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Abstract

This dissertation investigates the text of Paul’s Epistle to the Galatians and its history,
how it changed over time. This dissertation performs a stemmatic analysis of 92 witnesses to
the text of Galatians, using cladistic methods developed by computational biologists, to
construct an unoriented stemma of the textual tradition. The stemma is then oriented based
on the internal evidence of textual variants. After the stemma is oriented, the textual variants
near the base of the stemma are examined and the text of Galatians is established based on
stemmatic and eclectic principles. In addition, two branches of the textual tradition, the
Western and the Eastern-Byzantine, are studied to assess the nature of textual variation in
their history. This study reaches the conclusion that a modified stemmatic approach is an

effective way to study both the text of a New Testament book and its history.
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1. Theories of New Testament Textual Criticism

1.1 Introduction

Paul’s Epistle to the Galatians is one of the most important books of the New Testament
for historians and theologians. As one of the earliest Christian documents that has survived,
Galatians is historically important because it contains the most extensive autobiographical
section of any early Christian leader. It is also theologically important because of its exposition
of the role of the Torah in Christian life in the first century, and it later became foundational
for the doctrine of justification by faith during the Reformation. Because of its importance,
readers care about what the text of this epistle means.

The text of Galatians, however, does not exist in a single form. It exists in a variety of
forms in millions of copies. To be sure, most of these copies are found in printed Bibles in
modern language translations, but the variation in the forms of the text is no modern
phenomenon. Like other books of the New Testament, the text of Galatians is present in
hundreds of medieval manuscripts and none of these contain the exact same form of the text.
In fact, as far back in time as the evidence can reach, the text of Galatians has exhibited a
variety of forms, at least one for each manuscript witness.

Most readers of the text do not appreciate this bewildering diversity of textual forms.
They want something more convenient. They want an edition they can read. To this end, ever
since the dawn of the age of printing, publishers have been producing editions and translations
of the text for the benefit of their readers. There is a social dimension as well. Readers want to

share their thoughts about the text with others, and mutual exchanges of ideas are facilitated



by having a text in common. Otherwise, there will be disputes about what the text says in
addition to the expected disputes about what it means.

In some cases, even tiny differences over what the text says can have a huge effect on
what the text means. For example, ever since a memorable exchange between Jerome and
Augustine, exegetes have been fascinated by what happened at Antioch as Paul described it in
Gal 2:11-14. According to the current Nestle-Aland text, this incident was triggered by the
arrival of certain people from James, who intimidated Cephas into publicly changing his mind
and separating himself from the gentiles (Gal 2:12 8te 82 AAOov OéoteAhev “but when they
came, he withdrew”). The best and earliest manuscripts, however, tell another story. A
difference of a single letter in the text—from the omicron in AA8ov (“they came”) to the epsilon
in NABev (“he came”)—results in a markedly different understanding of the incident. Instead of
being intimidated at Antioch into changing his mind, Cephas came to Antioch with no intention
of eating with the gentiles, and this is what Paul found objectionable. What happened at the
Antioch incident and even when it happened remains a scholarly point of contention even
today.

Now, the social dimension to reading, expounding, and disputing the text means that
the nature of the text chosen for the common edition is in large part socially constructed. This
is why most forms of the text of Galatians are now found in the vernacular. Very few people
can read the Greek language that Paul spoke. They need to access the text in a form they can
manage, in their native tongue. Nevertheless, the act of translation necessitates having a

textual base from which to translate, and this shifts the onus of coping with the diversity of



textual forms from the general readers to its translators—and these translators cope with this
diversity by relying on critical editions of the text prepared by textual critics.

Like other readers of the text, New Testament textual critics also operate within a
social environment and their ideal form of the text is also socially constructed. After all, it is
not self-evident what form of the text the critical text should represent. Should it represent
the most current form of the text? Should it represent the most popular form of the text?
Should it represent the oldest surviving form of the text? Should it represent the form of the
text when the text became canonical? Should it represent, insofar as it is possible to
determine, what Paul actually wrote to the Galatians? All of these forms of the text are within
the purview of textual criticism, but they do not all get the same attention from textual critics.
Rather, one particular state of the text has attracted the lion’s share of the attention from
textual critics, who—like other members of the society in which they live—operate within a
common framework of shared assumptions about what is important or authoritative.

The social context within which New Testament textual criticism has been operating is
modernity. The Renaissance’s call to return to the sources (ad fontes) led to the Protestant
Reformation’s insistence on sola scriptura, making scripture in its original languages the sole

authority for purposes of theology.’ On the secular side, this call to return to the sources also

! For an overview of scholarly editing of a broad range of texts, see D. C. Greetham, Textual Scholarship: An Introduction
(Garland Reference Library of the Humanities 1417; corr. repr.; New York: Garland, 1994), and the collection of essays
in D. C. Greetham, ed., Scholarly Editing: A Guide to Research (New York: Modern Language Association of America,
1995).

> To be sure, throughout much of the history of the text, producers of new copies of the New Testament text have
simply been content to reproduce the standard text of their time with little to no input from textual critics, even in
the age of printing. This reliance on a “received text” is an example of a socially constructed authoritative text.

* So Michael W. Holmes, “From ‘Original Text’ to ‘Initial Text”: The Traditional Goal of New Testament Textual
Criticism in Contemporary Discussion,” in Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes, eds., The Text of the New Testament
in Contemporary Research: Essays on the Status Quaestionis (2d ed.; Leiden: Brill, forthcoming), preprint pp. 5. Holmes
goes on to mention that other faith traditions such as the Roman Catholic Church and the Eastern Orthodox Church



led to the Enlightenment’s privileging of the historical situation in which the documents were
written for purposes of historical inquiry.* Thus, textual critics both for the New Testament
and for classical texts have confidently proclaimed that their goal is to restore the text of the
“original.” For example, on the New Testament side, F. J. A. Hort declared that the goal of
textual criticism is “recovering an exact copy of what was actually written on parchment or
papyrus by the author of the book or his amanuensis.” On the classical side, Paul Maas
asserted, “The business of textual criticism is to produce a text as close as possible to the

16

original (constitutio textus).”® As a result, textual critics have long taken for granted that their

goal was to restore the “original text.””

To be sure, there are many advantages that come from restoring the text of an ancient
work as the author wrote it. For example, the exegesis of a text requires knowledge of the
historical circumstances in which the work was composed.® For this reason, the form of the
text subjected to exegesis should reflect that historical context, not a mélange of multiple
historical contexts for the author and each scribe who changed the text. Furthermore, the

historical situation of a particular author is usually more accessible to critics than those of the

scribes. Though some authors were anonymous, the scribes who transmitted the work almost

prefer to invest authority in a standard text of a later era. For a brief debate between two different stances about
which form of the text ought to be authoritative for theology, see David Parker, “Textual Criticism and Theology,”
ExpT 118 (2007): 583-589, and John C. Poirier, “Living Text or Exquisite Corpse?” ExpT 119 (2008): 437-439.

* Edgar Krentz, The Historical-Critical Method (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1975), 7-10, 17-19, and 35-41.

°B.F. Westcott and F. J. A. Hort, Introduction to the New Testament in the Original Greek (repr. Peabody, Mass.:
Hendrickson, 1988) [hereinafter “Hort”], 3.

¢ Paul Maas, Textual Criticism (trans. Barbara Flower; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1958), 1.

" Holmes, “Original Text,” 7-11.

® E.g., Douglas Stuart, “Exegesis,” ABD 2:682-688 at 263: “Investigating and identifying the historical context of a
passage is a pivotal step in the exegesis process. Reconstruction this historical context helps provide the exegete
with a potentially clearer sense of the meaning of the passage than would otherwise be possible, by providing some
of the general knowledge that its original audience(s) relied upon to understand what was said and/or written.”



always were.” As a result, there is a greater chance of knowing something about the author
than about the unknown scribes.'® Similarly, historical linguists studying the state of the
language at the time the work was composed would prefer to have a text that contains the
language of that time period without later elements. Historians interested in a time period also
prefer having a witness whose text reflects that particular time period, rather than another or
later time period." This preference—by the consumers of the textual critic’s efforts—for a text
that reflects the time and author of an ancient work’s composition creates a powerful social
environment in favor of restoring the original text.

With this single-minded focus on the original text, scholars have scoured monastic
libraries for Biblical manuscripts, dug up trash heaps in hopes of finding papyrus scraps of the
New Testament, and combed through ecclesiastical texts in search of early scriptural
quotations. They collated the thousands of witnesses they found, they carefully sifted through
the hundreds of thousands of collated variants, and they argued over thousands of significant
points of variation. All this effort culminated in a series of highly-regarded Nestle-Aland
critical editions of the New Testament, which have become the basis for exegesis, translation,

and historical investigation for most of the twentieth century."” This success came at a price,

° A rare exception is the scribe Ephraim, who wrote the tenth-century minuscule 1739. For more about Ephraim, see
Amy S. Anderson, The Textual Tradition of the Gospels: Family 1 in Matthew (NTTS 32; Leiden: Brill, 2004), 22-46.

1 For a careful engagement with a frustratingly small body of material about Christian scribes, see Kim Haines-
Eitzen, Guardians of Letters: Literacy, Power, and the Transmitters of Early Christian Literature (New York: Oxford University
Press, 2000).

" This is why John Knox, Chapters in a Life of Paul (New York: Abingdon-Cokesbury, 1950), privileged Paul’s letters,
especially Galatians, over the later Acts of the Apostles for the study of Pauline chronology. However, if the
historian’s text of Paul’s letters and Acts contains elements from later time period, then the basis of Knox’s
methodological premise is no longer valid.

12 For an overview of the praxis of textual criticism behind the Nestle-Aland editions, see Kurt Aland and Barbara
Aland, The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical Editions and to the Theory and Practice of Modern Textual
Criticism (2d ed.; trans. Erroll F. Rhodes; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1989) [hereinafter “Aranp-ALAND”].



however. It has led to a stagnation of the field.” By the end of the twentieth century, a
dwindling number of New Testament scholars continued to argue for one or another reading as
being original, and the text of the standard Nestle-Aland critical edition effectively remained
unchanged since 1975." The field had entered what Eldon Jay Epp had once dubbed the
“twentieth-century interlude in New Testament textual criticism.”*

Against this twentieth-century backdrop of the relentless pursuit of the original text,
there have been voices crying in the wilderness that there ought to be more to textual criticism
than that. Specifically, they have argued that understanding the history of the text—how and
why the text changed over time—is also important for understanding the history of its
readers.”® The tide began to turn in 1993 with the publication of The Orthodox Corruption of
Scripture by Bart D. Ehrman." In it, Ehrman demonstrated that the behavior of the scribes who
transmitted and modified the text had a lot to say about the ongoing Christological
controversies in the first few centuries of Christianity, and vice versa.”® To this end, it is

necessary to look at more than what the original text can provide. The Christian controversies

revolved around the texts of their day, not around the text of an original that had long since

3 On this stagnation, see Bart D. Ehrman, The Orthodox Corruption of Scripture (2d ed.; Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2011), 333-334.

' The third edition of the United Bible Societies’ text was set in 1975 and adopted by the editors of the twenty-sixth
Nestle-Aland edition in 1979. The twenty-seventh edition in 1993 made changes only to the apparatus. See Barbara
Aland, Kurt Aland, Johannes Karavidopoulos, Carlo M. Martini, and Bruce M. Metzger, eds., Novum Testamentum
Graece (27th ed.; Stuttgart: German Bible Society, 1993), 2*-3%, 44*-45*, Beginning with James in 1997, the editors of
the Nestle-Aland edition have been publishing a major critical edition in parts, with some changes to the text.

' Eldon Jay Epp, “The Twentieth Century Interlude in New Testament Textual Criticism” in Eldon J. Epp & Gordon D.
Fee, eds., Studies in the Theory and Method of New Testament Textual Criticism (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1993), 85-
108. See also Eldon Jay Epp, “A Continuing Interlude in New Testament Textual Criticism?” in Studies in the Theory
and Method, 109-123; and L. W. Hurtado, “Beyond the Interlude? Developments and Directions in New Testament
Textual Criticism” in D. G. K. Taylor, ed., Studies in the Early Text of the Gospels and Acts (Atlanta: SBL, 1999), 26-48.

16 See Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, 331-332.

7 Ehrman was not without his precursors, the most important of whom was Eldon Jay Epp, The Theological Tendency of
Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis in Acts (SNTSMS 3; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1966).

'8 Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, 320-330.



disappeared. Moreover, the variants that provide a window into this past are in many cases the
very ones that textual critics have purged from the text in their quest for the original.” To be
sure, textual critics have documented some of these early controversial variants in the critical
apparatus below the main text, but this documentation is often spotty and unhelpful, especially
in the Nestle-Aland hand editions, because the variants in the apparatus were chosen more for
their relevance in reconstituting the editor’s notion of the original text rather than for their
relevance in the study of the transmission of the text.”® Ehrman’s study and the others that
have followed in its wake have led to a greater emphasis upon the variants generated within
the historical transmission of the text as a way to study the development of early Christianity.*

In point of fact, Epp has called for a “variant-conscious” edition of the New Testament
that would facilitate the study of textual variants within the history of the text.” According to
Epp’s proposal:

A variant-conscious edition, then, would display significant variants in a single running
text that, at each variation-unit, places the selected variant readings in horizontal
comparison, one below another, and then reverts to a running text until the next
variation-unit is reached. A separate apparatus would provide the attestation for
various readings displayed in the running text.”

Epp’s proposal is no mere intellectual exercise. It is, in fact, very similar to the approach of the

Editio Critica Maior in the Catholic Epistles published by the Institute for New Testament Textual

' See Bart D. Ehrman, “The Text as Window: New Testament Manuscripts and the Social History of Early
Christianity” in Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes, eds., The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research:
Essays on the Status Quaestionis (SD 46; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1995), 361-379.

E.g., ALAND-ALAND, 232: “Nestle-Aland?¢ does not report every variant, including, e.g., the obviously singular
readings of individual manuscripts.”

! Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, 352-361, has an overview of recent studies.

* Eldon Jay Epp, “It’s All about Variants: A Variant-Conscious Approach to New Testament Textual Criticism,” HTR
100 (2007): 275-308.

2 Epp, “Variants,” 301.



Research in Muenster.” The main difference between Epp’s proposal and Muenster’s edition is
that Muenster is much more comprehensive in printing variants under the baseline text, rather

than restricting them to those deemed “significant.”*

While this approach is an important
advance in the study of the history of the text, it does not go far enough. The history of
individual textual variation is not the history of the text. A text is more than its individual
readings. It is a pattern of readings, in a specific sequence and embodied in a single witness, and
it is this pattern of readings that may tell us whether the readers of the text were consistent or
schizophrenic in their attitude to Christology, apologetics, Judaism, and women. A textisa
pattern of readings, so the history of the text ought to be concerned with patterns of readings,
not disembodied variants.”

Another important part of Epp’s proposal is that the running, baseline text in his
variant-conscious edition is pointedly not the “original” text, but the “earliest attainable text.”
This distinction is necessary, Epp contends, because “the nature of New Testament textual
transmission virtually precludes any ultimate identification of ‘earliest attainable’ with ‘the

original.””*" This, too, is the approach adopted by Muenster in their concept of an “initial text,”

which is somewhere between the author’s original and the text that can be reconstructed based

* E.g., Barbara Aland, Kurt Aland, Gerd Mink, and Klaus Wachtel, Novum Testamentum Graece: Editio Critica Maior, vol. 4,
pt. 1.1, James (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1997). Curiously, though Epp cites Muenster’s major critical
edition (“Variants, 286 n.38), he does not mention it as a model for his variant-conscious edition.

» It is just as well that the Muenster edition is not limited to “significant” variants. These are notoriously are hard to
define. Though Epp suggests that they ought to relate to the “theological, liturgical, and ethical contexts . .. in the
life of the church” (“Variants,” 294), this criterion seems too subjective to apply consistently and unlikely to satisfy
the full range of issues that scholars find interesting.

*To be sure, Epp, “Variants,” 300, is aware of this point, but he counsels against it as “inappropriate for the Greek
text” because “the issue of text types in New Testament textual criticism is highly complex and still debated, and it is
essential, rather, to present the textual variants without invoking one theory or another.” My claim is that, if we are
serious about the history of the text, then we have to confront the issue of text types (see Chapter 2).

7 Epp, “Variants,” 294 (emphasis original).



on the surviving variants.”® The humility behind this distinction is certainly refreshing, but,
while these alternative phrasings may avoid the term “original,” they do not avoid the concept
of an original, authorial text.”

A good illustration of this tension is evident in Epp’s article on whether there was an
apostle named Junia in Rom 16:7.*° At the beginning of the essay, Epp problematizes the
concept of an original—“at least in this writer’s judgment, textual critics must now speak of

"t and “the search for a single original text or reading

multivalence in the term ‘original text
may have to be abandoned.””* Yet, when he addresses Rom 16:7, Epp does not abandon the
quest for the original. Rather, he makes such categorical statements as “Paul, in Rom 16,7,

”* and “The conclusion to this essay is simple and straightforward: there

requested his readers,
was an apostle Junia.”** These statements presuppose that the text he recovered was Paul’s
authorial original rather than someone else’s. Otherwise, Rom 16:7 would have no more
authority for Epp’s historical analysis than the later Paulinists whom Epp held were responsible

for 1 Cor 14:34-35, Eph 4:22-24, Col 3:18, and 1 Tim 2:8-15.* Thus, Epp’s historical criticism

about the apostle Junia requires his textual criticism of Rom 16:7 to have produced a reading

 See, e.g., Gerd Mink, “Problems of a Highly Contaminated Tradition: The New Testament—Stemmata of Variants as
a Source of a Genealogy for Witnesses” in Piet van Reenen, ed., Studies in Stemmatology II (Philadelphia: Benjamins,
2004), 13-85 at 25-27. A more detailed overview of this trend is found in Holmes, “Original Text,” 11-25.

*» See Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (3d ed.; Minneapolis, Fortress, 2012), 162: “Almost all scholars
are involved with the evaluation of textual variants, but often they may not be aware that this procedure actually
requires the acceptance of some idea of an original text in some form.”

*® Eldon Jay Epp, “Text-Critical, Exegetical, and Socio-Cultural Factors Affecting the Junia/Junias Variant in Romans
16,7,” in A. Denaux, ed., New Testament Textual Criticism and Exegesis (Festschrift J. Delobel; BETL 161; Leuven: Leuven
University Press, 2002), 227-291. Epp published an expanded form of this essay in book form as Epp, Junia: The First
Woman Apostle (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2005).

3! This is in reference to his earlier article, “The Multivalence of the Term ‘Original Text’ in New Testament Textual
Criticism,” HTR 92 (1999): 245-281. The sense that is necessary to his historical argument is the “autographic text-
form,” rather than the “predecessor text-form,” the “canonical text-form,” or the “interpretive text-form” (276-277).
2 Epp, “Junia/Junias Variant,” 228; Epp, Junia, 5-6.

3 Epp, “Junia/Junias Variant,” 243. Also Epp, Junia, 79: “the Pauline phase in Rom 16:7.”

* Epp, “Junia/Junias Variant,” 290 (emphasis original); Epp, Junia, 80 (emphasis original).

** Epp, “Junia/Junias Variant,” 291; Epp, Junia, 80-82.



closely connected to what Paul wrote. In other words, for Epp’s historical argument to work,
the “earliest attainable text” has to be Paul’s authorial text—an “original” text, not some later
form of the text—yet this is the very equation that Epp has called into question.

The shift in focus from the “original text” to the history of the text over the past
quarter-century has been a welcome development. It has rejuvenated the field. Nevertheless,
it is important not to drive a wedge between a text and its history. We need one to study the
other.’® History, after all, is the study of change over time. One cannot do a history of the
text—that is, how the text changed over time—without a sense of what the text looked like
before a scribe changed it and what it looked like afterwards. Textual critics, therefore, need to
be able to assess which forms of the text precede other forms and, as part of this enterprise,
identify a form of the text that precedes all the other surviving forms of the text. Furthermore,
it is important to understand what relationship this archetypal text has to the original,
authorial text that so interests historical critics, linguists, theologians, and other customers of
textual criticism. Whether the goal is the “original text,” the “earliest attainable text,” the
“initial text,” or even the “archetypal text,” all these proposed forms of the text are the
products of modern text-critical methods.” As the survey of text-critical methods in the field
of the New Testament later in this chapter will demonstrate, all of them produce a critical text
that approximates an authorial, original text to the extent that they rely upon a class of textual

evidence called internal evidence.

% So also Holmes, “Original Text,” 7: “In short, the two goals are best understood not as competing but as
complementary pursuits—perhaps even as two sides of a single coin. To pursue one is not at all either to privilege it
or to argue against the value of the other.” Similarly Epp, “Variants,” 294.

7 Epp, “Variants,” 287, is explicit on this point, stating that the “earliest attainable text” is “a text, or better, texts
that represent the best that modern text-critical resources and methods can recover.”
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Where these text-critical methods significantly differ, however, is in their approach to
the history of the text. Some impose an a priori history of the text upon the evidence, but
others attempt to reconstruct the history from the textual evidence. If the history of the text is
also important, it is important to adopt a text-critical method that actually infers a history of
the text. Consequently, in order to test how well various text-critical methods are able to infer
a history of the text, a hypothetical history of the text of Galatians is presented next and then
used to evaluate the efficacy of several text-critical methods. Based on the results of this
evaluation, one of these text-critical methods is adopted for the remainder of this study into

the text of Galatians and its history.

1.2 A Textual Transmission Scenario for Evaluating Modern Text-Critical
Methods

Every text-critical method for producing an edition of a text presupposes a historical
model for evaluating the transmission of the text. As Michael W. Holmes once put it, “In short,
the evaluation of individual readings depends greatly on how the critic views them in relation
to the larger picture of the history of the text, because there is a synergistic relationship
between history and method.”® Like all models, the history of the text presupposed by any
particular method is necessarily a simplification of the actual, complex, and messy
transmission of the text. Thus, inherent in any model are limitations and assumptions that
affect the usefulness of the model for evaluating the evidence for a text. In order to elucidate

the limitations and assumptions of commonly employed text-critical methods, this section

¥ Michael W. Holmes, “The Case for Reasoned Eclecticism” in David Alan Black, ed., Rethinking New Testament Textual
Criticism (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker, 2002), 77-100 at 92. Also earlier, Michael W. Holmes, “Reasoned Eclecticism in
New Testament Textual Criticism,” in Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes, eds., The Text of the New Testament in
Contemporary Research: Essays on the Status Quaestionis (SD 46; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1995), 336-360 at 350.
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presents a scenario for the transmission of the text that is more complicated and indeed

messier than the histories of the text adopted by those methods.

(Scribe's
draft
Qo ~ Sent

7/~ copies
Retained /
—

0 Q Q.

Letter
Collection\\) o

Lost Exemplars
(Greek letters)

Extant Witnesses

€. e e €. €s €s e, €s (ST (Roman letters)
FIG. 1 A Hypothetical Textual Transmission Scenario for Galatians

FIG. 1 depicts a possible scenario for the transmission of Paul’s letter to the Galatians
from the middle of the first century down to the present day. The purpose of this scenario is

not so much to propose an actual textual history to be defended, but rather to explore and
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expose the limitations and assumptions of various methods that textual critics use. Thus, the
historical scenario presented in FIG. 1 may be more complicated than what happened in some
aspects but simpler in other aspects. Nevertheless, this scenario is informed by research into
letter-writing and book production in antiquity.”

At the top of FIG. 1, Paul dictated the bulk of his letter to a scribe or secretary, up
through Gal 6:10, producing a draft Qo.* Though Paul is the dominant voice in the epistle,
suggested by the prevalent use of the first person,* the prescript discloses the presence of
additional people who are with Paul (Gal 1:2 kai o1 o0V éuoi ndvteg adeAgoi, “and all the
brothers with me”). Thus, the dictation of the letter ought to be envisioned as occurring in a
communal setting, and it is conceivable that parts of the dictated letter may have originated
from someone with Paul at the time.”” The dictated draft of the letter would have been written
on a temporary medium such as wax tablets or scratch sheets of parchment.”

After some possible corrections, the scribe then copied the letter from the temporary
medium to a papyrus or parchment sheet suitable for sending to the Galatians.* On this copy,
marked Q,, Paul wrote a handwritten note beginning with 6:11"18ete tnAikoig vplv ypaupactv
gypapa th €ufi xeipi (“See what large letters I write to you in my own hand.”). Like many letter

writers in antiquity, it is reasonable to posit that Paul had his scribe copy the whole letter,

% See especially Harry Y. Gamble, Books and Readers in the Early Church: A History of Early Christian Texts (New Haven,
Conn.: Yale University Press, 1995); and E. Randolph Richards, Paul and First-Century Letter Writing: Secretaries,
Composition and Collection (Downer’s Grove, IlL.: InterVarsity, 2004).

“ Gamble, Books, 95-96.

“1 E.g. the use of the emphatic pronoun €y in Gal 1:12; 2:19, 20; 4:12; 5:2 (‘1€ €yw MadAog Aéyw Uulv “See, I, Paul, tell
you”), 10, 11; 6:17.

“2Richards, Paul, 45-46.

“ Richards, Paul, 47-58.

“ Richards, Paul, 161-165.
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either from the draft or the official letter, in order to retain a copy for his own reference.” This
copy is labeled Q. With multiple destinations in Galatia (1:2), it is also conceivable that other
copies of the letter (e.g., Qs) could have been made at this time or later by the Galatians
themselves as the letter carrier traveled from church to church.*® Given the imperfections of
the process of copying a text by hand and the possibility that Paul may have made alterations
to some of the copies, it is probable that there were already variant readings among the copies
Qo, Q1, Qz, and Qs.

Now, many scholars believe that one or more collections of Paul’s letters were gathered
together, perhaps at the end of the first century or near the beginning of the second century.”
It is unclear to what extent the maker of this collection sought out different copies of the letter.
Perhaps the collector had access to Paul’s retained copy Q1, perhaps one of the Galatians’ copies
Q,, or perhaps both. The simplest scenario is that the collector merely had access to a single
copy of Galatians, but, to complicate the scenario, we will assume that the collector had access
to at least two copies, collated them, and reconciled their variants, either by selecting one of
them or by writing an alternative reading in the margin. The form of the text of Galatians in
the letter collection at this stage in the tradition is labeled w, in FIG. 1.

In this scenario, the initial letter collection was copied many times, each time
introducing scribal variants in the process. One copy, w,, left no direct copies but survived long

enough to become a source of corrections for manuscript b;. Another copy of this letter

> Gamble, Books, 100-101; Richards, Paul, 158-161.

*¢ Gamble, Books, 97. Richards, Paul, 157 n.8, points out that the mention of Paul’s handwriting in Gal 6:11 points away
from the scenario that Paul had prepared multiple sent originals.

7 Gamble, Books, 59-63, 100; Richards, Paul, 210-223. For an overview of various theories, see also Stanley E. Porter,
“When and How was the Pauline Canon Compiled? An Assessment of Theories” in Stanley E. Porter, The Pauline Canon
(PS 1; Leiden: Brill, 2004), 95-127.
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collection, however, was destined to become the common ancestor of every surviving
manuscript of the letter, labeled w, in FIG. 1. In particular, copy w, itself was copied several
times and four of its copies are labeled a, B, y, and & in FIG. 1. All of these copies were lost to
the vagaries of time, war, and worm, but they each were the beginning of their own branch in
the history of the text. Furthermore, copy a became the exemplar for two of its own copies.
One survived as extant witness a,; another copy € did not survive but became the ultimate
ancestor of the majority of surviving witnesses: e, e, €, €4, €s, €, €7, €5, and eo. Copy B, on the
other hand, was only copied once, as copy bi. Copy y was a little bit more fruitful: it produced
two pure descendents ¢, and c,. As for copy §, the history is considerably more complicated in
this scenario. First, its scribe had access to a descendent of one of the sent copies Qs and used
that exemplar to change some of the readings of its main source w,. The mixture does not stop
here, however. One of copy §’s descendents, d,, itself was corrected based on lost exemplar y.
(Another descendent d, was not so corrected, however.) Furthermore, d,’s descendent d; was
corrected, this time against the popular exemplar e.

In sum, FIG. 1 presents a possible historical scenario for the transmission of Galatians
designed to challenge the assumptions of different approaches to studying its textual history.
There were multiple authorial originals, Qo, Q1, Q,, and Q;. There was an early recension of the
text w, that was based on collating and combining multiple exemplars. To complicate matters,
it is assumed that this copy presented alternative readings or notes in places. A further
complicating assumption is that w, is not the most recent common ancestor of the surviving
witnesses to the text. Rather, that ancestor is w,. Furthermore, the textual history from this
ancestor was not uniform. One branch of the text beginning from e, via a, was especially

prolific and it has supplied the majority of the existing manuscripts of the text. Another part B
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produced only one witness but it was corrected from an earlier edition of the letter collection.

still another part of the tradition, starting with 8, was rife with contamination.

1.3 Notions of Textual Evidence

The transmission of a text is a historical process, and this process produces evidence of
what happened in the form of manuscripts that embody a particular sequence of words. More
specifically, at each stage in the transmission, a scribe prepares a manuscript by copying and
changing the wording of one or more exemplars.” Unfortunately, much of this evidence has
perished. Manuscripts have been worn out, lost, or destroyed, and scribes rarely, if ever,
identify their exemplars in those manuscripts that have survived. Thus, we lack most of the
physical evidence produced by the process of textual transmission, and almost all of the
relational evidence (which manuscript was the source for the other). For example, all that is
left of the hypothetical textual history depicted in FIG. 1 are sixteen witnesses to the text.

The surviving evidence has a concrete component and an abstract component. The
concrete component is an actual manuscript that came into being at a particular place and time
in history. The abstract component constitutes the words represented by the physical marks
on the manuscript. This distinction leads naturally to the traditional division of the text-
critical evidence into external evidence and internal evidence.” Specifically, external evidence

pertains to the identity of the physical witness that embodies a form of the text, and it is used

*® Ulrich Schmid, “Scribes and Variants—Sociology and Typology” in H. A. G. Houghton and D. C. Parker, eds., Textual
Variation: Theological and Social Tendencies? Papers from the Fifth Birmingham Colloquium on the Textual Criticism of the New
Testament (TS3 6; Piscataway, N.J.: Gorgias, 2008), 1-23, makes the point that readers and owners of a manuscript can
be a source of textual variation when they alter the text of their manuscripts. Schmid’s point is well taken, and it
should be understood that any references in this study to scribal changes also include the textual alterations made
by readers and owners of the manuscript that were inscribed into a copy of its text by a scribe.

**E.g., ALAND-ALAND, 280: “Only the reading which best satisfies the requirements of both external and internal
criteria can be original.”
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whenever a textual critic argues about a variant reading based on which manuscript has that
reading. On the other hand, internal evidence relates to the form of the text as compared with
another, and it is used whenever a textual critic argues for or against a reading based on its
wording.

The value of external evidence provided by a witness to the text depends on the
distance between the witness and the desired point of interest within the transmission of the
text. When the textual distance is very small, external evidence is very powerful. For example,
in FIG. 1, manuscript ¢, is the best evidence for the form of the text produced by its scribe.
Here, the textual distance is zero. Manuscript ¢, may be fairly good evidence for the form of
the text in its lost, immediate exemplar y, though it differs from it in an unknown number of
places. On the other hand, manuscript ¢, would be a poor representative of the text of
exemplar g, for it is further removed from it. A better, but not perfect, representative for the
text of € would be any of its descendents, for example, manuscript e;.

Unlike external evidence, internal evidence is directional. In its broadest formulation,
internal evidence assesses which of two readings better explains the other.” Internal evidence
is typically subdivided into two components: intrinsic probabilities and transcriptional
probabilities, one relating to the author and the other relating to scribes, respectively.” More
specifically, intrinsic probabilities pertain to the fitness of the readings for the author’s content

and style, and transcriptional probabilities pertain to the likelihood that a scribe would have

> Horr, 19, formulates the principle that internal evidence “consists in dealing with each variation independently,
and adopting at once in each case out of two or more variants that which looks most probable.”

> HoRT, 20. Interestingly, intrinsic and transcriptional probabilities are not usually distinguished in Old Testament
textual criticism (Tov, Textual Criticism, 275 n.21).
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changed one reading into the other.” Though these two components are often distinguished
from one another, they are really two sides of the same coin, for the assessment of these
probabilities assumes that it is possible to detect differences in the textual behaviors of an
author who originated a text and of a scribe who imperfectly transmitted the text.

For instance, both authors and scribes attempt to produce a text that makes good
sense, but the principle of the harder reading (lectio difficilior potior) assumes that authors and
scribes make textual sense in different ways. In particular, a scribe’s correction usually appears
smoother on the surface while the author’s form of the text fits better at a deeper level.” In
other words, the reading that appears harder to a scribe may, in essence, fit the author’s text
better than what appears to be the easier reading. As a result, both the intrinsic and the
transcriptional probabilities have to be balanced against each other to estimate which reading
has priority over the other. By selecting the reading that appears relatively more authorial
than scribal, the use of internal evidence attempts to establish an authorial text.

The appeal to an author’s content and style has prompted a theoretical objection,
however. Jacobus Petzer has pointed out that, with the loss of the author’s manuscripts, the
only access to the author’s content and style is at best indirect, mediated through the text’s
surviving witnesses.” This critique actually does not go far enough. It can also be applied to
transcriptional probabilities. After all, there is no direct evidence of the behavior of any

particular scribe because access to the scribe’s exemplar has been lost.”> At best, understanding

2 Horr, 20.

>3 So HorT, 47: “It follows that, with the exception of pure blunders, readings originating with scribes must always at
the same time have combined the appearance of improvement with the absence of its reality. If they had not been
plausible, they would not have existed: yet their excellence must have been either superficial or partial, and the
balance of inward and essential excellence must lie against them.”

**J. H. Petzer, “Author’s Style and the Textual Criticism of the New Testament,” Neotestamentica 24 (1990): 185-197.

> If we had access to the scribe’s exemplar, we would just use that and eliminate the derivative copy as irrelevant.
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the scribe’s behavior is indirect, based on the inference of scribal tendencies in analogous
circumstances.”® Consequently, the use of both intrinsic probability and transcriptional
probability requires the textual critic to construct behavioral models, admittedly upon
incomplete evidence, of both the author who originated the text and the various scribes who
handled the text.”” As David C. Greetham, a theorist of textual scholarship, put it:

Being a critic means being sensitive to another person’s quirks and peculiarities; it
means that the critic must by an almost phenomenological leap, “become” the other
person while preparing the text for publication. And this is true whether the other
person is the author or one of the text’s transmitters, scribe, compositor, printer,
proof-reader, or publisher’s editor.”®

The value of internal evidence is thus sensitive to the assumption that, textually,
authors behave differently from scribes. The internal evidence is clear-cut when the intrinsic
probabilities suggest one reading as coming from the author while the transcriptional
probabilities suggest the other reading as coming from a scribe. When the probabilities line up
like this, internal evidence can be very powerful. On the other hand, when the probabilities do
not line up so nicely, internal evidence can be difficult to evaluate. Sometimes, however, the
behavior of scribes who transmitted the text cannot be sharply distinguished from authors who
originated the text, and so the diagnostic value of internal evidence suffers as a result.

On the one hand, authors can behave like scribes. This can happen, for example, when

an author revises an earlier edition, creating authorial variants in the process. In the

> Detailed treatments of scribal behavior are few and far between, but an impressive recent study is James R. Royce,
Scribal Habits in Early Greek New Testament Papyri (NTTSD 36; Leiden: Brill, 2008).

*7 Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, 350-353, is one of the few who seem to be aware of this theoretical issue, though he
limits the discussion to intrinsic probabilities. Specifically, Ehrman argues (352): “We are reconstructing an author.
Doing so allows us to apply intrinsic probabilities in evaluating which of the surviving readings go back to his pen
and which ones do not. . . . This author has verbal, stylistic, literary, and theological predilections. Recognizing them
allows us to decide which readings go back to his imaginary pen and which ones were later creations of scribes.” 1
argue here that we must also reconstruct the scribes, and so both intrinsic and transcriptional probabilities are on
similar epistemological footings.

%8 Greetham, Textual Scholarship, 296.
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hypothetical textual history depicted in FIG. 1, authorial variants between originals Q, Q., and
Qs can enter the tradition of surviving manuscripts in one of two ways. One way is through
marginal readings. For example, the compiler of the letter collection w, may have had access
to multiple originals or copies of them, collated them, and included the variant readings in the
margin of the text. If these marginal readings survived into the archetype w, of surviving
tradition, then subsequent copyists could have chosen to reproduce the reading in the main
text or in the margin. Wherever these copyists differed in their choices, there would be variant
readings that also happen to be authorial readings because the variant ultimately owe their
origin to the author. Another way for authorial variants to survive in the transmission of the
text is through contamination from a document whose line of descent is independent of that of
the originals used to create the archetype. Referring again to FIG. 1, the scribe who created
exemplar § might have had access to an authorial original Qs (or its descendent) and
incorporated readings from that source into the scribe’s copy 8. This process too would create
authorial variants.

It is unclear, however, how internal evidence can help the textual critic adjudicate
between authorial variants. On the surface, authorial variants look like any other kind of
textual variant, and, as a result, the textual critic must employ general-purpose rules for every
variant, because the textual critic cannot tell just by looking at them which textual variant is
scribal and which happens to be authorial. Although the internal evidence rules work well for
scribal variants (since they attempt to distinguish between authorial and scribal textual
behavior), they do not work so well for authorial variants. Consider the principle of the harder
reading, for instance. An author may change infelicitous wording in an earlier form of the

work so that it both better fits the context and also appears smoother. If the harder reading is
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chosen according to the harder reading principle (even though it does not happen to be better
suited to the context), then, in effect, the textual critic would have chosen the reading that the
author created but then rejected. This consideration, in fact, is the reason why, in fields where
multiple authorial originals (autographs) have survived, textual critics generally choose the last
autograph as their goal.”” Unless there are variants involving datable historical events, dating
the autographs is a question of external evidence, not internal evidence. At any rate, no
autograph of a literary work has survived from antiquity, so the question of choosing which
autograph to print and read is moot. Even if authorial variants did exist, our methods of
evaluating internal evidence are not designed to discriminate among authorial variants, but
only between authorial and scribal variants. In this sense, Kurt and Barbara Aland’s rule “Only
one reading can be original,” may not necessarily be correct on historical grounds,” it is
sensible to adopt on methodological grounds.

On the other hand, scribes can behave like authors when they thoroughly revise a text.
For example, in FIG. 1, it is conceivable that the compiler of a letter collection w, could have
reworked the letters in the collection so thoroughly as to put the compiler’s own stylistic stamp
on the text. This, for example, is the view of J. C. O’Neill who held that the current form of

Galatians had been extensively interpolated.” Now, O’Neill did not have external evidence for

% G. Thomas Tanselle, Textual Criticism and Scholarly Editing (Charlottesville, Va.: University Press of Virginia, 1990),
29: “The job of a scholarly editor, therefore, can be stated as the exercise of critical thinking in an effort to determine
the final intention of an author with respect to a particular text.” But see James Thorpe, Principles of Textual Criticism
(San Marino, Calif.: The Huntington Library, 1972), 46-47, quoting editors of English classics including Jonathan
Swift’s Gulliver’s Travels for this principle, but arguing that the critic should select the one that best reflects the
author’s intentions even if it is not the last.

% ALAND-ALAND, 280. Georg Luck, “Textual Criticism Today,” AJP 102 (1981): 164-194 at 175-177, discusses the
possibility of authorial variants in ancient Greek literature.

¢]. C. O'Neill, The Recovery of Paul’s Letter to the Galatians (London: SPCK, 1972): “The only explanation must be that
Paul’s epistle was edited for publication some time after it had been in use for preaching and teaching. At that stage
the editor felt free to add material, perhaps on the grounds that its antiquity guaranteed its authenticity.”
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the interpolations, so he had to presume a certain authorial consistency of personality for the
real Paul and assign all passages that do not fit his notion of Paul to a later editor.”” Despite
O'Neill’s claim that he was merely working within a text-critical tradition that employs
conjecture to restore the text,”” O’Neill’s attempt to disentangle an original author Paul from a
later editor does not involve the use of internal evidence as explicated here, because he had not
been comparing the behavior of an author with that of a scribe. Rather, what O’Neill was trying
to do is distinguish two different strands of authorship within a text. Separating different
authors properly belongs to the domain of source criticism, not textual criticism. What the
evidence and methods of textual criticism can provide is a text that is reasonably free of later,
scribal changes to the text. So, in the case of a thorough reviser of the text, textual criticism in
effect treats both the author and the reviser as co-authors and delivers up a joint-authored text
for the source-critical customer.* This complication does come at a cost, however; with many
cooks the flavor of the broth may become muddled, and the intrinsic probabilities as to the
authorial style may be harder to discern as a result and therefore less decisive.

Different methods of textual criticism balance the use of external and internal evidence
differently. Some methods rely mostly on external evidence and hardly consider internal
evidence at all, while other methods rely on internal evidence almost exclusively. Still other

methods give approximately equal consideration to external and internal evidence. The

®E.g. O'Neill, 9: “The great difficulty about accepting all Galatians as written by Paul is that Paul can scarcely have
adopted the attitude towards Judaism that sometimes appears in Galatians” and 73: “the epistle which I conjecture
Paul wrote is reasonably clear and consistent.”

 O'Neill, 84.

E.g., Petzer, “Author’s Style,” 192: “It is then a redacted text which is being dealt with—a text in which a number of
authors have directly participated, each changing, adding to or omitting from the original text, becoming a co-
author of that text.”
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following sections describe a spectrum of different textual methods starting from those which

favor external evidence and ending with those which favor internal evidence.

1.4 Methods of Textual Criticism
1.4.1 Copy-Text Method

The copy-text method is the most basic method of textual criticism. Its practitioner
simply obtains a copy of a text (the “copy-text”) and uses it to produce another copy, possibly
with emendations to the text.®® This method is principally the way that texts have been
reproduced throughout much of its history of transmission, not only during the manuscript age
but also during the age of printing.® For instance, when the New Testament was first published
by Erasmus in 1516, he used a local Greek minuscule manuscript for his copy-text of Paul’s
letters.” This method has continued to be used in Biblical textual criticism well into the
modern day. For example, Philip Buttmann’s nineteenth-century edition of the New Testament
for the Teubner series of classical texts used Codex Vaticanus as its copy-text.”® As another

example, the Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia (BHS), which is today’s standard scholarly text for the

 In the editing of English literature, copy-text editing has acquired a specialized sense of using a copy-text merely
for a work’s accidentals (e.g. spelling and punctuation). See W. W. Greg, “The Rationale of Copy-Text,” Studies in
Bibliography 3 (1950): 19-36. As Greg points out, in Biblical and classical textual criticism, such issues as spelling are
routinely normalized (20). Indeed, Westcott and Hort’s Introduction is fairly unusual in its detailed treatment of
orthography and punctuation (Hort 302-322, App, 143-173).

% Sebastiano Timpanaro, The Genesis of Lachmann’s Method (trans. Glenn W. Most; Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 2005), 45-47.

¢ According to Andrew J. Brown, Opera omnia Desiderii Erasmi Roterodami: recognita et adnotatione critica instructa
notisque illustrata (ordo 6; tome 3; Amsterdam: Elsevier, 2004), 4-6, the printer’s copy was an eleventh-century
manuscript, Basel, Offentliche Bibliothek, A. N. II1. 11 (Gregory-Aland 2817; Wettstein-Tischendorf 7°), which was
corrected with readings from a twelfth-century manuscript, Basel, Offentliche Bibliothek, A. N.1V. 4 (Gregory-Aland
2815; Wettstein-Tischendorf 2P).

% Philip Buttmann, Novum Testamentum Graece: ad fidem potissimum codicis Vaticani B recensuit, varias lectiones codicis B,
Textus Recepti, editionum Griesbachii Lachmanni Tischendorfii integras adiecit (3d rev. ed.; Leipzig: Teubner, 1865), as its
title indicates.
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Hebrew Bible, uses the eleventh-century Codex Leningradensis as its copy-text, even to the point

of printing the codex’s errors in the main text.”

