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Notes on Chapter 12 

12: 1.1 

The shifting position of a&&A4ot makes it suspect, ' and we have seen elsewhere 

(11: 2.3) that the vocative has frequently been added to the manuscripts. It may have been 

added here under the influence of a&7º4ot just a few lines above at 11: 33. Furthermore, 

there is only one firm example of aScA$ot used by Paul in a sentence introduced with rrcpi 

SE (1 Thes. 5: 1). This is not however, the only place where aScA4ot appears in different 

positions. One of these is 7: 24, where DFG stand alone in a secondary shift of aßEA4ot. But 

at 12: 1 the bilinguals are joined by 336 629 630 1739 1881, most of the Latin tradition, and a 

citation in De Trinitate 24,7 (attributed to Didymus the Blind). That 1739 agrees with DFG 

is striking; ' we have already seen DFG join with only B 1739 in preserving the archetypical 

text at 9: 27. The reading of DFG, therefore, cannot be immediately dismissed as another 

unique example of their tendency to alter word order. 

Both positions have limited support from Pauline parallels. Ou AcAw (OEAoµEv) upac 

ayvocty a&A4ot also occurs at Rom. 1: 13 (oux otoµat D'"2 G) , 11: 25; 1 Cor. 10: 1; 2 Cor. 

1: 8 (omit a6EA4ot 46vid); and 1 Thes. 4: 13. In each of these cases, however, an object or 

object clause follows ayvoEty so that a&Aýot does not end the sentence. Support for the 

earlier position is also found in the parallel at 1 Thes. 5: 1, where oc6cA4ot stands 

immediately after the genitive substantives governed by 1r, -pi (1 Thes. 5: 1: IIEpi SE TWv 

'J. Weiss (p. 294 n. 1) suggests that it is a gloss; the lack of a6EA4 of at either position 
in 247 is unlikely to be traceable to the archetypical text, even if von Soden's citation is 
correct. 

2Zuntz does not notice the agreement of DFG with 1739 in his discussion of the 
"Western" text and agreements with B or 1739 on pp. 100-103. 
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Xpovwv xai -rwv xatpwv, MEA4oi). Given the more common usage of ou OEAW 

(OcAoµF-v) uµag ayvoEty a6cA$ot, it is more likely that scribes would move the noun to the 

later position than that it would have been moved to the earlier position from the later. This 

wording at 1 Cor. 10: 1 may have had a distant influence as well. An interpolation is unlikely, 

for it would require that a single insertion had been misread in order to result in these two 

readings. Given that there are seventeen letters separating the two potential positions, it is 

doubtful that such a correction could have been so badly misread. 

12: 1.2 

The shift in the number of the verb (1508) is the result of familiarity with the similar 

Pauline phrase ou OcAopEv upac ayvo, -tv (2 Cor. 1: 8, OcAw K 88 467; 1 Thes. 4: 13, OeAw 

1 204 642 794 2138 506). 

12: 2.3; 12: 2.5 

Modem editions and commentators assume the NABD text. This form of the text, 

however, has "incomplete and ambiguous Greek syntax"3 which results in the need to 

disentangle several grammatical problems even if one disregards the significant variation! 

First, the juxtaposition of OTt OTE "lacks elegance. " Its only potential Pauline parallel is Phil. 

4: 15, though there a prepositional phrase intervenes. Second, oit is an "unnecessary 

repetition"; the text flows much more smoothly if wS depends on ot6aTE without the 

intervening ort. Third, äv is unusual outside of a conditional construction, particularly with 

3Thiselton, p. 911. 

'These difficulties are outlined by B. Weiss, p. 294. 
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an indicative verb. ' While most commentators understand wS äv as having iterative force, 

this would be unique to Paul (though Acts 2: 45; 4: 35). 6 In the NT (including Paul) wS äv is 

typically used as a temporal conjunction similar to OTav. ' The grammarians have noted that 

amending the printed text to waocv (see below) may be preferable! 

Even assuming that these difficulties do not make this form of the text impossible, it 

is still not clear how best to understand its syntax. There are at least two solutions. The first 

(until recently the most common) assumes anacoluthon: wS must refer back to &n after the 

sentence had abruptly ended. ' This would be rendered "You know that, when you were 

Gentiles - how you were led astray [and] carried away by mute idols" or, moving the 

prepositional phrase, "You know that, when you were Gentiles - how you were led astray to 

mute idols [and/being] carried away. " The need to insert an assumed conjunction, such as 

xat 10 shows the difficulty of this interpretation. 

The second solution is adopted by the Peshitta and virtually all recent commentaries. " 

'Elsewhere in Paul äv is frequently used with the imperfect in conditional sentences. 
Aside from 2 Cor. 10: 9, the three other occurrences of wS äv are all followed by the 
subjunctive (Rom. 15: 24; 1 Cor. 11: 34; Phil. 2: 23). Thus wS av rlyEaOE would be unique in 
Paul. 

'Moulton, Prolegomena, p. 167; BDR §3673. 

'BDR §455(2). 

8BDR §§3673,4536. 

'Adopted by Conzelmann, p. 204 and Barrett, p. 278; noted as a possibility by 
Schrage III, p. 120. 

"As in Barrett, p. 278. The Peshitta also adds a conjunction, though it also repeats the 
verb. See the next note. 

"W. A. Grudem, The Gift of Prophecy in 1 Corinthians (Washington: University 
Press of America, 1982), p. 156 n. 69; Fee, pp. 576-7; Schrage III, pp. 114,120; Thiselton (p. 
911) goes so far as to claim that "alternative hypotheses seem unnecessary. " The Peshitta 
uses , eAuaca both at the beginning of the sentence and as a periphrastic at the end: 
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wS av gyEQOE is understood as relative clause, which requires an assumed rlTE for the 

clause with alrayoµEvot. This would be rendered, "You know that, when you were gentiles, 

you were carried away, as you were continually being led about to mute idols" or, moving the 

prepositional phrase, "You know that, when you were gentiles, you were carried away to 

mute idols, [as/however] you were continually being led about. " Hering, however, notes that 

an assumed ijTE is "rather clumsy. s12 Furthermore, this solution does not deal with all of the 

objections raised above. 

A third solution is to recall that word division and accent did not exist in the earliest 

manuscripts (cf. HBC D). There was not any visual distinction between (DCÖN HreCAE, 

wC cM HreCAE, or (as is assumed in the solutions above) (DC äN Hf ECAE. 13 One may 

therefore read wadv as a single word, understanding it as an adverb: "you were, so to speak, 

led away. " The attachment of waäv to a verb in this way, however, would be unattested. 

Another alternative is to read ävtjyEaOc as a single word. 14 This removes the difficulty of äcv 

followed by the indicative fjycoOE. A few witnesses divide the words in just this way (B2 F 

G° 12415). The congruence of F G° show that this is the reading of their shared immediate 

,, '+sxätn 
, 

Auac1. ("you have been led. " It renders wS av tiyEQOE with, apparently 

V=, ict9 ': t ("without distinction"), its resulting text translating as (beginning at 12: lb): "I 

want you to know that you have been gentiles and have been led, without distinction, to idols 
who do not have voices. " 

12J. Hering, The First Epistle of Paul to the Corinthians, trans. from the second 
French edition by A W. Heathcote and P. J. Allcock (London: Epworth Press, 1962), p. 123; 
this is also rejected by Conzelmann, p. 204 n. 2. 

"For this reason wv acvgycaOc is not a conjecture, as is stated in the apparatus of 
NA27. 

14J. Weiss, p. 294; Hering, p. 124. 
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predecessor. 15 In addition, two patristic citations support this reading: a catena attributed to 

Severian of Gabala (discussed below), and Augustine's Contra Faustum Manichaeum 21,8 

(quomodo ascendebatis). 16 

One difficulty with resorting to an alternative word division is the meaning of avayw 

in this context. Hering notes that in the NT the word "seems to be a technical term for 

snatching away into the world of invisible powers. " This is rejected by Schrage, who notes 

that elsewhere it is used of animals brought up for sacrifice (Acts 7: 4 1) and even in a positive 

way of Christ (Rom. 10: 7 ). " While no example of the word used in a similar context by a 

patristic writer is cited by Lampe, BDAG discusses the possibility of this reading without 

noting any particular difficulty in meaning. 18 Furthermore, the interpretation attributed to 

Severian, which uses aväyovTat, fits the context quite well: 

But because he says "you are led up to the idols" (rrp6q -rä F_(SwAa avTlyEaOE) he 
makes clear the great corruption of prophecy and divination. For those possessed by 
an unclean spirit are not going to the idols sober-minded, rather they are led up 
(aväyov-rat) by the unclean spirit, not by a self-chosen will. For this is shown by the 
avljyEaOE &Trayöµcvot. Therefore it means: you know the working of the unclean 
spirit because of which you used to suffer, but the things of the Holy Spirit have a 
pure working. For the one who practices divination darkens the soul and he does not 
know what he says, but the soul of the prophet becomes a brighter light and what it 
had not known - what was made clear to it - it speaks. 19 

&vrjyEaOE, according to Severian, implies what Hering suggests: that the person is brought 

"The parent text is preserved in F: F: WC-&N Hf CCeö. I I. G*, which is full of incorrect 
word divisions, reads WCÖJV " HFG Ce& I. This was corrected with punctuation: 
WC,? N_Hf ECe& I. 

16Augustine's citation occurs in a block of text; since he does not comment on this 
portion of the citation it is impossible to determine how he understood ascendebatis. 

"Schrage III, p. 120 n. 38. 

18BDAG, s. v. ävdyw (1). 

"Translated from the text in Staab, Pauluskommentar, p. 262. 
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under the control of dark powers. This suits the context of 1 Cor. 12, particularly since 

immediately following this passage Paul states that only by the power of the Spirit can one 

confess Jesus as Lord. This had not been possible when they were "gentiles, " for they had 

been under a different power. Not only does avgycuOE fit the context better than av llycuOE, 

it also removes the difficulty of the äv. Even if wS avilyEQOE is adopted, however, this alone 

does not resolve the problem of wS with OTt OTE nor in itself determine whether oTt OTE, 

o, n, or OTC should be read. 

The manuscripts resolved this difficulty in various ways. Some witnesses omit OTt 

(KZ 0150 1 69 2464 pc). This removes a major difficulty with o-n oic, since wS would 

attach directly to o'SaT, -. The conjunction may have been added in order to supply an object 

for of&aTE, not realizing that the distant wS could fulfill the same function. The insertion of 

OTt could easily be accounted for as an addition based on the frequent Pauline use of ot6aic 

OTt. While it seems unlikely that a scribe would have added OTt immediately before OTE, it is 

possible that the reading on om may be the result of a correction which was intended to 

replace OTE with on. Subsequent users of the text misinterpreted the notation and wrote 

both. This form of the text is adopted by both Hering and J. Weiss, the latter of whom 

concludes that "only [o116aTE, OTE 
..., 

6q] can seriously be possible, not because of its 

weak attestation, but for internal reasons. "" That the text reads more smoothly with oTE than 

with OTt OTC is shown by a paraphrase in Chrysostom which omits oTt (also altering wS to 

20J. Weiss, p. 204; cf. Hering, p. 124, both of whom also adopt wS avrly&QOE. Both 
also claim, however, that ot6aTE OTC is the reading of the Textus Receptus, which is in error 
(instead reading of&aTE on). 
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trwq) even though the lemma reads OTt OTE. " This indicates that he also saw the OTt as 

superfluous. 

Another solution found in the manuscripts is to read only otSaTc OTt (F G 424 915 

pm VL 61 75 89). This allows wS acv tlyEQ9E to be read as relative clause without requiring 

an additional fTE: "You know that you were gentiles drawn to mute idols just as you were 

led. " While the text construes more easily, it is difficult to account for the addition of oTt in 

many witnesses, which could not have been accidental. But why would a scribe/reader 

introduce a word that creates such difficulty? In addition, it is more likely that oTe would be 

altered to on after ot8aTc than that the corruption moved in the other direction. While 

satisfying in context, this reading is unlikely to have given rise to the others. 

Two manuscripts go their own way in attempting to resolve the difficulties. 323 reads 

OTl OTE ... wa-r£ avrly£QO£, removing the problem of wS by creating a result clause. 630 

removes the need for an assumed rl-rc by placing the participle immediately after a4wva so 

that q re ... airayopcvot may be read as periphrastic (oTt OTE ... atrayoµcvot wS av 

flyEQOc). These early conjectures , both in manuscripts that read OTt OTE, confirm the 

difficulty of that reading and presage modem conjectures. 

The difficulties of the text as found in the "best witnesses" and the fact that the 

seemingly best text is found in "poor witnesses" has led some commentators to emend the 

text. Westcott and Hort, who rarely resorted to conjecture, proposed that OT I f10TE was 

corrupted to OT I OTC due to the similarity of letters. 22 This is an attractive solution, for it 

21 KC(1 yap ol80(Tc ÖTE "EXXTjvcc ijTc, TrÜ Ö(Tn yEaBE ýý1KÖýA£VOl TÖTE = "for you 

also know, when you were Gentiles, how you were pulled, at that time being dragged away. " 
This passage is discussed by Hering, p. 125 n. 7. 

22Westcott and Hort, Appendix, p. 116, with comparison to OTt noTE at Eph. 2: 11 and 
rro-re at Rom. 11: 30; Eph. 2: 13; 5: 8; Tit 3: 3. This is accepted by Robertson and Plummer, p. 
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resolves the difficulty of the oit, although it does not address the unusual av 11yEoOE. It also 

has a near parallel at Eph. 2: 11. The resultant rendering would be: "You know that once you 

were gentiles, carried away by mute idols as you were led. " It is not clear, however, how fl 

would simply have dropped out rather than been confused with other letters. 

Given the dissatisfaction with all these solutions, another conjecture may be hazarded. 

OT I OT6 may have been corrupted from OIIOTE, a change that would have resulted from the 

misreading of a single pen stroke. Gregory cites two examples of the confusion of fl and TI 

in NT manuscripts: MI-IL\6 I ON& written as MHT I1 \¬ I ON& (John 7: 31) and 116MO i written 

for TI EMO I (037 at Mark 5: 7). 23 The error is possible also in the book hand script of the first 

century. 24 While 6170TE does not occur elsewhere in Paul, and in the NT potentially only at 

Luke 6: 5 (where the alternative is oTE), it should not for this reason alone be dismissed. It is 

found in the papyri, frequently with Ldv but also with the indicative and specifically, as 

potentially at 1 Cor. 12: 2, the imperfect: -25 

"... would the daughter have pledged herself to the State by another deed when she 
was liable to be deprived of the property whenever he chose? (ofr6TE h(Eivw 
ESöxct)" (P. Oxy. 472,2,40; AD 130) 

"... in accordance with the disposition made by Papontos in his lifetime (ofr -ic 

260, who claim that it "gets rid of all grammatical difficulty. " Even Fee (p. 576 n. 32) 
remarks that this is "one of the more attractive options. " 

23C. R. Gregory, Prolegomena (vol. 3 of Novum Testamentum Graece; ed. C. 
Tischendorf; Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1894), p. 57. 

24For example, E. M. Thompson, An Introduction to Greek and Latin Paleography 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1912), p. 124 contains a photo of a first-century Greek 
manuscript which writes Il with left horizontal stroke extending far to the left of the left 
vertical stroke and not always clearly connecting to the right vertical stroke. Similarly, in 
lxF CKEYZONTEC (col. 1,1.2), np&TTE IN (col. 1,1.9), and np&TTONT(WN (col. 2,11.7- 
8) the form of 11 could easily be confused for T 1. 

25Mayser 11,1, p. 273, who cites P. Teb. 72,240 as an example of 61TOTE used with the 
imperfect. BDAG (s. v. ÖnöTC) cites P. Oxy 243 (AD 79) and P. Ryl 245 (III cen. ). 
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ncptgv). " (P. Oxy. 1282,26-27; also 1.20; AD 83) 

This adverb also occurs with the imperfect in literary texts: "But you turn it [i. e., ability] 

aside just then, when you ought (o*' is 'E&t) to keep it open and seen. " (Arrian, Epicteti 

dissertationes I, 12,31). 26 This text is comparable to the NT in date and style, showing that 

such usage would not be impossible for the Pauline epistles. 

In conclusion, the reading OTt or OTt oTE must certainly be an error since OTt ... 

wS is so difficult that it cannot be archetypical, yet is easily explained as a corruption. But a 

corruption of what? There are two possibilities. First, if o-rE is the earlier form, OTt can 

easily be explained as having been introducing by scribes/readers expecting otSaTE oit. If 

standing alone, OTt would be a simple replacement for OTE. oh OTE could have resulted 

either from the intentional addition of OTt or from a misreading of a notation that had 

intended OTt to replace OTC, but instead resulted in its insertion. Second, oTt OTE could be a 

corruption of otroTE. Though unattested, its loss can be explained as aa simple confusion of 

letters. 

It is likewise clear that av rlyEQAE is incorrect. The use of av in this way would be 

unparalleled in Paul. Here manuscript "weight" or "authority" is of no value since the early 

manuscripts do not employ word division. All difficulties are cleared up, however, if the text 

is read as avgycvOc. The resultant text would be either otSaTE OiE EAvfl r1TE ttpoS T 

EtSwAa -ra a4wva wS avgycaOE arrayop vot 27 or ot&aTE OTTOTE £OVT1 TilE 1T O Ta 

Et6wAa Ta aýwva wS avTlyEaOc arrayop vot: "You recall how you were led up when you 

26See also IV, 1,160. An additional example, though in an interrogative, is used 
following a form of oi6a: "Which of them knows when it ought (örroTE SEI) to be used and 
when not (Tr6TE µrj)? " (11,23,9). 

27This is the solution adopted by J. Weiss, p. 294 and Hering, p. 124. 
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were gentiles, being led away to mute idols. " 

12: 2.4 

Most Latin witnesses have a reading which must be a secondary adaptation resulting 

from a sight error in Greek. Matching the overwhelmingly attested Greek reading Ta Et6wAa 

Ta aýwva is ad simulacra muta in VL 78 and the Vulgate 28 Several Latin witnesses, 

however, depart from any Greek witness: idolorum formae (VL 89); idolorumforma 

(Rufinus, Origenis in librum Numeri 20,3); or simulacrorum formae similes (VL 61 Pel) 29 F 

G read Ta Et6wAa Ta aµop4a, which differs from the Latin texts in two respects. First, FG 

retain the prepositional phrase TrpoS Ta Et&wAa, where idolorum and sacrorum assume only 

a noun in the genitive. In addition, FG reads an alpha privative apop4a, not pop$a 

(discussed further below). The resultant Latin text construes quite differently from either FG 

or the rest of the Greek tradition: "You know that you were gentiles living as forms of idols 

just as you were being led. " Just what a "form of an idol" could mean in this context is 

explained in the Ambrosiaster commentary: 

Wanting to provide spiritual things to them as examples he reminds them of their 
previous conduct, that just as they were forms of idols when they worshiped idols and 
were willingly led by a demonic leader, so also when worshiping God they should be 
forms of the dominical laws while walking in such a way as to please God. Now the 
form of any kind of law ought to be seen in the profession and conduct of the 
worshiped. For that one is the form and image of the law of God in whom shines the 
truth of the gospel by faith and conduct. " 

28Also ad idola muta (Amst(A) Rufanus, Origenis Commentarius in epistulam ad 
Romanos 7,1); and ad simulacra sine voce (Augustine, Contra Faustum Manichaeum 21,8). 

29The NA27 apparatus inaccurately displays this evidence: "(ar b; Ambst) Pel. " In fact, 
VL 61 (= ar) matches the reading of Pelagius, VL 89 (= b) differs from any Latin witness in 

reading the pluralformae, and all Latin witnesses should be enclosed in parentheses since 
none read anything corresponding to the alpha privative in F G. 

30Commentarius in epistulas Pauli, on 1 Cor. 12: 2. 
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While ancient commentators may have been able to make sense of this reading, it cannot be 

archetypical. The former way of life described in v. 2 is contrasted with speaking "by the 

Spirit" in v. 3. But can an explanation be given for the rise of this reading? 

The original D-text reading can be reconstructed as either idolorumforma or 

idolorumformae. The latter is the reading of VL 89, but the pluralformae, formed from the 

singular by the addition of a single letter, may be an adaptation to the number of gentes. 

Idolorum, however, is firm since it is present in both VL 75 and 89. This is also confirmed by 

VL 77, which has partially adapted his Latin text based on the Vulgate to the Greek: ad 

simulacrorum is a unique reading that combines the Vulgate's ad simulacra and the D-Text's 

idolorum. Further adaptations are seen in VL 77, where formationes is an attempt to bring the 

Latin of Claromontanus into correspondence with the Greek, though this unique rendering is 

based on pop4a, not the aµopýa of F G. VL 75 also goes its own way, reading the genitive 

idolorum that it found in its predecessor but altering forma(e) to sine voce in order to match 

the Greek equivalent that it read (a4wva). This suggests that the reading of D is again 

adapted from witnesses outside the bilingual tradition. When the attempt was made to bring 

the Latin into line with the Greek, a translation found nowhere else in the Latin tradition of 

this passage resulted. " The Greek of the predecessor of DFG cannot be reconstructed with 

certainty, since (as discussed below) it is likely that an error in transcription is involved. -ra 

et&wAa is firm in DFG, but Ta a4wva (D) was not the reading of the shared ancestor since 

it is attested neither in FG nor any Latin D-Text witnesses. F G's Ta aµop4a32 may also 

"Similar unique readings occur in VL 75 at Rom. 16: 25-27. [Discussed in chapter on 
DFG]. 

32G evidences its typical difficulty with word division. Written in the manuscript is: 
ct6waaTa " apop$a, with the article assumed to be attached to the preceding noun. F divides 
the words: ¬tSwAa " -ra " apop4a. 
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reflect an early error, one which these manuscripts make elsewhere (see -rtµta for aTtµta at 

11: 14.58) Upon finding it in their source manuscripts, the various scribes and translators 

repaired the difficult reading in different ways. D resorted to replacing it with a reading from 

a second Greek witness, then altering its Latin text to match. The D-Text reviser may have 

assumed that aµop4a was simply an error for pop4a and used forma, much as the editor of 

the ad hoc Latin translation in VL 77's did by creating the reading formationes, which 

ignores the alpha privative. Though unattested, the Latin equivalent to the presumed Ta 

ELSwAa Ta pop ca would have been ad idols forma (with forma construed as an accusative). 

From this text idolorumforma could easily have arisen (with forma construed as a 

nominative), particularly given the difficult syntax of this sentence, as discussed at 12: 2.3. 

From this reading, ultimately, the various permutations of the D-Text witnesses which were 

outlined above can all be explained. 

Unsolved, however, is the rise of the reading -ra pop4a. IIpo; -ra Et&wAa Tra pop4a 

("to formed idols, " i. e., "idols made by hands") does construe in this sentence. It is also 

similar to the understanding of idols described at Cor. 10: 19 ("What do we say, that an idol is 

anything? "). However, it is not suited to Paul's discussion of "speaking" in 1 Cor. 12. Simple 

letter confusion is not very likely, though sound confusion is a remote possibility. Yet the 

error must have occurred in Greek, for the alternatives in the Latin tradition more are more 

easily explained as the result of adaptations of a text which translated (a)µop4a than that 

forma could have arisen from a4wva. If this reading is not a error of the ear, aided by 1 Cor. 

10: 19, then we are only able to agree with J. Weiss that this reading is "Rätselhaft. "" 

12: 3.7; 12: 21.89; 12: 27.114; 12: 31.127 

33J. Weiss, p. 294 n. 3. 
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Further examples uµ-/rßµ- variation in 1241. 

12: 3.9 

Omission of the possessive genitive is common, even in cases involving nomina sacra 

(see also 3: 10.42). 

12: 3.10 

DFG and the non-Vulgate Latin tradition omit AocAwv / loquens. Zuntz's explanation 

is most likely: the participle was omitted because it was mistakenly judged to be redundant, 

as in -AaArIm Acywv. However, the participle best suits the context since it clarifies that Paul 

is speaking of glossolaly, not confession. " 

12: 3.11 [discussed at 7: 8.28] 

12: 3.12; 12: 3.13; 12: 3.14 

In the nominative case the statements avakpa u aoug and xuptoS trlaou; (M ABC 

6 1739 pc) would reflect direct speech, while in the accusative the statements would be 

understood as indirect or reported speech. The latter would require that AeyEt, used with the 

double accusative, be understood as identifying tiaouc in a specific manner, i. e. "to call" or 

"to name. s35 The second statement (12: 3b), given NT usage, must be direct speech since 

Paul, and the NT in general, uses the infinitive of AEyw to introduce direct speech. A parallel 

34Zuntz, p. 141; followed by Fee p. 574, n. 24. For this interpretation of v. 3 see 
Schrage III, p. 124. 

35BDAG, s. v. AEyw (4). Cf the KJV: "Wherefore I give you to understand that no man 
speaking by the Spirit of God calleth Jesus accursed: and that no man can say that Jesus is the 
Lord ... " 
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example, which also uses 8uvaµat + infinitive of lºtyw, occurs later in the chapter (12: 21). 36 

The first statement, one would therefore assume, would likewise be in direct speech. There 

are no grammatical features to require it, 37 and in fact X46 and a manuscript of Pelagius38 read 

the accusative in the first statement and the nominative in the second. The contrast between 

the first and second statement, however, requires that both be either direct or indirect speech. 

Since the latter is virtually certain to be direct speech, the former should be also. The shift to 

the accusative and indirect speech could have resulted simply from an unintentional 

incorporation of the statements into the syntax of the main clause, a change that required only 

a single letter. 

12: 4.15 

Sc is used here as a discourse marker to set off the introduction of the issue from the 

argument itself, not with contrastive force. 39 Several witnesses make this clear by altering the 

conjunction to yap (385) or adding at (1311). 

12: 4.16; 12: 5.19; 12: 6.21; 12: 7.25 

36Also Luke 6: 42; without Suvaµat also Rom. 3: 8. See BDAG s. v. AEyw (1aß). 

"Though perhaps in indirect discourse the infinitive might be expected in the 
dependant clause, as at Rom. 4: 1; 15: 18. Cf. Erasmus' attempts to understand this statement 
in the Annotationes (p. 474) appended to his Novum Instrumentum. He uses the nominative 
Jesu in his notes, but retains the accusative iesum in his text, commenting: "it says Anathema 
Jesum in the accusative case, that is, it says that Jesus is anathema (Iesum esse anathema) ... 
that is, he calls him anathema (vocat ilium Anathema). 

"Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale 653. This witness contains a lemma text that was 
adopted directly from a continuous text manuscript, not from the textual tradition of Pelagius' 
commentary. See Alexander Souter, Pelagius's Expositions of Thirteen Epistles of St. Paul. 
vol. 1: Introduction, Texts and Studies 9 (Cambridge: University Press, 1922), pp. 245-72, 
esp. p. 259 and 262-3. 

39Cf. BDAG, s. v. 8E(2). 
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The repetition of the comparison/contrast between "distinctions" and "the same 

Spirit/Lord/God" has led to assimilation throughout the tradition, but especially in B and its 

relatives. At 12: 4, the 8c in the first clause is not contrastive but marks of the beginning of 

the unit. This Sc is repeated in the subsequent clause, -ro & au-ro nvcuµa. One manuscript, 

424`, alters this to xat TO alTO rrvEuga 40 This may have been in the interest of conformity 

TO Kai o auTOg xuptog at 12: 5. It is also possible that the correction was written in at the 

wrong location, for at 12: 6 the manuscript leaves uncorrected o SE aoiog where its sister 

witnesses M" B 1739) all read at o auTog. A second clear example of assimilation is 

found at 12: 5, where at o auto; xupto; is assimilated to the preceding S& ao oO (even 

though xat stands at the beginning of the sentence) by a handful of witnesses (33 57 103 218 

256 441 1827 1831 1926). 

The situation at 12: 6 is more complex. The first two contrastive sentences use the 

same conjunctions to introduce the clauses: 6c ... Se at 12: 4 and xai ... xat at 12: 5. 

Since at introduces the first clause of 12: 6, one should expect xat in the second clause as 

in cp46 BC 0201"d41 81 1175 1611 1739 pc. However, assimilation to either the xat at the 

beginning of 12: 6 or the xat o auTO; xupto; at 12: 5 (or to both) is more likely than that o 

Sc auTOS xupto; (or o auTo; SE Kupto;; see below) was added from 12: 4.42 Zuntz notes 

that the breaking of the at ... at pattern here serves to conclude this series of parallel 

"Basil also reads xat TO au'ro ttvEupa at Homilia de spiritu sancto MPG 31, p. 
1429, but he does not use a conjunction in the first clause of 1 Cor. 12: 4. In four other 
citations he reads ro 8E auTO (De spiritu sancto 16,37; Adversus Eunomium MPG 29, pp. 
664,729, and 768). 

410201: [ 
... 

] wt ... Ta . .1o £v[£]pywy EQTty. The final a cited in line 33 in 
the edition princeps appears to be a misreading for o in au-rog. 

42Lietzmann, p. 61; Güting, "Neuedition der Pergamentfragmente, " p. 108. 
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sentences 43 Furthermore, this is another example of ]346 B suffering from assimilation to the 

near context. 

One final problem remains at 12: 6: DFG read o auiog SE against either o 8E auTOg 

or xat o auTOg. Recognizing the tendency toward assimilation throughout this section 

would immediately suggest that the DFG reading would have been altered to either of the 

other two, both of which occur at 12: 4 and 5. Two problems are then raised, however. First, 

why would o 8c ao og be used at 12: 4 but o aurog 5E at 12: 6? There appears to be little 

reason for the difference. Second, and more decisively, is o au-ro; SE a "stylistic 

improvement"? ' 

First, regarding the stylistic issue. Postponement of the position of 8 is not 

uncommon in the NT, though apparently not as common as earlier Greek. Denniston outlines 

the several situations in which SE is postponed in classical prose, 45 most of which Paul 

avoids. For example, Paul does not place 89 after two definite articles and a substantive. 46 

Neither does he place Ei third in clauses that open with a preposition governing a substantive 

without the article 47 This occurs nine times the in the NT, but in never in Paul. In fact, he 

a3Zuntz, p. 203. 

"Lietzmann, p. 61. 

45Denniston, Greek Particles, pp. 185-9. 

46Cf. T, SE rou xoaµou (2 Cor. 7: 10) and of S& Too Xptarou (Gal 5: 24), both 
without variation. 

47Paul does place SE after a pronoun being governed by a preposition: E4 aui ou SE 
(1 Cor. 1: 30); rrpog upac 8£ (1 Cor. 16: 6); Ev w 8' av (2 Cor. 11: 21 omit 8' D*); xa-r' 
t6tav Sc (Gal. 2: 2). But notice also Errs SE ac (Rom. 11: 22; Ent ac 1646); rrcpt SE wv (1 
Cor. 7: 1). There is also one example involving the articular infinitive, which occasioned 
much difficulty in the manuscripts: Gal. 3: 23 rrpo Tou yap EAOcty 489 927; rrpo SE -rou 
EAOEty 547 945 1611 1827; rrpo -rou cAOcty 104 205 460* 614 1315 2412; rrpo rou Sc 
EAAEty rell. 
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places BE between the preposition and the noun at 1 Cor. 7: 15 (cv BE Etprlvtl; Ev ctprjvr1 BE 

629; Ev Etprjvrj 796) and 1 Cor. 16: 12 (Tr, -pt SE arroMw). In two situations, however, Paul 

does postpone SE. First, he consistently postpones S. when it would follow immediately after 

the negative particle 48 Second, he occasionally places SE after an arthrous noun or participle 

at the beginning of a clause, though far more frequently 8 follows that article. " While SE is 

found in the third position without variation at 1 Cor. 3: 8 (o ýu-rcuwv Sc), it has frequently 

been altered: " 

1 Cor. 10: 4 q nETpac SE NB D` 330 629 1739 
TrETpa 6E FG 
11 6E 1TETp(X rell 

1 Cor. 11: 7 il yuvq SE KZABD*FGP`P330 927 941 1175 
rl SE yuvi 441 463 1108 1611 
yuvam SE 614 

yuvil SE rell This has frequently invited alteration 

We have already argued that Sc should be read after the noun in each of these cases. What is 

significant is that DFG has preserved the original word order in each cases' 

This examination of Paul's placement of SE shows that it rarely occurs outside the 

postpositive position except following a negative particle. He occasionally places it after an 

article and noun and after a preposition and pronoun. With the intensive pronoun auTOg, 

48Rom. 1: 13; 4: 23; 5: 3; 5: 11; 8: 23; 9: 6; 9: 10; 1 Cor. 4: 18; 9: 15; 10: 20; 12: 21 (omit BE 
in many witnesses) 15: 10 (omit BE 365); 2 Cor. 7: 7 (omit BE F G); 2 Cor. 8: 19. 

49From Romans and 1 Corinthians come the following examples: Rom. 5: 4,5,16 
(omit BE 1505 2495); 6: 23; 7: 25; 8: 6,10; 9: 13; 10: 17 (omit TI 1646); 11: 7; 12: 4 (navTa Ta 
BE VEM1 1827); 13: 12; 15: 5,9 (omit BE 1646), 13 (omit BE 1319), 33; 16: 20; 1 Cor. 6: 13,14; 
8: 1 (omit Be 131 547); 14: 14,20 (omit BE 205 424; tva ratq 4p¬aty F G), 22; 15: 38,56 
(bis; omit 8ß(1) 2147), 57 (Tw BE Xaptaµa OEw 1646). 

50cKaarrw StSoTat BE is found at 1 Cor. 12: 7 in 915, possibly to avoid the repetition 
of BE followed by St-. At 1 Cor. 14: 1 048 reads ýrlaouTE Ta BE nvcu. taTtxa. 

51F G lose the article at 10: 4, a frequent occurrence in these witnesses. 
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however, we find a consistent usage: Sc is always placed between the article and the pronoun 

(in addition to 1 Cor. 12: 4 see 2 Cor. 6: 13 -rrjv 6c aui v avrtpta9tav and Phil. 2: 18 -ro 6c 

auTO. S2 Only DFG read a different position at 12: 6: o auiog S&. Based on Pauline style, 

this reading has little claim to being the source reading. 

To dismiss the DFG reading as secondary, however, does not account for its rise. 

Lietzmann, as we noted, sees it as a stylistic improvement. Denniston notes, however, that 

both positions are common in classical writers. 53 Might the Latin text have influenced the 

Greek? It seems unlikely, for although DF G's o au-rog öc Ocos at 12: 6 matches the Latin 

tradition's idem vero deus VL 75 77 89 Vg (also idem autem deus VL 78 Vg"), the same 

word order in the Latin of 12: 4 (idem autem spiritus VL 75 77 78 89 Vg; idem autem et 

spiritus VL 61; idem vero spiritus Spe Amst(A)) did not lead to the alteration of To Se auTo 

nvwuµa in DFG. Similarly at 2 Cor. 6: 13 and Phil. 2: 18 the Latin word order differs, but the 

Greek of DFG was not altered. 54 Influence from the Latin therefore seems unlikely at 12: 6. 

12: 6.20 

In a confusion of similar vocabulary, C writes StaxptatS in place of Stap¬actq. The 

latter does not fit the context and may have been influenced by the same form at 12: 10. 

"Elsewhere in the NT only Matt. 27: 44 TO S[E] au-ro, without variation. 

53Denniston, p. 186. 

"The Latin interlinear in G reflects the difficulty of matching the Latin to the Greek 
word order. At 12: 4 idem is written above TO SE and a ligature for autem squeezed in tight so 
that auto does not have any Latin above it, whereas at 12: 6 idem stands above ao og and a 
ligature for vero above S&. Cf. 2 Cor. 6: 13, where eandem autem is centered above -rrIv S& 
au-rtly, even though the sequence does not match. At Phil 2: 16, improper word division and 
the end of a line produced the confused To Sau I To (sic) in G, with id ipsum on the one line 
and autem above the orphaned To. 
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12: 6.23; 15: 17.73; 15: 56.222 

The addition of the copula is common in the tradition. It is seen in the "Byzantine" 

witnesses at 1 Cor. 3: 22; 7: 8; and Eph. 5: 23; in DFG at 1 Cor. 7: 26; in B D* at 1 Cor. 

15: 17,55 and in AT at 1 Cor. 15: 56 56 Further calling into question its presence at 12: 6 is the 

fact that it appears both before Oros and after cvcpywv. 57 The unique reading of B 0201 and 

1739 shows the special relationship among these witnesses. 

12: 6.24 [discussed at 12: 19.80] 

12: 8.27 

Among the Greek witnesses, X46 is alone in reading the word order 5t6oTat 8ta TOO 

rrvcuµaTog, though a large number of Latin witness reflect the same order (datur per 

spiritum). 58 Either reading may have been caused by an accidental leap, either from -A Iä to 

AI AOMe d or AI AOMW to, & I ä, with the missing text filled in after prepositional phrase or 

verb, respectively, was written. 59 If not accidental, the variation may have resulted from 

assimilation to the word order of nearby clauses. As we have already seen, the parallelism 

55Cf. Zuntz, p. 187. 

56At 1 Cor. 15: 56 the Latin tradition (apart from the D-text) reads mortis peccatum 
est, which should not be taken as support for the addition. The position of the verb differs, 
and the Latin tradition frequently adds a copulative which is absent in Greek (e. g., inanis est / 

vacua est 1 Cor. 15: 14; animale est 1 Cor. 15: 46). 

"J. Weiss, p. 298 n. 2. 

58VL 61 89 P Tertullian, Adversus Marcionem 5,8,8; the reading of 629 is adapted to 
this Latin word order. Ambrose reads datur per spiritum at De spiritu sancto 2,99; 13,143 
Expositio Evangelii secundum Lucam 10,180; Expositio de Psalmo CXVIII 10,31 but per 
spiritum datur in manuscripts of Explanatio super Psalmos 45,12,2. 

59Royse (p. 261) sees this as the cause of what he considered a singular reading in 
ßa6, but the Latin witnesses, whose shorter reading could not have been caused by an 
accidental leap, also attest this word order. 
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that runs throughout this section has caused numerous cases of assimilation. In this case, it is 

more likely that the verb StöoTat has been moved to the position after the conjunction, the 

position in which it stands in the preceding sentence. However, the context would seem to 

favor having the prepositional phrase in a more prominent position, since Paul's argument 

through 12: 11 is that the various gifts come "through the Spirit. " Final judgment is not yet 

possible. 

12.9.29; 12: 9.31; 12: 10.37; 12: 10.39; 12: 10.41; 12: 10.44; 12: 10.47 

At 12: 9-10 Paul offers a list of the 4avtpwamtc (12: 8) given by the Spirit. This list is 

framed by two pairs of clauses that begin with ETCpw and aAAw (12: 9a-b; 12: 1Od-e). 6° It is 

composed of short verbless clauses comprised of a dative pronoun followed by the noun 

expressed in the accusative. At issue in the textual tradition is whether or not SE is to be read 

in all, a few, or none of the clauses. The manuscripts read as follows: 

6o 46 reads ETEpw in the last clause (12: 10), assimilating to the previous clause. 
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q) 46 AC 
'P 

B6 
424° 
1739 
Cl 

D` 
latt 

FG 
VL 77 

P 0201 1881 

12: 9a ETEpw S& Sr ? SE 

12: 9b aAw SA 5c SE SE Sc ? SE 

12: 1Oa aAAw SE SE SE SE SE SE SE 

12: 1Ob aAAw SE S& SE SE 

12: 10c «ah) SE SE SE 

12: 10d ET£pw SE 

12: 10e aaaw 8E61 SE 8c 5062 S& S£ horn 

As the table shows, no clause is free from variation. The tradition divides itself into four main 

groups of readings: Read Se in every clause (A CT cett) or none (Di), only after aAAw (fit'), 

or after only one (F G) or a few examples (B pc) of oaAAw. Two factors have influenced the 

tradition. First, the tendency to avoid asyndeton has already been pointed out. Second, the 

firm example of oaAw S& at the end of 12: 8 must have prompted the addition of S& in a few 

cases, most likely immediately following in the first clause of 12: 9. This would explain the 

text of X46, for example, which adds SE after ETEpw at 12: 9a but not after the same pronoun 

at 12: 10d. The BE of 12: 8 also led to its insertion in and P and 1881, which read 8 in the 

first several clauses but not the last several. The set of readings most likely to have been 

influenced by these two factors is that found in AC lY and most manuscripts, which reads Sc 

in every clause. Furthermore, if this set of readings was archetypical there would be no 

explanation for the seemingly random loss of S& in the different groups of witnesses. Also 

6'ßa6 reads E Trepw 8E here. 

62B omits due to an accidental leap: f> (DCCWNÖ>, (WEi eepMHNC; I äf X(DCC(DN. 
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unlikely is the set of readings in B6 424` 173 963 Clement (Stromata 4,21,132), for while the 

use of E-r, pw ... aAAw ft, at the beginning and end of the list provides symmetry, the SE in 

12: 1Oa would certainly be secondary. Nevertheless, this set of readings firmly binds these 

witnesses (including q)46) together. 

This leave three viable sets of readings. First, R' alone reads SE after every 

occurrence of czAAw but not after E-rcpw. Fee argues that this provides a "subtle" clue as to 

how the list is to be grouped. 64 However this grouping has already been accomplished by the 

use of ETEpw and oaAAw, and it is more likely that SE has been added to aAAw and not E-rEpw 

under the influence of aAAw 8c at 12: 8. A second set of readings is found in F G, which read 

S& only in the last clause. While this is not supported by D or the Latin tradition (apart from 

VL 77, which has again been adapted to the Greek of G), all other witnesses read a SE in the 

final clause in the series. This SE would then signal the end of series. However, elsewhere 

Paul frequently structures an asyndetic series without attaching a conjunction to the last 

element. Examples include Rom. 2: 19-21; 13: 7,13; 1 Cor. 9: 20-22; 65 12: 29-30; 14: 26; 15: 52, 

58; 66 2 Cor. 6: 4-10; 7: 7; 11: 20; 13: 11.67 This makes 6c unlikely in the final clause. The 

630201 may also attest to this set of readings, but it is fragmentary for both potential 
occurrences of SE at 12: 9. At 12: 9a the editio princeps of Bell and Crum, followed by NTaP, 
cites 0201 as potentially reading S&, while Güting ("Neuedition der Pergamentfragmente, " p. 
105) argues that there is insufficient space for it. At 12: 9b, the editio princeps and NTaP cites 
0201 as probably lacking &, but Güting does not see any letters on the line which would 
allow for a reconstruction. 

'Fee, p. 584-5, n. 9. 

65F G add 8E xat to Eycvotniv and harmonize ycyova to cycvolnly. 

66A adds at before apETaxtvlTOt. 

67List adapted from Güting and Mealand, p. 59. 
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remaining text is found in D' and the Latin tradition, 68 which maintains asyndeton for each 

clause. The sense-line layout of D, which so often leads scribes to bring lines into harmony 

(see chapter on DF G), is not a factor here because the Latin tradition shares the reading. 

Given the parallels cited above, this is most likely to be the archetypical text, with both a 

distaste for asyndeton and assimilation to the near context the cause of the various 

additions. 69 

12: 9.32; 12: 25.103; 12: 25.104; 12: 25.105; 12: 28.119 [also 1: 10.32; 6: 7.29; 6: 19.63] 

The accidental addition or omission of Ta at the end of -µaT stem nouns is common. 

At 12: 9 2138 is the only Greek witness to attest the singular Xaptopa, 70 although much of the 

Latin traditio reads the singular gratia (VL 75 Vg Amst Amst(A)) or donum (McionT 

Hilary). ' The singular cvcpyripa is also read in the paired witnesses 056 0142 at 12: 10, a 

corruption of EvEpy9paTa. 72 The examples at 12: 28 and 12: 30 must be plural, since the other 

68Tertullian's presentation of Marcion's text of this passage makes it impossible to 
determine whether or not the conjunctions were present; see Schmid, p. 122. 

69Zuntz, p. 105-107; Gifting and Mealand, p. 62; Gifting, "Neuedition der 
Papyrusfragmente, " p. 110. 

70G' divides the words as XaptaµaTa TataµaTwv. Tischendorf cites F' and G' as 
reading XaptapaTa Ta taµaTwv. However, there is no correction in F and it is not clear that 
the two small marks above the initial Ta indicate a correction in G. If they do, G` would read: 
Xaptopa TataµaTwv. Of course this reading is nonsense and simply mistaken word division, 
for the Latin equivalent dona vel grati[a]e requires the plural Xap t apaTa. 

"The Latin tradition has had difficulty with these forms as well. Although gratia 
(10: 9) may simply be a corruption of gratiae, especially in the D-text witnesses (VL 75 
Amst), donum cannot be so easily explained and must be derived from a witness that read 
Xaptapa. At 12: 28,0151 is the only Greek witness to read the singular, but only 
Ambrosiaster and Ambrose read gratiam, a corruption of gratias. At 12: 30, however, many 
Vulgate witnesses read the singular gratiam where the Greek tradition unanimously preserves 
xap t vµaTa, although Vg°"S read gratias and the D-text donationes. 

"Though see the separate discussion of cvEpyeta in DFG at 12: 10.38. 
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"gifts" in the section are in the plural. Given this usage, the plural form should also be read at 

12: 9, even though XaptopaTa is paired with the singular trtaTtS earlier in the sentence. 

Nevertheless, the wide range of Latin witnesses with the singular there points to an early 

corruption, which is preserved in Greek now only in an eleventh century minuscule. This 

again reminds us that some early readings preserved in the versions have been repaired - and 

at times perhaps corrupted - in the bulk of the Greek tradition. 

The same difficulties are to be found with aXtoµa. The plural is unanimously attested 

at 1 Cor. 11: 18, but at 1: 10 c 46 33 69 read the singular. The singular is in error there, likely 

the result of assimilation to the number of the verb (b). At 12: 25 DFG is joined by k and 

witnesses that typically align with the "Byzantine" tradition in reading the plural. An 

immediate difficulty with the singular is that it is the only time that QXtcµa occurs in the 

singular in Paul. Again, assimilation to the number of the verb is likely, 73 with the identical 

verb form used here as at 1: 10. In fact, 1: 10 (pi' j Ev üµiv GXicµaTa) shows that Paul 

elsewhere uses this neuter noun in the plural with the singular of 6 µi. It is, however, too 

remote and too small a change (comprising only two letters) to have been the cause of a shift 

to the plural. 

A similar assimilation to the near context takes place in the following clause of 12: 25. 

Here virtually the entire Greek tradition uses the plural verb µ. ptµvwvty with the neuter 

plural noun Ta PCArl. However, elsewhere Paul uses the singular verb with this plural noun 

form (Rom. 12: 4; 1 Cor. 12: 26). DFG read the singular verb pEptpva, which, though not 

73Fee (p. 608 n. 3) argues that "some manuscripts anticipate the application to the 
church and make this singular plural. " Why this should have taken place here and not at 1: 10 
is not explained. Moreover, given the frequent interchange of the singular and plural forms of 
-µa-r stem nouns, it is more likely that the context influenced the alteration in the opposite 
direction than that theological editing is involved. 
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attested elsewhere'4 is likely the archetypical reading. 

While DFG avoid assimilation of the subjects and verbs in 12: 25, it does alter the 

object -ro auTO to the plural -ra au-ra. In the Corpus Paulinum the plural occurs only at Eph. 

6: 9; Phil. 3: 1; 1 Thes. 2: 14, while the use of the singular here is similar to Rom. 12: 16 (T6 

aÖTÖ Eic &AAi Aouc ýpovoOvTES) and 15: 5 (TÖ aÖTÖ ýpovEIv Ev bAAiýAOtg). The 

alteration may be a simple copying error, for it is not matched by DF G's Latin relatives. 

12: 9.35 

Assimilation to the near context likely explains the reading cv -rw auTW rrvEuµa-n, 

for the phrase occurs twice previously (12: 8b; 12: 9). 75 Neither air rw nor the text of ýP46 can 

give rise to cvt. cp46 alone lacks any modifier while retaining the article, but this shorter 

reading is easily explained as omission of auTw by leap (TCll&YT j ), a common error in this 

manuscript. 76 This is one example of X46 matching DFG, here joined by 6 424c, yet 

departing from B 173 9. " 

2: 10.38; 12: 10.42 [cf also 12: 9.32] 

In one of Paul's longest lists of various "gifts, " there is a mixture of singular and 

plural 

forms. The textual tradition is uncertain as to whether the singular or plural should be read in 

"Though the Latin does not follow the Greek convention of using singular verbs with 
neuter plural subjects; cf. conpatiuntur omnia membra at 12: 26, where the Greek 
unanimously reads aupTrdaXEt rrocvTa Ta VEAT1. 

"Metzger, Textual Commentary, p. 497; Fee, p. 584 n. 4; Thiselton, p. 944. 

76Royse, p. 258. 

"Though 1739 reads rvt without the article. 
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three places. In the other lists of "gifts" in the epistles, only the singular or only the plural 

form is used. For example, the list at 1 Cor. 12: 28 is similar in content to that of 12: 8-10, but 

in the later passage the plural form is used for each of the Xapta a-ra since more than one 

example of each is "placed" in the "church. " For this reason the use of the plural in this 

passage does not require the plural at 12: 9-10, even for items repeated from 12: 8-10 

(XaptaµaTa taµaTwv and Suvapctc). Conversely at Rom. 12: 6-7 the singular form is used 

for both of the XaptaµaTa which are "given" (rrpo4Trrcta and Staxovta; cf. the singular 

Trpo41TEta at 1 Cor. 12: 10). Again at 1 Cor. 14: 26 all the gifts that "each person has" 

(ExaaToc EXEt; cf. ETCpw and aaaw at 12: 8-10) at the assembly are listed in the singular. 

However, at 12: 8-10 at least one item is firm in the textual tradition as a plural: yEvil 

yAwaawv. This makes the mixture of singular and plural forms unique in the list of 

xap t QpaTa at 1 Cor. 12: 8-10. But what of the other three items? 

The use of the plural form yEvil yAwvawv may help to determine whether or not the 

plural should be read for the other nouns. Thiselton shows the need to take seriously the 

plural form yEvil. It indicates that there are several "types" or "species of tongues, " which 

manifest themselves differently (unintelligible, 1 Cor. 14: 2,7-9; perhaps angelic, 13: 1; 

benefits the speaker, 14: 4,5) but share the common characteristic of being given "by the 

Spirit. " "Prophecy" (12: 10) on the other hand, is expressed in the singular because there is 

only one source, type, and goal. 78 Therefore the plural "types of tongues" at 12: 10 

encompasses the several different examples that are described in the succeeding chapters of 

the letter. 

The transcriptional issues involving the plural form of XaptaµaTa (12: 9) were 

78Thiselton, pp. 970-988, esp. pp. 970-72. 
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discussed earlier. There is no variation involving tapaTwv. In this case the use of the plural 

matches that of yrvrj yAwaawv: "the plural denotes various kinds of healings enacted in a 

diversity of ways to address a variety of conditions. "79 Both transcriptional and internal 

grounds confirm that xapiaµaTa taµaTwv is the archetypical reading. 

Is the plural also necessary for StaxptaEtS TrvcuµaTwv? There are different types of 

"spirits" that are to be distinguished, " thus requiring the plural trvcuµam v (for which there 

is no variation). But are there different "distinctions" or "discernings" (StaxptaEtc)? The 

decision between the singular and the plural must rest exclusively on internal grounds, since 

the interchange of ct and I is far too common to allow the "worth of the manuscripts" to be 

decisive. In addition, while the singular form may have arisen from assimilation to the 

singular form npoln rEta, 81 it is also possible that the plural is adapted to the previous two 

plural forms that were also modified by a genitive or even to the three occurrences of the 

similar-sounding 6tapEQEtS earlier in the chapter (12: 4-6). The singular is most likely in that 

there are not different kinds of "distinctions. s82 

The most difficult unit of variation to resolve is the first "gift" described at 12: 1 Oa. 

Transcriptional probability weighs heavily against the reading Evepyrjpaia SuvapEwv since 

it matches the XaptapaTa tapaTwv which is almost universally attested at 12: 9.83 

Furthermore, assimilation or other transcriptional causes cannot account for the alteration of 

79See Thiselton, p. 948, within the larger discussion provided on pp. 947-50. 

80This likely refers to distinguishing the Holy Spirit's action from human action that 
claims to be from God's Spirit. See Thiselton, p. 967-8. 

81Schrage III, p. 156 n. 235. 

82Conzelmann, p. 209 adopts the singular without comment. 

83Zuntz, p. 100. 
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EvcpyTIVaTa SuvagEwv to the other known readings. Assuming the reading found in KB 

1739 Byz requires that any change must have been deliberate. Fee argues that the readings of 

both )346 and DFG are "an attempt to `improve' a difficult plural that seemed tautologous. s84 

However, this does not account for the DFG reading in which both nouns are written in the 

singular. Furthermore, the similarly "tautologous" StaxptaEtq Suvaµcwv of Rom. 14: 1 was 

not altered in either the Greek or the Latin. Finally, the singular of either noun alone would 

have resolved such perceived difficulty, as in Evcpyrlpa Suvaµcwv (056 0142) or operatio 

virtutum (VL 78 Vg Amst) as well as the reading of X46. This makes it unlikely that the 

intentional editing assumed by Fee has taken place. 

The DFG reading (EvEpyEta Suvaµcwq) has much to commend it. It uses a common 

Pauline word (Lv¬pycta), though it is not used in the Hauptbriefe. 85 ' Evtpyijpa, on the 

other hand, occurs only at 1 Cor. 12: 6, which may have led to its introduction here a few 

lines later. It is also difficult to account for the use of EvEpyEta as an intentional alteration, 

for if the singular was desired, E vEpyrlpaia would have easily been altered to EvFpytlga (as 

in 056 0142). 

However, all these potential strengths of the reading EvepyEta 8uva1Ewg are undone 

by the close relationship of DFG with the Latin tradition. At 1 Cor. 12: 8-10 the Latin 

tradition writes each "gift" in the singular form, apart from genera linguarum (12: 10). This 

indicates intentional editing. 86 However, this editing is limited to the Latin tradition. 

84Fee, p. 584 n. 5. 

85Eph. 1: 19; 3: 7; 4: 16; Phil. 3: 21; Col. 1: 29; 2: 12; 2 Thess. 2: 9,11. 

86As noted by Zuntz, p. 100. Note that also at Rom. 14: 1, where there is another use of 
unusual use of the genitive plural modifying a plural head noun (StaxptoELS StaAoytaµwv), 
the Latin tradition does not alter to the singular (though D' alone reads Staxptatg) 
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Furthermore, it is not attested by the earliest Latin witness, Tertullian. His adaptation of this 

passage to Isaiah 11: 2 in Adversus Marcionem 5,8,7 results in some uncertainty as to his 

text. 87 Where the Greek reads E vcpynttaTa SuvagEwv (or one of the other readings) 

Tertullian reads only virtutum. This plural genitive form assumes a head noun, so it could 

render either £vcpyr1paTa SuvaµEwv or Evcpyr1paTa SuvaµEwc. However, the reading of D 

FG (EvEpyEta Suvaµcwc), in which both nouns occur in the singular, cannot be the Greek 

basis for Tertullian's reading. Likewise the Peshitta, which typically matches the "Western 

Text, " does not support it here. 88 The reading of DFG is therefore likely to be adaptation to 

an edited Latin text, with F-vEpyEtac adopted as the more likely equivalent for operatio. 89 

This leaves the reading of J46 (EvcpyrlµaTa SuvapEwS). On internal grounds this 

reading has much to commend it. It can serve as the source reading for all other readings, 

with evEpyrIpaTa Suvaii v adapted to the preceding XaptaµaTa tapaTwv, Evcpygga 

SuvapEwv either an intentional or unintentional loss of the final -Ta, and EvEpyEta 

SuvapEw; an adaptation to the edited Latin text, though retaining the singular Suvaµcw;. It 

can also be the base of the readings preserved in Tertullian and the Peshitta, as described 

above. It also matches the use of the genitives elsewhere in this list (12: 8-10). Reading 

EvEpynhlaTa 8uvaji wv one must assume an attributive genitive ("miraculous powers"). " 

87See the discussion in Schmid, Marcion und Sein Apostolos, pp. 81-2. 

88The Peshitta's ("mighty works") is a similar simplification, which may also 
support either r; vEpyrjµa-ra SuvapEwv or EvcpygµaTa 8uvaµcwq. The same form is used by 
the Peshitta at 12: 28,29 to render only 8uvaµct;. 

"In every place that the Greek text of Paul uses cvcpyEta the Latin tradition uses 
operatio. 

90Cf. BDAG, s. v. Evtpyq ia. Fee (p. 584 n. 5) asserts that "miraculous powers" must 
render the 346 text, but BDAG provides this gloss for EvcpyrlpaTa 8uvaµcwv. 
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This, however, would be the only attributive genitive in a list (12: 8-10)) where all the other 

genitive forms are descriptive. The singular genitive would then indicate that while there are 

many "workings" or examples (cf. EvEpyTjpaTWv at 12: 6), they are all from the same 

"power" (the Spirit). 

12: 10.48; 14: 26.122; 14: 28.132 

The addition/omission of the prefixes of compounds is discussed at 7: 13.47. Paul's 

use of the prefix for the verb Stcpinivcuw is consistent (12: 30; 14: 5,13,9' 27). On the other 

hand, the nouns based on [8t]£prl. n vcuw lack the prefix. At 12: 10 A D'"' read StcppTjv[E]ta, 

another reading which ties these witnesses together. At 14: 26 DFG read Stcp 
. igvEtav, 

influenced by the compound verb at 14: 5,13,27. Finally at 14: 28 B D* FG pc avoid the 

same influence by reading EpNuivEuT11g. 

12: 10.49 

D' has added yEvq under the influence of the yEvq yAwaawv in the preceding clause. 

12: 11.50 [discussed at 10: 11.46] 

12: 11.51 

The omission of the article is made likely by its distance from its head noun (TO Ev 

xat TO auTO rrvEuµa), which would account for its loss in Ps-Ignatius, Epistula ad 

Philipenses recensio longior 2,3 and some citations of Chrysostom. 92 This, and the fact that 

9' 104 reads StEpprlcuq. 

"In epistulam ad Romanos MPG 60, pp. 533; 602; In epistulam 1 ad Corinthios MPG 
61, pp. 244; 245; 246; 249; 252; 266. But the citations at De Anna MPG 54, p. 653; De 
sancta pentecoste MPG 50, p. 464 (bis); and In epistulam ii ad Corinthios MPG 61, p. 608 
read the article. 
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omission of the article is frequent in DFG make it more likely that the article has been lost 

than that it has been added. 

12: 11.52 

D* alone reads the plural middle/passive participle StatpougEva in place of the 

singular active form. This is likely a slip, perhaps the result of reading the antecedent of the 

participle as rravTa instead of TrvEupa. 

12: 11.53 

According to Zuntz, iSIcg with Exacrroq is "typically Attic. " He suggests, however, 

that at 1 Cor. 12: 11 thta was intentionally deleted (c]346 D*. c FG 0201"'1175 syp) due to 

"aversion against an expression of literary flavour. "93 This begs the question, however, of 

whether scribes typically added or avoided stylistic improvements. However, the phrase 

occurs nowhere else in Paul, in similar situations elsewhere Paul uses a preposition phrase 

(KaT' 181av; Gal. 2: 2; 2 Tim. 1: 9), and no obvious motivation for its deletion is evident. 

Instead, the witnesses that read t6ta frequently polish Paul's Greek, especially AB and the 

"Byzantine" witnesses. 

12: 12.56 

D' FG read S¬ in place of rat, which makes clear the contrastive relationship 

between the two clauses. This reading, however, reflected in the Latin tradition's autem, was 

made for the sake of clarity. Whether this alteration initially occurred in the Latin or in the 

Greek cannot be determined. 

93Zuntz, p. 98. 
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12: 12.57 

The loss of the adjectival phrase CWMXTOCTOYENOC may be an example of 

parablepsis. However, it is more likely that the phrase was added (k2 K `P 056 0142 0150 

0151 6 424) in conformity to the use of Elq with the two other occurrences of awµa at 

12: 12.94 

12: 13.60 [also discussed in the chapter on DF G] 

F G's loss of Evi may reflect an early harmonization in the Latin tradition. The D-text 

likely avoided the use of a preposition before uno spiritu (VL 75) or spiritu (VL 89) to match 

the lack of a preposition before unum spiritum in the next clause. The editor of the 

predecessor of FG read Ev Evt (as in D) and may have assumed dittography. Finding more 

words in his Greek column than the Latin, he may have adopted in from the Vulgate's in uno. 

The unique reading of FG is therefore the result of assimilation to the Latin. 

12: 13.62 [discussed in the chapter on DF G] 

12: 13.63; 12: 13.64 

Assimilation to the near context is responsible for several adaptations at the end of 

12: 13.95 Several witnesses add Etc to Ev (D2 KL 0150 01518 8 424 pm) in order to match the 

Et; Ev of the previous clause. Other witnesses alter EttoitaOtlµcv to c4wTtaOr1IcV (L pc), 

which are similar in sight and sound, to match better the subject (1rvEuµa). Still other 

"Fee (p. 600 n. 2) rejects -rou cvog as secondary without explanation. 

"In addition, A alone reads Ev vwpa Eu tEv in place of Ev tro. ta cno-rtaOgtcv. This 
matches precisely Rom. 12: 5, usually too distant a parallel to be considered as a cause of 
corruption. However, since the context and language of Rom. 12 is very similar to that of 1 
Cor. 12, intentional harmonization is not unlikely - perhaps the result of a marginal note later 
adopted in the text of a predecessor witness. 
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witnesses assimilate the noun to the verb, writing rroµa (056 0142 pc) for the nomen sacrum 

of TrvEuµa 96 

This last corruption is the result of a visual error which is more likely in minuscule 

script but possible also in majuscule. The only nomen sacrum found in the biblical 

manuscripts is n, not f1M0.97 But if the initial vertical stroke of a minuscule v is written 

with a horizontal serif, the result is a letter which looks very similar to a minuscule µ. This 

possibility is made more likely by the fact that the horizontal lines above the nomina sacra 

regularly fail to extend over the entire word in minuscule manuscripts. This shortened line is 

not very distinct from an accent mark. For example, in 1243, one of the witnesses that reads 

rroµa at 12: 13, the nomen sacrum rrva at 12: 11 is written with av that resembles aµ and 

short horizontal line. The rrva at 12: 13 in 1241 has a similar appearance to that in 1243; in 

fact, the v here resembles even more closely the example of µ written nearby. This error 

likely occurred independently in several different witnesses. For example, the Greek text of 

the bilingual 629 rarely departs from its Latin text, but it does so here. The error is not 

limited to manuscripts written in minuscule script. It must have occurred at least by the time 

96This reading resulted in various conflation: cv rropa ciroTnaOq1µcv Et; Ev Trvcuµa 
(35' 101` 242 385 1905 1927); Et; Ev TrvEuµa cv rroµa crroTtaOqµcv (1982); and ctS Ev 
nvcuµa ETIOTLGOfIIEV ctS cv Troµa (629c). 

97See A. H. R. E. Paap, Nomina Sacra in the Greek Papyri of the First Five Centuries 
A. D. Papyrologica Lugduno-Batavia 8 (Leiden: Brill, 1959), pp. 82-83; 102-13; and L. 
Traube, Nomina sacra. Versuch einer Geschichte der christlichen Kürzung. Quellen und 
Untersuchungen zur lateinischen Philologie des Mittelalters 2. (Munich: C. H. Beck, 1907), 
93-5. Traube cites only the Greek portion of a Coptic manuscript as using f1MÖ, and Dabsq 
(Codex Sangermanensis) as using M -I where D 05 (Codex Bezae) uses TI. For this reason 
the solution to the textual problem at 1 Cor. 12: 13 proposed by Bruce M. Metzger, The Text 

of the New Testament, Third, Enlarged Edition (New York, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
1994), p. 187, which claims that HMä is the "usual contraction of the word rrvEüµa", is only 
partially correct since it must instead be a corruption of n N&. 
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of Thomas of Harkel's revision of the Syriac text in the early 7th century. 98 This visual error, 

in addition to having been influenced by the verb, may also have recalled the text of 1 Cor. 

10: 4: Troµa nvwuµaTixov Emov (in most witnesses). 

Recognizing that this error is far more likely in minuscule script than in uncial helps 

to explain a reading that had been ascribed to Clement of Alexandria (Paedagogus 1,6,31,1). 

Tischendorf cites his text here as reading Evt uroµal t cTttoµev, but this is drawn from the 

edition of Heinsius and Sylburgius as cited by Griesbach's Symbolae criticae 99 No modem 

editor cites this reading, nor is it found in any NT manuscript. Modem editors of Clement's 

text also have puzzled over this reading. The edition of Stählin and Treu as well as that of 

Marrou and Harl print Ev TTöpa bTOT(GOq111EV. In fact, no manuscript of Paedagogus reads 

this. A single manuscript, designated M, reads Ev rropa EKo-n7], at which point the 

manuscript has a gap. The confusion of x for rr in the verb sparks little confidence in its 

having read properly the noun, particularly in a 12`' cen. minuscule manuscript that is a poor 

copy of the best manuscript of Paedagogus. 'oo Furthermore, the context of the citation 

"Another early example of letter confusion with a nomen sacrum is found at Rom. 
12: 11, where KP(D is corrupted to xatpw in DFG and results in the Latin tempori VL 75% 
tempori VL 77 78° Amst Or. Both the Ambrosiaster commentary (ad loc. ) and Rufinus' 
translation of Origen's commentary on Romans (9,10) discuss this difference between the 
Greek and Latin manuscripts. 

99J. J. Griesbach, Symbolae criticae, vol. 2 (Halae: lo. lac. Curtii Viduae, 1793), p. 
521. His source is a 1592 edition by Fredericus Sylburgius, Clementis Alexandrini opera 
Graece et Latine quae extant, published in Heidelberg. This edition is unavailable to me, but 
the reading is found in the 1642 edition published at Halle (on p. 98, not p. 117 as the 1592 
edition is cited by Griesbach ). The source of Tischendorf's information is provided by C. R. 
Gregory in the Prolegomena (vol. 3) of Tischendorfs Novum Testamentum Graece, p. 1176. 

1°°M. Marcovich, Clementis Alexandrini Paedagogus. Supplements to Vigiliae 
Christianae 61 (Leiden: Brill, 2002), pp. ix-xi describes the three witnesses to the text. The 
best manuscript (P) begins only at 1,11,96,1. The other two witnesses are derived from P: M 
(11`' cen. ) and F (12`' cen. ). According to Marcovich: "F was copied not directly from P, but 
from an intermediary apograph of P which occasionally offered variae lectiones independent 
of P. " 
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suggests that TrvEOpa is the intended reading, for he is discussing the need for instruction by 

the Spirit: "For instruction leads to faith, and faith with baptism is trained by the Holy 

Spirit. " (1,6,30,2). As evidence for his argument he then cites Gal. 3: 23-28 followed by 1 

Cor. 12: 13. Marcovich, breaking from previous editors, prints nvcupa in his text supported 

by M (noting it as the NT reading). "' In addition, Mees' study of Clement's citations also 

accepts nvcuµa as Clement's text. 1°2 While Mees does not discuss the passage, he does note 

that this is the reading of 346. The text of this manuscript, as his study clearly demonstrates, 

shows close similarity to Clement's citations. "' Clement should therefore no longer be cited 

as supporting the reading tropa. 104 

Apart from sight confusion, is theological motivation a cause of corruption? 

Specifically, Schrage notes that the reading rtopa may have arisen from making a connection 

to 1 Cor. 10: 2-4, where Christian baptism and the Eucharist ("spiritual food" and "spiritual 

drink") was read into the text. 105 However, no clear connection between 12: 13 and the 

Eucharist is to be found before at least John of Damascus (8`h cen. ), and even here it is not 

clearly derived from 12: 13b)°6 The only pre-Reformation interpretation to discuss the 

1°'Marcovich comments that "Stählin's edition, however, is far from being 
satisfactory. The main reason is that the editor was not attentive enough to the meaning of 
Clement's text and to the textual problems involved" (p. x). 

1°2Mees, Die Zitate aus dem Neuen Testament bei Clemens von Alexandria, p. 11,165. 

"'Further evidence that the mss. of Paedagogus had the same difficulties that the NT 
scribes had is that a corrector of M writes 4w above Tro in En011aOfJ. EV. 

"As is done by Tischendorf, von Soden, and NA27. 

'°5Schrage III, 218. 

'o6Cf. the examples of this interpretation listed in Schrage III, p. 218 n. 617, of which 
only Theophylact and John of Damascus are cited from the pre-Reformation period. John of 
Damascus, however, cites 12: 13a, but skips over the "Eucharistic" 12: 13b to 12: 14 before 
commenting: "That is, we enter by means of the same initiation, we have the benefit of the 
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Eucharist based on this passage is Theolphylact in the 1 1`'' century. 107 This, however, is too 

late to serve as evidence for a "Eucharistic reading" of the passage which would have led to 

its alteration by the 7" century. 108 Furthermore, while the alteration makes a Eucharistic 

reading possible, 109 no patristic citation reads iropa and then connects it to the Eucharist. 

Since this variant arose from a sight error, the passage was read eucharistically only 

after the first millennium, and no discussion can be found that sees noµa at 12: 13 as 

explicitly Eucharistic, evidence that would allow one to claim that theological alteration has 

taken place is nonexistent. As in the other alterations in this passage, this sight error was 

made more likely by similar items in the near context as well as perhaps the distant recall of 1 

Cor. 10: 4. 

12: 15.65[discussed at 7: 8.29] 

same table. If therefore one Spirit prepares us, and in the Spirit we were also baptized into the 
body, and he provides one table for us, why do you bring up to me a distinction, when it is 
like the [metaphor] about the tree, that from the same stream all the branches are watered? " 
(Commentarii in epistulas Pauli MPG 95, p. 669). 

107Theophylact writes: "`And all were given to drink into one Spirit. ' He appears to 
speak about the spiritual table, that of bread and wine. For by his saying, ̀ the Spirit which 
gave us to drink, ' he indicates both the bread and the wine. More than this it is true that he 
speaks of the coming of the Spirit, who came to us after our baptism and before the 
sacraments. `But we were given to drink' he says, through the metaphor of the trees which 
are nourished from the same stream. Therefore, one Spirit gives us to drink and nourishes us 
and makes us one body. " (Epistulae Primae Divi Pauli ad Corinthios expositio, MPG 124, p. 
716). 

108If J. A. Cramer's edition of the catenae is accurate, a comment by Theodoret 
concludes with a citation of 1 Cor. 12: 13 that ends xal rrdvTE; Ev rr6pa hnoT(0911µcv 
(Catenae graecorum patrum in Novum Testamentum, vol. 5 (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 1844), p. 235). However, two other citations of the passage by Theodoret read trvEüµa: 
Interpretatio in xiv epistulas sancti Pauli, MPG 82, p. 328; and Explanatio in Canticum 
Canticorum, MPG 81, p. 141. Neither of these makes reference to the Eucharist. 

"'According to Fee (p. 600 n. 4), the reading makes this passage "a reference to the 
Lord's Supper". 
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12: 16.69; 12: 21.88 

Two Greek manuscripts (D* K) lack xat at the beginning of the clause. The addition 

of the conjunction may have taken place in order to avoid asyndeton. 1° However, it is more 

likely that the at has been deleted. A direct parallel occurs at 12: 2 1, where the same 

imagery is used in another pair of sentences. Because 12: 21 uses a conjunction (ii), "' it is 

likely that a conjunction would have been used at 12: 16. The reading in D* may again be 

attributed to the tendency in this manuscript to bring its sense-lines into parallel. A lack of 

access to a photograph of K prevents one from determining whether its correction is an 

immediate repair to a mistake or a later addition. 

12: 16.70 

X46 assimilates TO ouS to the similar sounding o rroug of 12: 15. 

12: 16.71 [also discussed at 7: 8.29] 

A skip from the first oux ctin of the verse to the second oux Eipt resulted in oux 

Etµi EW -rou awµaTos being copied after OTi in 88. Upon recognizing the error, the scribe 

repaired the text by adding Et to 0 o4 O aApoc and continuing with the rest of the sentence. 

12: 16.73 [discussed at 7: 8.29] 

12: 18.75 [discussed at 5.11.30] 

110Güting and Mealand, pp. 50,62, and 101. They also note that this occurs in a 
"series" of asyndetic clauses, though in fact it is only a pair (12: 15-16) and so different from, 
e. g., 12: 8-10. 

"10151 writes at in place of r1, likely a harmonization to 12: 16. 
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12: 18.76; 12: 24.99 [also 2: 10.35; 10: 5.14; 11: 10.41] 

There are several examples of the subject being moved to the position prior to the 

verb: 

2: 10 arr£xaAuý£v o 0£oq ] 2,3,1 L `Y 056 0142 0150 01516 104 614 syP 
10: 5 £usoKnc£v 0 e£og ] 2,3,1547 1311 
11: 10 o4£lht q yuvq ] 2,3,1 H 33 69 pc 

Strikingly, 'two of the cases involve a nomen sacrum, and specifically Oco;. 

This evidence can be brought to bear in two more difficult cases. At 12: 18 only a 

handful of witnesses, but included among them c p4' and Origen, 12 place oO og after the 

verb. This is the more likely word order, particularly in view of the same word order at 12: 28. 

This parallel, however, is too remote and of so small a significance that one can hardly claim 

12: 18 as an adaptation to the later passage. Another variation involving o OEoq takes place at 

12: 24, where A alone reads QuvExcpaacv o Ocog. Given the shift tendency in the tradition 

and the lack of any obvious reason for an alteration to the verb-subject word order, A may be 

the only witness to preserve the original word order. 

12: 18.77 

The parenthetical Ev ExaaTov au-rwv, with the singular being abrupt after the plural 

irac µcArj, was smoothed in two different ways. Each of these construes the first Ev of the 

sentence with the EOCTO rather than with Exaa-rov. K 0151 add Etg, which results in the text 

reading: "God placed the parts into one [body], each of them ... " The sister manuscripts 056 

0142 add wS : "God placed the parts as one [body], each of them ... " 

12: 18.78 

112Commentarii in evangelium Matthei 14,1. 
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915 has an omission which cannot have been caused by a scribe having accidentally 

skipped over similar text. However, because the lost text can be implied from the context and 

the resultant sentence is not nonsense, it may indicate that this scribe is copying by sense, not 

word or syllable. 

12: 19.80 [also 2: 15.66; 8: 6.22; 9: 22.89; 11: 2.4; 12: 6.24; 15: 27.105; 15: 27.108 15: 28.112; 
15: 28.120] 

The presence of -ra before rravia is in question at twenty places in the Corpus 

Paulinum, ten of which occur in 1 Corinthians. This variation often has significant exegetical 

and theological implications. In two cases (1 Cor. 2: 15; 15: 28 (3)) NA27 brackets the article. 

The inconsistency of the more "important" witnesses has likely caused this uncertainty. 

Instead of relying on certain witnesses, a more helpful approach is to analyze Paul's use of 

navia and Ta TravTa as substantives in order to determine which reading is most suitable in 

each place. Only then is one able to evaluate the witnesses to see if they fall into any patterns. 

Paul's use of the neuter of träc as a substantive without the article is consistent. 

Paralleling his use of the masculine of lTaq ("everyone"), the neuter form refers to 

"everything, ""' though some examples may be uses of the accusative of general reference. "' 

His use of -rä 1TdvTa15, however, falls into three specific categories' 6: First, and most 

13BDAG, s. v. Träc (1dß)). Pauline examples without variation are: Rom. 8: 28; 14: 2, 
20; 1 Cor. 2: 10; 3: 21,22; 6: 12 (3x); 9: 12,25; 10: 23 (4x), 31,33; 13: 7 (4x) 14: 26,40; 15: 27 
(1); 16: 14; 2 Cor. 2: 9; 6: 10; Phil. 2: 14; 4: 13,18; Col. 4: 9; 1 Thes. 5: 21; 2 Tim. 2: 10; Tit. 
1: 15. 

"'E. g., 1 Cor. 11: 2 where P reads instead navioi t, and 2 Cor. 7: 14 where CFG 
reads rraVTOTE. Cf. BDR § 1543. 

"'The singular TO" Träv never occurs in Paul. 

16A11 of these are grouped into one entry in BDAG, s. v. näS (4dß). 
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commonly, -rc rrocv-ra refers to "all created things, "'" which in the firm examples does not 

include actions, emotions, or feelings but does appear to include creatures, created things, 

and even creation itself. Second, Tä TT dVTa is used in a demonstrative manner ("all 

these"). 18 In each case the adjective refers to items previously mentioned in the context, 

usually when Paul is concluding a discussion. Third, T rrävTa is used adverbially. This 

usage is rare, and limited to writings outside the Hauptbriefe. 119 

The care with which Paul distinguishes ndvTa and T rrdvTa can be demonstrated 

from two passages where the adjective is used both with and without the article. At 1 Cor. 

15: 27-2817dVTa occurs five times. The first of these is a citation from Ps. 8: 7, "For he will 

subject everything (trav-ra) under his feet. " The second example is in the succeeding clause, 

where Paul begins to explain the referent of TravTa. This likewise occurs without the 

article, "' for Paul is referring back to the rravTa from the Psalm text. These two example, 

because they are citations, should not be expected to reflect Pauline style. At the end of 

15: 27, however, Paul reflects his own usage when he explains that rrav-ra refers to "all 

created things" (Ta 1TaVTa), i. e, everything except the "God and Father" (15: 24): "But when 

he says that he subjected TravTa, it is evident that it is apart from the one who subjected Ta 

117 Examples without variation are Rom. 8: 32; 1 Cor. 15: 28 (2); Eph. 1: 10; Eph. 1: 23; 
4: 10; Phil. 3: 21; Col. 1: 20; 1 Tim. 6: 13. 

"'Without variation at 2 Cor. 5: 18; 12: 19; Phil. 3: 8b; Col. 3: 8b; Eph. 5: 13. 

"'Only Eph. 4: 15 without variation. See BDR § 1602. 

120K 1270 add Ta before the second rraVTa of 15: 27. This addition is likely the result 
of assimilation to the near context, since Ta TravTa occurs several times in this context. It 
cannot be determined if k also read -ra nav-ra in the first occurrence at 15: 27 since the text 
was lost due to an accidental leap (TOYCIIOAxC&YTOY [v. 25] 

... TOYCf1OAö. C&YTOY 
[v. 27]. 
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navTa to him. " This example of Ta rrav-ra is certain, 121 as also are the first two of 15: 28. '22 

At the end of 15: 28, however, the presence of the article is in question. Whereas the previous 

three examples of -ra Trav-ra referred to "all created things, " it is clear that this cannot be the 

case for the final example, "That God may be all in all ([Ta] naVTa cv rractv, " since God 

cannot be included among "all created things. " However, reading iravTa without the article 

matches the Pauline usage described above. The addition of the article is easily explained as 

assimilation to the previous three example of -ra Trav-ra; only AB D* 0243 6 33 81 547 1241$ 

1739 preserve the archetypical text for this final unit of variation. 123 

A second example in the Corpus Paulinum where a careful distinction is maintained 

between Trag used with and without the article is found at Eph. 5: 13-14. The -ra rrav-ra of 

5: 13 must be understood as "all these" referring back to the "empty" and "unfruitful works" 

of 5: 6-12. This reflects the second of the three uses of Ta rravTa outlined above. The 

conclusion then states, "But all these (rä TrävTa), when revealed by the light, become 

visible. " 5: 14 then states the general premise: "For everything (Träv) that is made visible is 

light. " 

With the distinction between Ta lrccvTcx and rrävra now clear, we may assess 

passages where the presence of the article is in question. At Col. 1: 16 the context requires 

that -ra travra ("all created things") be read twice. In the first example K 0151 omit the 

article and in the second ýP46 alters it to OTt. At Col. 3: 11, -ra rravra would properly convey 

the sense of "all these" with reference to "Jew and Greek, circumcised and uncircumcised. " 

"'It is omitted by F alone. Because it departs from G, it is an error unique to this 
manuscript. 

'220243 omits the first Ta at 15: 28, again by assimilation to the near context. 

'23Though ]346 I are not extant here. 
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N* AC omit the article. The article is added by X61075 at Phil. 3: 8, where navTa alone 

would convey the correct sense of "everything. " Several problems occur in Ephesians. At 

6: 2 1, the article is to be read since "these things" refers back to "how I am and what I am 

doing. " One manuscript (L) replaces -ra rravira with the equivalent demonstrative pronoun 

(TauTa) while DFG incorrectly drop the article. DFG also drop the article at 3: 9, where the 

reference to "created things" makes the article necessary. However, the lack of the article in 

DFG at 1: 11 should not be dismissed as a mere "tendency" of these witnesses, for 

"everything" suits the context better than either "all these" or "all created things. " The 

presence of the article in all other witnesses is easily explained as an addition based on the -ra 

Travia (without variation) of the preceding verse, where it clearly refers to "all created 

things. " 

Turning to the Hauptbriefe, the article is lost by FG KT at Gal. 3: 22 in a context 

where "all created things" is needed. Likewise, B alone omits the article at 2 Cor. 4: 15. Since 

"everything" is too general for this context, it is likely that Ta travTa in this summarizing 

sentence refers to "all these things" that Paul endured for his preaching, which are described 

in 4: 8-14. At Rom. 8: 32b, Ta naVTa most likely refers to "all these things" that God gives - 

the freeing of the children of God, the aid of the Spirit, the working of good by God, and 

glorifying those whom he has called (8: 18-30). The loss of the article in DFG may be 

attributed to the lack of an article before u rrcp r pwv tiav-rwv earlier in the verse. 

Assimilation to the near context has also impacted the text at Rom. 11: 32. At issue is whether 

God imprisoned "all creation" (Ta rravia) or "all mankind" (TODS TravTaS) in disobedience. 

The presence of TouS =Wag at the end of the verse has no doubt led to its replacing -ra 

rravTa earlier in the verse. It also resolves a superficial difficulty, for why would God 
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imprison all creation so that he might be merciful to mankind? However, Paul also speaks of 

creation being "under bondage" and "subject to decay" at Rom. 8: 19-22, and, as at 11: 32, this 

is followed (8: 23-24) by a statement that mankind would be saved. 124 M46 vid D' preserve the 

original -ra nav-ra, supported by the entire Latin tradition, including Irenaeus, apart from 

Jerome and Augustine. FG preserve only rrocvTa. 

The majority of the variation involving Ta before Trav-ra takes place in 1 Corinthians. 

At 2: 15 the article is read by X46 AC D" P6 33 88 1739 pc. This is likely an addition made 

to clarify that all things are to be judged, not all people. 12' The use of nav-ra without the 

article here parallels the same at 2: 10, where the Spirit "searches out everything. " Zuntz 

argues that the omission of the article is the result of assimilation to the example in 2: 10, 

which bears, he claims, only a "superficial" similarity to 2: 15.126 This line of argumentation is 

problematic for two reasons. First, assimilation to the near context usually results in addition, 

not omission. This is particularly true when a large amount of text intervenes, as it does here. 

Second, the similarity between 2: 10 and 2: 15 is quite significant. Just as the "Spirit" searches 

out everything (2: 10), so the "spiritual person" evaluates everything (2: 15). 127 This requires 

the reading 1rravTa. The addition is avoided by kBFG and the "Byzantine" witnesses. D 

differs from its sister witnesses not because FG have deviated from D (as Zuntz describes), 

but because an addition was made to D based on a manuscript similar to k A, which share 

the addition here. Furthermore, twice in 1 Corinthians D' departs from FG and all other 

'24The argument that Ta was added based on a parallel in Gal. 3: 22 (cf. Metzger, 
Textual Commentary, p. 365) is doubtful. Can so distant a parallel really have led to the 
addition of a mere article? 

'25Schrage I, p. 265; Thiselton p. 271. 

'26Zuntz, p. 109. 

127Thiselton, p. 272. Conzelmann, p. 57 n. 8 also argues for not reading the article. 
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witnesses in omitting the -ra. At 8: 6 -ra rrav-ra is required since Paul is identifying the source 

of "all creation. " It is also required by the parallel in the fourth colon. Again at 12: 6 D' is 

alone. The Ta ttaVTa refers to all the things (described in 12: 4-6) that "God works. " This 

parallels the rravTa SE -rau-Ta at 12: 11.128 

At 1 Cor. 12: 19 the article is lacking only in BFG 33. Again, Zuntz argues for the 

longer reading, with B 33 joining FG in the accidental omission of the article. Here his 

contextual argument is convincing: -ra rravra is necessary because it conveys "the notion `all 

of it. "' This matches an infrequent Pauline usage of T& nävTa, i. e., "all this, " the "preceding 

things. s129 However, the agreement of BFG may not simply be accidental, for these 

witnesses often share unique readings. Instead of accidental omission, the article may have 

been dropped intentionally by a reader/corrector who knew the common Pauline usage of Ta 

Travra to refer to "all creation, " which clearly cannot fit the context. The context is again 

decisive at 9: 22, where rrav-ra without the article refers to "everything. ', ' 30 "All these things" 

would too greatly limit the force of Paul's claim to have done whatever is necessary in order 

to "save some. " Its addition in KLP `N and the "Byzantine" witnesses is likely due to the 

three previous occurrences of the article in the sentence. 

This allows the individual manuscripts to be analyzed for their "tendencies" involving 

this type of variation. This argumentation plays a large role, for example, in Zuntz's 

discussion. He points out, for example, that D alone omits the article in such situations twice 

128Schrage III, p. 142. 

'29BDAG, s. v. rrocvia (4dß), which cites 2 Cor. 4: 15 and Phil 3: 8b as close parallels to 
Col. 3: 8. The same entry cites 1 Cor. 12: 19 with the translation "they all (of the members of 
the body)" but without giving any parallels. It would seem, however, that "they all" and "all 
these" are quite similar. 

'30Cf. Thiselton, p. 706. 
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(8: 613'; 12: 6). He further argues that DFG typically omit the article before rravTa, a 

phenomenon "which may be connected with the inability of the Latin to render the Greek 

article. " He cites Eph. 1: 11; 3: 9 and Col. 1: 17 as examples where these witnesses alone omit 

the article, and indeed in each case the common Pauline usage of T& rrävTa to refer to "all 

creation" or "all these things" requires the article. He does not also point out the FG are 

alone in omitting the article at Rom. 11: 32 and F alone at 1 Cor. 15: 28(3). Furthermore, the 

tendency in the other manuscripts is to add, not remove, the article. This is seen at 1 Cor. 

2: 15; 9: 22; 15: 27(2); and 15: 28(3). Indeed, no witness avoids adding the article in at least one 

of these passages. That DFG omit but do not add the article does therefore indicate that a 

unique influence is at work in these witnesses. Almost certainly it is influence from the Latin. 

12: 20.81 [discussed at 5: 11.30] 

12: 20.82 [also 1: 18.60; 2: 15.65] 

At 2: 15 VEv is almost certainly secondary. Nothing can account for its omission, 

while its addition can be explained as an attempt to balance S& in the following clause. "' Its 

addition, however, must be early. While appearing in the "Byzantine" text, it is also found in 

B133. Irenaeus134 and the entire Latin tradition. 135 ßa6 appears to have lost µtv at several 

13'Güting ("Neuedition der Pergamentfragmente, " p. 101) reconstructs 0201 without 
the article: ttav[Ta] Ey Tr[actvl. The editio princeps, followed by NTaP, reconstructs it as: -rsc 
Tray[Ta] Ev rrcdrtl. If 0201 joins D* here, as Güting argues (p. 108), it must be due to 
independent error. 

