disappears when the second clause is joined to the
first, thus making a distinction between the two groups. The
reading of X appears then to be unusual in preserving the three-
member form with the double éledre clauses. Everything points
to it as the original reading since the tendency was to drop one
of the é\edre clauses or substitute one of the éAedre’s with éAéyyere.
C* (variant A4b) also appears to be unusual, since it has only
two divisions with an é\éyyere clause but no éledre clause. The
vulnerability of this reading, however, shows itself in the pre-
sence of the & ¢dBw phrase, which in the major witnesses (p72 X
A B) is connected with the éleare clause, never with odlere.
Obviously then an éAed@re clause has dropped out, probably
before the éAéyyere was substituted for the first éedre.

Another reason given by several proponents of the three-
division form for their choice is the fact that Jude has a pre-
dilection for constructions with three members. On this they are
probably all dependent on Mayor. However, this argument is
not altogether convincing since Mayor himself indicates that
Jude also uses constructions with two members.21 An argument
such as this is not persuasive in itself. The internal and external
evidence are determinative here.

The decision between the selection of é\edre and éAéyyere in
the first clause is connected also with the above argument.
Assuming that it is hard to distinguish any difference in meaning
between the two éXedre clauses, it is difficult to believe, if éAéyyere
were original, that éledre would replace it even accidentally,
and if it did so to see how it could establish a foothold in the
MSS. The presence of éAéyyere in the TR reading speaks against
such a possibility. Its presence in the two-division form in certain
MSS can be explained as due to the fact that they reflect an
original three-member form with an éXedre clause. The é\éyyere
came into existence while it was still a three-division form and

21 Joseph B. Mayor, The Epistle of St. Jude and the Second Epistle of St. Peter (Grand
Rapids: Baker, 1965; reprint of 1go7 ed.), cxc, Ivi.
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was preserved after the third division was dropped. Or it could
be the result of copying from a MS with a three-division form
with ééyyere and a two-division form with éledre, the scribe
following the first part of the three-division form but the last
part of the two-division form.

The conjectures of Windisch and Schneiderz2 (variant Bsa) of
éxfdAere or éddoare and of Biederzs (variant Bgb) of éare in
place of the second éAedre are attempts to alter the text to fit
one’s own exegetical schemes. The scribes’ dropping of one of
the éXedre clauses or of substituting éAéyyere for éXedre are of the
same order and do not have much to recommend them. The
text is not so corrupt as to necessitate such conjectures which
demonstrate more the ingenuity of the scholar in altering the
text than in establishing it. They are controlled by exegetical
considerations of the particular exegete with his particular
view of how the text ought to be read. If such is allowed, a
wholesale alteration of the text of the NT can result as we seek
to make the text say what we think it ought to say.

We see the evolution of the text, then, in the following manner.
Originally, a three-division text with éAedre in the first and third
division was read. The difficulty of distinguishing between the

22 Hans Windisch, Die katholischen Briefe (HNT 15; Tiibingen: Mohr [Siebeck]
1930), 47; Johannes Schneider, Die Briefe des Jakobus, Petrus, Judas und Fohannes,
Die katholischen Briefe (NTD 10; gth edn.; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1961), 136. Windisch considers the third clause with é\edre enigmatic and im-
possible on internal grounds. Mercy that can be expressed only in intercession
would be expressed differently. Mercy without any contact and with the counsels
of the strictest avoidance is inconceivable and practically impossible. Thus a
stronger word is demanded.

23 Werner Bieder, ‘Judas 22 f.. Ods 8¢ édre év ¢oBw’, TZ 6 (1950), 75-7. He
feels that éxBdAere or é\deare makes a good climax to the passage but is not in
harmony with the context of the letter. On the basis of w. 3-4, 22-3, he indicates
that the letter reflects the strength and power of the heretics in the church and the
weakness of the saints. The latter can only be reminded of the predictions of the
appearance of the heretics (v. 17) and the need to build themselves up in the most
holy faith and to wait for the mercy of Jesus Christ (w. 20-1). Their Glaubenskampf
consisted in the above, but not in excommunication. The power of the heretics
was too much for the church to deal with in this manner. In contrast to Enoch,
by whom Jude is influenced, Jude knows nothing of disciplinary actions. For Jude
God alone is the one who executes judgement (v. 15), not the church. In fact the
judgement has already begun (w. io-11). No more can they address the heretics
or pray for them. The only thing that is left is to say: ‘Leave them alone’. But
how has the substitution of éXedre for édre taken place? People thought of the fire
of v. 23 from an early period as purgatory. This idea coupled with that of uni-
versalism made it very difficult to read édre here and thus it was changed to éAedre,
the root of all the misunderstandings of this difficult passage.
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first and third groups led to (1) dropping either the first or the
third division as in the readings of p2C2K L P Clement;
(2) incorporating the first é\edre clause into the second clause so
that a distinction was made between the groups described in the
é\edre clauses as in B ; (3) substituting éAéyyere for the first or the
third éAedre clause as in A 33. The dropping of the third clause
with éAeare led to the problem of what to do with év ¢éBw,
which is another consideration in determining the original text
of this difficult passage. The solution was (1) to drop it (Clement
[Strom. 6.8.65]); (2) to shift it to the second clause with odwlere
(K L P et al). The confusion caused by the dropping of the
third clause and the orphaning of the év ¢éBw phrase led also to
the very unlikely double év ¢éB8w in the second and third division
where even the three-division form was kept. The result was
that, besides connecting it with éledre,év ¢éBw was connected
with owlere and éAéyyere separately and with them both. The
support for the connecting of év ¢dBw with éAéyyere (only in the
third division) and with both éAéyyere and adlere is late and
weak; Besides, éAéyyere with év $éBew in this context is not very
suitable. The external evidence is overwhelming in favour of its
connection with éledre (72 Clement [Adumb. Jud.] X A B)
rather than with owlere. Internally, it also is more suitable,
since the verb is connected with the rest of the verse which reads,
‘hating the garment spotted by the flesh’. The év ¢éBew here is
appropriate because extreme caution is necessary in avoiding
one’s own defilement. The verb ‘to save’ in this context would
be better connected with an adverb indicating ‘haste’ than ‘fear’.

The last clause, ‘hating the garment spotted by the flesh’,
also is more suitable when connected with éledre than with
odlere . . . apmdlovres, since it shows why mercy should be
exercised with caution. But there is a definite incongruity if the
phrase odlere... apmdlovres with its implication of contact is
the last division connecting to ‘hating the garment spotted by
the flesh’. Obviously then ods 8¢ éXedre év pdBw is most fitting if
attached to ‘hating the garment spotted by the flesh’. However,
to join with this clause the word 8iaxpwouévovs with the meaning
‘dispute’, as Osburn does in his reading of p?2, is completely
inappropriate when the clause ‘hating the garment spotted by
the flesh’ is connected to it. This injunction is too harsh. Why
should they hate even the garments of those who are only dis-

Jude 22-3: Two-division Form or Three? 253

puters? Birdsall recognizes this and thus takes the meaning ‘to
be judged’ instead of ‘dispute’ for Svaxpivouévovs.

With regard to whether éAedre or é)ecire is original, the evi-
dence shows that é\edre is read by X A B Clement while éXeeire
is found generally in the minuscules. However, p?2 reads éleeire.
Birdsall’s explanation of this phenomenon is that ‘verbs in -ew
began to yield to a tendency to be written with -aw in the early
years of the Christian era, but the contrary tendency is not found
until about the third century. éieeire then will be original, and
éXedre an instance of the former tendency’.24

The late reading Swaxpwdpevor ‘is obviously a secondary
development, introduced by copyists in order to conform the
participle to the nominative case in agreement with the following
two participles in verse 23 (dpmdlovres and uooidvres)’,?s and
could arise in the nominative case because it ‘seemed, to those
who were not aware of the difference in meaning of the active and
middle of diakpivew to supply a very appropriate thought, viz.
that discrimination must be used; treatment should differ in
different cases’.26

Thus the reading of X with its three divisions but with double
éleeire (instead of éledre), with Siaxpwouévovs, and with év
¢dBw following the second éAecire is to be accepted as the
original reading.

24 Birdsall, ‘The Text of Jude in p"®, 398.

25 Bruce Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (London/

New York: United Bible Societies, 1971),729.
26 Mayor, The Epistle of St Jude, cxc.
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20. Der neue ‘Standard-Text’ in seinem
Verhiltnis zu den frithen
Papyri und Majuskeln

KURT ALAND

Bem Erscheinen dieser Festschrift liegt der neue ‘Standard-
Text’, wie er weithin — in Deutschland jedenfalls in der Regel —
genannt wird, nicht nur in der Fassung der Third Edition des
Greek New Testament vor, sondern auch in der der 26. Ausgabe
des Novum T estamentum graece von Nestle-Aland. Das ist insofern
ein wesentlicher Fortschritt, als der neue Text jetzt nicht nur
an den rund 1200 Stellen kontrolliert werden kann, an denen das
Greek New Testament einen kritischen Apparat bietet, sondern an
den rund 15 ooo (oder mehr) des neuen Nestle. An allen Stellen,
beidenen Meinungsverschiedenheiten iiber die neue Text-
gestaltung bestehen kénnten, ist also eine Nachpriifung méglich,
die noch dadurch erleichtert wird, daB in Anhang Il zum
neuen Nestle-Aland eine Zusammenstellung aller Variationen
in den sieben wichtigsten Textausgaben der letzten hundert
Jahre geboten wird, von Tischendorf® an bis zu Bover5, wobei
jede dieser Variationen im kritischen Apparat mit voller Be-
zeugung reprasentiert ist.

Wer im Novum Testamentum graece den Anhang | mit der Liste
der zugrundegelegten Handschriften oder in der Einfithrung
zur Ausgabe die Liste der sog. ‘stindigen Zeugen’ ansieht,
wird dort (urn von den Majuskeln zu schweigen) samtliche
edierten Papyri aufgefiihrt finden. ‘Standige Zeugen’, das
bedeutet: Handschriften, die bei jeder Variante im Apparat
ausdriicklich genannt werden. Die ‘groBen’ Papyri findet der
Benutzer dort entsprechend haufig,nach den ‘kleinen’ Papyri
muB er ziemlich suchen. Denn sie gehen entweder mit dem
‘Standard-Text’ zusammen, oder aber ihre Abweichungen sind
nicht von der Bedeutung, daB sie einen kritischen Apparat
rechtfertigten. Es handelt sich dabei entweder urn Singular-
Lesarten, die (anders als oft bei den ‘groflen’ Papyri) eine
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Einzelverzeichnung nicht rechtfertigen oder um Abweichungen,
die in der iibrigen Uberlieferung nur wenig Nachfolge gefunden
haben, so daB ihre Aufnahme in eine Handausgabe sich nicht
lohnt. Denn sie haben keinerlei Aussicht, als Bestandteile des
urspriinglichen Textes in Betracht gezogen zu werden und sind
von Interesse nur fiir die textgeschichtliche Situation in der
Friihzeit. Dem soll dieser Aufsatz nachgehen, aber gleich-
zeitig, ja vor allem auch der Frage, wie dieser ‘friihe Text’
sich zum ‘Standard-Text’ verhilt, d.h. dem (wenigstens vom
Herausgeberkomitee —zu dem bekanntlich der Jubilar wie der
Verfasser dieses Aufsatzes gehéren — als solchem behaupteten)
fiir heutige Voraussetzungen besten, dem urspriinglichen Text
so nahe wie moglich kommenden Text. Besteht der ‘Standard-
Text’ die Probe an den friihen Papyri und Majuskeln ? Das ist
eine naheliegende und lohnende Frage.

Auf sie kann versucht werden, eine Antwort zu geben, nachdem
im Institut fiir neutestamentliche Textforschung in Miinster
(durch W. Grunewald) eine Neukollation aller frithen Papyri
und Majuskeln an Hand der vollstindig vorliegenden Fotos
erfolgt ist. Sie war seit langem ein dringendes Bediirfnis. Zwar
liegen fiir die ‘groBen’ Papyri — p%5, p48, p47 einerseits und p%e,
p?5, p”® andererseits — vorziigliche Faksimile-Ausgaben bzw.
zahlreiche Kollationen und Untersuchungen vor. Aber fiir
die ‘kleinen’ Papyri ist man in der Regel auf die, z.T. viele
Jahrzehnte zuriickliegende, editio princeps angewiesen, die
kaum jemand jemals nachgepriift hat. Die nur maschinen-
schriftlich vorliegende Arbeit von Schofield (‘The Papyrus
Fragments’, Clinton, 1936), die sich dankenswerterweise dieser
Aufgabe unterzogen hat, ist jetzt iiber 40 Jahre alt und (ab-
gesehen davon, daB hier im wesentlichen nur die Papyri bis p
behandelt werden) auch in den Teilen der Papyrusiiberlieferung,
die sie bearbeitet, kein Ersatz fiir eine solche Neukollation.
Die frithen Majuskeln, obwohl vier an der Zahl, blieben ohne-
hin so gut wie ohne Beachtung. Wenn von ‘friihen Texten’ ge-
sprochen wurde, meinte man ausschlieBlich die Papyri, obwohl
o18gaus dem 2./3. Jahrhundert und 0212 wie 0220 aus dem 3.
Jahrhundert stammen.

Dabei bedarf es einiger grundsitzlicher Vorbemerkungen.
Zunichst einmal ist festzustellen, was mit ‘“frithen Papyri und
Majuskeln’ gemeint ist. Unter diesen friithen Zeugen werden
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die Handschriften bis zum 3./4. Jahrhundert verstanden, und
unter dem ‘frithen Text’ der bis zur Schwelle des 4. Jahr-
hunderts. Handschriften, die ins 4. Jahrhundert datiert werden,
bleiben auBer Betracht. Denn nur bis zum 3./4. Jahrhundert
reicht die freie, unkanalisierte Entwicklung des neutestament-
lichen Textes, von da ab setzt die Wirkung der groBen Text-
formen ein, sei es des agyptischen, sei es des antiochenischen
(Koine-, Byzantinischen, usw.) Textes ein. Diese Wirkung ist
eine sozusagen mechanische. Nach der ‘Miinsterschen Text-
theorie’ — nennen wir sie einmal so —, die ich seit den ersten
Ansitzen in den ‘Studien zur Oberlieferung des Neuen Testa-
ments und seines Textes’ von 1967 in verschiedenen Aufsitzen
vorgetragen habe und demnichst in gréBeren Veroffentlichungen
wenigstens in den Grundziigen ausgebaut vorzulegen beabsich-
tige, erklartsich die Entstehung der groBen Texttypen bzw.
-formen daraus, daB8 nach dem Aufhéren der diokletianischen
Verfolgung an einem bzw. mehreren kirchlichen Zentren
bestimmte Texte als Vorlage vorgeschrieben wurden, die dann
als Grundlage fiir die damals notwendigen ‘GroB3-Serien’ von
neutestamentlichen Handschriften dienten.

In der diokletianischen Verfolgung waren die Kirchengebaude
systematisch zerstort worden und mit ihnen die dort befindlichen
biblischen Handschriften. Auf diese insbesondere wurde, wie
wir aus zeitgenéssischen Berichten wissen, speziell Jagd gemacht,
sie wurden in feierlicher Aktion 6ffentlich verbrannt. So begann,
als 3 11/1g3(nach dem Edikt des Galerius bzw. des Konstantin
und Licinius) bzw. 324 (im Osten, nach der Besiegung des
Licinius, der der Verfolgung der Christen in seinem Reichsteil
mindestens wohlgefillig zugesehen hatte, durch Konstantin)
die christliche Kirche die volle Freiheit fiir ihre Verkiindigung
und Mission gewonnen hatte, nicht nur eine Epoche fieber-
haften Wiederaufbaus der zerstérten und des Baus neuer Kirchen,
sondern gleichzeitig eine Epoche der Handschriftenfabrikation
wie nie zuvor. All die wieder- bzw. neuerbauten Kirchen
bedurften neutestamentlicher Handschriften (auf jedem Altar
hatte z.B. eine Handschrift der Evangelien zu liegen), ebenso
wie die an ihnen wirkenden Theologen, deren Zahl damals
ebenso schlagartig zunahm wie die der Kirchengebiude. Denn
die Mission der Christen, die jetzt zum ersten Mal in drei
Jahrhunderten voll ihre Krifte entfalten konnte, brachte nicht




260 KURT ALAND

nur die Griindung zahlloser neuer Gemeinden, sondern auch
eine gewaltige Ausdehnung der bereits bestehenden, weil die
bisherigen Hemmungen, sich fiir den christlichen Glauben zu
erklaren, weggefallen waren.

Wie niemals zuvor oder danach in der Geschichte der christ-
lichen Kirche hat im 4. Jahrhundert die Zahl der neutestament-
lichen Handschriften zugenommen (zu vergleichen ist der
Vorgang mit dem Zeitalter der Reformation, in dem Luthers
Bibeliibersetzung sich explosionsartig ausbreitet, wenn es sich
damals auch urn Drucke handelt). Aber sie muBten erst einmal
hergestellt werden. Das bisherige System privater Abschriften
reichte angesichts des gewaltigen Bedarfs nicht mehr aus, nur
‘Schreibfabriken’, sprich Skriptorien, konnten hier Abbhilfe
schaffen. Nun kann man annehmen, dal im beginnenden 4.
Jahrhundert das die Regel wurde, was im 3. Jahrhundert die
Ausnahme war (wahrscheinlich nur in Alexandrien) , namlich
die Existenz eines solchen christlichen Skriptoriums am Bischofs-
sitz : vergessen wir nicht,da die Gemeinden eben nicht nur
mit Handschriften des Neuen, sondern auch des (sehr viel
umfangreicheren) Alten Testaments wie mit denen der Schriften
der Kirchenviater versorgt werden muBten. Auf dem Wege der
Selbsthilfe, wie in fritheren Generationen, war das nicht mehr
moglich, hier konnte nur eine zentrale Organisation helfen.
In Agypten war das kein Problem. Hier bestand seit den An-
fangen der Katechetenschule, spatestens seit Origenes, in
Alexandrien eine wissenschaftliche Zentrale, die der Bischof
Demetrius bei seiner Neuorganisation der Agyptischen Kirche
ohne Zweifel zu nutzen wuBlte. Wahrscheinlich schon friih,
spatestens seit 328, als der machtbewufite Bischof Athanasius
die Herrschaft iiber die Kirche Agyptensantrat, ist hier von
zentraler Stelle aus ein bestimmter Text des NT systematisch
verbreitet worden ;so hat sich der alexandrinisch/agyptische
Text durchgesetzt (wobei, urn das am Rande zu bemerken, die
Bezeichnung ‘alexandrinischer Text’ fiir die Friihzeit, ‘4gyp-
tischer Text’ fiir die spitere Zeit gelten sollte, in der sich der
EinfluB der Koine zunehmend bemerkbar macht).

Jener ‘Koine-Text’; der seinen Siegeszug in der Kirche des
Ostens bereits im 4. Jahrhundert antritt, tut das unter Be-
dingungen bzw. Voraussetzungen, die die ‘Miinstersche
Texttheorie’ nachdrticklich bestatigen. In der antiochenischen

v
%

Der neue ‘Standard- Text’ 261

Exegetenschule war vom in der diokletianischen Verfolgung
zum Martyrer gewordenen Lukian eine bestimmte Textform
herausgebildet worden. Die verschworene Gemeinschaft der hier
herangebildeten origenistischen Theologen fiihrte mit Selbst-
verstandlichkeit diesen Text als Vorlage fiir das Skriptorium in
den zahlreichen Diczesen ein, deren Leitung sie im 4. Jahr-
hundert iibernahmen. So hat sich der Koine-Text damals
bereits schlagartig ausgebreitet. Dieser Koine-Text stellte eine
bewuBte Bearbeitung des bis dahin verbreiteten Textes dar.
Er war geglattet und erbaulich erweitert worden, ob auf einmal
oder vorbereitet durch Vorstufen bzw. Vorlaufer, kénnen wir
nicht sagen. Auf jeden Fall hat er seine Endform in den iiber
40 Friedensjahren vor der diokletianischen Verfolgung gewon-
nen, genauso wie offensichtlich jene zweite Textbearbeitung,
die uns in D, im Codex Cantabrigiensis, iiberliefert ist. Diese
Bearbeitung geht nun urn ein Vielfaches weiter als bei der
Koine und kann in ganzen Partien als neue Niederschrift
angesehen werden. Auch hier kénnen wir nicht sag-en, ob die
Bearbeitung auf einmal geschah oder Vorstufen besa3. Aber der
D-Text fand eben keine Gruppe von Bischéfen oder auch nur
einen Bischof, der den Text seinem Skriptorium als Vorlage fiir
die GroBserien von Handschriften vorschrieb, die damals aus
der Zentrale an die Gemeinden hinausgingen. So sind die
Reprasentanten des D-Textes gering an Zahl geblieben, der
Text lauft parallel zu dem anderer Kleingruppen und Familien,
die im 4. Jahrhundert durchaus bestehen bleiben bzw. neu
entstehen. Denn erstens sind in der diokletianischen Verfolgung
keineswegs alle griechischen Handschriften vernichtet worden,
und zweitens wirkt das Gesetz der Tenazitit der neutestament-
lichen Uberlieferung trotz aller EinfluBnahme der Zentrale, die
in Agypten — um auf den dritten nachweisbaren Texttyp
zurtickzukommen — eine oder mehrere Handschriften zugrun-
delegte, welche den iiberkommenen Normaltext in besonders
guter Qualitat enthielten. Auch sie wurden vorher revidiert,
aber lediglich nach philologischen bzw. stilistischen Regeln,
wahrscheinlich gibt der Evangelienteil von B, dem Codex
Vaticanus, ein relativ getreues Spiegelbild jener im Skriptorium
von Alexandria verwandten Vorlage. Es ist leicht méglich, da3
die kirchliche Zentrale Alexandrien schonldnger einen ein-
heitlichen Text pflegte. Denn die Katechetenschule und das
9555 C80 K
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wahrscheinlicherweise damit verbundene Skriptorium ist bei
Ausbruch der groBen Verfolgung schon rund roo Jahre alt.
Dennoch mufB erstaunen, daf3 man fiir den Paulus-Teil von B
keine Handschrift vom fiir die Evangelien verwandten Typ
verwandte (weil man sie nicht zur Verfiigung hatte ?). Hier
kommt neben dem, was man in Miinster ‘festen Text’ bzw.
‘Normaltext’ nennt, der andere Typ des frithen Textes, der
‘freie Text’ zur Geltung. Nach dem Bekanntwerden der Chester
Beatty-Papyri und des p® muBte man meinen: ‘frither Text’
und ‘freier Text’ seien identisch, erst p?® hat diese Vorstellung
als nicht zutreffend erwiesen (diese Untersuchung, um ihre
Resultate vorwegzunehmen, liefert auf breiter Basis die Besti-
tigung dafiir) .

Um zusammenzufassen: der ‘frithe Text’, der sich ohne
zentrale kirchliche MaBnahmen entwickelt, wird vom Beginn
des 4. Jahrhunderts ab ergianzt bzw. eingeengt durch Text-
formen, die sich infolge ihrer Férderung durch kirchliche
Zentralstellen in einer Provinz oder auch gleich in mehreren
Provinzen herrschend ausbreiten. Auch da, wo die Text-
grundlage durchgreifend bearbeitet wurde, wie z.B.bei der
Koine oder D, geschah das an einer Handschrift des Friih-
textes. Bei D war es sogar eine von hoher Qualitit, sie macht die
Autoritiat der Handschrift aus, die von den Verfechtern eines
‘westlichen’ Textes unzulissig auf den Bearbeiter des D-Textes
bezogen wird. GewiB3 haben wir in D einen Text des 2./3.
Jahrhunderts vor uns — urn Westcott-Horts Meinung, wenn
auch in Verkehrung der Fronten, wiederaufzunehmen — aber
nur da, wo der Urheber des D-Textes nicht in den ihm vor-
liegenden Textbestand eingegriffen hat. Schon daBl niemand
mehr von einem ‘westlichen’ Text ohne Anwendung der An-
ftihrungszeichen spricht, zeigt die Wandlung der Situation.
Ein Text, dessen ilteste Zeugen — p?, p%, p*8 — aus Agypten
stammen und dessen Hauptreprasentant (stamme er nun aus
Agypten oder Nordafrika) jedenfalls nicht im Westen geschrieben
ist, sollte diesen Namen nicht mehr tragen diirfen, zumal er im
Westen des 2./3. Jahrhunderts keinen ‘Sitz im Leben’ hat (bei
einer in Vorbereitung befindlichen ausftihrlichen Darstellung
der ‘Miinsterschen Texttheorie’ wird eingehend dariiber ge-
sprochen werden). Das, was sein Specificurn ausmacht, die
Zusitze, Streichungen und Textanderungen, sollte den Mafstab
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fir ihn abgeben und die Beurteilungsgrundlage ausmachen.
Nur Handschriften, welche diese Specifica aufweisen, kénnen
zum D-Text gerechnet werden — erst wenn diese eigentlich
selbstverstandlichen Mafstabe und Gesichtspunkte voll beriick-
sichtigt werden, werden wir aus dem geradezu babylonischen
Sprachen- und Gedankenwirrwarr der Diskussion iiber den
‘westlichen’ Text herauskommen.

Der Friihtext gliedert sich nach dem Befund in den ‘grofien’
Papyri (urn sie zu wiederholen :p%, p26, pi7 pé6 p72 p78) in
einen ‘freien Text’, einen ‘Normaltext’ und einen ‘festen Text’.
Alle entwickeln sich ohne zentrale Aufsicht oder Lenkung. Auch
der ‘Normaltext’, ja selbst der ‘feste Text’ andert, fiigt hinzu
oder 1aBt weg, aber der ‘feste Text’ tut das nur sehr begrenzt,
selbst der ‘Normaltext’ halt sich in den Grenzen, die wir auch
bei der spateren neutestamentlichen Uberlieferung beobachten :
Paralleleneinflu, Verdeutlichung, stilistische Anderung usw.
Der ‘freie Text’ verfihrt an sich nach denselben Prinzipien — so
daB die Grenzen flieBend sein kénnen — aber er 1483t ihnen
weiten Raum, verstandlich genug in einer Zeit, in welcher die
neutestamentlichen Schriften erst beginnen, kanonische Auto-
ritdt zu gewinnen und vollig verstandlich in der frithesten Zeit,
in denen der Christ sich als Geisttrager dem in diesen Schriften
Mitgeteilten gleichgestellt und gleichberechtigt wei3 und dement-
sprechend frei damit schaltet (vgl. die Zitate aus dem NT im
friihchristlichen Schrifttum vor Irenius). Selbst als um 200 das
Vierevangeliencorpus und das paulinische Corpus allgemein in
der Kirche anerkannt sind, bezieht sich diese Anerkennung nur
auf die Corpora als solche und nicht auf jede Einzelheit des
Textes. Und selbst als die Kanonizitat der 27 Schriften des
NT vom 4. Jahrhundert ab kirchlich fixiert wird, bleibt der
Text des NT immer noch ein ‘lebender Text’. Bis in die spatesten
Zeiten hinein habensich die Schreiber zu Anderungen frei
gefiihlt und ihre Vorlage niemals so sklavisch genau kopiert,
wie das in der orientalischen Uberlieferung Gesetz war — sei es
beim hebraischen Alten Testament oder beim arabischen Koran.

Wenn nun nachstehend die Varianten der frithen Papyri
und Majuskeln vom ‘Standard-Text’ verzeichnet werden, so
geschieht das mit der bereits genannten doppelten Abzweckung :
einer Kontrolle des ‘Standard-Textes’ auf sein Verhiltnis zum
Text der Friihzeit und ob Anderungen daran nach dem Befund
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dort erforderlich sind sowie einer Untersuchung des Textes der
Friihzeit darauf] ob er sich in die genannten Kategorien einfiigt
und ob bzw. wieweit diese Kategorien erweitert oder verandert
werden missen. Dabei wird, wie ebenfalls bereits bemerkt, von
den ‘kleinen’ Papyri ausgegangen. Gewill handelt es sich bei
ihnen wie den zusitzlich heranzuziehenden Majuskeln urn
Fragmente. Aber diese Papyri und Majuskeln haben ur-
spriinglich mindestens den Text der ganzen neutestamentlichen
Schrift enthalten, von der sie heute nur noch Teile bieten. Um
ihren Textcharakter festzustellen, reichen auch Proben aus —
das ist wie bei dem berithmten Eimer mit Marmelade, den man
nicht ganz aufessen muB, urn den Charakter der Marmelade zu
bestimmen, einige Loéffel davon reichen dafiir vollstindig.
Natiirlich ist es méglich, da8 ein Fragment ausgerechnet einen
Textabschnitt enthilt, in dem alle Zeugen miteinander iiber-
einstimmen, dann fallt es fiir unsere Untersuchung aus. Die
wenigstens vorlaufige Feststellung, ob und wieviel Varianten in
diesem Abschnitt sonst iiberliefert sind, erméglicht ein Seiten-
blick in die Ausgabe von Sodens, welche von allen Ausgaben das
umfanglichste Variantenmaterial bietet (bis zu einem gewissen
Grade auch in den neuen Nestle), diese Zahlen werden deshalb
jedes Mal zur Kontrolle angegeben. Die Anordnung erfolgt
nach den Schriften des NT und hier so, daB3 zwar die chrono-
logische Anordnung dominiert, gleichzeitig aber nach Moglich-
keit die inhaltliche Reihenfolge beachtet wird.

Ausdiesem Grunde werden auch Papyri und Majuskeln in-
einander geordnet : die iibliche Trennung beider ist ebenso-
wenig sinnvoll zu begriinden wie die iibliche Anordnung in der
(doch rein zufilligen) Reihenfolge der Papyrus-Nummern. Die
Individualitat der insgesamt 38 Papyri und Majuskeln bleibt
auch beim gewiahlten System erhalten. Wenn im nachstehenden
Text nur 27 von ihnen behandelt werden und die Unter-
suchung beim Philipperbrief abbricht, so hat das den rein
auBeren Grund der radikalen Umfangsbeschrankung fiir die
Beitrige zu dieser Festschrift durch den Verlag. Es fehlen noch
fiir den 1 Thess p® (I11) mit 1:3-2 : 1, 6-13 und p%° (lII)
mit 4: 12-13, 16-17; 5. 3, 8-10, 12-18, 25-28, fiir den 2 Thess
der Rest von p3° mit: 1-2, fiir Titus p32 (urn 200) mit 1:11-15;
2: 3-8, fiir Philemon p® (I1l) mit 13-15, 24-25, fiir Hebr p'2
() mit 1 :ound p8 (HIZ1V) mit 2 @ 14-5 1 5510:8-22, 29-11:
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13; n: 28-12: 17, fiir Jak p28 (1) mit 1: 10~12, 15-18 und p2°0
() mit 2 : 19-3: g, fiir1Joh p? (N/1V) mit 4; 11~12, 14-17,
fiir Jud p?® (111/1V) mit 4-5, 7-8 und fur die Apokalypse p!8
(IM1/1V) mit 1: 4-7. Aber auch so ist der vorgeschriebene
Umfang bereits iiberschritten, obwohl der urspriingliche Plan,
jeder Variante einen ausfiihrlichen Apparat aus den wichtigsten
Handschriften mitzugeben, von vornherein aufgegeben und die
Einleitung auf ein Minimum gekiirzt worden ist.

Immerhin bedeutet die Weglassung der frithen Papyri fir
I Thess — Apok keine grundsitzliche EinbuBle. Denn das Ge-
samtbild wird dadurch nicht geindert. Und vielleicht hat die
Konfrontierung mit der ‘Miinsterschen Texttheorie’ ohne viel
erklarende Zusitze, wie sie jetzt in der Einleitung erfolgt, auch
ihren Vorteil. AnschlieBend an die Materialdarbietung wird
noch einmal kurz davon zu reden sein.

Matthiusevangelium
p%/87 (urn 200) : Matt 3 : g, 15 ; 5:20-22, 25-28 ; 26 : 7-8, 10,
14-15, 22-23, 31-33

1 g Verse, 62 Zeilen (zweispaltig), 2 Varianten : Auslassung
von admjv nach émbvuijoar in 5: 28, avlrw w[yr] in 26: 22
(Variantenzahl bei Nestle-Aland?6 15, bei v. Soden 52) : fester
Text.

p? (117111) : Matt 23 :30-38(39)

g (10) Verse, 23 (27) Zeilen, 2 Varianten, davon Singu-
larlesart: kowewvol adrdv in 23 : 30, #0ékpra in 23 : 37, dazu
Schreibvariante épwé in 23 : 37 (Variantenzahl bei Nestle-
Aland?® 6, bei v. Soden 38) : mit nachlidssigem Schreiber,
mindestens Normaltext.

pt (111), Matt 1: r-g, 12, 14~20

17 Verse, 47 (50) Zeilen, 2 Singularlesarten (abgesehen von
den Varianten der Namen) : Auslassung von 7ot vor Odplov in
126 und ai vor yeveal in 1 : 17 (Varianten bei Nestle-Aland?¢ 14,
bei v. Soden 54) : fester Text.

p?® (1), Matt 2: 13-16, 22-3: 1;11: 26-27; 12: 4-5; 24: 3-6,
12-15

19 Verse, 47 Zeilen, 7 Varianten, davon 3 Singuldrlesarten :
valalpa in 2: 23, ywdoker iN 11:27, €]dayer in 12: 4, ev (?) Tw
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caPBlatew in 12: 5, ev T[wovopare in 24: 5, 76 edayyéhov toidro
(2. Hand, 1. Hand 148t rodro aus) und eis oAn]y Tyv oucov[pevyy
in 24 : 14. (Variantenzahl bei Nestle-Aland?® g, bei v. Soden
58) : etwas fliichtig geschriebener fester Text.

p% (111) Matt 26 - 29—40 (+Acta g, s. dort)

12 Verse, 39 Zeilen, 5 Varianten, davon Singulirlesart :
éyw év ool in 26 : 33, dmaprijoed in 26 :34, of dv in 26 : 36, mpooeA-
fcdv und mdrep (. Hand, wahrend die 2. Hand pov hinzufiigt)
in 26 = 39 (Variantenzahl bei Nestle-Aland?¢ 19, bei v. Soden
50) : mindestens Normaltext.

02 12 (II) Matt 27 : 56-57 und Parallelen

‘Da es sich hier um Diatessarontext handelt, ist eine ver-
gleichende Betrachtung der Textvarianten nicht mdglich ;
selbst da, wo einwandfrei festzustellen ist, welche Stelle eines
der Evangelien zugrundegelegt worden ist, sind die Texte
bearbeitet.

p% (1112, IV?) Matt 25; 12-15, 20-23

8 Verse, 20 Zeilen, 1unsichere Variante, da es sich urn die
Frage der Rekonstruktion einer Liicke handelt ; ob p% wpoceAfwy
ral oder mpooeAdaw 8éxai hat, ist nicht sicher zu sagen, nach der
Buchstabenzahl ist die Auslassung von &8¢ wahrscheinlicher
(Variantenzahl bei Nestle-Aland?® 7, bei v. Soden 32) : fester
Text.

p¥ (I11/1V) Matt 26: 19-52

34 Verse, 65 Zeilen, 27 Varianten, davon 1o Singularlesarten :
Myw Suiv (ohne &7i) in 26 : 21, els (?)exao]ros avrwy in 26 : 22,
™y xeipo per’ éuod in 26 :23, éyemify (1. Hand, von der zweiten
in éyemfn verbessert) in 26 : 24, éxdAecev (1. Hand, von der
zweiten Hand in éxAagev verbessert) in 26 : 26, AaPwv 1[0 moryprov
in 26 : 27, ék Tovrov yewruaros (1. Hand, die zweite fiigte 7od
hinzu) und =lw in 26 : 29, ev epot ev TavTy [ vuk] Tavry und
Staoxopr|obnoerar in 26 : 31, elmev @  tin 26 : 33, kaio’ Inoods
und radry 7§ vurri und adexropog[wrias in 26 34, peivare 8é
B8e und éypnyopeire in 26: 38 (vgl. 26: 40 und 41), ioxvoar[res
(?) p]av und éypyyopiioar in 26 : 40, éypyyopeite und éAfnre in
26 : 41, Auslassung von dmeAddv und von pov in 26 : 42, Auslas-
sung von zwdAw und éx Tpirov in 26 : 44, édv in 26 : 48, 7& ’Inood
elmev adrd in 26 - 49-50, Auslassung von Tdv in 26 :5 1(Varian-
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tenangabe Dbei Nestle-Aland?® 54, bei v. Soden 169) : freier
Text (nicht zufillig geht p%® in einer Reihe von Fallen mit p%?
zusammen) .

Lukasevangelium
p* (I11) Luk 1:58~60,62-2:1, 6-7; 3 : 8-4: 2, 2g-32, 34-35;
5. 3-8, 30-6: 16

96 Verse, 480 Zeilen (zweispaltig), 26 Varianten (von einigen
differierenden Namensschreibungen in 3 : 23 ff abgesehen),
davon 8 Singularlesarten : 7 [vewyfy oder 7 [vouyty und mapaypn [pa
T0 orolua avrov [kar 1 yAwo|ga avrov in i: 64, ral éladeiro in
: 65, €avrdv in 1: 66, Auslassung von «dpeos in i: 68, Tod
kvplov in 1. 76, eme[okeparo in 1: 78, Auslassung von xaldv
in g:9, Banrmioln[var] ravra in §: 21, mrevuari(kd?) elder in g:
22, o]dy[ov 8] ¢ kb oas]edidagier e [Tov mAowov in 5, 3, yad]aoa
in 5 : 4, Inoods ohne Artikel und 7plo[s] avrov in 5: 31, phyvvoe
(statt prifed) in 5: 37, Auslassung von kui in5 : 39, 'Inoods
ohne Artikel und Auslassung von évres in 6: 3, Auslassung von
s in 6 : 4, Zufiigung von kui vor tof oafBdrov in 6 :5, & 7o
érépw und defwa adrod in 6 : 6, Oepamevoer in 6 : 7, *Incods ohne
Artikel in6 1 g, édlowwinb: 11, epw[rmoer in der 2. Hand in
6: 13 (die erste liest wpocepdivmoer). Dazu kommen in 3, 23—29
einige Varianten bei Namensformen, aber lediglich ortho-~
graphischen Charakters (Variantenzahl bei Nestle-Aland?6,43,
bei v. Soden 578) : Normaltext.

p%® (I11) Luk 22: 41, 45-48, 58-61

g Verse, 28 Zeilen, 13 Varianten (davon g Singularlesarten),
wobei in einer Reihe von Fallen nicht sicher zu entscheiden
ist, was p® urspriinglich tatsachlich gelesen hat, da die Rekon-
struktion mit verschiedenen Unsicherheitsfaktoren belastet ist :
offensichtlich hat p®® nach wpooydyero von 22 : 41 eine Aus-
lassung, die groBer gewesen ist als die vielfach bezeugte von
43-44 (schon in p?), offensichtlich hat auch 22 : 42 gefehlt;
wie der Anschluf3 von 45b zu konstruieren ist, ist nicht sicher ;
evpev avrous kallevdovras koipuwuevovs in 22 45; auch in 22 :
46 weicht p%® von allen anderen Texten ab, moglicherweise hat
er gelesen eirev avrois (o) ms| 1 wafevde[re; [ere Se (?)]und
kat eyywoas epdnoely Tov vy in 22 4.7, av[7]w e[imer ko ov
und ¢ 8¢ elmev am SchluB in 22 : 58, wg[et wpas alos ioxv]pilero
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und oyros v u[er avrov in 22 : 59,auch in 22 : 60 weicht p8? vom
Standard-Text erheblich ab, wahrscheinlich hat er gelesen
we @ 11y avrov Aadoy[vros mapaypnpa, in 22 : 61 0 merp[os eveBreyer
av]tw tote, schlieBlich wird in 22 : 61 &7 vor mpiv ausgelassen
(Variantenzahl bei Nestle-Aland?¢ 27, bei v. Soden 77) : sehr
freie Textform eines auch sonst stark variierten Textes, von
allen anderen Reprasentanten dieses Typs unterschieden. Trotz
gelegentlicher Beriihrungen mit Lesarten bei D nicht in den
D-Text als Vorldaufer einzuordnen, D hat die bei p® ausgelas-
senen Verse 22 : 43-44 und bietet auch 22 : 42 in ganz anderer
Gestalt.