Q

€.
FIG. 2 A Copy-Text Model

The historical model presupposed by the copy-text method is conceptually simple. As
illustrated in FIG. 2, the copy-text method assumes that the work being edited was produced by
an author in an original form, labeled Q, and eventually transmitted to an extant witness to the
text, labeled e,, by a chain of transmission, denoted by an arrow, involving an unknown
number of scribes who imperfectly copied their respective exemplars. The method thus
assumes that the witness e; is not the same manuscript as the original Q, but its descendent.”
Given the inaccuracy of reproduction in ancient copies, the witness e; is assumed to differ from
the original Q at various places in the text.

In accordance with the copy-text method, the copy-text has a presumptive authority.

That is, the text of the copy-text is the basis of the textual critic’s edition unless it can be

% Karl Elliger and Wilhelm Rudolph, Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia (4th rev. ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft,
1990), xii: “We have thought it best to reproduce the text of the latest hand of L [scil. Codex Leningradensis] with close
fidelity. We have accordingly refrained from «removing obvious scribal errors;» how we have dealt with doubtful
examples may be seen in the critical apparatus to Is 2,15, note a.” At the cited place in the text, BHS has a footnote
stating “sic” followed by the correct reading of many other manuscripts in the apparatus. Thus, the user of this
edition must consult the apparatus to avoid the errors of the copy-text.

® Indeed, the assumption that any surviving manuscript witness to the text is not the original is non-controversial
for any literary text from antiquity. For documentary texts, such as those found at Oxyrhynchus, however, each
letter, contract, receipt, and the like are probably the original copies. In this context, the challenge becomes one of
papyrology: restoring the degraded physical remains of the manuscript witness to a readable state.
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affirmatively shown to the critic’s satisfaction that another reading should be adopted at
various places in the text.”! In other words, the burden of proof is placed on any emendation of
the copy-text to reflect another reading. Depending on the nature of the emendations to the
copy-text, the resulting text may become closer to or further from the original Q. Despite its
simplicity, the copy-text method is not a mechanical procedure. The practitioner must employ
critical judgment in deciding how to emend the copy-text and also in choosing which witness
to adopt as the copy-text.

A practitioner of the copy-text method could simply decide to make no emendations of
the copy-text at all. In fact, this decision is entirely appropriate for producing a diplomatic
edition of a manuscript, whose sole purpose is to present the text of that manuscript.”
Although diplomatic editions are prized by scholars interested in the state of a living text in a
particular witness at a particular point in history, the particularity of such an edition makes the
text less accessible or useful to readers. In terms of accessibility, the witness chosen as the
copy-text may employ orthography or punctuation unfamiliar to the readers and even contain
obvious scribal errors that reduce the intelligibility of the text. In terms of usefulness, the text
of a diplomatic edition may not be relevant to the point in the history of the text that interests
the reader. For example, the historical critic is interested in how the text was read in the
historical situation at the time of its composition (i.e., original Q), but the diplomatic edition
does not purport to convey such a text, only the form of the work at a particular point in its

history (e.g., witness e;).

' E.g. Tanselle, Textual Criticism, 303: “what underlies this conception of copy-text is the idea of presumptive
authority, a text to be relied on when one finds no basis for preferring one variant over another.”

7 In fact, diplomatic editions of the witnesses to the text of Galatians, along with facsimiles and photographs of
manuscripts, have been vitally important in this study of the text of Galatians in lieu of access to the manuscripts
themselves. These are discussed in greater detail in Chapter 2.

25



If the practitioner of the copy-text method is not content with merely producing a
diplomatic edition of the text, the critic must examine the copy-text for places to emend. The
emendation of the copy-text can be assisted by the readings of other manuscripts (emendatio
ope codicum) or by the critic’s own ingenuity (emendatio ope ingenii).”” When two manuscripts
have different readings at the same place in the text, it is all but assured that at least one of
them differs from the original.”* Even without another manuscript as a guide, sometimes the
wording of the copy-text can be so unintelligible that the critic is convinced that an error in
the transmission of the text must have occurred. When no other witness suggests a viable
reading to account for the error, the critic has to resort to conjecture in order to divine the
reading for the critical edition. Thus, the use of emendation assumes that it is possible to
detect readings in the copy-text that did not occur in the original form of the text. These
readings are called “errors.”

According to the copy-text method, the only external evidence with any authority is
the copy-text itself, so it is necessary to rely on internal evidence when deciding to emend the
copy-text. Due to the presumption of the authority conferred upon the copy-text, moreover,
the reading of the copy-text must appear to be clearly erroneous in terms of the internal
evidence when compared with another reading in order to be emended. Unfortunately,
internal evidence is not always clear and decisive, and the textual critic may have to struggle in

balancing the intrinsic and transcriptional probabilities. The presumptive authority of the

7 Timpanaro, Genesis, 46.

7% E.g., HorT, 3: “Where there is variation, there must be error in at least all variants but one; and the primary work of
textual criticism is merely to discriminate the erroneous variants from the true.” Only the slim possibility of
authorial variants complicates the issue.
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copy-text avoids much of this struggle by removing the discretion of the textual critic in
deciding such difficult cases and forcing reliance on the wording of the copy-text.

Since the copy-text is emended only when its wording appears to be clearly secondary
according to internal evidence, the result of the copy-text method depends on the witness that
the practitioner chooses for the copy-text. Different choices for the copy-text result in
different critical texts. In FIG. 2, extant witness e, was chosen as the copy-text at a certain
textual distance from the original Q, and emending e, may result in a critical text somewhat
closer textually to the original Q than witness e, itself. On the other hand, if another witness,
say c1, had been chosen as the copy-text, its distance from the original Q may be much smaller
than that of e,, and the choice of the witness ¢, may result in an emended text that is closer to
the original Q than what could be attained by starting with witness e, as the copy-text.

The sensitivity of the copy-text method to the choice of the copy-text means that a
textual critic must use judgment in choosing the copy-text, but it is unclear at the outset which
witness that ought to be. Because emendations of the copy-text are permitted only when it
appears to be clearly erroneous, it stands to reason that the critic ought to choose the witness
closest to the original, but the copy-text method provides no basis for determining which
witness this is. Paleographers may be able to determine the oldest manuscript based on its
handwriting, but the manuscript that is closest in time to the original is not necessarily the
closest in text. Another approach would be to choose the “best text,” the witness with the
highest number of best readings according to internal evidence, but a single witness does not

necessarily contain all or even most of these best readings.” Consequently, investing a single

5 So A. E. Housman, M. Manilii Astronomicon, Liber Primus (London: Grant Richards, 1903), xxiii: “Chance and the
common course of nature will not bring it to pass that the readings of a Ms are right wherever they are possible and
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witness with the authority of a copy-text means that many apparently earlier readings in other
witnesses would not be able to surpass the presumption of correctness conferred upon the
copy-text. In other words, the copy-text method’s focus on a single manuscript for its locus of
textual authority means that best readings outside the copy-text cannot be used. This makes
the copy-text method unsuitable for a textual tradition such as that of the New Testament
where there are hundreds or thousands of witnesses to each book.”

The copy-text method is also unsuitable for the emphasis on the history of the text. As
seen in FIG. 2, the copy-text method hypothesizes a textual history only for the witness that
embodies the copy-text, and this hypothetical textual history is trivially true—any witness is
the eventual descendent of an original. The copy-text method does not consider the history of
any other witness in its historical model, nor is the copy-text method capable of relating one
witness historically to another. For these reasons, the copy-text method has limited use within

New Testament textual criticism.

1.4.2 Majority-Text Method
As its name suggests, the majority-text method determines the text by selecting the
most attested variant among the extant witnesses. This method is fairly rare within textual

criticism, but it has actually been used for the New Testament. In particular, two editions of

impossible wherever they are wrong.” In characteristic fashion, Housman denounces practitioners of the best-text
method as follows (xxxii): “This method answers the purpose for which it was devised: it saves lazy editors from
working and stupid editors from thinking.”

7 Though there are hundreds if not thousands of copies of New Testament books, many important non-Biblical texts
have survived in a single manuscript copy. For example, the Epistle to Diognetus was only preserved in a late medieval
manuscript, Codex Argentoratensis Graecus ix, until it was destroyed in 1870 during the Franco-Prussian War (Michael
W. Holmes, The Apostolic Fathers: Greek Texts and English Translations [3d ed.; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker, 2007] 689-690.)
When a work is attested by a single witness, these more sophisticated methods for editing the work essentially
reduce to the copy-text method.
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the New Testament have been produced by proponents of this method: one by Zane C. Hodges
and Arthur L. Farstad,” and another by Maurice A. Robinson and William G. Pierpont.”
Although these editors describe their editorial theory in different terms, their editorial practice
is almost the same. They did not actually collate all the surviving witnesses and tally up the
support for each textual variant; rather, they adopted the “Koine” text based on a large number
of Byzantine manuscripts as collated and constructed by a team of scholars under Hermann
Freiherr von Soden for his early twentieth-century edition of the New Testament.” Thus, both
editions are highly reliant on von Soden’s research into the Byzantine Koine text. Many
additional manuscripts have been discovered or collated in the century since von Soden’s work,

so it is possible that it no longer represents the actual majority reading.”

Q

a b c c d d.d: e e e e e e e e 6

FIG. 3 A Majority-Text Model

77 Zane C. Hodges and Arthur L. Farstad, The Greek New Testament According to the Majority Text (2d ed.; Nashville:
Nelson, 1985).

78 Maurice A. Robinson and William G. Pierpont, The New Testament in the Original Greek: Byzantine Textform
(Southborough, Mass.: Chilton, 2005). There is an earlier edition of this text, Maurice A. Robinson and William G.
Pierpont, The New Testament in the Original Greek According to the Byzantine / Majority Textform (Atlanta: Original Word,
1991), but it contains no accidentals (e.g., punctuation, accents, breathings, subscripts, upper case) other than verse
numbering; as a result, it is virtually unreadable. Citations to the Robinson and Pierpont edition are hereinafter to
the 2005 edition.

7 Hermann Freiherr von Soden, Die Schriften des neuen Testaments in ihrer dltesten erreichbaren Textgestalt hergestellt auf
Grund ihrer Textgeschichte (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1911). On the use of von Soden’s apparatus to
establish their texts, see Hodges and Farstad, Greek New Testament, xxi-xxiii; and Robinson and Pierpont, New
Testament, X.

8 Another complication to using von Soden’s edition is that his apparatus is error-prone, as recognized by Hodges
and Farstad, Greek New Testament, xxii-xxiii: “Particularly problematical to the editors of this edition was the extent
to which his examination of K materials appeared to lack consistency.” Robinson and Pierpont, New Testament, X,
seem more sanguine, confining the confirmed errors to “relatively few instances.”
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The historical model presupposed by the majority-text method is depicted in FIG. 3. All
surviving witnesses, a; through e, are viewed as descendents ultimately of an original Q,
through a chain of one or more ancestors (not shown in FIG. 3). Since they all contribute
equally to the reconstruction of Q, the historical model must necessarily assume that they are
independent of each other, or else the mathematics of the majority-text method cannot work
properly. Indeed, Robinson has acknowledged that “The genealogical independence of most of
the existing Mss points back to the earliest times.”® This assumption is highly problematic,
however. There are thousands of copies of the Greek New Testament. If each copy can claim
an independent line of descent from the original, then the original must have been copied
thousands of times. Such a historical possibility did not come into existence until the age of
printing, where an exemplar could be reproduced thousands of time mechanically.

In accordance with majority-text historical model, the majority reading of the
surviving witnesses dictates the result. In this way, the majority-text method overcomes the
idiosyncrasies of a single copy-text by allowing every manuscript to contribute to what is, in
effect, a virtual copy-text. Unlike the copy-text method, however, the majority-text is not
examined for emendation.”” As a result, internal evidence plays no theoretical role in the
majority-text method unless the manuscripts are deeply split, and even then a majority-critic
may avoid the use of internal evidence by choosing a leading subgroup of the majority text to

establish the text. In fact, both sets of editors follow the Byzantine subgroup K* when the

# Robinson and Pierpont, New Testament, 569, see also 560. The reason for “most” rather than “all” appears to be that
he considered known families of manuscripts, e.g., family 1 and family 13, to be reducible to a single witness.

8 Robinson and Pierpont, New Testament, 554: “The quality of the preserved evidence for the text of the NT precludes
conjectural emendation.”
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Byzantine text is divided with no clear majority.” It is only when there is no clear majority or
plurality reading that internal evidence becomes decisive.* Thus, even though internal
evidence is designed to distinguish between authorial readings and scribal readings, internal
evidence plays only a marginal role in the construction of a majority-text.

According to Hodges and Farstad, the crucial premise behind a majority-text edition is
that:

Any reading overwhelmingly attested by the manuscript tradition is more likely to be
original than its rival(s). This observation arises from the very nature of manuscript
transmission. In any tradition where there are not major disruptions in the
transmissional history, the individual reading which has the earliest beginning is the
one most likely to survive in a majority of documents. And the earliest reading of all is
the original one.*

Robinson likewise appeals to a principle of normality, as articulated by Fredson Bowers, to hold
“that a text reflected in the overwhelmingly majority of Mss is more likely to have a
chronological origin preceding that of any text which might be found in a small minority.”®

However reasonable this premise may appear at first sight, it is important to point out that

Hodges and Farstad’s explanation contains a key proviso: “where there are not major

¥ Hodges and Farstad, Greek New Testament, xxii; Robinson and Pierpont, New Testament, x.
# Hodges and Farstad, Greek New Testament, xxii: “Where K* itself is sharply divided within an M" reading [i.e., a
reading that enjoys substantial but not majority support], the rival variations were weighed both in terms of their
distribution within the majority tradition as a whole and with regard to intrinsic and transcriptional probabilities.”
¥ Hodges and Farstad, Greek New Testament, xi-xii.
% Robinson and Pierpont, New Testament, 540. Unfortunately, Robinson’s reliance on Bowers’s is misplaced for
Bowers was discussing the mechanics of printing books. Here is the text of the passage that Robinson quoted as it is
found in Fredson Bowers, Bibliography and Textual Criticism (Oxford: Clarendon, 1964), 75 (underlining added):

If one collates 20 copies of a book and finds in sheet B that only 1 copy shows the uncorrected

state of the type as against 19 showing the corrected, ‘normality’ makes it highly probable that

the correction in B was made an earlier point in time in the machining of this forme than the

correction of a forme in C that shows 19 with uncorrected type and only 1 with corrected.

Despite the fact that statistics can lie, the mathematical odds are excellent that this sampling of

20 copies can be extrapolated in accord with normality.
The portions underlined in the quotation are those which Robinson edited out with ellipses and brackets in his block
quotation. The technical terminology, e.g. “machining of this forme,” clearly shows, however, that Bowers
comments are directed to printed book production, one of his major research interests.
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disruptions in the transmissional history.”®” The reason for this proviso is that with major
disruptions in the transmissional history, some branches of the textual tradition ceased to be
copied. This scenario is illustrated in FIG. 1, where the branches B, y, and & have simply
stopped producing descendents after only a few copies, while branch € was much more prolific,
producing more surviving copies than all the other branches combined. Because the readings
of the descendents of € overwhelm numerically all other surviving readings, what a majority-
text reconstruction produces is a form of the text that resembles € more than another point in
the textual tradition.*® Hodges and Farstad were aware of this potential problem with the
majority-text method and so they proposed that: “Final decisions about readings ought to be
made on the basis of a reconstruction of their history in the manuscript tradition.”” What they
mean by this proposal is that the textual critic ought to determine a genealogy of the
manuscripts and produce a stemma showing their history. This is, in fact, a different text-
critical method, known as stemmatics, and the topic of the following section.

One complication of the majority-text method is that there are portions of the New
Testament where the premise simply breaks down. Instead of there being a dominant majority
text, the textual witnesses are fractured into multiple distinct groups of manuscripts. The two
chief examples are the Pericope Adulterae (John 7:53-8:11 in most manuscripts) and the book of
Revelation. For the story of the adulteress, the text is split among seven different groups, three

of which—known as p®, u¢, and y’—are the largest and of nearly equal size.” As for Revelation,

¥ Robinson is aware of this proviso, but he has argued extensively against the idea that there were in fact major
disruptions in the transmissional history, by minimizing the effects of the Diocletian persecution and the Islamic
conquest (Robinson and Pierpont, New Testament, 572-576). CF. ALAND-ALAND 294-295, who discuss major disturbances
in the New Testament text.

% The classic argument against a majority reading based on genealogical principles is HoRT 57-59.

¥ Hodges and Farstad, Greek New Testament, xii.

* Robinson and Pierpont, New Testament, xi; Hodges and Farstad, Greek New Testament, xxiv.
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the textual tradition is split into nearly two equal size groups, known as Andreas and Q.”* On
the one hand, Robinson and Pierpont’s approach to John 7:53-8:11 is to print the text of two of
the largest subgroups, u® and p¢, separately.” Their approach to Revelation is to favor the Q
group unless a significant number of manuscripts have defected from it to the Andreas group.”
On the other hand, Hodges and Farstad abandon the majority-text method entirely and offer
their own stemma for establishing their text of these problematic portions of the New
Testament.”

As can be seen in the preceding description, the majority-text method makes extensive
use of external evidence but almost no use of internal evidence, even in comparison to the
copy-text method. Since internal evidence distinguishes between authorial readings and
scribal readings, the diminished role for internal evidence means that scribal readings are not
purged from the majority-text. After all, in the majority-text method, individual readings are
not decided by determining which one looks more authorial and which one looks more scribal,
but by counting the number of witnesses in favor of them. As a result, a majority-text is not
suitable to scholars interested in an authorial text. The majority-text method also does not
establish a history of the text, because it imposes an a priori genealogy that assumes that
surviving manuscript can trace independent lineages from the origin. This genealogy,
however, is implausible. As a result, the majority-text method is also unsuitable for those

scholars interested in the history of the text.

° Robinson and Pierpont, New Testament, xii.

* Robinson and Pierpont, New Testament, xi. The group p” is disregarded, however, because it is associated with a
“redactional” group in the Byzantine text.

 Robinson and Pierpont, New Testament, xiii.

** Hodges and Farstad, Greek New Testament, xxv and xxxiii.
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1.4.3 Stemmatics

Stemmatics is a method that explicitly reconstructs the history of the text in order to
reconstruct the original. The history of the text reconstructed by this method is usually
depicted graphically in the form of a family tree of manuscripts or a stemma codicum. The
invention of stemmatics is typically attributed to the early nineteenth-century textual critic
Karl Lachmann, but there were important precursors who anticipated significant features of his
text-critical theory.” Perhaps the clearest and most succinct explication of the method is that
of Paul Maas in the middle of the twentieth-century.” Although stemmatics has been popular
in the textual criticism of classical Latin and Greek texts, it has hardly been applied to the New
Testament. A notable exception is that of Hodges and Farstad who applied stemmatics based
on manuscript groups for John 7:53-8:11 and Revelation.”

According to Maas’s description of the method, stemmatics has three phases.” The
first phase, known as recensio, organizes the witnesses to the text into a stemma that represents
the historical development of the text from the most recent common ancestor, called the
“archetype.” This phase reconstructs the history of the text. The second phase, known as
examinatio, examines the readings of the branches of the family tree closest to the archetype
and selects which reading, if any, is “original” (i.e., authorial). This phase reconstructs the text

of the archetype. The third phase, divinatio, tries to repair the text of the archetype when no

 Timpanaro, Genesis, 115-118, points out that nearly every aspect of Lachmann’s method has antecedents in earlier
textual critics.

% Maas, Textual Criticism. Maas’s treatise in the Teubner series has been superseded in some respects by Martin L.
West, Textual Criticism and Editorial Technique Applicable to Greek and Latin Texts (Stuttgart: Teubner, 1973).

7 Hodges and Farstad, Greek New Testament, xxiii-xli.

% Maas, Textual Criticism, 1. Some textual critics refer to another phase, selectio, sitting between recensio and
examinatio, but Maas considers selectio an aspect of examinatio (18).
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reading appears to be authorial. This phase emends the archetype to be closer to the original
(or “autograph”).

In contrast with the copy-text and majority-text methods, the stemmatic method does
not assume a history of the text a priori. Rather, it provides a technique for reconstructing the
history of the text based on the patterns of readings found in the extant manuscripts. In
particular, it identifies which manuscripts, based on their readings, are more closely related to
each other than they are to any other manuscript. For example, in FIG. 1, manuscript a, is
more closely related to manuscript e; than to manuscript c,, because a, and e, share a common
ancestor « that is not an ancestor of b;. When the scribe of « copies the manuscript from its
exemplar w, (the common ancestor of a;, ¢,, and e;), a number of textual differences, called
“errors,” are introduced. When a itself is copied by later scribes, these errors of a’s scribe are
propagated to its descendents a; and g, and ultimately to e;. Thus, the presence of these errors
in a; and e;, which are missing in b, is what indicates that a, and e, descend from a common
ancestor (a) that is not an ancestor of ¢;. In other words, the common errors of a; and e; are
evidence of their relatedness.” Accordingly, stemmatics uses a common-error criterion to
diagnose groups of related manuscripts.

Crucial to the success of the method, stemmatics groups manuscripts based on their
agreement in error, but not on their overall similarity—how often two manuscripts agree on
their readings even in original readings.'® For instance, an overall similarity measure cannot

determine if a, and e, are more closely related to each other than c,, because it can be misled by

% Common errors are also called “indicative errors” or Leitfehler (Maas, Textual Criticism, 42).

1% Overall similarity is the approach of the “quantitative method” by Ernest C. Colwell and Ernest W. Tune, “Method
in Establishing Quantitative Relationships Between Text-Types of New Testament Manuscripts” in Ernest C. Colwell,
Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism of the New Testament (NTTS 9; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1969), 56-62.
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the different number of changes between a and its parent and children. If, on the one hand,
the number of changes between w, and a is much larger than the number of changes between a
and e, then a, would appear more overall similar to e; than to c;. If, on the other hand, the
number of changes between w, and « is much smaller than the number of changes between «
and e;, then a, would appear more overall similar to c, than to e,. Even though the overall
similarity measure gives different answers, the genealogy is the same. These examples show
that the overall similarity measure is not diagnosing the genealogy of the manuscripts because
it is too sensitive to how the changes are distributed for a given genealogy. Under certain
distributions of changes, the overall similarity measure can be misled into giving results that go
against the actual genealogy of the manuscripts. As a result, a quantitative approach using an
overall similarity measure cannot actually identify groups having a common ancestry, though
it may approximate such groups under appropriate circumstances.

There is an obvious chicken-and-egg problem with the common error principle,
however. On the one hand, reconstructing the text (that is, deciding which reading is true and
which is error) requires reconstructing the history of the text. On the other hand,
reconstructing the history of text requires grouping manuscripts by their common errors,
which requires reconstructing the text. So which comes first, the reconstructed text or the
reconstructed history of the text? An elegant escape out of this circularity has been articulated
by Dom J. Froger in 1968.'°" This French textual critic recognized that there are two aspects to
a stemma: one, its shape and linkage pattern (I'enchainement), and, two, its orientation

(lorientation). Froger realized that it is only necessary to identify which textual variant is an

19 J. Froger, La critique des textes et son automatisation (INS 7 ; Paris: Dunod, 1968).

36



error for the second aspect, the orientation of the stemma. For the first aspect, the stemma’s
shape, it is only necessary to work with textual variants, without knowing which one is
erroneous.'” Thus, his solution is to split the reconstruction of the text into two steps. The
first step is to determine the shape and linkage pattern of the stemma based on the distribution
of textual variants, not errors. By looking at variants, which do not presume originality, the
determination of the directionality of the variants is deferred to the later step, allowing the
textual critic to produce an unoriented stemma. The second step is the orientation of this
unoriented stemma, and this step is accomplished by using internal evidence to determine
which portion of the unoriented stemma is closest to the archetype.'”

There is another benefit to Froger’s two-step solution for reconstructing the history of
the text. Froger had the prescience to realize that his first step can be automated by a
computer.'™ The possibility of computerization is feasible because no subjective judgments as
to the priority or direction of textual changes need to be made in the first step; those
judgments are deferred to the second step. The automation of the first step is crucial because
constructing a stemma according to a common-error principle becomes exponentially more
difficult with each additional manuscript in the stemma. A dozen or so manuscripts can be
examined by hand over a couple of weeks, but textual traditions on the order of the New
Testaments (hundreds and thousands of manuscripts) cannot be reconstructed by hand within

the lifetime of the most ardent textual critic. With modern computer programs, based on

192 Froger, La critique, 77, attributes this insight to Dom Quentin, but the discussion in Henri Quentin, Essais de critique
textuelle (ecdotique) (Paris: Picard, 1926), 44-50, though on point, is less lucid.

1% Froger, La critique, 77-78. See also Humphrey Palmer, The Logic of Gospel Criticism: An Account of the Methods and
Arguments Used by Textual, Documentary, Source, and Form Critics of the New Testament (London: Macmillan, 1968), 78; and
West, Textual criticism, 70-72.

1% Froger, La critique, 217-266
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related work by computational biologists,'” this step can be performed much more rapidly. For
example, Peter M. W. Robinson took several months to derive a stemma from almost fifty
manuscripts of an Old Norse saga, but it took a biologist only a few minutes to come up with a

196 As a result, one of the

substantially similar result using an off-the-shelf computer program.
greatest challenges of applying stemmatics to a tradition as large as the New Testament can be
handled by computer technology.

A serious challenge to the common-error principle, however, is contamination, which
occurs when readings from one branch of the tradition are incorporated into an independent
branch.'” Contamination confuses the common-error principle. For example, in FIG. 1,
manuscript d, is a copy of exemplar §, corrected against exemplar y. The text of d, is thus a
mixture of the two exemplars y and 8. As a result of this mixture, d, contains errors in common
with d, that are not found in ¢; and c,, suggesting a common ancestor 9, but d; also contains
common errors with ¢, and c; that are not found in d, suggesting a different common ancestor
y for di. To make matters even more difficult, the process of mixture may have removed some
of y’s errors and some of &’s errors from d,. Thus d; would have only an incomplete coverage of
the errors of its exemplars.'®

What makes contamination particularly pernicious is that it can distort the shape of

the stemma, causing some groups of manuscripts to be regarded more highly than they should

1% E.g., the cladistics program PAUP. On the operation of this program, see generally Matthew Spencer, Klaus
Wachtel, and Christopher J. Howe, “The Greek Vorlage of the Syra Harclensis: A Comparative Study on Method in
Exploring Textual Genealogy,” TC: A Journal of Biblical Textual Criticism [http://purl.org/TC] 7 (2003).

1% Robert J. O’Hara and Peter M. W. Robinson. “Computer-Assisted Methods of Stemmatic Analysis,” The Canterbury
Tales Project: Occasional Papers Vol. 1 [http://www.canterburytalesproject.org/pubs/op1-cladistics.pdf] (1993): 53-74 at
62.

197 See generally Michael W. Holmes, “Working with an Open-Textual Tradition: Challenges in Theory and Practice”
in Klaus Wachtel and Michael W. Holmes, eds., The Textual History of the Greek New Testament: Changing Views in
Contemporary Research (TCS 8; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2011), 65-78.

198 Maas, Textual Criticism, 7-8; West, Textual Criticism, 37-47.
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and other groups less highly than they should. FIG. 4 depicts a stemma for the textual tradition

illustrated in FIG. 1 that has been distorted by contamination.

€. € € €: 6 € € € €
FIG. 4 A Stemmatic Model Distorted by Contamination

In accordance with the stemmatic method, the stemma of FIG. 4 distinguishes between
the oldest common ancestor Q and the most recent common ancestor w. The oldest common
ancestor is placed at the top of the diagram and it represents the text of the autograph Q, what
the author originally wrote. The most recent common ancestor w is the archetype and it

represents the point in the transmission of the text that split into (at least) two independently
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surviving branches.'” Below the archetype w are two hyparchetypes, § and x, representing lost
exemplars. The stemma of FIG. 4 generally tracks the transmission scenario depicted in FIG. 1,
with some necessary simplification (in addition to the distortions due to contamination). For
example, the draft by Paul’s scribe Q, and the various authorial copies Q, Q,, and Q; are all
coalesced into a single “original” Q. Furthermore, the transmission from authorial copy Q.
down to letter collection w, via an initial letter collection wy is reduced into a simple line of
transmission from autograph Q to archetype w. The stemma does not include a place for a lost
copy of the letter collection w, because no direct evidence for it has survived. Also, lost
exemplar P of FIG. 1 had only one descendent b, and, without another descendent to find
common errors, the existence of such a stage cannot be ascertained; thus, FIG. 4 does not
include a place for lost manuscript p. Consequently, the textual history reconstructed by
stemmatics is strongly dependent on the state and quality of the surviving evidence.

One distortion of the stemma is due to the contamination of exemplar & by an
independent line of transmission from one of the sent copies Qs as shown in FIG. 1. If enough
of the contaminated readings appear to be authorial based on internal evidence, this would
have the effect of promoting exemplar § to a more prominent place in the stemma and
demoting &’s sisters a, B, and y. As shown in FIG. 4, this distortion is manifested as a binary split
from the archetype w into two branches 8 and §. The branch ¢ represents the common
ancestor of exemplars «, B, and y in FIG. 1. Branch ¢ excludes d, and d, from its descendents,
but the most recent common ancestor of a;, by, and ¢, in FIG. 1 is also the ancestor of d,. What

this distortion does is that it places the readings of & on equal basis as s, the combination of a,

199 Maas, Textual Criticism, 3.
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B, and y, whereas in the actual textual transmission scenario, these three exemplars should
outweigh 8. In this example, the distortion of the stemma may not be too serious. After all, &
has access to authorial readings via Q; that a, f, and y do not, and promoting § in the stemma at
the expense of the others allows those readings to be considered by the textual critic in the
next phase of the stemmatic method. Similarly, the access by the scribe of b, to another
independent stream from an authorial original (via a lost of a letter collection w, in FIG. 1)
tends to promote b, at the expense of the descendents of a and y, subordinating their readings
in the guise of branch .

Another distortion of the stemma due to contamination could occur in not being able
to recognize that d; in FIG. 1 is a mixture of y and 8. A textual critic, misled by this
contamination, might get the direction of mixture wrong and conclude erroneously that y is a
mixture of x and d, instead, as shown in FIG. 4.!"° This distortion has the effect of giving less
weight to y in the reconstruction of text than it should otherwise have. For example, assume
that witness b, is fragmentary (like many New Testament papyri) and does not contribute any
evidence to a variation unit. In FIG. 1, the joint testimony of c;, d;, and d, ought to outweigh
the testimony of a (determined by the joint testimony of a; and €). However, in FIG. 4, the
agreement of ¢, with d; and d, would be due to contamination from ds, so ¢, (as well as ¢,) has
no weight to contribute to the decision.

Contamination is such a difficult problem that textual critics abandon the attempt to
reconstruct the history of the text when the scale of contamination becomes too great.""" In

the face of such “open traditions,” classical textual critics instead identify a set of witnesses

119 See Holmes, “Working,” 71-73, and West, Textual Criticism, 34-36, for another illustration of this issue.
" Maas, Textual Criticism, 49, was fairly pessimistic: “No specific has yet been discovered against contamination.”
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that appear to have the best readings and use internal evidence on a reading-by-reading basis
to select the readings for their critical text."'? By adopting this approach, the classical textual
critic in effect abandons the stemma and begins to resemble the New Testament “eclectics” as
described in the following sections.

Once a stemma is obtained, the textual critic proceeds to the next phrase, examinatio, to
reconstruct the state of the archetype w. The general procedure is to go from the bottom of
the stemma to the top. The lower areas of the stemma can be reconstructed by just the
patterns of readings in the neighboring areas of the stemma,'" but at the highest level, at the
archetype w, it is necessary to use internal evidence."* For example, in FIG. 4, the text of
exemplar € can be reconstructed by the texts of its many descendents e, through ey, including
ds. In this case, a simple majority vote suffices to determine the text of €. As for the text of
exemplar a, it can be determined as follows. If a’s children, a, and g, agree on a reading, then a
has that reading. If, however, a; and € do not agree, then a’s closest relatives on the stemma,
e.g., by, c1, and ¢, are used to break the tie. If all relatives of these disagree, then the text of a is
doubtful at that place."”” By a similar procedure, the texts of exemplars y, 8, and ¢ can
determined. As for exemplar x, the contamination of y by witness d, (according to this misled
stemma) means that the testimony of y is not available to reconstruct the text of x whenevery

agrees with d,.

2 This is the recommended procedure of West, Textual Criticism, 43. For example, Maurice Bénevot, The Tradition of
Manuscripts: A Study in the Transmission of St. Cyprian’s Treatises (Oxford: University Press, 1961; repr. Westport, Conn.:
Greenwood Press, 1979), dealt with contamination in the text of Cyprian by sorting the manuscripts into three
opposing groups and using internal evidence to adjudicate among their differences.

113 Maas, Textual Criticism, 4-6.

114 Maas, Textual Criticism, 12-14.

115 Maas, Textual Criticism, 4.
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After reconstructing the text of the two main hyparchetypes § and 8, the textual critic
is ready to reconstruct the text of the archetype w. If { and & agree on a reading, then that
reading becomes the text of . If P and § do not agree, then the textual critic must decide
which reading if any is original. If one of the readings based on internal evidence appears to be
a scribal error derivable from the other reading, then the other reading is adopted as the
reading of the archetype. If both readings appear to be errors but neither reading can be
plausibly derived from the other, then the reading of the archetype may have to be restored by
conjecture. In rare instances, if both readings appear authorial and neither reading can be
plausibly derived from the other, then the textual critic must consider the possibility of
authorial variants."

Throughout this process of examination, the textual critic is attentive to anomalies in
the text that are not only unexplainable by the author’s style or larger context but also appear
to be the result of scribal corruption. This examination is performed even where there are no
variant readings in the tradition. In detecting anomalies, the textual critic looks at the same
intrinsic probabilities that are used in internal evidence. In determining if an anomaly looks
like a scribal error, the textual critic looks at the same transcriptional probabilities that are
used in internal evidence. Thus, the detection of such anomalies is an application of internal
evidence. If the anomaly is sufficiently harsh and appears to be the result of scribal corruption,
the textual critic can propose to remove the anomaly by conjectural emendation.'” This is the
third phase of stemmatics, divinatio, which seeks to correct errors in the archetype w, thereby

bringing the reconstructed text into closer alignment with the assumed autograph Q. The

116 Maas, Textual Criticism, 6, 17-18.
17 Maas, Textual Criticism, 11.
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practice of divining satisfying conjectures is very difficult, more art than science, and much of
the effort in classical stemmatics has gone into making and evaluating conjectures."® If the
criteria of internal evidence have been used well during this process, then the textual critic can
be reasonably confident that the emended text of the archetype approximates an authorial
text.

In sum, stemmatics is a text-critical method that is eminently suited for both kinds of
customers of textual criticism. The use of internal evidence to reconstruct and to correct the
text of the archetype means that stemmatics can deliver an authorial text that is suitable for
readers of the text interested in what the author wrote. As for those customers interested in
the history of the text, stemmatics not only hypothesizes an explicit history of the text in the
form of a stemma, but it is also able to reconstruct the text at every stage in the transmission.
Thus, the textual historian is able to trace the development of the text through the ages and
ascertain how both individual variants and also patterns of variation can be informative about
the readers, users, and copiers of the text. The major disadvantage to the stemmatics, however,
is handling the presence of contamination, which threatens to make the reconstruction of the
history of the text impossible. Only if this problem can be overcome or at least controlled, then
stemmatics may well become a suitable text-critical method for the textual traditions of the
New Testament. Indeed, New Testament textual critics generally recognize the benefits of a
stemmatic approach, but they contend that the massive size of the New Testament textual

tradition and the pervasiveness of contamination preclude any rigorous use of genealogy."”’

18 In fact, the bulk of Maas’s tiny book is devoted to examples of conjectural emendation (Textual Criticism, 24-41), as
is the textbook of Robert Reneham, Greek Textual Criticism: A Reader (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
1969).

" E.g., Ernest C. Colwell, “Genealogical Method: Its Achievements and its Limitations,” in Colwell, Studies, 63-83.
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1.4.4 Reasoned and Thoroughgoing Eclectic Methods

In its broadest sense, eclecticism is a method for constructing a critical text by
examining the witnesses at each individual variation unit and selecting the reading for the
critical text based on the textual evidence at that individual variation unit. This variant-by-
variant approach of eclecticism allows for the considerable use of internal evidence, and it
stands in sharp contrast to documentary approaches,'” where the reconstructed text is
determined by the contents of a specifically chosen copy-text or a majoritarian construct of the
manuscripts. Stemmatics, by contrast, can be considered to be partially eclectic in that its
examinatio phase employs internal evidence on a variant-by-variant basis at a limited number of
variation units at the base of the tradition’s genealogical stemma as determined by its recensio
phase.

Although practitioners of eclecticism for New Testament textual criticism are in
general agreement that internal evidence must play an important role in evaluation of various
readings, they disagree as to the relative role of external evidence. On one the hand,
proponents of “reasoned” eclecticism argue for a balanced use of external evidence. As
Michael W. Holmes articulated their fundamental principle, “the variant most likely to be
original is the one that best accounts for the origin of all competing variants in terms of both

external and internal evidence.”*”" On the other hand, the “thoroughgoing” eclectics argue

120 Holmes, “Reasoned Eclecticism in N.T.,” 338; Michael W. Holmes, “Reasoned Eclecticism and the Text of Romans,”
in Sven K. Soderlund and N. T. Wright, eds., Romans and the People of God: Essays in Honor of Gordon D. Fee on the Occasion
of His 65th Birthday (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1999), 187-202, at 187-188 n.2; Holmes, “Case,” 79.

121 Holmes, “Case,” 79.

45



that external evidence should hardly play any role in their craft, championing instead the value
of internal evidence.'”

Reasoned eclecticism has been the dominant method of editing the text of the New
Testament throughout the twentieth century.’ It has been the approach of the committee of
textual critics who edited the United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament in 1966.'* A
thoroughly revised edition of the UBS text according to eclectic principles was published in
1975, which then became the basis of the twenty-sixth Nestle-Aland edition in 1979."° As a
result, the standard text of the New Testament being used now by scholars is an edition based
on an eclectic methodology.

Reasoned eclecticism begins with a study of the individual readings in the tradition,
collated from a number of sources, especially Greek witnesses such as the papyri, uncials, and
minuscules, but also from versional and patristic sources.'” These variants are studied in terms
of their internal evidence—which ones appear to be authorial based on intrinsic probabilities
and which appear to be scribal on transcriptional probabilities. Kurt Aland recommends that
the critic should draw up a local stemma for the variation unit showing the development of its
variant readings.'”” The study of the variants in terms of the internal evidence, however, does

not end the inquiry for the reasoned eclectic, because, in the words of Hort’s oft-quoted

1227, Keith Elliott, “Thoroughgoing Eclecticism in New Testament Textual Criticism” in Ehrman and Holmes, Text,
321-335.

12 Holmes, “Reasoned Eclecticism,” 336.

124 Bruce M. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament, its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration (3d ed.; New York:
Oxford University Press, 1992), 145-146.

12 Metzger, Text, 280.

126 Earnest Cadman Colwell, “Hort Redivivus: A Plea and a Program” in Colwell, Studies, 148-171 at 160. Zuntz, Text,
12, refers to this step with the stemmatic term examinatio. See also, Holmes, “Case,” 80, n.11.

1?7 Aland-Aland, 281, Rule 8, also known as the local-genealogical principle.
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dictum, “knowledge of documents should precede final judgement upon readings.”'*® As a
result, eclectics study the witnesses carefully to determine how well they transmit their texts
and how they relate to other manuscripts in various groups.'” For example, Bruce M. Metzger
lists various criteria for evaluating external evidence, including the age of the witness, the
distribution of the witnesses geographically, the genealogical connections among the
witnesses, but the most important of which is the age of the text-type to which the witness
belongs.” Thus in Metzger’s eclectic approach, text-types play an important role.

The concept of a text-type has been difficult to define. Ernest Cadman Colwell defined
it as “the largest identifiable group of related New Testament manuscripts,” and distinguished
it from a “family” as the “smallest . . . group whose inter-relationships are so close that its
stemma or family tree can be established with exactness.””*! Thus, built into the very notion of
a text-type is the need to work with groupings of related manuscripts beyond the capability of
contemporary stemmatics to discover. In the editing of the UBS text, three text-types have
been identified in Paul: an Alexandrian text-type, divided into a proto-Alexandrian group (P46
X B) and a later Alexandrian group (A C ¥ 33 1739);"” a Western text-type (D F G and Old Latin

versions);"** and a Byzantine text-type (L and most minuscules)."*

128 Hort 31 (original in small caps). Quoted, e.g., by Colwell, “Hort,” 160; Gordon D. Fee, “Rigorous or Reasoned
Eclecticism—Which?” in Epp and Fee, Studies, 124-140; Holmes, “Case,” 77.

129 Colwell, “Hort,” 161-164.

1% Metzger, Text, 209.

! Ernest C. Colwell, “Method in Establishing the Nature of Text-Types of New Testament Manuscripts,” in Colwell,
Studies, 45-55 at 45-46.

32 Metzger, Text, 216.

% Metzger, Text, 214.

13 Metzger, Text, 213.
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Now, the identification of text-types does not end the inquiry for the reasoned eclectic.
The text-type must also be fit into a historical framework of the textual tradition.” In the case
of these three text-types for the text of the Pauline epistles, the Byzantine text-type is
considered newer and derivative of the Alexandrian and Western text-types.”*® Among the two
earlier text-types in Paul, the Alexandrian is generally considered more reliable than the
Western, except when the Alexandrian Codex Vaticanus (B) joins with the Western witnesses."’
This judgment about the value of the Western text, especially in combination with B, goes back
to Westcott and Hort.”® Glinther Zuntz, however, in his study of the Pauline epistles is more
sanguine about the Western text; he holds that “Western witnesses joined by P4 or B or 1739
are more often right than wrong.”" Zuntz based his conclusions mainly on his examination of
1 Corinthians and Hebrews, so it is a desideratum to see if his conclusions hold up in other parts

of Paul, such as Galatians.*®

135 Colwell, “Hort,” 164-169. Also Holmes, “Reasoned Eclecticism,” 350: “Eclecticism does not work in a vacuum; it
functions only in conjunction with a view of the history of the transmission of the text.”

13 Metzger, Text, 212.

37 Metzger, Text, 218.

1 HorT, 240-241.

1% Giinther Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles: A Disquisition upon the Corpus Paulinum. The Schweich Lectures of the British
Academy 1946 (London: Oxford University Press, 1953), 158.

1% See also Michael W. Holmes, “The Text of Epistles Sixty Years After: An Assessment of Giinther Zuntz’s Contribution
to Text-Critical Methodology and History” in Transmission and Reception: New Testament Text-Critical and Exegetical
Studies (J. W. Childers and D. C. Parker, eds.; TS3 4; Piscataway, N.J.: Gorgias, 2006), 89-113.
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FIG. 5 A Hortian Eclectic Model using Text-Types

FIG. 5 depicts a historical model of the transmission of the text illustrated in FIG. 1
using text-types, in general alignment with Hort’s theory of the text. Like the stemmatic
model, this historical model includes the distinction between an autograph Q and an archetype
w in order to permit the use of conjectural emendation.'" Similar manuscripts are grouped
together into text-types. In FIG. 5, the text-types are denoted by cloud figures, and there are
three of them: one contains a, and b,; another contains ci, ¢,, di, and d,; and a third text-type
contains ds; and e, through es. No genealogical relationships are depicted within the text-type
clouds because those relationships are generally not known. The diagram indicates that the
third text-type on the bottom is derivative of the other two, and so its witnesses carry less
weight in the reconstruction of the text than the other two."* On the other hand, the top two

text-types have more weight than the third, derivative text-type because they represent the

*! The term “archetype” is not used in eclecticism, however, and the use of conjectural emendation is almost
entirely absent, Acts 16:12 being the notable exception.
2 This third text-type is analogous to Hort’s view of the Byzantine text.
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earliest forms of the text.'"” These top two text-types are not necessary weighted equally,
however, because the critic’s knowledge of their documents may indicate that the members of
one text-type tend to be more prone to scribal interference in the text than the other.'*

Compared with the previously discussed text-critical methods (copy-text, majority-
text, and even stemmatics), text-type eclecticism relies more heavily on internal evidence in
reconstructing the text. The lack of genealogical information within the text-types means that
no particular witness should necessarily dominate in furnishing readings for the critical text.
Rather, any member of an early text-type—especially one prized in terms of external
evidence—can potentially provide a good reading for the critical text, even against the
testimony of its fellow text-type members. Internal evidence is used, in conjunction with this
external evidence, to identify such good readings in various individual members of the earliest
text-types.