'32Zuntz, p. 198; Metzger, Textual Commentary, p. 482. 

"'Though neither Origen Commentarii in evangelium Joannis 10,7,28 nor Clement 
Stromata 1,11,50. 

'34Adversus Haereses 1,8,3, both the Greek and Latin texts. 

'3sOne of the few places were DFG split from the Latin tradition. 
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places: Heb. 7: 18 (joined only by 1241); 2 Cor. 10: 10; and 1 Cor. 1: 18. The last example is 

the only which has additional early support. Several Latin witnesses lack an equivalent 

particle (VL 64 75* 89 Cyprian136) However, the use of yap earlier in the clause may have 

made the iv seem superfluous, leading to its omission by ýP46 and its not being translated in 

some Latin witnesses. The fact that the Greek text of Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses 1,3,5 reads 

11 µiv but no equivalent is found in the corresponding Latin supports this conclusion. 

"Weighty" witnesses also lack pcv at 1 Cor. 12: 20, among them again cp46' 137 However, as at 

1: 18 the use of a conjunction (SE) earlier in the clause may have made the pcv seem 

awkward, leading to its omission. Parablepsis may have also occurred. 138 Furthermore, D may 

have been influence by the lack of the particle in the Latin text, though as noted above the 

absence of an equivalent to µcv in the Latin is the result of translation choice, not textual 

differences. D also loses ii v where FG retain it at 2 Cor. 10: 1, where the D-text (VL 75 89 

Amst Sedul) lacks an equivalent. Other secondary additions of pEv, always to balance a 

subsequent 6c, are found at Rom. 6: 21 X39 ( 94 BDF G); 7: 25 (avoided by kF G); 1 Cor. 

2: 1514° (avoided by cp46 AC D* F G); and 1 Cor. 15: 50 (avoided by q 46 B C* D* 0243* 38' 

1739). 

12: 21.84 

'36Cyprian's citation is found at Ad Quirinium 3,69. 

"'The identity of the corrector who added pev in a cursive hand is unclear. NTaP 
suggests only a "user" of the manuscript. 

138Zuntz, p. 198; B. Weiss, p. 117. 

139B. Weiss, p. 117. 

"'Metzger, Textual Commentary, p. 482. 
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The öE at 12: 21 was bracketed by Westcott and Hort but dismissed by most 

commentators due to the "exceedingly strong" evidence. "' Zuntz claims that a scribe who 

misunderstood v. 21 as a conclusion rather than a continuation of the argument intentionally 

removed the conjunction. However, The fact that Sc occurs four times in the preceding three 

sentences may have prompted its addition here. Furthermore, the argumentation and structure 

of 12: 20-21 is very similar to that of 12: 14-16. Both 12: 20 and 12: 14 use a conjunction to 

introduce a sentence which asserts that there is one body even though there are many parts. 

At 12: 15, no conjunction is used to introduce the supporting statement, which in both places 

(12: 15-16; 12: 20) is an imagined "discussion" among the parts. A 6c at 12: 21 turns the 

supporting statement into one of contrast, thereby disrupting the flow of argument. "" Aside 

from ACFG and part of the "Byzantine" tradition, the absence of a conjunction is supported 

by the D-text143 and a united Syriac tradition. 

12: 21.85 

The loss of the article before o49aAµoc ('Y al) may be an example of haplography. 

That it is required is seen by the parallel rj KE aq in the next clause. 

12: 21.87 [discussed at 12: 26.107] 

12: 21.88 [discussed at 12: 16.69] 

'a'Zuntz, p. 190. Güting and Mealand indicate that it is secondary (p. 140) without 
discussion. 

_ 
'42That U is a poor choice to indicate the continuation of the argument is shown by 

the secondary addition of xat - not S& - in some witnesses. 

'43The presence of SE / autem in D and VL 75 against all their typical supporting 
witnesses (including the Peshitta) is again likely from a Greek witness that is similar to A. 
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12: 23.91 

FG read the singular o for a. This must be an accidental confusion of the vowels, for 

its equivalent is not attested in the Latin tradition and the plural is required by aTtµoTcpa. 

12: 23.92 

M&Aii is added following anpoTcpa by DFG and before it by 0150 33 to match 

Soxouvra . Earl in the previous sentence. Virtually the entire Latin tradition also makes the 

harmonization. 

12: 23.94 [discussed at 7: 13.47] 

12: 23.96 

The infinitive EXEty (F G) is either assimilation to the Etvat earlier in the verse or a 

simple error. The fact that FG is not followed by any of the Latin or Syriac tradition, 

including VL 77, suggests that a unique error is involved. The indicative EXEt is required as 

it parallels the cXct in the succeeding clause. 

12: 24.98 

DFG and the Peshitta add -nµrJS, the noun implied from the context (cf. 12: 23,24b). 

This example of addition by harmonization to the near context is similar to what DFG did at 

12: 23.92. The presence of honorem in VL 75, alone among the Latin witnesses, is likely the 

result of assimilation to the Greek column. 

12: 24.99 [discussed at 12: 18.76] 

12: 24.101; 12: 24.102 

An understanding of Paul's argument is necessary in order to decide between the 
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active and middle forms. The antecedents of the participle are the "weak" and 

"unpresentable" parts discussed in 12: 22-23. These characterizations of certain parts as 

inferior are, according to Paul, incorrect perceptions (Soxtw is used twice in 12: 22-23). 

12: 24a concludes with the (again false) perception that the Corinthians had of the 

"presentable" parts: They do not have need of the "greater honor we bestow" (the implied 

object stated in the parallel at 12: 23a). Paul encourages the adoption of God's perspective, 

who himself gives greater glory even to those perceived to be of lower status. How does this 

help clarify the variant? Pauline usage of Ucrmptw is consistent. The active form refers to 

something lower in status while the middle/passive form is used to indicate a lack or 

deficiency in something. ' Since the false perception being addressed is that the "weaker" 

are lower in status (not that they lack something), the active form is that which best suits the 

context. "' God gives glory to those parts which are perceived to be of less value. 146 The 

reading uc rEpouvTt has the additional benefit of being the earliest attested, found in ýP46 DF 

G, Origen, 147 and the Peshitta, '48 although the Latin tradition likely translates 

'4BDAG, S. V. üQTEpEW (4) and (5b), with references. 

"Zuntz, p. 128. Thiselton (p. 1009-10) adopts the argument of Robertson and 
Plummer (p. 276), that the middle form best suits the context because it conveys "feel 
inferior" whereas the active implies "be inferior. " This argument, however, does not match 
the usage of 6aTeptw described BDAG (see previous note). Schrage (III, p. 228 n. 684) 
argues that there is little difference in meaning between the middle and active forms. 

"'Fee (p. 614) argues that the sentence is saying that God gives glory to the parts that 
lack it, hence the need for the middle form. However, he admits that his understanding results 
in a lack of clarity: "It is less clear, however, what Paul had in mind by `greater honor. ' Most 
likely he means that the parts that appear to be weak and less worthy are in fact accorded the 
greater honor of having important functions or receiving special attention. " It should be noted 
that his explanation is precisely what the text says if the present form U JTE OUV L is read. 

14'Commentarii in evangelium Joannis 10,36,238. 

v&ve vd, ms1= "to the part which is least. " 
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UQTEpouµEVW. 
149 

12: 25.103; 12: 25.104; 12: 25.105 [discussed at 12: 9.32] 

12: 26.107; 12: 26.109; 12: 31.126 [also 12: 21.87] 

At 12: 26, the EtTE has been corrupted twice. In the first clause, the similarity of sight 

and sound led to Et -rt (B F G'P 1175 1739), ETt (cp46), and iTt (915). The reading of 915 

is nonsense as it stands, and although Et could function to create the protasis of a conditional 

sentence, Tt (another nominative) would be superfluous since Ev iEAoq must be the subject 

of the clause. "' The reading ETt (ýp46) is a legitimate form, but does not construe in this 

context. IP 46 makes a similar error involving the same vowels at 12: 21, where EtnEv is 

written for EtttEty in a clause where the infinitive is required. One further corruption is found 

in 1739. The reading Et it in the second clause is the result of assimilation to this 

manuscript's reading in the first clause. 

Similar vowel confusion takes place at 12: 3 1. before the prepositional phrase xaO 

utrEppoATIv is found ETt (most witnesses), El -rt (ýP46 D), £tTEI (F), and EEL (G). The latter 

two readings, being nonsense, must be derived from either ETL or Et Tt. 15' F's cvrEt is likely 

149VL 77 78 89 Vg read ei cui deerat (of which si cui deerat in 75 is an obvious 
corruption); 61 Amst Sedul read ei cui deest. Cf. 2 Cor. 12: 11 where minus fui or minus feci 
renders the active uaicpTlaa and 2 Cor. 11: 5 minus fecisse renders uaTCprlKEvat (but 
inferiorem esse 77; inferioremfuisse Amst; and inferiorem Sedul). 

"'Hence et si patitur unum membrum (Augustine bo 30; par 2,16) and si patitur unum 
membrum (Augustine ep 48,1; fau 21,8; Jo 65,1,26; 1 Jo 3,3; par 3,3 etc; Cyprian ep 17,1; 
55,15; 62,1 must be derived from either removing -rt or ignoring it in translation. 

"'While FG make very numerous spelling errors, the confusion of Et for I (and the 
reverse) is extremely common not only in these witnesses but in all early witnesses. 
Examples in this chapter alone are found at 1 Cor. 12: 4 ctaety F G; 12: 6 ctvcty FG (yet 
12: 5 Etvty preserved in F G! ); 12: 23 aTEtµo-rcpa q)46 D; 12: 10 cppilvta F G; 12: 24 EXEC 
+ TEtpr1S D (+ -rtµrlc G; + -nlµr! S F); rctµrly q)46 D; 12: 28 Etr1EtTa F G; avTEtArlµýctc F 
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the result of confusion similar to that at 12: 26 (see above), so that E-rt should be understood 

as the reading of F G. But what of their shared ancestor D? The Latin equivalent is adhuc (= 

En), and this is matched by Peshitta's sad which is significant because this witness 

frequently agrees with the archetype of DFG. The reading in D is therefore likely a simple 

vowel interchange. The same should be concluded with regard to cp46. We have already seen 

this manuscript twice exchange E for Et; Et is written for E also at 14: 9 (EtQEGOE). 152 

Furthermore, the iota in the immediately preceding at may have influenced the addition of 

the same letter to the epsilon in c-rt. While the reading Et -rt construes ("And if there is 

anything else, I will show you the more excellent way"), 153 it is more likely independent 

unintentional error rather than an indication of consanguinity and still less likely the 

archetypical reading. Adjectival ETt should therefore be understood as strengthening the 

comparative xaO' uir¬ppoAgv, not in a temporal or adverbial sense. "' D adds xat from other 

Greek witnesses, an addition which disrupted its sense-line format (see the chapter on DF 

G). 

In addition to the vowel confusion, interpretive and grammatical difficulties have 

played a role in contributing to alteration here. The most directly relevant issue is whether the 

two clauses of 12: 3 1 should be taken together or divided into two sentences, with 12: 31b 

G; 12: 30 SuvaptS F G; AaAouacty F G; StEpµtjvCuoucEty F G; 12: 31 xptaaova F G; 
Stxvupt F G; upcty sp46. 

"'See Royse, p. 245. Examples of the these interchanges in the Roman papyri are 
cited by Gignac, vol. 1, pp. 257-259. 

'53BDR §272'. Zuntz, p. 90, hesitatingly thinks that this reading is at least partially 
correct, though he seems to think that the end of the verse is corrupt as well. 

154Lietzmann, p. 65; Schrage III, p. 281. Examples of this usage are provided in 
Liddell and Scott, s. v. £Tt (11,2) 
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more closely connected to 13: 1.155 Suggestively, the earliest witnesses to physically divide 

the two halves of the sentence also read xai. R and B both make a division at 12: 3 lb by 

means of indentation (A begins the section at 12: 31). On the other hand, witnesses that do not 

read Kai (notably F G) do not show signs of marking a new unit of thought at either 12: 31b 

or 13: 1, though because these witnesses break the text into sense lines, 12: 31a and 12: 31b 

stand on separate lines. "' Given that 12: 3 lb likely introduces the material in chapter 13, 'S' it 

is more likely that the xat was removed in order to make clear that a new discussion was 

beginning rather than being grammatically connected to 12: 3 la. 

12: 26.108; 12: 26.111 

The numeral Ev is used twice at 12: 26, but omitted both times in A and the second 

time by cp46 M* A B158 1611 1739. No obvious motivation for its omission can be identified, 

particularly since it was not omitted in the previous two examples in chapter 12 (12: 14,19). 

Furthermore, assimilation to the near context would be possible, particularly for the second 

example. However, this chapter consistently uses the numeral with the singular of p Aoq 

(12: 14.19). Furthermore, the numeral is needed in both examples to contrast with the two 

occurrences of Ta rravia VEarl. While no cause for the omission can be clearly identified, 

"'Other issues which may be relevant are whether ýrlAoü-rE is indicative or 
imperative; the possibility that Ta xapicpaTa -roc IEiýova may be sarcastic; and whether 
xaO' üncpßoA v is adverbial (modifying &ixvuµt) or adjectival (modifying 636v). 

156F uses a large initial letter at 12: 31 ýEAou-rat (sic) and 13: 1 Eav, though these are 
so common throughout the manuscript that it is not clear that indicate paragraphing or sense 
units. Any divisions that may have been present in X46 are no longer visible since xat begins 
the line and the end of the column is missing. 

"'So Lietzmann, p. 65; Schrage III, p. 281, etc. 

"'Swanson sees a correction in B which adds cv, but this could not be discerned from 
the facsimile. 
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the context and author's usage requires that it be read in both places. 

12: 27.114 

FG read the accusative uµag for the nominative u .i tS. The former does not construe 

in the context, and is likely simply the result of vowel confusion. 

12: 27.116 

A few witnesses (D*'P; perhaps ex membro VL 75; de membro VL 78 Vg) write Etc 

t Aouq under the influence of the immediately preceding tEA11.159 

12: 28.117 

The list of "gifts" in 12: 28 is compiled asyndetically. Two witnesses add 

conjunctions, however, both for the third item: D* adds SE after T tTOV and 69 adds xat 

prior to it. Why only this element in the list should receive such additions is not obvious, 

though in the case of D it may be an example of dittography (ACA I CKÖJ, OyC). 

Nevertheless, it shows again the tendency of the tradition to add conjunctions that was seen 

at 12: 8-10, where, ironically, D alone avoids such additions. 

12: 28.118; 15: 5.22; 15: 6.24; 15: 7.29; 15: 7.30 

Paul most frequently uses EiTa and EnEITa in temporal contexts, but occasionally 

they stand in lists as simple transition markers. 160 A sequential list appears at 12: 28 that 

begins with three "offices" concludes with fives "gifts. " That Paul is in fact making a 

distinction between the "offices" and "gifts" is shown by the enumeration of the first three 

1s9Lietzmann, p. 63 and Thiselton, p. 1012 both explain this reading as a scribal error. 

'60BDAG, S. V. ElTa. 
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items. The transition then takes place at 8uvd1Et;, which is introduced with the transitional 

V hEtTa to set it off from the previous three items. This matches Paul's use of rrpw-rov ... 

Err£t-ra elsewhere (1 Cor. 15: 46,1 Thes. 4: 16-17) though at 12: 28 the context is not 

temporal. 

DFG preserve this structure by reading Etrcvra before SuvalEtc but not reading any 

adverb before XaptaµaTa. The cp46 kABC 1739 group, here joined by a few other 

witnesses, read EtTEITa before XaptopaTa. This destroys the structure of 12: 28 and is easily 

explained as an addition based on the preceding ETIEtTac. Most witnesses read EtTa, 

producing an alternation of Er1EtTa and Etvra which is likely a stylistic improvement. 16' A 

few later manuscripts then assimilate EtTa to the preceding £rrctTa, hence the unusual 

agreement of late witnesses with cp46 RABC 1739. 

Similar use of Evra and EITEITa to indicate structure occurs at 15: 5-7. ErrEvTa is firm 

at 15: 6162 and 15: 23, both places where a new element is introduced. This would suggest that 

Et1EtTa should be read at the beginning of 15: 7 (only D reads EtTa), and that EITa should be 

read at 15: 5b and 15: 7b, both introducing elements which are thematically and even 

temporally connected with the previous clause. crrEtTa at 15: 7b (c 46 K' AFG pm) is easily 

explained as assimilation to the same word at 15: 7a, while many of the same witnesses make 

the same alteration at 15: 5b (K A 049 0151 33 pm). This connection between the appearance 

to Cephas and to the Twelve (which cura indicates) caused problems for some scribes (see 

the discussion at 15: 5). 

"'For examples see Liddell and Scott, S. V. EiTa (I, 1). 

162 The minuscules related to the Harklean Syriac edition (1505 1611 2495) read Evra. 
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12: 28.120 

K` alone omits yEvri, either due accidental leap ([ENHFXWCCWN) or because the 

yEvii is somewhat superfluous with the plural yAwaawv. 

12: 28.121 

EppEvEtac yAwvawv has been added from the parallel list at 12: 10. Only a narrow 

band of witnesses attests the addition: 1505 1611 1295 and the Harklean, all of which are 

related, "' and Ambrosiaster. 

12: 31.125 

The decision to accept pEtCova is often based, aside from the "value" of its 

supporting witnesses, on two arguments: First, that the usage of xpEiaaov here would be 

non-Pauline. Second, that xpEiacrov is incorrect because Paul's arguing that some gifts are 

merely "better" than others is a mere truism; he in fact argues that some gifts are "greater" 

because the benefit the community. '' The first argument is only partially correct. While 

Kpciaawv is not used as an attributive elsewhere in Paul, the same could be said of µcUUwv, 

which likewise never occurs as an attributive adjective in Paul. In fact, µdýwv occurs only as 

a substantive (Rom. 9: 12; cf. xpEiaaov at 1 Cor. 11: 17) and in predicate constructions (1 

Cor. 13: 13; 14: 5; cf. xpEiaaov at 1 Cor. 7: 9165; Phil. 1: 23). Second, it is doubtful that a 

"'See NTSU, pp. 22-27. 

"4Zuntz, p. 135; he is followed by Fee, p. 616 n. 2. Schrage III, p. 240 n. 757 argues 
that xpEtUaova is the incorrect reading because it is the least offensive in this context, hence 

a scribal adaptation. However, he too sees xpEtaaova as referring to "better" and "more 
useful" gifts, though not in a moral sense 

"'Here the NA27 text departs from its usual orthography and prints xpE rrov, 
apparently because this spelling is found in B. 
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semantic distinction between can be made between KpEiaaov and µciýwv, at least not one 

that bears the weight that Zuntz, et al., place on the words. The Louw-Nida lexicon, for 

example, places xpEicaov and µciýwv in the same entry and suggests the same glosses for 

each: "pertaining to or having a higher status in comparison to something else -'better, 

greater, superior to. "'166 While these two comparatives cannot be significantly distinguished 

in meaning in the way that some do, most commentators understand the force of 1Etýova in 

this context to be equivalent to a superlative. 167 This is based on Pauline usage elsewhere, in 

particular 1 Cor. 13: 13. 

The reading VEiCwv has probably been adopted by most commentators because of the 

"superior" attestation. The "weight" of this evidence may be lessened somewhat, however, 

by the evidence of Origen. In Book 2 of his Commentarii in evangelium Joannis he writes: 

But it is evident that the commandment made by Paul is observed by them: "Seek the 
better (Ta xpE(TTOVa) gifts. " But greater (µciýwv) than the gifts is what is placed 
before all else, that is, the word of wisdom, and the word of knowledge which follows 
after. (2,24,157) 

Origen draws a contrast between the "better" gifts, presumably those mentioned by Paul, and 

what he sees as the "greater" gifts, namely wisdom and knowledge. This makes clear that 

Origen's text read Ta xpEmova. 168 Elsewhere, Origen only alludes to this passage and since 

166j. P. Louw and E. A. Nida, A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament Based 
on Semantic Domains (New York: United Bible Societies, 1988), §87.28. 

167 Thiselton, p. 1025-26; Schrage III, p. 240; J. F. M. Smit, "Two Puzzles: I 
Corinthians 12.31 and 13.3. A Rhetorical Solution, " New Testament Studies 39 (1993): 246- 
264, esp. p. 247. Smit provides further references to grammars which adopt this 
understanding. 

"'Hannah, p. 129 n. 233 dismisses this citation: "The allusions seem to indicate that 
theKPEITTOva of the citation is a scribal harmonization to the majority text. " It must be 
pointed out, however, that this is not a mere allusion since Origen cites it as coming from 
Paul and his comments play on the difference between1CP61TTWv and VEIýwv. This makes 
assimilation to the majority text unlikely. 
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the allusions vary as to the use of articles and word order, the fact that he uses µctýwv in 

these cases is not decisive. "' 

Whether or not Origen's text was xpEtaaova or I. t L ova, "external evidence" can 

never be decisive. Contextual factors must also be considered. As we saw in the discussion of 

12: 31.125, there are several ways to understand both the grammar and the tone of this 

sentence. Some understand 12: 31a as ironic, that Paul does not actually call for the 

Corinthians to seek the "greater/est gifts, " but to seek instead "love" (chapter 13). 170 

However, such an understanding is difficult given Paul's positive use of ýrJAoOTc 6a 

lTvEuVaTtKä at 14: 1. Indeed this occurs immediately after he commands them to 81OKETE 

-rhIv äythrq, thereby commending the seeking of certain gifts using language identical to that 

of 12: 31 a. "' 14: 1 concludes with an exhortation to seek one specific gift above the others 

(täAAov 8 iva rrpo4I1TE(i lTE), further confirming that at 12: 31a Paul is encouraging the 

Corinthians to seek a few gifts - the greater ones - more than others. Since 14: 1 helps clarify 

12: 3 1, we may now evaluate xpEtaaova and µctýova. As we have already seen, pEtýova 

would most likely be understood as a superlative. This would fit well were the passage 

understood to be ironic. However, as 14: 1 shows, the seeking of "gifts" is encouraged, not 

denigrated, though they are not as important as "love, " which in 13: 13 is described as the 

"greatest" (µciýwv) of what remains. This is made clear also by 12: 31b, in which Paul 

169Exhortatio admatryrium 15: ýqMv XapiaµaTa T µciýova (not cited by 
Hannah) Commentarii in evangelium Matthei 14,23: ýIJAoüv a' Xap(apaia Tä 
IEI ova; Commentarii in evangelium Joannis 32,9: ýrJAoOvTES T pd ova XaptapaTa. 
This allusion differs from the citation earlier in the commentary, though the fact that the it 
took Origen thirteen years to write the commentary may account for the difference. 

"'See esp. Smit, "Two Puzzles" and Thiselton, pp. 1024-26. 

"'Schrage III, p. 239. 
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introduces the "way" which is even more superior (ETt xaO' ünEpßoatjv) to the seeking of 

gifts. Chrysostom's exegesis shows this understanding: 

But saying this he gently hinted they were responsible for receiving the lesser things, 
and that they had the power, if they wished, to receive the greater things (Tä 

VEiCova). For when he said, "Be zealous, " he demands effort from them and a desire 
for spiritual things. And he did not say Tä pcf nova, but Ta xpc rrova, that is, the 
useful, the beneficial. But what he means is this: Remain desirous of the gifts, and I 
will show to you the way of gifts. For he did not say Xäptapa but 66öv, so that he 
might more greatly lift up that which he is about to say. For it is not "I will show you 
one or two or three gifts" but one "way" which produces all these things. And it is not 
merely a "way, " but also "most excellent" and set commonly before all. "' 

This distinction between the T xpci-rrova (= gifts) and the Ta pdfýova described in 1 Cor. 

13 matches the argument of 12: 3 1, in which the seeking of "better gifts" is a positive thing, 

yet there is one "way" which surpasses even these gifts. With this interpretation, Ta' pdi ova 

is out of place, "' for the how can a "more excellent way" of 12: 3 lb stand in comparison to 

"the greatest gifts"? 

No only is xpctaaova the reading most congruent with the context, it is also more 

likely to have given rise to the alternative reading. Elsewhere in the Corpus Paulinum there is 

no variation between µctýwv and xpf: tvvwv except at 1 Cor. 14: 5, where a handful of 

minuscules (69 365 1319) read xpEtaGwv. The last previous occurrence of xpEtaawv in this 

letter occurred at 11: 17 in a completely different context, which means that xpctaawv cannot 

be explained as an assimilation. However, µEiýwv occurs again at 13: 13 at the conclusion of 

a section of the letter that was very familiar to early readers of 1 Corinthians. 174 As we saw 

above, the earliest manuscripts divide 12: 31 into two clauses, and read the second half of the 

"ZChrysostom, In epistulam I ad Corinthios MPG 61, p. 267. 

"'As Schrage III, p. 240 n. 757 acknowledges. 

174Schrage III, pp. 320-24, esp. p. 321. 
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verse with chapter 13. In these witnesses the problem of Paul saying that "the greater things" 

are surpassed by a "more excellent way" is removed, for 12: 3 lb is not read in light of 12: 31a. 

Furthermore, 12: 31 now ends the unit. "Seek the greatest gifts" would serve as an appropriate 

conclusion, comparable to 13: 13. Such delineation of the structure of the letter clearly shows 

careful attention to the beginning and ending of the major portions of text. It is not 

unreasonable to conclude that µct ova was noticed by a reader or user at the end of chapter 

13 and deemed to be more appropriate than xpEtaaova at the end of what was made the end 

of the unit in chapter 12. Significantly, the witnesses that set themselves off from the rest of 

the tradition here (]46 B 1739 pc) assimilate to both near and distant passages at 2: 4; 11: 4; 

etc. 

12: 31.126 [discussed at 12: 26.107] 
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Notes on Chapter 13 

13: 1.1 [discussed at 9: 1.1 ] 

13: 1.2; 13: 2.8 

1241 twice writes the participle EXwv for the indicative EXw. While this manuscript is 

rife with similar minor adjustments to the text, this specific addition may have been 

influenced by the near context in which a large number of words end with -v. 

13: 1.4 [discussed in chapter on DF G] 

13: 2.7; 13: 2.12; 13: 3.17; 13: 3.19 [see also the chapter on the "Alexandrian" witnesses] 

Modern editions show little consensus in resolving the potential crasis involving xat 

cav at 13: 2-3. The Westcott-Hort text is alone in printing, with only the support of A 1739, ' 

xav in each place. Tischendorf and the early Nestle editions follow DFG and the Byzantine 

text in reading xat Eav in each place. Other editions, including the Greek New Testament 

edited by R. V. G. Tasker and the 25' edition of Nestle-Aland follow the exemplar of B2 by 

printing xoct cav for the first and fourth examples and xacv for the second and third. The 27`' 

edition of Nestle-Aland and von Soden depart from all manuscripts by printing xat Eav at 

the first, second, and fourth occurrences but xav at the third. 

The manuscript testimony is most easily digested in table format: 

'Though of course 1739 was not known to them. 

'Presuming that the reading at av for the final example at 13: 3 is a corruption of 
at Eav; the identical error occurs in B at Gal. 1: 8. 
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13: 2 (1) 13: 2 (2) 13: 3 (1) 13: 3 (2) 

Kai Eav BDFG6Byz 
(latt? ) 

CDFG6Byz 
(latt? ) 

MDFG6Byz 
(latt? ) 

RDFG6Byz 
(VL 77 78 Vg? ) 

xav cr46 AC 33 1739 
(latt? ) 

cp46 AB 33 1739 
(latt? ) 

cp46 ABC 33 
1739 (latt? ) 

AC 1739 (VL 77 
78 Vg? ) 

Kai av K 048 B 

Kai 467 1908 cp46 VL 75 89 

The tradition behind X46 B is unreliable for this type of variation. At Gal. 1: 8 B alone 

reads way for Kai cav; 346' alone make the same alteration at Heb. 10: 38, but also stands 

alone in writing at CKEtvot for xo: KCvot at 1 Cor. 10: 27. ' Rather than relying on these 

"best witnesses, " other considerations should prevail. While B. Weiss argues that it unlikely 

that the different forms would have arisen if all the forms had been identical in the 

archetype, 4 a single contraction in an early witness would account for all the variation. 

Because such contractions regularly take place in c46 B, their readings, and those of their 

successors, are cast into doubt. Furthermore, there is no firm example of xav meaning "and 

if' in the Corpus Paulinum. 5 Kai cav, by contrast, is found (in addition to the examples 

listed above) at 1 Cor. 7: 286 and 12: 16.7 Both B and C preserve xat Eav at least once in 

13: 2, further demonstrating that the direction of alteration is typically from at Eav to xav. 

3Cf. also John 8: 16, where K alone reads Kav, likely under the influence of xav at 
8: 14. 

4B. Weiss, p. 63. 

SKäv at 2 Cor. 11: 16 ( 46 xan) is a particle meaning "at least" and is not an example 
of crasis. See BDAG, s. v. xav (3); BDR §§ 182; 3746" 

6209 630 pc read xat av, which is identical to the error of B at 13: 3 (2) and K 048 at 
13: 2 (1). 

'D* K* read vat, matched by et VL 75 vg"'S: A Ambrose Ambrosiaster. 
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Therefore, Kai Eav is the most likely reading for the first three occurrences at 13: 2-3. 

The final occurrence, however, presents a different issue. The reading xat / et 

without the conditional particle is attested by q)46 VL 75 89, a combination which may point 

to an early reading, not a mere error in transcription. However, 467 and other Latin witnesses 

(VL 78 Vg) lose the second -av at 13: 2, and Ip46 frequently loses text when the result 

produces good sense. ' It is most likely that these witnesses share a common error. 

13: 2.8 [discussed at 13: 1.2] 

13: 2.9 [also 2: 9.30; 2: 11.38; 2: 12.50] 

Similarity in the pronunciation of diphthongs led to the readings Et6w, tow (A D) 

0150 33 pc) and otöa (F G). Caragounis shows that already in classical antiquity the 

pronunciation of diphthongs that were accented on the second vowel were pronounced as the 

second vowel, hence Et- ot- and ut- would sound like simple t-. 9 Similar confusion occurs at 

2: 9 (ot8&v 216 423 1518); 2: 11 (et6Ev 6 330 1831); and 2: 12 (t6wjEv 346 DF G). 

13: 2.10 

Paul consistently places iTctg without an article after the noun (Rom. 12: 4; 15: 13; 

16: 16; 1 Cor. 7: 17; 10: 1; 15: 7; 16: 20; 2 Cor. 7: 4). Variation involving the article is frequent 

in F G, as discussed in the chapter on DFG. 

13: 2.14 

The use of thematic stems in place of athematic, such as'Ca-rIlµt and TtOr11it, was 

8Royse, p. 258. 

'Caragounis, The Development of Greek and the New Testament, pp. 359-61,365-66, 
and 369-70. 
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taking place already in the classical period. 10 This practice is condemned by Moeris. " Of the 

twenty-six occurrences in the Corpus Paulinum of the infinitive form of verbs based on the 

athematic stems, 12 twenty-four use the athematic stem without variation. " This is strikingly 

different from the situation involving the participle forms of -tc rtlµt, where six of thirteen 

occurrences involve the same type of variation (discussed below). The two passages where 

variation of stem occurs are: 

1 Cor. 13: 2 auvtaTavat X46 BDFG 33 1739(. EO(QTrlpt) 
auvtaTavety ACKL etc (µc1ataTävw; K parablepsis) 

2 Cor. 3: 1 auvtaTavEty HACKLP etc (auvtQTäcvw) 

auvtaTavat F G; (auviaTTIpt) 
auviaTav c46 B D* 33 (auvtaTäw) 

Atticism may be suspected to have created the reading auvtaTavat in both passages. 

However, two factors argue against this. First, Paul nowhere else uses the thematic stem for 

the infinitive. Second, the manuscripts behave similarly when participle forms of - ICYTTIpt are 

involved. The -taTiiin stem is firm in six passages. 14 Where there is variation, some 

"Moulton and Howard, Accidence, p. 202-205. BDR §93 discusses the issue in the 
NT, but does not distinguish indicative from infinitive or participle forms (as does Moulton 
and Howard). 

11Atticista l 17: crrdvat 'ATTIKOI' IQTdV£tV UEAATgvEC. 

12 0 The stems used in the Pauline epistles are 818(A)PI, 110'CIT11111, Ytqpt, and TIOTIRI; 
approximately fifty compounds based on these stems that occur in the NT. These are listed in 
William D. Mounce, The Morphology ofBiblical Greek (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1994), 

pp. 314-315. 

"Other variation involves only mood or tense: Rom. 12: 1; 10: 3 OTTIGat ((YTqvat 056) 

1TapaGTTjcat (napaCYTT1craTE 0151); 2 Cor. 11: 2 TrapwTijual (Trapac-rTlval 056 0142); 
Eph. 4: 28 puo: Wouvat; (VE-ra8ouvat DFG 0150); Col. 1: 22 TrapacTqcat (Trapaunlaag 
T). 

"Rom. 8: 38 EVECYTWTa (EvicTilpt); 13: 2 aVOEaTI11COTEg (avOt'cyTrlllt); 15: 12 
0 avtCTCqIEVO; (avt(YTTIpt); 1 Cor. 3: 22 EVECYTWTa (EvicrTTIIII); 7: 26 EVECYTWCFaV (EVtCYTT]III); 

1 Tim. 3: 12 TrPOICYTaliEvot (TrPOICYTTIpt). 
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witnesses fare better than others. " M reads the thematic stem in four of six places, three alone 

or nearly alone; A is legible for only four passages, but reads the thematic stem twice (see 

also 7: 3.9), which is similar to the "Byzantine" witnesses (K L etc) and B, which read the 

thematic stem three times in six passages. The witnesses that most frequently preserve the 

athematic stem for the participle are q)46 C D, 16 in five of six passages, and FG in four of 

six. " Therefore, XAKL and even B should be considered unreliable for variation involving 

the thematic stem both for participles and infinitives. Given the proclivity away from the 

athernatic toward the thematic stem, the reading cruvtcy-ravEtv at I Cor. 13: 2 should be 

considered to be an alteration prompted by increasing use of the thematic stem in Greek. 

This leaves the reading CYUVtCTTcxv at 2 Cor. 3: 1. Moulton and Howard suggest that it 

"has good claim. "" However, while the -av termination is common in the LXX, ` it occurs 

15 Rom. 12: 8 1TPOICYTagEvoq (lTPOICYTTJVI); ITPOICTaVOPEVog M (7TpojaTdvw); 2 Cor. 
4: 2 uuvtaTaVTE; RC D* FG (cYuvtCYTTjVt); cYuviuTavOVTE; 'P 46 BP 075 0243 
(CYUVtCYTdVW); CYUVtCYTWVTE; KLT (CTUVtCFTaw); 6: 4 CYUVICTaVTE; ýP46 M*C D* FG 0225 
0243 (CYUVtCFTTJ[lt); CFUVICrTWVTE; KL IP 048 (CFUVtCYTdW); CFUVtCYTavOVTEg BP 
(CTUVt(YTavw); 2 Con 10: 12 auvicyTavOVTWV (CYUVIOTdVW); CYUVtCFTaVTWV q) 46 0243 
(auvtaTijpt); 10: 18 cruvtuTavwv q)46 XBD*FGH I, id p 01210150 0243 (aUVtCYTdvw); 

CYUVtCYTWv KLT etc (CYUVtCYTaw); I The. 5: 12 TrPOCFTapEvou; (CYUVtCYTTjPt); 

JTPOtCYTavopEvoug MA (CFUVICFTdVW); I Tim. 3: 4 TTPOICYTapEvov (Trpoicr-rTjpt); 
Trpoatcuagvov FG (1TPOCFtCYTdvw); TrpotCFTaVOPEVOV M (TrpOtCFTavw). It may be observed 
that in three places N alters to the -cyTavw stem, as with the infinitive at 2 Cor. 3: 1. 

"For this reason, at 2 Cor. 10: 12 QuvtUTavTwv (lp 46 0243) may be correct. 
17 TrPOCFICYTCqlEvov at I Tim. 3: 4 may simply be an error f`br1TPOCFTaVEvov, influenced 

by the Latin equivalent praepositum. Such alteration is not equivalent to the intentional shift 
to TrPOICFTaVogevov by N in the same place. 

"Moulton and Howard, Accidence, p. 205. 

19BDR §933. 
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nowhere else in Paul. The fact that several early fathers read the same for at I Cor. 13: 11, " 

without any manuscript support, suggests that the use of this thematic form is also influenced 

by the development of the Greek language itself. 

Hiatus may have played a further role in both passages. Only one of the twenty-four 

firm examples of the infinitive are followed by a word beginning with an c, a, or Tj (Eph. 

6: 13 cxv-rtmilvat r; v). However, at 1 Cor. 13: 2 PEOICYTavat is followed by ayaTrTIv and at 2 

Cor. 3: 1 UUVICYTavat is followed by Tj (or the v. l. Et). Avoidance of hiatus may have 

therefore led to the termination -EIV in the AC and the typical "Byzantine" witnesses at both 

1 Cor. 13: 2 and at 2 Cor. 3: 1 as well as the otherwise unPauline -av at 2 Cor. 3: 1. 

That development in the Greek language accounts for the use of thematic forms is 

shown by another unique reading of F G, this at Rom. 14: 15. Here these witnesses FG do 

read a thematic termination for aiToMuruv, the only Greek manuscripts to read the infinitive 

(aiToWE / aTroAuE cet). This reading results, however, from adapting the Greek to the Latin 

text, here the equivalent perdere, a common phenomena in F G. Recognizing the cause of 

this corruption is not only helpful in clarifying that FG adapts its Greek text to the Latin 

(further discussed in the chapter on DF G), but also that this adaptation took place relatively 

late in the transmission of the Greek text, for it took place after the widespread use of 

thematic terminations in Greek. 

13: 2.16 

A alone assimilates Eilit to the w#Xoupat at the end of 13: 3. Since one would 

normally expect the second verb to have been assimilated to the first, this indicates 

20 VEOICFTav in Methodius, Symposium 9,4,249; Basil, Epistulae 204,1; Ephraern 
Institutio, admonachos 320; Sermonesparaenetici admonachos Aggypti 26; 46 (both in 
Greek). 
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intentional editing or correction, not merely accidental error. " 

13: 3.20 [discussed in chapter on DF G] 

13: 3.22 

Did Paul favor "love" over giving oneself to "boasting" or to "burning"? This is one 

of the most well-known and much-discussed textual problems in the Corpus PaulinUM. 22 The 

manuscript and versional evidence is easily ascertained. Only q)46 MAB 0150 33 296 425* 

1739 . read imup1mpat, with a handful of related witnesses (048 1175* 1985) attesting the 

phonological alternative KauXquopat. These are joined by the Coptic. All other manuscripts 

and versions read some form of icatw. The derivation of all these readings from Kau0iloopat 

is quickly described. KauOTJCYETat, read by six minuscules, is an adaptation to the implied 

subject of the verb (T6 cyGpa). KauOtl does the same in the active voice, read by seven 

minuscules and the Syriac versions. KauOTIcFwpat is the most widely attested reading, though 

it is the result of a development in the Greek language, as described below. " Therefore, the 

source for all the readings based on iKatw is i(auOTlcropat (C? 24 DFGL 056 0142 6pm). 

"In one citation Pseudo-Macarius transposes Eipt and w#Aoupat (Epistula magna 
249-250). Since his citation in Sermones 43,1 matches all other witnesses, the transposition is 
likely an error in citation, not evidence of a different form of the text. A paraphrase by 
Didymus (Didymus, Commentarii in Ecclesiasten 176 11.16-2 1) reads w#; Aouvat 

... r:. aTtV, 
but the style of citation prevents any firm conclusions regarding his text here. 

"Zuntz (p. 35) notes discussions by Griesbach; Schrage (III, p. 290 n. 76) by Erasmus 
and Semler. Jerome's observations are discussed below. 

23Because the subjunctive form ardeam is required with ut, it cannot be used as 
evidence that the Latin tradition, which is universally derived from a form of iKalfw, renders 
the "subjunctive" KauOilawpat as opposed to the indicative xauOT1aoVat. 

"The evidence of C is not finn; von Soden, Lyon and NA27 cite it as reading 
muffijaopat while Tischendorf and TuT cite its reading as imuOqawpat. 
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Some of the patristic evidence has been debated. The earliest potential reference to I 

Cor. 13: 3 is Clement of Rome's Epistula ad Corinthios 55. In a context which points out the 

sacrificial actions of "Gentiles" (55,1) and "women" (Judith and Esther; 55,34), Clement 

writes that "many among us have had themselves imprisoned, that they might ransom others. 

Many have had themselves sold into slavery, and with the price received for themselves have 

fed others. " Some have pointed to this passage as support for the reading KauXqawpat at I 

Cor. 13: 3, for while it uses a forin of iTapa8t*Swpt (EaUTOU'q TrapýSwicav) it does not 

mention "burning. "" Furthermore, the actions described there clearly benefit others, and 

would presumably give the person who takes this action a "boast. " However, a direct 

reference to I Corinthians is not likely. First, no reference to anything in the context of I Cor. 

13 is mentioned by Clement. Second, Trapa8t8wpi is used several times in section 55: Rulers 

c%9 TrapE8wKav EaUTOUg -EIq 
OavaTov (55,1); "Many among us" gave themselves into 

"imprisorimenf' or "slavery" (55,2); and Judith gave herself into "peril" (55,4). The use of 

TrapaMwpi thus reflects general usage, and nothing specific to I Cor. 13. Third, the phrase 

"among us" (Lv filfiv) never refers specifically to the Corinthians, but makes either general 

reference to Christians (6,1) or more specifically to Christians in Rome sent from Clement to 

the Corinthians (63,3). However, when Clement refers to Paul's letter to the Corinthians, he 

uses the second person pronoun: "He wrote to you in the Spirit about himself and Cephas and 

Apollos -. ." (47,3). It is therefore more likely a reference to the actions of Christians beyond 

25 Westcott and Hort, appendix, p. 116. A. Harnack (Das hohe Lied des Apostels 
Paulus von der Liebe (I Kor. 13) und seine religions-geschichtliche Bedeutung, 
Sitzungsberichte der k6nglich preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften (Berlin: 
Reichsdruckerei, 1911), p. 140) argues: "It is probably not to be denied that Clement our has 
our passage in mind, but nothing is read in it of death by fire. He combines Trapast'8ovat 
with dt; OavaTov, ru; ftopd, Et; 8ouAdav, But he passes over death by fire, because he 
was not led to do so by I Cor. 13: 3. He cannot have intentionally omitted it, therefore he did 
not read it. " 
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Corinth, not an allusion anything in I Corinthians 13. Clement's comments cannot be 

attributed to dependence on 1 Cor. 13: 3, and therefore cannot be cited as evidence that 

Clement knew the reading icaupjawpat. " We may now move on to firm evidence of the use 

of 1 Cor. 13: 3. 

The patristic evidence for a form of iKaiw is just as overwhelming as the manuscript 

evidence, both in terms of numbers and date. In a discussion of the value of "love, " Clement 

of Alexandria (Stromata 4,18,1-2) paraphrases I Cor. 13: 1-3: "For example, the apostle Paul 

says, "If I give my body (T6 cyCojia LTOw) but do not have love, I am a noisy gong or a 

clanging cymbal. " A few lines later he alludes specifically to 13: 3: "For there is a people who 

love with the lips, and there is another that gives the body to be burned. " There can be no 

question that Clement's text read a form of Kaiw . 
27 That he departs from ýp46 B here is 

significant, since Clement shares an almost unique textual relationship especially with the 

Papyrus. 28 

Origen, who likewise shares affinities with the text of ýp46 B, also attests to a fonn of 

Katw, though some have called this into question . 
29 The Latin translation evidence is firm 

(Ruflnus, Origenes in Leviticum homiliae 9,9) for the discussion in the context presumes a 

form of Katw. However, whether or not this reflects Origen's or Rufinus' thinking cannot be 

known. The only Greek evidence is from catenae manuscripts, and here the evidence has 

26 The same conclusion is reached by Lindemann, p. 285 and Caragounis, p. 548. 
There is no reference to Clement in the NA 27 at I Cor. 13: 3. 

27Hamack, Das hohe Lied, p. 140. 

"See the concluding chapter on the "Alexandrian" witnesses. 

"See esp. the appendix to Westcott and Hort, The Text of the New Testament in the 
Original Greek, p. 116-7 and the severe critique of their conclusions regarding Origen's 
evidence by Zuntz, Text of the Epistles, p. 35, n. 6 and p. 36, n. 5. 
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been disputed. Cramer" prints the text of a manuscript in Paris (Regius 227) in which both 

the text of 1 Cor. and the comment by Origen read iKauOAcupat. This is followed by 

Tischendorf in his apparatus. Jenkins later edited Vatican manuscript gr 762, which he 

believed was the exemplar for the Paris manuscript. " This manuscript also read icauO4awliat 

both in the lemma and in Origen's comments. Hort conjectures that the Paris manuscript has 

been corrupted on the basis of the comments Origen makes immediately following his 

citation, so that Origen's original text read imuXAcrwpai. 32 Jenkins, though not citing Hort, 

33 
makes the same conjecture. Hannah accepts Jenkins'judgment, though as he relegates the 

catenae material to secondary authority he does not attempt a reconstruction of Origen's text 

for this passage. 34 Zuntz argues that the conjecture of Hort and Jenkins, which argues that 

Origen's reading is the opposite of what is actually in the available manuscripts of Origen, is 

not likely. The comments made by Origen do not require xauXTiawpat and in fact can be best 

understood as explaining xat W. 3' Furthennore, while there is the possibility of Origen's 

comments having been altered to match the scriptural text as written, it should be noted that 

the citation begins with iKat -av, whereas Origen's comments are preserved as icav. This 

reading agrees with ýP` ABC against the "Byzantine" text, thus suggesting that the 

adaptation claimed by Hort is unlikely. While both the Latin and the catenae evidence is not 

"Catenae graecorum patrum in novum testamentum, tomus V, Oxford, 1844, p. 252. 

"C. Jenkins, "Origen on 1 Corinthians, " Journal of Theological Studies 9 (1908), pp. 
231-247,353-72,500-14; 10 (1909), pp. 29-5 1. 

"Introduction to the New Testament in the Original Greek, New York, 1882, 
Appendix, p. 117. 

"Jenkins (1909), p. 34. 

34Hannah, p. 250. 

35Zuntz, pp. 35 n. 6 and 36 n. 5. 
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finally decisive, the fact that both support the same reading gives stronger (though not 

decisive) support to Origen's text having read iKau0AcFwVat (or some other form Of Katw) 

rather than'KauXAcrwpat. This conclusion becomes even more firm when compared with 

Clement's evidence, who uses a text of the epistles very similar to that of Origen. 

Beyond Clement and Origen, the patristic support is nearly universal. In the late 

second and early third century a form of icaiw is presumed by Tertullian (Adversus Praxean 

1,4,20), Cyprian (De ecclesiae catholicae unitate 14,343; Ad Quirinum 3,3), a paraphase by 

Methodius (lTup't iTcxpa5Wcyw; Symposium 9,4,249), and slightly later the Syriac fathers 

Aphraat and Severian. " The later fathers, who typically read with the "Byzantine" text, 

unanimously do so here as well. 

Only two fathers attest a form of KauXaopat. Jerome's evidence has been known for 

some time. He cites I Cor. 13: 3 twice, both times noting the variation. In Commentarii in iv 

epistulas Paulinas, Ad Galatas 3,453,14 he sides with his "GreeV witnesses but in 

Commentarii in Isaiam 16,58,3 he simply notes the two readings. 37 More recently available 

evidence is found in Didymus, whose Commentarii in Psalmos 35-39 was recovered at Tura. 

As with Clement, Didymus paraphrases the passage (fol. 28 1) but clearly presumes one form 

of the text, in this case the reading KauXTjcrwjiat (the passage is translated and discussed 

below). There is a tantalizing personal connection between Jerome and Didymus, though of 

"Syriac text provided in Das Neue Testament in syrischer Uberlieferung, ad loc. The 
Greek translation evidence for these fathers is uncertain, as J. Molitor, Der Paulustext des HI. 
Ephram, Monumenta biblica et ecclesiastica 4 (Rome: Pdpstliches Bibelinstitut, 1938), p. 45 
notes. 

"Jerome also cites the reading ardeam without comment, though this in a translation 
of a letter of Theophilus (Epistulae 98,6). 
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course this is insufficient to establish Didymus as the source for Jerome's reading. " 

The "external evidence" - apart from the alleged "excellent quality of the 

Alexandrian witnesses"" - decisively attests a form of imtfw. Only Didymus and the Coptic 

version, both of which routinely match the text of ýp46 RAB, support the small handful of 

manuscripts that read a form of KauXdopat. Yet even Clement and Origen, who also 

typically read with the "Alexandrian witnesses, " depart from them here. Nonetheless, 

external evidence is never decisive, particularly for a problem as challenging as this. 

Therefore, in attempting to assess the direction and causes of corruption two questions must 

be answered: Which reading best suits the context? And which reading is more likely to have 

been altered in the manuscript tradition? 

Previous discussion has focused on the contextual issues, though without any 

consensus. Many commentators have relied too heavily on a morphological issue, dismissing 

xauOijcTwVat as a "grammatical monstrosity" both in form and in context (where Tva KauOfi 

should be expected, not a ls'person singular verb). " However, more recent studies have 

shown that the form is not impossible. Elliott has shown that TO" cyw-pa Vou can function as a 

"See R. A. Layton, Didymus the Blind andHis Circle in Late-Antique Alexandria: 
Virtue andNarrative in Biblical Scholarship (Champaign, IL: University of Illinois Press, 
2004), p. 6. 

"Fee, p. 629 n. 18. J. H. Petzer, after a lengthy discussion of the internal evidence, 
virtually dismisses it at the conclusion of his essay: "What remains to be considered is the 
external evidence. Not much needs to be discussed, since it is rather obvious that 
KauXT]cyopat has by far the best attestation ... This evidence speaks for itself. " ("Contextual 
Evidence in Favour of Kau09awpat in I Corinthians 13.3, " New Testament Studies 35 
(1989): 229-53; citation from p. 25 1); Clark, Textual Criticism and Doctrine (p. 6 1) 
summarizes: "Now the additional witness of ýp46 strengthens the case for KauXquopat so that 
the textual evidence would seem conclusive. " 

"Fee, p. 629 n. 18; Metzger, Textual Commentary, pp. 497-9829 1. 
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reflexive, so that passage may be understood to say, "If I give myself to be burned. . . "' 

Furthermore, Caragounis vigorously denies any argument that KauOqcyw'pat is "ungreeV in 

any way, noting that writers such as Athanasius, Basil, and Chrysostom have no difficulty 

with the form. " He demonstrates that the form is not, as it has been labeled, a "future 

subjunctive, " but a "future indicative (iKauOTImpat) which under the inroads and influence of 

the subjunctive has come to be spelt with the thematic vowel (w) of the subjunctive as 

KauOTlcTw'jiat. " This development had previously been noted by grammarians such as 

Hatzidakis, Sophocles, and Jannaris, but not recognized in the standard NT Greek 

. 
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grammars Caragounis shows, therefore, that xauoTlcrwpat and iKauOTlaopat are 

grammatically equivalent, the latter being the form to which later scribes altered the earlier 

form. " The textual decision must therefore be made on grounds other than "poor Greek. " 

A second contextual issue is whether or not it would have been possible for Paul to 

make reference to martyrdom by burning. 45Typically appeal is made to Daniel 3 as the 

source for this idea; other potential sources have been identified, such as 2 Macc. 7: 5 and 4 

Macc. 6: 26; 7: 12. " Paul is not making reference to specific events in 13: 1-3 (such as moving 

mountains), so a direct dependence by Paul on these LXX examples is not likely. However, 

4V. K. Elliott, "In Favour of muOTImpat at I Corinthians 13,3, " Zeitschrififfir die 
Neutestamentliche Wissenchaft 62 (1971): 297-98. 

42Caragounis, p. 553. 

43Caragounis, pp. 556-8. 

"The same argument is made for the derivation of iicau09awpat from KauOijcopat 
by Elliott, "In Favour of iKauOAawpat, " p. 298. 

4'E. g., Clark (p. 61), who claims that iKauO4aojiat "does not suit well the primitive 
Christian era when burning was neither a form of execution nor of torture nor of personal 
purification. " Cf. also Barrett, p. 302. 

"Schrage III, p. 291 and notes 80 and 81. 
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these passages do elevate martyrdom by fire as a pre-eminent sacrifice: "The king 

commanded that he be taken, still breathing, to the fire and to fry. But as the smoke spread 

around from the fry-pan, they with their mother encouraged one another to die nobly, saying, 

'The Lord God is looking on. "' Likewise, writers contemporary with Paul speak positively 

about martydom by fire, both within Judaism (Heb. 11: 34; Josephus, Antiquitates Judaicae 

17,167) and outside. Tertullian (Ad martyras 4), for example, refers to both Romans (Mucius, 

Dido, and the wife of Hasdrubal) and Greeks (Heraclitus and Empedocles) as well-known, 

positive examples of suffering by fire, all accounts and descriptions that predate Paul. " 

Third, Pauline usage of Katw and KauXaopat must be considered. The latter is 

common in Paul, with thirty-two occurrences (aside from 13: 3) in the Hauptbriefe and four 

previously in I Corinthians. The word is used positively by Paul (2 Cor. 5: 12; 9: 2; 10: 8-17; 

Phil 2: 16 48), though in I Corinthians it is otherwise only censured (I Cor. 3: 21; 4: 7). On the 

other hand, iKatw is nowhere else used in Paul. In 13: 1-3, however, several Pauline hapax 

aXaX4W. 49 legomenon are present Xc(AxOg, KUVPaXov, and Paul may simply never have had 

need to discuss clanging symbols and burning, so the usage here should not be considered 

secondary on this basis alone. The evidence of'vocabulary usage is therefore not decisive in 

this passage. 

A fourth contextual issue, one which has been viewed as decisive by proponents of 

both alternatives, is which reading best suits the hyperbole of this statement, the last of three 

to extol "love" over all else. Those who argue for icauOTImpat have noted that "boasting" 

"Further examples in Schrage III, p. 291-2 and n. 83; Conzelmann, pp. 222-3 and 
notes 44 to 48. 

"Also I Cor. 1: 3 1, though here the boasting is in God's action. 

"In addition, g0fa-rijpt occurs only at Col. 1: 14 and 6poq at Gal. 4: 24-25. 
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can hardly be held up as the greatest virtue which is surpassed by "love. ""' This requires that 

the tva iKauXqawVat be understood to indicate the purpose or motivation for the self- 

sacrifice. However, some have argued that boasting can be viewed positively by Paul, " an 

argument based on the development of the argument in 13: 1-3. Petzer, in the most thorough 

attempt to evaluate the readings on the basis of the context, carefully describes the syntactic 

and thematic structure of 13: 1-3. He notes the three sections, equivalent to the modem verse 

divisions, which use conditional sentences to contrast "love" with several of the "gifts" 

valued in Corinth. 52 Petzer claims to recognize a previously unnoticed literary feature, that of 

"defamiliarization, " where an author presents "familiar, ordinary objects ... in an unfamiliar, 

or defamiliarized way" so as to force a re-reading of the text and reconsideration of previous 

held values. This takes place in I Cor. 13: 1-3, according to Petzer, through building up to a 

climax from the least to the most important "gift. " In each section the protasis is divided into 

two parts, with the second half of the protasis (introduced with xat' in v. I and iKcet Lav in vv. 

2,3) serving to "extend or exaggerate the issue posed [in the first half of the protasis] and to 

put it beyond the reach of ordinary human beings. 9953 This is a key statement in Petzer's 

argument in favor of the reading iicauXrjawpai, for, as he argues, "the notion of self-burning 

is very much achievable by human beings"54 while "boasting" in giving up one's body is - 

"Zuntz, p. 36; Barrett, p. 302. 

5'Esp. Petzer, p. 243, though he does so on the basis of a questionable connection 
between TrapaS@ -ro' crCopa pou and Jesus' words at Luke 22: 19 (see below); also Thiselton, 

pp. 1043-4, who explicitly rejects Petzer's proposed parallel. 

"This structure is described by many, most succinctly by MitchellPaul and the 
Rhetoric ofReconciliation, pp. 277-78. 

"Petzer, p. 239; cf. Also p. 243,246. 

54Petzer, p. 241. 
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like speaking in the tongues of angels and moving mountains - "out of human reach. " It is 

out of reach, Petzer argues, because TrapaM TO' cyw-pa pou should be connected directly to 

Jesus' words in Luke 22: 19: "The giving up of one's body in the same way that Jesus did can 

be understood as an act that represents the highest form of giving one's belongings for his 

neighbor ... since it resembles the highest proof of Jesus' love for mankind. "s According to 

Petzer, the reading iKauOTjo[w/o1pat would break this pattern of denigrating human action. 

Petzer's interpretation requires two further specific arguments against KauO-. First, 

that tva icauOTloopat, which must be taken as "completing the meaning of the TrapaSCO T6 

cywpa Vou" breaks the parallel syntax of w"cTTE VEOta-rdvai, a result clause. " Second, that 

"The alleged relation between giving up one's belongings for the poor and self-martyrdom in 

this context is not very clear to me. How could someone else benefit from the death of a 

martyr? s57 

While Petzer's essay is admirably detailed and closely argued, and some, such as 

58 
Thiselton, find it persuasive (with qualification), several insurmountable difficulties prevent 

his conclusions from being accepted. First, the proposed connection between uapa8G -r6 

cywpa pou at I Cor. 13: 3 and Luke 22: 19 is unlikely. This is not a mere guess that is 

tangential to Petzer's argument, as Thiselton believes, for Petzer repeats the claim (p. 243) 

"Petzer, p. 242. 

"Petzer, p. 243. 

"Petzer, p. 247. 

"However, although Thiselton accepts what he sees as the main points of Petzer's 
argument regarding "defamiliarization, " he dismisses the key move that Petzer makes in 
viewing "that I may boasf 'as a divine action: "But such an interpretation of 'that I may 
glory' is unnecessary and misleading" (p. 1043) and "it is not necessary to endorse of all 
Petzer's proposals .- ." (p. 1044). Thiselton adopts Petzer's structural arguments and the 
manner in which the structure creates meaning without accepting the exegesis that Petzer 
then draws from these own arguments. 

I-EEDS UNIVERSITY LIBRARV 
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and uses it to refute other arguments (e. g., 246). However, Petzer fails to appreciate that the 

phrase is common in martyrological contexts. Even in non-biblical literature Trapafttv -ro 

awpa typically makes reference to self-sacrifice. This occurs in the context of death in battle 

(Alciphron, Epislulae 14,3), surrender to enemies (Dionysius Halicarnassensis, Antiquitates 

Romanae 6,47,3; Josephus, De bello Juddico 6,350) or even suicide to avoid shame 

(Chariton, De Chaerea et Callirhoe 3,1,6). In the post NT period, the Acta Petri 37 ("Dpc( R 

' cyCopa Tlj'lq Xapp ' oucriv) and the Pseudo-Ignatian Ad GOI, FIETPE, Trapa8oC)val To av 

Heronem diaconum ecclesiae Antiochenae 2 use the phrase in the context of martyrdom, the 

former by crucifixion and the latter by burning (Kav napo: M -ro' crCopa r; 'tg KaDaiv). 

Therefore, Trapa8G T6 crCopa pou at Luke 22: 19 and I Cor. 13: 3 are similar because they 

share the same linguistic background, not because Paul is dependent on a tradition preserved 

by Luke. 

Second, he fails to present any evidence for his argument that Kaiw fails to suit the 

context because no one else would benefit from martyrdom by burning. This argument does 

not take into account Paul's explicit statements that other's benefit from his own sufferings 

2 Cor. 1: 6; Col. 1: 24). In the same vein, early writers frequently pointed out the benefits 

that others would receive through someone else's enduring of martyrdom. '9 Furthermore, 

"E. g., Origen, Exhortatio ad martyrum 4 1: "Let us, then, lay down our lives, not I 
shall say for Him, but for ourselves-and, I think it may be also, for those who will be built up 
by our martyrdom; " cf, also 30 and 5 1. A larger discussion, with examples, is provided by B. 
Dehandschutter ("Example and Discipleship. Some Comments on the Biblical Background of 
the Early Christian Theology of Martyrdom. " pp. 20-26 in The Impact ofScripture in Early 
Christianity, ed. J. den Boeft and M. L. van Poll-van de Lisdonk, Supplements to Vigiliae 
Christianae 44 (Leiden: Brill, 1999): "The function of those people as exempla needs to be 
looked at more closely. Their exemplary character is not only related to the understanding of 
martyrdom in the sense that they persevered in persecution and suffering until death. The 
example of the Old Testament 'precursors' implies at the same time more ethical qualities. 
They are models ofperseverantia in their 'daily' lives, apart from the specific situation of 
persecution. In other words, they are models of the 'martyr quotidien'. Patientia is also a 
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there is no evidence that "faith that can move mountains" (13: 2) inevitably benefits others. 

More likely, the three "gifts" listed in 13: 1-3 (speaking in tongues, faith, and martyrdom) are 

cited because they were viewed as supreme examples of spirituality. All could potentially, 

but not inevitably, benefit others. But "love" will always benefit others. Interpreted in this 

way, iKaiw would function within the structure of I Cor. 13: 1-3 in the same way that Petzer 

proposes that iKauXaopat does: It is a positive action that is "defamiliarized" so that the 

behavior of the Corinthians would be altered. 

Third, and most significantly, tva xauXTjcYwjiat cannot function syntactically as 

complement of TrapaM. Petzer, as noted above, claims that tva KauXqawtiat must serve as 

a result clause, parallel to wl"= OPTI VEOICFTdcvat (13: 2). However, 'Iva does not express 

result when used withnapaWwpt. At 2 Cor. 4: 11 Paul followsnapaMwpt with'tva (here 

expressing purpose), then using W"CYTE to introduce the subsequent result clause. 60 In a context 

similar to I Cor. 13: 3, Origen also usesTva to introduce the complement of iTapa8i'Swtit, 

followed by a clause which usesW"CFTE to introduce a result clause: "For they were handed 

over in order Civa) to discipline them, with the result ((5CYTE) that their flesh was destroyed, 

that is, the arrogance of the flesh. "" 

In fact, quite the opposite must be the case. ]FlapaM T6 cyColidt Vou when used with 

reference to physical suffering requires a complement. Although pointed out by previous 

quality of the whole life of these 'martyrs. ' This idea was applied at a very early states to the 
Christian martyrs themselves. " (citation from p. 22). 

I'Cf also Philo, Legatio ad Gaium 233 "But if we are not persuasive, we give 
ourselves to destruction, lest by (TrapaWo[LEV LaUT06g Elig &TrWAEtav, liva p1l) living we 
see something more terrible and evil than death. " A complement is provided for Trapa8l'8wpt, 
with the 'Iva clause inidicating motivation. 

"Commenting on I Cor. 5: 5 in Fragmenta ex commentariis in epislulam ad 
Corinthios 24 - 
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commentators, " this fact is ignored by Petzer. Hort had recognized the problem, but claimed 

that the "unfamiliar absolute use of napaMwpt" led scribes to make the alteration to 

m0goopat in order to supply the necessary complement. He cites a passage from Plutarch 

in support of this absolute usage, " but as Caragounis demonstrates, this passage is not 

parallel because a complement is unnecessary in that context. 64The need for a complement 

with napaMwpt when used in the sense of "deliver someone/someth. into someone's 

hands"65 is shown by numerous examples in the LXX and NT as well as non-biblical writers. 

For example, Deut. 1: 27 uses the simple infinitive as a complement (TrapaSoOvat hpaq F. Ig 

XCipaq Apoppatwv L4oXEOpr; OcFat hpaq; also Testamentum Jobi 20,5) even though it is 

clear from the context that the "delivering" would entail a physical punishment. The articular 

infinitive is used in the same way at Jer. 33: 24. 

The NT examples of this use of TrapaMwgt are decisive: When TrapaStSwpt is 

used to mean "hand over to some kind of death, " "vcc I introduces the complement (Matt. 27: 6; 

Mark 15: 15; John 19: 16). Whenliva is not used, the NT writers, as in the LXX, either use a 

prepositional phrase (1 Cor. 5: 5; 2 Cor. 4: 11), or a complement is not necessary due to 

context. This is most obvious in the several Pauline examples where Jesus is described as 

"handed over, " but because the reader would already know that to which Jesus was handed 

62 Elliott, "In Favour of KauOqcyopat" p. 298 (with additional examples). Cf. also 
Barrett, p. 302: ... handing oneself over; is a far from explicit expression, and needs a 
supplementary clause, such as to be burned, in order to make it clear, " and Zuntz, p. 36: 

KauOijawpat (sic) "is indispensable because otherwise the action implied remains vague. " 

"Westcott and Hort, appendix, p. 117. 

"Caragounis, p. 548, n. 224. Similar examples occur in the LXX: I Macc. 4: 30; 1 
Esd. 1: 50; Dan 7: 25; 11: 11; Jer. 39: 4,36,43. 

"BDAG, sx. TrapaWwpt (lb), where this usage is labelled a "sernitic construction, 
but paralleled in Latin. " 
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over there is no need to supply the complement (Rom. 4: 25; 8: 32; Gal. 2: 20; Eph. 5: 2,25). 

However, when no complement is used and the action of "handing over" is not clear 

from the context, bare 1TapaSt'6wVt does not necessarily entail death. It could simply refer to 

a handing over to authorities or in betrayal (Judith 6: 25; Matt. 17: 22; 26: 25; Mark 9: 3 1; 

14: 41; Luke 9: 44; 24: 7). Other examples where the context supplies nothing are ambiguous 

as to what the "handing over" entails. For example, at Sir. 11: 6 no complement is present 

(jTapE8OOqcav Elt; XCIpa; L-mpwv). The reader is therefore left in the dark regarding what 

those "held in esteem" will suffer. 66 Basic principles of Hebrew poetry require that this colon 

be understood in light of the previous colon: "Many rulers have been greatly dishonored. " To 

whatever iTapE860TIcav Eig XCipaq L-rEpwv refers in Sir. 11: 6, it does not refer to any sort 

of suffering or death. " Thus, without the complement, napo: M -r6 acapa Vou at I Cor. 13: 3 

would be unclear, not necessarily indicating that suffering, let alone death, was in view. 

The contextual evidence, therefore, makes it unlikely that tva KauXqopwpat is either 

semantically or syntactically suitable at 13: 3, whereas tva xauOqaojiat suits typical NT and 

Pauline usage. In addition, it has sufficient ancient parallel to have been used by Paul as a 

supreme example of spirituality and therefore well suits his argument in 13: 1-3. 

What would have been the motive for the alteration? Simple letter confusion is a 

66 This ambiguity is reflected in English translations. The REB reads, "found 
themselves at the mercy of others, " while the KJV simply gives a word for word rendering: 
"delivered into other men's hands. " 

"The addition of cig icptcrtv in the "Western Text" of Acts 3: 13 may be an example 
of removing the ambiguity of nap6wKaTc - was Jesus simply "handed over"? Was he 
betrayed? Or was he condemned? Cf. the discussion of the meaning of 7Tapr8WKarE in this 
passage in BDAG, s. v. TTapa5I'8wVt (lb). 
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strong possibility, particularly since both consonants are voiceless. " The dircction of crror 

could have taken place in either direction. Nevertheless, the identical error is made - from 

iKauO to 1(auX - by one of these same "reliable" uncials at LXX 2 Kings 23: 7 (ical Lv TrupI 

Ka6an IKauOTICYOVTat cAoXuvin a6TCOV). ForKauOTjCrOVTat (KauOTlacrat A; OIJCYOVTat B) 

reads icauXrIcyovrat. The reading of R is clearly in error, and should have been protected 

by Lv Trup't icaucyEt in the preceding clause. " Nevertheless, the direction of error is from 

icauO- to KauX-, the same as that proposed at I Cor. 13: 3. 

Some authors cite assimilation to a specific phrase at Daniel 3: 95 LXX (iTapESwKav 

Ta awpaTa a6TCOV EI; TC)p). 7' However, strict assimilation is unlikely. First, because in the 

complement to Trapa8if8w[it in Daniel is E'tq n0p, while at 1 Cor. 13: 3 it is quite different: 

tva iKauOTpoliat. On the other hand, a recollection of the familiar account in Daniel may 

have prompted the shift to 1=0ilcopat at I Cor. 13. Such a possibility cannot, strictly 

speaking, be ruled out. However, there may be other influences that have impacted the 

transmission of the passage. 

The second century context provides possible influences. As seen above, Paul had 

numerous antecedents for the use of self-sacrificial death by fire. However, some have 

claimed that it would be more likely for a scribe to alter icauXt1copat toKauOTlaopat in 

"Caragounis, p. 564; this possibility is expressed by nearly every commentator, 
dating back to Jerome, Commentarii in iv ePislulas Paulinas, Ad Galatas 3,453,14: 
66 

KauOAaopat et Kau&opat una litterae parte distinguitur. " TI 

"This variation was not caused by a shift in the pronunciation of Greek. Gignac 1, p. 
98 states: "There is little evidence for the shift of the aspirated stops / ph kh th / to fricatives 
fx0/. " Instead, consonantal changes such as 0 and X are likely "scribal errors" (p. 99). The 
evidence of N at 2 Kings 23: 7 bears this out. 

70Westcott and Hort, appendix, p. 117. 
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71 
view of the growing urge toward Christian martyrdom in the second century. Such an 

argument, of course, presumes that iKo: uXTjaoVat is contextually suitable and grammatically 

appropriate. However, it would be a strong argument only if martyrdom by fire were actually 

encouraged by Paul in this passage. In fact, his argument denigrates martyrdom in favor of 

"love, " as early commentators noted. This forces Didymus, the only early father to read 

Kaupjaopat, to read "boasting" as a negative action - which, as seen above, it cannot be if it 

is the correct reading - since martyrdom in itself could not possibly be negative: 

There are some who endure, not because they are able to endure, but either by 
stubbornness or sometimes the love of glory. For this reason the Apostle says, "I do 
not give my body in order to boast" (o6 Vý napaM -r6 a@pa Vou "Na 
Kau&wpat). If he had sent forth the body and the soul for the sake of approval, he 
would not have been "enduring patiently. " For this [giving of the body] was always 
done wisely and as it was necessary to endure, not that he might receive either glory 
or approval from men. The one who endures in this way, when it is necessary, is 
acting just as it is said, 'in accordance with wisdom I acted wisely. ' (Commentarii in 
Psalmos 35-39 fol. 281, on Ps. 39: 2 LXX) 

Likewise Basil (Epistulde 204,1), who read icauOT1cyoliat, takes pains to point out that ivith 

love, the speaking in tongues, faith, and martyrdom are able to be done: "Not that each of the 

enumerated items are able to be accomplished apart from love, rather the saint wishes, as he 

himself says, to confirm the far-surpassing greatness of the commandment in a hyperbolic 

manner (-rro KaO' 61TEPPOXAv 'rpolTw, ). " Of course, in I Cor. 13: 1-3 Paul does not encourage I 

any of the actions, even with "love, " but the ideal of martyrdom is so great that it must be 

"rescued" from Paul by the early fathers . 
72Furthermore, when martyrdom is explicitly 

7'Esp. Westcott and Hort, appendix, p. 117. Fee, p. 629, n. 18; the possibility of such 
motivation is mentioned by Lindemann, p. 285. Petzer (p. 250), without discussing any of the 
evidence, dismisses discussion of the impact of the history of the church as "speculative. " 

"Though he does not cite napaM T6 cyCop(j pou, Origen (Comnientarilln? in 
Mathaeum 12,28) views the previous clause of I Cor. 13: 3 ("giving his whole substance, that 
his possessions may feed the poor") as spoken of negatively, parallel to "What can a man 
give in exchange for his life" (Matt. 16: 21). It is reasonable to assume that he also would read 
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encouraged by the fathers, this passage is completely ignored. It is absent, for example, from 

Tertullian's Ad martyras and Origen's Exhortatio ad martyriam. It seems unlikely that 

second-century scribes would intentionally change a reading that denigrates boasting to one 

that denigrates martyrdom, particularly when Paul earlier in the letter spoke against the 

Corinthians' "boast" (5: 6; also Rom. 4: 2). 

An additional possibility is generally not given much weight, but in view of several 

similar alterations in I Corinthians it should not be dismissed outright. Because Paul uses the 

first person singular, and he, one might presume, could "speak in the tongues of men and 

angels" and had great faith, the statement that he gave himself "to be burned" would have 

been incorrect to scribes familiar with the tradition that Paul did not die in that manner. " 

Similar alterations were made in the manuscripts in order to bring his first person statements 

into line with perceptions of Paul (1: 1; 3: 5; 9: 5; 9: 20-21; 11: 2). While not in itself decisive, 

this possible motive for alteration should not disregarded. 

There is little or no evidence in the second century that would find a motive for 

intentional alteration from iKauOTIcoliat to iKauXTjcropat. ` In addition, the semantic and 

grammatical problems with tva xauXTjcFwvat make it unlikely that it stood as the 

archetypical reading at 13: 3. 

the next clause negatively. 

"Elliott, "In Favour of muOTIcyopat at I Corinthians 13: 3, " p. 298. 

"Harnack claims that the motivation for alteration away from KauXawpat is that Paul 
uses iKauXaaft in an "unusual way: " Hellenistic writers viewed "boasting" as wicked, but 
the Pharisaic upbringing of Paul, "not only took no offense at demands, legal titles, glorific 
titles in relation to God, but demanded thea' (pp. 144-45). However, recent research into 
Palestinian Judaism (cf. E. P. Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism (Philadelphia: Fortress, 
1977)) at the time of Paul has shown that these understandings of a legalistic "Judaism" or 
"Pharisaismý' are not borne out by the evidence. Furthermore, a glance at the patristic use of 
icauXdopat and KauXTlpa, etc. in Lampe shows that early Christian writers did not have 
difficulty with the idea of "boasting" before the Lord, when properly understood. 



445 

13: 4.24; 13: 4.25; 13: 4.26 [see also the chapter on the "Alexandrian" witnesses] 

It was probably too much to ask scribes to successfully negotiate 13: 4-6 without 

dropping, adding, or moving at least one of the occurrences of Yj ayal7TI. Because the second 

il ayaTril could serve as the subject for eitherXPTJCTTE6ETat or o6 ýilAdlt, all subsequent 

verbs were liable to having a subject shifted or added. Even DFG, which share the same 

text, show by their different sense-line divisions that they read Tj ayaTrTl with different 

verbs: 

FG VL 89 
H &r&nH M&KPOE)YME31 
XPCTC; YE3T&I 
H &r&nH OY ZH, \O I 
H &r6JlH oy nepncPE3YGT& I 
oy ýyc I OYT& I 

DVL75 
H &WH M&KPOE)YMC: I 
XPCTCYC; T&I H&WH 
OY 7-HXO IH &r&nH 
oy nepncpcyE3T&i 
OY ýyc I OYT& I 

In D, starting at ou ýqAot, eight consecutive lines begin with ou / oux. This likely reflects 

D's penchant for making its sense-lines as similar as possible, seen also at 6: 9- 10; 8: 5; 12: 13, 

16. Nonetheless, it demonstrates the plasticity of the word order and the possibility of 

alteration, both intentional and unintentional. 

Can the original wording be determined? The main textual problem is the whether ou 

ýucytouTat is preceded by il ayanq (most manuscripts), followed by q ayaTrtl (ýp16 only), or 
7 71 has no expressed subject (B 33 104). 5 This also makes the patristic evidence unusable here. 

"Fee (p. 634 n. 1) lists four forms of the text; his options I and 2 are not differences 
in wording, but the result construing the noun with different verbs (the reading of B pc). 

"For example, Cyprian (Ad Quirinum 3,3,21) and Cyril of Alexandria (Epislulae of 
paschales sive Homiliae ofpaschales MPG 77, p. 541) add Tj ayanTl before Xpqa-rEuvrat, 
without any manuscript support. Neither Tertullian, (De patientia 12,9) nor Clement of 
Alexandria (Paedagogus 3,1,3,1) can be cited for any position of Tj ayanq since they never 
use the noun in their citation. 
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The issue has often been determined on the basis of the "music" or "beauty" of a given 

reading, 77 although, as Fee points out, "it is also possible that Paul was not thinking 

rhythm. "78 Furthermore, there is no "control" for such criteria, since the passage does not 

match any Greek poetic meter. Furthermore, even those who employ this argument differ as 

to which is more elegant. 79 It may be that the question is irresolvable. " However, we shall see 

B alone have difficulty with word order at 13: 11, and ýp` is makes numerous similar 

transpositions without the support of any other witnesses. " 

13: 5.27 

Euop1povEt for aaXTlgovr; t in ; p46 is a nonsense reading, 82 for why would Paul argue 

that love does not behave decorously? Since there does not appear to be any likelihood of 

simple vocalic interchange, it is unlikely to be a simple blunder. " 

"The fonner by Zuntz, p. 68; the latter by Hamack, Das hohe Lied, p. 145 n. 1. 

"Fee, pp. 635-6, n. 1. Zuntz's argument is severely undermined by an uncharacteristic 
error of evidence. First, he cites q)" and B as sharing the same reading, which they do not. 
Second, he bases his argument on the "well-balanced" structure, but fails to include ou 
ýUGIOU`Tat (which no manuscript omits) in his layout, which would destroy the balance. This 
had been pointed out by Tasker, "The Text of the 'Corpus Paulinum', " p. 19 1; Gilting and 
Mealand's claim (36 n. 45), that "there is a slight error in the presentation of the evidence by 
Zuntz, but it does not destroy the argumenf' seems to fail to appreciate the scale of Zuntz's 
mistakes. 

"Zuntz favors the reading of B (though citing it incorrectly, as described above); 
Hamack favors the reading of MCDFGKLT etc. 

"So Fcc, p. 635 n. 1. 

"Royse, pp. 260-61. 

82 Metzger, Textual Commentary, p. 499. 

"Particularly in light of Caragounis' work, which argues that the diphthongs au, Eu, 
and qu would have typically been produced with the u sounding like the consonant v orf See 
pp. 375-77. Gignac (1, p. 226) also notes that in the Roman period papyri "au and Eu are 
frequently written simply a and r:.. " Had the exemplar of ýP" written EcrXtjjiovEt, the 
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13: 5.28 

_ 
The variation between Ta and TO VTI Qp"' B Clement) can only be the result of 

intentional editing. Even though both addition/omission of the negative particle and change 

in the number of the article are not unusual in the manuscripts, " the combination of the two 

here cannot be attributed to mere oversight. The reading -ra EaUTTIq fits best in the context, 

since seeking one's own gain is "the very definition of the factional ist. "11 It has the additional 

advantage of having parallels in similar phrases at I Cor. 10: 24 and 33 86 without being so 

identical that assimilation is a possibility. The resultant meanings arc shown in two citations 

by Clement of Alexandria, one of each form of the text: 

But learn the "most excellent way" which Paul shows about salvation: "Love does not 
seek its own things" (T& iau-rýq o6 ýTyrCt) but is poured out on the brother. About 
that brother it is passionately excited, about that brother it is wisely driven mad. (Quis 
dives salvetur 3 8,1)87 

For this reason he adds, "it does not behave disgracefully, " for an image which is 
alien to it and not according to nature is disgraceful. But that which is feigned is alien 
to it, as is clearly explained, "it does not seek" it says, "what is not its own" (o6 
ýTJTCI TO' ph iaUTýq). For the truth calls its own that which is proper to it, but the 
love of adornment seeks what is alien to it, because it is separated from God, the 
word, and love. (Paedagogus 3,1,3,2) 

Clement's use of the passage in both citations matches the fon-n of the text cited, so his text is 

certain in both places. 

secondary adaptation to Eua- is possible, though still not likely (see p. 229). 

addition at 9: 15,17; 10: 19; omission at 4: 6; 6: 9. 

"Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetoric ofReconciliation, p. 169 n. 33. 

"Cited by Schrage III, p. 298 n. 118. 

87 A catena attributed to Origen cites the passage as T& LaUTýq and argues that the 
kind of love may be compared to that of a mother or father for a child, or for the self- 
sacrificing love of Christ, which is described in a paraphrase of Phil. 2: 6ff Cited from 
Jenkins, p. 5 1. 
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The reading -ro pTI EaUTTIg introduces a foreign element into the context, that of 

avoiding seeking after something that is not one's own. While such encouragement reflects 

pious thinking, e. g. in the Ten Commandments, it does not focus directly on the good of the 

other person, which is Paul's objective in this context. " 

13: 6.29 [discussed in chapter on DF G] 

13: 7.33 

B reads TrC[VTa aTEyEt TTaVTa aTEyEt, an obvious dittography. See also the 

discussion of B in the chapter on the "Alexandrian" witnesses for other examples of singular 

readings in B in I Cor. 13. 

13: 8.35 [see the discussion of B in the chapter on the "Alexandrian" witnesses] 

13: 8.36 

1P 46 and B frequently drop the compound from verbs (see discussion at 7: 13.47). Here 

they are joined by several witnesses that typically align with them (M* AC. 048 01510243 33 

424'436 1241' 1739). That Clement of Alexandria, who frequently agrees with these 

witnesses, reads EIK1TI1TTEI (Qui dives salvetur 38,2) points to scribal difficulty unique to the 

NT manuscripts. Fee adopts TrITrTEI on the basis of a strong semantic differentiation between 

two words, arguing that EKTFITrTW means "comes to an end. "" However, Paul uses EIICITITrTW 

"B. Weiss (p. 103) dismisses the ýp46 B reading as "completely arbitrary" and an 
"impossible reading. " 

"Fee, p. 641 n. 1. 
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in the sense of "fail" also at Rom. 9: 6, " as is required by this context. " 

13: 8.37 

8E is lost in several witnesses, including ýp46 C* D* FGKP, the D-text, and the 

Vulgate. It is necessary in the context since a contrast is being drawn between &ydTrTl, which 

"does not fail, " and various "gifts" held up by the Corinthians, which do fail. Its loss can be 

12 
attributed, as at 13: 11 and 13: 12, to an accidental leap (C I LGAG). 

13: 8.38; 13: 8.40; 13: 8.41 [discussed in the chapter on the "Alexandrian" witnesses] 

13: 9.42 

A handfid of witnesses write 8, - for yap (K L 049 056 0142 015188 424* 915 pc), 

which assimilates the conjunction to the SE used throughout 13: 8-13. The yap is necessary in 

this sentence because it provides the ground for the argument that prophecies, tongues, and 

knowledge are only temporary. 

13: 10.43 

The addition of -rOTE is the result of influence from the two examples of the same 

word in the parallel at 13: 12. While loss due to accidental leap is a possibility (LOTCLO), it 

would not explain its omission from DFG, which read To after KaTapYTj0TjcYEro: t. It is 

"CL BDAG, S. V. EKTtt'TrTW 

'Harnack (Das hohe Lied, p. 148 n. 1) accepts EicTrtTrTr; t as the "better attested and 
more difficult reading. " 

"This unit of variation is not discussed by Zuntz, even though it is shared by ýPll D* F 
G with only a few other witnesses. Giffing and Mealand also overlooks this potential case of 
asyndeton in their Asyndelon in Paul. 
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missing from the entire Latin tradition, the early fathers (in particular Irenaeus, Adversus 

haereses 4,9,2), " and all Greek witnesses save those related to the "Byzantine text" (K L 049 

etc), While the adverb (, e-uco) is present in both the Peshitta and Harklean, it is absent from 

the Syriac church fathers. " The use Of OTav without a succeeding TOTE is not common, but 

does occur elsewhere in 1 Corinthians (14: 26; 16: 3). Assimilation to the near context is a trait 

of the "Byzantine" witnesses, and appears to have been at work here. 9' 

13: 10.44; 13: 11.49 

In the section 13: 8-11, which is rife with parallelism and the assimilation which 

results in the manuscripts, two variations in word order are attested by DFG pc (13: 10,11). 

In such situations, assimilation to the word order of the near context would be considered the 

most likely cause of corruption, especially in these witnesses which frequently make similar 

alterations. However, in this context any of the potential readings may have arisen by 

assimilation. At 13: 10 the verb stands first in the immediately preceding clause (13: 1 Oa), but 

Eic pEpouq begins the two preceding clauses in 13: 9. Here DFG are joined by the Peshitta 

and Titus of Bostra" in reading the verb at the beginning of the clause. Irenaeus (Adversus 

"'Also Methodius, Symposium 9,1,241 and Didymus Alexandrinus, Commentarii in 
Psalmos 29-34 fol. 226; In Genesim fol. 163. Origen's evidence is varied. De engastrimytho 
9 reads the adverb, but not Contra Celsum 6,20. Commentarii in Joannem 20,304,36 reads 
Kat following TEXEtOV. 

94Titus of Bostra. (4' cen., two citations), Babai the Great (7' cen. ), and the 
translations of Severus (6' cen. ). Evidence cited from NTSU, p. 353. 

"Fee (p. 641 n. 4) argues that the addition would be logical, not temporal as is 
required by the context, but the insertion would match other Pauline examples; cf BDAG, 
S. V. T6TE (2). 

96Das Neue Testament in syrischer Überlieferung, p. 353. 
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haereses 4,9,2)" is the only Latin evidence prior to Augustine and Jerome to read the verb at 

the end of the clause. This again shows the close relationship among DFG, the Latin 

tradition, and the old Syriac. Nevertheless, in this case these witnesses are in error. The 

placement of the verb in the initial position appears to best match Pauline usage elsewhere. 

After a temporal clause which uses either OTOW or OTE, the next clause typically uses the 

subject-verb (S-V) word order (Rom. 2: 14; 6: 20; 7: 5; 1 Cor. 14: 26; 15: 28; 16: 2; 2 Cor. 

13: 9"). The reading icaTapyTJ0IJCFETo: I TO r; ic V, -pou; has been assimilated to r;, XOil To 

TEACtov. Lineation may have played a role here, as elsewhere. The predecessor of DFG 

read: 

OT&N AG GXE)H TO TCXG ION 
K&T&PFHE)HC(3T&I TO EX MCPOYC 

D, as is typical, highlights the parallelism even more: 

OTM A E3 C; XE)H 
TO TGXE31 ON 
K&T&PFHE)HCC; T&I 
TO CK MGPOYC 

A further complication at 13: 10 is the number of the article. A single letter 

distinguishes the singular (TO) from the plural (Ta), read by F G, most Latin witnesses, and 

both the Greek and the Latin of Irenaeus' citation. The reading TO may have resulted from 

assimilation to the singular verb ()caTapyTjOTJCTETat). However, the plural cannot be correct in 

this context, for Paul is not discussing "the things in part" that will pass away, since indeed 

"Both the Greek and the Latin are extant for this section; both agree in reading the 
plural Ta / quae with FG and most of the rest of the Latin tradition. 

9'Two passages use the V-S word order: Gal 4: 4 and 1 Cor. 15: 54, which introduces 
the second clause with -rOTE. Gal. 2: 12,14 have the verb in the initial position, but the subject 
is entailed in the verb form. 2 Cor. 12: 12 places the predicate in the initial position, with the 
subject entailed in the verb. It should also be noted that Paul also typically uses object-verb 
word order, not verb-object (I Cor. 16: 3; 16: 5; Gal. 2: 11). 
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knowledge will continue, though made perfect, when the "in part" passes away (13: 12). It is 

unlikely that FG have simply made an error, comparable to -ra au-ra for To au-ro at 12: 25 

without any Latin support, for the Latin tradition uses both the plural pronoun and the plural 

verb form (quae ex parte sunt). Nor is it likely that the plural -ra has been assimilated to 'ra 

TOU vTlTrtou at 13: 11, for it seems unlikely that FG would assimilate the number of the verb 

without also assimilating the word order. Instead, assimilation likely took place in the Latin. 