Johannesevangelium

p%2 (urn 125) Joh 18: 31-33, 37-38

5 Verse, 14 Zeilen, 1 Variante (Singulirlesart): die Ausfiil-
lung der Liicke in 18 : 33 wo[9pAev ow madw eis ro mparrw]prov
ist nicht absolut sicher, die Auslassung von eis rofro in 18 : 37
befindet sich ebenfalls in Liicke und ist aus der Buchstabenzahl
der Zeile erschlossen (Variantenzahl bei Nestle-Aland?é 4, bei
v. Soden 21) : Normaltext.

p> (I11) Joh 1:23-30(31),33-40; 16: 14-30; 20: 11-17,19-25

48 Verse, 137 (140) Zeilen, 25 Varianten (davon 8 Singulir-
lesarten) : Auslassung von katielmav adrd (rekonstruiert) in 1:
25, Auslassung von wdAw (rekonstruiert) in 1: 35, Auslassung
von adrod (rekonstruiert, Angabe im Apparat von Nestle-Aland?2é
ist dementsprechend zu korrigieren) in 1: 37, of 8¢ in1:38 von
der ersten Hand ausgelassen, von der zweiten beigefiigt, adr®
dafiir urspriinglich im Text und vom Korrektor getilgt und
Aeyetas €] punvevoue[vov (aber nicht sicher, da die Zeile dann nur
25 Buchstaben hitte, pefepunrevduevor wiirde sie auf 28 bringen,
was durchaus mdoglich wire, da die Buchstabenzahlen zwischen
25 und 29 liegen), in 1: 40 wird entweder Z{uwvos oder I1érpov
ausgelassen (eine Entscheidung, welches Wort fehlte, ist nicht
moglich, da es sich urn eine Singulirlesart handelt), in 16:17
wird von der ersten Hand ér. ausgelassen (vom Korrektor ein-
gefiigt), in 16 : 18 wird 8 Aéyer ausgelassen, ebenso wie mit
aller Wahrscheinlichkeit 76 vor wupdy, in 16 : 19 vor *Incods
der Artikel, in 16 :2isteht juépa statt dpa, in 16 : 23 hat der
Papyrus die Wortfolge 8woer duiv év 7 dvéuari pov, in 16 : 24
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ist durch Homoioteleuton der Text von éwsdpri bis dvdpari
pov ausgefallen (der Korrektor fiigt die Auslassung als Anhang
hinzu), in 16: 26 wird mepi sudv ausgelassen, in 16: 27 fehlt
(als Singulirlesart) éyd vor mapd und danach der Artikel vor
feod, in 16 : 29 wird vom Korrektor das urspriinglich fehlende
ad7d nach Aéyovow hinzugefiigt, in 20 : 16 bleibt es innerhalb
des rekonstruierten Teils unsicher, ob 8:8doxale oder we gestan-
den hat, das zweite ist wahrscheinlicher, weil die Zeile dann
27 Buchstaben hat, was im Durchschnitt liegt, wiahrend das
erste 34 Buchstaben ergibe, in 20 : 19148t die erste Hand kat
vor Aéyeraus (vom Korrektor hinzugefiigt). Auffillig ist der
Variantenbestand in 20: 24-25. Hier scheint der Papyrus mit
N* jibereinzustimmen: wie dieser liest er é7e odv (rekonstruiert)
in 20 : 24, 148t in 20 : 25 zunichst das odv nach é\eyov aus, dann
das dMot vor pafyral und schlieBlich das odv nach yepoiv.
Allerdings befinden sich alle diese Vorkommnisse im rekon-
struierten Bestand, wobei die niedrige sich so ergebende Buch-
stabenzahl (23/25/25/25 in den Zeilen 24-27 von Bv?) deutlich
unter dem Durchschnitt liegt. Deshalb ist in 20 : 24 hochst-
wahrscheinlich der Artikel vor ’Inoots einzufiigen, was gegen X
ginge. (Variantenzahl bei Nestle-Aland?¢ 88, bei v. Soden 2%79) :
Normaltext.

p8 (I11) Joh 3: 34

1 Vers, 3 Zeilen, 1 Variante : ék pépovs statt éx uérpov (Vari-
antenzahl bei Nestle-Aland?® |, bei v. Soden 4). Uber den
Textcharakter ist wegen der Kiirze des gebotenen Textes nichts
zu sagen (weithin Rekonstruktion) ; das mit Sicherheit zu lesende
éie uépovs wird bezeugt von p8* 030, 1223 al, aber es konnen
daraus keine weiterfithrenden Schliisse gezogen werden.
p* (111) Joh 6 : 8-12, 17-22

11 Verse, 23 Zeilen, 4 Varianten :in 6 : 10 offensichtlich
woel (rekonstruiert), in 6 : 11 &wkev, in 6 117 mpds avTods
émAdler & 'Inoods, in 6: 22 eldev(idev) (Varianten bei Nestle-
Aland?¢ 16, bei v. Soden 75) : Normaltext.
p%® (111) Joh 8: 14-22

g Verse, 50 Zeilen, 1 Variante: 7 paprvpia pov dAnbdis éorw
in 8 : 14 (Varianten bei Nestle-Aland?® g, bei v. Soden 57) :
fester Text (charakteristischerweise geht p3® bei seiner Ab-
weichung vom Standardtext mit p?® und B zusammen).




270 KURT ALAND

p2 (I11) Joh 15: 25-16: 2, 21-32

17 Verse, 37 Zeilen, 2 Varianten :4drédv in 16 : 23 (anschei-
nend Singularlesart), in 16: 27 ganz offensichtlich rof feof
(wenn auch rekonstruiert), in 16: 32 xai éué (Varianten bei
Nestle-Aland?® 24, bei v. Soden 81) : Normaltext, wenn nicht
mehr.

0162 (I11/1V) Joh 2: 11-22

12 Verse, 38 Zeilen, 5 Varianten : uero Tadra und Auslassung
von adrod nach ddeddol in 2: 12, s Ppayéov und 7a képpata
in 2: 15, drodourify in 2: 20 (Varianten bei Nestle-Aland?®
14, bei v. Soden 65) : Normaltext, wenn nicht mehr (in drei
der finf Varianten geht 0162 bezeichnenderweise mit p™ zu-
sammen),

Apostelgeschichie

o18g (II7111) Apg 5: 3-21

19 Verse, 66 Zeilen, 6 Varianten : éyivovro (eyewovro) und
mdvres in 5. 12, odfels in 5: 13, oumjpyovro in 5: 16, 7oie
(pvvée) und 8¢ statt 7e in 5: 1g (Varianten bei Nestle-Aland?¢
32, beiv. Soden18) : Normaltext, wenn nicht mehr (vier
der Varianten gehen bezeichnenderweise mit B zusammen).

p® (111) Apg g : 33-10:1 (+Matt 26, s. dort)

12 Verse, 37 Zeilen, 6 Varianten : *Incofis 6 Xpiords ( ?) in
g: 34, A¥ddav ral Zapdva in g:. 35, dyabav éywv in g:. 36,
oMps *Iémmys in g 1 42 und éxardvrapyos in 10 :i (Varianten
in Nestle-Aland2?® 13, in v. Soden 58) : Normaltext.
p2 (1) Apg 26 7-8, 20
p® (I11) Apg 23 :11-17,23-29
p% (urn 300, I1/1V?) Apg 18: 24-19: 6, 12-16

Alle drei Papyri sind (wenn auch bei p2* mit einiger Zuriick-
haltung wegen des zu geringen Textbestandes) als Vorfahren
bzw. Geschwister des D-Textes anzusehen, von dem sie aller-
dings selbstindig abweichen. Sie bediirfen einer Sonderunter-
suchung, eine Kollation gegen den ‘Standard-Text’ wiirde
wegen ihres grundsitzlich verschiedenen Charakters uniiber-
sichtlich werden und keine konkreten Resultate ergeben.

Auffallig ist, da8 fiir die Evangelien keine D-Text-Zeugen in
den frithen Papyri und Majuskeln vorliegen, einzig p%® kommt
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hier in Betracht, seine Selbstandigkeit in der Auslassung von
Luk 22 : 43-44 gegen D weist (vielleicht) in die Richtung, die
kiinftige Untersuchungen nehmen sollten.

Rimerbrief
p% (I11) Rom 1: 24-27, 31-2: 3; 3: 21-4: 8; 6. 4-5, 16; g:
16-17, 27

33 Verse, 106 Zeilen, 7 Varianten (davon 3 Singularlesarten
und 3 durch Homoioteleuton) : Auslassung von s (?) vor
mioTews in 3: 25, Auslassung von vduov bis wiorews in 3:30-31
durch Homoioteleuton, Auslassung von 7év mpomdropa bis
ABpadp in 4 : 1-2 durch Homoioteleuton, 7w 8¢ €pya[§ope]vw
[o]v [Ao]yslerar o wugf[os ka]ra yapw anstelle von 7 & un
épyalopévew und éavrod in 4: 5, Auslassung von kafdwep bis
Sucaroovmy in 4: 6 durch Homoioteleuton und Suayyéy in
g :17 (Varianten in Nestle-Aland? 33, in v. Soden 111) :
freier, fliichtig geschriebener Text.

0220 (III) 4. 23-5: 3, 8-13

12 Verse, 29 Zeilen, 4 Varianten : éyeipovra in 4 : 24, Auslassung
von rfjmiorer iN 5: 2, in 5 : 3 nach udvov 8¢ eine im einzelnen
nicht festzulegende Zufiigung und kavyduevor (Varianten in
Nestle-Aland?8 12, in v. Soden 47) : fester Text ( ?,'die Varianten
in 5: 2-3 gehen mit B).

p?" (III) 8 : 12-22, 24-27, 33-g : 3, 5-g

30 Verse, 60 Zeilen, 2 Varianten (davon 1 Singularlesart) :
ém é\mide in 8 :2@AevBepofirar dmd in 8 :2 (2. Hand, 1. Hand
vielleicht HAevfepcsbn éx) (Varianten [in INestle-Aland26 33, in
v. Soden g8): fester Text.

1. Korintherbrief
pis (111) 7 : 18-8 : 4

27 Verse, 75 Zeilen, 10 Varianten (davon 3 Singulérlesarten):
Tis wékdprar in 71 18, v éxdifny in 7 : 20, mapa & Bed (re-
konstruiert) in 7 : 24, Auslassung von 7d vor doumdv in 7 : 29,
Auslassung von adrdv VOr odudopor SOWie dmepiomdorovs elvar
iny: 35 éomrev tfikapdila (rekonstruiert) und xékpiucer 4
8lg in 7 : 37, movjoer in 7 : 38, Xpioros in 7: 40 (Varianten bei
Nestle-Aland?6 44, bei v. Soden104) : mindestens Normaltext.
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Epheserbrief
p* (1) 4: 16—=29, 31-5: 13

29 Verse, 49 Zeilen, 8 Varianten (davon 4 Singulirlesarten) :
Auslassung von duds nach dmoféofai in 4: 22, év 7o mvedpare
in 4 : 23, Auslassung von 7@ vor wapopytoud in 4: 26, Tais
xepov 7o ayabfdv in 4 : 28, Auslassung von kai vor ¢ feds und
uiv in 4: 32, dmorias in 5 : 6, Auslassung von ydp vor kpvéi
in 5 :12 (Varianten in Nestle-Aland? 28, in v. Soden 85) :
mindestens Normaltext, wenn nicht mehr.

Philipperbrief
p® (I1/1V) 3 101 75 4 2-8

15 Verse, 40 Zeilen, 10 (9) Varianten (davon 4 Singulir-
lesarten) : Auslassung entweder von r4v oder 7év in 3 :io (nicht
zu entscheiden, da in der Rekonstruktion), Auslassung von
kal VOr karaddBw und von xai oder *Inood (nicht zu entscheiden,
da in der Rekonstruktion) in 3 :12, odmw (rekonstruiert, aber
nicht sicher, der Papyrus kann nach der Durchschnittsbuch-
stabenzahl auchod gehabt haben) sowie Aoyllopar éuavrdy
in 3: 13, 70D Oeod é&v *Inood Xpiord in 3 : 14, épfdoare in 3:16,
dpoveire in 4: 2, Tdv cvvepydv pov (kail) Tdv Aowwdv in 4: 3,
kal T vopaTa kel Ta cdpara dudy in 4 ; 7 (Varianten in Nestle-
Aland?¢ 18, in v. Soden 55) : Normaltext.

Brechen wir hier ab und wenden wir uns einer — notge-
drungenermaBlen kurzen — zusammenfassenden Betrachtung zu.
Die hier vorgenommenen Kilassifizierungen werden manchen
Kollegen — den Jubilar eingeschlossen — wahrscheinlich schok-
kieren, sind sie doch gewohnt, den Text der hier behandelten
Papyri anders zu klassifizieren :‘stimmt mit B und @ iiberein’
(p%), ‘Mischtext ; stimmt teils mit X°° und teils mit D iiberein’
(p?%) und was dergleichen mehr ist, oder ihn mindestens zu
einer der spateren groBen Gruppen zuzuordnen : alexandrinischer
Text, C&area-Text, westlicher Text bzw. Mischung aus ihnen,
was dann bis zu einer Zuordnung zum praecaesareensischen
Text und dhnlichem gehen kann. Abgesehen davon, da8 die
Zuordnung zu einzelnen oder mehreren, in sich ganz ver-
schiedenen Handschriften (B und ©!)fiir gewdhnlich auf will-
kiirlich herausgegriffenen Lesarten beruht und dem Duktus
des betreffenden Papyrus auf keine Weise entspricht, scheint sie
den einfachsten Regeln der Logik zuwider. 7 und B kann

)aﬂi
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man vielleicht wegen ihrer iiberwiltigenden Ubereinstimmung
tiber lange Strecken hin so beurteilen, aber selbst hier muf
es heiflen: B stimmt mit p? iiberein, niemals umgekehrt.
Denn Abhéangigkeitsverhaltnisse verlaufen doch immer vom
Fritheren zum Spiteren, nur das Spatere kann in seinem Charak-
ter mit dem Fritheren verglichen werden und nicht umgekehrt.
Folgt man aber dieser iiberall geltenden Regel, so miifite es
bei p® z.B. heilen ‘B und ® stimmen mit p8iiberein’ — wobei
die Sinnlosigkeit, urn nicht zu sagen Unsinnigkeit eines solchen
Vergleiches deutlich sichtbar wird. Schon die fiir p32 gegebene
Beschreibung: ‘stimmt mit X diberein, ebenso mit F G’ scheint
erstaunlich, bringt man sie in die logische Ordnung: ‘X und
F G stimmen mit p8 tberein’, wird die Unmoglichkeit einer
solchen Betrachtungsweise ganz deutlich.

Dariiber lieBe sich noch viel sagen, lassen wir es mit diesen
wenigen Sitzen genug sein. Der ‘frithe Text’, d.h. der Text des
NT bis ans Ende der diokletianischen Verfolgung und bis zum
Beginn der Wirkung der groflen Textformen, von denen allein
die alexandrinische (der spatere agyptische Text) und die an-
tiochenische (der Koine- usw. Text) sicher zu erfassen sind,
gliedert sich nach — wenigstens meinem — bisherigen Erkennt-
nisstand in drei Gruppen: fester Text, Normaltext, freier Text.
Neben allem steht als einsame GréBe der D-Text, der im ‘frithen
Text’ drei bzw. vier Reprasentanten hat (von 38 !):p2, p%,
p38 und eventuell noch p®. Alle diese Papyri sind offensichtlich
Vorgénger, bestenfalls Geschwister des Textes von D, nicht von
ihm abgeleitet. Aber das bedarf noch einer eingehenden Unter-
suchung (die hoffentlich in nicht zu ferner Zukunft vorgelegt
werden kann).

In der vorstehenden Zusammenstellung ist versucht worden,
alle hier behandelten Zeugen des frithen Textes einer der drei
Gruppen zuzuweisen. Das geschah provisorisch, wie schon die
mehrfach wiederkehrende Bezeichnung ‘mindestens Normal-
text’ zeigt. Das geschah bei insgesamt fiinf Zeugen: p® (fiir
Matthius), p22, 0162, 0189, p'5, p*°. Eindeutig unter das Vor-
zeichen des ‘festen Textes’ wurden sieben Zeugen gestellt :
p84/87 pl p70 p35  p39 0220, p?. Die Klassifikation ‘Normaltext’
erfolgte fiir ebenfalls sieben Zeugen :p™, p%, po2, p5, p28, p°3
(fur Apostelgeschichte), p!6. Nur zwei Zeugen : p3?, p® wurden
dem ‘freien Text’ zugeordnet. Ohne Beurteilung muflten aus
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und oy7os v pler avrov in 22: 59, auch in 22: 60 weicht ps® vom
Standard-Text erheblich ab, wahrscheinlich hat er gelesen
kat e7i] avrov Aadoy[vros mapaypypa, in 22: 61 o merp[os eveBAefer
av]rw 7ote, schlieBlich wird in 22: 61 67 vor mpiv ausgelassen
(Variantenzahl bei Nestle-Aland2¢ 27, bei v. Soden 77): sehr
freie Textform eines auch sonst stark variierten Textes, von
allen anderen Reprasentanten dieses Typs unterschieden. Trotz
gelegentlicher Beriihrungen mit Lesarten bei D nicht in den
D-Text als Vorlaufer einzuordnen, D hat die bei p%® ausgelas-
senen Verse 22: 43—44 und bietet auch 22: 42 in ganz anderer
Gestalt.

Johannesevangelium

p%2 (um 125) Joh 18: 31-33, 37-38

5 Verse, 14 Zeilen, 1 Variante (Singulérlesart): die Ausfiil-
lung der Liicke in 18: 33 wo[n)\ev oww madw eis 7o mparrw]piov
ist nicht absolut sicher, die Auslassung von eis rofiro in 18: 37
befindet sich ebenfalls in Liicke und ist aus der Buchstabenzahl
der Zeile erschlossen (Variantenzahl bei Nestle-Aland?¢ 4, bei
v. Soden 21) : Normaltext.

p® (III) Joh 1: 23-30 (31), 33—40; 16: 14-30; 20: 11-1%, 1g—25

48 Verse, 137 (140) Zeilen, 25 Varianten (davon 8 Singulir-
lesarten) : Auslassung von kai elmav adrd (rekonstruiert) in 1:
25, Auslassung von wdAw (rekonstruiert) in 1: g5, Auslassung
von adrod (rekonstruiert, Angabe im Apparat von Nestle-Aland26
ist dementsprechend zu korrigieren) in 1: 37, of 8¢ in 1: 38 von
der ersten Hand ausgelassen, von der zweiten beigefiigt, adr®
dafiir urspriinglich im Text und vom Korrektor getilgt und
Aeyetar €]punvevoue[vov (aber nicht sicher, da die Zeile dann nur
25 Buchstaben hatte, uefepunvevduevor wiirde sie auf 28 bringen,
was durchaus méglich wire, da die Buchstabenzahlen zwischen
25 und 29 liegen), in 1: 40 wird entweder Z{uwvos oder ITérpov
ausgelassen (eine Entscheidung, welches Wort fehlte, ist nicht
moglich, da es sich um eine Singuldrlesart handelt), in 16: 17
wird von der ersten Hand 67 ausgelassen (vom Korrektor ein-
gefiigt), in 16: 18 wird & Aéyer ausgelassen, ebenso wie mit
aller Wahrscheinlichkeit 76 vor uupdy, in 16: 19 vor ’Inoods
der Artikel, in 16: 21 steht fuépa statt dpa, in 16: 23 hat der
Papyrus die Wortfolge 8woer Spiv év 7& dvdpari pov, in 16: 24
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ist durch Homoioteleuton der Text von éws dpre bis dvépari
pov ausgefallen (der Korrektor fiigt die Auslassung als Anhang
hinzu), in 16: 26 wird mept Sudv ausgelassen, in 16: 27 fehlt
(als Singularlesart) éys vor mapd und danach der Artikel vor
feod, in 16: 29 wird vom Korrektor das urspriinglich fehlende
ad7d nach Aéyovow hinzugefiigt, in 20: 16 bleibt es innerhalb
des rekonstruierten Teils unsicher, ob 8i8doxade oder ke gestan-
den hat, das zweite ist wahrscheinlicher, weil die Zeile dann
27 Buchstaben hat, was im Durchschnitt liegt, wihrend das
erste 34 Buchstaben ergibe, in 20: 19 148t die erste Hand xal
vor Méyer aus (vom Korrektor hinzugefiigt). Auffillig ist der
Variantenbestand in 20: 24-25. Hier scheint der Papyrus mit
N* {ibereinzustimmen : wie dieser liest er ére odv (rekonstruiert)
in 20: 24, liBt in 20: 25 zunichst das odv nach &eyov aus, dann
das dMot vor pafpral und schlieBlich das odv nach yepoiv.
Allerdings befinden sich alle diese Vorkommnisse im rekon-
struierten Bestand, wobei die niedrige sich so ergebende Buch-
stabenzahl (23/25/25/25 in den Zeilen 24-27 von Bv?) deutlich
unter dem Durchschnitt liegt. Deshalb ist in 20: 24 héchst-
wahrscheinlich der Artikel vor ’I5oofs einzufiigen, was gegen &
ginge. (Variantenzahl bei Nestle-Aland?¢ 88, bei v. Soden 279) :
Normaltext.
p® (LIT) Joh 3: 34

1 Vers, g Zeilen, 1 Variante: éx pépovs statt éx pérpov (Vari-
antenzahl bei Nestle-Aland2s 1, bei v. Soden 4). Uber den
Textcharakter ist wegen der Kiirze des gebotenen Textes nichts
zu sagen (weithin Rekonstruktion) ; das mit Sicherheit zu lesende
éx pépovs wird bezeugt von p%*, o030, 1223 al, aber es kénnen
daraus keine weiterfithrenden Schliisse gezogen werden.
p?8 (ITI) Joh 6: 8-12, 1722

11 Verse, 23 Zeilen, 4 Varianten: in 6: 10 offensichtlich
doel (rekonstruiert), in 6: 11 édwkev, in 6: 17 mpos adrods
émAvlfer S 'Inoods, in 6: 22 eldev (idev) (Varianten bei Nestle-
Aland? 16, bei v. Soden 75) : Normaltext.
p3® (IIT) Joh 8: 14—22

9 Verse, 50 Zeilen, 1 Variante: 7 paprvpla pov adybis éorww
in 8: 14 (Varianten bei Nestle-Aland?® g, bei v. Soden 57):
fester Text (charakteristischerweise geht p3® bei seiner Ab-
weichung vom Standardtext mit p?® und B zusammen).
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p? (III) Joh 15: 25-16: 2, 21-32

17 Verse, 37 Zeilen, 2 Varianten: ér édv in 16: 23 (anschei-
nend Singuldrlesart), in 16: 27 ganz offensichtlich o feod
(wenn auch rekonstruiert), in 16: 32 xal éué (Varianten bei
Nestle-Aland?® 24, bei v. Soden 81): Normaltext, wenn nicht
mehr.

0162 (III/IV) Joh 2: 11—22

12 Verse, 38 Zeilen, 5 Varianten: perd radra und Auslassung
von adrod nach ddeddoi in 2: 12, s Pppayéliov und Td Képpata
in 2: 15, drodouifn in 2: 20 (Varianten bei Nestle-Aland?6
14, bei v. Soden 65): Normaltext, wenn nicht mehr (in drei
der fiinf Varianten geht 0162 bezeichnenderweise mit p? zu-
sammen).

Apostelgeschichte
0189 (II/IIT) Apg 5: g—21

19 Verse, 66 Zeilen, 6 Varianten: éylvovro (eyewovro) und
mdvtes In 5: 12, odfeis in 5: 13, oumjpyovro in 5: 16, 7voife
(qvvée) und &8¢ statt 7e in 5: 19 (Varianten bei Nestle-Aland?¢
32, bei v. Soden 118): Normaltext, wenn nicht mehr (vier
der Varianten gehen bezeichnenderweise mit B zusammen).

p®® (II1) Apg g: 33-10: 1 (+Matt 26, s. dort)

12 Verse, 37 Zeilen, 6 Varianten: ’Inocods ¢ Xpiords (?) in
9: 34, Avd8av kai Zapdva in g: 35, dyabdv épywv in g: 36,
SMys *Iémmms in g: 42 und éxardvrapyos in 10: 1 (Varianten
in Nestle-Aland?® 13, in v. Soden 58) : Normaltext.
p?® (III) Apg 26: 7-8, 20
p®8 (III) Apg 23: 11-17, 23-29
p® (um 300, III/IV?) Apg 18: 27-19: 6, 12-16

Alle drei Papyri sind (wenn auch bei p?* mit einiger Zuriick-
haltung wegen des zu geringen Textbestandes) als Vorfahren
bzw. Geschwister des D-Textes anzusehen, von dem sie aller-
dings selbstindig abweichen. Sie bediirfen einer Sonderunter-
suchung, eine Kollation gegen den ‘Standard-Text’ wiirde
wegen ihres grundsitzlich verschiedenen Charakters uniiber-
sichtlich werden und keine konkreten Resultate ergeben.
Auffillig ist, daB fiir die Evangelien keine D-Text-Zeugen in
den frithen Papyri und Majuskeln vorliegen, einzig p® kommt
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hier in Betracht, seine Selbstandigkeit in der Auslassung von
Luk 22: 43-44 gegen D weist (vielleicht) in die Richtung, die
kiinftige Untersuchungen nehmen sollten.

Rimerbrief
p* (III) Rém 1: 24-27, 31-2: 3; 3: 21-4: 8; 6: 4-5, 16; 9:
16-17, 27

33 Verse, 106 Zeilen, 7 Varianten (davon g Singulirlesarten
und 3 durch Homoioteleuton) : Auslassung von rfs (?) vor
mlotews in 3: 25, Auslassung von vépov bis mlorews in 3: 3031
durch Homoioteleuton, Auslassung von év mpomdropa bis
ABpadp in 4: 1-2 durch Homoioteleuton, 7w ¢ epyalfopevw
fo]v [Xo]yilerar o pugflos xalra yapw anstelle von ¢ 8¢ W)
épyalopévey und éavrod in 4: 5, Auslassung von kafdmep bis
Sucaroovvmy in 4: 6 durch Homoioteleuton und SuayyéAy in
9: 17 (Varianten in Nestle-Aland? 33, in v. Soden 111):
freier, fliichtig geschriebener Text.

0220 (IIT) 4: 23-5: 3, 8-13

12 Verse, 29 Zeilen, 4 Varianten : éyeipovra in 4 : 24, Auslassung
von 7§} miorer in 5: 2, in 5: g nach udvov 8¢ eine im einzelnen
nicht festzulegende Zufiigung und xavyduevor (Varianten in
Nestle-Aland?® 12, in v. Soden 47) : fester Text (?,die Varianten
in 5: 2—3 gehen mit B).

p¥ (III) 8: r2—22, 24-27, 33-9: 3, 5-9

30 Verse, 60 Zeilen, 2 Varianten (davon 1 Singulirlesart):
ém émidi in 8: 20, éAevfepotirar dnd in 8: 21 (2. Hand, 1. Hand
vielleicht #Aevfepcsbn ék) (Varianten lin Nestle-Aland?¢ 33, in
v. Soden ¢8) : fester Text.

1. Korintherbrief
pl® (III) 7: 18-8: 4

27 Verse, 75 Zeilen, 10 Varianten (davon 3 Singulirlesarten) :
Tis kékrar in 7: 18, év §f ékhijfn in 7: 20, maps 7@ Bed (re-
konstruiert) in 7: 24, Auslassung von 76 vor douwdy in 7: 29,
Auslassung von adrdv vor odudopor sowie dmepiomdorovs efvar
in 7: 35, éomrev 1) Kapdia (rekonstruiert) und wéwpuxer T
i8ig in 7: 87, movjoer in 7: 38, Xpiorod in 7: 40 (Varianten bei
Nestle-Aland?®® 44, bei v. Soden 104) : mindestens Normaltext.
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Epheserbrief
p* (III) 4: 16-29, g31-5: 13

29 Verse, 49 Zeilen, 8 Varianten (davon 4 Singulirlesarten):
Auslassung von duds nach dmoféofar in 4: 22, év 7 mvedpare
in 4: 23, Auslassung von 7& vor mapopyioud in 4: 26, ralis
xepov 70 dayafdv in 4: 28, Auslassung von kal vor ¢ feds und
Nuiv in 4: 32, dmorias in 5: 6, Auslassung von ydp vor kpvéj
in 5: 12 (Varianten in Nestle-Aland?® 28, in v. Soden 85):
mindestens Normaltext, wenn nicht mehr.

Philipperbrief
pt® (ITI/IV) 3: 10-17; 4: 2-8

15 Verse, 40 Zeilen, 10 (9) Varianten (davon 4 Singulir-
lesarten) : Auslassung entweder von mv oder 7@v in 3: 10 (nicht
zu entscheiden, da in der Rekonstruktion), Auslassung von
kai vor karaddfw und von kai oder *Inood (nicht zu entscheiden,
da in der Rekonstruktion) in g: 12, odmw (rekonstruiert, aber
nicht sicher, der Papyrus kann nach der Durchschnittsbuch-
stabenzahl auch od gehabt haben) sowie Xoyilopar éuavrdy
in 3: 13, Tod feod év *Incod Xpiord in 3: 14, épfdoare in 3: 16,
dpoveite in 4: 2, T@v ovvepydv pov (kai?) T@v Aowwrdv in 4: 3,
Kkai Ta vorjpara kai Ta owpara Sudv in 4: 7 (Varianten in Nestle-
Aland?® 18, in v. Soden 55) : Normaltext.

Brechen wir hier ab und wenden wir uns einer — notge-
drungenermaflen kurzen — zusammenfassenden Betrachtung zu.
Die hier vorgenommenen Klassifizierungen werden manchen
Kollegen — den Jubilar eingeschlossen — wahrscheinlich schok-
kieren, sind sie doch gewohnt, den Text der hier behandelten
Papyri anders zu klassifizieren: ‘stimmt mit B und @ iiberein’
(p%), ‘Mischtext; stimmt teils mit X°°™ und teils mit D iiberein’
(p??) und was dergleichen mehr ist, oder ihn mindestens zu
einer der spiteren groffen Gruppen zuzuordnen : alexandrinischer
Text, Casarea-Text, westlicher Text bzw. Mischung aus ihnen,
was dann bis zu einer Zuordnung zum praecaesareensischen
Text und dhnlichem gehen kann. Abgesehen davon, daB die
Zuordnung zu einzelnen oder mehreren, in sich ganz ver-
schiedenen Handschriften (B und @!) fiir gew6hnlich auf will-
kiirlich herausgegriffenen Lesarten beruht und dem Duktus
des betreffenden Papyrus auf keine Weise entspricht, scheint sie
den einfachsten Regeln der Logik zuwider. p?> und B kann

>
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man vielleicht wegen ihrer iiberwiltigenden Ubereinstimmung
iiber lange Strecken hin so beurteilen, aber selbst hier mup
es heiflen: B stimmt mit p? iiberein, niemals umgekehrt.
Denn Abhingigkeitsverhiltnisse verlaufen doch immer vom
Fritheren zum Spiteren, nur das Spitere kann in seinem Charak-
ter mit dem Friiheren verglichen werden und nicht umgekehrt.
Folgt man aber dieser iiberall geltenden Regel, so miifite es
bei p® z.B. heiBen ‘B und @ stimmen mit pé iiberein’ — wobei
die Sinnlosigkeit, um nicht zu sagen Unsinnigkeit eines solchen
Vergleiches deutlich sichtbar wird. Schon die fiir p* gegebene
Beschreibung: ‘stimmt mit X iiberein, ebenso mit F G scheint
erstaunlich, bringt man sie in die logische Ordnung: ‘N und
F G stimmen mit p® iberein’, wird die Unmoglichkeit einer
solchen Betrachtungsweise ganz deutlich.

Dariiber lieBe sich noch viel sagen, lassen wir es mit diesen
wenigen Satzen genug sein. Der ‘frithe Text’, d.h. der Text des
NT bis ans Ende der diokletianischen Verfolgung und bis zum
Beginn der Wirkung der groBen Textformen, von denen allein
die alexandrinische (der spatere dgyptische Text) und die an-
tiochenische (der Koine- usw. Text) sicher zu erfassen sind,
gliedert sich nach — wenigstens meinem — bisherigen Erkennt-
nisstand in drei Gruppen: fester Text, Normaltext, freier Text.
Neben allem steht als einsame GroBle der D-Text, der im “frithen
Text’ drei bzw. vier Reprisentanten hat (von g8!): p2, p,
p® und eventuell noch p%. Alle diese Papyri sind offensichtlich
Vorginger, bestenfalls Geschwister des Textes von D, nicht von
ihm abgeleitet. Aber das bedarf noch einer eingehenden Unter-
suchung (die hoffentlich in nicht zu ferner Zukunft vorgelegt
werden kann).

In der vorstehenden Zusammenstellung ist versucht worden,
alle hier behandelten Zeugen des frithen Textes einer der drei
Gruppen zuzuweisen. Das geschah provisorisch, wie schon die
mehrfach wiederkehrende Bezeichnung ‘mindestens Normal-
text’ zeigt. Das geschah bei insgesamt fiinf Zeugen: p% (fiir
Matthaus), p?2, 0162, 0189, p'%, p*°. Eindeutig unter das Vor-
zeichen des ‘festen Textes’ wurden sieben Zeugen gestellt:
pb4/87  pl. p70, p35 p39 0220, p?. Die Klassifikation ‘Normaltext’
erfolgte fiir ebenfalls sieben Zeugen: p?, p%, p°%, p p28, p*
(fiir Apostelgeschichte), p'6. Nur zwei Zeugen: p%7, p*® wurden
dem ‘freien Text’ zugeordnet. Ohne Beurteilung muflten aus
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den jeweils angegebenen Griinden bleiben : 02 12, p30 (Reihen-
folge beiallen Aufziahlungen jeweils wie auf den vorstehenden
Seiten).

Mag der Textkritiker nun iiber die Nomenklatur und das
ganze System denken, wie er will : eins wird er zugeben miissen,
und das ist m.E. ein Resultat, das die ganze Untersuchung
bereits lohnt : das bisherige Bild vom friihen Text muB revidiert
werden. Nicht p% und p® repriasentieren den Textcharakter der
frithen Zeit, wie wir bisher meinten, und p” stellt in ihm nicht
eine einsame Ausnahme dar. Sondern neben p? steht eine zahl-
reiche Zahl von Zeugen von den Anfingen an bis hin zum 3./4.
Jahrhundert, die auf zhnliche Weise wie er den urspriinglichen
Text zah festhalten und von ihm nur geringfiigig abweichen,
und zwar in allen Schriftengruppen des NT. Gewif3 handelt es
sich bei den hier betrachteten Papyri und Unzialen nur urn
Zeugen fiir kleinere Textstiicke. Aber wenn wir die Zahl der
Varianten ansehen, die sich in der Uberlieferung in diesen
Textstiicken finden (und sie ist gewiB noch hher als im kritischen
Apparat bei v. Soden!), scheint der SchluB a minore ad maius
nicht nur gestattet, sondern geboten. Nur zwei der vorstehend
betrachteten 27 friihen Zeugen (bzw. 25, wenn wir 0212 und
p8® in Abzug bringen), bieten einen dhnlich ‘freien Text’ wie
p% und pos,

Und schlieBlich, urn zum Ausgangspunkt und zum AnlaB
dieser Untersuchung zuriickzulehren: der neue ‘Standard-
Text’ hat die Probe an den frithen Papyri und Majuskeln
bestanden. Er entspricht in der Tat dem Text der Friihzeit.
Was dessen Zeugen an Abweichungen von ihm bieten, liegt in
der normalen Variationsbreite neutestamentlicher Uberliefe-
rung. Nirgendwann und nirgendwo finden wir hier Lesarten,
die eine Anderung des ‘Standard-Textes’ gebsten. Wenn die hier
in aller Kiirze und Gedriangtheit angestellten Untersuchungen
einmal vollstindig vorgelegt werden koénnen, wird der jeder
Variante beigegebene ausfiihrliche Apparat auch den letzten
Zweifler davon iiberzeugen. Hundert Jahre nach Westcott-
Hort scheint das Ziel einer Ausgabe des NT ‘in the original
Greek’ erreicht. Weder der Jubilar noch der Verfasser dieser
Betrachtungen wird bei dieser Feststellung der Selbstsicherheit
Westcott-Horts verfallen. Denn der kritische Apparat des neuen
Nestle mit seinem umfangreichen Material bietet Anlaf3 zu
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vielen nachdenklichen Betrachtungen. Aber im Rahmen des
bisher Moglichen scheint das angestrebte Ziel doch erreicht, die
Schriften des NT in der Textform zu bieten, die der am néchsten
kommt, in der sie aus der Hand des Verfassers bzw. Redak-
tors ihren Weg in die Kirche des 1. und | 2. Jahrhunderts
antraten.




2 1. Abschreibpraktiken und
Schreibergewohnheiten in ihrer
Auswirkung auf die Textiiberlieferung

KLAUS JUNACK

D e Analyse komplexer Handlungen und Ablaufe, nicht nur im
Bereich von Naturwissenschaft und Technik, sondern auch im
humanwissenschaftlichen Bereich, ist erst seit einiger Zeit,
nicht zuletzt unter dem Einflu von Verhaltensforschung und
Psychologie verstarkt in Angriff genommen worden. Die Ergeb-
nisse der meisten dieser Untersuchungen koénnen vielleicht nicht
an invent&en Aufsitzen fritherer Generationen gemessen
werden, weisen aber doch verbliiffende Konsequenzen auf;
ihr Verdienst liegt dabei haufig nur in der Zusammenschau von
Einzelziigen und Detailbeobachtungen, die einzeln genommen
trivial erscheinen, wie selbstverstindlich wirken oder schon in
anderen Zusammenhangen dargestellt wurden. Aber ihre
Aufgabe ist es schlieBlich nur, in der Zusammenordnung der
Einzelphanomene und der Darstellung ihrer Bezogenheiten
Vorgiange und Ablaufe transparent zu machen. Erst so ergeben
sich mit der nétigen Deutlichkeit die sachlichen oder situations-
bedingten Voraussetzungen, die entsprechenden Abhangigkeiten
und die daraus zu ziehenden SchluB3folgerungen und Erkennt-
nisse.

Ich mochte den Versuch wagen, auf dieser Linie einem
Vorgang genauer nachzugehen, der implizit und explizit immer
wieder in den Handbiichern und Spezialwerken angesprochen,
aber lange Zeit nur wie eine Nebensachlichkeit behandelt
wurde, dem Akt des Abschreibens, dem Akt des manuellen
Kopierens griechischer Texte im Rahmen ihrer handschrift-
lichen Uberlieferung speziell zur Zeit der Spatantike, also in
der sogenannten Friithzeit der neutestamentlichen Textgeschichte.
Dabei kann es sich hier nur urn einen ersten Versuch handeln,
der von den wenigen Vorarbeiten zu diesem Kopmlex aus-
gehen soll und nur die Grundphanomene ansprechen kann.
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Eine einigermafBen erschépfende Darstellung der Erscheinungen
wiirde den vorgegebenen Umfang sprengen, aber auch eine sehr
lange Zeit der Vorarbeit verlangen und eine themabezogene
Behandlung aller frithen Handschriften und Fragmente voraus-
setzen. So kénnen hier nur die Grundfragen angerissen werden
und muB — ebenfalls aus Raumgriinden — auf eine umfang-
reiche Dokumentation verzichtet werden.

Eine wesentliche Anregung zu dem Versuch, das Abschreiben
genauer zu analysieren, habe ich — neben meiner speziellen
Tatigkeit im Institut fiir neutestamentliche Textforschung und
den mir hier gestellten Aufgaben in Handschriftenforschung und
Unterricht von Studenten — direkt und indirekt durch Bruce
M. Metzger, seinem vielseitigen Oeuvre und nicht zuletzt
seinen Ausfithrungen zu diesem Thema! empfangen. Er, dem
dieser Aufsatz daher in aller Bescheidenheit und Verehrung
gewidmet sein soll, hat namlich in seinen vielen und vielseitigen
Veroffentlichungen gerade diesem Aspekt immer wieder einen
gewissen Raum eingerdaumt und sich nicht damit begniigt,
Vorfindlichkeiten festzustellen oder die Deutungen anderer zu
referieren, sondern ist mehr als andere auch den sachlichen
und inhirenten Begriindungen und Bedingtheiten nachgegangen.
Neben der profunden Einzelkenntnis und einer immensen Er-
fahrung, die bei allen uneingeschrankte Bewunderung findet,
scheint mir gerade diese Tatsache einen wesentlichen Grund fiir
die Anerkennung und den Erfolg darzustellen, die der Jubilar in
seiner Lehrtatigkeit und in seinen Veroflentlichungen gefunden
hat ; sie sollte allen Jiingeren zum Vorbild und Ansporn dienen.

DafB3 handschriftliche Wieder- und Weitergabe von Texten
mit einer Fiille von Schwierigkeiten und Fehlern verbunden ist,
wurde immer in den Standardwerken hervorgehoben, liegt auf
der Hand und gehért in den Erfahrungsbereich eines jeden, der
durch die Schule gegangen ist und schreiben lernte. Die speziellen
Fehlerméglichkeiten beim Abschreiben, sowohl die unwillent-
lichen, aber auch die willentlichen hat dabei jeder an sich selbst
erfahren. Gerade diese Tatsache jedoch scheint es vornehmlich zu
sein, die dazu verfiihrt, vorschnell die eigene Erfahrung mit der
der damaligen Schreiber zu identifizieren, die eigenen Schwichen

1 Vor allem ist hier zu nennen sein pidagogisch so gegliicktes Handbuch
The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration (2nd edn,;
Oxford: Clarendon, 1968).
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und Schwierigkeiten beidiesem Vorgang auf die damalige Zeit
ZuU projizieren und somit die Einzelprobleme des Abschreibens
vorschnell als allgemein bekannt oder wenigstens als allgemein
vorstellbar anzusehen und dann aus diesem Grund nicht niher zu
untersuchen. Die Arbeiten und Veréffentlichungen des vorigen
Jahrhunderts, aber auch die Standardwerke und Handbiicher
aus der ersten Hilfte dieses Jahrhunderts kénnen insgesamt als
Beleg dafiir herangezogen werden. Selbst in Spezialwerken des
antiken Buchwesens und der griechischen Palaographie wurde in
grofter Ausfiihrlichkeit iiber die Materialseite gesprochen, wur-
den Beschreibstoffe, Schreib- und Schreiberutensilien anhand
der alten Quellen und der archiologischen Funde genauestens
beschrieben, wurden anhand der sehr sparlichen Angaben
iiber Schreib- und Buchwesen viele Schliisse iiber diesen Bereich
gewagt, der eigentliche Vorgang des Schreibens, die dabei zu
beobachtenden oder vorauszusetzenden Einzelstadien und ihre
speziellen Probleme kamen dabei aber regelmafBlig zu kurz.
Aber auch die Fehlermoglichkeiten wurden meist nur recht
allgemein angesprochen, aber selten und dann nur vorder-
griindig mit den Einzelstadien des Vorganges ‘Abschreiben’ in
Verbindung gebracht. Die ‘Diktat-Hypothese’ mag als typisches
Musterbeispiel dafiir dienen und zeigt die Problematik mit
iiberraschender Deutlichkeit; sie soll hier, und zwar nur unter
diesem Gesichtspunkt, kurz anhand von T. C. Skeat’s Akademie-
bericht ‘The Use of Dictation in Ancient Book-Production’2
dargestellt werden. Nach einer Klage dariiber, dafl selbst
moderne Standardwerke wenig oder gar nichts iiber den
Vorgang des Schreibens ausfiithren, geht Skeat der Frage nach,
auf wen und auf welche Quellen die Diktat-Hypothese, die
immer wieder in der Literatur auftaucht, zuriickzufiihren ist.
Das Ergebnis dieser Untersuchung ist ausgesprochen mager,
aber in unserem Sinne symptomatisch: Die Quellen sind sehr
vieldeutig und erlauben Interpretationen in ganz verschiedenen
Richtungen; die als Gewibhrsleute fiir die Diktat-Hypothese
angefithrten Namen und Werke bieten allenfalls Andeutungen
und Vermutungen, keine eindeutigen Quellen und Beweise.
Die zunichst als moglich oder vorstellbar dargestellte Hypo-
these wird spater mit steigender Bestimmtheit vertreten, Namen

2 T. C. Skeat, ‘The Use of Dictation in Ancient Book-Production’, Proceedings
of the British Academy 42 (London: Oxford, 1956),179-208.