This greater use of internal evidence in text-type eclecticism helps to cope with
contamination in a way that stemmatics cannot handle well. As seen in FIG. 1, both witnesses
b, and d; have independent access to authorial readings apart from the copy in the letter
collection w,. With stemmatics, b,’s location on the stemma of FIG. 4 means that the readings
in b, are always outweighed by the agreement of § and ¢. In the light of the mixture of
readings from w,, however, some of these b, readings may actually be authorial, but the
stemma does not permit these authorial readings in b, via w, to be selected. With the text-
type eclecticism of FIG. 5, on the other hand, b, is present in one of the two earliest text-types,

and, as a result, makes its readings available to be selected based on internal evidence.

' These may be analogized to the Western and Alexandrian text-types.
* The so-called “Western” text-type in Paul has this reputation.

50



This use of text-types characterizes the approaches of Metzger and Colwell, but other
eclectics organize the external evidence somewhat differently. Aland and his colleagues, for
example, classify the textual witnesses into five categories based on their readings in a number
of test passages." Zuntz, on the other hand, likens the transmission of the text to a stream
with two major branches and places the different manuscripts at various points on the
stream.'* All of these textual critics attempt to integrate both internal and external evidence

in their work, but there is another set of eclectics who eschew external evidence altogether.

FIG. 6 A Thoroughgoing Eclectic Model with No Distinct Text-Types

Indeed, some “radical” or “thoroughgoing” eclectics have argued that external
evidence, including text-types, ought to be abandoned altogether or a least subordinated in
favor of using internal evidence at every turn. As one of its practitioners, J. Keith Elliott, put it:

Thoroughgoing eclecticism is the method that allows internal considerations for a
reading’s originality to be given priority over documentary considerations. The
thoroughgoing eclectic critic feels able to select freely from among the available fund
of variants and choose the one that best fits her or his internal criteria. This critic is
skeptical about the high claims made for the reliability of some MSS or about

145 ALAND-ALAND 317-337. The five categories are three groups (I-11I) of Alexandrian manuscripts with various degrees
of mixture with the Byzantine text, a so-called Western category (IV), and the Byzantine text (V).
146 Zuntz, Text, 278.
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arguments favoring a particular group of MSS. For him or her no MS or group contains
the monopoly of readings."”

This means that any manuscript can potentially supply a reading that a thoroughgoing eclectic
may consider original if that reading passes the tests of internal criticism in the view of the
critic. Accordingly, depicted in FIG. 6 is the historical model presupposed by thoroughgoing
eclecticism. Rather than grouping the witnesses into text-types, there is a single fund of
witnesses, denoted by the large cloud, from which any variant can be selected for the critical
text. The stated assumption of this model is the tenacity of the tradition, that any original
reading must have survived in at least one of the extant witnesses, rendering conjectural
emendation as unnecessary.'*® This ban on conjectural emendation puts the thoroughgoing
method in a curious place, however. On the one hand, internal evidence is apparently so
powerful that external evidence is hardly relevant, as long as even one manuscript attests to
the variant. On the other hand, internal evidence is so poor that it cannot supply a reading that
happens to be unattested no matter how well it explains the state of the evidence. It seems
better, thus, to resolve this paradox over the capacity of internal evidence by giving up on the
assumption of tenacity.

Compared with stemmatics, eclecticism uses internal evidence to a greater degree and
external evidence to a lesser degree. The greater use of internal evidence helps to overcome
the problem of contamination, because the eclectic textual critic is empowered to examine for
authorial readings (based on internal evidence) a greater number of witnesses than what

stemmatics would allow according to its stemma. This greater reliance on internal evidence,

7 Elliott, “Thoroughgoing Eclecticism,” 321.

8 Elliott, “Thoroughgoing Eclecticism,” 322: “On a positive note the thoroughgoing method of textual criticism
assumes that the original reading has been preserved somewhere among the extant MSS and that conjectural
emendations are unnecessary.”
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however, comes with a cost. Internal evidence is only decisive to the extent it can distinguish
between the textual behavior of an author and that of a scribe. Given two variant readings,
when one looks authorial while the other reading looks scribal, internal evidence can be very
helpful. Nevertheless, not every variant unit is so clear. Sometimes the semantic difference
between two variants (e.g. for word order variations) is so subtle that it may seem fruitless to
figure out how one is more scribal or authorial than the other. In this case, internal evidence
may hardly seem decisive, and the less decisive the internal evidence, the more important
external evidence must become.

Although the quality of the New Testament text produced by eclecticism has had a
well-deserved good reputation, it has come at the expense of having a clear history of the text.
Among users of text-types, there is a rough sense of which text-types are older and which are
newer, but there is no detailed sense of the history of the text within the text-types. This
means that scholars interested in the original context of a New Testament work have been
well-served by eclecticism, but those who wish to understand the history of the text and its

readers have been disadvantaged.

1.4.5 Coherence-Based Genealogical Method
The Coherence-Based Genealogical Method (CBGM) is the newest of the text-critical
methods reviewed in this survey. It has been developed by Gerd Mink of the Institute for New

Testament Textual Research in Muenster and described in a number of his publications
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beginning in 1993." The CBGM has been applied to the text of the New Testament, specifically
to the Catholic Epistles of the new Editio Critica Maior."

The purpose of the CBGM is to deal with the circular reasoning that Mink identifies as
inherent in contemporary eclecticism: witnesses are good because of their good readings, but
readings are good because of their good witnesses. Mink doubts that this circular reasoning
can entirely be avoided but he proposes that it can be controlled through his method. In
particular, he sees the CBGM as a way to refine the quality of a critical text in accordance with
his genealogical principles, especially that of genealogical coherence. ***

It is important to understand what the CBGM is and what it is not. As Klaus Wachtel
explains it:

The CBGM does not provide a means of automating the reconstruction of the initial
text, nor the ‘royal way’ to it. Furthermore, the CBGM often does not make textual
decisions more secure. It may cast new doubt on cases that seemed to be settled. Itis a
way to analyse the structure of a manuscript tradition and to integrate methodically
our growing knowledge about it."*

Thus, the CBGM is not an automated method for generating a stemma of the New
Testament or otherwise to derive the textual history of the New Testament. Rather, it enables
more precision for weighing the external evidence in support of various readings in the course
of deciding the critical text. Accordingly, its practitioners see this method as an advance over

the use of text-type and categories that dominated the twentieth century.

¥ Gerd Mink, “Eine umfassende Genealogie der neutestamentliche Uberlieferung,” NTS 39 (1993): 481-499; and idem,
“Problems,” 13-85.

50E.g., Barbara Aland, Kurt Aland, Gerd Mink, and Klaus Wachtel, Novum Testamentum Graece: Editio Critica Maior, vol.
4.1, James (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1997); vol. 4.2, The Letters of Peter (2000); vol. 4.3, The First Letter of
John (2003); vol. 4.4, The Second and Third Letter of John, The Letter of Jude (2005).

5! Mink, “Problems,” 25.

152 Klaus Wachtel, “Towards a Redefinition of External Criteria: The Role of Coherence in Assessing the Origin of
Variants” in Textual Variation: Theological and Social Tendencies (H. A. G. Houghton and D. C. Parker, eds.; TS3 6;
Piscataway, N.J.: Gorgias, 2008), 109-127 at 127.
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The CBGM works as follows. First, it begins with an estimate of the initial text that is
intended to be relatively close to the form of the text from which the textual tradition of a New
Testament book has originated.” Then, at a large number variation units, a local genealogy of
the variant readings is drawn up, showing the evolution of the variants without regard to the
witnesses that transmit those readings. Similar in practice to Aland’s local genealogical
principle, the practitioner of the CBGM uses internal evidence to decide what the likely pattern
of textual flow from reading to reading appears to be.”* At this point, it is not necessary to
perform this analysis for all variation units, just for the ones whose local genealogy is fairly
clear and uncontroversial. A local genealogy can be represented by a local stemma, and it
indicates which variants are to be considered prior or posterior to other variants."

Next, the local genealogies are considered for each witness to identify which other
witness is a potential ancestor. The best potential ancestors are those which have a high
degree of agreement in readings and, of the variant units where they do not agree, the
potential ancestor has a high proportion of the variants that are prior to the readings found in
the witness under consideration. Thus, a “substemma” can be established for each witness that
indicates which other witnesses are the best potential ancestors for it."

These various substemmata can be aggregated to produce a global stemma, which
shows the textual flow of the tradition. Now, Mink is careful to warn the reader that his global

stemmata is not the same as the classical stemmata in the Lachmannian or Maasian sense. In

particular, Mink eschews the use of hyparchetypes (hypothetical ancestors) and allows for

153 The first iteration of this “initial text” seems to have been the Nestle-Aland 27th ed.

1> This use of local genealogies makes the CBGM incompatible with a purely documentary approach, such as the
majority-text method.

13 Mink, “Problems,” 35-36.

13¢ Mink, “Problems,” 38-46.
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most witnesses to have multiple ancestors (to account for contamination). Another major
difference is that, in classical stemmatics the Archetype usually has two, sometimes three
immediate descendants, while in the CBGM there can be a dozen or more witnesses whose best

potential ancestor is the initial text."’

A.

7y e
8 Sea
> €
FIG. 7 A Global Stemma Showing Textual Flows According to the CBGM
To illustrate how a CBGM global stemma differs from a classical stemma codicum, a
mocked-up global stemma for the transmission scenario is shown in FIG. 7. In contrast to the

classical stemma of FIG. 4, there are no hypothetical exemplars in the diagram except for the

initial text labeled A (German Ausgangstext). Instead of these hypothetical exemplars, the

57 Mink, “Problems,” 46-49.
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global stemma shows multiple textual pathways for most witnesses."® For example,
manuscript d, is shown has having three potential ancestors, A, d,, and c¢,. The link from A to
d: indicates that d, has access to the readings of w, in FIG. 1 that are not found in d,. Yet d,
and d; also share some readings in common against the rest of the tradition, and this fact is
indicated by the arrow from d, to d;. As for the contamination from y (the ancestor of ¢, and ¢,
in FIG. 1), this mixture is shown by an arrow from c, to d;. Another difference between a CBGM
text-flow diagram and a classical stemma lies in the number of children for ancestral
documents in the stemma. Ancestors in classical stemmata have a tendency to have only two

descendents,*’

while some ancestors in a CBGM text-flow diagrams can have numerous
children. For example, while the classical stemma often has a binary split at the highest level
(e.g. P and § in FIG. 4), the initial text A in FIG. 7 has a direct link to seven witnesses.

Once the global stemma has been produced, the variation units of the initial text can be
revisited, either to revise the local stemma, or even to modify the reading of the initial based
on the quality of the “coherence” of the respective variant readings. Basically, a reading
exhibits good coherence if it is found only among witnesses that are closely related
genealogically, and poor coherence if it is found among witnesses that are distantly related. In
other words, a reading with poor coherence is likely to have originated multiple times in the
transmission of the text, and for that reason may be considered transcriptionally a later

reading. On the other hand, a reading should belong to the initial text if it has good coherence

among those witnesses whose best potential ancestor is the initial text. If two variants appear

1% The use of hypothetical ancestors without contamination has been shown to be mathematically equivalent to the
use of contamination without hypothetical ancestors. See John Alroy, “Continuous Track Analysis: A New
Phylogenetic and Biogeographic Method,” Systematic Biology 44 (1995): 152-172.

' An issue made famous by Joseph Bédier, “La tradition manuscrite du Lai de 'ombre: Réflexions sur I'art d’éditer les
anciens textes,” Romania 54 (1928): 161-196.
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to be good candidates for the original text based on coherence, then the reading is considered
on internal grounds (e.g. the lectio difficilior) to be original is chosen. After the initial text has
been revised based on genealogical coherence, this refinement process can be repeated over
and over until the repeatedly revised initial text stabilizes.'*

To its credit, the CGBM appears to be more rigorous about evaluating external evidence
than the use of text-types and categories currently employed in reasoned eclecticism. It also
applies the notion of internal evidence when the external evidence appears balanced in terms
of coherence. The benefit of this rigor is that the “initial text” produced by the CBGM may
reflect the authorial text better, and this benefits those who are interested in the text as it was
composed by an author within its historical context. Historians of the text, however, are less
helped by the CBGM. The CBGM does not reconstruct the history of the text, but instead a
diagram of textual flows. These flows are highly abstract and they do not correspond to the

textual state of any lost exemplar other than the initial text.

1.5 Proposals and Road Map

There are two goals now in New Testament textual criticism: reconstructing a
serviceable authorial text for those interested in the historical context of its composition and
reconstructing the history of the text for those interested in the change of the text over time
and space. Based on the foregoing survey of five text-critical methods, two of the methods, the
copy-text method and the majority-text method, are plainly unsuitable to the task. Neither
method attempts to discover the history of the text; rather, they impose an a priori history

upon the textual evidence. Moreover, both of these unsuitable methods generally avoid the use

160 Mink, “Problems,” 38-46.
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of internal evidence to construct their texts; thus, their constructed text contains a
combination of authorial and scribal readings that do not interest most users of the text.
Stemmatics may appear ideal for the twin goals of contemporary New Testament
textual criticism. It explicitly generates a history of the text in the form of a stemma according
to the theoretically sound common-error criterion, and it brings to bear internal evidence to
identify and reconstruct the archetype. Moreover, it also uses internal evidence in correcting
the archetype by conjectural emending. This use of internal evidence means that the emended
archetype of stemmatics is a serviceable authorial text. The main disadvantage of stemmatics
is that text-critics have not found a way to handle contamination. By contrast, the eclectic and
coherence-based genealogical methods are designed to work in contaminated textual traditions
by emphasizing internal evidence at the expense of external evidence. To the extent that their
use of internal evidence permits, these methods produce an authorial text suitable for
historians of the time period in which the text originated.'' Yet this product comes with a
price: these methods have largely foregone a detailed reconstruction of the history of the text.
Accordingly, this study of the text of Galatians and its history proposes to take a hybrid
stemmatic-eclectic approach to the textual evidence. Rather than finding a general solution to
the contamination problem, this study proposes both a stemmatic solution to contamination
and an eclectic solution to contamination. Specifically, on the stemmatic side, only that level of
contamination that can distort the stemma will be addressed in the construction of the stemma
(see section 2.3), and the remaining amount of contamination will be handled in accordance

with eclecticism, by a more extensive use of internal evidence than stemmatics normally

161 0f course, the distinction between the original text and the initial or critical text recognizes that the results of
their methods are necessarily provisional and limited by the value of the available textual evidence and methods.
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permits. With this hybrid approach, this study can reap the benefits of stemmatics for the
history of Galatians and reap the benefits of eclecticism for a serviceable authorial text.

Chapter 2 sets forth the materials and methods of this study. For the materials,
Chapter 2 surveys ninety-two textual witnesses used in this study of Galatians, detailing their
characteristics and how they were collated. For the methods, Chapter 2 describes a computer-
implemented method for producing an unoriented stemma of the witnesses to the text of
Galatians. The method itself is based on “cladistic” techniques developed by computational
biologists for finding family trees of organisms and adopted by some textual critics.
Accordingly, this chapter explains the theoretical basis of cladistics, its past use by textual
critics, how the method operates, and how it handles contamination. Chapter 2 concludes with
a presentation and description of an unoriented stemma of Galatians.

Chapter 3 is directed toward orienting the stemma. To this end, thirty-six variants on
four early branches of the stemma are examined in terms of their internal evidence. In
particular, this chapter sets forth how internal evidence is evaluated in accordance with the
basic methodological approach of reasoned eclecticism. The result of this evaluation is to
determine which variants are authorial based on internal evidence and then to orient the
stemma by chosen as the base of the stemma the portion with the most authorial readings.

Chapter 4 examines the resulting text near the base of the stemma and resolves textual
variants where the earliest witnesses are divided among themselves. After resolving these
issues, the chapter concludes with a critical text of Galatians.

Chapter 5 traces the history of the text. Due to the size and complexity of the textual
transmission, this chapter concentrates on the Western Branch, and the rise of the Byzantine

text within the Eastern branch. For each branch, its new readings are examined to ascertain
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the nature of the transmission process for the branch. Specifically, the nature of the textual
transmission will be examined to determine if it is relatively strict or periphrastic, and whether
there is a discernible theological or other tendency to its changes.

Chapter 6 concludes the dissertation with a brief outline of the history of the text of
Galatians, and contrasts the history of the text depicted in the stemma to that of other scholars

with special attention to Hort and Zuntz.
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2. Materials and Methods

2.1 Materials and Manuscripts

For most of the past century and a half, a researcher on the text of Galatians and its
history had limited options for grasping the state of the manuscript evidence. The physical
manuscripts were scattered across the globe, and most of them were not published at all.
Because of the limited accessibility of the manuscripts themselves, researchers had to consult
microfilms of them in specialized centers," or they had to rely on published collations and
editions. Tischendorf’s great eighth critical edition of the nineteenth century had been helpful
to many critics in the age of Westcott and Hort, garnering praise for its range of witnesses,
breadth of variation units, and reputation for accuracy.? Its usefulness, however, has
diminished with every new important manuscript discovery.’ For the Pauline corpus, these
include the early third-century Bodmer papyrus P46 and codex 1739. The Nestle-Aland
handbooks, especially its 26th and 27th editions, present a wealth of up-to-date and accurate
textual evidence, but these editions are not exhaustive and remain less comprehensive than
Tischendorf.

Over the past decade especially, there have been on-going projects to improve the

evidentiary basis for the practice of textual criticism. The International Greek New Testament

! Such as the Institute for New Testament Textual Research (Institut fiir Neutestamentliche Textforschung, INTF) in
Muenster.

? Konstantin Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Graece: ad antiquissimos testes denuo recensuit apparatum criticum omni
studio perfectum apposuit commentationem isagogicam (2 vols.; 8th ed., critica maior; Leipzig: Giesecke & Devrient, 1869).
* Another inconvenience of the edition has been a later change in the enumeration of the (mainly miniscule)
witnesses by Caspar René Gregory. As a result, scholars have to work with conversion tables between Tischendorf’s
system (largely inherited from Wettstein) and Gregory’s. See generally, Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, The Text of the
New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical Editions and to the Theory and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism (2d ed.;
Erroll F. Rhodes, trans.; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1989), 38-41.
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Project (IGNTP) is producing a volume on the Gospel of John.* For the Catholic epistles, the
Muenster Institute has produced a Critica Maior with over a hundred fully-collated witnesses,’
and they are beginning to work on the Acts of the Apostles. For Paul, scores of manuscripts of
the Hauptbriefe have been collated, transcribed, and published by Rueben J. Swanson.® These
publications promise to make more comprehensive and accurate compilations of the textual
evidence available to scholar than ever before.

Accordingly, the evidentiary basis for this project begins with Swanson’s collations of
manuscripts of Galatians, because of its comprehensive coverage of the earliest substantial
witnesses to the text, including P46, R, A, B, C, D, F, and G.” Swanson’s manuscripts were
further supplemented with some additional Greek witnesses (e.g. 1780 because of its presence
at Duke University and 1881 because it is consistently cited in the 27th Nestle-Aland edition)
and versional witnesses. Nevertheless, to the extent reasonably feasible, Swanson’s collations
of the most important witnesses have been double-checked against available images of the
manuscripts in question, with transcriptions from the Muenster Institute available on its New
Testament Virtual Manuscript Room website (NT.VMR), and from other publications. As a
result, this study has double-checked Swanson’s edition of Galatian for eleven manuscripts,

some of which are the most important for understanding its text.

* Unfortunately the earlier products for Matthew and Mark under the editorship of S. C. E. Legg are poorly regarded
(Aland and Aland, Text, 23-24).

*E.g., Barbara Aland, Kurt Aland, Gerd Mink, and Klaus Wachtel, Novum Testamentum Graece: Editio Critica Maior, vol. 4,
pt. 1.1, James (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1997); idem, Novum Testamentum Graece: Editio Critica Maior, vol.
4.2, The Letters of Peter (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2000); idem, Novum Testamentum Graece: Editio Critica
Maior, vol. 4.3, The First Letter of John (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2003); idem, Novum Testamentum Graece:
Editio Critica Maior, vol. 4.4: The Second and Third Letter of John, The Letter of Jude (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft,
2005).

¢ Swanson has since retired and died in 2009. His materials have been entrusted with Kent D. Clarke at Trinity
Western University, who is currently at work on the volume for Revelation; see http://twu.ca/academics/faculty/
profiles/clarke-kent.html. 1t is unclear when the remaining volumes for the Pauline corpus will come out.

7 A witness is considered “substantial” for this study if it can supply a reading for at least 250 variation units. As a
result, fragmentary manuscripts, including P51, H, 1, 0176, and 0261 were not used for this study.
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The following witnesses have been collated for this study:

P46. The text of P46 used for this study was originally obtained from Swanson’s
transcription and then double-checked against high-resolution images of Gal 1:1-6:8 available
at the University of Michigan website APIS and the transcriptions of P46 at the Muenster
Institute website NT.VMR. Based on the images and transcriptions, I propose a number of
corrections (or differing interpretation of P46) to Swanson’s text. These are documented in
Appendix A.°

8/01.° Codex Sinaiticus. The text was obtained from Swanson and double-checked
against the images and transcriptions at http://codexsinaiticus.org/. As Swanson did not
discriminate the first and second correctors,' the transcriptions at the Nestle-Aland 28th
edition website were consulted to determine which correction belongs to which corrector.
Based on the images and transcriptions, I differ from Swanson at a number of places,
particularly in the assignment of the correctors. These differences are documented in

Appendix A."

® The following are the most substantive corrections to Swanson in P46:

At Gal 1:14, Swanson 9 has nepioodtepov wg, but the image shows nepioootepov wg, with deletion dots above the
ending 6v and with wg written inline afterward. The ®g accordingly represents a corrected ending, not a new word;
so also RovsE 228; Philip W. Comfort and David P. Barrett, The Text of the Earliest New Testament Greek Manuscripts: New
and Complete Transcriptions with Photographs (2d ed.; Wheaton, IlL.: Tyndale House, 2001), 313 n.d. Therefore, this
variant is coded as the P46° reading nepioodtepov and P46 reading mepiocdtepwg.

At Gal 1:17, Swanson 10 confusingly writes 008¢ -ABov, which might suggest partial support for aGvijAfov or
&niABov. It is clear from the image, however, that P46 only has enough space for n to read AA8ov rather than either
variant.

At Gal 5:17, Swanson 73 reverses the indications for the original hand of P46 and its corrector. According to the
image, however, P46* actually reads t6 8¢ mvedua and P46° reads o 82 © mvebua; cf. Comfort and Barrett, Text, 313
n.a; ROYSE 220, 223, 239, 241, and 244 assigns the supralinearly written to to a third hand of P46.

° This study prefers the traditional Wettstein-Tischendorf capital letters for some of the uncial (majuscule)
manuscripts due to their compactness, though the recent trend is to use only the numeric sigla for them; see D. C.
Parker, An Introduction to the New Testament Manuscripts and their Texts (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008),
36-37.

% The various correctors have been collapsed to a single document state labeled K¢,

' The following are the most substantive differences:
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A/02. Codex Alexandrinus. The text obtained from Swanson was double-checked
against the black-and-white photographs from Thompson and the NA28 transcription.”” Based
on my inspection, there is one substantive change to be made to Swanson’s collation.” At Gal
3:29, Swanson 45 reads Upelg for A, but the first letter is not evident from the photograph and
assigned to part of a lacuna in the NA28 transcription. Therefore, A should not be recorded as
support for the reading Oueic."

B/03. Codex Vaticanus. The text was obtained from Swanson, and double-checked
against the color photographs of Carlo M. Martini with reference to the NA28 transcription.”
Based on my inspection of these color photographs of B, Swanson generally fails to record the
mostly orthographic letter deletions by the medieval corrector throughout the text (these are

documented in Appendix A), ** but otherwise has two substantive errors."”

At Gal 2:13, Swanson 23 reads cuvamrx0n (“got carried away”) for 8, which is for both ¥* and K¢, but, according to
the image and transcription X (actually 82) corrected the verb to read suvunix0n (“withdrew together”).

At Gal 5:3, Swanson 65 reads avBpwnwv for both 8* and K¢ according to the image and transcription, however, both
read avOpde.

At Gal 5:18, Swanson 73 seems to have misread the letters tie added above eote as a command to replace the word
¢ote with 11, as if R has o0k 1. Actually, as apparent in the image and the transcription, the correction is to insert
the letters tie after the € in eote so that X (i.e., ¥?) should read oUkét1 éoté.

12 E, M. Thompson, Facsimile of Codex Alexandrinus: New Testament and Clementine Epistles (vol. 4; London: Trustees of the
British Museum, 1879).

13 At Gal 4:21, the NA28 transcription states that the 0éAovtec originally read Aéyovteg (a singular reading that is
perhaps as a scribal assimilation to the preceding Aéyete), but this is not apparent to me—or presumably to Swanson
57—from the photograph.

" This is the case even despite the fact that A reads ¢oté later in the sentence, for 1241° reads both fjueic and €oté
(spelled as ¢ota).

1> Carlo M. Martini, Novum Testamentum e codice vaticano graeco 1209 (Codex B): Tertia vice photoypice expressum ( Codices
e vaticanis selecti 30; Vatican City: Bibliotheca apostolica vaticana, 1968).

16 Some corrections listed in the NA28 transcript of B are not apparent to me in the color photographs, which could
reflect a limitation of inspecting the photographs rather than the manuscript directly. These corrections include:
Gal 1:11 eoti[v], 2:8 evepynoe[v], 5:7 me1be100[e]<ar>, 5:19 eoti[v] Ta. Moreover, at Gal 1:11, where the first hand of B
reads t0 edayyéAiov T0 edayyéAov T0 edayyéAov (three times), Swanson’s layout implies that the second and third
occurrences were deleted by a later corrector, while the color photographs indicate that the first and second
occurrences were deleted.

17 At Gal 2:4, Swanson 16 reads katadovAdoovotv for B with no correction, but, according to the color photographs
and the NA28 transcript, the medieval corrector of B changed the word to read katadovAwoworv.

65



C/04. Codex Ephraemi Syri Rescriptus. The text was initially obtained from Swanson and
then double-checked against Tischendorf’s 1843 edition and the corrections recommended by
R. W. Lyon." Tischendorf’s edition of C is laid out so that the base text of C for Galatians is
found on pp. 253-258 but his notes about corrections are located in an appendix on pp. 351-352.
Swanson seems to have largely ignored Tischendorf’s appendix with the corrector notes, as
well as Lyon’s own list of corrections. Thus, various changes, detailed in Appendix A, were
made to Swanson’s transcription of C for this study.”

D/06. Codex Claromontanus. The text was obtained from Swanson and double-checked
against Tischendorf’s edition of 1852.*° There appears to be one substantive error in Swanson’s
transcription of D*.*! Swanson is much less accurate and precise with the correctors of D,
however. Tischendorf discriminates between various correctors, especially the seventh-
century D** (i.e. D') and the ninth-century D*** (i.e. D?).”” Swanson, on the other hand, uses

the siglum D for most of the corrections to D and, on rare occasions, refers to individual

At Gal 2:16, Swanson 26 reads 11 £€ £pywv véuov dikaiwdrioetar ndoa odpé for B, omitting ov (“not”) between véuov
and SikowBrioetatl. According to the color photographs and the NA28, however, Swanson apparently misread the
ligature in vopov at the end of the line. The ligature consists of the letters pov, and Swanson seems to have taken
that ligature as merely the letter mu (u), and so considered the following letters ov at the beginning of the next to be
the ending of vépov instead of the separate word 00. At any rate, the medieval corrector of B added a smooth
breathing to ob—not noted in Swanson—indicating that, at least in the mind of the corrector, those letters do not
belong to vépov.

'8 Konstantin Tischendorf, Codex Ephraemi Syri Rescriptus sive fragmenta Novi Testamenti e codice graeco parisiensi
celeberrimo quinti ut videtur post Christum seculi (Leipzig: Tauchnitz, 1843); R. W. Lyon, “A Re-Examination of Codex
Ephraemi Rescriptus,” NTS 5 (1959): 260-272.

¥ In particular: Gal 2:5 C" Siapévn (Tischendorf 351 appendix); 2:7 C £i86teg; 3:10 C upévet maorv (Lyon); 3:14 C
yévnray; 3:16 C @ APpady (Lyon); 3:19 C*4 &yyéhov, C° &dyyéAwv; 3:21 C*i §bvaiog [sic] {wonotficar (Lyon contra
Tischendorf 352 appendix Suvdpevog {womoigiv); 4:1 C* tdvtwv, C navtwv v; 4:14 C £6¢Eacbé (Lyon); 4:26 C©
navrov [sicl; 5:2 C dgelfoet [sic]; 5:10 C* yw 8¢ témoda, C° Eyw mémoida; 5:10 C £av (Lyon); 5:11 C* & 11, C &t1; 5:17
C* & BéAnte, C° & av BéAnTe; 5:23 C €ott (Lyon); 6:14 C* kayw kGouw, C° kayw T@ kdouw; and 6:16 C* otoixovotv, C
GTOLXO0VGLV.

*® Konstantin Tischendorf, Codex Claromontanus sive epistulae Pauli omnes graece et latine ex codice parisiensi celeberrimo
nomine Claromontani plerumque dicto sexti ut videtur post Christum saeculi (Leipzig: Brockhaus, 1852).

1 At Gal 6:8, Swanson 81 reads gic to0 TVG, but according to Tischendorf 287 (line 7), D* actually reads ¢k to0 7vg.

2 There is also a sixteenth-century corrector, which Tischendorf cites as D™ and NA27 sometimes cites as D°.

66



correctors. Appendix A lists my changes to Swanson’s handling of D’s correctors, including
those cases where either D* or D? differs from Swanson’s D. Nevertheless, because of the
confusion over which correction belongs to which correction, this study uses only D? as the
corrected form of D.

F/010. Codex Augiensis. The text for this analysis was obtained from Swanson and
double-checked against Scrivener’s 1859 edition.” It appears that while Scrivener had access to
the manuscript, Swanson looked at photographs, which explains why Swanson occasionally
missed or misread some corrections. These and other errors are detailed in Appendix A.*

G/012. Codex Boernernianus. The text for this analysis was originally obtained from
Swanson and double-checked against the photographic facsimile by Reichardt.”® The
manuscript has since suffered extensive damage during World War I, so the facsimile remains
among the clearest sources for the Greek and Latin text of this manuscript in Paul. Suggested
errata for Swanson’s transcription of G are detailed in Appendix A.

33. “The Queen of the Cursives.” The text of 33 for this study has been taken from
Swanson 1999 and double-checked against photographs of the manuscript available at the New
Testament Virtual Manuscript Room (NT.VMR), hosted at a Muenster Institute website. Almost
all of the Galatians portion of this manuscript is clearly legible on these photographs, but some

letters are not, especially at the beginnings or ends of lines, but Swanson hardly indicates

» Frederick Henry Scrivener, An Exact Transcript of the Codex Augiensis, a Greeco-Latin Manuscript of S. Paul’s Epistles,
Deposited in the Library of Trinity College, Cambridge, to Which is Added a Full Collation of Fifty Manuscripts Containing Various
Portions of the Greek New Testament in the Libraries of Cambridge, Parham, Leicester, Oxford, Lambeth, the British Museum, &c.
(Cambridge: Deighton, Bell, 1859).

** At Gal 2:5, Scrivener 141 appears to be in error for printing eillapev instead of eifauev; similarly, at 4:27, Scrivener
150 prints Pnlov instead of Pnéov.

% Alexander Reichardt, Der Codex Beenernianus: Der Briefe des Aposteks Paulus (Msc. Dresd. A 145") (Leipzig: Hiersemann,
1909).
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difficulty reading them.”® T have not listed such illegible readings in Appendix A, due to their
extent, but other, more substantive corrections to Swanson’s transcription are noted.”

1424. The text of this manuscript was obtained from Swanson 1999 and checked
against the exquisite color photographs published online at the website for The Center for the
Study of New Testament Manuscripts. While Swanson’s transcription of the base text was
generally accurate, he did err when corrections were involved. All the proposed changes for
1424 are detailed in Appendix A.*®

1735. The text of this manuscript for this study has been taken from Swanson and
double-checked against images of the manuscript available at the New Testament Virtual
Manuscript Room (NT.VMR), hosted at a Muenster Institute website. Suggested errata for
Swanson'’s transcription of 1735 are detailed in Appendix A.”

1780. Durham, N. C.: Duke University, Greek 1. The text of this manuscript was directly
collated from the codex itself on April 21, 2011.

1874. The text of this manuscript for this study has been taken from Swanson and

double-checked against images of the manuscript available at the New Testament Virtual

% For example, on fol. 59v, line 50 (third up from bottom), Swanson records the letters €ig, indicating that 33 read
£peig instead of €pig at Gal 5:20. Unfortunately, the photograph only appears to have two round black blotches at the
extant beginning of the line where this word is found. Other editors of Galatians, in fact, do not decide what 33 read
here; for example, 33’s reading is not listed at all in Tischendorf or in Nestle-Aland. For purposes of this study,
however, I am reluctantly supporting Swanson’s reading of #pe1g for 33" here at Gal 5:20, because the round shape of
the blotch better supports an epsilon-iota ligature (gi) instead of a bare iota (1).

77 Specifically, the substantive corrections include: Gal 1:4 ¢€gAeTtan (not é€€Antan); 3:11 vépov (not véuw); and 3:14
yévnrat (not yevijoetat).

2 The substantive issues include: Gal 2:20, 1424 reads x(ai) p*8évtoc, 1424*" seems to have omitted kaf; Gal 3:10,
1424%* 6 kpepduevog in erasure after nag (cf. 3:13, but Swanson did not identify erased text); Gal 3:18, both 1424* and
1424° omit 1 after erasure (of unidentifiable content); Gal 3:22, 1424 ¢k niotewc T0 XU (not ék niotew Xv); Gal 4:5,
1424*" reads vioBesiav AdPwuev (not vioBesiav dmoddBwuev); and Gal 6:8, 1424* autov, 1424 £quTod.

* Only orthographic errors have been noticed, one involving a corrected reading.
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Manuscript Room (NT.VMR), hosted at a Muenster Institute website. Suggested errata for
Swanson'’s transcription of 1874 are detailed in Appendix A.*

1881. The text of this manuscript was taken from a copy of the microfilm photographs
of the manuscript obtained from the Library of Congress.

2138. The text of this manuscript was taken from a collation published by Barbara
Aland and Andreas Juckel.”*

2423. Durham, N.C.: Duke University, Greek 3. The text of this manuscript was taken
from a collation by Kenneth W. Clark and checked against the actual manuscript on April 22,
2011.% No errors were discovered in Clark’s collation.

2892. The text for this manuscript was taken from its online photographs hosted by the
Center for the Study of New Testament Manuscripts.”

Latin versions. The Latin versions used in this study include the following witnesses,
taken from the cited published sources: b (Beuron 89),** d (Beuron 75),” and f (Beuron 78).”* The
text of the Vulgate was obtained from the edition of Wordsworth and White.”

Syriac versions. The text of the Peshitta and the Harklensis Syriac versions was taken

from the edition of Aland and Juckel.*®

*® The only substantive error that might affect the outcome of this study is that, at Gal 3:28, 1874 reads &poev f 6fAv,
not &poev kai OAAv.

*! Barbara Aland and Andreas Juckel, Das Neue Testament in syrischer Uberlieferung (vol. 2.2; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1995),
507-514.

2 Kenneth W. Clark, Eight American Praxapostoloi (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1941), 160-165.

% Online at http://www.csntm.org/.

** Hermann Josef Frede, Eine neuer Paulustext und Kommentar. II: Die Texte (Vetus Latina 8; Freiburg: Herder, 1974), 217-
233,

* Tischendorf, Codex Claromontanus, 2:255-289, 568-571.

% Scrivener, Codex Augiensis, 137-155, 277-278.

%7 John Wordsworth and Henry Julian White, Nouum Testamentum Domini Nostri lesu Christi Latine secundum editionem
Sancti Hieronymi (pt. 2; fasc. 4; Oxford: Clarendon, 1934), 367-405

% Aland and Juckel, Syrischer Uberlieferung, 181-247.
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Marcion. The reconstructed text of Marcion’s edition of Galatians was taken from the
study by Ulrich Schmid.” At places, Schmid is more cautious than the editors of the Nestle-
Aland text, and so he sometimes declines to consider Marcion a witness for a particular textual
variant.®

Chrysostom. This siglum refers to the text of John Chrysostom’s commentary on
Galatians, not to his quotations of the epistle in his other works. The text for the study was
taken from a tenth-century manuscript of his commentary in Codex Coxianus." At times, the
text discussed in the commentary differs from that presented in a lemma, so the text adopted
for this study is determined on a case-by-case basis but generally favoring that of the
commentary. One of the issues with working with manuscripts of patristic commentaries
rather than with a critical edition is a manuscript text may be contaminated with Byzantine
readings. In this case, it was felt that the tenth-century date of the manuscript allowed it to be
early enough to avoid much contamination from the Byzantine text, and in any event that the
method described in this chapter for detecting contamination should work. According to this
study, Chrysostom’s text as found in Codex Coxianus turned out to be pre-Byzantine and did
not have a significant amount of Byzantine contamination.

The text from the following manuscripts have also been taken from Swanson’s
transcription, though without double-checking: K/018, /020, P/025, ¥/044, 056, 075, 1, 6, 69,

88,104, 131, 205, 209, 226, 323, 330, 440, 460, 489, 517, 547, 614, 618, 796, 910, 927, 945, 999, 1175,

¥ Ulrich Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos: Rekonstruktion und historische Einordnung der marcionitischen
Paulusbriefausgabe (ANTT 25; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1995), 314-319.

* One example is Gal 1:8, which is discussed in greater detail in Chapter 3.

“! Wesley L. Hemphill, Codex Coxianus of the Homilies of Chrysostom on Ephesians and his Commentary on Galatians (Ph.D.
diss., University of Pennsylvania; Norwood, Mass.: Norwood, 1916), published a collation of Codex Coxianus against
Migne. Thus, all the citations to this commentary are to J.-P. Migne, Joannis Chrysostomi opera omnia quae exstant (PG
61; Paris, 1862), modified by any differences noted by Hemphill.
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12418, 1242, 1243, 1245, 1270, 1315, 1319, 1352, 1448, 1505, 1573, 1611, 1646, 1734, 1738, 1739,
1827, 1836, 1837, 1854, 1874, 1891, 1982, 2125, 2147, 2344, 2400, 2412, 2464, 2495, and 2815. Based
on double-checking Swanson’s transcriptions in other manuscripts, it can be expected that
there would be about 3-6 errors in each of these manuscripts, usually involving corrections and
singular readings. Nevertheless, it seems unlikely that correcting Swanson’s transcriptions will
materially change the results because no corrections aside from those of D are used in this
study, singular readings do not affect the shape of the stemma, and most of Byzantine
manuscripts usually differ from one another in over ten variation units.

The text from the following manuscripts have also been taken from Clark’s collations:
223,876, 1022, 1799, 1960, and 2401. These have not been double-checked, but Clark’s accuracy
for 2423 was so impressive as to suggest that any errors in the rest of his work should be minor
or at least fewer than Swanson’s.

In all, 92 witnesses (counting D* and D® as distinct witnesses) were collated for this
study at 1624 variation units. Generally, orthographic variants are not considered unless they
produce a grammatically and syntactically coherent form (interchange between 1 and €1,
between ¢ and a1, tpoAnuedfi/mpoAnedi), because these can easily be removed by scribal
conjecture and are therefore not amenable to stemmatic analysis. Moreover, nonsense
spellings corrected by the first hand are also ignored. These collations provide the evidentiary

basis for the computational analysis used in this study as described in the following sections.

“ For example, the following e/a1 variants from the uss text produced grammatically and syntactically coherent
forms and were therefore considered as appropriate variants for this study: 3:3 oUtwg dvéntof éote, Evapduevor
nvedpatt viv capki éntiteAelobat (“Are you, who got started in the spirit, so senseless as to get finished now in the
flesh?”); 3:7 yivddoketon dpa 8t1 (“then it is known that”); 4:9 oig ndAwv &vwBev SovAederv BéAetar (“to which it is
wanted to enslave all over again”); 4:10-11 fuépag napatnpeicdat ... poPfoduar vuag (“I fear you keep days ....”); 4:12
yiveoBat ... déopar bu@v (“I beg of you to become”); 4:18 kaAov 8¢ {nAobobe év kaAd ndvrtote (“but you are always
being sought well for good”); 5:10 &t1 008ev dAAo @povroetat (“that nothing else is considered”); 5:18 o0k éotan Umd
véuov (“it will not be under the law”); and 6:15 GAAG kev) ktiowg (“but an empty creation”).
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2.2 Computational Stemmatics: Cladistics

As discussed in the previous chapter, the approach that seems the most theoretically
promising for deducing a usable history of the text is stemmatics, as long as some allowance for
contamination can be made. None of the other methods are geared to producing an account of
the textual history in the form of a genealogy of documents. The copy-text method assumes a
trivially true but unusable history of the text for just a single witness, while the majority-text
method imposes an artificial history of the text upon a much larger set of witnesses. The
eclectic and coherence-based genealogical methods, moreover, are designed to cope with
contamination but at the expense of losing precision over the history of the text. For
eclecticism, the questions of textual history and the genealogical relationships between
manuscripts are sacrificed in favor of reconstructing the original text based on internal
evidence. For the coherence-based genealogical method, the textual history is scrapped in
favor of a highly abstract diagram of textual flows that does not convey the textual state of any
lost exemplar other than the initial text. Only stemmatics promises to present a history of the
text in the form of a genealogy with both extant manuscripts and their hypothetical ancestors.

Ever since the times of Karl Lachmann, textual critics have understood the importance
of the common-error principle to identify genealogically related groups, but they have had
difficulty applying this principle to the messy details of actual documents. In particular,
accounting for contamination had been a major theme of their research. Within the field of
New Testament textual criticism, most of the intellectual effort in wrestling with the
Lachmannian common-error principle has occurred, not in conjunction with Paul, but over the
question of the so-called “Caesarean Text” in Mark. Accordingly, the following historical

overview of stemmatic analysis in New Testament textual criticism must necessarily shift gears
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and discuss the text of Mark, but it is to be stressed that the difficulties and concepts found in
relation to Mark are also applicable to Paul.

The concept of a Caesarean text of Mark did not exist in the seminal theory of the New
Testament text propounded by Westcott and Hort in 1881.” Many of the most important
members assigned to the Caesarean text—P45, W, and @—were yet to be discovered and, among
the four forms of the text they identified (neutral, Western, Alexandrian, and Syrian),* many of
the other Caesarean members—namely, 565, family 1, family 13, 22, 28, and 157—were merely
considered to support Western readings.” In their theory of the text, Westcott and Hort
“emphatically” endorsed the role of genealogy: “All trustworthy restoration of corrupted texts
is founded on the study of their history, that is, of the relations of descent or affinity which
connect the several documents.”* This genealogy is discovered by applying the principle as
they formulated it that, apart from accidental coincidence, “identity of reading implies identity
of origin.”" This formulation is actually incomplete and potentially misleading, because
Westcott and Hort properly disregarded agreements in original readings and used scribal
errors and other forms of alterations in identifying their textual groups. A more careful
formulation of the genealogical maxim was the “old rule” quoted by Kirsopp Lake: “community
of error implies unity of origin.”*

As famously observed by E. C. Colwell, Westcott and Hort did not actually employ the

genealogical method to its fullest extent; they did not prepare any stemma of the New

3B, F. Westcott and F. J. A. Hort, Introduction to the New Testament in the Original Greek (repr. Peabody, Mass.:
Hendrickson, 1988). References to this work use the abbreviation HorT.

* Horr 178.

> HORT 165.