Quaeparvulierant(13: 11) either produced quaeexparlesunt at 13: 11 or, perhaps more 

likely, an error in the Greek Vorlage of the Latin translation had the error Ta for TO (as in 

Irenaeus, which is an independent error) and translated the plural. The Greek predecessor of 

DFG and the Peshitta both avoid the same error, but FG take it up again by assimilation to 

the Latin. 

While DFG etc are in error at 13: 10, they preserve the archetypi cal. word order at 

13: 11. At the end of 13: 11, DFG and most of the Latin tradition again stand apart from the 

"Alexandrian" witnesses, though this time with the additional support of witnesses that 

frequently match DFG (T 1611 syh). Furthermore, the earliest Latin evidence supports the 

DFG reading (Tertullian, De pudicifia 1,12). In addition as discussed below (13: 11.46), the 

manuscripts related to NAB are in error in word-order variations in this verse. The same 

word order evidence discussed at 13: 10 applies at 13: 11. The S-V word order is typical for 

Paul, and there is no immediate parallel that would have influenced the layout of the 

predecessor of DFG, as was the case at 13: 10. Furthermore, the word order Ta TOU V11171 OU 

icaTTjPyTj, Ka cannot have been influenced by the word order of 13: 10, for there the same 

witnesses read the V-S word order. 

13: 11.45; 13: 11.47 
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AE is either added or omitted twice in 13: 11. D* alone adds SE after the first OTE, 

likely by assimilation to oTav SE in the preceding sentence. However, addition by 

assimilation is not as certain after the second oTF- (lacking only in X* AB D* 048 0243 6 424c 

1739), especially since such a narrow band of closely related witnesses attest the reading. 

Contextual and transcriptional probabilities further call the shorter text into doubt. In 13: 9- 

12, Paul draws contrasts between former and present circumstances. Three of these four use 

8r; to introduce the clause that describes the present condition. " This leaves only the contrast 

made in 13: 11 without 8E. The highlighting that would result from this asyndeton, however, 

serves no purpose in this context, for why would attention be drawn only to this contrast? A 

more likely scenario is the 8E has been accidentally lost after OTE (OTE3A G). This is identical 

to the error made by M* at 13: 12. Without any contextual or transcriptional argument in 

support of the shorter text, appeals made to the excellence of the witnesses that lack 8E 

appear to be special pleading. " Furthermore, D should not be relied upon when analyzing 

this type of variation, for it is unique in either adding or omitting Sc is several places. It reads 

5E for aXX' at 10: 20, omits 8E (with some Latin support) at 12: 10, adds 8E at 12: 28, and, as 

noted above, adds 8E earlier in 13: 11. Its agreement with the "good Alexandrians" here may 

simply be a shared error, or perhaps another example of the correction toward "Alexandrian" 

witnesses which so frequently takes place in the Greek text of D. 

13: 11.46 

A narrow ban o witnesses, most of which are related to RAB (also 048 0150 0243 

"Only the second occurrence in 13: 12 has any variation, where its absence is easily 
explained as accidental omission (see 13: 12.55). 

"Eg., Zuntz, p. 189 n. 8; Fee, p. 641 n. 6; Gilting and Mealand, p. 58. 
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5 33 69 88 104 436 623 1739) places the verb before wq vilmog in each clause. This is 

likely an accidental error in which the first wq vTlTrto; was skipped, the verb connected with 

the wq vqTrtoq that follows, and then the missing words written at the end. 101 The argument 

of the passage supports the alternative reading, for the emphasis gained by standing in the 

first position belongs to wq w1mog, not the verb. Comparison may be made to 13: 9-10, 

where vK pEpouq likewise stands before the verb in consecutive clauses. 

13: 11.48 [see 13: 8.38] 

13: 12.50,13: 12.51 

As Zuntz notes, asyndeton is "indeed suitable. "102 However, he explains the shorter 

text as haplography, 103 noting that ýP` retains yap but omits apTI, as he argues, also an 

example of haplography. However, the mistakes typical of ýp46 should not be attributed to D 

F G, the entire Latin tradition (here including the Vulgate), and the Peshitta. Furthermore, the 

omission of apTI is more likely than that of yap ', since both by sight and by sound apTI is 

easily lost (8XC110MC; NF&P PT 1A 1). In addition, while ydp is occasionally lost by D* alone 

(1: 19; 3: 19), there is no example in I Corinthians of the conjunction being omitted by DFG 

and the Latin tradition against the other witnesses. Neither does haplography occur in DFG 

or in the Latin witnesses in other examples of r&p&p ... (Rom. 13: 3; Heb. 5: 1; 8: 3). In this 

case, however, the fact that yap is unemphatic has likely led to its omission, much like the 

... Zuntz, pp. 128-9; followed by Fee, p. 641 n. 5. A similar case of variation is the 
shifting position of il ayaTril at 13: 4. 

"'Zuntz, p. 193, noting also Mill's similar argument in n. 193. 

"'Followed by Gilting and Mealand, p. 36 n. 45. 
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omission0f OTt. " There is no reason to add this conjunction when in this context it would 

not have its typical causative force. As Gfiting and Mealand (p. 97) note, "The manuscripts 

generally don't add ydp very much, " likely precisely because it would introduce a logical 

relationship between clauses that would be foreign to the context. 

13: 12.52 [see also 9: 20.74; 9: 22.85] 

The early versional and patristic evidence is split. The bulk of the Latin tradition, 

including VL 75, lacks the particle. This is followed by FG as well as virtually all the 

106 
patristic evidence, including Origen"' and Didymus. However, wq is widely attested. It is 

firm in Clement's text.. as well as that of Tertullian (Adversus Praxean 14,8) and Methodius 

(Symposium 9,2,241). "' Among Greek manuscripts the particle is found prior to St 

ECFOTrTPOUin D 0243, the "Western minuscules" 88 915, and several later witnesses that 

typically follow the ; P" B line of transmission, including 1175 1881 and, most significantly, 

1739. The presence of wq following 8t ECYOTPOU in a few witnesses (0150 5 33) may suggest 

that the particle is a secondary correction that was added in different locations. Because of 

the lack of cohesiveness and relatively late date of the witnesses that read wq in this location, 

it is better to interpret this reading as either shared error or correction, not access to an 

See discussion at 7: 8.28; notably, DFG omit unemphatic O'-rt at 10: 20. 

"'Both in works firmly attributed to him (Commentarii in Joannem 1,16,93; 2,37,229; 
10,43,3 06; 13,10,5 8; Contra Celsum 7,3 8; 7,5 0; Exhortatio ad matryrium 7; De oratione 
11,2) and all catenae citations. 

"' Commentarii in Ecclesiasten fol. 17 1; Commentarii in Zacchariam 1,196. 

"'Og is read at Stromateis 1,19,94,2; 5,1,7,5; 5,11,74,1; only Excerpta Theodoli 
1,15,2 lacks it. 

"'Likely also an allusion by Basil, Defide MPG 3 1, p. 68 1. 
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extremely early form of the text. The addition of wq is therefore likely secondary, an attempt 

to soften the non-literal image of seeing "through a mirror. " Under similar circumstances, wý 

was added at 9: 20 and 9: 22 (though there it also stands in the near context; see the discussion 

ad loc. ). 

13: 12.53 

The omission of the second iTpoawTTov is a nonsense reading that is further evidence 

of the close relationship between 056 and 0142. 

13: 12-55 

The combination of similar sounds in TOTGA (3 led to the accidental omission of 

either TG (M) or AC (81205 1243). G* alone repeats Eic [lEpouq following ToTE Sc, 

perhaps by dittography (from r; -rrtyvwvoliat back to vK). The Latin interlinear (exparte) was 

added, upon which point the scribe apparently noticed the error and wrote a line through Eic 

gpoug. There is no indication in F of any difficulty here, so the error is limited to the copyist 

of G. 

13: 12.56 [discussed at 7: 13.48] 

13.12.57 

The readings of several witnesses is uncertain here. D is damaged. Tischendorf, 

109 Examination followed by Vogels, cites it as reading Katw; NTaP cites its reading as iKayw. 

of photographs is inconclusive; given the reading of FG and the D-text, it is likely that Kayw 

is the proper reconstruction. Cyprian's text (Ad Quirinium 3,53) is equally uncertain. The 

""'Codex Claromontanus, " p. 278. 
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critical edition prints siculi ego, but several manuscripts read sicut et, others sicut et ego, and 

two simply sicut. 

Nonetheless, there is little question as to which reading is secondary. Paul rarely uses 

unemphatic nominative Eyw, a usage which is similar to the Ptolemaic papyri. ' 10 Furthermore, 

accidental omission is possible ((3F(pCn I F), but loss of the pronoun does not take place in 

similar examples elsewhere (e. g., Rom. 11: 19 LY6 LYICEVTPtcy0w). At the same time, 

however, there is no apparent motive for the addition, since cyw does not appear in the 

context. 

The reading Eyw / ego (without iKat) is found only in VL 75 and some manuscripts of 

Cyprian. "' It must be an error, since Paul regularly uses adverbial iwi immediately after 

xa0w% if the same verb is present in the two clauses which are being compared (see 10: 7.23). 

13: 13.59 

A transposition is shared by q)", Clement (Quis dives salvetur 38,2 and Stromateis 

4,7,54,1) and the early Syriac tradition (Peshitta and Aphraat, Dem 1/33,4), which placeS Ta 

-rpla -rau-ra prior to TrtcrTtq EXTrig ayaTrTl. This is likely simply accidental error, one that is 

commonin ýp46.112 Many fathers omit the adjectival phrase altogether, "' indicating that it 

may have been accidentally passed over and then reinserted after the nouns independently in 

"'Mayser 11,1 p. 63. 

"'The Vulgate manuscripts F and R omit et and ego. 
112 Royse, pp. 261-2 and 320. 

"'E. g., Rufinus, Origenis in librum Numeri 14,4; Tertullianus, Depalientia 12; 
Didymus, Fragmenta in Job 306. 
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several witnesses! 
14 

13: 13.61 

A few witnesses (6 255 2298) substitute iTavTwv for -rouTwv. Since this substitution 

is common in the fathers, "' the alteration may have been directly influenced by familiarity 

with patristic texts or, more likely, a simple intensification of the comparative. 

"'Metzger (Textual Commentary p. 499) attributes the sequence of ýP 46 to intentional 
conformity to "a much more commonplace sequence, " though it must be noted that no 
precise parallel to this use of the demonstrative could be located in the NT. 

"'E. g., Basilius, Defide MPG 3 1, p. 688; Joannes Chrysostomus, Contra Anomoeos 
1; Homiliae in Acta Apostolorum MPG 60, p. 285; Theodoretus, Commentarius in Danielem 
MPG 81, p. 1313. Cf Schrage III, p. 359 n. 521. 
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Notes on Chapter 14 

14: 1.1 [discussed at 12: 4.16] 

14: 1.2 

Two minuscules replace TrvEuVaTtKa with similar sounding words from the context: 

ITPOýTJTIKa from 14: 1 (436) and xapicypaTa from 12: 28,30,31 (2004). 

14: 2.3; 14: 4.12; 14: 6.23; 14: 18.83; 14: 27.124 

Variation involving the number of yXocycya, in question five times in chapter 14, may 

be resolved by examining Paul's usage in 1 Cor. 12-14. When referring to a singular act of 

utterance the singular of yMoaaa is used (I Cor. 14: 9,13,14,19,26), whereas the plural 

form is used when the reference is to ecstatic utterances in general (12: 10,28,30; 13: 1,8; 

14: 5 bis, 22,23,39). With this infonnation the places of variation are easily resolved. At 14: 2 

and 4 Paul is discussed not the general activity of "speaking in tongues" but what happens in 

a specific utterance: When a person speaks in a tongue he "speaks not to people but to God" 

(14: 2) and "builds oneself up" (14: 4); the singular is required in both cases. At 14: 2 DFG pc 

read the plural, though this stands against the singular lingua of the Latin tradition. At 14: 4 

D, joined by 18 1, again reads the plural against singular in the Latin. Both cases are likely 

assimilation to the same form at 12: 28,30; 13: 1,8; and 14: 5 bis. ' At 14: 18 the plural form is 

required, since the discussion is regarding speaking in general and not a specific example of 

an utterance: "I rejoice that I speak in tongues more than all of you. " Here yAwcraatq is not 

limited to a narrow band of witnesses (as at 14: 2,4), attested here by MA DI FG 33 and most 

'B. Weiss, p. 16. 
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Latin witnesses. The singular may have been introduced based on the examples at 14: 13,14,2 

or by assimilation to the singular subject (ActACB). While the "Byzantine" witnesses here 

preserve yAwacaig, they assimilate AaAw to the more common XaXwv (14: 2,4,6,13). 

Assimilation to the singular verb (EXOw) is also the likely cause of the singular yAwcycyq at 

14: 6 (1448 Sedulius Scottus) since the two examples of yAwaaatq at 14: 5 should have 

protected the plural. ' Hence the assimilation to the context for this type of variation was 

caused either by the same form in the context or by the number of the subject. Finally, at 

14: 27 the plural is read by 0 150. Since the singular is necessary given Pauline usage, 01 50's 

reading is probably a simple slip in conformity to the numerous occurrences of the plural in 

the chapter. 

14: 2.5 [discussed in chapter on the "Alexandrian" witnesses] 

14: 2.8 [discussed in chapter on DF G] 

14: 3.9 [discussed in chapter on DF G] 

14: 4.11 [discussed in chapter on DF G] 

14: 4.12 [discussed at 14: 2.3] 

14: 4.14; 14: 5.20 [also 8: 6.21; 10: 29.116] 

The shift from the singular r: xidilcyta to the plural EKidqatat; takes place in 056 

0 142. This same pair fails to make the same shift to the plural in the next verse, though they 

IB. Weiss, p. 16. 

'Sedulius Scottus makes the same change by reading the singular lingua at 14: 5b; he 
does not cite 14: 5a. 
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drop the article before ExxXilata, as they do before TraTqp at 8: 6 and with a few others 

before E-rEpou at 10: 29. Lack of care in copying seems to be a trait of the shared predecessor 

of these witnesses. 

FG add OEou after EKKATIciav, an assimilation to other examples of EKKATIcria [TOUI 

OEou in the letter (I Cor. 1: 2; 10: 32; 11: 16,22; 15: 9; all without variation involving OEou). 

The unique addition in F G, however, may stem from the Latin. The addition of OEou is not 

paralleled in the D-text, nor is dei found in VL 78. It is found, however, in two Vulgate mss.: 

S and V, the former of which is closely related to the local Vulgate text of St. Gall from this 

period and which formed the basis of the Latin text of VL 77.4 While this source is not 

certain, it does account for the addition in FG as well as the lack of the addition in VL 78. 

Both the shift to the singular and the addition of OEou may have taken place at 14: 4, 

while not at 14: 5, because 14: 4 could be interpreted as a more general statement. At 14: 4, 

those who "prophecy" may be able to "build up" more than a single assembly, whereas the 

interpretation of a specific "tongue" (14: 5) would take place only in a single assembly. This 

is another example of scribal activity that indicates an awareness of the sense of the text in 

the process of copying, even if the alterations may not be strictly "intentional. " 

14: 5.15 

Among several minor variations at this place are two which are either early or cannot 

be dismissed as insignificant. First, Ip 46 loses of the final sigma from iTavrag, which, though 

it construes, does not suit the argument of this section ("I desire that you speak all things in 

tongues"). Second, A 547 read upaq ITaVTaq for 17aVTa; upag. The former word order is 

Trede, Aftlateinischen Paulus-Handschriften, pp. 54-59. Another manuscipt related 
to this local text ((D'), however, does not have the addition. 
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never found in Paul, while the latter is firm in seventeen places in the Corpus PaulinUM, 5 

with only B at Phil. 2: 26 reading the pronoun prior to the adjective. The alteration in A was 

likely caused by a leap, with TFaVTa; initially skipped but then immediately added after upaq. 

Another word order variation occurs in A Ooined by 547) with the next words: yAwacyatq 

AaAr; tv is written for Aa; kciv yAwacaig. The scribe of A has frequently shown difficulty with 

word order. ' 

14: 5.16 [discussed in chapter on DF G] 

14: 5.17 [discussed at 12: 31.125] 

14: 5.18 [also discussed in chapter on DF G] 

Transcriptional probabilities are balanced here. The smoother reading is yap, since it 

makes clear that 14: 5b is the ground for the statement of 14: 5a. On the other hand, U may 

have been written here under the influence of the same conjunction in the two preceding 

clauses. Given the fact that DFG and the "Byzantine" text tend to prefer conjunctions that 

clarify the relationships among the clauses (see also 15: 50.199), yap is likely secondary. 

14: 5.19 

The unique readings attested by the 0243 6 424c 1739 group and the DFG and the 

Latin tradition help to clarify the relationship among these witnesses. Discussions of those 

interrelations are found in the appropriate conclusions. The addition of -ri; (0243 1739; 6 

'Rom. 1: 8; 15: 33; 1 Cor. 14: 18; 16: 24; 2 Cor. 2: 3,5; 7: 13,15 (upcov N*); 13: 13; Gal. 
3: 28 (aTraVTEq MAB 2); Phil. 1: 4,7,8.25; 2: 17,26 (upag TraVTag B; Tmpý at Trpog upag 
Ip 46 vid ); I Thes. 1: 2 (upwv K); 5: 5; 2 Thes. 1: 3 (TraVTWV X*; upwv 0278); 3: 16,18; Tit. 3: 15. 

'Further examples are provided at 14: 33.148. 
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reads Tt) and the shift to the participle (6iEpVijvEuwv D* o 5tEpjiTjvEuwv F G) both, in 

their own way, create a different description of what is entailed in "speaking in tongues" and 

"interpreting. "' In the standard text, the one who speaks in tongues is also the one who 

interprets. This is the way the situation is described by Origen (in catena): "But if the one 

who speaks in tongues also has the act of interpretation for the building up of the church, the 

one who prophesies is no longer greater. ,8 This understanding of the situation coheres with 

the description in 14: 13 (where there is no variation). There is a primafacie contradiction 

with other passages in this context. At 12: 30 a distinction is made: "not everyone" speaks in 

tongues and "not everyone" interprets. Again at 14: 28 there is an "interpreter" of the 

speaking, though the passage does not explicitly state that the speaker and the interpreter 

must be two different people. In light of 14: 13, where the one speaking in tongues is 

encouraged to pray for the gift of interpreting what that same person has spoken, ' the 

conclusion that the interpreters in 12: 30 and and 14: 28 are necessarily different from the one 

speaking in tongues cannot be sustained. 10 

Nevertheless, the readings of 0243 6 1739 and DFG distinguish the speaker and the 

'Schrage 111, p. 389 n. 72. 

10rigen, Fragmenta ex commentariis in epistulain I ad Corinthios, fr. 54. Cf. also 
Ambrosiaster: "Because if he will be able to be interpret, he will not be less, because he 
builds up the church. This one is greater, because he reveals to all. For here he who speaks in 
tongues by the gift of God is also he who interprets, as did those Twelve in the Acts of the 
Apostles. " (In epistula ad Corinthios prima, ad loc. 1 Cor. 14: 5); Chrysostom: "For he adds 
also, 'Unless he interprets, ' because if he is able to this, I mean the act of interpreting, he has 
become equal to a prophet, Paul says, because many reap the benefit of it. " (In epistulam I ad 
Corinthios, MPG 61, p. 297). 

'Cf Also Ambrosiaster on 14: 13: "The one who seeks to speak in tongues ought to 
pray that he might receive the gift of interpretation, so that his effort might be useful to 
others. " 

"Fee, First Corinthians, p. 659 n. 39; Conzelmann, p. 235. 
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interpreter. This may have been influenced, at least indirectly, by the interpretation of I Cor. 

12: 30 and 14: 28. More likely, however, is that both of those passages and, in these witnesses, 

14: 5, were understood against the development of an understanding of yAwcrcyCjv 

8tEpVTjvEUEtv. As discussed above, Origen, Ambrosiaster, and Chrysostom all understood 

8t, -p[tTjvE6jj 14: 5 to refer to the one speaking in tongues. However, at least by the time of 

Theodoret the "interpretation of tongues" is understood to refer to the interpretation or 

translation of foreign languages. Citing 1 Cor. 12: 10 he writes: 

But to another is given the interpretation of tongues" (ippqvda yAWCYCYCjv). For this 
also was a spiritual gift. For often a man who knows only the Greek language, but the 
Scythian and Thracian of another language, carried forth the interpretation to those 
who heard. So everywhere he put forth "according to the same Spirit, and in the same 
Spirit" teaching as if through different water spouts but one source of all. " 

This understanding of "the interpretation of tongues" is then applied to "speaking in tongues" 

- which becomes "speaking in foreign languages - for example in Cyril of Alexandria. This 

line of interpretation continues through the middle ages and into the Renaissance and 

Reformation periods. " 

But did our scribes interpret the passage in this way? There is direct evidence of such 

in the case of G. At I Cor. 12: 28 and 12: 30, which note the gifts of "kinds of tongues" and 

"interpretations, " is written the name "Iso. "" Iso (d. 871) was a celebrated teacher at St. Gall, 

where G was cop'ied. " This may indicates that Iso was a teacher of Greek. Frede goes so far 

"Theodoret, Interpretationes in Pauli epistulas MPG 82, p. 325. 

"Thiselton, pp. 974-5. 

"Though separated by only two lines, "Iso" is spelled FYCW at 12: 28 and FI CW at 
12: 30, further evidence of the inconsistency of spelling in G. 

"Bernice M. Kaczynski, Greek in the Carolingian Age. The St. Gall Manuscripts 
(Cambridge, MA: The Medieval Academy of America, 1988), p. 17. 
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as to suggest that Iso was responsible for a Greek-Latin Psalter produced at St. Gall, ms. 17.1' 

Of course, the shift to the participle in the bilinguals occurred prior to the 9' century, as 

evidenced by the reading of D. Nevertheless, G shows the continued understanding of 

"interpretation of tongues" which likely led to the alteration at 14: 5. 

As discussed in the conclusions, the 1739 group and the shared bilingual ancestor of 

DFG all postdate the end of the third century. This is chronologically distant enough from 

Paul's context for a developed understanding of 8tEpVijvEuw to have influenced the 

understanding - and transmission - of this passage. 

14: 6.21 [discussed at 5: 11.30] 

14: 6.22 [discussed at 6: 5.15] 

14: 6.23 [discussed at 14: 2.31 

14: 6.24 

A narrow band of witnesses (M 0243 6 33 424- 1739; q)46 lac) lacks the first particle in 

a series of contrasted elements. This, however, matches typical Pauline usage (Rom. 8: 35; 1 

Cor. 5: 10; Eph. 5: 5,27; Col. 2: 16; 1 The. 2: 19 and likely 1 Cor. 5: 1 116). When the first 

contrasted element is marked with a particle, Paul uses either "TOI 
... 

" (Rom. 6: 16) orE'ITE . TI TI 

v EITE (I Cor. 3: 22; 10: 3 1; 12: 13; Col. 2: 16). The addition of 11 beforeF-v auoxaAuý Et has 

probably been prompted by the use of the particle in the following elements. At Eph. 5: 4, the 

same witnesses (A DFG etc) alter xat ... icat ... TI to Tj ... 11 ... TI, which again changes 

"Frede, Altlateinische Paulus-Handschriften, pp. 78-9. 

"The 9 preceding Tropvog could be either the verb ' or the particle fil; NA" and the 
Latin tradition (which does not translate it) understand it as the verb, which is likely correct. 
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first particle to match those that follow. 

14: 6.26 

The Ev was likely added before MaXil, as B. Weiss, describes, as the result of 

"mechanical conformity" to the preceding three examples in the sentence. " In addition, it 

removes the potential ambiguity of the use of the dative, a cause of the addition of r; v at 

14: 11 (see below). Only a handful of witnesses avoid the insertion: ýp4' and relatives R* 0243 

216 630 1739 1881, but also D* F G. The Latin tradition, however, adds the preposition, 18 

which the predecessor of DFG managed to avoid bringing into the Greek. 

14: 7.27 

B alone frequently alters the number of substantives. This has already been observed 

at 13: 5 (ro VTI Eau-n1q; with Clement) and 13: 8 (1TPOýTJTEta 1KaTapyTjOTJ(YETat). 1' At I Cor. 

14: 7, Weiss notes also that the singular "gives the same thought asrotq ýOoyyot;, but 

overlooks that it not dealing with the tone intervals at all, but the distinction which is given to 

the tones brought out by the instrument through the intervals. -)120 

This is not the only place that BFG virtually alone omit the article. They do so in 

error beforeTrCtVTa (with also 33) at 12: 19 (see discussion ad loc), and almost certainly in 

error at 11: 3. Because D reads the article, it is likely that FG lose the article and hence 

11B. Weiss, p. 108. 

I'VL 89 avoided the preposition by using the accusative doctrinam, but omitted the 
preposition and used the accusative for the two previous nouns as well: aut scientiam aut 
prophetiam aut doctrinam. 

11B. Weiss (p. 17) notes two other singular readings in B: Heb. 1: 14 (8taKoviag) and 
8: 9 (F-v TjpEpatq). 

20B. Weiss, p. 17. 
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independently produced an error also found in B, rather than the combination of BFG 

reaches back to an early point in the tradition. Finally, the loss of the final -v of StaToXTlv by 

FG is an error common in the papyri" and, given the frequent misspellings in these 

witnesses, likely accidental. 

In addition D* FG read pq after Eav rather than before the verb. " Of the twelve other 

examples of Eav ... VTj in the Corpus Paulinum, only at 1 Cor. 14: 6 does Eav VTj not 

immediately preceded the verb, and even there only uptv stands between Eav Vil and 

AaMlaw. " It is therefore difficult to establish a "tendency" either in Paul or in the 

manuscripts. Only at 14: 7 did the manuscripts have the opportunity either to connect pyl to 

Eav (as D* F G) or to move pil before the verb (all other Greek witnesses). Elsewhere we 

have seen the manuscripts add a negative particle to the position prior to the verb (6: 10") for 

clarification. However, in this case it is more likely that D* FG have been affected by the 

Latin nisi distinctionem. 

14: 7.28; 14: 7.29; 14: 9.37; 14: 16.72; 15: 22.87; 15: 24.92; 15: 29.120 

The tenses of several verbs are assimilated in these deliberative questions. At 14: 7b, 

the present Mw (5p` D2LPT 049 056 0142 0150 0289 33 424* pc) matches 8180VTa in 

the preceding clause. However, the aorist form should be used, since the question of 14: 7 

(Eav ... VTj 5w) is structurally parallel to that of 14: 6 (EaV V11 ... XaMlow). At 14: 7c, D* F 

" Gignac I, pp. 111- 12; Mayser 1,1, pp. 169-7 1. 

"The reading Eciv VTI is apparently supported also by 1424; 2400 reads Pq both after 
Eav and before 8w. 

" 1424 shifts tiTI to the position prior to the verb: Eav upt V tiTI XaXTlcyw. 

24 BD avoid the addition here, as do also ýp46 MAC6 424' 173 9 pc; FG are not extant 
here. 
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G alone reading the aorist yvwcyOil in place of the futureyVWCYOTJCYETat / scietur. While the 

aorist is common in deliberative questions, the future is typically used with TrCog. 11 The 

reading of D* FG may be explained as assimilation to the aorist 8w in the preceding clause, 

perhaps made more likely be the fact the yvwcYOTjar:, -rat is easily shortened to yvwcyOrl. " 

Similarly, the loss of the termination is likely to explain the shortening of the second person 

8wv: (14: 9) to the third person 8w in L, a forin found also at 14: 8. 

The variation between EuAoyTlcy7lq and Eu; koy7lq at 14: 16 presents a more difficult 

problem. As at 14: 7, there is confusion of similar verb forms. Further examples are seen at 

2: 8 (Eyvwl(Ev / Eyvw ; p46); 8: 2 (Eyvw / EyvwKEv D2 KL 056 0142 0151), 13: 3 (Trapa8w / 

Trapa8waw F G); 15: 29 (TrotTlcrouaiv / Trotouaiv F G); 15: 22 (ýWO170111011(YOVTat / 

ýW017011100VTat A"); 15: 24 (Trapa8t8(; ) / Trapa8w KL 0243 1739) and 15: 57 (8180VTI / 

80VTI ýP" D 049 056 0142 6 424pc). Assimilation to the same tense in the near context is 

the usual cause of corruption in these examples, an error to which q3" DFG appear to be 

prone. At 14: 16 ; p46 DFGKLT pm, supported by the Latin tradition, read the aorist 

EuAoyTjaTjq. However, apart from the concluding clause of 14: 19, only present tense verbs 

are used in 14: 12-19. On this basis the present form r:. uXoyllq may be considered secondary, 

especially when noting, as described above, that the aorist is typical in deliberative questions. 

However, the parallel at 14: 14 (Eav Trpoar; uXopat) uses the present tense, which would make 

the present more likely at 14: 16. " Comparison may also be made to alteration of the tense in 

deliberative questions elsewhere in I Cor. 14. At 14: 14 Chrysostom writes the aorist 

"BDR §366(l)'. Paul uses the future at Rom. 3: 6; lCor. 14: 9,16; the aorist at I Cor. 
7: 32,33,34 (all the same form) and 1 The. 1: 9. 

"Cf Eyvw (F G) for r; yvwKF-v at 2: 11. 

"Fee, First Corinthians, p. 667 n. 2. 
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Trpomutwpat` and at 14: 24 a few witnesses (0150pc) write the aoriSt TTPOýTjTEUCYWCFtV in 

place of the present forms. 

14: 7.3 0; 14: 9.3 8 

0243 1739 are joined by 33 614 999 1424 in altering auXopcvov to the ActAoupF-vov 

of 14: 9, while ýP"` and 0150 read auAoupEvov at 14: 9. The first must have been an 

intentional alteration, bringing the earlier passage into hannony with the second. Both 

alterations, however, are clearly secondary in context, for a flute does not "speak, " nor does a 

voice "pipe. " NV at 14: 9 has a further assimilation to 14: 7, adding the phrase Tj TO 

m0apiýogvov to To ActAouPF-Vov. 

14: 8.33 

The reading aSilXov ýwvilv cyaAnty4 (B FGKT6 915) places the adjective next to 

the noun it modifies, making it the less difficult reading. 30 The altemative, to place the 

subject between the adjective and the noun it modifies, is attested nowhere else. However, 

the focus in this clause is the lack of distinction in the sound of the trumpet, so the adjective 

should be in the emphatic initial position. 

14: 9.35; 14: 18.82; 14: 37.167 

All further examples of plural pronouns written for the singular in 1241". 

14: 9.37 [discussed at 14: 7.28] 

"Joannes Chrysostomus, Homiliae in i Corinthios MPG 61, p. 147. 

"The reading of ýP` is corrected by the first hand. 

"B. Weiss, p. 130. 



470 

14: 9.38 [discussed at 14: 7.30] 

14: 10.39; 14: 10.43 [discussed in chapter on DF G] 

14: 10.43; 14: 11.50; 14: 16.73 

There is a marked tendency to the addition of prepositions, and of Lv in particular: 

1: 5 Ev Tiaail 33 103 162 ] iTaarl cett 
2: 3 F. v eopw cett ] ýopw FG 614 1812 2147 2412 
2: 3 ev -rpopw cett -rpopw DFG 1827 
2: 3 ev TroAAw ýp46 TroAAW cett 
9: 18 Ev -rl E4ouata X* ] Til Egouata cett 
9: 19 z: v iTaatv D VL 75 1 Traatv 
10: 8 Ev gia cett 1 gia ýp46 X- BD*FG 
14: 6 F. V StbaXil cett ] biSaXil gp46 X* D' FG 0243 1739 
14: 10 ev -rw lKoopw D* FGK pc ] -rw l(o apw cett 
14: 11 EV Epot cett ] Epot ýp46 DFG 049 0150 0243 56 88 424c 1739 pc 
14: 16 EvTrvEupaTiM'BD'Ppc]KLT1739pm]ýp46 X* AFG 0150 0243 0289' 

Since 5P` DFG frequently add the preposition, it is striking that they avoid the additions at 

10: 8,14: 6,11,16 (in the latter three passages joined by 0243). Zuntz claims that the omission 

at 14: 11 is the result of assimilation the lack of a preposition beforew XaXouvTt in the 

previous clause. The parallelism of the two passages is obvious, as Chrysostom (who does 

not read F-v) points OUt. 3 ' However, assimilation by excision is not typical of scribes; the 

examples pointed out above bear this OUt. 32 Instead, another motive is likely in involved. 

BDR suggests that the addition of Ev was made to prevent Epot from being construed with o 

XccXwv. " This matches Pauline usage in that the indirect object of XaXEwisalways a dative 

"After citing 14: 11 a, he writes: "Next, that he may not render the charge grievous, he 
makes equal the complaint... " and then cites 14: 11b. JoannesChrysostomus, Homiliae in i 
Corinthios MPG 61, p. 299. 

"The only clear example found in I Corinthians of assimilation by omission of Lv is 
9: 18 -rw Euayy, -Xtw (81614). 

33 BDR § 2201. 
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without Ev, 34 hence the presence of Ev before Epot prevents it from being wrongly construed. 

it is more likely an addition to example made to prevent ambiguity rather than an omission 

which creates it. Similar motivation may be found for the addition at 14: 6. The only reading 

which can serve as the source for the other two is nvEupml (ýp46 M* AFG0 15 0 0243 

0289"d). Tw 1TvEupaTt (K LT pm) is based on the same form at 14: 15, " while the addition 

0 _V 
(M2 fEB D' P pc) makes certain that the dative is understood as instrumental, perhaps 

influenced by the examples in chapter 12 (12: 3,9,13). 

14: 10.44; 14: 26.120 

The ouSF-v at 14: 10 is left ambiguous; it may refer either to languages, none of which 

are unintelligible, or to people, none of whom do not have a language. In this context the 

latter is more likely. " The addition of allTWV (N2 D2KLT 049 05 6 0142 01518 8 pm) 

supplies the implied referent, so that Paul's argument is to be understood to say that all 

people speak. " Schrage observes that the Vulgate's nihil sine voce est (followed also by the 

Latin fathers) assumes this interpretation as well . 
38 The ambiguity of the bare ouSEv makes it 

more likely that auTwv was added than that it was accidentally omitted. 

v ft Likewise at 14: 26, bare r; xaa-rog could be interpreted to include Tiq amarog Tj 

34 E. g., I Cor. 3: 1; 14: 3,6,28; 15: 34; 2 Cor. 7: 14; 12: 4. No examples of Lv + dative as 
indirect object of AaAEw have been located in Paul. The addition of got to TW ACIAOUVTI at 
14: 1 la in several minuscules, including 104 365 1611, shows this same usage. 

"Compare also the addition Of Tw before both OEw and -rrvEuVaTt (N2 A D2 T 0243 

pm) at 14: 2. 

"Fee, First Corinthians, p. 665, n. 37; Schrage III, p. 395. 

"Schrage III, p. 395, n. 115. 

"Schrage III, P. 395 n. 114. 
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t8w'Tij; (14: 24-25). The addition of uVwv is attested by the entire Latin tradition, the 

bilinguals, and the "Byzantine" text. However, because it also removes the ambiguity of the 

word it modifies it is likely secondary. 

14: 11.46 

Et in P alone is the result of assimilation to the same word at 14: 10. 

14: 11.46 

1P 46 loses ouv, as Royse notes probably by a leap. 19 

14: 11.48 [discussed at 8: 2.4] 

14: 12.53; 14: 32.145 

Paul occasionally uses TrvEOpa as metonymy to described the manifestations of the 

activity of the Spirit among the Corinthians (5: 3-4; 14: 14). The plural form caused particular 

difficulty. At 14: 12 P 1175 sYP alter TrvEuVaTwv to the literal lTvEuVaTt Kwv, while Amst(A) 

writes the singular spiritus. The move to the singular is made again at 14: 32 by DFG IP 

4241 and much of the Latin tradition, 40 making clear that only one Spirit is able to produce 

such manifestations. Other examples of the confusion of the singular and plural of neuter 

nouns are discussed at 12: 9.32. 

14: 12.56 

"Abounding" is a goal to which Paul encourages the Corinthians (8: 8; 15: 58), but in 

3'Royse, p. 258. Gilting and Mealand (p. 141) mark the omission as secondary without 
comment. 

QD FG and the Latin tradition at 14: 32 are further discussed in the chapter on DFG. 
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this context of encouraging TrPOý71TEta rather than AaWtv yAwacyatfq, it is not surprising that 

scribes made the shift from 1TEPICYCTEUIITE to the similar-sounding TTPOýIJTEUTjTE (A I pc). " 

Ambrosiaster makes the same alteration, though the phonological similarity does not exist in 

Latin (prophetetis for abundetis). 

14: 13.57 

At 01TEp is firm in the Corpus Paulinum only at 1 Cor. 8: 13. At 10: 14,440 and 547 

read 8to (omit 1898) and at 14: 13 primarily "Byzantine" witnesses read 81OTrEp. 42 By the 

Hellenistic period both 8to and 8tomp function as a particle and no longer as a relative. 43 

The two certain examples of 8toTr, -p function to introduce major concluding statements, 

while at 14: 13 8to would suit the flow of argument better, since it has less an inferential than 

a transitional force than does 8toTr, -p. 

14: 13.59 [noted at 8: 9.39] 

14: 14.60 

B Weiss argues that yap is frequently accidentally lost, citing Phil. 1: 23 and I Cor. 

14: 14 as specific examples where it was lost due to scribal carelessness. " However, in both 

places the yap removes ambiguity by creating a logical relationship with the previous 

"Zuntz, p. 113, n. 3. 

"Although here the "Family 1739" witnesses split: 6 424 read 8toimrp, 0243 1739 

read 8to. 

"J. Blomquist, Particles in Hellenistic Greek (Lund: Gleerup, 1969), p. 136. 

"B. Weiss, p. 120. 
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clause. " This took place in similar witnesses at I Cor. 14: 5 (yap for 5E), and yap has been 

added by R at 4: 4 and 11: 14.46 

14: 15.67; 14: 15.70 [discussed in chapter on DF G] 

14: 15.68; 14: 15.71; 14: 23.104; 15: 6.28 ; 15: 14.61; 15: 15.63 

Variation involving 5e Kai is common in the Corpus Paulinum: 

Rom. 3: 29 ft Kai LPT 049056633 88424] Kai XABDFGK 
Rom. 8: 34 öE Kai ýp` DFGK 049 056 T 88 424 1739 ] 8£ XABC 489 
1 Cor. 1: 22 eTrei8il Se Kai 0150 ] E-rrEt FG1 EiTetötl gp46 ] EiTEtSil Kai cett 
1 Cor. 14: 15 81: Kai (1) NAB DL IP 048 049 056 0142 0150 0243 1739 ] Kai FGKP 

0151 
1 Cor. 14: 15 5E Kai (2) XA WK LP 048 049 056 0142 6 424 1739 ], Kai BFG 0150 

0151* 
1 Cor. 14: 23 öE Kai ýp46 0150 020188 915 pc Vg` ) Kai cett 
1 Cor. 15: 6 -riveg öE Kai N'AD 2LPT 048 049 056 0142 0150 33 88 ] -rtv£g SE 5p 46 

N* A*vid B D* FG 0243 6 424' 1739 ] -riveg ÖE E4 aUTWV Kai K 
1 Cor. 15: 14 KEvtl 8£ Kai D2KLT 049 01516 424 489 pm ] Kevil Kai ýp46 NA B D* FG 

P 0150 0243 0270 ] iKF-vtl 8£ 056 0142 
1 Cor. 15: 15 8e Kai cett ] Kai D* 2495 
2 Cor. 5: 16 Ei 8E Kai N2 C2 D2y pM 1 Ei bE K] Ei Kai rp46 X- AB D' 0225 0243 33 

1739 ] Kai ei FG 

2 Cor. 13: 9 Se Kai x2 D2KL %F 049 056 075 0142 0151 ] Kai ýp46 N*ABD*FG 

Where 5E is in question, the issue is whether or not there is a contrast being drawn, in which 

case the 8e should be read. It appears to be secondary at Rom. 3: 29; " 2 Cor. 3: 16; and 13: 9. 

Where Kai is in question, the issue is whether it is conjunctive or ascensive (adverbial). At 

Rom. 8: 34, the work of Christ is described in a series of short clauses. Kai is firm in the 

4'Zuntz, P. 194. 

46 Gating and Mealand (p. 141) list the addition of yap at 14: 14 as secondary without 
comment. 

4'At Rom. 3: 29, the first question does not contrast with the first, but builds upon it; 
Et xat at 2 Cor. 3: 16 provides the necessary concessive force; and at 2 Cor. 13: 9 it may have 
been added to match 8c in the preceding clause. 
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fourth and final clause in the series (og xat F-vTyXav, -t uTrEp Tlpwv). B lacks iKat in the 

second clause (before EyEpOEig) but reads it before ECFTIv. Although this is the reading of the 

NA" text, it is unlikely to be original, for why would the second clause only lack the 

ascensive iKat? B's text is more likely the result of conflation. MAC 0289 have made several 

clarifying alterations to the passage, adding EK vEl(pwv after -y, -pOEtq and deleting icat in 

the second and third clauses (before EyEpOEig and ECYTIV). On the other hand, q346 DFG and 

the "Byzantine" text read Kai in all three places, which corresponds to the same use of Kai 

in a similar series of clauses at I Cor. 15: 4-5. The reading of B, then, can be attributed either 

to simple blunder or to a partial correction from the MAC text back to the ýp46 DFG text. 

This handling of the text by B is paralleled at I Cor. 14: 15, where 8f: 1(at is read at 14: 15b 

but Kai only at 14: 15c - and again here B alone attests this combination of readings. 48 

Indeed, the witness of 0 151 here shows what probably took place in B: The original hand of 

0151 accidentally drops the second 8E, which is added back in the correction . 
4' Because B 

betrays the same alteration both at 1 Cor. 14: 15 and at Rom. 8: 34, it cannot be correct in 

either place. 

The singular reading of B at I Cor. 14: 15 is incorrect, but whether Kat or 8E icat 

should be read twice in that passage must still be determined. The loss of the first 8E in KP 

and the second in B0 15 0 015 1* are both likely accidental, which leaves only F G, the Latin 

tradition, and the Peshitta with only Kat in both places. This makes clear that praying and 

48 B. Weiss attributes B's loss of 8E at 1 Cor. 14: 15 to scribal blunder (p. 118), but 
accepts its readings at Rom. 8: 34 as the only possible source for both the ýP46 DFG and MA 
C 0289 readings (p. 111). However, Weiss does not notice the intentional alteration shown by 
NAC 0289 elsewhere in this passage. 

4'Accidental loss of iKat after 8E takes place in D* at 1 Cor. 15: 15. 
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singing with the spirit and doing the same with the mind or both encouraged activities, but 

removes the contrast placed on "with my mind, " a contrast that the context requires (cL Wa 

at 

At I Cor. 15: 14, the addition of i(at after apa (N *ADFGKP 049 015 1) creates a 

"both ... and" relationship between 15: 14b 15: 14c, so that both are "empty" if "Christ is not 

raised. " The conclusion of this section (15: 18) provides the only other example of apa icai - 

in Paul, which may have suggested the addition at 15: 14. The 8E icat following xEvil at 

15: 14c (D 2KLT 049 015 1; 8c 056 0142), likely suggested by SE i(at in the next clause 

(15: 15), makes clear that this clause is logically dependant on the preceding, a relationship 

that had been lost with the addition of xat after apa. 

The "Byzantine" witnesses add xat after 8E at 1 Cor. 15: 6. The result is an emphasis 

on the statement that "even" (or "also") some eyewitnesses of the resurrection have fallen 

asleep. While the emphasis on the final clause may anticipate the argument that begins at 

15: 12, such an emphasis is not in view in the immediate context, which focuses on the 

"objective reality" of Christ's resurrection. " There does not appear to be any obvious 

motivation for its deletion. However, its insertion can be attributed either to a preference for 

8E iKat, which is found four other times in Byzantine witnesses against all others, or to an 

attempt to clarify Paul's argument. Kai is also secondary at I Cor. 14: 23 (ýp46 0150020188 

915pc; several Vulgate mss. ), for it clarifies the logical relationship between 14: 23a and 

14: 23b. Bare 5E could be misunderstood as contrastive. 

14: 16.72 [discussed at 14: 7.28] 

"Fee, First Corinthians, pp. 731-3 1. 
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14: 16.73 [discussed at 14: 10.43] 

14: 16.75 [discussed at 1: 22.72] 

14: 17.77 [discussed at 5: 3.7) 

14: 17.78 

The reading of F G, ETaipog for ETEPOg, appears to be a simple phonological error 

common to this pair of witnesses. E-raipog does not suit the context, neither is it used 

elsewhere in Paul. The reading is not matched by any of the Latin tradition (which reads aflus 

or alter) but does find a partner in the Peshitta's 0ý; z. L With some Latin support one may be 

tempted to posit an early shared error, but it is more likely an independent error in the 

Peshitta later matched by the direct predecessor of F G. 

14: 18.80 [discussed at 1: 4.10] 

14: 18.81 [discussed in chapter on "Alexandrian" witnesses] 

14: 18.82 [discussed at 14: 9.35] 

14: 18.83 [discussed at 14: 2.3] 

14: 19.84 [discussed at 8: 6.20) 

14: 19.85 

Zuntz argues that the textual tradition has been turned upside-down in this unit of 
ý 46 variation, in which the "Byzantine" text preserves the oldest reading, while P, the earliest 
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witness, attests a reading that is three or four steps removed from the archetype. " His 

argument is based on Marcion's reading, Sta -rov vopov, which he claims (as did Mill) is a 

corruption of 8ta -rou voo; Vou. In this reconstruction, an intermediary witness wrote 8ta 

Tou vopou. The genitive, however, does not construe in this context, so this was corrected to 

the reading now attested only by Marcion. This reconstruction gains additional support in 

TuT, which happily cites 1107 with this precise reading (8 1a -rou vopou). Whether a late 

corruption or a vestige of a previously lost reading, 1107 at least shows that such a corruption 

is possible. According to Zuntz, then,, rw vot Vou (N AB DI PT 0150 0243 1739 syP) is a 

secondary assimilation to 14: 15, with the addition of Ev (Ip 4') a ftirther assimilation to r; v 

yAwaaq in the final clause of 14: 19. However, Zuntz is misled in some of his data, which 

impacts his analysis of this unit. 

Based on Holt's edition of Epiphanius' Panarion, Zuntz argues that Marcion's text 

(8taTov vopov) is a conflation of the MB reading and the Byzantine reading. This would 

place Marcion's text at least two steps removed from the archetype. However, Schmid has 

shown that Holl misunderstood the passage in Epiphanius and inserted both tivra -ro and 

jTpOCFEOETO (as well as A6tjaat) to make it appear that Epiphanius reads 6ta -rov vopov 

64after" (as an addition to) rather than as a replacement for TW Vol tjoU. 12 Therefore, 

Marcion's reading cannot provide evidence for what Zuntz describes as "the collation of 

IlZuntz, p. 230. 

"Schmid, Marcion und Sein Apostolos p. 189. Clabeaux, Lost Edition of the Letters of 
Paul (pp. 111,136, and 155) accepts Holl's reconstruction; however, Schmid is certainly 
correct here. The conflation is actually found in the Book of Armagh (VL 61), two 
manuscripts of another Irish witness, Pelagius, and perhaps the Vulgate witness Z* (a 
corrector erases per legem). The role of the Latin witnesses is discussed below. 
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different manuscripts before Marcion's time. "" Instead, Marcion's reading AI &TONNOMON 

is simply a scribal corruption of, & I &TOYNOOCMOY. 54 

In addition to the corruption attested by Marcion, the early origin of the reading Sta 

TOU VOOq tiou is demonstrated in the Latin tradition. Most significantly, the reading of VL 

75, loqui per sensum meum, can only be a rendering of 8ta TOU VOOg 11ou ; kctXqaat. In I 

Corinthians, 75 renders every example of 81 a+ genitive with per + accusative, " while every 

example of 8ta+ accusative is always rendered with propter + accusative. 56 Examples of 

dativus instrumentalis are rare in the NT. 57 However all the examplesOf YXWCYCYTI / 'ratq 

yAwaaatq in I Cor. 14: 1-13 are rendered by 75 with the simple dative. " Furthermore, other 

Latin witnesses also read a forin of lex. Ambrosiaster and VL 89, both of which but 

especially the latter show close affinities to the text of 75, read loqui per legem. This reading 

can only be based on the Greek corruption now attested only in Marcion Es for it is impossible 

to see per legem as a corruption ofper sensum meum. Paulinus of Nola (t43 1) has a slightly 

different form: in lege. 9 This may be either the vestige of a corruption OfFEV TWvot (perhaps 

"Zuntz, p. 23 1. 

"Clabeaux (Lost Edition of the Letters ofPaul, p. I 11) cites a conversation with H. J. 
Frede in which the latter saw 8ta Tov vogov as a corruption Of TW Vol got. 

"1 Cor. 1: 1,10,21 (bis); 2: 10; 3: 15; 4: 15; 6: 14; 7: 2,26; 10: 1; 11: 12; 12: 8; 15: 57. 

111 Cor. 4: 10; 7: 5; 9: 23; 10: 25,27; 11: 9. Latin particles are used for certain phrases: 
ideo (4: 17) andpropterea (11: 30) for 8ta 'rou'ro; quare (6: 7 bis) for 8ta rt. 

57 BDR §195. 

"Unfortunately, the leaf containing the 75's text of I Cor. 14: 7-18 has been destroyed. 
However, for o 8E voug Vou at 14: 14 no Latin witness reads a preposition: mens autem mea 
77 78 89 V; sed mens mea 76 Or Amst(A); again at 14: 15 [SE] Kai 'Tw vo i the Latin 
witnesses consistently read et mente; and for Trvr; uVaTI (14: 15,16) all Latin witnesses read 
spiritu. 

19Epistula 23,36. 
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missing the Vou) rather than 8ta Tou voog pou, or simply a paraphrase of the passage. 60 In 

addition, several Latin witnesses do attest the conflation that has been shown to be wrongly 

attributed to Marcion. " Now that Marcion's text is properly reconstructed, several Latin 

witnesses can be added to his evidence for an early corruption. The reading Sta -rou voog 

Vou is not, therefore, speaking, an exclusively "Byzantine" reading. 

But is it the archetypical reading, as Zuntz argued? At the outset it must be observed 

that confusion of w and ou is common in the papyri. 62 Examples may also be found among 

early NT paPyri. ýp46 writes Komouaaq for iKontwuaq and ýpM writes 5wvat for 8ouvat 
. 
63 

The corruption could have gone in either direction. However, it is more likely that T(DNO I 

was corrupted to TOYNOOC than that AI &TOYNOOC was corrupted to TWNO I, for the first 

involves only vowel confusion while the second require deletion of the preposition in 

addition to the vowel shift. Subsequent to the vowel confusion, which changed the case to 

genitive, a preposition (8t a) was needed in order to construe. This reconstruction is made 

more likely by noting that 1) AaXýw + 8id to express means is found nowhere else in Paul; " 

2) post-classical Greek preferred for 8ta + genitive over the simple dative (or Lv + dative) to 

"Strikingly, neither Arnbrosiaster nor Paulinus mention anything about the "law" in 
their comments. 

"The conflation is found in VL 61 (volo u verba sensu meo loquiper legem ut alios 
instruam), two manuscripts of another Irish witness, Pelagius (G reads loqui sensu meo per 
legem; D sensu meo loqui per legem ) and perhaps the Vulgate witness Z* (a corrector erases 
per legem). 

"Mayser, Ij pp. 78-79 (w in place of ou) and pp. 76-77 (ou in place of w); Gignac 1, 
pp. 208-11. Perhaps the most ironic shift is 8top0ouaiv for 8topO(j)aiv (POxy. 2005, line 5) 
though in reference to building a wall, not correcting a manuscript. 

63 Royse, pp. 245 and 120. 

64But is used elsewhere in the NT: Luke 1: 70; John 7: 13; 15: 3; Acts 3: 21; 28: 25; Heb 
2: 2,3; 11: 4. 
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express means; " 3) the "Byzantine" witnesses (M2 D2K Lpm) make a similar shift at 2 Thes. 

3: 12: Sta TOU l(UptOU IJPWV UJGOU XptCFTOU for Fv icuptw IIJGOU XPICTTW. 

14: 19.86 

1P 46 and some minuscules (547 614 1896 2147 pc) lose Aoyou; due to a leap: H 

MyP I OYC XOFOYC. Because the noun (Xoyoug) stands in the previous clause its presence is 

not necessary to understand the passage, thus making its loss more likely. 

14: 20.87 [discussed in chapter on DF G] 

14: 21.89; 14: 21.91 

Although damaged, 0201" now supports a reading previously only attested by FG 

and the entire Latin tradition. The Latin's alfis finguis cannot be attributed exclusively to F 

G's E-mcpatq yAwcrcYatq, since Latin apparently did not have an equivalent term for 

ETEPOYAWC7CY01; . 
6' The evidence for Marcion's text confirms this, with Epiphanius citing his 

text as ETEPOYA(A)CCOig and Tertullian as aliis lingUiS. 68 Furthermore, the support of 0201 

prevents attributing the reading solely to influence from the Latin. However, 0201 may have 

arrived at the reading independent of F G. These witnesses may have later been adapted to 

the Latin. 

"Jannaris, §§ 1381 and 1531-32. 

16 The reconstructions of both Crum and Giffing are identical: 
j[r, ]Y[r; T]EP[aigyA1wajaai; xat Ev XEtj except that Crum lacks a dot under the first v. The 
reading is made certain both by the available space and the feminine termination. 

67 The OxfordLatin Dictionary cites only adverbs formed as a compounds with alius 
apart from aliquantus, from which are formed several nouns. Similar issues are involved in 
Syriac; both the Peshitta and Harklean use two vocables to render E-rEpoyXwcYaotq. 

"Epiphanius, Panarion 42,11,8 and 42,12,3; Tertullian, Adversus Marcionem 5,8,10. 
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The second major unit of variation in this "citation" is whether ETEPWV (N ABT 

020 I, id 0243 6 33 81 424c 1241' 1739pc) or ETEPOI; (cett) follows XEtAEcrtv. Assimilation to 

ETEpaig yAwacat; or ETEPOYAWCYCYOlq is the most likely led to the alteration to ETEPO1q. It is 

also possible that influence from the LXX has occurred in both cases. According to the 

Philocalia of Origen, " Aquila's translation of Is. 28: 11 (which Paul here paraphrases) reads 

ETEPOYAWOCOt; andETEPOI;. 

14: 21.92; 14: 21.93; 14: 22.97; 14: 22.100 [discussed in chapter on DF G] 

14: 23.101 

The reading of ýP` may be either Eav cyuvcXO9 or r; av ouv EXOT1,70 matching B. If 

the latter, it matches the tendency of both ýP` and B to omit the prefix of compound verbs, as 

has already been noted (7: 13.47). This tendency contributed to reading CYN as OYN, creating 

a syndetic relationship with the preceding result ((5CYTE) clause. However, nowhere else in 1 

Corinthians does a clause introduced by ouv follow a clause introduced by wkm In fact, six 

times the following clause is asyndetic. " Either dittography or conflation produced the most 

widely attested reading, Eav ouv cyuvEXOTI, which also stands opposed to the tendency 

toward asyndeton afler aW"CYTEclause. The archetypical reading is preserved by FG 72 and 

"if, indeed, the Philocalia is Origen's work at all. See the discussion in M. Harl, ed., 
Origene Philocalie, 1-20, SC 302 (Paris: tditions du Cerf, 1983), pp. 19-41. 

70ýp" reads: C&N ilYNI C;, \()H. 

"5: 1; 5: 8; 7: 38; 10: 12; 11: 33; 15: 58. A W"CYTE clause is followed syndetically by )(at at 
1: 7; 4: 5; 8E at 3: 7; 11: 27; 13: 2; 14: 39; and yap at 3: 21. GUting and Mealand (p. 43) compare 
14: 22 with examples of "Pauline instructions referring to alternatives, " but here the ou'v 
would connect logically with the preceding 6CYTE clause. 

72 In G auv is written with cramped letters into the space between Eav and EXOTI by 
the original hand. Its loss may be an example of parablepsis, but the reading of the immediate 
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much of the Latin tradition, " joined here by a group which typically aligns with ; p46 B: 0243 

56 424' 1245 1739 1881. 

14: 23.102 

Paul consistently places the adjective in the position before an arthrous noun. 74 The 

adjective in the position after the noun is found only in two places, both with variation. At 

Romans 16: 23 LT Maj read -rqg EvicAlIc7mg oMjq, and at I Cor. 14: 23 all Greek witnesses 

apart from DFG 629 read il EKKATlata oATI. In both cases the position of the adjective runs 

counter to typical Pauline usage, but the usage is not so prominent that scribes would 

assimilate to the regular Pauline word order. Furthermore, in both passages the Peshitta and 

the Latin tradition7' read the adjective before the noun, thereby extending the support for the 

FG readingý' at 1 Cor. 14: 23. The placement of the adjective after the arthrous noun is 

shared predecessor of FG is shown by F. 

IIVL 78 joins the Vulgate in reading si ergo conveniat, the rest of the tradition si 
conveniat. The Latin, of course, does not have the issues caused by the similarity of the 
Greek letters. 

74 Rom. 1: 8; 8: 36; 10: 21; I. Cor. 5: 6; 12: 17; 2 Cor. 1: 1; Gal. 5: 3,9; Phil. 1: 13; 1 Thes. 
4: 10. The article is not found at Gal. 5: 9 in ýp46 (O"XOV ý6papa) and Tit. 1: 11 (OAoug 
V OIKOU; ). 

7'The Latin tradition corresponds to the Greek word order in every occurrence of "all 
the church(es)" in the Corpus Paulinum: Rom. 16: 16 omnes ecclesiae 89 Vg; 16: 21 ecclesiae 
universae 6175* 77; 16: 23 universae ecclesiae 75 77 78 Vg; universa ecclesia 6189 Vg7II 
Amst; 1 Cor. 4: 17 in omnis ecclesia 6175 77 78 Vg; in omnibus ecclesiis 89; in omni 
ecclesia Amst; 14: 23 universa ecclesia; 14: 33 in omnibus ecclesiis; 2 Cor. 8: 18 per omnes 
ecclesias; 11: 28 omnium ecclesiarum; Eph 1: 22 supra omnia ecclesiae 77 Vg; supra omnem 
ecclesiam Vgmss; super omnem ecclesiam 6164 78; super omnia ecclesia 75 89. 

"The singular reading in 629 (Traaa il EKKATIcyta) is simply another Latinism in this 
witness. 
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found elsewhere in the NT, perhaps accounting for the shift here. 77 

14: 23.103; 14: 24-106 

Several witnesses have assimilated the tenses of the verbs of 14: 23-24. The aorist, 

which here is a background tense, describes the action which must precede: EXOTI / auvEA01, 

(14: 23; see above), EicyEXOwatv (14: 23), and EtaEA09 (14: 24). The "speaking" or 

66prophesying" is expressed in the present, which foregrounds these verbs so that attention is 

drawn to the actions about which Paul is concerned . 
7' At 14: 23, Ip 4' FG have assimilated the 

present tense AaAwatv to the aoristAaATjcrwcytv. " While an attractive group of witnesses, the 

parallel present tense 1TPOýIJTEUWcrtv at 14: 24 requires the present AaAwctv. Some witnesses 

make the same alteration to the aorist at 14: 24 (TFPOýTjTEUCYWCFtV 0 150 pc), but since no 

witnesses read both AccAilcywaiv andnpoýTITEuawctv, it is likely that both readings are 

independent assimilations to the preceding aorist verb form . 
80 This is further evidence of a 

close relationship between ýP` and FG which, though attesting to early fonns of the text, 

both show alterations to make the use of the verb in this section more consistent. 

14: 23.105 

The loss of Tj aiTiCYTOI in ; p46, id B VL 89 may have been lost either by accidental leap 

"The adjective follows the noun outside Corpus Paulinum: Matt 16: 26; 22: 49; Mark 
8: 36; Luke 9: 25; Acts 11: 26; 21: 30; 28: 30; 1 John 5: 19; Rev. 3: 10; 6: 12; 12: 9; 16: 14. 

"Most common in narrative using a aorist participle, other Pauline examples include 
Rom. 3: 23 and, also in a conditional sentence, I Cor. 8: 8. 

"F has blundered with XctXTlwcytv. 

"A few witnesses read the future 1TPOýTITEUoucytv at 14: 24 (33 88 102 464 915), 

which is similar to the subjunctive both in form and meaning. 
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or simple carelessness, 81 perhaps induced by the similarity of the two ten-ns. B makes a 

similar omission at Rom 14: 23: To pil TtOr; vat Tw a8dýw c7Kav8aXov for TO PTI TIOEVat 

npoaxoppa Tw a8EAýw il oxccvSaXov. Both here and at I Cor. 14: 23 the particle and one of 

the nouns are omitted, " though in Romans the omission can hardly be accidental. Zuntz 

suggests - without ultimately defending - that the longer reading has been assimilated to 

amCTOg Tj 151WTtlq at 14: 24. However, one might expect the assimilated reading to match 

the word order to which it has been assimilated. Furthermore, 14: 16 uses t8lWTTIý without 

any attempt at assimilation. 

14: 24.107 

The difficulty of two consecutive clauses that employ U is resolved by either 

replacing with the similar sounding -r, - (A83) or removing it altogether (1845). Similar 

difficulties with conjunctions affect the text also at 14: 21 (see above). 

14: 25.112 

Once again, the witnesses differ in relating clauses together. At 14: 25b icat OUTW[; ] 

ITEawv, which is textually firm, introduces the result of "prophesying" (14: 24). Most 

witnesses also read iicat ouTwq beforeTa lcpuTrTa (25a) which would make this clause also a 

result of the prophesying. The Latin tradition (apart from VL 77 78 Vg Amst) also reads a 

conjunction at 14: 25a. However, this is not to be interpreted as early support for the 

81B. Weiss, p. 125 with further examples in B. 

"Cf, BDAG, sx. ' (1p). The loss of 11 CFKaVSC(Al TI ýUat Tj acOEvEl in N' AC6 424' 
1506 1739 seems an obvious case of homoeoteleuton, but nonetheless adopted by NA 27 

. 

83 Both von Soden and Tischendorf cite the Peshitta as matching the reading of A, but 
because it uses the prefix *- ("and") at both 14: 24a and 24b it is more likely that the same 
conjunction was read in both places. 
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"Byzantine" reading, for different conjunctions are used at 14: 25a and 25b: VL 75 89 read 

etiam ... func; Amst(A) quoque ... tunc; VL 77 78 Vg read only tunc at 14: 25b, all of which 

understand 14: 25a to connect with 14: 24 and 25b serving as the conclusion. Because this is 

the way the clauses must be related in the ýP" XAB D* FG pm reading, the Latin tradition is 

attempting to render that form of the text, not the "Byzantine" form, and therefore is evidence 

for the shorter reading even though it reads a conjunction. While the Latin tradition cannot be 

cited as support for the reading Kai OUTWg ... Kai OUTW;, it does give evidence of a 

perceived need to clarify the relationship of the clauses which also resulted in the addition in 

the "Byzantine" text. Since the addition of 1(at OUTWq at 25a clarifies the relationship of the 

clauses, and was easily inserted from 25b, it must be secondary addition. Furthermore, there 

is no apparent reason for its loss, either intentionally or by accident. 

14: 25.113 

1P 46 alone reads Stavotag for Kap8taq. 84 Zunt2l points to the same substitution at 

Eph. 1: 18. This example, however, is found only in late witnesses 86 and not much help for 

assessing ýp16. Of more significance is other evidence cited by Zuntz: the virtual interchange 

of 5tavota and Kap8ta in the LXX and early Christian writers. 87 In fact, the similarity of the 

84 Gregory of Nyssa uses the phrase raKPUITTaTTlq 8tovtaq (Contra Eunomium 
2,1,209), but in this context he is discussing the thinking hidden inside a person which is then 
able to be expressed in spoken words or written letters. 

"Zuntz, Text of the Epistles, p. 19. 

"For the reading 8tavotaq von Soden lists four minuscules (255 635 642 2298), 
Cyril of Jerusalem (Catecheses ad illuminandos 35,28) and Theodoret (Interpretationes in 
Pauli epistulas, MPG 82, p. 516). To these may be added Pseudo-Macarius, Sermo 28, p. 
167. Tischendorf mentions minuscules with the reading (though he does not list them). The 
TR, opposed by the "Byzantine" text, adopts 8tavotaq at Eph. 1: 18. 

IIZuntz points to Clement of Rome (To the Corinthians 36,2) as an example of an 
early use of Kap8ta as equivalent to 8tavota: "Through him the eyes of our heart are 
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two words is seen already in the NT at Eph. 4: 18 and Heb. 8: 10, the former especially 

referenced numerous times by Clement and Origen. This makes it difficult to sustain Royse's 

extension of Zuntz' argument, that the alteration in gp46 was made in order to remove a 

Semitism. It seems to have been simply a substitution with a virtually synonymous word, as 

this manuscript does also at 11: 9 in replacing cApa with avOpwiTw. " 

14: 25.116 

Whether aTrayyEXXwv or avayyEXXwv is the archetypical reading is of no 

consequence semantically, which may explain the common variation in the manuscripts 

between these verbs. 

Rom. 15: 21 avllyy£Atl (avayyE: AAti N; avayyEAtl F G) ] aTrtlyy£Xtl C; avatlyycAotl 41 est 
adnuntiam VL 75 V; est nuntiam VL 6177 78 89 

1 Cor. 14: 25 avayy, -AXwv ] (xvayy£»wv F 90 635; aTrayywvEAAwv G*; pronuntians VL 61 
77 78 V Amst Amst(A); adnuntians VL 75 89; annuntians VL 77* 

2 Cor. 7: 7 avayy, -Awv ] aTrayyeAwv 489; StayyEAwv 206 1758 referens VL 78 89 V 
nuntlans; VL 6175 77; annuntians Amst 

1 Thes. 1: 9 aTrayy£AAoucitv; adnuntiant VL 78 V; renuntiant VL 75 77 89 

Because there is variation at every place where these verbs occur in Paul scarcely allows for 

any criteria on which to base a decision other than the vast numbers at each place. 81 

14: 25.117 

What can account for the shifting position of (o)"O OEog? The adverb ov-rwg is 

opened, through him our senseless and darkened reasoning sprouts afresh into the light. " This 
reference must have come to him from Tischendorf s apparatus at Eph. 1: 18. Origen uses 
"eyes of their reasoning" (with reference to the family of Jesus who do not recognize his true 
nature) in his Commentary on Matthew (10,17), but this is not a reference to Eph. 1: 18. 

"Though in later witnesses, cf. also the substitution of StSaaxc(xtov for StSaXTIv at 
14: 26 by 323 1912. 

"See the chapter on DF section for a discussion on the corrections in F G. 

90Addition/omission of the article before a nomen sacrum is discussed at 1: 17.55. 
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appropriately placed at the beginning of the clause (M* D* FG 173 9 0243 cf. Gal. 3: 2 1), 

though some witnesses move OEOq to the first position (K L NV 049 056 0142 0150 0151 

02016 pm), likely for emphasis. However, the focus of this passage is not that God - as 

opposed to some other being - be recognized as present, but that he is truly present. ýp", 

however, moves Ocoq to the end of the clause. Royse attributes this to loss by a leap 

(oNT(pCOG DC, I I though it would seem that the presence of the nomen sacrum would make 

this unlikely. Influence from the LXX of Is. 45: 14 (Lv crolt 6 OEo; LCYTIV) is unlikely, for 

although italicized as a direct citation in the NA" text, it is more accurately labeled an 

allusion. Paul adds OVTWq, uses a different prepositional phrase, and follows a different word 

order. None of these impact the manuscripts at 1 Cor. 14: 25. 

An alternative explanation is that (o) OEoq is a secondary insertion into the text, 

which ended up in different locations in the manuscripts. While no manuscripts attest such a 

reading (in contrast to the secondary insertion of EvToXat at 14: 37, which also shifts 

positions but does have manuscript evidence for the shorter text), the addition of o OEog was 

easily suggested by -rw OEw in the preceding clause, and perhaps the LXX of Is. 45: 14. (0) 

O&oq is grammatically unnecessary, it simply supplies the implied subject. Furthermore, in 

several places in I Corinthians the manuscripts add a secondary (o) OEoq (8: 3; 10: 5; and 

14: 33, for which see below). This conjecture, however, does not alter the meaning of the 

passage. 

14: 26.120 [discussed at 14: 10.44] 

14: 26.121; 14: 26.122 [also discussed at 12: 10.48] 

"Royse, pp. 261-62. 
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The string of several short clauses ending in EXEt was bound to produce problems for 

the scribes. A and several minuscules lose Mapjv EXEI, a few minuscules (6 69 915 pc) 

lose anoicccAuýtv EXEt, and K 0151 pc lose [8fl, -pVqvuav r; Xr; t. L and the "Byzantine" text 

read yAwacav ... almccAuý tv where ýp4l NABDFG and the Latin tradition have the 

nouns aiToKa; kuý tv ... yAwaaav. Either reading may have been produced by the accidental 

omission of a clause, which was noticed and thereupon replaced after then next clause. 

14: 27.124 [discussed at 14: 2.3) 

14: 28.132 [discussed at 12: 10.48] 

14: 29.135; 14: 29.137; 14: 30.140 

Giffing and Mealand argue that the original form of vv. 29-30 lacked conjunctions 

since, in their view, it conforms to other examples of "Pauline instructions referring to 

alternatives. " According to their understanding of the argument of 14: 26-30, v. 29 should be 

asyndetic because it marks a shift in topic from that of v. 28. In addition, v. 30 is only loosely 

connected to the preceding material, hence asyndeton should be expected here as well. " ýp'6* 

lacks a conjunction in all three places; DFG only at v. 30. 

However, the section is not a loose amalgam of instructions. 14: 27-28 follow the 

pattern described by Gilting and Mealand, where alternatives are stated with asyndeton in the 

first clause and a syndetic alternative clause. Vv. 28-30, however, extend the series of 

alternatives, so that v. 27 states one possible action and 28-30 three alternatives (SE is not in 

question at v. 27). 14: 31 then shifts to the basis (yap) for the instructions given in 26-30. 

Furthennore, Kai at v. 29 has a parallel at v. 27. There one person speaks and another 

92 Gating and Mealand, pp. 43-44. 
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interprets, while at 14: 29 prophets speak and others evaluate. Gilting and Mealand apparently 

accept'Kat at 14: 27, " but for the identical structure at 14: 29 they reject it. 

It is more likely that q) 46* has simply blundered here. Royse observes that jp46 alone 

omits xat eleven and Se ten times. " It is likely that the scribe of ýp46 Simply lostthese 

conjunctions accidentally. This reconstruction is strengthened by noticing that both omissions 

were caught immediately by the original scribe, who then wrote both conjunctions 

supralinear. The same factors are not at work in the addition/omission of 8E at 14: 30, for 

neither does ýP` add a correction nor is it a singular reading. D* FG also lack the 

conjunction, though the Latin tradition (apart from VL 77) reads et. However, the structure 

described above requires the conjunction. We have already seen ýP` D* FG virtually alone, 

though at times also with the Latin tradition, lose conjunctions (11: 20; 13: 8). 

14: 29.139 

Either 8taKpivopat or avaKpivopat (D* F G) are suitable in this context, both 

entailing the reaching of a judgment. " Influence from the Latin on DFG is unlikely here, 

given the fact that the Latin tradition (and the D-text in particular) uses several words to 

render the Greek verbs. " Instead, influence from avaicptVETat at 14: 24 may have led to the 

alteration. 

93 They do not note the omission by 104 pc. 

"He fails to note, however, both singular readings of ýpU* at 14: 29. 

95 CE BDAG, sx. 8taKpivoliat (3) and &mpivopat (1), esp. the parallels at I Cor. 
10: 25,27. gp74 reads avaKpivavTa for 8tai(pivawa at Acts. 11: 12. 

"I Cor. 10: 25,27 interrogantes = &vaicpt'VOVTEg; 11: 29 discernens VL 75 77 89; 
diiudicans VL 78 V= Staxptvwv; 11: 31 iudicaremur = StEicptvopEv; 14: 24 interrogatur VL 
75 77 89; diiudicatur VL 78 V= &vajcp tVETat; 14: 29 diiudicent VL 78 V; examinent VL 61 
75 89; deiudicent vel examinent VL 77 = &vai<plViTWcr(xv D* FG/ StaKptVETWCYaV celt. 
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14: 30.140 [discussed at 14: 29.135] 

14: 31.142 

T and, according to von Soden, 2004, add the negative particle ou at the beginning of 

the sentence. While occasional additions of the negative are scattered in the manuscripts, 

most frequently in questions (e. g., 9: 11), " IP does not evidence any other unique readings in 

this section which would indicate discomfort with the argument, and nothing in the near 

context would give rise to the addition. It appears to be a random addition, possibly from the 

common use of o6 with 5Uvapat. 9' 

14: 31.143 [discussed in the chapter on the "Alexandrian" witnesses] 

14: 32.145 [further discussed at 14: 12.53 and in the chapter on DF G] 

Two alterations bring the number of the subject and verb into harmony: L writes the 

pluralWTOTaacyoWat to match the number of lTvEuVaTa, while DFG and the Latin tradition 

read the singular subject iTvEupa. Alteration in DFG toward the Latin, common in these 

witnesses, may be the cause of their alteration rather than conformity to the number of the 

verb, as the lTvEupa in T0 151 424c must be. 0285* drops1TVEujiaTWV, perhaps simply losing 

the modifying genitive, which is not an uncommon error in the manuscripts. The lost of 

Trv, -upa by 6, however, is not so easily accounted for. The reading of 424' suggests that an 

exemplar marked the final -Ta for deletion. 6 then read the same correction as indicating 

97While T appears to differentiate between minor stops (with a point on the baseline) 

and major stops (a point on the top line), no specific punctuation is used for questions, so it 
cannot be determined if T understood the sentence as a question. 

980u 8uvaaOE (10: 21) and ou 8uvaTat (12: 21) are too distant to have directly 

caused the addition. 
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omission of the whole word. Other corruptions caused by corrections that affected 6 424 

1739 have already been pointed out (e. g., 7: 34; 12: 4; 12: 15; further discussed in the chapter 

on the "Alexandrian" witnesses). 

14: 33.146 

The logical relationship between 14: 32 and 33a, and 33a and 33b have been difficult 

exegetical problems. In what way is God's attribute of peace (not disorder) the basis (yap) 

for the argument that the spirits of the prophets are subject to the prophets? And is the 

practice of all churches to inform the Corinthians' prophetic activity, or their women's 

activity? Both Fee and Thiselton see v. 33a as reflecting the larger argument of I Cor. 12-15, 

that God "acts coherently" and "without self-contradiction. " The instructions to the 

Corinthians are "ultimately theological, " and the conduct of worship of God is contrasted 

with the "deities of cults" who are disorderly. Hence, because the spirits of the prophets in 

Corinth were not under control, and God is not a God of disorder, then the prophetic speech 

is to be rejected. Both commentators, however, must go outside of Paul to James I and 3 to 

find parallel language for this argument-99 They differ in understanding the relationship 

between the two halves of v. 33. Fee, who regards 14: 34-35 as an interpolation, connects 33b 

to that which precedes. Thiselton, who regards vv. 34-35 as original, connects 14: 33b to that 

which follows. What neither notice, however, is that a textual problem exists in this passage, 

the resolution of which may remove these difficulties. 100 

"Fee, First Corinthians, pp. 696-97; Thiselton, pp. 1145-46. 

"'This textual problem is barely noticed in the commentaries. Schrage (111, p. 457 n. 
537 ) notes the variant, but does not defend the longer reading. His reference to K. Maly, 
Mündige Gemeinde. Untersuchungen zur pastoralen Führ-ung des Apostels Paulus im 1. 
Korintherbrief (Munich: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1967), p. 221 hardly settles the question, 
for while he notes the variant (although citing the evidence in Ambrosiaster incorrectly) his 
argument for its Pauline nature is that it conforms to the phrase "God of peace" in the 
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The reading in question is the presence or absence of (o) 0, -og lolat 33a. Hamack, 

followed by Zuntz, drew attention to the citation of this passage by Tertullian (though both 

attribute it to Marcion) and Ambrosiaster, 102 whose text they also incorrectly reconstruct. 

Nevertheless, in spite of these errors, Tertullian and Ambrosiaster can be cited as providing 

evidence for a textual tradition that lacked (o) OEog. 

In book four of Adversus Marcionem, Tertullian interacts with the gospel narratives in 

order to refute Marcion's claims, but there is no discussion of Marcion's text of the epistles 

per se (the focus of book five). In the section in which I Cor. 14: 33 is cited (4,4,5), Tertullian 

attacks Marcion for altering the "gospel, " specifically Luke. He draws upon several NT 

passages to argue that Marcion has overstepped his authority: 

If Marcion were a disciple, nevertheless he is not above his master [Matt. 10: 24]. And 
if Marcion were an apostle, whether I, says Paul, or they, thus we preach [I Cor. 
15: 11]. And if Marcion were a prophet, also the spirits of the prophets will be subject 
to the prophets, for they are not a source of destruction, but of peace [I Cor. 14: 32-3]. 
Even were Marcion an angel, he would sooner be labelled "anathema" than 
"evangelist, " he who preached a different gospel [Gal. 1: 8]. 

Hence, this is not, as Harnack claimed, Marcion's text. 103 Nevertheless, as evidence for 

Tertullian's text it is no less significant. None of the passages cited here are mere allusions. 

This is true especially of his text of I Cor. 14: 32-3: et spiritus prophetarum prophetis erunt 

benedictions of the letters. As is argued below, however, this is more likely a source for the 
insertion of OE09 - 

"'The addition/omission of the article is discussed at 1: 17.55. 

... Adolf von Hamack, "Über 1. Kor. 14,32ff. Und Röm. 16,25ff Nach der ältesten 
Überlieferung und der Marcionitischen Bibel, " in Studien zur Geschichte des Neuen 
Testaments und der alten Kirche, pp. 180-90. Zuntz, p. 23 1 simply approves Hamack's 
discussion. 

103 The passage is rightly ignored by Schmid in Marcion und sein Apostolos. Clabeaux, 
A Lost Edition of the Letters ofPaul cites this passage as evidence of Marcion's text, even 
indicating (by symbols) that it is the correct text (p. 164), but he offers no discussion of the 
passage. 
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subdili non enim eversionis sunt sedpacis, which matches the presumed Greek base text 

precisely, down to the word order and use of particles. '04The form of the text is not mere 

adaptation to Tertullian's argument, but a verbatim application of a Pauline text directly to 

Marcion, as is also Gal. 1: 8 and even more clearly I Cor. 15: 11. Had OEo; been present in his 

text, Tertullian could not have applied 14: 33a to Marcion, for the passage would be making a 

point about the nature of God, not, as Tertullian reads it, about correct speech in the 

congregations. 

Harnack also cites Ambrosiaster's commentary as preserving evidence of a text that 

did not read (o) Ocog. Because he (and Zuntz) had access only to an inaccurate pre-critical 

edition, they cite his reading as auctor where most NT witnesses have deus / Ocoq. 105 No 

manuscript of the commentary reads auctor, instead res is found at that place. 106 

Ambrosiaster's lemma text is therefore: non est enim dissensiones res, sedpacis. His 

commentary confirms that "God" is not the subject of the sentence: 

Therefore, because the matter of peace (pacis res) is spoken by the savior, "My peace 
I give to you, my peace I leave with you, " no one may prevent the other from 
speaking nor will he stand in the way of his speaking by the zealousness of his 
objection, that there be no discord in the body. For he who is called in peace ought to 
be zealous for patience, so that the laws of peace not be loosed. 

The reading res is not attested elsewhere, but its presence in Ambrosiaster can be explained 

"That Tertullian's subditi and eversiones are not attested elsewhere in the Latin 
tradition is not surprising, given Tertullian's ad hoc translation. The verbs are rendered in the 
plural simply because Latin does not use singular verbs with neuter plural subjects, as does 
Greek. For a discussion of the confusion of the singular and plural of spiritus in the Latin 
tradition, see 14: 12 and the DFG chapter on 4: 21. 

"'Presumably, both had access to Ambrosiaster's reading through Tischendorrs, 
apparatus. The reading auctor is found in the 1690 Paris edition by Du Friche and Le Nourry 
and from there in the 1883 Milan edition of P. A. Ballerini. See the apparatus (ad loc. ) in H. 
J. Vogels, Das Corpus Paulinum des Ambrosiaster. 

'O'Amst(A, T), as they frequently do, adapt to the Vulgate by replacing res with deus. 
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as an addition to a text that did not read deus / OEog, a reading known to exist from 

Tertullian. "' Ambrosiaster's text simply supplies the lack of the predicate for the verb est. 

Tertullian and Ambrosiaster therefore supply evidence of a text of 14: 33 that lacked o OEog. 

Can this reading, however, be archetypical? The text with OEoq has difficulties. First, 

because aicaaTacytaq and r; tpTlviqq are anarthrous it is difficult to construe them with o 

This difficulty is removed if OEog is read (Harnack, of course, does not have access 

to 1P 46 
and generally mistrusts DF G). " Harnack's argument therefore supports either 

regarding o OEoq as secondary or reading OEoq without the article. Second, Zuntz argues that 

the transposition o OEoq aKaTaCTTo: atctq in A 218 is evidence for the interpolation of o 

Or; oq. However, A creates several singular readings involving word order. "O Indeed, the shift 

in position of o Or; og places the genitive after the nominative. This sequence is more 

common in Paul and places ai(aTacTTaatcrq and EIPTJvTlg into parallel position. It is therefore 

more likely that A has altered the word order than that it preserves otherwise lost evidence of 

the insertion. 

More significant is the fact that a nomen sacrum, usually OEog, is interpolated into the 

"'in the apparatus of his critical edition, Tischendorf also connected Ambrosiaster's 
res with Tertullian's text of 14: 33. 

'"Hamack, "Ober I. Kor. 14,32ff, " p. 182, n. 6. Compare, however, 2 Thess. 3: 3 
TrICFTO; SE ECYTIV 0 KUPIO; (ECYTIV OOEo; A D*-; o OEO; F G). 

IOICf, 2 Cor. 1: 3 OEo'q Tracrij; TrapaKATj-crEwq. With the article: Rom. 15: 5 6U OE6q 
-rýq 6nopovýq Kai 'rqq Trap axATja, -wq; 15: 13 *0 8c' OE6q -rýq UIT(SO;; 15: 33 '0 Si 
OE6q Tfig EIp4vTjq; 2 Cor. 13: 1 6 OEO'g Týq 6(YdTrTig Kai Ely I TI TIVT19 - 

"'E. g., 12: 24 (Yuvr; Kpaaav o OEoq; 14: 5 upag ITaVTaq; Rom. 16: 20 EV TaXEI ulTo 
TOUg TroSag upwv. 
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text of I Corinthians in at least two and perhaps three other passages. I" At 8: 3 we observed 

1P 46 and Clement preserving the shorter text, and at 10: 5 Marcion and again Clement do so. 

The conjecture of an insertion of o OEog at 14: 25 is discussed above. 14: 33 lends further 

support to the conclusions reached in those places. In addition, the common phrase "God of 

peace" in the Pauline benedictions (Rom. 15: 33; 2 Cor. 13: 11; Phil. 4: 9; 1 Thes. 5: 23) may 

have played a role in suggesting the noun which would best fill the gap - note that at 2 Thes. 

3: 16 KUP10; TTJ; EIPTIVTJ; is replaced in FGL with the stereotypical OEo; TTJ; f: IPTJVTJ;. 

Finally, the passage without Ocoq suits the context better, as Harnack summarized: 

Now thejustifying sentence [33b] reallyjustifies the first sentence [33a], and at the 
same time each difficulty regarding the words removes itself Because the spirits of 
the prophets are not of disorder, but of peace, therefore they subordinate themselves 
to the ordering will of the prophets; the Apostle had this experience in all the 
churches. Then a new paragraph of the letter begins [14: 34]. 

rIvr; ugcrra is now the subject of the verb ECYTIV, l 12 so it is it is the prophets who are not to be 

"of disorder, " not God. This is precisely how Tertullian understood the passage, so that he 

could apply the passage his disorderly prophet, Marcion. While this suits the context well, it 

is difficult to imagine a scribe deleting OEoq in order to smooth the text. The addition of OF-oq 

has caused great difficulty in deciding whether to read 14: 33b with the first part of the verse 

or with the mulier taceat. 113 The ambiguity of the connection of "as in all the churches of the 

III One may also compare the probable addition of (TOU) OEou at Gal. 3: 2 1, secondary 
0Eou after 17tcYTEwq in 0278 at Gal. 3: 24 (though the same ms. omits OEou at 3: 26), TOU 

oEou after Xapiq allTTI at Eph. 3: 8 and after EKiKXTIcFtav at Phil. 3: 6 in F G, and TOU OEOU 

after TroAunotKtAog at Eph. 3: 10 in 056 0142 

112 The variation between TrvEupa and lTvEuVaTa icy discussed at 14: 32.145. 

"'In addition to the commentaries, see G. Clarke, "As in All the Churches of the 
Saints (I Corinthians 14.33, " Bible Translator 52 (2001), pp. 144-47, who concludes that it 

should be read with 33a. See also the discussion below of the contextual suitability of 14: 34- 
35. 
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saints" has led to its being connected to 14: 34-35 instead of 14: 33a. This connection between 

a proscription on women's activity and the practice of "all the churches" may have 

contributed to the discomfort which led some witnesses to move 14: 34-35 to the end of 

chapter 14 (see below). 

14: 34.149 

The most debated textual problem in I Corinthians, and in recent times perhaps in the 

entire NT, is the authenticity of 1 Cor. 14: 34-35. Virtually every matter is under dispute, 

including the external evidence itself, the extent of the potentially secondary text, and what 

criteria should be used in evaluating the evidence. G. Fitzer observes that the evaluation of 

this passage requires the use of several methods: "Textkritik, Literarkritik, historische Kritik 

und theologische Kritik. " 14 Because of the complex nature of the problem and the amount of 

secondary literature, a more extensive discussion is required here than that provided for other 

problems in I Corinthians. An outline is provided to guide the reader: 

I. The Situation in the Manuscripts 

A. Codex Fuldensis 
B. Manuscript 88 
C. Codex Vaticanus 
D. Patristic Evidence 

The Extent of the Proposed Interpolation 

Ill. Internal Evidence 

A. Contextual Evidence 
B. Linguistic Evidence 
C. Ideational Evidence 
D. Situational Evidence 

IIIG. Fitzer, 'Das Weib schweige in der Gemeinde. " Über den unpaulinischen 
Charakter der mulier-taceat- Verse in 1. Korinther 14, Theologische Existenz Heute 100 
(Munich: Kaiser Verlag, 1963), p. 5. 
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E. Source-Critical or Comparative Evidence 
F. Motivational Evidence 
G. Locational Evidence 

IV. The "Marginal Gloss" Theory 

V. Lengthy Insertions in the Corpus Paulinum 

VI. Insertions and Displacements in DFG and the Latin Tradition 

The arguments for the secondary nature of the mulier taceat (1 Cor. 14: 34-35) are 

founded on different pieces of evidence. For example, a prominent feature in G. Fee's 

proposal that this passage is a secondary gloss is the argument that "displacements of this 

kind do not occur anywhere else in the NT" and that "no adequate reason can be found for 

such a displacement were these words originally in the text after 14: 33. "115 On the other hand, 

those who argue that numerous interpolations have been introduced into the Pauline letters, 

such as W. Walker, do not require direct text-critical evidence in order to view the passage as 

a later addition. "' Neither is the problem of the displacement a feature of P. Payne's 

argument, who puts forth evidence of manuscripts that do not have the passage at all. 