280 KLAUS JUNACK

und Erwigungen treten an die Stelle von Quellen, und inner-
halb einer gewissen Zeit ist aus einer theoretischen Mdoglichkeit
eine schon immer vertretene Wirklichkeit geworden.3 Dennoch
glaubt Skeat, geniigend Griinde und Argumente fiir seine Auf-
fassung zu haben,daBl wenigstens im kommerziellen Bereich
antike Texte in der Regel nach Diktat kopiert wurden, also von
einem Vorleser vorgetragen und nach diesem Diktat von einer
gréBeren Zahl von Lohnschreibern oder Sklaven gleichzeitig
niedergeschrieben wurden. Wéhrend fiir ihn in dem zusammen
mit H. J. M. Milne veréffentlichten minutiésen Werk Scribes and
Correctors of the Codex Sinaiticus+ die Diktat-Hypothese die einzige
Erklarung fiir die vielen Schreibversehen und besonders fiir
die teilweise erschreckende Fiille von orthographischen Fehlern
in dieser kalligraphisch einmaligen Handschrift war, modi-
fizierte er nun seine Argumentation, besonders aufgrund der
minutiésen Beweisfiihrung von A. Dain, daB auch Abschreiben
durch einen einzelnen immer Diktat, allerdings Selbst-Diktat
ist, aber auch aufgrund der kritischen Besprechungen der
Scribes and Correctors durch Kirsopp Lake und H. A. Sanders :
‘l would admit, that we had not given sufficient weight to the
possibilities of ‘‘subconscious dictation”; but even so it seems to
me hard to believe that errors on the limitless scale indulged in by
Scribe B in particular can be produced by such means’s schrinkt
er ein. Zwei Handschriftennotizen, in denen fiir den Korrektur-
vorgang einmal das Vorlesen durch einen anderen, einmal die
Lektiire der Vorlage durch den Korrektor selbst vorausgesetzt
wird, fiihren Skeat zu dem Schluf, dass wie beim Korrigieren
auch beim Schreiben zwei Personen beteiligt sein kénnen,
zumindest also beide Formen nebeneinander angewendet
wurden. ‘But at least we have been able to envisage a situation

3 Skeat, ‘Use of Dictation’, 185: ‘He quotes his own two earlier books,
neither of which, as we have seen, seriously discusses the matter, and attempts to
bolster up his bald assertions about dictation with a few miscellaneous quotations,
most of them quite inconclusive since they refer to authors dictating their own
literary works, which is, of course, a commonplace of every age and civilization,
and has absolutely no bearing on methods of commercial book-production. The
only really telling point he makes is that which has just been mentioned, viz. that
the writing position normally adopted would have made visual copying very
difficult, if not impossible; but this is very far from proving the dictation theory’.

4 H.J. M. Milne and T. C. Skeat, Scribes and Correctors of the Codex Sinaiticus
(London: British Museum, 1938), esp. 51-g.

5 Skeat ‘Use of Dictation’, 192—-3.
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in which, above all others, dictation is likely to have been used
to enable the manuscripts to be produced in the shortest time
possible’,6 beharrt er bei seinen Uberlegungen, obwohl in
sehr speziellen Gegenargumenten aufgrund von Verlaufs- und
Zeitanalysen nachgewiesen wurde, daBdurch Diktieren kaum
Zeit gewonnen werden kann.? In der Zusammenfassung driickt
Skeat die Hoffnung aus,daB kiinftig in einer exakten Fehler-
analyse doch weitere Beweise fiir die Diktat-Hypothese erbracht
werden kénnten. ‘While identical visual errors and identical
phonetic errors may be made by different scribes, the mistakes
due to lack of liaison between scribe and dictator are more
likely to be different in each case. As a result, a dictated manu-
script may be expected to contain a larger or smaller number of
singular errors ; and this is in fact the case with most of the manu-
scripts which have been examined above’.8

Ich bin iiberzeugt,daf3 in diesem vorbildlich gearbeiteten
Artikel die Argumentation und die SchluBfolgerung eine andere
Richtung erhalten hitte, wenn dem Vorgang Abschreiben in
allen seinen Aspekten und Konsequenzen seit lingerem ein
spezielleres Augenmerk gewidmet worden ware und die wenigen
bereits vorliegenden Arbeiten oder Teildarstellungen zu diesem
Thema, das allerdings mehr technischer und nur mittelbar
philologischer Natur ist, eine breitere Wiirdigung und Aner-
kennung gefunden hitten. Dabei erkennt Skeat durchaus an,
daB in jener profunden Veroffentlichung “‘Voces paginarum’
J. Balogh? ‘established once and for all that in the ancient world
all readers, whether of books or documents, normally pronounced
aloud the words as they read them, and that the silent reading
which is so universal today was then looked upon as something
phenomenal’ .1 Aber die Folgerungen, die A. Dain aus diesem
spezifischen Aspekt in einer Systematisierung des Abschreibe-
vorganges und im Hinblick auf die Diktat-Hypothese gezogen
hatte, ohne allerdings nihere Beweise und Belege zu bieten,
konnten Skeat nicht iiberzeugen.

Dain hatte 1949 in seinem Buch Les Manuscrits,'* das als der

§ Ibid., 197.

7 K. Ohly, ‘Stichometrische Untersuchungen’, Zentralblatt fiir Bibliothekswesen,
Beiheft 61 (Leipzig, 1928; reprint Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1968).

8 Skeat, ‘Use of Dictation’, 207-8.

® Philologus 82 (1927), 84—109, 202—40. 1o Skeat, ‘Use of Dictation’, 187.
1 A, Dain, Les Manuscrits (Paris: ‘Les belles-lettres’, 1949;19642%).
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Grundstein fiir die neue Hilfswissenschaft Kodikologie angesehen
werden kann und auch von Skeat hoch gewertet wird, als ‘con-
taining within its brief compass an extraordinary wealth of
information and acute observation by an acknowledged master
in the field of ancient manuscripts and textual transmission’,!2
deutlich zu machen versucht, daB3 jedem Schreibvorgang immer
ein Diktat zugrunde liegt, dieses aber durchaus nicht auf einen
Vorleser zuriickgefiihrt werden mufl, sondern ebenso gut durch
den Schreiber selbst erfolgen kann. Dain unterscheidet dabei
vier Stadien fur das Abschreiben :i. La iecture du modéle, 2. la
rétention du texte, 3. la dictée intérieure, 4. jeu de main.13 Wichtig
dabei ist, daf3 die manuelle Reproduktion eines Textes immer
nach einem inneren Diktat erfolgt, also alle Fehler, die Skeat
vornehmlich durch Fremd-Diktat entstanden deutet, ebensogut
auch bei der Einzelabschrift entstanden sein kénnen.

Skeat meint dagegen, ‘that the case made out by M. Dain
for rejecting the dictation theory is not wholly convincing’.'4
Tatsachlich muB man zugeben, daB die Stadien iund 2 — 4
durchaus auch auf verschiedene Personen verteilt gewesen
sein konnen, ohne das Verlaufsschema von Dain modifizieren
zu miissen. Ob der zu kopierende Text durch einen Vorleser
oder den Kopisten selbst dem, der da abschreibt, bewuBt
gemacht wird, bleibt in gewissem Mafle gleich. Denn stets ist
es nur das gesprochene Wort, das die Briicke zwischen Vorlage
und Abschreiber und so zu seinem den Text dann reproduzieren-
den Geist bildet. Ferner liegt es wohl daran, daB8 im 3. Stadium
nur von einer dictke zntérieure gesprochen wird, die zugegebener-
maBen jedem Schreiben zugrunde liegt. Hier wirken wieder,
wie mir scheint, die oben erwahnten allgemeinen Erfahrungen
und Erlebnisformen des eigenen Schreibens behindernd nach,
die auf die Situation der alten Schreiber iibertragen werden,
ohne sich ihre spezielle Situation zu vergegenwartigen und ohne
das von Balogh aus den Quellen eindeutig belegte Phinomen
des lauten Lesens sachlich zu analysieren, auf seine Bedingtheit
zu untersuchen und auf den Ablauf bezogen anzuwenden.

Die Bedingungen beim Lesen sind aber vom Altertum bis ins
Mittelalter wesentlich andere gewesen als die heutigen und
mit modernen Verhaltnissen nicht zu vergleichen. Eine Hand-

12 Skeat, ‘Use of Dictation’, 1go.

Ictatl 13 Dain, Les Manuscrits, 40-5.
14 Skeat, ‘Use of Dictation’, 190.
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schrift, selbst kalligraphisch exakt und ohne individuelle Eigen-
willigkeit in der Buchstabengestaltung (von daher fast den
modernen Drucktypen vergleichbar), aber in der scriptio con-
tinua geschrieben, kann nicht gelesen werden, wie wir es tun,
d.h. kann nicht durch ausschlieBlich optisches Erfassen der
deutlich gegliederten Worteinheiten aufgenommen und ver-
standen werden. Wenn aber die optisch erfaBbaren Abgren-
zungen und Elementgliederungen fehlen, bedarf der Lesende
zwangslaufig einer anderen Rezeptionsform, die ihm das sinn-
hafte Erfassen des Gelesenen ermoglicht oder doch wenigstens
neben dem optischen Vorgang eine zusitzliche Hilfe bietet.
In diesem Bereich muB3 mit Sicherheit das von Balogh so iiber-
zeugend aus den Quellen erhobene Phianomen, daB3 alles Lesen
im Altertum lautes Lesen oder gar Deklamieren war, seinen
‘Sitz im Leben’ haben. Denn eine kontinuierliche Buchstaben-
kette kann zwar auch mit den Augen kontinuierlich oder in
Lautelementen zusammengefaBt abgetastet werden, dann aber
bedarf es notwendigerweise der sinnvollen Zusammenordnung
des so Gelesenen. Diese Zusammenordnung kann nur erfolgen
durch eine parallel laufende akustische Umsetzung, denn nur
so ist— durch Artikulierung — der Sinngehalt des Gelesenen
analog zur gesprochenen Sprache zu erfassen. Der vornehmlich
wirksame Sensus kann also nur das Gehor des Lesenden sein,
der den ins Akustische umgesetzten Buchstabenketten ihren
Sinngehalt abgewinnt.

Neben den literarischen von Balogh zusammengetragenen
Belegen kann aber auch auf eine Reihe anderer Erscheinungen
in den Handschriften hingewiesen werden, die direkt oder
indirekt die geschilderte Form des Lesens belegen. Bis ins 8.
Jahrhundert weisen die Handschriften nur sehr wenige, aber
ganz charakteristische Lesehilfen auf, die auf diese Form des
Lesens bezogen sind. Zunichst ist hier die sogen. Dihirese zu
nennen, jene meist zwei diakritischeu Punkte tiber Jota und
Ypsilon, die dem Leser einen neuen Anlaut signalisieren und
somit verhindern, daB etwa bei vokalischem Auslaut Jota oder
Ypsilon als Element eines Diphthonges erfaBBt werden und so beim
Lesen, d.h. beim Lautieren des Textes zu lautlichen Sinnlosig-
keiten und damit zu textlichen MiBlverstindnissen fiihren.

Gleiche Funktion haben jene Kennungen — meist deutliche
Uberstreichungen — fiir Zahlen und in den christlichen Texten
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fiirr die Nomina sacra. In der kontinuierlichen Buchstabenkette
sind diese den Silben- und damit den Sprachfluf3 abrupt unter-
brechenden Einzelbuchstaben oder Buchstabenkombinationen
mit spezifischen Laut- und Wortwerten, die nur auf einer internen
Konvention beruhen, also Symbol- oder Chriffrencharakter
haben, deutlich und zwangslaufig vom Kontext abzuheben und
fiir den Leser zu markieren, um ihm den ‘Systemwechsel’ zu
signalisieren und sein Umdenken zu bewirken.

Auch die gelegentlich zu beobachtende Markierung von
Fremdwortern, Orts- oder Eigennamen, besonders wenn sie
ungriechisch sind, gehért in diesen Zusammenhang ; bei diesen
Buchstabenkombinationen, die ja auch eigentlich einen System-
bruch allerdings nur im Sprachlichen darstellen, wird der
gesamte Wortumfang oder doch wenigstens das Wortende
markiert, urn die sinnverwirrende oder sinnentstellende Zusam-
menfassung von Teilen des Eigennamens mit Teilen des Kon-
textes oder Folgetextes zu vermeiden.!s

Von den schon in einigen poetischen Texten benutzten
prosodischen Zeichen, die die Grundlage fiir das spatere Akzent-
system bilden, finden dagegen in die spétantiken Handschriften
vornehmlich Eingang die Zeichen fiir vokalischen Anlaut und
da auch meist nur der Spiritus asper. Das geschieht aber nur
sehr unregelm#Big und beschrankt sich bei einzelnen Hand-
schriften auf wenige Laut- oder Wortformen, etwa um Artikel,
Relativpronomina oder andere Kurzworter deutlicher als solche
zu kennzeichnen und Verwechslungen mit buchstaben- oder
lautgleichen Wértern zu vermeiden. 16

Die wenigen anderen Zeichen, die in manchen Handschriften
vorkommen, aber nur sehr unregelmafBig gesetzt sind wie der
Hyphen, der lautliche und damit sprachliche Einheiten mar-
kiert,'” oder die Diastole, in der Spatantike graphisch damit fast
identisch und fiir die Abgrenzung von Wértern oder Wortfugen
benutzt, besonders wenn ungewdhnliche Auslaute vorliegen,

15 Z.B. p®8( Joh 5: 2) -KOAYMBHOPA-; p™2 (2 Pet 2: 15) TOYBAAAAM TOYBOCOP' .

16 p752.B. unterscheidet die Zahlwérter EIC, EN, €2 (Luk 22: 50; 12:6; 13: 14)
von den optisch und akustisch gleichen Prapositionen durch Spiritus asper; in Joh
10: 12 differenziert er zwischen OY (Relativum) und OY (Negation) ebenfalls durch
Spiritus asper.

17 |n den Papyri sehr hiufig fiir Konsonantenverdoppelung und Verbindungen
von zwei Gutturalen angewandt.

18 7 B. p?8 (Joh 3: 6) CAPZ’; in p2auch zur Trennung gleicher Vokale benutzt:
AE' EKACTON TE' EXEIN (2 Pet 1. 15).
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gehoren schon nicht mehr zum zwangslaufig notwendigen
Bestand der Lesehilfen in spatantiken Handschriften, liegen
aber auf der angesprochenen Linie. Das zeigt sich in ihrer
unregelmaBigen Benutzung und auch darin, daBfiir diese
Zeichen eine genaue Definition und graphische Unterscheidung
meistens unmdglich ist. lhre Funktion dagegen ist eindeutig
und immer nur als Lesehilfe beim Lautieren und damit beim
Verstehen zu interpretieren. Der Schreiber benutzt sie oder
iibernimmt sie aus seiner Vorlage, weil sie ihm hilfreich sind und
auch fiir den Lesenden eine Unterstiitzung bieten, Fehllesungen
und damit MiBverstandnisse zu vermeiden ; die urspriingliche
Funktion und ihr spezieller Anwendungsbereich sowie die
differenzierte graphische Gestaltung der Zeichen ist ihm in der
Regel dabei nicht mehr im einzelnen bewuBt.

Aber auch die Art, wie die Worter bei auslaufenden Zeilen
umbrochen werden, kann ebenfalls als Beweis dafiir herange-
zogen werden, daBnicht Wort oder Wortgruppen, sondern
ausschlieBlich Lautgruppen fiir die Untergliederung und die
Zeilenbriiche bestimmend waren. Wenn Woérter in der Form
von E|TTECTHCAN (p? Luk 24: 4), OY|K YAACIN (p7bei Jud 10
oder sogar ANH|P OC (p%beilaki : 22) und O|NEITTEN (ps6*
beiJoh 2 : 22) oder ME|© YMWN (9% beiJoh 7: 33) getrennt
wurden, urn nur ganz wenige Beispiele herauszugreifen, ist damit
deutlich, daB die Zeilenbriiche nur nach lautlichen Gesichts-
punkten erfolgten und die Lautgruppen, nicht etwa die Bildungs-
fugen oder die Wortgrenzen dafiir bestimmend waren, was auf
die neue Zeile tiberlauft.

Also auch bestimmte Einzelheiten in den Handschriften und
ihrer Textgestaltung sind geeignet, die von Balogh so eindeutig
belegte Normalform des Lesens in der Form des Lautierens und
des priméar akustischen Verstehens zu unterbauen. Andererseits
kann man sich schon vorstellen, da3 es bei versierten Lesern
und demzufolge auch bei versierten Schreibern einer exakten
und vollen Lautbildung des Gelesenen nicht unbedingt mehr
bedurfte, sondern vielmehr dann aus dem Zusammengehen
vom optischen Erfassen der Sprecheinheiten und einer un-
bewuBten oder unterbewufiten Zusammenfassung der eigent-
lichen Lauteinheiten in der Form eines ‘stummen Lautierens’
ein anniahernd stummes Lesen werden konnte, das aber trotzdem
nur nach den gleichen Prinzipien abgelaufen sein kann wie das
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‘normale’ Lesen, d.h. das laute Lesen. DaB diese Form des
stummen oder annidhernd stummen Lesens mdglich war, aber
eine absolute Seltenheit darstellte und die staunende Bewunde-
rung der Zeitgenossen hervorrief, kann ebenfalls aus den von
Balogh zusammengetragenen Belegen entnommen werden.!®
Auf jeden Fall war die Normalform des Lesens, aber auch die
‘fortgeschrittene’ Art des fast stummen Lesens und Begreifens
eines Textes immer eine irgendwie geartete Formulierung des
Textes, d.h. eine Umsetzung des Textes in gesprochenes, gemur-
meltes oder gedachtes Wort. Dabei ist aber immer im Auge zu
behalten, daB8 die Form dieser Umsetzung notwendig und
zwangslaufig immer von den Sprechgewohnheiten des Lesenden,
also seiner Sprechform, seiner Aussprache und der dialektischen
Farbung seiner Sprechweise, aber auch seinem Sprachgefiihl
im allgemeinen bestimmt ist. Ein Schreiber der Spatantike hat
auf jeden Fall seine Texte in der zeitgendssischen Sprechweise
erfaf3t, also nur itazistisch gelesen. Er mag dabei — je nach
Bildungsstand — den orthographisch-grammatikalisch richtigen
Buchstabenbestand des betreffenden Wortes vor Augen gehabt
und bei der Niederschrift auch meistenteils richtig wieder-
gegeben haben, Vertauschungen mit lautgleichen Silben oder
nur lautliche Wiedergabe lagen dagegen nahe und kénnen so in
unterschiedlichem MaB immer eingeflossen sein.20 Ferner muf3
man mit regional bedingten Erscheinungen wie Vokalfirbungen
(a-o Verfilschungen etwa?!) oder spezifischen Konsonanten-
artikulierungen rechnen (etwa ungenaue Aussprache von
Doppelkonsonanten,?2 Konsonantenschwund oder Vertauschung

19 Balogh (85-86) zitiert dafiir Augustin, Confess. 6.3: ‘Sed cum legebat (i.e.
Ambrosius), oculi ducebantur per paginas et cor intellecturn rimabatur, sox autem et lingua
quiescebat’.

20 |tazistische Fehler weisen eigentlich alle griechischen Handschriften auf,
charakteristisch fiir die einzelne Handschrift und ihren Schreiber sind nur die
Hiufigkeit, die Laute und die Wérter, in denen die Verschreibungen vorkommen.
In p¢é stellen z.B. Verschreibungen wie Ml fiir €IMI (Joh 1: 20), EINA fiir INA (o
10) und €PI fiir AIP€l (1o: 18) eine gewisse Ausnahme dar; diese Stellen belegen
aber gleichzeitig, daB bei derartigen Verschreibungen in der Regel keine Notwen-
digkeit empfunden wurde, den Schreibfehler zu korrigieren, wie es sonst bei den
anderen Schreibfehlern ublich ist (vgl. unten S. 292). Wohl aber scheint gelegent-
lich die Hiufung von i-Lauten Anlass zu Textinderungen gegeben zu haben; vgl.
z.B.p*® X B OYTOI YIOI€ICIN (Gal 3: 7) wird zu OYTOIEICIN YIOI umgestellt (A
C und spitere Uberlieferung).

21Z B. p?5hei Luk 8: 18 OCON statt OC AN; Joh 4: 14 AAAO statt AAAA.

22 7 B. p?* ATTPOCWITOAHMTWC (1 Pet 1: 17).
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von stimmhaften und stimmlosen Konsonanten2: usw.). Auch
hier bewahrt die solide Sprachkenntnis einen gebildeten Schreiber
meist vor schlimmen Fehlern und seinen Folgen.

Dabei sind die genannten Erscheinungen insgesamt schon im
ersten Stadium der Systematisierung von Dain wirksam und
bilden bereits hier den AnlaB fiir spitere orthographische Fehler
jeder Art. Zu den Sprech- oder Formulierungsgewohnheiten
eines Schreibenden koénnen aber auch gewisse Vorlieben und
Abneigungen gegen Wortformen und Wortsequenzen gehéren,
die schon im ersten Stadium oder aber dann im néchsten
Stadium von Dain, der rétention du texte wirksam werden. Je
nach Bildungsstand und Sprechgewohnheit muf3 damit gerech-
net werden, daB der Abschreiber seinen Text bei der sinn-
haften Aufnahme und Einpragung in sein Gedichtnis gewissen
Umformungen unterworfen haben kann, die weniger fiir den
Sinngehalt, wohl aber fiir seine genaue Form von groBerer
Auswirkung sind. In diesen Bereich kann die Einfiihrung von
Attizismen bzw. Vulgarismen,?t die Anderung von ungewthn-
lichen Wortstellungen,2 die explizite Einfiigung von impliziten
Beziehungsworten, die Vorliebe oder Abneigung bestimmten
Partikeln oder Kurz- und Fiillworten gegeniiber,?6 bestimmten
Verbal- und Zeitformen gegeniiber gehdren sowie die Einfiihrung
von Synonymen oder sinngleichen bzw. sinnverwandten Wortern,
teilweise unter ParalleleneinfluB.27 In diesen Bereich und in dieses
Stadium gehéren aber auch die unwillktirlichen Angleichungen

23 ZB. p2 AYAAZEIC [audazis] statt AYOAAEIC [aubadis] 2 Pet 2 ioder
FOrYZMOY statt FOFTYCMOY (1 Pet 4: g) ; hier liegen z.T. auch die Griinde fiir das
Schwanken zwischen [¢] und [¢] und damit zwischen Prisens und Futur/Aorist bei
Verben wie Banrilew, ebayyeAilew, oxavdaAilew usw.

24 Die Beispiele hierfiir sind Gegenstand einer ganzen Reihe von Publikationen
durch G. D. Kilpatrick; auf sie braucht hier nur verwiesen zu werden, vgl. die
Bibliographie in Studies in New Testament Language and Text: Essays in Honour of
George-D: Kilpatrick (ed. J. K. Elliott; NovT'Sup 44; Leiden: Brill,1976), 5-9.
Das Phianomen selbst und die Deutuna dafiir werden von ihm allerdinas anders
gesehen und vornehmlich im literarischen Bereich angesiedelt, wihrend ich es
mehr dem sprachlich-individuellen Bereich zuordnen méchte.

25 Z.B. die Umstellungen von p?* TON AOYAON TOY APXIEPEWC statt TOY
APXIEPEWC TON AOYAON bei Luk 22: 50 oder von p%, der bei Joh 1: 27; 6: 23; g:
27 ;18: 10 das Possessivum dem allgemeinen Sprachgebrauch entsprechend hinter
das Substantiv stellt.

26 7 B. 148t p"8 bei Luk 6: 41; g: 42; 15: 30 jeweils das A€ aus; p™ fuigt Jak 2: 6
zwischen OYXIOl ein A€ ein, um die i-Laute zu trennen.

27 7 B. pvijuajuvyueiov (SO p’8bei Luk 24: 1) oder dfwos/ixavds (SO po8>?5 bei
Joh 1. 27).
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an den Kontext und die Identifikation des Gelesenen mit ahn-
lichen Sinngehalten und Formulierungen aus friitherer Tatigkeit
und anderer Kenntnis, also Parallelenangleichung im allgemei-
nen und dhnliche Phinomene.

Dieser RezeptionsprozeB ist auf jeden Fall eine entscheidende
Phase beim Abschreiben, in ihm werden die individuellen
Voraussetzungen und Eigenheiten des Abschreibenden, seine
geistige und rezeptive Kapazitit wirksam und kommen schon
viele seiner positiven und negativen Fahigkeiten zu Tage. In
dieses Stadium gehéren wohl, abgesehen von den eigentlichen
Lesefehlern, die Mehrzahl jener Falle von unwillentlichen
Fehlern, die beim Abschreiben zu beobachten sind. Ihr Quantum
ist dabei sicher abhingig davon, in welchen Umfingen ein
Schreiber seinen Text liest und sich einpragt. Ganz gewil
ist davon auszugehen, daB diese Partien von bestimmten Sinn-
und Satzeinheiten bestimmt sind, also gewisse merkbare Sinn-
partien umfaBten. Sie werden im Altertum und der Spatantike
sicher langer gewesen sein und Gré8enordnungen gehabt haben,
die tiber denen des modernen Menschen liegen. Auf keinen
Fall diirfen diese Einheiten zu klein angesetzt oder sogar auf
Silben oder Einzelbuchstaben reduziert werden, wie es E. C.
Colwell in seinem Aufsatz ‘Method in Evaluating Scribal
Habits’28 wenigstens fiir bestimmte Handschriften tat. Er meinte,
aus einem Vergleich von p%,p%, und p? ableiten zu koénnen,
dass p? ‘copies letters one by one ; p%€ copies syllables, usually
two letters in length ;p* copies phrases and clauses’.? Den
Grund dafiir glaubt er in einer bestimmten Fehlertendenz
zu sehen; p?® ‘has more than sixty readings that involve a single
letter and not more than ten careless readings that involve a
syllable. But p8 drops sixty-one syllables (twenty-three of them
in “leaps”) and omits as well a dozen articles and thirty short
words’.3® So richtig jene Beobachtungen sind, so wenig kann
man aus ihnen auf die Umfinge schlieBen, die ein Abschreiber
‘umsetzt’, also liest, aufnimmt und wiedergibt. Die Umsetzung
von Einzelbuchstaben oder einzelnen Silben aus der Vorlage in
die Kopie wiirde den Abschreibevorgang vollig mechanisieren
und bedeuten, daB nur noch Chiffren, aber keine Sinnein-

28 E. C. Colwell, ‘Method in Evaluating Scribal Habits: A Study of p#, pss, p?5°,
Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism of the New Testament (Leiden: Brill, 1969),
106-24. 29 |bid., 116. 30 |bid.

.!
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heiten mehr tibertragen werden, der Abschreibevorgang also
vollig sinnentleert ware ; da bei einem solchen Vorgang die
Kontrolle durch das Sinnhafte allenfalls erst beim Korrigieren
des bereits Geschriebenen erfolgen konnte, wiirde der zu beo-
bachtende Fehlerquotient in den Handschriften sprunghaft an-
steigen und sehr viel héher liegen als in den beiden besprochenen
oder allen anderen Handschriften zusammen. Aus der zu beo-
bachtenden Fehlerkategorie darf daher nicht auf den Umfang
der Umsetzeinheiten geschlossen werden, Fehler dieser Art
gehoren vielmehr in die vierte Phase von Dain, in das jex de
main, dorthin, wo tatsiachlich bestimmte mechanische Fehler
sich einschleichen kénnen, weil der diktierende Verstand schneller
ist als die schreibenden Finger. Die eindeutige Erfahrung beim
Auswerten von Einzelhandschriften ist, daB3 der Schreiber beim
Abschreiben nicht mechanisch iibertrug und nicht zu wenig,
sondern eher zu viel aufgenommen, gedacht und zu viele
individuelle Elemente in die Abschrift eingebracht hat. Demzu-
folge kénnen nur Sinneinheiten bestimmten Umfangs umgesetzt
worden sein.

Welchen Umfang diese Einheiten gehabt haben, ist jedoch
exakt kaum festzustellen. Genaueste Durchmusterung der alten
Papyri, des Sinaiticus und des Alexandrinus blieben ohne
jedes Ergebnis. Weder anhand des Schriftcharakters, noch
anhand der Tinte konnten Hinweise auf regelmiBige Unter-
brechungen des Schreibvorganges festgestellt werden. Auch
durch Fehleranalysen konnten keine Anhaltspunkte gewonnen
werden, da die hierfiir vermutlich ergiebigste Fehlerform, die
Dittographie von Satzteilen, relativ selten vorkommt, sehr schnell
bemerkt wird und alle Umfinge aufweist, so daB aus dieser
Fehlerart weder fiir einen speziellen Schreiber noch generell
GesetzmaBigkeiten abzuleiten sind. Aus Uberspriingen wegen
Homoioteleuton oder -arkton auf den Umfang der Abschreib-
einheiten schlieBen zu kénnen, scheint mir nichtsicher zu sein,
da dieser Fehler ja dem Schreiber nach AbschluB3 eines Teil-
vorganges unterlauft, also wenn er zur Vorlage zuriickkehrt,
urn eine neue Abschreibeinheit zu lesen und aufzunehmen.
Dennoch ist es auffallig, daBl die gréBeren, meist vom Schreiber
korrigierten Auslassungen im p%, die durch Homoioteleuton
bedingt sind, zwischen 15 und 36 Buchstaben umfassen. Die
Versuchung ist groB3, in dieser Groenordnung die UmsetzgréBen
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beim Abschreiben anzunehmen. Aber schon beim Sinaiticus
belaufen sich die Homoioteleuta in der Regel auf bis zu 60
Buchstaben und dariiber, die Uberspriinge sind also meist
groBer. Wenn auch ausdiesen Erscheinungen induktiv keine
Schliisse auf Umsetzeinheiten beim Abschreiben zu ziehen sind,
wird man doch deduktiv zu Ergebnissen kommen, die diesen
Werten in etwa entsprechen und etwa zwischen 15 und 60
Buchstaben gelegen haben diirften, also 5 bis 12 Worter bzw.
o bis 25 Sprechsilben umfaBt haben kénnen. Diese GroBen-
ordnung wiirde sich auch mit einer anderen GréBe ungefihr
decken oder ihr zumindest nicht widersprechen, dem Stichos,
jener etwas unbestimmten Einheit von ca. 36 Buchstaben, die
vermutlich als Einheit fiir die Entlohnung des Schreibers
gedient haben diirfte und so sicher neben sprachstrukturellen
Griinden auch als Schreibeinheit ihre Bedeutung gehabt hat,
also eventuell auch in Beziehung zur durchschnittlichen Um-
setzgrofBe gestanden haben kénnte, Diese Oberlegungen sind,
wie nochmals betont werden muB, rein theoretisch und fast
spekulativ zu nennen, doch sehe ich im Moment keine andere
Moglichkeit, auf diese konkrete und im vorliegenden Zusam-
menhang wichtige Frage zu einer Antwort zu kommen.

Die Wiedergabe des Textes, also die eigentliche Ausfithrung
des Abschreibens, kann nur, wie Dain eindeutig herausgestellt
hat, in Form eines Selbstdiktates erfolgt sein. Die theoretische
Moglichkeit eines Diktates vor einer Schreibergruppe hitte
allenfalls die Funktion, den Schreibern den Text, der zu kopieren
ist, vorzulesen, wiirde also dem Stadium eins, dem Lesen des
Textes der Vorlage entsprechen, schon das zweite Stadium, die
rétention du texte, ware auch beim Gruppendiktat Sache des
einzelnen Schreibers und von seinen individuellen Fahigkeiten
abhingig. Das gilt aber in verstarktem Mafle und unter allen
Voraussetzungen im Stadium drei, das dem eigentlichen
Schreiben der Kopie voranging und immer ein Selbstdiktat
war. Fir dieses Stadium aber sind wiederum die Sprech-
gewohnheiten, die Sprecheigenarten des Schreibers und alle
oben beim Stadium eins aufgefiihrten Uberlegungen von Belang.
Es wiederholen sich aber auch die oben geschilderten Probleme,
die mit dem Stadium zwei verbunden waren. Das Selbstdiktat
erfolgt also nie unmittelbar nach der Form des Textes in der
Vorlage, sondern immer nur nach der Form, wie sie der Schreiber

s .
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sprachlich und inhaltlich aufgenommen und sich dann ge-
danklich seiner Erinnerung eingepragt hat und wie er sie nun
als sinnvolle, stimmige und subjektiv richtige Form weiter-
zugeben beabsichtigte. Hier also liegen die Hauptgefahren,
hier liegen namlich die Anlasse und Gelegenheiten fiir sprach-
und verstandnisbedingte oder sogar willentliche Umformungen
des Textes. Denn zumindest in der Frithphase der neutestament-
lichen Uberlieferung kommt es darauf an, welche Bindungen
und Beziehungen der Schreiber zu seiner Vorlage hatte oder fiir
wie zuverldssig er sie ansah. Setzte er voraus, daf3 in ihr mit
Fehlern und Unvollkommenheiten zu rechnen war, maf er die
Vorlage an seiner Vorkenntnis des Textes, wenn er Christ war,
hielt er sich sklavisch an den vorgefundenen Wortlaut, wie er
ihn aufgenommen hatte, oder legte er nur Wert auf eine sachlich
adaquate Wiedergabe des Textes, ohne sich eng an den vor-
gefundenen Wortlaut anzulehnen? Das sind Fragen, die bei
jedem einzelnen Schreiber von neuem zu beantworten sind und
nur aus einer vorsichtigen Analyse entwickelt werden konnen.
Die Eigentiimlichkeiten etwa des Schreibers von p% und der
Kopisten des Sinaiticus sind in diesem Zusammenhang als
Beispiel anzufiihren. In beiden Handschriften sind sicher berufs-
miBige Schreiber titig gewesen, sie weisen sehr gute hand-
werkliche Fahigkeiten auf, die sich sowohl aus ihrem exakten
und gleichmaBigem Schriftduktus, aber auch aus ihrer Sicher-
heit bei der Gestaltung des Einzelblattes und der Gesamthand-
schrift ableiten lassen. Zudem schreiben die Schreiber des
Sinaiticus in einem spezifischen zeitgenijssischen Schriftstil,
der ‘Bibelunziale’, die in den Skriptorien schon seit lingerer
Zeit in Gebrauch und recht. verbreitet war, wie zahlreiche
Beispiele des 2. bis 4. Jahrhunderts ergeben.sr Und doch weisen
ihre Abschriften Fehler, Ungenauigkeiten und Selbstherrlich-
keiten auf, die in ihrer Zahl und Haufigkeit in einem auffallenden
Gegensatz zu ihrer perfekten Handschriften- und Schriftgestal-
tung stehen und nur in ihrer individuellen Kopiertechnik ihrc
Ursache haben kénnen. Schon die Haufigkeit von Uberspriingen
durch Homoioteleuton scheint mir ein geniigender Beweis
dafiir, da8 sie selbstindig und nicht im Gruppendiktat abge-
schrieben haben, weil ein Vorleser nicht wie ein Einzelschreiber

31 G. Cavallo, Ricerche sulla maiuscola biblica (Studi e testi di papirologia, 2;
2vols.; Firenze: Le Monnier, 1967).
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gendtigt war, den Blick von der Vorlage zuldsen und jeweils
den Punkt wiederfinden zu miissen, bis zu dem bisher ge-
schrieben worden war, sondern seinen Blick auf die Vorlage
geheftet halten konnte.

Die Wiedergabe des Textes selbst ist dann noch einmal im 4.
Stadium, dem jex de main, bestimmten Gefahren unterworfen,
die von der Sorgfalt und Fahigkeit des Schreibers abhingen.
Hier kann — diesmal mit gutem Recht — auf den Erfahrungs-
bereich jedes, der einmal schreiben gelernt hat oder abschreiben
muBte, zurtickgegriffen werden. Auslassungen von Einzel-
buchstaben, von Silben oder von Kurzwoértern, besonders wenn
sie den Sinn nicht oder nicht wesentlich beeinflussen, gehéren
eigentlich automatisch zum Schreiben dazu und sind ganz ein-
fach dadurch bedingt, daB das Niederschreiben eines Textes
langer dauert als sein ‘Diktat’, die Gedanken und damit das
interne Diktat dem Geschriebenen stets etwas vorauseilen.
Die von Colwell bei p?® und p® festgestellten Auslassungen
von Einzelbuchstaben oder Silben kénnen nur, wie ich meine,
in dieses Stadium gehoren und geben dann keinen Anhalt mehr
fiir die UmsetzungsgréBen beim Abschreiben, sondern kénnen
allenfalls dazu dienen, Hinweise auf Sorgfalt und Wiedergabe-
treue zu geben.

In den meisten Fallen ist damit zwar der Vorgang ‘Ab-
schreiben’, aber nicht die Arbeit beendet. Wie aus den von
Skeat behandelten Notizen und aus den Vorfindlichkeiten in
einer ganzen Reihe von Handschriften deutlich zu belegen,
schlieBt sich seitens des Schreibers oder Skriptoriums noch die
Korrektur der neu geschriebenen Handschrift an, vornehmlich
wohl anhand der Vorlage, die kopiert worden ist. Die dabei
zu beobachtenden Prinzipien liegen weitgehend auf der Linie,
die oben angesprochen wurde. Denn es ist fast durchgangig
festzustellen, dafB3 lautlich gleiche, nur orthographisch unter-
schiedene Wort- und speziell Verbformen in der Regel keinen
AnlaB3 zu einer Korrektur boten. Gleiches gilt in den meisten
Fallen fiir gewisse formale Differenzen: eine allgemein nur
gliedernde, aber inhaltlich abgeschliffene und unwesentliche
Partikel, eine veranderte Wortstellung, eine bestimmte Verbal-
form — attizisierend oder in der zeitgentssischen Form — die
Zufiigung oder Auslassung eines Artikels etwa vor Eigennamen
oder in unwesentlichen Zusammenhangen, eines Possessiv-
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pronomens, sein Ersatz durch ein entsprechendes Nomen,
eine verfeinernde oder vergrébernde Anderung des Verbal-
aspektes durch Tempusanderung, ja moglicherweise auch die
Angleichung an den Kontext, urn nur die wesentlicheren
Mboglichkeiten zu nennen, waren normalerweise nicht Anlaf3
genug, um — wenigstens in der Friihphase der Uberlieferung —
korrigierend einzugreifen. Dal3 dagegen aber alle echten Sach-
fehler in den meisten Fallen erkannt und entsprechend ver-
bessert wurden, beweist, in welche Richtung die Korrektur
des abgeschriebenen Textes durch den Schreiber, den Korrektor
oder auch bei spéterer Lektiire durch die Benutzer zielte.
Dabei werden anhand der Vorlage oder einer Vergleichshand-
schrift beim Korrigieren oder aber nur durch die intime Kennt-
nis der Schrift beim Benutzer im spiteren Stadium fast alle
Sachunterschiede bis hin zu Auslassungen und fehlerhafter
Wiedergabe aufgespiirt, richtiggestellt und der Normal- oder
Regionalform des Textes angepaft.

Viele der hier angesprochenen Erscheinungen haben ihre
Giiltigkeit vornehmlich in der Frithzeit der handschriftlichen
Uberlieferung des Neuen Testaments, gelten also speziell fir
die ersten 3 bis 4 Jahrhunderte, in der Folgezeit #ndern sich
zunehmend die Voraussetzungen und die Bedingungen. Die
volle Anerkennung als heilige Schrift, aber vor allem wohl der
Ubergang der Schreibtradition von kommerziellen Skriptorien
und von Gelegenheits- oder Gefilligkeitsschreibern auf klgster-
liche Zentren und in die kirchliche, vornehmlich wohl monchische
Tradition, die langsam zunehmenden Hilfsmittel fur das Lesen
der Texte durch haufigere Interpunktion und Lesehilfen bis hin
zum voll ausgestalteten Akzentuierungssystem erleichtern das
Lesen und damit das Abschreiben in allen vorauszusetzenden
Stadien. Bestimmte lautbedingte und damit orthographische
oder formale Schwierigkeiten bleiben jedoch bestehen und
bilden auch in spiteren Epochen geniigend Anla3 zu MiB-
verstandnissen und im Schreibvorgang begriindeten Varianten.
Dennoch ist eine gewisse Verfestigung und Stabilisierung der
handschriftlichen Tradition nicht zu tibersehen.

Dieser Versuch einer Analyse des Vorganges Abschreiben,
dieser Versuch, das Schreiben, die Situation des Schreibers und
die nidheren Bedingungen dafiir etwas genauer und systema-
tischer in den Blick zu bekommen, kann nur den Zweck haben,

9555 C80 L
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die Fehlermdglichkeiten, die bei diesem komplexen Vorgang
bestehen, aufzuzeigen und einmal in ihrer Kausalitiat und vor-
gangsbezogenen Bedingtheit zusammenhangend darzustellen.
Sie ist, wie ich meine, um so dringender, je starker sich die
textkritische Diskussion aus verschiedenen Griinden, die hier
nicht zu erértern sind, auf Einzelvarianten oder Einzelstellen
konzentriert. Gerade unter diesen Voraussetzungen gewinnt
der angeschnittene Problemkreis seine besondere Bedeutung.
Denn von dieser Fragestellung her 148t sich tatsichlich bei
einer Fiille von Stellen ein sehr duBerlicher Anla8 ausmachen,
der zur Entstehung einer Variante gefiihrt hat, die dann, da
jede Abschrift selbst zur Vorlage geworden sein kann, in die
Tradition eingedrungen ist, und die Verbreitung erkliren, die
eine derartige Variante gefunden hat. In diesem Bereich sind
zum Teil auch die Notwendigkeiten oder Verfiihrungen fiir
spitere Abschreiber zu suchen, die an solchen Stellen zu weiteren
Veranderungen des Textes AnlaB oder Gelegenheit boten.
Neben den vielfach wirksamen theologischen oder inhaltlich
bedingten Anlissen, die zu Textinderungen fithrten, stehen,
wie ich meine, mindestens gleich hiufig die schreiber- oder
abschriftbedingten Anlésse, die bisher meist nur nebenher oder
als alternative Méglichkeit fiir Textabweichungen angesehen
worden sind. Ferner wird auf diese Weise erst voll verstandlich,
daB bei verschiedenen Abschreibvorgangen an verschiedenen
Orten durch verschiedene Schreiber an der gleichen Stelle die
gleichen Fehler gemacht und in die eigene Teiltradition ein-
gefithrt werden konnten, also gemeinsame Bezeugungen zu
einzelnen Varianten entstehen konnen, die genealogisch nichts
miteinander zu tun haben, sondern nur den aduBleren Anlaf3
fiir die Textveranderung gemeinsam haben.

