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Notes on Chapter 12

12:1.1
The shifting position of adeA¢ot 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 adeAdor just a few lines above at 11:33. Furthermore,

there is only one firm example of adeAdor used by Paul in a sentence introduced with mept
6¢ (1 Thes. 5:1). This is not however, the only place where adeAdor appears in different

positions. One of these is 7:24, where D F G stand alone in a secondary shift of adeA¢o1. 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 withD F G

is striking;® we have already seen D F G join with only B 1739 in preserving the archetypical
text at 9:27. The reading of D F G, therefore, cannot be immediately dismissed as another

unique example of their tendency to alter word order.

Both positions have limited support from Pauline parallels. Ouv OeAw (BeAopev) vpag
ayvoelv adeddot also occurs at Rom. 1:13 (oux oropar D™ G), 11:25; 1 Cor. 10:1; 2 Cor.
1:8 (omit adeAdor P*¥); and 1 Thes. 4:13. In each of these cases, however, an object or

object clause follows ayvoeiv so that adeAdotr does not end the sentence. Support for the
earlier position is also found in the parallel at 1 Thes. 5:1, where adeAdot stands

immediately after the genitive substantives governed by mepi (1 Thes. 5:1: Ilept 6& TOV

'J. Weiss (p. 294 n. 1) suggests that it is a gloss; the lack of adeA¢ot at either position

in 247 is unlikely to be traceable to the archetypical text, even if von Soden’s citation 1s
correct.

2Zuntz does not notice the agreement of D F G with 1739 in his discussion of the
“Western” text and agreements with B or 1739 on pp. 100-103.
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XPOvwv kai Tdv kaipdv, adeAdot). Given the more common usage of ov OeAw

(BeAopev) vpag ayvoerv adeAdot, 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 1s unlikely,
for 1t 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 1s

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 OeAopev vpag ayvoeiv (2 Cor. 1:8, 8sAw K 88 467; 1 Thes. 4:13, BcAw

1 204 642 794 2138 506).

12:2.3: 12:2.5

Modem editions and commentators assume the 8 A B D text. This form of the text,

however, has “incomplete and ambiguous Greek syntax’ 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, o1t is an “unnecessary
repetition”; the text flows much more smoothly if wg depends on o1date without the

intervening oTt. Third, av 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 &¢ &v as having iterative force,

this would be unique to Paul (though Acts 2:45; 4:35).° In the NT (including Paul) wg av is
typically used as a temporal conjunction similar to 6tav.” The grammarians have noted that

amending the printed text to woav (see below) may be preferable.®

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

1s still not clear how best to understand its syntax. There are at least two solutions. The first
(until recently the most common) assumes anacoluthon: ¢ must refer back to 0Tt 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 1dols [and/being] carried away.” The need to insert an assumed conjunction, such as

kai'® shows the difficulty of this interpretation.

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

*Elsewhere in Paul &v is frequently used with the imperfect in conditional sentences.
Aside from 2 Cor. 10:9, the three other occurrences of w¢ &v are all followed by the

subjunctive (Rom. 15:24; 1 Cor. 11:34; Phil. 2:23). Thus wg av nyeo0e would be unique in
Paul.

“Moulton, Prolegomena, p. 167; BDR §367°.
'BDR §455(2).
*BDR §§367°, 4535,

’Adopted by Conzelmann, p. 204 and Barrett, p. 278; noted as a possibility by
Schrage 111, 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 111, pp. 114, 120; Thiselton (p.
911) goes so far as to claim that “alternative hypotheses seem unnecessary.” The Peshitta

uses aduae both at the beginning of the sentence and as a periphrastic at the end:
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wg av nyeabe 1s understood as relative clause, which requires an assumed nte for the
clause with anmayopevot. 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 1dols, [as/however] you were continually being led about.” Héring, however, notes that

an assumed fjTe is “rather clumsy.”'* 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. 8 B C D). There was not any visual distinction between (DCAN HT€COE,

(DC dNHFECOE, or (as is assumed in the solutions above) (DC 8N HTECOE." One may

therefore read waodv as a single word, understanding it as an adverb: “you were, so to speak,
led away.” The attachment of wodav to a verb in this way, however, would be unattested.
Another alternative is to read avrjyeo0e as a single word.'* This removes the difficulty of &v
followed by the indicative fjyeaBe. A few witnesses divide the words in just this way (B2F

G® 1241°). The congruence of F G° show that this is the reading of their shared immediate

eha&m \q&unm. (“you have been led.” It renders wg av nyea0e with, apparently

<ad v&n (“without distinction”), its resulting text translating as (beginning at 12:1b): “I

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

?J. Héring, 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 1s also rejected by Conzelmann, p. 204 n. 2.

“For this reason wo avrnyeabe is not a conjecture, as is stated in the apparatus of
NAZ.

14]. Weiss, p. 294; Héring, p. 124.
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predecessor.” 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).'®
One difficulty with resorting to an alternative word division is the meaning of avayw

in this context. Héring 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 1t 1s used of animals brought up for sacrifice (Acts 7:41) 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.'® Furthermore, the interpretation attributed to

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

But because he says “you are led up to the idols” (mpog T& €idwAa &viiyeofe) 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
(avayovTat) by the unclean spirit, not by a self-chosen will. For this is shown by the

aviiyeoBe amayopevot. 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."

avriyeaBe, according to Severian, implies what Héring suggests: that the person is brought

“The parent text is preserved in F: F: (OCaNHI€COAI. G', which is full of incorrect

word divisions, reads (DCAN « HTECBA.1. This was corrected with punctuation:
DC,oN H ECOAI.

'®Augustine’s citation occurs in a block of text; since he does not comment on this
portion of the citation it 1s impossible to determine how he understood ascendebatis.

'"Schrage 111, p. 120 n. 38.
“BDAG, s.v. avéyw (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 avnyea0e fit the context better than av nyeabe,
it also removes the difficulty of the &v. Even if wg avnyea0¢ is adopted, however, this alone
does not resolve the problem of wg with oTt oTe nor in itself determine whether o1t oTe,

oT1, or oT€ should be read.

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

(K* 0150 1 69 2464 pc). This removes a major difficulty with o1t ote, since wg would
attach directly to ol6ate. The conjunction may have been added in order to supply an object

for o16ate, not realizing that the distant wg could fulfill the same function. The insertion of
o1t could easily be accounted for as an addition based on the frequent Pauline use of o1d6ate
oTt. While it seems unlikely that a scribe would have added ott immediately before oTe, 1t 1s
possible that the reading oTt oTe may be the result of a correction which was intended to

replace ote with oti. Subsequent users of the text misinterpreted the notation and wrote

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

concludes that “only [0i8aTte, 67¢ . . ., \¢] can seriously be possible, not because of 1ts
weak attestation, but for internal reasons.”?® That the text reads more smoothly with ote than

with oTt oTe is shown by a paraphrase in Chrysostom which omits o7t (also altering wg to

20J, Weiss, p. 204; cf. Héring, p. 124, both of whom also adopt wg avnyeabe. Both
also claim, however, that o1date oTe is the reading of the Textus Receptus, which 1s 1n error
(instead reading o1daTte OTl).
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nwg) even though the lemma reads o7t ote.*! This indicates that he also saw the o1t as
supertluous.

Another solution found in the manuscripts 1s to read only oidate oT1 (F G 424 915

pm VL 61 75 89). This allows wg av nyeo0e to be read as relative clause without requiring
an additional nte: “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 oTe 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 o1 after o18are 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 . . . WOTE avnyeole, removing the problem of wg by creating a result clause. 630
removes the need for an assumed nte by placing the participle immediately after apwva so
that nte . . . amayopevor may be read as periphrastic (0Tt oT€ . . . QnayoHeVOlL wg Qv

nyeo0e). These early conjectures , both 1n manuscripts that read ot ote, confirm the

difficulty of that reading and presage modern 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 OTITIOTE was
corrupted to OT | OT € due to the similarity of letters.”? This is an attractive solution, for it

*'kai yap oidare 6te “EAAnveg fite, mdg &mijyeabe EAkdpevol TéTe = “for you

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

“Westcott and Hort, Appendix, p. 116, with comparison to oTt mote at Eph. 2:11 and
moTe 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 o11, although it does not address the unusual av nyeo0e. 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 1s not clear, however, how I

would simply have dropped out rather than been confused with other letters.
Given the dissatisfaction with all these solutions, another conjecture may be hazarded.