* HorT 40 (small capitals original).

7 HoRrT 40.

“8 Kirsopp Lake, Codex 1 of the Gospels and its Allies (TS 7; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1902), xxiii.
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Testament textual tradition.” The reason for this, of course, was mixture, which, if not taken
into account, threatens to invert the genealogical relations and distort the stemma.
Accordingly, Westcott and Hort approximated the history of the text by relying on a few, well-
chosen “best documentary representatives” for the different forms of text that they found.”
Among their four forms of text, they considered the neutral text, best exemplified in Codex
Sinaiticus (N) and especially Codex Vaticanus (B), as the purest form of the original text, while
the Syrian (now called “Byzantine”) text was viewed as the latest, being a recension of the
previous three forms.”!

About twenty years later, the first major modification of this genealogical principle was
proposed by Kirsopp Lake.** In his edition of Codex 1 and its allies, Lake modified the old text-
critical rule that “community of error implies unity of origin” to account for mixture from
Byzantine manuscripts. Specifically, Lake argued that genealogical relations for late
manuscripts “can be deduced, in the absence of direct information, by studying the variations
from the standard text which they share in common.”” By “standard text,” Lake means the
Byzantine text. In practical terms, however, Lake used the Textus Receptus as the standard of
comparison when he edited the text of four members of family 1, recognizing that the unusual
readings of the Textus Receptus have to be noted.**

After working out a stemma for family 1, Lake proceeded to consider the family’s

connections with other manuscripts. Even though this phase of the investigation evaluated

¥ E. C. Colwell, “Genealogical Method: Its Achievements and its Limitations” in idem, Studies in Methodology in Textual
Criticism of the New Testament (NTTS 9; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1969), 65-66.

% HOrT 59.

*' Hort 210 and 132-135.

52 Lake, Codex 1.

%3 Lake, Codex 1, xxiii.

% Lake, Codex 1, xxiii.
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readings in early manuscripts, Lake continued to exclude any reading that agrees with the
Byzantine text, worried that Byzantine contamination could still have affected the archetype of
family 1. Among the remaining non-Byzantine readings, Lake also excluded those readings
which were found in almost all of the witnesses because such readings were probably original
and therefore not indicative of “the special affinities of the text of fam'.”*> Then, Lake
compared the uncommon, non-Byzantine readings in family 1 with other leading witnesses and
found that while family 1 seems to have “a more definite connection with the Old Syriac,” there
is a “close connection between fam' and fam" 22 28 565 700.”*° Lake concluded that these
manuscripts belong to a “larger family [that] seems to represent a local text or local texts
which were current in a comparatively limited region in the East.”” Thus, it is evident that
Lake had used a modification of the common-error principle to establish genealogical
relationships, but only after excluding any possible agreements in Byzantine readings.

Lake’s justification for filtering out Byzantine readings may seem reasonable when
working out the relationships within family 1, because a major source of accidental
coincidences in readings is independent assimilation to the current standard text. The
standard text was probably memorized by monks who had spent a greater part of their lives
studying, reciting, and copying the Biblical texts. In fact, his wife and collaborator Silva Lake
reported: “In collating aloud in Greek monastic libraries I have found that the librarian almost

always breaks in with a correction when I have read from a ms. a phrase which differs from

% Lake, Codex 1, xlviii.
% Lake, Codex 1, 1.
7 Lake, Codex 1, liv.
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that which he is accustomed to hear.”*® Kirsopp Lake’s reasoning for excluding Byzantine
readings when assessing the affinities of family 1 with non-Byzantine texts, however, makes
less sense because many of those texts were not contaminated by Byzantine mixture so the risk
of over-counting accidental coincidences should be lower. One wonders whether there was a
more pragmatic basis underlying Lake’s decision: manuscripts were routinely collated against
the Textus Receptus, and it actually requires additional work to include rather than exclude
Byzantine readings. In other words, the analysis may have been made to fit the form in which
the evidence was collected. Regardless of the demerits of Lake’s first step, Lake’s second step
properly excluded original readings from being used to erect groups, and Lake thus arguably
found a limited community of error implying a common origin for his set of manuscripts.
Lake’s alliance of Markan manuscripts was expanded over the ensuing decades as new
ones were discovered and published. For example, Lake and Blake added ©, the Koridethi
Codex, to this alliance in 1923, and considered it to be its leading member.” In 1924, Burnett
Hillman Streeter accepted their findings of a family ® and connected this family to the text of
Origen when he lived in Caesarea.®® At this point, Streeter changed Lake’s method in a manner
that would prove disastrous. Streeter kept Lake’s problematic first step in filtering out all
agreements with the Textus Receptus, but, instead of looking for agreements in error, he
calculated rates of agreements with Alexandrian and Western representatives and considered

any manuscript that fell somewhere in between to be “Caesarean.”® The problem with

%8 Silva Lake, Family IT and the Codex Alexandrinus: The Text According to Mark (SD 5; London: Christophers, 1936; repr.
Salt Lake City: University of Utah Press, 1965), 17 n.1.

*° Kirsopp Lake and Robert P. Blake, “The Text of the Gospels and the Koridethi Codex,” HTR 16 (1923): 267-286.

¢ B. H. Streeter, The Four Gospels: A Study of Origins Treating of the Manuscript Tradition, Sources, Authorship, & Dates (1st
ed., 1924; 2d ed., London: Macmillan, 1926), 91-102.

¢! See Streeter, Four Gospels, 81-84.
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Streeter’s method is that it now groups anything not clearly Byzantine, Alexandrian, or
Western into a catch-all category without any regard for how their readings are patterned. In
effect, Streeter treated the Caesarean text as a wellspring of variants that could turn up in any
manuscript, and Streeter designated so many collateral members of other text-types as
secondary or tertiary witnesses to the Caesarean text that almost any non-standard variant
could be classified as Caesarean. For example, Streeter thought that the Purple Uncials (N, O, Z,
and ®) were secondary Caesarean witnesses,” and in the years to come Streeter continued to
find additional members, such as 157, 1071, the uncial U, and, for that matter, most of von
Soden’s I-text.*

Streeter’s approach is also deeply flawed because it too easily elides the distinction
between a manuscript, its text, and its readings. A text is not a hodgepodge of variant readings;
it is a pattern of sequential readings embodied in a document. Though Streeter identified a
collection of interesting readings, it was questionable whether a substantial majority of these
variants were ever embodied together in the text of a real manuscript that actually existed in
history. In other words, it was unclear whether Streeter’s Caesarean text corresponded to
historical reality or whether it was merely an artifact of his defective method.

In his second edition of The Four Gospels, Streeter responded to these criticisms with a
new appendix arguing that Codex W from Mark 5:31-16:8 was the purest authority for his
Caesarean text: “I found a total of 260 readings in which W differs from the T.R. In 37 of these
the readings of W is supported by no other MS. or version. ... Ignoring these, there remain 223

readings. Of these 189, i.e. all but 85%, are, I found, supported by at least one, and usually by

¢ Streeter, Four Gospels, 575-577.
 B. H. Streeter, “Codices 157, 1071 and the Caesarean Text” in Robert P. Casey, Silva Lake, and Agnes K. Lake, eds.,
Quantulacumque (Kirsopp Lake FS; London: Christophers, 1937), 149-150.
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several, of the six above-named authorities for fam. ©.”* Streeter’s argument may sound
impressive, but some of the agreements against the Textus Receptus are in original readings and
are therefore not indicative of genealogical affinity below the level of the original. Of the
remaining agreements, Streeter was satisfied by any agreement with even one member of his
Caesarean gaggle of witnesses. Yet this procedure presupposes that his Caesarean set of texts
was already a true community of error having a common origin, not an artificial assortment of
variants. Thus, Streeter’s response is a form of circular reasoning.

Starting in the 1950s, Ernest Cadman Colwell began publishing a series of papers calling
for a methodological refocus in the practice of New Testament textual criticism.” Most
importantly, Colwell established that a text-type is a group of documents, not a collection of
various readings.®® Colwell also criticized the practice of only counting agreements among
deviations from an external standard, namely, the Textus Receptus.”” As a result, Colwell in a
very influential paper co-authored with Ernest Tune proposed a “quantitative method,” in
which all pairs of manuscripts were to be compared against each other directly, rather than
indirectly through the Textus Receptus.”® Colwell and Tune applied their ideas to a sample of 18
manuscripts and their correctors and found that, for their sample, a minimum of 70% total
agreement in a discriminated set of variants with a 10% gap corresponded well to the

distribution of known text-types. Colwell and Tune expressed hope that their method could be

¢ Streeter, Four Gospels, 599.

% These are republished in E. C. Colwell, Studies in Methodology.

E. C. Colwell, “Method in Grouping New Testament Manuscripts,” in Studies in Methodology, 9.

7 Colwell, “Method,” 4 n.4, credits Harold Murphy, “Eusebius’ New Testament Text in the Demonstratio Evangelica,”
JBL 73 (1954): 167-168, for this insight.

 Colwell and Tune, “Method in Establishing Quantitative Relationships Between Text-Types of New Testament
Manuscripts” in Studies in Methodology, 56-62.
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extended to greater numbers of manuscripts and that their 70% agreement and 10% gap
criteria would carry over generally. ®

This quantitative approach differs from stemmatics in the kinds of agreements that are
counted. Lachmannian stemmatics counts agreements in error, but the Colwell-Tune approach
counts all agreements in the variation units, whether their readings are original or secondary.
As a result, the quantitative approach cannot actually identify groups having a common
ancestry, although it may approximate such groups under appropriate circumstances. In its
favor, however, the quantitative approach outlined by Colwell and Tune is easy to calculate by
hand and yields a rough, first-order approximation of which manuscripts are probably related
and which are going to be worth studying in more detail. If the goal is the history of the text,
however, the quantitative method was not ultimately designed for that purpose.

At approximately the same time that Colwell and Tune were developing their
quantitative approach, systematic biologists also began investigating numerical techniques for
the classification of biological organisms.” One of the first attempts in this area by Robert
Sokal and Peter Sneath, called “numerical taxonomy” or “phenetics,” also calculated
percentages in overall agreements. Though independent of Colwell and Tune, Sokal and
Sneath’s numerical taxonomy operates on a similar theoretical basis. Its proponents, however,
merely conceived of their method as an aid to classification, not a technique for inferring

genealogical relationships.”

@ Colwell and Tune, “Quantitative Relationships,” 59.

7 For excellent textbooks on cladistics, see Joseph Felsenstein, Inferring Phylogenies (Sunderland, Mass.: Sinauer,
2004); and Ian J. Kitching, Peter L. Forey, Christopher J. Humphries, and David M. Williams, Cladistics: The Theory and
Practice of Parsimony Analysis (The Systematics Association Publication 11; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000). The
historical overview presented here is based on Felsenstein, Inferring Phylogenies, 123-138.

7! Felsenstein, Inferring Phylogenies, 123-124.
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In 1963 and 1964, two population geneticists, Anthony Edwards and Luca Cavalli-Sforza
worked out a family tree of human populations based on blood group gene frequencies using
the principle of “parsimony,” which is that the tree with the smallest number of changes would

? o«

correspond to the organisms’ “phylogeny” or historical pedigree.”” Because scientists had good
access to mainframe computers in the 1960s, they began to develop algorithms for calculating
the number of changes on a set of possible trees and choosing the optimal tree.”” By 1970, one
of these computational biologists, James S. Farris, noticed that a German entomologist named
Willi Hennig had provided the philosophical justification for using parsimony as a metric for
evaluating different phylogenies as far back as 1950.”* Hennig’s justification or “auxiliary
principle” is that “the presence of apomorphous characters in different species ‘is always
reason for suspecting kinship . . ., and that their origin by convergence should not be assumed a
priori.””” In other words, Hennig reinvented Lachmann’s common error principle articulated a
century earlier. Since computational biologists had figured out how to implement this
criterion in computer software, this means that much of the laborious effort in classical
stemmatics can be performed by a computer.

Indeed, researchers began noticing in the 1970s deep analogies between cladistics in
biology and stemmatics in philology. In fact, one article published in 1977 urged biologists to

use cladistics for classifying organisms based on shared, derived characteristics precisely

because of the success in textual criticism of the common error principle in stemmatics for

7 Felsenstein, Inferring Phylogenies, 125-128.

7 Felsenstein, Inferring Phylogenies, 129-130.

7 Felsenstein, Inferring Phylogenies, 137.

> Willi Hennig, Phylogenetic Systematics (English trans, D. Dwight Davis & Rainer Zangerl; Urbana, Ill.: University of
Mlinois Press, 1966, repr. 1999), 121. “Apomorphous” is a technical term referring to a derived character in biology; it
corresponds to a scribal error in textual criticism.
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recognizing kinship.”® By 1987, cladistics had been applied to manuscript traditions,” yet it was
four years later that cladistics managed to pass a significant test. Peter Robinson, who had
painstakingly constructed a stemma of an Old Norse narrative based, in part, on direct external
evidence, posted an on-line challenge in 1991 to reconstruct his stemma solely by mathematical
techniques. One of the entrants was a biologist who ran the data through a cladistics computer
program and successfully found all of Robinson’s textual groups.” Robinson later used
cladistics in the editing of the Canterbury Tales.” In fact, cladistics was even applied to the text
of the New Testament, specifically manuscripts of the Epistle of James.*® As a result, cladistics
has proven to be an appropriate method for implementing stemmatics with a computer, both

for theoretical and practical reasons.

2.3 Cladistics in Action: A Simplified Example

Cladistics works on the principle of “maximum parsimony.” It searches through many
different possible stemmata for a set of witnesses, calculating the number of changes each
stemma requires, and choosing a stemma with the minimum number of changes. Every change
is a hypothesis that a certain event happened in history (e.g., that such and such a scribe

changed this word to another), and, following Occam’s Razor, the maximally parsimonious

76 Nelson 1. Platnick & H. Don Cameron, “Cladistic Methods in Textual, Linguistic, and Phylogenetic Analysis,”
Systematic Zoology 26 (1977): 380-385. See also H. Don Cameron, “The Upside-Down Cladogram: Problems in
Manuscript Affiliation” in Henry M. Hoenigswald & Linda F. Wiener, Biological Metaphor and Cladistic Classification: An
Interdisciplinary Perspective (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1987), 227-242.

77 Arthur R. Lee, 111, “Numerical Taxonomy Revisited: John Griffith, Cladistic Analysis and St. Augustine’s Quaestiones
in Heptateuchum,” Studia Patristica 20 (1989): 24-32, orig. deliv. (Oxford: 10th International Conference of Patristic
Studies, 1987).

78 Peter M.W. Robinson & Robert J. O'Hara, “Report on the Textual Criticism Challenge 1991,” Bryn Mawr Classical
Review 3 (1992): 331-337.

7 Robert J. O’Hara & Peter M.W. Robinson, "Computer-Assisted Methods of Stemmatic Analysis," Occasional Papers of
the Canterbury Tales Project 1 (1993): 53-74.

8 Matthew Spencer, Klaus Wachtel, and Christopher J. Howe, “The Greek Vorlage of the Syra Harclensis: A
Comparative Study on Method in Exploring Textual Genealogy,” TC: A Journal of Biblical Textual Criticism
[http://purl.org/TC] 7 (2003).
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explanation is the one that requires the fewest separate hypotheses of historical change. In
other words, where two manuscripts agree on a non-original reading, it is more parsimonious
of an explanation that the textual variant happened once rather than twice in history. Of
course, the principle of maximum parsimony does not mean that the pattern of textual
variation is such that no coincidental alterations of the text ever happened. They did, multiple
times in fact. Rather, what it means is that the textual history that minimizes the number of
historical hypothesis is prima facie superior to one that requires additional hypotheses of
coincidences.

The method of constructing a stemma using cladistics can be illustrated using a
simplified example of four witnesses over a single chapter of Galatians. The method illustrated
here follows Dom Froger’s approach to stemmatics, mentioned in the first chapter.*" In order
to avoid the circularity of having to identify beforehand which reading is authorial and which
is a scribal error, the method splits the reconstruction of the stemma into two steps. First, the
shape and linkage pattern (I'enchainement) of the stemma is determined based on the pattern of
textual changes, not errors. By minimizing the textual changes, a maximally parsimonious
unoriented stemma can be found without having to determine the directionality of the
changes. The second step is the orientation (I'orientation) of this unoriented stemma, and this
step is accomplished by using internal evidence to determine which branch of the unoriented
stemma is closest to the archetype. Solely for the purposes of this simplified example, the

Nestle-Aland text is used to identify which readings are considered authorial.

87, Froger, La critique des textes et son automatisation (INS 7 ; Paris: Dunod, 1968), 77-78.

82



Accordingly, the preliminary step in this simplified example is to collate the witness.
When P46, 8, A, and B are collated over the first chapter of Galatians, a total of thirty-four
variation units are found, as set forth in the following Table 1:*

Table 1: Variation Units in Galatians 1

Gal | Nestle-Aland text P46 N A B

1:1 100 éyeipavtog adToV €k = avT®OV® = =
VEKPOV

1:3 0e00 Tatpog NEAV Kai Kol kupiov = = Kai Kupiov
kvpiov 'Incod Xpiotod OV NUOV

1:4a | tob dévrog éautdv a0TéHV® = = =

1:4b | Omep OV Guaptidv nepi® Tept nepl =

1:4c | Omép TV GuapTIdV - = = =

1:4d | kata 0 OéAnua tod Beod = — = =

1:6a | @avudlw 8t oltwg oUtw® = = =
TaXEWG

1:6b | &m0 To0 kaAéoavtog budg | Nuac™ = = =
1:6c | év xdpiti Xprotod — = = =

1:7 Kol OéAovteg petaotpéPar | = — = -

1:8a | GAAX kai é&v TUETg = = = Kav”

1:8b | edayyeAilnton yiv ? gvayyelionton | ebayyeMontal | =

1:8¢ | ebayyehilntat bpiv ? —_— = =

1:3d | ebayyeAilnton Ouiv ? ? = VTV evayYy.
1:9 WG TPOELPHKAPEV ? npoeipnka® = =

8 In this table, the first column contains the citation of the textual variant, the second column holds the text of the
Nestle-Aland 27th edition, with the relevant portion of the text marked in bold to indicate the variation unit. In
each of the remaining columns for the witnesses, the equal sign (=) indicates that the respective witness agrees with
the reading of the Nestle-Aland text. If the witness disagrees with the Nestle-Aland text, the replacement text is
given in the column, with omissions being indicated by three em-dashes (———). Where a witness is lacunose (as
with P46 at 1:8b-9) or otherwise cannot attest to any of the readings due to an overriding textual variant (e.g., 1:8¢
dominating 1:8d and 1:11c dominating 1:11d), then that lack of attestation is indicated by a question mark.

8 Although this variant by the original hand of N is apparently orthographic since omicron and omega merged by the
fourth century, this textual change potentially has a different sense: “who raised from their dead.”

% See Chapter 3 for a more detailed discussion of this transposition.

% Also shared by 33 and 056*. If autov has the rough breathing, it is an orthographic variant of éavtév. If it has the
smooth breathing, the referent of the participle would have to be God the Father instead of Jesus Christ.

% See Chapter 4 for a more detailed discussion of this substitution.

¥ This is one of 28 singular omissions of the article cataloged by Royse 273.

% By N*, then corrected to include t6.

¥ This is probably a mere orthographic change.

By P46*, then corrected to Ouag.

° See Chapter 3 for a more detailed discussion of this omission.

°2 This is an omission by the original hand of 8. 2464* has the same mistake.

” WEiss 63 holds that this crasis is due to a scribal error in B also apparent in Gal 5:17.

* This and the following variant are discussed in greater detail in Chapter 3.
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Gal Nestle-Aland text P46 X A B

1:11a | Tvwpilw y&p UiV d€% = 3¢ 3¢
1:11b | 0 ebayyéAtov = = = ter”
1:11c | t0 ebayyeAobiv O’ uob | 80ev™ = = =
1:11d | to ebayyehobev O’ épob | ? = eunyyeMobey | =
1:12 | obte £didaxOnv = o0d€” ovd¢ =
1:14a | KAl TPOEKOTTOV €V T énpoékomrov'® = = =
"Toudaiou®

1:14b | meP1OGOTEPWIG neplocotépov'® | = = =
1:15a | Ote O¢ eddbknoev [0 0edc] | = = noddknoev =

1:15b | Ote 0¢ e0d0knoev [60ebg] | ——'* = = —_—_—

103

1:15¢ | Kol kaAéoag did Thig —_— = -

XAp1TOg AUTOD

1:16 | va ebayyeMilwpar avtév | ebayyehiowpoa™ | = = =

1:17a | o08¢ &vijABov eig NABov'® = = anAiABov'®
‘TepoodAvpa

1:17b | &AM GrijA@ov i ApaPiav | amiAba'” = = =

1:18a | "Emeita peta &n Tpia = tpia '™ Tpia €T =

1:18b | kal émépeva Tpodg abTOV gueva'” = = =

1:19 | odk €idov oy = = ovy

1:21a | AABov eic ta kM pata ? = kAApata' =

112

1:21b | tfi¢ Zuplag kai tfig Kihikiag | 7 e

% This textual variant by the original hand of X appears to be an assimilation to the number of the following Aéyw
and has the effect of aggrandizing Paul’s importance.

% This substitution is discussed in greater detail in Chapter 3.

°7 That is, repeated three times as 10 edayyéAov T evayyéAov T evayyéliov, apparently out of confusion with the
immediately following phrase to ebayyeAiofev O’ €uod.

* A nonsense reading; see RoYSE 258 n.328, for more detail.

% Discussed in greater detail in Chapter 3.

1% Another example of a double augment in a singular reading by P46 is found at Eph 2:2 (RoysE 305).

191 By P46*; see also ROYSE 226 11.136, for editors misreading the correction.

1 Discussed in greater detail in Chapter 3.

1% This omission is apparently occasioned by a leap from untpdg pov to avtod; for more detail see Royse 288 n.514.
This omission is also attested in 1739 and 6 but, unfortunately, not discussed by Giinther Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles:
A Disquisition upon the Corpus Paulinum (The Schweich Lectures of the British Academy 1946; London: Oxford
University Press, 1953).

1% The substitution for the more usual subjunctive is also attested in D*, 330, and 2400.

1% The singular omission of prefixes is common in P46 (RoysE 326).

1% The change in the verbal prefix is discussed in greater detail in Chapter 3.

197 A singular reading in P46; other instances of first aorist endings with second aorist stems occur at Heb 9:11, 11:15,
and 12:9 (RovsE 303).

1% This transposition is discussed in greater detail in Chapter 3.

19 This is another example of P46’s penchant to omit verbal prefixes.

"% Discussed in greater detail in Chapter 4.

" This itacism produces a reading on the verge of nonsense (“I went to the branches of Syria of Cilicia.”).

12 The lack of the article would tend to indicate that Syria and Cilicia are taken together; see Daniel B. Wallace,
Granville Sharp’s Canon and Its Kin: Semantics and Significance (SBG 14; New York: Peter Lang. 2009), 167 (“discrete items
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Gal Nestle-Aland text P46 X A B

1:22 | taic ékkAnoiong tig ? = = gkkAnoiog
"Tovdaing

Out of these thirty-four variation units, all but five involve singular readings."’ The
distribution of singular readings is not even, and the bulk of the singular readings comes from
P46 with 13; there are 7 singulars each for X and B, and just four for A.'** It is possible for a
variation unit to have more than one singular reading; for example, the variation unit at 1:17a
has two singular readings, with P46 reading AA8ov and B reading dnfjA@ov against the &vAiAOov
of X and A. Of the five non-singular readings (1:3, 1:12, 1:15b, 1:18a, and 1:19), they all oppose
the combination of P46 and B against the combination of ¥ and A.

The next step in the method is to apply the pattern of textual variation to possible
unoriented stemmata for the witnesses and count how many textual changes each unoriented
stemma implies. Typically, implementations of cladistics do not permit one witness to be the
direct ancestor or descendent of another and, by a simplifying assumption, they limit internal
nodes to three branches. Thus, there would only be three unoriented stemmata to be
considered.'® This constraint is justified in zoology because systematic biologists are dealing
with animals, for whom the biological species concept forbids interbreeding, but for
manuscripts it seems to better to permit one distinct manuscript to be the ancestor of another.

Accordingly, this study follows an extension of cladistics described by biologist John Alroy and

which are united”) and 170 (“Geographic terms were easily the largest type of nouns to belong in the discrete
group.”).

' Many of these readings, however, are attested in witnesses not part of this simplified example.

" In 1:8d both word orders are considered singular for the data set. When more witnesses are added, neither
reading remains singular.

1% They are unoriented stemmata (17), (18), and (19), shown below.
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termed “Continuous Track Analysis.”"'® Alroy reformulated the parsimony objective of
minimizing the number of changes to be one of minimizing the number of introduced variants,
which he called “continuous tracks.” Because any extant witness can be linked to any other,
Continuous Track Analysis straightforwardly handles extant ancestors, multiple children, and
even contamination.

Thus, when direct ancestry of witnesses is permitted, there are actually twenty possible
unoriented stemmata for any four witnesses. These unoriented stemmata can be classified
depending on how many branches they have and how hypothetical intermediaries they
include. Perhaps the simplest configuration is a straight linear stemma with no more than two
branches at each node or and hypothetical intermediaries. According to combinatory theory,
there are 4! = 24 possible linear orderings of four distinct elements. Since the stemmata are
unoriented, however, each ordering is equivalent to the reversal of the ordering for 4! / 2 =24/

2 =12 possible orderings. These twelve linear stemmata are shown in FIG. 8 as follows:

116 John Alroy, “Continuous Track Analysis: A New Phylogenetic and Biogeographic Method,” Systematic Biology 44
(1995): 152-172.
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(1) P46—N—A—B
(2 Pa6—N—B—A
(3) P46— A— R B
(4) P46—A—B N
(5) P46—B—R— A
(6) P46—B—A— N
(7) 8 —Pi6—A—B
8 N—P46—B—A
@ A—P46— B
10) B—P46— A
(11) A—P46— & B

12) B P46 N A
FIG. 8 Twelve Linear Unoriented Stemma of Four Manuscrits

It is important to keep in mind that these stemmata are unoriented. In other words,
the starting point of the tradition, when the stemma is oriented, can be at any node where
there is a witness or at any branch between two nodes. Thus, for unoriented stemma (1), the

order P46—N—A—B is equivalent to the unoriented order B—A—N—P46 at this stage in the

N—P46— B P46— & — B
(13) A (14) A

N—A—B N— B —P46
(15) P46 (16) A

method.

FIG. 9 Four Unoriented Stemmata in a T-Configuration
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Another configuration is with one manuscript in the middle with three branches to
other manuscripts respectively, but with no hypothetical intermediaries. This configuration
can be arranged in the shape of a “T” and there four such unoriented stemmata, one for each
manuscript in the middle, as in shown in FIG. 9.

Finally, if hypothetical intermediaries are permitted, there are another four

possibilities as shown in FIG. 10.

P46 A P46 N
N / N v
17) o . (18) o o
/ \ / \
N B A B
P46 A P46 A
AN / ~_
1) e—e @) el
B N B N

FIG. 10 Four Unoriented Stemmata with Hypothetical Intermediaries

All of these unoriented stemmata represent possible histories of the text, but some fit
the textual evidence better than others. Accordingly, the textual variants are then used to
evaluate the possible unoriented stemmata in terms of the number of textual changes they
imply. In cladistics, the number of changes is referred to as a “cost.” This evaluation is
performed on a variation-unit-by-variation-unit basis to count the cost, i.e., the number of
textual changes implied by each variation unit. The total cost for an unoriented stemma is
determined by adding up all the individual costs of the variation units. In accordance with the
maximum parsimony principle, the goal is to choose the unoriented stemma with the

minimum cost.
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For example, the first variation unit in this example is a singular reading at Gal 1:1
where N reads a0t@®v while the other witnesses (P46, A, and B) all read a0tév. For unoriented
stemma (1), with the pattern P46—X—A—B, there are two textual changes: one between P46
and N (since P46 and ¥ have different readings, a0tév and a0tdv, respectively), and another
textual change between X and A. The same cost of 2 also applies for unoriented stemmata (2),
(3), (5), (11), and (12), because in all these configurations ¥ is an internal node with two
branches. For unoriented stemma (14), the cost goes up to 3 because now there must be a
textual change between X and P46, between R and A, and between X and B. Here, X is an
internal node with three branches, and all three branches connected to ¥ incur a cost because
N has a reading different from its neighbors on the unoriented stemma. When R is located on
the edge (or “leaf”) of a stemma, its cost is only 1. Concerning unoriented stemma (4) P46—A—
B—N, for example, there is only one textual change, between B and §; the rest of the branches
incur no cost because they all have the same reading for this variation unit. Indeed, the cost for
a singular reading on a leaf node is always 1, and this is why unoriented stemmata (6), (7), (8),
(9), (10), (13), (15), (16), (17), (18), (19), and (20) would all evaluate to a cost of 1.

As another example, variation unit 1:3 has two non-singular readings. P46 and B have
one word order (kai kupiov Au®v) while 8 and A have another (Au&@v kal kvpiov). For
unoriented stemma (1), with the pattern P46—X—A—B, there are two textual changes: one
between P46 and N and another between A and B. There is no textual change between ¥ and A,
because they have the same reading. For unoriented stemma (2), P46—X—B—A, the cost goes
up to 3, because there is an additional textual change in this configuration, here, between N and
B. A different cost of 1 is the result for unoriented stemma (5), PA6—B—X—A, because the only

textual change is between B and R; the branches between P46 and B and also between ¥ and A
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do not have any cost. All the branching stemmata (13)—(20) have a cost of 2, except for one
configuration: unoriented stemma (19) where there is only textual change between the P46-B
side and the R-A side.

The costs incurred by each variation unit for each unoriented stemmata can be

presented in the form of a table, as follows:
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Table 2: Cost Table for Twenty Unoriented Stemmata

Unoriented Stemma

20

40

18 19

17

40 35

40

14 15 16

13

55 43 50

74

11 12

10

2
1
1
2

1
1
2
2
1

3

2
1
2
1

1

2
2

57 49 52 47 41 60 58 49 58 67 56

48

Gal

11
1:3

1:4a
1:4b
1:4c
1:4d
1:6a
1:6b
1:6C
1:7

1:8a
1:8b
1:8¢
1:8d
1:9

1:11a

1:11b
1:11c

1:11d
1:12

1:14a
1:14b
1:15a
1:15b
1:15¢
1:16

1:17a
1:17b
1:18a
1:18b
1:19

1:21a

1:21b
1:22

Total
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As shown in Table 2, the various possible unoriented stemmata vary greatly in the
number of textual changes they imply. More specifically, they range from a low of 35 for
unoriented stemma (19) to a high of 74 for unoriented stemma (13). According to the
maximum parsimony principle, the unoriented stemma with the lowest cost is the one that
best explains the distribution of the textual variation and is therefore selected as the
hypothetical history of the textual transmission. Since the most parsimonious unoriented
stemma is unoriented stemma (19) with a low cost of 35 textual changes, it is accordingly
selected as the proposed textual history that best describes the state of the external textual
evidence.

The final step is to orient the stemma. The step of orienting the stemma looks for the
portion of the stemma, a node or a branch, that appears to be closest to the text of the work as
the author wrote it. External evidence does not determine this, and the previous operations up
to this point have so far involved only external evidence. Rather, in order to orient the stemma
it is necessary to use internal evidence, because internal evidence can identify which reading
more likely owes its origin to the author of the work and which reading more likely owes its
origin to a copyist. In other words, it is necessary to decide, based on internal evidence, which
textual variant is more likely to be authorial than the others in the variation unit. A detailed
examination of the internal evidence follows in Chapter 3, so for purposes of this simplified
example it is assumed that the reading of the Nestle-Aland text is the reading adjudged to be
the earliest form of the text even though this edition does not always depend on internal
evidence in establishing its text.

The following table itemizes the readings collated for this simplified example, with the

authorial readings (those that agree with the Nestle-Aland text) in bold and the scribal variants
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in italics. Between the columns for the witnesses are the authorial reading counts for the

intermediary nodes between P46 and B and between N and A, as well as the middle branch.

Table 3: Authorial Readings in Galatians 1

Gal P46 Node B Br. N Node A

1:1 avTodV 1 | adtdv 1 | avtdv 1 | abtdv

1:3 Kol Kupiov Nu@v 0 | koi kupiov U@V 1 | fudv kal kupiov 1 | flu®v kai kvpiov
1:4a | avtdv 1 | €avtdv 1 | govtdv 1 | éavtdV

1:4b | mepi 0 | omep 0 | mepi 0 | mepi

li4c | —— 1| tdv 1| thv 1| tdv

1:4d | 16 1|16 1| —— 1|16

1:6a | oUtw 1 | oUtwg 1 | oltwg 1 | olitwg

1:6b | nudg 1 | oudg 1 | budg 1 | buag

1:6c | —— 1 | Xprotod 1 | Xpotod 1 | Xprotob

1.7 Kai OEAovteg 1 | kai OéAovteg 1| — 1 | kai OéAovteg
1:8a | xaiédv 1| kdv 1 | kaiédv 1 | koi édv

1:8b | ? 1 | ebayyeAilnron 1 | edayyehiontou 0 | edayyeAionra
1:8¢ | ? 1 | Opiv 1| — 1 | dplv

1:8d |? 0 | Oulv evayy. 1|7 1 | edayy. Ouiv

1:9 ? 1 | mpoephkapev 1 | mpoeipnka 1 | mpoelpfkapev
1:11a | §¢ 0| 6¢ 0 | yép 0| &

1:11b | 10 ebayyéAov 1| ter 1 | 16 ebayyéAov 1 | 0 edayyéAov
1:11c | 66ev 1 | 70 edayyeMobév | 1 | 16 ebayyehioBév 1 | t0 ebnyyehobév
1:11d | ? 1 | ebayyehobév 1 | edayyeAobév 1 | evnyyehioBév
1:12 | obte 1 | olte 1 | oudé 0 | o0dé

1:14a | émpoékontov 1 | mpoékontov 1 | mpoékomntov 1 | mpoEkomTov
1:14b | mepiooorépov 1 | mep1ocoTépwg 1 | mepocoTépWG 1 | mep1ocoTépws
1:15a | e0dbknoev 1 | e0dbknoev 1 | e0dbknoev 1 | nvddknoev
1:15b | —— 0| —— 1| 60ebg 1 | 00gdg

1:15¢ | —— 1| kai...a0tod 1 | kai...a0tod 1 | kad. .. a0TOD
1:16 | evayyediowpon 1 | ebayyeAi{wua 1 | ebayyeAil{wpo 1 | ebayyeAilwpat
1:17a | fABov 0 | anfirbov 1 | &vijAOov 1 | &viiABov

1:17b | dnArb« 1 | anfjA@ov 1 | anfjAGov 1 | &niiAOov

1:18a | &m Tpia 1 | &mtpia 1 | tpia €mn 0 | tpia étn

1:18b | fueva 1 | énépeva 1 | énépeva 1 | énépeva

1:19 | ovy 0 | o0x 1 | o0k 1| ok

1:21a | ? 1 | kAipata 1 | kAipata 1 | kMjpata

1:21b | ? 1| thg 1] —— 1| T

1:22 |7 0 | éxkxAnoiag 1 | ékkAnoiog 1 | ékkAnoiong
Total 8 26 25 | 32 23 29 26

As can be seen from Table 3, different nodes and branches have different authorial

reading counts. P46 has the least amount of authorial readings, only 8, and this reflects the fact
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that it is lacunose in a number of places and has many singular readings in the variation units
that are extant for this papyrus. Somewhat better is ¥ with 23 authorial readings, and B with
25 authorial readings, but A has the most with 26 authorial readings. None of these extant
witnesses, however, contain as many authorial readings as the intermediary nodes and middle
branch. The intermediary node between P46 and B has 26 authorial readings, while the one
between X and A has 29 authorial readings. Even more authorial readings, moreover, can be
assigned to the middle branch between P46-B on one side and X-A on the other. Indeed, a total
of 32 authorial readings can be assigned to the middle branch. There are only two variation
units whose authorial readings according to the Nestle-Aland edition are not found on the
middle branch, and in both cases the singular reading is the one read by the Nestle-Aland main
text. One is at 1:4b where B reads Onép, while P46, R, and A all read nept instead.!” The other is
at 1:11a where ¥ reads ydp, while P46, A, and B all read &¢ instead.""® At any rate, these counts

of authorial readings can be mapped onto the unoriented stemma, as shown in FIG. 11:

P46 A

8\ ) /26

26 @ e 29

25 / \
23
B N

FIG. 11 Unoriented Stemma (19) with Counts of Authorial Readings

7 Naturally, in the full dataset the numbers work out differently. See Chapter 4 for a more detailed discussion of
this variation unit.
"8 In Chapter 3, it will in fact be argued that 8¢ should be established for the critical text.
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The authorial reading counts indicate that the base of the stemma—where the textual
tradition of Galatians begins to diverge—should be located in the middle, between the places

where P46-B and R-A join the stemma, as shown in FIG. 12:

QB4

|

32
[0))

26 / \ 29
o o
8 / \ 25 26 / \ 23
P46 B A N
FIG. 12 Oriented Stemma (19) with Counts of Authorial Readings
On this stemma, the starting point of the extant textual tradition is the archetype w,
located between the P46-B group and the X-A group. Because the archetype text w differs from
the original text as designated by the Nestle-Aland edition in two places, there are also two
changes between the earliest form of the text Q and the archetype w. These differences suggest
that either the identification of the earliest form of the text was erroneous (indeed, it will be
argued in Chapter 3 that the authorial reading of 1:11a is actually 8¢) or that a scribal change
was so common as to have been committed multiple times independently (as argued in Chapter
4 concerning the variation unit at 1:4b).
This simplified example shows how cladistics can be used to construct a plausible
stemma of the textual tradition of four witnesses to the text of the first chapter of Galatians. Of
course, as the number of witnesses and the number of variation units expand, it quickly

becomes impossible to be done by hand, so it is necessary to implement the cladistic method in

95



computer software. There are many existing programs that can perform cladistic analysis and
some have even been applied to manuscript traditions.'"

It should be acknowledged, however, that after a certain point not even computers can
search every possible stemma within a reasonable amount of time, because the total of number
of possible unoriented stemmata quickly becomes too great to search exhaustively. For
example, the number of possible unoriented, strictly bifurcating genealogical trees with no
mixture is given by the double-factorial formula (2n - 5)!1."*° For three witnesses, there is
(2x3 - 5)!! = (6-5)!! = 1 possible unoriented strictly bifurcating tree.””* For four witnesses, there
are (2x4 - 5)!1 = 3!! = 3 such trees, which corresponds to unoriented stemmata (17), (18), and (19)
in FIG. 10.'* For five witnesses, the number climbs to 15. For six, the number is 105. For nine,
the number exceeds two million. By 15 witnesses the number exceeds a trillion, and they

123 With 94 witnesses, the number of such stemmata with

increase astronomically from there.
no mixture is 1.93 x 101%, This number is unfathomably immense. By way of comparison, the
number of atoms in the universe has been estimated to be a mere 10%°, less than the square root
of the number of such stemmata.'”

As a result, computer programs that implement cladistics must find their results by a

heuristic search.'” Heuristic searches are designed to start with a relatively good estimate of

9 E.g., Matthew Spencer, Klaus Wachtel, and Christopher J. Howe, “The Greek Vorlage of the Syra Harclensis: A
Comparative Study on Method in Exploring Textual Genealogy,” TC: A Journal of Biblical Textual Criticism
[http://purl.org/TC] 7 (2003).

120 Felsenstein, Inferring Phylogenies, 24-25. The expression (2n - 3)!! is equal to (2n - 3)! / 2"'(n-1)!, where the factorial
operator (!) on a number n indicates the product of all the numbers from n down to 1.

2 1f direct links between witnesses are permitted, the number rises to 7.

22 With direct links and the permissibility of more than three branches per node, the number rises 20.

12 A table of these numbers is found on Felsenstein, Inferring Phylogenies, 24.

12 E.g., John D. Barrow, The Constants of Nature: The Numbers that Encode the Deepest Secrets of the Universe (New York:
Vintage, 2004), 118,

12 See generally Felsenstein, Inferring Phylogenies, 37-53.
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the result and attempt to improve it with minor modifications to the best current estimate of
the result. The initial estimate is usually determined by adding one witness at a time to a
stemma.'”® This initial estimate is then rearranged by switching branches around to see if a
better result can be found.”” After these possibilities are exhausted, then all the variants are
randomly reweighted, and various rearrangements of the stemma are retested.'”® By use of
such heuristic searches, computer programs can find acceptable results within a reasonable
amount of time (e.g., less than a month of constant computer time).

Therefore, it must be kept in mind that the result of a cladistic analysis of the data by
any computer program does not necessarily represent the actual genealogical history. First,
the history can be messy and there is no guarantee that the actual process that generated this
history did so with the least number of changes. From an epistemological perspective,
however, the stemma with the least number of changes explains the textual evidence with
fewer auxiliary hypotheses than any of its competitors. Thus, even if a computer program
found the maximally parsimonious stemma, that stemma is only presumed, in the absence of
countervailing evidence, to be the stemma that represents the history of the text. Second, once
exhaustive searches become impossible due to the astronomical numbers of different
stemmata, the result of a computer program can only be thought of as the “best found”
stemma, not the “best possible” stemma. It is always conceivable that with additional
computer time a better result might be found, though it may take months or years to find one.

With the practical impossibility of finding the ideal genealogical tree, practitioners of

cladistics have become more interested in grasping how well the trees that they find are

126 This is called a “greedy algorithm” (Felsenstein, Inferring Phylogenies, 38).
1?7 Felsenstein, Inferring Phylogenies, 38-51, details several ways to rearrange phylogenetic trees.
128 Felsenstein, Inferring Phylogenies, 51-52.

97



supported by the evidence. In particular, they are interested in understanding what parts of
the tree are strongly supported by the evidence and what parts are poorly supported by the
evidence. For this reason, computational biologists have devised various tests to gauge the
amount of uncertainty in their results.”” A common test for this purpose is the “bootstrap
test,” which works by randomly resampling the variants in the original dataset to produce a
series of related datasets known as “bootstrap replicates.” From these bootstrap replicates, a
set of genealogical trees are generated and compared against the tree under test. If a group of
witnesses in the tree under test is supported by 70% of the trees among the bootstrap
replicates, then that group is considered to be well supported. On the other hand, groups in the
tree under test that are supported by fewer than 70% of the bootstrap replicates are considered
to be poorly supported.

The heuristic search and bootstrap testing principles just described are standard
features found in available, off-the-shelf cladistics software packages. What they do not do,
however, is account for contamination. As a result, it became necessary for this study of the
text of Galatians and its history to implement these principles in special-purpose software in a

way that takes contamination into account, as described in the following section.

2.3 Contamination
Standard cladistics computer packages make several assumptions that are out-of-place

for manuscript filiation. For example, most computer packages assume a strictly dichotomous

12 See generally, Felsenstein, Inferring Phylogenies, 335-363.
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view of descent, in which each ancestor has exactly two immediate descendents.”® Moreover,
they also assume that every ancestor is lost, or, in other words, that no extant organism is the
ancestor of any other organism being studied. The most serious assumption, however, is that
lineages only diverge, never converge. All of these assumptions are problematic when applied
to manuscripts: manuscripts may have more than two copies made from them; some extant
manuscripts are known to be exemplars of other manuscripts, and contamination is sufficiently
common that it cannot be ignored. In fact, mixture is the major problem when studying the
text of Paul, and off-the-shelf computer packages produce strange results, such as the Western
text being a late and highly derived member of the Byzantine text.

Nevertheless, various approaches have been attempted among computational
biologists in adapting cladistics to handle mixture, hybridization, horizontal gene transfer, and
other forms of what they generically call “reticulation.” Some of these ideas are unfeasible,
unfortunately. For example, some methods first generate a family tree assuming no mixture
and attempt to add links to account for reticulation.” The problem with this approach is that
contamination distorts the tree before the links are added, even reversing the direction of
development in some of the branches. Merely adding reticulating links without fixing the
reversed branches will not correct the distortion. Another approach is something called

7132

“reduced median networks,”"** which is too restrictive in the input it accepts, being limited to

% This recalls Bédier’s complaint against the bifid stemma; cf. Ernest C. Colwell, “Genealogical Method: Its
Achievements and its Limitations,” in idem, Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism of the New Testament (NTTS 9;
Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1969), 63-83 at 78-79.