Auch fiir die Einzelbeurteilung von speziellen Handschriften
und ihren Schreibern, gelegentlich sogar fiir ihre Vorlagen,
werden sich bei starkerer Beriicksichtigung dieser duBleren und
technischen Bedingtheiten neue Wertungen ergeben, wenn den
hier nur angerissenen Uberlegungen und Hinweisen systema-
tisch nachgegangen wird. Dabei ist nicht auszuschlieBen,dal3
die Analyse des Abschreibvorganges und die Aufgliederung in
jene vier Stadien durch Dain noch einige Modifikationen und
Verfeinerungen erfahren wird. Dennoch : das Grundprinzip
scheint mir richtig zu sein und kann, konsequent angewendet,
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dazu beitragen, unseren Blick zu scharfen fiir gewisse duBerliche
Bedingtheiten und Gefahren, die nun einmal jeder handschrift-
lichen Oberlieferung anhaften, in den Beurteilungen jedoch
oft nicht geniigend Beriicksichtigung finden oder vorschnell
an den Rand geschoben werden.



22. Neutestamentliche Zitate in
Zeno von Verona

HERMANN J. FREDE

E1 ne Analyse der Bibelzitate Zenos stoBt auf nicht geringe
Schwierigkei ten. Den Grofiteil seiner Zitate entnimmt der
Bischof von Verona wie eine Anzahl anderer Schriftsteller des 4.
Jahrhunderts den Werken Cyprians,! besonders dessen reicher
Materialsammlung Ad Quirinum,auch an zahlreichen Stellen,
an denen die neue Ausgabe seiner Traktate von B. Lofstedt das
nicht ausdriicklich vermerkt.z In anderen Fallen erschweren
die Kiirze der biblischen Anspielungen oder ihre Ubereinstim-
mung mit der Sprache aller iibrigen lateinischen Zeugen eine
nihere Charakterisierung oder machen sie unmdoglich. Geeignet
fiir eine Untersuchung im gegebenen Rahmen erscheinen daher
nur verhaltnismaBig wenige Stellen und vornehmlich solche,
zu denen das verfiigbare Vergleichsmaterial in den schon
erschienenen Teilen der Vetus Latina-Ausgabe aufbereitet ist.
Die starke Abhangigkeit von Cyprian und seinem Bibeltext3
fithrte dazu, daBB man Zeno als selbstindigen Zeugen entweder
ganz vernachlassigte oder ihn vorschnell unter die Vertreter
des ‘afrikanischen’ Textes einreihte. Berticksichtigt wird Zeno
von P. Corssen* ebenso wenig wie von H. von Soden.s Auch
seine Genesis-Zitate, die nicht unbedeutend sind, haben weder

* Stark beniitzt sind auch Tertullian, Laktanz, Hilarius und in zwei Traktaten
Victorin von Pettau; bei dem Traktat 1.3 handelt es sich um eine Parallele zum 4.
der Gregor von Elvira zugeschriebenen Traktate, das Abhingigkeitsverhiltnis
ist noch ungeklirt.

2CChL 22 (1g971). So findensich, urn nur ein Beispiel zu nennen, die von
Lofstedt 168 als Matt 23: 37-38 und 24: 2 vorgestellten Texte in korrekter Identi-
fizierung als Lukas 13: 34-35 und Mark 13: 2 wortgleich in CY te 1.6 und 1.5,
wonach Zeno ohne Zweifel zitiert.

3Schon P. Sabatier, Bibliorum Sacrorum Lutinae Versiones antiquae seu Vetus Italica
I (Reims: Reginaldus Florentain, 1743), XLV, sagt von den Schriftzitaten Zenos:
pars maxima cum exscriptis € Cypriano et Lactantio ita concinit, ut pene unus idemque omnibus
codex fuisse videatur.

4 P. Corssen, Der cyprianische Text der Acta Apostolorum (Berlin: Hayn, 1892).

5 H. von Soden, Das lateinische Neue Testament in Afrika zur Zeit Cyprians (TU
33; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1gog).
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A. V. BillenSnoch B. Fischer7 untersucht, doch ist auf die zahl-
reichen Lesarten etwa in Genesis 38 hinzuweisen, in denen
Zeno mit Ambrosius, Hieronymus, Augustinus, dem Lyoner
Heptateuch und dem ritselhaften Gregor von Elvira iiberein-
stimmt, der seinerseits von Rufin und Gaudentius abhingig ist.8
A. Bigelmair? und P. Monceaux™ unterstreichen die Nihe
zu Cyprian, aber besonders Bigelmair verharmlost die Differen-
zen. W. Thiele? nimmt Zeno in 1Petrus mit dem Zitat 2:i
als Zeugen fiir die Textform K in Anspruch ;doch ist es wohl
ebenso wie 1Joh 2:15-17 und andere Zitate den Testimonien
3:nentnommen und hat demnach in diesem Zusammenhang
keinerlei Beweiskraft. Aber auch wenn es sich um ein selb-
standiges Zitat Zenos handelte, lieBen sich die Seitenzeugen nicht
iibersehen : dieselben Lesarten kehren teilweise bei Hieronymus
und vielleicht Gaudentius und Augustinus, grofienteils bei Ps-
Pelagius Casp. 3, unter dem sich ein britischer Pelagianer in
Sizilien verbirgt, und vollstindig bei Chromatius wieder.!2

In den biblischen Biichern, zu denen genauere Untersuchungen
vorliegen, zeigt sich,daBl Zeno gegeniiber Cyprian oft eigene
Wege geht und seine Lesarten ihre Entsprechung etwa in italieni-
schen oder gar oberitalienischen Texten finden. Fiir die Psalmen
lehnt P. Capelle’s eine Beziehung zum afrikanischen Text
strikt ab, desgleichen H. Schneider!4 fiir die biblischen Cantica.
Zeno steht vielmehr dem Psalter von Verona sehr nahe, den
diese Autoren noch fiir afrikanischen Ursprungs hielten.1s

6 A. V. Billen, The OId Latin Texts of the Heptateuch (London: Cambridge Univer-
sity, 1927).

7 B. Fischer, Genesis (Vetus Latina 2; Freiburg: Herder, 1951-54).

8 Vgl. oben Anm. 1.

9 A. Bigelmair, Jeno von Verona (Miinster, 1904).

10 P, Monceaux, Histoire littéraire de I’ Afrique chrétienne (Paris: Leroux, 1905),
3.366.

11'W. Thiele, Die lateinischen Texte des 1. Petrusbriefes (VetusLatina: Aus der
Geschichte der lateinischen Bibel 5; Freiburg: Herder, 1965),80-81,11:.

12 \/gl. Epistulae Catholicae (Vetus Latina 2615 Freiburg: Herder, 1956-69),
11o-11und zu Chromatius den Nachtrag 457. Das CHRO-Zitat wurde erst
durch die Edition von J. Lemarié, RBén 73 (1963), 208, bekannt und in Thieles
Untersuchung, auf die sich Lofstedt 7* Anmerkung 4 beruft, nicht beriicksichtigt.

13 P, Capelle, Le Texte du psautier latin en Afrigue (Collectanea Biblica Latina 4;
Rome: Pustet, 1913), 61-62.

14 H, Schneider, Die altlateinischen biblischen Cantica (Texte und Arbeiten 29-30;
Beuron, 1938),28-30.

15 Der Text des Psalters ist bekanntlich um die Mitte des 4. Jahrhunderts in
Norditalien entstanden, vgl. A. Vaccari, Scritti di erudizione ¢ di filologia | (Rome:
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Noch deutlicher tritt die Eigenart von Zenos Bibeltext in den
Paulusbriefen in Erscheinung, gewifl auch deshalb, weil das
reichhaltige Material mehr Differenzierungsmoglichkeiten gestat-
tet. Beii Tim 1: 3-5 handelt es sichum eines der seltenen
langeren Zitate unseres Autors, das den Vorzug besitzt, nicht
letztlich aus Cyprian zu stammen. In der Liste von Zenos
Lesarten beschrianke ich mich auf die Angabe der wichtigeren
Textzeugen.'6

1 Tim 42 3-5
V. 3 mapexdleca - hortatus sum ZzE; HIL] rogavi ceteri
va apayyeidps = ut denuntiares ZE ;757778 896186 V ; AU ;
PS-AU spe; THr;¢f ut denunties AMst;¢f. RUF Rm] ut
praeciperes HIL; ¢f. RUF ap H
1) érepodidackaleiv = ne perversa doctrina uterentur ZE; 61]
ne aliter docerent 78 86 V ; HIL ; AU ; ¢f. ne al. doceant 75 77
89; AMst; RUF ; PS-AU spe
V. 4 undé mpoaéyew - neque adtenderent ZE ; HIL ; ¢f. n. adtendant
RUF] n. intenderent 78 6 186 V ; AU ; ¢f.n. intendant 75 77 89;
AMst; ¢f. AM ; PS-AU spe
: dmepdvrois - quae sine fine sunt ZE; 77 ; GR-l 1/3] infinitis 75
! 89I'B; AMst ; ¢f. GR-1 2/3; RUF ; PS-AU spe ; ¢f. interminatis
78 61 86 V; HIL; AU Rm
alrwes éxl{nmices mapéyovow pdlov = quae magis quaestiones
praestant ZE ;61] ~ quae quaestiones magis praestant HIL;
IR; AM; RUF; qf ~ (quae quaestiones praestant magis
ceteri: = @
olkovoplav = veram rationem ZE; cf. dispensationem THr]
aedificationem celeri: = oikoBousjy D*
iy & miorer = quae est in fide ZE ;77* 78 61 86 V; HIL; IR;
AMst; AM fi 4; AU Rm; PS-AU spe; THr]~ quae in fide
est 75 89 ; AM fi 2; cf. in fide 77*
V. 5 767édos - definitio ZE] finis ceter:
Tfis mapayyeMas = iussionis ZE] praecepti ceferi
¢k = cx ZE jAMsteom ; RUF Lv 13 ; THr] de ceteri
dvumokpiTov - simplici ZE] non ficta 75 77 78 8961 86 V ; PS-CY
sNg ; AM ; RUF ; AU ; PS-AU spe | Cf. non simulata AMst ; Cf.
sine hypocrisi IR

Edizioni di storia e letteratura, 1952),207-55;II (Rome, 1958),229-43; G. On-
garo, ‘Saltero veronese e revisione agostiniana’, Bib 35 (1954), 443~74-

16 Samtliche Belege sind zuganglich in Vetus Latina 25, 5. Lieferung (Freiburg:
Herder, 1978), 390-95.
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Am auffalligsten sind ohne Zweifel Lesarten wie perversa
doctrina uti, vera ratio, definitio, iussio, simplex, in denen zum
Ausdruck kommt, daB ihr Schépfer beim Vergleich der her-
gebrachten Ubersetzung mit dem Urtext nicht zufrieden war.
Das gilt in erster Linie fiir den als besonders kraB erscheinenden
Fall von aedificatio als Wiedergabe von oikovopia, die auch in den
Marginalien des Lateiners G als Fehlleistung herausgestellt
wird ;!7 hier ist jedoch zu beachten, daB alle iibrigen Lateiner
mit Ausnahme der Theodor-Ubersetzung auf der im Griechi-
schen duBerst schmal bezeugten Lesart oilkoSous) beruhen. 1:5
wird durch die Begriffe definitio und iussio entschieden, daB3
mapayyeXia nicht allgemein als Predigt und damit letztlich als
das iiberragende praeceptum und die verpflichtende lex verstanden
werden soll, sondern daB3 damit die spezielle Weisung von 1:3
gemeint ist, so sehr auch die andere Deutung den Gedanken des
Paulus (vgl. Gal 5: 6) nahekommt und praktisch von allen
Vitern in diesem Sinne aufgefaf3t wird. Einmalig ist die Wahl
von simplex fiir dvwumdkpiros und seine Verbindung mit fides.8
Vers 3 belehrt die Wendungperversa doctrina uti, die wohl bewuBt
den Gegensatz zur sana doctrina (1:11) herausstellen will, iiber
den Spielraum, den sich der Ubersetzer dem Griechischen
gegeniiber vorbehilt, ebenso wie die Umstellung quae magis
quaestiones praestant oder die Ubersetzung von dmepdvrots durch
einen Relativsatz.

Gerade mit diesen Lesarten steht Zeno nicht allein; beson-
ders bemerkenswert ist die zweimalige Begleitung durch die
Handschrift 61, im anderen Fall durch 77, dessen Interlinear-
Ubersetzung im allgemeinen auf wortliche Entsprechung mi t
dem Griechischen, auch was die Zahl der Wérter angeht,Wert
legt und an dieser Stelle versehentlich die Formen ihrer weiteren
Quellen, einer Bilingue dhnlich dem Claromontanus sowie der
Vulgata, nicht ausgeschrieben hat. Fiir andere Lesarten von

17 Siehe die Liste der Marginalien in Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale lat. 11553
(Sangermanensis), bei Frede, Vetus Latina 25, 1. Lieferung (1975), 38-39. Olxovouta
erscheint 1Kor g: 17; Eph 1:10; 3: 2, 9; Kol 1: 25 und wird mit dispositio, dis-
pensatio oder distributio tibersetzt; ein anderer Wortsinn liegt Luk 16: 2 vor, der
lateinisch mit vilicatio oder actus wiedergegeben wird.

18 Diese Fassung des Bibeltextes bei Zeno hat 0. Hiltbrunner, Latina Graeca:
Semasiologische Studien iber lateinische Warter im Hinblick auf ihr Verhéltnis zu griechischen
Vorbildern (Bern, 1958) s.v. simplex fides, nicht beriicksichtigt. Zur Wiedergabe von

avumdkpiros in der lateinischen Bibel vgl. W. Thiele (Anm. 11), 80-81, 88, 1:11;
die Handschrift 89 belegt jetzt auch fiir 2 Tim 1:5 non simulatus.

R |

i
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Zeno treten Hilarius und (ober-)italienische Texte des 4.
oder frithen 5. Jahrhunderts ein, wihrendsich eine dritte
Gruppe mit fiir die lateinische Bibelsprache ungewijhnlichen
Wendungen nicht durchsetzen konnte.

Einen dhnlichen Befund vermitteln andere Pauluszitate Zenos,
soweit sie nicht aus Cyprian stammen. Als weiteres Beispiel fiithre
ich Eph 6 : 16 an, wo ebenfalls die vollstandige Bezeugung aller
Lesarten vorliegt und Cyprian einen anderen Text belegt.r®

Eph6: 16

dvadaBdvres Tov Bupedv = accepto scuto ZE ;6 1; MAR,; f. accipi-
entes scutum 86; AM] adsumentes scutum 75 77 8g; CY; LUC ;
AMst; RUF; PS-AU spe; THr ; ¢f. sumentes scutum 78 V

& & = perquod ZE] in quo ceter:

dumjoealfle = poteritis ZE; AMst] possitis ceteri

76 Bé\n = sagittas ZE ; MAR ; AM ; HI ; PRU ; AU] iacula 75 77 ;
TE; CY; LUC; HIL; AM; GAU; ¢. GR-I; HI; RUF; AU,
PS-AU spe; THr;f tela 78 89 61 86 V; TE; CY; NO; AMst;
AM; HI; RUF

70D movypod = illius mali ZE] maligni 86 ; AMst; HI ; RUF ; AU ;
PEL (B) ; cf. nequissimi 75 77 78 ;¢f. 89 61 V; CY; LUC ; MAR;;
GAU ; AU ; PS-AU spe ; ¢f. diaboli TE ; CY; LUC ; HIL ; RUF

70 emvpwpéva = quae sunt igne plenae ZE] ignita(s) 77 86; TE;
CY; HIL; AMst; AM ;¢f. GR-l ; HI ; AU ; THr ; ¢f. ignea(s)
78 86 61 V; TE ; MAR ; AU ; ¢f. candentia 75, ¢f. 774 ; LUC ;
GAU; PS-AU spe

Wiederum ist, besonders offenkundig fiir die beiden letzten
Zeno-Lesarten, der Vergleich mit dem Griechischen ursichlich,
begegnen Wendungen, die singular blieben, und findensich in
den anderen Fallen dhnliche italienische Texte als begleitende
Bezeugung ein. Bei der ersten Lesart stimmt Zeno sowohl in der
Wortwahl wie auch in der Satzkonstruktion mit dem Altlateiner
61 und mit Marius Victorinus iiberein. Niemand wird in dem
Bischof von Verona den Gestalter dieses Textes vermuten
wollen,?¢ dessen Lesarten teilweise schon vor ihm oder von

19 \/gl. Vetus Latina 24/1 (Freiburg: Herder, 1962-64),308-14. In der folgenden
Liste sind bei gegensatzlichen Lesarten desselben Schriftstellers nicht dessen
einzelne Schriften vermerkt.

20 Gegen die Annahme, Zeno habesich mit griechischen Quellen befaBt,
spricht sich A. Bigelmair (Anm. g), 77, aus; dagegen zihlt E. Diehl, ‘Zur Text-
geschichte des lateinischen Paulus’, CNW 20 (1921), gg, Zeno wie Victorin von

Pettau und Maximinus zu ‘den Autoren, die nachweislich aus eigenem die
griechische Bibe 1 tibertragen’, ohne jedoch diesen Nachweis zu liefern.
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Zeitgenossen in anderen Gegenden belegt werden. Hervorste-
chend an dem von Zeno benutzten norditalienischen Text ist das
deutlich erkennbare Bemiihen um priagnante Formulierungen,
die zugleich dem Urtext moglichst gerecht werden. Damit steht
er in einer Linie etwa mit dem Text, den Ambrosiaster benutzt,
mit den Glossen in der Vulgata-Handschrift G oder auch mit
dem anonymen Kommentar der Handschrift von Budapest.2’

Dal3 es sich nicht um Beispiele handelt, die lediglich unter dem
Gesichtspunkt des Zweckes ausgew#hlt sind, zeigt auch Eph
5:5, wo sich das Verhiltnis des Zeno-Textes zu den Seiten-
referenten dhnlich darstellt :22

Ephsg: g

éore ywdrarovres D2 K plur = scire debetis ZE; cf. scitote 86; cf. TE ;
MAR ; AMst; AM ; HI] scitote intellegentes 75 77 78 8g 61 V;
CY; NIC; AU; ¢f. scitote cognoscentes AU ; THr : = &

érv= quoniam ZE ; AU ; THr] quia CY; HI ; NIC ; cf. quod 75 77
78 89 61 86 V; TE; MAR; AMst; AM; AU

mwépvos = fornicarius ZE ; THr] fornicator 75 77 78 89 61 V; TE ;
CY; AMst; HI; NIC; AU; ¢f inpudicus 86; MAR; AM,;
PEL (B) ; ¢f. lect. dupl. fornicator aut inpudicus 61 C X A @HAM(mg)

drdBapros - inpudicus ZE; vide supra] inmundus ceter:

meovékrys = fraudator ZE; CY] avarus ceter:

(E) i8wlodarpla G = dalorum servitus ZE; 75 77 78 8g 61 V; AM;
AU; ¢f. idol(ol)a 86; CY; MAR; AMst; AM

odk &yer-NON habent ZE ;70 ; KA Sp] non habet ceteri

feot kat ypiorod G = dei et christi ZE; 77 R*?; AMst; AM; HI;
cf. dei TE] ~ christi et dei ceteri: = &

Selbst wenn Zeno seine Zitate Cyprian entnimmt, hat er sie
nicht selten durch charakteristische Abweichungen veridndert ;
dafiir nur das Beispiel 1 Kor 15 : 42—43:

& $pBopd = in corruptione CY] in interitum ZE; PS-AU spe
év adbapaig = sine corruptela CY] in perpetuitatem ZE ; PS-AU spe
& dryuig = in ignominia CY] in humilitatem ZE

Wihrend die letze Lesart sonst unbezeugt bleibt, tritt fiir die

beiden anderen als einziger Mitzeuge das pseudo-augustinische
Speculum auf. Diese Zitatensammlung stammt weder aus Afrika

2t VVgl. meine Versffentlichung Ein neuer Paulustext und Kommentar: |, Unter-
suchungen (Vetus Latina: Aus der Geschichte der lateinischen Bibel 7; Freiburg:
Herder, 1973),211-12, 256.

22 \/gl. Vetus Latina 24/1 (Anm. 19), 212-15.
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noch aus Spanien, sondern aus Italien und wird zuerst zitiert
von Papst Anastasius Il ;23 eigentiimliche Beriihrungen in einer
etwas veridnderten Fassung mit Chromatius hat R. Etaix2+
nachgewiesen. Bemerkenswert ist die U bersetzung perpetuitas,
die in dem Zusatz iPet 5 : 14 auch handschriftlich belegt ist ;25
dieser Zusatz stammt aus Eph 6. 24, wo Marius Victorinus
ddbapoia im gleichen Sinne mit aeternitas iibertragt.

Auch in den Evangelien weist Zeno Lesarten auf, die von
(ober-)italienischen Texten geteilt werden :

Matt 5: 16

dudv Ta Kadé &ya = opera vestra bona ZE ;3 (a) ;15 (aur); 4
(6);6 (c);10 (f); 7 (g");5 12 (h): 13 (¢); PS-CY sng; HIL; AMst;
CHRO; RUF; MAXn]} ~ bona opera vestra 1 (k) ; CY; AU ;
HI ; cf. ~ vestra bona opera V; AN Bob

Sofdowaw = magnificent ZE; ¢f. 3 (a) ;4 (b) ; 7 (g¥);12 (h) ;13(q);
PS-CY sng; HIL; AMst; CHRO; RUF; MAXn] clarificent
1(k); CY; IR; cf. glorificent V; HI ; RUF ; AN Bob ; AU

Matt 19:21
oov 7d mdpyovra = 0mnia tua ZE ;2(.); 4 (6) ;6 (c);13 (¢); CY
lap, op; AM; GAU ; HI ; RUF ; MAX] bona tua 3 (a) ;8
(ff?) ;12 n): 16 (n); CY te; AM; cf. omnia bona tua cf. HIL;
AM; ¢f. quae habes V; ¢f. omnia quae habes IR; AM ; FIL ;
CHRO ; HI ; FAU-M ; AU

In den folgenden Fallen 14aBtsich Cyprian nicht vergleichen :

Matt 5: 32
mapextos Adyov mopvelas = excepta causa adulterii ZE ;12 (h) ;
AU ; PS-AU spe; cf. excepta ratione adulterii 5 (d) ; ¢f praeter
causam (crimen LAC) adulterii TE; LAC] excepta fornicationis
causa V; AMst q ; Cf. praeter causam fornicationis (k) ; cf.
excepta causa fornicationis 3 (a) ; 4 (b) ; 6 (c) ; AMstiCor;
AM; CHRO; HI; AU

Matt 13: 12
adrd =1lli ZE ;1(k) ;2 (e); g ($1) ; FAU-R; EUS-G] ei V; TE;
HIL; RUF; MAX; AU; EUS-G
rai? = etiam ZE; 12 (h); TE; RUF; MAX; FAU-R; EUS-G] et
V; 1(k);2e); HIL; AU
23\/gl. Vetus Latina 242, 13; zu beachten sind die Untersuchungen zum Text
des Speculum bei Frede (Anm. 2 1), 69~76,109—~16.
24 R, Etaix, RBén 70 (1960), 496-97.

25 Die Handschriften 55 64 begleitet hier FU; vgl. AU in 1Pet 3: 4, und zum
Ganzen Thiele (Anm. 1y, 100,105-6.
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Matt 13 : 25
& 70 ralbevew rovs avfpdimovs = dormientibus hominibus ZE;
2 (e); 12 (h); AU] cum dormirent homines V; CHRO ;cf. cum
dormiunt homines1 (k)
dva péoov 100 olrov = in triticum ZE; 3 (a) ; 4 (b) ; 7(gY); 8 (f?);
12 (h) ; NIC ; PEL] in medio tritici V; 2 (e) ; CHRO,; cf. inter
frumentum 1 (k)

Von Matt 13 : 12 abgesehen, wo Zenos Text mit i eine
afrikanische Lesart bewahrt hat, begleiten .ihn mit dem wohl
in Verona gegen Ende des 5. Jahrhunderts entstandenen
Purpurevangeliar 4 (b), dem etwa gleichzeitigen Claromontanus
12 (k), dessen Ursprungsort noch ungeklirt ist, Texte, die zur
Kerniiberlieferung des fortschrittlichen italienischen Textes um
350—380 zu rechnen sind, der mit Ambrosius und Ambrosiaster
verwandt ist und bei der Herstellung der Vulgata als Grundlage
diente.26 Es iiberrascht nicht, daB Zenos Lesarten beim Vergleich
mit den Texten der altlateinischen Handschriften einen #hn-
lichen Platz finden wie schon im Kreis der patristischen Zitate.
Im Rahmen seiner eigenen, nicht Cyprian oder anderen ent-
lehnten Bibelanfiihrungen ist Zeno, wenn auch in bescheidenem
Umfang, ein wichtiger Zeuge fiir den Entwicklungsstand des
Textes seiner Zeit in Oberitalien (Verona).2? Er gehort trotz
seiner wohl afrikanischen Herkunft?® zu den Vertretern einer
von Italien ausstrahlenden Praevulgata, die die Vetus Latina-
Ausgabe als Texttyp | bezeichnet.2® Vereinzelte afrikanische3°
Lesarten in dem von ihm zitierten Text sind nicht anders zu
beurteilen als bei diesen.

26 \/gl. die Darstellung der Evangelientiberlieferung bei B. Fischer, ‘Das Neue
Testament in lateinischer Sprache’, Die alten Ubersetzungen des Neuen Testaments, die

Kirchenviterzitate und Lektionare (ed. K. Aland; Arbeiten zur neutestamentlichen
Textforschung 5; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1972), 30-39.

27 Zu den Veroneser Bibelhandschriften siehe B. Fischer, Bibeltext und Bibel-
reform unter Karl dem Grofen (Karl der Gro8e 11 ; Dusseldorf, 1965), 2 14.

28 Fur diese Herkunft spricht lediglich die Passio S. Arcadii, deren Verfasser
Zeno wohl ist, vgl. B. Lofstedt, CChL 22, 6*—7*; F. E. Vokes, ‘Zeno of Verona,
Apuleius and Africa’, Studia Patristica 8/2 (TU g3; Berlin: Akademie, 1966),
130-34, Will nicht einmal dieses Argument gelten lassen.

29 In meiner Paulus-Ausgabe sind die Zeno-Lesarten als diesem Typ zugehdrig
behandelt.

30 Zu Herkunft und heutigem Gebrauchssinn des Begriffs ‘afrikanischer Text’
vgl. B. Fischer (Anm. 26),9—12; H. J. Frede, Vetus Latina 25, 2. Lieferung(1976),

146-47.
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23. The Diatessaron of Romanos

GILLES QUISPEL

Tre Dutch Diatessarons are based upon a deviant Latin Gos-
pel harmony translated from Tatian’s work. This was proved
decisively when the Persian Diatessaron came to light. Then
B. M. Metzger and A. Baumstark could show how much this
writing has in common with the Western harmonies.1l Since
that date (1951 a scholar leaves the solid ground of textual data
and commits an obvious error when he tries to deny this estab-
lished fact. Nor will it help to object that such Tatianic readings
are in fact Old Latin (OL) variant readings that crept into the
vernacular harmonies during the course of their transmission,
because as often as not these Tatianisms are absent from the
OL. For example, the original Dutch harmony must have con-
tained the variant : But if you want to pray, go into your room
(Matt. 6 : 6) .2 It is not to be found in the Codex Fuldensis or any
OL MS, but it is contained in the Persian Diatessaron.

The OIld High German Diatessaron betrays the influence of
the same tradition. Perhaps this could be doubted as long as
new evidence was not yet available. But recently it was estab-
lished that the fourth-century mystic Macarius was familiar
with a very extravagant Diatessaron text. As Macarius was a
Syrian, probably originating from or in contact with Edessa, the
capital of Aramaic Christianity, his Diatessaron is a counterpart
of that of Ephraem Syrus who came from Nisibis. And it is in
Macarius (serm. 61.2 [Typ. I])3 that we find the variant dnijpyov
for € lodv in Matt. 2 : 18 (‘Rachel wept for her children, because
they were no more’). This confirms the same variant in Ephraem
Syrus’ Commentary on the Diatessaron and in the Venetian

1 A. Baumstark in G. Messina. Diatessaron Persiano (BibOr14; Rome: Pontifical
Biblical Institute, 1951),xcvii—cxi; B. M. Metzger, ‘Tatian’s Diatessaron and a
Persian Harmony of the Gospels’, JBL 69 (1950), 261—80 = Chapters in the History
of New Testament Textual Criticism (NTTS 4: Leiden: Brill,1963), 97—-120.

2 R. van den Broek, ‘Enkele opmerkingen over de Latijnse archetypus van
het Middelnederlandse Diatessaron’, De Nieuwe Taalgids 70 (1977), 434-58, esp.

. 441-3.
ppa H. Berthold, GCS 2 (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1973), 202.
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Diatessaron. Therefore, this Old High German variant cannot
be considered as sheer coincidence and be dismissed out of hand.4
We find the same reading in Ludolph of Saxony’s Life of Christ.
That is because Ludolph still knew and quoted the Latin version
of Tatian that lies behind the Western vernacular harmonies.
The objection that Ludolph’s Vita Christi is a life of Jesus in
verse that would have many variants sheerly for poetic variation
is not valid for the simple reason that Ludolph wrote prose, not
poetry.5

It is true that some of the Tatianisms in the Western Diatessa-
rons can have many explanations other than dependence. But the
problem is whether such alternative explanations can be plausible
in view of the cumulative evidence which points in the opposite
direction, especially if these variants also occur in texts written
in the same language as the canonical Gospels, namely Greek.
And this is the case with the writings of Romanos.

The saintly Melodos, ‘the humble Romanos’, is the greatest
and most famous poet of the Greek Orthodox Church. He was
born of a Jewish family in Emesa, the present Horns, in Syria,
and became a deacon of the Christian Church at Berytus
(Beirut). It was during the reign of Anastasius | (491-518)
that he went from there to Constantinople, where he joined the
clergy of the Theotokos church. His ‘kontakia’ (essays) are
elaborately constructed poetical sermons, among others about
gospel themes, and were greatly influenced by the poetry of St.
Ephraem.6 This Syrian poet who wrote in Greek was familiar
with a version of the Diatessaron of Tatian. A few typical
examples will suffice to prove this new but obvious observation.

(1) He quotes Mary as having said : ‘7 am (elu() the handmaid
of him that sent thee’ (9.11.8), whereas Luke i1:38 reads :
‘Lo, the handmaid of the Lord’. This is in agreement with the

4 G. Quispel, Tatian and the Gospel of Thomas (Leiden: Brill,1g975),114: ‘Macarius
and the Diatessaron of Tatian’, A Tribute to Arthur Vggbus: Studies in Early Christian
Literature and Its Environment, Primarily in the Syrian East (ed. R. H. Fischer; Chicago:
Lutheran School of Theology, 1977),203-9, esp. p. 204.

5 See the review of Tatian and the Gospel of Thomas by 0. C. Edwards, Jr.,
JFBL 96 (1977), 4646, esp. p. 466.

6. Grosdidier de Matons, Romanos le Mélode et les origines de |a poésie religieuse d
Byzance (Paris: Beauchesne, 1977); Bathja Bayer, ‘Romanos Melodos’, Encjud
14.238; P. Maas, C. A. Trypanis, Romanus Melodus, Cantica, Cantica genuina (Ox-
ford: Clarendon, 1963); J. Grosdidier de Matons, Romanos le Mélode, Hymnes
(SC gg, 110, 114, 128; Paris: du Cerf, 1964—7).
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Persian Diatessaron (‘I am the handmaid of God’) and the Heliand
(285), whereas Ephraem’s Commentary on the Diatessaron has
somewhat adapted his text to the canonical version: ‘Lo, | am
the maid of God’. It is possible of course that there are many
other explanations to minimize the importance of the ‘I am’
in the Dutch Diatessaron variant (‘I am the handmaid of God’),
but there is none to explain away the reading ‘of God’ instead
of ‘of the Lord’.

() In the first hymn on the Resurrection 40. 3-5, Jesus says to
Mary Magdalene :‘‘“Maria’. And she, having recognised him,
said immediately : “Truly, my good shepherd calls me” °’.
John 20: 16 only says that she turned to him and said ‘Rabbuni’,
which is Hebrew for ‘My Master’. The variant ‘she recognised
him’ is one of the most conspicuous Tatianisms known to date.

In the Rhymebible of Jacob of Maerlant (2681 1/3), based on
the oldest version of the Dutch Diatessaron we know, it is said
that Mary ‘then recognised him immediately from that word and
said “Master” and approached and wanted to touch his feet’.7

The Liege Diatessaron (ch. 237) has only : “Then Mary recognised
him and said : ““Rabboni”, that is to say, “Master” ’. The Stutt-
gart MS adds: ‘She ran to him and wanted to touch him’. But
the Heliand has more details and is nearer to Maerlant :

And straightway she came closer, the wife, with good will, and recognised
her savior himself. In her love she could not refrain, but with her
hands she longed to hold him, the woman to touch the World-Lord.
(5929—32; Scott, 203)

This must go back to a common ancestor, a Latin Diatessaron,
which contained the variants both have in common against the
Vulgate.

Traces of the Latin text are preserved in the Vita beatae vir-
ginis Mariae rhythmica 6 173/4:
Mox quod esset dominus ex hacoce pia

novit atque propius statim accedebat,
se prosternens suos pedes tangere volebat.

Moreover the Meditationes Vitae Christi (89) of Ps-Bonaventura
read:

Et cognoscens eum ad vocem.

7 R. van den Broek, ‘Jacob van Maerlant en het Nederlandse Diatessaron’,
NedTTs 28 (1974),141-64.
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well-known Jewish Christian tradition, contained in the Gospel
according to the Ebionites (frg. 3 : ‘and straightway there shone
about the place a great light’).

The same Jewish Christian tradition lies behind 7. Levi
18 :6-7: ‘And the Glory of the Most High shall be uttered upon
him, and the Spirit of understanding and sanctification shall
rest upon him in the water’.

The words of Ephraem Syrus and other Syrian writers make it
clear that Tatian integrated this Jewish Christian tradition into
his harmony. As a matter of fact the Commentary on the Diates-
saron says that the Spirit descended and rested upon One only
(4.3) and that the splendour of the light appeared upon the water
(4-4) .

These variants were preserved by the Latin version of Tatian’s
writing.12

Petrus Comestor 34:
Inaestimabilis splendor factus est circa eum.

Ludolph of Saxony 1.21.11;

Inaestimabilis splendor factus est circa Christum ... (Spiritus)
requievit SUPEr eum.

Vita Rhythmica 3686 :
Lux magnaque refulsit in Jesum.

On this Latin text is based the Pepysian Harmony (ch. 7):
So corn the brightnesse of hevene and the Holy Gost and alighth
withinne hym.

If traces of the same tradition are found in Justin Martyr
(dial. 88.3), Ps-Cyprian (rebapt.1%7), and the OL codices a and
gt in Matt. 3 : 15, this only shows that at a very early date
Jewish Christian traditions about the baptism of Jesus have
influenced the gospel text of the congregation at Rome which,
as Hermas showed, was not allergic to the adoptianism which
was current among the Jewish Christians.

The opposite view, according to which the Western Diatessaron
took these variants from the OL MSS, is no longer feasible, for
then we would have to suppose that the Greek-writing Syrian,
Romanos, in Constantinople also has been influenced by the
OL MSS of Western Christendom, This is absurd.

1z \VVan den Broek, ‘A Latin Diatessaron’, 123.

The Diatessaron of Romanos 3"

There are still more readings that Romanos has in common
with the Jewish Christian gospel tradition. Moreover, there are
some variants which this poet has in common with the Gospel
of Thomas, probably through the intermediary of the Diates-
saron. They deserve a special inquiry. These few remarks were
made in order to show that the problems of the Diatessaron
and of the possibly independent tradition it may contain deserve
to be put in a much wider context than has been done by recent
critics. There probably are still other authors besides Romanos
who can adduce new light to this hotly debated issue. But from
now on Romanos can no longer be ignored in studies on the
free tradition. He is a Hellenic witness to Tatian’s Harmony and
its Jewish Christian source.
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24. Diatessaric Readings in the
‘Martyrdom of St. Abo of Tiflis’?

J. NEVILLE BIRDSALL

Asout the turn of the century, there seems to have been a
determined desire on the part of textual critics to discover the
Diatessaron in the Caucasus. The strongest part of this campaign
was in the Armenian field, where F. C. Conybeare at the end of
his life at length declared for an Armenian Diatessaron.! His
suggestions were built upon by S. Lyonnet? and published in
post-war years. Only recently have they been called profoundly
into question by A. Véobus.3

Into the Georgian area the advance was never so penetrating :
A. Harnack in 1go1 suggested on the basis of a translation by
Dzavachi$vili that traces of the Diatessaron were to be seen in the
Martyrdom of St. Eustathius of Mzhetha ;4 and in 1go6 Kirsopp
Lake, basing himself equally upon a translation, put forward the
view that a like phenomenon was to be observed in the Martyr-
dom of St. Abo of Tiflis.5 This view has also held the field till
recently, in part because of the inaccessibility of the source
material in its original language and partly through the repetition
especially of Harnack’s opinions in surveys and bibliographies.
It is to the credit of our gratuland that he has drawn attention in
his most recent bibliographical survey to the discussion of the
material in the Eustathius martyrdom by the present writer,®

I'F. C. Conybeare, ‘An Armenian Diatessaron?’ FTS 25 (1924), 232-45.

2 S, Lyonnet, Les Origines de la version arménienne et le diatessaron (BibOr 13;
Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1950).

3 A. Vé6bus, Studies in the Hi-story of the Gospel Text in Syriac (CSCO 128/Subs. 3 ;
Louvain, 1951), 150-1; Early Versions of the New Testament: Manuscript Studies
(Papers of the Estonian Theological Society in Exile 6; Stockholm, 1954), 152-4.

+ |. Dzawakoff (Dzavachidvili), Das Martyrium des heiligen Eustathius von Mzchetha,
ed. by A. von Harnack (SPAW, phil.-hist. Kl. 37; Berlin, 1go1), 897 ff.

5 K. Lake, ‘Tatian’s Diatessaron and the Martyrdom of Abo’, ExpT 17 (1905-6),
286; based on Karl Schultze, Das Martyrium des heiligen 4bo von Tiflis (TU 27/4;
Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1905).

6 J. N. Birdsall, ¢ “The Martyrdom of St Eustathius of Mzketha” and the
Diatessaron: An Investigation’, NT§ 18 (1971—2), 452-6.
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who is gratified to note that Professor Metzger agrees with him
that there is no evidence of the Diatessaron to be found there.7
He evidently shared not only this opinion with the writer, but
also ignorance of the work of Lake, which is hidden in a one-
column note in the Expository Times, vol. 17 19o5-6). It is a merit
of Professor Tjitze Baarda to have brought it to light again in his
Proefschrift on the gospel quotations of Afrahat.8 The rear
column of the advance may be said to be the work of Professor
Molitor, especially in his Latin translation and harmony of the
gospels.9 In the writer’s view, this does no more than to high-
light harmonistic readings in the gospel tradition in Georgian
which have entered that tradition from a four-gospel base in
Armenian, itself tinctured with sporadic Tatianic hue from its
ultimate Syriac base.

It is concerning the document discussed by Lake that this note
is written in honour of one whose article on the evidence of the
versions!® for the text of the NT was amongst the writer’s stimuli
to study and research in this field. This document is the work of
a contemporary of the martyr who was converted to Christ from
Islam and eventually suffered for his faith in a0 786 on January
6. Johannes Sabanidze writes in response to the request of
Samuel, Catholicos of Kartli, whose request constitutes the first
section of the work. This continues with an address by the
martyrologist directed to the church as it listens to the account of
the witness of Abo on the feast of the Epiphany. This leads him to
speak of the Name of Jesus, which he states himself unable to ex-
pound, yet willing to make the attempt for the sake of his zealous
brethren. He then embarks upon a catalogue and exposition
of names by which Jesus is called, which we will give below.11

7 B. M. Metzger, The Early Versions of the New Testament (Oxford: Clarendon,
1977),192.

8 T. Baarda, The Gospel Quotations of Aphrahat the Persian Sage: |, Aphrahat’s
Text of the Fourth Gospel (Amsterdam: Vrije Universiteit, 1975), 135-7 (§ 52) and
Appendix, pp. 381, 449.

9 J. Molitor, Synopsis Latina evangeliorum Ibericorum antiquissimorum secundum
Matthaeum, Marcum, Lucam desumpta e codicibus Adysh, Opiza, Tbeth necnon e frag-
mentis biblicis et patristicis quae dicuntur Chanmeti et Haemeti (CSCO 256/Subs. 24;
Louvain, 1965), esp. Part 11, ‘Harmonismen in denen wir unbedenklich Tatianis-
men vermuten diirfen’.

10 B, M. Metzger, ‘The Evidence of the Versions for the Text of the New
Testament’, New Testament Manuscript Studies (ed. M. M. Parvis and A. P. Wik-
gren; Chicago: University of Chicago, 1950), 25-68.