OT10TE may have been corrupted from OMOTE, a change that would have resulted from the

misreading of a single pen stroke. Gregory cites two examples of the confusion of M and T

in NT manuscripts: MHTXE | ONX written as MHT ITIA\E 1 ONA. (John 7:31) and MEMO| written
for T1EMO! (037 at Mark 5:7).* The error is possible also in the book hand script of the first

century.** While 6né1e does not occur elsewhere in Paul, and in the NT potentially only at

Luke 6:5 (where the alternative is o7¢), it should not for this reason alone be dismissed. It is

found 1n the papyri, frequently with €av but also with the indicative and specifically, as
potentially at 1 Cor. 12:2, the imperfect:?’

“. .. 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? (ofoTe £xeivw

£60ketr)” (P.Oxy. 472,2,40; AD 130)

4

‘... in accordance with the disposition made by Papontos in his lifetime (o1107e

260, who claim that it “gets rid of all grammatical difficulty.” Even Fee (p. 576 n. 32)
remarks that this 1s “one of the more attractive options.”

2C. R. Gregory, Prolegomena (vol. 3 of Novum Testamentum Graece; ed. C.
Tischendorf; Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1894), p. 57.

“For 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 1 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

NMAPACKEYZONTEC (col. 1, 1. 2), NMPATTEIN (col. 1, 1. 9), and MPATTONTWN (col. 2, 11. 7-
8) the form of N could easily be confused for T .

®Mayser II,1, p. 273, who cites P.Teb. 72,240 as an example of 6néte used with the
imperfect. BDAG (s.v. onoTe) cites P.Oxy 243 (AD 79) and P.Ryl 245 (III cen.).
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nepifjv).” (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 (o11d1e €8¢€1) to keep it open and seen.” (Aman, Epicteti

dissertationes 1,12,31).2® 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 oT1 or oTt oTe must certainly be an error since oTt . . .

w¢ 1s 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 oTe 1s the earlier form, oTt can
easily be explained as having been introducing by scribes/readers expecting o1date oTt. If
standing alone, o1 would be a simple replacement for ote. o1t oTe could have resulted

either from the intentional addition of oTt or from a misreading of a notation that had -
intended oTt to replace oTe, but instead resulted in its insertion. Second, oTt oTe could be a
corruption of omoTe. Though unattested, 1ts loss can be explained as a a simple confusion of

letters.

It is likewise clear that av nyeo0ce 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, 1if the text

1s read as avnyeoBe. The resultant text would be either o16ate oTe €Bvn nTE TMPoOg Ta
eldwla Ta apwva wg avnyeobe anayopevol *’ or oidate onoTe €Bvn NTE MPOg Ta

eldwAa Ta apwva wg avnyeabe amayopevol: “You recall how you were led up when you

%See also IV,1,160. An additional example, though in an interrogative, is used
following a form of 01da: “Which of them knows when it ought (0n61e ¢€1) to be used and
when not (mote un)?” (11,23,9).

TThis is the solution adopted by J. Weiss, p. 294 and Héring, p. 124.
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were gentiles, being led away to mute 1dols.”

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 £16wAa

100 adwva is ad simulacra muta in VL 78 and the Vulgate.”® Several Latin witnesses,

however, depart from any Greek witness: idolorum formae (VL 89); idolorum forma
(Rufinus, Origenis in librum Numeri 20,3); or simulacrorum formae similes (VL 61 Pel).”’ F

G read Ta €1dwAa Ta apopda, which differs from the Latin texts in two respects. First, F G

retain the prepositional phrase mpo¢ Ta £1d0wAa, where idolorum and sacrorum assume only

a noun 1n the genitive. In addition, F G reads an alpha privative apop¢a, not popda

(discussed further below). The resultant Latin text construes quite differently from either F G
or the rest of the Greek tradition: “You know that you were gentiles living as forms of 1dols
just as you were being led.” Just what a “form of an idol” could mean in this context 1s

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.”

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

PThe NA? 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 1n

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

Y Commentarius 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 idolorum forma or
idolorum formae. The latter is the reading of VL 89, but the plural formae, 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 1s 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 popéda, not the apoppa of F G. VL 75 also goes its own way, reading the genitive

idolorum that 1t found 1n its predecessor but altering forma(e) to sine voce in order to match

the Greek equivalent that 1t read (ad¢wva). This suggests that the reading of D 1s 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 D F G cannot be reconstructed with

certainty, since (as discussed below) it is likely that an error in transcription is involved. Ta
e1dwAa is firm in D F G, but Ta adwva (D) was not the reading of the shared ancestor since

it is attested neither in F G nor any Latin D-Text witnesses. F G’s Ta apopda’ may also

31Similar unique readings occur in VL 75 at Rom. 16:25-27. [Discussed in chapter on
DFG].

%G evidences its typical difficulty with word division. Written in the manuscript i1s:
e1dwAata * apopda, with the article assumed to be attached to the preceding noun. F divides
the words: e1dwAa * Ta * apopéa.
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reflect an early error, one which these manuscripts make elsewhere (see Tipta for atipia 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 apopda was simply an error for popda and used forma, much as the editor of
the ad hoc Latin translation in VL 77's did by creating the reading formationes, which

1gnores the alpha privative. Though unattested, the Latin equivalent to the presumed Ta

eldwAa Ta poppa would have been ad idola forma (with forma construed as an accusative).
From this text idolorum forma 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, 1s the rise of the reading Ta pop¢a. IMpog Ta e1dwia Ta popda

(“to formed 1dols,” 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 1n Greek, for the alternatives in the Latin tradition more are more

easily explained as the result of adaptations of a text which translated (a)uopda than that
forma could have arisen from a¢wva. 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 “Rétselhaft.”’

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

¥J. Weiss, p. 294 n. 3.
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Further examples vu-/nu- variation in 1241.

12:3.9

Omission of the possessive genitive i1s common, even in cases involving nomina sacra

(see also 3:10.42).

12:3.10
D F G and the non-Vulgate Latin tradition omit AaAwv / loguens. Zuntz’s explanation

1s most likely: the participle was omitted because it was mistakenly judged to be redundant,

as in eAaAnoe Aeywv. 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 ava®epa 1nooug and xupiog tnooug (RA B C

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 Agyet, used with the

double accusative, be understood as identifying inooug in a specific manner, 1.e. “to call” or

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

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

¥Zuntz, p. 141; followed by Fee p. 574, n. 24. For this interpretation of v. 3 see
Schrage 111, p. 124.

*BDAG, s.v. Aéyw (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 1s the
Lord...”
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example, which also uses 8Uvapat + infinitive of Aéyw, occurs later in the chapter (12:21).%°

The first statement, one would therefore assume, would likewise be in direct speech. There
are no grammatical features to require it,”’ and in fact P* and a manuscript of Pelagius®® 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
o€ is used here as a discourse marker to set off the introduction of the issue from the

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

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

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

*Also Luke 6:42; without Suvopat also Rom. 3:8. See BDAG s.v. Aéyw (1aB).

*"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
Iesu 1n his notes, but retains the accusative iesum in his text, commenting: “it says Anathema
lesum 1n the accusative case, that is, 1t says that Jesus is anathema (lesum esse anathema) . . .
that is, he calls him anathema (vocat illum Anathema).

*Paris, Bibliothéque 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.