1'So P. Legendre & V. Makarenkov, “Reconstruction of Biogeographic and Evolutionary Networks Using
Reticulograms,” Systematic Biology 51 (2002): 199-216; Gareth Nelson, “Reticulation in Cladograms” in Advances in
Cladistics 2 (Norman I. Platnick & V. A. Funk, eds.; New York: Columbia University Press, 1983), 105-111.

132 S0 Matthew Spencer, Klaus Wachtel, and Christopher J. Howe, “Representing Multiple Pathways of Textual Flow in
the Greek Manuscripts of the Letter of James Using Reduced Median Networks,” Computers and the Humanities 38
(2004): 1-14.
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binary characters with no missing data,”’ and unrealistic in its output—in one case, generating

8517 hypothetical manuscripts based on an original set of 82 manuscripts."*

A different approach proposed by Allan W. Dickerman is the use of “hypertrees,” which
are trees with additional, “reticulating” links added to connect different lineages."” Under
Dickerman'’s hypertree idea, the additional link represents a set of possible non-reticulating
trees, and only one of those trees in the set is applied at each variation unit, but the tree is
chosen to minimize the number of changes in the hypertree. Because each reticulating link
will reduce the score for the hypertree, a stopping point in adding links is not immediately
apparent, so Dickerman recommended imposing a cost for every additional link until no more
can be added. The major problem with Dickerman’s approach, however, is that the calculation
of the states of the hypothetical ancestors is very expensive, and, in fact, computationally
tractable only for binary characters-those with exactly two states. This is a significant
limitation given the number of manuscripts, variation units, and variant readings of interest to
textual critics.

The approach of this study builds on Dickerman’s hypertree concept. Like Dickerman’s
hypertrees, a slight penalty is imposed for each case of mixture, on a “pay as you go” system.
In order to add a reticulating link, a link must first be removed somewhere else in the stemma,
either by taking out some other reticulating link or by forcing some ancestors to have more
than two descendants. Nevertheless, Dickerman’s suggestion that there should be a cost for

each case of mixture is a good one, and a “reticulation cost” is assigned to each case of

13 Spencer et al., “Multiple Pathways,” 11.

13 Spencer et al., “Multiple Pathways,” 5.

135 Allan W. Dickerman, “Generalizing Phylogenetic Parsimony from the Tree to the Forest,” Systematic Biology 47
(1998): 414-426.
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contamination to keep the mixture down to a manageable amount, that is, to account for the
mixture that could distort the stemma.

Setting an appropriate reticulation cost, however, is theoretically challenging. On the
one hand, the cost should not be set so high as to be unable to find even the most significant
cases of contamination. On the other hand, the cost should not be so low so as to eliminate any
coincidental variation from the stemma by attributing them to contamination. Coincidence
and contamination are two competing hypotheses for non-stemmatic agreements in error, but
the goal is to produce a workable stemma, not to account for every apparent agreement in
error in the textual history. As a result, constructing a stemma does not need to generate
reticulating links for all possible cases of mixture, only to generate those links whose absence
would distort the shape of the stemma. Low levels of mixture show up in the results as another
form of accidental coincidence, and they can be identified by looking at the final set of changes
made to each manuscript. Based on my earlier work on the Caesarean text in Mark, I have
discovered that the most workable way to estimate an appropriate cost is by setting it to the
average number of introduced variants per manuscript in the stemma."® For manuscripts of
Mark, this formula for the reticulation costs produced a stemma that coheres well with other
researchers’ views of the history of the Markan text."”’

It is also necessary to avoid the problem that befell Streeter. When there is a lot of

mixture in the witnesses and most of the variation units have only two variant readings, there

13 Stephen C. Carlson, “The Origin(s) of the ‘Caesarean’ Text” (paper presented at the annual meeting of the Society
of Biblical Literature, San Antonio, 20 Nov. 2004).

7 For example, it was able to detect that 118 is a mixed Byzantine member of family 1, long known by Lake and
reconfirmed by Amy S. Anderson, The Textual Tradition of the Gospels: Family 1 in Matthew (NTTS 32; Leiden: Brill, 2004),
101-102. It also found support for Larry Hurtado’s observation that ® and 565 seem to be more closely related to
Codex Bezae (D) than to W. See Larry W. Hurtado, Text-Critical Methodology and the Pre-Caesarean Text: Codex W in the
Gospel of Mark (SD 43; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1981), 30-43, summarized at 44 and 86.
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is a tendency for the readings to sort themselves into two different ancestors, which become
the putative ancestors of a large number of mixed manuscripts. This set of affairs is illustrated
in a portion of a stemma depicted in FIG. 13, in which hypothetical ancestors a and p are
parents of mixed manuscripts A, B, T, A, E, Z, and H where one of the readings would be
assigned to ancestor o and the other reading to ancestor p. In a data set involving the New
Testament witnesses, ancestor a could end up with all the Byzantine readings, and ancestor
would be assigned the non-Byzantine variants present in only two of the manuscripts A, B, T, A,

E,Z,and H.

A B T' AE Z H

FIG. 13 The “Streeter Problem” of Contamination

This configuration is not unlike Streeter’s 1924 vision of the Caesarean text and subject
to the same criticisms. A text is not merely a collection of diverse readings but a sequence of
readings that is embodied in a manuscript. Thus, the evidentiary basis for a hypothetical text
must be the texts of its descendents. Although unmixed descendents provide the requisite
sequential evidence for the reconstruction, mixed descendents do not—they can only
substantiate the readings that the other parent did not supply. If, however, all of the
descendents of a hypothetical ancestor are mixed, there is no evidence of a connected sequence

of readings in the descendents left for the reconstruction. In fact, the problem is still evident
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with a single unmixed child and multiple mixed children, because any two of the mixed
children can out-vote the attested text of the unmixed child. For this reason, a constraint is
imposed that rejects any stemma in which the number of mixed children of a hypothetical
ancestor exceeds the number of non-mixed children. Extant manuscripts are not subject to
this constraint since we have the direct evidence for their text.

This constraint upon mixture is consistent with the way contamination is handled by
classical textual critics working with open traditions. For example, in his study of the text of
Cyprian, Maurice Bénevot discussed the importance of finding opposing pairs, triples, or larger
sets of manuscripts, which he defined as “when, though each varies often from the resultant
text, their variants agree together only very rarely.”"** Michael P. Weitzman, approving of
Bénevot’s approach, called such opposing manuscripts poles, and explained that a stemma can
be constructed even in the presence of contamination by assuming that the archetype has only
two poles, an assumption he called “far less restrictive than that of total absence of
contamination.”*” Like the maximum parsimony principle that chooses the stemma with the
least amount of coincidental error, the “bipolarity assumption, reasoning from consistent pairs
to parent groups, chooses whichever possibility posits the least contamination.”"** The mixture
constraint of this study finds the opposing poles of Weitzman’s bipolarity assumption within a
maximum parsimony evaluation framework.

Accordingly, these principles have been incorporated into a computer program

developed for this study to search for unoriented stemma that minimizes the number of textual

13 Maurice Bénevot, The Tradition of Manuscripts: A Study in the Transmission of St. Cyprian’s Treatises (Oxford: University
Press, 1961; repr. Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1979), 148.

13 Michael P. Weitzman, “The Analysis of Open Traditions,” Studies in Bibliography 38 (1985): 82-120 at 102.

10 Weitzman, “Open Traditions,” 104-105.
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changes (the maximum parsimony principle), while at the same detecting some degree of

mixture at a level that threatens to distort the shape of the stemma.

2.4 A Proposed, Unoriented Stemma for Galatians

For this study’s investigation of the text of Galatians and its history, 94 witnesses have
been collated over 1624 variation units. Of these variation units, 827 consist of singular
readings, and the remaining 797 variation units have at least two witnesses agreeing against all
the other witnesses. These collated data for Galatians were inputted into a computer program
written by the author of this study that was implemented in accordance with the principles
described in this chapter."" After running the program for about two weeks, the best found
stemma with the minimal cost was one with a cost of 4032. This stemma has a reticulation cost
parameter of 25, which means that, for mixture to be found, the contaminating source must

contribute at least 25 variants. Two views of this best-found stemma are in FIGS. 2.7 and 2.8.

! The program was written in the C programming language and consists of 6548 lines of code in 21 source files.
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This unoriented stemma has a general linear progression, from which the manuscripts
and groups diverge. On one side are the so-called “Western” witnesses, consisting of the Greek-
Latin diglots D*, D, F, and G, as well as the Old Latin and Vulgate witnesses b, d, f, and vg. Some
of these Western witnesses are mixed, and estimates of their mixture percentage is put next to
their names. Not surprisingly, the corrected text of Codex Claromontanus (D) has been
determined to be a mixed witness of D*, but it was drastically corrected to a Byzantine text,
such that nearly two-thirds of the readings that differ between its parent D* agree with the
Byzantine text. The Vulgate was also found to be mixed, with 80% Old Latin and 20% proto-
Alexandrian sources. This result generally coheres with the conclusions of scholarship that
“Jerome reacted against the predominance of the Western type of text, and deliberately sought
to orientate the Latin more with the Alexandrian type of text.”'* Latin manuscript fis also a
mixture, being 91% Vulgate and 9% in agreement with F, the Greek text on the other side of the
page.

Closest to the Western witness is the text of Marcion (labeled “Marc”), followed by a
cluster including P46 and B. Within this cluster, the Syriac version known as the Peshitta
appears to be 20% contaminated by B. In this regard, the Peshitta may be compared with the
Vulgate—both are sanctioned translations that seem to incorporate some older readings into
their text base.

Next to P46 and B on the main line of the stemma is a collection of witnesses headed by
N (labeled “01”) and 33. Both these manuscripts are considered “Alexandrian” and their

location on the stemma next to P46 and B shows that their text is very important. The

42 Bruce M. Metzger, The Early Versions of the New Testament: Their Origin, Transmission, and Limitations (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1977), 359.
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Alexandrian manuscript 33 has an ancestor that contributes about 55% of the readings to a
mixed manuscript 1175. According to the stemma, 1175 itself contributes about 44% (four-
ninths) of the contaminated readings to the ancestor of a cluster consisting of 1319 and 1573.

At this point on the stemma, the text diverges into three directions. One of them is a
source of about 20% of the Vulgate readings. Another direction is a group of what is generally
known as “secondary Alexandrian” manuscripts with A, C, P, and 1241S plus various others
whose text has been conformed to the Byzantine standard in varying percentages. In
particular, this group includes manuscript 88 (39% Alexandrian, 61% Byzantine), 104 (56%
Alexandrian, 44% Byzantine), 1837 (49% Alexandrian, 51% Byzantine), and 2464 (48%
Alexandrian, 52% Byzantine). The result that these later manuscripts appear to be
Byzantinized indicate that the Alexandrian text did not so much cease to be copied but that its
copies were steadily and progressively corrected to the dominating Byzantine text. Due to the
implementation of Weitzman'’s bipolarity assumption for contamination as described above, it
should be recognized that the failure to detect mixture for 1241S only means that this
manuscript is a secondary Alexandrian pole; it is possible that it too was mixed with Byzantine
readings but its status as a pole means that it is merely the least Byzantine contaminated among
these later secondary Alexandrian witness.'*’

The third direction of divergence is toward the Byzantine text. Next in this direction is
a group of related manuscripts that include 1739 and 1881, plus the partially Byzantinized 6.

The leading member of this group was extensively studied by Giinther Zuntz in his examination

1 The fact of that three of these mixed Alexandrian-Byzantines—88, 104, and 1837—all seem to be contaminated
from the same place in the Byzantine text near 1836, which has some Alexandrian readings too, suggests that the
other “pole” in accordance with Weitzman’s bipolarity assumption is probably 1836.
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of the text of Paul."* Zuntz considered 1739 to be an excellent manuscript, on par with P46, B,
and §, but, according to the best-found stemma, 1739 is still very good but it is a sister to the
common ancestor of the secondary Alexandrians A and C. Next in the direction toward the
Byzantine text is the Athos Codex ¥, followed by a group of “Syrian” witnesses including the
text of John Chrysostom, the Peshitta, the Harklean, and its Greek allies 1505, 1611, and 2495.'*
On one side of the stemma are the bulk of the witnesses in this study and they correspond to
the Byzantine text.

Up to this point, the discussion of the results of the computer-analysis of the text of
Galatians has revolved around the best-found stemma and the contamination that has been
detected within the textual tradition. The next step is to subject the stemma to a bootstrap test
to see which groups identified in the best-found stemma are strongly supported by the textual
evidence and which groups are poorly supported. A bootstrap test with 1000 replicates was run
against the best-found stemma and the groups with at least 70% support in the replicates were

determined. The result of the bootstrap analysis is shown in the stemma of FIG. 2.9:

1" Zuntz, Text, 68-83.
> These three Greek manuscripts had already been identified to be related to the Harklensis Syriac version by Aland
and Juckel, Syrischer Uberlieferung, 507-514. They also included 2138, but its text appears to be Byzantine in Galatians.
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FIG. 16 Best-Found Stemma of 94 MSS of Galatians with Bootstrap Cutoff at 70%
Based on a comparison of the best-found stemma with the result of the bootstrap
analysis, it appears that the groups of related textual witnesses identified in the best-found
stemma have generally held up with two major exceptions. The first exception is the
relationship between N and 33. According to the best-found stemma, 8 and 33 appear to be
more closely related to each than to any other witness, except for 1175 and 1319-1573, which

were contaminated by a text close to 33. According to the bootstrap analysis, however, this
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relationship between N and 33 dissolves. Further scrutiny of the evidence initially supporting
N and 33 indicates that this outcome of the bootstrap is reasonable. Just four textual variants
initially supported a close relationship between ¥ and 33, which were deemed insufficient by
the bootstrap test. Now, the bootstrap test works only with the numeric level of support at
particular places in the stemma, and it did not find these four variants to be sufficient to
warrant the conclusion of a close textual relationship between these two witnesses. The
numerical bootstrap test, of course, knows nothing about the Greek language, but further
inspection of these variants shows the wisdom of this result of the bootstrap test. These
variants are: Gal 3:3 émiteAelobat for émiteAelobe, 4:18 {(nAobobe for (nhovobat, 6:9 Bepicwuev
for Bepicopev, and 6:10 Exwpev for Exouev.'® All of these variants feature orthographic
variants occasioned by mergers in Greek phonology: by the second century, the diphthong a1
came to have the same sound as €,'” and the length distinction between o and w was lost.'**
The other place in the stemma where the groups hypothesized by the best-found
stemma dissolved in the light of the bootstrap test is found within the Byzantine text.
According to the best-found stemma, there are many groups that are only diagnosed by just a
few textual variants. The bootstrap test, however, concludes that the evidence supporting
these Byzantine subgroups is numerically insufficient. For example, the best-found stemma
holds that there is a Byzantine subgroup consisting of 056, 6 (mixed), 876, 1352, 1448, 1646, and

1735, united by their agreement in error at Gal 6:12. This lone agreement in error is

146 All of these variants are discussed in greater detail in Chapter 4.

W, Sidney Allen, Vox Graeca: The Pronunciation of Classical Greek (3d ed.; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1987), 79.

148 Allen, Vox Graeca, 94.
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numerically insufficient to support this group and further inspection of the variant (an
essentially orthographic change of Sihkovtat for Sihkwvtat) confirms this conclusion as well.

As a result of the bootstrap analysis, much of the early internal structure of the
Byzantine text disappears, leading to twenty separate lines of descent from the common
ancestor of the Byzantine text within this dataset. This result has both positive and negative
aspects. On the positive side, this means that the text of the common ancestor of the Byzantine
text—the Byzantine prototype—can be reconstructed precisely merely on the basis of external
evidence on majority-text principles. Each of the twenty separate lines of descent would
contribute a vote to the establishment to the text of Byzantine text. The reconstructed
Byzantine prototype is presented in Appendix B. Most of the Byzantine manuscripts differ
from this prototype in about a dozen or so places, but, as it turns out, one of these witnesses,
the eleventh century manuscript 1854, has a text that is almost identical to that of the
Byzantine prototype, differing in just four places (the addition of pe after kaAéoag in 1:15, the
addition of the article before 8edv in 4:9, the spelling Siwkwvtat in 6:12, and the omission of
'Incod before Xpiotod in 6:17). Nevertheless, the Byzantine prototype must be centuries older
than 1854; the prototype is, after all, the ancestor of the ninth century uncials K and L as well.
What this shows is that the transmission of the Byzantine text was sufficiently controlled, at
least from the ninth to the eleventh centuries, that 1854 can accurately reflect the text of a few
centuries earlier.

This apparent control over the transmission of the Byzantine text relates to the
negative side of the bootstrap results. There does not appear to be enough evidence
sufficiently patterned within the text of Galatians to resolve the early history of the Byzantine

text subsequent to the Byzantine prototype. It is possible that this problem may disappear
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when additional textual evidence is brought to bear on the Byzantine text, for example, the
text of another letter in the Pauline Corpus such as 2 Corinthians. Nevertheless, the textual
critic ought to keep the possibility open that the transmission of the Byzantine text may have
not have operated in accordance with the assumption of independent transmission common to
both stemmatics and cladistics. As Silva Lake discovered when she was collating manuscripts of
Mark, those responsible for copying the text may have been so familiar with the standard,
ecclesiastical text that they were able to detect deviations from that standard text in their
exemplars and correct for them. The implication of this scribal familiarity with the standard,
Byzantine text is that scribes were able to obliterate the agreements in error that are necessary
to establish stemmatic subgroups.” Though the stemmatic software has some provisions for
detecting contamination, it appears that the level of contamination within the controlled
transmission of the Byzantine text is so low (less than the reticulation cost of 25 variants) that
it does not register on the stemma. In other words, the Byzantine text appears to be a highly
complex interconnected network of texts that neither stemmatics nor cladistics can resolve
with any precision. Fortunately, the results of the bootstrap test suggest that this weakness in
the ability of stemmatics to reconstruct the history of the text appears to be limited for the
carefully controlled Byzantine text. Outside of the Byzantine text (with the exception of X and
33), the bootstrap test indicates the discovered manuscript groups are well supported by the

textual evidence.

" This practice could also account for the convergence of the secondary Alexandrian branch of the text toward the
Byzantine.
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FIG. 17 Unoriented Stemma of Galatians Compared with Hort's Textual Groups

The unoriented stemma of selected witnesses to the text of Galatians is comparable in
many respects with Hort’s influential theory of the text."®® According to Hort, there are four
kinds of text in Paul, and, with the prevalence of mixture, these textual groups are overlapping
to a large extent. Referring to FIG. 17, ovals representing the textual groups identified by Hort
are overlaid upon the unoriented stemma of Galatians, showing that Hort’s theory of the text
and the unoriented stemma are roughly compatible. In particular, Hort identifies a “Western”
text, preserved mainly in the Greek-Latin diglots D and G."”' Famously, Hort identifies two

“Neutral” witnesses, ® and B, and holds that they are primarily but not entirely free from

120 B, F. Westcott and F. J. A. Hort, Introduction to the New Testament in the Original Greek (repr. Peabody, Mass.:
Hendrickson, 1988). As before, references to this work are cited by the abbreviation Horr.

U HorT 149. Hort believes that F was a copy of G and discounted out, but, according to this study as explained in the
following chapter, F is seen as an independent but inferior copy of one of G’s close ancestors.
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influences from other textual groups.”* Specifically, Hort has pointed out that in B’s text of
Paul, “there is an unquestionable intermingling of readings derived from a Western text nearly
related to that of G;.”** This intermingling is indicated in FIG. 17 by the overlapping of the
Western and Neutral ovals. Now, Hort has interpreted this intermingling in terms of
contamination, but the unoriented stemma suggests that this commonality may be due to
genealogy: some of the B-Western agreements could instead go back to a common ancestor of B
and the Western manuscripts.”™ As for §, it too is not entirely free from what Hort has termed

“Alexandrian corrections,”*”

and these are indicated in FIG. 17 by the overlapping of the
Neutral and Alexandrian ovals. According to Hort, the “Alexandrian text” is not pure, but
contains mixtures of other texts, the most dominant one being the “Syrian” text.””® The
unoriented stemma is thus generally compatible with Hort’s theory of the text. The same
groups that Hort identified can be located on the stemma and the transitional areas, where one
group blurs into another, are also there. The main difference is that Hort usually appeals to
mixture to account for these transitional texts, while the stemma implies that the reason for
them is genealogical.

Hort’s “Neutral” text is of particular interest because it is the text that Hort has
identified, based on internal evidence, to contain the least amount of scribal corruptions.'”’

The importance of a text with the least scribal corruption is that it should resemble an

authorial text the most and can therefore be chosen as the base of an oriented stemma. Thus, if

12 HorT 150-151.

133 HorT 150. “G5” is Hort’s symbol for this study’s “G” (Gregory-Aland 012).
15 As suggested by Zuntz, Text, 153.

1% HoRT 153.

156 HorT 151-155.

157 HorT 126-130.
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Hort’s judgment is correct as to the relative purity of the Neutral text based on the internal
evidence of readings, then it appears that the base of the stemma should be located somewhere
in the area within the oval for the Neutral text. In other words, if the stemma were to be
oriented based on Hort’s judgment of the text, then the starting point of the transmission of
the text should be somewhere near the internal points where P46-B or Y and 33 join the
stemma. This point is not far from the oldest portions of the stemma, especially considering
that Hort did not have the benefit of the later discovered P46. The two oldest witnesses to the
text of Galatians are P46 and Marcion, so the oldest parts of the stemma would be near the
internal points where Marc(ion) and P46-B join the stemma.

This proposed unoriented stemma for Galatians based on the patterns of external
evidence among the 94 witnesses to the text is an important but beginning step in this study of
the text of Galatians and its history. The next steps are to orient the stemma based on internal
evidence (Chapter 3), examine the text at the base of the stemma (Chapter 4), and then to

investigate the history of the text and its variation (Chapter 5).
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3. Orienting the Stemma of Galatians

3.1 Introduction

The next step in this study of the text of Galatians and its history is to orient the
unoriented stemma that was generated in Chapter 2. At this stage in the investigation, the
stemma is unoriented, which means that it does not indicate any particular starting point
where the textual tradition of Galatians began. It does show however which witnesses and
which groups of witnesses are more closely related and which are more distantly related. The
goal of this chapter is to determine which portion of the unoriented stemma should be the
starting point (or “base”) of the stemma. The rule for identifying the base is that it is the part
of the stemma that has the most authorial readings, as determined by internal evidence.

Owing to the sheer scale of the textual tradition, particularly within the Byzantine text,
it is expedient to concentrate on the portions of the unoriented stemma that are the most
promising for the base of the stemma. This study proposes three independent but converging
approaches for pinpointing these promising areas of the stemma for further examination:
Hort’s theory of the Neutral text, the oldest branches in the stemma, and the part of the
stemma closest to the Nestle-Aland critical text.

FIG. 18 depicts the shape and linkage pattern for a stemma of selected witnesses of
Galatians that was generated according to the cladistic method described in the previous

chapter, with four internal branches labeled for future reference:
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FIG. 18 Unoriented Stemma of Selected Witnesses to Galatians

According to Hort’s theory of the text (described in some detail in the previous
chapter), the two most important, “neutral” witnesses are ¥ and B. Referring to the stemma
depicted in FIG. 18, Hort’s neutral text corresponds to the area of the stemma between X and B,
specifically inner branch a and inner branch b. Thus, if Hort’s theory of the text still has some
validity, then the textual changes along the inner branches a and b ought to be scrutinized.

Another approach is to use the oldest surviving portions of the stemma. The two oldest
substantial witnesses of Galatians are P46 and Marcion. Their age indicates that the portions of
the stemma that ought to be scrutinized are inner branch d and inner branch b.

A third approach is to identify the portion of the stemma that is the closest to the
Nestle-Aland critical text. The justification for this approach is that, if this text represents the

authorial text of Galatians, then the part of the stemma closest to its text would be very

118



promising. As it turns out, the place in the stemma closest to the Nestle-Aland critical text is
the node at which ¥ and 33 join the stemma, flanked by the Eastern branch on one side and by
the Western branch and P46-B cluster on the other side. This criterion points to inner branch d
and inner branch b as the most fruitful places to scrutinize for the base of the stemma.

These three different approaches toward finding the base of the stemma—Hort’s
“Neutral” text, the oldest portion of the stemma, and the point of the stemma closest to the
Nestle-Aland text—all converge on an area of the unoriented stemma somewhere between X
and B, comprising inner branches a, b, ¢, and d. This area, then, is the location on the stemma
that is provisionally the most important for constructing a critical text of Galatians.
Accordingly, the construction of an eclectic, critical text for Galatian in this study should focus
on the variants that change along the course of inner branches a, b, ¢, and d. Variants that arise
outside of this area are not ignored but considered in the following chapters on examining the
text and studying the history of the text.

Accordingly, each of the inner branches are considered in turn as follows. First, the
witnesses on the opposing sides of the inner branch are used to identify the variants that
change between the opposing sides. For example, inner branch a defines an opposition
between the Western branch plus the P46-B cluster, on one hand, and the Eastern branch plus
N and 33 on the other hand. Each textual variant over which the two sides of the inner branch
are opposed is then analyzed, and the analysis of each variant has a common plan. First, the
variation unit is presented within a relevant context and highlighted in bold underlined. Then,
a table of the readings attested for the variation unit is presented, so that the external evidence
can be seen at a glance. This table of external evidence has subdivisions for the Western and

Eastern branches, as well as columns for their closest relatives near the preliminary base of the
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stemma. Specifically, these “basic” witnesses include, on the one hand, P46 and B, which are
closer to the Western branch than the Eastern, and, on the other hand, 8, 33, and the non-
Byzantine portion of 1175, which are closer to the Eastern branch than the Western.

In addition to the manuscript and versional witnesses, nine editions of the text of
Galatians (including this study) are cited to give a sense of the scholarly support for the
readings.’ These editions are generally chosen for their editorial independence and historical
importance.” These editions and their respective sigla, in reverse chronological order, are:
Carlson 2012 (scc), Holmes 2011 (sBL), Robinson-Pierpont 2d ed. 2005 (rRP), Nestle-Aland 27th ed.
1993 (NA), von Soden 1911 (s), B. Weiss 1902 (Bw), Westcott-Hort 1881 (wH), Tregelles 1869 (1),
and Lachmann 1850 (L). Where these editions present more than one reading, the reading in
the main text is indicated by a superscripted T, and the reading in the margin is indicated by a
superscripted M. For bracketed readings in the critical editions, the full reading within the
bracket is designated as the main text reading, while the omission of the bracketed reading is
designated as the marginal reading.

Following the table of external evidence is an exegesis of each variant reading under
consideration. This exegesis looks at both the traditional semantic and syntactic meaning,
and—in a new contribution to the field of New Testament textual criticism—the pragmatic
considerations related to the placement of emphasis on particular constituents of the

sentence.’ Although the CBGM was not chosen as the text-critical method for this study,

! The judgments of various commentators of Galatians, however, are cited in the discussion of the variants, where
appropriate.

? Perhaps the only striking omission on this list is Tischendorf’s great edition, which is rightly more famous for the
quality of its apparatus than the quality of its text.

* In general, the principles discussed by Stephen H. Levinsohn, Discourse Features of New Testament Greek: A Coursebook
on the Information Structure of New Testament Greek (2d ed.; Dallas: SIL International, 2000), have been found to be
particularly helpful for assessing the prominence of sentence constituents.
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because it does not infer a history of the text, its notion of “coherence” was found useful and
occasionally applied, albeit in stemmatic terms. After the exegesis of the variants, the internal
evidence is then evaluated in accordance with reasoned eclecticism, taking into account the
relative contributions of the intrinsic probabilities and the transcriptional probabilities. For
purposes of this study, the criteria and limitations of the internal evidence, especially the
harder reading, have been followed as they are outlined by Bruce M. Metzger,* with one
important exception that has recently been subject to particular scrutiny.

This exception involves the criterion of the shorter reading. According to Metzger, the
shorter reading should be preferred unless it can be shown that it is the result of a mechanical
scribal error (e.g. a skip of the eye from one set of letters to another similar set) or if the longer
reading appears superfluous, harsh, or unorthodox.> Recent scholarship, however, has called
this text-critical canon into question. For example, James R. Royse has found that omissions,
especially of little words, were very common in his study of the scribal habits among the six
earliest and most substantial papyri.® He argues that in many cases the longer reading ought to
be preferred unless the longer reading appears late, appears to be a harmonization, or appears
to be a grammatical improvement.” Due to this conflict over the status of the criterion of the
shorter (or longer) reading, this study is agnostic about the value of mere length as diagnostic
of a scribal error. As a result, decisions about which variant to prefer had to rely on criteria

other than the length of the reading.

* METZGER 12*-14%,

® METZGER 13*. My characterization of “unorthodox” refers to Metzger’s more precise but longer formulation as
“contrary to pious belief, liturgical usage, or ascetical practice.”

¢ James R. Royse, Scribal Habits in Early Greek New Testament Papyri (NTTSD 36; Leiden: Brill, 2008), 703-736. This work
is cited hereinafter by the abbreviation RovsE.

7 ROYSE 735.
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3.2 Examination of Variants for Inner Branch Oppositions

3.2.1 Inner Branch a

The following six variants are those where P46-B and the Western branch oppose ¥, 33,

and the Eastern branch along inner branch a. In Hort’s theory of the text formulated prior to

the discovery of P46, this configuration of the witnesses is due to contamination of B with

Western readings.’ In Zuntz’s theory of the text, by contrast, Western agreements with B,

especially where supported by P46, are ancient, pre-Western readings.” Accordingly an

examination of these readings based on internal evidence is not only helpful for orienting the

stemma but it is also useful for adjudicating between Hort and Zuntz on their theories of the

text.

Gal 1:3 xdpig vplv Kat eipfvn anod Bod Tatpog Kal kupiov UGV Tncod Xpiotod

Var. Western branch Eastern branch EDs.
Kai kupiov U@V’ | DF G dxvg P46 B 1739 1611 Byz | SCC SBLRP
WH' T'L
Kai kvupiov Chrys"! wH"
NU®V kai kvpiov | b N33 [AP1241S | ¥ NA
SBWWH' T"
? Marc C

This variation unit exhibits the divide between the Western branch and P46-B on the

one hand and the Eastern branch with X and 33 on the other hand, though the Eastern branch

® HorT 150-151, 166, 171, 224, 240-241. Hort’s leading example for Western contamination in B is Col 1:12, where B
reads kaAécavti kal ikavdoavti against D* F G kaAéoavti and P46 R A C 1739 Byz (Hort 240). Hort did not know of
P46, of course, but Zuntz points out that P46’s failure to confirm B’s reading shows that it can help assess B’s quality
(Zuntz 41). In other words, P46’s agreement with B on an apparent Western reading means that the reading is pre-
Western. (Hort’s other example is 2 Thess 3:4, at which P46 is unfortunately lacking.)

°E.g., ZUNTZ 158.

1 This reading also enjoys the support of P51"4, which was too fragmentary to be analyzed for the stemma.
' Also attested by the Byzantine manuscripts: 547 910 999 1319 1424 1448 1799 1874 1891 2147 2423.
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itself is divided between the readings. The Western branch, together with P46 and B, as well as
half the Eastern branch read, “grace to you and peace from God the Father and our Lord Jesus
Christ,” while the other half of the Eastern branch plus 8 and 33 read, “from God our Father
and the Lord Jesus Christ.” The former reading, “our Lord Jesus Christ,” puts more prominence
on the common lordship of Jesus Christ that Paul shares with the Galatians, while the latter
reading focuses more on the common fatherhood of God. In other words, the emphasis of the
former is Christological, while the latter is theological.

The intrinsic probabilities relate to Paul’s usual expression as well as the reading’s
function within the context of the entire letter. To be sure, the “God our Father” reading is
identical to most other Pauline salutations," but there is little evidence that the greeting
formula had actually become stereotyped by the time Galatians was written.” The earliest
letter, 1 Thessalonians, shows a different greeting formula (1:1, merely “grace to you and
peace”). Even with a late dating of Galatians, the only undisputed letters with the “God our
Father” formula that can confidently be assigned to predate Galatians are 1 Corinthians and
possibly 2 Corinthians.'" The rest of the letters with the formula are too late to establish the
existence of the pattern at the time Galatians was composed.

Bernhard Weiss asserts that Paul never uses the pronoun fu®v with an anarthrous
kUp1oG.” Although Weiss does not list the instances behind his observation, it nonetheless

holds for dozens of instances throughout both the undisputed and disputed Pauline epistles,

'2 This is the reason given by those who favor reading nu&v with God: BUrRTON 11; BuscemI 4; METZGER 520: “the
apostle’s stereotyped formula”; MATERA 32.

3 NET 859, argues that “in an early letter such as this one his [scil. Paul’s] regular style was yet to be established,” but
this argument assumes that Galatians is an early letter.

! For those who support an early date for Galatians, then even 1 and 2 Corinthians would not predate Galatians.
Second Thessalonians also shows “God our Father,” though B D P 33 1739 omit the pronoun.

> WEIss 99: “aus begreiflichem Grunde, nirgends bei Paul kvp. nuwv ohne Artikel steht.”
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without a single counter-example in the Nestle-Aland text or corresponding apparatus.'®
Somewhat complicating the force of his observation, however, is that Paul also routinely omits
the article with x0pio¢ when it is the second element of a compound joined by kat with 8ed¢
(with or without the article) as the first element, especially in the greeting formula.” Thus,
there is a question of deciding which tendency in Paul’s writing should dominate the other
when fu®v is used with kVpog as the second element of a compound with 6edg.

Contextually, the Christological focus of the placement of the pronoun as “our Lord
Jesus Christ” better fits the Christological theme of the letter."”® Though strictly unparalleled in
Paul, the placement of the pronoun nu®v with kvpiov instead of matpdg anticipates the
importance of Christ in the argumentation of the letter (e.g. 2:16). Galatians famously lacks a
thanksgiving section, which often foreshadows themes to be developed later in other epistles,
so the function of the typical Pauline thanksgiving is handled instead by the overloaded
introductory section (vv.1-5)."

Moreover, scribal transcriptional probabilities support the “our Lord Jesus Christ”
reading. The “God our Father” reading is likely to be scribal assimilation to Rom 1:3, 1 Cor 1:3, 2
Cor 1:2, etc.,” and there are similar cases of such scribal assimilation in 1 Thess 1:1.*' Indeed,

there is evidence for this very assimilation within the Byzantine text. The bulk of the

16 Specifically, Rom 1:4, 4:24, 5:1, 11, 21, 6:23, 7:25, 8:39; 15:6, 30, 16:18, 20; 1 Cor 1:2, 7, 8, 9, 10, 5:4, 9:1, 15:31, 57; 2 Cor
1:3, 8:9; Gal 6:14, 18; 1 Thess 1:3, 2:19, 3:11, 13, 5:9, 23, 28; cf. Eph 1:3, 17, 3:11, 5:20, 6:24; 2 Thess 1:8, 12, 2:1, 14, 16, 3:18;
1 Tim 1:2, 12, 14, 6:3, 14; 2 Tim 1:8.

7Rom 1:3; 1 Cor 1:3; 2 Cor 1:2; Gal 1:3, Phil 1:2; 1 Thess 1:1; Phlm 3; cf. Eph 1:2, 6:23; 2 Thess 1:1, 2, 12.

'8 On the other hand, BeTz 41 n.47 claims that having the pronoun with God the Father, “establishes the proper
hierarchical order of the Father, God, and his Son, the ‘Lord Jesus Christ,” but his argument is obscure, for the order
is established by the word order, not the pronoun.

' For a recent discussion, see Robert E. Van Voorst, “Why is There No Thanksgiving Period in Galatians? An
Assessment of an Exegetical Commonplace.” JBL 129 (2010): 153-172.

® Philip W. Comfort, Early Manuscripts & Modern Translations of the New Testament (Wheaton, I11.: Tyndale House, 1990),
149; EADIE 9; NET 859; ZAHN 31 n.7.

I NET 859 and 869.
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Byzantines favors the “Our Lord Jesus Christ” reading, but there are some Byzantine
manuscripts that conform the wording to the “stereotyped formula” preferred by the UBS
committee.”” The transcriptional probabilities in the other direction are harder to discern,
however. The Committee’s contention that the pronoun was moved to “Lord Jesus Christ” out
of piety” is too undeveloped to be probative (both readings are pious) and is uncorroborated by
any evidence for an analogous change in the other letters of the Pauline corpus.*

For these reasons, both the intrinsic and the transcriptional probabilities favor the

unusual Christological placement of the pronoun in the greeting.”

Gal 1:17 00d¢ aniiABov eig TepocdAvpa TPOG TOUG TPd €D dosTtOAoVG, GAA
anfiAov €ig Apafiov kal mdAwv Onéotpea ei¢ Aapaokdv. 18 "Emeita
peta €tn tpia avijABov gl ‘TepocdAvua ...

Var. Western branch Eastern branch EDs.
dnfil0ov’® | DF G B SCCBWT"L
AAOov (d b xvg veni) P46
&vijA@ov N33 | ACP1241S | 1739 ¥ Chrys | SBLNARPSWHT'

1611 Byz
? Marc

These three readings go back to the earliest period. The reading dviiA@ov enjoys the

support of the Eastern branch plus 8 and 33, but the reading dnfjA6ov is also ancient, being

2 For example, 056 131 876 1573 1836 and 2125.

» METZGER 520: “The apostle’s stereotyped formula was altered by copyists who, apparently in the interest of
Christian piety, transferred the possessive pronoun so it would be more closely associated with ‘Lord Jesus Christ.
So also MATERA 39.

* NET 859. WEISs 99 proposes a two-stage corruption in which the pronoun had accidentally dropped out from the
standard formula and then restored to the wrong place. Indeed, many Byzantine manuscripts have lost the pronoun
(547 910 999 1319 1424 1448 1799 1874 1891 2147 2423), but this occurred within a tradition in which the
Christological reading predominated.

»R. V. G. Tasker, The Greek New Testament Being the Text Translated in the New English Bible 1961 (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1964), 428, decides in favor of the Christological placement based on external attestation.

* This reading is also supported by P51, which was too fragmentary to be analyzed for the stemma.
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supported by B and the Greek-Latin diglots D, F, and G. The oldest witness, P46, has another
reading nAOov due to the scribe’s tendency to simplify prefixed words,” so either &vAABov or
anfiA@ov could have stood in P46’s exemplar.”® Thus, resolution of this variation unit requires
an examination of the internal evidence.

The meanings of the verb phrases &nfjABov eig TepooéAvpa (“leave for Jerusalem”) and
aviABov ig TepoodAvpa (“went up to Jerusalem”) are almost the same, but the emphases are
different. On the one hand, &vfjA®ov with its prefix dva- (“up”) is commonly used for the
hilltop city of Jerusalem (e.g. 2:1 &véPnv €ig ‘TeposéAvpa).”” On the other hand, dnfiA@ov keeps
the topic of Damascus in mind (“nor did I leave [Damascus] for Jerusalem”), minimizing the
importance of Jerusalem and consequently that of the Jerusalem apostles.

The specter of scribal harmonization haunts both dviijA6ov and dnfiA@ov.* Scribes
would have been at least as prone—if not more so—to use the more common &vijA@ov with a
Jerusalem destination (also in context at v.18, cf. 2:1),”" as they would have been to assimilate
the verb to the following clause dGAAa anfiA@ov gig ApaPiav.” Intrinsically, either reason would
apply to Paul, but the implicit minimization of Jerusalem with the dnfjA@ov reading fits Paul’s

purposes better. If the objection is that Paul would not have repeated the verb,” there are

7 ROYSE 326, citing P46’s singular and near singular readings in Rom 8:17 (ndoyouev), 12:16 (cuvayduevor), Gal 1:17
(AABov), 1:18 (Fuewva), 2:13 (&mixOn); Eph 2:2 (¢pyodvrog); Col 3:16 (oikeitw); Heb 1:6 (&ydyn), 6:11 (Seixvucdar), 7:27
(mag), 10:25 (cuvaywyrv), 12:4 (Gywviléuevor), 13:11 (kaietan).

 RoYsE 309.

 BURTON 55; LEGASSE 99 n.5; LIGHTFOOT 83; LONGENECKER 33. These intrinsic analyses do not go beyond noting the
relative popularity of the collocation aGvijABov €ig TepocdAvua.

3% BUsCEMI 106.

1 EADIE 47; MEYER 11; ZAHN 66 1.74. So also WEIss 35, who argued that dnfiA@ov was assimilated by the scribes to the
technical usage of avijABov in v.18 due to its seemingly tiresome repetition.

2 BETZ 73 1n.173; BURTON 55; LEGASSE 99 n.5; LIGHTFOOT 83; LONGENECKER 33; MUSSNER 91 n.61; SIEFFERT 65-66 n.**; ZIMMER !
488. In fact. there is evidence of just this scribal harmonization to énfjA@ov among several minuscules (88 1799 1836
2344 2464). BETZ 73 n.173 notes that “the synonymous avapaivw is more common,” which Paul uses in Gal 2:1, 2; so
also ZIMMER ! 488.

%3 So LIGHTFOOT 83: “the repetition makes the sentence run awkwardly”.
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examples to the contrary, such as Rom 5:23 kavxwpueda ... AAAX kavxdueda and 8:15 EAdfete ...
aAAG ENGPete.*

The textual evidence is evenly balanced, but the apparent unusualness of the
expression anfABov €i¢ ‘TepoodAvua, despite its fitness to the context, seems to have induced

scribes to modify the verb to the more typical avijABov.

Gal 1:18 "Emerta peta &rn tpia avijAbov eig TepocdAvpa iotopficat Kneav kai
EMEUEIVA TIPOG AOTOV TUEPAG DEKATEVTE,

Var. Western branch Eastern branch EDs.
gmtpia | DFGdbxvg P46 B ¥ Chrys 1611 Byz | SCC SBLNA RP
BWTL
Tpila &tn N33 | AP 1241S | 1739 SWH
? Marc C

This is a good example of the split of the P46-B and the Western branch against ¥ 33
and the Eastern branch, though the Byzantines and ¥ join the Western branch. Internal
evidence is necessary to resolve this.

This word order variant may seem, at first glance, to have hardly any effect on the
meaning—both would be translated “after three years.” In noun-adjective pairings, however,
Greek prefers to put the adjective first only if it is more informative or contrastive than the
noun.” Thus, the order yeta €tn tpia suggests a contrast later in the verse with nuépag

dekamnévte (“for fifteen days”); the units of time are fronted to emphasize that while Paul spent

> EADIE 47, citing Rom 8:15. LIGHTFoOT 83 concedes that Rom 8:15 and 1 Cor 2:13 (& kal AahoDuev ok év di1daktolg
avOpwrivng copiog Adyoig GAN év Sidaktoig mveduatog) are contrary examples.

% Stéphanie Bakker, “Adjective Ordering in Herodotus: A Pragmatic Explanation” in Rutger Allan and Michel Buijs,
eds., The Language of Literature: Linguistic Approaches to Classical Texts (ASCP 13; Leiden: Brill, 2007), 188-210 at 195.
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years away from Jerusalem, he spent only days with Cephas in the city.** On the other hand, the
word order peta tpia €tn invites a correspondence with Gal 2:1 814 dekatecodpwyv étdv (“after
fourteen years”), and the point would then have to be on enumerating the different time
intervals.

Paul’s usage elsewhere confirms this behavior in the placement of the number for
emphasis.” For example, Paul places the number before the noun &tn to emphasize the amount
of time, e.g., Gal 2:1 81& dekatecodpwv Etdv (“after fourteen years”) to highlight his
independence from Jerusalem, and 3:17 petd tetpakdoia kai tpidkovta £tn (“after four
hundred and thirty years”) to underscore the length of time between Abraham and Moses. In 2
Cor 12:2 tpd £tdv dekateoodpwy (“fourteen years ago”), however, he places the number
afterwards when the length of time is not important.*

Intrinsically, the word order of peta €tn tpia fits the passage better. It is more
amenable to the argument of the letter to emphasize his independence from Jerusalem, than to
count the time intervals away. Thus, the proper point of contrast is the years apart from
Jerusalem compared with the days in Jerusalem, not a three year delay compared with a fourteen

year delay in going to Jerusalem. Transcriptionally, the reason for the year first order could be

* WErss 130. Indeed, it is noteworthy just how well Weiss was able to anticipate the modern pragmatic analysis more
than a century ago: “dass tpia eine sehr kleine Zahl ist, die nicht durch Voranstellung betont werden konnte, so
wenig wie das dekamnevte im Folgenden.” Cf. ZauN 69 n.77, who takes the number to be more important because Paul
had not enumerated anything yet.