Nevertheless, the argumentation overlaps. Both Fee and Payne, for example, use "internal 

evidence" arguments in ways that resemble those who discuss the passage alongside other 

potential interpolations. Moreover, those who focus on the interpolations in the epistles 

typically mention the problem presented by the manuscripts. But since these are separate 

arguments, we will consider, first, the manuscript evidence itself, primarily in interaction 

with Payne; next, the "internal evidence"; and finally, in view of Fee's arguments, the 

"'Fee, First Corinthians, p. 700. 

I ̀W. Walker, Interpolations in the Pauline Letters, JSNTSS 213 (London: Sheffield 
Academic Press, 2001) and "Interpolations in the Pauline Letters, " in The Pauline Canon, ed. 
S. E. Porter, Pauline Studies I (Leiden: Brill, 2004), pp. 189-235. There is significant overlap 
in the discussion of this passage between the monograph and the essay. 
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problem of the "displacement. " 

L The Situation in the Manuscripts 

The manuscripts provide direct evidence of two readings: Either I Cor. 14: 34-35 

appears after 14: 33 or it appears after 14: 40. Text und Textwert, an attempt to provide a basic 

analysis of every known Greek NT manuscript, uses this as one of its Teststellen; it cites only 

DFG 88* 915 for the placement of 34-35 after v. 40. "' While only a small number of Greek 

witnesses attest this reading, it is found in virtually the entire non-Vulgate Latin tradition: VL 

61 "' 75 77 78 89 Fc R Ambrosiaster and Sedulius Scottus. This study has already argued that 

DFG and the Latin tradition (with and without the Vulgate) often preserve the archetypical 

reading without the support of the manuscripts which are typically regarded as "better. "' 19 

Therefore, the placement of the passage after 14: 40 should be not dismissed too quickly as 

secondary, and an explanation must be given which would account for this early fonn of the 

text. "' 

The consensus that only two readings are preserved the tradition, however, has been 

vigorously challenged by Payne. He has argued in several places that corrections and 

I "The total number of manuscripts with the more common position is 593 (the total of 
readings 1/2,1/2B, 3, and U); one manuscript is unreadable (048), and 148 are not extant for 
this passage. 

118 Fee ("Excursus on the Text of I Corinthians 14: 34-35,11 pp. 272-81 in God's 
Empowering Presence. The Holy Spirit in the Letters ofPaul (Peabody: Hendrickson, 1994), 
p. 273) incorrectly cites VL 61 (Codex Ardmachanus = NA 17 ar) as omitting I Cor. 14: 36-39. 
The ms. in fact reads the sequence 14: 33,36-40,34-35 without any notation or correction. 
Perhaps 61 is confused with the Codex Fuldensis (which he does not cite), although that ms. 
reads 36-40 both in the text and in the margin. Both Augiensis and Ardmachanus are 
misspelled on this page. 

"'See especially the chapter on DFG. 

"'Cf Fee, "Excursus on I Cor. 14: 34-35, " p. 274. 
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notations in three manuscripts and the lack of use of the passage by church fathers provides 

evidence that manuscripts did exist in which I Cor. 14: 34-35 was not present at all. If this is 

true, then theories of marginal glosses or interpolations are unnecessary. For this reason, 

Payne's analyses of Codex Fuldensis, 88 (a twelfth century minuscule manuscript), and the 

notations in Codex Vaticanus will be considered first, followed by a review of the patristic 

evidence. 

LA. Codex Fuldensis 

Codex Fuldensis (VL F) is a sixth century Latin manuscript that was corrected by 

Victor, Bishop of Capua. 121 It contains numerous corrections, one of which is the focus of 

Payne's analysis. This manuscript matches the Vulgate text in placing I Cor. 14: 34-35 

between 14: 33 and 14: 36, and w. 36-40 are followed by 15: 1 as is typical (fol. 246v). 122 

However, at the end of 14: 33 the symbol Q is written, and at the foot of the leaf is written 

again 14: 36-40, which concludes with the symbol IFs. 111 Payne lists three arguments for the 

conclusion that this marginal note intends to indicate awareness of manuscripts that did not 

have the mulier taceat. First, "it would not make sense that Victor intended to indicate that 

"'Description and transcription in E. Ranke, Codex Fuldensis (Marburg and Leipzig: 
Elwert, 1868). 

"'A photo of this page is provided on p. 261 of P. Payne, "Fuldensis, Sigla for 
Variants in Codex Vaticanus, and 1 Cor. 14: 34-35, " New Testament Studies 41 (1995), pp. 
240-62. 

123Payne ("Fuldensis, " pp. 241-2) notes that Metzger's Textual Commentary had 
incorrectly described which verses were in the margin. This had been correctly described in 
Ranke's edition, p. 485 (though his opinion as to the motivation for the correction is 

questionable). Wordsworth and White's edition of the Vulgate simply reproduces Ranke's 
note for this passage, though inexplicably at 14: 29. More recently, A. C. Wire, The 
Corinthian Women Prophets. A Reconstruction through Paul's Rhetoric (Minneapolis: 
Fortress, 1990), p. 285 had already noted the error in Metzger and correctly described the 
situation in the manuscript. Payne does not note Wire's discussion. 
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14: 36-40 should be read both before and after w. 34-35; " second, no other witness reads 

14: 34-35 both after 14: 33 and after 14: 40; and third, ordine replaces ordinem (otherwise the 

text and margin are identical), a further example of "the nearly universal pattern in these 

corrections to bring Fuldensis into conformity with the standard Vulgate teXt. 1,124 He then 

goes on to argue that the marginal text (14: 36-40) is intended to replace all of 14: 34-40, 

though this contradicts his previous observation that the corrections bring the text into 

conformity with the standard Vulgate text. He nevertheless concludes: "It is safe, therefore, 

to assume that Victor had what he believed to be sufficient manuscript evidence" for 

"removing" 14: 34-35 from his text. Payne maintains his interpretation, 125 even after a 

response 126 that argued a different evaluation of the manuscript. None of Payne's arguments 

attempt to decipher the h-d and hs- symbols themselves. 

Shortly after Payne's article appeared, Niccum responded to his interpretation of both 

Codex Fuldensis and Codex Vaticanus. With regard to Fuldensis, Niccum argued that the 

correction intended to indicate a knowledge of manuscripts that read 14: 34-35 after 14: 40.127 

This is based on the fact that "90% of the corrections in Fuldensis conform its text to that of 

124payne, "Fuldensis, " pp. 242-43. 

111P. Payne, "The Text-Critical Function of the Urnlauts in Vaticanus, with Special 
Attention to I Corinthians 14.34-35: A Response to J. Edward Miller, " Journalfor the Study 
of the New Testament 27 (2004), pp. 105-111 (Fuldensis discussed on p. I 11). 

I`C. Niccum, "The Voice of the Manuscripts on the Silence of Women: The External 
Evidence for I Cor. 14: 34-35, " New Testament Studies 43 (1997), pp. 242-55. 

"'According to Niccum ("The Voice of the Manuscripts, " p. 246): "Victor 
... began 

to write the comparison reading at the point he realized the two texts differed, i. e., 
immediately following v. 33. He copied vv. 36-40 in the margin. When he then reached v. 34 
in the comparison text [which in that text is after v. 40], he stopped since it [v. 34] was 
already present. " 
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Reginensis" (R). 128 R is the only manuscript with a Vulgate text-form that reads 14: 34-35 

after 14: 40. "9 Thus, where Payne argues based on what Victor might have or should have 

done, Niccurn locates a specific textual source for the correction, one which did not omit the 

verses but read them after 14: 40. 

In addition, the meaning of the Q and hs- symbols must be considered. There are 

seven R notations in Fuldensis: "' One is in the Evangelium (the missing text is all of Matt. 

20: 10, in the section numbered CX) and another at 1 Pet. 3: 14 (propter... conturbemini). 

The others are in the Pauline epistles, and, as Niccum indicated, the marginal text is indeed 

closely connected to Codex. Reginensis. 13 ' The supplied text of 14: 36-40 in F'g corresponds 

in even minor details to the text of R: The suspension of itaque (as itaq: ) is identical in 

both, "' and the medial points (likely marking sense-lines) correspond in all but one case (F'9 

lacks one break). Furthermore, in every example of the corrections using Q and hs-, the 

former symbol marks a place where text is missing and the latter supplies the missing text in 

"Niccurn, "The Voice of the Manuscripts, " p. 247. While Reginensis postdates 
Fuldensis, a predecessor manuscript very similar to it must have been used by Victor to make 
the corrections. 

`9A fact noted by Payne, "Fuldensis, " p. 245, but dismissed as a possible source for 
the corrections in Fuldensis. 

"'Payne mentions that he also finds seven ("Fuldensis, " p. 243 n. 14), though he lists 
only six (not including the one in the gospel section of the manuscript). 

"11 Cor. 7: 35 et quod... obsecrandi (obsecrandi is the reading of F" R against 
observandi in most of the Vulgate tradition); 9: 4 numquid... bibendi; 2 Thes. 3: 10 hoc 
denuntiabamus vobis; Col. 1: 2 gratia ... nostro; 2 Tim. 2: 20 et ... honore. Payne, as 
remarked above, finds significance in the fact that the marginal note at 1 Cor. 14: 35 spells 
ordinem as ordine. Common orthographic differences, however, cannot be used to determine 
textual relationships, shown by Fmg again dropping the final -m of honorem at 2 Tim. 2: 20 
and spelling praebeat as prebeat at 1 Cor. 7: 3 5. 

132 The same form of the suspension of itaque at 14: 34 is found in VL 61, another 
Latin witness that reads 14: 34-35 after v. 40. 
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the margin. The symbols never, as Payne proposes, indicate replacements for text. This 

corresponds to the meaning of the symbols themselves. Ranke had already identified these as 

abbreviations for hic deest ("here it is absenf') and hoc supple ("supply this"). 113 With this 

evidence, the situation in the manuscript is clear. The text in the margin is to be supplied 

where the Q symbol stands in the text, so that 14: 36-40 is to be understood as standing 

before 14: 34-35 (as well as after). This, of course, creates an otherwise unattested form of the 

text. However, given that the textual basis from which these marginal notes are supplied has 

been identified (an ancestor of Codex Reginensis), its purpose is to match a manuscript that 

had 14: 34-35 after 14: 40. "' Therefore, the marginal correction in Codex Fuldensis cannot be 

cited as evidence for a textual tradition that omits I Cor. 14: 34-35.135 

LB. Manuscript 88 

Payne has also argued that 88, a twelfth-century minuscule, provides "[e]vidence for a 

text without I Cor. 14: 34-35 . "13' As in the case of Codex Fuldensis, the interpretation of a 

correction is at issue. Payne acknowledges that 14: 34-35 stand after 14: 40 in this manuscript 

and sees the correction as indicating that the verses are to be read after v. 33. He goes on to 

"'Ranke (Codex Fuldensis, p. 472, at the f irst occurrence of the h-d and fis' symbols in 
the commentarius diplomaticus) labels the hs- symbol as "hic supple, " but given that the 
symbol stands in the margin the neuter accusative form hoc must be intended. This 
identification for these symbols is given in Adriano Capelli, Dizionario di Abbreviature. 
Latine edItaliane, Quinta edizione (Milan: Hoepli, 1954), pp. 158 and 165. 

"'Also Niccum, "The Voice of the Manuscripts, " pp. 246-7. 

"'E. J. Epp, Junia: The First Woman Apostle (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2005), pp. 
14-20 accepts most of Payne's conclusions regarding the umlauts in Codex Vaticanus but 
does not mention Payne's work on Codex Fuldensis. It is therefore not clear whether Epp 
accepts Payne's reconstruction of the witness of this manuscript. 

111P. Payne, "MS. 88 as Evidence for a Text Without I Cor. 14: 34-35, " New 
Testament Studies 44 (1998), pp. 152-58. He repeats his conclusion in "Response to Miller, " 
pp. 105-112 (his earlier essay cited on p. I 11). 
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argue that this is nonetheless evidence that 88 had access to a manuscript that did not have 

14: 34-35. He proceeds by rejecting alternative explanations, first ruling out, rightly in my 

opinion, the possibility that the scribe of 88 either intentionally or unintentionally moved the 

verses. He then also rules out, incorrectly (as we shall demonstrate), that the exemplar of 88 

is derived from a manuscript that had vv. 34-35 afler v. 40. He does so for two reasons. First, 

because 88 does not have a "Western" text; second, because a "Western" reading could not 

have been preserved in a "non-Western" manuscript. 137 He therefore sees himself with only 

one option: to conclude that 88 is derived "from a non-Western manuscript without vv. 34- 

35. " The scenario he adopts to explain the corrections in 88 is that its exemplar did not have 

vv. 34-35 at all. Before the scribe realized the problem, he had already written v. 36. So he 

continued writing through the end of v. 40, the next logical break. The scribe then left a large 

gap between words in order to indicate a that a distinct unit was being added, placed a double 

slash in the text, then wrote vv. 34-35 in the text. This scenario is entirely dependent on two 

assumptions: 1) "There is no evidence from any other manuscript that a non-Western Greek 

manuscript ever existed with w. 34-35 after v. 40 .,, 
138 2) There is evidence of manuscripts 

that do not read w. 34-35 at all, and that 88 had access to them. We shall demonstrate that 

both assumptions are incorrect. 

Regarding Payne's first assumption, the data provided in the Text und Te-xtwert series 

"'Payne, "MS. 88, " p. 154. For Payne's argument to succeed, one must accept that 
unless an manuscript is completely "Western" it cannot have any "Westernl' readings. 
However, at numerous points in the transmission of the epistles, manuscripts were compared 
to one another and adaptations made to the texts. That this took place in the tradition 
preceding 88 915 is demonstrated in the chapter on the "Byzantine" text. In 88 (and 915) we 
have a tradition that is basically "Byzantine, " but that has a fair number of readings that 
connect it loosely - not obviously stemmatically - both to DFG and to ; p46 AB6 1739. 

13'Payne, "MS. 88, " pp. 155; this assumption is so essential to his argument that it is 
similarly stated on pp. 154 and 156. 



505 

had already noticed, apparently for the first time, that 915 also reads 14: 34-35 after 14: 40. "' 

This volume appeared in 1991, in sufficient time for Payne's work on 88 (1998) to have 

taken it into account. He fails to do so, and so fails to recognize the close connection between 

88 and 915.915 evidences no discomfort with the passage - no corrections, spaces, or 

notations of any kind. It places a lectionary apXil before v. 33 and a TEAoq after v. 35 

(immediately before 15: 1), which indicates that these verses (14: 33-40 and 34-35) are to be 

understood as a single unit. This in itself falsifies a key assumption in Payne's argument, that 

no "non-Western" manuscript reads 14: 34-35 after 14: 40. Even more, however, 88 and 915 

are from the same textual tradition. This relationship is discussed more fully in the chapter on 

the "Byzantine" manuscripts, but at this place it is sufficient to note that they not only share 

numerous unique readings, they also share similar Euthalian material and, most relevant to 

the problem at 14: 34-35, a series of alternative readings in the margins. However, 915, the 

more recent of the two, cannot be a copy of 88, for neither their texts nor all of their marginal 

notes and corrections are identical. 88, for example, makes corrections that 915 does not, 

indicating a more careful attention to wording of the text per se. 

Additional evidence of the common ancestry of 88 and 915 is the use of medial 

points, a vestige of the sense-line divisions that were part of the Euthalian edition. 140At I 

"'The location and basic content of 915 had previously been identified: C. R. 
Gregory, Textkrilik des Neuen Testaments (Leipzig: Heinrichs, 1909), p. 283 (his 23 1); von 
Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, I, p. 23 1; K. Aland and B. Aland, The Text of the 
New Testament, pp. 134,162. Only von Soden gives analysis of the content of 9 15, with 
reference to 88 (pp. 677-8, discussed below). It is puzzling that even discussions of this 
passage that postdate the Text und Textwert volume on I Corinthians fail to notice that 88 and 
915 agree here, e. g., P. Payne, "Response to Miller, " p. 111; D. W. Odell-Scott, "Editorial 
Dilemma: The Interpolation of I Cor. 14: 34-35 and the Western Manuscripts of D, G, and 
88, " Biblical Theology Bulletin 30 (2000), pp. 68-74. 

it 
"von Soden, p. 677. Payne ("MS. 88, " p. 152 n. 2) incorrectly describes these "dots" 

as marking punctuation. " He finds significance in the fact that the "dot" marking the end of 
14: 35 is the "largest red spot on the page. " Such large points are in evidence, however, 
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Cor. 14: 34-35 these sense-line divisions are nearly identical. The text of 915 is laid out as 

follows: 

I Ow - cA yuvailaq LV Td'lg LKiKATIatiatg atyaTWcyav * 1106 Y&P LITtTPE7TETat 

a6Td'tg ACtAdV W& 6TF6Tacy I aurOat - KaO6; iKall 6 vopo; XEyEt - Et 8E 

TIva VaMtv OE AOUCYIV * LV 611KW, TOU; 18tiou; av8paq ETrEpwTaTwaav 

c(taXpO'v ya' iCYTIV yuvat4'tv Lv EKKATlat'at; xaxetv - E/T I rvwptýw 
... p 

88 has the identical Euthalian divisions, with an additional point placed before CytydTwCyav. 141 

Textually, the two witness are also very similar - not identical - as is the case throughout I 

Corinthians (see discussion in chapter on the "Byzantine" witnesses). The only difference in 

this passage is at 14: 35, where 88 reads EmKAijata for EKKATIataig (D FGL 056 0142 915). 

Their shared textual base is seen, however, in the reading Et 5E -riva at the beginning of the 

verse, which is otherwise attested only by 823 1243 2815. Therefore, not only is there at least 

one other extant "non-Western" manuscript that reads 14: 34-35 after 14: 40, that manuscript 

is from the same tradition as 88 and shows what the predecessor of 88 read - not an omission 

of 14: 34-35, as Payne argues - but a reading already known in the tradition. 

Furthermore, these witnesses show awareness of the readings of other manuscripts 

outside their typical "Byzantine" stream. They share marginal notations, some of which are 

glosses but some of which give alternative readings which had been found "in another 

manuscript" (Ev c(AAw). Notably, all these corrections move toward the "Alexandrian" text. 

88 goes beyond 915, however, in making additional corrections that are not found in 915.142 

This means that the predecessors of 88 915 placed the alternative readings which they 

elsewhere in the ms., particularly in connection with the beginning and end of lectionary 
units. 

141915's use of enlarged capital letters extended into the left margin to indicate 
paragraphing is not employed anywhere in 88; 915's unusual practice of capitalizing the 
initial letter of each page accounts for the large omicron of o6 (14: 34). 

142 These are discussed in the chapter on the "Byzantine" witnesses. 
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encountered in their margins rather than altering the text. This helps to explain how the 

unusual position of 14: 34-35 could have been retained in these witnesses. The textual basis of 

88 915 is to be found in much older traditions. 143 As their predecessors were copied, 

comparison was made to other witnesses. However, rather than consistently altering the text 

itself, some alternative readings were noted in the margins. By the twelfth century, the texts 

were adapted to the overwhelming force of the "Byzantine" text, yet the position of 14: 34-35 

after 14: 40 escaped correction. Finally, the corrector of 88 brought 14: 34-35 into the 

-correct" position, but 915 retains their shared ancestor's placement of the passage. 

The second assumption that Payne makes in positing that an ancestor of 88 did not 

read vv. 34-35 is that 88 would have had access to such witnesses. He cites specifically 

Codex Fuldensis (though see the discussion of this witness provided above), and early 

patristic evidence, which will be considered below. What his argument requires is that 88, a 

twelfth century minuscule, has somehow preserved a form of the text which goes back to the 

archetype of the Corpus Paulinum, and, indeed, that this textual stream, in spite of the 

addition of the Euthalian material and adaptation both to "Byzantine" and "Alexandrian" 

readings, has preserved in just this place the "original" form of the text. This is possible, but 

one might expect other examples of early readings in 88 915. Possibility and plausibility, 

however, are two different things, particularly when the exemplar of 88 915 is known to have 

read v. 34-35 after v. 40. 

What took place in 88 is easily described when we have knowledge of 915. The scribe 

wrote v. 36 immediately after v. 33, before he realized that the verses were in an unfamiliar 

position. He added a superscript double slash at the beginning of v. 36, as well as in the 

"'Which, as discussed above, are not "Western, " since they do not show patterns of 
readings that identify them specifically with DFG or the Latin or Syriac traditions. 
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margin, to mark the location at which the verses should be placed. He then continued writing 

until the end of v. 40, where he placed a double slash both in the text and in the margin. After 

this the scribe wrote vv. 34-35. This is precisely what stood in his exemplar, now known 

through 915. Payne had described this as a possibility before ruling it OUt. 144 Yet further 

comparison with 915 yields additional clues regarding the cause of certain features that 

Payne finds puzzling. For example, as noted above, both 88 and 915 marks the Euthalian 

sense lines with a medial point. This was done in 88 using red ink, for which space had to be 

left after the text had been written with black ink. 915 marks the 'reXog of the pericope after 

14: 35 (immediately before 15: 1). 88, however, does not mark the end of the pericope, only 

the apXT1 of the next reading. 14' By this point the scribe of 88 knew that a TEXog mark should 

be placed after v. 40, and so space is left there so that it can be written in red. However, he 

instead used that space to write the double slash which indicates that vv. 34-35 should be 

read after v. 33 (not omitted). Because the end of v. 35 was not the proper place for the end of 

the pericope, "' the scribe does not write a TEAoq there, since his correction indicates that v. 

34-35 are to be moved to the position after v. 33, which would have resulted in vv. 36-40 

being omitted from the lectionary. 

Payne's argument that 88 is "evidence for a text without I Cor. 14: 34-35" relies too 

heavily on arguments that assume what a modem editor assumes thinks a scribe could or 

'"Payne, "MS. 88, " p. 155. 

115 The apXil in the margin of 15: 1 accounts for the indentation at that point in 88; 
Payne, ("MS. 88, " p. 152) apparently sees some other significance in the fact that this is "the 
only line on this page to be indented. " 

14'This accounts for the large gap between w. 40 and 34, to which Payne draws 
attention ("MS. 88, " p. 152). 
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could not have done"' rather than on the specific evidence of the scribal activity in 88 and in 

the tradition that preceded it, made clear now by its sister 915.88* reads I Cor. 14: 34-35 after 

v. 40, and the corrector moves them to after v. 33. This is the interpretation of the scribe's 

activity shown by every editor who has taken notice of the manuscript, from Tischendorf and 

von Soden to the recent editions of NA2' and the Text und Textwert material. 14' A close 

analysis of 88 shows that they were correct, and Payne incorrect, on its witness to the text of 

I Cor. 14.149 

LC Codex Vaticanus 

Given the familiarity of the "Great Uncials" Vaticanus and Sinaiticus, it seems 

unlikely that anything new could be discovered in them. After all, as eminent a scholar as 

Tischendorf edited them, and images of their magnificent leaves have appeared in countless 

publications. Nevertheless, Payne has recently recognized that a series of marks in the 

margins, labeled "umlauts" because of their appearance, mark textual variants. A series of 

articles by Payne and those who dispute some of his conclusion nonetheless agree that "it 

demonstrates that its scribe was aware of textual variants and believed them to be sufficiently 

important to note. ""O A complete analysis remains to be done, which is not possible here. 

147 For example, "it does not make sense" is found at the beginning of five paragraphs 
on pp. 153-4, and "it makes sense" for the paragraph that introduces his solution on p. 154. 

14'Also Wire, The Corinthian Women Pro hets, p. 149-50, though her description of P 
why the scribe of 88 used the correction notations in the way that he did is unnecessary once 
the relationship of 88 to 915 is recognized. Puzzlingly, von Soden, who first noticed the 
relationship between 88 and 915, cites only the former as reading 14: 34-35 after 14: 40. 

149Epp (Junia, p. 19) tepidly states only that "a case has been made" concerning 
Payne's conclusions on 88. 

151p. Payne and P. Canart, "The Originality of Text-Critical Symbols in Codex 
Vaticanus, " Novum Testamentum 42 (2000), pp. 105 -13; citation on p. 113. 



510 

This discussion will focus only what these "umlauts" and other marks in Vaticanus, such as 

"bars, " tell us about the textual problem in 1 Cor. 14: 34-35. Indeed, this passage has been the 

primary focus of Payne's work, as is clear from the subtitles of his (and his respondents') 

articles. 

The relationship between the "umlauts" and the "bars" has not always been clearly 

defined (or perhaps described). Initially, Payne suggested that the two may function 

independently, with the bars perhaps reflecting "section breaks, " though he insisted that at 

least some function together to indicate knowledge of alternative readings. Niccum 

responded by completely distinguishing the urnlauts from the bars. Based on a discussion of 

their development and use by E. A Thompson, "' Niccurn argues that the bars merely 
152 

represent the beginning of awxpdypaýoq. Miller also attempted to demonstrate that the 

"bar" and the "bar and gap" function as a kind of textual division, at the same time 

attempting to categorize these divisions. "' Unfortunately, Miller's analysis relies heavily on 

comparison to paragraphing and textual divisions in modem editions, though he does note 

similarity between the divisions in Codex Alexandrinus and the bars in Codex Vaticanus in 

one passage. Finally, Payne responded to Miller's conclusions regarding the relationship 

between the umlauts and bars. There Payne again acknowledges that "[a] fair number of the 

"' E. M. Thompson, An Introduction to Greek and Latin Palaeography (oxford: 
University Press, 1912), pp. 58-59. 

15264 The Voice of the Manuscripts, " pp. 244-5. 

"J. E. Miller, "Scribal Sigla for Variant Readings in Vaticanus, With a Response to 
Philip Payne's Conclusions in 'Fuldensis, Sigla for Variants, in Vaticanus, and I Cor. 14.34- 
35" M. Th Thesis, Dallas Theological Seminary (2000), pp. 27-40. See also his article "Some 
Observations on the Text-Critical Function of the Umlauts in Vaticanus, with Special 
Attention to I Cor. 14.34-35, " Journalfor the Study of the New Testament 26 (2003), pp. 
217-36; esp. pp. 219-24. 
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bars following umlauts are probably just marking some kind of break in the text. "154 

Nevertheless, Payne believes that at least some bar-umlaut combination may mark 

"interpolations, " and in particular that this is the function of the bar-umlaut between I Cor. 

14: 33 and 34. "' 

In order to determine whether or not the bars in Vaticanus mark Trapayp#og 

divisions, I compared them with the paragraph divisions in two other manuscripts. 

Alexandrinus was selected because Miller had already noticed one series of breaks that are 

similar to the bars in Vaticanus; Sinaiticus was also selected because it may have been 

produced in the same scriptorium. as Vaticanus. 156 As noted above, Thompson had described 

the Trapdypaýot. R, A, and B each correspond to one of the systems of marking the 

beginning of a paragraph. The earliest form was a "short dividing stroke, " though other 

symbols were used as well. Eventually, the space left at the end of the preceding paragraph 

was filled in with the first words of the next paragraph. The sample specimen provided by 

Thompson (p. 59, top) matches those found in B precisely. Subsequent developments were 

"to draw back the first letter of the first full line of the new paragraph, and leave it slightly 

"'Payne, "Response to Miller, " p. 107. 

"'E. J. Epp (Junia, pp. 14-20) accepts some of Payne's conclusions, most 
significantly "the view that the umlaut siglum in Codex B at 1 Cor. 14: 34-35 indicates an 
interpolation" (p. 19) but does not discuss the arguments concerning the relationship between 
"bars" and "umlauts" which are central to Payne's thesis. He does not, for example, note that 
the umlaut in Codex Vaticanus is placed on the line that ends v. 33 and its connection to vv. 
34-35 is what is debated. Epp's summary does not add any new data or conclusions to the 
debate. 

"'T. C. Skeat, "The Codex Sinaiticus, the Codex Vaticanus, and Constantine, " 
Journal of Theological Studies 50 (1999), pp. 583-629. He concludes, based on shared 
66scribal tradition" and the colophons, that "both manuscripts are the work of the same 
scriptorium, and-which is just as important-were written at approximately the same time" (p. 
603). 
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projecting into the margin, and lastly to enlarge it. " The former is often found in R` (though 

usually the new paragraph begins on a new line); the latter precisely describes that of A. 

There appears to be little question that B (and N A) are using a well-establi shed system of 

text-divisions. 

This is borne out in I Corinthians, where B has seventy "bars. " Remarkably, of these 

seventy only four do not correspond to the paragraphing of either M or A (94.3% 

agreement): "' Forty-seven are found in all three manuscripts, 159 twelve in only B and R, and 

three only in B and A. Granted, N and A both have many more paragraph breaks than does B. 

At the same time, there are places where each manuscript skips several consecutive section 

markers, at times for an entire column or more. Nevertheless the correspondence between the 

markers, particularly between M and B, cannot be accidental. For example, at I Cor. 16 these 

manuscripts share bars/breaks at the beginning of 16: 10,12,13,15,17,19,19 (acurc4ETat; 

N ac=40VTat B), 20,20 (amrc4uyk). 160 The identical division of the text in this chapter 

cannot be random or accidental. The agreement may be even more extensive, for it is likely 

that the "gap" (usually also with a point) in B is intended to mark the same breaks, but the 

scribe failed to add the bar. An alternative explanation is that while the umlauts are original, 

117 There may be at least one example of a bar marking a paragraph in M. At I Cor. 
15: 22, ou-rwq Kai does not extend into the left margin. However, the preceding line ends 
with a space of two letters before the end of the column, and a line is placed above the 
omicron of ouTwg . 

"'The are located at 1 Cor. 1: 9; 10: 14,19; and 15: 2 1. 

"'An additional four agreements between M and B could not be checked in A due to 
damage at the top inside comer of the manuscript. 

They may also share a break at 16: 21, but this place in B has been obscured by a 
library stamp. 
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the bars may stem from the work of a later scribe. "' 

P To this point we have confirmed only that the "bars" in Vaticanus are uapdypaýoq 

marks. Payne argues in addition that at least some "bar-umlaut" combinations are intended to 

mark the awareness of textual variation, specifically interpolations. He notes three in 

particular (Luke 14: 25, John 7: 53ff., and I Cor. 14: 34-35) then cautiously concludes, 

"Whether this bar is intended by its scribe to mark the interface between the text and the 

interpolation, it has the effect of underlining the interface between the text of Vaticanus and 

the interpolation or the variant block of text. ""' One might point out, however, that if the bar 

is not intended by the scribe to mark a textual variation, either alone or in combination with 

an umlaut, it has no significance (apart from the umlaut) for marking an alternative text. 

Comparison with M and A is again instructive. At Luke 14: 25 both R and A have a paragraph, 

which the bar in B likely indicates. The umlauts on the previous lines in B may well mark the 

lengthy insertion found in some manuscripts, but the "bar" likely has a different function. 

Unfortunately, the same comparison cannot be made for John 7: 53. A lacks John 6: 50-8: 52, 

and N fails to mark any paragraphs in that column - not until halfway through the next 

column is a paragraph again marked (8: 20). There is a space and a medial point before iTaXtv 

(8: 12), similar to one at 7: 39 (where B has a bar). However, for whatever reason (perhaps 

awareness of the textual problem? ), because N does not mark any paragraphs, either here or 

nearby, comparison to the bar in B at that place cannot be made. Payne's final example, the 

bar above the line that begins 1 Cor. 14: 34, is matched by paragraph marks in both R and A. 

161 While Payne and P. Canart ("The Originality of Text-Critical Symbols in Codex 
Vaticanus") have demonstrated that the umlauts in B are written in the same ink as that used 
by the original hand, they have not decisively demonstrated that the bars are also linked to 
the original hand. 

"'Payne, "Response to Miller, " p. 108. 
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It therefore marks the paragraph, and has a function independent of the umlaut on the 

preceding line. Therefore, Payne's suggestion that the "bars" in B somehow interact with the 

umlauts to indicate a textual problem, indeed more specifically an "interpolation, " cannot be 

sustained. Instead, as had been previously suggested, they mark paragraph divisions. 

Turning to the "umlauts" at these three places, it is significant that in each case it does 

not stand on the line that begins the questionable text, but on the preceding line. For example, 

the umlaut is actually on the last line of John 7: 52, not the line where the disputed John 7: 53 

would begin. What variant this marks is open to interpretation. 16' The "bar" is also on the line 

above the proposed interpolations at Luke 14: 24 and I Cor. 14: 33. Once the bar is 

disassociated from the umlaut, the variant being marked is more likely to be associated with 

the line on which umlaut stands rather than the line following. At I Cor. 14: 33 the umlaut 

placed to the left of the line that concludes the verse, which is also marked with a medial 

point. The next line begins with at yuvaticEq (14: 34), and, as noted above, a "bar" is placed 

above the line. A significant difference of interpretation of this umlaut exists between J. 

Miller and P. Payne. Miller holds that the umlaut functions independent of the bar, and 

because the umlaut stands on the line that ends v. 33 it is likely unconnected with the 

problem of 14: 34-35. He suggests that it marks the insertion of Maaxw (F Gpc VL 6177 

78 Vel Amst syP), which would be placed immediately at the end of v. 33 in B. Payne, on 

the other hand, argues that the bar-umlaut functions to mark interpolations (a conclusion 

rejected above), and that "by far the most significant variant at this point is the disputed 

14.34-35. " Furthermore, he disputes Miller's assertion that "Since there remains enough 

space at the end of the line [of I Cor. 14: 33] to begin another word, especially a long word, 

"'Payne sees it as marking the insertion of the Pericope de adultera, Miller as 
marking the reading EY11YEPTat for EYEIPETat (Payne, "Response to Miller, " p. 110). 
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1,164 the marginal notation [umlaut] is provided next to this line. 

Payne appears to be correct in rejecting this part of Miller's interpretation, for the first 

letter of Wacri(w would not fit on this line. However, whether or not there is space to write 

the "missing" word(s) appears not to be a factor in similar situations. In two other places in 

Corinthians a line marked with an umlaut ends at precisely the place where other manuscripts 

add text. At I Cor. 5: 1 (1465a 1.1) the line ends with EOvEcytv, but many manuscripts add 

ovopaýE-rat immediately afterward (q3" M2 DFGLPT, the "Byzantine" text, and most 

Old Latin witnesses). Again at 16: 15 (1476c 1.14) the marked line ends with CYTEýava, after 

which some manuscripts add either Kai ýOPTOuvaTOU (R2 D 0150) or Kai ýOPTOuvaTOU 

xat aXatKou (C*, id FG sy'mg). In neither place is there sufficient room to begin the word(s) 

in question, and they parallel precisely one possible interpretation of the umlaut at I Cor. 

14: 33: that it marks the place where other witnesses add Mauxw 
. 
16' Both of Payne's other 

passages where he sees significance in the "bar-umlaut" combination also match this pattern: 

the umlauts at John 7: 52 and Luke 14: 24 would mark the place where other manuscripts add 

text - at the end of the marked line. There is therefore evidence that B places umlauts on 

lines in which other witnesses add text at the end of that line, and that sufficient space to 

write any portion of the additional word(s) is not needed for the umlaut to be placed on that 

line. Payne dismisses the reading Waoxw at 14: 33 (and Miller's proposal for John 7: 52) as 

"Payne, "Response to Miller, " p. I 10, citing Miller, "Observations, " p. 23 5. Payne's 
consistent use of "interpolation" to describe places where other manuscripts have text that is 
not present in B unwarrantedly prejudges the text-critical decision. 

115 The umlauts occasionally indicate knowledge of less well-attested readings, 
including some now known only from the versions, most prominently at I Cor. 6: 20 and 
11: 10. 
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66so minor that neither is listed in the NA"' However, what is significant variant to one 

modem editor may not be the same as what was considered significant by a fourth-century 

scribe. Even a cursory review of the umlauts reveals that some relatively "unimportant" 

variants must have been marked, otherwise the thesis that the umlauts mark known variations 

would be called into question. 
167 

A complete description of the "umlauts" in Vaticanus is still lacking. "' 

Undetermined, for example, are descriptions of the types of variation (addition, omission, 

etc. ) typically marked by the umlauts, which witnesses these seem to be drawn from, full 

consideration of the possibility of readings marked in B but lost to the rest of the tradition, 

etc. However, it cannot be dismissed out of hand that the umlaut at I Cor. 14: 33 may indicate 

knowledge of the reading MaaKw after aytwv. Payne's arguments do not provide decisive 

evidence against this. Such a possibility turns to probability when 1) the connection between 

the bars and the umlauts has been severed and 2) the thesis that both Codex Fuldensis and 88 

give evidence of manuscripts without I Cor. 14: 34-35 has been proven incorrect. 

LD. Patristic Evidence 

The patristic evidence has received less than complete attention in discussions 

regarding the mulier taceat. The nature of most citations preclude evaluation as to whether or 

not their text located the passage after 14: 33 or 14: 40. Furthermore, evidence from the early 

166 Payne, "Response to Miller, " p. 110. 

"'To cite only one example, at 1 Cor. 15: 48-49 (1475c 1.30) an umlaut stands next to 
a line where the only known variants are ot oupavot (ýp46 alone omits ol; D* F G) for ot 
rmoupavot of B and the rest of the tradition; NA" takes no notice. The omission of Kai in G* 

and its substitution with apa in F Gc is a Latinism unique to these witnesses; the reading did 

not exist when Codex Vaticanus was written. 

"'Miller's M. Th thesis ("Scribal Sigla for Variant Readings in Vaticanus") remains 
the most thorough study. 
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second century, when the proposed marginal gloss or interpolation would have taken place, is 

notoriously fragmentary. Nevertheless, Payne claims that there is evidence in the earliest 

fathers that I Cor. 14: 34-35 was not present in some manuscripts. 

Payne's most significant evidence is Clement of Alexandria. Because Clement cites 

individual passages from 1 Cor. 14 (from 14: 6-20, but nothing from 14: 21-40) "yet calls both 

men and women without distinction to silence in church, " it is evident that he did not know 

of I Cor. 14: 34-35. For evidence of this Payne cites two passages. First, he discusses 

Paedagogus 3,11,79,34, which fails to mention I Cor. 14: 34-35 in Clement's instruction on 

proper attire for men and women at worship. His discussion parallels I Tim. 2: 9 (which he 

cites verbatim earlier at 3,11,66,3) in encouraging "decent" (IKOCYVIW; ) behavior, contrasted 

with the ostentatious dress of women discussed extensively previous to this section. Clement 

is discussing "how one must go to church" and the external appearance specifically of 

women 
(17XCiov -roG-ro LXETw h yuv4 - Payne's citation elides this), not who carries out 

which roles in worship itself Therefore Clement naturally alludes to the "veiling" of women 

in I Cor. 11: 2-16, not I Cor. 14. Indeed, immediately after the citation he cites the example 

of Aineias, who flees unveiled from Troy. Clement's silence on 1 Cor. 14: 34-35 is therefore 

not unexpected. 

Payne's second cited passage likewise fails to support his argument that Clement did 

not know 1 Cor. 14: 34-3 5. Drawing from the conclusion of Stromateis 4,19 (at 124,1), Payne 

highlights Clement's positive view of women. Indeed, Clement does argue in 4,19 that 

women are equally capable of "perfection" (TEXEIOTTJroq 4,19,118,1) as are men, citing 

numerous women from Greek literature as examples (Lysidica, Philotera, the daughters of 

Diodorus, etc. ). But, as at Paedagogus 3,11,79,34, Clement is not here discussing 

appropriate behavior in worship. Instead, he encourages education, excellence, righteousness, 
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sobriety, etc. In spite of this, immediately before this citation given by Payne, Clement still 

reflects something of the cultural background that lies behind the mulier taceat. Payne also 

contrasts Tertullian's subordination of women (De baptismo 15,17) with Clement, but 

Clement himself later in 4.19 writes: 

Therefore the wise woman first attempts to persuade her husband to be her co- 
participant in that which produces true happiness. But if she unsuccessful, she must 
press on alone toward excellence, yielding to her husband in all things so as to do 
nothing against his will (Tr6CVTa ViV TCO &VSP't TrEtOopt'vq 6; VTISE'v a'KOVTO; 
LKEI'VOU Trpa4ai) except what is considered to be important for excellence and 
salvation. (Stromateis 4,19,123,2-3) 

While Clement does not cite I Cor. 14: 34-35, the reason may be that the topics he addresses 

and his style of argumentation did not make its use necessary for his purposes. Furthermore, 

his description of the relationship between husband and wife is not as sharply contrasted with 

I Cor. 14: 34-35 and Tertullian as Payne implies. Given that it is at least as likely that 

Clement knew 14: 34-35 but did not cite it than that his text of I Corinthians lacked the 

passage, Payne's argumentum ex silentio 16' does not demonstrate that Clement can be cited as 

evidence of manuscripts of 1 Corinthians that lacked 14: 34-35.170 

11T. Niccum C'The Voice of the Manuscripts, " p. 244) points out that an argument 
from silence can ultimately prove only that the passage is not cited. He notes that Clement 
knows I Tim. 2 but does not cite vv. 11-12; by Payne's logic one would conclude that neither 
were these passages were in Clement's text. Walker, noting the same problems with the 
argumentation employed by Payne, suggests that such evidence be used to determine 
interpolation "with great caution, " but that "it may serve a corroborative function and thereby 
strengthen the case for interpolation. " (Interpolations in the Pauline Letters, pp. 71-2). 

"OThe other ancient writers listed by Payne ("Codex Fuldensis, 19 p. 247) as not having 
cited I Cor. 14: 34-35 (the writings of the "Apostolic Fathers, " Irenaeus, Tatian, Caius, 
Hippolytus) may all be explained on similar grounds: Some rarely cite Paul at all, others are 
addressing apologetic issues and not internal matters of worship practice, and the writings of 
all are a mere fragment of what they are known to have produced. An argument from silence 
based on the evidence of these writers is no more decisive than one based on Clement. 
Furthermore, there appear to be problems with Payne's evidence. He claims that Athenagoras 
cites I Cor. 14: 32 and 14: 37 (without providing a reference) but not 14: 34-35.1 was not able 
to verify either citation; in Legatio Athenagoras cites I Cor. 6: 7 (1,4) and 15: 32 (12,3) and in 
De resurrectione 15: 32 (19,3) and 15: 53 (3,2; 18,5). See the indices of W. Schoedel, 
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On the other hand, I Cor. 14: 34-35 is known and cited explicitly by several early 

fathers. The earliest firm evidence is Marcion, whose knowledge of the text is shown by 

Epiphanius (Panarion 42,11,8 42,12,3; cf Tertullian, Adversus Marcionem 5,8,11), though 

whether he read the passage after 14: 33 or after 14: 40 cannot be determined. 171 Tertullian 

himself also uses the passage. "' In the third century"' it is found in Cyprian, 174 and most 

likely Origen. 175 Though somewhat later, the passage is also cited in the Armenian translation 

of Ephraem's commentary, 176 apparently the only Syriac father to cite the passage. "' 

Athenagoras. Legatio and De Resurrectione (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1972). Given the 
titles and contents of these writings, it is hardly surprising that 1 Cor. 15 is cited while I Cor. 
14 is not. In any case, the authorship of the latter writing is disputed; cf. M. Marcovich, 
Athenagorae. Quifertur De resurrectione mortuorum, Supplements to Vigiliae Christianae 
53 (Leiden: Brill, 2000), esp. pp. 1-3. 

17'Fitzer ("Das Weib schweige in der Gemeinde, " pp. 7-8) concludes not only that it 

was part of Marcion's text but that Epiphanius' use Of E6TC4(a and o6ic aTal<TOq in the 
Elenchus to the passage suggests that he knew the passage in the position after v. 40. U. 
Schmid (Marcion und sein Apostolos, p. 134), however, notes that while previous researchers 
on Marcion (Harnack, Blackman, Clabeaux) have universally considered the passage as a 
firmly attested reading in Marcion's text, whether he read it after v. 33 or after v. 40 cannot 
be determined. The linguistic evidence cited by Fitzer only points generally to the context of 
I Cor. 14. 

"'De baptismo 17,5; De virginibus velandis 9,1 and perhaps 3,2. 

173 The Biblia patristica cites also a hymn (15) of Commodianus, but this is clearly 
based on I Tim. 2: 9 (esp. the reference to women's adornment) and not I Cor. 14: 34. See J. 
Martin, Commodiani carmini, CCSL 128 (Turnholt: Brepols, 1960), p. 54. 

174Ad Quirinium 46. 

1750rigen's evidence comes from the cantenae manuscripts edited by C. Jenkins in 
Journal of Theological Studies 10 (1909), pp. 41-42 Q 74). On the uncertainty regarding this 
material see D. Hannah, The Text of Origen in the Writings of Origen (Atlanta: Scholar's 
Press, 1997), pp. 7-8. It is also cited in a translation by Rufinus of Adversus haereticos 2,18 
and in Libri Adamantii Origenis adverses haereticos 2,18, though here Rufinus' and Origen's 
material is not easily distinguished. Payne does not list Origen as one of the early authors 
who do not cite the passage ("Codex Fuldensis, " pp. 247-48). 

"'Molitor, Paulustext der HI. Ephram, p. 48. 

"'Cf NTSU 11,1, pp. 452-53. 
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Forty years ago Fitzer lamented that we do not yet have a Pauline manuscript that 

does for I Cor. 14: 34-34 what ýP` did for John 7: 53-8: 11: provide incontrovertible evidence 

for the absence of a lengthy portion of text that, on internal grounds, was widely regarded as 

secondary. 178 Despite the sustained efforts of Payne, still today there is neither manuscript nor 

patristic evidence, direct or indirect, for the omission of 14: 34-35 from any Pauline 

manuscript. 

IL The Extent of the Proposed Interpolation'" 

Determining whether or not any manuscripts lacks 14: 34-35, or assessing whether the 

displacement of the text is an indication of the secondary nature of the passage, is significant 

only for those who limit the proposed interpolation to 14: 34-35. "' Others consider the 

passage secondary not on the basis of marginal notations in early manuscripts, but as only 

'Fitzer, 'Das Weib schweige in der Gemeinde, " p. 8. 

"'The terms "gloss, " "interpolation, " and "redaction" have not always been used with 
precision. W. Walker clarifies these terms in his Interpolations in the Pauline Letters: "A 
gloss is an explanatory note or comment, generally written in the margin or occasionally 
between the lines of a manuscript by a reader, scribe, or perhaps even the author of the 
document in which it now appears. " (p. 22) "Unlike a gloss, an interpolation is foreign 
material inserted deliberately and directly into the text of a document. As already noted, 
however, a gloss might be copied by a scribe into the body of a manuscript, be reproduced in 
later transcriptions, and thus now appear in some or perhaps even all of the surviving texts. In 
such cases, the distinction between gloss and interpolation becomes problematic. " (p. 23) 
Last, citing Charlesworth, redactions "'are passages embedded into the fabric of the 
document and cannot be excised'; 'early sources are so reworked from a new perspective that 
they cannot be distinguished from the more recent sections... [I]t is often impossible to 
distinguish between an interpolation and a redaction. "' (pp. 23-24) Walker's monograph 
deals primarily with this precise definition of "interpolation. " Though "gloss" is the term 
used by Zuntz and Fee, their description of the problem at I Cor. 14: 34-35 falls into Walker's 
category of "Interpolation. " Redactional activity has apparently not been proposed in order to 
account for the passage; indeed, its alleged unique character would rule out redaction. 

"'Fitzer, "Das Weib schweige in der Gemeinde, " p. 9; J. Murphy-O'Connor, 
"Interpolations in I Corinthians, " Catholic Biblical Quarterly 48 (1986), pp. 81-94 (esp. pp. 
90-92); Fee, First Corinthians, pp. 699-708; Schrage III, pp. 481-92. 
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one example of extensive redactional activity that took place prior to the Pauline letter 

collection. W. Walker, in a series of articles and now a monograph, has argued that there is 

"apriori probability" for interpolations in the Pauline letters. "' This is based on evidence of 

extensive editing in other ancient literature, including Jewish and Christian texts, the fact that 

the Pauline letters have been transmitted only in a single collection that likely underwent 

revision in the process of gathering the individual letters together, "' and evidence of "short 

additions" in the subsequent manuscripts of this collection. "' Walker discusses Fee's 

arguments on I Cor. 14: 34-35, but does not see the shifting position in the manuscripts in 

itself as decisive proof of interpolation. "' This is not the place to interact with Walker's 

theory of extensive interpolations in the epistles. 185At this place it is necessary only to note 

"'Walker, Interpolations in the Pauline Letters. Walker's extensive research leading 

up to the publication of the monograph is listed in that book's bibliography, pp. 254-55. 

"'Though this process would seem to fall into his category of "redaction" rather than, 

strictly speaking, "interpolation. " 

"'Walker, Interpolation in the Pauline Letters, pp. 26-43. 

""'Fee's third scenario-the original absence of 1 Cor. 14-34-35-is one possible 
explanation for the varied location of the passage in the surviving manuscripts, and as such it 

should be given serious consideration" and "the different locations in various witnesses does 
indeed constitute evidence, inconclusive though it may be, that the passage may be an 
interpolation. " Walker, Interpolations in the Pauline Letters, pp. 70-7 1. Cf. also E. g., C. 
Mount, "I Corinthians 11: 3-16: Spirit Possession and Authority in a Non-Pauline 
Interpolation, " Journal ofBiblical Literature 124 (2005), pp. 3 13 -40, who argues that in 

several apparently interpolated passages, "appeals to the manuscript tradition are of little 

value for reconstructing the redaction of the Corinthian correspondence. " (p. 316). Further, 

specifically regarding 1 Cor. 14: 34-35 he notes that "some evidence of tampering exists in 

the manuscript tradition ... In itself, however, this is very weak manuscript evidence for vv. 
33b-46 as an interpolation. " (p. 316 n. 10); also J. Weiss, p. 342; Conzelmann, p. 246 n. 54. 

"'Walker ("Interpolations in the Pauline Letters, " pp. 215-6) describes Marcion's text 
as one of two "significantly different versions of the Pauline corpus [that] circulate in the 
century: that accepted by Marcion (no longer extant) and that recognized by his opponents. " 
This, for him, is evidence that the "historical winners" suppressed his text. While he uses I 
Cor. 14: 34-35 as a "test case" for recognizing interpolations, he apparently fails to notice that 
both Marcion's and the alternative text contain 14: 34-35. This fact would seem to rule out the 
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that for some who argue that I Cor. 14: 34-35 is non-Pauline, the fact that I Cor. 14: 34-35 

appears in different locations in the manuscripts is not decisive evidence of 

interpolation/redaction, but at best corroborative evidence. For them, its secondary nature is 

based on content and structure. 

The differing proposals for the extent of the interpolation make clear the distinction 

between those who attempt to resolve the problem of the mulier taceat on the basis of text- 

critical principles and those who do so on the basis of arguments that take little notice of the 

manuscripts themselves. Zuntz, for example, apparently did not consider the evidence of the 

different locations in the manuscripts to be decisive, as is evident from that fact that he 

considers 14: 33b-35 to be the marginal gloss, not 14: 34-35. He stands in a long tradition of 

viewing the interpolation as encompassing 14: 33b through 35 (or 36). "' Others expand the 

proposed interpolation further. Dautzenberg argues that xuptou LCFTt'V iWoA4 at 14: 37 

cannot apply to all of I Cor. 12-14, but does refer specifically to 14: 33b-36. V. 38 is clearly 

connected to v. 37, so the entire unit (33b-38) must represent an interpolation. "' Munro is 

forced to conclude that the connections within 14: 32-38 are so clear that the entire section 

most be post-Pauline. "' When the issue is divorced from the witness of the manuscripts, the 

differing criteria make consensus regarding the extent of the proposed interpolation 

impossible. This study limits itself to the text-critical problem as presented in the 

use of this passage as an example of such interpolations. 

"'Weiss, p. 342; Klauck, p. 240; Conzelmann (p. 246) sees 33b-36 as interpolated. 

`G. Dautzenberg, Urchristliche Prophetie. BWANT, 6. Folge, Heft 4 (Stuttgart: 
Kohlhamnier, 1975), pp. 290-300. 

111W. Munro, Authority in Paul and Peter. The Identification ofa Pastoral Stratum in 
the Pauline Corpus and I Peter, SNTSMS 45 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1983), pp. 68-69. 
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manuscripts. Therefore it will not directly interact with the theory that I Cor. 14: 34-35 is one 

of numerous examples of interpolations letter prior to their collection in the Corpus 

Paulinum. 189 

Iff. Internal Evidence 

The internal arguments against the authenticity of 14: 34-35 (and surrounding 

material) do not differ significantly among those who argue against the authenticity of the 

mulier taceat. In order to ultimately settle the "internal evidence" question one would need to 

resolve every issue of language, rhetoric, and setting of I Cor. 14.1" This is not possible here. 

Instead, it will be shown that the arguments against situating the mulier taceat after I Cor. 

14: 33 are not as decisive as is sometimes portrayed, and that other solutions are equally and 

at times even more convincing. The categorization of the types of argumentation follows that 

used by Walker in the discussion of interpolations in the epistles. 

III. A. Contextual Evidence 

Every argument for the secondary nature of 14: 34-35 points to the disruption that it 

creates to the structure of 14: 33-36 and the larger argument of I Cor. 12-14: "One can make 

"'This does not rule out the possibility that the entire tradition has been corrupted in 

places, as conjectures have already been posited at 1: 2; 6: 5; 10: 5; 14: 25,33. However, each 
of these corruptions can be identified as having taken place after the "publication" of the 
archetype of the Corpus Paulinum, as distinct from proposed pre-collection interpolations. 

"'A summary of early- to mid-twentieth century research on I Cor. 14: 34-35 may be 
found in Munro, Authority in Paul andPeter, pp. 15-16. The present study will focus on 
material from the last thirty years. 

"'Walker, "Interpolations in the Pauline Letters, " pp. 220-28, with application to I 
Cor. 14: 34-35 on pp. 228-35. Walker's first category, "Text-critical evidence, " has already 
been discussed under what is here labeled "The Situation in the Manuscripts. " The identical 

categories are used in his Interpolations in the Pauline Letters, pp. 63-90 (with interspersed 

comments on I Cor. 14: 34-35). 
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much better sense of the structure of Paul's argument without these intruding sentences. " 192 

On the sentence level, it is claimed that with 14: 34-35 removed, 14: 33b completes the 

sentence begun in 14: 33a. 193 Furthermore, the argument of 14: 34-35 is seen to lack 

correspondence with the argument of the surrounding material. First, the command to silence 

is not made regarding an activity but is limited to only one group of people (women); this is 

done only here and at 14: 29 with reference to prophets. 194 Second, the speech rebuked in 

14: 34-35 is not connected to the Spirit's activity, whereas all other instructions in I Cor. 14 

center on speech in the community which has been given by the Spirit. "' 

This approach to the passage, however, falls short on two counts. First, the fact that 

there is no consensus over the extent of the proposed interpolation (as discussed above) 

indicates that the passage is not as out of place in the immediate context as is typically 

described. "' Second, those who approach the epistle from the perspective of rhetorical 

analysis find that 14: 34-35 is not out of place in the argument of 12-14. Some see the entire 

section as a carefully constructed argument that singles out a particular group of Corinthian 

women for rebuke, the point made most clearly at 14: 34-35 itself 197 Wire is able to conclude: 

"'Fee, First Corinthians, p. 701; CE R. W. Allison, "Let Women be Silent in the 
Churches (I Cor. 14: 33b-36): What Did Paul Really Say, and What Did It Mean? " Journal 
for the Study of the New Testament 32 (1988), pp. 27-60; esp. p. 39. 

193 Walker "Interpolations, " p. 230; Fee, "Excursus on I Corinthians 14: 34-35, " p. 
279; Schrage III, p. 483; Klauck, pp. 104-5; Fitzer, "Das Weib schweige in der Gemeinde, " 
pp. 9-10. 

"'Fee, First Corinthians, p. 701; "Excursus, " p. 280; cf. Schrage III, pp. 483-84. 

l"Fee, First Corinthians, p. 701-02; Fitzer, 'Das Weib schweige in der Gemeinde, " 
13. 

111C. Keener, Paul, Women, and Wives. Marriage and Women's Ministry in the 
Letters ofPaul (Peabody, Mass: Hendrickson, 1992), pp. 229-3 1. 

"'A. Eriksson, "'Women Tongue Speakers, Be Silent': A Reconstruction through 
Paul's Rhetoric, " Biblical Interpretation 6 (1998), pp. 80-104: "Throughout the 



525 

"Paul's forcing a spiritual vote of confidence at exactly this point shows that the women's 

silencing is not a parenthetical matter but the turning point in his argument concerning the 

spiritual. Once he has called for their silence he has done all he needs to do. "198 It may 

therefore be safely concluded that 14: 34-35 is suitable within the micro-structure of 14: 26- 

36. This section is then followed by the peroratio of 14: 37-40, an appropriate conclusion to 

the argument of I Cor. 12-14. "9 Not all who apply rhetorical analysis to 1 Corinthians see 

14: 34-35 as rhetorically appropriate . 
200 However, at least one scholar who previously rejected 

the passage as post-Pauline later accepted it as authentic; in 1988 B. Witherington saw it as 

part of a later anti-feminist tendency, but in 1995 he is able to say that "Vv. 34f. Are, in any 

argumentation of I Corinthians 12-14, Paul has been preoccupied with the two finite 

questions dt 1TvEuVaTtKO't andr& 1TvEuVaTiKd; the spiritual people and the spiritual gifts 
(notably glossolalia). These two themes have been subtly interwoven in his argumentation, 
but finally they are explicitly stated. There is a group among the spiritual people with whom 
Paul is especially concerned, a group of tongue speaking women. Paul's solution to the 
disorder in the worship services is therefore that the women pneumatics should stop speaking 
in tongues in public" (p. 93). Cf. L. A. Jervis, "l Corinthians 14: 34-35: A Reconsideration of 
Paul's Limitation of the Free Speech of Some Corinthian Women, " Journalfor the Study of 
the New Testament 58 (1995), pp. 51-74 (esp. p. 7 1); Wire, The Corinthian Women Prophets, 

pp. 152-58. 

"'Wire, The Corinthian Women Prophets, p. 155. 

"9Dautzenberg (p. 254) describes a tripartite structure to 14: 26-36: instructions for 
tongue speakers (14: 27-28), prophets (14: 29-33a), and women (14: 33b-36). Eriksson 
(-Wornen Tongue Speakers, Be Silent, "' pp. 80-104) uses this argument to argue that the 
passage is an integral part of the context of I Cor. 14, noting that all three instructions have 
the same structural elements: "a general regulation, a reason supporting the rule, and an 
example in conditional form telling what to do in a given case" (p. 89). Also E. SchUssler 
Fiorenza, In Memory ofHer. A Feminist Theological Reconstructionf Christian Origins, 
(London: SCM Press, 1983), p. 230. Wire (The Corinthian Women Prophets, pp. 153-54), 
however, notes that there remain "significant differences" among these instructions, but that 
the differences can be accounted for either as "premeditated or intuition" on the part of Paul. 

200J. Smit, "Argument and Genre of 1 Cor. 12-14, " in Rhetoric and the New 
Testament, ed. S. A Porter and T. H. Olbricht, JSNTS 90 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic 
Press, 1993), pp. 211-30. On p. 219 n. 25 he argues that because the prohibition is not 
included in the partitio (14: 1-5) it is not to be expected, and further "the conformity in the 
structure between 12: 4-30 and 14: 1-33a leaves no room for this prohibition. " 



526 

case definitely not a digression ... The theory that vv. 34f are, in fact, a post-Pauline 

1,201 interpolation should be rejected for several reasons. 

The suitability of 14: 34-35 within vv. 33-36 at the same time argues against the 

possibility that the passage could have originally been located after v. 40 and then moved to 

the position after v. 33. The W"CFTF- at 14: 39 indicates that Paul is concluding that section of his 

argument, as he does also at 7: 38; 11: 33; and 15: 58. To introduce, after the W"CFTE, what would 

be at that point a new argument is scarcely possible. "' 

III. B. Linguistic Evidence 

Arguments for and against the authenticity of a passage based on linguistic usage are 

notoriously difficult. With respect to the mulier taceat, appeal is typically made to rare 

usages that are more obviously non-Pauline when compared with the surrounding context. 

Every example, however, can be shown to be less difficult than is frequently described. First, 

9 

Fv Tdj; EKKAgaiaig is seen as difficult, particularly in such close proximity to "as in all the 

churches" (14: 33). 203 Second, cytyaw is firm in Paul only at 14: 28-3 0.2(4Fee contrasts the 

201B. Witherington 111, Women in the Earliest Churches, SNTSMS 59 (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1988), pp. 90-104; Conflict and Community in Corinth. A 
Socio-Rhetorical Commentary on I and 2 Corinthians (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995), pp. 
287-88. 

202 CL Fitzer, 'Das Weib schweige in der Gemeinde, " p. 11. 

IIISchrage 111, pp. 482-83. Fee also points to "the use of the plural 'in the churches,, 
which occurs nowhere else in Paul" ("Excursus on I Corinthians 14: 34-35, " p. 279). By this 
he apparently means the use of the phrase without iTaq (I Cor. 7: 17; 14: 33). Nevertheless, 

-Td-jq M)CATlatiat; Týq 'Iou8at'ccq Td'tq iv Xptcrry (Gal. 1: 22) and EV Tdt; bKI<ATjCrtatq 

Too OEoo refers to groups of relatively unspecified assemblies and are not so different from 
Cor. 14: 34, where the Corinthians would presumably be able to understand that Paul is 

referring to their assemblies, not "all the assemblies" referenced in 14: 33. Furthermore, the 
text is not firm, and the singular is more likely the archetypical reading, with the plural form 

assimilated to the form at 14: 33 (see the discussion at 14: 34.152). 

204 Walker, "Interpolations, " p. 230. 
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usage at 14: 34 with that later in the chapter, claiming that "in vv. 28-30 it is of an otherwise 

legitimate activity that in some circumstances is being curtailed, whereas the injunction to 

silence is abSolUte.,, 215 However, it is possible to view these injunctions not as "absolute, " but 

as response to specific situations in Corinth (see below). Third, LTnTpEim is never elsewhere 

used in the passive, and does not refer to regulation regarding human conduCt. 206 Fourth, the 

-, absolute use" of XaXEw in both vv. 34 and 35 is described as foreign to 1 Cor. 14, where it is 

always connected with "tongues. ""' However, as Keener notes, "Unless Paul changes the 

subject from women's submissive silence (I Cor. 14: 34) to asking questions privately (I Cor. 

14: 35) and back again to silence (I Cor. 14: 35), asking questions is at least a primary 

example of the sort of speech he seeks to forbid. IP9208 Fifth, 61TO-rdcyaw refers to submission to 

humans only at Rom. 13: 1; 1 Cor. 14: 32; 1 Cor. 16: 16.111 This hardly seems problematic. 

Furthermore, the noun is so used at Gal. 2: 5 and possibly 2 Cor. 9: 13. Sixth, LlTEPWTaw is 

found only at Rom. 10: 20, in a citation of Isa. 65: 1.2'0 However, it may simply reflect the fact 

that Paul simply does not have need to use the verb elsewhere; note that cei-rEw (I Cor. 1: 22) 

andjpWTdw (not used in the Hauptbreife) are no more common. Seventh, cetcyp6q is found 

only at 11: 6, "part of another suspected non-Pauline interpolation. 211 This is the only other 

"'Fee, First Corinthians, p. 702. 

206 Walker, "Interpolations, " p. 230; Conzelmann, p. 246 n. 53. 

Fee, First Corinthians, p. 702. 

2"Keener, "Leaming in the Assemblies, " p. 165. Schfissler Fiorenza, In Memory of 
Her, p. 233. 

20'Walker, "Interpolations, " p. 230-3 1. 

2"Walker, "Interpolations, " p. 23 1. 

21 'Walker, "Interpolations, " p. 23 1. 
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occurrence of the adverbial form in the Haup1briefe - However, the cognate verbs are 

common (atayuvw 2 Cor. 10: 8; Phil. 1: 20; KaTatayUvw Rom. 5: 5; 9: 33; 10: 11; 1 Cor. 1: 27; 

11: 4,5,22; 2 Cor. 7: 14; 9: 4; 10: 8). Fee argues that the example at I Cor. 14: 35 appeals to 

shame as "a general cultural matter, " unlike the usage at 11: 5 (a verb, not an adj ective). 212 

However, this contrast depends on his interpretation that "shaming her head" (11: 5) refers 

exclusively to her husband, an interpretation which too narrowly defines the referent. "' 

Eighth, particular attention is given to the phrase 1(06; imll 6 vOpog Aýym This is 

regarded as unviable since vopog is used "in the absolute sense, without quoting or referring 

to a specific passage-which is unknown in Paul .,, 
2" The phrase has been interpreted in 

various ways, however. Some note the similarity to 1 Cor. 7: 19, where Paul appeals to 

"commandments of God" abstractly. "' Others claim that the "law" referenced here is not the 

216 
Scriptures but local customs or manners. Furthermore, the Law's "speaking" corresponds 

to similar Pauline expressions (I Cor. 9: 8; Rom. 3: 19; 7: 7). 217 

Many of these descriptions are extremely narrowly defined, so much so that they are 

IllFee, First Corinthians, p. 708; Fitzer, 'Das Weib schweige in der Gemeinde, " p. 
36. 

211Cf, Fee, First Corinthians, p. 508 n. 68, where he acknowledges that it is possible 
that 'her head' is more ambiguous and refers also to her own shame. " Both Thiselton (pp. 
828-33) and Schrage (p. 501) argue that the referent of xEýýA at 11: 5 cannot be limited to 
the husband. 

2"Fee, "Excursus on I Corinthians 14: 34-35, " p. 279; Walker, "Interpolations, " p. 
23 1; Schrage III, p. 484; Fitzer, "Das Weib schweige in der Gemeinde, " p. II- 12. 

"'Jervis, "A Reconsideration of Paul's Limitation of the Free Speech, " p. 58. 

I'M H. Hollander, "The Meaning of the Term 'Law' (NOMOI) in 1 Corinthians, " 
Novum Testamentum 40 (1998), pp. 117-35, esp. p. 130; Schiissler Fiorenza, In Memory of 
Her, p. 23 1. 

217 Jervis, "A Reconsideration of Paul's Limitation of the Free Speech, " p. 58. 
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unhelpful. The burden of proof is placed intolerably high if a word is secondary because it 

only occurs in the very same context (cityaw), or if a word that Paul uses elsewhere in the 

same letter is suspect simply because only here is the passive form used (hi-rpt'Trw). By way 

of comparison, the analysis of the problems of linguistic usage in the clearly non-Pauline 

addition at Rom. 16: 25-27 is much more decisive . 
21' The linguistic arguments made in the 

case of I Cor. 14: 34-35 are more tentative. 

in C. Ideational Evidence 

As with the linguistic criteria, there is an element of uncertainty with "Ideational 

Evidence" since it involves prejudgments on what an author could have written. "" 

Nevertheless, this is often cited as a key argument against the authenticity of the mulier 

taceat. Fee sees "obvious contradiction" with 11: 2-16, "0 but Walker claims that both 

passages are non-Pauline. Therefore, he contrasts the content of 14: 34-35 with "Paul's 

avowed egalitarianism as articulated in Gal. 3: 27-28 ... his surprisingly even-handed 

discussion of sex, marriage, and divorce in I Corinthian 7; and the very positive and non- 

discriminatory manner in which he speaks of women with whom he has been associated in 

111J. K. Elliott, "The Language and Style of the Concluding Doxology to the Epistle to 
the Romans, " ZeitschrifIffir die Neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 72 (19 8 1), pp. 124-3 0. 

219"[T]he ideational type of argument can easily be a circular one. The perception of a 
writer's point of view depends on what he is take to have written. Thus to decide in advance 
what he thinks can predetermine the judgment as to what he has or has not written. " Munro, 
Authority in Paul and Peter, p. 21. 

22'Fee, First Corinthians, p. 702; Schrage III, pp. 484-5 describes "Der offensichtliche 
Widerspruch zu 11,5. " CE Fitzer, "Das Weib schweige in der Gemeinde, " p. 15-17. 
Conzelmann (p. 346) notes the "contradiction" between 11 and 14, but since he presumes that 
I Corinthians is a composite document and chaps. 11 and 14 likely distinct Pauline letters, 
"the contradiction remains. " 
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the work of the church. 
91221 

The relationship to 11: 2-16 is a critical issue. Lietzmann represents a more traditional 

approach, claiming that 11: 2-16 is in fact arguing for appropriate women's dress, not for their 

"right" to pray or prophecy. Paul does not bring up the issue of "silence" at that point 

because there he is dealing with a different matter. However, in chapter 14 the issue is proper 

and improper speech, so that "here the actual opinion of the Apostle comes to light, " that 

women should be "silent. ""' Other plausible reconstructions are possible. T. Paige describes 

the situation as arising from the social interaction between men and women in Greco-Roman 

society: 

"The 'speech' that is branded 'shameful' by Paul in I Cor 14 was not sacral speech at 
all; it was ordinary conversation with men who were not relatives. %at the content 
of this conversation was we do not know, for it is not Paul's main concern. The main 
danger is clear from the fact that Paul turns them away from speaking to men in the 
assembly, directing them to speak with 'their very own personal men' (i. e., husbands) 
and to do so 'at home. ' Women's leadership is not the issue; rather, it is modesty and 
honorable behavior. " 

He notes that I Corinthians itself shows that problems related to sexuality and marriage are 

prevalent in Corinth (1 Cor. 5: 1; 6: 12-20; 7: 1-5,13-14; 11: 5-10). 223 

Others who analyze the passage using situational and rhetorical analysis find even 

stronger ideational connection between the two passages. Mitchell sees the instruction of 

14: 34-35 as "authentic because it fits well the argument for concord throughout I 

22'Walker, "Interpolations, " p. 232; contrast with Gal. 3: 28 is also made by Fitzer 
(, ýDas Weib schweige in der Gemeinde, " p. 27). 

112 Lietzmann, p. 75. His additional note on p. 190 considers in addition that 11: 2-16 
discusses different types of speaking than that described at 14: 34-35. Cf. also Hollander, 
"The Meaning of the Term 'Law, "' p. 128. 

223 T. Paige, "The Social Matrix of Women's Speech at Corinth. The Context and 
Meaning of the Command to Silence in 1 Corinthians 14: 33b-36,11 Bulletinfor Biblical 
Research 12 (2002), pp. 217-42; esp. pp. 241-42. 
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Corinthians. " While I Cor. 11 discusses women's speaking in worship, 14: 34-35 deals with 

"questions from non-officiants in the ceremony. "224 Wire argues that the basis of Paul's 

arguments regarding the practices of women is consistent in both places: "As in his argument 

on head covering, Paul has argued from nature (in this case God's nature), community 

practice, sexual subordination, the written tradition, and shame. q1225 More recently, J. Okland 

has argued that both 1 Cor. 11: 2-16 and 14: 34-3 5 conform to Pauline argumentation 

regarding the distinction between what should take place Lv LiKKATIcrig and what is proper to 

226 LV O, IKQ . 

Furthermore, while there is apparent tension between Gal. 3: 28 and 14: 34-35, this is 

true for many Pauline instructions. The "egalitarianisnf' expressed there does not evidence 

itself, for example, in his discussion of "slave" and "free" (I Cor. 7: 17-24). Schtissler 

Fiorenza reconstructs the rhetorical setting of I Corinthians itself as Paul's response to 

alternative interpretations of the baptismal formula used at Gal. 3: 28. Since the passage is a 

pre-Pauline tradition other interpretations must have existed. She concludes that Paul's 

rhetoric in I Cor. 14 encourages "his model, [which is] order and decency, as well as 

subordination and silence. r)227 While Gal. 3: 28 may not be the central issue prompting the 

224Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetoric ofReconciliation, pp. 281-82. 

225 Wire, The Corinthian Women Prophets, p. 154; also E. S. Fiorenza, "Rhetorical 
Situation and Historical Reconstruction in 1 Corinthians, " New Testament Studies 33 (1997), 

pp. 386-403; see p. 395 and esp. 398. Similarly T. Paige: "Paul's concluding admonition in 
14: 40, 'Everything must be done in a respectable and in an orderly way, ' applies to the 

material of chap. 11 as well as that of chap. 14. It simply is not true to assert, as some do, that 
the words of 14: 34-35 have no connection to their context. " T. Paige, "The Social Matrix of 
Women's Speech at Corinth, " p. 225. 

226j. Okland, Women in Their Place. Paul and the Corinthian Discourse of Gender 

and Sanctuary Space, JSNTS 269 (London: T&T Clark, 2004), pp. 149-52. 

227Schilssler Fiorenza, "Rhetorical Situation, " pp. 397-400. 
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problems in Corinth, this is only one of several proposed settings which demonstrate that 

there is, in fact, correspondence, not tension, between I Cor. 14: 34-35 and other passages in 

the Corpus Paulinum and I Corinthians 11 in particular . 
228 The ideas expressed in the mulier 

taceat are not so unique that the only way to account for its presence in I Corinthians is to 

regard it as a post-Pauline interpolation. 

III. D. Situational Evidence 

Here again, a key assumption is that Paul was "egalitarian" while those who later 

used his letters were not. It is claimed that apart from I Cor. 11: 3-16 (which itself is often 

considered non-Pauline), there is no evidence in the undisputed letters to suggest that the 

activity of women was regarded as a problem by Paul. "' Instead, the positive depiction of 

women, such as Prisca and Phoebe, indicates their important role in the Pauline 

communities . 
23' However, as described under the heading "Ideational Evidence, " there are 

compelling descriptions of the situation and argument of I Cor. 12-14 which would see 

14: 34-35 as part of a larger argument dealing with specific problems in Corinth. Furthermore, 

the absence of evidence is only that. By the same argument, one could claim that there is no 

evidence that practices regarding the community meal were ever a problem apart from a 

single discussion in I Cor. 11: 17-34, or that recourse to local courts was an issue apart from I 

111J. Delobel concludes: "The contradiction then with I Cor. II and Gal. 3 is only 
apparent. It must be added that the extremely accidental and fragmentary nature of Paul's 
remarks on the situation of women does not facilitate a systematic and logical synthesis. " 
"Textual Criticism and Exegesis: Siamese Twins? " in New Testament Textual Criticism, 
Exegesis, and Church History, ed. B. Aland and J. Delobel, CBET 7 (Kampen: Kok Pharos, 
1994), pp. 98-117; citation on p. I 11 - 

229 Walker, "Interpolations, " p. 232. Conzelmann (p. 246) describes it as a "bourgeois 
consolidation of the church, roughly on the level of the Pastoral Epistles. " 

21'Fitzer, 'Das Weib schweige in der Gemeinde, "' pp. 24-25. 
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Cor. 6: 1-8 (which would also apparently contradict another discussion in Rom. 13). Are these 

also to be considered post-Pauline insertions? Every Pauline letter is contextual, and it is well 

known that the setting of the congregation in Corinth was unique politically, socially, and 

economically among the Pauline churcheS. 231 It should not be surprising that Paul is forced to 

address issues in the Corinthian correspondence which never occurred in the letters written to 

other assemblies. 

III. E. Source-Critical or Comparative Evidence 

Some have proposed that the source for the interpolation is I Tim. 2: 9ff. Fee makes 

this suggestion without developing it. "' While thematic parallels between the two passages 

are most often highlighted, specific linguistic connections are also taken as indications a 

close relationship. ' E1TITPbTW, 6TrOTayA, and hauXta are most often singled out, "' though it 

is to be noted that the verb6TrOTdCYCFW (not the adjective) is used in the mulier taceat, and it 

is likely that atydw andijauXta are constraining different activities. 
234 It is further argued 

that the pseudo-Pauline letters contain many restrictions on the activity of women, suggesting 

a later date of origin for the mulier taceat as well. "' 

However, the passage has only a primafacie similarity to I Cor. 14: 34-35. Jervis sees 

23'The literature is immense, e. g., B. Winter, After Paul Left Corinth. The In uence of Ifl 
Secular Ethics and Social Change (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 200 1). 

232 Fee, First Corinthians, p. 705: "one must assume that the words were first written 
as a gloss in the margin by someone who, probably in light of I Tim. 2: 9-15, felt the need to 
qualify Paul's instructions even further. " Cf. J. Weiss, p. 342. 

233Schrage 111, p. 486; J. Weiss, p. 342; Fitzer, "Das Weib schweige in der 
Gemeinde, - pp. 37-39. 

234Cf. the dicussion of atyaw above; in I Tim 2: 2 ýauXtfoq is also used also of men') 
and may not refer to absolute silence (Cf BDAG, sx. ýcruXia and ýauXtog). 

235Walker, "Interpolations, " p. 233. 
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some significant differences between the passages. First, because the gloss is positioned in 

connection with prophecy, the interpolator's context would have to be identical to the 

experience of "gifts" and "prophecy" to that of Paul and Corinth. However, "the Pastoral 

letters give little evidence that they churches to which they were written experienced 

prophecy in a manner comparable to the Corinthian church. " Second, Paul employs the 

concept of "shame" in another discussion involving women (I Cor. 11: 6), but this is not 

found in I Tim. 2 and occurs in the pastorals only at Tit. 1: 11. Third, ElTITPEnw at I Tim. 

2: 12 is in the first person and "should be read as a personal opinion advising a temporary 

restriction, " while at I Cor. 14: 34 it is in the third person and "communicates not personal 

opinion but common custom. -)9236 

Moreover, key differences remain between 1 Tim. 2 and 1 Cor. 14: 34-35. For 

example, I Cor. 14: 34-35 limits "learning" to the home while in 1 Tim. 2 it takes place in the 

assembly. 237 Second, the concern in I Tim. 2 is that of teaching and authority, while the 

mulier taceat is concerned with asking questions and learning. Witherington is able to 

conclude that: "the text is not sufficiently close to I Tim. 2: 1 If. to warrant the argument that 

they were based on a scribe's editing of that text. 91238 

Furthermore, the proposal of a gloss from the Pastorals added to one of the first 

copies of the Corpus Paulinum is difficult to account for given what little we know about the 

early history of the Corpus. For example, Marcion knew only a ten epistle Corpus, one which 

did not include the Pastorals (or Hebrews). While the precise relationship between the 

"'Jervis, "A Reconsideration of Paul's Limitation of the Free Speech, " 54-58. 

237 Jervis, "A Reconsideration of Paul's Limitation of the Free Speech, " pp. 53-54. 

23'Witherington, Conflict and Community in Corinth, p. 288. 
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Corpus Marcion used and the thirteen (later fourteen) letter corpus is not clear, "' the fact that 

Marcion knows I Cor. 14: 34-35 but not the Pastorals should cause some hesitancy in 

proposing I Tim. 2 as a source for an interpolation into I Cor. 14.240 

III. F. Motivational Evidence 

The motivation for the interpolation is typically described as loss of the egalitarian 

thinking of Paul in the post-Pauline Christian communities: "After the time of Paul, the status 

and role of women in the church apparently came to be regarded as something of a 

problem. -)9241 Schrage does not limit the origin of "androcentric-patriarchal" thinking to the 

post-Pauline church, noting parallels in Greco-Roman and Rabbinic literature. Nevertheless, 

its evident connection to I Tim. 2 marks it as deutero- or even trito-Pauline in origin. 242 

Munro posits that "an extensive literary stratuný' has been interpolated into the Pauline letters 

and I Peter which emphasizes apostolic authority and subjection to it. The Pastoral epistles in 

their entirety belong to this stratum, and evidence of "subjectionist teaching" regarding to 

"the subordinate place of women, the vast institution of slavery, and the imperial authority of 

Rome" is found in numerous places in the Pauline letters, especially 1 Cor. 11: 2-16. Munro 

goes so far as to date this "Pastoral" revision of the Pauline letters to "the period before, 

"'See esp. Schmid, Marcion undsein Apostolos, pp. 297-98. 

240AIlison ("Let Women be Silent in the Churches, " p. 43) notes that the "old thesis" 
that "the decree in I Timothy is based on the Taceat is not so easily discarded, either ... the 
texts look like a very typical case of deutero-Pauline extension of Paul's teaching. " 

241 Walker, "Interpolations, " p. 233. 

. 
242SchrageIII, pp. 485-86; also Klauck, p. 106, to whom the only other alternative is 

to posit that the NT does not speak with a unified voice on the role of women in 

congregational life. 
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,, 113 during, and after the second Jewish war of 133-135. Interaction with this wide-ranging 

thesis is impossible here. However, the fact that already Clement of Rome and 2 Peter know 

of collections of Paul's letters, and that Marcion possessed a ten-letter corpus - which 

included I Cor. 14: 34-35 - only a few years later, makes it unlikely that the previous 

collections would have been so completely supplanted in so short a time so as to result in a 

manuscript tradition which never lacks the mulier taceat (let alone I Cor. 14: 32-38, as Munro 

posits). 

The assumption of the abandonment of Pauline egalitarianism in the communities that 

continued to use his letters is difficult to prove apart from the proposed interpolated and 

pseudonymous texts. This assumption is by no means universally held. Okland, for example, 

writes: "I do not share many of the presuppositions concerning the unique early Christian 

egalitarianism that make the interpolation arguments work. 11144 

G. Locational Evidence 

This evidence attempts to explain why the interpolation was made at in this location. 

The putative interpolation was placed at the end of I Cor. 14 because of a loose connection to 

"speaking, " "being subject, " and that this is the practice of "all the churches. " However, 

while there are connections to the surrounding material, those who reject the passage as non- 

Pauline argue that they are present in 14: 34-35 is a way that is completely different from the 

surrounding context. 245 

The use of internal evidence as applied to 1 Cor. 14: 34-35 is indecisive. The 

243Munro, Authority in Paul and Peter, pp. 148-50. 

244 Okland, Women in Their Place, p. 15 1. 

245 Walker, "Interpolations, " p. 234. Fee, First Corinthians, p. 702. 
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arguments against the authenticity of this passage are not as strong as they are in other 

interpolations in the NT manuscripts, notably the Pericope de adultera, the ending of Mark, 

and the doxology in Romans. "' Furthermore, all these passages have unambiguous evidence 

for their omission in the manuscripts, evidence which does not exist in the case of I Cor. 

14: 34-35. Finally, it is frequently difficult to disentangle the arguments made for or against 

the authenticity of this passage from a given researcher's theological concerns, regardless of 

that researcher's theological viewpoint. This warning is well expressed by I Delobcl: 

The present concern for the situation of man and woman in the church has greatly 
stimulated the proliferation of literature on this passage. In principle, this interest is 
positive, so long as it does not become an anachronistic bias hampering objective 
exegesis. Contemporary concern should not decide whether or not a statement cat? be 
Pauline. 247 

This does not diminish the role of internal evidence in this discussion, but should remind us 

that keeping evidence, meaning, implications, and our own contexts separate is a challenging 

task. 

IV The "Marginal Gloss" Theory 

As opposed to proposals of massive interpolation or extensive redaction in the Pauline 

letters, only the "marginal gloss" theory relies on text-critical evidence and argumentation. 

As noted above, the proposed extent of the secondary text, when considered as a problem of 

textual criticism, must be limited to the text that is in a different location in DFG and the 

Latin tradition. Indeed, the marginal gloss theory requires that the interpolation be so limited, 

for if the passage was a marginal gloss, no scribe would presumably insert one part of the 

246 See, respectively, Parker, The Living Text of the Gospels, pp. 95-102 and 124-47; J. 
K. Elliott, "The Text and Language of the Endings to Mark's Gospel, " Theologische 
Zeitschrifit 27 (1971), pp. 255-62 and "The Language and Style of the Concluding Doxology 
to the Epistle to the Romans. " 

2"Delobel, "Textual Criticism and Exegesis, " p. I 10 n. 40; Cf. Epp, Junia, p. 15. 
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marginal note after 14: 33 and another after 14: 40. The marginal gloss theory also differs from 

the interpolation or redaction theories in its reconstruction of the time at which the additions 

were made. While the latter posit editing prior to or during the final formation of the letter 

collection, the gloss theory places the activity in the scribal process, either during or 

immediately after the formation of the Corpus Paulinum. 

Gordon Fee has mounted the most significant and sustained defense of the secondary 

nature of 14: 34-35 as a gloss on a text-critical basis. First, using the basic procedure of all 

sound textual criticism, he argues that one must accept the reading as original that explains 

the rise of the others. "' Using this procedure, he lists three possible explanations for the fact 

that the disputed passage is found in the manuscripts located after both 14: 33 and 14: 40: 

Either (1) Paul wrote these words at this place and they were deliberately transposed 
to a position after v. 40; or (2) the reverse of this, they were written originally after v. 
40 and someone moved them forward to a position after v. 33; or (3) they were not 
part of the original text, but were a very early marginal gloss that was subsequently 
placed in the text at two different places. 249 

Fee concludes that the third scenario best accounts for the textual situation. He finds no 

parallel in the manuscript tradition which would explain either the first or second scenario. "' 

His argument hinges on this statement: 

Whatever else, scribes were chiefly copyists, trying to reproduce a second - readable 
and useful - copy of a written document. In this case, however, the "scribe" who 
"transposed" Paul's argument in this fashion can only have done so by deliberately 
rewriting the entire argument; it could not have happened by accident It is arguable, 

"'He labels this "Bengel's first principle" (First Corinthians, p. 699; repeated in 
"Excursus on the Text of I Cor. 14: 34-35, " p. 272), though Epp labels "the harder reading is 
to be preferred" as Bengel's "leading and classic canon" which was formulated in response to 
"his own urgent question as to which reading (in a given case) is likely to have arisen out of 
the others. " E. J. Epp, "The Eclectic Method in New Testament Textual Criticism: Solution 
or Symptom, " Harvard Theological Review 69 (1976), pp. 219-20. 

24'Fee, First Corinthians, p. 699. 

"'Also J. Weiss, p. 342. 
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of course, that the scribe left out a considerable portion and then reinserted it at a 
convenient place. But that is merely a possible solution without an ounce of historical 
probability. We are talking about dropping several lines of text (seven in ýP"), which 
could hardly be counted for as a copying error per se. "' 

At I Cor. 14: 34-35, movement of the passage as the result of repairing an unintentional 

omission caused by a leap is only a very remote possibility. Both homoioteleuton from the 

end of v. 33 (611 WN or, & I A&CKW) to the end of v. 35 (CKKXHC I& or C; KK>, GC I& I C) and 

hornoiarcton from the beginning of v. 34 (&1 FYN&I KCC) to the beginning of v. 36 (H &ý 

ymwN) are very unlikely. 252 Efforts to explain the displacement (it is always described as 

displacement from after v. 33 to after v. 40) based on scribal discomfort with the passage 

have, to this point, been unconvincing. 253 However, Fee's assertion that parallels for this type 

of displacement are found nowhere else in the manuscript tradition of the Corpus Paulinum 

remains to be tested. 