¥Cf. BDAG, s.v. 6¢ (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 o¢ 1n the first clause 1s not contrastive but marks of the beginning of
the unit. This 6¢ 1s repeated 1n the subsequent clause, To 6e auto mveuvpa. One manuscript,
424°, alters this to kat To auto mvevpa.*’ This may have been in the interest of conformity
T0 ka1 0 auTog xuptog at 12:5. It 1s also possible that the correction was written 1n at the
wrong location, for at 12:6 the manuscript leaves uncorrected o 6 autog where its sister
witnesses (P* B 1739) all read kat 0 auTog. A second clear example of assimilation is
found at 12:5, where kat 0 autog xvuptlog 1s assimilated to the preceding e avtog (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 1s more complex. The first two contrastive sentences use the

same conjunctions to introduce the clauses: 6 . . . d¢ at12:4 and xat . . . xat at 12:5.
Since xat introduces the first clause of 12:6, one should expect xat in the second clause as
in P*B C 0201V** 81 1175 1611 1739 pc. However, assimilation to either the kot at the
beginning of 12:6 or the xa1 0 avTog xvplog at 12:5 (or to both) is more likely than that o
8¢ auTtoc kuptog (or o autog Se xuptog; see below) was added from 12:4.*? Zuntz notes

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

“Basil also reads xa1 To auto mvevpa 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 To 6 avto (De spiritu sancto 16,37; Adversus Eunomium MPG 29, pp.
664, 729, and 768).

Y0201: [...]lxav...70. . 0 evlelpywy eoT1y. The final a cited in line 33 in
the edition princeps appears to be a misreading for o in auvToc.

“Lietzmann, p. 61; Giiting, “Neuedition der Pergamentfragmente,” p. 108.
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sentences.” Furthermore, this is another example of P* B suffering from assimilation to the

near context.

One final problem remains at 12:6: D F G read o autog ¢ against either o 6¢ autog

or kat 0 autog. Recognizing the tendency toward assimilation throughout this section
would immediately suggest that the D F G 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 3¢ autog be used at 12:4 but o autog 8¢ at 12:6? There appears to be little
reason for the difference. Second, and more decisively, is 0 auTog 6¢ a “stylistic
improvement”?*

First, regarding'the stylistic 1ssue. 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 8¢ is postponed in classical prose,* most of which Paul
avoids. For example, Paul does not place 8¢ after two definite articles and a substantive.*
Neither does he place 6¢ third in clauses that open with a preposition governing a substantive

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

$Zuntz, p. 203.
“Lietzmann, p. 61.

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

*Cf. n 8¢ Tou xoaopou (2 Cor. 7:10) and o1 8& Touv xproTou (Gal 5:24), both
without variation.

*’Paul does place 8¢ after a pronoun being governed by a preposition: € autou 8¢
(1 Cor. 1:30); mpog vpag 6¢ (1 Cor. 16:6); ev w &’ av (2 Cor. 11:21 omit &’ D"); xat’
t1d1av o€ (Gal. 2:2). But notice also emt 6¢ o (Rom. 11:22; em oe 1646); mepr 8¢ wv (1

Cor. 7:1). There 1s also one example involving the articular infinitive, which occasioned
much difficulty in the manuscripts: Gal. 3:23 po Tou yop eA@eirv 489 927; mpo 8¢ ToUL

eAOe1v 547 945 1611 1827; mpo Tou €ABerv 104 205 460° 614 1315 2412; mpo Tou B¢
eABery rell.



379

places 8¢ between the preposition and the noun at 1 Cor. 7:15 (ev 6¢ gipnvn; ev €1pnvn o¢

629; ev e1pnyvn 796) and 1 Cor. 16:12 (mept 6 anoAiw). In two situations, however, Paul
does postpone &€. First, he consistently postpones 6¢ when it would follow immediately after

the negative particle.*® Second, he occasionally places 8¢ after an arthrous noun or participle
at the beginning of a clause, though far more frequently 8¢ follows that article.* While 8¢ is

found 1n the third position without variation at 1 Cor. 3:8 (0o ¢uTevwy &¢), it has frequently

been altered:>®

1 Cor. 10:4 n netpa 8 X B D™ 330629 1739
neTpa 0Ot FG
n o nevpa rell

1 Cor. 11:7 n yuvn 8¢ R*ABD FGP ¥ 330927 941 1175
n o€ yuvny 441463 1108 1611
yuvaikt o€ 614

yuvn o€ rell This has frequently invited alteration
We have already argued that d¢ should be read after the noun in each of these cases. What is

significant is that D F G has preserved the original word order in each case.*!

This examination of Paul’s placement of 6¢ 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,

“Rom. 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 é¢
in many witnesses) 15:10 (omit o€ 365); 2 Cor. 7:7 (omit 6¢ F G); 2 Cor. 8:19.

“From Romans and 1 Corinthians come the following examples: Rom. 5:4, 5, 16
(omit 6 1505 2495); 6:23; 7:25; 8:6, 10; 9:13; 10:17 (omit n 16467); 11:7; 12:4 (mavta T1a
oc peAn 1827); 13:12; 15:5, 9 (omit 6 1646), 13 (omit 6 1319), 33; 16:20; 1 Cor. 6:13, 14;
8:1 (omit 6¢ 131 547); 14:14, 20 (omut 3¢ 205 424; 1va Taig dppeorv F G), 22; 15:38, 56
(bis; omit 8¢(1) 2147), 57 (1w & yapiopa Bcw 1646°).

PexaoTw S18oTar ¢ is found at 1 Cor. 12:7 in 915, possibly to avoid the repetition
of 6¢ followed by o1-. At 1 Cor. 14:1 048 reads {nAoute Ta 8¢ mvevpaTika.

*'F G lose the article at 10:4, a frequent occurrence in these witnesses.
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however, we find a consistent usage: 6¢ 1s always placed between the article and the pronoun

(in addition to 1 Cor. 12:4 see 2 Cor. 6:13 Tnv ¢ avtnv avtipioBiav and Phil. 2:18 1o o¢

auTo.’?> Only D F G read a different position at 12:6: 0 autog &¢. Based on Pauline style,

this reading has little claim to being the source reading.

To dismiss the D F G 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.>® Might the Latin text have influenced the
Greek? It seems unlikely, for although D F G’s o auvtog 8¢ Ocog 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 6¢ auTo

nvevpa in D F G. Similarly at 2 Cor. 6:13 and Phil. 2:18 the Latin word order differs, but the

Greek of D F G was not altered.”® Influence from the Latin therefore seems unlikely at 12:6.

12:6.20

In a confusion of similar vocabulary, C writes 1axpioig in place of drapeoeig. 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 1o 8le] auTo, without variation.

*Denniston, p. 186.

**The Latin interlinear in G reflects the difficulty of matching the Latin to the Greek
word order. At 12:4 idem 1s wrnitten above To o€ 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 auTtoc and a
ligature for vero above 6¢. Cf. 2 Cor. 6:13, where eandem autem is centered above Tnv 8¢
auTnyv, even though the sequence does not match. At Phil 2:16, improper word division and

the end of a line produced the confused To dav | 7o (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 D F G at 1 Cor. 7:26; 1n B D" at 1 Cor.

15:17, and in A ¥ at 1 Cor. 15:56.%° Further calling into question its presence at 12:6 is the
fact that it appears both before 8cog and after evepywv.”’ The unique reading of B 0201 and

1739 shows the special relationship among these witnesses.

12:6.24 [discussed at 12:19.30]

12:8.27

Among the Greek witnesses, P* is alone in reading the word order di1doTar dia Tou
mveupaTog, though a large number of Latin witness reflect the same order (datur per
spiritum).” Either reading may have been caused by an accidental leap, either from Al to
ATAOMAI or ATAOMAI to Ald, with the missing text filled in after prepositional phrase or
verb, respectively, was written.” If not accidental, the variation may have resulted from

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

5Cf. Zuntz, p. 187.