"1 This study is based upon the recent edition by Ilia Abuladze, Dzveli k’art’uli
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Lake’s discussion!? deals with two gospel quotations, one from
John which is in the exposition referred to, the text of which
will shortly be given. The other is from Luke and appears in the
earlier part of the sermonic introduction: this is ostensibly Luke
i7:2.1which appears in the form ‘sasup’eveli grmtisay gult'a
§ina t'’k’uent’a ars’— the Kingdom of God ‘is within your
hearts. Since we have more to say of the catalogue of names in
which the Johannine quotation appears, it is better to deal with
the alleged Diatessaric quality of this other quotation at once.
Lake based himself on Moesinger’s translation of the commentary
of Ephraem upon the Concordant Gospel ‘regnum intra in corde
vestro est’ and ‘regnum Dei in corde vestro’.!3 This is confirmed,
with slight stylistic variation, by the more recent translation of
Leloir.™* Unfortunately, this occurs in a section of the commen-
tary which has not come to light in the original Syriac. We have
then no first-hand assurance that it was the reading of the Diates-
saron. To the contrary, we have some probable evidence that
it was not. In quotations in works of Ephraem in Syriac (collected
by Leloir) 5 we have four occurrences and in no case does the
rendering with ‘your hearts’ appear: three instances have the
Peshitta form, and one that of the Vetus Syra.’® Furthermore,
the Pseudo-Ephraemic ‘Exposition of the Gospel’, extant only in
Armenian, whose links with the Diatessaron have often been
acknowledged, has a form which appears to be a slavish rendering
agiograp’iuli literaturis dzeglebi (Monuments of Old Georgian Hagiographical
Literature; Thilisi: Me’'t’sniereba, 1964),1.46-81. Further bibliography will be
found in M. van Esbroeck, Les plus anciens homéliaires georgiens (Louvain-la-Neuve:
Université catholique, institut orientaliste, 1975),136-7, while the historical

background is discussed by Paul Peeters in the article, ‘Les Khazars dans la Passion
de S. Abo de Tiflis’, AnBoll 52 (1934), 2 1-63.

12 ‘Tatian’s Diatessaron’, 286.

13 G. Moesinger, Evangelii concordantis expositio facta a Sancto Ephraemo Doctore
Syro (Venice, 1876), 209, 21 1.

14 L. Leloir, Saint Ephrem: Commentaire de I’évangile concordant, Version arménienne
(GSCO 137/Arm. 1; Louvain, 1953), 255, 257; translation (CSCO 145/Arm. 2;
Louvain, 1 954), 1 84-5.

ts L. Leloir, L'évangile d’Ephrem d’aprés les euvres éditées (CSCO 180/Subs. |2 ;
Louvain, 1958), go, nos. 560-3.

16 The matter is discussed by F. C. Burkitt, Evangelion da Mepharreshe (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University, 1904), 2.198 and 298. He considers the homily from
which Leloir’s nos. 561 and 562 are taken to be the work of Isaac of Antioch. He
cites no evidence, however, for non-authenticity of that containing no. 560, which
also has the Peshitta rendering. Moreover, he provides no data to tell us how many
quotations he counted in the work of Ephraem.
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of the wording of the Peshitta.? It would appear most probable,
then, that in this case the Georgian form known in the Martyr-
dom is a legacy in Georgian of an Armenian ancestry, but
extends no further back in the tradition.

The second reading which Lake considers to show Diatessaric
origin is the form in which John 0:% or g is quoted ‘me var
kar chorebisay’—I am the door of life. This Lake attributed
to the Diatessaron on the strength of a quotation of Afrahat8
which takes this form, but adds the words ‘that whosoever
by me shall enter shall live for ever’. On this we may make two
observations. Firstly, the Georgian form which stands in the
edition translated by Schultze is the reading of one MS only,
as the more recent edition of Abuladze shows us.19 The form
accepted by the latter (apparently on the basis of majority
attestation by fourteen of his fifteen MSS) is ‘me var Kkari
chovart’ay’—I am the door of the sheep. There may then be
some doubt whether it should be read in this form, agreeing
with the Greek tradition, or in the form discussed by Lake.
For my part, | would be inclined to accept the form discussed by
Lake on the basis of lectio difficilior potior. But even so, does it
come from the Diatessaron? Baarda2® doubts this, since Afrahat
also attests ‘I am the door of the sheep’, and in this view he
agrees with Leloir and Ortiz de Urbina in their earlier studies.
The phrase ‘door of life’ is known to Ephraem,?? but in connec-
tion with other passages than John io,namely Ps. 118:20and
Luke 1i:52. It is then, concludes Baarda, an agraphon, and
he discusses it in this light. '

But there is a further reason why we should not hasten to take
Lake’s assessment of the significance of this reading as the correct
one. The reading occurs in the sermonic introduction, and this

17 G. Egan (ed.), Saint Ephkrem: An Exposition of the Gospel (CSCO 291/Arm. 5;
Louvain, 1968), 69; translation (CSCO 292/Arm. 6; Louvain, 1968), 64. Egan
has promised a discussion of the biblical text which has not yet appeared; mean-
while we rely on the work of Joseph Schaefers, Eine altsyrische antimarkionitische
Erklidrung von Parabeln des Herrn (Miinster: Aschendorff, 1917),81n. 4.

18 Demonstratio 4.5 (PS 1. 145).

19 Dzveli Kart’uli, 52 (line 25) and n. 47.

20 Gospel Quotations, 135-7, 381, 449.

21 Commentary on the Concordant Gospel 18.8 and 2 1.21(Leloir, Saint Ephrem:
Commentaire, 257,326; translation, 185,232). It is intriguing that the former of these
occurrences is in close proximity to the Lucan passage also found in Abo and dis-
cussed by Lake.

Diatessaric Readings in Martyrdom of Abo? 3'7

does not represent the Georgian text of the eighth century, but a
traditional body of material which John and his contemporaries
inherited from a more primitive period. Since it is not available
in English,22 it may be worth while to give the whole of the rele-
vant part in translation, so that it is more readily accessible to
English-speaking scholarship.

John refers in the course of his sermonic address to the declara-
tion of the Epistle of Paul to the Philippians that ‘every knee
shall bow and every tongue confess’ the Name of Jesus. He
continues as follows :

Because fearful and holy and altogether powerful and wonderful
and Lord and Almighty is His name. We are not able to attain to
(the exposition of) the richness of His name but in accordance with
my inability and your eagerness | will make a beginning of your
instruction, beloved! (His names are) Door, Way, Lamb, Shepherd,
Stone, Pearl, Flower, Angel, Man, God, Light, Earth, Salt, Worm,
Mustard-seed, Sun of Righteousness, Son of the eternal Father, and
One God, constant (lit. invariable) and indestructible is His nature
after the taking of a Body and the unification with Godhead; in
connection with which we are perhaps able to make known to you
truthfully about each name but only by His grace shall I make it
known to you, the friends of Christ.

He is called Door because He said, ‘I am the Door of Life’ (v. 1.
‘of the sheep’), because truly those who believe in Him enter through
Him, the door of the Kingdom (v.!l. ‘through Him as through the
door of the Kingdom’).

He is called Way because He said, ‘I am the Way and the Truth
and the Life’,23 because He becomes a way to us as we ascend to
heaven.

He is called Lamb, because ‘He was slain for us’,2+ and ever lives,25
and by the divisionz¢ of His body and blood to us gives to us eternal
life.

He is called Shepherd because He said, ‘I am the Good Shepherd’.27
Truly, He has turned us wandering sheep back, and has killed our

22 An abbreviated version of the Martyrdom will be found in D. M. Lang
Lives and Legends of the Georgian Saints (2d edn. ; London: Allen & Unwin, 1976),
115-33. A French translation of this section has been made by M. van Esbroeck;
see note 54 below.

23 John 14: 6.

24 1 Cor. 5: 7. 25 Heb. 7: 25.

26 Ganqopay, rendered here ‘division’, is used in the setting of the miraculous
feeding in the Georgian version at Mark 6: 41 and John 6: 1.

27 John 10: 14: the ‘wolf’in the exposition has links with : 12.
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enemy the lion with the rod of the cross and has brought to life again
by the power of the Godhead the corpse of the first-formed destroyed
by that lion (Zt. by him) and has healed by His wound the bite of the
venomous wolf and has dissipated the deadly venom by the medicine
of His Godhead and has fulfilled the word spoken through the prophet,
namely, ‘He was wounded because of our sins and by His wounds we
are healed’.28

He is called Corner-Stone by the prophet because He is the one
who was dishonoured?® and rejected by the highpriests and by the
scribes of the people of the Jews in Jerusalem, but became the head
of all the corners30 of heaven.31

He is called Pearl because He shines out like a pearl between the
two valves of the spirit and the body. Lovers of God, as merchants32
of the kingdom, seek Him with faith, not as God alone and not as
mere man, but as God and man, and they purchase Him, uniquely of
great price, by the expenditure of all treasure (v.l ‘of all the world")
and by the pouring out of their blood also.

He is called Salt34 because He has drawn near to our body corrupted
by sin and has removed from us the stench of idol-worship and has
prepared (lit. mixed) our souls with sweet savour by the faith of the
worship of God.

He is called Flower because as a flower He has sprung up from the
root of Jesse3s for the church from the holy virgin Mary in bodily
form, and (furthermore) has spread over us the spirit of grace through
the sweet smell of Godhead.

He is called Angel, because it was spoken of Him through the pro-
phet, ‘the Angel of great counsel, wonderful’,36 who came to us as
deliverer from the Father.

28 |saiah 53: 5, 6: cf. the use of these verses in 1Pet. 2: 24, 25, and note ‘wander-
ing sheep’ which has links with both; and the use of ‘lion’ in 1Pet. 5: 8 to describe
the devil.

29 Cf. Mark 8: 3 1; Luke g: 22: yet this is not a direct borrowing from scripture;
the phrase ‘the scribes of the people of the Jews in Jerusalem’ smacks of a later,
probably anti-Judaic style.

30 The word ‘kidet’a’, here rendered ‘corners’, is used in the translation of
Ps. 117: 22 in all Georgian recensions, and in the Adi¥ MS in Matt. 21: 42 and
Mark 12: 0.

31 The image has here become very highly developed and complex; Eph.
2: 20 may well be a link in its chain of evolution.

32 Matt. 13: 45. 33 Matt. 13: 46.

34 The image of the Christian as a sacrifice salted by Christ recalls Rom. 12: 1
and the variant at Mark g: 49 based on Lev. 2: 13 (which however is known only
in Codex Bezae and MSS of the Old Latin).

35 |sa. 11:1.

36 |sa. g: 6 (Abuladze, whose scripture references are on the whole very accurate
-and better than Schultze’s!-here inadvertently gives Ps. g: 6).

e
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He is called Man, because the prophet said, ‘He is a man and who
shall know Him?37 Truly He put on perfect Manhood without sin,
and revealed to us His Godhead.

He is called God as the blessed John the beloved said, ‘The word
was God, and through Him everything was made that was made’.38

He is called Light, because He said, ‘It was (v.l. ‘I am’) the true
Light which lights every man who comes into the world’.39

He is called Earth, as David said, ‘The earth has given its fruit,
bless us 0 God, our God’.@ Truly the maker of the earth came to the
earth and from the earth is (His) body of an earthly nature from those
who were made from the earth; as a comely shoot He has sprung from
the earth, and has produced as fruit His holy apostles and martyrs
and righteous, and has filled the accursed earth with the fruit of
blessing.

He is called Mustard-seed#’ because He made Himself small and
was made like us in our stature so that He might plant (Himself in)
the field of our soul and strike the roots deep and might gather us
upon the branches of His cross and be exalted42 and exalt us with Him.

He is called Worm because He said, ‘I am a worm and not a man’.43
By the brightness of the Godhead, as a hook in a worm, thus He hid
His own Godhead in His body44 and cast it into the nether regions
of the world and drew it up like a good fisherman : about whom He
says, ‘He took the dragon with a hook and put a bridle in his mouth
and a spike through his nose’,’s that is the devil whom He took and
whose wiles He broke, about whom the Psalmist David bears witness,
‘Thou hast broken the heads of the dragon’.46

He is called Sun of Righteousness because the prophet said, ‘The
Sun of Righteousness shall illuminate you who fear his name, beneath
whose wings is healing’,” because (the sun) is that which covers and
warms and there is nothing which is hid from its heat.48

But | have explained nothing at all of this to you of myself, beloved,

37 Jer. 17: g. 38 John 11, 3.

40 Ps. 66: 7. 41 Mark 4: 31 and parallels.

42 John 12: 32. a3 Ps. 21: 7.

44 A less literal rendering might be ‘flashing forth Godhead, He hid it in His
flesh like a hook in a worm’. The Georgian verb rendered ‘brightness’ or ‘flashing’
is found in the translation of dmadyaoua (Wisd. 7: 26). ékAdumew is one of the words
it represents in the gospels. A near parallel is found in Cyril of Alexandria, thes. 6
(MPG 75.80), where the subject-matter is the eternal generation of the Son, and
the image that of the sun emitting its rays.

45 Job 40: 25, 26 (cited by Schultze) provides a closer parallel, adapted only to

form a specific assertion in prophetic mode, than Ezek. 29: 4, adduced by Abu-
ladze.
46 Ps. 73: 14 (with the variant ouwvéflacas/ovvérpupas, known in the whole
Georgian tradition).
47 Mal. 4: 2.

39 John 1: g; cf. g: 5.

48 Ps, 18: 7.
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lovers of Christ and keepers of the teaching, but from the witness of
the prophetic books and according to the preaching of the apostles,
namely what is written in the holy gospels and the faith established
by the holy fathers, the teachers.

Clearly, John spoke the truth : this is no document of the eighth
century, but an inheritance from earlier days. Lists of titles of
Christ are found in the Acts of Peter4? and the Acts of John,s°
of which the Acts of Peter share Door, Way, Pearl, Light, and
Mustard-Seed with our document, and the Acts of John the
first two terms only. Each has a number of others. Lists are found
in Justin’s Dialogue with T7ypho (especially ch. 126) and lie
behind the second book of Cyprian’s Testimonia (Ad Quirinum).
A number of the scriptural citations in our document are known
in the earlier literature, especially ‘angel of great counsel,
wonderful’ (Isa. g :6)5* and ‘he is a man and who shall know
him ?* (Jer. 17 : g) .52 The phrase ‘1 am a worm and no man’ is
found quoted in Justin, Dialogue 101, but is not expounded,
although the whole verse from which it comes is said to be fore-
told of Jesus. Its exposition by the image of the hook in the worm
is found with almost exactly the same wording in the homily of
Amphilochius of Iconium, ‘In illud : Pater, si possibile est’,
where the quotation from Job 40 is also found (a text never
found in the early testimonia lists).53 In fact a concurrence of
recent researches shows that this list in the Martyrdom of Abo
is also found in the Amphilochian homily, ‘De recens baptizatis
et in resurrectionem’ ; however, it is known in its full form
only in the Martyrdom.54 The opinion of van Esbroeck is that
only by use of the text of the Martyrdom may the archetype of

49 ACt. Petr. 20 (ed. L. Vouaux [Paris, 1922], 3469).

50 Act. F0.98 (LB 2/1, 200).

51 Justin, dial. 126.1 (ed. E. J. Goodspeed [Gottingen,1914], 246).

52 Cyprian, ad Quir. 2. 10 (CSEL 3/1, 74).

53 CPG 3237; text edited by K. Holl, Amphilochius von Ikonium (Tiibingen:
Mohr, 1904),91-102, esp. g8—g. Data about the use of Job 40: 25-6 are derived
from Biblia Patristica (2 vols.; Paris: Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique,
1975-7).

5¢ CPG 3238; BHG 1936q: edited by C. Datema, Amphilochii Iconiensis Opera
(Corpus Christianorum, series graeca 3 [Turnhout, 1978]), 151-6. For the details
of recent research see CPG ii sub numero (where, however, we should read ‘versio
georgica s.n. Epiphanii’ [not ‘Ampbhilochii’]); van Esbroeck, Les plus anciens
homéliaires georgiens,152—3; and id. ‘Archtologie d’une homtlie sur la Paque at-
tribute & Chrysostome ou Epiphane de Chypre’, Armenian and Biblical Studies
(ed. Michael Stone; Jerusalem, 1976),165-81.
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the homily be reconstructed. The christological remarks with
which the exposition is rich show a two-nature doctrine in
terminology which is close to that of Amphilochius, namely
Godhead-body (it is ambiguous whether ‘body’ or ‘flesh’ is
being rendered in Georgian).ss What we have here then is
apparently a borrowing by John Sabanidze of an expansion by
Amphilochius of a much earlier list, Thus a document of early
Christianity has been preserved in Georgian dress.

Its preservation alerts us to the possibility that other traces of
ante-Nicene literature may be found in the same area. Remains
of Melito and Hippolytus in Georgian are well known. In the
Martyrdom of Eustathius of Mzhetha possible links with the
Epistula Apostolorum have been discerned,56 while Kekelidze in
an article rarely observed has argued that the use of the Apology
of Aristides may be observed in the same document.57 A list of
canonical books of the OT, preserved in a Sinai MS,5% might
have links with declarations of Melito or other early lists.59
It is a field well worth prospecting, and young scholars should
be encouraged to learn Georgian and the other relevant lan-
guages so that that field may be exploited as it should be. It
is a curious phenomenon of Christian scholarship at the present
time that so much ingenuity should be expended upon areas
where no more advance is possible because of a dearth of new
data, when there are virgin seams scarcely prospected and com-
pletely unmined.

But to return to the quotation of John wo:% or its related
agraphon. Its occurrence in a list transmitted through Amphi-
lochius shows without a doubt that no trace of the Diatessaron
is to be discerned here, but a valuable relic of early exposition

ss horci and (plural) horcni are used to render both odua and adpé in the Georgian
biblical translations. A uniform rendering has been given in the text.

56 See note 6 above.

57 K. Kekelidze, ‘Antimazdeisturi polemikis p’ilosop’iuri dasabut’eba udzvel’s
k’art’'ul mcerlobaii’ [‘The philosophical argument of anti-Mazdean polemic in
the earliest Georgian literature’], Etiudebi 5 (Thilisi, 1955),42-60. | owe knowledge
of this interesting article to Professor E. Hintibidze of the University of Thilisi.

58 See M. T’arhnidvili (Tarchnidvili), Geschichte der Kirchlichen georgischen Literatur
(Rome: Biblioteca apostolica vaticana, 1955), 327. The reference there given to an
unprinted catalogue of Georgian MSS on Mt. Sinai may be improved now as
follows: I. Javahigvili (DZavachidvili), Sinis me’is kart'ul helnacert’a agceriloba (Thilisi,

1947), 57,referring to MS 34, fol. 203.
59 See e.g. H. B. Swete, An Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek (London:

Cambridge-University, 1914), 203.
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Georgian text of the Bible from quotations and allusions will be
drawn up and will raise problems well known to all who have
worked in this kind of material. But we may with confidence
hazard the opinion that such a study would only confirm the
data already gathered from MSS. Only in the name-list and its
testimonia do we contact through this Georgian document
earlier areas of biblical transmission than the Georgian version
itself.

Appended note: After the completion of this article, 1 submitted
it to Michel van Esbroeck, S. J., Bollandist, and to Dom Bernard
Outtier, of Solesmes. Van Esbroeck’s annotations will be found
in notes 22 and 54. Dom Quttier made two additions of value.
Firstly, that the reading in Luke 17:2:isfound in a Georgian
version of Martyrius-Sahdona (Mamat’a scavlani [= Teachings
of the Fathers], ed. I. Abuladze [Tbilisi, 1955],1%9, 11. 2-3).
The Syriac original has the Peshitta reading; there is a lost
Arabic intermediary.

Secondly, in the same collection, in a homily attributed to
Ephraem but probably to be ascribed to Isaac of Nineveh-also
from an Arabic intermediate source-we find the following
(p. 188 11. 7-1 1): ‘He is the way of light and life for those who
walk in it : but whoever goes outside it encounters darkness and
difficulty. He is the door of life and whoever goes through, will
come to knowledge of the truth.. He is the inexhaustible treasure
and whoever does not possess it will have poverty, wretchedness,
and indigence’. As | take Dom Quttier to intimate, there may
be some remote link with the source of our document in this
homiletic adaptation. Reference may also be profitably made to
Ephraem, Hymni de nativitate 111. 14 and 15 (CSCO 186.23) where
use is made of a list of titles.

25. The Resolution of the
Philoxenian/Harclean Problem

SEBASTIAN BROCK

THE precise identity of the Syriac version of the NT published
by Joseph White in 1778-1803 has remained for two centuries
one of the unresolved problems of NT textual scholarship :* does
it represent the work of Polycarp,? made under the patronage
of Philoxenus, bishop of MabbQg, in ac 819 = ab 507/8,
with marginal readings added a little over a century later by
a successor on the episcopal throne of MabbQg, Thomas of
Harkel, or is the text itself the product of a revision of Polycarp’s
work, carried out by Thomas? White considered the former to
be the case, and so-accordingly entitled his edition of the text
‘versio Philoxeniana’,3 whereas the latter position is connected
especially with the name of G. H. Bernstein, who first put it
forward in detail.4 If Bernstein is correct, then the ‘Philoxenian’

1 See the excellent survey of B. M. Metzger, The Early Versions of the New Testa-
ment (Oxford: Clarendon, 1977), 63-75, where bibliographical details will be found.

2 That the revision was undertaken by Polycarp is specifically stated only in the
letter of Moshe of Aggel (Egil) which prefaces the latter’s translation of Cyril’s
Glaphyra; the text was published by I. Guidi in Rendiconti della Reale Accademia dei
Lincei 4/2(1886), 404, and the relevant passage reads: ‘... if the reader finds
quotations from the holy scriptures in this translation of Cyril let him not be
worried if they do not agree with MSS (of the Bible) in Syriac, seeing that there is
great variation between the (different) editions and (versional) traditions of the
scriptures. If the reader wants to verify this, should he come across the edition
(mappagqta) of the NT and of the Psalter (“David”) which the late chorepiskopos
Polycarp made in Syriac for the faithful teacher Aksenaya’ (= Philoxenus) of
MabbQg worthy of blessed memory, he will be amazed at the difference between
the Syriac (i.e. Peshitta) and the Greek’.

3 In this century he has been followed notably by A. C. Clark, The Acts of the
Apostles (Oxford: Clarendon, 1933),305-29; Silva New, ‘The Harclean Version
of the Gospels’, HTR21(1928),376-95; and M.-J. Lagrange, Critique textuelle, ZZ,
La Critique rationnelle (EBib; Paris: Gabalda, 1935),229.

4 See G. H. Bernstein, De Charklensi .Novi Testamenti translatione Syriaca com-
mentutio (Leipzig: Vogel, 1837). Recent proponents of Bernstein’s thesis include
G. Zuntz, The Ancestry of the Harklean New Testament (The British Academy, Sup-
plemental Papers 7; London, 1945); and A. Véobus, ‘New Data for the Solution of
the Problem Concerning the Philoxenian Version’, Spiritus et veritas: Festschrift Karl
Kundzin$ (Eutin: A. Ozolins, 1953),169-86.
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version of the Syriac NT canon5 is lost, for none of the MSS
which, from time to time, have been claimed as Philoxenian
by those who hold White’s text to be Harclean, can seriously
be considered as such.

Basically there are three different starting-points available for
any attempt to resolve the matter : the evidence of the colophons;
the study of Philoxenus’ NT quotations in his own writings, and
the study of the translation technique evidenced in White’s
text, seen against the background of the history of Syriac trans-
lation technique.

A. C. Clark’s statement, ‘to obtain light we must go back to the
colophons’,6 reflects the opinion of the vast majority of scholars
who have written on the subject. Here it will be recalled that the
relevant section of these colophons7 records that the text goes
back to a version ‘which was first translated (etpas$ag) from Greek
into Syriac at Mabbiig in the year 819 of Alexander of Macedon,
and was subsequently (batarken) collated (eipahham) against two
(v.l. three) accurate Greek MSS at the monastery of the Enaton
near Alexandria through the care of Thomas, bishop of Mabbig,
in the year 927 of Alexander (ap 615/6)°. Upholders of White’s
position claim that the ‘plain meaning’s of the colophon is that
Thomas only ‘collated’, and did not ‘revise’, the text. Clearly,
everything hangs on the interpretation of the term etpahham,
and unfortunately it cannot really be said that the meaning of
this word is quite so plain, seeing that later Syriac writers
understood it in quite the opposite sense and speak of Thomas’
‘revision’ (turrasa) .

_As A. Voo6bus has pointed out,? the discussion of the colophon
has reached something of an impasse, and it is to his credit,
and to that of G. Zuntz before him, that he saw the solution

5 ). Gwynn put forward strong reasons for thinking that the Pococke Epistles
and the Crawford Apocalypse are really Philoxenian. Philoxenus’ failure ever to
quote these (to him extra-canonical) books does not necessarily weaken Gwynn'’s
case. 6 Clark, Acts, 329.

7 See, for example, W. H. P. Hatch, ‘The Subscription in the Chester Beatty
Manuscript of the Harclean Gospels’, HTR 30 (1937),149—51. (According to R.
Kébert, Bib 56 [1975]), 24950, the seventh-century Vat. syr. 268 gives the date
[A.G.] 812 [a.D. 500[01] instead of 819, but this will be erroneous [ sr’ (sic) for
t5sr’].)

8 S0 Clark, Acts, 320; similarly S. New, ‘Harclean Version’, 382—-g, and C. van
Puyvelde in DBSup 6 (1962), 876.

9 A. Vésbus, Early Versions of the New Testament (Papers of the Estonian Theo-
logical Society in Exile 6; Stockholm, 1954),109.
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must lie in the study of the text itself and its relationship to the
NT text quoted in Philoxenus’ own later writings. It is indeed
astounding that so little attempt has been made to do this syste-
matically. Both Zuntz™® and Véébus!t have made preliminary
soundings in this direction, but now the recent publication of
Philoxenus Commentary on the Prologue of John (= CP¥)2 pro-
vides an opportunity for a fuller examination of Philoxenus’
text and its relationship to the version printed by White. This
work not only specifically mentions the revision of the Peshitta
which Philoxenus sponsored, but it also happens to be preserved
in a MS (BL Add. 14534) written during the bishop’s own
lifetime.13 As V6obus has already intimated, it is the study
of Philoxenus’ NT quotations in CPJ, seen against the back-
ground of the history of translation technique in Syriac, which
can offer the final resolution of this long drawn out controversy.14

After taking into account the various factors!s (such as Philo-
xenus’ somewhat loose method of quoting and the possibility
that he may on occasion derive his NT text from Greek writers
translated into Syriac) which could distort the picture gained
of his own NT text, a full examination of his NT quotations in
CPJ indicates very clearly that throughout he is essentially
making use of a Syriac NT text that stands somewhere between
the Peshitta and White’s text. To demonstrate this here, we
must confine ourselves to a selection of some of the more telling
examples.16

10 Ancestry, 40—62, based on Tractatus tres de Trinitate et Incarnatione (= Tract. tres).

1t Early Versions,110-18, and ‘New Data’, 169-86.

12 Edited, with French translation, by A. de Halleux in CSCO 380/Syr. 165
[text] (Louvain, 1977), and CSCO 381/Syr. 166 [translation] (1977). My references
throughout are to the text volume (Syr. 165).

13 Although the colophon is unfortunately lost, the script is very close to that of
Add. 17126, containing fragments of Philoxenus’ commentary on Matthew and
Luke, dated Ac 822 = o 510/11.

14 In what follows | use the abbreviations: G = Greek (I am not here concerned
with the textual character of Polycarp’s Vorlage); H = ‘Harclean’ (i.e. White’s
text); P = Peshitta; Ph = Philoxenus’ NT text in CP7.

s Qutlined by de Halleux, CSCO 380/Syr 165, xiii-xvi. De Halleux seems to
me unduly pessimistic about recovering the Philoxenian version from Philoxenus’
quotations; in going through the NT quotations in CPJ | have been struck by the
consistency with which Philoxenus quotes a revised form of text, even though
there are many clear cases of his lapsing back into the Peshitta reading, or quoting
rather loosely.

16 The selection is made after an examination of all the NT quotations in this
work; for the passages selected (only) | have checked citations of them in the
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First of all, however, it will be helpful to look at the passage of
CPJ where Philoxenus specifically refers to the revision :17

When those of old undertook to translate these [passages of the]
scriptures they made mistakes in many things, whether intentionally
or through ignorance. These mistakes concerned not only what is
taught about the Economy in the flesh, but various other things
concerning different matters. It was for this reason that we have now
taken the trouble® to have the Holy Scriptures translated (netpasqun)
anew from Greek into Syriac.

Four passages in particular concerning the Incarnation are
considered by Philoxenus to have been translated unsatis-
factorily in the Peshitta and consequently to require correction.
The first two go together :*9

(1) Matt.1: 1 P ‘The book of the birth (iliduteh) of Jesus
Christ ...

(2 Matt. 11 18 P ‘The nativity (yaldeh) of Jesus Christ was
thus. ..

After quoting the Peshitta text (which he calls ‘the Syriac’,
suryaya), Philoxenus comments on these two passages as follows :

In the Greek, from which it is well known that the books of the NT
were translated, this is not what is written ; rather, instead of ‘nativity
(yalda), both passages have ‘becoming’ (hwaya);?® nevertheless, the
person who translated it (i.e. the Peshitta) for some reason unknown
to me preferred to translate by ‘birth’ (iliduta) and ‘nativity’ (yalda)
instead of ‘becoming’ (hwaya).*!

following three works of Philoxenus: Tract. tres (CSCO 9/Syr. g), Ep. ad monachos
Senunenses (CSCO 98/Syr. g8), and Dissertationes de Uno e Sancta Trinitate incorporato
et passo (PO 15,38).

17CPJ, 53.

18 $galta‘na, used here, is frequently found in colophon8 of sixth-century MSS
referring to the sponsors who had the MSS copied; it likewise occurs in the Har-
clean colophons.

19 CPJ, 42.

20 |n CPJ Philoxenus always quotes the passages with Awaya (= yéveais):
Matt. 1:1(pp. 41, 47, 49, 52; but in Diss. 457 he uses the Peshitta wording);
Matt. 1 18 (pp. 41, 43, 44, 47, 50, 52, 120; likewise in Tract. tres, for which see
Zuntz, Ancestry, 44).

21 Shortly after (p. 43) Philoxenus betrays his own poor knowledge of Greek
by saying: ‘One reason why the translator used “nativity” instead of “becoming”
may be that the pronunciation (geryana) of the two words is very similar in Greek;
for in the word for “becoming” (hwaya) there are two consecutive nuns, whereas
in the word for “nativity” there is just one’.
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Philoxenus’ interest here is manifestly christological, for, in his
polemic against the Antiochene theologians, he wishes to asso-
ciate the genesis of these passages with John i: 14, ¢ Adyos
aapé éyévero. A similar polemical concern is to be found in the
other two ‘corrections’ to which he specifically refers :

(3) Heb. 5: 7 (CPJ, 53)

Philoxenus first quotes what he considers to be the correct
translation of the verse, ‘He, who in the days of his flesh ...
(so in the Greek), but then goes on :

in place of this they (i.e. the authors of the Peshitta) translated ‘when
he was clothed in the flesh’, and instead of [translating] Paul, they
inclined to the position of Nestorius who cast the body onto the Word
as one does a garment onto an ordinary body, or as purple is put on
emperors.

(4) Heb. 10: 5 (CPJ, 53-4)

The Peshitta translation of Hebrews introduces clothing ima-
gery (characteristic of early Syriac Christianity)?2 into this
verse too, and consequently Philoxenus sees it as requiring cor-
rection in order to avoid the possibility of any Nestorianizing
interpretation :

Again, the passage ‘you have established me with a body’2? (Heb.
10: 5)—indicating the inhomination by means of which the Son
fulfilled the Father’s will and became a sacrifice on behalf of all—
was translated by them (i.e. the authors of the Peshitta) as ‘you
clothed me with a body’. Thus it can everywhere be recognized that
they have not translated the Apostle, but introduced their own
opinion into their renderings.

From these four passages it is evident that theological con-
siderations were uppermost in Philoxenus’ mind when he
sponsored the new (or rather, revised) translation of the NT
into Syriac.?* In passing we may compare the embarrassment
that he felt elsewhere over other loose features of early Syriac
theological terminology, even including Ephraem’s.25

22 |t is significant that Philoxenus assiduously avoids ‘clothing’ metaphors for
the Incarnation in his writings.

23 The passage is quoted in its revised form in Tract. tres 38-g, 65 (cf. 55).

24 Cf. A. de Halleux, Philoxéne de Mabbog (Louvain: Imprimerie Orientaliste,
1963), 121 (in this section, pp. 117-25, de Halleux draws attention to the importance
of Philoxenus’ references to these four passages).

2s See, for example, Tract. tres 39—40, ep. Sen. 51, 53-5.
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In all these passages except Heb. 5 :%7 Philoxenus’ revised
biblical text agrees with that printed by White, but it would be
premature to assume that the latter indeed represents the ‘Philo-
xenian’. An examination of Philoxenus’ full quotation of Heb.
5:% alone shows that this is not the case :

8s é&v rals uépaus Tijs gaprds adrod derfoeis Te kal ikernplas
P26 gp kad besra Ibif (h)wa ba‘uta w-takSepta

Ph haw dab-yawmata d-besreh » (PL) » (pl)
H ’ 5 d-besra dileh w- 5,5, 5,

mpds Tov Suvduevov odlew adrov ék Oavdrov

ba-g’'ata hayltanita wab-dem‘e qarreb (h)wa I-man d-meskah (h)wa
Iwat haw da-mse (h)wa da-npassew(hy) men mawta

,» da-nfawzbiw (hy),, ,,

E2d » 2
pera kpavyijs toyvpds kal Saxpiwy mpooevéykas
men mawta d-nahew (hy)

ba-q’ata hayltanita wab-dem’e garreb
‘am s »» w-dem’e .

Besides providing a literal translation of the objectionable
opening phrase, Ph has adopted the word order of the Greek ;
further changes involve number (singular altered to plural),
syntax (I- changed to lwat to represent mpds), and lexicon (mse
for meskah, passi for ahi, qata for g’ata). So thorough, in fact,
is the revision in Ph that there was little opportunity for further
improvement ; nevertheless the differences between Ph .and H,
although small, are significant: adro? is represented by dileh, as
regularly in H (in Ph only where emphasis is needed) ;‘am
replaces - of P and Ph in order to reflect uerd more closely ;
and odlew is given its more or less standard rendering in H,
Sawzeb (passi being reserved in H for pdeofou) .27

In due course we shall consider three different categories of
readings in Ph which clearly indicate the intermediary position
of Ph between P and H. First, however, it will be helpful to

26 ‘Even when he was clothed in the flesh, prayer and supplication with mighty
groaning and with tears did he offer up to him who was able from death to save
him’. (Here, as elsewhere, | give a translation [as literal as possible] only of P,
since Ph and H are always close calques on the Greek.)

27 Ph (= H) uses Sawzeb for odlew at John 5: 34 (p. 242), where again P has
the Syriacism &y (lit. ‘live’); in H passi is reserved for gdesfar. Compare also
1Cor. 1: 21, quoted below.
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provide some more extended quotations in order to give a better
impression of the slightly different concerns underlying Ph and H.

(1) John 16: r2-13 (CPF,159,178)
ére modda Eyw Tuiv Aéyew, dAAG. od Svvacle Baordlew dpri’
P28 tub saggi it li [~-memar Ikon, ella la meskhin atton l-mehad hasa,

Ph saggi'ata,,d-imar  ,,  ,,,, s ,, hasa l-met‘an,?
H , » l-memar ,, ,, ,, msen ,, l-met'an hafa,

Srav 8¢ éNy éieivos, T6 mvedpa Tis dAnbelas, sdpyioe Suds

ma d-eta den ruha da-$rara  hu ndabbarkon

» den » » 2 » »
emat(y) ,, d-nite haw, hu » ,» nhaddekon

els mdoav dhifeiav.
b-kulleh  Srara.

lwat kulleh ,,
b-kulleh s

This passage excellently illustrates Ph’s intermediary position
and the following points may be singled out for special com-
ment :

(@ In the phrase érav8ééANdnéxeivos Ph merely transposes
den, but otherwise keeps P ; this is not good enough for H, for
whom emat () is the standard rendering of &rav,®® and édy
éretvos requires a direct calque.

(b) H goes further than Ph in the number of lexical alterations ;
note that although mse was used by Ph at Heb. 5 :7 (above),
it only becomes the regular equivalent of ddvapa: in H ; likewise
H always renders odyyeiv by haddi (perhaps chosen for reasons
of homophony).

(¢) H restores the reading of P twice, as more exact; in the
second case Ph had altered b- to /wat in order better to represent
els; H, however, evidently knew the Greek variant év, and so
restored b-. We shall come across other instances where Ph
and H represent two different Greek readings.

28 ‘Still there is much for me to say to you, but you are unable to grasp (it)

now; when the Spirit of truth comes, he will lead you in all truth’.

29 50 on p. 159; on p.178, however, Philoxenus inadvertently reverts to P’s
mehad.

3o Likewise in the translation practice of Thomas’ contemporary, Paul of
Edessa; see my The Syriac Version of the Pseudo-Nonnos Mythological Scholia (London/
New York: Cambridge University, 1971), 36.
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(2) Rom.1: 1-3 (CPJ¥, 50) (vv.2-3: pp. 40, 139; V. 3: pp. 52, 120,
148, 235)
ITaddos Soddos ‘ Inood Xpiorod, kAyrds dmdarodos, dpwpiouévos
P31 Pawlos ‘abda d-peiu’ mstha, qarya wa-$liha d-etpres
Ph ” » » » » Siha da-pris

H 3 » » 3 3 » »

els e dayyéliov Beod, § mpoemyyyeldaro Sia rdv mpodnTdv adrod

l-ewangelyon d-allaha d-men qgdim mlak b-yad nbi’aw(hy)
s » d-gaddem  ,, » nbi’e
» » haw s eStawdi ,, ,, dileh

& ypadais dylais mepl 700 viod adrod Tod yevouévov ek omépuaros
ba-ktabe gaddise, ‘al breh haw d-etiled ba-bsar men zar‘a

i} 39 [Y) 3 2 da'hwa i) EX)
» »» mettol bra dileh haw » T,
daBid kara odpka.
d-bet Dawid
d-Dawid ba-bsar
s b-besra

The following points deserve comment :

(@) Although Philoxenus has reverted to P’s rendering of
mpoemyyeidaro on p. 50, gqaddem mlak (pp. 40, 139) certainly
represents Polycarp’s revision, and in the next example (Rom.
8 :29) we shall find a further instance where Greek wpo- is
represented by gaddem in Ph as well as H ; H, however, goes a
step further and alters the second verb to esfawdi, which is the
standard equivalent of émayyéAopar in H ; compare Rom. 4 : 2 1,
quoted by Philoxenus on p. g8, where Ph = P have mlak against
estawdi in H.

(b) In view of Matt. 1:rand 1: 18 it is no surprise to find
P’s etiled3? here altered in Ph to /wa,33 to represent yevouévov
more exactly.

(c) H’s alteration of ‘al to mettol, to represent mept, finds an

31 ‘Paul, a servant of Jesus Christ, one called and an apostle, who was separated
out for the Gospel of God which of old he promised through his prophets in the
holy scriptures, concerning his Son who was born in the flesh from the seed of the
house of David'.

32 p cannot safely be quoted in support of the variant yewwuévov here.

33 hwa also features in the quotation of the verse in Tract. tres 2x8-19; cf. also
the allusion in ep. Sen. 59.

g

o
s,
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exact parallel in the translation practice of Paul of Edessa in his
revision (dated 623/4) of the sixth-century translation of Gregory
of Nazianzus ;34 metfol for wepi-+genitive is regular in H.

(d) Ph adopts the Greek word order for the position of ba-bsar
(on pp. 40, 235 Philoxenus inadvertently reverts to the Peshitta
order).

(3) Rom. 8: 29 (CP¥, 21)
81 ods mpoéyvw, Kkal mpodpioe ovpudppovs Tis elkdvos
P3s men lugdam ida‘ ennon wa-rfam ennon ba-dmu ta d-surta

Ph dl-aylen d-gaddem ida“ ap qaddem tahhem bnay dmuta d-salma
H me.t.ml dal-hanon 33 3 3 » 33 §aw_yay 33 I}

10D vioD adrod, els 70 elvar adrov mpwrdTokoy év moddois ddeAdols.
da- breh, d-hu nehwe bukra d-ahhe saggi’e

9 d- » » b-ahhe
da-bra dileh,  I-hay d-nehwe itaw(hy) ., D-saggi’e ahhe

Here the following may be noted :

(a) gaddem tahhem (based on dpos = thoma ‘boundary’) for
mpoopilw is again found in Ph at 1Cor. 2 : 7(CP},:175) and
Eph. 1:5(CP¥, 246).

(b) Greek compounds with ow- are variously treated by
Syriac translators. In early practice (as P here) no effort to
render it is made ; later, the use of bar, bnay (‘son[s] of’) rep-
resents an attempt to remedy this, while sawe finally came to
be the seventh-century practice (in H compare Rom. 6 :5,
Eph. 3: 6, etc.), A similar progression can be seen in the render-
ings of dpoovoros, where we have three main stages : bar kyana,
bar ituta (this is the norm in Philoxenus’ writings), and Sawe
b-ituta or Sawe b-ousia (standard in the seventh century).36

(c) salma as the rendering of elxdv can be paralleled for Ph
at 1Cor. 15 49 (= p. 199) and Col. i1: 15 (= p. 216).

(d) For eis to efvar H produces the awkward Z-hay d-nehwe

34 See my Mythological Scholia, 54-5.

35 ‘From of old he knew them and marked them out in the likeness of the por-
trait of his Son, that he might be the firstborn of many brothers’.

36 But already used at least once by Philoxenus when quoting the Nicene Creed
(Tract. tres go) ; cf. J. Gribomont in Parole de I’Orient 6/7 (1975-6),152-3, and A. de
Halleux, ‘La Philoxénienne du Symbole’, Orientalia Christiana Analecta 205 (1978),
301-2.
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ttaw(hy); this actually represents the regular practice both in H
and in other early seventh-century translators when faced with
either the infinitive or conjunctive of efva:.37 The usage is found
earlier only sporadically.

(e) Whereas Ph changed d- to b- in order to represent év
at the end of the verse, H goes a stage further in reproducing the
Greek word order as well (very awkward in Syriac).