Nevertheless, while the uniqueness of this textual displacement has been used as 

evidence of its secondary nature, that same uniqueness raises the issue of why this marginal 

gloss was made - and apparently no others. Fee does not cite any evidence of any other gloss 

or marginal note which has crept into the text from an early edition of the Corpus. The 

examples he does offer are not found in the Pauline letters and differ significantly from what 

"'Fee, "Excursus on I Cor. 14: 34-35, " p. 277. 

"'What would be entirely expected is the leap from ExiKATlataig (v. 33) to 

EKxATjatatg (v. 34) in 2138. See Text und Textwert 11.2, p. 301.1 am not aware of anyone 

suggesting an accidental leap from one paragraph to the next (v- 34 and 36 begin paragraphs 
in A, for example), though the possibility exists. 

253 D. W. Bryce, "'As in All the Churches of the Saints. ' A Text-Critical Study of I 
Corinthians 14: 34,35, " Lutheran Theological Journal 31 (1987), pp. 31-39 proposes that 
Marcion omitted the verses because of the Judaic flavor, and the placement of the passage 
after 1 Cor. 14: 40 is the result of its reintroduction in some witnesses. He appears to be 

unaware, however, that Marcion in fact read the passage (as discussed above under "Patristic 
Evidence"). 
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he proposes in I Corinthians. "' John 5: 3b-4 differs from I Cor. 14: 34-5 in that it provides 

further information on the preceding material, not (as Fee proposes for the mulier Weal) a 

corrective to what precedes. 1 John 5: 7 is even less comparable, for it is adopted into Latin 

manuscripts from a fourth century Latin commentary, then very late in the tradition translated 

from Latin and added to a handful of Greek minuscules 255 - hardly similar circumstance to 

what Fee proposes for I Cor. 14: 34-35. 

Zuntz, with whom Fee regularly interacts in his commentary but does not cite here, 

does propose several passages "which must at one time have been written in the margin of 

the text [of an early copy of the Corpus Paulinum] and must have penetrated into it, either 

when the archetype was edited or even earlier. 99256 Rom. 7: 25b "may be an addition by Paul 

himself of a summing up by some early reader"; I Cor. 1: 16 "looks like a marginal addition 

by Paul himself, " PhIm. 19a is likely added from elsewhere in the Corpus Paulinuni; I Cor. 

10: 29b-30 does not conform to "the manner of the diatribe"; and I Cor. 14: 33b-35 "interrupts 

the evident connection between vv. 33a. and 36. Some scholars regard it as a Pauline addition, 

but the material contradiction with 11: 2ff. lends probability to the view that the passage is not 

original. " None of these, strictly speaking, involve textual variation in the manuscripts. For 

example it is 14: 34-35, not 14: 33b-35, that is in a different location. However, where Zuntz 

finds interruption and interpolation, recent scholars have found methods of argumentation 

that conform to Greco-Roman rhetoric. We have already discussed I Cor. 14: 34-35 above. 

The other passages cited by Zuntz have also been studied within their context and found to be 

114 Fee, First Corinthians, p. 705. 

"'Metzger, Textual Commentary, pp. 647-49; he notes several other additions to the 
manuscripts of I John. 

"'Zuntz, pp. 16-17. 
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less problematic than Zuntz suggests. For example, on I Cor. 1: 16 Margaret Mitchell notes 

1: 14-17 presents a brief narration which serves to refute Paul's own rhetorical 
question which combats their factionalism directly: Vil ... Etq -r6 tp6v 6vopa 
iPa1TTICYOIJTE. He dismisses this possible false impression immediately by a brief 

narration of his baptismal activities in Corinth in the past (the proper time frame for 

narration). But this is not a major concern. After this brief treatment, v. 17 provides a 
smooth transition into the Proof section, and introduces the first two topics, wisdom 
and the cross. This too conforms to rhetorical practice. 257 

Similar conclusions have been reached regarding Zuntz's other proposed interpolations. "' 

Cor. 4: 6 has also been proposed as a marginal note in pre-Corpus manuscript that was added 

- in a misread form - into the text. Zuntz does not discuss the passage; for our rejection of 

this analysis see the discussion ad loc. One cannot disprove, of course, that a single gloss was 

made at 1 Cor. 14. However, the lack of other examples makes the argument less convincing. 

Several other challenges confront the marginal gloss theory. First, it is unlikely that a 

gloss would be added which contradicts Paul's teaching. For this reason a common 

alternative proposal is that Paul himself added a marginal comment to the letter as something 

of an afterthought to the argument. "' Second, one must presume an "anti-feminist" tendency 

in second century Christianity, 160 which was pronounced enough to have led to insertions and 

alterations in the manuscripts - again in order to undermine Paul's instruction. Typically 

257Mitchell, Rhetoric ofReconciliation, pp. 201-2. 

... E. g., see the discussion of I Cor. 10: 29b-30 see Duane F. Watson, "I Cor. 10: 23- 
11: 1 in the Light of Greco-Roman Rhetoric, " Journal ofBiblical Literature 108 (1999), pp. 
301-18, esp. pp. 310-12. 

"'Jervis, "A Reconsideration of Paul's Limitation of the Free Speech, " p. 53; Wire, 
The Corinthian Women Prophets, p. 159; E. E. Ellis, "The Silenced Wives of Corinth (I Cor. 
14: 34-35), " pp. 213-20 in New Testament Textual Criticism: Its Signiflicancefor Exegesis, cd. 
E. J. Epp and G. D. Epp (Oxford: Clarendon, 1981), 213-20; R. W. Allison ("Let Women be 
Silent in the Churches") proposes a novel solution: That 14: 33b-36 is a fragment of an earlier 
Pauline letter, perhaps in response to the report from "Chloe's people" (I Cor. 1: 11). 

260Which must be contrasted with a presumed "egalitarian Paul. " The difficulties of 
this reconstruction has already been discussed under "Ideational Evidence. " 
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argued as a feature of the "Western" text of Acts, the alterations that are found result in 

66some loss of emphasis on women of leadership or prominence in Acts. ""' While the textual 

alterations that produce this effect are not to be minimized, at the same time it must be noted 

that none involve a lengthy insertion, as is proposed for the mulier faceat. Third, there is no 

attempt in any manuscript to downplay or excise women "praying or prophesying" in chapter 

11.262 Presumably, it would have been much easier to alter or remove a few words there than 

to add several lines of text in a place that is typically described as unsuitable for such 

instructions. 

Despite the lack of evidence in the manuscripts of the Corpus Paulinum of an attempt 

to make alterations in order to counter Paul's egalitarianism, the gloss theory remains 

prominent. Fee, in response to specific criticism of his theory, develops an argument that 

turns less on style and content than on disarming arguments that intentional alteration could 

have produced "displacement. " He argues that neither location can be original because in 

both places the passage disrupts the flow of the argument, but at the same time the disruption 

is not so extreme that it would prompt a scribe to move the passage from one location to the 

other . 
26' He then concludes: "one can scarcely find a viable reason for such a total disruption 

I'M. W. Holmes, "Women and the 'Western' Text of Acts, " pp. 183-203 in The Book 

ofActs as Church History. Apostelgeschichte als Kirchengeschichte, ed. T. Nicklas and M. 
Tilly (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2003), p. 203. Similarly, in the same volume, A. G. Brock 

concludes that the alterations to the text of Acts in Codex Bezae have the effect of 
"conventionalizing the portrayals of women's roles, even removing or changing the order of 
names if need be. " "Appeasement, Authority, and the Role of Women in the D-Text of Acts, " 

pp. 205-24 (citation on p. 224). 

... Holmes notes a similar flaw in past discussions of the "anti-feminist" tendency in 
the "Western" text of Acts: "A failure to include in an overall assessment those instances 

where positive statements have not been altered. " ("Women and the 'Western' Text of Acts, " 
p. 202). 

263 Fee's argument initially sounds tautologous: "Likewise, if [both locations] can be 

shown to 'fit' reasonably well in either place, they can both be shown equally as well not to 



543 

of Paul's argument, if either of the early texts were original; by the same token, one can give 

perfectly good reasons for the double interpolation, since the argument can be made to work 

equally well in either location. ""4The rest of this discussion will demonstrate that 

displacements similar to that found in I Cor. 14 have taken place in the Corpus Paulinum, 

then seek to identify a motive for the displacement of the verses to the position after v. 40. 

V Lengthy Insertions in the Corpus Paulinum 

Three insertions in the Corpus Paulinum have been located in witnesses not 

associated with the bilinguals or the Latin tradition. Two of them are attested onlY in 075, a 

tenth century manuscript with commentary that lacks almost all of I Corinthians (up to 

15: 28). At Col 3: 17, following 8t' allTOU, 075 adds uTroTacrcyo[lEvot aXXTlXotq F-v ýopw 

XPICYTOU, a verbatim insertion from Eph. 5: 21. At I Tim. 3: 2, the same manuscript adds, after 

ýIA04EVov, aypulTvov 8topaTticov ýEovTa TW TrvEuVaTt ("watchful, clear-sighted, 

overflowing with the spirit"). The source of this reference has not been identified ; 265 it may 

have been inserted from the commentary portion of the manuscript. 266 These examples do not 

help us untangle the problem at I Cor. 14: 34-35; they are unique to one late manuscript 

which has been in contact with numerous other Greek texts. 

Because of its antiquity, a third insertion is more relevant to this discussion. A scrics 

of revisions at Gal. 4: 22-26 has been lost to the manuscripts but preserved in the patristic 

evidence. Based on Tertullian's citation in Adversus Marcionem 5,4,28, Hamack proposed 

fit in either place. " Fee, "Excursus on 1 Cor. 14: 34-35, " p. 275. 

"'Fee, "Excursus on I Cor. 14: 34-35, " p. 276. 

211A search of TLG yielded some examples similar to ýEOVTa TW TivEuvaTl, though 
these did not use the other words in the near context. 

I do not have access to images of 075. 
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that Marcion. bad reworked the passage himself. "' Both Clabeaux and Schmid point out, 

however, that the readings are found also in the Annenian translation of Ephracm, thus 

making it unlikely that Marcion is the source. Rather, a pre-Marcionite form of the text has 

been edited and used by both. 2'8 The editing is extensive . 
269At 4: 23 there is a 

substitution/addition: ". .. one people of the Jews, according to the law begotten unto 

slavery" in place of "one from Mount Sinai, begetting into slavery" (Ephracm), or, in 

Marcion's text, "one from Mount Sinai in the synagogue of the Jews, begetting into slavery. " 

At 4: 26 two additions take place, the first of which is based on Eph. 1: 2 1. After "the 

Jerusalem from above is free, " Ephraem adds, "just as Sara, and it is above all powers and 

principalities; ""' and again after "our mother" he adds, "the holy church, which we confess. " 

Tertullian's citation of Marcion reveals a much lengthier insertion from Eph. 1: 2 1. After "the 

other" (the referent being the "Jerusalem from above") is found, "begetting above every 

principality, power, dominion, and every name that is named, not only in this age, but also in 

the one which is to come; " and following "which is our mother" Marcion reads "in which we 

have the promise of the holy church. " Schmid's detailed analysis demonstrates that both 

writers are working from the same textual basis, with Ephraem incorporating the glosses 

more carefully into the passage. Schmid's source-critical analysis is strengthened by his 

... Adolf von Hamack, Marcion. Das Evangelium vomfremden Gott, 2. Auflage 
(Leipzig, J. C. Hinrichs Verlag, 1924), pp. 46-47. 

"'Clabeaux, Lost Edition of the Letters ofPaul, pp. 118-19; Schmid, Afarcion und 
sein Apostolos, pp. 125-29. 

"'The discussion of this passage is based on Schmid, Marcion tindscin Apostolos, p. 
128. 

"'Schmid (Marcion undsein Apostolos, p. 129 n. 228) points out that Molitor's 
reconstruction of Ephraem's text of Eph. 1: 21 also ends, as does his additional text at Gal. 
4: 26, after the first two elements. This is unlikely to be mere coincidence. 



545 

observation that the editing reflects an enhancement of the latent anti-judaic sentiment of the 

passage, a sentiment which is known to exist in Christian circles of the late-first and early- 

second centuries (and later). '" 

It must be concluded, therefore, that additions and interpolations took place in the 

Corpus Paulinum after the initial formation of the Apostolos. Only if Ephesians and Galatians 

were considered of equal "value" (and likely present in the same codex) would one be used to 

supply a perceived lack in the other. This extremely early editing - which must have taken 

place prior to Marcion - has had no impact on the transmission of the Greek text. 272 The only 

reading that may conceivably be connected is the addition of TraVTWv after PTITTlp at 4: 26 (MI 

AKL 056 075 cet). This is more likely, however, a typical addition, and not related by either 

theme or textual consanguinity to Ephraern or Marcion. 

While this editing involves the insertion of a passage from one letter of the Corpus 

Paulinum into another, it does not mirror what is frequently proposed for the origin of 1 Cor. 

14: 34-34: that a marginal gloss, based on I Tim. 2: 12ff., was written into the margin of an 

early (indeed, usually the earliest) manuscript of 1 Cor. 14. First, the added text in Galatians 

matches precisely the wording of the source text in Ephesians. This does not match what the 

putative interpolator of I Cor. 14: 34-35 has done with his proposed source, I Tim. 2: 9ff. 

Second, the elements that are not adopted from Ephesians are seamlessly incorporated into 

the structure of the sentences in Gal. 4: 22-26, while the material from Ephesians is kept 

whole. Such is not the case in 1 Cor. 14: 34-35, where the proposed gloss itself would be a 

"'See in particular Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos, p. 129 and his conclusion (p. 
311) that the Vorlage of Marcion's Apostolos already contained anti-Judaic elements. 

272 Aside from the typical addition/omission of articles and prepositions in some 
minuscules, the only textual problems are examples of parablepsis at v. 25 (cqap ... ayap) 
and v. 26(ECYTtV 

... ECTIV M ). 
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mixture of themes from I Tim. 2 as well as foreign elements, so that the "source" is not 

immediately obvious apart from one or two vocables. 

The comparison of the transmissional histories of these passages does shed light on 

the problem. While I Cor. 14: 34-35 is read in every witness, including Marcion and 

Ephraem, the edited form of Gal. 4: 22-26 exists only in those two writers. Yet both readings 

undeniably existed prior to the middle of the second century. What transmission process can 

account for this, if the "gloss theory" were accepted? I Cor. 14: 34-35 must have been written 

into the margin of a manuscript. Next, a subsequent copy placed the gloss in the text itself. In 

what is now at least the third generation, a copy of one of these manuscripts underwent 

extensive revision at Gal. 4: 22-26. Then copies of this edited manuscript were disseminated 

widely enough to be used by Marcion, likely in Rome by 144 2" and still in existence at the 

time of Ephraem in the fourth century. This edited version of Eph. 4: 22-26 then disappeared 

from the manuscript tradition, but 1 Cor. 14: 34-35 persisted. One must therefore posit at least 

four generations of manuscripts between the initial Corpus and Marcion, with both glosses 

taking hold in the tradition virtually immediately, then one of them disappearing. In this 

reconstruction, it seems that only Zuntz's or Ellis' proposals are viable, that the gloss was 

placed in the margin of the first copy of the Corpus Paulinum. To posit anything other, such 

as simply a -very early marginal gloss""' are likely ruled out by the larger picture of the 

development of Ephraem's and Marcion's text. One must compress the period in which the 

mulier taceat was added to the Corpus Paulinum and gained a foothold into an extremely 

273 Harnack, Marcion, pp. 25-26, proposes that Marcion's produced his New 
Testament and his Antitheses in Rome between 139 and 144. A native of Pontus on the Black 
Sea, it is of course possible that Marcion brought an Apostolos text with him. This might 
account the similarity of Marcion's text to the early Syriac tradition described by Schmid, in 
Marcion und sein Apostolos, p. 311 and Ephraern in particular on pp. 278-79. 

27'Fee, First Corinthians, p. 699. 
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brief period. The later one dates the origins of the gloss, the less likely it is that the "gloss 

theory" can explain the shift of the passage from after 14: 33 to after 14: 40. 

VI. Insertions and Displacements in DFG and the Latin Tradition 

The "gloss theory" becomes unnecessary when it is recognized that the editorial 

activity seen in I Cor. 14 in DFG and the Latin tradition takes place elsewhere in the 

Corpus Paulinum text of those same witnesses. DFG and the Latin tradition attest five other 

textual additions or displacements in the Corpus Paulinum . 
275 These indicate intentional 

textual displacements, similar to what took place at 1 Cor. 14. Furthermore, several of them, 

combined with other evidence, indicate a particular awareness of the book of Acts and the 

role of Prisc(ill)a... with respect to what happens "in all the churches. " 

Three displacements occur in Romans 16. First, at Rom. 16: 3 after tylaou is read xat 

-rTIv ica-r otictav au-rwv r;, 1(1cATjctav, having been moved there from 16: 5, where it follows 

Tracrat at ErKAijot at TWV EOvwv. The shift is attested by DF G117 and VL 6175 77 78 86 

r B27' but not 89 (which in Rom. 15-16 derives from a Latin tradition unconnected to the D- 

"T G alone shifts clause-length text at Rom. 15: 23 and adds text at Gal. 5: 10. These 
are discussed in the chapter on DFG. 

"'Acts consistently uses TrpticnctAXa; the variation in the manuscripts of the Corpus 
Paulinum will be discussed at 1 Cor. 16: 19 below. 

... P omits Kai TTiv xaT omtav allTWV EKKATIcriav from 16: 5 but does not add it at 
16: 3; parablepsis is not an obvious reason for the omission, and may indicate that the 
alteration influenced Greek manuscripts outside the narrow bilingual tradition, as did the shift 
of 1 Cor. 14: 34-35 in 88* 915. 

IIIIFBis the leading witness of a cluster of Vetus Latina witnesses labeled the Ir group 
(also IFA and Fc). All the witnesses of this group share the readings discussed here in I 
Corinthians, but only IF' has been checked for its readings in Rom. 16 and Gal. 4. 
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tex t279) 
, Ambrosiaster, or Pelagius. Because the passage is moved from the later location to 

the earlier it cannot have been caused by accidental omission which was later noticed and 

added in the wrong place. Furthermore, it moves the phrase "the church in their house" closer 

to the referent of the pronoun, so that it is now clear that the church being greeted is the one 

at Prisc(ill)a's and Aquila's house. In so doing, however, the two relative clauses that modify 

Prisc(ill)a and Aquila (16: 4) are separated from their referent. This myopic shift therefore 

disrupts the flow of the passage. 

A second shift takes place at Rom. 16: 16, from which the phrase icat at EKKATIat at 

17acrat TOU XpicTou is shifted to a position after pou at 16: 21. Virtually the same witnesses 

attest this alteration: DFG and VL 75 77 78 86. The reading of 611" shows the process by 

which most of these displacements were removed by comparison to other witnesses: The 

phrase is read both at 16: 16 and 16: 21.111 Subsequent manuscripts would likely have removed 

the repeated text. This is not surprising in these I-text witnesses, which have been influenced 

by D-text readings. As at 16: 3, this shift appears to be the result of intentional editing, for the 

verb and its object (aalw4ov-rat upaq / salutant vos) are omitted from 16: 16 but not added 

at 16: 21, where the noun phrase is incorporated into the syntax. In contrast to 16: 3, however, 

there does not appear to be a significant advantage to the shift. It moves the greeting from 

66all the churches" away from the command to "greet with a holy kiss" to the position among 

several personal greetings. It may be that, as at 16: 3, the greeting from "all the churches" was 

`Frede, Neuer Paulustext 1,91-123, who concludes on p. 122: "Wir kommen zu dem 
Ergebnis, daß Budapest auch in den Schlußkapiteln des Römerbriefs einen altlateinischen 
Text bietet, allerdings von anderer Art. Er ist nicht mehr im wesentlichen dem D-Typ 
zuzuweisen! ' 

280ACcording to Frede's table in Neuer Pauluskommentar, p. 109, IF' shares the 
reading of 61 here, though since I do not have access to images of this witness for Romans I 
cannot verify its text. 
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felt to be more appropriate in a different location, though again there does not appear to be an 

obvious benefit to its new position. 

A third shift is the removal of the benediction of 16: 20 to the end of 16: 24. Again, 

this is attested by DFGP and VL 6175 77 78 86 IF' (om tylaou Xpta-rw FG 77 78). This 

also is evidence of editing since it moves the benediction to what in the bilingual and D-text 

witnesses is the conclusion of the letter. The textual problem of the conclusion of Romans is 

a complex issue beyond the scope of this project. "' Nonetheless, as in the other examples of 

displacement, a perceived problem with the position of an entire sentence led to its shift. This 

alteration appears to have produced in the Greek tradition a larger echo than the previous 

two, perhaps because it does serve as an apt conclusion to the letter. Several Greek 

manuscripts read the benediction at both 16: 20 and 16: 24 (T 049 056 688 69 pc), while 

others - notably including P, w ic s owed possible influence from the "Western" reading at 

Rom. 16: 5 282 - reads the benediction both at 16: 20 and after the doxology (also 33 pc). 

Next, these same witnesses attest two clause-length additions. At I Cor. 16: 19 the role 

of Prisc(ill)a is again involved. An explanatory gloss, following the greeting from a6v -rfi 

iKaT' 6txov a6TCOV WcAilcria, explains that Paul stayed with them: Trap oug iKat 

"'Helpful discussions are: H. J. Gamble, Jr., The Textual History of the Letter to the 
Romans; J. K. Elliott, "The Language and Style of the Concluding Doxology to the Epistle to 
the Romans"; H. J. Frede, Ein neuer Paulustext und Kommentar, Bd. 1, VL 7 (Freiburg: 
Herder, 1973), pp. 91-123; Altlateinische Paulus-Handschriften, VL 4 (Freiburg: Herder, 
1964), pp. 152-58; K. Aland, "Der SchluB und die ursprflngliche Gestalt des R6merbriefes, " 
pp. 284-301 in Neutestamentliche Entwfirfie (MiInchen: Chr. Kaiser Verlag, 1979); P. 
Lampe, "Zur Textgeschichte des R6merbriefes, " Novum Testamentum 27 (1985), pp. 273-77. 

"'The readings of P in these examples (Rom. 16: 5,24) should be compared to that of 
88 915 at I Cor. 14. In all these cases, manuscripts which are not "'Western"' nevertheless 
attest displacements which are otherwise attested only in "Western" witnesses. 
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4cvtýopat D (4EVýopat F G). "' This insertion draws upon to the account of Acts 18, 

particularly v. 3, since this is the only passage where Paul is described as staying with the 

couple. However, direct literary dependence is not likely, since Acts 18: 3 uses the verb 

pivwl" while the insertion uses 4Evi - ýw, "' to describe Paul's having stayed with Prisc(ill)a 

and Aquila. 286 Acquaintance with Acts is further demonstrated by the use of the spelling 

l7ptaxtAa by much of the Latin tradition, CDFGKLT, and the "Byzantine" tradition. "' 

The insertion is clearly secondary. 288 It should not be overlooked, however, that the only 

detail imported from Acts into the Latin/bilingual manuscripts of Paul is connected to 

Prisc(ill)a and, as in two of the displacements in Rom. 16, the phrase "all the churches. " 

The second clause-length addition attested by the Latin tradition and the bilinguals 

differs from the previous four examples in that it involves the insertion of a sentence from 

283 apud quos et hospitor 77 78; apud quos etiam hospitor IF' Pel'; apud aliter quos 
etiam hospitor 89. 

"'Acts 18: 3 reads: xal 8t& To' O[IOTEXVOV Elvat 'E[iEv, -v Trap' a6Td-1g, Kall 
9%10 11PY64ETO* hoav y&p (YKTIVOTrOIO"I Tfi TEXVIJ; Codex Bezae reads Trpog allTOU; for Trap' 11 
a6-rcill; and omits ýaav ... Ti TI EXVTI- 

1114EAýw occurs seven times in Acts, but not in chapter 18. 

"'Acts 18 in the "Western" text of Acts has been the subject of study as to whether or 
not it reflects "anti-feminist" revision. Holmes concludes: "This evidence, though hardly 
inconsequential, seems hardly sufficient to justify the degree of assurance that has been 
accorded the hypothesis of deliberate 'anti-feminist' alteration to the 'Western' text of Acts. " 
("Women and the 'Western' Text of Acts, " p. 202). He discusses five variants at Acts 18: 2-3, 
noting that only one (the addition of Aquila without mention of Priscilla) shows any - albeit 
minimal - potential evidence of concern over the role of women. 

... At both Rom. 16: 3 and 2 Tim. 4: 19 some two dozen miniscules (also 075 at 2 Tim. 
4: 19) use -aptaxtMav. Priscilla is much more common in the Latin witnesses, read at Rom 
16: 3 by 61 Vr'Amst Pel and at 2 Tim. 4: 19 by 6178 Vg" Amst Pel'. 

"%Evfýw is found nowhere else in the Corpus Paulinum; there is no motive for the 
deletion of this clause. 
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one Pauline letter into another. Again, the same witnesses are involved, here joined by 89 

and virtually the entire Latin commentary tradition (Marius Victorinus, Ambrosiaster, 

Sedulius Scottus, and the B recension of Pelagius). Indeed, this reading is the only form of 

Gal. 4: 17 known to either the D-text or the I-text. Its origins are obvious. Paul warns the 

Galatians that his opponents want them to "be zealous for them" (i. e., their opponents). 

Following this warning, and keying on the imperative ýqAouTE / aemulamini, these witnesses 

add a positive command: ýTJAOUTE 8E Ta xprrTw XapiapaTa D (F G ýEAOUTat)/ 

aemulamini autem meliora dona. While the Latin form of the insertion closely parallels I 

Cor. 12: 31 (aemulamini autem dona meliora 6175 77 78 89), 290 the Greek text found at Gal. 

4: 17 is significantly different from the Greek of DFG at 1 Cor. 12: 3 1: ý11AOUTE 8E Ta 

XaptapaTa Ta lcpEtaaoya. This reading cannot be derived from the Greek of DFG for three 

reasons. First, as discussed at 11: 17, the archetype of DFG never uses the spelling -TT-, only 

-acr-. This indicates an insertion that postdates that archetype. Second, the form KPITTW, 

which uses the Attic tennination, is found nowhere else either in Paul or the bilinguals. Third, 

a different attributive position is used for the adjective at Gal. 4: 17 than at I Cor. 12: 3 1, one 

which is not found at that place in any Greek manuscript. Since the addition at Gal. 4: 17 

cannot be attributed to an insertion by the creator of the archetype of DFG, it can only 

derived from three sources: 1) it was added prior to that archetype in Greek, independent of 

the Latin; 2) it was added to a predecessor of that Greek archetype based on the Latin; or 3) it 

was added to the Greek text of that archetype as an adaptation to the Latin. The first proposal 

is ruled out by the forms found in the insertion, while the third is made more likely by 

2"86 is not extant here. 

... The Vulgate of I Cor. 12: 31 reads aemulamini autem charismata maiora, which 
cannot have been the source for the insertion in Galatians. 
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recalling that the archetype of DFG has made adaptations to the Latin in numerous places, 

as described in the chapter on DFG. 

Before tuming to I Cor. 14: 34-35, it is helpful to make clear that there is a core group 

of Latin witnesses that share most of these alterations with the bilinguals: 

D* FG 88 1 915 
- 

61 75 77 78 86 89 rBI FI R AMst CY MAR PELB SED-S 

Rom 16: 3 x x I x x x x x x I 
- - - 

Rom 16: 21 X X I M x x X- M x I 
. 

- - - 
Rom 16: 24 X X I x x x x x x x x 

I Cor 14: 41 X X X X X X X X - X x x x x 

I Cor 16: 19 X X x x x x - x x x 

Gal 4: 17 
_ý 

X IX x Ix Ix Ix I- x xI xI xI x 

At least five of these alterations, perhaps excluding Rom. 16: 24, must have been the work of 

a single editor. First, because none of these alterations can be attributed to accidental causes 

or copyist activity, all must have been intentional. Second, the displacements and additions 

are all made on the basis of a single key word: At Rom. 16: 3 and I Cor. 16: 19 it is the 

reference to Prisc(ill)a and Aquila; at Gal. 4: 17 it is the word ýIJXOUTE; at Rom. 16: 2 1, 

acm4OVTat; I Cor. 14: 40 ends with xaT& -rdtty ytvEaOw (the cognate verb 61TOTaacyw 

occurs at 14: 34). Only Rom. 16: 24 is not attributable to connection by key word. Third, 

because the alterations are based on keywords and not the larger context, several alterations 

disrupt the flow of the argument. This is most obvious at Gal. 4: 17, and to a lesser degree 

Rom. 16: 3 and I Cor. 14. At Rom. 16: 21 the displacement is not obviously superior to the 

original form of the text. The motivation for the shift made at Rom. 16: 24, however, is much 

more obvious. Fourth, every alteration involves the insertion or displacement of material 

from texts that were viewed as authoritative, perhaps even canonical. All three in Rom. 16 

and that in I Cor. 14 simply move text, though in each case by several verses. At Gal. 4 it is 

the addition of material from I Corinthians, and at I Cor. 16: 19 the addition of material that 
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is derived from, though not a verbatim citation of, Acts 18. The similar editorial method 

indicates that the alterations at Rom. 16: 3,21,24; 1 Cor. 14; and Gal. 4: 17 are the work of a 

single individual. 

In addition, the consistently unique witnesses that attest these alterations indicate that 

they were all produced at the same time. The possibility that all six took place independently 

before being gathered together in virtually the identical witnesses is so unlikely that it must 

be ruled out. Furthermore, there is no documentary evidence that any one alteration is 

chronologically prior to any other. In fact, the addition at Gal. 4: 17 is found already in 

Cyprian and has wider attestation than the shift of I Cor. 14: 34-35, which is avoided by 

Pelagius. One question that cannot be definitively answered yet is the question of whether 

these alterations were made in the Latin text and then brought into the Greek, or the reverse. 

Because Gal. 4: 17 could not have been in the Greek exemplar of the ancestor of DFG (as 

described above), that alteration is likely to have originated in the Latin tradition. This may 

indicate that the editor is to be sought in the Latin tradition rather than the Greek. In any case, 

the alterations do not go back to what Fee describes as a very early copy of the collection, but 

to a later period. 

Nevertheless, the displacement of the mulier taceat may now be studied in light of the 

intentional editing seen elsewhere in these same witnesses. Four alterations cluster around 

references to women and in particular Prisc(ill)a, what took place in her "house church, " and 

"all the churches" (Rom. 16: 3,2 1; 1 Cor. 14: 34-3 5; 16: 19). It is clear that the editor was able 

to compare Paul's references to Prisc(ill)a and Aquila with those found in Acts, even making 

reference to the Acts narrative with the insertion at I Cor. 16: 19. The alterations do not in 

any way minimize Prisc(ill)a or her role. However, this knowledge of and interest in 

Prisc(ill)a and her role in "the church in her house" may have raised concerns. Ambrosiaster, 
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who is among the witnesses to the position of the mulier taceal after I Cor. 14: 40, explains at 

I Cor. 16: 19 that Prisc(ill)a could not possibly have had a role equivalent to what he knew as 

a "presbyter": 

He recalls two churches, the public and the domestic. He calls one public, where they 
all come together; domestic, the one into which he is gathered through friendship. 
That alone is called "church, " where the presbyter celebrates the solemn 
observances. "' 

Prisc(ill)a's activity in the "church in their house" is not at all being addressed in I Cor. 12- 

14. However, it may have been of interest to the reviser of the Latin/bilingual text of the 

Corpus. I Cor. 14: 34-35, where women are commanded to be "silent, " follows the injunction 

to conform to the practice of what Paul "teaches" in "all the churches. " This would appear to 

contradict what was taking place in Prisc(ill)a's "house church. " By shifting 14: 34-35 to the 

position after v. 40, however, the injunction to "silence" is disassociated from the practice of 

"all the churches" and connected to the command to do things "decently and in order. " In this 

way, women in general, perhaps with a view toward Prisc(ill)a in particular, are protected 

from contradicting Paul's teaching on the universal practice of the church (I Cor. 14: 33), or, 

stated another way, brought under apostolic authority and "order. " 

Any proposed motive for an alteration must, however, remain tentative. Even if a 

clear motive cannot be identified, however, these six alterations in the bilingual/Latin 

"'At Rom. 16: 3 Ambrosiaster reflects a similar understanding of6'house church '1: 6'He 
[Paul] greets also their household and household servants, which he calls 'church, ' because 
they were disciples of holy men in respect to faith. " At Rom. 16: 7, where the proper 
understanding of the phrase 011TIVE; EIICYIV ElTICYIIVOI EV Toll; &nOGTOXOI; (with reference 
to Andronicus and lunia) is in question, Ambrosiaster does not interpret the phrase as 
implying that Iulia (as he knows her) was an apostle: "These are relatives both according to 
the flesh and the spirit, in the same way that the angel also spoke to Mary: 6And behold! 
Your relative Elisabeth, etc. " Whom [Andronicus and lulia] he also declared to be favorable 
to the earlier apostles with his own testimony, and with them suffered captivity for the cause 
of the faith; on that account those were fully worthy of honor. " 
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tradition of the Corpus Paulinum provide direct evidence to disprove a key argument for the 

secondary nature of I Cor. 14: 34-35: "There is no precedent for their [copyists] becoming 

redactors of this particular kind, at least not in the Pauline corpus. ""' In fact, the very 

manuscripts that move I Cor. 14: 34-35 to the position after v. 40 make three other identical 

displacements as well as two insertions of material based on parallel texts. Furthermore, not 

only do these witnesses make the very types of displacements that Fee argues never occur, 

the content of the edited material evidences an awareness of Prisc(ill)a's house church. 

Previous researchers have tentatively proposed that discomfort over a "command" to "silence 

291 
women" in the assemblies may have led to their displacement. It may have been that 

discomfort over what one woman, Prisc(ill)a, did in her house church that was the concern. 

The fact that her activities - well-known to the editor - were problematic compared to what 

took place "in all the churches of the saints" led to the displacement. By moving the passage, 

Prisc(ill)a's actions could be distanced from the "all the churches" and brought under the 

6'order" that was desired by Paul in I Cor. 14. While a direct connection to the editorial 

activity seen in the text of Codex Bezae in Acts 18 is not likely, this scenario does match 

what has been observed in the way that the alterations there affect women's roles. If there is 

not an "anti-feminist" tendency, there is a concern that the description of women's activities 

be in correspondence with apostolic order, and results in a "loss of emphasis on women of 

leadership or prominence. ""' This description of scribal activity also coheres with a 

suggestion of Delobel, that "scribes sometimes acted as (re-)interpreters, and that they 

292 Fee, "Excursus on I Cor. 14: 34-35, " p. 278. 

2"Niccum, "The Voice of the Manuscripts, " p. 255; Witherington, Conflict and 
Community in Corinth, p. 288; Odell-Scott, "Editorial Dilemma, " pp. 68-74. 

... Holmes, "Women and the 'Western' Text of Acts, " p. 203; similarly Brock, 
"Appeasement, Authority, and the Role of Women, " p. 224. 
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performed their exegesis by 'surgical' intervention, which was their privilege, at least for 

some time. ""' 

As a result, 1) there is no evidence of a text of I Corinthians that lacked I Cor. 14: 34- 

35; 2) the internal evidence that is used to argue that the passage (and often the surrounding 

sentences) are secondary is not as decisive as is often portrayed; and 3) the "gloss theory" to 

explain the displacement is shown to be unnecessary for two reasons: First, the same 

witnesses that displace 1 Cor. 14: 34-35 do the same thing in the same way elsewhere in the 

Corpus Paulinum; second, a potential motivation for the displacement of the mulier laceal 

has been identified: a concern over the role of Prisc(ill)a in her house church, which is 

consistent with scribal activity seen in the "Western" text of Acts. The conclusion that the 

differing locations of I Cor. 14: 34-35 requires the conjecture of a post-Pauline insertion is 

unnecessary. If the passage is to be viewed as post-Pauline, the displacement of the passage 

in DFG and the Latin tradition cannot be used as part of the argument. 

14: 37.166 [noted at 7: 13.47] 

14: 37.167 [discussed at 14: 9.35] 

14: 37.168 

The shifting location of EvroAij / EVToXat bespeaks its secondary nature. It is placed 

before (R* pc) and after (256 263 pc) Kuptou and after Ecr-riv /Elcriv (ýp46 M2 BD 2 KLT 

048 0243 33 263 1241' 1739*pm). The only reading that can account for this is found Do F G, 

the non-Vulgate Latin tradition, and Origen2" which lacks the noun. Without the noun the 

2"Delobel, "Textual Criticism and Exegesis, " p. I 11. He makes this suggestion after 
his discussion of 1 Cor. 14: 34-35, which he considers authentic. 

294- 
pragmenta in evangelium Joannis, fr. 83. 
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text is clear, the addition simply supplies the predicate. It does so, however, using a non- 
9 J, 

Tj at I Cor. 7: 25). Pauline word; EVTOAq is found nowhere else in Paul (LTrtTay 297 It also 

creates a non-Pauline word order, for the sequence genitive noun-copulative-head noun is 

unique. The consistent sequence is instead head noun-genitive noun-copulative (Rom. 1: 16; 

2: 2; 1 Cor. 1: 18; 6: 15; 11: 7). In the end, no motive for its omission can be given, but its 

insertion clarifies the text by supplying the implied noun. 

Unconnected to the question Of EVTOATJ the reading OEou forKupiou in A 1739' and 

Origen. The correction in 1739 is adopted from the marginal note, which contains the citation 

from Origen. "' The source of the reading in A, however, is unlikely to be Origen, but does 

reflect its tendency to replace nomen sacrum with a fonn of OEoq (see discussion at 10: 9). 

14: 37.167 [discussed at 14: 9.35] 

14: 38.170 

Whether one reads the indicative ayvor; tTat or the imperative ayvoEITW, significant 

exegetical issues remain. "' Parallels can be given for both; Zuntz cites 7: 15 as a parallel for 

the imperative (EI 5 ICYTOq XWPI'ýETat, XWpjý CyOW), 30 diT E' but there is also a parallel also 

297 Fee (First Corinthians, p. 700, n. 3) rejects Zuntz's conclusion, arguing that a 
scribe would not use a non-Pauline word. This does not makeLVTOAT'l any more Pauline, nor 
does it account for the word order variation or explain why manuscripts would have omitted 
the word. Lietzmann (p. 75) rejects the noun, Schrage (III, p. 460 n. 558) accepts it, but 
Thiselton (p. 1163) does make a decision. 

"'Zuntz, P. 77; Birdsall, "A Study of MS. 1739, " p. 57. 

299 See the summary by Clark, "Textual Criticism and Doctrine, " pp. 62-63 as well as 
the commentaries (Fee, First Corinthians, p. 712; Schrage 111, pp. 460-61; Thiselton (pp. 
1162-6) is the most complete, recognizing that the typical distinction between being 
"ignored" by men or by God is a false one. All these writers adopt ayvoEtTal. 

"Zuntz, P. 107. 
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for the indicative passive fonn in the archetypical text of 8: 3 (El St -riq &yalT4,05TOg 

V r; yvwaTat). The imperative, easily altered from &I to (D, may have been influenced by the 

imperative in the previous sentence. Furthermore, the variation should not be considered in 

isolation from the addition of r; v-roAT1 at 14: 37. The imperative command to 6'ignore" those 

who themselves ignore is more suitable when Paul's instructions are called a "command of 

the Lord. " DFG and some of the Latin tradition, the same witnesses that avoid the insertion 

at 14: 37, all read the indicative at 14: 38. 

14: 39.171 

While the vocative a8EAýot is frequently a secondary addition in the Corpus 

Paulinum (see 11: 2.3), where aSEAýot is firm pou is more frequently omitted than added 

(see 6: 12.46). Zuntz also recognizes this fact, yet considers the presence of Vou to be 

secondary at 14: 39, this in spite of the tendency of both ýp46 and DFG to omit frequently the 

pronoun in such cases. 

14: 39-172; 14: 39.173 

Zuntz correctly points out that the addition/omission of the article before ActXetv is 

tied to the addition/omission of the preposition, while the displacement of yMcraat; is a 

secondary, but related, issue. "' He fails to note, however, that the article is omitted before 

1TP0ý11TEUElVin F G, a significant element which will be discussed later. In one of the 

lengthiest discussions of any single unit of variation in his study, Zuntz argues that the 

omission of Ev is due to the stock phrase, AccWtv yAwacrat; 302, which would also cause the 

'O'Zuntz, pp. 29-3 1. 

"'Though it must be pointed out that because the "stock phrase"' occurs only in the 
"Byzantine" text, it is less likely to account for its omission in 1739 than in 5 442. 
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10 shift of yAwaaatq. This is the most likely explanation for alterations at the end of 14: 39. MTI 

KWAUETE EV yAwcycyatq (ýP` B) was altered to Ev yAwcraatg pil mXuvc (D* FG lat syP). 

Subsequently, the Ev was dropped: by NA P"' 048" 0150 0243 1739 pc with the q3" B 

word order, and by "Byzantine" text with the D* FG lat syP word order. 

More difficult however, is the presence or absence of the article. Zuntz argues that 

"the parallel with the first half of the verse (ýtJAOGTE T6 TrPOýTJTE&IV) would cause the 

article to be added before ; kC(Xt-, V,,, 303 
with context requiring the wording of ýP" B: 

Paul could see good reason for not using the article again before XcMtv, for its 

addition, while compulsory after ýTJAOGTE, was at best optional after U and its IKWA 'ETE 

absence before AaWv stresses the accessory character of glossolaly. The spurious 
additional article has a parallel in ix. 13, where -ra has been added before LK ToG 
IEpoo on the model of the preceding Ta' it, -pa'. The wording, then, which we 
commend would convey the meaning: 'Concentrate upon prophecy, even though 
(some) glossolaly should not be prevented. The nuancy of the phrase squares with the 
tendency of the whole chapter and thus vindicates the reading of ýp46 B. 

Perhaps Zuntz recognizes the weakness of his arguments here in the statement: "Why should 

a most outstanding group of manuscripts (ýp46 B 1739) have omitted the article which was 

protected by a parallel in the same sentence? '9304As we have seen, Zuntz elsewhere denies 

that arguing on the basis of the "best manuscript(sy, is valid in the NT. 

Can other explanations be sought for the addition or omission of the article? The 

variant cited from I Cor. 9: 13 is not a true parallel, for it involves adding an article used as a 

substantive for clarification of the object. Indeed, there are very few examples in the NT that 

parallel this construction in 14: 39, where two clauses, each with imperatives and infinitives, 

are joined by a conjunction. The closest is 2 Cor. 8: 10-11, where the first clause (with an 

lo'Zuntz, 30. 

104Zuntz, 30. 
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indicative verb): o"trtvEg o6 povov To" Trotýoat'o' Wa Kal T6 OiAriv l7pom1p4acy0c 

&Tr6 TrEpuat is connected by vuAl 8E Kall with -r6 lmtýcrat LTri-rEXEcYaTE. The rarity of this 

construction may have contributed to the attempts to modify in I Cor. 14: 39. 

A helpful line of inquiry is to examine Paul's use of the infinitive. There are 10 

examples of the substantival infinitive in the NT (in NA 27) of which 8 occur in the Pauline 

306 
epistles. In Paul its usage is generally anaphoric, i. e., it refers to something previously 

mentioned or well known. "' This is born out by the context of I Cor. 14. "Prophets" and 

"prophecy" have been part of the ongoing discussion in I Cor. 11,12, and 13, and in chapter 

14 it is mentioned in w. 1,3,4-6,22,24,29,31,32, and 37. "Speaking" and "speaking in 

tongues" is a topic raised less frequently earlier in the epistle, but is the heart of the matter in 

chapter 14. It is also clear from 14: 2-5 that npOýIJTE&tv and AccWtv are distinct activities. 

Verse 39 serves as a summary to the rest of the chapter, and aptly summarizes the argument, 

much as Zuntz describes: "Be zealous to prophecy and do not hinder speaking in tongues. " 

The relative value that Paul places on these two activities is not defined, as Zuntz implies, by 

the presence or absence of the article, but by the imperative used to exhort "prophecy, " where 

"speaking" is merely to be "not prevented. " The use of the article before both verbs is in line 

with the Paul's anaphoric usage of it elsewhere. 

Furthermore, in the five cases where Paul connects two infinitives with a conjunction, 

the first is arthrous but the second anarthrous when the two activities are closely identified: 

I Cor. 11: 6 El K altaXpo"v yuvaticIt r6 KEtpacrOat fi tupagOat, 

icaTaKaAuUTEGOW. 
I Cor. 11: 22 ph yap oltictiag OUK EXETE EIG T6 icrOl"Etv Kal iTt'vEtv; 

According to von Soden, in v. 10 of 216 440 notTloat is read, without the article. 

"'Mk 10: 40; Ac 25: 11; 1 Cor. 14: 3 9 (2); 2 Cor. 8: 10-11 (3); Phil 2: 6,13 (2). 

307 BDR §399. 
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2 Cor. 7: 3 TrpoEtpTli(a yap OTI EV Taig KapStat; lIPCOV LCITE EIG T6 
cFuvaiToOavCtv ical cyuýfiy. 

I Thes. 3: 2 -tg T6 gTjjpfýat 6gag ical rapal(aAgoat 6nýp -rýq -rrIOCYTEWg 6PCoV 

1 Thes. 4: 6 -r6 Rh 6TrEpPatvEtv Kal TrAEOVEKT6V iv Ty TrpaypaTt T6v &SEAý6v 
a6TOG 

Given these examples, the lack of the article before ActAEtv would require that ITP0ý11TEUM 

and ActAuv be viewed as closely related activities. The article before ActAruv, however, 

would make clear that these are two distinct activities, "' just as the presence of the article 

before each of the infinitive at 2 Cor. 8: 10-11. At I Cor. 14: 3 9, Paul is distinguishing the two 

activities and encouraged prophesying (cf. also 14: 5). Furthermore, there are no omissions or 

additions of the articles in the examples cited above, which should warn us that the claim of 

addition by assimilation in I Cor. 14: 39 is not seen elsewhere in very similar situations. In 

addition the witnesses that lack the article (ýp46 B 0243 630 1739 1881) frequently err in 

omitting it. Royse finds thirty-two cases where ýP4' loses the article, "' and B. Weiss (before 

the recovery of ýP") cites this passage as one example of B's characteristic omission of 

articles. "' 

14: 40.174 

Giffing and Mealand's explanation for the loss of U. seems reasonable: 

On some occasions sentences are severed from their context and are given 
prominence and particular attention. They become quotable. This development 
leads into an attitude which drops particles as superfluous, particles with served to 
mark context. I Cor. 14: 40 is an instance. 311 

While a few more examples would make the argument more firm, no obvious motivation 

See also B. Weiss, p. 75. 

3"Royse, 258. 

"B. Weiss, p. 75. 

31 'Gating and Mealand, p. 3 1. 
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exists for the creation of asyndeton in witnesses that typically avoid it. 
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Notes on Chapter 15 

15: 1.1; 15: 1.3; 15: 2.9; 15: 17.72; 15: 17.75 15: 34.138 15: 58.230 

AUAýot is frequently added (see 11: 2.6), including under influence from the 

lectionary (see 1: 10.29). Here its shift to the initial position in some minuscules is likely also 

due to influence from the lectionary, which typically adds a8EAýot at the beginning of a 

reading. 

In addition, here 124 V makes one of its numerous shifts in the person of the pronoun 

from up- to 7111-- 

15: 1.2 

Mou is a frequent addition. It is added after Euayyr; Xtov at I Cor. 9: 18 (D) and 9: 23 

(69) and is found in the spurious doxology of Romans (16: 25). The addition here is a family 

173 9 reading, attested by 0243 6 424' , 173 9 pc. 

15: 1.6 

D* FG read the present aTTIKETE against the rest of the tradition, including the Latin 

tradition's statis, a perfect form. Avoidance of hiatus may have prompted the alteration. 

15: 2.8; 15: 2.11 

The syntax of 15: 2 presents several difficulties, so much so that some have posited a 

corruption of the entire tradition. ' The difficulties can be resolved, however, by regarding 

Tivi Xoyw EuayyEAicragTjv as a parenthetical statement that modifies St ou icat awýEaft. 

'The editions preceding BDR (§478'; also the English translation) argued that both Et 
and OýEIAETE are secondary, with Tivi Xoyw Eu(xyyEAtaapT1v functioning as object to 

iKaTEXETE. The most recent edition, however, specifically rejects this proposal. See also Fee, 

pp. 718-19. 
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The use of a parenthetical statement, however, caused disruption in the manuscripts. Most 

significantly, DFG and the Latin D-text replace the conditional clause ct xaTEXETE with an 

indicative + infinitive, O#-IAETE iKaTEXEIV Idebefis tenere. This alteration forces -rivi Xoyw 

/ qua ratione to begin a new sentence, as is demonstrated by the lineation of G and VL 89. D* 

takes the additional step of adding xai / et after Aoyw / ratione, an addition which, as in 

other places (discussed in the chapter on DF G), disrupts its sense line fonnat by separating 

the adverb from the verb: 

TINIXOFWK&I quarationeet 
C; YHNFCX I C&MHNYME3 IN euangelizavivobis 

1P 46 also indirectly attests this reading. The line that contains upEtv ends with a gap of about 

twelve letters. The next line begins with OýEIAETE, but points placed over this word mark it 

for deletion. The standard reading, Et O#IAETE, then follows. Zuntz suggests that O#IAETE 

icaTEXCIV was a marginal reading or correction which had been marked out for deletion .2 
It 

was not clear, however, to the scribe of ýp46 what the correction intended to indicate, which 

resulted in the unusual formatting and resultant reading. Since O#EIAETE is written and then 

marked out, however, it is also possible that o#IXErE icaTEXEtv stood in the exemplar of 

lp 46 
, with Et oýEtAE-rr; written as a correction or marginal note. In either case, ýp4' reflects 

here a partial conflation. It's scribe has both readings in front of him, and in the act of 

selecting which reading to reproduce gives evidence of both. This parallels other examples in 

lp 46 of conflations between readings found in FG and readings found in other witnesses, for 

example at Rom. 16: 19 and Phil. 1: 11 (discussed below on pp. 613-14). 

The combined attestation of ýp46 DFG and D-text conclusively demonstrate the 

second century origin of this reading. However, although 6#(Aw + infinitive is common in 

'Zuntz, pp. 254-5; surprisingly, Royse does not discuss this correction. 



565 

Paul (Rom. 15: 27; 1 Cor. 5: 10; 7: 36; 11: 7,10; 2 Cor. 12: 14), it must be secondary here since 

it removes the difficulty of the parenthetical statement. 

15: 3.14; 15: 4.21 

Harnack attributed three tendentious omissions to Marcion: the loss of o Kai 

TrapEXapov and KaTa 'Tcýq yp#aq at both 15: 3 and 4.3 The first potential omission, 

however, is widely attested in the early Latin fatherS4 and now in VL 89, while the first 

omission Of KaTa -rag yp#ý is nowhere else attested and the same words in v. 4 are 

missing only in two minuscules (216 440). This makes it unlikely that the readings should be 

grouped together as a tendentious alteration by Marcion. It is more likely that the omissions 

of i(aTa Tag yp#aq may be Marcionite, but that a text without o iKat iTap, -Xapov preceded 

Marcion. ' 

15: 4.19 [discussed at 7: 8.28] 

15: 4.20 

The word order -rTj -rpiTTI TIVEpa (F GKLPT 049 0150 01516 424) is likely the 

result of adaptation to the identical phrase elsewhere in the NT. 6 The same alteration, which 

3 Hamack, Marcion, p. 47; he is followed by Zuntz, p. 226. 

'Irenaeus, Adversus haereses 3,18,3; Ambrose, Expositio Evange1ii secundum Lucam 
10,173; Ambrosiaster; Hilary, De trinitate 10,67; Rufinus, Libri Admantii Origenis adversus 
haereticos 79,5; Tertullian Adversus Marcionem 3,8. 

'Clabeaux, pp. 119-120. 

6TTI 
-rpiTT1 i1pEpa occurs without variation at Matt 20: 19; Luke 24: 7; 24: 46; at Matt 

16: 21; 17: 23; at Luke 9: 22 D alone reads instead VE-raTPEIg TIVEpctq, and at Acts 10: 40 Do 
alone reads VETaTTJV TPITIJV i1pepav D. 
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moves away from the more Semitic word order, is made elsewhere in the manuscripts: ' 

Luke 18: 33 -rTl TIVEpa rTl TPITil BDLW E) I Til -Tp ml TIpEpa AT JI J" 
John 2: 1 -rTl ilpEpa Tq TPITII ýp66 ýp75 MAK LA T JI ] -rT, TPITTI TIpEpa BU E) j13 

This assimilation was made more likely by the context of 1 Cor. 15, which discusses the 

resurrection of Jesus. Further influence may have come from creedal statements, which 

likewise use the word order TTI TPITTJ ilpEpa. 

D and VL 75 depart from FG and the rest of the Latin tradition by reading -rTl Tlpcpa 

Til Tpt-rTl / die tertia, most likely an adaptation to a Greek text similar to RA (cf. similar 

examples in the chapter on DF G). 

15: 5.22; 15: 5.23 15: 7.29; 15: 7.30 [also discussed at 12: 28.118] 

At 15: 5b, DFG read Kai VETa Tau-ra for EtTakimtTa. Zuntz attributes this reading 

to a Latinism based on poslea. This, however, does not account for the addition of i(at/et. 

Furthermore, at the second occurrence of rxra/ETTr; lTa at 15: 7, the Latin witnesses read either 

postmodum (VL 75 77 89) orpostea (Amst), neither of which led to alteration in DFG. A 

more likely explanation than Latinism is that the alteration to Ev8vKaliffis undecim (undecim 

VL 77 78 * V) prompted the alteration to iKat VE-ra -raUTa. The interest in the number of 

disciples present in the post-resurrection narratives of Luke 24 and John 20 led the 

scribe/editor to distance those events from the previous appearances. As at 14: 34-35, this 

demonstrates intentional editorial revision in DFG and the D-text toward accounts from 

other canonical writings. 

15: 6.24 [discussed at 12: 28.118] 

'CL also Eph. 4: 30 -ro aytov TivEutia DFG and I Tim. 5: 25 -ra iKccXa Epya KL 
056 075 0142 0151 pm. 
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15: 6.27 

The Atticist Moeris (1T 8) rejects 7TXiow;, the non-contracted comparative form of 

iToXu;, as a Hellenism. He also rejects other non-contracted forms, such as &pEt'vova, 

PEATIOVE;, and Aucrova. As Kilpatrick points out, most manuscripts move to the Hellenistic 

forin at John 4: 41 (iActov only ýP")-' The Hellenistic form is otherwise consistent in Paul (I 

Cor, 9: 19; 10: 5; 2 Cor. 2: 6; 4: 15; Phil. 1: 14), the only other place where the Attic spelling 

replaces it is 2 Cor. 9: 2 (17AEtou; 919). Pauline usage suggests that 7TAElovE; is archetypical, 

with 1TAEtou; (K LPT6 424) an Atticizing replacement. 

15: 6.28 [discussed at 14: 15.68] 

15: 7.29; 15: 7.30 [discussed at 15: 5.22 and 12: 28.118] 

15: 9.38 [discussed at 8: 9.39] 

15: 10.39; 15: 10.44 

The early witnesses frequently omit the article when it is used as resumptive personal 
pronoun: 

Rom. 7: 10 il Et; ýwqv I Et; ýwrjv L 

Rom. 9: 6 -ro iKaTa cyapica ] iKa-ra cYapiKa FG 

Rom. 11: 24 ot iKaTa Owtv ] KaTa OUCy, V q)46 

Rom. 12: 18 -ro, Ek upwv ] F-4 uliwv 049 

Rom. 15: 26 TWV EV IEPOUCYaXTIV JTWV CrytwV EV tEpOUCyaXTg ýpW 

Rom. 15: 31 TI Et; tEPOucra-ITItl I EI; EpoucYaXTlp LP 049 

1 Cor. 11: 24 To UTrEp UVWV ] UTrEp Up(I)V ; p, 46 

I Cor. 13: 10 ro, EK PEPOK Elc IlEpou; 0142 

2 Cor. 1: 16 o, iTpog upa; Ttpo; Upa; (p46 D* 
2 Cor. 7: 14 Tj Ent -rurou Ent -rITOU N' B 

Gal. 2: 3 o cYuv Eliot I cruv Eliot B; omit Ip 46 
Gal. 3: 7 01 EIC jTtCyTEW; ] EK pEpOU; C*vid 

sSee G. D. Kilpatrick, "John iv. 41 MG I ON or MG I OYC, " Novum Testamentum 28 
(1976), PP- 131-32. 



568 

Gal. 4: 21 Ot UTro Vopov I UlTo vogov 0151 
Phil. 1: 29 TO UTTEP XPIGTOU ] UTrEp xpicrTou FG 
I Thes. 2: 1 Ti1v Trpog upaq ] Trpoq upaq FG 
1 Tim. 1: 4 TTIV EV ITICTEI ] EV inont FG 
I Tim. 1: 14 TTIg EV XpICFTW ttICIOU ] EV XptaTW ulaou 075 
2 Tim. 2: 1 Tq EV XPICYTW ITJ(7OU ] EV XPICITW tylaou 075 
2 Tim. 3: 15 TTIq EV XptCFTW tIjCrOU ] EV tTJCJOU XptCFTW 075 
PhIm. 6 Tou EV UptV ] EV UptV ýpM AC 048 

In addition, DFG frequently lose the article when it functions as a relative and exhibit a 

general tendency to lose articles [see chapter on DF G]. As in these other examples, the two 

omissions at 15: 10 may have been prompted by the fact that the Latin witnesses (apart from 

Jerome) do not render them. ' There are more examples of this alteration in FG than D; that a 

predecessor of these manuscripts underwent additional influence from the Latin in similar 

cases is seen also by the unique addition of the article as relative at Col. 4: 15: 'rilv xaT 

otKov auTilq EKiKXTlcytav ] Ttlv ot KaT otKov au-rTlg EKKXTlcriav FG= qui in domo eius 

est ecclesiam (VL 75 77 vg"' Amst). 

The core witnesses of family 1739 (0243 6 1739, though not 424') along with R* B 

0270- join D* FG in omitting the article before cyuv Eliot. While addition by assimilation to T1 

Eig EVE is a possibility, it is more likely, given the propensity toward omission in the early 

manuscripts when dealing with this type of construction, that the article was unintentionally 

dropped. 

6* also omits q before ug EpE. This may reflect another misread correction (see also 

4: 6) in a predecessor, whereby the first il at 15: 10 was initially omitted in error, then 

replaced and the second Tj omitted in conformity to its sister witnesses. 

15: 10.40 

'J. Weiss, p. 352 n. 3 also suggests that the omission is caused by conformity to the 
Latin. 
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As Zuntz argues, the reading 1T-rwXil (D* F G; paupera VL 75 77 89 Arnst), can 

hardly have derived frommvil, 10 whereas KEvTj as a substitution for n-rwXTI could have been 

drawn from the near context (15: 14). " 

The shift in word order furthennore suggests that the D* FG reading is archetypical, 

here joined by jp46 in placing the negative particle between the adjective and verb. In 

predicate constructions, the negative particle always stands directly before the verb. " Since 

the shift of the particle places the emphasis on the adjective, it is unlikely that scribes would 

shift the particle to the less emphatic position. The shift in tense from EyEvqOTj to yEyovEv in 

FG simply reflects a tendency to such alterations (also EyEvopTlv 9: 22; KaTEXaPTI 10: 13; 

ýaym 11: 22) 

15: 10-41 

The shift in word order to 17CXVTWv allTWV (0243 6 206 1739 pc) places the genitive 

pronoun in the more familiar position. D* L* omit allTWv by accidental leap 

(nW, TT9LN&YlL-DNJ- 

15: 10.42 

At 15: 10,1739 and its relatives attest three "family" readings. The third of these, the 

"Latinism is not an issue here, for the D-text consistently translates TrTWXOg with 
eitherpauper (Rom. 15: 26; Gal. 2: 10) or egenus (2 Cor. 6: 10; Gal. 4: 9; 1 Cor. 15: 10 in 
Amst(A)) while translating KEvTj with vamus (I Cor. 15: 10; 2 Cor. 6: 1; Gal. 2: 2; Eph. 5: 6; 
Phil. 2: 16 bis; Col. 2: 8; 1 The. 3: 5) or inanis (I Cor. 15: 14 bis, 58). Therefore at I Cor. 
15: 10, paupera is rendering TrTWXIJ, not the reverse. 

IlZuntz, p. 90. 

"Except in direct commands (I Cor. 14: 20) or questions (i Cor. 3: 4; 10: 22). Similar 
word order appears at 2 Cor. 1: 18 (6 ; k6yog 10 
(XPICYTOO 60oxog 061C C, (v fivqv). 

'PCOV 6 TrP`q 61IC(q 06K ECFTIv) and Gal. 1: 10 
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addition of povog after Eyw 8E, is found only in 0243 1739. The addition prevents Eyw 8c 

from being contrasted with Tj Xapt; -rou OEou and conforms to the auv cpot at the end of 

the sentence. As with other alterations, this minor insertion served to enhance or protect 

Paul's status and authority (see 9: 20-21). 

15: 11.45 [discussed at 8: 4.9) 

15: 12-50 

The reading of ýp46 D*-'F G 027ovid and Origen, " which places OTt between Ex 

vEKpwv and F-YEYEPTat, would result in a usage which is nowhere else attested in Paul. In 

every other case where OTI is used as a marker of discourse content, it is placed at the 

beginning of the discourse. The reading of ýP` pc, however, would forceF-K vEKpwv to 

modifylKlIPUCYCYETat. 14There is no obvious motivation for the shift. Given the numerous 

examples of accidental omission of explanatory O-rj, 15 it may have been added in the wrong 

location after having been unintentionally omitted. It is unlikely that the error would have 

been repeated independently in these early witnesses. Instead, the impossible reading is 

further evidence of a shared provenance of ýp46 DFG 0270 and Origen. 

15: 12.52 [discussed at 7: 8.28] 

"Commentarii in evangelium Matthei 13,2; Fragmenta ex commentariis in epistulam 
ad Corinthios fr. 84. 

"As is the case with the other eleven examples of prepositional phrases following 

verbs that introduce discourse (Rom. 4: 23; 10: 9; 14: 14; 1 Cor. 15: 12b (Omit OTI ýp46); 15: 15; 
2 Cor. 2: 3; 11: 10; Gal. 1: 11 (Omit OTI 0278); 5: 10; Phil, 2: 24; 4: 10). 

"See ýp4' at 15: 12.52 and full discussion at 7: 8.28. This accounts for 0142's loss of 
OTI. 
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15: 13.56; 15: 14-57 

D* skips from OYAC; XC of v. 13 to XC of v. 14, then continues with 

OYKC; FHFCPT&I, thereby omitting EYIIYEPTat El 8E XPICYTOq. The resultant text is 

nonsense, which D's Latin counterpart VL 75 softens by not adding an equivalent non (nec 

xps resurrexit). This reading is repeated in the Vulgate witness S, which may simply share 

the accidental error or, given the close relationship between the D-text and S, may derive a 

shared tradition. 

15: 14.59 

Adverbial Kai' following an inferential particle is not uncommon in Paul (W xat 

Rom. 15: 22; 2 Cor. 1: 20; 4: 13; 5: 9; Phil. 2: 9; o? uv Kai Rom. 11: 5; a'pa Kai I Cor. 15: 18). It 

is clearly secondary, however, at 2 Cor. 4: 13, where RFG0 186 add Kai under the influence 

of 5to icat later in the sentence. It may also be secondary at Rom. 4: 22, where iKat is lacking 

after ouv in B D* F G. At 15: 14 the addition may have been made in order to balance KEvTj 

Kai in the following clause 16 or the distant influence of apa Kai at 15: 18. Notably, in each 

place B preserves the shorter reading, whereas M adds secondary xat. 

15: 14.61; 15: 15.63 [discussed at 14: 15.68] 

15: 14.62 

Hwjiv (B D* 049 0243 0270* 56 33 424- 1241' 1739 ) is the result of assimilation to 

the same word in the previous clause. 

15: 15-66 

16 B. Weiss, p. 113. 
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With EytyEv FG confuse r for P. The scribe of G made no attempt to conform the 

Latin text to this impossible form, retaining suscitaverit. 

15: 15.67 

N* adds allTou after XPICYTOU, a phrase found nowhere in Paul but twice each in Acts 

(3: 18; 4: 26) and Revelation (11: 15; 12: 10). Because it is also common in the early fathers, 17 

the addition of allTOU may be an example of a stereotypical phrase rather than assimilation 

to other NT examples, particularly since those examples are not used in contexts with 

LYEIPW. 

15: 15.68 

D VL 64 78 89 syl and some early Latin fathers (Irenaeus, Tertullian, Ambrosiaster), 

in addition to thirteen minuscules otherwise unrelated to D and the Latin tradition, " lack the 

clause EtTrEp apa vvKpot OUIC EYEIPOVTat. The most obvious explanation for the missing 

text would be parablepsis ei ne p ... C; I F&P. B. Ehnnan argues, however, that the clause is 

an addition made by proto-orthodox scribes in order to counter Gnostic belief that Jesus - not 

the Christ - was raised from the dead. He suPports his argument with internal evidence, 

arguing that EtTrEp apa never occurs together in Paul and further that because the shorter 

text would say, in effect, that "God did not raise Christ from the dead, " it is the more difficult 

reading. " One must ask, however, how such a text would suit Paul's argument, or why Paul 

"E. g., Justin Martyr, Apologia 40,11; Dialogus cum Tryphone 7,3; 28,4; 39,2,5; 
Origen, Contra Celsum 4,6,28; 7,13; etc. 

I'TuT lists 43 327 606 886' 1852 1929 1939 1945 1963 1996 1999 2912 for this 
reading. Ehrman (see next note) does not note that the same omission occurs in these 
witnesses. 

"Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, pp. 157-58. On p. 178 n. 177 he claims that there is 
no possibility of accidental loss. 
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would state that he is a false witness of God if he claims that "he [God] raised Christ, whom 

he did not raise. " Indeed, as Ehrman notes, the longer reading suits the context perfectly (cf 

15: 12-13). 

Furthermore, the patristic evidence is not as unambiguous as Ehrman indicates. The 

use of the passage by Tertullian and Ambrosiaster suggest a secondary adaptation made in 

order to resolve the nonsensical statement. Both use the future tense in place of the first 

occurrence of EyEtpEv: "For we will be discovered as false teachers of God, who will speak 

testimony that he will raise ((re)suscitaverit) Christ, whom he did not raise ((re)suscitavit) 

That Tertullian sees the contrast being drawn as between saying that he will be raised and 

was raised is again made clear at Adversus Marcionem 3,8: "as if Christ will be raised, whom 

he did not raise. "" This shift in verb tense is unlikely to be derived from Greek, for EyEtpE(v) 

would have to have been corrupted into r; yEpEt, a reading unattested in the manuscripts of I 

Corinthians. Instead, it is likely that both Tertullian and Ambrosiaster altered the first verb to 

the present in order to resolve the contextually nonsenical reading. Irenaeus, on the other 

hand, does preserve EyEtpEv ... EyEyEv and the equivalent suscitavit ... suscitavit. In the 

context in which he uses the citation, Irenaeus is combating the very argument which Ehrman 

claims led to the addition - that this and the others he cites "clearly preaches the resurrection 

and imperishability of the flesh. " He passes over the difficulty of his shorter text of 15: 15, but 

does comment that "in all these [passages] those men, as I said before, either say that the 

apostle contradicts himself... or again they compel wicked and perverse interpretations to 

be made of all the passages in order to overtum and change the sense of what was said. " 

2'Inveniemur etiainfalsi testes dei, qui testimonium dixerimus, quod restiscitaverit 
Christum, quem non resuscitavit (De resurrectione mortuorum 48,4). Ambrosiaster's text (I 
Cor. 15: 15 ad loc) is identical apart from the use of allTEP ET in place of eflam. 

21 

... quasi resuscitaverit Christum, quem non resuscitavit. 
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Hence, according to Irenaeus, however one reads 15: 15, the two statements "he raised Christ" 

and "whom he did not raise" cannot contradict each other. 

Just as the patristic evidence is indecisive, neither does the internal evidence 

convincingly demonstrate that the clause is an intentional addition. While the combination of 

cliT, -p apa never occurs elsewhere in Paul, similar unique usages of particles are found 

elsewhere in the epistles without any textual uncertainty in the manuscripts (e. g., Rom. 6: 16 

v TIT01; I Cor. 6: 20 811; 10: 29 1vaTt' yap; 2 Cor. 3: 5-6 ývtica; Phil. 3: 4 xa, TrEp). In addition, 

the fact that an unrelated group of minuscules omit the clause make parablepsis the only 

possible explanation for the shorter reading in these witnesses. It should be further noted that 

D* and much of the Latin tradition omit an entire clause by accidental leap at 15: 64 (D* VL 

75 89 Vg Amst). It is therefore more likely that an accidental omission (as described above) 

created the reading than that an addition was made - apparently only here in the entire book - 

in order to counter a very specific theological emphasis. 

15: 17.72 [discussed at 15: 1.1] 

15: 17.73 [discussed at 12: 6.23] 

15: 17.75 [discussed at 15: 1.1] 

15: 19.78 [discussed at 6: 1.2) 

15: 20-80 [discussed at 5: 11.30] 

15: 20.83 

A form of yNoVat never follows a predicate position participle in the perfect tense. 

The addition of EyEvE-ro (D 2KLT 049 056 0142 0150 01515 88 915 pm) balances 
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TIAITIKOTEg EapEv and EXEtVOTEPOI EcpEv at 15: 19. 

15: 22.87 [discussed at 14: 7.28] 

15: 23.88 

Paul frequently uses FlExacyTog to begin a clause in which he makes a conclusion that is 

applicable to "each. " The beginning of this concluding clause is most frequently asyndetic 

(Rom. 12: 3; 14: 5; 15: 2; 1 Cor. 3: 13,7: 20,24; 2 Cor. 9: 7). The only textually firm place that 

such a clause is marked with U is at I Cor. 3: 10. Textually variation occurs at 1 Cor. 3: 8 

(omit 8E Q, 12: 7 (omit 8E Q, and 15: 23 (omit 8E R). Each of these three cases should 

receive consideration, 15: 23 in particular, since M (along with B) are among the least likely 

witnesses to lose SE. 22 

15: 23.90 

FG follow some of the Latin tradition (VL 6177 78 FRS Pel) in adding a clarifying 

participle: ot F-v TTJ iTapoucta auTou EXTricaVTE 
. This addition is likely adapted from a M 

secondary Latin addition (qui ... Crediderunt). Because the main D-text witnesses (VL 75 

89) lack the longer reading, and there is no motive for its omission, the addition is likely a 

typical addition made to the Latin for clarification, and subsequently brought into FG from 

either Pelagius or the local St. Gall Vulgate text, here attested by S. 

15: 24.92 [discussed at 14: 7.28] 

15: 25.99 [discussed at 11: 26.111 ) 

"Giffing and Mealand, p. 104. M never loses SE without support, though most would 
consider insignificant the support at 15: 27 (201915). 
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15: 25.100; 15: 25-101 

Although an allusion to Ps. 109: 1 LXX, several adaptations made by Paul make his 

use of the passage distinctive enough that it is unlikely that the alterations at I Cor. 15: 25 

23 have been caused by assimilation to the LYX. First, the verb in the LXX is in the first 

person (W), where Paul writes it in the third person (ft. Second, the pronouns are in the 

second person (croO), not third (a6TOO). Finally, the LXX uses 6IT01TOSlaV TCOV TrOSOV 

where Paul uses 61To 'rou; Tr68ct;. None of these were adapted to the LXX in the 

manuscripts of 1 Corinthians. Instead, the alterations are typical harmonizations to the near 

context. The addition of auTou after EXOpouq matches Toug 17o8ag allTOU (found already 

in Irenaeus and Tertullianý'). 

The singular reading of F G, which reads avrou after -Toug r; XOpouq but not after 

-roug Tro8cig, may be the result of a misread marginal correction in a predecessor, which had 

lost allTOu after Tro*. Instead of placing allTOU in the correct location, it was added after 

EXOpoug. This accounts for the eius of VL 77 above allTOU instead of the suos of VL 78, for 

all Latin manuscripts apart from the unrelated VL 64 read pedibus eius. 

15: 27.104 [discussed at 7: 8.28] 

15: 27.105 [discussed at 12: 19.80] 

15: 27.106 

The addition of au-rw after uTTo-rr:. -raKTat (F G VL 77 78 Vg syP) matches the 

"Contra Zuntz, p. 173. He cites the omission of Travraq as Marcion's reading, but 
this conclusion is rejected by Schmid (p. 33) as one based on unreliable sources. 

24 Irenaeus, Adversus haereses 5,36,2; Tertullian, Adversus Marcionem 5,9; Adversus 
Praxean 4. 
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UlTOTa4aVToq allTw at the end of the sentence. 

15: 27.108 [discussed at 12: 19.80] 

15: 28.112 [discussed at 12: 19.80] 

Because allTW UlTOTayyl (DT Ir) does not confonn to the word order found in this 

context (15: 27 UITOTETaKTat allTw FG and uno-rctýaVToq au-rw; 15: 28 UTMTcýaVTt allTW), 

it may have been altered to UTrOTayil allTW in order to match the other examples. However, 

the shift of the indirect object to an emphatic position is not uncommon in D (which here 

departs from its Latin counterpart); see also 3: 1 qViv XaXTlaat (D LPT 88 1739 pc); 10: 33 

17aatv Travra apEcKw (D; 17aatv KaTa lTaVTa apr; oxw F G). 

15: 28.114 

The addition of Kai intensifies this particular clause '25 an emphasis that scribes are 

unlikely to remove. The addition is avoided by B D* FG 0243 33 424' 1175 1319 1739 syP 

and the Latin tradition (ýP` lac). 

15: 28-117 

The word order alteration in D* VL 75 is likely caused by the scribe skipping over the 

T1 and then replacing it after the subject (o Or; oq). 

15: 28.118 [discussed at 12: 19.80] 

15: 29-120 [discussed at 14: 7.28] 

15: 29-122 

2'Fee p. 746 n. 2. 
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The substitution Of TWV VEICPWV (D 2L 049 056 0142 424 876pc) for allTWV makes 

clear the ambiguous referent of the pronoun, which may otherwise be mistakenly construed 

as the plural ot PaTMýOVEVOI. 69 conflates the two readings, perhaps on the basis of a 

correction in its exemplar, by adding the "Byzantine" reading after the archetypical reading. 26 

15: 30.123 [discussed at 7: 8.28) 

15: 31.128 

The function of upE-rr;. pav is unusual. Its other uses in the Hauptbriefe are as a 

possessive adjective, modifying a noun. But here the objective use is required in the context, 

which is not otherwise seen in the NT but evident in other Greek literature. " The shift to the 

first person TjpE'rEp (xv (A 6 876 pc) is an attempt to ameliorate the difficult usage. " 

15: 31.129 [discussed at 11: 2.3] 

15: 34.137; 15: 57-225 

0243 1739 frequently have difficulty with word order. At 15: 57, the shift of upwv 

"J. C. O'Neill ("I Corinthians 15", " Expository Times 91 (1979-80), pp. 310-11) 

argues that uTr, -p au-rwv -rwv vEicpwv is the archetypical reading since the scribe would not 
have intentionally created such an awkward word order. This reconstruction, however, 

requires a dubious reconstruction of what is described by "baptism for the dead. " 
Recognizing that a correction in an exemplar led to the unusual reading is a simpler 
explanation for the reading of 69. 

17 BDR §285'; Examples are provided in KUhner-Gerth Ij §454 Anmerk. 11. 

2'D. R. MacDonald, "A Conjectural Emendation of I Cor. 15: 31-32 or the Case of the 
Misplaced Lion Fight, " HTR 93 (1980), pp. 265-76 (esp. 266-67). MacDonald uses this 
difficult usage to posit the interpolation of 15: 3 1c (TI 

... Tipwv). This conjecture is based on 
a hasty rejection of the use Of UIIETEP(XV that was described above and a very complex and 
historically dubious reconstruction of a specific tradition about Paul fighting with lions which 
led to the interpolation. See Fee, First Corinthians, p. 770 n. 49. 
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may have been caused by its having been initially overlooked, then added after -rivEq had 

been written. These two witnesses, joined by their sister 0212, also alter -rou xuptou Tlpwv 

tq(you XptcrTou to tilcrou XptaTou rou Kuplou Tlpwv at 15: 57.1739 makes a similar word 

order shift at 10: 28 (for which 01210243 are not extant). At 15: 34, the reading TIVEq OEOU 

(here 0243 1739 are joined by a handful of other witnesses) may be a pure error, or an 

intentional alteration which makes clear that Paul is speaking to Christians ("Some who 

belong to God are ignorant"). 

15.34.138 [discussed at 6: 5.14] 

15: 36.141 

The spelling #pov is the vocative form, while aýpwv uses the nominative case for 

the vocative. 29 While potentially merely a phonological variation, the fact that only the 

"Byzantine" witnesses read aýpov suggest that an improvement from the "improper" form 

has been made. " 'Aýpov is the only third declension liquid stem to appear in the vocative in 

the NT. It occurs elsewhere only at Luke 12: 20, where again the "Byzantine" witnesses read 

the "Proper" form. 0243 6 424 173 9 join the Byzantine witnesses here, a further indication 

that these manuscripts are the result of correcting away from a Byzantine exemplar toward 

manuscripts similar to ; p46 B [discussed in chapter on "Alexandrian" witnesses]. 

15: 36.142 

A, Epiphanius, and Theodoret replace ýWOTWIEITat with ýWOYOVEITat. The words 

29 
cf Jannaris, §377. 

"Moulton and Howard, Accidence, p. 135. 
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are similar in both meaning and form, though only the former is Pauline. " ZwoyovEw occurs 

never occurs in the Corpus Paulinum, but is found at Luke 17: 33 (T ýwonotqm) and Acts 

7: 19. A makes similar sight/sound confusion of verb forms at 15: 22 (see also 14: 28.28). 

15: 36.143 

The addition ofTrpwTov makes clear the sequence of "dying" and "being made 

alive, " an addition which may have been suggested by the use of the adjective TrpCo-rog at 

15: 45,47 and the adverb 17PCOTOv at 15: 46. No obvious motive for its omission can be 

ascertained, apart from the typical clarifying additions frequently found in DFG and the 

Latin tradition. The reading may not be confined to the Latin tradition, for it is attested in the 

Latin of Irenaeus' Adversus haereses (5,7,1), though the Greek is not extant at this point. It is 

also found in RufinuS32 and, with the same word order as D *33 
, Basil (Moralia MPG 3 1, p. 

805). Other early Latin witnesses lack the adverb, notably Tertullian (De resurrectione 

mortuorum 52) and Cyprian (Ad Quirinium 3,58). 

15: 37.145 

A single letter differentiates yEvvTl(jopEvov (ýp46 F G) from the YEVTJaopEvov attested 

by the rest of the Greek tradition. The Latin witnesses reflect the Greek variation. The 

Vulgate and its typical witnesses, along with Tertullian and Ambrosiater, readfuturum est 

with the majority of Greek witnesses. Nascetur is found in VL 75 77 and nascitur in the 

Speculum (27). VL 78* and 89 each attest a unique conflation: nasciturum andfuturum 

3'Without variation at Rom. 4: 17; 8: 11; 1 Cor. 15: 22,45; 2 Cor. 3: 6; Gal. 3: 2 1; 1 Tim. 
3: 16 (also Jn. 5: 21; 6: 63). 

32ApologeliCUS Pamphili martyris pro Origene 7; Expositio symboli 40. 

`F G place TrpWTov before alToOavTl, likely in confonnity to the Latin's Prius 
moriatur. 
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nascetur, respectively. The shared reading of ýp46 FG is not likely to be accidental, since this 

cluster frequently joins against the rest of the tradition (see chapter on DF G). However, 

given that Paul uses yEvvaw to speak only of spiritual or physical birth (Rom. 9: 11; 1 Cor. 

4: 15; Gal. 4: 23,24,29), not eschatological resurrection, 'YEvvTlcrogr; vov is likely to be an 

accidental - albeit early - corruption. 

15: 37.146 

N* drops the second cmupEtq, an omission which may have been accidental since Kai 

0 MTEIPEtq ... YEVTlaopF-vov would construe as a single clause without altering the sense. 

15: 38.152 

18to; can be used without the article (I Cor. 7: 7; 9: 7; 12: 11), though the article is 

preferred. " Its addition by a handful of witnesses here (ýp4ftid Ivid and the "Byzantine" 

witnesses) may therefore be considered a stylistic improvement. 

15: 39-154; 15: 39-158; 15: 40.159; 15: 44.172 

FG omits the second occurrence of crapý at v. 39 and the second of cyw[LaTog at v. 

40. The text construes in both cases, with the absent nouns implied from the respective 

previous clauses. At v. 40, the omission may have been made to balance the second half of 

the verse, which does not repeat 8o4a in the contrasted second clause. FG are joined in the 

omission by I syP at v. 393' and VL 89 Tertullian and Ambrosiaster at v. 40 (for which I is not 

"BDR §286(2). 

35ýp46 is deficient here, though given the available space it must have lacked either 
cap4 (2) or aXATI. Zuntz (p. 215 n. 2) posits a potential omission of Cyo: p4 before I(-rllvwv. 
This is impossible, however, given the fact that crag KTTjvWv occurs on a different line than 
cyap4 aMT1. The omission of (Tap4 (2) is attested by FGI syP, while the omission of cAM1 is 
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extant), though Tertullian lacks the second awpa of v. 44 in identical circumstances Uoined 

in the omission by Cyprian and Zeno). This may indicate a general tendency to omit the 

superfluous noun. 

Other witnesses attest harmonizations to the near context, parablepsis, and word order 

variations which seem to be nearly unavoidable in series such as this. The loss of ctAXTI 8E 

1(Tqvoug by K and many minuscules is another example of the parablepsis which has beset 

the "Byzantine" witnesses (see also 9: 20). ýP` attests one of its typical additions by 

assimilation to the near context by adding cap4 before ITTTIVWV (it makes similar additions 

at 12: 9 and 15: 47). DFG may have avoided assimilation by writing xTTjvouq rather than the 

plural K'rl]VWV. In the LXX, the neuter singular is frequently used collectively (e. g., Ex. 9: 25; 

Lev. 27: 28; Jer. 28: 62) even in, as at I Cor. 15: 39, a series where other "creatures" are 

written in the plural (Gen. 6: 7; 7: 23 36). In the NT the only other occurrence of the singular 

cannot be collective (Luke 10: 34), in contrast to the two plural forms (Acts. 23: 24; Rev. 

18: 13) . 
37 The D-text's pecoris (VL 75 79 Amst Spe) is unlikely to have caused the shift to the 

singular in DFG, for while pecus in the singular may be used collectively, so also may the 

plural. " Hence there does not appear to be a motivation for the D-text to render a Greek 

plural form with a singular; rather, pecoris is likely rendering the singular xrTivoug. This 

reconstruction is supported by noting that Tertullian's iumenti (De resurrectione mortuorum 

attested by D* and VL 64. All ot ese witnesses occasionally attest unique agreement with 
1 46 p 

36 Gen. 6: 7 and 7: 23: E"wg KT jVOU; i(all &Tr6 i TI 0 EplTETCOV E"W; TCOV TrETEIVCoV To() 

o6pavoO. 
"CE BDAG, s-v- lc-rývoq: "mostly in pl. as collective. " 

3'Glare, Oxford Latin Dictionary, s. v. pecus (1) and (2a). 
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52)39and the Peshitta also uses the singular form. Therefore, a single alteration in the D-text 

cannot account for the range of attestation, and the K-rilvoug of D* FG attests an early Greek 

reading. Because it avoids harmonization to the plurals avOpwiTwv, ITTIJVWv, and tXOuwv, it 

is likely the archetypical reading. 

15: 39.154; 15: 39.158; 15: 41.162; 15: 41.164; 15: 44.166 

As at 12: 10, a series of contrasted clauses led to alteration of the conjunctions: 

lp 46 N*ABL 
PTPM 

lat 

FG 
VL 77 

VG 

15: 39a lac aAAa aAAa aAAa 
.... ...... 

15: 39a axAll IIEV VEV pev PEV 

15: 39b aAATJ 8E 8E 8E 8E 

15: 39c C(AAIJ 8E 8E 8 r:. 

15: 39d aXXTI 8, - 8E 8E 8E 

15: 41a aAAq 8E 

15: 41b 

15: 41c 

Kai aXXil 

Kai aUTI 

aAArl 

Kai a)LATI 

Kai ctAXTI 
Kai aUTI 

'Kai aXATI 
Kai aXAT1 

aAAq 8E 

Kai aXATI 

ctxxq 

axATJ 

The Vulgate, which shows the most significant editing, removes all conjunctions. D* makes 

two errors: the loss mUa is an example of parablepsis and the omission 8c of v. 39c. FG and 

VL 77 simply read 8E for every clause, adding it at v. 41a and replacing Kai at v. 41b. Given 

the parallel use of iKat at v. 40a and b, it appears that the singular reading of ýp46, which 

removes the xat at v. 41b, is incorrect. The archetypical reading, which avoids assimilation, 

is found in the majority 0 witnesses. 

39Though Adversus Marcionem 5,10 reads the plural: alia vero pecudum et volucrum 
(which omits the final element). 
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15: 44.174 

In a rare singular reading of G, the original hand writes m0w; afterTrvEuVaTIKOV. 

This is the result of another skip by the scribe, here to the 7TvEuVaTIKov KaOwq (attested 

only by F G) at the end of the sentence. The corrector does not omit the additional word, but 

alters it to wq. 

15: 44.175; 15: 44-176 

The "Byzantine" witnesses (K LT 049 056 075 01515 424* 876pm) have 

substantially revised 15: 44. First, the conditional sentence is turned into a statement by 

removing the particle Et. Conditional statements are also altered at 1: 13; 5: 13; 9: 8; and 9: 13 

(though not limited to "Byzantine" witnesses). Next, adverbial icat is moved to the position 

prior to the verb, changing its function to that of a conjunction. Finally, awpa is added prior 

to TrvEupwriKov, bringing it into parallel with (Ywlia OXtKov- Such alterations can only be 

explained as the result of intentional editing, though perhaps an unintentional omission of Et 

(E31 CCT I N) has prompted the other alterations. 

15: 45.178 [discussed at 9: 9.26] 

15: 45.179; 15: 45.180; 15: 47.185; 15: 47.187; 15: 47.188 

I Cor. 15: 42-49 received particular attention from Gnostics such as Theodotus and 

the Valentinian exegetes, and is even alluded to in the Gospel of Philip. For this reason, the 

apologists Tertullian and Irenaeus made a discussion of this passage central to their 
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argument. ' However, the manner of debate over the meaning of this section did not 

encourage textual alteration. The "Gnostics" and the "Orthodox" differed not on the form of 

the text but on the meaning of the words in the text, such as ýuxmo; andTrvEuVaTIKO;. E. 

Pagels writes: 

The present study of gnostic exegesis lends support to Conzelmann's view. It seems 
that we can account for allegedly "gnostic terminology" in Paul's letters if we assume 
that Paul's theological language subsequently is appropriated and developed by the 
Valentinians (and other gnostics) into a technical theological vocabulary. " 

For this reason Irenaeus made the complaint, noted above (at 15: 15) that "they compel 

wicked and perverse interpretations to be made of all the passages in order to overturn. and 

change the sense of what was said" (Adversus haereses 5,13,5). 