At 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 ditters,
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).

7], Weiss, p. 298 n. 2.

VL 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.

*Royse (p. 261) sees this as the cause of what he considered a singular reading in
P*, 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 1s

more likely that the verb 6160Tat 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 1s 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 pavépwaeig (12:8) given by the Spirit. This list is
framed by two pairs of clauses that begin with eTepw and aAAw (12:9a-b; 12:10d-¢).2 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 d¢ is to be read

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

“P* reads eTepw in the last clause (12:10), assimilating to the previous clause.



B6 D’ FG 0201 | 188l
424° | latt | VL 77
1739

ES I I I N
Caon (e | w | o0 [ [ o | | Lo [ 7 o
on0n [ | o [ o [ o o | | Lo |5 [ oo
o [ame | o [ | | [ s [

o oo | fse joe | | e | |

odfeepo| | e | | | | | |
12:00e | Mo | 8 | Be | Be |8 | | se | | 6 [hom

As the table shows, no clause 1s free from vanation. The tradition divides itself into four main

eroups of readings: Read 8¢ in every clause (A C¥ cett) or none (D), only after aAdw (R°),

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

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

firm example of aAAw o€ at the end of 12:8 must have prompted the addition of 8¢ in a few

cases, most likely immediately following in the first clause of 12:9. This would explain the
text of P*°, for example, which adds &¢ after eTepw at 12:9a but not after the same pronoun
at 12:10d. The d¢ 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 1s that found in A C¥ and most manuscripts, which reads 6¢

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

explanation for the seemingly random loss of d¢ in the different groups of witnesses. Also

*IN* reads eTepw S¢ here.

*’B omits due to an accidental leap: CAXWCCIONSINDA €EPMHNE | AIDCCON.
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unlikely is the set of readings in B 6 424° 1739% Clement (Stromata 4,21,132), for while the
use of eTepw . . . cAAw d¢ at the beginning and end of the list provides symmetry, the o€ 1n
12:10a would certainly be secondary. Nevertheless, this set of readings firmly binds these
witnesses (including P*) together.

This leave three viable sets of readings. First, X" alone reads 8¢ after every

occurrence of aAAw but not after eTtepw. Fee argues that this provides a “subtle” clue as to

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

use of eTepw and aAAw, and 1t 1s more likely that 6€ has been added to aAAw and not eTepw

under the influence of aAAw 6¢ at 12:8. A second set of readings is found in F G, which read

6¢ only in the last clause. While this 1s 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 6¢ in the
final clause in the series. This 6e 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:% 12:29-30; 14:26; 15:52,

5856 2 Cor. 6:4-10; 7:7; 11:20; 13:11.*" This makes 8¢ unlikely in the final clause. The

0201 may also attest to this set of readings, but it is fragmentary for both potential
occurrences of o€ at 12:9. At 12:9a the editio princeps of Bell and Crum, followed by NTaP,

cites 0201 as potentially reading 6¢, while Giiting (“Neuedition der Pergamentfragmente,” p.

105) argues that there 1s insufficient space for it. At 12:9b, the editio princeps and NTaP cites

0201 as probably lacking d¢, but Giiting does not see any letters on the line which would
allow for a reconstruction.

“Fee, p. 584-5,n. 9.

“F G add 8¢ xau to eyevopunv and harmonize yeyova to eyevopnv.

*®A adds xat before apeTakivnrot.

°’List adapted from Giiting and Mealand, p. 59.
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remaining text is found in D" and the Latin tradition,”® 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 D F G), 1s not a factor here because the Latin tradition shares the reading.

Given the parallels cited above, this 1s 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.®’

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 -pat stem nouns is common.
At 12:9 2138 is the only Greek witness to attest the singular yapiopa,’™ although much of the

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

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

corruption of evepynuara.’” The examples at 12:28 and 12:30 must be plural, since the other

®*Tertullian’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.

“Zuntz, p. 105-107; Giiting and Mealand, p. 62; Giiting, “Neuedition der
Papyrusfragmente,” p. 110.

G" divides the words as xaptopata Tarapatwy. Tischendorf cites F* and G as

readmg xapiopata Ta tapatwyv. However, there 1s no correction in F and it is not clear that
the two small marks above the 1nitial Ta indicate a correction in G. If they do, G° would read:

xoptopa Tatapatwy. Of course this reading is nonsense and simply mistaken word division,
for the Latin equivalent dona vel grati[a]e requires the plural xapiopata.

"'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
xoptopa. At 12:28, 0151 1s 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 smgular gratiam where the Greek tradition unanimously preserves
xoptopara, although Vg®® read gratias and the D-text donationes.

"Though see the separate discussion of evepyeiain D F G 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 yapiopata is paired with the singular moTi¢ earlier in the sentence.

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

corruption, which 1s preserved 1n 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 oxiopa. The plural is unanimously attested

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

the result of assimilation to the number of the verb (§}). At 12:25 D F G is joined by R and

witnesses that typically align with the “Byzantine” tradition in reading the plural. An
immediate difficulty with the singular is that 1t 1s the only time that oxiopa occurs in the
singular in Paul. Again, assimilation to the number of the verb is likely,” with the identical
verb form used here as at 1:10. In fact, 1:10 (ufy § &v Ojiv oxioparta) shows that Paul

elsewhere uses this neuter noun 1n the plural with the singular of gipi. 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 pepipvwotv with the neuter

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

form (Rom. 12:4; 1 Cor. 12:26). D F G read the singular verb pepipva, which, though not

“Fee (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
-paT stem nouns, 1t 1s more likely that the context influenced the alteration in the opposite
direction than that theological editing 1s involved.
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attested elsewhere™ is likely the archetypical reading.

While D F G avoid assimilation of the subjects and verbs 1in 12:25, i1t does alter the
object To auTo to the plural Ta auta. 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 (70
adTO €ig¢ GAANAouUg dpovolvTeg) and 15:5 (10 adTO dpoveiv Ev dAAAotg). The

alteration may be a simple copying error, for 1t is not matched by D F G’s Latin relatives.

12:9.35

Assimilation to the near context likely explains the reading ev Tw avTw mvevpaTt,

for the phrase occurs twice previously (12:8b; 12:9).” Neither autw nor the text of P* can
give rise to evi. P*° alone lacks any modifier while retaining the article, but this shorter
reading is easily explained as omission of autw by leap (TAYTW), a common error in this

manuscript.” This is one example of P* matching D F G, here joined by 6 424°, yet

departing from B 1739."”

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 1s 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 oupnaagyel mavTa Ta pEAN.

"Metzger, Textual Commentary, p. 497; Fee, p. 584 n. 4; Thiselton, p. 944.
"*Royse, p. 258.

""Though 1739 reads evt 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 1s similar in content to that of 12:8-10, but

in the later passage the plural form is used for each of the xapiopata 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

(xapropata topatwyv and duvaperg). Conversely at Rom. 12:6-7 the singular form is used
for both of the xapiopata which are “given” (mpodnrera and drakovia; cf. the singular
npodnTera at 1 Cor. 12:10). Again at 1 Cor. 14:26 all the gifts that “each person has”™
(exaoTog exel; cf. eTepw and aAAw at 12:8-10) at the assembly are listed 1n the singular.

However, at 12:8-10 at least one item 1s firm in the textual tradition as a plural: yevn

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

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

The use of the plural form yevn yAwoowv 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 yevn. 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, 1s expressed in the singular because there is
only one source, type, and goal.” 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 1ssues involving the plural form of yapiopata (12:9) were

Thiselton, pp. 970-988, esp. pp. 970-72.
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discussed earlier. There is no vanation involving topatwyv. In this case the use of the plural
matches that of yevn yAwoowv: “the plural denotes various kinds of healings enacted in a

diversity of ways to address a variety of conditions.”” Both transcriptional and internal
grounds confirm that xaptopata 1opatwy is the archetypical reading.