(4) Phil. 2: 67 (CPF,1

8s év popdii Beod Smdpywv oly dpmayudv 1 yijeato
P38 haw d-kad itaw(hy) ba-dmuta d-allaha, la (h)wa hiupya hasbah
Ph 2 d- » dmuta ) wla 99 39 I}
H ,, O-kad ba-dmuta d-allaha itaw (hy), law 3 1
76 elvar loa Oed, 8’ éavrov éxévwose,
hade d-itaw (hy) pehma d-allaha, ella napseh sarreq
1-5 O-nehwe Sawe‘am ,, sarreq hu leh

b
I-hay »» itaw(hy) Sawe l-allaha, ella hu leh sarreq

popdiv odAoN afdw, év Sporduatt dvbpdmwy yevduevos' kal axripatt
wa-dmuta d-‘abda nsab wa-hwa ba-dmuta da-bnaynasa, wab-eskima

» 2 \]\] » 2 b4

kad dmuta ,, ,, kad b-damyu ta 1 (Bwa

edpebeis dbs dvBpwmos . . .
eStkah a(y) k barnasa
] » ]

1 3 A

Once again Philoxenus sometimes reverts to the familiar
wording of P, for in two allusions to this verse he uses pekma39
instead of sawe ‘am allaha, which will represent Polycarp’s
revision. On points of translation technique we may notice :

(@) hu lek for éavrdv is a hallmark of H,# but it is now clear

37 See my Mythological Scholia, 40; elsewhere in H: John g: 31, 14: 3, etc. See
also Phil. 2: 6, below.

38 ‘Who, while being in the form of God, did not think it a thing to be snatched,
the fact that he was an equal of God, but he emptied himself and took the form of
a servant, and he was in the form of men and in schema he was to be found like
a man’.

30 CP¥, 37, 50; similarly Diss. 5.30, 41, 46.

40 | jkewise of Paul of Edessa and of Paul of Tella;cf. my Mythological Scholia,
37-8.
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that it goes back to Polycarp, although whether Polycarp em-
ployed it regularly, or used the extensions hernon bhon etc. for
év éavrols etc., is not certain (sarreq hu lef is found in all Philo-
xenus’ allusions to this verse in CP¥).4* H again goes one stage
further in representing the Greek word order as well.

(b) For the rendering of eis 76 elvas in H, see above on Rom.
8: 29.

(c) év duowduare is represented by ba-dmuta in P and Ph, but
since dmuta is already employed for -popdos/uopds, H alters to
damyuta, as at Rom. 5: 14, 6:5,and 8. 342

(5) Heb. 111 (CPF, 7)4

modvpepds xal molvrpdmws mdAas 6 Oeos Aaljoas

P44 b-kul  mnawan wab-kul demwan mallel allaha
Ph b-saggi mnawata ,, -saggi znayya PYRY
H kad b-saggi’ut ,,,, -saggi’ut ,, men gdim mallel allaha

Tols warpdow v Tois mpodriTais
‘am abahayn ba-nbi’e men qdim
men qdim l-abahata ba-nbi’e

» ]

(a) Note that, besides removing the suffix (idiomatic in Syriac)
from abahayn (‘our fathers’), Ph (= H) alters to abahata, i.e.
spiritual, as opposed to racial, ancestors ; P’s usage here (as
elsewhere) says something of the milieu in which that translation
was made.

(b) mallel ‘am is the natural Syriac usage, and the alteration
tol- in Ph and H is aimed at representing the Greek dative.

(6) Heb. g: 16 (CPY, 247-8)
dmov yap Srabhixy, Odvarov dvdyyn dpépeabar Tob Srabepévov

P+ ayka ger d-it diyatige mawta (h)u mhawwya  d-haw d-‘abdah
Ph 33 ,, J] .  anange d-nestkah mawta »
H , diyatigi anangi d-mawta nettayte » da-pgad

41CPY¥, 37, 40, 50, 142, 143, 196; likewise Tract. tres g5 (but Diss. 2.38 = P).

42 Ph also has dmutu in this verse (quoted in CPY¥, 40, 120, 148; cf. also Zuntz,
Ancestry, 46). At Rom. 1: 23, where White’s text has dmwt’, we should probably
read dmywt' in conformity with H’s usage elsewhere.

43 Philoxenus quotes the P text in Diss. 2.37 and 4.64.

44 ‘In all parts and in all forms God spoke with our fathers in the prophets of
old’.

45 ‘For where there is a will, it shows the death of him who made it’.
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(7) Heb. n: 1-2(CPJ¥,149)

éotu 8¢ mioTis éAmlopévwy vméoraats
P46 jteh den haymanuta pyasa ‘al aylen d-itayhen b-sabra a(y) k haw da-hway

Ph »  gnuma d-su’rane d-itayhon ,,
H 5 . »»  d-hanen d-mestabran gnuma

mpayudrwy éeyyos ob Blemopévwy, év TavTy yap
Ihen b-su’rana, w-gelyana d-aylen  dla methazyan, wab-hade
s ; 2 » » »
w-maksanita d-su’rane ,, methzen, b-hade ger
éuaprupifnoav of mpeaBiTepor
hwat sahduta ‘al gas$ise.
esthed(w) kullhon ,,

b2 b

(@) By Philoxenus’ time gnuma had become the standard
rendering of the important theological term dwdoracs.

(b) Note that Ph takes mpayudrwv with what precedes, but H
with what follows.

(c) Ph is content to keep the loose renderings of P for éAmi{o-
pévawv and éeyyos, but these are no longer acceptable to the more
rigid philological standards of H, where parts of speech should
correspond as far as possible.

(d) H’s characteristic concern with the exact rendering of
particles is reflected in the insertion of ger.47

(e) The somewhat inconsistent character of Ph is to be seen in
the addition (perhaps for stylistic reasons) of kullhon after the
‘correction’ of sahduta to esthed (w) = éuaprvprifnoar.

These samples will suffice to give some indication of the general
character of the revision of P as evidenced in Philoxenus’ NT
quotations in CPJ. There can be no doubt that we are dealing
here with a rather well-defined ‘correction’ of the Peshitta,+8
and the obvious deduction is that it represents the work of
Polycarp, in other words the true ‘Philoxenian’. It is at the same
time quite clear that the ‘Harclean’ MSS do not by any means

46 ‘Faith is the persuasion of things that exist in hope as though they had
taken place in deed; and the uncovering of those things that are invisible. And
by this there was testimony concerning the elders’.

47 For the care taken by the early seventh-century translators over particles,
see Mythological Scholia, 36.

48 The consistency with which Philoxenus quotes the essential features of this
revised form of text is impressive.
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reproduce the ‘Philoxenian’, but present a further, not in-
considerable, revision of this made by Thomas.

Thomas’ contribution was thus a real one, and was not
confined to the marginal readings and signs; essentially it
reflects the further refinement in translation technique that had
taken place during the century subsequent to Polycarp’s re-
vision. Furthermore, whereas Polycarp’s interest (or at least that
of his sponsor, Philoxenus), was, as we have seen, above all
theological, that of Thomas was primarily philological, his aim
being to make the Syriac into as exact a calque of the Greek
original as possible.49

In order to highlight some of the respective concerns of Ph and
H, 1 now give some examples of three different categories of
variation between the three Syriac versions, P, Ph, and H :
(A) Ph= P, against H, in passages where Ph otherwise betrays
obvious signs of revision ; (B) Ph represents a revision of P,
but H has taken the process a stage further ; (C) Ph’s revision of
P is identical with H, in other words it was adopted by Thomas
as adequately representing the Greek according to his strict
philological criteria.

A. Ph= P, against H
()1 Cor. 1z 21 (CP7, 84, 123, 150, 240)
G pwplas; P = Ph Satyuta ; H leluta
H’s rendering is a regular one for pwpla (similarly with
pwpaivw ; cf.i Cor. 1: 20 [pp. 84, 150]).

(2) 1 Cor. 3:1(CPJ,56, 179)
G Houwifnv; P = Ph efkhet ; H etmsit
Similarly in v. 2 (pp. 156, 18 1) ,1Cor. 12 : 3 (p. 2:19), and John
16:12 (quoted above). Whereas Ph evidently occasionally uses
ms’ for Svvapar,5® H invariably does (and reserves eskak for
eSplokw).
(3) Heb. 1z g (CPF,215)
G avoplav; P = Ph ‘awla; H la namosayuta
H’s calque is the regular rendering of dvoula in this version
where ‘awla is reserved for aduwkia.

49 See for the background my ‘Aspects of Translation Technique in Antiquity’,
GRBS 20 (1979),69-87. 5¢ Compare Heb. 5: 7, quoted above, p.329.
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B. Pk corrects P, and is itself corrected by H's!
(1) John 1:1(CPJ, 5, 20, 29,132, 203, 237, 241)
G é&v dpyjj; P b-resit ; Ph b-refita; H b-refa

The regularity with which Philoxenus quotes this form in CP¥
(but not elsewhere )5 is striking.

(2) Rom. 4: 21 (CPJ, 98)
G mAnpodopnleis ; P asar ; Ph eftarar ; H pleroporetene (h)wa
Greek verbs taken over in the aorist passive infinitive are a
feature of H and probably represent a development subsequent
to Philoxenus’ time. H uses the Greek loan word in all other
occurrences of the verb, apart from Luke 1: ..

(3) Rom. 6: 6 (CP¥, 229) -
G SovAevew ; P nfammes ; Ph nefta’bad; H net’abdad

Ph’s rendering of the Greek verb is paralleled in H only at
Gal. 5:13; H’s choice here is remarkably confined to Romans
(7: 6, 25; g: 12; 12: ), with the exception of Rom. 14: 18
and 16 : 18, which follow the norm found in H elsewhere in the
NT (plah-+"abduta).

(4) Rom. rr:34 (CPJ,18-19)
G votw; P re‘yana; Ph mad’a; H hawna
hawna is the norm for vods in H. Exactly the same pattern of

variation is found at 1Cor. 2::16 (p. 156). This example is of
some importance in the history of Syriac translation technique.

(5) 1 Cor. 1: 23 (CP¥, 152, 221, 240)
G éveaw ; P aramaye ; Ph ‘amme; H hanpe
H represents the Greek variant é\Ano. (cf. C[6] below),

(6) 1Cor. 1:25(CP¥, 152, 168, 240)53
G 76 dofevés ; P krihuta; Ph mbpiluta; H hay da-mé&la

Ph alters P’s unsuitable ‘sickness’ to ‘weakness’; H provides
a more formal equivalent of the Greek.

5T As this category is in many ways the most interesting, a rather larger number
of examples is given.

52 |n Tract. tres 72,1 70, 239, ep. Sen. 62, and Diss. 5.14, 32, Philoxenus quotes
the Peshitta form.

53 Ph’s revised form is also found in Tract. tres 67.
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(7) 1 Cor. 2: 4 (CPY,:88)

G  odx év meboi godias Adyors

Ps4 la hwat ba-mpisanuta d-melle d-hekmia
Ph la hwa ba-pyasa » »
H  law b-melle mpisanyata d-hekmia ()nasay ta

H here reflects two Greek variants, meiflots and the addition of
avlpwmivys.

(8) 1 Cor. 3: 3 (CP},157, 181)
G «kara dvfpwmov; P ba-bsar (‘in the flesh’) ; Ph (*)nafa’it
(‘humanly’) ; H a()k barnasa (‘as a man’)

(9)1Cor. 12: 27 (CPF,140. 2 1))
G kai uédn ek uépovs; P w-haddame b-dukatkon (‘and limbs in your
[proper] place’) ; Ph w-haddame men mnata ( = G H™g); H w-
haddame men haddama (= Greek variant éxuélouvs)

(10) Eph I! 7 (CPJ, 246)

G & & éyoper Ty dmoddrpwow dud Tod ainaros adrod iy dbeow
TéV mapomTwUdTWY

P d-beh it lan purgana wba-dmeh Subqgana da-htake (‘in whom we
have deliverance and in his blood forgiveness of sins’)

Ph d-beh it lan purgana byad dmeh Subgana d-saklawata (‘... through
his blood forgiveness of wrongs’)

H b-haw d-it lan purgana byad dma dileh [-Subgana d-Sur‘ata (= G)

For the rendering of mapdmrwua see below, C(2). Although
the end of H could be understood as ‘for the forgiveness ...’
it is highly probable that Thomas introduced the lamed to
denote the Greek accusative : in the early seventh-century
translators Greek éyw-acc. is sometimes represented in Syriac
as it Z-A Z-B, ‘there is to A, B’, where B is the Greek object
which should properly be the Syriac subject.55

C. Ph = H, against P
() Matt. 16: 18 (CPJ, 128)
G mérpa ; P kepa; Phs® = H $o‘a
So‘a already occurs in P in some passages (cf. A. F. J. Klijn

54 ‘It was not by persuasion of words of wisdom’.
55 Elsewhere in H, see (for example) Acts g: 3 1; cf. my Mythological Scholia, 39.
56 S0 t00 ep. Sen. 77; see also Zuntz, Ancestry, 74.
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in SNW 50 [1959],99-1 05) ; in H it is the regular equivalent of

mérpa.
@ Rom. 4: 25 (CPJ, 98)
G mapantduara judv; P htahayn; Ph = H Suratan
Elsewhere H invariably uses $ur‘ta for mapdnrwua,s? whereas Ph

alters the same P rendering at Eph. 1: 7 to saklawata (see B[10]
above). It is consistency of usage that makes H distinct from

Ph here.
(3) Rom. 6: 6 (CPJ, 229)
G ovveoravpdfn ; P ezdgep ; Phs8 = H .estleb
Ph’s preference for slb to render oravp-is borne out by other
passages quoted by Philoxenus :iCor. 1: 23 (pp. 167, 22 1, 223,
240),1Cor. 2:8 (p. 175), and Col. 1: 20 (p. 201).5°
(4) 1Cor.1: 21 (CPJ, 84, 123, 150, 240)
G odoa; P nake; Ph = H neprog
See above on Heb. 5 :%; although H normally uses sawzeb for
agwlew, Thomas occasionally employs prag, and the present
passage suggests that in such cases he is simply taking over the
earlier correction of Ph.
(5) 1 Cor. 1: 23 (CPJ, 152, 167, 221, 240)
G oxdvBadov ; P tugalta ; Ph = H kesla
In H kesla is the invariable rendering of oxdvdador, while tugalta
is reserved for mpdokoppa.
(6) 1 Cor. 1:22, 24 (CPJ, 152, 167, 221, 240)
G "EMyves ; P aramaye ; Ph = H hanpe (‘pagans’)
We find the same pattern of variation in Ph at 1Cor. 1213
(CPJ, 2 14). It is interesting that Thomas (unlike his contem-

porary Paul of Edessa) distinguishes the two senses of “EA\q,
‘Greek’ and ‘pagan’ (see H at Rom. i: 14 and 16).

CONCLUSION

The problem of the identity of the revision of the Syriac
NT contained in White’s text can now be said to have been

57 At Jas. 5: 16 Thomas is translating the variant reading duaprias.
58 SO Tract. tres 164 (but 162 = P)
59 Cf. also de Halleux, ‘La Philoxenienne’, 298.
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conclusively solved, thanks to the publication of Philoxenus’
Commentary on the Prologue of John: it represents the work of
Thomas of Harkel, who was revising the already far-reaching
revision of the Peshitta undertaken by Polycarp at the request
of Philoxenus. This latter work, as far as the Syriac NT canon
is concerned, is lost to us, apart from quotations of it which can
most reliably be identified in Philoxenus’ own writings, above all
in CPJ.% The view associated with the name of Bernstein thus
proves to be the correct one.

It is, furthermore, evident that the aims of these two revisers,
Polycarp and Thomas, differed somewhat in emphasis. Thomas’
concern was primarily to make the Syriac text into as formal
a representation of the Greek original as possible ; his approach
(anticipated in the field of biblical translation by Aquila and
his predecessors working on the LXX) is also to be found in
other seventh-century translators/revisers, his contemporaries
Paul of Tella and Paul of Edessa, and the rather later Jacob of
Edessa, not to mention other, as yet lesser known, scholars. Poly-
carp’s work, on the other hand, was instigated above all by the
requirements of the christological controversies surrounding the
Council of Chalcedon, controversies in which Philoxenus himself
played a leading role. Indeed it may even be possible to identify,
as providing the initial inspiration for Philoxenus’ sponsoring
a revision of the Syriac NT, the translation into Syriac of the
conciliar creeds and canons, undertaken in Mabbiig in 500/1.6!

Whether or not it was that this translation of the Synodicon
opened the eyes of Philoxenus to the need for a revision of
the Peshitta, we can be pretty certain that Polycarp’s work on
the Peshitta was closely associated with another undertaking,
namely the addition of Euthalian material and the translation
of the Euthalian prefaces to the Pauline Epistles, seeing that
the latter are specifically stated also to have been translated
in AG 819 = ap 507/8. As von Dobschtitz long ago showed,%2

60 Zuntz (Ancestry, 62-76) has given some indication that other sixth-century
writers quote the Philoxenian revision. The field is open for further exploration
here as elsewhere.

61 The importance of this event for Philoxenus’ christological terminology
has recently been emphasized by A. de Halleux, ‘La Philoxenienne’, 2g5-315.

62 E, von Dobschtitz, ‘Euthaliusstudien’, KKG19(1898),107-54, esp. pp. 130~
45; cf. also Zuntz, Ancestry, 109—-13. For the following see further my ‘The Syriac

Euthalian Material and the Philoxenian Version of the NT*, KNW 70(1979),
120-30.
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the ‘Philoxenian’ form of the translation of these prefaces is
preserved in (surprisingly) an East Syriac NT MS, BL Add.
7157, dated 767/8, while a later revision of this text, bearing all
the characteristics of the hand of Thomas, is to be found in
Oxford, New College 333, the source of White’s edition. Now
one section of the Euthalian prefaces gives a list of the OT
guotations to be found in the Pauline Epistles, and it is tantaliz-
ing from our point of view that Add. 7157 happens to break off
after no. 14 of the OT quotations in Romans ; for this means
that the only one which overlaps with a passage quoted by
Philoxenus in CP¥ is Rom. 4: 3 = Gen. 15 : 6, for which the
differences between P and H happen to be minimal. Never-
theless an examination of the thirteen other quotations that do
survive in Add. 715%83 shows very clearly that we are once again
dealing with a Syriac NT text intermediary between P and H.
To illustrate this | take no. 7, Rom. 4. 7= Ps. 32 (31) : 1-2 :
G = LXX paxdpiot dv dpédnoav ai dvoplar xal dv émexadvpinoay
POT tubaw(hy) |-man d-eftbeq  leh ‘awleh w-etkassiw leh
Syrohex.  tubtane hanon d-eftabgen la namosaywathon w-hanonk d—gt-

assiw
PNT tubayhon l-aylen d-eStheq  Ihon ‘awlhon w-etkassiw

Add. 7157 » b  d-eStbeq(w) ‘awlayhon d-etkassiw
H (= Syh) tubtane hanon  d-estabgen la namosaywathon w-hanon d-et-

kassiw
al dpaprior pakdpios dvnp 03 od w1y AoylonTar kipios dpapriov
htahaw (hy). tubaw (hy) l-barnasa d-la nehsob leh marya htiteh.
htahayhon.  tubtana (h)u gabra » 7", hita
» w-tubaw (hy) l-gabra w7 allaha htiteh.
” tubaw (hy) » l-haw 7 7 marya htita.
” tubtana (h)u gabra ,, w9 » ”

Add. 7 157 alters P in a number of small ways, each bringing the
Syriac into closer line with the Greek. H carries this a stage
further,64 introducing two characteristic lexical changes65 and
one, again characteristic, syntactical one (Greek relative ren-

63 On f. 197b.

64 Note especially that H takes up l~haw (= Greek od) of Add. 7157.

65 The correspondences dvoufa [ la namosayuta and paxdpios [ tubtana are both
regular in H (and Syrohex.); from Philoxenus’ quotation of Heb. 119 (CPJ,
215; cited above) and Tit. 2: 13 (CP¥, 47: G paxapiav; P brika ‘blessed’; Ph
tubana; H tubtana) it is clear that these are both features of Thomas’, and not
Polycarp’s, revision.
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dered by hanond-); it is no surprise to find all these also in the
contemporary Syrohexapla.

The relationship between P, the quotations in Add. %157,
and H is thus exactly parallel to that between P, Ph, and H, and,
given the connection between the Syriac Euthalian material
and the Philoxenian, there can be little doubt that the OT
‘testimonia’ in Add. 7 157 quote the Philoxenian revision of the
Peshitta NT.66

While the most important aspect of the Philoxenian/Harclean
problem can now be regarded as solved, there remain other
facets, such as the meaning and role of the critical signs and
marginalia, which still require convincing explanation ;67 but
here probably nothing very conclusive can be done until we
have a critical edition of at least the Gospels, based on the
earliest MSS.68

66 \Whereas these testimonia in the Euthalian material which is preserved in
New College 333 and Mingana syr. 343 have undergone subsequent ‘Harclean’
revision; this was already seen by von Dobschiitz.

67 |t is at least now clear that Thomas’ activity went much further than the
supplying of these. In this connection it is worth drawing attention to Heb. 8: g
(quoted by Philoxenus on p. 248), where we have: G érolyoa; Pyehbet ‘| have given’;
Ph ‘ebdet (= G and H™g); Htext pegdet (= Greekvariant [from LXX] Seféunv).
It is probable that Thomas quotes this marginal reading primarily because it
represented a Greek variant known to him, and not just because it was found in
the Philoxenian.

68 For a list of these, see e.g. Metzger, The Early Versions, 7x-2.



26. Greek Lectionaries and Problems in
the Oldest Slavonic Gospel Translations

K. I. LOGACHEV

THE establishing of the text of the Bible translations made by
Saints Constantine and Methodius in the ninth century is
undoubtedly the central problem for those working both in the
field of Old Slavonic studies and of the history of Holy Scripture
among the Slavs.

The famous Russian textual scholar, I. E. Evseyev, suggested
that the key to solving the problem would be the Greek originals
of the oldest Slavonic Bible translations. He stated in a report
presented on 29 January 1g 15 (according to the Julian calendar),
before a meeting of the Russian Bible Commission that ‘an
exactly determined original that lies behind a translation is the
most reliable witness for the original form ... of a translation,
when its witness is not corrupted at any rate by either linguistic
or stylistic peculiarities’.’

About forty years later, however, in his well-known treatise on
the Old Slavonic Gospel translation, K. Horalek expressed the
opinion that it is impossible to determine exactly the Greek original
of the Old Slavonic Gospel because we do not know what the
original form of the latter actually was in its details. It is all the
more impossible, as Horalek noted, in the case of the original Old
Slavonic Gospel lectionary because of our scanty knowledge of
the Greek Gospel lectionaries.2 Subsequent years were not marked
by any progress in the determination of the Greek original of the
Slavonic NT, and in the early 1970s Chr. Hannick noted that ‘die
Frage nach den griechischen Vorlagen blieb auf dem gleichen
Stand stehen, auf den sie Horalek gefiihrt hatte’.3

r See the present writer’s article, ‘Otelestvennaya kirillomefbdieovskaya
tekstologiya Vv 1910-1920-e gody’, Sovetskoe slavyanovedenie 4 (1977), 77: the ‘pecu-
liarities’ are, of course, those of extant MSS.

2 K. Horalek, Evangelidfe a &tveroevangelia: Prispévky K textové kritice a k déjindm staro-
slovénského prekladu evangelia (Statnf pedagogické nakladatelstvi; Prague, 1954), 293.

3 Chr. Hannick, ‘Das Neue Testament in altkirchenslavischer Sprache’,
Die alten Ubersetzungen des Neuen Testaments, die Kirchenviterzitate und Lektionare
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Such a situation, however, appears to be due to the dis-
regarding of new results in the field of Greek NT studies on the
part of Slavonic scholars rather than to any objective limitations
for the solution of the problem. Horalek in particular, so it
seems, did not use the first four monographs of the University
of Chicago series, Studies in the Lectionary Text of the Greek New
Testament, published in the 1930—40s. Therefore, to support
their theories some Slavonic scholars of the next generation
ascribe non-existent features to the Greek NT MSS and editions.
This is true, for example, of E. M. Vere§€agin in his studies on
Cyril and Methodius’ translation technique. Among other
things he alleges categorically that if a Greek Gospel lectionary
contains a passage in the Synaxarion and Menologion, passages
in both are always in full agreement4 (although, as could be seen
even from old Russian works,5 the real picture is quite different) ;6
similarly he states that the Greek NT published by the
United Bible Societies is an edition ‘reflecting well the Lucianic
(Constantinopolitan) redaction’7 (although the text is in fact
Alexandrian, and the critical apparatus is restricted by
design).

It is doubtful whether deductions based on such assumptions
will be true. On the contrary, deductions based on results ob-
tained by textual scholars from the 1930s who were working on
the Greek NT (and on Greek Gospel lectionaries in particular)
seem to be more reliable.

As studies in the Greek Gospel lectionaries have shown,
lectionary MSS fall into two types of text. The first represents
the so-called ‘dominant lectionary text’ (with so-called ‘lectionary
(ed. K. Aland; Arbeiten zur Neutestamentlichen Textforschung 5; Berlin/New
York: de Gruyter, 1972), 426.

4 E. M. Vereitagin, Iz istorii vozniknoveniya pervogo literaturnogo yazyka slavyan
(Doklad na vii. Mezhdunarodnom s”ezde slavistov; Moskva: Izdatel’stvo Mos-
kovskogo universiteta, 1972), 8.

5 Cf. N. Glubokovsky, Grecheskiy rukopisnyy evangelistariy iz sobraniya prof. |. E.
Troitskogo (St. Petersburg, 1897), 242.

6 Cf. B. M. Metzger, ‘Greek Lectionaries and a Critical Edition of the Greek
New Testament’, in Die aiten Ubersetzungen des Neuen Testaments, die Kirchenviter-
zitate und Lektionare (ed. K. Aland; Arbeiten zur Neutestamentlichen Textforschung
5; Berlin/New York: de Gruyter, 1972), 491 ;idem, The Early Versiohs of the New
Testament (Oxford: Clarendon, 1977), 416 n. 2.

7 E. M. VereStagin, K izuteniyu semantiki leksiteskogo fonda drevneslavyanskogo
yazyka (Doklad na viii. Mezhdunarodnom s”ezde slavistov; Moskva, 1978),
29 n. 1.
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majority readings’) exhibiting great textual homogeneity.* The
second represents deviations from the ‘dominant text’.

The oldest MS of the ten lectionaries selected by the Inter-
national Greek New Testament Project as the best representatives
of the ‘dominant text’ is from the ninth to tenth centuries. All of
these representatives are weekday lectionaries. However, it is pos-
sible to conclude from the information about the process of selec-
tion of these ten MSS that some Saturday-Sunday lectionaries
(with a MS from the ninth century as the oldest) could be added
to them, had the Project not decided to exclude Saturday-Sunday
lectionaries from their list of representatives of the ‘dominant
text’. One can affirm, therefore, that the ‘dominant lectionary
text’ existed already in the ninth century (in the time of Saints
Constantine’s and Methodius’ mission), being represented both
in Saturday-Sunday and weekday lectionaries.

The Saturday-Sunday and weekday lectionary MSS that show
deviations from the ‘dominant text’ are of a variety of different
dates. None the less it is possible to conclude from published
materials that such lectionaries also existed in the ninth century.10

In light of these conclusions the important question is : Did
Saints Constantine and Methodius use a representative of the
‘dominant text’ or a MS with a ‘non-dominant lectionary
text’ as a main basis for their translation?

If it were possible to affirm that all extant Old Slavonic lectio-
nary MSS go back to a single Greek lectionary text-type, then the
answer to this question would not be difficult. But it seems permis-
sible to suppose that translations from Greek MSS of both types
were among the Vorlagen of the extant Old Slavonic lectionaries.
The following examples seem to support such a supposition.

There are a number of differences between two Old Slavonic
Saturday-Sunday lectionaries-the so-called Ostromir Gospel
(o 1056—7) and the so-called Savva’s Book (eleventh century).”
Using the apparatus in the UBSGNT, it becomes possible, for a
part of these differences, to find the parallel differences between
the two lectionary text-types.

8 Metzger, ‘Greek Lectionaries’, 491—4. ¢ lbid., 492-3.

1o Cf. H. M. Buck, The Johannine Lessons in the Greek Gospel Lectionary (Studies

ia the Lectionary Text of the Greek New Testament 2/4; Chicago: University of

Chicago, 1958),7-9,26-39.
11 Information about these lectionaries and their editions is given in B. M.
Metzger, Early Versions, 406—7.
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For Matthew the set of ‘dominant/non-dominant lectionary
text’ variants having parallels in the Ostromir Gospel and Savva’s
Book is as follows :

‘dominant lectionary ‘non-dominant lectionary
text’ (= Ostromir) text’ (= Savva)

1: 10 Apdv Apdss

3:16  7veddyfnoav adrd om. adrd

5:44 Tév émpealdvrwy Suds Kol om. kai Suwkdvrwy Suds
Stwnrdvrwr duds

8:21 pabnrév adrod pabdnrdv

15 : 36 pabfnrais adrod pabnrais

15: 39 Maydard Moaydardy

19:7 dmolboar adriiy dmolbaar T ywaika

19: 11 Tov Aéyov Tobrov Tov Adyov

19: 22 Tov Adyov Tov Adyov Tobrov

24: 6 mdvra yevéobou rabra wdvra yevéofar

In all of these cases the Ostromir Gospel reads with the ‘domi-
nant text’, while Savva’s Book reads with the ‘non-dominant’.
There are, of course, many more numerous differences between
these two Old Slavonic lectionaries without corresponding
differences between the ‘dominant’ and ‘non-dominant’ text-
types. But additional support for the assumption that the extant
Old Slavonic Saturday-Sunday lectionaries go back to at least
two different Vorlagen may be found in the clear-cut differences
between the Ostromir Gospel and Savva’s Book in structure
(e.g. in the order of the main sections ; in the number and order
of the lessons), as well as in some minor features.

For the present it is impossible to say categorically which type
of Old Slavonic Saturday-Sunday Gospel lectionaries is the
oldest, and our question may be answered at present only in the
most general way, i.e. that Saints Constantine and Methodius
could have chosen among Greek MSS of both lectionary text-
types, There are, however, good possibilities of answering this
guestion more precisely in the future. One of these possibilities
is to study the OIld Slavonic Saturday-Sunday Gospel lectio-
naries separately (contra G. A. Voskresenskij and J. Vajs, who
treated readings from them with differentiation along with
readings both from weekday lectionaries and from non-lectionary
Gospel MSS), and, of course, with full use of the results obtained
by western textual scholars.

27. Conjectural Emendation in the
New Testament

GEORGE D. KILPATRICK

I ncontributing this paper to Professor B. M. Metzger’s Fest-
schrift, | gladly acknowledge our indebtedness to his work over
many years on the Bible and in particular on the text of the NT.
His learning and industry have been at the service of many
scholars not only in his publications but also in his ready response
to any direct request for assistance. In choosing to discuss
again the place of conjecture in the textual criticism of the NT,
I am treating a subject which has inevitably exercised Professor
Metzger and has recently been discussed afresh in a stimulating
way.

In his recent ‘Plea for Conjectural Emendation in the New
Testament’l Professor J. Strugnell has dealt so interestingly and
instructively with this topic that he has provoked me to look at it
again. In 1957 | had given a paper at the Victoria Institute in
London on ‘The Transmission of the New Testament and its
Reliability’.2 In it | dealt with the place of conjecture in the NT
and concluded : ‘We may assume as a rule of thumb that at
each point the true text has survived somewhere or other among
our manuscripts’.3 This conclusion was stated as probable and
as one which cannot be proved from the knowledge we have.
It was, however, a practical rule of such rigour that | admitted
no known conjectures into the apparatus of the British and
Foreign Bible Society’s Greek Testament of 1958.

Strugnell’s paper can be seen as a reaction against this austerity.
In it we may find ‘a theoretical justification of the use of con-
jectural emendation in the NT, and a trumpet-call for a return
to more frequent practice of the noble art’.4 In addition, he

‘A Plea for Conjectural Emendation in the New Testament, with a Coda on
1Cor. 4. 6’,CBQ 36(1974), 543-58.

2 Proceedings of the Victoria Institute (1957), 92—101; repr. BT g (1958),127-36.
3 1bid. (BT), 135. +‘APlea’, 543.
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devotes much attention to the fact that many scholars, after
admitting as a theoretical possibility that there may be passages
in the NT where the original form of the text has not survived
in any of our witnesses and can be recovered only by conjecture,
then go on to allege various reasons why we cannot resort to
such emendation in practice. It is this attitude which Strugnell
sets out to rebut. Against such faintheartedness his attitude
seems to be in line with Luther’s pecca fortiter.

In discussing certain contentions we may agree with him: for
example, against the belief that ‘some special Providence’ has
watched over the text of the NT to ensure that at every point the
original form of our text has survived among some or other of our
witnesses. If such were the case, we might wonder why this
Providence has not exerted itself a little further to ensure that at
each point of variation the original reading would be manifest
and immediately demonstrable.

His use of genealogical or stemmatic arguments to suggest that
the archetypal reading may sometimes not be the author’s
text is reasonable enough. There were bound to be passages
where this has happened.

We may support his contention with concrete instances. For
example, if | hold that the original text of Acts has survived
among witnesses known to us only in Codex Bezae (D) at the
following places :1:15 dvaords]+6, 2 : 29 uvijua] pmueiov,
13: 11 dxpt] ws, 31 mhelovas, 19 : 2 1 énélero, 2 1 : 26 elorer]
elofMov, 35 émi] els, seven examples in twenty-two chapters,
what do | conclude about the following six chapters where D
is no longer extant? On the average | would expect two in-
stances where the other witnesses known to us have failed to
preserve the original text in these last chapters. D being lost
for them, |1 am forced to conclude that possibly at two places in
them the original text has not survived and, failing the dis-
covery of other witnesses with the original reading, it can only be
recovered by conjecture.

Not everyone may accept this view of the readings of D, but we
may discover comparable instances in other MSS. p™ is highly
regarded in many quarters. Alone of Greek witnesses known to
us, it seems to have preserved the original reading mAeiov at
John 4:41. Can we be certain that it had nowhere alone among
Greek witnesses preserved the original text in those parts of

w8
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John where it is now no longer extant? The same argument can
be applied to other MSS like X and B. If the great editors of
the past have been right in maintaining that the original reading
has on occasion survived in one or other MS alone, we cannot
exclude the possibility that in those parts of these MSS that
have perished they alone had preserved the true text.

Let us return to the seven readings in Acts peculiar to D. |
have suspected that they may be original on grounds of language.
The grounds of language would still apply if the readings were
to occur in other witnesses than D, but it is doubtful if anyone
would have conjectured any of them if they had not been
present in D or some other Greek MS. Let us take one example,
the reading pvnueiov at Acts 2 : 29. Mvijua is the correct word for
tomb ; prmueiov is incorrect. Only at Acts 7: 16 in the NT does
prijpa occur without the variant uvyueiov. Should we conjecture
pvnuetov at this place ? Neither uvijua nor uwmueiov appears in
the corresponding passage of the LXX, but it seems probable
that in ch. 7 Acts is using other sources as well as the LXX itself
and pvijpa at 7: 16 may be an indication of such a source. In this
case, if we were to emend it to puvnuetov, we might be eliminating
a valuable clue to the composition of Acts 7.

Let us now go back to the previous argument. We have
supported Strugnell’s argument that there are places in the
NT where the original form of the text has been lost to the extent
that we regard this as probable. Strugnell would, it seems,
want to state this more strongly, but the principle has been
readily conceded : we cannot assert that the original form of the
text has for certain survived at every point somewhere or other
among our witnesses. If we want to go beyond this and argue
that in fact there are passages where the original form of the
text has been lost, then we must produce convincing examples
where this has happened.

This Strugnell sets out to do in an appendix to his paper
where he discusses 1 Cor. 4: 6, {va év juiv udfnre 76 un Smép &
yéypamraw iva un ktA., for which he would read by conjecture
fva & fuiv wy) pdbnre iva krA. His thesis that in the grouping
HMIN MH MAGHTE, uy has dropped out by accident is
plausible, but is consequent upon his omission of 76 u7 tmép &
yéypamrad.

we may find this phrase difficult as many have. Others have
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assumed an ellipse. Against such an assumption it can be pointed
out that no adequate parallels are quoted. This is an important
consideration ; we must always give particular attention to an
unparalleled expression. Where an unparalleled expression is
marked by textual variation, there we may give the text a
double scrutiny. At 1 Cor. 4. 6 we do not seem to have any
variants which indicate that the scribes found the text difficult.
This may encourage us in the hope that sooner or later one or
more parallels will turn up for our expression. This has hap-
pened, for example, for Gal. 2 : 14 dpfomodoiiow, where we may
compare J. B. Lightfoot’s note with the evidence from the papyri
unknown to him. Again, we now have a parallel for | Thess.
3:3 oaivesBour. This last i’s particularly interesting, as variant
readings suggest that some copyists found the word difficult.

Let us now assume for the moment, however, that the phrase
at i Cor. 4: 6 is too difficult to stand and let us ask for remedies.
We have Baljon’s conjecture as developed by Strugnell, but
we can think of other less drastic emendations, for example,
76 p1) {dmepPaivew) vmép & wTA. or 76 pi {Imepdpoveiv) vmép
& xrA. These suggestions have their difficulty, but can we say
that they are impossible? If they are not, then we must admit
that even if we are agreed that the text of a passage is corrupt
it does not follow that we are agreed about the emendation.

We may enlarge this admission. The NT has not a few passages
which need either explanation or emendation. Just as it is
conceivable that though the text of 1 Cor. 4: 6 needs emendation
rather than explanation, so it is also conceivable that, though we
may recognize that i1 Cor. 4: 6 has its difficulties, we may not
agree that these difficulties are to be resolved by emendation
rather than explanation.

We can illustrate this further from Acts 2 : g *lovdaiav. This
term at this point in the list has caused difficulty, and various
conjectures have been made from the second century onward to
solve the problem. It is noteworthy that in ancient and modern
times no one conjecture has proved generally acceptable. We
may now question whether emendation is what is wanted and
may turn to explanation. It has been suggested that behind our
list lies an older one drawn up not from the standpoint of Jeru-
salem but of Rome and ending with wpoojdvrotin 2 : 1 1. In
such a list *Iovdaiav would occur at its rightful place in the
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arrangement of countries in a progression from east to west.
We cannot demonstrate this explanation conclusively, but until
it or other explanations are shown to be impossible we cannot
describe Acts 2 : g as a passage needing emendation. We have,
too, the possibility that emendation may destroy valuable evi-
dence for the history of the list.5

Consistency might suggest that we should emend Matt. 6 :32 :
dmdvrwv; 23: 37: ‘Iepovoariu, ‘Iepovoalin; and Luke 2: 22:
‘ IepoodAvpa. | do not remember conjectures for any of these
words, though conjecture should not prove difficult. Let us
look at them.

The difficulty about Matt. 6: 32 amdvrwv is this: dmas is
uncommon against was in the NT. Mark and John have no
certain instances of dwas and Matthew has only this one. In
Luke and Acts m@s and dwas are both used. If we were to emend
dmdvrov to mdvtwv in Matt. 6: 32, then Matthew would be
consistent in usage and in line with Mark and John. The rule
for Greek style is that =as follows a vowel and dmas a consonant,
and amdvrwy in our texts could be regarded as an accommodation
to this rule which has affected all our Greek MSS as far as is
known. There is a rule in the NT that =ds precedes its noun or
pronoun. There are exceptions, particularly outside the gospels,
and the rule does not apply to dmas. To that extent TovTwy
dmdvrwy would be in order and rodTwy wdvrwy would not. How
then should we explain rodrwv dmdvrawv? we may keep one
possibility in mind : the phrase is a survival from Matthew’s
source.

This may be the explanation at 23 :37. Mark, John, and
Matthew elsewhere have ‘Iepocddvua, and it would be tempting
to read ‘Iepooddvua here. We could explain ‘Iepoveaiu as
due to the parallel passage Luke 13 : 34, but this suggestion
opens the door to another possibility: Matt. 23 : 37-g and Luke
131 34-5 derive from a common source and this common source
had ‘IepovsaXiu which has survived in Matthew.

This consideration may apply to John 1: 23 : én. This is the
only certain example of ééy in John, though MSS have included
it at 18 : 29. A straightforward emendation would be efmev
for éém as at 18 : 29. dnui was going out of use and survived only

5 See G. D. Kilpatrick, ‘A Jewish Background to Acts 2: 9-11?°, JJS 26(1975),
48-9.
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as a word of high style value, and we could regard it here as an
attempt to raise the level of style in the passage and to avoid
a repetition, 22 efmav, 23 elmev (2), 25 elmav, There is, however,
an occasional use of épn to introduce a quotation. It begins as
an equivalent of R as in Jeremiah and then occurs occasion-
ally in the Greek Bible and the Apostolic Fathers. At 1:23 it
would serve in this way introducing the quotation in a slightly
different form from that in the synoptic gospels (cf. Mark i1:3
with a contact with Aquila : edfdvare). The clause kabws elmey
x7A. looks like an afterthought, added when it was not realised
that é¢n was used to introduce the quotation. If we may follow
up these indications, 1: 23 : ébn . . . xupiov, represents the oldest
stage with distinctive features, and kafws efmwev wtA., the second
stage when the quotation is taken into the Gospel. The kafws
elmev formula recurs at 7: 38. This is speculative but, if we
emend & to elmev at 1: 23, we may destroy valuable evidence
for the composition of this part of the Gospel.

What then do we say of Luke 2:22 7 Contrary to the other
gospels, Luke uses ‘Iepovoaiju with two certain exceptions, 2: 22
and 23 :7. Acts uses both forms, apparently ‘Iepocdivua in
Gentile contexts and ‘Iepovoadju in purely Jewish ones. This
practice would keep us with Luke 23 : 7, which is in a Gentile
context, but not with Luke 2:22. Do we conjecture ‘Iepovoaliju
here or do we seek another explanation? Luke 1-2 owes much to
the LXX, but we cannot blame ‘IepoodAvua on the LXX which
consistently has ‘Iepovaaju. It is possible that our evangelist was
using another source. This suggestion would entail interesting
consequences for the making of Luke 1-2. Another possibility to
which we shall return is that our evangelist has been inconsistent.
We assume in the NT writers a high degree of consistency and
on the whole we seem justified in doing so, but we cannot expect
this consistency always to be perfect.