%7 Pace ZIMMER ! 488-489, who claims that Paul always places small numbers after the noun. Zimmer’s observation is
confounded by the pragmatics of the word order. Small numbers are usually less important than the noun and
would therefore go after the noun, but they are not always unimportant in appropriate contexts. As argued here,
Gal 1:18 is such an appropriate context.

% There is also case of a non-numeric adjective before the noun, cf. Rom 15:23 &no ToAA@V étdv (“for many years”)
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scribal assimilation to the order of 2:1.*” Thus, the internal evidence decisively favors the order

peta €tn tpia of the Nestle-Aland text.

Gal 2:20 19 £y yap ik vépov vouw anédavov, va Be® {How. Xpotd
ouveotavpwuat © 20 {® d¢ oUKETL YW, (fj O £v éuol Xp1otdg * O 8¢ vV
{® év oapki, év niotel {® tfj Tod O0D kal Xp1otod T0D dyanroavtdg ue
Kal TapadovTog Eautodv Unep £UOD.

Var. Western branch Eastern branch EDs.
00 Bg0D kai Xpiotod | D¥F G d P46 B SCCBWT'L
700 viod Tob Beod xVg N33 | AC1241S | 1739 ¥ Chrys | SBLNARP
1611 Byz SWHT"
t00 Xprotol kai Oeod | b
to0 Be0D 330
? Marc P

The first two readings are old and could conceivably go back to the most recent
common ancestor of the text.” Though the shortest reading is attested in 330, this manuscript
is so far removed from the ancestor that selecting its reading is tantamount to making a
conjectural emendation.” As the two oldest readings are evenly split between the Western and

Eastern branches with their respective allies, internal evidence must decide this variation unit.

%% WEIss 130.

0 HorT App.121 and BURTON 139, however, characterized this as a Western corruption of B, but this was before the
discovery of P46.

“'n fact, J. C. O'Neill, The Recovery of Paul’s Letter to the Galatians. London: SPCK, 1972), 45, has proposed this very
conjectural emendation. Edmond Farahian, Le “je” paulinien: Etude pour mieux comprendre Gal. 2, 19-21 (Analecta
gregoriana 253; Rome: Editrice Pontificia Universita Gregoriana, 1988), 237, seems sympathetic to the conjecture but
ultimately decides against it.

What is good about this conjecture is that an original 100 8e00 can easily account for both early extant readings as
two independent attempts at fixing a problematic reading, but the resulting phrase, “God, who ... gave himself up for
me,” suffers from being more anomalous for Paul than either of the extant readings. In particular, O’Neill’s argument
that “[t]he verb mapadidwut is used with God as the implied subject in Rom. 4.25” does not take into account the
object of this verb; it is Jesus whom God delivered up in Rom 4:25, but, in his emendation of Gal 2:20, God delivered
up himself.
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The Nestle-Aland reading, “by faith of/in the Son of God,” raises two major exegetical
issues. The first is whether the genitive to0 viod tod 000 is subjective, “faith(fulness) of the
Son of God,”* or objective, “faith in the Son of God.”* Proponents of the view that the genitive
in Gal 2:20 is objective usually argue that this is controlled by a similar genitive in v.16, which
they maintain to be objective.* On the other hand, proponents of the subjective genitive here
argue that the context of v.20, rather than v.16, indicates that the genitive is subjective. The
following participial phrase “who loved me and gave himself over for me” epexegetically
restates what the Son of God’s faithfulness is,” and Paul’s statement that he is no longer living
but Christ living in him (v.20a) suggests a christological rather than anthropological focus for
the term “faith.”** Moreover, the articulation of v.20 supports the subjective genitive reading.
Generally, when the noun lacks the article but its modifier has the article, the modifier is
necessary for the correct identification of the noun.”” This suggests that this Son-of-God
faithfulness implicitly contrasts with Paul’s own faithfulness inherent in his life in the flesh (&
3¢ vOv {® év oapki). Just as Paul’s own faithfulness is subjective, so too is the Son of God’s

faithfulness.

*2 So Richard B. Hays, The Faith of Jesus Christ: The Narrative Substructure of Galatians 3:1-4:11 (2d ed.; Grand Rapids, Mich.:
Eerdmans, 2002), 153-155; MATERA 96.

* So BURTON 139; BUSCEMI 224; James D. G. Dunn, “Once More, [IIZTIZ XPIETOY” in Hays, Faith, 249-271, at 262; Gordon
D. Fee, Pauline Christology: An Exegetical-Theological Study (Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2007), 223-226; Thomas H.
Tobin, Paul’s Rhetoric in its Contexts: The Argument of Romans (Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2004), 132-133.

“ Buscemt 224; Tobin, Paul’s Rhetoric 133. Oddly, LONGENECKER 94 reads the genitives of v.16 as subjective but then
understands the genitive in v.20 to be objective due to the dative article tfj, yet the article is dative merely because
niotel is dative.

* Campbell, Deliverance, 847; Hays, Faith, 291. But Dunn, “Once More,” 262 sees the genitive participle phrases as
specifying the content of the faith in the Son of God.

*¢ Campbell, Deliverance, 847-848. Hays, Faith, 154-155, sums it up as follows: “The whole context portrays Christ as
the active agent and Paul as the instrument through which and/or for whom Christ’s activity comes to expression.”
Hays, Faith, 154, also points to a syntactical analogy with Rom 5:15 év xdpiti tfj T00 £vog dvBpwmov 'Incod Xpiotod
(“in the grace of one person Jesus Christ”).

*7 See generally, Stéphanie Bakker, The Noun Phrase in Ancient Greek: A Functional Analysis of the Order and Articulation of
NP Constituents in Herodotus (ASCP 15; Leiden: Brill, 2009), 271-282 and 289-290, especially at 290: “The use of the NaX
[scil. noun-article-modifier] pattern, by contrast, presupposes that the modifier is essential for the identification of a
referent: without the help of the modifier, the addressee would identify the wrong referent or no referent at all.”
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The second issue raised by the Nestle-Aland reading is to account for why the text

introduces the term “Son of God” at all.*®

The context does not trigger the use of this term;
rather, the more commonly Pauline term “Christ” would be more appropriate in the immediate
context.” Moreover, the phrase “faith in/of the Son of God” is unique to Paul,” and the fully
articulated postpositive genitive phrase to0 viod tod 0e0d is found only here in this exact form
among the undisputed Paulines.”’ Consequently, commentators have struggled to account for
the phrasing of the Nestle-Aland reading of Gal 2:20.”

As for the “God and Christ” reading, there are also two exegetical issues. The first is

whether the lack of the article before Christ as the second member of a compound noun phrase

means that the text is equating God and Christ,” thereby making this reading one of the most

8 Noted but not elaborated by Campbell, Deliverance, 645: ““The Son of God’ is not a name for Paul (and only Gal. 2:20
uses it).”

* So BURTON 139, who concedes: “What particular phase of the meaning of this title as applied to Jesus is here in
mind, or why it is chosen instead of Xpiotd¢ or Xpiotdg Incoie, which have been used in this passage thus far, there
is nothing in the context to indicate.” Burton goes on to argue that perhaps Paul used this phrase because he was
thinking of Christ’s love.

%0 Cf. Hermas 93.5 ot &ndotolot kai ol Siddokalot. . . kowunBévreg év duvdpet kai miotet tod viod tol Beod “the
apostles and teachers . . . fallen asleep in the son of God’s power and faith.” If the genitive to0 vio0 to0 80l
construes with both power and faith, then since the first (power) is Christological, so should the second (faith).

*1 But cf. Eph 4:13 tfig éntyvoewg tod viod tob 0200 “of the knowledge of the Son of God” (however tob viod is
omitted by F Gb). Among the undisputed letters, Paul’s favorite way by far of expressing divine filiation is 0 viog
avtod (Rom 1:3, 9, 5:10, 8:29; 1 Cor 1:19; Gal 1:16, 4:4, 6; 1 Thess 1:10), though with some variations: tov €éaxvtod viod
(Rom 8:3), to0 18iov viol (Rom 8:32), absolute 6 vidg (1 Cor 15:28), anarthrous viod 800 (Rom 1:4), and the pre-posed
genitive 6 ToD Beol ydp vi6g (2 Cor 1:19).

*2 Some argue that Paul was incorporating a traditional formulation, but Gabriella Berényi, “Gal 2,20: a Pre-Pauline or
a Pauline Text?” Bib 64 (1984):490-537 at 522-523, counters that Gal 2:20 is not a traditional saying because the use of
napadodvar with the reflexive pronoun is found only in the New Testament at Gal 2:20 and Eph 4:19, 5:2, 25. She
goes on to argue that, despite the fact that the use of the phrase “Son of God” is “very rare” in Paul (528 n.62), this
“very solemn title” was chosen to enhance the paradox of Christ’s delivering himself up for Paul and lend “an
audacious, unusual character” to the entire statement (528-529, also 530, 536).

>3 This article-substantive-kai-substantive construction is also known as the “Granville Sharp construction”; see
especially Daniel B. Wallace, Granville Sharp’s Canon and Its Kin: Semantics and Significance (SBG 14; New York: Peter
Lang, 2009), 7 n.21. Wallace argues strongly that this construction with personal, singular, and non-proper referents
means that the construction as a whole refers to a single person, but grammarians of Classical Greek prefer to think
of this construction as merely having the effect of “a single notion” (SMyTH 291 § 1143) or being “depicted as one
whole” (Bakker, Noun Phrase, 177).
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explicit statements of Christ’s divinity in the Pauline corpus.” Though this construction admits
this interpretive possibility,” it is more likely that Paul’s use of “Christ” as a proper name
makes the term sufficiently definite for Paul that the article is unnecessary.® This means that,
if the reading was original to Paul, it would refer to two separate persons,”” not to a single God-
Christ person.”®

Second, as with the other reading, the genitive phrase to0 6€00 kal Xpiotod can be
either subjective, “faith of God and Christ,” or objective, “faith in God and Christ.” Though this
issue for this specific reading has hardly been discussed in the literature, the objective genitive
seems difficult to sustain. Against the objective reading, Paul does not otherwise describe two
faiths for a Christian, one in God and another in Christ. On the other hand, the subjective
reading of the genitive is appropriate because Paul would be talking about God’s faithfulness
(cf. Rom 3:3 trjv miotiv T0D 0£00),” as well as Christ’s. Both persons are mentioned in the

nearby context, especially v.19 (“that I live to God; I am crucified in Christ”). Moreover, as

> So NET 860: “The construction ‘of God and Christ’ appears to be motivated as a more explicit affirmation of the
deity of Christ (following as it apparently does the Granville Sharp rule). Although Paul certainly has an elevated
Christology, explicit ‘God-talk’ with reference to Jesus does not normal appear until the later books.”

> See generally Nigel Turner, A Grammar of New Testament Greek: Syntax (vol. 3; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1963), 181:
“The art. may be carried over from the first noun to the other(s), especially if they are regarded as a unified whole
and the gender and number are the same. . . . [However,] the repetition of the art. was not strictly necessary to
ensure that the items be considered separately.” See also Bakker, Noun Phrase, 177-178: “the different entities are
depicted as one whole.”

%6 So Wallace, Granville Sharp’s Canon, 237, esp. n.7: “Since they [scil. proper names] do not require an article to be
definite, one cannot conclude that the article ‘carries over’ to the proper name in the sense of referential identity.”
*7 John Bligh, Galatians: A Discussion of St Paul’s Epistle (Householder Commentaries 1; London: St Paul Publications,
1969), 215, argues in favor of two persons because Gal 2:20-21 corresponds to 1:4-5 where Jesus Christ gave himself
according to the will of God the Father. Note also the dual reference to God the Father and the Lord Jesus Christ in
1:3.

% Pace Bart D. Ehrman, The Orthodox Corruption of Scripture: The Effect of Early Christological Controversies on the Text of the
New Testament (New York: Oxford University Press, 1993), 86-87; NET 860; perhaps also BETz 125 n.104. Wallace,
Granville Sharp’s Canon, 237 abandons sub silentio his prior position in NET 860. His statement of the Granville-Sharp
rule explicitly excludes proper names from its scope (Daniel B. Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics: An Exegetical
Syntax of the New Testament [Grand Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan, 1996], 271-272), and he concedes that Christ is a proper
name in the epistles (Wallace, Granville Sharp’s Canon, 252 n.52).

** Howard Eshbaugh, “Textual Variants and Theology: A Study of the Galatians Text of Papyrus 46.” JSNT 3 (1979): 60-
72 at 67.
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explained above, the articulation of év miotet ... tfj T00 B0 kat Xpiotod implicitly contrasts
Paul’s own faithfulness (subjective) with that of God and Christ.

Weighing the intrinsic probabilities between the first two readings is complicated by
the lack of exact parallels for both wordings in Paul. Both “faith of God and Christ” and “faith
of the Son of God” are found only here in Paul,*® and both genitive phrases after “faith” are
uniquely formulated in the undisputed letters of Paul, though analogous formulations are
attested for both t00 0g00 kai Xpiotod® and tod viod tol e00.” Metzger’s denial that “Paul
nowhere else expressly speaks of God as the object of a Christian’s faith”* not only begs the
question that the genitive is objective but is also too narrowly drawn to be fully cogent. For
example, Paul expressly talks of the Thessalonians’ faith in God at 1 Thess 1:8 (1} miotig D@V N
npog OV 0ebV). As another example, in Rom 4:23-24, Paul refers to his contemporary Christians
as “those believing in the one who raised our Lord Jesus from the dead” (toig motevovov émi
TOV €yeipavta Incoldv TOV KOplov €k vekp®v). Even within Galatians itself, God is the object of
the faith of Abraham, who functions as a model for gentile Christians (Gal 3:6, 8-9; see also Rom

4:3,11-12).** Moreover, the Christology of the reading to0 600 kai Xpiotod is not too high for

% Noted by Eshbaugh, “Textual Variants,” 67.

¢! Though Raymond E. Brown, Jesus, God and Man: Modern Biblical Reflections (Milwaukee: Bruce,1967), 11, argues that
“[t]he phrase tou theou kai Christou is never found elsewhere in the Pauline writings, and so is suspect,” various fuller
phraseologies are found throughout the Pauline corpus (Rom 1:7; 1 Cor 1:3; 2 Cor 1:2; Gal 1:3; Phil 1:2; 1 Thess 1:2;
Phlm 3; cf. Eph 1:2, 6:23; 2 Thess 2; 1 Tim 1:2, 5:21; 2 Tim 1:2, 4:1; Tit 1:4, 2:13).

¢ Farahian, Le “je” paulinien, 234 n.10 properly calls into question Metzger’s appeal to “the customary Pauline
expression t00 viod toD Be0b” (METZGER 524, followed by MATERA 96). Metzger’s claim works only at a conceptual
level—as stated above, Paul prefers other formulations to express divine filiation.

 METZGER 524. Also BETz 125 n.104; BURTON 139 (“The apostle never speaks of God expressly as the object of a
Christian’s faith.”); Buscemi 196 (“mai altrove in Paulo Dio & oggetto della fede”); Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, 86;
LONGENECKER 94; Pedro Mendoza Magallén, «Estar crucificado juntamente con Criston: el nuevo status del creyente en Cristo.
Estudio exegético-teoldgico de Gal 2,15-21 y Rom 6,5-11 (Tesi Gregoriana Serie Teologica 122; Rome: Editrice Pontificia
Universita Gregoriana, 2005), 94 n.185; Kazimeirz Romaniuk, L'amour du Pére et du Fils dans la sotériologie de saint Paul
(Analecta biblica 15; Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1961), 31.

¢ See Campbell, Deliverance, 873.
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Paul,” because the lack of the article before Christ does not necessarily equate God and Christ
in this construction. Indeed, having both God and Christ in focus fits the context very well,
with the two of them together being mentioned in both v.19 and v.21,% while there is little
intrinsic reason for Paul to write “Son of God.”” Furthermore, the t00 000 kai Xp1otoD
reading lends itself better to a subjective genitive reading, which also fits the context very
well.®

Transcriptionally, the tod vio0 tod 0g00 reading is unobjectionable to scribes,” so
textual critics have found it necessary to posit a two-stage error scenario in which to0 viod was
omitted by accident to read the very difficult tod 6eod (“faith in/of God who ... gave himself up
for me”), and then was later corrected by adding kai Xpiot00.” On the other hand, an anti-
Patripassionist scribe could well have misread the tod 6e00 kai Xpiotod as a single person,
which would suggest the passibility of God in this context, and fixed the reading to avoid that

implication.”

% Pace Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, 86-87; NET 860; perhaps BETz 125 1n.104.

5 Weiss 9: “Aber das tov Beov ka1 xpiotov (Lchm. Treg. txt. nach BDFG d. e. g.) ist nicht nur offenbar die schwierigere
Lesart, sondern wird auch durch v. 21 bestétigt wo deutlich vorausgesetzt ist, dass vorher von beiden geredet war.”
%7 Pace Romaniuk, L’amour, 32, who argues that the clause “I am crucified with Christ” indicates that Paul only had the
Son in view. Contradicting this argument is the immediately preceding clause in v.19, va 6e® {fjow, “so that I may
live to God,” which also puts the Father in view. At any rate, Romaniuk does not explain why Paul wrote “Son of
God” instead of merely “Christ.”

% So Norbert Baumert, Der weg des Trauens: Ubersetzung und Auslegung des Briefes an die Galater und des Briefes an die
Philipper (Wiirzberg: Echter, 2009), 50.

% Peter M. Head, “Galatians 2.20: ‘I live by faith in God and Christ ...",” Evangelical Textual Criticism (March 15, 2006),
online: http://evangelicaltextualcriticism.blogspot.com/2006/03/galatians-220-i-live-by-faith-in-god.html; cf.
Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, 86; LIGHTFOOT 119.

7® METZGER 524; MEYER 54. Also Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, 86.

7' WEIss 1896:9 calls “God and Christ” the apparently more difficult reading (“offenbar die schwierigere Lesart”) but
does not explain why. On the other hand, Eshbaugh, “Textual Variants,” 67 suggests the “Son of God” reading
“shows a higher, more formalized Christology.” Fee, Pauline Christology, 511-512 deduces the Christology of Gal 2:20
from Paul’s use of Son of God: “the very fact that in this case he identifies Christ as ‘the Son of God’ suggests that what
overwhelms Paul about such love is not simply Christ’s death on his behalf [but] that the preexistent, and therefore
divine, Son of God is the one who by incarnation as well as crucifixion ‘died for me.” Contrarily, Brown, Jesus, 11 sees
the “Son of God” as “the less developed reading from a theological viewpoint,” apparently if the phrase “God and
Christ” is understood as equating the two persons.
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Accordingly, the intrinsic probabilities suggest that “God and Christ” fits the context
better than “Son of God,” and the transcriptional probabilities also favor the “God and Christ”
reading. For these reasons, the “God and Christ” reading, to0 €00 kai Xpiotod, ought to be

adopted for a critical text of Galatians.

Gal 5:17b ... tva un) & éav 0éAnte tabta mofjte.

Var. | Western branch Eastern branch EDS.

a &&v B¢ | Nx1175 | A 1241S SCC SBLNASBWWHTL'
a Gv c* ¥ 1611 Byz | RP

0&v | D*FG

dv B*

a C* 1739 Chrys | L"

? Marc d b xvg P46 | 33 p

Not noted in the NA27 apparatus, this variation unit is fragmented along the basic
branches of the textual transmission of Galatians. Nevertheless, B and the Western branch
agree with each other by reading dv, against the rest of the tradition which reads éav when it is
attested. The only witness to omit the relative pronoun & is B*, but this omission is probably
due to parablepsis from the alpha of & to the alpha of (¢)dv (and B was corrected to read & £dv);”
thus, B*s &v actually fails to provide substantial support for either &v or é&v when the relative
pronoun is included. With B* out of the picture, the two basic readings are & £&v of the Eastern
branch plus X (and B) and 6 dv of the Western branch. The external evidence thus favors the
reading a éav.

Originally a combination of €1 and &v, the particle é&v was used in classical Greek as a

conditional marker with the meaning “if,” but by Hellenistic times it came to be frequently

72 WEISS 63.
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used after relative pronouns.” Since Galatians was written in Hellenistic Greek, this use of €&v
after a relative pronoun is intrinsically suitable, but classically trained scribes may have been
motivated to change the reading to a more classical Gv.”* Furthermore, the singular relative
pronoun of the Greek-Latin diglots is intrinsically unsuitable due to the number mismatch with

its resumptive pronoun tadta. Thus, the internal evidence too favors the reading €av.

Gal 6:2 AAMAAwvV ta Papn Pactalete kai 0UTwG AVATANPWOCETE TOV VOUOV TOD

XptotoD.
Var. Western branch Eastern branch EDS.
dvanAnpwoete | Marc F G (P46 &mo-) B SCC SBL NA
dbxvg BWT"L'
avamAnpwoate | D N33 | AC 1739 ¥ Chrys | RPSWH
1241S | 1611 Byz T
? P

The external evidence is split between the Western branch and its allies (P46 and B)
and the Eastern branch and its allies (X 33).” Thus, the internal evidence must be
determinative. The difference between the two readings lies in the inflection of the verb. The
Western branch’s verb dvanAnpdoete is in future indicative: “Bear each other’s burdens and
thus you will fulfill the law of Christ,” while the Eastern branch has an aorist imperative
avamAnpwoate: “Bear each other’s burdens and thus fulfill the law of Christ.” The future

indicative is a better fit to the context because it gives a promised consequence of the earlier

BDAG “édv,” 267-268; BDF 57 § 107; LS] “&dv,” 465.

74 Cf. the discussion in ZIMMER * 301-305.

7> METZGER 530 favors the future indicative reading of P46, B, and G because of its “early and diverse external
diversification,” but this is in tension with the more usual low regard for B-Western agreements by rational eclectics.
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imperative,” while the aorist imperative appears to be a scribal harmonization to the mood of

the preceding verb.”

3.2.2 Inner Branch b
The following fifteen variation units occur along inner branch b where P46 and B are in
agreement against the readings of their nearest stemmatic relatives, i.e., the Western branch,

N, and 33:

Gal 1:12 00d¢ yap €yw mapd &vOpwmov TapéAafov avtod odde £818dxOnv, AN &t
armokaAUPewc 'Incod Xpiotol.

Var. | Western branch Eastern branch EDs.

o0d¢ | D*FG N 33x1175 | AP 1241S | 1739 ¥ Chrys | scCwH"TL

ovte P46 B 1611 Byz SBL NARP S BW WH'
? Marc d b xvg C

The oUte reading is only found in the P46-B cluster, and the Harklean (including the
Greek 1611) and Byzantine groups.” Ordinarily, the external evidence strongly favors o0d¢,
being found in both the Western and Eastern branches along with ¥ and 33. The lack of
genealogical coherence for the oUte readings suggests that it arose on separate occasions and is
therefore secondary, unless it appears that it is much more likely that scribes would have
changed oUte into o0d€ than the reverse. This assessment, then, requires an examination of

the internal evidence.

7% LONGENECKER 275.

77 BUSCEMI 568; MATERA 214; METZGER 530; MEYER 319; MUSSNER 399 n.23; ROHDE 260; SIEFFERT 333 n.**; WEIss 49. It is
conceivable, however, that the harmonization could go in the other direction, for the preceding Pactdlete, being a
present imperative, ends with the same letters as the future: -ete. BurToN 330 has a different argument against the
future form: “The fut. is probably due to the natural tendency to convert the second imperative into a promissory
apodosis,” but without any evidence of this “natural tendency.”

78 S0 ZAHN 52 n.52. BURTON 40, to the contrary, weighs the external evidence against 008¢ because it is Western, but
this does not account for the reading in X 33 AP 12415 1739 and ¥.
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The distinction between o08¢ and oUrte in this context is fairly subtle. When these
negative conjunctions follow a negative particle (as here, the o0 in the adverbial o0d¢ ydp),
o0d¢ adds another negative thought while oUte subdivides the earlier negative thought.” Thus,
the reading 008¢ £618ax0nv implies that Paul was also denying that he been taught the gospel
by a human at an occasion separate from his receiving of the gospel (008¢ . . . tapéAaBov).”
After all, Paul is about to admit that he spent a fortnight in Jerusalem with Cephas three years
after his call (v.18), and this denial of being taught with 008¢ to indicate a separate negative
thought allows him preemptively to deny being taught the gospel even then. As for the reading
oUte €810dx0Onv, this usage is rare in Greek because oUte is usually found paired with at least
one other oUte,* so the construction o0(8€) . .. oUte . . . tends to suggests that the second
negative element is an afterthought.” This reading would suggest that Paul re-characterized
his initial reception of the gospel as not involving teaching and implies no denial of being
taught at another occasion.

Intrinsically, the separate denial of the o0d¢ £é018axOnv reading better fits Paul’s
defensiveness about his apostleship. For example, in 1:1 Paul carefully laid out that he was an
apostle not from any group of people nor by anybody (TadAog dnéotolog ovk an’ dvBpbrwy
00d¢ &1’ dvBpwnov).” Then again, oUte could be the harder reading. After all, it is a rare

construction in ancient Greek,* and a scribe, not noticing that the o0 in 008¢ substituted for an

7 BDF 231 § 445(2); WINER 509.

80 ZAHN 52,

8 SMYTH 661 § 2941, Elsewhere in Paul, oUte is always paired with at least one other olte: Rom 8:38-39 (10 times); 1
Cor 3:7, 6:9-10 (7 times), 8:8, 11:11; Gal 5:6, 6:15; 1 Thess 2:5-6 (4 times). ZIMMER ! 487 concludes from this that an
unpaired oUte is non-Pauline, but the rarity of the expression makes such a conclusion precarious.

82 DENNISTON 509-510; WINER 513.

8 Cf. LONGENECKER 23, who connects 1:12 with 1:1 though he does not seen any difference in meaning between o0d¢é
and oUte here (20 n.b).

8 BURTON 40 (“unusual”); LicHTFoOT 80 (“less regular”).
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initial oUte, may have assimilated oUte to the preceding 008¢.” On the other hand,
dissimilation can also occur, and these conjunctions are often interchanged among the
manuscripts,” due to their similarity of sound” or perhaps because a scribe did not realize that
o0d¢ £818axOnv referred to a separate incident at which Paul could have learned about the
gospel. At any rate, the internal evidence does not seem decisive enough to overturn the

excellent external evidence for o08¢.

Gal 1:15 "Ote d¢ €0dOknoeV 0 BedG O dopioag Ue €k KoAag unTpdg pov Kai
KaAéoag O1a Thg Xxapttog avtod 16 drokaAvat TOV vidV abTol &V Euot, .

Var. | Western branch Eastern branch EDS.
00ebg | Dd N33x1175 | AP 1241S | 1739 ¥ Chrys Byz | SCCNA'RP
SWH'T'L'
- FGbxvg P46 B 1611 SBL NA"
BW wH" TV L"
? Marc C

Although the shorter reading without 6 8ed¢ (“God”) is classified here as a P46-B cluster
reading, it is also found in some members of the Western branch (F G b xvg), so it could have
also been classified as belonging to the basic Western/Eastern opposition, with the longer

reading of D and d being a secondary development. The longer reading is also found in the

& Weiss 61: “Die Emendatoren {ibersahen, dass sich dasselbe [o0te] an das in ovde liegende ov anschliesst, wenn sie
nicht einfach nach diesem conformirten.” So also MATERA 52-53. Within the Byzantine tradition, there are some
examples of assimilating olte to 00d¢ here (69 205-209 2147).

% BDAG “oUte,” 740. For example, the scribe of P75 created a singular reading of 00d¢ ... oUte from an original oUte ...
oUte at John 8:19 (Roysk 680 n.344). Examples of changes from 00&¢ to oUte include Rom 8:7 (L), 1 Cor 3:2 (L al), 5:1
(88), 11:14 (1175), 15:50 (33); Gal 2:3 (F G), 3:28 (¥ 323 796 943). Examples of changes from oUte to 008¢ include 1 Cor
3:7 (A C), 1 Cor 6:9-10 (D).

¥ The devoicing of the stop in 008¢ to oUte could have been triggered by the preceding word avté. Such devoicing of
consonants is also a characteristic of the Greek speech in Egypt at this time, see generally Francis T. Gignac, A
Grammar of the Greek Papyri of the Roman and Byzantine Periods (vol. 1: Phonology; Milan Goliardica, 1976).
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Eastern branch, and the basic 8 and 33. Though textual critics have viewed the balance of the
external evidence as tilting in favor of the inclusion of “God,”* it is necessary to consider which
reading the internal evidence supports.

With the shorter reading, the participial clause 6 dpopicag pe . .. kai kaAécag . . . is the
subject of the verb e086knoev: “the one who set me apart. .. and called [me] . .. was pleased.”
The unnamed agent is clearly God, as evident in the complementary infinitive clause
arokaAvat Tov vidv avtod (“to reveal his son”), and the longer reading makes this explicit.”
With the longer reading, 0 6€dc is the explicit subject of the verb, while the participial clause is
in apposition functioning like a relative clause: “God, who set me apart. .. and called [me]. . .,
was pleased to reveal his son in me.” In either case, Gal 1:15 states implicitly or explicitly that
God is the one who set apart and called Paul.

Intrinsically, it is true that Paul often omits 8edg with substantivized participles that
refer to God.” But not always so. In many cases, Paul explicitly mentions God when there is a
contrast with another entity.”" For Gal 1:15, the contrast was already signaled in v.10, where
Paul rhetorically asks if he is trying to appeal to people or to God (&ptt y&p dvOpwnovg melbw A

TOV 0edv;). Verse 15, then, answers the question—it was God who was pleased (€086knoev 6

8 So METZGER 521 (majority of the committee); ZaHN 60. Conceded by Buscemi 106. The longer reading is also found in
Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 5.12.5: Cum autem placuit Deo, qui me ex utero matris meae segregavit (W. Wigan Harvey, Sancti Irenaei
episcopi Lugdunensis: libros quinque adversus haereses [2 vols.; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1857], 2:354).

8 BETZ 69-70; BURTON 51.

% LiHTFOOT 82. For example, Gal 1:6 &nd tob kaAéoavtog (“from the one who called”), 2:8 6 yap évepyfoag MéTpw
(“the one who worked in Peter”—perhaps the holy spirit, however), 3:5 6 00V émixopny®v ... kai évepy®v (“the one
who supplies . . . and works”), 5:8 00k €k t00 kaAobvtog Uudg (“not from the one calling you:); Rom 8:11 6 £yeipag
Xplotodv €k vekp®V (“the one who raised Christ from the dead”); Phil 1:6 6 évap&duevog v Oulv €pyov dyadov (“the
one who began a good work in you”); and 1 Thess 5:24 miotog 0 kaA®v vuag (“faithful is one who calls you”).

°! See Rom 8:33 Be0¢ 6 dikon®dv (“It is God who justifies”—in contrast with the one who accuses), 9:22 0éAwv 6 Bedg
gvdeifacbo (“God wanting to demonstrate”—in contrast with the mere human of v.20); 1 Cor 3:7 AN’ 6 adédvwv
Bed¢ (“but the one who grows is God”—in contrast with Paul who planted and Apollos who watered); 2 Cor 4:6 6 8g0¢
0 einwv (“God, the one who said”—in contrast with the god of this age, v.4); and Phil 2:13 8g0¢ yap 6 évepy@v év OUlv
(“for it is God who works in you”—in contrast with Paul).
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0e6¢), and the appositional participial clauses elaborate that answer by stating actions that can
be done by God, not Paul’s contemporaries.

Transcriptionally, the shorter reading has usually been valued, except in cases where
accidental omission by skipping between similar letters is apparent.”” In this case, the omission
of 6 0e6¢ occasioned by skipping between the two masculine singular nominative articles () is
certainly feasible.” Royse, on the other hand, has argued that, for early variants the longer
reading ought to be preferred unless it appears to be a harmonization or a grammatical
improvement.” Neither reason is applicable to Gal 1:15. The longer reading does not appear to
be a harmonization,” and adding an explicit subject does not improve the grammar.”

Furthermore, the lack of genealogical coherence plays an important role in assessing
the transcriptional probabilities. The witnesses for the shorter and longer readings are not
close genealogical relatives, so the issue becomes deciding which is more likely to account for
this genealogical incoherence. Is it more likely for two unrelated groups to add the same exact
words in the same exact place coincidentally (i.e., D and ¥, 33, Easterns adding 6 8ed¢ after
g0dknoev), or for two unrelated groups to omit the same words independently (i.e., F-G and

P46-B)? Since it is generally easier to agree accidentally on what to omit rather than on what

°2 METZGER 13*: “In general the shorter reading is to be preferred, except where (a) Parablepsis arising from
homoeoarcton or homoeoteleuton may have occurred (i.e., where the eye of the copyist may have inadvertently
passed from one word to another having a similar sequence of letters) ...”

 Pace WEIss 83, who claims that there is no apparent accidental reason for the omission: “da hier an einen blossen
Schreibfehler nicht zu denken ist.” LEcAsSE 91 n.3 raises the possibility of an intentional omission to avoid
duplication with the participle 6 dpopicag or by assimilation to the various participial parallels where Paul does not
name God explicitly.

* ROYSE 735.

% The possible parallel to 1 Cor 1:21 ed8éknoev 0 Bed¢ is too remote and contextually too dissimilar to plausibly
prompt a harmonization, though it corroborates that the expression belongs to Paul’s thinking and style.

% Contrary to many critics who feel that adding an explicit subject for a verb is a reason to reject the longer reading:
BETZ 70 n.132; BURTON 51-52; BUSCEMI 106; LIGHTFOOT 82; LONGENECKER 26 n.a; MATERA 59; METZGER 521-522 (minority view
of Bruce Metzger and Allen Wikgren); MEYER 11; MUSSNER 81; NET 859-860; SIEFFERT 60 n.**,
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to add in its exact wording, the balance of probabilities favors coincidental omission over
addition.

In summary, the longer reading is intrinsically suitable for Paul, and the omission could
have been occasioned by the repetition of the masculine singular article (6). As a result, the
internal evidence favors of the longer reading, which corroborates, not overturns, the views of

textual critics as to the weight of the external evidence.

Gal 1:19 £repov 8¢ TV dmootéAwv 0Ok €180V &l un Tdkwfov tov &8eApodv Tod

Kupiov.
Var. Western branch Eastern branch EDs.
oUK €100V N33x1175 | AP 1739 ¥ Chrys | SCC SBL NA RP
1241S | 1611 Byz SBWWHTL
ovY €100V P46 B
€idov o0déva | DF G d (b) xvg
? Marc C

This variation unit is actually a three-way split among the Western branch, the P46-B
cluster, and the Eastern branch with its ¥ and 33 allies.

All three readings deny that Paul saw any apostle other than Cephas and James the
brother of the Lord, but their emphases vary. The least emphatic is the simple negative ook
gidov of the Eastern branch and its allies. As for P46-B, its form of negative o0y may be the
result of confusion over whether €18ov begins with an aspirate,” or an elided form of o0 (i.e.
ovY’ €1dov),” which is a strengthened form of the negative and thus serves to heighten Paul’s

denial of not seeing any other apostle. As for the Western branch reading, the use of the

%7 So WEIss 60. BDF 10 § 14 gives various examples of o0y with the verb i8¢iv. If this is the case, then the P46-B
reading is merely an orthographic variant of o0k ei8ov.
% Cf. the reading oV "Toudaik®g at Gal 2:14 in 8* A C 33 1175 1241S for o0l Tovdaik®g in R B V.
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negative pronoun o0déva (“no one”) also serves to strengthen Paul’s denial about not seeing
any other apostle.”
Accordingly, the reading that best explains the origin of the others is the simple

negative oUk £1d0v, which the Western branch and the P46-B strengthened in different ways.

Gal 2:13 12 ...[Knoedg] vnéoteAlev kai d@wpilev £QUTOV POPOUUEVOC TOUG EK
mepLTopii. 13 kai cuvumekpiOnoav avT® kai ot Aotroi Tovdalot, Kote
kal Bapvafag suvamniixdn avt@v tfj okpioet.

Var. | Western branch Eastern branch EDS.
kai |DFGdb N 33x1175 | ACP 1241S | ¥ Chrys 1611 Byz | SCC SBLNA'RP
SWH'TL
xvg P46 B 1739 NA" BW WH"
? Marc

The omission of the adverbial kai (“too0”) is found in a few unrelated witnesses, vg, P46-
B, and 1739. Thus, the genealogical coherence of the external evidence is on the side of the
inclusion of kai.

Without the adverb, the first clause of Gal 2:13 states that “the rest of the Jews
pretended to agree with him [i.e., Cephas].”’® The reference to the “rest of the Jews” is to be
compared with the reference to those of the circumcision party (tovg €k Tepitoufic) at the end
of v.12, suggesting two sets of Jews: one who advocated circumcision for gentiles (v.12) and
another who did not (v.13). At any rate, the first clause of v.13 has the latter group pretending

to go along with the former group and Cephas. Paul’s suggestion of pretence implies that he

% Cf. Berz 77 n.201, who considers this an “attempt[] to clarify the text.”

19 1. H. Moulton and G. Milligan, Vocabulary of the Greek Testament (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1930; repr. Peabody,
Mass.: Hendrickson, 1997), “cuvunokpivopat,” 615-616, recommend the translation “pretended to agree with” based
on Polybius, Hist. 3.92.5: ®&10¢ . . . suVLTIEKPIVETO TOIG TPOOVUWG Kal PrAokivdUvvwg draketuévolg. BDAG
“cuvumokpivouat,” 976-977, has “to join in playing a part or pretending, join in pretense/hypocrisy.”
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thought they knew better but masked their true feelings. If the adverbial kai is read in v.13,
then it would emphasize a parallelism between the rest of the Jews and the circumcision party
plus Cephas.' This parallelism thus implies that both the circumcision party and Cephas also
recognized that withdrawing table fellowship from gentile Christians was “not walking rightly
in the truth of the gospel” (v.14).

Intrinsically, the inclusion of the adverbial kat fits Paul’s context better, for it
underscores Paul’s stance that there is no excuse for their behavior because everyone
recognizes what “the truth of the gospel” is. When they do not behave properly, even if out of
fear (v.13), it is just a pretence on their part. Transcriptionally, though the addition of kaf is

102

possibly an assimilation to the following adverbial kal before Bapvapag,'*” it is nonetheless

difficult to explain why isolated scribes should independently insert the same adverbial kai

before oi Aowroi Tovdaior.'

Admittedly, the internal evidence for including kaf does not seem
particularly decisive, but it agrees with the genealogical coherence of the external evidence in

its favor.

1% See Levinsohn, Discourse Features, 99-101, on the two functions of the non-conjunctive kai, non-contiguous
parallelism (“too, also”) and confirmation (“even”). The adverbial ka{ before Bapvafac, on the other hand, indicates
confirmation: “so that even Barnabas got caught up in their pretence.”

192.So WEIss 113.

19 BURTON 109; LONGENECKER 63 n.d. BusceMI 182 suggests that it might have been omitted because it seemed
superfluous, especially with an adverbial kai in the following clause. ZauN 115 n.46 puts forward the views that the
adverbial kai implies that Cephas too was a hypocrite.
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Gal 2:16 €iddteg 8¢ Gt1 00 dikaroGtat &vOpwmog €€ £pywv vouou ik iotewg
'Incod Xpiotod, Kai NUELS €i¢ Xprotov 'Incodv émtotedoapey,

Var. Western branch Eastern branch EDS.
Xpiotov Inoobv | DFGdb xvg N ACP | ¥Byz SCC SBL NA RP
S WH'TL
'Inoobv Xplotév P46 B | 33x1175 | 1241S | 17391611 | BW wH"
‘Incodv Chrys
? Marc

Here, the opposition is between P46-B and the Western branch, while the Eastern
branch is divided at every level. Internal evidence must decide this reading. Intrinsically, Paul
has a tendency to prefer the order Christ Jesus except in genitives,'* and transcriptionally, the
order of 'Incodv Xpiotdv appears to be an assimilation to the order of 'Incod Xpiotod in the
preceding clause.'” These considerations together suggest that Xpiotov 'Incodv is the

authorial reading.

Gal 3:7 6 KabBwg APpady éniotevoev t@ Oe®, kal EAoylobn avT® €ig
d1katoovn * 7 yivokete dpa 8Ti ol £k ioTewg, ovTol vioi gloty

ABpady.
Var. Western branch Eastern branch EDS.
vioi elowv P46B | N P 1241S | ¥ Chrys SCC SBL NA
BWWHT L'
giowvvioi | DFGdb xvg 33 x1175 | AC 17391611 Byz | RPST"L"
? Marc

This is another opposition of P46-B against the Western branch, while the Eastern

branch is split. As a result, internal evidence must decide the variant.

1% BURTON 122-122.
1% B also transposes Xpiotol 'Incod of the preceding clause.
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The transposition of eiotv and viot hardly affects the sense, but the emphasis is
different. Both readings mean “these are Abraham’s sons.” On the one hand, the reading with
the discontinuous noun phrase o0tot1 viof eiotv ‘APpady features the rhetorical figure of
hyperbaton,'* which serves to emphasize the first element, “sons.”” On the other hand, the
word order of o0tot elotv vioi APpady keeps the noun phrase vioi APpady together and does
not emphasize “sons.” In light of the context, the emphasis on “sons” is a better fit
intrinsically, because it anticipates Paul’s point about the Galatians being sons in Christ Jesus
(3:26).%

Transcriptionally, though the hyperbaton of o0tot viof eiotv ‘APpady lends a more
sophisticated air to the clause, 00tof lotv viol ABpadyu seems to be the easier reading because it
is the unmarked word order and it keeps the noun phrase together.'” Furthermore, the
transposition of o0tot viof elorv to oOtof elorv vioi could be accidental. Specifically, the viof of
the oUtot viof elowv reading is susceptible to dropping out by parablepsis occasioned by the
common ending in -ot, yielding oUtof elotv, which can be fixed by adding the omitted vioi after
the eiowv.

Thus, both the intrinsic and transcriptional probabilities favor the word order vioi

glow.

196  evinsohn, Discourse Features, 57-60 under the term “discontinuous constituent”; SMyTH 679 § 3028 as
“hyperbaton.”

107 BUSCEMI 256; SIEFFERT 174.

108 BUSCEMI 249; MATERA 118,

1% LONGENECKER 108 n.b.; SIEFFERT 173 n.**: “jene Stellung ist, als die regelmissigere, Korrektur”; ZIMMER 2 329.
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Gal 3:21a 6 0DV vouOG Katd T@V EnayyeAidv tob Bg0D; un yévorro. . . .

Var. Western branch Eastern branch EDS.
700 0e0b | D (F G -t00) b xvg N33x1175 | AC1241S | 1739 ¥ Chrys | scC SBLNA'RP
1611 Byz SWH'TL'
- d P46 B NA"
BW WH" L"
? Marc P

The external evidence for the omission of to0 800 (“of God”) is limited to the Old Latin
d and to the common ancestor of P46 and B. Since the Old Latin d is distantly related to P46-B
and its closest relatives include the phrase, its agreement with P46-B is most likely
coincidental. In other words, the inclusion of this phrase is strongly supported by the
genealogical coherence of the external evidence and ought to be adopted for the critical text of
Galatians, unless internal evidence can show that P46-B has managed to preserve the earliest
form of the text.

The noun phrase t@®v énayyeAi®dv tod Be0d (“the promises of God”) is a fully articulated
construction in which the head noun precedes the modifier. According to recent research on
this construction, the first article indicates that the referent of the noun can be identified from
the noun alone, while the second article means the modifier either confirms the identification
of the noun or specifies a subset of the entities identified by the noun."® For the particular
noun phrase in Gal 3:21, the modifier phrase to0 8e00 should not be strictly necessary to
identify what t@v énayyehi@v refers to. And this is the case. The head noun refers back to the
promises (ai énayyeAiot) that were spoken to Abraham in v.16. Because of this, the modifier is

not essential to understanding the flow of Paul’s argument.