Is the plural also necessary for 01axpirogig mvevpatwv? There are different types of
“spirits” that are to be distinguished,® thus requiring the plural nvevpatwv (for which there
is no variation). But are there different “distinctions” or “discernings” (6iaxpiogig)? The

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

the interchange of e1 and I 1s 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 mpodnTela,’ 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 6tapeaeig earlier in the chapter (12:4-6). The singular is most likely in that
there are not different kinds of “distinctions.”*?

The most difficult unit of vanation to resolve is the first “gift” described at 12:10a.

Transcriptional probability weighs heavily against the reading evepynuarta duvapewy since

it matches the xapiopata rapatwv which is almost universally attested at 12:9.%

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

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

*This 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 111, p. 156 n. 235.

*’Conzelmann, p. 209 adopts the singular without comment.

$Zuntz, p. 100.
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evepynparta duvapewy to the other known readings. Assuming the reading found in ¥ B

1739 Byz requires that any change must have been deliberate. Fee argues that the readings of
both P* and D F G are “an attempt to ‘improve’ a difficult plural that seemed tautologous.”*

However, this does not account for the D F G reading in which both nouns are written in the

singular. Furthermore, the similarly “tautologous” diaxpioeig duvapewv 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 evepynua duvapewv (056 0142) or operatio

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

intentional editing assumed by Fee has taken place.
The D F G reading (evepyera duvapews) has much to commend it. It uses a common
Pauline word (¢vépyera), though it is not used in the Hauptbriefe.®® *Evépynua, 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 evepyela as an intentional alteration,

for if the singular was desired, evepynuata would have easily been altered to evepynua (as

in 056 0142).

However, all these potential strengths of the reading evepyeia Suvapewg are undone

by the close relationship of D F G 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.*® However, this editing is limited to the Latin tradition.

*Fee, p. 584 n. 5.
“Eph. 1:19; 3:7; 4:16; Phil. 3:21; Col. 1:29; 2:12; 2 Thess. 2:9, 11.
*°As noted by Zuntz, p. 100. Note that also at Rom. 14:1, where there is another use of

unusual use of the gemtive plural modifying a plural head noun (§iaxpioeig Siaroyiopwy),
the Latin tradition does not alter to the singular (though D" alone reads S1axpiaic)
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Furthermore, it is not attested by the earliest Latin witness, Tertullian. His adaptation of this

passage to Isaiah 11:2 1n Adversus Marcionem 5,8,7 results in some uncertainty as to his

text.” Where the Greek reads evepynuarta Suvapewv (or one of the other readings)

Tertullian reads only virtutum. This plural genitive form assumes a head noun, so it could
render either evepynpata duvapewv or evepynuata duvapews. However, the reading of D
F G (evepyera duvapews), 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.* The reading of D F G is therefore likely to be adaptation to

an edited Latin text, with evepyeta adopted as the more likely equivalent for operatio.¥’

This leaves the reading of P*® (evepynuara Suvapewe). On internal grounds this

reading has much to commend 1t. It can serve as the source reading for all other readings,

with evepynuata duvapewv adapted to the preceding xapiopata opatwy, evepynua

duvapewy either an intentional or unintentional loss of the final -ta, and evepyela
duvapews an adaptation to the edited Latin text, though retaining the singular Suvopewg. 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

EVEPYNHATA SUVOUEWV one must assume an attributive genitive (“miraculous powers™).”

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

*The Peshitta’s s&ua (“mighty works”) is a similar simplification, which may also

support either evepynuata duvapewy or evepynuata duvapewe. The same form is used by
the Peshitta at 12:28, 29 to render only duvaueic.

“In every place that the Greek text of Paul uses evepyeta the Latin tradition uses
operatio.

Cf. BDAG, s.v. évépynua. Fee (p. 584 n. 5) asserts that “miraculous powers’ must
render the P* text, but BDAG provides this gloss for evepynpata Suvapewv.
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This, however, would be the only attributive genitive 1n 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. Evépynuatwyv 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 S1epunvevw is consistent (12:30; 14:5, 13,”' 27). On the other

hand, the nouns based on [§1lepnunvevw lack the prefix. At 12:10 A D™! read S1epunvieha,

another reading which ties these witnesses together. At 14:26 D F G read diepunveiray,

influenced by the compound verb at 14:5, 13, 27. Finally at 14:28 B D" F G pc avoid the

same influence by reading eppnveuvTng.

12:10.49

D" has added yevn under the influence of the yevn yAwoowv in the preceding clause.
12:11.50 [discussed at 10:11.46]

12:11.51

The omission of the article 1s made likely by its distance from its head noun (70 €v
ka1 7o auto mvevpa), which would account for its loss in Ps-Ignatius, Epistula ad

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

?1104 reads 1epunevn).

In epistulam ad Romanos MPG 60, pp. 533; 602; In epistulam I 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 D F G 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 Siatpouvpeva in place of the

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

participle as mavta instead of rveupa.

12:11.53

According to Zuntz, 16iq with ékaoTog is “typically Attic.” He suggests, however,
that at 1 Cor. 12:11 181a was intentionally deleted (P* D™ F G 0201'91175 sy®) due to
“aversion against an expression of literary flavour.”” 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

(xat’ 1dtav; Gal. 2:2; 2 Tim. 1:9), and no obvious motivation for its deletion is evident.

Instead, the witnesses that read 161a frequently polish Paul's Greek, especially A B and the

"Byzantine" witnesses.

12:12.56
D’ F G read &¢ in place of xat, 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.

PZuntz, p. 98.
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12:12.57

The loss of the adjectival phrase COMATOCTOY ENOC may be an example of

parablepsis. However, it is more likely that the phrase was added (R* KW 056 0142 0150

0151 6 424) in conformity to the use of €1¢ with the two other occurrences of odpa at

12:12.%

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

F G’s loss of evt 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 1n the next clause. The editor of the

predecessor of F G read ev €vi (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 F G is therefore the result of assimilation to the Latin.
12:13.62 [discussed in the chapter on D F G]

12:13.63; 12:13.64

Assimilation to the near context 1s responsible for several adaptations at the end of

12:13.% Several witnesses add £1g to év (D* K L 0150 0151 88 424 pm) in order to match the
eic £v of the previous clause. Other witnesses alter emoTi00npev to epwTioBnuev (L pe),

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

*Fee (p. 600 n. 2) rejects Tou evog as secondary without explanation.

*In addition, A alone reads &v owpa gopev in place of &v mopa enoTiodnuev. 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.



395

witnesses assimilate the noun to the verb, writing mopa (056 0142 pc) for the nomen sacrum

of mveupa.”

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 1n the biblical

manuscripts is NS, not TM&..”" 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 p. 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 1s
not very distinct from an accent mark. For example, in 1243, one of the witnesses that reads

nopa at 12:13, the nomen sacrum iva at 12:11 1s written with a v that resembles a 4 and

short horizontal line. The mva at 12:13 in 1241 has a similar appearance to that in 1243; 1n

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

likely occurred independently 1n several different witnesses. For example, the Greek text of

the bilingual 629 rarely departs from 1ts Latin text, but it does so here. The error 1s not

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

’*This reading resulted in various conflation: ev mopa emoTi00npeV €1¢ €v MveLpa

(357 101°242 385 1905 1927); e1¢ ev mvevpa ev mopa emoTioBnuev (1982); and €16 ev
mveupa enoTiaOnuev €16 ev mopa (629°).