Pursuit of consistency produces some borderline instances.
7e is a word going out of use in the first century ap, but had
a high style value. Mark and John do not use it and Luke has it
rarely. The only example of 7e in Matthew without a Greek
variant, as far as | know, is at 22 :10. Latin is quite capable of

6 See G. D. Kilpatrick, ‘Atticism and the Text of the Greek New Testament’,
Neutestamentliche AufSdtze: Festschrift fiir Prof. Josef Schmid (ed. J. Blinzler, 0. Kuss,
F. Mussner; Regensburg: Friedrich Pustet, 1963), 135.
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rendering 7e and does so in the Latin versions of the Bible, but
here ignores the word. Does this mean that e was absent from
the Greek texts which the Latin renders ? It is not inconceivable,
but if it was, then we have an example where all the Greek
evidence for the text has gone astray.

Another instance of such a variant is at John 4: 41 : wAelovs.
This form of the comparative of molds is not in keeping with
John’s style, but until a few years ago no Greek variant was
known. Now we have the reading of p?, wAetov, which gets us
out of the difficulty. This discovery enabled us to recognize the
relevance of the renderings of the OL e 7 which have amplius
and plus. IfzAeiov is the right reading, Latin attestation of it
was known and ignored for years.

Another example of the original text barely surviving may
come at Matt. 8 : 18 éxélevaev amerfeiv. There is Latin and
Syriac evidence for the addition of rofs pabyraisadrod after
éélevaev, but we do not find in Legg’s apparatus or elsewhere
any Greek evidence for this. Recently in a comment ascribed to
Cyril of Alexandria (and to Origen), most of the reading has
turned up in Greek: weleder 8¢ udvois Tols pabnrais.” We may
now ask : is this reading original ? We notice one consideration
in its favour : keAevew with the dative is condemned by the ancient
grammarians though it may occur again at Matt. 15 : 35. One
way of avoiding this construction would be to omit rois pefyrais
adrod, especially as an object to éxédevoer could be understood
from &ydov or moAdovs Sxovs earlier in the sentence.* On the
other hand, oipafyrai adrod at v. 23 (cf. 2 1) suggests that at 8 :
18 rois pabyrais adrod rather than moAdods Sylovs is what is
intended. If this suggestion is right, then we have another
example of the original text surviving by the skin of its teeth.

Strugnell has called attention to another such survival, Rev.
3:4, where we should read 7@ for r7js. We may note the same
survival at 3 : 14 where & survives only in the Harclean Syriac
and part of the Armenian evidence, unless there is some Greek
evidence in Josef Schmid’s unpublished collections.

A problem of another kind occurs at Col. 1: 22 with the three

7 J. Reuss, Matihius-Kommentare aus der griechischen Kirche (TU 61; Berlin:
Akademie-Vet-lag, 1957),183.

8 See my essay, ‘An Eclectic Study of the Text of Acts’, Biblical and Patristic
Studies in Memory of Robert Pierce Casey (ed. J. N. Birdsall and R. W. Thomson;
Freiburg: Herder, 1963), 71.
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readings dmokaridafev, dmokaryMdynre, and dmoxaralayévres.
They all entail difficulties of construction, but we have not con-
vincingly diagnosed the trouble. If we were able to point to
two of the three readings as attempts to remedy a shortcoming
in the third, then we could eliminate these two and concentrate
on the third, looking for the exceptionable feature in it which the
other two readings would seek to heal. If we fail in this, then we
have to consider other possibilities.

Among these possibilities would be one in line with Strugnell’s
thinking. None of the three readings before us is the archetypal
reading and a jortiori none is what the author wrote. In that
case we resort to conjecture. We may, for example, assume a
lacuna after vuvi 8¢ :vuvi 8¢ {ameAevlepovs . ..) amoxamiMater k7.,
but such a suggestion, though it does remove our difficulty of
construction, does not really explain the other two readings.
Strugnell may then argue that such suggestions are not sufficiently
radical and that we should undertake a more thoroughgoing
rewriting of the text.

Let us try to envisage what this means. We can imagine three
stages : in the first we have the author’s text; in the second we
have a damaged text; in the third we have the damaged text
and two attempts to remedy it. One difficulty in this is that it
does not help us to relate the two readings to the third which
lies behind them. We ought to be able to demonstrate that the
two readings are attempts to make good a flaw in the third,
quite apart from what we may think to be the relation of this
third reading to what the author wrote.

Let us beg this question for the time being and consider another
possibility. In my first draft of the first paragraph of this paper |
referred not, as | should have done, to ‘Professor B. M. Metzger’s
Festschrift’ but to ‘Professor B. M. Metzger’s seminar’. Suppose
that this slip had remained uncorrected and had appeared in the
published text. The incongruous statement could be explained
only as what it was, a mistake. Is there a possibility that an
author’s mistake may lie behind the variation at Col. :222
It would probably not explain all the problems of the passage,
but it could explain some at any rate.

This gives us an opportunity to consider Strugnell’s attitude to
an author’s mistake which he discusses in part 3 of his article.
The passage is so important that | quote it in full :
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Another objection raised is that by emendation one risks correcting
the author himself. This must be granted, of course. It is no danger
special to the NT but affects all conjectural criticism of all authors;
it is inevitable. If ratio and resipsa are our tools for the examination of
the readings transmitted by the tradition, they cannot be restrained
from correcting those accidental blunders or awkwardnesses com-
mitted by the author himself. If you are unwilling to correct rationally,
all you gain is the possibility that at some places you will be un-
wittingly maintaining such of those accidents as have survived in the
tradition (though there is no guarantee that they will have survived,
and, if they have, purely eclectic criticism will have itself already
removed most of them. Of course, even the rational critic will main-
tain solecisms and grammatical oddities that occur repeatedly, for
part of his examinatio is precisely the consideration of the character-
istics of the author’s style.) If, on the other hand, you are willing to
correct rationally, you have at least the chance of (a) detecting all
subsequent deterioration of the author’s text and (b) also of correcting
any irrationalities of the author, or accidents in his autograph, that
the author would himself have corrected had his attention been
drawn to them. The only disadvantage is that you cannot distinguish
between these two groups of errors.9

We may perhaps eliminate one kind of error, the error willed
by the author. At Heb. 7 : 7 we have the startling pronounce-
ment : ‘Beyond all contradiction the lesser is blessed by the
greater’. It is clearly wrong as can be shown from various pas-
sages in the Bible, but the context makes it clear that the author
has said what he wanted to say. | presume that Strugnell has
not such passages in mind when he discusses an author’s mistakes.
As he points out he is thinking of ‘those accidental blunders or
awkwardnesses committed by the author himself’.

Let us illustrate this. At 1Cor. 2: 4 :évmelfois codias Adyors,
we may suspect that wefois is a nonce word written by the
Apostle by error. On this showing he ought to have written
something like mflavois. If | follow Strugnell’s argument,
mbavois or some such expression should be substituted for
meifois even though the meaning will not be affected.

One difficulty about this kind of conjectural correction is that
it eliminates evidence about the author. Anyone studying the
language of the Pauline Epistles would want to have available
any quirks or oddities of expression which the Apostle has

¢ ‘A Plea’, 550.
9556C80 N
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perpetrated as throwing light on his manner of writing and
thinking.

Strugnell may not be without predecessors in antiquity.
Probably the majority of deliberate changes in the early years
of the transmission of the NT were linguistic. The copyists
seem often to have removed expressions that they considered
incorrect. They may have regarded these expressions as the
work of ignorant scribes who preceded them. In this they were
altering the text by conjecture, but probably regarded them-
selves as restoring what authors had written. Alternatively they
may have recognized that they were correcting their authors by
writing what their authors would have written had they known
better. We may, however, suspect that the correctors did not
think as far as that, that they did not consider how their cor-
rections related to the NT authors. They were merely concerned
to produce a text which would reflect the normative level of
education of their time.

Another difficulty in Strugnell’s view is that it seems to open
the door to considerable rewriting of the NT. He appears to be
ready to allow both the conjectural restoration of what the author
wrote and what he intended to write.

This brings us to the question: what is the difference between
readings of MSS and conjectures? Strugnell’s arguments point
to the conclusion that for practical purposes at any rate there is
no difference. Conjectures and readings of MSS must be judged
on their merits.

In considering this contrast we must admit that so stated it is
misleading. Some readings which have come down to us in the
witnesses to the text are obviously conjectures, for example
several at Acts 2 : g as we have seen. Even if they were made in
the second century ap, they are still conjectures and to be re-
garded as such.

By recognizing the character of these readings, we can be
saved from a false dichotomy between conjectures and the read-
ings of our witnesses, The dichotomy is between conjectures and
non-conjectures, such readings in our witnesses as are original,
or mistakes or deliberate changes apart from conjectures. In
what way do these last differ from conjectures? The answer is
that they are either part of the transmitted text or derived
from the transmitted text, by error or deliberate change. A
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conjecture on the other hand is not part of the transmitted text
or derived from it, though it obviously relates to it. It is guess-
work, inspired perhaps, but still guesswork with all the un-
certainty that this carries with it.

This applies both to the attempt to recover what our authors
wrote and to the attempts to recover what they ought to have
written. If anything we may think that even greater uncertainty
attaches to this second class.

There is at least one empirical indication of this uncertainty.
Time and again we find indications that our conjectures are
themselves unsatisfactory. We may put the difficulty this way.
If the conjectures were the transmitted text instead of being a
conjecture, we could have seen reason for calling this transmitted
text into question. We might have sought to deal with this
difficulty by making, in addition to the text before us, conjectures
of our own, thus departing further from the original text. But
calling in a conjecture to heal a conjecture is not the surest
way of arriving at what an author wrote or intended.

We can reinforce this argument by another. Earlier we noted
that the majority of deliberate changes in the text were linguistic.
Correspondingly we would expect that a large proportion of our
conjectures in the NT would be linguistic. In fact we find that
this is not so. Linguistic conjectures are few and far between.
The majority of conjectures deal with marginal matters which
constitute only a small proportion of variant readings. These
considerations imply that the direction of much conjectural
emendation is misdirected, an implication that strengthens
our doubts about much conjectural emendation as practised.

These considerations relate to a matter where Strugnell and 1
differ. | had suggested that ‘in two ways, the general condition
of the text and the opportunity for conjecture, the Septuagint
does not compare favourably with the New Testament’.1® On
this Strugnell writes :‘Kilpatrick... advances some reasons
for the difference of numbers between the two Testaments,
but not one adequate to account for so radical a difference’.™
Strugnell and | had different purposes. He was comparing figures
for conjectures in the OT and NT and suggesting that if NT
scholars were to stand comparison with the Old they would
have to do much more in the way of making conjectures in the

10 “Transmission’ (BT ), 135. 1A Plea’, 545 n. 5.
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New. | was suggesting that conditions of transmission for LXX
were sufficiently different from those of the NT that we could
venture on conjecture in the LXX with a greater degree of
confidence than in the NT.

Strugnell’s opinion is understandable. If we should make con-
jectures in the NT only on the basis of our diagnosis of the
condition of the text without qualms or hesitation, then an
attempt to show that the general conditions governing the
transmission of the LXX differed from those governing that of the
NT becomes largely irrelevant. | am able to sustain my con-
tention because basically | think conjecture in the NT a dubious
enterprise, but a reasonable resort in the LXX.

This opinion | support with two considerations. First, we can
from time to time see grounds for conjecture in the LXX which
we cannot see in the NT. For example, the LXX is, with little
exception, a translation of a Hebrew text and we can sometimes
see from our Hebrew text that our text of the LXX needs
correction.

Secondly, there are conditions in the transmission of the LXX
that make its text much less secure than that of the NT. The
gap between the translators’ copies and our MSS is much greater
and there are more and stronger encouragements to alteration.

From the preceding arguments it can be seen that in principle
and in practice | have changed my opinion but little from my
previous argument. | have again acknowledged that a prior:
we cannot say that conjecture is inadmissible, but have suggested
that it is too often only one way among others of dealing
with a problem in the text. Further I remain unconvinced by
Strugnell’s suggestion that we should be prepared to correct
our authors’ *accidental blunders or awkwardnesses’.

This note of dissent having been sounded, we must acknowledge
our indebtedness to Professor Strugnell’s paper. He has very
properly drawn our attention to pertinent considerations and
pressed them with considerable skill. All he has to do now is to
come up with some conjectures that we cannot gainsay.

e

28. Conjectural Emendations in
Modern Translations

ERROLL F. RHODES

PR o FE ss 0 R Metzger’s manual on The Text of the New Testa-
ment concludes with the acknowledgement that in spite of the
exceptionally full attestation enjoyed by the NT text, the critic
may on occasion find himself forced to reject all the forms in
which a passage has been preserved in the MS tradition, and
forced to resort to conjecture to supply a more nearly correct,
or at least a less unsatisfactory, reading.1 In his more extended
discussion of the role of conjectural emendation earlier in the
manual,? two tests are offered for evaluating a conjecture:
‘It must be intrinsically suitable, and it must be such as to account
for the corrupt reading or readings in the transmitted text’.
It is further advised that ‘the only criterion of a successful
conjecture is that it shall approve itself as inevitable. Lacking
inevitability, it remains doubtful’.3 No instance, however, of a
successful conjecture is advanced, and the one example adduced
as having enjoyed the widest favour of all proposed emendations
(i.e. the restoration of ‘Enoch’in 1Pet. 3 : 19) is found unaccept-
able: ‘since the introduction of a new subject (‘“Enoch”)
into verse 19 disturbs an otherwise smooth context and breaks
the continuity of the argument, the emendation cannot be
accepted-for an emendation that introduces fresh difficulties
stands self~-condemned’.+

The preface of Nestle’s edition of the Greek NT has advised
the reader since the 13th editions that its apparatus incorporates
about 200 conjectural emendations ascribed to about ninety
authors. This figure includes those examples where a difference
of ‘accent, separation of words, capital or small type, comes into

1 B. M. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption,
and Restoration (2nd edn. ; New York/Oxford: Oxford University, 1968), 246.

z |bid., 182-5. 3 |bid., 183. 4 Ibid., 185 n. .

s Eberhard Nestle, Novum Testamentum Graece (Stuttgart: Priviligierte Wiirt-
tembergische Bibelanstalt, 1927).
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consideration’, and is noted parenthetically in the apparatus,
attributed to ‘comm (entatores)’. If these instances are excepted,
the number of proposed emendations recorded in the apparatus
is reduced to about 165. The authors cited represent not only
a cross-section of modern scholarship from Erasmus and Beza
to Eberhard Nestle and Debrunner, but also include some
earlier scholars such as Jerome and orthodoxi apud Epiphanium.
The emendations proposed by these authors range from im-
provements in grammar and style to corrections of historical
and theological significance. Although these examples only hint
at the critical imagination’s fecundity in its efforts to determine
the original text of the NT, they at least provide a representative
sampling of passages which have aroused critical suspicion of
early textual disturbance, and they suggest solutions which
have been thought worthy of consideration by textual scholars
over the years. And further, the remarkably wide acceptance of
the Nestle edition among students of the NT has afforded these
proposed emendations a ready access to the attention of modern
scholars and translators. We shall observe how these emendations
have fared in recent translations.

I. THE EVIDENCE

We have reviewed the treatment given Nestle’s selected emenda-
tions in a score of NT translations representing a variety of
ecclesiastical and scholarly traditions, and including examples
of Protestant, Catholic, and ecumenical editions. English (E) is
represented by the Authorized-Revised-Revised Standard tradi-
tion (AV, 1611; RV, 1881; RSV, 1946); the New English
Bible (NE, 1961); the Jerusalem Bible (J, 1966); the New
American Bible (NA, 1970); the New International Version (NI,
1973); and the two Bible Society versions, the Good News Bible
(GN, 1976) and the Translator’s New Testament (T, 1973).
The French (F) is represented by the Segond (S1910, 51962, §1975,
and S19%8), the Jerusalem ( J'95, J1978), the Maredsous (M1%48,
M198) and the Pléiade (P, 197 1) versions, by the Traduction
ecuménique de la Bible (0, 1972), and by the common language
Bonnes Nouvelles Aujourd’hui (BN, 1971), and the German (G)
by the Luther (L1%45,1.,1956 T1975) and Zurich (Z, 1954) versions,
the Bishops’ version or Einheitsiibersetzung (E, 1 9772), the Jerusalem

P
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Bible (Die Bibel) (J, 1968), and the ecumenical common language
Die Gute Nachricht (GN, 1971).

First, we note that over three-quarters of the emendations
recorded in the apparatus of Nestle’s edition appear in neither
the text nor the marginal notes of any of the twenty versions
reviewed. The remaining thirty-eight emendations are arranged
below in groups, according to their concern with vocabulary and
grammatical difficulties, the resolution of ambiguities in the
Greek text, matters of contextual adaptation or interpretation
in translation, of literary criticism, or of historical criticism.
The format observed for each example is ( 1) the biblical reference,
(2) the traditional reading of the text, and (3) its support among
the twenty versions reviewed ; then (4) the proposed emendation,
(5) its author, (6) any support it may have among MS, early
versional, or patristic witnesses-given in parentheses-and (%)
its support among the twenty versions reviewed, followed by (8)
comments.

A. Vocabulary and grammatical difficulties

Matt. 2 : 6 y7 lodda E RV NA, F rel, G Z™ ] ; yis *lodda
Drusius Erel, FBN, G L Z E GN. G Z™8 observes that the
whole MS tradition reads ‘Bethlehem, land of Judah’, but
objects that ‘Bethlehem is not a land, and surely the sense is
“Bethlehem in the land of Judah” ’. E AV implies the same by
its use of italics : ‘Bethlehem in the land of Judah’. Note the
occurrence of y7’Iov8a, however, in 1 Kgs. 19:3 LXX.

Matt. 7: 25 mpogémeoav F P, G J; mpooémaiocay Lachmann E

omn, Frel, G rel. A common itacism (e for ax) can make the
difference between deriving the verb from mpoomaiw ‘strike against’
instead of from mpooninTw ‘fall against’ (cf. Matt. 11: 16 érépois |
éraipots). Only F P ‘sont tombés sur’ and G ] ‘fielen iiber jenes
Haus her’ include literal parallels to the Greek form of mpoonimrw.
But, although S. A. Naber (188 1) and Eberhard Nestle (1908) have
defended the emendation (cf. BAG, s.v.mpoomaiw), BDF §202
pronounces it doubtful; mposnimrw is also versatile, quite
capable of meaning ‘attack, assault’, and LSJ does not recognize
mpoomaiw as an independent lexeme (‘mpoomaiw = mpoomwinmTw’).

Acts 7: 38 év 7fjéxxdnoie construed with év 7 éprjuw (see
discussion) ;év 1} épriuw construed with r&@v warépwy Schmiedel
G Z™8, The sentence order of the Greek text is followed by
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G Z as in most versions, but with a footnote to indicate that the
OT evidence supports the emendation proposed by Schmiedel.
Similar adaptations are found, however, in EJ NI GN, F BN,
where they are not considered as emendations, but well within
the limits of direct translation. £ NA condenses év 17} éxxAnoiq
év 77} éprjpw to ‘in that assembly’.

Acts 21: 2 1| Mywy p1) mepiréuvew adrovs E AV, G L Z GN ;
Aéywy adrois un mepiréuvew Schmiedel E rel, F omn, G E J.
Most versions find it convenient to avoid a pedantic parallel
to the accusative and infinitive construction, and show sym-
pathy with Schmiedel’s emendation by making the object of
Aéywr an infinitive rather than a clause. E NA avoids the problem
by resetting the entire sentence.

1 Tim. 4 : 3kwAvdvrwy yapeiv dméyeofar G L1348 ; kwAvdvrawv
yapeiv kedevdvrwy dméyesfor Toup E omn, F rel, G rel ; kwAvdvrwy
yapeiv kal yeveofar (or, 4 dmreofas) Hort F P. The participle
kwAvdvTwy governs two infinitives in a way that makes no ap-
parent sense. Grammatically this is an example of zeugma, a
form of ellipsis (cf. BDF §479, 2). It has been dealt with by
translators in four different ways: (1) by retaining the ellipsis,
smoothing only the syntax slightly, e.g. G L%4; (2) by con-
forming the second infinitive to the meaning required by its
governing verb of prohibition, e.g. £ GN, FJ M BN (also P,
following Hort), sometimes even repeating or rephrasing the
governing verb, e.g. ET, F 0; (3) by conforming the governing
verb and the first infinitive to the requirements implicit in the
second infinitive, e.g. F S, G L19561975 GN ; and (4) by supplying
an appropriate and independent governing verb for the second
infinitive, following Toup’s emendation, e.g. E AVitslics RV italics
rel, GZ E J.

Heb. 2: g énws xdpiri Oeod dmép mavros yevonrar Gavdrov E
rel, F rel, G rel; transpose to follow #AAarrwpévor Schmiedel
E NA GN, F BN, G Z™, The sentence order of the Greek
text is followed by G Z, but a footnote recommends the emenda-
tion proposed by Schmiedel: ‘Die einzelnen Teile des Verses
standen urspriinglich vielleicht in dieser Reihenfolge : “den
aber, der eine kurze Zeit unter die Engel erniedrigt worden war,
damit er durch Gottes Gnade fiir jeden den Tod Schmecken
sollte, Jesus, sehen wir um seines Todesleidens willen mit
Herrlichkeit und Ehre gekrént”’, £ GN, F BN, and also £ NA
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in yet another way, rearrange the Greek sentence order in
translating, yet with no suggestion that they intend a departure

from the traditional order in their translation base.

Heb. 11: 4 wAelova E NE NA T, G L% ; #8/ova Cobet E RSV.
Zuntz cites a comparable example from Plutarch of wAetorov [
7owarov.t Only £ RSV ‘more acceptable’ clearly adopts the
emendation proposed by Cobet. The implicit analogy of quan-
tity representing quality is made explicit (‘of greater value’)
IN F S1962,1978 ) G J, It is uncertain which reading is represented
by the contextual adaptations ‘better’ in EJ NI GN, F P BN,
G L95619% GN, and ‘more excellent’ in £ AV RV, F S1910,1975
M, G Z

1 Pet. 3 : 7 ovyxdnpovduois E rel, F rel, G rel ; ocvyxdnpovdéuw
Tregelles EJ,FJ, G J. The emendation evidently arises from
attraction to the parallel singular form in the s clause im-
mediately preceding ; the plural form it displaces conforms to the
parallel plural form in the preceding paragraph (v. 1).7

B. Resolving ambiguities

Acts 20 : 28 105 i8lov E rel, F rel, G rel; o5 idiov viod Knapp
E J™8 GN T, F Js5=1923 BN, G L1978 E GN. The traditional
text may be construed as meaning either ‘by his own blood’,
e.g. E rel (with GN=& T™&), | J1955,1973%6 \| p (G 115451956 7 ) .
or ‘by the blood of his Own’, e.g. £RSV™8 NE™&.8 The latter
interpretation is made inevitable when the emendation proposed
by Knapp is adopted.

1Cor. g tiomdvrws Aéyee E AV RV NE, F S, G ZJ; wdvrws
06 Aéyes Bois E rel, F rel, G rel. The traditional text leaves the
guestion entirely open : ‘Or is the reference clearly to ourselves ?’
(E NE). Most translators, however, have preferred to anticipate
the affirmative answer implied in the following &:” 7fuds yep
éypd¢m, and translate with Bois : ‘Is there not an obvious reference
to ourselves?’ (E J).

Col. 1:19 karowcijoar E rel, F S1%10 BN, G rel ; karowioa
Venema E NA NI, Frel, G Z J. The traditional text e’8é«xnoev
6 G. Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles (London: Oxford University, 1953), 285.

7 B. M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (London/New
York: United Bible Societies, 1971), 6go-1.

8 Cf. also U. Wilckens, Das Neue Testament dibersetzt und kommentiert (Hamburg:

Furche, 1g70), footnote reading: ‘die er durch das Blut seines eigenen (Sohnes)
eworben hat'.
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may 76 mhjpwpa kaTowfioar may be construed with the subject of
the verb ed8dxnoev identified as either (1) wdv 76 wAjpwpa (NOMi-
native), e.g. E RV™ RSV, F P;or (2) implicitly as ‘the Father’.
In the latter instance wdv 76 mAjpwpa (accusative) may be con-
strued as (a) the subject of the infinitive karoixfigar,e.q. E AV RV
NEJG N, FS90 (7 11545195 () adverbially, e.g. E T (‘in all
his fulness’), F BN, G L1975 (‘mit seiner ganzen Fiille’) E GN,
or (c) as the object of the homophonic (?) infinitive karowxicas,
e.g. E NA NI, F S196219751878 j \| Pmg G Z J.

C. Contextual adaptation and interpretation

Matt. 6 : 18 74 év7d kpudaiw E omn, F omn, G rel ; & 7d
kpvdaiew Wellhausen G Z™¢. Many translators have been content
with a closely literal rendering : ‘to your Father who is in secret’,
eg. EAVRVRSVT, FS® 2 JMPOBN;cf. GZE]JGN
(‘[der] im Verborgenen ist’). Some qualify this expression
locally : ‘in the secret place’, e.g. E NE, F S1910.1975,(1978)  QOthers
have interpreted the phrase in a more specific way: ‘who
sees all that is done in secret’, e.g. E NE ; ‘who is hidden’, e.g.
E NA, G L4; ‘who is unseen’, e.g. E NI GN. Only G Z™s
omits the article before év 7 kpvdaiew and translates adverbially
‘in secret to your Father’, following the emendation proposed
by Wellhausen and the analogy of D and the OL and OS
versions in v. 6.

Matt. 7 : 15 é& ééduaci E omn, F omn, G re ; év 8éppacw
Blass G E. Most translators render év évdvuaot mpoBdrewv literally
and simply ‘in sheep’s clothing’, e.g. E AV RV RSV NA NI,
F S1910,106275,1975 G | Z J. Some versions introduce slight varia-
tions : ‘dressed up like sheep’, e.g. E NE, F P 0; ‘disguised as
sheep’, e.g. EJ T, F S19787F M1968_ A few spell out the analogy
more explicitly : ‘looking like sheep on the outside’, e.g. E GN,
F Mioss, point to a specific characteristic : ‘looking like harm-
less sheep’, e.g. G GN ; or leave the suggestion implicit : ‘like
sheep’, e.g. F S1978, G E follows Blass in strengthening the realism
of the metaphor : ‘in Schafspelzen’.

Matt. 8 : 30 pokpdy see discussion) ; os paxpdv Beza (it vg)
E GN, F M, G GN. Some versions render pakpdv literally as “far’
without qualification, e.g. E AV RV NE, FSP, G L Z. For
stylistic reasons many versions have relativized the expression
to ‘some distance’ or ‘a certain distance’, e.g. E RSV J NA NI,
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FJOBN, G EJ.From this to the emendation proposed by
Beza is no distance at all.

Matt. 23 :8 adeddol E rel, F omn, G omn ; pabnrai Blass E
NA. ‘You are all brothers’ seems hardly to correspond ap-
propriately with ‘you have one teacher’. E NA follows Blass
and translates : ‘the rest are learners’.

Mark g :23 76 et 8vvy E rel, F rel, G rel (see discussion) ;7 7o
el 8vy Blass E NI, F P, G L% GN. Most versions (other than
E AV and G L4, which translate another text: e 8vvaca:
moreboar) assume that Jesus here repeats the words of the
suppliant but doubting father, and punctuate accordingly. A
few spell out this assumption either briefly: ‘Si tu peux, dis-tu’,
e.g. F M98 BN ; or at greater length : ‘Was heif3t hier : ¢ ‘“Wenn
du kannst”? ’ e.g. G GN. E GN interprets differently: ‘Yes, if
you yourself can I’9

Mark 15: 42 difias yevouévys E rel, F rel, G omn ; élas yivouévns
Blass E NA NI GN(?), F M8, By emending ‘when evening
had come’ to ‘as evening approached’, Blass and his followers
make more time available, if only a little, for the activities
narrated in w. 42-6 to be accomplished before sundown and the
beginning of the Sabbath.

John 1: 18 povoyers feds[vids E rel, F omn, G rel, povoyerys
Beot Burney (cf. it Iren!®t) E NE, G Z™8, Apart from the textual
alternatives of feds and vids, the lexical alternatives of povo-
yevijs as ‘only’ and ‘only begotten’ have been recognized. The
versions accordingly render variously: (1) ‘the only begotten
Son’, E AV RV NI™s G L15451956 j . (5) ‘God only begotten’,
E Jms NI™¢ ; (3) ‘the only Son’, E RSV ] NI™s, F S1910,1962%5,1075%¢
JMOBN, G Z J™ GN ; (4) ‘the only God’, E RSV™&, Recently
the possibility of construing povoyevijs substantively, with feds or
vi& standing in apposition, has produced the readings (5) ‘God
the only Son’, E NA NI GN, F S19621975,1978 p G [,1976 Eme ; gnd
(6) ‘the only One, who is God’, E T, G E. Encouraged perhaps
by Burney’s conjecture, perhaps by the reading found in it (uni-
genitus j2iu.s Det), or possibly even by two vg MSS (X gat) with
some scattered patristic support (unigenitus = ¢ povoyewis), E NE
and G Z™# translate : ‘God’s only Son’?

9 Metzger, A Textual Commentary, 100.
10 |bid., 198. [See Paul R. McReynolds, ‘John1: 18 in Textual Variation and
Translation’, pp. 105-18 above.]
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John 7: 52 wpodrjrys E rel, F rel, G rel; émpodrjrns Owen
(p%*) E NE NI GN™s, F J¥78, G E. The discovery of MS
support for Owen’s conjecture of the specific ¢ wpogijrys for
the generic mpogfrys has led to its increased popularity among
recent translators.!!

Rom. g : 31 véuov (8ucaroovvms) E rel, F omn, G rel (see dis-
cussion) ; 8ucatoodvny Schmiedel G Z™8. Some versions avoid the
textual problem here by replacing the repeated vduov(8ikatocv-
vns) with the pronoun ‘it’, gaining rhetorical impact at the
expense of verbal parallelism with the Greek text, e.g. E NE
NI GN, G L1975, Others tend to paraphrase : ‘failed to do what the
Law required’, e.g. EJ; ‘hat dieses Ziel nicht erreicht’, e.g.
G GN. Only G Z™8 adopts the direct simplicity of Schmiedel’s
emendation.

2 Cor. 3 : 3 évmAafly kapdiaus caprivars E rel, F omn, G rel ;év
kapdiais saprivais Hort E GN T, F BN, G GN ; év mhafiv oaprivais
Holwerda G Z. Most versions follow the traditional text quite’
literally, but a few soften the harshness of this awkward expression
by simplification.!2

1 Tim. 5 : 13 dpyal pav@dvovow E omn, F omn, G Z™¢ rel ;
dpyai Aavfdvovow Mangey G Z. Most versions translate with
very slight variation : ‘they learn to be idle’. G L!*% construes
the traditional text differently : ‘AuBerdem sind sie miiflig und
stets auf neue Lehren aus, wenn sie von Haus zu Haus laufen’.
G Z accepts Mangey’s emendation and translates : ‘Zugleich aber
auch laufen sie im geheimen miiflig in den Hiusern umher’.
James Moffatt’3 also accepts the emendation but construes
differently : ‘Besides, they become idle unconsciously by gadding
about from one house to another’-which suggests a possibility
that £ NI (‘they get into the habit of being idle’; cf. F M BN,
G E J GN) may also be indebted to Mangey.

1 Tim. 6 :190euéhov E rel, F S191019% p G rel ;keprfhov
Junius F 819621828 M 0 BN, G Z ; ambiguous E J, F J. Most
versions render fepédiov in its usual meaning of ‘foundation’.
Junius’ proposed emendation ‘treasure’ conforms well with the
preceding dmobBnoavpifovras éavrois, but feuédiov can also mean
‘treasure’. E'Jand F J render ambiguously : ‘a good capital sum’.

11 Metzger, A Textual Commentary, 219. 12 |bid., 577.
13 James Moffatt, The Bible, a New Translation (New York/London: Harper,
1922, revised 1935).
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2Tim. 2:1 2 dmopévopev E omn, F O™ rel, G rel ; ouvvmopévoper
Price F 0, G J. The emendation proposed by Price is intended to
restore a close parallelism between the second and first lines of
the Faithful Saying.

Philem. g mpeofvrys E AV RV RSV™ J NI, F omn, G omn ;
mpeaBevrns Bentley £ RV™ RSV NE NA GN T. Bentley’s
suggestion that Paul described himself as an ‘ambassador of
Christ Jesus’ rather than as ‘an old man’ has been widely
accepted in English translations, but rarely elsewhere.14

Heb. 4 : 2 tois axodoagw E rel, F rel, G rel; rois dxovouaow
Bleek (cf. drovofeiow 1912 Theo™rs) E J™8, F J=& P, G Jms,
WH agreed that ‘the most probable sense (in this very difficult
passage) would be supplied by a combination of cvrkexepacuévovs
with the slenderly supported reading Tofs dxovafeiow (from ii.
1), which is possibly genuine’.’s They also note that Bleek’s
emendation, which they attribute to Nosselt, has the further
advantage of accounting for vofsdkoveacw as well. Only the
translator of F P seems convinced by this solution, and translates :
‘faute d’avoir ajouté foi a ce qu’ils entendaient’.

2 Pet. 3 :10 edpebrjoeraun, etc. E rel, F rel, G rel (see discussion) ;
oty edpethjoerar Hort (sa) F P BN, G Z E ;kpibijoerar Eberhard
Nestle F 0, G L. The variety of readings preserved in the
MS tradition has invited further conjectures.16 Although the
traditional readings edpefijoerar (E RV™8 NE J=& NI GN=g,
F S1w™ p G Zme Jme), karakajoerar (E AV RV RSV NEm2 ]
NI=¢ GN=¢, F S ) M Pmg Ome, (71,1545,1956 78} and ddanviocfiocovras
(E GN, F P™¢) remain popular, more recent conjectures have
also found acceptance.

1John 5 : 20 é 7 vid adrod *Inood Xpiord E rel, F rel, G rel;
add dvres ENEJNAT, F
text vrdvieo stands in awkward parallel to évrdainfwéd. The
redundant év has also suggested an ellipsis, whether of éouev
(coordinative, e.g. £ AV RV NANI), or of&Es (subordinative,
e.g.ENEJT,FM,G2Z).

Jude 5 (0)«dpios/’Inoods/s Beds E rel, F omn, G omn ;J Hort

14 Cf. Wilckens’ translation: ‘als Beauftragter Christi Jesu’, but with footnote:
‘ich, Paulus, ein alter Mann’. See also Metzger, A Textual Commentary, 657.

15 B. F. Westcott and F. J. A. Hort, The New Testament in the Original Greek
[11] Introduction, Appendix (2nd edn.; London: Macmillan, 1896), 129.

16 Metzger, A Textual Commentary, 705-6.
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E RSV. The subject of odoas is almost universally identified
by translators as (6) xvpios in agreement with the Byzantine
text. The better supported reading ’Inoods is noted only in the
margin in recent versions (E RV=¢ RSV=e NE=e Jme GN=¢
T=e, F Jm&, G E™¢ J™8), while ¢ feds is noticed only by E RSV=s,
Hort’s conjecture is adopted only by E RSV.17

D. Literary criticism

Matt. 12 : 33 7ovkapmdy E AV RV RSV NE NA, FS M ;
6 kapmds Wellhausen EIJNIT, FJPO,GL ZE J. Wellhausen’s
emendation of the two phrases beginning with katrov kapmdv
to read in the nominative case is based on the assumption of
the author’s misunderstanding of an Aramaic usage, where the
xal properly introduces a conditional parataxis. E GN, F BN,
G GN recast the sentence to obscure this distinction.

Mark 6 : 20 kaidkodoas adTod moAda fimdpei/émoie E omn, F
omn, G rel ; omit Schmiedel (A geo%A) G Z™s, G Z follows the
traditional text, but calls attention in a marginal note to Schmie-
del’s proposal that the disturbing clause was probably in origin
itself a marginal note. Although an insertion here, he suggests
that it was a gloss on v. 16, intended as a reference to Luke
9:7.

Luke 2 :11xpio7os xvpros E rel, F omn, G rel ;xpioros kuplov
J. Weiss (itB** sy™Pal Diat Ephr) E NE®#, G Z=8, The traditional
reading is peculiar here in the NT (cf. von Dobschiitz’s emenda-
tion 76 mvedbpa kipios for 76 mvedua kvplov in 2 Cor. 3 :17).
Rahlfs has observed that in antiquity the form xv was used to
represent both xdpios and rvpiov.18

Rom. 7 : 25 dpa odv adrds . . . vouw duaprias E rel, F rel, G
omn ; omit Michelsen / transpose to follow v. 23 Venema E
J™¢, F J™&. The emendations proposed by Michelsen and Venema
are both represented in the marginal note of the Jerusalem
version, which reads : ‘this sentence, which would come more
naturally before verse 24, seems to have been added-perhaps
by Paul himself’.

Rom. 8 : 15, Gal. 4 : 6 affadmarijp E omn, F rel, G rel ;apfBa

17 Metzger, A Textual Commentary, 725-6.

18 |bid., 132; also A. Rahlfs, Septuaginta (Stuttgart: Wtirttembergische Bibel-
anstalt, 1935), 764, note in Lam. 4: 20, and Genesis (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1926),2 1.
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Beza F BN, G Z™¢. Beza’s emendation is adopted only by F
BN, although G Z™& suggests that the repetition of the Aramaic
word in Greek may have been a marginal note which crept
into the text of a MS. Most versions preserve the first word in
the Aramaic form, repeating it in translation as though it were
a bilingual formula, but the punctuation of E NA implies that
the repetition is simply explanatory :‘Abba !’ (‘Father I’); cf. F
Synodale version : ‘Abba ! — c’est-a-dire : Pére!” The bilingual
character of the expression is obscured in E GN: ‘Father, my
Father’.

E. Historical criticism

John 3 : 25 *Iovdaiov (or *Iovdaiwv) E rel, F rel, G rel ; ’Inood
Bentley /705’ Inpoot Baldensperger [ 7édv’Ineot Oscar Holtzmann
E J™e, F J™¢, G J™¢. The emendations proposed by Bentley,
Baldensperger, and Holtzmann transfer the controversy with
John the Baptist over purification (baptism?) from a Jew (or
Jews) to Jesus or to his disciples. This suggestion is attractiver?
and makes excellent sense20 but for its lack of textual support.

John 19: 29 dcodme E rel, F rel, G rel;doo® Camerarius
(476*) E NE J™8, F M 1%68™ p G Jm8 The emendation ‘javelin’
for ‘hyssop’ has the advantage of practical realism as well as the
support of a MS, yet against it must be weighed the symbolic
associations of hyssop with the Passover. In consequence it has
recommended itself to few translators.21

Acts 16 :12 mpditn Tijs pepidos E rel, F rel, G rel ; rijs mpdrns
pepidos Crell E GN T, F BN, G L'*% Z E GN. The emendation
proposed by Crell, which has been adopted with hesitation by
the UBSGNT (with square brackets, a class D decision), has
been favoured in several recent versions.22 F J observes in a
footnote that Philippi was a city in the first district of Macedonia,
but only as a historical comment, and not as a textual emenda-
tion.23

19 C. K. Barrett, The Gospel according to St John (London: SPCK, 1955), 184.

20 R, E. Brown, The Gospel according to John (i-xii) (AB 29; Garden City, N.Y.:
Doubleday, 1966),162.

21 Metzger, A Textual Commentary, 253-4. The UBSGNT? corrects the MS
attestation for dood to 476* alone.

22 Also adopted by E. Haenchen in Die Apostelgeschichte (Gottingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, 1959'%), 431-2.

23 Metzger, A Textual Commentary, 444-6. [See Allen P. Wikgren, ‘The Problem
in Acts 16: 12°, pp. 171-8 above.1
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1. REVIEW

The textual critic of the Greek NT is concerned with estab-
lishing the wording of the transmitted Greek text. Matters of
literary composition and the prehistory of documents are
properly left to literary, historical, and other specialists as he
proceeds to review the extant witnesses to the text (recensio),
weigh the claims to authenticity of the various forms of the text
that are exhibited (examinatio), and distinguish the earliest form
of the text, relying on disciplined common sense and taste to
identify the original form, or to reconstruct it when the earliest
preserved forms themselves show indications of disturbance
(emendatio).

The translator, on the other hand, begins with the text which
has been established by the textual critic. After first ascertaining
the meaning of this text, he then proceeds to express that
meaning as faithfully as possible within the linguistic patterns
and conceptual framework of another culture (the receptor
language). It is rare that a natural, clear, simple, and un-
ambiguous translation can be achieved subject to the require-
ment that the word order and grammatical structures of the
source language be reproduced in the receptor language.
Even the common vocabulary of a language can seldom be
translated faithfully into another language with mechanical
consistency. In translating the NT there are also decisions
involving broader contextual perspectives, such as consistency
with regard to proper names or other matters of interpretation.24
Back-translating may have a certain usefulness when a transla-
tion consultant is checking the accuracy of a new translation,
but it is a technique to be used with great caution in any attempt
to determine the text from which a translation was actually
made.

In reviewing the evidence presented in the preceding section,
we find that especially in group A the correspondence between
the Greek text and many of the versions in a number of the
passages is not always close and direct. Some of these examples

24 Thus E GN reads Priscilla (for Prisca) in Rom. 16: 3 and 1Cor. 16: 1g to
agree with Acts 18: 26; E NE reads Salma (for Salmon) in Matt. I: 4, 5 to agree
with 1 Chr. 2: 11. ET adds ‘The matter would never have been raised at all’
in Gal. 2: 4 to supply the main clause required by the following dependent clause,
‘had it not been that ...,
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reveal the tension between the principles of formal parallelism
and dynamic equivalence in translating, and call for under-
standing rather than correction. The desire for a logically
coherent translation has forced nearly all translators to com-
pensate for the ellipsis in 1 Tim. 4. 3. Again, the emendation
by Cobet in Heb. 11: 4 is brilliant, but it is difficult to be certain
how many of the versions are indebted to it. Certainly Tasker
is quite justified in identifying the text translated by E NE as the
traditional text in Matt. 2:6; 7:25; Acts 21 : 21; and 1 Tim.
4: 3, where it is in ostensible agreement with emendations.25

The emendations in group B attempt to solve particular
ambiguities presented by the traditional text. Here also it is
often impossible to assert with any confidence that a translator
is not actually interpreting the traditional Greek text when his
version is found to agree with a proposed emendation.