Although the "Orthodox" and the "Gnostics" debated the nature of the resurrection of 

Jesus, the debate has not impacted the textual tradition of this passage. Instead, the alterations 

in this section are simply mechanical errors. BK 326 385 pc and Irenaeus lose avOpwTrog 

following ITPWT0q, most likely by accidental leap. " Others make additions by assimilation. 

At 15: 47 C* adds a5all after avOpwiTog (1) in conformity to 15: 45 and replaces Xomog with 

ý uXtKo; from v. 46. 

An alteration which may be thought to reflect theological interests is the addition in 

Ip 46 of Trvr; uVaTticog after cxvOpwTro; (2) at 15: 47. This is more likely an addition based on 

40Tertullian, De resurrectione 49-54; Irenaeus, Adversus haereses 5,7,1-2. See E. 
Pagels, The Gnostic Paul. Gnostic Exegesis of the Pauline Letters (Philadelphia: Fortress, 
1975), p. 93 n. 190. Irenaeus reads only a8ap in both the first and second clauses of 15: 45. 
Since he is the only witness to do so, his reading in both places should be attributed to his 

adaptation rather than an attempt to accurately render an archetype. 

41 Pagels, Gnostic Paul, p. 163. 

42 B. Weiss, p. 83, who notes similar errors elsewhere in B (omit -rTlq 8uKatocruvIlg 

after TTI; Swpea; Rom. 5: 17, joined again by Irenaeus; omit aTTocyToXot; after aytot; Eph. 
3: 5). 
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TO lTvEuVaTtKov at 15: 46 than a theologically motivated alteration. Similar theological 

emphases are not to be found elsewhere in the alterations of ýP", whereas this witness 

frequently adds words by assimilation to the surrounding material. 43 

A second alteration has been identified as being motivated being by theological 

interests. "Marcion, according to both Tertullian and Adamantius, 4' replaced a8ap both at 

15: 45b and 15: 47 with iKuptog. Both Schmid and Clabeaux, however, have disputed the 

Marcionite origin of this reading. Both see the readings as arising early in the tradition as 

explanatory glosses that clarify who the "second Adam" was. " The gloss has affected the 

textual tradition at 15: 47 with o, mptog E4 oupavou in 630 1912 2200 agreeing with 

Tertullian's citation of Marcion (dominus de caelo), and the "Byzantine" witnesses reading a 

conflation, avOpwiToq o Kupto; E4 oupavou. 

15: 48.190; 15: 48.191 

Adverbial icat following -rotou-rot is in question both in 15: 48a, (omit FG VL 77 M) 

and 15: 48b (Omit ýp46). No witnesses omit both examples, however, and there does not appear 

to be any reason to unbalance the clauses. Likely both omissions are examples of accidental 

loss (TO I OYTQI K& 1), though one may also compare the occasional omission of adverbial 

i(at (cf the discussions at 13: 12.57; 14: 15.68; and 16: 6.32). 

15: 48.192; 15: 48.193 

43 Royse (p. 264) cites thirty examples of addition by assimilation in ýp46. 

"In particular Hamack, Marcion, pp. 47-48. See also Thiselton, p. 1285. 

4'Tertullian, Adversus Marcionem 5,10,7 and Adamantius, Dialogus 2,19. 

46 Schmid, MarcionundseinApostolos, pp. 108,210; Clabeaux, Lost Edition, pp. 78- 
79; 112; 13. Schmid (p. 108) further debates whether Tertullian has accurately described 
Marcion's text here. 
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The adjective ETroupaviog occurs only at I Cor. 15: 40,49; Eph. 1: 3; 2: 6; 3: 10; 6: 12; 

Phil. 2: 10; and 2 Tim. 4: 18, and with variation here and at Eph. 1: 20 (oupavoig sic B). Given 

the use ofF-Troupaviog at 15: 40 and 49, that must be the correct form at 15: 48. However, 

oupavtoq, attested only by q346 D* F G, again connects these witnesses as stemming from the 

same early source. 

15: 49.194 [discussed in chapter on DF G] 

15: 50.199 

The shift from 8e to yap in D* FG the D-text, and Tertullian, is likely the result of 

intentional alteration (cf, the similar substitution of yap for SE at 14: 5.18). 15: 50 could be 

47 interpreted as either a conclusion to 15: 44-49 or a part of a unit comprised of 15: 50-53. The 

yap forces v. 50 to be read with vv. 44-49, though is should more likely be read with vv. 50- 

53. 

15: 50.200; 15: 50-201 

The readings ou xAllpovopylcroucytv and ou KATIpovo[iTlcyEt, found together only in F 

G, Inay seem to be obviously secondary given their "poor" attestation. However, ou 

IKATIpovopTlaoucriv is also read by Marcion" and IcATIPOVOPTICYrt by Methodi&l (though 

neither cites both clauses). However, as discussed at 6: 9-10, harmonization to the standard 

phrase pacrtAdav OEoO [o6l iKATjpovoVAcroucYtv likely accounts for the future tense in both 

"See Fee, First Corinthians, pp. 795 n. I and 797-98 n. 7. 

48 As cited by Tertullian, Adversus Marcionem 5,10,11; see Schmid, Marcion und sein 
Apostolos, p. 103. 

4'Methodius, Symposium 3,7,68. 
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cases and the shift from icATIpovoliTIcat ou 8uvaTat, " both in FG and in the citation of 

Methodius. Nevertheless, both readings must have arisen extremely early in the tradition. 

15: 51.203; 15: 51.204 

The tradition divides into four main readings and two sub-readings 

A. TraVTEq ou KotpTIOTlaopF-Oa ou Travrg 81: ccXXayTlaopEOa ýp46 Ac5l 

B. lTaVTEq OU KOIIIIJOTJCYOVF-Oa lTaVTE; 5E aXXayTIao[iEOa B 
B. 1. naVTEg VEV OU KOI[iljOijcTopEOa 1TCEVTE; SE a; kXayilaopEOa D' KLPT 049 056 

075 0142 0150 0243'0243 56 88 424 876 915 1834 1881 

C. TraVTEq jcojVTjOijaoVEOa ou lTaVTE; 8E aXXayTlaopEOa XC 0243* 33" 12418 

1739 

D. 7TaVTE; ava(YTTJCYOVEOa OU TrC[VTE; 8& ctXXayilcropEOa D* bd 

D. l. naVTEg VEv ouv iKotVTjOTjcyoVF-Oa ou TravTE; 8E ccXXayTIcropEOa FG f' Vg Tert 

Amst 

Two readings can immediately be explained as subvariants. First, The addition/omission of 

VEv is the only difference between B (Reading B) and the "Byzantine" text (Reading B. 1). 

This reading is likely secondary, another example of the addition of Výv to balance a 

subsequent 8E (see discussion at 12: 20.82). Second, FG read pf: v ouv after TravrE; (1). This, 

however, is likely a corruption of VF-v ou. We have already seen FG alter Greek particles to 

match the Latin (discussed at 6: 5). Notably, the Vulgate's quidem, which found its way into 

the predecessor of VL 77 78, which then led to the addition in F G. 53 These manuscripts add 

pEv based on the Vulgate's quidem also at 12: 20. The error tiEv ouv for pEv ou takes place 

50AU'vcpat + inf. occurs some twenty-two times in Paul, nowhere else with variation. 

"A, in one of its characteristic singular readings, adds the article before each Trav-rE;: 

ot Trav-rE; ou KottiTlOTIaoti0a ot irraVTE; 8E ctAAayijcYopEOa- The confusion of ou for ot 
before TavTE; (2) likely prompted the addition of ot before lTaVTE; (1). 

52 von Soden cites 33 as reading '(011,11011crop0a ou aAA ou lTaVTEg; cited here from 

photographs (Tischendorf cites correctly). 

53MEV ouv renders quidem in the Latin witnesses also at I Cor. 9: 25 
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in other Greek witnesses. 999 makes the same alteration at 15: 5 1, and 1646 writes VEv ouv 

ou, showing that scribal corruption is a strong possibility. Whatever the cause, the ouv of F 

G is a corruption of ou. Therefore, apart from the presence Of PEv, FG agree with reading A. 

The question of ou before iKotVyjOijaojiEOa is the easiest to resolve. Its omission 

removes a potential difficulty that later generations of scribes may have had with the text: 

How can Paul say that "not all will sleep" when clearly (to a later scribe or reader) Paul and 

all of his contemporaries have died? 54 This rules out Reading C, and, for different reasons 

(discussed below), Reading D, which removes ou and the replaces of iKotpTjOijaoVEOa with 

ava(YTTlaopEOa. 

This passage's most challenging problem, however, is whether or not to read ou 

before aMayijaop6a. Although this negative particle is read by all witnesses apart from B 

the "Byzantine" text, and the Vulgate, it is usually given only slight consideration. Schrage, 

for example, suggests that a negated ccAAayijcyoVEOct cannot suit the argument of 15: 52. Fee 

sees Readings C and D as reflecting later Christian eschatology ("all men musf die, but 

transformation is for believers only"). " The reading of ýP 46 is typically dismissed as a 

conflation of Readings B and C, 56 though none who make this argument recognize that both 

Aý and FG would have to result from the same conflation, a highly unlikely situation. For 

while ýp46 conflates readings found in FG and the rest of the tradition, FG only conflates 

with the Vulgate (which it does not here) and A shows idiosyncratic editing, but not 

"13. Weiss, p. 135; Fee, First Corinthians, p. 796 n. 3. W. Schrage, Der Erste Brief an 
die Korinther, 2. Teilband 1 Kor 15,1-16,24, Evangelisch-Katholisch Kommentar zum Neuen 
Testament (Zarich: Benziger, 2001), p. 370 [hereafter Schrage IV]. 

"Schrage IV, p. 370; Fee, First Corinthians, p. 782 n. 3. 

56ZUntZ, Text of the Epistles, p. 254; also Schrage and Fee (see previous note). 
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conflation. This textual problem must be resolved on the basis of an analysis of the context, 

not by hazardous conjectures of scribal practice. 

In order to determine whether or not the second ou should be read, a decision must be 

made as to whether each occurrence of TrdcvTEq and MiCig refers to those who, "at the last 

trumpet, " are still living, to the dead, or to both groups. J. Gillman has analyzed the structure 

of I Cor. 15: 50-53 in detail, which helps to clarify these referents. In 50-53 he finds an AB 

A' pattern, with a substructure encompassing 51-52: 

50a A ToOTO 8E ýTjpl, MEAý01, 

50b OTI cr&p4 xci atpa pactAr:, Iav oEoo ldljpovopýoat o6 8uvaTat 
50c 068E h ý00p& TAV &ýOapcrtav KXqpovopt-1. 
51a B 't8OU PUCYT4PIOV 6[CIV )LiyW* 
51b a TTdVTEq 06 KotpTIOTlcyoliEOa, 

51c 1TO[VTEq R Wayija6p0a, 
52a b LV &TOPY, iV AtlTfi 400400, Lv Tfi Lax(iTil a6ATrtyyt- 
52b b' aciXTricEl Y&P 

52c a ical ot vEKpo't EYEP04CYOVTat a'ýOaPTOI 
52d lccýt hpCt; WayTjaojir; Oa. 
53a A' A61 Y&P T6 ýOaPTO"V TOOTO Mulaaa0at &ý0apatervp 
53b Ka'l TO" OVqT6V TOGTO Lv86cyaa0at &Oavactav. 

pT Regarding the TraVT, -g and TIp6q, Gillman concludes: 

The living/dead distinction is contained in a (v. 51 bc) and a' (v. 52cd). In element a 
Paul progresses from the living (v. 5 lb) to the living and the dead who are both 
transformed (v. 51 c). In element a', Paul clarifies in a double way what he has said in 
v. 51c. For the dead, transformation means to be raised incorruptible. The htleig of v. 
52d by its contrast with ot vr; iKpot' in v. 52c shows with greater certitude that Paul 
himself expects to be alive at the Parousia. (p. 322). 

Recognizing the obvious distinction in v. 52 between the living (hptliq Wayqa6p0a) and 

the dead (ot VEI(POI 
LYEPOACYOVTat &ýOCCPTOI) is critical. The living are "changed, " but the 

dead are not changed because they are "raised imperishable" and therefore do not need to 

undergo the change that the "living" will. V. 52 is connected to v. 51 by ydp, which makes 

clear that v. 52 is an explanation of the "mystery" stated in the previous sentence. Gillman 
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and others" view the iTcivTEq &AAayTjcFopEOa of v. 51 as applying to both the living and the 

dead, but this destroys the parallelism with v. 52 (where a distinction is made between the 

living and dead) and does not account for the fact that 52 is an explanation of v. 5 1. 

Furthermore, because the TI6VTEq at v5 lb does not refer to both the living and the dead (only 

the living), the 1TdvTEq at v. 51c it is not likely to, either. However, the distinction of v. 52 is 

maintained if one reads o6 before &XXayTjuOVEOa in v. 5 1: "We will (not) all sleep" (v. 51 b) 

refers to the living, who will "be changed" (v. 52d) while "but we will not all be changed" (v. 

51 c) refers to the dead, who are not changed, but raised imperishable (v. 52c). Reading the 

negative particle in v. 51c therefore strengthens the parallelism described by Gillman, " who, 

incidentally, does not discuss any textual problems, including the o6. The reading ou 

ctXXayTlaopr; Oa therefore best suits the structure of 15: 51-52. 

Reading the ou in v. 51c has the additional advantage of making this "mystery" 

correspond more closely to the parallel description of Paul's teaching on what happens at the 

"trumpef ' in I Thes. 4.1 Cor. 15: 50 uses the term JIUCFT4p I OV to describe the teaching, at I 

Thess. 4 he "does not want you to be ignorant. " In 1 Thes. 4, Paul argues that both the living 

and the dead will "be with the Lord" (4: 17), but in a distinct sequence. The dead (-rou'q 

j(oIVTjOEVTo: q) will "rise first, " and then those still living will be 44 caught up in the clouds 

with them. " In I Cor. 15 the concern is not the sequence of the resurrection, but what 

happens to the body. Those who are dead rise aýOap-rot, while the living must be changed 

(15: 52). Only by reading o6 at 15: 5 1b is this distinction maintained. As a result, the reading 

"E. g., Fee, pp. 800-801 and 802 n. 27, though without considering alternative 
explanations nor the role of v. 52. 

"This may further indicate that a reassessment of the parallelism of the entire section 
is in order. Jeremias, for example, had argued that all of 15: 50-53 presents a series of parallel 
distinctions between the living and the dead. See Gillman, pp. 310-13. 
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06 &AAayTjaOVF-Oa suits not only the structure of 15: 51-52 but also matches another Pauline 

description of the eschaton. 

Finally, the reading ou iKotpijOTjcYopEOa ou iTavTcg 8E aXXayqcropEOa is able to 

account for the creation of the other readings, for each one assumes that the negative stood 

before both verbs at 15: 5 1. Reading C removes the first ou' in order to reflect the situation 

after Paul's death, as described above. Reading D, which replaces IKOIJITIOTicyoliEOa with 

avaCFTTJCFOVEOa, accomplishes the same result as Reading C, though in a different way, by 

importing the verb avlC'rTJVI, likely from I Thess. 4: 14,16. " This alteration also requires 

that the base had read the negative was read before both verbs, for "we all will rise" would 

easily be substituted for "we will not all sleep" but not its opposite "we will all sleep. " 

Further, the second o6 must have been read since only if "not all will be changed" would 

there be a difficulty with "we will not all sleep" that would prompt such an alteration. As a 

result, only one alteration took place in the Latin tradition (resurgemus in primarily D-text 

witnesses, VL 75 89 Amst Spec") and D% the shift of verb, not a complex alteration 

involving alteration of the verb and addition of the negative. As is the case with Reading C, 

the only text which could have produced Reading D is Reading A. 

This analysis demonstrates that all readings, except for Readings B and B. 1, are based 

on a text which read ou a; kAayijaoVF-Oa. But is Reading A the corruption, or is B? Setting 

aside the question of VEE'v (see below), these readings do preserve the archetypical ou 

KotpilOilcopEOa. But is it more likely that B, the "Byzantine" text, and the Vulgate, in 

"In the Corpus Paulinum, only Eph. 5: 14 uses the verb in connection with the 

resurrection. 
6'Fee (First Corinthians, p. 796 n. 3) cites Marcion as sharing this reading, though 

Schmid's Marcion und sein Apostolos does not locate any evidence for Marcion's text here. 
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contrast to the base text for all other witnesses, removed the ou before aXXayTlaopEOa, or 

preserved it? On transcriptional probabilities the answer is relatively simple: the omission of 

ou results in the readingTraVTEq 8E aXXayTlaopEOa, which brings v. 51c into hannony with 

Kai qpF-tq aMayricog0a at v. 52d. This harmony, however, is only a surface parallel, for as 

noted above, the &AAayTjcoVEOa of v. 52d refers only to the living, while the &XXayTla6pEOa 

of v. 51c refers to the dead - and even according to alternative interpretations, it refers to 

both the living and the dead. So while there is a facile parallel between Reading B (also B. 1) 

and v. 51c, contextually it is not parallel. Readings B and B. I are therefore the result of a 

common scribal corruption: assimilation to the near context. Furthermore, this is a typical 

alteration in these witnesses. One may compare the situation at I Cor. 2: 4, where only ýp4' F 

G preserve the archetypical text, but all other witnesses, including B and the "Byzantine" 

text, assimilate the text to 2: 13. 

As a result, the reading Trav-r, -q ou IKoivTjOijcyopF-Oa ou 7TaVTEq 8E aXXayTlaopF-Oa 

(1pll Aý) suits the both the structure and argument of 15: 50-53 in ways that the other readings 

to not. It also suits Pauline theology as expressed at 1 Thess. 4- without obviously 

harmonizing to it, as did D*. The only argument against it, that it is the result of conflation, is 

extremely unlikely, given the known characteristics of witnesses that support it (A F G). 

Finally, all the other readings can be shown to have derived from this reading. 

15: 52.205 

Zuntz's argument, that Ev poiTT1 00c[Apou cannot be understood as "in the blink of 

an eye, " cannot be assailed. " ' Pouý and AtiTfi, because they are similar in meaning, are 

"Zuntz, Text of the Epistles, pp. 37-39. Searches of TLG and the Duke Documentary 
Papyri databases yielded no collocation of the nouns. 
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occasionally substituted for each other, but F-v poTrTi oýRapou is senseless in this context. " 

Hence pong (5p` D* FG 0243 6 424' 1739) must be a very early error, " showing that 

readings in both DFG and the 0243 6 424c 1739 cluster go back into the second century. 

15: 52.207 

alone adds an explanatory gloss to cyaAmm yap: ýop, -pa aakriyyt aTr 

oupavou, though an external source for the gloss cannot be identified. 

15: 52.209 

ADFG 056 0142 0150 read EYEPOTJCTOVTat in place of avaCYTIlcyovTat. In Paul, 

avtaTTlpt is used of "resurrection" in the COrPus Paulinum only at Eph. 5: 14 and I Thes. 

4: 14,16. However, patristic formulations prefer &via-rqVj, perhaps based on the use of that 

term in the gospels, particularly John (John 6: 3 9,40,44,54; 11: 23 -24; 20: 9; cf Mark 16: 9). " 

15: 53.210 [discussed in chapter on DF G] 

15: 53.213 [discussed in chapter on DF G] 

15: 54.215; 15: 54.216 

The range of variation suggests that accidental omission by accidental leap has caused 

the disruption in the tradition. FG6 skip from 6, E)&N&C I &N (15: 53) to &ýE)&pc I &N 

(15: 54). D" and much of the Latin tradition (VL 75 89 Vg Amst) skip from TOýE)&pTON to 

"Zuntz denies that any Latin reading goes back toF-v POTM 0ý06vou, but 
Tertullian's in momentaneo oculi motu (De resurrectione 42 and Adversus Marcionem 5,10) 
appears to be an attempt to make sense of the difficult reading. 

"Compare also iTctOotq at 2: 4; vEtxoq at 15: 54; and EvEpytiq at 16: 9. 

lCf Lampe, sx. &vtcrTilpt 
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TOE)*LTON, while other early witnesses (ýP` M* C* 088 01210243 1175 1739* pc Mcion Ir) 

skipped from &ýE)&PC I &N to &E)&N&C I M. The reading of the rest of the tradition, 

including R' B C2vid DKL Ppm, may appear to be a conflation. of these two readings which 

was based on the similar wording of 15: 53. However, this would not explain why either the 

D* reading would have intentionally replaced the ýp4' reading, or the reverse. The reading of 

A, which reverses the two clauses, must be the result of a correction which replaced the 

missing clause in the wrong location. " 

15: 54.219; 15: 55.221 

The phrase Eig vulcog (ýp46 B D* 088) reflects a Septuagintal rendering of ni? ý (or 

riý); "forever"). 66 The resultant text would translate: "Death is swallowed up forever, " a 

contextually appropriate meaning that reflects the eschatological fulfillment to which Paul 

points in this section. This reading is also the basis of Tertullian's in contentione (De 

resurrection 5 1) and Cyprian's in contentionem (Ad Quirinium 3,5 8). Wbile attractive, El; 

vr; li(og at 15: 54 may simply be an itacistic variation of Etq vtiKo;, " particularly since the 

same Greek witnesses read vEncog where vtKoq 15: 55 (they read VIKO;, it should be noted, 

at 15: 57). 

15: 55.220 

This catena of passages is adapted from the LXX of Is. 25: 8 and Hos. 13: 14, though 

"Also attested by a few minuscules and some Vulgate witnesses. 

66Cf. Amos 1: 11; Zeph. 3: 5; Job 3 6: 7; in the NT also Matt. 12: 20. Rev. 21: 4, also 
alluding to Is. 25: 8, reads 1) 0(ivaTOq o6ic 'Eo-rat 'ET1. See Schrage IV, p. 364, n. 1817. 
Aparently, E19 vjKoq renders rlý3ý at 2 Sam. 2: 26. 

67 BDAG, s. v. vCtKog. Fee (p. 803-804) argues that the wcog in the next clause 
requires that viKo; be read also at 15: 54. 
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no Pauline manuscript matches the texts of the LXX precisely. " For example, the only word 

retained by Paul from Is. 25 is o OavaTo;. In addition, 8t KT1, a key term from Hos. 13: 14 

(Troo TI 8bul cou OdvaTE), is absent from all witnesses to I Cor. Even more strikingly, the 

word order of Hosea is rearranged by Paul, so that the vocative stands after the adverb, while 

the LXX reads the nominative after the adverb. Again, no Pauline manuscript adapts to this 

sequence. Furthertnore, the Textual Commentary argues that the "Byzantine" reading , arose 

from scribal assimilation to the text of the Septuagint. ', 6' This is difficult to sustain in light of 

the fact that the LXX of Hosea places -ro 'KEVTPOV in the second clause (the reading of q)46 

R* BC 1739), whereas DFG and the Byzantine tradition reads -ro '(EvTpov in the first 

clause. The only adaptation in this unit which may plausibly be attributed to assimilation to 

the LXX is the substitution of a8il (M2 XKLPT 049 056 075 0142 01516 pm) for the 

second OavaTE. WTI; is found nowhere else in Paul nor in any early translation of this 

passage. Two citations attributed to Origen, however, read a8q. In Fragmenta in Jeremiam 

fr. 54 hisTrou cFou OavaTE TO VIKO; iTou cyou a8il TO 'Kr; vTpov matches 01210243 33 

17391. The connection with these witnesses is tantalizing, but catenae manuscripts are 

notoriously unreliable. At De oratione 25,3, the reading Trou cyou OavaTE TO IKEVTPOV ITOU 

cro u a8TI TO VIK09 matches only D', and likely has no claim to represent manuscripts known 

to Origen. It may have entered Origen's manuscript tradition via the "Byzantine" text, into 

which aSri could have been easily introduced through a marginal gloss or interlinear 

correction, in this case a minor adaptation to the LXX. 

The alternative order, however, is more likely simply scribal error. Irenaeus, for 

68Cf. Schrage IV, p. 380. 

69 Metzger, Textual Commentary, p. 570. 



597 

example, uses both sequences in the same writing, and Tertullian's citation varies in different 

writings. " Clement of Alexandria cites only one clause. " The sequence KEVTPOV ... VIKog 

(D FGKLPT 6pm) is the most difficult reading for two reasons: it separates viKog of v. 

55 from the same word in v. 54, and likewise 1KEVTPOV from the same word at v. 56. In 

addition, as noted above, it avoids the sequence of the LXX. 

15: 56.222 [discussed at 12: 6.23] 

15: 56-223 

0151 alters vopo; to OavaTO;, assimilating the noun tO'KEVTPOV TOU OavaTOU in 

the preceding clause. 

15: 57.224 [discussed at 14: 7.28] 

15: 57.225 [discussed at 15: 34.137] 

15: 58.226 

Ip 46 
alone adds a second Vou after aya7TTITOI, resulting in aSEAýot pou ayaTTTI-rot 

Vou. This may be the result of either harmonization to the near context72 or adaptation to a 

stereotypical formula (see discussion at 1: 4). 

15: 58.227 

"Adversus haereses 3,23,7 twice reads ubi est Mors victoria tua ubi est Mors aculeus 
tuus, while 5,13,3 twice reads ubi est Mors aculeus tuus ubi est Mors victoria tua. Tertullian's 
De resurrectione 47 and 54 read: ubi est Mors aculeus tuus ubi est Mors contentio lua (51 
replaces contentione with potentia), while Adversus Marcionem 5,10,16 reads ubi est Mors 
contentio tua ubi est Mors aculeus tuus. 

7'Paedagogus 2,8,74,3: iTou cou Oava-r, - TO ICEVTPOV. 

7'Royse, p. 234. 
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A syl add i(at or alter other conjunctions to xat in three places. At 15: 58 Ooined by 

the Vulgate), the addition of iKat eases the asyndeton created by E8patot ytvEcYOE 

apETaKIV11TO1. At 11: 5, these two witnesses write Kat 17aca in place of Tram SE, and at 

11: 27 Ooined by several minuscules) they write Kai TrivTj for q TrtvTl. 

15: 58.230 

FG shift ouic ECFTtV to the initial position following O"Tt. Pauline usage demonstrates 

that this position is secondary, for Paul never places the copulative before both the noun and 

the predicate 73 and further, as in the majority reading, the subject always follows immediately 

afterdWTEq O'TI (Rom. 5: 3; 6: 9; 2 Cor. 1: 7; 4: 14; 5: 6). The alteration, found only in FG 

and VL 77, may have been caused by a skip from OKonocto OYKCCT I N, with 

OKOnOCYMWN re-inserted after the mistake was noticed. 

"The verb stands between the noun and the predicate: Rom. 1: 9; 1 Cor. 12: 14; Gal. 
5: 3 or after both: 1 Cor. 7: 19; 1 Cor. 10: 19 (D* FG E18WXOOUTOV ECYTIV Tt); Gal. 6: 15 
(ECYTIV ] I(YXUEI ýp16 BL 'P pm). 
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Notes on Chapter 16 

16: 2.6 

This is the only Pauline occurrence of the phrase Via (yapparwv / cappaTou. In the 

gospels, cYdPPaTOV is always in the plural (Matt. 28: 1; Mark 16: 2; Luke 24: 1; John 20: 1,19; 

Acts 20: 7). ' The plural form has been adapted at I Cor. 16: 2 to the familiar phrase from the 

gospels, which were not copied with the gospels in the earliest periods of transmission. For 

this reason it must be a relatively late reading; indeed, it is only attested by "Byzantine" and 

related witnesses (N 2KL0 1210243 6 1739). 

16: 2.7; 16: 3.18; 16: 16.71 

Further examples of up-/ Yjg- variation in 124 1 1. 

16: 2.10; 16: 3.16; 16: 6.33 

The grammars extensively discuss variation between a'v and Lav when a particle 

follows and indefinite pronoun. The consensus is that Ldv is the Hellenistic form, with &v 

supplanting it ultimately in Middle Greek. ' The early manuscripts are not consistent. 3 

However, it appears that i6v should be preferred. The only textually firm example of 6 o; 

followed by &v is Rom. 9: 15 (bis), though this is a citation from the LXX The manuscripts 

are otherwise inconsistent: 

Rom. 14: 23 o 8c 8tai<ptVEvoq Eav celt 
o, 8E 8taicpt[ir; vog av B 

'Apart from Mark 16: 9 TrPWTIn cyappaTOU. 

'Moulton I, pp. 41-43; BDR § 107 3. 

'See von Soden, I. ii. A, p. 1385, though he discusses only the gospels. 
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I Cor. 6: 18 o Eav cett 
o av D* 33 205 330 2400 

1 Cor. 11: 25 ocaKtq Eav ýP" MABCD6 1739 

oaaKig av DFGKLTpm 
I Cor. 16: 2 o Tt Eav B* 088 01210243 

0 Tt av cett 
OTav 0151 
lac ýP` I 

I Cor. 16: 3 ouq Eav cett 
ou; av B D* FG 1108 1611 
oug 1P 46 

1 Cor. 16: 6 ou Eav cett 
ou av D* FG 

Gal. 5: 10 OCYTIg Eav q)46 RABCP 062 01510278 
OCYTig av DFGKLT 049 056 075 0142 0151 

Gal 5: 17 a Eav NA B1 0122 *vid 0278 

a av C2 D2KLPT 049 056 075 0122c 0142 0150 0151 

o avD*FG 
a C* 
av B* 

o yap (xvBD*FG 
Col 3: 17 0 TI eaV ýp46 BFGL 049 

o Tt avRACD Ivid KT 056 075 
Col 3: 23 o Eav 

0 av ýp4'D* FG 
o Tt Eav D' KL 049 0150 

o Tt av T 

1 Thes. 2: 7 wq Eav M2 BC D*-r FGPT 0278 

wq av RA D' KL 049 056 075 0142 0150 0151 

In these eleven examples, ' it is clear that several witnesses attest to the later shift to &v: D* 

ten times and FG eight; KLT six each. B* makes the shift only three times, but two are 

singular readings. ' On the other hand, ýP` (where extant) does so only twice' and A three 

'2 Cor. 8: 12 is not considered since a'v (KaOo av N D* FGL0 150 may be correct 
here, with Lav influenced by r: A in the previous clause. 

5Cf also I Cor. 7: 8 Eav pEtvwcytv celt ] av tiruvwatv B. 

'This result is all the more significant since ýp4' errs in writing Eav in other situations: 

w; Eav (for av) at I Cor. 11: 34 and Eav FETEPoyAwacrai; (for Ev) at 14: 2 1. The manuscript 

may be correct, however 
', 

at Rom. 9: 26, where it reads o5 Eav IKXTJOTICYOVTat (F G o5 av 

ICATIOTICYOVTat) against oU EppEOTj/EppTjOq in the rest of the tradition. 
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times. 

16: 4.21 [discussed in chapter on DF G] 

16: 5.27; 16: 6.30 

1P 46 replaces 8tEpXogat with TrapEpXogat, likely a harmonization to 1Tapajicvw and 

7 
TrapaXrupaaw in the next sentence. Hannonization likely also accounts for TrapapEvw at v. 6 

(lP 46 NACDKLPT 1739*). ' However, the decision between lmagvw andTrapaTropEvw 

(F G) is more difficult. Both words are non-Pauline, though TrapanopEvw is a hapax 

le, vmenon in the NT and extremely rare in Greek literature. 9 Though the shared ancestor of F 

G is frequently influenced by the Latin, (re)manebo is unlikely to have produced such a rare 

word. I-IapaTroj1F-vw is the most difficult reading, and would have been easily corrupted to 

Trapcqicvw. However, since there no discernible cause for iKaTapEvw, final judgment cannot 

be made. 

16: 6.29 

Simple vowel confusion likely accounts for -ruXwv (P T0 150 876* 124 V), even 

though TuXov is a rare use of the accusative absolute. 'O 

16: 6.32 

D's awkward singular reading, as Vogels noted, was likely created by a 

Royse, p. 274. 

Iff also 7: 3 1, where L writes iTapaXpwpEvot for iKaTaXpwpF-vot under the influence 
of the next word, iTapayEt. 

'See Liddell and Scott, sx. napanopivw. 

'OBDR §424. 
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misinterpreted correction. " This project demonstrates that the source of this coriection is a 

manuscript similar to M and A. However, instead of placing tva after iTapaXEtpaaw, it was 

placed after the similar napapEvw. The error was easily made because both verbs are at the 

ends of lines in D. The reading of the shared ancestor of DFG is therefore the same as that 

found in the D-text: Tj iKat TrapaXEtpaaw Et tirl / vel etiam heimabo nisi si. " 

This reading is likely another example of minor editing in DFG and their related 

Latin witnesses to improve the sense of the text. In 16: 5a, TuX6v indicates uncertainty as to 

whether or not Paul will stay in Corinth. This tradition's revisor took the uncertainty to be not 

about Paul's plans, but about whether or not the Corinthians will receive him. The reading 

likely originates in the Greek, for the D-text's nisi si is unique in I Corinthians, and three 

times the D-text reads nisi where the Vulgate reads nisi si (I Cor. 14: 5,6,9). 

Unrelated to DF G's editing is the question of Kat. 'H icaft is common in Paul (Rom. 

2: 15; 4: 9; 14: 10; 1 Cor. 9: 8; 2 Cor. 1: 13), with Rom. 2: 15 and 2 Cor. 1: 13 providing close 

parallels to 1 Cor. 16: 6. Given that adverbial icat is frequently lost in the manuscripts (see 

discussions at 13: 12; 14: 15; 15: 48), and in particular by the witnesses that attest the shorter 

reading here (N ABC at Rom. 8: 34 ; ýp46 at I Cor. 15: 48), it is more likely that xat was lost 

either by accident or in yet another attempt to clarify Paul's description of his future plans. 

16: 7.35; 16: 7.37 

Explanatory yap is necessary in both places, with 16: 7b parallel but also clarifying 

Paul's statement of v. 7a. The "Byzantine" text alters the second yap to 8E, making v. 7b 

contrastive. As is the case with the alterations in 16: 6, the alteration attempts to clarify the 

"Vogels, "Der Codex Claromontanus, II p. 292. 

"F G lose Tj, a common error in these witnesses (see chapter on DF G). 
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uncertainty which Paul expresses regarding his travel plans. 

16: 7.38 [discussed at 9: 12.40] 

16: 7.40 

Interchange between the present -TPETr- and aorist -TPEý- would seem to be common, 

but this is the only place in the Corpus Paulinum where variation occurs (-TPO- Rom. 

11: 26; 2 Con 3: 16; -TPETr- I Cor. 4: 14; 14: 34; 1 Tim. 2: 12; also Heb. 12: 9). At I Cor. 16: 7 

the present form (D FGKT 049 056 075 0142 0150 0151 pm) is likely assimilation to o 

r; av TropEuwpat at 16: 6. 

16: 9.44 

The use of r; v, -pyijq, found in every Greek witness, is difficult in this passage, for it 

cannot directly modify Oupa in the same way that gyaAij does. Typically, commentators 

assume that EvEpyTIq must refer to the activity or work that the "open door" presents. " 

However, this would require that pF-ya; kTj and EvEpyTq function in different ways, whereas 

their connection by Kai and identical case should require an identical function. The Latin 

tradition, however, offers a potential solution. Evidens (VL 77 78 89 VG; videns 75) assumes 

the Greek EvapyTig, meaning "clear" or "obvious. " This form of the text is not attested in any 

Greek manuscripts, but is found in a citation of this passage in a writing wrongly attributed to 

Chrysostom. 14 Furthermore, the collocation of IlEyaXT1 and EvapyTj is found elsewhere in 

"Schrage IV, p. 440; Fee, First Corinthians, p. 820, who gives the sense, "'a great 
door' for effective work has opened to me. " 

"De Circo MPG 59, p. 569. 
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Greek literature, 15 
whereas pEyctAll and EvEpyij is not. Here, as in the readings pontl at I 

Cor. 15: 52 and vr; tKoq at 15: 54 the alteration of a single letter has produced a rcading which 

is too difficult for the context. As at 2: 4 and 10: 20, the Latin tradition alone preserves the 

archetypical reading. 

16: 10.49 [discussed at 2: 1.1] 

16: 11.50; 16: 11-52 

Gifting and Mealand suggest that asyndeton in both places is original, with the shorter 

reading attested at 16: 11 a by D* FG and the D-text and at 16: 11 b by M*. However, it is more 

likely that X* lost Si: by accidental leap (nponC; M+&TE3Af), ̀ a common error by the scribe 

of N. Furthermore, while the addition of ouv appears to be a case of avoidance of asyndeton, 

other factors are more likely. One would not expect the addition in the third position rather 

than its typical second position in the clause. 17 In addition, DFG and its Latin relatives 

prefer not to read ouv in the third position: 

Rom. 9: 19 EPEE19 1101 Ouv I EPE19 ouv pot DFGKLT pm 
Rom. 14: 16 liTl PAacrýilliEtcy0w ouv I pil PAaaýijpaaOw FG VL 77 78 
2Cor. 11: 15 oupF-yaouvloupEyaD*VL617589SpeLuc 

16: 11.54 

A case of parablepsis in B: &YT(DNMCT&T(DN&AeXýiLN. 

11 Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica 10,4,34 VEy6Aa xal ivapyý 5EtypaTa. 

"Comparison may be made to similar loss of de at I Cor. 8: 9 (BxcnGT CA (3 ýp46 104 
1827 2464-) and Eph. 4: 32 (F I NE3CE)GA E3 ýp46 B 027 86 173 9* pc); but no loss at I Cor. 
12: 3 1; 14: 1. 

"Cf Col. 2: 16: ph OUV TIq (but 056 0142 0278 PTI TIq OUV) 
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16: 12.56 

The reading 8TIAw UVIV OTI is typical of the clarifying expansions found in DFG 

and related Latin witnesses. It helps to make clear that Paul had nothing to do with Apollos' 

absence. However, there is no reason for its omission, accidental or intentional. " Yet in this 

reading DFG and the Latin are not alone: M* has the identical reading. This reading cannot 

have originated in the Latin, therefore, and must have existed outside a narrow "Western" 

text. This should warn us against dismissing all the unique readings in DFG as originating 

only late in a narrow group of witnesses. 

16: 13.62 [discussed in chapter on DF G] 

16: 15.65 

AE is lacking in M* D*, the same witnesses which lost conjunctions at 16: 11. Gilting 

and Mealand, however, conclude that since these witnesses "rarely omit 80 their reading 

may be original, and the addition of 5r; due to the familiar phrase TrapaKaMj SE. " At the 

same time, however, TrapaKctMo without 8E is found only at Phil. 4: 2; there is no reason for 

not supplying it here. 20 

16: 15-66 

The addition of l(at ýOpTuvaTou icat aXatKouC* vid FG 1611 pc sy) is made from 

"Fee, First Corinthians, p. 823 n. 1. 

"Gating and Mealand, pp. 48 and 10 1. There is a typographical error on p. 10 1, 
where they note that "M and B rarely omit U. " It is not clear if this error, however, has 
affected their conclusion, since they claim that B loses 8C' only once, but D three times. 

"As there is at PhIm. 10, where there is anaphora, as Gilting and Mealand (p. 48) 
note. 



606 

16: 17; nothing can explain its loss. All witnesses that read this also write Etutv for ECTTtV in 

order to match the altered number of the subject. However, some witnesses add only Kat 

ýOPTUVWOU without altering the verb (M' 0150 88 104 915 1241). There is no obvious 

motivation for the addition of only Fortunatus, who is otherwise unknown. It may be that 

parablepsis accounts for this reading (ýOPTYN&TQYK& I &X& I K=. 

The same accidental omission must have taken place independently in D and the D- 

text (VL 75 89 Arnst). This reading is be based on the FG reading, since it has the plural 

form of the verb (r; tatv / sunt), but lacks iKat aXatKou. 

16: 15.67; 16: 15.68 

1P 46 and D* attest independent harmonizations to the parallel in Rom. 16: 5. ýpO reads 

aciag for aXataq, while D* reads anappjq for alTapXtl. The addition of final sigma 

matches aTrapXTIq at Rom. 16: 5, found only in ýp46 and D*. The addition of a single letter 

changes both Epaenetus and Stephanas into a "officials. " Furthermore, ýp4' also read ctataq at 

Rom. 16: 5. This may be, as Royse notes, harmonization to a parallel passage in ýP'I, which 

occurs occasionally in the manuscript, most frequently in Hebrews. " This indicates not 

scribal activity, but editorial investigation and alteration. 

16: 17.75 

This is the only interchange of upET, -pog / upwv in I Corinthians. Given the relative 

infrequency of the former in the COrPus Paulinum (Rom. 11: 3 1; ISA; 1 Cor. 15: 3 1; 2 Cor. 

8: 8; Gal. 6: 13; 2 Tim. 4: 15) it is likely to have been altered to upwv (ýp46 RAKLT 049 056 

2'Royse, p. 263. 
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22 075 0142 0150 01516 pm) than the reverse. The two occurrences of upc tq at 16: 15 and 16 

may also have played a role. 

16: 17.76 [discussed at 7: 13.46 and 9: 12.39] 

16: 19.84 

Assimilation to the near context explains the plural aana4owat (B FGL 049 056 

075 01210243 6 33 88 424 876 915 1739). This form matches both the other occurrences of 

acynaýOVTat at 16: 19 and 20 and the grammatical number of the subject, even though Paul's 

practice is to use a singular verb when two personal names are the subject. " Compare also 

15: 50, where 8uvav-rat replaces 8uvaTat for the same reason. 

16: 19.86 

llpiaxtMa CDFGLT 075 56 88 pm) is most easily explained as a harmonization 

to the same form in Acts 18. This becomes more certain when one recognizes that DFG, 

whose text fort'n traces back to the second century, have also added iTap ouq Kat 4mýopat 

in order to bring the mention of Prisc(ill)a and Aquila into han-nony with Acts 18 (see further 

24 
on 14: 34-35). Priska is otherwise read in the Corpus Paulinum (Rom. 16: 3; 2 Tim. 4: 19). 

Ip 46 attests a singular reading, TrpEtaxag. This is unlikelY to be the result of 

intentional alteration, in spite of the potential of an "anti-feminist" tendency in the 

22 B. Weiss (p. 27) sees upwv resulting from simple carelessness. 

23D. Kurek-Chomycx, "Is There an "Anti-Priscan" Tendency in the Manuscripts? 
Some Textual Problems with Prisca and Aquila, " Journal ofBiblical Literature 125 (2006), 
pp. 107-28; esp. pp. 112-13. 

14 This insertion is not recognized by Kurek-Chomycx (pp. 116-17 and 128), who 
posits that the diminutive "could also be interpreted as a put-down. " 
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manuscripts. " Instead, simple doubling of the final sigma satisfactorily explains the reading 

(ripC I CK6, ýCCYN) . 
26 Precisely the same error is made by ýp46 at I Cor. 2: 4. The manuscript 

also reads the feminine (TrpEtaxav) at Rom. 16: 3, confirming that TyEtaKag is a corruption 

and not intended as a masculine form. 

16: 19.87 [discussed at 14: 34-35] 

16: 24.98 

ApTIv is a secondary addition made in virtually all of the Pauline letters, with the 

same witnesses making the addition: M2 DKLPT at 2 Cor. 13: 13; Eph. 6: 24; Col. 4: 18 

(also 0278); 2 Thes. 3: 18; 1 Tim. 6: 21; 2 Tim. 4: 22. Other witnesses also add apilv. 

Phil. 4: 23 + aptIv ýp46 NADKLPIPPm 
1 Thes. 5: 28 + apllv XA UK LP IPpm 
Titus 3: 15 + cqlilv bt2 D' FGHKLP IP 0278 pm 
Phlm. 25 + aptlv XC UK LPT 0278pm 
Heb. 13: 25 + agijv h2 ACDK PW 0243 pm 

Only Galatians may have ended with aTlpv (omitted only by G). 

"See Kurek-Chomycx. (pp. 109-11), who rules out unintentional error: "[W]e cannot 
be sure that this singular reading should be explained as a mere mechanical error. The 
outcome at any rate is obvious: the variant under discussion reduces the number of women 
mentioned in I Corinthians. This, however, does not yet facilitate any far-fetched conclusions 
with respect to the possible animosity toward women in ýp46.99 

2'Royse (p. 274) suggests that harmonization to the male name aiKuxag led to the 
addition of the sigma. 
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The Bilingual Manuscript Tradition and its Witness to the Text of 1 Corinthians 

The most unique form of the text of I Corinthians is found in the Greco-Latin 

bilinguals DFG. As has been apparent to this point, they frequently differ from all other 

witnesses. Furthermore, their witness is complicated by the unique relationship between D 

and FG and between the three together and the Latin tradition. Because each witness has 

undergone unique alteration, the editorial and copying practices of each must be discussed 

individually. Ideally, a complete textual commentary on the readings of DFG would be 

produced; here only representative examples will be provided. ' An outline is provided to 

guide the reader through these discussions: 

1.89, AMst(A) and the Old Latin Tradition 

11. The Witness of DFG 

A. DFG Influenced by the Latin Text 
B. Alteration of Word Order 
C. Role of Paul in DFG 
D. Expansionist and Interpretive Alterations 
E. The Influence of the Near Context 

Ill. Secondary Editing in FG 

Latinisms in FG 
B. Latin Influenced Word Divisions 
C. Addition and Omission of the Article 
D. Other Latinisms in FG 
E. Alterations in FG Toward the Vulgate 
F. Greek Source of the Vulgate-Influenced Additions in FG 
G. Harmonization to Near Context in FG 
H. Adaptations to Accidentally Lost Text 
1. Secondary Spelling in FG 

IV. Secondary Editing in D 

'Compare the desideratum of a textual commentary on the text of Codex Bezae, as 
expressed by D. Parker in Codex Bezae. An Early Christian Manuscript and Its Text 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991), p. 250. 
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A. Latinization in D 
B. Harmonizations to Other Writings 
C. Idiosyncratic Editing in D 
D. Alterations Toward Alexandrian Witnesses 

V. Uncertain Z Readings 

VI. Results 

Since the work of P. Corssen in 1887-9' it has been accepted that, in the late fourth or 

early fifth century, a Greco-Latin bilingual manuscript was created using existing Greek and 

Latin witnesses. These were related, but the Latin was not originally a translation of the 

Greek text which became a part of this manuscript. This bilingual manuscript, which Corssen 

labelled "Z, "' later became the source for two surviving lines of witnesses: D (06) 75 of the 

fifth century and a predecessor manuscript to the ninth century manuscripts F and G, which 

Corssen labelled "X. " This basic outline has been widely accepted. Frede made two key 

additional proposals: First, that Z should be dated to the mid-fourth century; ' and second, that 

X was an eighth century edition made by Carolingian scholars in the region of St. Gall, which 

is able to account for the alterations in the Latin toward a "St. Gall" type of Vulgate now 

found in 78 and partially in 77. ' 

The Latin text of the bilinguals has undergone detailed analysis. In the early 1960's 

monographs appeared on 2 Corinthians, 2 Timothy, and 1 Thessalonians, 6 as well as a 

lp. Corssen, Epistularum Paulinarum codices graece et latine scriptos A ugiensem 
Boernerianum Claromontanum examinavit inter se comparavit ad communem originem 
revocavit (s. l.: Typis expressit H. Fiencke Kiliensis, 1887-89). 

3Corssen's labels X and Z will be used in this chapter. 

Frede, Neuer Paulustext, p. 78. 

'Frede, Neuer Paulustext, pp. 77-78; 78 n. 1. 

'H. Zirninennann, Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altlateinischen Überlieferung 
des Zweiten Korintherbriefes, Bonner Biblische Beiträge 16 (Bonn: Hanstein, 1960); F. H. 
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Festschrift essay on their text of Galatians, 7 which is perhaps the most insightful of these. 

Only Nellessen attempted at the same time an analysis of the Greek text of the bilinguals; 

unfortunately his study also has significant shortcomings, primarily due to the limited amount 

of material discussed. ' 

On the other hand, surprisingly little research has been carried out on the Greek text 

of DFG. Subsequent to Corssen's study considerable attention was given to the relationship 

between F and G, ' though in the end Corssen's conclusion that they are independent copies 

of X has been affirmed. Von Soden's Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments devoted several 

pages to the three manuscripts, which in large measure appear to rely on Corssen. " Zuntz, as 

he has for so many areas related to the study of the Pauline epistles, provides what appears to 

be the current consensus on both the relationship between and the value of DFG. 

Zuntz presumed a second century date for the origin of what he, continuing the 

tradition, labelled the "Western text, " of which the bilinguals as a group represent one among 

Tinnefeld, Untersuchungen zur altlateinischen Überlieferung des I Timotheusbriefes. Der 
lateinische Paulustext in den Handschriften DEFG und in den Kommentaren des 
Ambrosiaster und des Pelagius, Klassisch-philologische Studien 26 (Wiesbaden: Otto 
Harassowitz, 1963); E. Nellessen, Untersuchungen zur aldateinischen Oberlieferung des 
Ersten Thessalonicherbriefes, Bonner Biblische Beitrdge 22 (Bonn: Hanstein, 1965). 

'K. T. Schafer, "Der griechisch-lateinische Text des Galaterbriefes in der 
Handschriftenguppe DEFG, " in Scientia Sacra (Cologne: J. P. Bachern and DUsseldorf: L. 
Schwann, 1934), pp. 41-70. 

'Note particularly the review of Nellessen by B. Bonsack in Theologische Zeitschrift 
23 (1967), p. 221. 

9W. H. P. Hatch, "On the Relationship of Codex Augiensis and Codex Boernerianus 

of the Pauline Epistles, " Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 9 (195 1), pp. 187-99. 

"Corssen is not cited, but the discussion of the sense lines in D and in the Gothic 

manuscripts must have come from his study. 
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several witnesses. " Because this text shows the types of readings one would expect of the 

"popular text" (as opposed to a controlled copying tradition) of the second century, Zuntz 

placed it into this earliest period of transmission. " Our extant witnesses, however, have by no 

means preserved this second century text intact. " The "leading Westem manuscript, " 

according to Zuntz, is D. " FG "more often than not prove themselves its [Z's] faithful 

representatives, "" but these are also considered to have undergone secondary corruption, 

apparently from the Byzantine text. 16 The relationship between Z and D is not clearly 

defined. The latter is derived from the former, " but Zuntz never clarifies how D can be the 

best witness to the Western text, while at the same time acknowledging that FG are often the 

only manuscripts that have retained readings that D has lost. 

Royse has given the argument of a second century origin of the text behind DFGa 

more solid footing by pointing out two conflations that are unique to ýP 46 (ca. 200). At Rom. 

16: 19 this manuscript reads xat OcAw 8E, an impossible combination of iKat OEXw in D* FG 

and 0EAw 8E in the rest of the manuscript tradition. In Phil. 1: 11 the conflation is even more 

"Zuntz, p. 267: "The Western tradition in its three main representatives, namely the 
Greek originals (a) of Tertullian's text and (b) of the rest of the Old Latin version, and (c) the 
common ancestor of DFG, derives largely from this second-century basis. " 

12 Zuntz, p. 280: "The popular text, on the other hand, which amidst its corruptions 
preserved original features lost by its rival, lived on in the Latin versions and the few Greek 
copies (we know only of bilinguals) current in the West. " 

"Zuntz, p. 240: "What D FG give us-or Cyprian or Augustine, &c. -is not 'the text of 
the second century': but they preserve features of it. " 

14Zuntz, p. 42. 

"Zuntz, P. 86. 

16Zuntz, pp. 166-67, points out that the "older Western witnesses, " including D, avoid 
the "interpolation" found in FG at I Cor. 7: 39 and 11: 24 (but see the discussion of 7: 39 
below). 

"Zuntz, p. 85. 
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striking: FG alone read Etq So4av iKat ElTaivov pot, with the rest of the tradition reading 

Etq 8o4av Kai ETraivov OEou. " ýP"' creates from these Etq 80ýav OEou Kat r; Tratvov 

Voi. 19 Royse states: "ýP` thus provides clear evidence that the text now found in FG was 

already circulating in the second century. )920 A third conflation has been identified at I 

Corinthians 15: 2, where the scribe of ýP" shows considerable difficutly in dealing with the 

readings Et xaTr; Xr; Tr; andO#IAETE KaTr; Xr; tv (see the discussion ad loc. ). 

In addition, several source-critical features of these manuscripts, particularly F G, 

suggest that they represent a unique and potentially early form of the text. First, there are two 

identical lacunae in F's and G's Greek texts of 1 Corinthians (3: 8-16; 6: 7-15). F fills in the 

Latin column with a Vulgate text but leaves the corresponding Greek column empty. G, being 

interlinear, simply leaves an appropriate amount of space empty. This indicates damage to an 

ancestor of these manuscripts, but also signifies that from whatever point that damage took 

place the subsequent users of that manuscript did not have access to Greek manuscripts to 

66replace" the missing material. It therefore must hold true that, at least from that point, 

comparison to another Greek witnesses did not take place, not only in these two places but 

also throughout the entire manuscript. This is in sharp contrast to D, which underwent quite 

"D* reads: r; tq 8o4av Kai F. Traivov Xpic-rou. 

"The reading of FG has much to commend it, since the shift from praise of Paul to 

praise of God is quite understandable. Metzger, Textual Commentary 544 calls the reading of 
FG 66very remarkable. . ., which has no parallel in Paul. " This is a puzzling statement, given 
that 'Batvog does occur with the dative (I Cor. 4: 5), and 'Enatvog is used quite frequently of 
humans (Rom. 2: 9; 13: 3; 1 Cor. 4: 5; 2 Cor. 8: 18; Phil. 4: 8). In fact, in the epistles God is 

never the recipient of Khatvog except the three occurrences in Eph. 1; these may have 
influenced the example in Philippians 1, which stands immediately after Ephesians in 

virtually all manuscripts Metzger does, however, also see the reading of ýp4l as a conflation. 

2'Royse, p. 253. 
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rigorous later correction on the basis of manuscripts of the Byzantine teXt. 21 Second, FG lack 

the doxology of Romans 16: 25-27. There is little doubt as to the secondary nature of this 

passage, 22 yet it appears in all the major "Alexandrians. "" The passage in D does not derive 

from Z, for as both Corssen and VogelS2' have pointed out, its text of this passage is not in 

sense-line format, as is the rest of the manuscript. In addition, its Greek text in this passage is 

identical to ýpMA P 0150 0151 apart from two readings that match its Latin text: the omission 

of -rE in 16: 26 and the word order Ocw uoýw in 16: 26. Its Latin text (75), on the other hand, is 

unique. It confonns neither to the Vulgate7,5 nor to any other known witnesses. 26 This 

immediately suggests that D represents a secondary stage in the transmission of the bilingual 

text, one which has been influenced by comparison to Greek manuscripts from outside the 

bilingual tradition. This will be explored below. One other feature of G in this connection 

points to an older tradition than that found in D: A space is left after chapter 14, a position in 

which many witnesses to the Latin tradition have the doxology. 27 However, once again FG do 

not have alternative Greek witnesses from which to supply the "missing" material. Third, FG 

'Frede, Altlateinische Handschriften, p. 95. 

22 E. g., J. K. Elliott, "The Language and Style of the Concluding Doxology to the Epistle 
to the Romans; " K. Aland, "Der SchluB und die urspriingliche Gestalt des R6merbriefes. " 
See further the discussion above at 14: 34-35 (p. 550) 

"The doxology appears after 16: 23 in MABC and after chapter 15 in ýp16. 

24 Corssen II, pp. 26-27; Vogels, "Codex Claromantanus, " pp. 282-83. 

25 In contrast to the rest of its text, 89 presents a Vulgate text in Romans 16: 13-27. See 
Frede, neuer Paulustext I, pp. 91-123. 

"For example, the readings qui autem potest and apocalypsem sacramenti at 16: 25 
for quipotens est and revelationem mysterii in the rest of the tradition. 

"Gamble, The Textual History of the Letter to the Romans, pp. 16-29. 
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do not include Hebrews among the letters of their Apostolos. This is a later addition to Z" as 

well as to the Corpus Paulinum, as evidenced by its shifting location in the manuscript 

tradition. Furthermore, the Text und Textwert data, which is intended to give a general picture 

of the relationships among manuscripts, 29 shows that D has a closer relationship to the 

"Alexandrian" manuscripts in Hebrews than in I Corinthians . 
30 This again shows that contact 

and interaction occurred between D and a Greek manuscript (or several) from outside the 

bilingual tradition. Since Zuntz's Text of the Epistles focuses on 1 Corinthians and Hebrews, 

the lack of a text of Hebrews in FG and the close relationship of D with the "Alexandrian" 

witnesses in that book may have led to his undervaluation of F G. This brief examination of 

some source-critical features of DFG shows that there are some difficulties with Zuntz's 

assessment of the value of FG in relation to D, and his view of the value of the bilinguals as a 

whole. This will be further assessed below by the examination of different types of readings in 

detail. 

Aside from these larger features, all previous research on the text of the Pauline 

bilinguals, both the Greek and Latin, has been limited by the difficulty, and in places 

"R. Schlossnikel, Der Briefan die Hebrder und das Corpus Paulinum, Aus der 
Geschichte der Lateinischen Bibel, 20 (Freiburg: Herder, 199 1), p. 13 1. His thesis is that the 
Latin text of Hebrews was not produced by the same translator of the other epistles in this 
manuscript. 

29 See D. C. Parker, "A Comparison Between the Text und Textwert and the 
Claremont Profile Method Analyses of Manuscripts in the Gospel of Luke, " New Testament 
Studies 49 (2003), pp. 108-38. 

Min Hebrews, among the manuscripts that are extant for most of the Teststellen, D 
shows the closest relationship to N and C (56%), then A (55%). In I Corinthians, after F G, 
the agreements drops significantly: C and 0243 agree in 40% of the passages, then 33 1739 in 
39%. NB agree in 34%. Cited from K. Aland, G. Mink, A. Benduhn-Mertz, und H. 
Bachmann, hrsg., Text und Textwert der griechischen Randschriften des Neuen Testaments, 
hrsg, Vol. 11: Die Paulinischen Briefe. Band I: Allgemeines, R6merbrief und 
Erganzungsliste, Arbeiten zur neutestamentlichen Textforschung 16 (Berlin ; New York: de 
Gruyter, 1991). 
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impossibility, of determining the Z's Latin reading in places where D 75 splits from F 78 G 

77. For example, immediately at 1 Cor. 1: 1 one finds the omission of IKATIToq in D 75 (with 

lp 61vid AD 015181 1834 Cyr). Is this the Z reading, with F 78 G 77 moving toward the rest of 

the tradition? Or in the notoriously difficult set of variations in 2: 4, do FG (with only ýp46) 

preserve the Z reading r; v Trr; tOotq croýtaq, partially supported" by in persuasione sapientiae 

77 78? Or does D, with the reading Ev iTEloolq (701ag Xoyotq (with NBD 33 1175 1739 

pc), partially supported by in persuasione sapientiae sermones 75? If one is able to determine 

the Z reading, then one may determine the scribal habits which produced the alterations in D 

or FG as well as eliminate that alteration from consideration as the archetypical reading. 

Previous researchers have recognized that the Z ancestor of DFG has been adapted to 

the Latin. What has not always been agreed upon is the method by which it is determined that 

Latinization has occurred in a given place. Von Soden describes the situation rather simply, 

that the editor of Z "adapted the Greek text very frequently to Latin, 1932 and that determining 

the original reading of Z when D and FG differ is a matter of deciding which moves toward 

the Latin, because "the reading adapted to the Latin is secondary. 9933 The difficulty with this 

procedure, however, is that the Greek basis of Latin text of the bilinguals, the D-text, is 

similar to the text of DFG. 34 Schdfer, at the conclusion of his essay on the bilingual texts of 

Galatians, recognizes that a different approach is necessary to reconstruct the archetype of D 
F G: 

"In persuasione renders Ev Trfaft, not Fv 'TF-tOotq; see the discussion ad loc. 

32 Teil 3, b, p. 1939 

33 Teil 3, b, p. 1942. 

34A description of the "D-text" and its witnesses is provided in Uwe Fr6hlich, 
Epistula ad Corinthios I, Vetus Latina, die Reste der altlateinischen Bibel 22.3 (Freiburg: 
Herder, 1998), pp. 195-96. 
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There is no method for it which can be used mechanically; the only useful one is the 
examination of each individual difference between the three descendants of Z ... 
because each of the three texts has its own unique, sometimes difficult to trace, 
history. " 

D and FG must therefore be studied as individual witnesses, which make unique types of 

alterations for different reasons. It is hoped that by a thorough assessment of the editorial 

activity in the bilinguals the reading of their shared archetype Z may be accurately 

reconstructed. Only when Z has been accurately reconstructed in each place may its readings 

be used to reconstruct the early transmission history of the Corpus Paulinum. 

L 89, AMst(A) and the Old Latin Tradition 

The pre-Vulgate Latin text of the Pauline Epistles is remarkably cohesive. The earliest 

patristic witnesses, such as Tertullian's citations of Marcion's text, show a text that is not yet 

settled, " but even these share readings that are unique to the Latin tradition, most notably the 

reading portate / tollite (= apaTc) in 6: 20,37 where the Greek reads a conjunction (8il). 

However, by the time of Cyprian there is clear evidence that a single Latin version is gaining 

favor in North Africa (the "K-text"). Lucifer of Calitari shortly thereafter shows the use of a 
31 

closely related text in Italy (the "D-text"). It is the D-text which was adopted for use in the 

Greco-Latin bilingual Z, and for this reason is critical for understanding the creation and 

"Schafer, P. 70. 

"Schmid, Marcion undsein Apostolos. 

"Another example is found at 11: 20. While there are some uncertainties regarding 
the most appropriate way to understand ouic ECYTI ... ýayEtv, the readingOU)CETI ýayEtv (D 
FG and the Latin tradition) is likely a simple scribal error, in which the sigma was dropped 
(OYKGýJ 1). Nowhere else in the Corpus Paulinum does 061(E'Tt modify an infinitive. The 

error clearly preceded the direct ancestor manuscript of DFG since it is followed by the 
entire Latin tradition (iam non [est]). 

"Frede, Altlateinischen Handschriften. 
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development of the Greek text of D, F and G. 

The influence of DFG on their corresponding Latin texts has been profound. 

Although neither a full analysis of the Latin tradition nor a reconstruction of the Latin of the Z 

archetype is a goal of this study, an example of how the Greek of DFG impacted the D-text 

may be helpful. At I Cor. 9: 7, suspicion is cast on the reading of DFG because of the 

disruption it caused in its Latin counterparts. All four of the key witnesses to the D-text 

diverge here: ipsius (78); eius (77, also AMst(A)); gregis (89, also Vulgate); and gregis ipsius 

(75). This diversity can be accounted for by regarding gregis as the archetypical reading of the 

D-text prior to its adaptation to the Greek text in the bilinguals. This Greek text either 

inherited or, more likely, created the reading r:, lc -rou yc(Actic-rog auTTIg as an adaptation to the 

pronoun in Tov KapiTov au-rou in the preceding sentence. " Upon this alteration, the 

archetype of DFG used ipsius to bring the Latin into concord with the Greek. 78 retains this; 

75 has the conflation gregis ipsius. This may be an indication that gregis was retained in the 

margin of this ancestor manuscript and subsequently reintroduced by 75, " a procedure which 

seems to have occurred in several places in this manuscript (see also 9: 20.74). The reading in 

77, eius, is local harmonization to the near context, matching the eius followingfructum in the 

preceding sentence. 

As a result of these Grecisms in the D-text, the assessment of DFG has been hindered 

by the lack of a "control" witness, that is, either a similar Greek manuscript that has not been 

affected by the Latin text or a Latin manuscript that has not been influenced by the Greek. 

"A handful of minuscules (including 3 255 323 1241) share this adaptation, as well as 
1831 with the reading auTou, which is so clearly dependent on the earlier sentence that it 
does not alter the gender of the pronoun. 

40VOgels, "Der Codex Claromontanus, " regards the reading of 75 to be a conflation of 
the reading of 77 with the Greek text of D. The evidence of 89 now shows this reconstruction 
to be unnecessary. 
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While a closely related Greek manuscript has yet to be found, the Latin tradition has been 

greatly clarified by the recovery of the lemma text of 89. Its text was first published in 1974; 

the accompanying volume assessing the significance of the manuscript was published one year 

earlier. Here, Frede evaluated previous work on the Latin text of the bilinguals and compared 

the results with this newly found manuscript. He concludes: 

Mit Budapest lernen wir einen paulinischen Volltext kennen, der zwar dem von den 
Bilinguen vertretenen Texttyp angehört aber unabhängig von deren Überlieferung ist. 
Darin liegt die eigentliche Bedeutung dieses Fundes. Es wird nun ganz klar, daß die 
Verbindung mit dem Griechischen in Z und seinen Nachfahren, die vielfach zu 
Gräzismen führte, den Lateiner an den Rand der Textentwicklung drängte... 

. Budapest kann, natürlich in den durch spätere Veränderungen gesetzten Grenzen, für 
das gesamte Corpus Paulinum zeigen, was bisher hauptsächlich den Zitaten Lucifers 
auf kurzen Strecken deutlich zu machen gelang, daß und in welchem Ausmaß der D- 
Text in der Symbiose mit dem Griechischen seinen ursprünglichen Charakter 
veränderte. Für die Vetus Latina-Forschung ergibt sich damit die Notwendigkeit, Blick 
und Bemühen nicht so vordergründig wie bisher auf die bilingue Überlieferung zu 
richten, sondern mit Hilfe von Budapest womöglich mehr Licht in die zitatenanne Zeit 
vor der Mitte des 4. Jahrhunderts zu bringen und ein Stadium der Textentwicklung 

41 
aufzuhellen, das praktisch unzugänglich war. 

Frede examined 89's relationship to the D-text only in Ephesians and I Thessalonians. His 

methodology was followed for sections of I Corinthians, with similar results attained. The 

table presents the agreements among the listed witnesses in chapters I and 6, with the total 

number of units of variation for which each witness is available given in the last column: 

"Frede, Neuer Paulustext, Bd- 1, pp. 82-3. 



620 

89 75 
1 

77 64 Lcf AMst AmA 86 Spe 61 F v 

89 0.71 0.54 0.45 0.73 0.59 0.60 0.71 0.48 0.52 0.60 0.60 171 

75 0.71 0.61 0.49 0.73 0.53 0.58 0.86 0.52 0.47 0.53 0.56 171 

77 0.54 0.66 0.42 0.40 0.49 0.47 0.71 0.33 0.46 0.53 0.62 134 

64 0.45 0.49 0.42 0.40 0.47 0.45 0.64 0.42 0.40 0.50 0.51 161 

Lcf 0.73 0.73 0.40 0.40 0.53 
1 

0.73 x 0.73 0.47 0.53 0.47 15 

AMst 0.59 0.53 0.49 0.47 0.53 0.57 0.71 0.46 0.54 0.68 0.69 171 

AmA 0.60 1 
0.58 0.47 0.45 0.73 0.57 0.64 0.58 0.49 0.63 0.65 171 

86 0.71 
1 0.86 0.71 0.64 X 0.71 0.64 x 0.79 0.64 0.79 14 

Spe 0.48 
1 0.52 0.33 

1 
0.42 0.73 0.46 0.58 X 0.42 0.56 0.54 48 

61 0.52 
1 0.47 0.46 0.40 0.47 0.54 0.49 0.79 0.42 0.64 0.66 171 

F 0.60 0.53 0.53 0.50 0.53 0.68 0.63 0.64 0.56 0.64 0.89 171 

v 0.60 0.56 
. 

0.62 
. 

0.51 0.47 
1 

0.69 0.65 0.79 0.54 
1 

0.66 0.89 171 

Several items are worthy of note, and will be clarified by attention to individual readings in 

the rest of this chapter. First, the highest agreement with 89 is found in Lucifer and 75. 

Second, 75 shows significant agreement with the same witnesses. Third, 77 has a relatively 

low percentage of agreement wi a witnesses. This is due to the singular readings created by 

its regular adaptation of the Latin text to the Greek. 77 also shows significant agreement with 

the Vulgate, though next is 75. Finally, the lemma of the Amiens manuscript of Ambrosiaster, 

when compared with the rest of that tradition, shows movement away from the Vulgate and 

toward the D-text. 

89 is not a pristine witness to the D-text. In addition to a fair number of singular 

readings (seven in the first chapter alone), the manuscript contains numerous "doublets, " or 

conflate readings. Frede listed the following five examples in I Corinthians: " 

4'Frede, neuer Paulustext, pp. 123-28. 
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2: 11 quae sunt hominis quae in ipso sunt 89 Hil Pel(B) Spe 
quae sunt hominis 6164 75 77 78 VG AMst AMst(A) Am 
quae in ipso sunt Ps-Vig 

7: 6 indulgentium consilium 89 
indulgentium VG Te Ir Cy AMst AMst(A) 
consilium 75 77 78 

7: 31 figura habitus 89 
figura 6177 78 VG AMst AMst(A) 
habitus 75 Te Ir Spe 

9: 3 diiudicant interrogant 89 
iudicant 77 78 AMst(A) 
interrogant cet 

9: 18 igitur est ergo 89 
igitur est AMst(A); igitur erit 75; 
est ergo 61 VG 

12: 23 abundatiora et verecundiora 89 
verecundiora 75 r' AMst(A); 

Similar examples are found in both 89 and the Vulgate. These may represent early examples 

of scribes offering alternative readings, a practice which is adopted with frequency and vigor 

in 77. 

1: 8 in die adventus 89 VG 
in die HI AMst(A); in them 64 
in adventum 6175; in adventu 77 78 AMst 

6: 20 pretio magno 89 VG AMst 
pretio 75 77 78 TE LUC Spe HI AU AMst(A) 
magno 64* TE CY AM 

in addition, 89 has received some influence from the I-text, both in the "doublets" listed above 

and, occasionally, in the replacement of D-text readings with those which would eventually be 

adopted in the Vulgate. This is more pronounced in certain sections than others. In chapter 

89 agrees with the Vulgate in 65% of the units of variation; in chapter 6 this drops to 53% 

(also 64 from 49% to 41%; 61 from 56% to 46%). At the same time, the percentage of 

agreement with D-text witnesses such as 75 and even AMst(A) remains consistent. 

An additional non-bilingual witness to the D-text is the lemma text found in the 

Amiens manuscript of the commentary of Ambrosiaster, designated "AMst(A). " This witness 
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has been only imperfectly known. " Nevertheless, AMst(A) clearly represents a text similar to 

75 89, but which has been altered by the adoption of Vulgate readings far more consistently 

than has 89. Indeed, in chapters I and 6 the witnesses with the highest percentage of 

agreement are Vulgate witnesses. However, this adaptation to the Vulgate does not appear to 

have been rigorously carried out. For example, in chapter 1 AMst(A) matches the Vulgate in 

70% of the units of variation, but in chapter 6 this falls to 58%, while at the same time 

agreements with 75 rise from 53% to 62%. By chapter 16, however, the manuscript reverts to 

an almost completely Vulgate text. Various features of the manuscript itself may give clues as 

to the sections in which the different witnesses were used, such as the presence or absence of 

the Vulgate capitula, the use of uncial script at the beginning of certain lemmata, and various 

notations in the margins (which may or may not be original). These, however, remain to be 

explored fully, and it is clear that the manuscript requires further detailed analysis. 

Nevertheless, despite its adaptations to the Vulgate, the manuscript shares several readings 

with D-text witnesses: 

4'The edition in the CSEL was beset by the death of two editors during its production. 
Vogels produced Romans, but his successor's work on I Corinthians is less than perfect, with 
numerous errors in citation. Photographs of Amst(A) were used for this study. 
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6: 2 aut nescitis 75 89 AMst(A) 
aut ignoratis AMst 
an nescitis 64 77 78 VG 
nescitis Cy 

6: 3 neque saecularia 64 75 AMst(A) 
quanto magis saecularia 77 78 VG 
omit 6189 AMst 

6: 7 est vobis 75 89 AMst(A) 
est in vobis 6178 VG 
in vobis est AMst 

6: 8 aut nescitis 75 89 AMst(A) 
an nescitis cet 

6: 20 pretio 75 77 78 Te Lcf Spe HI AU AMst(A) 
magno 64* Te Cy Am 
pretio magno 89 VG AMst 

8: 10 te qui habet scientiam 75 AMst(A) 
habentem scientiam 77 78 
eum qui habet scientiam 89 VG 

9: 11 magnum est 8978 VG AMst 
magnum 77 
non magnum 75 
non magnum est 89 . AMst(A) 

AMst(A) therefore serves as a further aid in the identification of D-text readings where it does 

not share the Vulgate reading. 

Having explained the types of readings we might expect 89 and AMst(A) to alter from 

the D-text allows us, as Frede noted, to clarify the form of the D-text prior to its adaptations 

due to contact with the Greek. While this is significant for the history of the Latin Corpus 

Paulinum, it also provides an additional "control" for the Greek text of the bilinguals. Prior to 

recognizing the value of 89 and AMst(A), readings in DFG supported only by their Latin 

counterparts would rightly be looked at with suspicion as unique to the Z revision. However, 

when these readings are supported also by 89 it becomes clear that the reading predates the Z 

revision itself. This clarification of the D-text therefore allows one to form a clearer picture of 

the now-lost Greek witnesses that were similar, though not identical, to the Greek 

manuscript(s) that served as the basis of Z. 
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II. The Witness ofD FG 

The Greek text of the shared archetype of DFG, labelled Z, has undergone alteration 

which is unique among manuscripts of I Corinthians. In places, there is evidence of influence 

from its Latin counterpart. This is not rigorously carried out, however. The most striking 

feature of this witness is evidence of editorial activity which attempted to produce a clear, 

readable text, with occasional theologically motivated alterations. 

II. A. DFG Influenced by the Latin Text 

The adaptation of the Greek text to the correspoding Latin text of bilingual 

manuscripts of the NT has been frequently discussed, though most often in the case of Codex 

Bezae. The current consensus is that the Greek text of Codex Bezae has not undergone 

extensive Latinization. 44 The Pauline bilinguals have not received the same thorough 

attention; only suggestions of Latinization in the case of individual readings have been made. " 

Methodologically, it is not always possible to either prove or disprove that a given Greek 

reading has been altered to match the Latin. For example, if the Greek reading and the Latin 

reading both construe and are contextually possible, it is not possible to show that the Greek 

reading has been altered to match the Latin, even if it was actually so altered by a scribe or 

editor. it is more likely in such cases, however, that the Greek and the Latin texts derive from 

a shared tradition. In this section, we will examine readings where DFG depart from the rest 

44A review of the history of the study of Latinism in Codex Bezae is provided in 
Parker, Codex Bezae, pp. 183-88. Parker concludes: "Present opinion rightly discards the 
theory that wholesale Latinization of the Greek has occurred. However, the fact remains that 
in a number of places Latinization remains the best explanation of the text. " (Codex Bezae, p. 
256). 

4'For example, Zuntz (pp. 88-89) describes 1: 16; 4: 8; 7: 26,28; and 15: 5 as examples 
where "the Greek of the bilingual manuscripts reflects particular exigencies of the Latin 
tradition. " On 7: 28 see also Fee, p. 325 n. 10. 
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of the Greek tradition where 1) the cause for the reading may be an attempt to match a 

peculiarity of the Latin or a translational tendency of the Latin tradition found in the bilinguals 

and 2) the reading did not anse in the transmission of the Greek text alone. " 

An example of the text of DFG being altered to match a translational tendency of the 

D-text is found at 14: 10. There D* FG (matched by VL 77 89) lack -rocaUTa. The omission 

brings 14: 10 and 14: 11 into visual parallel; D makes this obvious by enlarging and extending 

both et (14: 10) and Eav (14: 11) into the margin. 47 D is laid out as follows (VL 75 is missing): 

G1 TYXO I F(3NHý(DNONGCT IN 
CNTW KOCMW 
K& I OYA GN&ýWNONG CT IN 
G&NONMHAW 

This alteration, however, is likely to have taken place first in the Latin. The D-texe' lacks an 

equivalent to TOaauTa, while the Vulgate supplies tam multa. However, this is the only place 

in the Corpus Paulinum where tam multus is used to render TOCYOUTO;. Instead, a fonn of talis 

or eiusmodi / huiusmodi is used. 49 Its presence in the Vulgate and 78 is therefore unusual and 

likely not by the same translator of the rest of the D-text. The lack of Toaau-Ta / lam multa is 

therefore not an omission by the D-text of an existing tam multa. Instead, it is evidence of text 

that did not translateTocyauTa at all. 

"Parker (Codex Bezae, p. 186 and again on p. 257) cites approvingly a principle of H. 
Marsh: "There is no reason whatsoever for ascribing any reading of a Greek Ms. to the 
influence of the Latin, unless it can be proved that it could not have taken its rise in the 
Greek, and that it might have easily originated in the Latin. " 

4'G capitalizes the initial letter of each word, but since it is not written in sense-line 
format it cannot extend them into the margin. 

48 Represented here by VL 77 89; 75 lacks 14: 9-18. Some manuscripts of 
Ambrosiaster also lack tam multa; AMst(A) has the unique reading utputa quanta. 

4'E. g., talis at I Cor. 5: 1; 11: 16; 15: 48; 16: 16 D-text; eiusmodi or huiusmodi at I Cor. 
5: 5,11; 7: 15,28; 16: 16 VG; 16: 18. 
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It is possible that the reading of DFG attempts to match match an unusual idiom. El 

TUXot appears elsewhere in the NT only at 1 Cor. 15: 37. Outside the NT it usually has the 

meaning "perhaps, " but at 14: 10, according to BDAG, is "probably meant to limit ToaaG-ra. . 

. there are probably ever so many different languages. "" The Latin tradition, however, 

renders EI -ruXot with utputa, which frequently introduces an example or illustration. " This 

understanding of utputa suits I Cor. 15: 37, where it translates El TUXOI: "And what you sow, 

you do not sow the body which will be, but only a bare seed, for example of wheat or of some 

other kind" (utputa tritici aut alicuius ceterorum). " Therefore, utputa genera liguarum 
... at 

14: 10 could have been understood by a reader as "For example, there are many kinds of 

languages. - ." 14: 11, now visually connected to 14: 10 in the predecessor of DFG by the 

sense-line format, would have served as the conclusion (L&v o6y ph EIM ... ) based upon 

the example given in 14: 10. Since there is no obvious motivation for either intentional 

excision or accidental loss of TocyauTa, and tam multa never stood in the D-text, the influence 

of the Latin on the Greek is likely. Furthennore, w-rtv is added in DFG also at the end of 

14: 10, balancing the ECYTtV of the first clause of 14: 10, again on the basis of the Latin, as well 

as the addition of -rw before Kocypw, another Latinism (see below). The problem of the unusual 

usage of EI TUXOJ to modify TOcyaC)Ta was dealt with by adjusting the Greek to match the 

Latin. 

A second example of the translation pecualiarities of the D-text influencing the Greek 

of the bilinguals is the manner in which it translates the terms dtw'v and Koapoq. In three 

5OBDAG, s. v. Tuyxavw 2b. 

"Glare, Oxford Latin Dictionary, s. v. puto 9b. 

I'VL 64 usesfere in place ofputa, while VL 77 uses utpole, both of which correspond 
to the use of utputa described here. 
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passages the Greek uses the demonstrative without variation: 

1: 20 TOU atWVO; TOUTOU 

3: 18 Ev Tw atWVI TOUTW 

5: 10 -rou iKocqiou -rouTou 

TouTou Tou iKocypou 

saeculi huius 77 78 CY 
huius saeculi 64 75 89 F VG AMst 
in saeculo hoc 77 78 
in hoc saeculo 75 89 VG AMst AMst(A) 
mundi huius 77 
huius mundi 75 78 89 F VG TE LUC AMst 
huius mundi inpudicis 61 

The following example should also be included here, since 056 0142 together represent a 

single witness to their unique error of omission: 

3: 19 Tou iKocypou -rouTou mundi huius 77 78 
(TOU KOCFVOU 056 0142) huius mundi 89 VG CY AMst AMst(A) 

huius saeculi 6175 AM 

Note that at 5: 10, D has been influenced by the Latin word order. 

7: 31 -rou Koapou -rou-rou mundi huius 77 TE IR 
huius mundi 75 89 78 F VG CY SED-S 

Apart from the obvious, that where the demonstrative is present in the Greek it is also 

present in the Latin, it should be noted that with complete consistency 75 89 place the 

demonstrative before the noun, whereas in the Greek it follows. 77, and in one passage also 

78, alter the Latin to match the Greek sequence. 

However, with remarkable consistency the D-text uses a demonstrative where none is 

present in any Greek witnesses: 

1: 21 o iKoagoG mundus 64 77 78 F VG MeionT CY AMst 
hic mundus 6189 Ambr Hil 
mundum 75* 

1: 28 Tou lKoapou mundi 77 F VG Spe 
huius mundi 61752 89 L' AMst 
huiusmodi d*53 HI 
omit 78 TE Spe AU 

3: 22 Kocrpog mundus 75 t Z* ve": CH 0* T Or AMst AMst(A) 

"75 has the error huiusmodi, an obvious corruption of huius mundi. The identical 
error occurs in Codex Fuldensis at 1 Cor. 4: 13. 
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hic mundus 77 78 89 VG 
4: 9 -rw KOGPW mundo 77 t z* VG v 

(lac lp 46) huic mundo 6175 78 89 Z vg7" AMst 
4: 13 TOU 1K0CYPOU mundi 77 

huius mundi 75 78 89 F VG AMst 
6: 2 TOV KOGPOV mundum 64 77 78 CY HIL AU 

de mundo VG 
de hoc mundo 75 89 F CYF Zeno AM AMst(A) SED-S 

7: 33 Ta TOU 1KOOPOU quae sunt mundi 77 78 F VG 
quae sunt huius mundi 6175 89 vg7" AMst SPE 

7: 34 Ta TOU KOCYPOO quae sunt mundi 75 77 78 VG 
(omit B TE) quae sunt huius mundi AMst SPE 

quae sunt huius saeculi 89 AMst(A) 

The consistency of the addition of the demonstrative before mundus may be contrasted with 

the manner in which saeculus and aeternus are handled. In the two examples where the Greek 

reads the demonstrative, both at 2: 6, the Latin follows. However, at 8: 13 and 10: 11, at wv is 

used without a pronoun; in these places neither does the Latin add one. Recognizing this 

practice of the D-text allows us to explain the variation within the Latin tradition at 8: 4: 

8: 4 OISCql£V OTt OU8EV EISWAOV EV KO(YpW 

seimus quia nihil est idolum 6189 Spe AMst AU Pel Sedul 
scimus quoniam nihil est idolum Ir 
scimus quod idolum nihil sint McionT 
scimus quia nihil est in mundo 77 78 VG 
scimus quia nihil est idolum in saeculo 75 

The Greek text (without variation) reads oll8agv O'TI 068EV E't8wXoV EV KoCypy. 

immediately we might expect at least the D-text to add the demonstrative, with DFG likely 

following. However no Latin witness does so, and neither do DFG. This can be explained by 

the fact that the D-text reading here is preserved only in 75: scimus quia nihil est idolum in 

saeculo. As we have seen, with saeculum the demonstrative is not added. 89 has been 

assimilated to the I-text reading scimus quia nihil est idolum (61 Spe AMst AU Pel Sedul). 77 

54 Schmid, p. 68 points out that this is simply a brief fon-n of citation which may have 
been influenced by I Cor. 10: 19, is therefore not a true variant reading. 
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and 78 are assimilated to the Greek (along with the Vulgate) with the reading scimus quia 

nihil est in mundo. We may conclude, therefore, that the editorial habit of adding the 

demonstrative is limited to the first edition (Z), but was not followed by subsequent editors in 

the same tradition (77 78). 

Having noted the consistency with which the D-text adds the demonstrative with 

xoopo;, we are now able to examine several passages where this translational habit has 

prompted alteration in Z: 

2: 12 To lTvEuga Tou i(oopou ýp46 NAB CLPT 01500151 syOr 
spiritum mundi F VG 

TO lTvEupa TO TOU I(OO]IOU 049 056 0142 203 257 506 2093 
TO TrVEupa TOU KOOPOU TOUTOu DFG bo arm Or Ath Bas Cyr 

spiritum huius mundi 75 89 64 ABD G2 K Ll 02 PW AMst AMst(A) 
spiritum mundi huius 77 78 

The addition of the demonstrative in this passage is not surprising, since the use of Trw-upa 

would have prompted a desire for a clear indication of exactly which 1TvEGVa has not been 

received. This accounts for the addition also in Origen, Athanasius, Basil, and Cyril, none of 

whom are related to the DFG or the Latin tradition. 

7: 31 TW I(OCTII(, U TOUTW R2 DI KLPT 056 0142 0150 0151 104 326 917 1175 
1739' 1834 1881 syh Or Ephr Bas Chr Eus Severian Thret Dam 

huic mundo 78 
hoc mundo F VG CY 
hoc saeculo AMst AU 
mundo isto TE HI 
de hoc mundo 89 

-rou-rw 177 337 
TOV iwapov -roUTov D* FG 33 81 1739* sa Or 

mundum hunc 77 
hunc mundum 75 

-rov iwapov ýpI5 ýp46 M* AB6 

The use of the accusative with Xpdopat, the only example in the NT, prompted the alteration 
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to the more commonly used dative. 15 The presence of the demonstrative is not so easily 

dismissed as a mere Latinism, particularly since the "Byzantine" text is related to DFG. On 

the Latin side only 75 preserves the original D-text reading (hunc mundum); 89 is an alteration 

of the Vulgate; 78 follows the latter, while 77 attests the D-text reading with its habitual word 

order alteration to match the Greek (mundum hunc). The reading of DFG matches the pattern 

of other examples of this type of variation, but the addition of the demonstrative (with a shift 

in case) has apparently been followed by virtually all of the tradition. This adoption of a 

reading of DFG in the later tradition has not taken place in similar examples. Therefore this 

may not be a Latinism but a place where the Latin and the bilinguals preserve the archetypical 

reading. 

14: 10 Z: V IKOaVW q)46 MABD 2LPT 048 049 056 0142 0150 01510243 
r; v -rw lcoopw D* FGK 216 440 1610 

in hoc mundo 76 78 89 VG AMst 
lac 75 

Here the bilinguals do not add a demonstrative but instead the article, which produces the 

same semantic result. Significantly, the biliguals rarely add but frequently omit the article, 

itself a potential sign of Latin interference (see below). 75 is illegible here, but Codex 

Sangermanensis (76) preserves what had been its reading, which matches the rest of the D-text 

witnesses. The few other witnesses that independently read the article do not prevent tracing 

its origin in the bilinguals to influence from the Latin. 

This now places us in a position to evaluate the two passages showing disagreement 

among DFG for this type of variation: 

1: 20 -rou 'KOCqIOU TOUTOU 5j)' 1 M2 C3 D2FGL NP 049 056 0142 01516 88 104 326 
1739c sy cop ann Cl Chr Epiph Or Thret 
mundi huius 77 78 
huius mundi 75 89 64 F VG CY AMst 

"See BDAG, sx. Xpaoliat; Schrage II, p. 175 n. 698. 
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. roU KoGpoU ýp46 N* AB C* D* P 33 81 181206 314 429 917 1175 1610 1739* 
1758 1827 1834 1836 1875 arm Cl Cyr Did Epiph Dam Or 
mundi McionT TE Or HI 

This addition0f TOUTOUis caused by the previous example of Tou atWVOq TOUTOU (without 

variation) in the verse. D could only have avoided the addition by making comparison to other 

witnesses, as the demonstrative stands in 75 and the entire Latin manuscriPt tradition, as well 

as F G. The addition was clearly the Z reading, supported as it is by FG VL 75 77 78 89. The 

reading in D, no doubt also the original reading in this place (also 5PII M* AB C* McionT etc), 

therefore removes the addition made in Z by means of a comparison to other witnesses (see 

further below). 