“See 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 Kiirzung. 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 MM and D**

(Codex Sangermanensis) as using [TM| where D 05 (Codex Bezae) uses NI . 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 [1M\ 1s the “usual contraction of the word vetpa”, is only

partially correct since it must instead be a corruption of TINa..
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of Thomas of Harkel’s revision of the Syriac text in the early 7" century.” This visual error,

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

10:4: mopa mveupartikov 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 evi mopaTtt gmopeyv, but this is drawn from the

edition of Heinsius and Sylburgius as cited by Griesbach’s Symbolae criticae.®”* No modern
editor cites this reading, nor is it found in any NT manuscript. Modern editors of Clement’s

text also have puzzled over this reading. The edition of Stdhlin and Treu as well as that of
Marrou and Harl print €év népa émoTioBnuev. In fact, no manuscript of Paedagogus reads

this. A single manuscript, designated M, reads ev mopa ekoT10], at which point the
manuscript has a gap. The confusion of x for w 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.'” Furthermore, the context of the citation

*Another early example of letter confusion with a nomen sacrum is found at Rom.
12:11, where KPW is corrupted to xatpw in D F G and results in the Latin tempori VL 75°;
tempori VL 77 78° Amst Or. Both the Ambrosiaster commentary (ad loc.) and Rufinus’

translation of Ongen’s commentary on Romans (9,10) discuss this difference between the
Greek and Latin manuscripts.

J. J. Griesbach, Symbolae criticae, vol. 2 (Halae: lo. Iac. Curtii Viduae, 1793), p.
521. His source is a 1592 edition by Fredericus Sylburgius, Clementis Alexandrini opera
Graece et Latine quae extant, published 1n Heidelberg. This edition is unavailable to me, but
the reading is found 1n 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 Tischendorf’s Novum Testamentum Graece, p. 1176.

'“M. Marcovich, Clementis Alexandrini Paedagogus. Supplements to Vigiliae
Christianae 61 (Leiden: Bnill, 2002), pp. 1x-x1 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 mveOpa is the intended reading, for he 1s discussing the need for instruction by
the Spirit: “For instruction leads to faith, and faith with baptism is trained by the Holy
Spinit.” (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 mveupa in his text supported

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

accepts rveupa as Clement’s text.'” While Mees does not discuss the passage, he does note

that this is the reading of P*. 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 mopa.'™

Apart from sight confusion, 1s theological motivation a cause of corruption?

Specifically, Schrage notes that the reading mopa 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.'® However, no clear connection between 12:13 and the

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

clearly derived from 12:13b.'® The only pre-Reformation interpretation to discuss the

'%"Marcovich comments that “Stihlin’s edition, however, is far from being

satisfactory. The main reason 1s that the editor was not attentive enough to the meaning of
Clement’s text and to the textual problems involved” (p. x).

'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 ¢w above 1o in emoT100npev.

1%4As is done by Tischendorf, von Soden, and NA?'.

'%Schrage 111, 218.

'°Cf. the examples of this interpretation listed in Schrage II1, 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 1s, 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 11" century.'”” 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.'® Furthermore, while the alteration makes a Eucharistic

reading possible,'® no patristic citation reads mopa 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 mopa at 12:13 as

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

taken place is nonexistent. As 1n the other alterations in this passage, this sight error was

made more likely by similar items 1n 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).

‘9" Theophylact 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 Spinit, 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).

'91f 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 xai navrteg év népa EnotioOnuev

(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 nvedpa:
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 xau at the beginning of the clause. The addition

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

likely that the xat has been deleted. A direct parallel occurs at 12:21, where the same

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

P assimilates To oug to the similar sounding o mouc of 12:15.

12:16.71 [also discussed at 7:8.29]
A skip from the first oux eipt of the verse to the second oux et resulted in ouk

el €k Tou owpatog being copied after ot in 88. Upon recognizing the error, the scribe

repaired the text by adding €1 to o 0¢BaApog and continuing with the rest of the sentence.

12:16.73 [discussed at 7:8.29]

12:18.75 [discussed at 5.11.30]

'""Giiting 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.

'110151 writes xau in place of n, 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 amexaAuvdev o Beog ]2,3,1 LY 056 0142 01500151 6 104 614 sy?
10:5 e€vooxnoev O Beog ]2,3,1 547 1311
11:10 oderAer i yovn ] 2,3,1 H33 69 pc

Strikingly, two of the cases involve a nomen sacrum, and specifically 0¢oc.

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

handful of witnesses, but included among them P* and Origen,''? place o Oeoc after the

verb. This is the more likely word order, particularly in view of the same word order at 12:28.
This parallel, however, 1s 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 0gog takes place at

12:24, where A alone reads ocuvexepaoev o Beog. 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 exaotov auTtwyv, with the singular being abrupt after the plural
Ta peAn, was smoothed in two different ways. Each of these construes the first v of the

sentence with the eBeTo rather than with exaotov. K 0151 add e1¢, which results in the text

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

0142 add wg: “God placed the parts as one [body], each of them. . .”

12:18.78

"2Commentarii in evangelium Matthei 14,1.
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015 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 1s 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 Ta before mavTa 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)) NA? 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

nmavta and Ta mavTa as substantives in order to determine which reading is most suitable in

each place. Only then 1s one able to evaluate the witnesses to see if they fall into any patterns.

Paul’s use of the neuter of ma¢g as a substantive without the article is consistent.

Paralleling his use of the masculine of nag (“everyone”™), the neuter form refers to

: 13 _
“everything,”'" though some examples may be uses of the accusative of general reference.'"

115

His use of & mavra' °, however, falls into three specific categories!'®: First, and most

'"“BDAG, s.v. nag (1dB)). 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 mavTtoTe, and 2 Cor. 7:14 where CF G
reads mavtoTe. Cf. BDR §154°.

'"The singular 10 nwav never occurs in Paul.

"°All of these are grouped into one entry in BDAG, s.v. wéc (4dp).
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]l7

commonly, Ta wavTa 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, Ta ndvTa is used in a demonstrative manner (“all

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

usually when Paul is concluding a discussion. Third, Ta wavTa is used adverbially. This

usage is rare, and limited to writings outside the Hauptbriefe.'?
The care with which Paul distinguishes wavta and 1& navta can be demonstrated

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

15:27-28 mavta occurs five times. The first of these is a citation from Ps. 8:7, “For he will

subject everything (mavta) under his feet.” The second example is in the succeeding clause,
where Paul begins to explain the referent of mavta. This likewise occurs without the
article,'” for Paul is referring back to the mavta 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 navta refers to “all

created things” (Ta mavTa), 1.€, everything except the “God and Father” (15:24): “But when

he says that he subjected mavTa, 1t 1s evident that it is apart from the one who subjected Ta

'""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.

H8Without 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.

1208 1270 add Ta before the second mavta of 15:27. This addition is likely the result
of assimilation to the near context, since Ta mavTa occurs several times in this context. It
cannot be determined 1f R also read Ta mavTa 1n the first occurrence at 15:27 since the text

was lost due to an accidental leap (TOYCMOAACAYTOY [v. 25]... TOYCMOAACAYTOY
[v. 27].
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mavTa to him.” This example of Ta mavTa is certain,'*! as also are the first two of 15:28.!%
At the end of 15:28, however, the presence of the article 1s in question. Whereas the previous

three examples of Ta navta referred to “all created things,” it 1s clear that this cannot be the

case for the final example, “That God may be all 1n all ([Ta] mavtTa v maowv,” since God

cannot be included among “all created things.” However, reading mavta 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 Ta wavta; only A B D* 0243 6 33 81 547 1241°

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

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

between ma¢ used with and without the article 1s found at Eph. 5:13-14. The Ta mavta 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 mavta outlined above. The

conclusion then states, “But all these (Ta mavTa), when revealed by the light, become

visible.” 5:14 then states the general premise: “For everything (mav) that is made visible is
light.”

With the distinction between Ta mavta and ndvrta now clear, we may assess

passages where the presence of the article 1s 1n question. At Col. 1:16 the context requires

that Ta mavta (“all created things™) be read twice. In the first example K 0151 omit the

article and in the second P* alters it to o11. At Col. 3:11, Ta mavra 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.

1220243 omits the first Ta at 15:28, again by assimilation to the near context.