Group C represents the largest group of emendations, including
examples which are essentially concerned with matters of con-
textual smoothness, especially of particular verbal or grammatical
forms, whether simplifying a difficult or complex expression
(e.9. Rom. g :3:; 2 Cor. 3 :3; Jude 5), making a general or
vague expression more explicit (e.g. Matt. 23 :8; Mark g : 23;
1John 5 :20), finding a more precise word (e.g. 1Tim. 6 119 ;
2 Tim. 2:12), or expressing theological matters with greater
lucidity (e.g. John i: 18; 7: 52; 2 Pet. 3: 10). Here again the
interpretational interest of a translator is sometimes evident
(e.g. Matt. 8: 30; 23: 8, Mark g: 23; Rom. g: 31).

The emendations in group D are concerned with the con-
textual appropriateness of whole statements rather than with
particular verbal or grammatical agreements (e.g. Mark 6 :20;
Rom. 7 :25), or with misunderstandings on the part of the
original author (e.g. Matt. 12: 33) or of later scribes (e.g. Luke
2:11;Rom. 8 :15; Gal. 4: 6). These go beyond matters lexical
and grammatical to the stylistic and editorial characteristics of
authors and scribes, and represent problems that are less dis-
tinctively translational.

The last group bears on matters that are neither translational
nor narrowly contextual and are concerned with historical
realism and probability. Here most versions are remarkably

25 R. V. G. Tasker, The Greek New Testament, Being the Text Translated in the New
English Bible 1961 (Oxford University/Cambridge University, 1964).
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conservative. Only one of the emendations reviewed has been
adopted in a significant proportion of the twenty versions we
have compared : the emendation proposed by Crell in Acts 16
12,

Two inferences are suggested by the above evidence and
review. First, that textual emendations have tended on occasion
to reflect the motivation and interests of the translator rather than
of the textual scholar, and second, that although the evidence
of the twenty versions and their revisions reviewed above
points to a recent increase in the popularity of some few con-
jectures (e.g. John 7:52; Acts 16: 12; Col. 1:19;2 Pet. 3: 10),
yet even among these none can claim to have achieved the
recognition of inevitability.

29. The New Testament Greek Text
in the Third World

EUGENE A. NIDA

Fo R most scholars the issues which reverberated around the
publication of the Westcott-Hort Greek text of the NT are a
thing of the past. For the most part, critical texts and transla-
tions based on them are largely taken for granted by informed
Protestant and Roman Catholic constituencies in Western
Europe, North America, and Japan. Increasingly, this is true of
Orthodox Churches which have been in continuous contact
with Western scholarship. But for the rest of the world-the
so-called ‘“Third World’-and for an increasingly vocal minority
in North America, the Textus Receptus (TR), as a reflection of the
Byzantine text, has become the rallying cry for a return to what
advocates insist is ‘biblical truth’.

The book Which Bible? edited by David Otis Fuller’ is typical
of the impassioned pleas by devout persons who are anxious to
defend the truth of their tradition. J. W. Burgon is the scholar-
hero of those for whom the ‘democratic principle’ of a majority
text seems to have such a broad appeal. By the process of
counting MSS rather than weighing MS evidence, one can
always justify the kind of traditional text which underlies the
King James Version. Fuller and those whom he quotes in
Which Bible? are really not so concerned with the history of the
TR, as with the value of such a text as a symbol of faith.

Those who have maintained a position of strict verbal in-
fallibility of the biblical text have often insisted that if God
went to so much trouble to produce an infallible text, he would
not have permitted the truth to be lost in the vast majority of the
MSS. And accordingly, the evidence of the Byzantine tradition
must be the only basis for a Bible-believing Church.

The acceptance of the Byzantine text is not made, however,

' D. 0. Fuller, Which Bible? (Grand Rapids: Grand Rapids International
Publications, 1970).
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without the application of certain types of tests. One of the
most consistently employed tests is ‘doctrinal purity’. On the
basis of a series of traditional doctrines, for example, the deity
of Jesus Christ, the Virgin birth, bodily resurrection, and the
return of the Lord, the advocates of the Byzantine text insist
that one can test the validity of MS variants by selecting those
readings which are most in accord with such doctrinal positions.
Some advocates of the Byzantine text have contended that only
enemies of true faith would delete portions of the biblical text,
and therefore, the fuller (or conflated) text is most likely to be
correct. For some persons, the consistency of textual evidence is
one of the most important tests for validating the true text,
since the Holy Spirit, as the one who inspired the NT writers,
would not have introduced expressions which were not in
complete harmony one with the other. Lastly, the test of the
‘easier reading’ is regarded by many as being of great im-
portance, since the original writers would certainly not have been
obscure in what they wrote. Therefore, the variant which is
easiest to understand is undoubtedly the correct one.

In view of the fact that such tests for textual validity have been
taught extensively by many dedicated and well-meaning mis-
sionaries in the Third World, it is little wonder that many local
people seriously mistrust any attempt to suggest that a so-called
‘critical text’ of the NT may be more correct and original.

In the case of the Russian Orthodox Church, problems of
textual criticism have been largely neglected, not because there
is no potential interest in such issues, but primarily because all
difficulties have presumably been resolved by pronouncements
of the Holy Synod. On one occasion during which a long dis-
cussion had been carried on between a representative of the
United Bible Societies and members of a prestigious theological
faculty in Russia concerning problems of the Greek NT text
and especially concerning differences between internal and
external evidence, the head of the NT department concluded,
‘But if the Holy Synod has declared what is the correct text, why
should New Testament Greek scholars waste their time thinking
about such matters?’

In the so-called ‘missionary world’, the problems of textual
studies and understanding are even more difficult and complex.
Most early missionary translations of the Bible were conformed
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to the texts underlying the Luther Version, the King James
Version, or in some instances the Vulgate. Such translations
were widely employed and in some instances even venerated,
since they were associated in many cases with the ministry of
early missionary pioneers.

During the first half of the twentieth century a number of
Bible revisions were made for languages in the Third World,
and many of these were greatly influenced by the English
Revised Version (ERV)of 1885 and the American Standard
Version (ASV) of 1go1, which reflected highly significant
attempts to represent a more scholarly Greek text. Unfortu-
nately, however, many of these missionary-sponsored transla-
tions or revisions were largely rejected-first, because in many
cases they employed the same principles of literal render-
ing which characterized the ERV and ASV, but, secondly,
because the people were never prepared to understand the
problems of textual analysis. Generally, there were no books
about textual criticism which local people could study, and
often missionaries rejected the idea of adding marginal notes
concerning alternative readings and renderings, since they felt
that the local people would never be able to understand such
notes. Furthermore, some of the missionaries engaged in the
production of such translations were criticized by members of
rival Christian groups as being ‘liberals’ and ‘modernists’,
and in some instances even ‘the tools of Satan’.

The problems involved in the use of critical Greek texts of the
NT became even more acute in some areas as the result of the
teaching of missionaries belonging to some of the very conserva-
tive independent missions, who drew their personnel largely
from Bible schools rather than from theological seminaries.
Such missionaries normally had no training in textual problems,
though they often had been exposed both directly and indirectly
to the viewpoints summarized in Fuller’'s volume. A further
barrier to the acceptance of a more accurate Greek NT text
resulted from the teaching of the Bible as ‘the Word of God’
in the sense of being essentially ‘the words of God’. Such an
approach to the Scriptures often resulted in the local constituency
adopting attitudes which made open inquiry into textual prob-
lems an almost impossible task.

But despite the efforts of many persons to avoid the issues of
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text the problems simply would not go away. Persons knowing
two or more languages would compare the respective Bibles and
would inevitably question differences. Monolinguals also com-
pared different versions in their own language and inevitably
insisted on knowing why there were differences. Persons who had
a somewhat Koranic view of the Scriptures insisted that if there
was uncertainty about the Greek text, then obviously everything
could be of doubtful validity. More perceptive persons insisted
on getting explanations, but many missionaries and church
leaders were simply not prepared to provide answers, in some in-
stances because they could not explain the problems, but often
because they did not wish to become involved in controversy.

For the most part there are five major types of textual problems
which have concerned the more alert local leadership: (1) the
omission of larger sections, such as Mark 16 : g-20 ; (2) the
loss of passages regarded as doctrinally important, such as 1
John 5: 7b concerning the ‘witnesses in heaven’ (the loss of
which is regarded by some as ‘a sell-out to Jehovah’s Wit-
nesses’) ; (3) passages dealing with miraculous events, for ex-
ample, John 5 : 4 (concerning the angel disturbing the water
in the pool of Bethzatha) ; (4) the introduction of nonparallel
expressions, as in the Lucan form of the Lord’s Prayer ; and (5) the
omission of expressions having important ritual implications, for
example, Luke 22 : 1gb—20.

Such alterations and omissions are often interpreted as being
strictly forbidden by the Scriptures themselves, as stated in Rev.
22 :18~19. In fact, in some instances highly gifted persons have
completely refused to have anything to do with revisions or new
translations of the Bible for fear of violating this biblical in-
junction.

In a sense the refusal by theologically conservative persons to
accept scholarly texts of the NT constitutes a strange anomaly.
Those who claim to be most concerned in maintaining a doc-
trine of plenary verbal inspiration should be precisely those most
interested in reconstructing the earliest form of the text, in other
words, in being able to recapture in so far as possible the form
of the text closest to the autographs. In reality, however, the
persons who reject critical texts must now defend the accumula-
tion of those scribal errors which seem to justify certain theo-
logical traditions.
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After World War 1l Bible translating, especially for the major
languages in the Third World, entered quite a new phase. No
longer were translations being made primarily by missionaries
with the assistance of ‘native informants’, for most of the im-
portant work was being increasingly done by national trans-
lators, with or without the assistance of missionaries serving
essentially as resource persons. The better-educated local
translators were obviously better prepared to translate meaning-
fully and effectively into their own mother tongues than mis-
sionary translators could ever do, and these same persons were
often quite reluctant to follow the less satisfactory textual
traditions which had been handed down to them in Bibles
which contained few if any notes as to alternative readings and
renderings.

Soon the Bible Societies became convinced that for the rapidly
growing number of translation projects, and especially for those
involving both Protestant and Roman Catholic translators, a
fully satisfactory Greek text was indispensable. Such a text
could not be a more or less mechanical result of comparing
existing scholarly texts, as had been the case with the Nestle
tradition. What was needed was a text which would reflect
the combined judgement of specialists in Greek NT texts,
which would concentrate attention upon those variants which
are exegetically important, and would evaluate for translators
the supporting evidence for one or another variant. It was
obvious that most translators were not in a position to make the
necessary textual decisions, and therefore, some thoroughly
scholarly help had to be provided.

To meet this need of translators working in more than 500
languages, the Bible Societies embarked on an ambitious
programme lasting some ten years and involving the dedicated
work of a highly qualified team of textual scholars : Kurt Aland
of the University of Miinster, Matthew Black of the University
of St Andrews, Bruce M. Metzger of Princeton Seminary,
Allen Wikgren of the University of Chicago, to be joined for the
second and third editions by Carlo M. Martini of the Pontifical
Biblical Institute in Rome. The first edition of the Greek NT
(published in 1966) marked an important advance in NT
textual studies, and increasingly this text has been adopted
almost world-wide by translators and scholars. It is the same
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Il. INDEX OF NAMES AND WORKS

A. JUDAICA

Aquila, 341, 354

1 Enoch, 251 n. 23

2 Enoch, 85 n. 37

Josephus, 4, 5, 39

3 Maccabees, 85 n. 38

Philo, 4, 5, 39, 2346

Psalms of Solomon (4: 18), 133

1Q27 (1:8),215n. 8

Septuagint [LXX], 3, 4, 5, 6, 12, 14,
39, 40, 41, 51, 156, 173, 203,207,
341, 351, 354, 359 360, 363

Talmud &. Ta'an gb, 38 n. 19

b. Yoma 21b, 39 n. 19

Targum of Isaiah (42 :1; 52: 13), 169

Testament of Levi (18: 6-7), 3 10

B. GRAECO-RoOMAN

Aemilius Paulus, 172 n. 2

Agathias, 42 n. 39

Ammonius (Grammaticus), 22 n. 10
Appian, 177 n. 24

Aristarchus, 43

Celsus, 55, 81
Corpus Hermeticurn, 29 n. 38
Corpus Hippocraticurn, 29

Diodorus Siculus, 173 n. 7
Dionysius of Halicarnassus, 173 n. 7

Epictetus, 39, 227-8

Herodotus, 40 n. 31, 177 n. 24
Hesiod, 43

Hippocrates, 226-7, 228
Homer, 43

Horace, 40 n. 29

Justin(us, Marcus), 172 n. 2

Livy, 40 n. 29,172 n. 2
Lucian, 18

Menander, 41 n. 33

Papyrus London 991, 43 n. 42
Phrynichus, 22 n. 10

Plato, 39, 226, 228

Plutarch, 39, 365

Polybius, 40, 177

Procopius of Caesarea, 178 n. 26

Quintilian, 40 n. 29

Sophocles, 41 n. 33
Strabo, 173, 177-8

Xenophon, 39, 224, 227-8

C. EARLY CHRISTIAN (AND MEDI-
EVAL)

Abo of Tiflis, 313—24

Acts of John, 320

Acts of Peter, 320

Alexander of Alexandria, 10g

Ambrose, 61, 73, 110 n. 48, i, 112,
221 n. 4, 298, 304

Ambrosiaster, 112, 127, 219, 221, 302,
304

Amphilochius of Iconium, 320, 321-2

Anastasius 11 (Pope), 303

Anthimus of Nicomedia, 109

Antiochus (St. Saba), 62

Aphrahat (Afrahat), 111, 314, 316, 322

Apollonius, 2 12

Aristides, 321

Arnobius, 322

Artemon, 2 12

Asclepiodotus, 2 12

Asterius, 109

Athanasius, 109, 260

Augustine, 8, 10, 11, 13, 62, 74, 112,
122, 135, 136, 138 n. 10, 13941,
143, 286 n. 19, 298, 303 n.25, 309

Barnabas, 5 n. g, 136

Basil, 62, 63, 74, 108, 109,110, 127
Basilides, 82 n. 25

Bede, 62

Carpus, 81

Cassian, John, 62, 63, 73, 74 n. 41

Cassiodorus, 221 n. 4, 249 n.19

Cerinthus, 82 n. 23, 205 n. 19

Chromatius, 298, 303

Chrysostom, 11n. 21, 37, 44, 62, 109,
125, 194, 221

Clement of Alexandria, 7, 11, 61, 62,
78, 81-2, 108, 109, 201, 204, 205,
239,240, 242, 24479, 252, 253

Clement of Rome, 5 n. g

Clementine homilies, 7, 10,11,13,
133,322, 323 . 67
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Constantine (Slavic), 345, 347-8

Cyprian, 81, 194, 297-9, 3014, 320

Cyril (Slavic), 346

Cyril of Alexandria, 63, 73, 87, g5 n.
21, 8,101 n. 33, 108, 109,110, 127,
319 n. 44, 325 n. 2, 355

Cyril of Jerusalem, 11on. 48,111,127

Demetrius, 260
Didymus, 108, 120, 124-5, 127

Ebionite Gospel, see Gospel of

Ephraem (Syrus), g-14, 52, 84 n. 33,
107 n. 7, 110 n. 48, 111, 122, 127,
154, 163 n. 17, 164, 166, 241, 305,
306, 307, 310, 315, 316, 322, 324
329, 370

Epiphanius, 7, 8, g, 11, 12, 84, 85 n.
36, 87 n. 2, 1o1 n. 34, 108, 110 n.
48, 111, 127, 203-5, 212, 323 n. 67,
362

Epistula Apostolorum, 32 1

Eunomius C yzicenus , 1 og

Eusebian Canons, 37

Eusebius of Caesarea, 11n.21, 67 n. 24,
87, 108, 109,110, 126, 127, 209 n.
30, 212, 323 n. 67

Eusebius Vercellensis, 111,112

Eustathius of Antioch, 109

Eustathius of Mzhetha, 313, 32 |

Evagrius, 62

Faustinus, 112
Fulgentius, 303 n. 25

Gaudentius, 298

Gospel of the Ebionites, g, 84-5, 310

Gospel of the Hebrews, g

Gospel of the Nazoreans, g, 84

Gospel of Thomas, 1on. 18, 11 n. 20,
309,311

Gregory of Elvira, 112,297 n. 1, 298

Gregory the Great, 62

Gregory of Nazianzus, 109, 333

Gregory of Nyssa, 108, 109

Hadrian, 109

Heliand, the, 307, 308

Heptateuch of Lyons, 298

Heracleon, go, 91~-2, 95, 103, 108 n.
10

Hermas, 5 n. g, 85 n. 37, 310

Hermophilus, 2 12

Hesychius of Jerusalem, 8, 11

Hilary, 53, 112, 194,297 n. 1, 301

Hippolytus, 78, 82,109, 212 n. 38, 321,
322

Hymenaeus, 109, 202 n. 3, 210-11

Ignatius, 80, 82 n. 22

Irenaeus, 7, 12, 78, 81 n. 19,82,107,
108 n. 11,109,110, 204, 263, 367

Isaac of Antioch, 3 15 n. 16

Isaac of Nineveh, 324

Isidore (Gnostic), 82 n. 25

Isidore of Seville, 11

Jacob of Edessa, 341

Jacob of Maerlant, 307

Jacob Nisibis, 11on. 48,111 n. 54

Jean Mayragomec'i, 83

Jerome, 8, 10, 11, 36, 37, 63, 74-5,
84 n. 31, 112, 113, 122-3, 127, 219,
239, 208, 362

John the Armenian, 83

John of Damascus, 62

Julian the Apostate, 81, 109

Justin Martyr, 77, 82, 84, 310, 320

Lactantius, 297 n. 1

Liber Comicus (see Index IIIB, codex
t, Old Latin)

Lucian of Antioch, 21 1, 261

Ludolph of Saxony, 306, 308, 310

Macarius, see Ps-Macarius

Manichees, 309

Marcion, 3, 6, 7 n. 11, g, 11-14, 78,
186, 188-9, 201, 203-5, 209, 212,
221

Marcosians, 7, 11, 12

Marius Victorinus, 301, 303

Maximinus, 301 n. 20

Maximus of Turin, 112

Melito, 32 1

Methodius (Slavic), 345-8

Methodius Olympius, 323 n. 67

Montanus (Montanism), 160, 165, 168,

170
Moshe of Aggel, 325 n. 2

Naassenes, 322

Nazoreans, see Gospel of
Nestorius, 109,110n. 48, 329
Nilus, 62

Nonnus, 110 n. 48
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Old Roman Symbol, 144

Olympiodorus, 63, 73

Origen, 7, ro-12, 27 n. 31, 36, 37 n.
11, 62, 63, 66-7, 73, 78, 81, 82, 87-
104, 108, 109,110 n. 47, n. 48, 1,
123—4, 127, 194,201, 205, 209-10,
211, 212, 260, 323n. 67, 355

Orsisius, 239

Ostromlr Gospel, 347-8

Papias, 38

Passion of St. Arcadius, 304 n. 28

Paul of Edessa, 331 n. 30, 333, 334 n.
40, 340, 341

Paul of Samosata, 202 n. 3, 210, 211

Paul of Tella, 334 n. 40, 341

Pelagius, 53

Pepysian Harmony, 308, 3 10

Petrus Comestor, 3 10

Philoxenus, 325-43

Phoebadius, 112

Polycarp of Mabbug, 325-43

Polycarp of Smyrna, 81

Possidius, 61, 73

Proclus, 1 og

Promissionibus, de,14 1

Ps-Athanasius, 10g-11

Ps-Augustine, 302

Ps-Basil, 62, 109

Ps-Bonaventura, 307

Ps-Clement, see Clementine homilies

Ps-Cyprian, 122, 3 10

Ps-Dionysius, 1 og

Ps-Ephraem, 3 15

Ps-ldacius Clarus, 112

Ps-Ignatius, 11on. 48,111

Ps-Jerome, 53

Ps-Macarius, 62, 221 n. 4, 232 n. 32,
305, 306 n. 4, 309

Ps-Oecumenius, 240, 241

Ps-Pelagius, 298

Ptolemy, 108 n. 10

Rhymebible, 307
Romanos (Melodos) , go5-11
Rufinus, 108 n. 13, 298

Sabanidze, Johannes, 3 14, 32 |
Saelden Hort, 308

Samuel (Kartli), 314

Savva’s Book, 347-8
Sedulius-Scotus, 195 n. 46
Serapion, 108, 109,110
Severian, 109

Tatian (also see Index IIIB, Diates-
saron), 122, 305-11, 314, 323

Tertullian, 6, g, 12, 78, 82 n. 26, 112,
139, 140,221, 297 n. 1, 322

Theodore of Mopsuestia, 84, 109, 369

Theodoret, 109,110

Theodotus, 108 n. 10, 212

Theophilus of Antioch, 37

Theophylact, 240, 241

Thomas of Harkel, 325-43

Titus of Bostra, 108 n. 15

Valentinus (Valentinians), 81, 82 n.
25, 107, 108 n. 10, n. 22

Victorinus of Pettau, 297 n. 1, 301
n. 20

Victorinus of Rome, 110 n. 48, 111,
112

Vigilius of Tapsa, 111,112, 141

Vita Rhythmica, 307, 308, 310

Zacharias Chrysopolitanus, g, 10-11
Zeno of Verona, 297-304
Zephyrinus, 2 12

D. MoDERN (FROM REFORMATION)

Abbot, E., 105, 107 n. g, 108 n. 10,
n. 11, n. 15, 11, 112 n. 56, 113

Abbott, E. A, 95n. 21

Abel, F.-M., 40

Abuladze, 1., 314 n. 1, 316, 318 n.
36, 319 n. 45, 323 n. 67, n. 68, 324

Aland K. (also see Index IIIc, Nestle—
Aland), 16, 23 n. 14, 47, 74 n.41,
84 n. 30, 120, 128, 304 n. 26, 346 n.

3, .6, 379

Alford, H., 64 n. 13, n. 14, 65 n. 18,
117, 177 n. 24

Allen, W. C., 37, 51 n. 12, 60 n. 23

Allenbach, J., 21 1n. 35

Allo, E.-B., 222 n. 5, 224 n. 14, 227
n. 22

Anderson, H., 64 n. 13

Arndt, W. F., see under Bauer—-Arndt-
Gingrich

Augsten, M., 64, 66

Baarda, T., 107 n. 7, i n. 54, 314,
316, 322

Bachmann, H., 47

Bachmann, P., 209 n. 31

Baker, A., 64, 66, 71 n. 35, 72 n. 37

Bakker, A.H. A.,8n. 13
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Balch, D. L., 235 n. 39

Baldensperger, G., 3 7 1

Baljon, J. M. S., 352

Balogh, J., 281-3, 285-6

Bandstra, A. J., 207 n. 19, 208 n. 26

Barbel, J., 109 n. 37

Barclay, W., 64 n. 13

Bardy, G., 109 n. 22, 21 1n. 35, n. 36

Bareille, G., g2 n. 23

Barrett, C. K., go n. 12, g5 n. 20, 97
n. 23, 1o1 n. 34, 103 n. 37, 106 n. 4,
116 n. 86, 131 n. 1,159, 160 n. 5,
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A. MANUSCRIPTS
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p* 267, 273
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265

p\)
P 264
Pis 264
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15 271, 272

16 272, 273

Is 265

20 265

22 270, 272, 273

23 265,285

27 271, 273

.5 269

P 29 262,270, 273

P 264

p*? 264,272

p 35 266,273

p 37 266-7, 273

p® 54,262, 270, 273

p*° 269, 273

p* 271, 273

p* 13, 67, 73, 181, 183, 258, 263,
267, 274, 288

p** 53 182, 183, 201, 205, 223,
230 n. 28, 258, 263, 286 n. 20

P 47 258,263

BT T B BT

p*® 258,262, 270, 273
p* 272, 273
ps* 268, 273

p* 266, 270, 273
pt4[67 61 195 265, - 44 273

ps 264

poé 53, 87, 97, 98, 105,120, 121,
130, 258, 262, 263, 269, 274, 284
n. 15, 285, 286 n. 20, 287 n. 25,
n. 27, 288, 289, 291, 292

ps®  267-8,270, 273

p7° 265, 273

P72 239, 241-7, 249-50, 252-3; 258,
263, 284 n. 15, n. 18, 285, 286 n.
22,287 n. 23

p74 287 n. 26

P 53, 72, 73, 78, 87, 97, 98, 105,
106, 125, 130, 181, 183, 258, 262,
263, 267, 269, 272-3, 274, 284 n.
16, n. 18, 285, 286 n. 21, 287 n.
25, 0. 26, n. 27, 288, 292,350, 355

p77 265, 273

p78 265
p80 269, 274
P 264

X (01, Sinaiticus) 23, 25-30, 43,
48-53, 55, 64 n- 12, 66, 87, 88,
97,101 n. 33, 106, 114, 125, 160,
162, 164-6, 168-70,181~3,195 n.
44, 205, 212, 223, 230 1. 28 239,
242-5, 247-8, 250, 252-3, 269,

272, 286 n. 20, 289, 291, 308 n.
8,351

A (02, Alexandrinus) 41,50, 51,
52, 55, 57, 58, 87, 97, 166, 181,
182,183,193 n. 37, 195n. 47, 196
n. 49, 223, 230 n. 28, 243-4, 247,
249 n.20,250, 252 253,289

B (03, Vaticanus) 26-9, 32, 43, 48,
50-3, 55, 64 n. 12, 66, 73, 81, 95,
97, 98,101 n. 33, 106, 120, 121,
127, 128, 135, 136, 137, 138, 160,
162, 164-6, 168—70, 175, 181-3,
193,194,195 n. 44, 205, 212, 223,
230 n. 28, 241-5, 247-8, 250,
252-3, 261-2, 269-73, 286 n. 20,
357

C (04, Ephraemi Rescriptus) 23,
41, 50n.10, 51-2 55 58, 87, 95,
97,98,101 n. 33, 106, 127, 182,
193, ‘95 n. 44, 205, 223, 230 n.
28, 242 n. 3, 244, 245, 250, 252

D (05, Bezae Cantabrigiensis) 26,
28, 30, 43, 502, 60, 65, 84 n. 32,
87, 97, 120, 125 135-8, 141, 143,
149, 154, 159-70; 175, 176, 181,
350-1183, 2613, 268,270-2, 318 n. 34,

D (06, Claromontanus) 181-3, 195-6,
205, 219, 221, 223, 230 n. 28,
300

E (08) 205,223

F(og) 13

F (010) 205194, 195,219, 221,
223,273

G (012) 181, 182, 183, 194, 195,
196, 205, 219, 221, 223, 230 n. 28,
273, 300

H (013) 170

K (017) 50, 51-2, 55, 57, 58, 87,
127

K (018) 181, 223, 244, 252

L (019) 50, 58, 64 n. 12, 87, 106,
126

L (020) 170, 182, 193 n. 36, 194,
195 0. 45 .47, 223, 244, 252

0 (023) 44

p(o24) 41, 50

P (025) 181, 193 n. 37, 194, 195 n.
47, 196 n- 49, 223, 244,252

Q(026) 41

R (027) 170

T (020) 125,170
U (030) 269
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W (032, Washingtonianus) 50, 51, 642 194
54, 58, 97,114,126, 181,183, 457 126
323 678 41
X (033) g, 127 700 54,59, 125
T(o36) 52 828 127
A (037) 50, 51-2, 6o, 127, 370 892 50, 7% 127
© (038) 28, 5% 51,54, 55, 58-60, 1009 127
87, 97, 126,182,272, 273, 308 1010 127
n.8 1079 127
IT (041) 50, 57, 58, 127 195 126
2 (042) 44 1216 127
W (o44) 7% 127,1931. 36, 195n. 1223 269
45, n.47, 308 n. g 1230 127
Q (045) 127 1241 72
046 41 1242 127
o70 125 1245 194
0162 270, 273 1253 127
o189 258, 270, 273 1293 43
0209 193 n.36, 195 n. 45 1313 126
0212 258,266, 274 1321 125
0220 258, 271, 273 1342 127
0250 126 1344 127
Family 1 s5g, 127 1424 7,9,126
Family 13 51, 58, 126,323 1518 194
I 4 1546 127
5 193 n-37, 195 1. 47, 196 n. 49 1646 127
6 194 1689 127
28 50, 126 1739 193,194,195 n. 44, 20I, 202
33 50,127,193 n. 37,194, ‘95 n. n. 3, 205, 209
47, 196 n. 49, 205, 252 1758 ‘94
38 68-g 1780 126
69 194 2145 43
81 195 1. 44 2174 127
88 219
104 195 n.47, 196 n. 49 .
124 127 b. Old Latin
130 41 a (Vercellensis) 13 n. 24, 65, 107,
181 193 n.36, 195 n. 45 112, 114, 310
206 194 ar (Armachanus) 219
246 127 aur (Aureus Holmiensis) 97
255 194 b (Veronensis) 65, 304
256 194 B (Carinthianus) 370
326 193 n. 36, 194 ¢ (Colbertinus) 61, 69, 97
436 194 d (Bezae Cantabrigiensis) 141, 164
460 194 n. 19
472 53 d (Claromontanus) 195 n. 46, 219,
476 371 n.21 221
565 51, 54, 56-60, 127 e (Palatinus) 13 n.25, 41, 65, 355
579 127 e (Bodleianus Laudianus) 219,221
614 194 f (Brixianus) 13 n. 25 74, 97
623 194 f (Augiensis) 194,219
629 196 n. 50 ff, fi* (Corbeiensis 1) 13 n.25, 23, 41
630 195 1. 44 ff2 (Corbeiensis 1) 41, 65,121
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g (Sangermanensis)
221, 310, 323
gat (Gatianum)
gig (Gigas)
n. 19
h (Floriacensis) 304
i (Vindobonensis) 13 n.25, 65
1 (Rehdigeranus) 13, 65
m (Speculum) 221
u (Mulling) 63,74 0. 41
p (Perpinianus) 140, 149
g (Monacensis) 74, 107, 367
g (Frisingensia) 194
rt (Usserianus 1) 65, 355, 370
r? (Usserianus I1) 13n.25
t (Liber Comicus) 141, 246

195 n. 46, 219,

121, 308 n. 8, 367
136, 139-41, 143, 164

¢. Vulgate

A (Amiatinus) 174

E (Egertonensis) 41

F (Fuldensis) 122, 213, 219, 3905,

308

G (Sangermanensis) 302

L (Lichfeldensis) 41

R (Rushworthianus) 41

X (Corporis Christi) 106-7, 112,

367
@ (Theodulphianus) 174
¢ (Colbertinus) 174
q (Par. lat. 343) 149
w  (Wernigerodensis) 149
Par. lat. 342 174
Par. lat. 1 1505% 174

d. Coptic
R 68
It 68
cop®? 149, 166

e. Syriac

sy 97

sy*® 65, 121, 308

Crawford Apocalypse 326 n. 5
Pocock Epistles 326 n. 5

B. VERSIONS

Arabic 107

Armenian g n. 14, ion. 19, 36, 68,
74, 126, 166, 195 1. 47, 196 n. 49,
201,314, 355

Coptic 36, 97:107, 195 n. 44, 201
Bohairic 68, 73, 107, 126
Sahidic 73, 107,118, 126, 246

Diatessaron (also see Index II, s.v.
Tatian) 3,101, 18 12, 37, 77,
84, 85, 107, i, 112, 122, 126,
266,305-1 1, 313—24, 370

Arabic 122,127

Armenian 313

Dutch 122 n. 7, 305,307, 308
n. 8, 323

Icelandic 309

Latin 122, 3059

Liege 8, g n. 15, 11, 122 n. 7,307

Persian 122, 127, 305,307
Tuscan 323
Venetian 8, 11, 305-6

Ethiopic 73, 107,201

Georgian 68, 74, 126, 166, 313,

314, 3234, 370
Gothic 126
Latin, Old 52, 73, 84, 97, 108n.

11, 114, 139, 140, 141, 175, 217,
219, 249 n. 19, 297304, 305, 310,
318 n. 34,366
Vulgate 6, 11, 41, 62, 74, 97

107, 112, 113, 121, 122, 141, 149,
174,195 0. 44, 219, 249 n.19,
304, 307, 366, 377

Old High German 53, 174, 305-6

Old Latin, see Latin, Old

Old Slavonic ~ 345-8

Provengal 53, 174
Syriac 5, 27 n.31, 68, 74-5, 107,
201, 217,326
Harclean 74, 106, 126, 163, 164

n.1g, 166-7, 169, 325-43, 355
Old Syriac 23 n. 14, 36, 126,

141, 308, 315, 366
Palestinian 68, 74, 308 n. 8

Peshitta 97, 106, 118, 126, 141,
175, 194, 195 1. 44, 315716,
324, 327-9, 333, 336, 338 n.52
341, 343

Philoxenian 149,246, 325-43

Vulgate, see under Latin

C. EpITIONS

Bover 16, 25, 35 n. 3, 44, 64, 117,

128,241, 257
Bover—O’Callaghan 128
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Diglot, Greek-English
351n. 3, 44, 117
Kilpatrick (also see Diglot)

Lachmann 25, 201, 349

Lagrange 65

Legg 355

Merk 16, 25, 35 n. 3, 44, 65, 117,
129, 241

Nestle 64, 117, 128, 174, 240, 361,
362, 363, 369, 379

Nestle-Aland?® 15, 25, 26, 29 n. 38,
30, 32, 35 n. 3, 44, 128, 149 n. I,
174,379

Nestle—~Aland?®
257, 264~72

Panin 25 117

Soden, see under von Soden

Souter 16, 25, 351. 3, 44, | 17, 240

Tasker 35 n. 3 107n. 8 117, 129,
240

Textus Receptus 15, 16, 24, 26,
240, 242 n. 3, 250, 375

Tischendorf 15, 23 25 35, 37, 44,
64, 83, 94 n. 19, 117, 128, 221,
241, 257

Tregelles 117, 241, 365

UBSGNT 23, 25, 26, 30, 37, 44,
47-60, 62, 64, 73, 75, | 17, 175 n.
20, 188, 199, 346, 347, 371, 379-80

25, 29 1. 38,

240, 349

47, 120 n. 3, 128,

UBSGNT? 16, 50,230 n. 28,379
UBSGNT’ 50, 379
UBSGNT? 16, 35, 47, 48, 49, 56,

57, 88, 94 n. 19, 108 n. 10, N. 12,
na2o 0.0, 81, 128, 175
n. 20, 201, 221, 230 n. 28, 257,
371 n. 21,379
Vogels 16, 64, 117, 130
von Soden 16, 17, 23, 25, 26, 29 n.
38, 35, 44, 64, 68, | 17, 129, 240,
| 264-72, 274
Weiss 15, 25, 65, 117, 127-8, 240
Westcott-Hort 15, 16, 17, 23, 25,
35s 44, 65,73, 88, 89, 94, 96, 102,
117, 127 n. 27, 128, 205, 223 n.
10, 240, 375
Weymouth 17n.2

D. TRANSLATIONS

ASV [American Standard Version]
64 n.15, 88,117, 118, 240, 377

AV [Authorized Version], see under
KJV

Ballantine 65 n. 20

Barclay 64 n. 15, 117,240

Beck 64 n. 15, 117

Berkeley 118

Bonnes Nouvelles Aujourd’hui 362-7 1

Byington 117

Centenary 117

Concordant 117

Confraternity 64 n. 15

Diglot, Greek-English, see under Editions

Douay-Rheims 118

Einheitsiibersetzung 362-7 1

Estes 64 n. 15

Ferrar-Fenton 118

GNB [Good News Bible] (see also TEV)
362-71, 372 n. 24

Goodspeed 117, 240

Greber 65 n. 20

Gute Nachricht 362-7 1

JB [Jerusalem Bible] 65 n. 20, 118,
241, 362-71

Jerusalem [French] 362-7 1

Jerusalem [German] 362-7 1

Jordan [Cotton-Patch] 118

KJV [King James Version] 64n. 15
118, 240, 362-71, 375377

Kleist 64 n. 15

Klingensmith 65 n. 20, 117
Knox 64 n. 15,241
Lamsa 118

Living Bible 240

Luther 260, 362-71, 377

Maredsous 362-71

Marrow 117

Mercier 117

Moffatt 23 63, 69, | 17, 118, 240,
368

Montgomery

Murdock 118

NAB [New American Bible]
117, 241, 36271

NASB [New American Standard Bible]
65 n. 20, 117

NEB [New English Bible] 23, 64 n.
15, 117, 118, 129, 161, 167-8,
170, 240, 362-71, 372 n. 24

New World 65n. 20

NIV [WNew International Version] 64
n. 15, 117, 240, 362-71

Panin 117

Phillips 65n. 20, 117, 240

Pléiade 362-7 1

Rieu 64 n. 15

64 n. 15

64 D.15,
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Riverside 117

RSV [Revised Standard Version]
23, 64 n. 15 72, 117, 133, 134,
137,138,140, ‘43, ‘44, 161, 170,
241, 362-71

RV rRevi%ed Version] 64 n. 15, 88,
117, 302-71, 377

Schonfield 117

Segond 362-7 |

Spencer 117

Swann 117

Synodale (French) 371

TEV [Today’s English Version] (see also

GNB) 23, 64 n. 15 117, 134,
175 n. 20, 240
Traduction oecuménique de la Bible
362-71
Translator’s 64 n. 15, 117, 362-71,
372 n. 24
Twentieth Century 65 n. 20, 117
Verkuyl 64n. 15
Weymouth 64 n. 15,240
Williams, C. B. 65 n. 20
Williams, C. K. 64 n. 15, 117
Wuest 65 n. 20
Ziirich 362-7 1

IV. SUBJECTS (Text-Critical)

Alexandrian text (= Egyptian,
‘Neutral’, Old Uncial), 36, 56, 68,
71 n. 34, 72-5, 83, 98, 106-7, 138,
141-3, 147-57, 160-9,171, 175178,
201, 205, 259-61, 272-3, 346

Assimilation, 26, 39, 42, 49, 52, 55,
57-8, 59, 114-15, 141, 149, 163,
287-8, 365; see also Harmonization

Atticism, 287, 292

Byzantine text (= Koine), 36, 68, 73,
106, 126, 192—-3,195-6, 205, 259—
62, 273, 346, 375-6

Caesarean text, 36, 106, 272, 323

Colophon, 326, 327 n. 13, 328

Conflation, 57, 58, 64-6, 6g, 71,
94 n. 19, 107, 118, 175, 193, 195-6,
2434, 246, 376

Conjecture, 42-3, 114, 149, 152, 171,
173-6, 178, 248, 251, 347-60, 361-74

Copyist, see Scribe

Dictation, 279-95

Dittography, 25, 241-5, 289

Eclectic method, 48, 49, 52, 116, 148,
357

Egyptian text, see Alexandrian text

External evidence, 35-6, 37, 44, 48, 53,
54, 57, 58, 65-6, 75, 88, 89-90, 98,
102, 105-6, 114, 116, 117, 118, 205,
209, 212, 221-2, 237, 250, 252

Gloss, 37, 45, 64, 70,78-9, 162, 163,
219-20, 370, 371

Hapax legomenon, 39, 155, 224

Haplography, 26, 175, 241-2, 246, 250

Harmonization, 12, 22, 26, 37, 38 n. 17,
42, 43, 44, 49, 52, 54, 55, 59, 79, 84,
86, 101,107, 263, 287-8, 293, 314;
see also Assimilation

Homoeoarcton, 65, 69,289

Homoeoteleuton, 25, 42, 69, 28g, 290,
291

Internal evidence, 37 n. 10, 45, 48, 57,
77,102, 105, 114, 116, 118, 205, 212,
221-2, 247, 250, 251 n. 22, 252; see
also Intrinsic probability and Tran-
scriptional  probability

Intrinsic probability, 115-18, 148, 209 ;
see also Scribe

Itacism, 180-1, 286, 363

Latinism, 175

Lectio breviorpotior, 26, 48 n. 8, 64, 69—
70,72

Lectio difficilior potior, 26, 64, 114, 125,
126, 247,316

Lectiofacilior, 130, 224 n. 16, 226, 326

Lectionary text, 36, 345-8

‘Miinster text-theory’, 259-60, 262, 265

‘Neutral’ text, see Alexandrian text

Orthography, 154, 179-82, 267, 286-7,
2g2—3; see also Itacism

Papyri, 39, 41, 263-74, 289; see also
individual papyri (Index 111)

Patristic citation, nature of, 12-14, 67,
101 n. 34, 110-13,118,205 n. 13
Readings; see also Lectio brevior, Lectio
difficilior, Lectio facilior
reading, majority, 53, 130
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Readings (cont.) :
reading, older, g8, 102, 130
reading, singular, 68, 257, 265-72
reading, smoother, 88, 130, 247,
373 )
reading that explains another/the
others, 25-6, 55-6, 58, 64, 65, 69,
70,102,114,120, 130, 223-4,226,
243-5, 247-8, 250,356
Scribe, scribal alteration (deliberate),
25,37, 43, 48 0.8, 49-50, 51, 53
55, 56: 58) 59‘605 65’ 69» 71-2, 78:
101, 114, 196, 203, 209, 286, 289,
293,358-g
scribal error, 14, 24, 25, 26, 43, 52,
65, 68-9, 78, 96, 98,107, 114-16,
125,149,167, ‘74, 244, 278-82,
286-9, 291, 294, 300, 351, 378
scribal habits/activity, 13 n. 27, 25,
51—4, 56-60, 114-16, 180-2, 219,
226, 241~7, 263, 277-95, 352, 358~
60, 373
Scriptorium, 260-2,292, 293
Semitism, see Style, Semitic

INDEX 1V

Style, author’s, 16, 18-2 1, 24, 25, 27,
28-33, 49, 50-2, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60,
64, 70, 72, 98-101, 102, 116, 130,
148, 150~7, 162-5,170,1 76, 196,
222, 2246, 228-33, 237, 354,
357-8, 373
Semitic, 59,51, 52, 55, 56, 59, 370
Text-type, 259-62, 273, 323; see also
Alexandrian, Byzantine, Caesarean,
‘Western’ texts
Textual criticism and literary criticism,
147-57 _ )
Theological tendency in readings, 13—
14, 55, 115, 148, 159-60, 165-6,
168-70,176 n. 23, 204-5,209, 2 | 1—
12, 294, 373 N
Transcriptional probability, 75, g8,
101-2,196; see as Scribe
Variant, see Readings
Western non-interpolations, 53, 69
‘Western’ text, 35, 36, 54, 69,49, 122,
131 n. 3, 13445, 147-57, 15969,
173, 195-6, 205, 213, 217, 220,
222-3, 261-3, 268, 270, 272-3