11: 32 TW KOOPW ýp46 NABCDKLPT 056 0142 0150 0151 Hipp Cl 
mundo AU 

TW KOCTVW TOUTw FG 794 
mundo hoc 77 
hoc mundo 75 89 78 VG 

The presence of the demonstrative in FG in 11: 32 should be compared to the variants in 

14: 10, where under the influence of hoc mundo the article was added before mcypw, but a 

demonstrative was not introduced. Since -rw IKoopw already stood in the text, the united D-text 

reading hoc mundo prompted the addition Of TOUTW in Z. The original sense-line in Z read: 

tva VTI GUV TW 1COOPW TOUT(O KaTal(p I O(jVEV / ut non cum hoc mundo damnemur. D splits 

this into two lines: I tva Vil (JUV TW IKOOILW I xaTaiKptOwVEv 1. At the point at which the line 

break was made, the presence Of TOUTW would have been apparent to the scribe. Its omission 

prevents the line ending with Tw Koopw from inordinately exceeding those following and 

preceding, which may have perhaps been an additional consideration leading to the alteration. 

The consistent addition of the demonstrative pronoun before mundus in the D-text led to 

numerous alterations in the Greek of Z (1: 20; 2: 12; 7: 3 1; 11: 32; 14: 10). It also prompted an 
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alteration in the word order of D (5: 10). Here DFG show evidence of adaptation to the Latin. 

An indirect Latinism may be found at 1: 26. There PAE7TETE could be either an 

indicative or imperative form. The indicative is presumed by yap"and the D-text's videle 

enim. However, videte must be the imperative form, which then influenced the scribe/editor of 

the shared ancestor of DFG to alter yap to ouv. Finally, VL 77 78 brings their Latin text into 

conformity with FG by writing videte ergo. 

II. B. Alteration of Word Order 

Additional Latinization is seen in adapted word order. Following a comparative 

adjective Paul frequently, though not consistently, uses the copulative verb (I Cor. 4: 3; 7: 9; 

7: 40; 15: 19). This is limited to I Corinthians, though the reason that this stylistic peculiarity 

should be limited to that book is not clear. " The D-text adds the copulative in every passage 

where it is assumed in the Greek apart from I Cor. 13: 13, perhaps in recognition of this text's 

poetic nature. In addition, it prefers the position immediately following the adjective, a pattern 

followed also by the I-text (note 64 AU in the first three examples"). Both the presence of the 

verb and its position relative to the adjective have caused variation in the bilinguals: 

1: 25 00ýWTEPOV Twv avOpwTrwv EaTtv MABCLT 049 056 0142 015133 8188 
104 326 1175 sý' Or Eus Chr 
CYOýWTEPOV TWv (xvOpwTrwv ECYTat P6 424c 1739 

CYOýWTEPOV EGTIV TWV avOpwlTwv DFG syl 
sapientius est hominibus 75 77 78 89 VG Hil AMst 
sapientes est quam homines 64 AU 
sapientibus hominibus McionT 

"Barrett, p. 56; Fee, p. 79 n. 2. 

"Only one comparative adjective is used in Romans; seven in 2 Corinthians, but 
never with a form of Elipt. 

"The readings attributed to Marcion by Tertullian in 1: 25 and that of Irenaeus in 
15: 19 may be based on any of the Greek readings now in existence, except those of P6 424c 
1739 and 0150 in the first example. 
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CTOýWTEPOV TWv avOpwiTwv ýP` 

ICYXUPOTEPOV -rwv avOpwiTwv ECYTIV 0150 

1: 25 ICYXUPOTEPOV Twv avOpwTrwv ECYTIV (2) N'Aý? LP 049 056 0142 0150 0151 
88104326 

ICTXUPOTEPOV ECTIV TWv avOpwiTwv DFG 256 
fortius est hominibus 75 77 78 89 VG Hil AMst 
fortius est quam hominines 64 AU 

ICYXUPOTEPOV TWv avOpwTrwv ; pI Ivid N* A*? BC6 33 81 424c 440 1175 1739 
Or Gall Eus 

fortius hominibus McionT 
omit (parablepsis) ýp46 T 257 

Both readings may be attributed to the influence of the Latin word order. In one additional 

example D shows independent Latin influence: 

15: 19 iTavTwv avOpwi7wv EapEv p46 NAB F GKLP048 049 0560142 0150 
01510243 0270 celt (TraVTWV TWv avOpwTrwv EoVF-v 241) 

omnibus hominibus sumus 77 
omnibus hominibus essemus Eus-Emessa 

r; apr; v iTaVTWv avOpwiTwv DT syP 
sumus omnibus hominibus 64 75 78 89 F VG AM AMst AU HI SED-S 
omnibus sumus hominibus Ir 

Why does D alone succumb to the Latin word order here? Because D (or a predecessor) is 

written in shorter sense lines than Z, with the result that some lines are awkwardly split. In 

15: 19, the sense-line in Z was EAEEIVOTEPOI 17CCVTWV aVOpW7TwV EcypEv / miserabiliores 

sumus omnibus hominibus. " Without the alteration, D would have read: 

(3X(3(31NOTE3POI n&NTU)N miserabiliores sumus 
&WPU)nWN GCMCN omnibus hominibus 

This, however, would have separated the Greek noun from its adjective. To maintain the sense 

units, Eapr; v was shifled to the previous line so that lTaVTWV aVOpwTrwV could stand together: 

(3XE3GINOTE3POI (3CMC; N 
FIMTWN ME)PU)nU)N 

miserabiliores sumus 
omnibus hominibus 

"As in G 89; F 78 do not make clear the beginning of the line, but it clearly ends as 
EapEv / hominbus. 
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In this way D creates a variant based on the Latin that X, with its longer sense lines, had no 

reason to alter from Z. 

However, alteration in DFG is not clear in other situations where the Latin uses the 

copulative. There are many places where the Latin reads it without any Greek support (e. g., 

12: 6.23; 16: 4.21). This inconsistency makes it difficult to decide if the addition is attributable 

to the Latin. For example, at I Cor. 7: 26, D* FG 629 read icccXov ECYTIV, which Zuntz 

describes as one of several places where "the Greek of the bilingual manuscripts reflects 

,, 60 
particular exigencies of the Latin tradition, matching the common idiom bonum est. 

However, neither the D-text nor the Greek of the bilinguals add the verb in similar examples 

with any consistency: 

Rom. 14: 21 xaXov bonum est 
1 Cor. 5: 6 iKaXov bonum 
I Cor. 7: 1 l(aAov bonum est 
1 Cor. 7: 8 Ka; kov bonum est 
I Cor. 7: 26 KaXov 

Ka; kov EaTtv D* FG bonum est 
I Cor. 9: 15 KCIAOV bonum 
2 Cor. 13: 7 KCIAOV bonum est (bonum 77) 

This is in contrast to the consistent addition of the verb following comparative adjectives, as 

discussed above. Although the addition is not consistent in the D-text, the addition of Ecrriv in 

DFG at 7: 26 may have been caused by the Latin reading. This may have taken place in other 

examples where DFG adds the copulative: 

14: 5 pnýwv yap 
puýwv yap Ea-riv FG 

maior est enim 6175 89 Z* 
maior enim est 77 
nam maior est 78 VG 

AMst AMst(A) SED-S 

14: 10 ou8Ev aýwvov q)46 M* ABP 048 vid 0150 0243 0289 56 424' 1739 

IICf 
, with less assurance than Zuntz, Lindemann, p. 177. 
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nihil sine voce 76 AMst AMst(A) 
ou8Ev auTwv aýwvov R2 D2KLT 049 056 0142 015188 pm 
ou8F-v aýwvov EcrTtv D* FG 

nihil sine voce est 78 89 VG (75 lac) 
nihil eorum sine voce est 6177 L Sed-S 

Latin influence likely explains what appears to be a conflation in FG at 7: 29: 

CTUVECFTCCXVEVOg To XotTrov EaTtv D2KL IF 056 0142 0150 015188 pm 
cruv, -aTa. ApEvog EaTIV TO XOITrOV ; p46 NABP6 33 424c 1739 
auvEaTaXpEvoq EaTIV XOIITOV ýpl' D* Didymus 
CFUVr:, CFTaXpEvog ECYTIV XOtTrOV EaTtv FG 

The Latin witnesses, however, read: 

breve est reliquum est 78 VG HI AU AMst(A) 
breviatum est reliquum est 75 AMstd AMst 
breve est reliquum 89 
breve vel breviatum est reliquum est 77 

FG therefore add the second ECYTIV on the basis of the Latin, not from "Byzantine" witnesses, 

while D avoids the same addition. 

III C. Role of Paul in DFG 

In the Latin tradition in general, but also in DFG, the role, status, or authority of Paul 

is frequently highlighted. The Latin D-TeXt6l and FG alter the third clause of 11: 2 by 

removing the reference to the Corinthians (ulliv), adding TrC[VTay 
, ou / ubique (VL 77c 78 89 

AMSO, and adding the possessive genitive (Vou) after napa8ocrig. This results in an emphasis 

on the universal acceptance of Paul's teachings: "Just as everywhere I passed on you hold fast 

"The archetype of DFG read KaOwq iTav-raXou Trap6wica Tag Trapa8oo[Elig Vou; 
D has removed lTaVTaXou and added uViv, as in other places through adaptation to a Greek 

witness similar to N A, but retained Vou. Its Latin counterpart (VL 75) reflects an imperfect 

adaptation to this alteration in the Greek by reading a conflation, ubique tradidi vobis (with 
vobis added to match uptv) but otherwise retaining the original Latin text of its ancestor, now 
found only in VL 77 89. 
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my traditions. -)ý62 The awkward lack of an object for 17apr; 8wKa / tradidi betrays the secondary 

nature of these alterations. Other examples include 3: 5 and 9: 1; the most prominent example, 

however, may be the displacement of 1 Cor. 14: 34-35. While not directly highlighting the role 

of Paul or his authority, that alterations may seek to keep a close associate of Paul from 

appearing to 'break the rules' that Paul taught "in all the churches. " 

H. D. Expansionist and Interpretive Alterations 

major interest of the editor of the text behind DFG and the Latin tradition is the 

transmission of a clear, readable text. Most of these fall into the category of minor additions of 

words or phrases from the near context. For example, the addition of Etq 8EtTrvov (D FG VL 

6175 77 78 89) at 10: 27 clarifies the event to which a person might be "called. " While this is 

a correct understanding of the context, 63 there would be little reason for its omission apart 

from a slight chance of accidental leap (&n I CTWNE31 cA (3 1 nNOW. More likely it is a 

clarifying addition. The substitution of aiTtCFTOU (F G VL 6175 78 89) for cMijq at 10: 29 is a 

similar clarification. In the latter case D reads aXXtlq, which means either that it has been 

corrected to other Greek witnesses or that FG have been adapted to the Latin. The fact that 

these readings are limited to the Latin tradition and the bilinguals suggests that they are 

further examples of the minor glosses common in these witnesses. Nearly identical in 

procedure is 12: 23-24, where DFG add VEAq and Ttpylg both from the near context, and 

10: 17, where iKat (evoq F G) -rou iTo-rTIp t ou D* is added from 10: 16. 

A striking example is the reading Ev cipt in place of yEyova at 13: 1 is typical of the 

62Lietzmann (p. 53) claims that the addition of iTavTaXou is the result of 
"Angleichung" to I Cor. 4: 17. Assimilation to such a remote passage, which is furthermore 
only passingly similar to 11: 2, is unlikely. 

"Schrage, p. 467 n. 517; Fee, p. 475 n. 3. 
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narrow band of witnesses associated with the Latin D-text. It is found in the Greek witnesses 

D* FG as well as the unum sum of their Latin counterparts VL 75 64 7778.65 It is also found in 

the cluster of Latin witnesses that frequently match these Greek witnesses: Ambrosiaster, the 

Speculum (7), and Rufinus' translations of Origen (Origenis in Exodum 13,2). The reading is 

extremely difficult in context; Ev / unum must be construed as the predicate of Eipt Isum, with 

XctAK6q / aes / aeramentum becoming the first word of a separate clause. The sense-line 

divisions found in D and VL 75 89 show this understanding. The reading is not Pauline, for 

aside from the contextual difficulties Ev E111i occurs nowhere in Paul. yEyova, however, is 

used with a predicate nominative (as at 13: 1) also at 1 Cor. 9: 22; 13: 11; and 2 Cor. 12: 11. 

As Corssen suggests, the most likely cause of corruption is assimilation to the ayaTrTlv 

SE VTI r; Xw ou0r:, v upt at 13: 2. " This form of the text makes 13: 1-3 a series in which lack of 

love is described in progressively negative terins: Ev r; IV, (13: 1), ouOEv r; jV, (13: 2), and 

finally ouOEv wýEAoupat. The corruption, as Corssen also points out, took place not in Latin 

but in Greek. r; v rujit can be derived from ouOF-V Eipt, but unum sum cannot have arisen from 

factus sum, the reading of the Vulgate witnesses, nor from yEyova. Here is firm evidence that 

at least some unique readings shared by DFG and the Latin tradition do not derive from Latin 

manuscripts which were then adopted into Greek, but originated in Greek and became the 

basis for the D-text. 

These alterations cannot be blamed on the fourth century editor of the bilingual Z 

6'VL 75 reads in unum sum. This must have been the result of a misread correction 
which intended to replace in with unum. This correction misread the numeral "F-v as the 
preposition Lv- 

"In VL 78, unum is written above Eipt in the Greek column. The Vulgate reading 
factus sum is found in the Latin column. 

66Corssenll, pp. 15-16. 
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archetype. Not only are they found in earlier Latin witnesses, but some are found already in 

Perhaps the most obvious example is 15: 2 where DFG smooth the difficult syntax with 

O#IXETE KaTEXr; tv. The text of ýP` is disrupted here, but the confusion in the manuscript is 

evidence that its scribe knows this reading, otherwise attested in Greek only in DFG (see the 

discussion ad loc. ). 

II. E. The Influence of the Near Context 

One of the most prominent features of DFG is their alteration of the text on the basis 

of surrounding material. At 9: 22, DFG read 1TC(VTa; for TraVTW; TIvaq. In addition, 

Didymus (Commentarii in Zacchariam 1,26) reads 1TaVTaq and Clement reads either iTaVTa; 

(Stromata 1,1,15,5; 6ý 15,124,2; 7,9,53,4) or -roug Travraq (4,15,98,1; 5,2,18.7), the latter 

found also in 33 915 and Origen (Commentarii in evangelium Joannis 20,35,319). Though 

early, this reading is likely secondary. First, because TraVTW; TIva; awkwardly combines the 

certainty expressed with iTav-rwg and the seeming limited response Of TIVg. Second, because 

the previous sentences all repeat the phrase of the first clause in the second clause (e. g., Td-Ig 

aaEOEvEatv -.. -ro6g acOEv6g), assimilation to the previous sentences is likely since 

(TOOg) IT(X'vTctg would match theTd-Iq namv of the preceding clause. 
67 

At 14: 5 DFG replace 8tEpVTjvEuTj with a participle fonn, 81EP[ITjvEuwv. This 

substitution was influenced by the participles in the two preceding clauses. Indeed, FG read 

the article, which D does not, which is present before both preceding participles. 68 In addition 

FG add the subjunctive verb: 1"3 o StEppTlvEuwv. Frequently the Latin of the D-text is written 

67 Metzger, Textual Commentary, p. 493. 

681n. G, qui interpretetur is vaitten above o 5tEppijvEuwv, paralleling quiprophetat 

and qui loquitur. 
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as qui + verb when the Greek reads a participle. Here, however, only VL 77 and AMst(A) 

read qui; the rest of the tradition reads interpretetur (which properly renders StEppilvcuil). 

The addition of " is also unusual; DFG occasionally add the copulative, possibly under the in 
influence of the Latin (see 8: 4; 14: 10), but none exists in Greek here, and the 13' is left without 

a Latin equivalent in G. This verb form is omitted by FG at 2: 5. It is unlikely that the distant 

influence of Eav 8E Iiii 11 0 EpvTjvEuTijq at 14: 28 played a part, for there the accompanying 

Latin readsfuerit to match ý without qui to match the article. 

These adaptations may not be confined to the archetype Z, for many are attested in non 

D-text Latin witnesses. The example at 7: 14 clearly precedes Z. The archetypical text read: 

llytaaTat yap o avqp o aTrICYTOq EV TTI yuvatKi 
iKat TlytaCYTat 11 yuvil Tj aTrtCYTOq Ev -rw a5f: Xýw 

DFG, as well as the Peshitta and the entire Latin tradition, harmonize TTI yuvamt to both o 

avTlp o arriCYTOg and TI yuvil TI antCFTO; with the addition of an adjective: -rTl yuvatm -rTl 

17tcYT9. This versional evidence points to the harmonization having arisen before translation, 

since it is attested in both in Tertullian. (sanctificatur 
... afideli uxore et infidelis uxor. . . 

'9), 

the D-text, which reads different nouns: ... in (omit, + muliere vel 77) uxorefideli el 

sanctificata est mulier infidelis (75 77 89 AMst; also HI), 7' and the Peshitta. At 16: 15 icat 

ýOpTuvaTOU Kat aXatKou is added from 16: 17, though C* and the Harklean share this 

harmonization. 

This sampling of unique readings in DFG suggests that its text was not the result of 

accidental corruption but of intentional revision. Its alterations result in a smooth, readable 

"Ad t"orem 2,2. 

"The Vulgate, in confonnity to the Greek, hannonizes also the nouns: in muliere 
fideli et sanctificata est mulier infidelis... 
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text. Nonsense readings are rare. Many of these edited readings exist in the Latin tradition 

prior to the creation of the shared ancestor of DFG, and are probably based on a Greek text 

(most obviously at 6: 20). While occasional Latinization has occurred, such examples indicate 

neither a thorough revision to the Latin nor strikingly "ungreeV readings. It appears that the 

Greek and the Latin texts now found in DFG have a long, intertwined history in the tradition. 

Readings have been altered from the Greek to the Latin and from the Latin to the Greek. By 

the time that the archetype of the bilinguals was produced, however, this text was relatively 

stable, and the only interplay between the texts at that stage seems to be the result of a desire 

to bring sense lines into hannony. 

III. Secondary Editing in FG 

These two manuscripts, products of the Carolingian Renaissance, were part of an 

attempt to introduce Greek to Latin speakers. " G itself may have served as a study guide to 

the Greek text. This is most clearly seen in the alternate translations for Greek words that it 

provides. There are also occasional explanatory notes on Greek words. At I Cor. 15: 10 two 

grammatical notes are added: above XaptTt the scribe wrote "ablativus gratia" - indicating 

the proper case. Above 1TTWXIJ is written "pauper id estfeminum. " Another gloss is 

interpretive: above both occurrences of imupa at 14: 15, following spiritus, the glosses read: 

id est voce ("that is, with the voice"). 

The lack of thorough acquaintance with Greek, however, is seen in the numerous 

copying blunders made in the predecessor of F G. Among them are dropped or added 

71W. Berschin, "Greek Elements in Medieval Latin Manuscripts, " in The Sacred 
Nectar of the Greeks, ed. M. W. Herren, King's College London Medieval Studies 11 
(London: King's College, 1988), pp. 85-104; esp. pp. 91-93. Further description of the 
introduction of the study of Greek at St. Gall and Reichenau is provided in Berschin, Greek 
andLatin in the Middle Ages, trans. J. C. Frakes (Washington D. C.: Catholic University 
Press, 1988), pp. 145-56. 
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terminations: 

2: 11 EyvwKEv ] Eyvw FG 
10: 7 avEaTTIcy(xv ] avEOTT1 FG 
10: 18 OuataGTTIPIOU ] Oucrta(YTTlpr; t FG 
13: 3 iTapaSw ] Trapa8wcyw FG 
15: 29 Trot? lcroucylv I Trotouatv FG 

Others are simple blunders of sight or sound: 

2: 4 Aoyoig ] Xoyoug FG 
5: 12 -rt ] ci FG 
11: 14 aTigta ] -rigta FG 
11: 27 EGOIETE a100Eit1Tat FG 
11: 27 TrivilTE Trivil-rat FG 72 

12: 2 popýa qiopýa FG 
12: 23 iKat a ], Kai oFG 
12: 23 eXEt ] eXEtv FG 
12: 27 ugetg ] upag FG 
14: 17 E-rEpog E-ratpog FG syP 
15: 15 EyetpEv Eytyev FG 
15: 33 ilOil ] YIOtlp F G* 

Dittography is also common: 

2: 31 oug ] oucyou FG 
7: 25 8, - St8wlit 8r; 8r; 8t8w[it FG 
13: 12 EK VEPOug EK IIEPOug Elc pEpoug G* 
14: 22 r; tatv ] r; tatv Eig FG 

The challenge is that some of these construe in context, and may trace back to early 

readings readings. However, as the discussions at the appropriate locations demonstrate, most 

often these are simple mistakes. 

III. A. Latinisms in FG 

Several examples where D splits from FG are not corruptions in D. Rather, FG 

underwent Latinization beyond what took place in the shared ancestor of DFG. The most 

72 At 11: 27, atcrOEtzjTat and TrtvTlTat are simple vowel confusions, though these same 
indicative forms at 11: 26 have likely influenced these alterations. 
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striking example of a Latinism. in FG is the addition ofTIv EXt Tj aXTIOta rou XpicrTou after 

ýpovqcmm; at Gal. 5: 10. This clause is written in the text of F, though preceded by an obelus. 

Likewise it appears in the margin of G, signaled by a marker in the text following 

ýPOVTJMTai. Inserted in the midst of v. 10 it is nonsense, i1v having no referent . 
7' The source 

of the Greek, however, is to be found in the Latin, for quam habet veritas christ! is lifted 

verbatim from Pelagius' commentary, immediately following the lemma text'sfacielis (= 

ýpovqauat). Initially a comment added in the margin of the shared ancestor of F G, it was 

left in the margin by the scribe of G but inserted into the text by the scribe of F. Since there is 

no evidence of a Greek translation of Pelagius' commentaries, the accompanying Greek must 

be an ad hoc translation. This is indisputable evidence of the Greek text being adapted to the 

Latin in the shared ancestor of F G. 

Adaptations to the Latin occur throughout F Gs text of 1 Corinthians. At 14: 20-22, in 

a short span of text, FG show several unique readings which all match the Latin: 

14: 20 tva Taig ýPECFIV TEXE101 yEvijaft FG 

Taig 8E ýPEGIV TEXE101 ylvEcy0r; celt 

ut sensibusperfecti sitis VL 6175 77 78 89 Or AMst AMst(A) AU 
14: 21 ou8EiTw FG] ouS wq 51)"; ouS OUTWq cett 

nondum VL 75 77 89 AMst 
14: 21 EtoaxoucETat pou FG Thret ] EtcyaicoucovTat Vou 

exaudiet me VL 77 89 vg": BG 
me exaudiet AMst 

14: 22 -roig TrtaTOtq FG] TOIq TriaTr;, uaiv (2) cett 
fidelibus VL 75 78 89 V AMst(A) 
fidelibus vel credentibus VL 77 

At 14: 20 FG matches the entire Latin tradition - apart from Tertullian 7' and the 

731t cannot be the verb ilv, as Swanson's New Testament Greek Manuscripts: 
Galatians indicates by adding breathing and accent marks and inserting a semicolon between 
qv and EX[Elt - 

74 Tertullian paraphrases 14: 41 at Adversus Valentinianus 2: Also the apostle entreats 
us to become children again (repuerescere) according to the will of the Lord, so that being 
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Vulgate: tva -raig OpEctv -rEAEtot yEvTlcyOE / ut sensibus perfecti silis. This again shows the 

unity of the Latin tradition (cf. also, e. g., 6: 20). In the standard Greek text the logic of the 

argument is not clear. If both aXXa and 8E are adversative, then 20b must be contrasted with 

both 20a and 20c. But then the argument is not advanced from 14: 20a to 20c, for the latter is 

essentially a repetition of the fonner. Do the conjunctions then have a different function? Does 

aAAa contrast 20a and 20b, or function as simple connecting particle, without adversative 

force? " And if cMa has an adversative function, does Sr:. also contrast 20b and 200" 

Furthermore, assimilation to the near context is a possibility, with the subjunctive yEvT1aoe 

misread as an imperative (ytvEcYOE); this would require, however, a subsequent addition of 

tva. 77 It is likely that the difficulties of the relationship among the clauses led to the alteration 

now found in FG and the Latin tradition. Because the passage in these witnesses now flows 

logically, it is more likely that it is the secondary form. All these readings may have 

originated either in the Greek or the Latin as assimilations to the near context. However, given 

that several unique alterations occur in so few lines it is likely that at this point the editor of F 

G gave even more attention than normal to the relationship between the Greek and the Latin 

texts. 

Many readings in FG can be confirmed as Latinisms, since they adapt the Greek to 

Latin usage. At 7: 16, FG alone alter the cases of the vocatives yuvat ... avEp to the 

like infants in evil by our simplicity, let us be only like (ita demum) wise people in our 
understanding. However, this appears to presuppose the q)46 NAB celt reading. 

"The NASB renders this "yet in evil be infants, but. - ." while the KJV offers 
"howbeit" for aMa. The RSV and NIV ignore aAAa altogether. 

"056 0142 may indicate the difficulty by their omission of 8E. 

77 VL B, a Vulgate witness, reads the subjunctive sitis without ut, but this is likely 
simply scribal error. 
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nominative yuvTj ... crvTjp. The alteration must be attributed to Latinization. Both mulier 

and vir use the same forms for the vocative and the nominative; the predecessor of FG here 

altered the Greek to match. Latin case usage also likely affected FG at 1: 2; 3: 5,6. In each 

place alToAAw stands in place of alToAXwq. The Latin nominative form is apollo, which is 

matched phonetically by F G. The Latin case forms for this proper name are phonetically 

identical for the other cases (e. g. the genitive: apollo / aTroAAw 1: 12; 3: 4; 16: 12), making such 

alteration elsewhere unnecessary. 

Latin idiom has also led to alteration in FG at 1: 2 1. The Latin tradition uses placeo to 

render 68mw, a verb which typically uses the dative of person. Hence, at 1 Cor. 1: 2 1, the 

Latin renders Eu8oi<TlaF-v o Ocog with placuit deo (with variation). This then led FG to alter 

o OEoq to Tw OEw = deo. The same alteration did not take place at 10: 5, since the D-text 

renders the Greek with voluntasfuit dei. Instead, the editor of the Latin text in FG (VL 77 78) 

conforms the Latin to the Greek with the less elegant bene placuit deus. 

Omissions are less common than additions or substitutions. One example is 11: 14, 

where FG lose allTIJ. The DFG archetype reading was il ýucytg allTTI / ipsa natura attested 

78 
by D and the entire Latin tradition. However, the shared ancestor of FG lost the pronoun 

when the Greek and Latin were brought together into an interlinear fonnat, which G retains. In 

that manuscript, ipsa was written above the article Tj and natura above ýuatq. The lack of 

anything in the Latin corresponding to au-rTj led to its omission. 

Several alterations in FG involve verb forms. Because only a present form of the 

imperative exists in Latin, the distinction between a Greek present and aorist imperative 

7'Tertulllian lacks the pronoun at De corona 6 but reads it at De oratione 22,7. His 
text of 1 Cor. 11: 14 cannot be reconstructed with confidence since both examples are 
paraphrases. 
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cannot be represented in translation. 79 In these situtations the D-text most frequently uses the 

present imperative form with no impact on the Greek manuscripts 

5: 7 cKKaOapaTE expurgate 
5: 13 E4apmt: auferte; autferte 78; 

r; katPF-TE ýP` 6 1739 1881 

E4apr; ITE Byz 

6: 20 8o4acaTE glorificate 
clarificate CY 

7: 21 XpTlaat utere 
10: 15 lcptvaTE iudicate 

II(PIVETat F 

11: 13 icptvaTE iudicate 

15: 34 EmjýaTE sobrii estote 6164 75 77 78' 89 Spe AMst 

evigilate 78* VG 
16: 1 TrotTloaTE facite 

TrOlElTr:. 330 1108 1611 1890 
16: 11 TrpompýaTr; praemittite 75 77 

deducite 78 89 VG 
16: 20 auTracacyOE salutate 

amraýaoft 33216440 
16: 22 papava0a maranatha 75 78 89 VG AMst HI TE 

in adventu domini 77 

Similarly, no variation in the Greek takes place where the Latin employs a subjunctive to 

translate an aorist imperative: 

3: 18 yr; vEcOw sit 75 77 78 89 VG AMst AMst(A) 
fiat CY 

11: 6 latpacOw tondeatur 
KTIpao0w KLP 0150 
icnpuft 056 0142 181206 1758 

However, in three places the tense shifts required in Latin caused alteration in F G: 

7: 11 VEvETw aycqiog Tj TW CIV8pl xaTaXXayllTW ýpO NAB CD KL0560142 
0150 0151 1739 

VEvEtv ayapov 11 Tw av8pt iKaTctXXayilvat FGT 
manere innuptam aut viro reconciliari 75 77 78 89 TE CyW. E AMst 
manere innuptam aut reconcliliari viro CY 
manere innuptam aut viro suo reconciliari VG 

"B. Fischer, "Limitations of Latin in Representing Greek" in Bruce Metzger, The 
Early Versions of the New Testament (Oxford, 1977), p. 365. 
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manere innuplam a viro suo reconciliari F 
manere innuptam aut reconciliari viro McionT 

VEVETW C(YCq4Oq il Tw t8tw av5pt icaTaXXaYTITW P 241547 

At I Cor. 7: 11 the use of the infinitives manere and reconciliari stand against the Greek 

imperatives tIEVETw and i(aTaAXcryTlTW. While grammatically correct as indirect discourse 

based on the verb praecipio in 7: 10 and modelled on the preceding discedere (praecipio 

uxorem a viro non discedere), the lack of a form equivalent to the aorist passive imperative 

iKaTaXXayTlTw prompted the alteration. Already Marcion (cited by Tertullian) and Cyprian had 

done the same. " FG show the alteration of the Greek to match the Latin: pEvttv ayapov Tj 

-rw av8pt ica-raUayrivat. The use of an infinitive rather than an imperative, the only 

example in the D-text in I Cor., prompted the alteration in Z. 

7: 9 ycqillaa-rwaav q)' NABCDKLPT 056 0142 0150 0151 1739pm 
yapEtTWaav FG2 38 8le 88 623* 1611 pc 

nubant 75 77 78 89 VG 
yaRTITWaav 102 462 1927 

In 7: 9 the Latin is forced to use the present subjunctive nubant, which FG follows by 

substituting YCq4EITWaav (present) for yajiEtcrcrrwacxv (aorist). This takes place independently 

in over a dozen other manuscripts, " testifying to the tendency toward a shorter form. 

In addition, where the Greek uses the complementary infinitive, FG occasionally 

shifted to the indicative or subjunctive, matching the Latin. However, of nineteen potential 

examples, in I Corinthians, in only two places was alteration made in F G: 

7: 39 OEXEI yapTlOvat OEXEI yaptlOg FG= vult nubat 
7: 40 Som EXEtv SOKW 

... EXw FG =puto habeo 75 77 89 

"Tertullian, Adversus Marcionem 5,7,7; Cyprian, Ad Quirinium 3,90. 

"38 8 le 88 218 323 378 421483 491623* 919 1610 1611 1838 1912 2125 2298 
Epiph Chr; yCqlllTWaav 102 462. 
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III. B. Latin Influenced WordDivisions 

It is not always obvious that the scribe of G had a clear understanding of the meaning 

of the Greek which he was copying. Bizarre word divisions abound; r-v KOTrT]VTtv a8wpi: v at 

9: 12 (r; vKoTrilv Tiva 8wpr; v) may be only the most egregious example. However, frequently 

these mistaken word divisions are adaptations to the Latin. At 4: 13 we see a "live" example of 

the manner in which the Latin influenced the Greek in G: 

4: 13 wq iTi: ptiKaOappaTa q)46 ýp68 RABC D'F G'L PT 049 056 0142 0150pm 
waTrEpiKaOappa D* 
wq TrEpt KaOappaTa G*82 691927 

G* leaves a space between wcy, mpt, and ica0aplicrra, thus indicating three separate 

words. There is also a single point placed before wq and after xa0appma, which G 

occasionally employs to indicate word breaks. F, on the other hand, places a point after wq 

(which is enlarged and stands at the beginning of a line) and after TmpmaOappam It appears 

that when the translation was added in G by the original scribe, the space between wq 17cpt 

was bridged with a subscript "v" (waviTEp I), above which is written tanquam. His Latin text 

consisted only of tanquam purgamenta (75 77 78 89 VG); not having anything equivalent to 

TrEpt, he created waim-pt, for which tanquam is an accurate translation. 

At 4: 21 (further discussed below) the scribe wrote TrvEu[LaTt TEiTpa; OTTJTOg, with 

precisely that word division. In itself this is evidence of a lack of understanding his Greek. 

When the Latin supralinear translation was added, however, this ignorance is shown even 

more clearly. Above TrvEuVaTt stand the alternatives spiritus vel [spirit]u. However, qq (= 

quoque) is placed above the space between the two Greek words, not above its equivalent -rE, 

"G* leaves a space between each of the words; the space between wq TrEp I is then 
bridged with a subscript "v": wo, TrEpt, above which is written tanquam. F, on the other 
hand, places a point between wq and after TrEpmaOappaTa. 
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which had been incorrectly attached to the subsequent word. Mansuetudinis is written above 

Tr; iTpa; OTTjTOq, but the semi-colon inserted into the word appears to be secondary word 

division. This was likely added concurrently with the Latin since the normal word division is 

made either by a space or a point (as in F). 

At times this improper word division led to alteration of the prefixes of compound 

forms: 

7: 9 oux EyicpaTEUOVTat NA B- C DK LPT 056 0142 0150 0151614 1739 
ouic EvicpaTEUOVTat ýp16 B* D* 
ou icpaTEUOVTat FG 

non continent se 6177 
non se continent 89 VG AMst(A) 
se non continent 78 FLNU AMst Ambr HI AU 

8: 7 Tj auvEt8Tlat; D rel 
conscientia 6175 77 78 89 VG AMst AMst(A) 
Tj t8TlaEi; G* 

t8llaEt; F Gc 

8: 8 rrapl(YTIJGIV R2 DLPT 056 0142 0151 104 326 1881 Or 
TrapaCYTTJCrEt ýp46 M* AB 0150 56 33 8188 181256 365 467 623 915 
917 1175 1241' 1319 1739 1836 1875 1912 Cl Ath Cy Or 
CYUVICYTIlCrtv FG 

commendat 6175 77 78 89 VG TE AMst AMst(A) 

Some of the clearest of these secondary adaptations of the Greek to the Latin are found 

in the manner in which compound verbs are handled by X. In 7: 9, the prefix Ev- is dropped 

from the F-vicpaTEUOVTat to conform with the Latin, which does not have a similar prefix. The 

NT nowhere else attests the verb without the prefix. Similarly, in 8: 8 FG alter 1TapICFTqCYtV to 

cFuvtcTtjcrtv based on the Latin commendat in an attempt to match the prefixes of the verbs. In 

fact, G frequently separates the prefix from the main stem of the verb; in the immediate 

context auv t8ilat in 8: 7 (discussed below) and cruv 0 18TIaiv in 8: 12 are found. The result at 

8: 8 is nonsense: ppwpa SE i1paq ou auvic-rTlara -rw OEw. 
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A similar confusion over the prefixes of verbs is found in 8: 7. There D and all other 

witnesses read iKat il cyuvrAquiq allTWv againstKat t8ijmq (sic = r; t6Tjcrtq) allTWV in F 

G'. The correction in G betrays some of the editing that has occurred, for the original hand has 

the article q before t8TlaEtq. This is marked off with points above and below the letter and is 

not copied in F, but does show that the article had been present in the exemplar. In addition, 

the fact that the noun is written as t8TlcrEtq rather than Et8Tlatq shows that the prefix has been 

dropped. The noun Et5ilaig does not occur in the NT except in the compound form with the 

prefix cyuv-. This prefix had been present here also in Z, but is removed in X under the 

influence of the Latin. The Latin equivalent conscientia probably would not have led to the 

alteration in the Greek except that earlier in the verse a form of cyuvEt'6qcytq is found in DFG 

(auvqft t a" N* ABPT0 15 0 173 9 pc). In this earlier example the function of the Greek 

dative case'ril cuvr; tSTjcEt in rendered with a prepositional phrase: in conscientia. The editor 

assumed auv- to be a preposition. Since an equivalent was not present in the Latin, EtSTlatq 

was written without Tj auv. Both examples reveal a minimal understanding of the Greek text, 

and little consideration for the resultant meaning of the text. 84 

just as the prefixes of compounds were altered in F G, so were individual prepositions. 

At 4: 6, FG alone read xwra -rou Evog (against uTrEp Tou Evoq). In the Latin tradition of the 

Pauline epistles the participle adversus (from adverto) is used to translate the prepositions 

"The only other Pauline occurrence of cYuvIIOE ia is I Cor. 11: 16 (without variation) 
where it is matched by consuetudo (also without variation). At 8: 7a, several Latin manuscripts 
read something equivalent to Guv4OEt a: cum scientia 61; consuetudine P; in consuetudine 
sua 0'. 

"CE also 7: 29, where FG omit the verb wcriv, which had no Latin equivalent and 
likely was confused with wq earlier in the sentence. 
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iKaTa (nine times)" andTrpog (six times)" and, in Rom. 11: 18, adversus ramos makes clear 

the function of the genitive -Ov xXa8wv. The Latin of I Cor. 4: 6 has a construction identical 

to the last of these: adversus + accusative, with the sense of "over. " This led to the alteration 

to KaTa in F G, which corresponds to adversus. This also brings the phrase into parallel with 

icaTa TO ETEPou at the end of the clause, even though in Latin the prepositions are not 

parallel (adversus alterum infleturpro alio 75 89 SPE). 

A reading that has been substantially altered due to adaption to Latin word divisions is 

found at 14: 19. Regarding the word order variant attested here by F G, Zuntz noted that the 

reading of V' is the basis for the reading of F G. This is partially correct, for AAAHCAIEN 

was misread as AAAHOMEN and divided in FG into two words. 77 (and the annotator of F) 

translates this as loquor quidem, which ignores the o attached to VEv and translates only the 

last word. AaATI, however, is nonsense in context but supplied with what stood in the Latin 

text: loqui, which is an accurate rendering of ActAqcrai. What Zuntz fails to explain is how the 

verb in FG came to be placed prior to the prepositional phrase: It is the result of a Latinization 

in F G. Every Latin witness apart from Ambrose and the Vulgate-influenced manuscripts read 

loqui prior to the prepositional phrase. " The editor of FG moved what he thought was AaATI o 

VEv to match the Latin, possibly because VEv / quidem could not stand at the end of a clause. 

The avoidance of crasis in FG may also be a result of adaptation to the Latin (see 

2: 1.1). 

"Rom 8: 33; 11: 2; 1 Cor. 15: 15; 2 Cor. 10: 5; 13: 8; Gal. 3: 21; 5: 17: 5: 23; 1 Tim. 5: 19. 

"I Cor. 6: 1; Eph. 6: 11,12 (three times); Col. 3: 13. 

87 VL 75: loqui per sensum meum; 77: loqui sensu meo; 78: loqui quidem mente mea; 
89 AMst: loqui per legem. 
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III. C Addition and Omission ofthe Article 

DFG together infrequently omit the article: 

12: 11 To Ev ... lTvEupa ] Fv ... TivEulia D* FG 181 arin Chr Ps-Ignatius 
15: 32 -ro o#Ao; ] oýEAo; D* FG 

However, FG add, omit, or alter the article, at times nonsensically, far more 6equently 

than does D, or for that matter, any other Greek witness of I Corinthians. They add the article 

at: 

1: 16 XotTroy ] -ro XotiToy FG 

4: 1 OEou ] -rou OEou FG 

5: 7 XptCTTOq )0 XptCYTOq FG 

8: 6 o OEog FG 33 
11: 7 ay8pog TOu ay8poq FG 
15: 15 YEKpot ot vEl(pol 
15: 20 EK VEICPWY ] EK TWV VEKPWY 

On the other hand, they more frequently omit the article: 

1: 24 -roig KATJTOI; / KATITOig FG 
2: 15 Ta TrC(VTa / iTaVTa FG (also B Byz) 
3: 19 o 8paacopEvog -rouq uoýoug / 8paaaapr;. voq croýouq FG 
7: 19 Tj TrEPITOJITI TrEPITOptl FG 
7: 28 81 Tj TrapOEvoq iTapOEvog BFG 
10: 4 11 1TETpa 8c Tj 8E TrE-rpa ] Trr:. -rpa 8E FG 
10: 10 oAr; Opr; uTou ] oAEOpEu FG 
11: 23 aTro Tou OEou ] aTro OEou FG 
11: 24 r; tg n1v EtiTlv avapv7latv ] Eig EtiTjv avapvTlcrtv FG 
15: 8 -rw EK-rpwpaTt ] EKTpwpaTt FG 

16: 13 EV TIJ TrICYTEI / EV TrICITEt FG 

The nonsense reading oXr; Opr; u at 10: 10 is particularly striking; it may have been lost purely 

by accident or, more likely, on the mistaken assumption that it was an article. Finally, FG 

alter the case or number of the article: 

1: 25 -ro acOEvEq ]o acOEVE; FG 

"This omission may be due to the ending of the preceding word (r&m"-MP()GNOC); 
B. Weiss (p. 75) notes also the similar omission of H after yrioMONC: I at I Cor. 13: 8 (B) and 
H after (3AOE)H at Eph. 4: 7 (B DFGL P). 
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13: 10 TO EEK tIEPOUq ] Ta vK pEpoug FG 

15: 53 TO ýOaPTOV ]o ýOapTov FG (but corruptiuum TE CY HI) 

Two other omissions are particularly significant since the article is functioning with an 

infinitive. The loss results in nonsense, an indication of the lack of sophisticated 

understanding of the Greek text on the part of the scribe/editor: 

4: 6 TO PTI ... yEypaTrTat / pTl ... yEypa7TTat F Gpc 
7: 26 To ouTwq Etvat / OUTWq Etvat FG Meth 

This lack of clear comprehension of the Greek is further demonstrated by the omission of 

words consisting of a single letter, such relative pronouns and forms of cipt, apparently 

because they are confused with articles: 

2: 5 11 TTICYTtg uliwv pil Tj r:. v aoýta ýp46 NAB CDLPT 049 0560142 
0150 0151 1739 

fides vestra non sit in sapientia F VG AMst AMst(A) 
essetfides vestra non in sapientia 78 

fides vestra non sit in sapientiam 75 89 

11 17tCYTt; uliwv pq Ev cyoýta FGT pc 
fides vestra non in sapientia 77 

The verb is read in the Latin; its omission in FG can be attributed to a confusion with the 

article. Similary, at 16: 6 FG lose the particle fi, even though the corresponding vel is read in 

75 77 89 VG, and again at 2: 13 FG lose the relative pronoun, even though the Latin reads 
quae. 

Finally, the loss and alteration of the article is more pronounced in F: 

2: 6 -rou atwvog 'rouTou atwvo; -rou-rou 
7: 39 o avTlp (1) / crvTip F 
8: 4 TWV E18WA00UTOV / TOU E18WA00UTov F 

D, on the other hand, rarely omits the article without other support. The omission of -ra before 

TravTa (8: 6; 12: 6) involves other considerations, as discussed at 12: 19.80 

III. D. Other Latinisms in FG 

One alteration in FG is prompted by the Latin nomina sacra. 
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14: 2 TrvEugaTt ýp46 NABDKLP NV 048 049 056 0142 0150 01510243 
spiritu 76 78 vgmss: A* BCD G' KMN0PSUVZ AMst AM SED-S 
(75 lac) 

lTvEupa FG 
spiritus 89 75 77 ve": A' FH0LTW AU PEL 

At 14: 2 FG write nva wntten to match s-ps. The spiritus is not nominative here, however, but 

genitive. A similar use of the genitive where the Greek uses dative is seen at 1 Cor. 4: 2 1. " 

Although a corruption, the resultant text in FG actually construes: TrvEupa 8E AaXEI 

puo-rTIpta, with the TrvEupa now construed as the subject rather than the o AaXwv earlier in 

the verse. However, the context is discussing human speech, not the Spirit's speech. 

Additional Latinisms in FG include: 

4: 17 nlCTTOV q)ll q)68 MABCDLPT 049 056 0142 0150 0151 1739 
nICYTog FG 

fidelis 75 77 78 89 F VG AMst 
fidelis minister 61 

lac q)ll 

The Latin tradition uses the adjectivefidefis in the masculine form because it modifies 

filius, which translates the neuter TEKVOV. FG matches the gender offidelis with TttCYTO;, even 

though Trt(YTOV should have been protected by the immediately preceding rEKvov Vou 

9% 

ayaTrTITOV. A literal, word-by word equivalency to the Latin text was apparently desired, 

though in the resultant text MaTOg can no longer modify TEKVOV. The result is a nonsense 

reading, though not a mere "scribal error. " 

4: 19 Twv inýuumpEvwv lp 46 ýp6l MABCDPT 049 056 0142 0151 1739 pm Cl 
allTWV TWV IT0ucy, wvr; vwv FG 

eorum qui inflati sunt 75 89 78 F VG 
illorum qui inflati sunt AMst 
eorum inflantium vel qui inflanti sunt 77 

-rov TTEýUGIW[lEvov L 0150 5 1912 al Or 
lac 'pi I 

"At 4: 2 1, D makes an alteration for the same reason that FG do here; see below. 
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The D-text frequently uses qui + finite verb to render Greek participles. " At 4: 19, 

however, the addition of the genitive pronoun eorum was necessary in order to convey the 

possessive force of the participle. The editor of X introduced the "missing" pronoun a6TCOV 

into his Greek text, translating eorum perfectly but failing to bring the participles into 

alignment (which was later accomplished by 77 with inflantium). 

6: 4 pEv ouv NBCDLPT 056 0142 0150 0151614 1739 
youv FG 

igitur 6164 75 77 78 89 F VG AMst AMst(A) 
omit (parablepsis) A 
lac lp 46 

At 6: 4 only FG depart from [iEv ouv to read youv (y'ou'v; yE ou'v), a particle found 

nowhere else in Paul. The reading is caused by the Latin igitur, as can be seen from the way F 

G and the D-text handle this inferential particle. When ou'v stands in the Greek in 1 

Corinthians, 77 78 89 read itaque (7: 38; 4: 16; itaque vel autem 78), autem (9: 25; 15: 11; 

16: 11), or ergo (6: 15; 8: 4; 9: 18; 10: 19; 10: 3 1; 14: 11,15,26; 16: 18), but never igitur. In 

addition, in several passages where the Vulgate reads igitur the D-text either reads different 

particles: ergo (3: 4); quidem (9: 24) or omits it (15: 49, discussed below). The only example of 

igitur in the D-text of I Corinthians is 6: 4, likely accounting for this unusual Greek particle. 

Another example of FG altering its text on the basis of the particles found in the Latin 

is seen at 14: 3. There they intentionally replace o, 8E 1TpOýTjTEUWV with Et yap o 

JTPOýTJTEUWV, for no transcriptional error can account for the alteration. In this context, Et yap 

would function as a wish: "if only the one prophesying. . ." However, this classical usage" is 

"E. g., 7: 30 qui gaudent 75 89 78 F VG CY AMst = ot Xatpov-r, -q. 

"Denniston, Greek Particles, pp. 91-95. 
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unknown in the NT. " It may have been introduced in FG on the basis of the nam read by 

most of the Latin tradition. 

III. E. Alterations in FG Toward the Vulgate 

As noted above, when X was assembled, the Latin text was assimilated to the local "St. 

Gall" type of Vulgate text. The best extant witness to the text is the Winithar manuscript (S). 93 

77 and 78 each reflect this editorial activity in a different way; 78 has primarily a Vulgate text 

with a mixture of D-text readings. 77, on the other had, has as its basis a D-text, though with a 

significant number of Vulgate readings introduced. In places these readings replace the D-text 

reading, at others they are added as an alternative in the "double translations. 9994 The places 

where both 77 and 78 adopt the Vulgate reading, however, have not only affected the Latin. In 

numerous cases, the Greek text now represented in FG was altered to match the both the 

existing D-text as well as these newly introduced Vulgate readings. 

FG and virtually the entire Latin tradition add a disjunctive particle9' at 13: 1 prior to 

aes / aerumtamen (= XaAKoq). This addition balances the aut prior to cymbalum (= 

icuppaAov). In this case, the presence of the particle likely stems from the Latin, not the 

Greek. A similar adaptation takes place in the Latin tradition at Rom. 9: 11, where the Greek 

92WithoUt y(jp, r; j functions to introduce strong assertions (but never in Paul); see 
BDAG, s-v- EI (4). 

93 This local text was formed by comparison of several strands of the Vulgate, 
including a text similar to Codex Fuldensis, manuscripts of the Alcuin and Theodulf 

recensions, and the edition of Peregrinus. See Frede, Neuer Paulustext, Bd. 1, p. 78 n. 1. 

"These are exhaustively discussed in H. R6nsch, "Die Doppelilbersetzungen im 
lateinischen Texte des cod. Boernarianus der Paulinischen Briefe, " Zeitschrifitflir 

wissenschaftliche Theologie 25 (1882), pp. 488-517; 26 (1883), pp. 73-98,309-44. 

95 velut VL 77 78 VG; vel vg7s: A; aut VL 89; ut VL 75 AMst(A) Speculum Ruflnus. 
The remaining witnesses read a comparative particle: sicut vg7s: S; quasi Jerome; tamquam 
Augustine. 
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reads VT18E 
... A but which is altered in the Latin to aut ... allt. 96 Here again FG are unique 

in reading q in place of V98E. Further confirmation that Tj is a later addition to the immediate 

predecessor of FG is the use of the lower-case H in G, which as the initial letter of the line 

would have been capitalized in its early ancestor. It is unlikely that D would have omitted il, 

since its adaptations to other Greek witnesses are typically additions, not omission. 

Furthermore, this would require D to have omitted the particle based on other Greek 

manuscripts but without changing r; v Eipt to yEyova. Latinization. is therefore the source of 

the addition or the particle in FG at both Rom. 9: 11 and I Cor. 13: 1. 

12: 20 IIEV peAt, ýp4&97 XAC WF GKLP %F 056 0142 0150 015133 1739 
quidem membra 77 78 VG 

PEA, 1 gp46* B D* 56 102 441623 1241' 1827 1845 
membra 6175 89 AU 

This passage has an unusual number of particles, which no doubt contributed to the tendency 

to add/omit PEv: VOV R iToAAa [pivl pýXq, "Ev 8E' a6pa. An argument could be made for the 

secondary addition of VEv to balance the second 5E; it may also have been omitted because of 

the proximity of the first 8L In either case, the I. LEv was not present in Z since both 75 89 as 

well as D* omit it. The reading quidem in 77 78 VG caused the addition in F G; these 

witnesses also add quidem in passages where 75 89 do not read it: 7: 7; 11: 7; 12: 8 (75 89 = 

enim); and 12: 28, each of which has Viv without variation. In addition, 75 follows 77 78 VG 

with the reading quidem at 3: 4 even though it is absent in 6189. Latin does not nonnally 

"The Latin tradition also reads aut ... aut at Eph. 5: 4 (supported by A D* FGT pc 
where some Greek witnesses read iKat ... iKat. 

"In ýP", pEv is written above the line in a cursive hand. Kenyon assigns this to r'm. 2"; 
NTaP suggests "Benutzer" without specifying a date or correlating to specific corrections 
elsewhere in the manuscript. 
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provide an equivalent to VF'-V. " Here the Vulgate shows its ancestry as a grecized D-text; 77 78 

have been affected by it, and as a result so has X=F G. The addition of Viv at 12: 20 is 

therefore a secondary Latinism in F G, whatever the motives of other scribes for making the 

same addition. 

3: 22 iTav-ra q)46 MABCDFGLP NV 049 056 0142 01510289 1739 
omnia 6189 75 TE AMst AMst(A) AU Priscill 

TravTa yap 0150 1873 

TravTa St [= 8TI] FG 

omnia enim 77 78 VG 

The addition of 5t = 8h" before upwv in 3: 21 arises from the reading enim, which 77 

78 share with the Vulgate. The secondary insertion into the Latin text (it is absent from 64 75 

89 AMst(A) etc) created the need for a Greek equivalent, leading to the addition of 8ij. This 

particle is found in Paul only in I Cor. 6: 20 (with variation) and in FG at 1: 21, where they 

divide ElTrATJ into two words (F-Trr; t 8Tl) based on the D-text's nam quia. 

6: 3 VIJTI YE PIWTIKa ýp46 vid NBCDLPT 056 0142 0150 0151614 1739 
neque saecularia 75 
nedum saecularia 64 AU 
necdum saecularia AMst(A) 

PTITOtYE PtWTtKa 642 
lTocyw VaAAOV PtWTtKa FG 

quanto magis saecularia 77 78 F VG 
omit [parablepsis] A 
omit 6189 AMst Pel 

Elsewhere in Paul 7TO'cyw, J'aMov is found in Rom. 11: 12,24; Phil. 1: 23 and PhIm. 16 

(without variation), " whilep4TI is likewise infrequent (I Cor. 7: 2; 2 Cor. 1: 17; 12: 18; 13: 5), 

"Fischer, "Limitations of Latin in Representing Greek" in Bruce Metzger, The Early 
Versions ofthe New Testament (Oxford, 1977), p. 370. 

99Gignac 1, p. 236 lists examples of i> il substitution of the similar Vý in Roman 

papyri into the late 7a' century. 

100outside Paul in Matt 7: 11; 10: 25; Luke 11: 13; 12: 24,28; Heb 9: 14. 
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though never elsewhere with yE. Neither reading is likely to have arisen due to harmonization 

to any of these passages since none of the contexts are similar to I Cor. 6. A more likely 

explanation is thatTroaw tiaUov is based on the Latin quanto magis (also translating iTocFw 

VaXXov at Rom. 11: 12,24 Phil. 1: 23; and PhIm. 16 ). Quanto magis is also used to translate 

P IIIJTt yE. " The Greek particles are equivalent to each other. Photius' lexicon and the 

Seguerina provide the gloss TrOay yr; VaXXov for PTITI yE. However, finding quanto magis in 

the Latin, a scribe of an ancestor manuscript to FG substituted the more familiar nocry 

VaXXov. 

The substitution of a particle on the basis of the Vulgate takes place again at 15: 49: 

i(at (1) ýP` NABDKLPT 048 049 056 0142 0150 01510243 
apa F G'g 

igitur 77'9 78 VG 
itaque AU 
sicut 89 
igitur sicul AMst(A) SPE 
omit G* 75 77* Mcion IR OR CY TE 

At 15: 49, as noted above (see discussion of 6: 7), the D-text omits the particle. In fact, the Yat 

is not followed by any Latin witnesses, which read sicut (89), itaque (AU), or more often omit 

the particle. The Kat may be secondary, for the previous two sentences both begin 

asyndetically. Regardless, it was absent in the predecessor of F G. In the margin of G, 

however, apa / igitur is written, the latter of which is taken from the Vulgate. These both 

stand in the text of F 78 without notation. This particle is unusual in Paul, though not 

impossible. Its introduction here may arise from previous examples in 15: 14,15,18. Similar 

to what took place in 6: 4, apparently, the editor/scribe of X considered igitur a strong or 

unusual particle, and so selected apa as a likely equivalent. 

"'Though here 75 uses neque; 64 nedum. 
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Verb tense was also adapted to the Vulgate: 

8: 11 xat alToXEtTat D'FGLO5601420151syIrPel 
etperibit 77 78 VG AMst AMst(A) 
etperiet IR 

i(at aTroAAUTai M2 D* T6 81206 256 263 365 630 1739 1758 18812004 
2127 
etperit 6175 89 AU 

aTroAAUTat yap ýp46 R* B 33 917 1175 Cl 
aTroAAUTat ouv AP 
i(at alTOXEITat ouv 326 
iKat aTroXXUTat ouv 0 150 181 1875 2110 
Kat aTroXXuTat yap 104 459 
alToXXuTat 1836 

The FG reading icat alToXEITat happens to agree with the Byzantine text. However, it is an 

alteration of the Z reading Kai anoAuTat now found in D and supported by etperit in 6175 

89. When the Vulgate reading peribit was adopted in X, the future tense of the verb was 

altered in the Greek to match. 

In some passages, adaptation to the Vulgate was only partial. At 9: 15, D matches ýp46 

WBD with the reading q -ro KauXTlpa pou ouSEq KF-vwaEt, while FG read -rig for ouSF-I;. 

Their Latin equivalents, however, show no consistency. 75 matches D with nemo, but reads 

the verb exinaniet (future indicative) which is found in no other Latin witness. 77's quis 

matches G's -rig, but offers a "Doppeliibersetzung" for the verb: evacuat vel exinaniat. The 

former is the present indicative form, though it may have been unintentionally adapted to the 

termination of the alternative, 102 exinaniat (the present subjunctive) since 78 matches the 

Vulgate with evacuet. Further confusing the issue is that FG are inconsistent in the use of Tj 

and Et, so that one should be hesitant to put significant weight on the form i(atvwcrEj (sic) 

and attempt to decide what the Latin was attempting to match. The most likely reading of the 

shared ancestor of 75 77 78 is that found in 75: quam gloriam meam nemo e-xinaniet. This is 

"AMst(A) and the Vulgate manuscripts HN read evacuet. 
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confinned by the reading of 89 (gloriam meam nemo evacuavit ), which, as we saw above, 

lost the particle. The Vulgate (also 78) corresponds to what is now in the "Byzantine" 

witnesses: quam ut gloriam meam quis euacuet. When the ancestor of 77 78 was adapted to a 

form of the Vulgate, 78 matched it precisely (quam ut gloriam meam quis euacuet, which 

matches the "Byzantine" witnesses), but 77 retained the D-text verb form as an alternative. At 

the same time, while ut entered 78's text, it was not adopted by 77, perhaps because placing 

the equivalent tva before TO KauXilga would have separated it too far from the verb. 

Nonetheless, -rig replaced ouSEig to match quis. The reading of the Byzantine text therefore 

had indirect influence on the text of FG through the Vulgate and subsequent alteration to 

bring the Greek into closer agreement with the Latin. 

Similarly, at 13: 3 FG alone alter napa8w to its Latin text with the readingTrapa8waw, 

matching the future tense of distribuero. The first verb in 13: 2 is also a future in the Latin 

tradition (distribuero), but the Greek ýwptcyw was not altered by the predecessor of FG 

because the Greek form could be construed either as the present subjunctive or the future 

indicative, the latter of which was apparently the choice of this scribe/editor. 

7: 39 ÖESETat vopw h2 D' FGLP %F 056 0142 0150 0151 104 326 1175 124 11 sy 
alligata est legi 6178 vi": F 0* LN0PR Z* AMst(A) 

vincta vel alligata est legi 77 
vincta est legi Ambr Sedul 
vincta est lege AMst 

SESETat yaliw K 92 606 858 2659 Epiph co bo 
alligata est viro HI 

8E8ETat 5p 15vid lp 46 X-AB D* 0278 6 33 81 424c 1175 1739 1881 1962 
alligata est 75 89 VG HI 
vincta est TE CY PEL 

The addition of vop(ý is a secondary harmonization to Rom. 7: 2, where the freedom of 

a married woman from the marriage law in the case of death is used as an metaphor for Paul's 

wider discussion of freedom and the law in Romans 7: h yap OlTav8pog yuvh -TC5 ýCjv-rt 
I 
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MPI WE= v6py. Zuntz hints that this is a place where FG has been influenced by the 

Byzantine text. "' However, this is one of only two passages cited by him where FG against D 

has been influenced by "Byzantine" witnesses; the other is in the eucharistic passage 11: 24 

(TO 6TrEP 6VCOV + IKAWPEVOV), which is not an example of FG moving away from D, but D 

making an addition based on liturgical texts (see discussion ad loc). In the case of 7: 34 it is 

more likely that the harmonization took place in the Latin independent of the Greek (note the 

presence of the reading in 61 Arnbr AMst(A) F R) and from there introduced into F G. At 

11: 24, contrary to Zuntz's claim that it "is not an Old Western Interpolation, " the reading was 

present in Z as attested byfrangitur (75 AMst), frangetur 77 78% and confirmed now by 89's 

confringitur. The Byzantine text had no influence on F G, unless indirectly through the 

Vulgate. 

Numerous other examples may be cited, for which the reader is referred to the 

discussion ad loc: 

12: 12 -ra geAil -rou owgaTog rOU EVOG M2 DKT 056 0142 0150 015188 181326 
915 917 1175 1836 1875 1898 1912 

Ta lieAil Tou crwliaTog gp46vid X* ABC Dc FGLP6 33 vid 38 81 103 104 218 
256 263 365 441464* 623 642 794 999 1108 1175 12411 1319 1505 
1611 1739 1827 1834 1838 1881 1906 1926 2127 2464 

membra corporis 77 78 VG AMst(A) HI AU 
membra de corpore 61 

Ta p£Atl EIK TOU CFWpaTog Tou Fvog D* 

membra de corpore uno 75 89 
membra ex uno corpore AMst Hil 

lae 0201 

14: 33 -rwv aytwv ýp46 MABDKLT 048 049 056 0142 0150 0243 syP syhc 
sanctorum 89 75 VG vg7": A G* M N* 

Twv aytwv 5t8aoxw FG2 88 216 255 256 326 330 440 823 18312127 Syh* 
sanctorum doceo 6177 78 ve": BCF G' H E) KL N' 0PRSTUV 

WZ AMst AMst(A) Pel 

"'Zuntz, p. 166, with the remark: "Note that the older Western witnesses are free 
from the interpolation. " 
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-rwv aytwv Sta-raccopat 0151 

15: 27 UlTOTETaKTat ýp46 XABDKLPT 048 049 056 0142 0150 01510243 
subiecta sunt 64 75 89 Ir VictAf Hil AU Pel 

U170TETaIKTat allTw FG syP sa bo Hipp Or 
subiecta sunt ei 77 78 VG Hil AMst AMst(A) 

16: 16 )cat l(OTrIWVTI q)46 MABCDKLPT 049 056 075 01210142 0150 0151 
0243 
et laboranti VG AMst AMst(A) 
et laborat 75 89 

Kat KOMWVTI Ev uptv FG 

et laboranti in vobis 6177 78 vgT": K 0' 
Kat KOTrtWVTI EV lKUPM 81255 256 1319 2127 
omit 33 

15: 34 uljtv Aqw AFGKL 056 075 0142 0150 0151 104 181326 1881 syP 
vobis dico 6177 78 Or AMst(A) 
dico vobis Spe 

UýIV AaAW ýp46 XBDPT 049 0243 56 33 69 8188 218 256 429 489 623 
630 915 1175 1241' 1611 1739 1875 2127 2143 2464 sy' 
vobis loquor 64 75 89 VG AMst 

Yet not all of the readings adapted into 77 78 from the Vulgate were also adopted in 

the Greek of F G. For example: 

10: 6 ilpwv Eyi: vllOqaav FG rel 
nostrifacta sunt 75 89 AMst AMst(A) Pel 
facta sunt nostri 77 78 VG 

12: 2 018aTE OTt FG 0142 0151 pm 
scitis quoniam 6175 89 vj": D K7 SAMst(A) AU 

018aTE OTI OTE XABCDLPY Pc 
scitis quoniam cum 77 78 VG AMst(A) Pel 

The example from 12: 2 is particularly interesting, since FG match the D-text reading while D 

matches the Vulgate reading. This is precisely the opposite of what would be expected if 

scribal activity were simply mechanical, and they always made the same types of changes. In 

fact, in this case it is more likely that the Vulgate, which generally agrees with the 

"Alexandrian" witnesses, and D, which is frequently adapted to "'Alexandrian" readings (see 

below), have independently made the addition, and that FG and D-text preserves the original 
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Z reading. Again, we are reminded of Schafer's caution: "There is no method for [the 

reconstruction of Z] which can be used mechanically ... each of the three texts has its own 

unique, sometimes difficult to trace, history. ""' 

These examples provides us a glimpse, confirmed time and again, of the scribe's lack 

of acquaintance with Greek. He is incapable of creating Greek readings "on the fly, " and 

faithfully presents the lettering, if not always the wording, of his exemplar. The Greek text of 

G, confirmed by its close agreement with F, therefore represents the exemplar X with 

remarkable faithfulness. Any search for major alterations in the Greek of F G, particularly the 

addition of an entire word, must be found in its predecessor X, not these individual 

manuscripts. 

N. F. Greek Source of the Vulgate-Influenced Additions in FG 

The adaptation of the Latin text of X to both the D-text and the Vulgate does not yet 

entirely account for the Greek readings. In some cases the source may appear to be Byzantine 

manuscripts. Others are singular readings. However, these readings can be accounted for not 

on the basis of comparison to a continuous text manuscript, as in the case of D, but the use of 

a Latin-Greek glossary. 

The Latin-Greek glossary tradition is long and complex. The most widely used is the 

so-called Pseudo-Philoxenus, itself a compilation of several earlier lists of works. 105 This 

specific glossary is known to have been used by Carolingian scholars. 106 At St. Gall, the likely 

place of origin of Codex Boemarianus, there was a strong interest in bilingual glossaries. 

'. 'Schdfer, p. 70. 

"'Wouters, Chester Beatty Codex AC 1499,10 1. Wouters supplies a list of other 
Latin-Greek and Greek-Latin glossaries found in papyrus documents on pp. 102-104. 

106 B. Kaczynski, Greek in the Carolingian Age. The St. Gall Manuscripts, p. 57. 
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Though today only Greek-Latin (not Latin-Greek) glossaries have been identified as 

originating in St. Gall, these exist now only in a single codex and "it is likely that 

Carolingians possessed far more of them than we have today. "107 

Many of the above-cited Greek alterations based on the Vulgate adaptions in FG can 

all be attributed to the Pseudo-Philoxenus glossary. 108This glossary simply lists a Latin word, 

followed by one or occasionally two Greek glosses. The passages discussed so far correspond 

to the Pseudo-Philoxenus glossary as follows: 

77 78 VG FG Pseudo-Philoxenus 
3: 22 + enim 8t [= 8TI] enim yap, 8TI 

6: 3 quanto magis ITOGW PCIAXOV quantum Trocov, Trf: XtKav 

magis VaAAov 
PTITI YE 

7: 39 + legi vopw lex vopog 
12: 20 + quidem VEV quidem pEv 
14: 33 + doceo Wacw doceo Waaw 
15: 34 dico AEYW dic EtTraTE; dicens 

AEywv (cf loquitur 
AaAEt) 

16: 16 + in vobis Ev uptv in Etq, Ev; vobis uptv 

Not all the additions, however, can be attributed to this glossary: 

4: 6 adversus alterum Ka-ra -rou Evog FG 

UlTEP TOU Evog D cet 
15: 49 igitur apa igitur -rotvuv, -rotyapouv 

However, both the presence and use of such glossaries at St. Gall and the fact that the editor of 

X did not always clearly understand the Greek strongly suggests that such lexical and 

"'Kaczynski, p. 59. 

101M. Laistner, Philoxeni Glossarium, in Glossaria latina iussu academiae 
britannicae edita. Vol 11: Arma, Abavus, Philoxenus. Ed. W. -M. Lindsay, R. -G. Austin, M. 
Laistner, J. -F. Mountford. Nouvelle Collection de Textes et Documents. Paris: Societ6 
Anonyme d'Edition o Les Belles Lettres)). 1926; G. Goetz and G. Gundermann, ed. Glossae 
latinograece et graecolatinae. Corpus Glossariorurn Latinorum, ed. G. Loewe et G. Goetz, 
vol. II. Lipsiae: Teubner, 1888. 
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grammatical tools would have been used by the editor. Furthermore, a recently edited 

manuscript Greek-Latin word list for the Pauline epistles, designated ýP" (ca. 400), is not a 

continuous script text but a Greco-Latin glossary of the Pauline epistles. The Latin equivalents 

most closely identify with D-text readings. "' Unfortunately, the manuscript contains only 

portions of Romans, 2 Corinthians, Galatians, and Ephesians. There is no clear connection 

between this manuscript and the Carolingian manuscripts F G; nevertheless, it does indicate 

that Greco-Latin glossaries of the Pauline epistles had been compiled. The use of similar tools, 

whether specific to the epistles or of more general content, may explain the way in which 

single words were adapted from the Latin into the Greek by Carolingian scholars. 

Furthermore, several misread corrections in FG correspond to the way that these 

glossaries would have been used. FG show a unique reading in G at 14: 4. Here G* reads o 

Aa; kF-t vel XaXwv, with qui loquitur written above o AcuNEt but no corresponding Latin above 

ActXwv (the reading of all Greek witnesses apart from F G). This is parallel to the numerous 

examples of the predecessor of FG providing both the inherited Latin D-text reading and an 

alternative, separated by a symbol (resembling a Roman lowercase "t") that stands for vel (the 

"Doppeliibersetzungen"). Here G preserves the reading inherited from the Greek portion of its 

ancestor while also providing an alternative, more literal rendering of the Latin. This was 

likely a marginal note, one written into the text of G with the AC(Awv retained, while F properly 

read the note, writing only AaAEt. It appears, therefore, that adaptations in the Greek have 

occurred in the same way as the Latin. In the predecessor of F G, alternative renderings were 

written in the manuscript (either in the margins or interlinear). Some of these alternatives were 

"Wouters, Alfons, ed., The Chester Beatty Codex AC 1499. A Graeco-Latin Lexicon 
on the Pauline Epistles and a Greek Grammar, Chester Beatty Monographs 12 (Leuven, 
paris: Peeters, 1988). 
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adopted into the text of G without acknowledgment of the original word, as took place often in 

G's Latin text when the Vulgate reading replaces the D-text reading. On occasion, F similarly 

writes the non-Vulgate reading above the corresponding Greek text. At 14: 4, the double- 

reading in the Greek text of G shows that in the predecessor manuscript the reading inherited 

from the shared ancestor of DFG (o ; ka; kwv) is preserved, but in addition a rendering is 

provided which matches the Latin indicative form: AaXE t. F copied only o AaAE t, but G 

copied both the inherited text and the Latinized notation. This is further evidence of Latinism 

in the ancestor of F G. 

This method of producing the text led to a nonsense reading in G at 10: 23. The 

predecessor manuscript of FG lost 7TO[VTa pot E4ECYTIV aAA OU 17aVTa 011(08opEt, yet 

another example of parablepsis in these witnesses. However, G alone reads Inl8ug To 

EaUTOU in place of the missing text without, however, adding the Latin interlinear translation. 

The text is clearly adopted from 10: 24, though in that place DFG read PT18EIg TO EaUTOU 

4qmw all on the same line. There is no obvious similarity in text which would cause a leap 

from E4ECFTEIV (sic) to the aup#pEt which immediately precedes the added text, unless the 

leap made in the Latin text of the predecessor manuscript from ficent to expediunt, with the 

text then marked for omission. F correctly interpreted the correction, hence it did not copy the 

text; the scribe of G did not, and so copied the nonsense Greek before him. 

In another example of a misread correction in the shared exemplar of F G, at 10: 32 G* 

writes auTou OEou but marks the initial au for omission. F misunderstands the correction by 

omitting allTOu altogether, resulting in the singular reading OEou (without the article). There 

is a possibility that FG preserve an early reading here, for apart from an absurd blunder no 

one would write TTI r; KKATIata auTou Or; ou. However, if the archetypical text read only'rTj 
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EKKAijaia allTOU one could easily imagine a scenario where a correction replaced the pronoun 

with 0, -ou, (modeled on the frequent use of the phrase "church of God" in the epistles) 

followed by a copyist misreading the correction and copying allTOU Oi: ou, as G* preserves. If 

-rTj ExiKATIata allTOU were the archetypical reading, the allTOU would suit the context because 

it has a clear antecedent at the end of 10: 31 in OEou, which in turn may have led to the 

substitution. Nevertheless, because the correction may merely indicate a confused scribe, the 

conjecture is not necessary in this case. 

14: 25 shows corrections both to the Greek and the Latin. G* has the bizarre reading 

aTrayywveXXwv, corrected to aTrayyr; XXwv by striking through wv. The accompanying Latin 

has also been adapted: annuntians (adnuntians VL 75 89) has points placed over the an and a 

ligature forpro written before the verb, indicating correction to pronuntians. 1 10 This 

corresponds to the alterations of Greek prefixes noted above, but in this case the Latin prefix 

is altered. The reading of G* is probably a misunderstood correction. The shared archetype of 

FG read alTayyr; Xwv (as in D), and the correction was intended to replace aTr- with av-. This 

was correctly interpreted by F (which read (xvayyEXwv) but misunderstood by G to replace 

avayyi:, NX- with aTrayy-. "' Additional evidence of misread corrections is to be seen at 9: 8.25; 

15: 25.100; and Rom. 14: 21 (discussed at 10: 7.26). 

While corrections and marginal notations, some likely derived from a lexicon, can 

account for many alterations in the Greek of F G, the Latin texts (77 78) do not appear to have 

been affected by this process. The use of Greek to Latin glossaries was quite common, and 

"'The preceding Latin word, cTm (the Latin reading adorabit deum for TrpcFoKuvIjaE I 
Tw Ocw), is written to the left of Uw-, as if the scribe realized that space was needed for pro 
before writing cTm. 

I "Scrivener, An Exact Transcript of the CodexAugiensis, p. xxvi, notes nine 
examples of the confusion of N and ri in F. 
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known to have existed in St. Gall. However, the most common, the Pseudo-Cyprian lexicon, 

could not have been used to produce the Vulgate readings. This is seen most clearly in the 

reading at 6: 3. The rest of the Greek tradition reads VIJTI yE, for which the entries in Pseudo- 

Cyprian read: [ITITt nequid num and yc verum, which could not have produced the reading 

quanto magis of 77 78 VG. 

III. G. Hannonization to Near Context in FG 

Aside from Latinizations, FG show several other features with relative consistency. 

These are attributable to the Greek alone, since both D and the D-text retains the Z reading. F 

as are all manuscripts, are prone to assimilation to the near context: 

5: 8 Trovilptag ýp` XABCDL PY 049 056 0142 0150 0151 

nequitiae 75 89 78 F VG Spe AMst AMst(A) 
malignitatis AU 

Tropv£tcr, FG 
nequitiae velfornicationis 77 

6: 6 Ent aTrtCYTWV 

infideles 6175 89 VG 
aTrICFTWV Kat ou ETrt aytwv F 

infideles et non apudsanctos 77 
infideles et non inter sanctos 78 

aTrtGTWV Kat ou Errt aytwv ouK otBaTE G 

10: 19 E18WAOOUTov FGKLO560142015188915pmsygotChrThretDam 

r; t8wXov MB Cc DPT6 1739 al arm 
idolum 6175 78 89 VG AMst(A) 
simulacrum AMst 
idolum vel idolothitum 77 
omit [parablepsis] q)46 R* A C* 0150 6 33 pc vg7" 

9: 24 OUTWq cett 
sic 75 89 VG AMst AMst(A) IR CY 

EYW 8E AEYW UVIV OUTWq FG 
ego autem dico vobis sic 6177 78 

At 5: 8, the reading Tropmaq (F G) is adapted to the use at 5: 1, and fonns of the 
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similar TrOpvog are about to appear in 5: 9,10 and 11. The mistake took place only in the 

Greek of F and G; 75 89 78 etc. read nequitiae; 77 preserves this reading but adds, in 

conformity to this newly minted reading, velfornicationis. Here the Latin has shown itself the 

faithful transmitter of the second century ancestor since it is not liable to the sight/sound 

confusion that the Greek is in this case. Another example is the addition of i(at ou ETrt Twv 

crytwv after Ent aTriaTwv at 6: 6, which is added from the identical phrase in 6: 1. The Latin in 

77 78 differ slightly here: 77 reads infideles et non apud sanctos; 77 reads inter in place of 

apud. The reading in 78 is explained by the double-translation offered in 6: 1, where 77 reads 

apud vel inter sanctos. "' An identical type of alteration occurs at 10: 19. FG assimilate 

Et8wXov to the E18WA00UTOv earlier in the verse. The D and the Latin preserve the original Z 

reading. 77 adds an alternative rendering to match the error in the Greek text, though in this 

case the transliteration idolothitum rather than a translation. Though shared by FG and 

"Byzantine" witnesses, this type of error is common in those witnesses, and does not indicate 

shared ancestry. 

The addition AEyw 8E uptv at 9: 24 is not assimilation to the near context, but an 

expansion that emphasizes the command of 9: 24b. This exact phrase occurs nowhere else in 

Paul. The source of this addition, attested only by FG 77 78, is, however, not certain. 

III. H. Adaptations to Accidentally Lost Text 

As do all witnesses, FG lose text due to an accidental leap. 113 Its resultant altered text 

is easily discovered. At 10: 2, the scribe leaped from Ev TrI to Ev 'ryl, which led to OaXacaTI 

"'For the ouK ot8aTE which follows in G, see the next section, "Adaptations to 
Accidentally Lost Text. " 

"'Obvious examples of parablepsis are 1: 26 omit ou TroXAo, EuyFvEig; 1: 27 omit 
wat ... KaTatcyXuvij, 2: 6 omit ou8E --- TOUTOU; etc. 
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being written first, with r; v -rTl vi: ý, -ATI then written after the error was noticed. The 

corresponding Latin columns of these manuscripts follow the Greek in this error. A shift for 

similar reasons takes place at 15: 58. FG place oux ECYTtv before o KolTog upwv. This was 

likely caused by a leap from OKonocto OYKGCT I N, with OKonoCYMWN re-inserted after 

the mistake was noticed. 

A striking attempt at repair is seen at 6: 15, where FG add the con unction ' before i TI 

ouic oiSaTE. Since 6: 7-14 are missing in these manuscripts, the addition could not have arisen 

from 6: 9, though perhaps it comes from the distant influence of 6: 2. However, at the end of 

6: 6 FG adds iKat ou Ent aytwv, which is taken from 6: 1, another example of harmonization 

to the near context in these manuscripts. However, at this point G also adds ouK otBaT, -. This 

cannot have come ftorn 6: 1, since at that place FG read Tj ouK ot8aTE. Instead, it is most 

likely the beginning of 6: 15, broken off after these first two words. The lack of a Latin 

interlinear translation for these two words.. suggests that the scribe did not realize that a 

sizeable portion of Greek text was missing until after ouK ot6aTE had been written and he had 

prepared to add the Latin. Once the missing text was noticed, a suitable blank space was left in 

the manuscript, with the text resuming at 6: 15. Here, however is the addition of Tj before ouic 

ot8aTE. This may be an attempt by the scribe to create a connection with the preceding 

material, thereby alleviating the loss of 6: 7-14. Significantly, 75 89 D do not read the il, 

indicating an ad hoc creation in X. F G, again without other Greek support and against 75 78 

89, add Tj in the next clause as well (q apa[q] ouv ... ) again in an attempt to smooth over a 

I "This is the only example of two Greek words in G 77 not being given a Latin 

equivalent, aside from YEVEOIJTW YEVE011TW in the subscription. 
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now corrupted text. "' The scribe of G makes a further blunder in the second part of the verse. 

He skipped from XPIGTOU (1) to Xpio-rou (2), then continued with notTlaw iTopvTlq VEAq 

P11 YEVOITO. The error was then noticed, whereupon he returned to Xpicrrou (1) and 

continued with the lost Tj apa ouv -Ta PEXII TOU WICYTOU 170til(YW 7TopVTjq PEAT] PTI 

YEVOtTO, in the event copying a second time XptaTou Trounaw 17()pvTlq PEATI JITI YEVOITO. 

IILL Secondary Spelling in FG 

The use Of -TT- and -aa- by DFG helps to clarify the relationships among these 

witnesses (see further the discussions ad loc). D favors the Attic -TT- at I Cor. 6: 9 with the 

"Alexandrian" witnesses and reads (with 075) IKPEtTTova at Heb. 6: 9 against all other 

witnesses. "' On the other hand, apart from clearly secondary adapations, FG consistently 

write -cc, This suggests that the shared ancestor of DFG used -ca-, from which it follows 

that examples Of -TT- in DFG are secondary. For example, -XaTTOV in FG at 1 Cor. 11: 17 

(Tlacyov XABC D*; 9, r'rov pm) must be a secondary adaptation. The -TT- is primary 

evidence. Latinism may be an issue as well. The lexicon of Ps-Dositheus suggests r; XaTTOV for 

both minus and parum, "' and we find minus in the corresponding Latin here. 'This may help 

explain EAaacTov in FG alone at 2 Cor. 12: 15, which, though written with -aa-, again may be 

I`G* has a unique corruption caused by a leap at 11: 3. The scribe skipped from 

jcr, ýaAq 5r; (1) to xEý69 8r; (2), then continued with XPIGTOU. The mistake was noticed 
immediately, cristou marked for deletion, and the text resumes properly after icEýaAij 8c (1). 

"'Hebrews shows the opposite usage of the Corpus Paulinum manuscripts: Aside 
from 6: 9, -TT- is used, without variation, in every example of a comparative adjective or 
adverb apart (1: 4; 7: 7bis; 19,22; 8: 6bis; 9: 23; 10: 34; 11: 16,35,40; 12: 24). 

Ps-Dositheus, Ars grammatica 40. 

"'As well as 1 Tim. 5: 9, where EXaTTOV is read without variation in the Greek 

manuscripts 
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based on the Latin minus. 

FG have therefore undergone editing beyond the Latinisms present in Z. The most 

significant are the alterations in the Latin text toward the Vulgate, which then led to 

alterations of the Greek text. This took place, in almost every case, on a word-by-word basis, 

which is consistent with the use of the lexicon. In addition, X has adapted its text in unique 

ways, most of which are easily detectable. Such readings may therefore be eliminated as 

second alterations to the earlier form of the text otherwise witnessed in the these manuscripts. 

Nevertheless, once these peculiar alterations are identified as later adaptations, an underlying 

early form of the Pauline Epistles can be recovered. 

IV Secondary Editing in D 

just as a predecessor of FG underwent revision, so also D has undergone its own 

editing. Some of this editing was in the form of independent Latinization, but others result 

from harmonizations to other passages within the epistles, editing based on its unique sense- 

line format, and, most importantly, alteration based on a second Greek exemplar which comes 

from outside the bilingual tradition. 

IVA. Latinization in D 

In contrast to the Latinization. in F G, which was done on the basis of both the Vulgate 

and existing D-text reading, the Latinization in D was made only toward the D-text. Just as F 

G altered the Greek to match the Latin prefixes, so too did D. At 4: 8 D* alone reads cyuv uptv 

auppaatXEuawpEv, matching vobiscum regnemus (regnetis 75) in 75- 89. All other Greek 

witnesses read upiv cruppaotAEucywpEv (F G ouv-). D*'s cruv uptv matches vobiscum 

without taking into account the compound verb. 

Alterations resulting from nomina sacra also occur in D. At 4: 21, the genitive spiritus 
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renderslTVEUVaTt (as at 14: 12, where it caused problems in F G). Their case matches quoque 

mansuetudinis, which immediately follows . This is modified slightly in the Ambrosiaster 

commentary to spiritus et mansuetudinis, but retained in 75 and the Doppelfibersetzung in 77: 

spiritus vel [spirit]u quoque. The alternate reading added in 77 is adopted from the Vulgate 

and 78.89, perhaps recognizing the difficulty of the syntax, defected here to the I-text reading 

spirituque (Spe AM). The use of the genitive in this passage must be intended to give a 

description of in caritate: "or in love of [characterized by] the Spirit and humility. " The 

genitive form also occurs in ýP", although this not an intentional alteration since ýp46 makes 

the same alteration at 2: 14,15; and 3: 1 each time writing -Trvq (see discussion at 2: 14.6 1) . In 

this passage D suffers from Latinization, but through misunderstanding. Spiritus could be 

either the nominative or the genitive form; D writes -Trva, selecting the nominative to match 

Tp-s. FG do not use a nomen sacrum abbreviation for lTvr; upaTt in this passage, which is 

similar to its habits in other passages where a form related to 1TvEuVa does not refer to the 

deity (two examples of 1Tv, -upaTtKoq in 2: 13, which immediately follow an occurrence of 

ýFv-q; 2: 14,15 etc). This use of the nomina sacra in these places is further evidence of D 

moving away from its archetype Z. The Latinization was again facilitated by the shortened 

sense lines in D, with the resulting -17va -rE iTpao-rTjTqq standing on its own line. While 

certainly nonsense in context, the sense-line format would have allowed this line to be 

understood independent its surrounding material. 

At 11: 13, D alone reads ujiEtq auTot (against Ev uptv allTOtq) The use of personal 

pronouns as the subject of the imperative is rare in the epistles (Rom. 6: 11; 1 Cor. 16: 1; Phil. 

2: 18). Therefore, while Ev uptv allTOIg KptvaTE does not have a precise parallel elsewhere 

in Paul, neither is the reading of D clearly Pauline. However, Paul elsewhere uses iKptvw + Lv, 
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with the preposition used to introduce the one(s) who are to judge (I Cor. 6: 2). ' " The fact that 

this usage is not common has likely prompted attempts to render the text more clearly. 120 Most 

Latin witnesses, including the Vulgate and the D-Text (here attested by VL 75 89), read 

instead the vocative (vos ipsi). This is matched by upF-t; allTOI in D. Gilting and Mealand 

note that on occasion "D exhibits stylistic improvements, " of which 11: 13 is a "remarkable 

instance. ""' This example, however, is attributable to D's adaptation to the Latin. 

IVB. Harmonizations to Other Writings 

At 3: 18, Dreads aiTaTaTw iKEvoig Xoyol; 122 (matched by its Latin counterpart) 

against E4aTraTaTW. This matches precisely Eph. 5: 6, including the loss of the prefix on the 

verb. In two places D has readings which are otherwise found only in the Apostolic 

Constitutions: 4upot at 5: 6 123 and, more significantly, OPUTTTOVEvov at I Cor. 11: 24, which 

is a liturgical adaptation. No other specific connections between these witnesses has been 

uncovered in I Corinthians, however, and the shared readings probably point to some shared 

tradition rather than a direct relationship. 

"'Cf. the translations "Urteilt bei euch selbsf'(Schrage II, p. 520) and "Come to a 
decision for yourself' (Thiselton, p. 800). Lindemann (p. 237) notes "Die Addressaten sollen 
ein eigenes Urteil fdllen. Fee (p. 525) deviates from the NIV text upon which he is 

commenting ("judge among yourselves") to note that Paul's request was that the matter be 
"judged for themselves. " 

"'The Peshitta's cua,. -t ("Judge among yourselves for 

yourselves") shows the difficulty of rendering the Greek. 

"' Gating and Mealand, p. 50. The reference to D's text at I Cor. 11: 13 is made in a 
discussion of the text of I Cor. 12: 16, where they conclude that D* K7 preserve the original 
asyndeton. No other examples of "stylistic improvements" in D are cited here. 

"'Here joined by the unrelated 441463 and a marginal note in 1906. 