'“Though P* I are not extant here.
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R" A C omit the article. The article is added by P°' 075 at Phil. 3:8, where navta alone

would convey the correct sense of “everything.” Several problems occur in Ephesians. At
6:21, the article is to be read since “these things” refers back to “how I am and what I am
doing.” One manuscript (L) replaces Ta mavta with the equivalent demonstrative pronoun
(tauta) while D F G incorrectly drop the article. D F G also drop the article at 3:9, where the

reference to ‘“‘created things” makes the article necessary. However, the lack of the article in
D F G 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 1n all other witnesses 1s easily explained as an addition based on the Ta
navta (without variation) of the preceding verse, where it clearly refers to “all created
things.”

Turning to the Hauptbriefe, the article 1s lost by F G K W at Gal. 3:22 in a context
where “all created things” 1s needed. Likewise, B alone omits the article at 2 Cor. 4:15. Since

“everything” 1s too general for this context, it is likely that Ta wavTta 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 mavta 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 D F G may be

attributed to the lack of an article before utrep nuwv mavtwv 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 mavta) or “all mankind” (tou¢ mavtag) in disobedience.
The presence of Toug mavTag at the end of the verse has no doubt led to its replacing Ta

navTa 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.'** P* Y D" preserve the
original Ta mavTta, supported by the entire Latin tradition, including Irenaeus, apart from

Jerome and Augustine. F G preserve only mavra.

The majority of the variation involving Ta before mavrta takes place in 1 Corinthians.
At 2:15 the article is read by P*®* A C D" P 6 33 88 1739 pc. This is likely an addition made
to clarify that all things are to be judged, not all people.'* The use of mavta without the

article here parallels the same at 2:10, where the Spint “searches out everything.” Zuntz

argues that the omission of the article 1s the result of assimilation to the example in 2:10,

which bears, he claims, only a “superficial” similarity to 2:15.!° 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 2:135 1s quite significant. Just as the “Spirit” searches

out everything (2:10), so the “spiritual person” evaluates everything (2:15)."*’ This requires

the reading mavTta. The addition 1s avoided by 8 B F G and the “Byzantine” witnesses. D

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

but because an addition was made to D based on a manuscript similar to 8 A, which share

the addition here. Furthermore, twice in 1 Corinthians D" departs from F G and all other

'*The argument that o was added based on a parallel in Gal. 3:22 (cf. Metzger,

Textual Commentary, p. 365) 1s doubtful. Can so distant a parallel really have led to the
addition of a mere article?

'2Schrage I, p. 265; Thiselton p. 271.

125Zuntz, p. 109.

"*'Thiselton, p. 272. Conzelmann, p. 57 n. 8 also argues for not reading the article.
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witnesses in omitting the Ta. At 8:6 Ta mavta is required since Paul 1s 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 mavTta refers to all the things (described in 12:4-6) that “God works.” This

parallels the mavta ¢ TauTa at 12:11.'%

At 1 Cor. 12:19 the article 1s lacking only in B F G 33. Again, Zuntz argues for the
longer reading, with B 33 joining F G in the accidental omission of the article. Here his

contextual argument is convincing: Ta wavTa is necessary because it conveys “the notion “all
of it.”” This matches an infrequent Pauline usage of Ta mavta, i.e., “all this,” the “preceding
things.”'® However, the agreement of B F G 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

navta to refer to “all creation,” which clearly cannot fit the context. The context is again

decisive at 9:22, where mavta without the article refers to “everything.”'*° “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 K L P '¥ 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

128G chrage I11, p. 142.

'’BDAG, s.v. mavta (4dB), 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.

130C£. Thiselton, p. 706.
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(8:6"'; 12:6). He further argues that D F G typically omit the article before navta, 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 Ta mavra to refer to “all

creation” or “all these things” requires the article. He does not also point out the F G 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 1s 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 D F G omit but do not add the article does therefore indicate that a

unique influence is at work 1n these witnesses. Almost certainly it is influence from the Latin.

12:20.81 [discussed at 5:11.30]

12:20.82 falso 1:18.60; 2:15.635]
At 2:15 pev 1s almost certainly secondary. Nothing can account for its omission,
while its addition can be explained as an attempt to balance 8¢ in the following clause.'*? Its

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

B'3, Irenaeus'* and the entire Latin tradition.** P* appears to have lost pév at several

PlGiiting (“Neuedition der Pergamentfragmente,” p. 101) reconstructs 0201 without
the article: mavltal ey nlacwvl. The editio princeps, followed by NTaP, reconstructs it as: Tat

nayltal ev maloll. If 0201 joins D here, as Giiting 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.

134 4dversus Haereses 1,8,3, both the Greek and Latin texts.

'*One of the few places were D F G 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 1s

the only which has additional early support. Several Latin witnesses lack an equivalent
particle (VL 64 75" 89 Cyprian'*°). However, the use of yap earlier in the clause may have

made the pev seem superfluous, leading to its omission by P*° and its not being translated in

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

uév but no equivalent is found 1n the corresponding Latin supports this conclusion.

“Weighty” witnesses also lack pev at 1 Cor. 12:20, among them again P** 37 However, as at

1:18 the use of a conjunction (6€) earlier in the clause may have made the pev seem

awkward, leading to its omission. Parablepsis may have also occurred.”*® 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 pev 1n the Latin 1s the result of translation choice, not textual
differences. D also loses pev where F G retain 1t 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 8¢, are found at Rom. 6:21"° (P** B D F G); 7:25 (avoided by X F G); 1 Cor.

2:15' (avoided by P* A CD’ F G); and 1 Cor. 15:50 (avoided by P* B C" D* 0243* 38°

1739).

12:21.84

3Cyprian’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.

13837untz, p. 198; B. Weiss, p. 117.

198, Weiss, p. 117.

190Metzger, Textual Commentary, p. 482.
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The o¢ 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 8¢ occurs four times in the preceding three
sentences may have prompted its addition here. Furthermore, the argumentation and structure
of 12:20-21 1s 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 1s used to introduce the supporting statement, which in both places

(12:15-16; 12:20) 1s an 1imagined “discussion” among the parts. A 8¢ at 12:21 turns the

supporting statement into one of contrast, thereby disrupting the flow of argument.'*> Aside
from A CF G and part of the “Byzantine” tradition, the absence of a conjunction is supported

by the D-text'* and a united Syriac tradition.

12:21.85

The loss of the article before o¢BaApog (¥ al) may be an example of haplography.

That it is required 1s seen by the parallel  xedaAn in the next clause.
12:21.87 [discussed at 12:26.107]

12:21.88 [discussed at 12:16.69]

141Zuntz, p. 190. Giiting and Mealand indicate that it is secondary (p. 140) without
discussion.

'2That 8¢ is a poor choice to indicate the continuation of the argument is shown by
the secondary addition of kat —not 6& — in some witnesses.

'“The presence of 6¢ / autem in D and VL 75 against all their typical supporting
witnesses (including the Peshitta) 1s again likely from a Greek witness that is similar to A.
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12:23.91

F G 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 1s required by atipoTepa.

12:23.92

MeAn is added following atipotepa by D F G and before it by 0150 33 to match

SoxouvTa peAn 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 exeiv (F G) 1s either assimilation to the eivau earlier in the verse or a

simple error. The fact that F G 1s not followed by any of the Latin or Syriac tradition,

including VL 77, suggests that a unique error is involved. The indicative €xet is required as

it parallels the exet in the succeeding clause.

12:24.98

D F G and the Peshitta add Tiung, the noun implied from the context (cf. 12:23, 24b).

This example of addition by harmonization to the near context is similar to what D F G 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 (dokéw is used twice in 12:22-23).
12:24a concludes with the (again false) perception that the Corinthians had of the

“oresentable” 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 OoTepéw 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.!* The

reading uoTepouvTt has the additional benefit of being the earliest attested, found in P*D F

G, Origen,'”” and the Peshitta,'*® although the Latin tradition likely translates

MBDAG, s.v. Oatepéw (4) and (5b), with references.