110 Bakker, Noun Phrase, 289-290.
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Nevertheless, the modifier phrase tod 000 has a function of its own. It is
confirmatory. It allows Paul’s recipients to be sure that the identification with the promises
spoken to Abraham in v.16 is correct. Although the passive ¢ppéOnoav (“were said”) in v.16
allowed Paul to omit the actual agent of the speaking (i.e. God), those familiar with Genesis
would know that it was God who said those promises to Abraham about his offspring (e.g. Gen
13:14-17, 17:3-8; cf. 24:7-8). Mentioning in v.21 that the promises were God’s allows the
recipients to confirm that it was the promises in these passages that Paul had in mind. The
specification of o0 6eod also fosters the cohesion of Paul’s argument. In v.19 Paul states that
the Law (i.e. the Torah) was ordained by angels through the hand of a mediator (i.e., Moses). In
v.20, Paul makes a distinction between the mediator and God. Then v.21 launches into the
rhetorical question: “So is the Law against the promises [of God]?” The modifier phrase to0
Be00 is what provides the connecting link between the mention of God in v.20 and the promises
spoken in v.16. Without the modifier phrase “of God,” the connection between the promises of
v.16 and God in v.20 would not be so clear.

As for the intrinsic probabilities, the modifier phrase to0 000 is admittedly not
necessary for the sense of the argument, for the argument can be made without it.""" Yet this is
to be expected for a post-nominal modifier whose head noun has an article—it not strictly
necessary to identify what the noun refers to. The mere fact that a phrase appears superfluous
is not sufficient to hold that an author did not write it, because all writing has material not

strictly necessary to convey the propositional meaning of the content.'” What the modifier

"' Indeed, some critics hold that the terseness is in accordance with Paul’s style, who often refers to God’s promises
without a modifier: BURTON 193; LONGENECKER 143; METZGER 524.

12 paul Maas, Textual Criticism (trans. Barbara Flower; Oxford: Clarendon, 1958), 14-15: “[Interpolations] are
particularly dangerous, as it is often very difficult to prove that a text based on them has been deformed (whereas
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phrase does do, however, is make the argument cohesive and clear. It connects the unity of
God in v.20 to his promises in v.16. Since the modifier phrase to0 000 is eminently suitable for
its context, the intrinsic probabilities lean toward its inclusion.

The primary argument for omitting the words to0 0eo0 is the text-critical canon of
preferring the short reading.'"” For example, Bruce Metzger suggests that “the words tod 0e0d
may be a natural addition made by copyists who recalled such passages as Ro 4.20 or 2 Cor
1.20.”"* Yet the parallels at Rom 4:20 (gig 8¢ tv énayyeAiav tod Be00) and 2 Cor 1:20 (Soat y&p
¢nayyehiat Oe0d) are physically remote and literarily inexact. In fact, these parallels are
conceptual and within the orbit of Paul’s thinking, a fact that bolsters the intrinsic probabilities
for the longer reading."® Another problem with the shorter reading canon is that, in the
earliest period of transmission (to which the common ancestor of P46 and B certainly belongs),
there was a tendency to make small omissions, often accidentally."*® In fact, the coherence of
the external evidence suggests that accidental omission occurred once, if not twice. The phrase
is missing in the Old Latin d, when its closest relatives include it. The phrase is included in such

diverse and distantly related texts as the Western branch, the basic X and 33, and the Eastern

scribal blunders normally produce obvious nonsense); and in texts where such an interpolation has been
demonstrated much becomes suspect simply because it appears to be superfluous. And it is so easy simply to cut out
what could easily be dispensed with! But there is undoubtedly superfluous (or at least not demonstrably
indispensable) matter in every original. So very thorny problems arise.”

' E.g. METZGER 13*: “In general the shorter reading is to be preferred,” with exceptions for accidental omissions and
material that looks superfluous, harsh, or impious to scribes. WEiss 90 sees no reason why to0 8eo00 should have
dropped out and argues that it was added to emphasize even more the impossibility of a conflict between the law
and the promise, but SIEFFERT 218 n.* counters this suggestion by arguing that “of God” was deleted to avoid the idea
that promises are opposed to the Law as if the reason was that the Law did not also come from God.

" METZGER 525; s0 also BUSCEMI 317; LEGASSE 261 n.6; ZAHN 178 n. 43. MUSSNER 250 n.31 also suggests an influence from
Gal 3:18 &’ énayyeAiag kexdprotar O 0, though here is the promise is singular, not plural.

" BETZ 173 1.95.

116 RoYsE 703-736. For a fuller treatment of this canon, see the above discussion about this at Gal 1:15.
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branch, so that multiple independent additions of the same words seems progressively
unlikely."”

Therefore, with the strong intrinsic probabilities for inclusion and the weak
transcriptional probabilities against it, the internal evidence agrees with the coherence of the

external evidence that Gal 3:21 should read t@v énayysh@v tob Beod.

Gal 3:21b 8vtwg &k vépov v Av 1) dikatocivn

Var. Western branch Eastern branch EDs.
¢k vopov | DFGdbxvg N33 | AC1241S | 1739 ¥ Chrys | SCCSBLNARP
1611 Byz SBWWHTL
&v VoUW P46 B
? Marc P

Instead of €k vépov (“of the Law”), P46 and B read the phrase év véuw (“by the Law”)
against every other witness. Transcriptionally, this appears to be a scribal harmonization in
reminiscence of the same prepositional phrase with the cognate verb in Gal 3:11 611 8¢ év vouw
ovdeig dikatodvrtar mapd @ Oe®,'" though there is an intervening example of ék véuov at v.18
el yap €k vopou 1] kAnpovouia, albeit with “inheritance” rather than with “righteousness.” This

indicates that the év vouw reading is secondary.

7 LONGENECKER 143; MEYER 129; NET 860-861. More reluctantly, BURTON 193; Buscemi 317; METZGER 526. MEYER 129 also
suggests the omission of tod 000 was a harmonization to v.16, which lacks to0 6e00.
118 BURTON 194; WEISS 56.
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Gal 3:24 ¢ote 6 vopog madaywyog UGV YEyovev gig Xp1otdyv, tva €k TioTewg

NKa1wODEV.
Var. Western branch Eastern branch EDs.
yéyovev | DFG N33 | AC1241S | 1739 ¥ Chrys | SCC SBLNARP
1611 Byz SBWWHTL
gyéveto P46 B
? Marc d b xvg P

This is an exclusively shared reading between P46 and B. The change from the perfect
tense yéyovev to the more common aorist tense éyéveto appears to foster a temporal sense for
gi¢ Xprotév (“until Christ”), rather than as a goal (“about Christ”).' There is a similar change
in B from the perfect yéyova to the aorist éyevéunv in 1 Cor 13:11."° Transcriptionally, then,

the change to the aorist is the easier reading and therefore secondary.

Gal 4:23 GAN’ 6 pév €k tiig mondiokng Katd odpka yeyévvnrat, 6 d¢ €k Thg
g\evOépag O’ Emayyeiag.

Var. | Western branch Eastern branch EDS.
uév | DFGdb N33x1175 | AC1241S | 1739¥ SCC SBL NA RP
Chrys 1611 Byz | SWH'TL'
xvg P46 B BW WH" T"L"
? Marc'*! P

19 So Buscemi 318. Cf. BETz 178.

120 Werss 43. Unfortunately, P46 is lacunose in 1 Cor 13:11, so it is not clear whether this change had happened in the
common ancestor of P46 and B.

2! There is no Latin word corresponding to pév in Tertullian, Marc. 5.4.8, sed qui ex ancilla carnaliter natus est, qui vero ex
libera per repromissionem, while other Old Latin witnesses read quidem for uév. On the one hand, John J. Clabeaux, A
Lost Edition of the Letters of Paul: A Reassessment of the Text of the Pauline Corpus Attested by Marcion (CBQMS 21;
Washington, D.C.: The Catholic Biblical Association of America, 1989), 86, takes this lack in Tertullian as evidence that
Marcion’s Greek text also lacked the particle. On the other hand, Ulrich Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos:
Rekonstruktion und historische Einordnung der marcionitischen Paulusbriefausgabe (ANTT 25; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1995), 20,
discounts the evidentiary value of Tertullian for this and other cases of “textual trivia” due to Tertullian’s tendency
for omission.
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The particle pév has the discourse function of marking its clause as less important than
the corresponding &¢ clause.'” Intrinsically, this reading fits Paul’s argument well because it
highlights the positive member of the allegory. Transcriptionally, the omission of this little
word, even if it was accidental,' has the effect of foregrounding the first clause, perhaps to
strengthen the force of &AA&."** On balance, therefore, the internal evidence weakly favors the

inclusion of pév.

Gal 5:26 un ywvdueba kevodo€ot, AAAAAovg mpokalovpevot, GAAAAOLG

@Bovodvreg.
Var. Western Eastern branch EDs.
branch
GAAfAog | DF R33x1175 | AC 1739 ¥ SCC SBL NA RP
Chrys 1611 Byz | SBWwH'T'L"
@AAfloug | G P46 B P 1241S | Byz" WH T L'
? Marc d b xvg

This variation unit features an agreement between P46 and B against their closest
relatives, though the accusative dGAARAovg later acquired many scattered supporters, especially

in the Byzantine text."” Intrinsically, pBovéw takes a dative object, though the accusative is

1221 evinsohn, Discourse Features, 170.

123 BURTON 253.

124 Clabeaux, Lost Edition, 86, strongly argues in favor of the pév-less reading as original on the grounds of its
attestation in P46-B, the Vulgate, and (he contends) Marcion, and on the grounds that the shorter reading is also the
harder reading due to a “horror asyndeti.” Clabeaux’s argument about avoiding asyndeton overlooks the presence of
the conjunction &AAd. For an assessment of Clabeaux’s text-critical judgment, see Gordon D. Fee, review of John J.
Clabeaux, A Lost Edition of the Letters of Paul: A Reassessment of the Text of the Pauline Corpus Attested by Marcion, CBQ 53
(1991): 320.

1% Byzantine manuscripts with the accusative dGAAjAovg include: 1 6 69 104 131 209 330 460 489 517 614 618 796 910
927 999 1242 1243 1245 1315-1573 1319 1424 1646 1734 1738 1827 1837 1881 1891 2125 2147 2400 2464.
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occasionally attested, especially in later Greek.'” The transcriptional evidence is more clear, as

the accusative form is an ostensible harmonization to the preceding accusative GAAfAovg.'”

Gal 6:4 16 8¢ €pyov eavtol dokipalétw EKaoTOg, . . . 5 EKaotog yap to id1ov
poptiov Paotdoet.

Var. Western branch Eastern branch EDS.
gkaotog ([ DFGdbxvg N33 | AC1241S | 1739V¥ SCC SBLNARP
Chrys 1611 Byz | SBWWH'TL
P46 B WH"
? Marc P

The omission of the pronoun €kaotog (“each”), found only in P46 B, has the effect of
making the commandment t6 €pyov £avtod dokipalétw (“let him examine his own work”)
apply to the person in the previous verse who is self-deceived about his importance, rather
than to each Galatian. Despite the superficial suitability of this reading, the reference to
£kaotog in the following ydp-clause shows that Paul had shifted the topic to each person.’”® As
a result, the omission is probably inadvertent.'” Thus, the internal evidence favors the

inclusion of €kaotog.

126 BDAG “@Bovéw,” 1054; BDF 84 § 152(1). Conceded by LicHTFoOT 214, who nonetheless opts for the accusative on
the basis of external attestation and its lack of grammaticality as the harder reading (cf. Buscemi 529).

177 S0 BURTON 324; MEYER 318; WEISS 27-28.

128 LONGENECKER 277.

129 BURTON 332. WEIss 92 thinks the omission occurred out of pure negligence (“auf reiner Nachlassigkeit”).
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Gal 6:11 "18ete mnAikoig UYLV ypduupaoty Eypada T €Ul Xepl.

Var. Western branch Eastern branch EDs.
nnAikoig | DFGdb xvg N | AC1241S | 1739¥ SCC SBL NA RP
Chrys 1611 Byz | SBWWH'TL
NAikoig P46 B | 33 WH"
? Marc P

These two related correlative pronouns differ by a single letter. Instead of the
interrogative correlative pronoun nnAikoig used for an indirect question (“See how large
letters I have written to you in my own hand”), P46 and B have an exclamatory correlative
NAikoig (“See what large letters . ..”)."*° The latter is more classical and may thus represent an
Atticism,"”" but this change could also be due to an inadvertent omission of a letter.”” In either
case, the internal evidence, especially the transcriptional probabilities, are against the reading

of P46, B, and 33.

Gal 6:12 uévov tva td otavp@ tob Xp1otod un didkwvrat.

Var. Western branch Eastern branch EDs.
Xpiotod DFGdbxvg N33 | AC1241S | 1739 ¥ Chrys | SCC SBLNARP
1611 Byz SWH'TL
Xpiotod 'Incod P46 B | x1175 BW WH"
? Marc P

The internal evidence is against the longer reading. Intrinsically, the genitive Xpioto0
'Inood is somewhat less common in Paul than 'Inco0 Xpiotod."** Transcriptionally, the full

phrase Xp1otod 'Incod appears to be an assimilation to v.14 év t@ otavp® tod kuplov NUAV

1% See BDF 159-160 § 304.

31 BUSCEMI 597.

32 WEIss 27 suggests that this omission is a near-haplography of ITH.
13 BURTON 358-359.
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'Inood Xprotod.” The longer reading also has a semantic effect that suits the later theological
interests of the proto-Orthodox; specifically, the addition of “Jesus” to the “cross of Christ”
underscores that the human Jesus really did die on the cross as Christ, and is therefore anti-

Separationist in effect.”® For these reasons, the longer reading appears secondary.

Gal 6:13 00d¢ ydp oi mepitepvOpevVoL adTol VopoV QUAGGsoVGLY GAAG BEAovatY
OUag Tepitépveodat, va év Tf] DUETEPY GAPKL KAUXOWVTAL.

Var. Western branch Eastern branch EDS.
mepiteuvOpevol | Marc D xvg N33 | AC 1739 Chrys | scC SBLNA
1241S | 1611 Byz""® | swH'T'L"
neprteTunuévol | FGdb P46 B | x1175 v ByzP" RP BW WH" T" L
? P

Though the Western and Eastern branches are split, P46 and B stand in opposition to ¥
and 33 as to the tense of the participle. The present participle nepitepvéuevor (“for not even
those who are getting circumcised themselves keep the Law”) is notoriously obscure.”® Does it

refer to the circumcision party," or does it refer to converted proselytes?'*°

By contrast, the
perfect participle nepitetunuévor (“for not even those who have been circumcised themselves

keep the Law”) is less ambiguous as it refers to those already circumcised, i.e., Judaizers (or

proselytes to Judaism) who were pressuring the Galatian gentiles to get circumcised.'" For this

134 Pace WEIss 88, who claims the addition lacks an analogy.

1% See Bart D. Ehrman, The Orthodox Corruption of Scripture: The Effect of Early Christological Controversies on the Text of the
New Testament (New York: Oxford University Press, 1993), 154, 175 nn.159 and 162.

BeK 075 131 323 460 547 876 910 945 1242 1243 1315 1424 1448 1836 1874 1982 2125 2147.

B71,056 1 x6 69 205 209 223 226 330 440 489 517 614 618 796 927 999 1022 x1175 1270 1319 1352 1573 1646 1734 1735
1738 1780 1799 1827 1854 1891 1960 2138 2400 2401 2412 2423 2815 2892.

38 BETZ 316-317.

139 So LONGENECKER 292 as meaning “those who belong to the circumcision.”

9 So LIGHTFOOT 223.

41 BURTON 353; LIGHTFOOT 223.
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reason, the present participle is the harder reading, and hence it is favored by the internal

evidence.'?

3.2.3 Inner Branch ¢

The inner branch ¢ oppositions refer to those textual variants where the Eastern
branch agrees among its members against ¥, 33, P46, B, and the Western branch. For this
inquiry, the Eastern branch includes two sub-branches: one with A, C, P, and 1241S; and
another with 1739, ¥, the Harklean group, and the Byzantine text. There are eight such

oppositions, as follows:

Gal 1:11 T'vwpilw 8¢ vulv, adeA@of, TO ebayyéAlov TO eDayyeAlohev O €uod 8Tt
oUK €oT1v Kata &vOpwmov *

Var. | Western branch Eastern branch EDs.

3¢ b P46 | N*?2 A 1241S | 1739 ¥ 1611 Byz | SCCRP WH"L

y&p | D*FGdxvg B N33 x1175 SBLNA SBW WH' T
- p Chrys

? Marc C

The external evidence is equally divided, with the Eastern branch reading 8¢, and the
Western branch reading ydp. Also divided is each of the early groups. B disagrees with P46,
and X* disagrees with 33."® With such an even balance of the external evidence, this variation

unit must be decided by internal evidence.

42 WEIss 52, however, considers the present participle to be a harmonization to the present infinitive nepitéuvecfot
later in the verse.

*3 Moisés Silva, Interpreting Galatians (2d ed.; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker, 2001), 44-45, argues that the first corrector
of ! may have been contemporaneous with the original hand (X*) and therefore of equal weight. So also ZiMMmeR ?
485.
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Some critics have tried to resolve the issue by appealing to general transcriptional
probabilities. They claim that it is more likely, as a general matter, for scribes to change the
blander 8¢ to ydp than the reverse."* There is very little evidence, however, to support this

claimed tendency.'*

Within the textual transmission of Galatians, there are only sporadic
changes between &¢ and ydp in either direction.'*® Among the six early papyri studied by
Royse, there are very few singular readings involving a change between ¢ and ydp, specifically,
just two changes in each direction.'”” As a result, the evaluation of the internal evidence must
carefully consider the particular context of Gal 1:11.

Apart from the conjunction, there are three features within v.11 that suggest that this
verse begins a major section in the letter."® First, there is the disclosure formula (or meta-
comment), yvwpilw Oplv (“I am letting you know”), which calls attention to what follows.
Second, there is the attention-getting vocative, addeAgoti (“fellow Christians”). Third, there is
the prolepsis of the subordinate clause’s subject, td dayyéAiov T edayyeAiobev U’ éuod (“the

gospel preached by me”), which is raised into the independent clause in order to establish it as

the topic of the succeeding discourse. Elsewhere in Paul, a similar set of features also signals

14 NET 493 n.11; Zuntz, Text, 203-204.

5 In Moisés Silva’s study collating ten manuscripts against the Nestle-Aland text in Galatians and Philippians, he
concludes that ydp was changed to ¢ in five verses (Gal 1:11, 4:25c¢, 5:17b, 6:5, and Phil 1:19), while 8¢ was changed to
ydp at Gal 3:20 and 4:18. Moisés Silva, “Text and Language in the Pauline Corpus: With Special Reference to the Use
of Conjunctions in Galatians,” Neot 24 (1990): 273-281 at 277; see also Silva, Interpreting, 46-47.

16 From &€ to ydp: 3:8 (1881 pesh Chrys), 3:20 (33), 3:23 (489-927), 4:13 (pesh), 4:18 (33 104), 5:19 (pesh). From ydp to
d¢: 2:6 (pesh), 3:18 (pesh), 4:24 (pesh), 4:25b, 5:5 (88 1175 1245), 5:13 (F G b 1243 2138 Chrys hark-1611-1505-2495),
5:17 (2138 1611-1505-2495), 5:18 (Eastern branch), 6:5 (¥ 1 33 440 1315).

47 For P45, from &¢ to ydp at Luke 11:11 (RoYsEe 171). For P46, from ydp to 8¢ at Rom 12:20 (RoYsE 320). For P47, none
(RovsE 385, only change in conjunction is from Tva to &t1 at Rev 14:13). For P66, from &¢ to ydp at John 9:28 (Rovse
528). For P72, none (RoYsE 598, only change in conjunction is from 81611 to 8t at 1 Pet 1:12). For P75, from ydp to 8¢
at John 5:13 (RoysE 680). Thus, there are two changes from ¢ to ydp, and two changes from ydp to 8¢. Much more
common among the papyri, however, is the change from &¢ to te.

148 Stephen H. Levinsohn, “Los rasgos discursivos comparativos aplicados a la traduccién de Galatas” (2009), 21;
online at http://www.recursosteologicos.org/Documents/Galatas_traduccion_discursivo.pdf. Accessed June 1, 2010.
These features are also noted by Buscemr 79-81.
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the beginning of a new major section, for example, 1 Cor 15:1 T'vwpilw d¢ OUlv, adeApol, Td
goayyéAtov 6 evnyyeAioduny vuiv (“I am letting you know, fellow Christians, about the gospel
which we preached to you”) and 2 Cor 8:1 Tvwpilouev 8¢ Ouiv, &deA@oi, Thv xdptv tod B0l trv
dedopévnv év taic EkkAnoiog tiig Makedoviag (“We are letting you know, fellow Christians,
about God’s grace that has been given among the churches of Macedonia”)."” Thus, all these
features combine to indicate that a new section of the letter begins here, having the theme of
Paul’s gospel.™

The conjunction 8¢ has two fundamental usages, adversative and connective,"" and
both of these reflect a basic function to mark some kind of a shift or mid-to-low level
discontinuity in the discourse.”” As a marker of discontinuity, 8¢ is an appropriate particle to
signal the beginning of a major section of the letter.””® Intrinsically, this is an excellent fit for
the overarching structure of the letter, but there is a loose end brought about by this reading.

If v.11 begins a new section, then v.10 ends a section'* with its statement that if Paul were still

pleasing people, he would not be a slave of Christ. The logic of Paul’s statement is not

* Though these examples do not strictly involve prolepsis, they do establish the object of yvwpilw as the topic for
the succeeding discourse.

130 BUSCEMI 79; BURTON 35; LEGASSE 75; LONGENECKER 20-22; ROHDE 49; ZAHN 53. James. D. Hester, “The Rhetorical
Structure of Galatians 1:11-2:14,” JBL 103 (1984): 223-233 at 226, identifies vv.11-12 as the stasis, the basic issue of the
case, before beginning the narratio proper at v.13. Others, however, identify the beginning of a major section at v.10,
including Robert G. Hall, “The Rhetorical Outline for Galatians: A Reconsideration,” JBL 106 (1987): 277-287 at 284-
285; MARTYN 136; MUSSNER 62.

51 E.g., BDAG “8¢,” 213: “one of the most common Gk. particles, used to connect one clause to another, either to
express contrast or simple continuation.”

192 See especially Stephanie L. Black, Sentence Conjunctions in the Gospel of Matthew: kad, 8¢, Tdte, ydp, o0V and Asyndeton in
Narrative Discourse (JSNTSS 216; STG 9; London: Sheffield Academic Press, 2002), 142-178. See also Randall Buth, “On
Levinsohn’s ‘Development Units’,” START 5 (October 1981), 53-56; Stephen H. Levinsohn, “Some Constraints on
Discourse Development in the Pastoral Epistles,” in Stanley E. Porter and Jeffrey T. Reed, eds., Discourse Analysis and
the New Testament: Approaches and Results (JSNTSS 170; STG 4; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), 316-333 at
320-325; Steven E. Runge, A Discourse Grammar of the Greek New Testament: A Practical Introduction for Teaching & Exegesis
(Lexham Bible Reference Series; Bellingham, Wash.: Logos Research Systems, 2010), 42-52 at 46.

153 LONGENECKER 22. Curiously, MATERA 52 argues that 8¢ has the effect of “providing a closer connection with the
previous verse” than ydp; the basis for this claim, however, is not explained.

154 Buscemi 75 distinguishes between Gal 1:6-10 as the exordium and 1:11-2:21 as the narratio.
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completely self-evident, but presumably it would mean that as Christ’s slave, he would be
pleasing Christ instead of other people. At any rate, the discontinuity signaled by the particle
d¢ suggests that the explanation for v.10 is not to be found directly in v.11. Verse 10 is left
hanging in its immediate context.

As for the conjunction ydp, exegetes have struggled to account for its use in v.11. The
usual sense of ydp is that it explains, clarifies, or strengthens the previous point.”> Weiss, for
example, holds that the conjunction ydp is indispensable for clarifying the otherwise obscure
statement of Paul in v.10 that he “would not be Christ’s slave.”"*® This interpretation, however,
closely couples v.11 to v.10 such that it is difficult to see v.11 as starting a new section.
Accordingly, some exegetes suggest that the ydp in v.11 actually attaches to v.9 (or vv.6-9),
skipping v.10 as a parenthesis,"” but this function is more appropriate for a resumptive d¢.
Others understand the ydp in v.11 as an inferential, a function more appropriate for oov."*®
These unusual senses proposed for ydp in v.11 ought to be taken as a sign for what it is, namely,
that the usual explanatory sense of ydp does not fit the larger structure of the letter well,
however appropriate this explanatory sense may seem for connecting v.10 directly to v.11.

Putting these considerations together, the case for 6¢ over ydp is compelling."

Intrinsically, the particle 3¢ is an eminently suitable conjunction for the beginning of a major

153 BDAG “ydp,” 189-190. So also Black, Sentence Conjunctions, 254-281; Levinsohn, “Constraints,” 319-320; Runge,
Discourse Grammar, 69-73.

156 WEISS 67. So also LEGASSE 76; MARTYN 141: “Paul’s freedom from the need to please his audience, his new identity as
the slave of Christ, has its ground in the gospel itself.”; MussNEr 65 n.110; Silva, Interpreting, 48-49.

157 BURTON 35; cf. ZAHN 53.

158 MARTYN 141. So also Hester, “Rhetorical Structure,” 225 n.11: “Gar in 1:11 does have the sense of connection but
also acts subtly inferentially, i.e., it could be translated, ‘so I want you to know.”” For the instances of yép in vv.12-
13, Hester takes these particles with their usual strengthening or explanatory meaning.

159 L ONGENECKER 20-22. So also EADIE 33; LIGHTFOOT 79-80; NET 493 n.11; Zuntz, Text, 203-204.
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section in Paul’s epistle. This conjunction also comfortably fits Paul’s style in similar
examples at 1 Cor 15:1 and 2 Cor 8:1."" That these examples occur in other epistles makes it
unlikely that the 8¢ reading is scribal assimilation to such distant parallels.'” After all,

163 and the local context abounds with

harmonization is much more common to local parallels,
yép (vv.10, 12-13).*** Furthermore, the obscurity of v.10 causes the 8¢ in v.11 to become the
harder reading for scribes. It is the obscurity of v.10 that needed clarification, and changing
the conjunction to ydp enabled scribes to clarify why Paul would be Christ’s slave, namely, that
the gospel preached by him did not come from anybody else.'” Yet this clarification is a local,
superficial change—at the expense of the structure of the letter, a global consideration scribes
are less likely to appreciate. In other words, the discontinuity between v.10 and v.11 signaled

by the 3¢ is the harder reading that prompted scribes to make the connection between these

two verses clearer.

160 EADIE 33; LONGENECKER 22.

161 LONGENECKER 22. So also LIGHTFOOT 80: “more after the Apostle’s manner”; Zuntz, Text, 204: “These, however, are for
once genuine parallels.”

162 Pace METZGER 521; ROHDE 50; SIEFFERT 52 n.**; ZAHN 53; ZIMMER ! 486. So also Silva, Interpreting, 47, who recognizes
that the argument could go the other way.

1 RoYsE 737: “Further sharpening of the generally accepted principle that scribes tend to harmonize may prove
useful, for it seems evident that the major influence on out scribes was the immediate context.”

16 MEYER 11. On the contrary, RoHDE 50 claims that the fourfold use of ydp in vv.10-13 inspired scribes to replace the
one in v.11, but assimilation—not dissimilation—is more common among the scribes. Similarly SieFrerT 52 n.**;
ZIMMER * 486.

19 Neither LicutrooT 80 (“the latter [ydp] would seem to be the obvious connecting particle to transcribers”) nor
Zuntz, Text, 204 (“The superficial appropriateness of ydp is here so striking”), explain their reasoning, but Silva,
Interpreting, 48, no fan of the reading 8¢, helpfully lays out their implicit argument.
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Gal 2:12 11 “Ote 8¢ AABev Kneag eic Avtidyelav, katd Tpdownov adt®

AVTESTNV, OTL KATEYVWOUEVOG V. 12 tpo oD yap EAOETV TIvag 4o

TakOPov HeTd TOV EOVAV cuvroBiey * 8te 8¢ AADeV, Uméotellev kai

GEWpLlev £QUTOV POPOVUEVOC TOVG €K TIEPITOURAG.

Var. Western branch Eastern branch EDs.
Tvoag...AA0ev | D¥F G B | N33 SCCT'L
Twva ...NABsv | d P46
Tvog ... AABov | b xvg x1175 | AC1241S | 1739 ¥ SBL NA RP

Chrys 1611 Byz | sBw wHT"
? Marc P

The external evidence for AA0ev (“he came”) is found in all early branches of the text
except for the Eastern branch, which has the plural AA8ov (“they came”). Indeed, some
opponents of the AAOev reading have conceded that it goes back to the archetype, if not the
autograph itself.'*® Given the strength of the external evidence, the internal evidence would
have to be in favor of the A6ov to prevail.

The AAOev reading is difficult and stylistically clumsy."” The subject of AABev does not
pick up the subject of pd o0 éAOelV Tivag (“before the coming of certain people”) as its
antecedent, due to the mismatch in number. Rather, the subject of 8te 8¢ AAOev has to go
further back to v.11 and refer to Cephas,'* as must the immediately preceding cuvfjcBiev and
the following OréoteAev and dedpilev. Thus the Ste 8¢ AAOev of v.12 is resumptive of &te 8¢

AABev Knodg in v.11."° On the other hand, both alternative readings tiva . . . iA8ev (P46) and

1% HorT App.121: “an unusually well attested Western reading . . . or a primitive error”; LIGHTFOOT 112: “it may
possibly be due to an error of the original amanuensis”; ZIMMER * 493.

17 F, F. Bruce, The Epistle to the Galatians: A Commentary on the Greek Text (NIGTC; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1982),
130, notes regarding the singular verb: “this would be intolerably awkward; the verb here rather catches up the
preceding éABelv.”

168 James D. Hester, “The Use and Influence of Rhetoric in Galatians 2:1-14,” TZ 42 (1986): 386-408 at 403; Andreas
Wechsler, Geschichtsbild und Apostelstreit: Eine forschungsgeschichtliche und exegetische Studie iiber den
antiochenischen Zwischenfall (Gal 2,11-14) (BYNT 62; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1991), 316.

199 A less likely possibility, as Origen apparently understood it, is that the singular subject of AAOev refers to the last
mentioned individual, James. Origen, Contra Celsum 2.1 &t1 [T€tpog €t poPoluevog Tovg Tovdaiovg, taveduevog Tod
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TIvaG . . . NABov (Eastern) are easier on the surface. The finite verb AA8ev or AABov refers back
to the éA0glv tiva or éAOelv Tivag, respectively.”’® With the P46 reading, éA0slv Tiva . . . AABev,
the incident involves the coming of a certain person from James,"”" while the plural reading,
¢ABelv Tivag . . . AAOBov, refers to certain people coming from James. In either case, the subject
of the following verbs switches back to Peter, who began to withdraw and separate himself.
Intrinsically, the AABev reading (with éA0slv tivag) is admittedly awkward, but not
impossibly so.”” In fact, the reading AABsv makes sense upon further consideration. Paul’s
account of the Antioch incident begins with a statement that when Cephas came (8te 8¢ AABev
Kneag) to Antioch, he confronted him. After giving background information in v.12a that
Cephas used to eat with gentiles before the coming of people from James, Paul restarts the
account by repeating the triggering phrase &te 8¢ fA\0ev in v.12. On this reading, only the
arrival of Cephas triggered the incident, which is what Paul claimed in v.11. With the AA6ov
reading, on the other hand, there are two separate triggering events for the Antioch incident.
Paul stated in v.11 that “when Cephas came to Antioch, I opposed him to his face,” but in v.12,
Cephas had already been there for an unspecified amount of time eating with gentiles.'"” As a

result, it is not until the coming of people from James that Cephas began to withdraw and thus

ueTd TOV E0vDV cuveabiety, ENBOVTOC TakwPou Tpdg abtov dewpilev eavtdv (“that Peter, still being afraid of the
Jews and having stopped from eating together with the Gentiles, when James came to him, he separated himself”).
Also Tasker, The Greek New Testament, 438, who understands the singular verb to refer to a subsequent arrival by
James.

0 1t is grammatically possible that jA8ov here means “I [scil. Paul] came,” but this reading conflicts with both v.11
(when Cephas came) and v.12 (when some from James came).

71 MATERA 85 speculates that P46’s reading may be in reference to the agitator of Gal 5:10.

172 Pace HORT 224: “unquestionably wrong,” App.121: “It cannot in any case be genuine”; LIGHTFoOT 112: “it can
scarcely have been the word intended by St Paul”; METzGER 523-524: “the sense of the passage seems to demand the
plural AABov.” None of these explain why the reading is wrong beyond their bare assertion.

17 The imperfect cuvoBiev suggests a customary activity over many meals (e.g. BETZ 447).

162



provoked Paul’s opposition. This goes against Paul’s claim in v.11 that he confronted Cephas
when he came to Antioch."”* By contrast, the AA0ev reading is consistent: according to both
v.11 and v.12b, the incident happened when Cephas came.

Transcriptionally, either reading could be explained as a scribal harmonization. On the
one hand, scribes could have found the singular AABev in v.12 difficult, because it appears to go
back to the preceding infinitive mpo tod yap éAOelv tivag with its plural subject. Readings tiva
... NABev and tvag . . . AABov would thus reflect two different attempts to fix the difficulty—by
harmonizing the first or the second element, respectively."”” On the other hand, if the plural
nABov were original, scribes could have been motivated to assimilate it either to the singular of
the adjoining verbs cuvricBiev, bnéoteAdev, and dowpilev,”® or to the phrasing of &te 8¢ AAOev
Knedg of v.11."”” Accordingly, the intrinsic probabilities favor the reading AA0ev and the
transcriptional probabilities by themselves are not decisive enough to overcome the intrinsic
probabilities. This finding is consistent with the external evidence.

Though the textual difference is merely that of a single letter, this variant has
significant ramifications for Paul’s biography. The reading with the singular AABev results in a
markedly different understanding of the incident. What triggered the incident was not the
coming of people from James (that happened earlier) but the coming of Cephas himself, just as
Gal 2:11 explicitly states. Instead of being intimidated at Antioch into changing his mind,

Cephas came to Antioch with no intention of eating with the gentiles. This is what Paul found

17 Hester, “Use and Influence,” 403-404: “It makes little sense for Paul to say in 2:11 that he opposed Peter when he
came to Antioch if in fact the confrontation occurred after he had been there awhile.”

173 Pace Tasker, Greek New Testament, 438, who asserts that “the choice of variants is between the singular in both
places and the plural in both places, and that the reference is to a single occasion.”

176 METZGER 523-524.

77 HoRT App.121; LIGHTFOOT 112; MATERA 86; METZGER 523-524; MEYER 53; WEISS 37.
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objectionable. After all, Paul had been in Antioch for some time after the meeting in Jerusalem
before Cephas arrived (v.11). During this time, it is reasonable to suppose that Paul with his
colleague Barnabas had been eating with the gentile Christians. All along, Paul thought he had
an understanding with Cephas, James, and John back in Jerusalem that—with their
acknowledgment of his gospel to the uncircumcision—his uncircumcised gentiles would be
welcomed into the community (v.9). The issue of table fellowship had already come up in
Antioch when those from James came while Cephas was still eating with the gentiles there
(v.12a), so Paul believed the meeting in Jerusalem must have resolved that issue. When Cephas
came to Antioch, however, he refused to engage in table fellowship with Paul’s gentiles but
withdrew and separated himself (v.12b). To make matters worse, even Barnabas went along
with Cephas (v.13). Paul had to object, immediately. His apostolic mission of bringing the

gospel to the gentiles was at stake.

Gal 4:3 oUtwg kai fuelg, 8te Auev vAmiol, 0o T& ototyela Tod kdopov fueda

dedovAwpévor *
Var. | Western branch Eastern branch EDS.
fiueba | D*F G P46 | N33 x1175 SCC SBL NA
SBWWHT"
Ay B AC1241S | 1739 ¥ Chrys | RPT'L
1611 Byz
? Marc d b xvg P

The evidence for the first person plural imperfect active Auev is confined to the Eastern
branch plus B. Its usual allies ® and 33, however, agree with the Western branch and P46 in

having the middle form fjueba. In Hellenistic Greek, the verb “to be” is in the process of
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changing from active forms as in classical Greek into middle forms as in Modern Greek."”® Thus,
the middle form fjueba is not out of place for the Hellenistic Greek of Galatians.'”

The transcriptional probabilities, moreover, are against fuev. First, the active Auev is
the more classical form, and so the middle fjueBa would be the harder reading for later,
educated scribes."™ Second, the presence of the active fjuev earlier in the verse could well have
triggered scribes to harmonize the more unusual middle to the earlier active. ' Because B is
not closely related to the Eastern branch, the genealogical coherence of their agreement ought

to be viewed as coincidental scribal improvements of the text.

Gal 4:19a Téxva pov, 0Ug AV Odivw dxpig 00 HopPwOf Xp1otdg v DUTV *

Var. | Western branch Eastern branch EDS.
téxkva | D*FGd B N* 1739 SCC SBL NA
BWWH"TL'
tekvia | b xvg N33 x1175 | AC1241S | ¥ Chrys 1611 Byz | RPSWH'L"
? Marc P46 P

The external evidence favors tékva (“children”) because it includes the Western
branch, B, X*, and 1739, while the diminutive texvia (“little children”) is mostly an Eastern

branch phenomenon.' Intrinsically, tékva is in accordance with Pauline usage elsewhere,'®

78 BDF 49 § 98; LONGENECKER 100 n.a.

17 The alternation between fjuev and fjueba in Gal 4:3 is curious. A possible reason, admittedly speculative, is that it
helps to give the pluperfect periphrastic fjuefa dedovAwpévor a more passive feel; compare with the non-passive
Acts 20:8 00 fjuev suvnyuévol (“where we had gathered”).

180 BURTON 216; BUSCEMI 365; SIEFFERT 265 n.*; ZIMMER 3 294-295.

181 Werss 38: “In Gal. 4, 3 ist das nueba (Tisch. WH. Treg. a. R.) in ABCEKLP dem unmittelbar vorhergehenden nuev
conformirt.” So also LONGENECKER 100 n.a; SIEFFERT 265 n.*.

182 Those who argue that the external attestation supports tékva include BurRToN 249; Buscemr 413; and even by those
against it on internal grounds: LIGHTFOOT 178; LONGENECKER 195.

8 E.g.,Rom 8:16, 17, 9:7, 8; 1 Cor 4:14, 7:14; 2 Cor 6:13, 12:14; Gal 4:28, 31; Phil 2:15; 1 Thess 2:7, 11; Phlm 10 cf. Eph 2:3,
5:1, 8, 6:1, 4; Col 3:20, 21. LIGHTFOOT 178, however, points out that this evidence is weaker than it appears because only
Eph 6:1 and Col 3:20 (both disputed Paulines) have vocatives like Gal 4:19.
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while tekvia is only found elsewhere in the New Testament among the Johannine writings.'*
Transcriptionally, scribes may have modified tékva to the diminutive tekvia in order to
aggrandize Paul or to have a more superficial fit with Paul’s birthing imagery (&divw “I am

groaning in labor”),'®

perhaps under the influence of the Johannine usage.'® To be sure, texvia
lends a more affectionate tone to the verse,' but this does not explain why scribes would

remove the power of the expression by changing tekvia to tékva. These considerations all

point in favor of reading tékva in Gal 4:19.

Gal 4:28 “Yueig 8¢, adeAgot, kata Toadk EmayyeAiog Tékva EOTE.

Var. Western branch Eastern branch EDS.
UpElG... | D*FGdAb P46 B | 33 x1175 1739 SCC SBL NA
goté SBWWH"T'L
NUEG. .. | xVg N ACP1241S | Chrys 1611 | RPWH' T
gopév ¥ Byz
? Marc

With support from the Western branch, P46 and B, 33, and 1739, the external evidence
favors the second person plural Oueic ... €oté (“you are”) over the first person plural nueig. . .
gopév (“we are”), supported by N and the Eastern branch. Nevertheless, the internal evidence

must be checked to see if it overturns the external evidence.

18 John 13:33; 1 John 2:1, 12, 28, 3:7, 18, 4:4, 5:21. The lack of Pauline examples of tekvia in comparison to tévka is

decisive for BETz 233 n.146; SCHLIER 151 n.4.

1% ZAHN 221-222 n.20. So also ROHDE 189 n.88.

18 WEIss 14. So also LEGASSE 334 n.1, who suggests that texvia was probably influenced (“vraisemblablement
influencée”) by the Johannine writings. On the contrary, LONGENECKER 195 suggests that tekvia is the harder reading
because “an early scribe might have wanted to conform it to Paul’s usual practice” (so also Zimmer, Exegetische
Probleme, 202), but, given the relative infrequency of a vocative tékva in Paul compared with that of the vocative
tekvia in the Johannine writings, it seems more likely that scribes would change the vocative to the more common
New Testament form.

187 LIGHTFOOT 178, who states that “the diminutive, expressing both the tenderness of the Apostle and the feebleness
of his converts, is more forcible.” So also LONGENECKER 195; SIEFFERT 273.
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The second person plural reading is the harder reading because it might appear to
scribes that Paul has implicitly excluded himself from this statement: “But you, fellow
Christians, are children of the promise according to Isaac.” Despite this apparent exclusion of
Paul, the second plural forms are appropriate because it strongly assures the gentile Galatians
that they are children of Abraham."™ Moreover, the conclusion in v.31 explicitly includes Paul:
“Therefore, fellow Christians, we are not children of the slave girl but of the free woman.”

With the textual possibility of Paul being excluded from Isaac’s promise in v.28,'* scribes would
have been inclined to harmonize v.29 to the local context of v.31, as well as v.26 (“the free
woman, who is our mother”).”® As a result, the internal evidence does not overturn but rather

corroborates the external evidence in favor of the second person plural forms.

Gal 4:30 . .. 00 yap un kAnpovoproy 0 viog tig tatdiokng peta tod viod tiig

EAeLOEPQG.
Var. Western branch Eastern branch EDs.
kAnpovouon | (F G -un) AC 1739 ¥ Chrys | SCCRP
1611 Byz sL"
kAnpovopnoer | D (P46 -un) | X33 | 1241S | Byz"*"™! SBL NA
B x1175 BWWHTL'
? Marc d b xvg P

188 BETZ 249 n. 105; BURTON 265; LEGASSE 361; LONGENECKER 216.

1% Similarly, MARTYN 443 suggests that the original distinction of ethnicity between gentile and Jew was
reinterpreted by this variant reading as a Christian-Jew distinction.

19 BET7 249 n. 105; BURTON 265; BUSCEMI 450; EADIE 371; LEGASSE 361 n.4; LIGHTFOOT 183; MATERA 171; METZGER 528; MUSSNER
328-329 n.60; NET 500 n.4; ROHDE 202 n.74; SIEFFERT 293 n.*; WEISS 25; ZAHN 240 n.52. Zuntz, Text, 107 n.2, notes that this
internal argument was so strong that even textual critics before the discovery of P46 and 1739 had already adopted
the Oueic . . . €oté reading despite the ordinarily suspect B-Western agreement.

I The future indicative is found in the following Byzantine witnesses: 075 x6 69 x88 205 209 330 460 489 517 618 927
x1175 1245 1319 1646 1734 1735 1738 1780 1836 x1837 1874 2138 2400 2423 x2464.

167



The aorist subjunctive kAnpovourion enjoys much support from the Eastern branch, as
well as the Western Greek-Latin diglot F and G. The future indicative kAnpovouroet has the
support of the basic witnesses P46, B, 8, and 33, as well as D and 1241S in the Western and
Eastern branches, respectively. On balance, therefore, the external evidence appears to favor
kAnpovouricet,"” but the internal evidence may tell a different story.