"'Though the Apostolic Constitutions may also be citing Gal. 5: 9. 
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IV C Idiosyncratic Editing in D 

Many alterations in D are attributable to adaptations that the scribe rjqakes on the basis 

of D's unique sense-line format. The exemplar Z used long sense-lines, vestiges of which are 

still able to be reconstructed from the capitalization of the initial letters of the sense-lines 

retained in F and G. The scribe of D, however, was forced to shorten the sense-lines in order 

to suit its format because the manuscript is written with a Greek and Latin column on each 

Icaf The scribe usually tried to keep subjects and verbs, nouns and adjectives, verbs and 

adverbs, etc. on the same line. When these sense lines are disrupted, however, it is usually 

evidence of a secondary adaptation in D away from the archetype Z. 

In 6: 9b-10,, D has a number of singular readings. These readings not only depart from 

the rest of the Greek tradition but from its own Latin column as well: First, a series of seven 

consecutive noun phrases beginning with ouSE, followed by two beginning with OUTE (before 

a final phrase beginning with ouX as in the rest of the tradition). The Latin column reads neque 

in every case. After these, the verb phrase E)Eou PacrtXEtav '(ATjPOVOVqcroumv, again 

differing (in word order) from the Latin column's regnum dei possidebunt. This has clearly 

received editorial attention, most likely influenced by the format in which the text was written: 

HOYKO 1, &&TC; OT I &A I KO I 
6-yB&C I XG I &WYK>, HPONOMHCOYC IN 
mHrlx&Nb, ce&i 
oy, & cnopNo i 
Oy, &Cc; 1, &W, \O>, &TP& I 
Oy, & C; MO I XO I OYA C; M&X&KO I 
Oy, &E3&PC(3NOKOIT&I 
OYAGKxcnT&IoyAcnxGONCKT&I 
OYTCMCeYCO I OYTGXO IAOPO I 
oyx&pn&rec 
ýGy-B&C ING I &NOYK, \HPONOMHCOYC IN 

The assimilation of the last line (6: 10) to the second is apparent; the two lines form a frame 

(both visual and aural) for the list. The list itself is carefully structured; the switch from ou8E 
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to OUTE makes no difference semantically, and probably little difference in pronunciation, but 

would signal to the reader that the end of the list is approaching, which then concludes with 

ouX at the beginning of the last phrase. 

Fonnatting also influenced the text of D* at 10: 15-17, which was set apart as a distinct 

unit through the use of indentation and capitalization. Perhaps because it was an opening 

sentence, 10: 15 was rewritten. The upEtq is shifted to the first clause and its case changed to 

dative to match ýpovtpotg, while ouv is added after the imperative. The latter addition may 

have been made to avoid asyndeton, or to parallel PAMETE ouv (10: 18), which in D is set off 

with the same indentation and capitalization as is 10: 15. This must have been an intentional 

alteration by D, for it is not even supported by its Latin counterpart, 75, which adds vobis to 

match uVru; but leaves vos without replacing it with a conjunction. 

Harmonization to the near context takes place also in 8: 5a, where D alone (followed by 

75) adds Kai Kuptot after the first occurrence of Oeot in the verse, modelled on the Owl 

TroXXo'I' iKal 'KUptot iToMol in 8: 5b. Again, the sense-line format led to the addition, which 

brings the phrases into parallel. 

Another example of assimilation is found at 9: 19-22, The sense-line format in which 

the manuscript is written breaks down after 9: 20 w; touSato;. The following six lines are far 

longer than normal and are not divided by sense. This is most obviously shown by the division 

of the first vopov and the separation of the second uTro from the vogov it governs: "' 

I N&I OYAM OYCKCPAHCWTO I cynoNo I NýITOYCMOMOYC KCPAHCW 
moNcDcynONOMONMHWN&YTOcyno 
NOMON I N&TOYCYnONOMONK 6 PAHCW 
TO I C&NOMO I C(DC&NOMOC 
MHWN6NOMOCýGY-&XXCNNOMOCXY 

124 The inconsistency of the spelling of VL 75 is shown by its writing sene twice in 
line four but sine in lines five ad six. 
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ouX at the beginning of the last phrase. 

Fonnatting also influenced the text of D* at 10: 15-17, which was set apart as a distinct 

unit through the use of indentation and capitalization. Perhaps because it was an opening 

sentence, 10: 15 was rewritten. The upEtq is shifled to the first clause and its case changed to 

dative to match ýpovtgotq, while ouv is added after the imperative. The latter addition may 

have been made to avoid asyndeton, or to parallel PAETrETE ouv (10: 18), which in D is set off 

with the same indentation and capitalization as is 10: 15. This must have been an intentional 

alteration by D, for it is not even supported by its Latin counterpart, 75, which adds vobis to 

match upetq but leaves vos without replacing it with a conjunction. 

Hannonization to the near context takes place also in 8: 5a, where D alone (followed by 

75) adds Kai Kuplot after the first occurrence of OEot in the verse, modelled on the Owl 

TroXXo'i Kall Kuptot TroXXol in 8: 5b. Again, the sense-line fonnat led to the addition, which 

brings the phrases into parallel. 

Another example of assimilation is found at 9: 19-22, The sense-line format in which 

the manuscript is written breaks down after 9: 20 wq iou8atoq. The following six lines are far 

longer than normal and are not divided by sense. This is most obviously shown by the division 

of the first vopov and the separation of the second uTTo from the vogov it governs : 124 

I N&I OYAW OYCKCPAHCWT01 CynONO I NI'-'TOYC6, NOMOYC KE3P, &HC(J) 
moNwcynONOMONMHWN&YTOcyno 
NOMON I N&ToycynONOMONKCPAHCW 
TO I MOMO I CWCMOMOC 
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124 The inconsistency of the spelling of VL 75 is shown by its writing sene twice in 
line four but sine in lines five ad six. 
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ut iudaeos lucrifacerem his qui sub lege sunt 
quasi sub lege cum ipse non esse[m] sub 
lege ut qui sunt sub lege lucrare[m] 
his qui sene lege sunt sicut sene lege 

cum sine lege cTi non sim sed in lege sim xri 
ut eos qui sine lege erant lucrijacerem 

The original lineation is preserved, as both Corssen and Vogels note, 2' in G: 

Iva tou8atoug ic, -p8Tlaw 
Toug ulTo vopov wq uiTo vopov 

Mil wv auTog uTro voliov 

Iva TOUq UlTO VOPOV KEP811aW 

Toig avogoig wq avopog pil wv avopog 
AAA Evvopog Xu 
Iva ic, -p5avw Tou; avopoug 

Both Corssen and Vogels noticed the similarity to the treatment of the doxology of Romans, 

which showed similar disruption of the sense lines. Corssen argued that a copy of the shared 

ancestor of DFG omitted the text from tva tou8atoug IKEPSTlcyw (9: 20) to tva TOU 

avopoug KEP59cyw (9: 2 1). Vogels argued, on the basis of the several unique readings in the 

corresponding Latin column, that the scribal leap was from WTO VOPOV IKEP89CYW to TOU; 

avopou; KEp8ilcrw. Vogels' deduction accounts for the Latin text, but not the disrupted 

lineation of the first three lines. Corssen's reconstruction is more plausible. Furthermore, it 

may account for the word order tva rou crvopoug iKEp8TIaw now found in D. After a leap 

from tva at 9: 20 to tva at 9: 21, the scribe rewrote in the margin the text from tva touSatog 

through Evvopo; Xpto-rou. In this process the lineation was disrupted at the beginning (as 

seen above) and at the end by placing Vil wv cxvolloq ýUuon the same line as aAA Evvopog Xu 

rather thanTotq avopot; wg avolio;, as it stands in G. Once the scribe reached the tvaTOU; 

"'Corssen 11, p. 26; Vogels, pp. 291-22. Vogels divides Totq avopotq wq avopo; 
119 wv avopog Fu into two lines, but there is no indication in G that such a break should be 

seen there. 
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touSato; KEp8qaw, avopou; was wntten as a correction for -rou; touSatog rather than 

rewriting the entire line. Thereby this scribe altered both the word order and the verb form 

found in FG and created a singular reading now found in D. 

At 12: 13, the lineation of D* has been disrupted by an impossible reading in its Greek 

column, so that the second and third lines no longer match the Latin column (VL 75): 

K&I F&PC; NlrFNI HM I CF6NTCC Nametunos-punosomnes 
E31CCCMEN inunumcorpus 
EN CWM& 69&nT I CE)HMCN baptizatisumus 

The original reading of the shared ancestor of DFG is preserved in F G: ... Etq Ev awpa 

EpaITT100TJVEV (= the Latin of VL 75 77 78). The reading has likely crept in as the result of 

D's practice of bringing nearby lines into parallel (as at 6: 9-10 and 8: 5). Eight lines above the 

text cited above, at 12: 12, D is laid out as follows: 

K&E)&nc; PF&PTOCWM& Sicutenimcorpus 
CN6CT IN unumest 

This is similar to the layout at 12: 13, in that initial x is enlarged and extended into the left 

column, yap is used in both places, and what is taken to be a numeral followed by a form of 

cilit stands on the second line. Apparently, the scribe of D (or his immediate predecessor) 

departed from the exemplar in order to bring 12: 13a into parallel with 12: 12a. 

At 12: 31 FG and the D-text witnesses attest to ETI / adhuc as the reading of the shared 

ancestor of DFG. Once again, D departs from its predecessor, as well as the Peshitta, in 

reading icat. The lineation in D again shows an adaptation away from its archetype. The 

original lineation is shown by the enlarged size of the initial letters of the lines preserved in F 

ZH, \OYTC A6 T& X&P I CM&TN T6 KPE31 CCON& 
6T I K6, E) ynepso, \HN OAON YM INA (31 KNYM I 
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D, however, has broken the pattern of sense lines in a significant way: 

ZHXOYT G AG T& Xb-p 1 CM, ý,. T& aemulamini autem dona 
T&KPICCON&K&IEITI meliora adhuc 
KM) ynepBo>, HN maiorem 
OAONYMINACIKNYMI viam vobis demonstro 

The lines of the exemplar were too long to fit into the two-column format adopted by D, hence 

-ra lcp[r; ltaaova is separated from the noun it modifies. But the addition of Kai to the Greek 

would have made the following line too long. This problem was compounded by the presence 

of a flaw in the vellum in the line with i(aO uimcppoAqv, which necessitated a gap in the text 

between ulTEp and PoATjv- As a result, the scribe added Kai EITI to the line with Ta 

xp[Elwaova and destroyed the lineation which should have matched the clause structure. The 

Latin column was adapted to the Greek, though et was not added to match icat. The additional 

, Kai is found in other Greek witnesses, the significance of which will be discussed below. 

Recognizing that D brings its sense lines into parallel also helps explain the creation of 

its reading at 14: 5. Here D* reads the simple infinitive TrpoýjjTr; ur; jv in place of tva 

JTPOýTJTEUETE (ut prophelis VG 75 77 89), which anticipates the Vulgate's prophetare. Both 

readings are likely independent assimilation to XccXr; tv / loqui in the preceding clause. it 

should be noted that the identical phrase at 14: 1 (VctAXOV 8E tva 7TP0ý11TEUETC) was not 

altered, since no infinitive form precedes the phrase there. The effect of the assimilation is 

particularly noticeable with D's sense-line format, with the infinitives in the initial and final 

positions of the contrasted phrases: 

eC>, W, &C raNT&C YM&C 
X&XG IN r>, wcc& ic 
M&>, XON, & c npoýHTcyc IN 

Other potential examples of sense lines prompting alteration include 12: 16.69, where 

Kai is omitted, and 15: 2.8, where Kai is added. 
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IVD. Alterations TowardAlexandrian Witnesses 

I Several readings in D that move away from its shared ancestor with FG and the Latin 

text are the result of comparison to one or more Greek witnesses. This has already been 

suggested by noting the large-scale additions that this manuscript makes at the doxology in 

Romans and with the entire book of Hebrews. However, the following examples demonstrate 

that this also took place in some of the most seemingly insignificant readings. Vogels has 

shown that this is most obvious when, as in the doxology of Romans, the sense-lines have 

been disrupted in D. 126 "Alexandrian" influence on D has also been suggested, though not 

argued, by Heinrich Zimmerman: "D" ist nach einein Text der S [=M] AB C-Gruppe 

tiberarbeitet. "12' Though he does not develop this statement with examples, his observation 

will be confirmed here, as well a discussion of other likely cases of secondary influence on D. 

At 7: 37 it was argued that -8paiog is a secondary intrusion, and that ýP 16 FG and the 

D-text preserve the archetypical form of the text. The bilinguals split here. D follows X* AB 

0278 line of text, whereas 75 77 78 89 all read in corde suo = Ev nj icap8ta allTOU with FG 

(and ýP`). D's reading must therefore result from the introduction of a reading from a second 

Greek manuscript which comes from outside the bilingual tradition. To match this imported 

Greek exemplar D has broken the pattern of the sense-lines by placing the adjective at the 

beginning of a line, separated from the relative pronoun: "' 

OCA CC; CTHK CNCNTH K&PA I &&YTOY 
CA P& I OCMHE3XWN&N6, FKHN 
6XOYCIMA6CXCI 

'I'Vogels, "Der Codex Claromontanus. " 

"'Zimmerman, A111ateinischen Oberfieferung des Zweiten Korintherbriefes, pp. 47- 
48. 

12'Vogels, "Der Codex Claromantanus, " p. 290; Corssen 11, p. 22. 
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116P I TOY IA I OY OE3XHM&TOC'29 

Against this FG 77 78 89 stand in agreement, preserving the lineation of Z: 

0; SE ECYTTIKEV EV TTI Kap8ta allTOU qui autem staluit in corde suo. 
VTI i: Xwv avayKTlv non habens necessitatem. 
E4ouatav SE EXEt Tr, -pt -rou t8tou potestatem autem habel suae voluntatis 
OdijpaTo; 

The use of statuit in corde is somewhat unusual here; in fact the apparatus of 

Wordsworth and White takes the unusual step of noting that, while statuit is the reading of 

every Latin witness, stetit would be a more accurate rendering of ItcYTTIpt. It is true that in the 

fifteen occurrences of TaTTIpt in the epistles the D-text uses the near-exact equivalent sto 

twelve times. However, two other passages that use statuo have in common with I Cor. 7: 37 a 

focus on the definitiveness of the "standing" 130 : at Rom. 3: 31 it is the verb that follows ph 

yEVOITO, while at 10: 3 it intensifies the defiance of the person who chooses to "stand" in his 

own righteousness rather than God's. This is reflected further in the D-text's choice of statuit 

to translate KEicptKEv later in the verse (the Vulgate uses iudicavit). Thus the translator of the 

D-text recognized the "finnness" of the stand encouraged by Paul in 7: 37 and so chose the 

verb statuo over sto. However, it is doubtful that this would have prompted a scribe with o"q 

Sj EaTT111CEV 
... Hpd-log present in his Greek text to omit the adjective. "' Instead, it may 

"75 matches D by splitting line three into two units: I potestatem autem habel I suae 
voluntatis 1. It matches 77 78 89 for the first two lines, not reading anything equivalent to D's 
E8pato;. 

"'CE Lewis and Short, s. v. statuo, (F): '70judge, declare as ajudgment, be of 
opinion, hold (especially of legal opinions), think, consider (always implying the 
establishment of a principle, or a decided conviction ... ). " The first reference listed there, 
Cicero's De provinciis consularibus in senatu oratio 10, is especially relevant to the usage in 
I Cor. 7: 37: "He decided (statuit) from the beginning and persevered in it ... 11 

"'A tempting solution is to posit a Latinism. in FG based on a vowel interchange: 
t8pd-tog corrupted to the adverb Bpatwg, "firmly. " The translator would have then used 
statuo assuming it equivalent tolicrrilpt BpatCog- This is ruled out, however, by the two 
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represent an attempt to clarify this unusual use of the verb ECITTIKEV, which is not otherwise 

used of an individual's personal decisions regarding a course of action in the NT. 132 It may be 

this unusual use of the verb that has caused the addition of r; Spatog in its various positions in 

the Greek traditions (apart from q)46F G). The text of FG cannot be attributed to interference 

from the Latin; the reading of D, which moves away from Z, must have come from an 

additional Greek manuscript. Given the word order, this manuscript must have been of an 

"Alexandrian" and not a "Byzantine" type. 

Recognizing this pattern of readings in D that vary from both FG and the D-text but 

match the readings of "Alexandrian" witnesses helps to clarify other places where D and FG 

split: 

8: 10 GE TOV EXOVTa yvwatv M2 ADKLT 1739 1881 sy 
te qui habet scientiam 75 AMst(A) 

CFE TOV YVWCYIV EXOVTa R* 0150 33 81 104 181326 467 1836 1875 Or 
eum qui scientiam habet AU 

, rov EXovra yVWCr, V ýp4' BFG 
habentem scientiam 77 78 
eum qui habet scientiam 89 VG AMst 

A nonsense reading is created in 75's text of 8: 10 as a result of an addition in the Greek 

of D. The D-text reading is found in 89: eum qui habet scientiam, another example of this 

text's use of a relative pronoun + finite verb render the participle. 77 78 show assimilation to 

the Greek of FG with habentem scientiam. 75, however, creates a new reading, altering the D- 

texts eum to te based on the cTE found in D. The insertion is possible grammatically, though it 

examples of statuo in Romans, as well its use again to translate icplvw later in I Cor. 7: 37. 

132CfBDAG, SNAOTTIPt (4), where I Cor. 7: 37 is listed with three other passages 
under the gloss "stand firm"; however 2 of the examples are not in contexts of a person 
making a decision on a course of action, but remaining firm in their already held trust and 
confidence in God (I Cor. 10: 12; 2 Cor. 1: 24); the third, 2 Tim. 2: 19, discusses an external 
"foundation of God" that "cannot be shaken. " 
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shifts the object from an unknown person to the hearer. Because le is based on cy, -, this shows 

that both have been added based on comparison to Greek witnesses outside the bilingual 

tradition. It is the reading of the Byzantine text, but also such key "Alexandrian" witnesses as 

X* A 33 1739. 

5: 3 wq lTapWV TOV OUTW TOUTO KaT, -pyacrcqiEvov ýp46 NAB CDLPT 049 
056 0142 0150 0151 

utpraesens eum quis sic hoc operatus est AMst Hil 
Wg TrC(PWV TOV OUTW; i(a-rEpyaaopEvov FG 

utpraesens eum qui sic operatus est 75 89 78 F VG Lcf AMst 
utpraesens eum qui ita operatus est AMst(A) 
tamquam praesens eum qui sic operatus est 77 
eum utpraesens qui sic operatus est 61 

iaC VI VI V8 

KaTEPy64oliat is used twenty times in the epistles (eighteen times in Rom. 12 Cor. ) 

but never intransitively, even as a participle (Rom. 1: 27; 2: 9; 7: 13; 2 Cor. 5: 5; Eph. 6: 13). In 

addition, in two other passages the verb is modified by an adverb yet still takes an object: 

E Rom. 7: 17 (vuvl R 06K'Tt Ly6 xaT, -pygopat a6TO") and 7: 20(06KETI LYW 

I(aTEpy64opat a6TO"). At I Cor. 5: 3 the omission of the objeCt TOO-ro in virtually the entire 

Latin tradition can be attributed to the lack of a need for it in translation due to the presence of 

the adverb sic. One may compare "I have already passed judgment on the one who did this" 

(Niv), which, though not translating the adverb, demonstrates the difficulty of word-for-word 

rendering of the clause. Its loss in FG and the Latin tradition is likely an example of 

parablepsis, but, as in other cases, this was the textual basis for virtually the entire Latin 

tradition. D following the rest of the Greek tradition here adds TOOTO, which was not present 

in 

3: 21 EV aVopWTrolg gp46 XABCDLPT 049 056 0142 0150 01510289 1739 
in hominibus VG AMst(A) 

Ev avOpwlTw FG AU Ambr 
in homine 6177 78 89 McionT AMst AU Sedul 
in homines 75 



684 

Zuntz does not cite this on his list of Marcion's readings (pp. 236-39) in comparison to 

the "Western" text. The singular Ev avOpwlT(, o (F G and the D-Text) is intriguing because a 

list of people follows; Ev avOpwTroig appears to be hannonization to what follows or, in the 

case of those manuscripts that read -rwv avOpwTTwv at 3: 20,133 what precedes. That it is D, 

rather than F G, that has been affected by other witnesses is shown by the corruption in its 

Latin counterpart, 75. The reading homines in may be a conflate reading of hominibus (VG 

AMst(A)) and homine (cett), "' though perhaps the addition of a final -s was influenced by the 

ending of the Greek mOpwiToig, which is the altered reading in D. This reading, as do the 

others described here, is found in "Alexandrian" witnesses. 

in some examples where D shows influence from another Greek text the correction 

was incomplete and resulted in a reading unique to D: 

"'056 0142 0150 5 33 181489 614 630 927 1099 1245 1506 1836 1875 bo's' Mcion' 
Epiph. 

134VOgels, "Der Codex Claromontanus, " p. 278. 
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2: 2 'rou Et8Evat 'ri Ev uptv L 049 056 0142 0151 104 326 pm 
EtSEvat Tt Ev uptv NAFG 048 vid 0150 6 88 623 915 al Or 

scire aliquid in vobis 77 TE 

scire me aliquid in vobis 78 
scire aliquid inter vos 75 
me scire aliquid in vobis 64 
me scire aliquid inter vos 6189 VG 
scire me aliquid inter vos c vg": BFGHK0PR V* AMst AMst(A) 

-rt Etftvat Fv upiv BCP 048 vid 33 81263 1739pc Chr Cyr 
-n Ev uptv Et8Evat D*' 

Tou Ev uptv EtSEvat -rt DI 

lac ýP" 

The editing of the word order in D matches BCP 048 vid 33 1739 pc in reading -rt in 

the position prior to the infinitive. However the resulting -rt EV Wtv Etftvat is found in no 

other witness. This may be a misreading of a correction in a predecessor manuscript that 

intended the reading of B, but removed Etftvat to the end of the line. Again, the text moves 

away from Z toward several "Alexandrian" witnesses, but not to the B "Byzantine" text. 

2: 11 -ra -rOU OEOU ýp16 XABCDFGLPT 049 056 0142 0150 0151 
quae dei sunt 78 VG 
quae dei 75 

, ro Tou 0, -ou D* 

, ra cv Tw Oew FG 

quae in deo sunt 89 Spe Or Hil AMst AMst(A) 
in deo 77 

The lineation in F 78 G 77 reads as follows: 

-rlg yap OtSEV CtVOPW1Twv -ra Tou avOpwTrou quis enim scit hominum quae sunt hominis 
et gil -ro iTveugaTo EV aUTW nisi spiritus qui in ipso est 

ouTwg l(at Ta ev 0Ew ita et quae in deo sunt 
, OUSEIG EYVW Et 1111 TO 1TVEUkla TOU OEOU 

nemo cognovit nis! spiritus dei 

This is nearly identical, both in text and in structure, to that found in 89: 

quis enim scit hominum quae sunt hominis quae in ipso est 
nisi spiritus qui in ipso est 
ita et quae in deo sunt 
nemo cognovit nisi spiritus dei 

The sole difference between 89 and F 78 G 77 is the lengthened initial line. This, however, is 
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clearly one of the secondary "Dublette" found in 89,111 in this passage comprised of the D-text 

136 
reading (quae sunt hominis) and the reading of Ps-Vigilius (quae in ipso est). Here both the 

text and the layout of the witnesses demonstrate that 89 F 78 G 77 preserve the Z text. 

The text of D 75 also shows a similar ancestry, both in text and structure. However the 

intrusion of readings from a second Greek source has disrupted the layout: 

TI CF&PO IA EK16MP(DnWNT6, TOY 
mepwFloye i mHTonN&Toy 
MGPWnOYTOCN&YTW 
OYTWCK& I T&TOYeY 
OyA 61 CC FýWK ENC I MHTOnN&TOYE)y 

quis enim scit hominum quae sit 
hominum nisi sps qui 
in homne qui in ipso est 
ita et quae dT 
nemo cognovit nisi sps TI 

Both the beginning of the initial and the final lines are identical to 89 F G. However, the 

11137 
addition of the second -rou avOpwTrou has resulted in "three impossible 'sense-lines'. This 

has forced the first two lines to end with the article, which is now separated from its noun. 

This addition has come from comparison to a second Greek source; 75 attempts to match this 

addition with qui in homne (sic), a reading attested nowhere else in the Latin tradition. 138 

Likewise the shift from Kat Ta Ev OEw to Kat Ta TOU OEOU later in the verse is from a 

Greek source; the corresponding et quae dei is also unique within the Latin tradition. 139 

Finally, Eyvwi(Ev in place of Eyvw = cognovit (75 89 F 78 G 77) may stem from this set of 

corrections, or may be a simple copying error in FG (see discussion above). 

The readings discussed here have shown that D (or an intermediary, between Z and D) 

"'Frede, Neuer Paulustext, p. 124. This reading is shared by Hilary, Pelagius, and 
Speculum I 

136Contra Varimadum Arianum 2,5; 2,18. 

"'Vogels, "Der Codex Claromontanus, p. 289. 

13'hominis is found in the 64 VG F AMst(A). 

139 quae dei sunt is found iin 77 F V; quae sunt dej W Vigil 
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has been corrected to a second Greek exemplar. This has already been suggested by Frede, 

who noted that this second manuscript was of the "Normaltext" type (= "Alexandrian"). 140 He 

does not, however, develop this argument. Trobisch also claimed that a predecessor of D has 

been influenced by another manuscript. He claims, however, that this was a member of the 

"Koinetext, " and incorporates this into a modified version of Corssen's simple sternma of the 

bilinguals . 
14' He does not attempt to demonstrate this claim, but does cite Frede in support. in 

every example discussed here, the alteration from Z has been toward readings found in 

manuscripts which would fall into the "Alexandrian" category, similar to ýp46 MAB (but not 

identical with any extant manuscript. Further, there is not a single example of a reading of D 

that moves away from Z to a uniquely "Byzantine" (Koine) text reading. D only moves toward 

the "Byzantine" text when that reading is already present in the "Alexandrians. " 

in addition to the readings already discussed where D introduces a reading which come 

either from "Alexandrian" manuscripts exclusively 142 or a reading shared by "Alexandrian" 

and "Byzantine" witnesses, 143 several others, which are discussed at the appropriate location, 

are be listed here: 

140"Bei Differenzen zwischen D und G wird man jeweils die vom Nonnaltext 

abweichende, 'westliche' Lesart als die Archetyps ansehen müssen; gerade an den späteren 
Korrekturen in D sehen wir ja die Tendenz, die 'westlichen' Lesarten durch den Normaltext 

und näherhin durch den Koine-Typ zu ersetzen. Daß diese Tendenz schon vor der 
Niederschrift des Claromontanus in Italien am Werk war, zeigt neben anderen 
Unternehmungen die Revision, deren Ergebnis die Vulgata ist! ' Frede, Altlateinische Paulus- 
Handschriften, 95. 

14'Trobisch, Entstehung, p. 22. 

142 2: 2TI EV UPIV E18Evat; 7: 29 omit EaTIV2 ; 7: 37 allTOU +ESpatog. 

143 2: 3 Ev ýoPw Kat TPOVW; 2: 11 TO TOU OEou; 3: 21 Ev avOpwTroiq; 4: 6U7TEP TOU 

Evog; 5: 3TOV OUTW TOUTO; 8: 10 + cE. 
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1: 1 omit xXTITog ; P"' AD0 151 pc VL 75 CY 

2: 4 Ev TrEtOotq aoýicrq Xoyotg MBD 0150 33 181 1175 1506 1739 1881 

Ev TrEtOotq avOpwTrtvTlg aoýtg Xoyotq Rl ACLPT pm 
F. v TrF-tOotq ooýtct; q)' FG 

11: 22 ETraivEaw N Aýd CDKLPT 056 0142 0150 0151 0199vid pm 

ETratvw ýp4' BFG 

11: 19 tva iKat ot Soicipot (p46 B D* 6 33 69 330 630 1175 1739 1881 1912 

tva ot Sompot NAC D' FGKLPT 056 0142 0150 0151 

12: 2 otSaTE o-ri OTE NABCDLPT 056' 33 1739 Syh 
ot8aTE o-rt FG 0142 01512 38 88 177 216 629 1875 2298 syP 
otSaTE on K 0150 169 209 1834 1898 1906 2464 
lac q3" 0201 

12: 10 8tEppTlvEta AD* 

EpplIvEta ; p46 NC Dc FGLPT 056 0142 015102016 424 915 124111739 
omit (parablepsis) BK0 150 pc 

12: 21 ou 8uvorrat Sc q346 MBD KLT 0150 01515 6 424 1739pm 
ou 8uvaTat ACFGP 056 0142 al 

14: 11 pq t8co ýP" AD* L5 33 181623 
pTI n6w NBD2KPT 049 056 0142 0150 01510243 0289vid 6 88 1739pm 
pTI ytvwa-Kw FG 

15: 4 -rTl TIVEpa rtl rptrtl IP46 NAB D 04e33pc 

TTJ TPIT11 illiEpa FGKLPT 049 0150 01515 6 424pm 

16: 13 av5p, ýEcroe Kai iicpaTatoucOE AD 1175 pc syP 
avSpjýEoft xpaTatoucYOE ýp46 MBCFGKLPT 049 056 075 01210142 

0150 01510243 56 424 1739pm 

When D departs from F G, its agreement with the "Alexandrian" witnesses is striking. While 

the passages discussed here are only representative, the agreements with R and A in particular 

appear to indicate some connection to that line of the Alexandrian tradition, more so than ýp46 

or 

D therefore departs from the Greek Z toward other Greek witnesses more often than F 
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and G. It is in fact a "mixed-text, " neither an accurate example of Z nor an "Alexandrian" text, 

though it clearly has connections to both. It has not yet become a "Byzantine" text either, but 

is an example of the process by which this form of the text was eventually created. 

v Uncertain Z Readings 

Having identified typical characteristics of the DFG and the D-text, several passages 

nevertheless remain for which the Z reading is uncertain. 

7: 2 Sta 8E -rCtg TropVEla; ýp46 XABCDKLPW 056 0142 0150 0151 1739 
propterfornicationes autem 64 75 LMR TE CY HI AU 

Sta 8E -rTjv iTopvr; tav FG sy Or 
propterfomicationem autem 78 89 F VG HI AMst(A) 
propter autemfornicationem 6177 
sedpropterfornicationem TE 
tamen propterfornicationem AMst 

Several competing factors are at work in this passage. Assimilation to the near context 

in either FG or the Latin tradition may be at work in this example as well since rTjv 

iTopvEtav occurs a few verses earlier in 6: 18. However, the reading may have arisen from a 

common transcriptional error in the Latin. Only the final -s infornicationes had to be altered 

to -m in order to shift from the plural number to singular, possibly also under the influence of 

6: 18. D, on the other hand, may be an adaptation to the "Alexandrian" reading, particularly 

since 75 is supported by no other D-text witnesses. Yet it is possible, though remotely so, that 

78,89, and AMst(A) all were independently assimilated to the Vulgate. The reading in FG 

would therefore be dismissed as adaptation to the Vulgate. A strong argument can be made, 

however, the FG reading is the archetypical reading since the plural of Tropma occurs 

nowhere else in Paul. There does not appear to be any significance in the plural in this context. 

In addition, the reading is found also in Tertullian, Origen, and the Syriac. These, however, 

may be independent renderings rather than reflecting a specific Greek vorlage. While I believe 
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that the balance of probabilities favors the argument that the reading of FG is the Z reading, 

and D assimilation to the "Alexandrian" text, competing factors preclude a definitive solution. 

Another example is the way that DFG, independently, alter TE iKat to match the 

Latin. The D-text uses atque (Rom. 1: 12), ac (Rom. 1: 14), et... et (1 Cor. 1: 30; 2 Cor. 

12: 12), and et (Rom. 3: 9; 1 Cor. 1: 24,30). '44In four places D or FG was adapted to the Latin. 

At Rom. 10: 12 D reads onlyKat; at 1 Cor. 1: 24 FG read only iKat; and at 1 Cor. 1: 30 and 2 

Cor. 12: 12 FG read'Kat ... i(at. However, none of these alterations is likely traceable to Z. 

While the archetypical. reading at 9: 11 is not in question, determining the D-text 

reading is difficult. The stichometry in D shows that ou is a secondary intrusion since it is 

separated from its clause: ̀ 

C; I HME31 CYM I NTWIN& 
ecnelp&MENOY 
MUM I HME31 CYM(W 
T&C&PK I K&E)6p I COMCN 

si nos vobis spiritalia 
seminavimus non 
magnum si nos carnalia 

vestra metamus 

Yet this reading is found in two manuscripts which usually have D-text readings (89 - AMst 

(A)), though they may have been influenced by the Vulgate and I-text reading. The original 

non is 89 is erased; the corrections in this manuscript are usually made not by the scribe when 

correcting copying errors, but by a diorthotes, usually back to the exemplar but occasionally 

toward the Vulgate. 146 Furthermore, the vestiges of the lineation of 89 show that non is placed 

in its proper clause. It must also be noted that this manuscript, alone among all witness to this 

passage, omits the interrogative particle (si) at the beginning of 9: 11. This was left 

"At Rom. 1: 27 TE i(at is read as SE icat in A D* GPT, which the D-text renders 
with autem et. 

145Vogels, "Der Codex Claromontanus, " pp. 290-91. 

146 Frede, Ein Neuer Paulustext un Kommentar, Bd. 1, pp. 126-28. 



691 

uncorrected, though it is doubtful that this could have led to the independent insertion of non. 

The commentary provided by this manuscript could result from either the presence or absence 

of non: "Do not think that it is doing a 'great thing, ' if they provided anything for the apostles 

when they themselves learned from them 'greater things. "' In the end, only three explanations 

are possible: 1) All three witnesses independently added non, an unlikely explanation given 

the relationship among these witnesses. 2) Non is the reading of the D-text, but VL 77 78 and 

subsequently FG were altered to the Vulgate. 3) Nonlou was a correction in the DFG 

archetype back to the D-text reading which was later adopted by D (albeit written in the 

wrong line) but rejected later by the shared exemplar of F G. This last scenario seems the most 

likely of the three, particularly in the light of similar examples (see 9: 7, discussed above, and 

9: 20.74). 

VI. Results 

Several conclusions may be drawn from this analysis. First, the Greek of the archetype 

Z and the D-text arise from a similar tradition. This has been frequently recognized by 

previous researchers. This tradition's most striking feature is an interest in a smooth, clear 

text. Second, when Z was created, editorial activity is seen in some limited adaptation of the 

Greek text to the D-text, while the D-Text was likewise adapted to the Greek; there is also a 

tendency toward assimilation to the near context, particularly in minor additions. Third, 

was revised away from Z in several signifcant ways. Its unique sense-line format led to 

numerous harmonizations and alterations of particles. It was also adapted to the Latin, though 

less so than was F G. More importantly, it was corrected toward manuscripts of the 

"Alexandrian" text. It was because of this agreement with "Alexandrian" readings that Zuntz 

saw D as superior to F G; however, it is now clear that when D agrees with "Alexandrian" 
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witnesses against F G, it does not represent an independent witness. Instead, FG preserve the 

reading that stood in the archetype Z, and potentially that archetype's predecessor. Fourth, the 

archetype of FG (X) adapted its Latin text away from Z and toward a local Vulgate text. This 

resulted in a fresh set of Latinisms in F G, which account for virtually all of the "Byzantine" 

readings in F G. Again, this corrects Zuntz, who assumed that the later witnesses (F G) had 

been affected directly by Byzantine readings. X also suffered from numerous corruptions of 

word divisions, blunders, and simple adaptations, all of which indicate that the editor of X had 

only vague comprehension of the Greek, and the copyist of G in particular almost none. 

Fifth, even with these conclusions, there are places where the archetype Z cannot yet be 

accurately reconstructed. Last, and most significantly, with a clearer picture of the origins and 

types of alterations made in DFG, we are able to strip away the errors and recover what, at its 

base, is a text than was produced earlier than even q346 , and ultimately brings us back into the 

second century. 

From these results, it should not be surprising that DFG do preserve archetypical 

readings against the rest of Greek tradition, or with only a handful other witnesses: 

7: 28 XaPTI; yuvati(a DFG Latt syP 
9: 5 yuvatxctg FG Clement 
9: 9 yEypaTrTat yap 
9: 9 iqpwau; B* D* FG 1739 
9: 16 Xapig M* DFG 
9: 20 omit w; F G* 6* 326 424c 1739 
11: 23 EV 11 VUKTil D* FG 
14: 37 Omit FEVTOA11 

And from the Latin tradition apart from DFG (though 2: 4 and 16: 9 involve only 

orthographical alterations in Greek): 

2: 4 Ev 1TE100t COW; / in persuasione sapientiae 77 78 89 
10: 20 + Kat ou OEw (shorter text in SPE AMst PEL) 
16: 9 EvapyTIq / evidens 77 78 VG AU HI 
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The "'Alexandrian" Manuscripts of 1 Corinthians 

There is no question that the "Alexandrian" witnesses preserve a large number of 

archetypical readings. These are most clearly seen in those readings where either DFG 

(singly or in common) or the "Byzantine" witnesses - at times both - make their 

characteristic alterations. Just as DFG preserve very early readings (once their alterations are 

removed), so do, in particular, ýP"' MAB. ' Nevertheless, these witnesses, individually and as 

a group, also show their own unique alterations. 

The WitneSS of ýp46 

Ip 46 is, of course, the earliest continuous text witness to the text of I Corinthians, dated 

to the early third century. ' A number of unique agreements with Clement of Alexandria show 

that it preserves readings from a slightly earlier period. ZuntZ3 and, more rigorously, Mees, 4 

demonstrated that ýp` and Clement of Alexandria share a number of readings. This has been 

confirmed in the present study. For example, in chapter 8 the two witnesses share several 

singular or sub-singular readings: 

8: 3 omit -rov OEOV q)"" Cl 

I Other witnesses, such as ; P" and ýP", show agreement with the readingsof V6 MA 
B but are too fragmentary for full analysis. Unfortuntely this is is also the case with the text 

of I Corinthians in H and I, which show agreements both with the "Alexandrians" and with D 
F G. A study of the texts of those manuscripts in the rest of the epistles is clearly desirable. 

2S. R. Pickering, "The Dating of the Chester Beatty-Michigan Codex of the Pauline 
Epistles (ýpll), " in T. W. Hillard, R. W. Kearsley, C. E. V. Nixon and A. M. Nobbs, eds., 
Ancient History in a Modern University (Sydney: Ancient History Documentary Research 
Centre, Macquarie University, 1998), vol. 2, pp. 216-27. This essay is a response to Young 
Kyu Kim, "The Paleographical Dating of P46 to the Later First Century, " Biblica 69 (1988), 

pp. 248-57. 

'Text of the Epistles, pp. 242-52. 

'Die Zitate aud dem Neuen Testament bei Clemens A lexandrien, esp. pp. 129,136-40, 

and 142. 
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omit ulT allTOU 1P 46 R- 33 CI 
8: 7 acOF-voucya 

q)46 629* CI 
8: 12 omit acOEvouaav 

ýP" CI 

Furthermore, where the witnesses disagree in chapter 8, it is 1P 46 
, with its singular or sub- 

singular readings, that moves away from Clement (see the discussions at the individual units 

of variation): 

8: 1 T, 8E YVW(II; ýp46 

8: 2 Omit TI ; p46 

8: 4 1TEpt SE -rTlg PpwcYEw; ouv ; p46 919 920 999 1149 1245 1872 
8: 8 pil "wpcv ucrTEpouVF-Oa ouTE zav ýaywtmv -rrEptCrCjEUoVCV ýp46 

This close relationship is especially evident in I Cor. 8, so that the agreements between 

Clement and ; p46 cited above should be attributed to a shared tradition. 5 These singular 

readings of ; p46 all match this manuscript's typical corruptions. This at least indicates that the 

readings known to ýP' existed, in Alexandria, in the late second century. 

The unique characteristics of this scribe's alterations have been made clear by Royse. 

The scribal habits of this witness include 1) errors in spelling; 2) local errors which create 

nonsense in the context, indicating that the scribe is not understanding (or paying attention to) 

what is being copied; 3) a marked tendency to omit a single word, usually through simple 

carelessness or oversight, or to add single words; 4) rare transpositions of text; 5) and, finally, 

harmonization to the near context is common. 6 There also seems to be a particular interest in 

questions (1: 13; 5: 13; 9: 7), though some of these may be the result of the types of errors 

discussed by Royse. These observations caution one to view the unique readingsof ýP46 as that 

scribe's own creation, rather than readings which reach back to the archetype. 

A few other observations are possible. ; p46 is frequently the only witness to shift verb 

'At 3: 5 5P` B Clement share a corruption: ro VTJ forra. 

6 Royse, pp. 282-83. 



695 

tenses. Royse finds eight examples in the manuscript, five of which are to the aorist and three 

7 
of these to the present. Zuntz sees influence from general Septuagintal usage here, ' but it is 

more likely simply a scribal trait, as shown by Royse. For example, at 10: 27 ýp46 alone reads 

ýayr; -m. Paul uses the present imperative iCFO I ETE also in 10: 27,28, and 3 1, and while it is 

possible to argue that ýayETE was altered to match to the later examples, there would be no 

reason to use the aorist at 10: 27. 

While, as Royse notes, the manuscript frequently appears to have little awareness of 

the sense of the text, 9 some alterations show clumsy attempts to make the text readable. The 

formulaic nature of EuXaptOTW TW OEw at 14: 18 led some scribes to construe TraVrWV UpWV 

as the ones for whom thanks are given. ýp46 1874 add uTrEp (cf 2 Cor. 1: 11; Eph. 1: 16; 5: 20); 

5 1311 add 1TEpt (cf Rom. 1: 8; 1 Cor. 1: 4; Col. 1: 3; 1 Thes. 1: 2; 2 Thes. 1: 3). In this context, 

however, this is in error, since naVTWVuliwv is expressed in the genitive here as a 

comparison (jiaMov) to Paul. 10 This indicates a desire for a readable text, but a myopic 

approach that works at the level of clause rather than sentence. However, the scribe of ýp 46 

reco'gnized the problem by the time he reached the end of the sentence, for now VaMov must 

function absolutely (meaning "more than ever""), with which the first person Ac[Aw no longer 

'Royse, 270-7 1. However, he mistakenly identifies "E-rE at I Cor. 10: 27 as a future 
indicative; it is in fact an aorist imperative. The counts provided here take this correction into 

account. 
8Zuntz, P. 19. 

'Some corruptions result in the opposite of Paul's meaning: at 13: 5 it reads 
EuCXTIPOV61 in place of aaXilpowt. 

109 YT, I Ep + accusative can be used to express comparison (BDAG, s. v. 6Trip (B)), but 

not UjTEp + genitive. 

"BDAG, s. v. tiaXXOV 
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makes sense. 513" solves the problem by writing the infinitive ActAruv in place of ActAw, now 

functioning as object of EuXcxpicrrw, so that the sentence is now rendered: "I give thanks to 

God for you, that you speak in tongues more than ever. " Here, however, the one speaking in 

tongues is not Paul but the Corinthians. This solution may have been suggested by the 0EAw 

. AaAlloat in the next sentence. Here we find the scribe of ýP" attempting to create a text that 

construes, even if his improvements require further alterations that alter substantially its sense. 

Nevertheless, ýp46 alone preserves the archetypical readings at 12: 10: EvEpyTIVaTa 

8uvagEwg. 

Codex Sinaiticus 

Codex Sinaiticus carries many early readings. Most notably, it preserves the 

archetypical text at 7: 38 (TrotEt, joined only by A) and 9: 16 (Xcfptq joined only by DFG latt). 

On the other hand, it is poorly copied, attesting numerous corruptions, in particular 

parablepsis. Aside from the characteristics that it shares with ýpO AB (discussed below), it 

seems to have been copied from an exemplar that had been corrected. This does not often lead 

to nonsense readings, as is the case in q3" and B. But at 7: 13 M* reads allTov av8pa, a 

conflation of auTov in the "Byzantine" witnesss and Tov av8pa in q)l I ýp46 ABCDFG6 

1739. A similar conflation occurs at 1: 29 in R': auTou OEou,, a combination of au-rou (C* T) 

and Tou Or= (reo, though it is not clear that this correction is by the original scribe. 

Codex A lexandrin us 

Codex Alexandrinus seems to have more errors and create more singular readings in 

the later parts of I Corinthians, at least by chap 12. Overall, the manuscript shows the kinds of 

onlissions (3: 7), editing of conjunctions (11: 5,13; esp. 12: 9-10) and assimilations to the near 
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context (13: 2) that are found in all the early witnesses. One unique feature of A, however, is 

its interest in verb stems. It writes cmEo-rc(AKEv at 1: 17, an assimilation to the perfect verb 

fonns in the previous sentence. At 9: 18 it reads xa-raxpacyOat (with 33 and Origen). The 

infinitive of icaTaXpaopat occurs both as a present (KaTaXpacOat A 33 12 ) and an aorist 

(icaTo: icpYjcraaOo: t reo. However, A appears to have had difficulty with this verb stem. At I 

Cor. 9: 12, A alone reads ou iKEXpTjj1F-Oa a confusion for ouK EXpijaap0a. Furthermore, at I 

Tim. 1: 8, AP 1245 read XplIcYTITat for XPTITat, the fonner the aorist of the -aw contract stem, 

perhaps to resolve a perceived difficulty in the use of the -Ew contract stem with xpaovat. 13 At 

I Cor. 9: 18, the reading of A 33 may therefore either be accidental or intentional, but should 

not be considered the archetypical reading. 

Another unique feature of A is its harmonization to parallels, both near and distant. At 

7: 20 Ev TOUTW is adapted from 7: 24, as is w#Aoujiat at 13: 2 (from 13: 3). From more remote 

passages, at 7: 39 it reads aiToOcxvil (with 0278) from Rom. 7: 2 and at I Cor. 12: 13 reads Fv 

cFwpa Eapr; v from Rom. 12: 5. The harmonizations again point to careful reading and 

intentional editing on the part of at least one user of the tradition that preceded the copying of 

A. 

Codex Vaticanus 

Codex Vaticanus is another witness that frequently carries early readings, again in 

C (p46. Two features of B's text merit discussion. First, B is far from a perfectly , Onjunction with 

120rigen's citation in Fragmenta ex commentariis in epistulam I ad Corinthios (in 

catenis) 40 is an allusion: 06 7Tc'tvTwq ECfV TIVOg iXoucytav 'EXwllEv, 6#iAojIEv 

iKaTaXpa0at -rfi i4oucytg- 

1301, the interchange of the -aw and -EW stems, see Moulton and Howard, Accidence, 
195. 
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copied manuscript. In chapter 13 several of its typical errors are evident. Some are simple 

blunders: icat av at 13: 3 is likely a simple corruption of Kai Eav (see discussion ad loc), the 

dittography TravTa cruyu Travra cr-rEyEt at 13: 7, and likely the omission of the article 

before ayalTT1 at 13: 8.14 These errors make it more likely that B's singular reading at 13: 4 is 

also accidental (see discussion ad 16c). The verb fonn KaTapyT10TlaE-rat (13: 8; again, B 

alone), however, must be the result of intentional alteration, for it conforms the number of the 

verb to that of its subject TrPOýTJTEta. The singular noun, however, is an error since it is not 

prophecy as such which is discussed, but individual examples of prophecy, thereby requiring 

the plural. " A alone also reads the singular noun, though the verb remains unaltered. Another 

intentional alteration by B is found at 13: 11. The aorist Eyr; vopllv is perhaps the result of 

assimilation to the aorist EXOTI in the parallel clause at 13: 10.16 Another possibility is that the 

shift to the middle was motivated by Atticism. 17 B makes the same mood shift at Gal 3: 24 

(Eyr:, ve-ro ýP` B) and I Cor. 10: 2 EpaITTICYCCVTO (ýp46r BKLP 056 0142 0150 1739). " 

Second, B is not copied from a single exemplar. Its text has been produced by 

comparison of readings among two or more witnesses. This was seen already at 14: 34-35, 

"B. Weiss, bowever (p. 75) attributes this omission to post-classical scribal 
improvement, comparing the omission of the article at Epb 4: 7 and I Cor. 7: 28. 

Weiss, pp. 17-18. 

16 B. Weiss, p. 43. 

"Caragounis, p. 109 (though he provides no NT examples). 

"The most thorough study of the tendencies of the scribe of B is J. W. Voelz, "The 
Greek of Codex Vaticanus in the Second Gospel and Marcan Greek, " Nov= Testamentum 
47 (2005), pp. 209-49. Among his conclusions (p. 212-16) are that B prefers icat to 89 (p. 
212), simple verbs to compounds, reflexive pronouns to personal pronouns, weak aorist 
terminations on strong aorist stems, and av rather than Lav in general clauses. While this 
study examines only Mark, the tendency toward simple verbs and the use of av have been 
observed also in I Corinthians. 
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where the use of the "umlauts" to indicate places where the scribe of B knows of other 

readings was discussed. Further evidence for B as an eclectic text are the singular readings 

that must have been caused by corrections or marginal notes in a predecessor. In a singular 

reading at 12: 24 , rt 
is read after ucyTepoupEw and Tt PTIV is omitted. B. Weiss puzzles over 

the reading. He suggests that the exemplar of B read TI VTJV TrEP I CYCTOTEP cxv, an unattested 

reading but one created to conform to this wording at 12: 23. The scribe of B then wrote the 

first two letters but failed to copy the rest of the word. 19 A more likely reconstruction is that a 

predecessor of B had a correction which placed Tt (or perhaps VT1) above the ending PFvW, so 

that the reconstructed reading would have been uo-rEpOUVTI. The scribe of B (or a 

predecessor) mistook this correction to indicate an addition; -rt was taken to be a pronoun and 

understood as the direct object Of UCYTEPOUPEVW. Once this was copied, the TIPTIv at the end 

of 12: 24 was superfluous, and so deleted. 

Another example is 9: 18. In the manuscript, following ouv, an abbreviation appears: 

mu is written in semi-minuscule style with the legs extending out on the baseline, a small 

omicron is written above the mu, and a single line extends from the lower loop of mu. This is 

a unique abbreviation in B. Parallel examples in the manuscript show a small omicron written 

to the right of the preceding letter (as in Heb. 1: 3 iKaOcxptcrVov at the end of the line). Because 

the line would not be abnormally short without the abbreviation and because the addition 

brings the text into line with the prevailing "Byzantine" text, it is judged as a secondary 

addition. Because nothing is visible beyond this abbreviation, " the original hand is likely to 

have read -riq ouv EcrTtv. Corrections in the exemplar of B also explain a conflation unique to 

I'B. Weiss, pp. 21-22. 

20NTaP cites B as reading ouv Vou ECYTtv, against both Tischendorf and von Soden; 

NA27 only notes B as incert. 
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B at 2 Thes. 3A 

Kai lmum Kai TrOITJCFETE N2 D2KLT 056 0142 0278 
Kai TrOtEITE Kai 1TOtTlanTE 075 
Kai TrOlEITE Kai 1TOtTITE 0151 
Kai ITOITJ(YaTE Kai TrotEtTE Kai iTotilcyETE 

Kai ElTotilcyaTat Kai TrotElTat FG 

1701EITE Kai TrOITJCFETE N* A 

TrOIEITE Kai TrOITJCYTe D* 

The "Alexandrian" Witnesses and DFG 

Numerous readings are shared only by FG (occasionally also D) with the 

"Alexandrian" witnesses, and in particular with ýp46 B: 

1: 17 0 XPICYTOq ýP" BFG 43 927 999 Theodoret 
1: 18 o Xoyog yap TOU CTTaupou ýp46 BF*G*21 206* 1758 Cyril 
2: 4 FV TjEjOojq Crqlaq ýp46 FG 
7: 29 TrapOEvog BFG arm (ýpU lac) 
8: 10 Omit Cye ; p46 BFG vg 
8: 10 Ct8WAejW ; p46 D2FG 056 0142 0151 
8: 11 o acyOEvwv EV TTI CYTI YVWCFEI o a8dýoq ýp46 M* A D* FG6 33 181 1739 

1875 
9: 4 1TCtV ýp46 MBDFG 
9: 27 UlToTrt4W ýp46 FGKLPT 056 0142 0150 0151 
10: 4 1TEtV ýp46 NBDFG 
10: 4 il 7TETpa 5r; NB D`2 (F G) 
10: 8 F-v Via ] Via gp46 M*BD*FG 
10: 20 OUOUCTtV Ta Owl I OuoucYtv BDFG Mcion E (correct! ) 
10: 26 -rou Kupiou yap NBCDFG 
10: 31 omit nowm (2) ýp46 FGfg rn Arnbr Arnbst Hil 
11: 20 Omit OUV gp46 D* FG 

11: 22 i: iTatvw ýp46 BFG 
12: 19 Trav-ra BFG 33 
12: 26 Kai Et Tt BFGT 1175 1739 1845 syhann (Kai ETI Sp46) 
14: 23 AaAwcytv ] AaAijawatv ýp46 FG 

These indicate a closer relationship between ýp46 BFG than with MA on the one hand and D 

on the other. The fact that these shared readings are often archetypical confirms that ýp46 BF 

"Von Soden does not note the original hands of F and G. 
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G preserve many readings that existed in the second century. 

Family 1739 (01210243 6 424' 1739) 

A key witness for Zuntz is 1739. He argues that it is a "proto-Alexandrian" witness 

(with ýP" B). Yet as proof that 9)" and 1739 share a "special relationship, " he cites only three 

readings, all of which are of the "agreement in error" type seen as significant by Zuntz: 

1 Cor. 15: 31 OMit 111, WV 5p46 1739 
Heb. 5: 1 Trep, gp46 1739' ] ulTEp cet 
Heb. 13: 5 apKoUg£Vog ýp46 1739 ] apK0U9Evot cet 

However, all three of these variants may simply be a scribal slip shared in common, rather 

than both manuscripts faithfully copying a corrupt text. Furthermore, subsequent research 

calls into question the uniqueness of the relationship between ýp46 B 1739. The Text und 

Textwert series, though in and of itself not sufficient to determine manuscript relationships, 

gives the following percentages of agreement with 1739 in 1 Corinthians: 0243 - 14/15 = 

88%; C- 33/40 = 83%; 33 - 47/59 = 80%; N- 46/59 = 78%; B- 45/59 = 76%; IP46- 30/54 = 

56% (a similar percentage with such witnesses as 122 181630 1874). Furthermore, while 

Zuntz (p. 75) argued that 424' and 6 are dependent on 1739, Birdsall notes six places where 

424c "descends without error from a source anterior to 173 9.03 As Birdsall has demonstrated, 

in I corinthians "6 and 424 while related to 1739 [are] not descended from it but from a 

previous stage in its descent. Both manuscripts are contaminated by other readings, but in 

spite of this both preserve readings of the original lost in 1739. "'1 This ancestor, which 

22Though Zuntz does acknowledge that this type of variation is common, he still 
includes it in the list. 

23Birdsall, "A Study of MS. 1739, " pp. 136-37. 

"Birdsall, "A Study of MS. 1739, " p. 140. 
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Birdsall designates "x, " is not assigned a precise date, but must postdate the 17ctXatov copy 

referenced in the colophon of 1739 and antedate 6 424 1739. Therefore, the ancestor 

manuscript must have been produced sometime after the third century and prior to the tenth. 

Further, through a keen paleographic observation Birdsall further demonstrates that 

1739 is not a direct copy of an early manuscript. At I Cor. 11: 5,1739 (also 188 1) reads 

axorroAuýoq, a nonsense reading, where all other witnesses read aicaTaAU17TW. The corruption 

was caused by the similarity of the form of the combination TTT in minuscule script to that of 

the minuscule form of ý. Therefore, 1739 could not have been copied from a manuscript that 

was earlier than the ninth century. 25Birdsall has decisively demonstrated that 1739 is not the 

witness that Zuntz thought it was. What still needs to be determined is what type of witness it 

is. 

A close relationship among ýp46 B 01210243 6 424c 1739 is undeniable. A large 

number of shared readings, against all other witnesses, requires that conclusion. A 

representative list is all that is necessary to confirm that conclusion: " 

7: 37 Ev -TT1 Kap8ta allTOu DFGKLT 056 0150 0151 pm 
Ev 'ril t8ta KapSia MA BP 0278 al (Til t8to: KapSta 'PIS) 

Ev TTI KapSta 6 424c 1739 

11: 19 tva ot Sonpot 424pm ] tva xat ot SOKIpot ýp46 B D* 6 1739pc 
15: 1 -ro EuayyEAtov pou 0243 56 424c 1739 pc 
15: 10 Eyw 8E I Eyw 8E povog 0243 1739pc 

15: 10 q auv Eliot I cruv Eliot M* B D* FG 0243 0270* 6 1739 

15: 31 omit Tlpwv after Ev Xpto-rw tTIcyOu Tw Kuptw 0150 0243 6 424- 1739 
15: 34 OEou TtvE; 1rtvE; OEou 0243 1739pc 

15: 57 TOU KUPIOU TjjIWV tTICTOU XPICYTOU ] 4,5,1,2,3 01210243 1739 
16: 12 EXOq iTpog upa; 01210243 

16: 16 omit Kai 0 1210243 1739 

2'Birdsall, "A Study of MS. 1739, " p. 78. 

26Most readings will come from chapter 15, since that is where 0121 and 0243 are 
most complete. 
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In addition, these witnesses frequently carry "Alexandrian" readings: 

11: 29 EcOtwv Kai TIVWV ýp46 M* AB C* 33 1739 ]+ ava4twq R2 C2 DFGKLPT 
6 424 pm 

14: 14 Eav ; p46 BFG 0243 0289 vid 33"' 1739pc + yap MA D'K LPT 048 049 056 
0142 0150 01516 424 

14: 26 Eicao-rog B 02010243 1739 + upwv R2 DFGKLT 049 056 0142 0150 
0151688424 

15: 4 TIJ TptTTJ illiEpa ] TIJ ilpEpa TIJ TPITTJ q)46 MABD 1739pc 

What neither Zuntz nor Birdsall considered, however, are the numerous places where 6 1739 

read with "Byzantine" witnesses against the "Alexandrians": 

1: 2 Kai q)46 N* A' B D* FG] -rE Kai 6 424 1739 Byz 
1: 23 OvEat RAB C* D* FGL] EXATlatv 6 1739 Byz 
2: 2 Et8Evat rt EV UVIV ýp46 DFG; rt Et8Evat Ev ulitv BC 1739 

-rou Et8Evat rt Ev uViv 6 424 Byz 
3: 1 AaXiluat UVIV q)46 AMB D* FG al ] uViv Xc(ATlaat LPT 049 6 424 1739 al 
7: 7 8E ýp46M*ACD* F G] yap R2 BD2KLPT 056 0142 01516 424 1739 

11: 22 i: tlTw uViv ] uViv EtlTw KLT6 88 424; EliTw p 

What can account for this situation? In the case of 424 the answer is obvious: It is a 

"Byzantine" witness which has been corrected with a set of readings that derive from 

"Alexandrian" readings. " But is it possible that the "Alexandrian7' readings in 6 1729 0121 

0243 have resulted from the same process? A few examples are telling. At 7: 37,6 424' read 

ESpatog Ev -rij iccqSta, but 1739 places 6patoq in a different location (Ev T11 lKapsla 

E8pato; ); none, however, read the t8ta found in q)15 NA BP 0278. What can account for 

these readings? Only a correction that was placed in different locations by the different 

scribes. This reading of 6 424 1739 cannot have been produced by copying a continuous text 

manuscript that was similar to 5p15 XABP 0278. Another example is 14: 5, where 0243 1739 

27 Birdsall describes the process correcting and erasing shown by 424 in "A Study of 
MS. 1739, )9 pp. 85-86. 
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add the implied subject rt; . 
2' 6, however, reads -ri EpIiTIvEuq for -rt; StEppylvEuil. This 

reading is easily explained as a misreading of a marginal note which was intended to insert 

-rt; before 8tEpjiTjvr; uTj, but instead interpreted as a substitution of -ri- for St-. Another 

example of 6 producing a singular reading as the result of a misunderstood correction or 

marginal note was seen at 4: 6, where uTrEp oa is combination of the uTrEp o of 424 and the 

unp a of 1739. " The insertion of a subject in a note also took place in these witnesses at 

14: 3 1, where the implied subject EKaaTot likely stood in the margin. 6 424" interpreted the 

30 
note as intending to stand for Trcxv-rEg, whereas 0243 1739 read the note as an insertion, 

31 
producing KaO Fva EKaaTot Tr(XVTE; . In addition, 6 has long stretches of text, for example 

much of chapter 11, where it agrees with the "Byzantine" readings and does not attest any 

"AlexandriaW' readings. 

In the textual discussions we have already seen 1739 produce singular readings as the 

result of corrections or marginal notes, most notably the reading Tj i(at il a8EAýij at 7: 15 (for 

which 0243 is not extant). In fact, 1739 has numerous singular readings which can only be 

accounted for as attempts to incorporate notes or corrections into the text. At 12: 24 the 

original reading of 1739 is not clear. Both von Soden and Lake 32 fail to note any correction. 

But NA27 and now Swanson cite the original hand as readingUCYTEPOUVTt and the correction 

28 Sharing this addition are 1505 1611 18812495, which read SupplEuEl for 
61EPRTlVEUTI. 

"Birdsall, "A Study of MS. 1739, " p. 138. 

30Another example of 424' writing a correction in the wrong location may be seen in 

the reading iKat To auTo 1TvEujia at 12: 4 (see discussion ad loc. ). 

31This reading is shared by other witnesses, including von Soden'sKu mss. 

"Lake and New, Six Collations, p. 174. 
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reading OUCFTEpoutiEvw. An examination of the microfilm allows us to reach the following 

conclusions. First, -VF-vw is written with a thicker stroke, and there appear to be marks 

between p and E, though what lettering may have been present cannot be determined. The 

minuscule v appears to have been converted to V (easily done with a single stroke). Also, -rj 

has had a few strokes added to alter it to EV. However the gap that would have been between v 

andT iSfar larger than anything nearby on the page, making it unlikely that they were part of 

the same word. In addition, the t in -rt (which are always connected) does not extend above 

the centerline, which regularly happens in this manuscript (cf crwpaT, one line below and ETt 

two lines below). Furthennore, a space stands between -PEvw and the following word, which 

would again be too large had ucrTEpouv-rt been written originally. A possible reconstruction 

based on this evidence is that the scribe wrote ucrTEpouv (and perhaps theT of Tt), then 

having noticed a correction in his exemplar altered v to 11 and finished the word, thereupon 

continuing with 1TEptampov. Indeed, this is the exact correction in 424, where IlEvw is 

written above the ending -rt. This would be further evidence that the exemplar of 1739 is not a 

direct descendant of an early manuscript. Instead it was copied from a text that was essentially 

of a "Byzantine" form but which contained corrections toward a text similar to B-a 

Inanuscript not unlike 424 itself 

Two readings appear to have been caused by making the correction at the wrong place. 

6: 9-10 In 173 9, a second ou is written supralinear by a corrector following 

j(ATjpovoj1Tjaouatv; the first ou, placed before PautActcrv OEou, has not been altered. No 

edition notes this correction, including the collation by Lake and New, but the form of the 

correction is identical to that made in 6: 1 O. 'H xat ý aSEAýTj (with this accenting) at 7: 15, 

another unique reading, again points to the introduction of a marginal note in the wrong place. 
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Finally, 1739 appears to have had difficulty even with lectionary markings. At 7: 20, 

the correction shows influence from 7: 24, though in an indirect manner. The text was partially 

erased and rewritten, obscuring the original hand. The correction as it now stands reads EV T11 

ICATJCEI EV W El(XllOq TaUT11. The Ev is written on the main line over an erasure, with 

written supralinear. The style and thickness of the script matches the rubrics indicating the 

lectionary reading, which is also written supra, linear, the apXTI symbol standing above 

e)(AlIOTI. This is, however, not the correct location for the beginning of this lectionary reading 

(r, ' -rh 4" EPS), which should begin at 7: 24 (see discussion at 7: 20.77). The similarity of 

wording between 7: 20 and 7: 24 led to the accidental insertion of the lectionary note at 7: 20, 

the text of which was then altered to match both 7: 24 and the lectionary titulus. 11 

What results from this? Birdsall had already shown that 1739 does not trace as far back 

as Zuntz had thought, and that 6 424' often preserve the readings of their shared archetype 

better than does 173 9. By analyzing the types of alterations - and just as important - the 

places where these witnesses do not alter their base text, a clearer picture emerges of what 

kinds of readings we can expect to be unreliable from these witnesses. First, they will be 

unreliable for word order variation. As three of the agreements with the Byzantine text cited 

above show (2: 2; 3: 1; 11: 22), making word order changes is difficult in an annotated 

manuscript. The correction must either delete the entire original text and rewrite the text in a 

new order, or delete the word to be shifted and rewrite it at the proper location. The latter 

method accounts for 1739's reading at 7: 15, for example. An additional reason that these 

witnesses are unreliable for word order is the nature of the process of transmission itself. 

Corrections are frequently simply placed in the wrong location. Second, these witnesses will 

33 Lake and New (172) attribute the correction in 1739 solely to the lectionary titulus. 



707 

rarely carry a pure form of any text over any given length of copying. At times they will read 

with the "Byzantine" witnesses, at times with the "Alexandrian" (though they seem not to 

carry "Western" readings). Third, their "value" as independent witnesses to the archetypical 

text is minimal. With readings drawn from more than one source, it is unlikely that they will 

independently attest to the archetypical reading. Indeed, in this study not a single reading 

supported only by 0 1210243 6 424c 173 9, either as a group or individually, was found to be 

archetypical. 
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The "Byzantine" Manuscripts of 1 Corinthians 

Zuntz seemed to place the "Byzantine" text in high regard. He argued that "readings 

which recur in Western witnesses must be ancient. They go back to the time before the 

Chester Beatty papyrus [ýP"] was written; the time before the emergence of separate Eastern 

and Western traditions; in short, they reach back deep into the second century. ", In spite of 

this high regard, however, he finds only one place where the Byzantine text, without 

"Western" or "Alexandrian" support, preserves the archetypical reading (14: 19 see below). If 

read carefully, however, it will be noticed that Zuntz regarded only those Byzantine readings 

as early that are also found in the "Western" text. This study confirms this assessment. 

The unique readings of the "Byzantine" text suggest intentional editing. The result of 

this editing, almost without fail, is a clearer, more precise text that seems to spare no effort to 

ensure that the reader will not misunderstand the text. For example, one consistent alteration is 

the smoothing of transitions between clauses and sentences. Conjunctions are very frequently 

edited or added for this reason: 

3: 5 + aXA 9D2LPT 049 056 0142 0151 
5: 10 ou Kai ou M2 D' LP IF 056 0142 0150 0151 
7: 7 Se yap X2B D2KLPT 056 0142 01516 424 1739pm 
7: 38 Kat 0]0 

8C M2 KLPT 056 0142 0150 0151 pm 
10: 1 yap ]8C M2 KLT 056 0142 0150 0151 pm 
10: 27 Et ]+ 8E CD2HKLT 056 0142 0150 0151 pm 
12: 9-10 + 8E (seven times) AC 

11: 14 ouSE ]q ouSE D' KL 056 0142 0150 pm 
13: 9 8E I yap KL 049 056 0142 015188 424* 915 pc 
14: 15 Kai BFG 0150 0151* 1 8E Kai MA D'K LP 048 049 056 0142 6 424 

1739 
14: 25 Ta KpUlTTa ] Kai OUTW; Ta KPU7TTa D2KLT 049 056 0142 0150 

0151 

Additions or alterations are made based on the near context: 

'Zuntz, Text ofthe Epistles, pp. 150-52; emphasis by Zuntz. 
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7: 14 a8EAýw ]av8pt N2 D2 
2KL 

056' 0 142 0150 0151 pm 
7: 18 1CEKXTJTat ] vcA9011 D KT 0156 0142pm 

10: 28 lengthy addition, added from 10: 26 
12: 12 Tou (YwVaTOq ]+ TOU EVOg R2 KT 056 0142 0150 01515 6 88 424 pm 
12: 13 Lv lTvEulia ] Etq Ev lTvEupa D2KL 0150 01515 88 93 326 424pm 
13: 10 TEAC; IOV + TOTE D' KL 049 056 0142 01515 pm 

Other additions are made for theological reasons, or assimilate to other writings: 

2.10 lTv, -uliaTog] lTvEuVaTog allTOU R2 DFGLPT 056 0142 0150 0151 pm 
2: 13 lTvEuVaTog] TrvEuVaTog aylou D' LP 049 056 0142 0151 pm 
5: 1 EOvEcytv I+ ovogc4Erat q)68 R2 LPT 049 056 0142 0150 ol5l pm (Eph. 5: 3) 
5: 7 TIVWV ]+ UTFEp TIVWV N2 C3 LT 048 vid2 049 056 0142 0150 0151 
7: 3 oýEtAovmjv I+ zuvotav KL 056 0142 0150 0151 pm 
7: 39 WE= ]+ v%iw R2 WF GLPT 056 0142 0150 0151 pm (Rom. 7: 2) 
11: 24 EmEv ]+ AaPETE "ETE C3 KLPT 056 0142 0150 0151 pm (Matt. 26: 26) 

At least two conflations appear in these witnesses: 

9: 10 En dm& OýEIAEI 0 CCPOTPtWV CIPOTPIO(V icat 0 C(AWV TIJ; EMT18o; allTOU 
r PETEXEtV ElT ; 

XTrt8t R2 D' KLT 056 01515 6 424 614 876 1175 124 1 11 syP 
14: 23 Eav ouv EXOil ýp46vid B; EavauvEXOil FG'024356424'-1739pc]Eavouv 

cyuvr; XOil MADKLPT 048 049 056 020 pid 0 142 015 0 01518 8 424* pm 

These types of alterations appear again and again in the discussion of individual readings. No 

archetypical readings were found that are attested solely by the "Byzantine" witnesses. Zuntz 

was able to find one, at 14: 19. However, his argument is based on incorrect evidence and fails 

to take into account the types of changes, described here, that are so typical of these witnesses 

(see discussion ad 160. 

As a result, the "Byzantine" witnesses are never an independent witness. They are at 

times correct when they read with "Western" witnesses (13: 3) and at times correct when they 

avoid the types of alterations typical of the "Western" witnesses. But they are also at times 

wrong when they read with the Alexandrian witnesses. Therefore, the "Byzantine" text has 

been produced from a wide range of witnesses, both "Westem7' and "Alexandrian, " or to say it 

2 NA 27 does not cite 048 here, although listed as a "Consistently cited witness of the 
first order" on p. 60% TuT does not note the reading as vid. 
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more accurately, it contains both "Westerrf 'and "Alexandrian" readings as well as its own 

corruptions. 

Two Significant Byzantine Witnesses: 88 and 915 

88 915 are relatively unknown witnesses. They are discussed here not because they 

have been found to carry an early form of the text, but because they share with DFG one of 

the most noted variants in I Corinthians: the displacement of 14: 34-35. Their witness to that 

passage has already been discussed; here we will present material that confin-ns that 

discussion. 

Already von Soden had connected these two manuscriptS. 3 He noted the partial use of 

the Euthalian material, and in particular the matching divisions of the Euthalian sense-line 

lines by the use of medial points! His analysis is supplemented by two further pieces of data: 

the identical marginal notations which indicating variant readings and shared unique readings 

I (including 14: 34-35). 

The shared marginal notations are striking. Some provide information common to 

other manuscripts, such as identifying the source of an OT citation. Others give explanatory 

notes on items in the text, for example a list of the "sons of Joseph" at 9: 15 (88 915) and a 

note explaining that Crispus and Gaius "are Corinthians" at 1: 14 (915). The most striking 

marginal notations, however, are indications of the awareness of readings of other 

manuscripts. These are introduced with the phrase Ev Ww: "In another [manuscript]. " A full 

- 3He placed them in next to each other in his FI, his apparatus using the convenient 
designation "200f 'for their shared readings. 

4 von Soden, p. 677. Payne (p. 152 n. 2) misunderstands these "dots" as "marking 

punctuation. " He finds significance in the fact that the "dot" marking the end of 14: 35 is that 
"largest red spot on the page. " Such large points are in evidence, however, elsewhere in the 
nis., particularly in connection with the beginning and end of lectionary units. 
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list of these marginal notes, as they stand in 915 is provided here, with manuscript support 

added for the textual notes. 

KopivOTliot Ela1v ol-rot at foot of page, with elongated w siglum above icptaTrov 1: 14 u 

5: 13 Lv ctAXw- Eýapa-n 
NABC D* FGPY 33 38 8169 104 181365 462 642 181256 263 436 917 
1175 1319 1836 1837 1875 2127 2464 Or 

7: 28 Lv &Uw- I yaptcrTIq (ycpTjarjq in margin of 88) 
yapTlcFTIq q)ll q)46 NBPT6 33 43 69 81 101'9 181917 1739 1834 1836 1838 1875 

7: 33 iv aAw' I YOVA; ?? 

8: 8, Ev ctXX- o6 -r I pt'aTqcytv; since TpiaTTlcrtv is an impossible form, this is likely a 
misreading (or unclear photo) for o6 Trap (cy-rTlcriv. 

8: 11 Lv ctXX- a'Tro I AuTat (alTOXXUTat marginal note in 88) 

R2 D* T6 8188'9 206 256 263 365 424c 429 441621630 915'9 917 1319 
1490 1573 1721 1739 1758 1836 1874 1881 1942 1962 2004 2127 2200 2201c 

0. 

9: 5 ujolt lwaqý- I ldwpog crtliwv- I W68(aq) (same list in 88) 

List of the "sons of Joseph" 

10: 6-9 aFITUF I TEo I aptO- I aptO-11 (88 reverses the first two books) 

Indicates OT citation source 

10: 26 

Indicates 0 citation source 

10: 28 

Indicates OT citation source 

14: 16 Lv 6X- E6Ao I yTIq - (88 has same note, with introductory formula) 
RAB D' 'P 0150 0243 56 33 8188'9 104 216*' 256 263 365 436 440 441467 
623915`9 1175 1241' 1319 1739 1834 18812127 2464 Dam 

5 von Soden does not cite an original hand of 216. 
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p 14: 19 Ev 6AAw* -rG vo I t' pou- (88 has same note, with introductory formula) 
NAB UP T 0150 0243 5 38 43 69 81 104 256 263 326 436 467 623 630 
915" 1175 1241' 1319 1739 1834 1837 18812127 2464 syP Mcion Epiph 
GrNy Dam 

14: 25 tv 6, Uw- Trpoa I iKuvCt 

88, which reads 17pocTKuvEt, has a notation in the text pointing to this marginal note: 
ITPWCTWTTOV TrPOCK 

15: 22 r; v 6AAw- &Tr6 I Ovr'laxouciv 

915" reads aTroOvTlo-KopEv, a singular reading 

88 does not have all the notes. Furthermore, some marginal notations in 88 must have been 

adopted from a predecessor. This is demonstrated most clearly by the marginal note at 9: 5. 

There 88 omits, due to accidental leap, xat ot a8r; Aýot. This spot is marked in the text with 

the sigium.,,.;.. This, however, does not fill in the missing text but points to the marginal note: 

Uio', 'twoo. Ilampog -T otpwv-' "W68[ag]. The identical note is present in 915. Thus the 

very text that the note explains is missing from 88, and must have existed in a predecessor 

nianuscriPt. 915 reads both xat ot a8EAý01 (hence the error is unique to 88) and the marginal 

note. Again at 14: 25 88 has the symbol .. in the text, which points to TtpWaWJTOV lTpoc)x. 

The note is obviously incomplete and useless in 88, but the note in 915 supplies what the note 

should have been: TrpooxuvEt. 

Furthermore, 88 makes corrections using a notation system that is independent of the 

notes found in 915. At 11: 25 88 places a slash (/) in the left margin. This must indicate the 

omission of og av 17tvTlTE, an omission shared by 915. However, 88 marks the omission, 

while 915 does not. The same mark is used at 15: 5, which may indicate, in place of ETrEtTa, 

either the reading ElTa (5p` BPLT6 1739) or xat VETa TaUTa (D* F G). 

A cross (+) is placed in the margin in five places in I Corinthians, with varying 



713 

functions. Text lost by parablepsis is replaced at 3: 2 (c(AX ouft ETI vuv 8uvacrOE). In three 

places it appears to note alternative readings: at 7: 6 the only known Greek variant is yvwpTlv 

(823 2815) for cTuyyvwpTlv, but the Latin tradition splits: indulgenflum VL 89 V Te Ir Cy or 

veniam 64 Te Cy (= auyyvwpTlv) for consilium 75 77vel 78 CY's' (='yvwpTlv); at 7: 10 it may 

mark XwpicrOilvat where other witnesses read Xwptýuftt (AD F Gpc) or XwptýEcyo(j (ýp46 

614); and 9: 2 it likely marks TrIg -Vilg aTroaToMj;, for which an alternative is Vou -rrl; 

aTroCYTOXTJ; (N BP 0150 33 1739pc). Finally, at 14: 16 it apparently marks EuXoyTlcyTlq, for 

which a note identical to that in 915 is provided at the foot of the page: Ev aAAw EuXoyTIq 

(discussed above). 

Apart from the displacement of 14: 34-35, these witnesses do not carry early readings. 

However, the fact that manuscripts are noting alternative readings shows the process by which 

the text of I Corinthians would have been altered even in the later periods of transmission. In 

at least some cases, scribes did not simply copy what was in front of them, but made 

comparison to other witnesses and marked differences in the margins. While the relatively few 

notations in 88 915 do not amount to anything approaching a textual apparatus, they do show 

that the text was copied, compared, altered, and copied again, one reading at a time. Any 

attempt to work back through these alterations to earlier forms of the text must therefore 

proceed in the same way: One reading at a time. 
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Concluding Observations 

The goal of this study has been realized: To apply the principles of thoroughgoing 

eclecticism to the readings of the Greek manuscripts of I Corinthians, in order to determine 

how and, where possible, why the manuscripts were altered in the earliest period of 

transmission, that is, up to the fourth century. Witnesses were compared against themselves, 

with the result that characteristics of the key witnesses have been identified. They were also 

studied within the context of the linguistic, theological, and ethical developments of the 

period, and the effects that these developments had on the text has been described. Here, a 

brief summary describes what has been observed in the process of transmitting the text of I 

Corinthians. 

What types of alterations does one find in the witnesses of I Corinthians? The vast 

majority, of course, involve mundane causes. Parablepsis is common; no witness escapes it 

entirely, though some show it more than others. The addition of words from the near context is 

very common, and explains numerous alterations (perhaps most significantly at 2: 4). 

Conjunctions are frequently added and changed. No manuscript reliably transmits them (see 

14.15,14: 23; 15: 6,14, etc. ) The procedure of NA", to typically follow B in these cases 

unless obviously incorrect, simply accepts this manuscript's editing rather than another's. It is 

clear, however, that B and its related witnesses make numerous alterations, though it must be 

recalled that the Byzantine witnesses alter conjunctions far more frequently than other 

witnesses. 

In addition, however, the relatively recent recognition that readings were prompted by 

the theological and ethical concerns of the communities that produced and used the 

manuscripts has helped explain numerous alterations in I Corinthians. For example, there is a 

concern for propriety in marital and sexual discussion (7: 5; 7: 33-34; 9: 5), and Paul and his 
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authority receive particular attention (1: 1; 3: 5; 9: 1; 11: 2). 

On the other hand, some types of alterations that might have been expected were not 

evident in I Corinthians. There is a surprising lack of harmonization to liturgical texts at 

11: 23-25. There is an absence of "anti-feminist" readings, even though some have posited this 

as a potential motivation at 7: 2 and 14: 34-35. Furthermore, there is no evidence of such a 

concern in the readings at 11: 2-16. The manuscripts also fail to show any concern for Gnostic 

theology (15: 15; 15: 45). Only rarely is an insertion made from another Pauline book, and even 

less rarely from other writings (including the adaption of LXX citations). The most obvious 

example of large scale additions and moving text is seen at the end of Romans and 1 Cor. 14 

in DFG and the Latin tradition (see 14: 34-35). 

Whether or not conjecture is a valid procedure in textual criticism was discussed in 

interaction with the issues at 4: 6 and 14: 34-35. This study has found no manuscript evidence 

of lengthy additions or omissions of the type often posited for 11: 2-16 and 14: 34-3 5. On the 

other hand, it was found necessary to conclude that in a surprising number of places the entire 

tradition is corrupt, or that the archetypical reading is preserved in only a handful of witnesses 

that would not be accepted by most as "significant. " 

1: 2 oMit'rTj OUCFTj EV KOPIVOW 

2: 4 read ur; tOot (6175 77 89 Ambrose Arnbrosiaster) 
6: 5 icat -rwv a8r; Xýwv is lost 

10: 5 omit o OEoq or o Kuptoq (shorter text in 81257 1610 CI McionE) 
10: 20 omit Kat ou OEw (shorter text in Speculum Ambrosiaster Pelagius) 
14: 25 omit 0 OE09 
14: 33 omit 0 OE09 
16: 9 read EvapyTig (evidens 77 78 89 VG) 

All of these proposed conjectures match the types of alterations seen throughout the 

manuscript tradition. In most cases the implied subject is added, or the addition clarifies the 

argument. In two cases, it is proposed that orthographical variation has corrupted the entire 
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Greek tradition, but since the Latin was not liable to the same type of alteration in those cases, 

it preserves the archetypical reading. On the other had, several interpolations proposed by 

others have been shown to be unnecessary (e. g., 4: 6; 15: 3 1). 

This results in several implications for the study of the text of the Pauline epistles. 

First, individual units of variation cannot be discussed without an understanding of how the 

individual witnesses have produced their texts. Some are comparing readings found in more 

than one witness. In some cases this happened through incorporating marginal notes or 

corrections into the text (6 424 1739). In others, it appears that other manuscripts were 

consulted (D), or even readings found in other languages (F G). Even the manuscript's format 

can affect its readings, as scribes altered the text to suit the layout (D). Understanding that 

different scribes are copying and editing in different ways helps explain how witnesses that 

generally do not show any unique relationship will, on occasion, share a unique reading., 

Second, scribes worked locally. The distilling of a complex tradition such as the text of 

the Corpus Paulinum into "text types, " and then evaluating readings and even manuscripts 

based on how they perform against the one's preferred "text type, " is an oversimplification of 

the process of transmission. Argumentation such as this is frequently encountered in the 

discussion of the text of I Corinthians: "What remains to be considered is the external 

evidence. Not much needs to be discussed, since it is rather obvious that KauXTjCFwPaI has by 

far theb, est attestation, being supported by all the best Greek witnesses (ýP46 RA B) as well as 

the Coptic versions and some Church Fathers. This evidence speaks for itself. 192 However, 

Sg., F G' and 0243 6 424c 1739 (also 5 623 1245) share the reading Eav (TuVEA09 at 
14: 23. 

2petzer, "Contextual Evidence in Favour of icauOijuwpai in I Corinthians 13.3, "' p. 
25 1. As discussed at 13: 3, Petzer does interact in a significant way with the internal evidence; 
however, such is not always the practice of those use "external evidence" arguments in this 

way. 
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Scribes did not reproduce text types, they produced texts as they copied one letter, word, or 

phrase at a time. This is precisely the way the early fathers used the text. They generally 

worked with smaller units and focused on key terms or ideas (e. g., see the discussions at 9: 5 

and 7: 34). Only this process of transmission can account for such a "mixed" tradition, where, 

for example N* preserves the archetypical -notEt at 7: 38, joined only by A, yet at 9: 16 

preserves the archetypical Xap tq, joined only by DFG. Then, a few lines later, is the only 

witness to add the preposition at 9: 18. 

This is further seen by the large number of readings that individual manuscripts 

created on the basis of corrections and notations in their predecessors. Virtually all the 

Inanuscripts that carry early readings have been corrupted by their attempts to incorporate 

these corrections into their texts. IP 46 
, the earliest manuscript, already shows conflations and 

rnisread corrections. Because the effect of these corrections can only be made obvious when a 

singular reading is created, many more corrected readings that "improved" the text were 

simply passed along, unable to be recognized except by conjecture. This confirms that the 

types of small interpolations described above are plausible. 

Third, the contexts of those individual witnesses must be understood. This can be 

known only in the case of a handful of witnesses (for example F G), and even there only 

imperfectly. Nevertheless, the theological, ethical, and even linguistic developments that were 

taking place during the first few centuries of the transmission of the Corpus Paulinum must be 

understood. For example, only after a highly-developed Trinitarian theology took hold could 

the addition at 8: 6 have been made. The meaning of vocabulary changed (e. g., Trctpo I Evog at 

7: 34;, Tu 
/-ruTrtKC5q at 10: 11). The use of the nominasacra expanded to examples that "TO9 

were not referencing sacred things (esp. ýp46 D at 2: 14,15; 3: 1; 4: 22). Grammatical 

preferences shifted, for example in the use of thematic stems (7: 3; 9: 18; and 13: 2 in R- and A). 
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The alterations can be explained in a satisfactory manner only when understood within the 

historical setting of the early period of transmission. This also demonstrates one of the 

limitations of a study such as this: It will, in a sense, never be complete. The range of early 

Christian literature is vast, and no individual could possibly master all of it. Alterations that 

seem to be simple blunders to one individual will be recognized as the result of a profound 

theological shift by another. A study such as this, therefore, is an invitation to others to apply 

their unique expertise to the study of the witnesses and their readings. 

While the goal of this study has not been a reconstruction of the history of the 

transmission of I Corinthians, the analysis of thousands of places of variation does allow 

some features of this history to be known more clearly. For example, it is clear that every 

witness is corrupt, though in their own ways and for their own reasons. Even though FG are 

among the most recent witnesses that this study examined in detail, it has been demonstrated 

that they carry very early readings. FG have also undergone their own corruptions, indeed 

perhaps more than any other witness. Nevertheless, because the types of corruption and their 

causes have been described, those corruptions are able to be removed from consideration as 

potentially early readings. The same can be said for q311, which had already been carefully 

described by previous researchers. This process continued as manuscripts were copied, 

compared, and created their own unique readings. In this process, however, the readings of the 

earlier witnesses were often replaced. Additions once made are simply perpetuated. Smoother 

and harmonized readings replace the less clear and obtrusive readings. Ultimately, the 

"Byzantine" text, with access both to "Western" and to "Alexandrian" witnesses, produced the 

least difficult text of all. 

Zuntz had a different picture of the tradition. The purity of ýp46 B 1739 was initially 

corrupted by a "wild" second century text (which DFG partially preserve). The influence of 
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Alexandrian philology, however, led early scholars to seek out and copy uncorrupted 

manuscripts, of which ýP` B 1739 are the best witnesses. While these witnesses 

unquestionably carry early readings, this study has made clear that they are not so pure, nor D 

FG so corrupt. Indeed, rather than showing corruption being replaced by purity, many early 

readings now preserved in DFG were replaced by inferior readings by 1P 46 B 1739. By 

repeated copying and comparison they supplanted the older readings. Even the early readings 

in the Latin tradition were eventually overwhelmed by the Vulgate, which was based on 

"Alexandrian" witnesses. The "Byzantine" witnesses preserved a few of these "Western" 

readings, and so they ended up in early printed editions. However, the rediscovery of MB and 

then 5p4l removed even the few readings that had survived. Beginning with the editions of 

Tischendorf and then Westcott and Hort, and culminating in our present-day editions, the 

"Alexandrians" have been so influential that many second century readings have simply been 

ignored. No witness is perfect. Even if this study has highlighted the early readings found in 

the bilinguals and the Latin tradition, it has also identified numerous corruptions in the same 

witnesses. Nevertheless, until witnesses beyond the "Alexandrians" are understood and heard 

from, we will have only imperfect knowledge of Paul's First Letter to the Corinthians. 