145Zuntz, 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 boTepéw described BDAG (see previous note). Schrage (11, p. 228 n. 684)
argues that there is little difference 1n 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 vaTepouvTt is read.

'41Commentarii in evangelium Joannis 10,36,238.

aavyn v sGamend = “to the part which is least.”
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vaTepouvpevw. ¥

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 e1Te has been corrupted twice. In the first clause, the similarity of sight
and sound led to g1 7t (BF G W 1175 1739), 7t (P*), and n11 (915). The reading of 915
is nonsense as it stands, and although £1 could function to create the protasis of a conditional
sentence, Tt (another nominative) would be superfluous since €v péAog must be the subject
of the clause.' The reading €11 (P*) is a legitimate form, but does not construe in this
context. P* makes a similar error involving the same vowels at 12:21, where €1mev is
written for eimelv in a clause where the infinitive is required. One further corruption is found
in 1739. The reading €t Tt in the second clause is the result of assimilation to this

manuscript’s reading in the first clause.

Similar vowel confusion takes place at 12:31. before the prepositional phrase ka6

uepBoAny is found 11 (most witnesses), €1 Tt (P* D), erter (F), and eTer (G). The latter

two readings, being nonsense, must be derived from either €71 or e1 71."%! F’s e1ten is likely

'OVL 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 vatepnoa and 2 Cor. 11:5 minus fecisse renders votepnkevat (but
inferiorem esse 77, inferiorem fuisse Amst; and inferiorem Sedul).

“"Hence et si patitur unum membrum (Augustine bo 30; par 2,16) and si patitur unum
membrum (Augustine ep 438,1; fau 21,8; Jo 65,1,26; 1 Jo 3,3; par 3,3 efc; Cyprian ep 17,1;
55,15; 62,1 must be derived from either removing Tt or ignoring it in translation.

*'While F G make very numerous spelling errors, the confusion of 1 for1 (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 e1ge1v F G; 12:6 e1oe1v F G (yet

12:5 101y preserved in F G!); 12:23 ateipotepa P* D; 12:10 epunvia F G; 12:24 exet ]
+teiung D (+ Tipng G; + mnung F); Tetunv P D; 12:28 etnerta F G: avTelAnug e F
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the result of confusion similar to that at 12:26 (see above), so that €11 should be understood
as the reading of F G. But what of their shared ancestor D? The Latin equivalent is adhuc (=

eT1), and this is matched by Peshitta’s =ad&y, which is significant because this witness

frequently agrees with the archetype of D F G. The reading in D 1s therefore likely a simple

vowel interchange. The same should be concluded with regard to P*. We have already seen

this manuscript twice exchange € for £1; €1 is written for € also at 14:9 (e10e00¢)."

Furthermore, the iota in the immediately preceding xkat may have influenced the addition of

the same letter to the epsilon in e1t. While the reading €1 T1 construes (“And if there is

anything else, I will show you the more excellent way”)," 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 ka@’ umepBoAny, 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 D F
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 12:31 should be taken together or divided into two sentences, with 12:31b

G; 12:30 duvapig F G; Aadouaerv F G; oieppnvevouaety F G; 12:31 xprooova F G;
Sixvopt F G;upety P,

132See Royse, p. 245. Examples of the these interchanges in the Roman papyri are
cited by Gignac, vol. 1, pp. 257-259.

JBDR §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.

1**Lietzmann, p. 65; Schrage III, p. 281. Examples of this usage are provided in
Liddell and Scott, s.v. €11 (11,2)
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more closely connected to 13:1."%° Suggestively, the earliest witnesses to physically divide

the two halves of the sentence also read xat. X and B both make a division at 12:31b by

means of indentation (A begins the section at 12:31). On the other hand, witnesses that do not
read kat (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 12:31b likely introduces the material in chapter 13,"" 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 12:31a.

12:26.108; 12:26.111

The numeral €v is used twice at 12:26, but omitted both times in A and the second

time by P* X" A B"** 1611 1739. No obvious motivation for its omission can be identified,
particularly since it was not omitted 1n 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 péAog

(12:14. 19). Furthermore, the numeral 1s needed in both examples to contrast with the two

occurrences of Ta mavta peAn. While no cause for the omission can be clearly identified,

130ther issues which may be relevant are whether {nAoOe is indicative or

imperative; the possibility that Ta xopiopata Ta peifova may be sarcastic; and whether
xa®’ OmepPoAnv is adverbial (modifying deikvup) or adjectival (modifying 686v).

13°F uses a large initial letter at 12:31 CeAovTat (sic) and 13:1 av, though these are
so common throughout the manuscript that 1t 1s not clear that indicate paragraphing or sense

units. Any divisions that may have been present in P*° are no longer visible since xat begins
the line and the end of the column 1s missing.

157S0 Lietzmann, p. 65; Schrage 111, p. 281, etc.

153Swanson sees a correction in B which adds ev, 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

F G read the accusative vpag for the nominative vpeic. The former does not construe

in the context, and is likely simply the result of vowel confusion.

12:27.116

A few witnesses (D* ¥; perhaps ex membro VL 75; de membro VL 78 Vg) write €k

ueAoug under the influence of the immediately preceding peAn.'>

12:28.117

The list of “gifts” 1n 12:28 1s compiled asyndetically. Two witnesses add

conjunctions, however, both for the third item: D" adds 8¢ after TptTov and 69 adds xat

prior to it. Why only this element 1n the list should receive such additions is not obvious,

though in the case of D it may be an example of dittography (AEA | CKANOYC).

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 ¥netTa in temporal contexts, but occasionally
they stand in lists as simple transition markers.'® 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” 1s shown by the enumeration of the first three

'*Lietzmann, p. 63 and Thiselton, p. 1012 both explain this reading as a scribal error.

IOBDAG, s.v. €170
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items. The transition then takes place at duvapeig, which is introduced with the transitional

énetta to set it off from the previous three items. This matches Paul’s use of np&GTov ...

enerta elsewhere (1 Cor. 15:46, 1 Thes. 4:16-17) though at 12:28 the context 1s not
temporal.

D F G preserve this structure by reading emeirra before duvapeig but not reading any
adverb before yapioparta. The P N A B C 1739 group, here joined by a few other

witnesses, read emerta before xapiopata. This destroys the structure of 12:28 and is easily

explained as an addition based on the preceding emeita. Most witnesses read gt1a,
producing an alternation of emerTa and erta which is likely a stylistic improvement.'s' A

few later manuscripts then assimilate e1Ta to the preceding emerta, hence the unusual

agreement of late witnesses with P R A B C 1739.

Similar use of e1ta and emetTa to indicate structure occurs at 15:5-7. emerta is firm
at 15:6'* and 15:23, both places where a new element is introduced. This would suggest that
emerTa should be read at the beginning of 15:7 (only D reads e17a), and that e1ta should be

read at 15:5b and 15:7b, both introducing elements which are thematically and even

temporally connected with the previous clause. emerra at 15:7b (P* R* A F G 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 (X A 049 0151 33 pm). This connection between the appearance

to Cephas and to the Twelve (which evta indicates) caused problems for some scribes (see

the discussion at 15:35).

'I'For examples see Liddell and Scott, s.v. elta (I,1).

'**The minuscules related to the Harklean Syriac edition (1505 1611 2495) read £17a.
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12:28.120

X" alone omits yevn, either due accidental leap (CENHCANWCCN) or because the

yevn is somewhat superfluous with the plural yAwoowv.

12:28.121

Epuevera yAwoowv 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,'s® and Ambrosiaster.

12:31.125

The decision to accept perova is often based, aside from the “value” of its

supporting witnesses, on two arguments: First, that the usage of kpg€iogov here would be
non-Pauline. Second, that kpgigaov 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 <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>