With the coalescence of €1 and n to the same sound starting in the second century,'”
the difference between these two variant readings throughout much of the transmission
history may have merely been orthographic. Further obliterating the distinction between
these forms is that both the future indicative and the aorist subjunctive denote a strong denial
with o0 pr."™ Because of the closeness in pronunciation and meaning of these different
spellings, manuscripts can vary in their spelling without affecting the pronunciation or
meaning. In fact, there are many such variants between these verb forms throughout the New
Testament; among grammatically unambiguous forms, there is only one case of the future
(Matt 16:22) but numerous cases of the aorist.'” This evidence suggests that the usual Koine
usage at the time the New Testament was written was to employ the aorist subjunctive.”” In
other words, this general pattern of usage suggests that the intrinsic probabilities back the

aorist subjunctive.

192 Scholars who found the external evidence decisive, mainly on the strength of P46, 8, B, and D, include: Buscemr
450; SIEFFERT 295 n.*.

1% Allen, Vox Graeca, 74.

194 SMYTH 626 § 2755; BDF 184 § 365.

195 BDF 184 § 365(1)-(3).

1% So also WINER 528. Note that Buscemt 451 suggests that this is a transcriptional reason why scribes would have
preferred the aorist subjunctive.
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Transcriptionally, the fact that Gal 4:30 is a quotation of Gen 21:10 is relevant. There
the Septuagintal text reads o0 yap kAnpovouroet,"” without ur and with the future
indicative." Agreement with the Septuagint is not necessarily a sign of originality,"”
especially when there are other indications that Paul is adapting the Old Testament text, as he
has here.”® However, scribes are more likely to change Old Testament quotations toward the
Septuagint than away from it.**" This tendency is most evident in P46, whose omission of un
and use of the future have both conformed the text to the Septuagint. In addition, dozens of
Byzantine manuscripts also feature the harmonization of the verb. Since the aorist subjunctive

is the non-Septuagintal form, transcriptional considerations also favor the aorist subjunctive.*”

197 Alfred Rahlfs and Robert Hanhart, eds., Septuaginta (rev. ed., Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2006), 1:28.

1% Note, however, the Codex Alexandrinus includes the un.

19 Pace LIGHTFOOT 184.

20 paul adds pr (also attested in the fifth century Codex Alexandrinus) and changes to0 viod pov 'Ioadxk to oD viod
Tfig EAeLBEPQ.

1 Bruce M. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament, its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration (3d ed.; New York:
Oxford University Press), 197-198: “Frequently Old Testament quotations are enlarged from the Old Testament
context, or are made to conform more closely to the Septuagint wording.” Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, The Text of
the New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical Editions and to the Theory and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism (2d ed.;
Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1989), 290: “Quotations from the 0ld Testament which differ from the text of the
Septuagint popular in the Church were often corrected to agree with it.”

But note the warning of Aland and Aland, Text, 281: “Neither should the commonly accepted rule of thumb that
variants agreeing with parallel passages or with the Septuagint in Old Testament quotations are secondary be
applied in a purely mechanical way.”

202 50 MEYER 214,
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Gal 5:17a 16 Aéyw 8¢, tvebuatt mepinateite Kal émbupiav capkog ov un
teAéonte. 17 1] ydp odp& émOupel kata Tod mvevpatog, TO 8¢ mvedua
Katd ThG 0apkdg, Tadta yap GAAAoig dvtikertal, tva un & éav OéAnte
tadta molfTe.

Var. | Western branch Eastern branch EDS.

yap | D*FGdbxvg P46B | X33 SCC SBL NA
BWWHTL

Oé x1175 | ACP 1241S | 1739 ¥ Chrys 1611 Byz | RPS

? Marc

The reading 3¢ is confined to the Eastern branch; the other early branches and
witnesses of the text (Western, P46-B, R, and 33) all bear witness to y&p. Though some scholars
consider this external evidence to support ydp decisively,”” the internal evidence must
nonetheless be considered.

This passage begins with Paul telling the Galatians to “walk in the spirit and in no way
satisfy the desire of the flesh” (5:16). Supporting this statement, as indicated by the
conjunctive particle ydp, are two oppositions: “for the flesh desires against the spirit and the
spirit against the flesh” (v.17a-b). These antimonies are then followed by the statement that
“these things are opposed to each other so that you do not do whatever you desire” (v.17¢-d).”*
The role of the conjunctive particles ydp and 8¢ in v.17c is to indicate how this clause is to
relate to the previous statement. On the one hand, if the particle is ydp, then the purpose of
the clause is to explain or clarify why they desire against each other,”” namely, that they are so

generally opposed to each other as to make doing what one wants impossible.””® On the other

3 S0 BETZ 279 n.73; BUSCEMI 527; MUSSNER 376 1.16. Perhaps also LONGENECKER 238 n.e.

* The {va clause is probably result rather than purpose (MARTYN 494), but LONGENECKER 246 takes it as the purpose of
the personified flesh and spirit not to let people do whatever they want.

*% The discourse marker ydp signals that the previous point is to be strengthened, supported, or confirmed by the
current discourse unit. See, e.g., BDAG “ydp,” 189-190; Black, Sentence Conjunctions, 254-281; Levinsohn,
“Constraints,” 319-320; Runge, Discourse Grammar, 69-73.

% Levinsohn, “Los rasgos,” 69.
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hand, if 8¢ is read, then it would mark a discontinuity between v.17c and v.17a-b.*” Although
v.17c is not adverse to v.17a-b, there are two other possible analyses. One possibility is that
v.17c is broader in scope than v.17a-b, so the discontinuity marked by the particle would be a
shift from the specific (i.e., desiring against each other) to the general (i.e., being opposed to
each other).”® Another possibility is that v.17c-d presents a consequence of Paul’s advice in
v.16; with this understanding, the 8¢ signals a shift resuming the main line of discourse in v.16
and marking v.17a-b to be a parenthesis.*”

Intrinsically, both particles fit the context tolerably well. Transcriptionally, however,
the assimilation from ydp to 8¢ could well have been prompted by the panoply of 8¢ particles in
the immediate context (vv.16, 17 [immediately preceding], 18, and 19) and the apparent
difficulty of having a consequence (v.17d) in what should be a confirmatory statement.”® Thus,
the internal evidence is at least consistent with, if not supportive of, the external evidence in

favor of ydp.

”

7 See Black, Sentence Conjunctions, 142-178; Buth, “Levinsohn’s,
Discourse Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 46.

*% Black, Sentence Conjunctions, 165, has an example of 8¢ in Matt 27:16 marking a shift in the other direction, from
the general (Pilate’s custom) to the specific (Barabbas).

209 ZAHN 262.

19 ZAHN 262: “Da das Neue, was hiezu v.17b hinzubringt, vor allem in dem Absichtssatz liegt, dieser aber nicht eine
Bestitigung, sondern eher eine Folge der Aussage von v.16 enthilt, so begreift es sich da man das vorziiglich
bezeugte ydp teils durch 8¢ (. . .) teils durch ovv (. . .) teils durch xaf (. . .) ersetzte.”

53-56; Levinsohn, “Constraints,” 320-325; Runge,
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Gal 5:21 19 gavepa O €otiv T €pya THG 0apKOG, ATIVd €0Tiv . . . 21 @Bdvol,
u€Bat, kot Kail T Opol TOUTOIG . . .

Var. Western branch Eastern branch EDS.
@O6vor (Marc) P46B | X33 |P SCC SBL NA
s"wHT"L"
@B6voLpdvor | DFGdb x1175 | AC1241S | 1739 ¥ RPS"BWT' L'
(xvg homicidia) Chrys 1611 Byz
2

The external evidence is split. The Western and Eastern branches include the word
@évor (“murders”) after the similar-sounding @8évor (“envies”), while the basic witnesses, P46-
B, ¥, and 33 lack the word. As tempting as Marcion’s attestation for the lack of @dvor may
seem, it is best not to put much if any weight upon his testimony here due to Epiphanius’s
inconsistency in quoting Marcion.”’* Then again, Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 5.11.1, quoting Gal 5:21 as
including invidiae, ebrietates, comissationes (@04vot, ué€bat, kduo1),”"* is an early witness to a form
of the text without @dvor. Though the external evidence is split, the earliest evidence slightly
favors the lack of the word @dvoi,*” but the internal evidence has to be consulted.

In this case, the usual text-critical canon of preferring the shorter reading is hardly

applicable,”" because it could easily have arisen by accident since the two words ¢66vor and

! Though Schmid, Marcion, 318, prints the sequence ¢84vor, pébat, kduot, derived from Epiphanius, Pan. 42.12.3, for
his reconstructed text of Marcion’s Galatians, he also put these words in italics, indicating that they are unsecure
readings. The problem is another citation of the same passage by Epiphanius, Pan. 42.11.8, in which two of the words
are quoted in the singular instead of the plural and, more importantly, ¢8évot is replaced by @évor. Thus, while
Epiphanius provides no evidence for the inclusion of both 8dvor and @dvor in his text of Marcion, it is unclear which
word was actually present in his source. Thus, Schmid is skeptical that the nature of Epiphanius’s quotation is exact
enough to be useful for inferring such “textual trivia” (192).

2 Harvey, Sancti Irenaei, 2:348.

B3 Most critics, however, consider this external evidence to be strong grounds for omission, including: BURTON 304;
BUSCEMI 528; METZGER 529; SIEFFERT 325 n.*; ZAHN 265 n.98.

*In fact, RoYsE 703-736 argues that little omissions were so common among the papyri that in many cases the longer
reading ought to be preferred unless the longer reading appears late, appears to be a harmonization, or appears to
be a grammatical improvement (735). The first two of these grounds arguably apply to Gal 5:21.
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@6vot have the same ending in -6vor.” After writing any of the letters ovot in ¢8dvor, a scribe
could have leapt to the same letters in @dvor and accidentally deleted the word @dévor.**
Conversely, the addition of @dvor could have arisen from harmonization to Rom 1:29 86vov
@ovou €p1dog d6Aov,”” though the parallel is distant and non-verbatim,”® and it provides
evidence that the collocation of @8dvor and @dvor was on Paul’s mind.””® Another possibility is
harmonization to a wordplay popular in antiquity between these two words, for instance,
Euripides, Tro. 768-769 (gita 8¢ ®06vouv ®dvou te Oavdtov).”

Nevertheless, if Paul had been thinking of ¢dvor when he wrote this list of the deeds of
the flesh, it seems odd that Paul included it next to sins of overindulgence in v.21 (e.g., ué6at,
k®uat “drunkenness, carousing”) rather than sins of discord in v.20 (e.g., €x0pat, €pig
“enmities, discord”) as he did with ¢8évov @bévou €p1dog in Rom 1:29.** On the other hand, the
strength of the sin @dvor (“murders”) is so strong that a scribe may have thought the list was
incomplete without it, and added the terrible sin. A similar motive seems to have been in effect
for those witnesses who add poiyeia (“adultery”) before nopveia (“fornication”) in v.19.

Accordingly, the internal evidence is frustratingly inconclusive, though to some extent

it points against the inclusion of @dvor in the text. With the external evidence also slightly

215 Cf. The first exception in Metzger 13* against preferring the shorter reading: “Parablepsis arising from
homoeoarcton or homoeoteleuton may have occurred (i.e., where the eye of the copyist may have inadvertently
passed from one work to another having a similar sequence of letters).”

16 Among those who include @6vor: EApie 419; LichTrooT 212 (bracketed); MEYER 283; WEiss 125. This point is often
conceded by proponents of the shorter reading, including: Buscemr 528; LEGASSE 427 n. 5; METZGER 529.

#7 BETZ 284 1n.119; BUSCEMI 528; METZGER 529; ROHDE 243; SIEFFERT 325 n.*. LONGENECKER 248 n.d and ZAHN 265 n.98 also
suggest Mark 7:21 or Matt 15:19 for a source, neither of which has @4vot but not @8dévor, however.

*18 WEISs 125.

1% LIGHTFOOT 212.

0 BETZ 284 n.119. WINER 659 notes that paronomasia is common in Paul.

21 MUSSNER 383 1.60 argues that @dvor ought to have been associated with {fjAog in the lists, but all his examples (1
Macc 8:16, T. Sim. 4.5, 1 Clem 3.2, 4.7, 5.2) involve @84vor instead of @dvor. LEGasSE 427 n. 5 also found it incredible
that there would be “assassins” in the Galatian communities.
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favoring the omission of @dvo, it seems that the least objectionable conclusion is that the

earliest form of Gal 5:21 lacked this word.

3.2.4 Inner Branch d

The Western branch diverges from its closest relatives along inner branch d in about
seventy places. Virtually all of the differences are secondary, and they are discussed in greater
detail in Chapter 5. For purposes of orienting the stemma, however, it suffices to examine the
earliest attested stage of the Western branch, namely, the most recent common ancestor of
Marcion and the Greek-Latin diglots D, F, and G. There are seven such variation units to

consider:

Gal 2:9 kai yvévteg TV xdptv thVv doBeiodv pot, TdkwpPog kai Knedg kai
Twavvng, ol dokodvteg otdAot eivat,

Var. Western branch Eastern branch EDS.
TakwPog kai Knepdg | xvg B N33 | C1241S | 1739 ¥ Chrys | SCC SBL NARP
1611 Byz SBWWHTL
TdkwPog kai Métpog P46
TaxwpPog A
Nétpog kai TakwPog | Marc DFGdb
? P

The Western branch places the name “Peter” first, followed by James and John, while
all the other witnesses place James first, and—with the exception of P46—use the name
“Cephas” instead of Peter. Thus, there are two subvariants to be considered.

The internal evidence strongly favors the name “Cephas.” Intrinsically, it is Paul’s

typical usage (with the exception of Gal 2:7-8), and the Aramaic name is the harder reading
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since the Greek name “Peter” was more familiar.”” In addition, the presence of the name
“Peter” in vv.7-8 probably prompted the harmonization of the name at v.9.””

The internal evidence also favors the James-first order. It is the more difficult reading
as it gives James the pride of place instead of Peter.”” In addition, the Peter-first order could be
a harmonization to 1:18-19, where Cephas/Peter is mentioned before James in a chronological

context.

Gal 3:14 Tva £1¢ Ta £0vn 1] eDAoyia Tod APpadu yévntat év Xptot® 'Tnood, tva thv
énayyeMav tod nvedpatog AdPwpev dia tfig mioTews.

Var. Western branch Eastern branch EDS.
énayyehiav | xvg B N33 | AC1241S | 1739 ¥ Chrys | ScC SBLNARP
1611 Byz SBWWHTL
gvAoyiav Marc®” D*FGdb | P46 x88 489 927
? P

The reading evAoyiav is found not only in the Western branch, but also in P46, the
mixed Alexandrian 88, and the Byzantine 489 and 927. The lack of genealogical coherence for
this reading suggests that it arose independently several times. Indeed, it appears to be a
harmonization to the local context. Gal 3:14 is the first appearance of the word énayyeAia

(“promise”) in the letter and the context up to this point concerns the blessing (s0Aoyia) of

22 Burton 59, 95; BUSCEMI 126; METZGER 522.

3 ROYSE 298 n.561.

224 ByscemI 151; LIGHTFOOT 109; METZGER 523.

> Marcion’s text as quoted by Tertullian, Marc.5.3.11, is fairly divergent but at any rate supports the blessing variant:
dccepims igitur benedictionem spiritualem per fidem (Schmid, Marcion, 123).
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Abraham.”® The unexpected appearance of “promise” probably induced scribes to assimilate it

to evAoyiav in the immediately preceding clause.””’

Gal 4:6 Ot 8¢ €ote vioi, é€anéoteilev 6 B0¢ TO Tvedua T0d LIOT avTOD €i¢ TAC
Kapdlag NUAV kpalov * aPfa 0 matnp.

Var. Western branch Eastern branch EDs.
viol xvg P46B | X33 | ACP 1241S | 1739 ¥ Chrys | ScC SBLNARP
1611 Byz SBWWHTL

viol 0ol | MarcDFGdDb
?

The addition of 600 is exclusively found within the Western branch. Intrinsically, the
genitive 000 is certainly appropriate for the context, because that relationship, being sons of
God, is on Paul’s mind back in 3:26. Nevertheless, since the concept was on Paul’s mind, it is not
necessary to express it explicitly; it can be assumed. Transcriptionally, the genitive 8go0
appears to be an assimilation to 3:26 mdvteg yap viol 800 €ote.””® Thus, the shorter reading

ought to be favored as the harder reading.

?% Clabeaux, Lost Edition, 104, further supports the énayyeAiav reading as an instance of Paul’s style of using “bridge
words” to shift topics from one point to another. For examples of such “bridge words,” Clabeaux, Lost Edition, 104
n.53, cites copia in 1 Cor 1:17 and to &oBevég in 1 Cor 1:25.

7 METZGER 525.

28 METZGER 526.
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Gal 4:8 'AM\G t6Te v oUk £i86Teg Oedv €dovAsdoate Toig QUoeL pr) ooty Be0ic

Var. Western branch Eastern branch EDs.
gdovAevoate P46B | N33 | AC 1739 ¥ Chrys | scc SBLNARP
101 ... Oe0ic 1241S | 1611 Byz SBWWHTL

101§...0g0l¢ | DFG

¢dovAevoate | d b xvg
701G ... 001G | Marc™”
dovAevete
? P

The reading with the verb at the end of the clause is found only in Western witnesses.
By placing the verb at the end, this word order is more highly marked and serves to emphasize
the fact that they were enslaved to false gods. Yet, intrinsically, the point of the passage has
more to do with the Galatians’ enslavement rather than the nature of those to whom they were
enslaved.” Transcriptionally, the more emphatic reading seems to be superficially the easier
reading, as it heightens the anti-pagan force of the verse, but it is also conceivable that the
transposition could have been to due an accidental skip of the verb, followed by an in-line

correction at the end of the clause.

* Tertullian, Marc. 5.4.5: si ergo his, qui ‘in natura sunt’ dei, servitis. Schmid, Marcion, 116, suggests that the omission of
ur is due to a corruption of toig pr| @voel into Toig Tf @UoEL

% Indeed, commentators struggle to account for Paul’s attitude toward pagan gods here; e.g. BETz 215-215;
LONGENECKER 179-180.
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Gal 5:14a 6 yap g vOpog év €vi Adyw memAfpwrat, €V T * Gyannoelg Tov
TANGIOV GOV WG GEXVTOV.

Var. Western branch Eastern branch EDs.
v évi AMdyw xVg P46B | X33 | AC 1739 ¥ Chrys | SCC SBL NA RP
1241S | 1611 Byz SBWWHTL
év OUiv év éviAbyw | D¥*FGdb
€v UiV Marc?!
? P

The Western branch includes the phrase év Ouiv (“among you”), so that Paul states that
the whole Law has been fulfilled among the Galatians. The internal evidence does not provide
much guidance on deciding this variant. The shorter reading could easily be the result of a leap
from one €v to the next, and the prepositional phrase €v Opilv makes the statement more
contingent to the historical situation of the Galatians. On the other hand, the longer reading
seems to be motivated by its context (e.g. v.13 Uuelg yap én’ éAevBepia ékAnOnte, “for you were
called to freedom”) to strengthen the point by specifying that the law has already been fulfilled

among the gentile Galatians.””” On balance, the shorter reading seems preferable.

#1 Schmid, Marcion, 130-131 and 182, citing Tertullian, Marc. 5.4.12: tota enim, inquit, lex ‘in vobis’ adimpleta est: dileges
proximum tuum tamquam te, and Epiphanius, Pan. 42.11.8, 42.12.3 0 y&p 1a¢ vOUoG DIV TeMARpwTAL * AYaTHOELS TOV
TAnoiov wg oeavtdyv, respectively. Schmid proposes that the phrase év Optv is possibly a mechanical corruption of
€v €vi <Adyw=, as is clear in Marcion, which the rest of the Western branch then conflated.

2 Eshbaugh, “Theological Variants,” 187.
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Gal 5:14b 6 yap mag véuog év £vi Adyw memAfjpwrat, &v 1@ * dyanricelg TOv
TANGIOV GOV WG GEXVTOV.

Var. Western branch Eastern branch EDS.
&V TR P46B | N33 | AC1241S | 1739 ¥ SCC SBL NA RP
Chrys 1611 Byz | SBWWHTL

Marc*” D*F G d b xvg

The lack of the introductory signal for the quotation from Lev 19:18 is found only in the
Western branch; all the other branches include év t®. With the introductory signal in
apposition to the term év evi Adyqw, the Levitical injunction supports Paul’s point that the Law
has been fulfilled in a single statement (év évi Adyw). Without the introductory signal, the
scriptural quotation is not clear, and it may appear to be a separate command.

Intrinsically, the words év T fit the context because they define the “single statement”
as Lev 19:18. Transcriptionally, the omission of év t® here is paralleled by a similar omission of

the same phrase at Rom 13:8, where B, P46, F, and G, but not D, omit the signal. On balance, the

probabilities seem to favor the inclusion of the words.

3 Schmid, Marcion, 130-131 and 182, citing Tertullian, Marc. 5.4.12: tota enim, inquit, lex ‘in vobis’ adimpleta est: dileges
proximum tuum tamquam te, and Epiphanius, Pan. 42.11.8, 42.12.3 0 y&p na¢ vOUOG DIV TEMARpWTAL * AYATHOELS TOV
TAnoiov WG ceavtdyv, respectively.
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Gal 5:24 o1 8¢ 00 Xp1oToD TNV odpKa E0TAVPWORV oLV TOTG TaBAUAcLY Kal TATg

embupiog.
Var. Western branch Eastern branch EDS.
Xpiotod MarcDF G P46 P Chrys1611 | scc SBLNA"
dbxvg Byz RP L
Xptotod 'Incod B (N*xvpiovx.1.) | AC 1739 ¥ NA"S BW
33 x1175 1241S WHTL'
2

The external evidence for adding 'Incod (“Jesus”) comprises the earliest members of the
Eastern branch, its usual allies X and 33, and B, while the external evidence against it comprises
the Western branch, P46, plus the Byzantines. This evidence is about evenly balanced,”* so
internal grounds ought to play a large role in deciding this variation unit.

The interpretation of this phrase appears fairly straightforward. The shorter reading ot
100 Xp1otol means “those who are of Christ” (or “those who belong to Christ”), and 1 Cor 15:23
has the same expression ot to0 Xpioto0. The addition of 'Incod should just mean “those who
are of / belong to Christ Jesus.””* Despite the intelligibility of the longer reading, it has three
different features that make it anomalous for Paul. First, nowhere else in the undisputed

letters of Paul is an article found before Xpioto0 'Incod,” though the article tod may be

4 Scholars are split over how to evaluate the external evidence. Some critics prefer the longer reading, presumably
on the agreement of B, 8, 33, etc.: BUSCEMI 528; LEGASSE 437 n.2; LONGENECKER 298 n.f; MATERA 204; MUSSNER 391 n.108.
Indeed, BURTON 319 condemns the support for the shorter reading as “some Western authorities,” but this was before
the publication of P46.

On the other hand, Zuntz, Text, 158, holds that “Western witnesses joined by P*¢ . . . are more often right than
wrong,” while NET 861 goes further and prefers the shorter reading on “the strength of the alignment of P+ with
the Western and Byzantine text-types.”

35 Pace BURTON 319, who parses the noun phrase differently as “the titular tob xpiotod, the Christ, with "Incod in
apposition.” Thus, he understands it as “they that belong to Christ, Jesus.”

36 BURTON 319; METZGER 529. The possible exceptions to the rule occurs in the disputed Paulines Ephesians and
Colossians: Eph 3:1 to0 Xpiotod ['Incod], where the omission of 'Incod is attested by 8* D*FG (365) pc sa™* against P46
N! AB(C)D'¥ 33 1739 Byz lat sy sa™ bo; Eph 3:11 év 1@ Xp1ot® 'Inood, where P46 reads £v t® kupiw 'Incod; Col 2:6 OV
Xpiotov Incodv.
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necessary for the genitive phrase to be substantivized by the nominative plural article oi.*’
Second, Paul regularly uses the bare Christ for the idea of belonging to Christ: Gal 3:29 €i 8¢
VUETG Xptotod; 1 Cor 1:12 €yw ¢ Xprotod; 3:23 Luelg ¢ Xpioto; 15:23 ot tod Xpiotod; 2 Cor 10:7
XpiotoD etvar.”® Third, Paul has a strong preference for the order 'Incod Xpiotod in the
genitive,”’ though there are some exceptions.” Because the longer reading is not merely
anomalous in Paul, but anomalous in three different ways, the intrinsic probabilities are on the
side of the shorter reading.

Transcriptionally, evidence within the transmission of Galatians shows that scribes
both expanded and contracted these expressions. Sometimes they add Jesus to Christ,**' but
sometimes they delete Jesus from Jesus Christ or Christ Jesus.”*” Granted, the tendency to
expand is somewhat stronger than to contract, but it is hard to see scribal tendencies in
Galatians as conclusive. Lightfoot argues that “the omission in others [scil. manuscripts] is
easily accounted for by the unusual order 6 Xp1ot0g 'Incodg,”** but this does not explain why
scribes did not address the “unusual order” by transposition rather than deletion.

Given the intrinsically anomalous nature of the phrase to0 Xpioto0 'Incod and no
compelling transcriptional reason to delete 'Incod, the preponderance of the evidence is

against the longer reading.

27 SCHLIER 193 n.1.

8 BETZ 289 n.168; SCHLIER 193 n.1. See also the interpretation of Gal 1:6 on similar lines above.

9 In the undisputed Paulines: Rom 1:4, 6, 7, 8; 2:16, 3:22; 5:1, 11, 15, 17, 21; 7:25; 15:6, 30; 16:25, 27; 1 Cor 1:2, 3,7, 8, 9,
10; 6:11; 15:57; 2 Cor 1:2, 3; 8:9; 12:13; Gal 1:1, 3, 12; 2:16; 3:22; 6:14, 18; Phil 1:2, 11, 19; 2:21; 4:25; 1 Thess 1:3; 5:9, 23, 28;
Phlm 3, 25.

*In the undisputed Paulines: Rom 1:1; 15:16; 1 Cor 1:1; 2 Cor 1:1; Phil 1:1, 6, 8; 3:8, 12; Phlm 1, 9.

1 E.,g,, Gal 2:6 hark; Gal 3:24 D*-F-G-b-d-f 88 1175-1319-1573 1735; Gal 3:27a 209 618; Gal 3:27b 1739-6; Gal 3:29 D*-F-G-
d; Gal 4:7 6-1646 223 323 489-927 hark-1611-1505-2495 1837 2147 2400 pesh; Gal 6:12 P46-B 69 1175 1242,

2 E.g., Gal 2:4 Marc; Gal 2:16 517 547 1827 2401 Chrys; Gal 3:22 33 1424; Gal 3:28 1241S 1245; Gal 5:6 B; Gal 6:17 P ¥ 075
1175 1854 2464 Marc.

23 LIGHTFOOT 213.

181



3.3 Orienting the Stemma

The cladistic procedure discussed in Chapter 2 produces an unoriented stemma that
expresses the relative genealogical relationships of the witnesses without, however, identifying
a starting point, or base, for the stemma. Based on the analysis of the internal evidence of the
readings in Chapter 3, the stemma can be oriented so that the base of the stemma is identified
at the point with the greatest number of authorial readings. Table 4 sets forth the readings for
the Western branch, for the P46-B cluster, for &, for 33 and x1175,* and for the Eastern branch.
In this table, those readings determined to be authorial rather than scribal are indicated in
bold, while scribal readings are in italics. Furthermore, if a branch or cluster is divided as to its
reading, that split is marked with a dagger (1). At the bottom of the table are the counts of the

authorial readings for each branch, cluster, or inter-branch node in the stemma.

*** The mixed manuscript 1175 is considered a witness for 33’s ancestor only when it differs from the Byzantine text.
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Table 4: Authorial Readings in Opposing Branches within the Stemma of Galatians

Gal | Western P46 B N 33 (x1175) Eastern

1:3 Kupiov UGV 1 | xvpiov udv 1 | raTpog UV Kupiov udv 0 | tmarpog Nudv
1:11 | ydp 1 | T8¢ 1 | 8¢ ydp 1 | 8¢

1:12 | o0dé 1 | olte 1 | o0d€ 00E 1 | o0d€

1:15 | 1[6 0ebg] 1 |- 1 | 60ebg 6 0e6¢ 1 | 60ebg

1:17 | &nfjAOov 1 | t[é&n]fAOov 1 | dviAABov &viiABov 0 | avijiAbov

1:18 | & tpin 1 | &ntpia 1 | tpia étn toin €tn 0 | trpia &ty

1:19 | eibov oU8évar 0 | ovy eidov 1 | oVk €idov oUK €180V 1 | odk €idov

2:9 Iétpog kol Tdx. 1 | PIdk. kaiKnedg | 1 | 16k kaiKnedg | Tax. kai Knedg 1 | 'Iéx. kol Knodg
2:12 | nABev 1 | nAGev 1 | AABev NAOev 1 | nAGov

2:13 | kai 1 |- 1 | kai Kai 1 | kai

2:16 | Xprotdv’Incodv | 1 | Inoodv Xpiotdév | 1 | Inoodv Xpiotév | Xpiotdv Insodv | 1 | TXprotdv Ine.
2:20 | OeoD kai Xp. 1 | Beod kai Xp. 1 | viod tod fz0d vioD T0D Be00 0 | viod to0 Oeod
3:7 elow viol 1 | vioi giowy 1 | vioi€iow glow viol 1 | tvioi giow
3:14 | ebloyiav 1 | ténayyeliav 1 | émayyeriav émayyeAiav 1 | émayyeAiav
3:21a | tol OeoD 1 |- 1 | tod Beob 100 B0l 1 | oD Beob
3:21b | &k véuov 1 | évviuw 1 | ¢k v6pov £k vépov 1 | ¢k v6pov

3:24 | yéyovev 1 | éyévero 1 | yéyovev yéyovev 1 | yéyovev

4:3 fueba 1 | Trjueba 1 | fuev fuev 0 | Auev

4:6 vioi Ogod 1 | vioi 1 | vioi vioi 1 | vioi

4:8 701 ... Oeoi €D, 1 | 88.101...0e0g | 1 | &3.701G... Be0lg | &3. 101 ... Beoig 1 | &5.1015... B0l
4:19 | Tékva 1 | tékva 1 | tékva TekVia 0 | tekvin

4:23 | pév 1 |- 1 | pév uév 1 | pév

4:28 | bpeig. .. éoté 1 | bpeg...éoté | 1 | nueig...éouév | dperg...&oté | O | rueic... ouév
4:30 | TkAnpovourion | O | xkAnpovourjosl 0 | kAnpovouricer | kAnpovouroel 0 | TkAnpovopron
5:14a | Tévuuivévévid | 1 | év éviAdyw 1 | évéviAdyw v évi Abyw 1 | évéviAdyw
5:14b | - 1| &vid 1| é&vt® VR <0) 1| é&vt®

5:17a | ydp 1 | yép 1 | yép yap 1 | 6

5:17b | 6 dv 0 | &v 1 | aéav & £qv 1 | ta[€lav

5:21 | @Bdvor pdvor 1 | @Bdévor 1 | @Bévor @OSvor 1 | @Bdvor pdvor
5:24 | Xpiotod 1 | tXp.['Inc.] 1 | kvp. Xpiot. Ino. | Xpwotod Inoot | 0 | TXp.[Ino.]
5:26 | TaAAAoig 1 | dAArAoug 1 | dAAfAoig aAAAOLG 1 | TaAARAoig

6:2 avamAnpioete | 1 | avamAnpwoete | 1 | dvaminpdioate | avardnpdoate | 0 | dvamAnpioate
6:4 £xaotog 1 |- 1 | #aotog £xaotog 1 | &kaotog

6:11 | mmAikolg 1 | nAixoig 1 | mnAikoig nAikoig 1 | mnAikoig

6:12 | Xprotod 1 | Xpworob Inood | 1 | Xprotod Xpiotod 1 | Xpiotod

6:13 | Trepumtepvépevor | 1 | mepirerunuévor 1 | mepurepvépevor | mepimtepvépevol | 1 | mepunrepviuevol
Total 25 33 20 35 26 26 26 25

As can be seen from the table, these nodes in the stemma have different counts of

authorial readings. In particular, out of the thirty-six variation units, 8 has the authorial

reading in 26 cases, while the ancestor of 33 and x1175 also has 26. The Eastern branch has 25
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authorial readings, and the node in between these three parts of the stemma has 26 authorial
readings. As for the Western branch, it has 25 authorial readings, while the P46-B cluster has 20
authorial readings. The node between the Western branch and the P46-B cluster has 33
authorial readings, while the link on the stemma connecting the Eastern and Western brands
has 35 authorial readings on either side.

Consequently, these counts of authorial readings can be mapped onto the unoriented

stemma, as shown in FIG. 19:

P46-B N

20 26
35 Eastern
33 e e 26 Branch
25
Western
25 26

FIG. 19 Unoriented Stemma with Counts of Authorial Readings
The portion of the unoriented stemma with the highest authorial reading count (35) is
the branch between where the Western and Eastern branches join the stemma. This branch
separates the Western branch and its allies, P46 and B, from the Eastern branch and its allies ¥
and 33. This branch also lies in the area indicated by Hort as belonging to his “neutral” text. By
contrast, the node that is between the two oldest witnesses, Marcion and P46, has an authorial

reading count of 33, two less than that of the central branch. This result suggests that, while
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the age of the witnesses is an important consideration in terms of external evidence, it is not
strictly determinative of the best readings. As for the node that is the closest to the Nestle-
Aland text, that has 26 authorial readings, nine less than the central branch. This result
suggests that the Nestle-Aland bears some room for improvement.

Accordingly, when the stemma is oriented at the central branch, the resulting oriented

stemma appears as shown in FIG. 20, as follows:

QBG

\
- /m\ o X
25/ \20 26 /{ZN 25

b PABB N 33175 G
FIG. 20 An Oriented Stemma of Galatians Based on Authorial Reading Counts
The difference of one reading between the assumed autograph Q and the stemmatic
archetype @ means that no portion of the stemma, however, has authorial readings in all 36
variation units. The reason for this is that the reading of Gal 4:30 determined to be authorial,
kAnpovourion, is found in only the Western and Eastern branches. The basic witnesses, P46, B,
X, and 33, however, all read kAnpovopricet in conformance with the reading of the Septuagintal
text. The lack of genealogical coherence for this variation unit suggests at least two
possibilities. One possibility is that harmonization to the LXX was so common that it affected

all the basic witnesses, but somehow left the Western and Eastern branch unscathed. The other

is that this study’s judgment about the secondary nature of the reading that parallels the LXX is
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wrong in this case, and that what Paul wrote was the future indicative kAnpovouroet, the form
of his scriptural source.

On this stemma, there are two differences between the stemmatic archetype w and the
common ancestor of the Western branch and the cluster P46-B. One of the differences occurs
in Gal 1:19, where the Western branch reading £i8ov 008éva and the P46-B cluster reading o0y’
£idov were both seen as independent efforts to strengthen Paul’s denial. It is also possible that
the P46-B cluster reading is merely an orthographic variant and, despite its spelling, actually
represents the authorial o0y £i8ov. Another difference between the stemmatic archetype w
and the Western/P46-B common ancestor is the textual change between édv and &v in Gal
5:17b. This could well be an accidental coincidence. In fact, the dv reading is that of the
original hand of B and it was corrected to read av €dv. Thus, if this reading is indeed
coincidental, then there is no remaining textual evidence within Galatians to group the
Western branch and the P46-B cluster together. In other words, the data may well support the

alternative stemma shown in FIG. 21;

Q 36
s
[0

26
°

25 20 26 / { 26\ 25

Western ' - _ Eastern
Branch P46-B N 33-x1175 Branch

FIG. 21 An Alternative Oriented Stemma of Galatians
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Nevertheless, it is more prudent to adopt the oriented stemma of FIG. 20 for the text of
Galatians in the Corpus Paulinum, because it is less fragile than the stemma of FIG. 21 to the
presence of the shared errors between P46-B and the Western branch in other books of the
Pauline corpus, as well as less sensitive to differing assessments of the internal evidence within
Galatians. For example, if further analysis of the internal evidence of Gal 2:20 turns out to favor
the “son of God” reading, rather than the “God and Christ” reading, then the stemma of FIG. 20
would still stand (albeit with changed authorial counts), while the stemma of FIG. 21 would no
longer represent the best choice of base for the stemma.

This orientation of the stemma does not automatically establish the critical text of
Galatians. In stemmatic terms, only the recensio step has been performed. The next step is to
examine the textual variants near the base of the stemma and select the readings that appear
best based on internal evidence. Even if the text is supported by the earliest variant carriers at
the base of the stemma, the text must be examined for primitive errors that may require

conjecture to fix. This next step is performed in Chapter 4.
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4, Examining and Establishing the Text of Galatians

4.1 Introduction

A critical text is a scholarly construct that presents the textual critic’s understanding of
the text and its history. That is, the critical text is designed, in the studied opinion of the
textual critic, to explain the state of the surviving textual evidence better than its alternatives.
The state of the surviving textual evidence includes both the pattern of readings distributed
among the external evidence and the generation of scribal variants as indicated by the internal
evidence. A critical text should be considered a provisional text, which represents the best
explanation of the current state and understanding of the textual evidence. As new evidence
or superior interpretations of the evidence arise, however, the critical text should be updated
in light of those new developments.

This study has enabled the external evidence to be interpreted genealogically. That is,
it groups the various witnesses to the text in the form of a stemma based on their genealogical
history as inferred from their patterns of readings. In order to avoid the circularity between
the reconstruction of a text and the reconstruction of the history of the text, the construction
of the stemma is split into two stages. The first stage determines the shape and linkage pattern
of a stemma—but not its orientation—based on the pattern of textual changes among the
witnesses to the text. That stage, which uses external evidence and hence does not need
internal evidence or a reconstructed text to produce its result, was performed in Chapter 2.
The second stage, performed in Chapter 3, oriented the stemma based on the examination of

thirty-six variants in four sets of opposing witnesses in accordance with the internal evidence
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of their readings. Based on this examination, the stemma of Galatians was oriented so that
there are two basic divisions in the history of the text. On one side, there is the Western
branch and the P46-B cluster, while on the other side there is the Eastern branch with X and 33
as its allies. At this point, only those well-behaved variants where the opposing sets of
witnesses line up neatly were considered in Chapter 3. This chapter, by contrast, examines
those variation units where the witnesses are less well-mannered in their distribution.

In order to identify which additional variation units need to be examined to establish
the text, the bracketed readings in the Nestle-Aland 27th edition were considered first.
Bracketed and marginal readings have long been employed in editions of the New Testament in
order to signal the editors’ doubts about the wording of particular places in the text. There has
been some concern lately, however, that brackets have been overused, so this study adopts the
editorial philosophy of the recent SBL edition of the New Testament that “one of an editor’s
duties is to make choices, particularly in the ‘hard cases,” so as to offer some degree of guidance

”1

to those making use of the resulting text.”" As a result, one of the goals of this study is to
reassess each of the bracketed readings in the Nestle-Aland 27th edition.

There are eight such bracketed readings in Galatians, as follows: Gal 1:6 év xdpiti
[Xpiotod], 1:8 edayyeAilntat [Opiv], 1:15 e0d6knoev [0 0ed¢], 2:6 [0] Oedg, 2:13 [kai] oi Aorrol
"Tovdaiot, 2:16 186teg [8¢] 811, 3:21 katd TV EnayyeM@v [tob Be0d], 5:7 [tfi] &AnOeiq, and 5:24
oi 8¢ T00 Xpiotod ['Incod). Of these eight readings, three have been already treated in Chapter

3 (Gal 1:15, 2:13, and 5:24). The remaining five all involve places where P46 and B are split, with

P46 agreeing against B with another witness and with B agreeing against P46 with still another

! Michael W. Holmes, The Greek New Testament: SBL Edition (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2010), xv n.16.
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witness. This result suggests that P46-B splits, where neither witness is singular, are good
candidates for examination.

In fact, there are thirty-five such supported P46-B split variation units in Galatians.
Most variants against the Nestle-Aland text can be cursorily resolved. For example, seven
appear to be harmonizations,’ three involve orthographic or morphological issues,’ five appear
to be the easier reading, and two pertain to scribal habits of P46.” Four such variants were
already discussed in Chapter 3,° and three will be discussed in Chapter 5.” This leaves eleven
P46-B split variation units to be reassessed in detail for this chapter: 1:4 nepi, 1:6 [Xpiotod], 1:8
gbayyeAilnton [Auiv], 2:6 [0], 2:16a [86€], 3:21 Av &v, 4:18 InAoDobe, 4:19 &xpig, 4:25 TO yap Z1va,
5:7 [tfi], and 6:10 &xwpev.

In addition, there are four readings where X and 33 agree with each other against the
Eastern branch. These readings are found at Gal 3:3 émiteAeioBa, 4:18 (nAoGobe, 6:9 Bepiowpey,
and 6:10 €xwuev. Two of these are also P46-B split variants (4:18 and 6:10), so there are two
additional variation units to reassess. Consequently, a total of thirteen variation units are

reexamined in detail for this chapter.

? Gal 1:16 edayyehiowpat, 2:7 id6teg, 2:8 Evépynoev, 2:16b Xpiotod 'Incod, 4:23a yeyévnrat, 5:10a 8¢, and 6:7b tadta.
* Gal 2:8 k&pof, 5:10 @povronte, and 6:12 Sidkovrat.
* Gal 3:19b dv, 4:9 dovAeboa, 4:23b tiig, 5:12 drokdPpwvtal, and 6:7a dv.
* Gal 5:5 éxdex6ueba and 5:25 omit kai.
¢ Gal 1:11 yap, 2:9 étpe, 3:14 edAoylav, and 5:24 'Incod.
7 Gal 3:19a tp&&ewv, 4:31 &pa, and 5:17 dvtikeitar GAAAA01LG.
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4.2 Examination of Variation Units with Early, Split Support

Gal 1:4 t00 36vtog £auTOV LITEP TOV AUAPTIAOV UQV,

Var. | Western branch Eastern branch EDS.

nepi | DFG P46 | N A ¥ 1611 Byz SCCRPSWH"TL
VTP B 33x1775 | P 1241S | 1739 Chrys Byz™ | SBLNABW WH'
? Marc d b xvg C

The attestation for the two prepositions is fractured among the witnesses. Every
branch and cluster, except for the Western branch, is divided about evenly between nept and
Unép. Thus, if external evidence has any weight at all, there is a slight presumption in favor of
nepi because the Western branch is unified as to that reading.

The difference in meaning between nepi and Unép in this context is at best subtle.’
Normally, Onép means “on behalf of” and nepi means “concerning,” but the first clause of the
verse can equally be translated as “[Christ] who gave himself for our sins” with either
preposition.” Pauline usage evidences a semantic overlap for these prepositions,' and Paul

attests to this meaning with this particular noun for both prepositions: Rom 8:3, mepi apaptiog

® BETZ 42 n.55. LIGHTFOOT 73, however, endeavors a syntactic distinction: “Generally it may be said that nepi is things,
unep of persons, . . . but exceptions are very numerous.”

° When used with auaptia, BDAG offers nearly identical glosses for these prepositions: compare “to take away, to atone
for” (BDAG “nepi, 1g” 798) with “in order to atone for (the) sins or to remove them” (BDAG “Umép, Alb” 1030).

10 BURTON 13; LONGENECKER 8. Although MATERA 39 argues that “the preposition [Unép] functions as a technical term
when the Apostle speaks of Christ’s death on our behalf,” all of his examples except for 1 Cor 15:3 (viz. Rom 5:6, 7, 8;
14:15; 1 Cor 1:13; 15:3; 2 Cor 5:14, 15; Gal 2:20; 3:13) involve the preposition Unép with a personal object, not with the
abstract noun sin. For an alleged “technical term,” such distinctions are crucial.
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(“for sin”)," and 1 Cor 15:3, Unep TOV auaptidV UV (“for our sins”). Indeed, concerning the
phrase, “for (our) sins,” New Testament usage is varied even within a single author."

There is little internal guidance for this variant. As for intrinsic probabilities, the
parallel with 1 Cor 15:3, 6 kai tapéAaBov, 6t1 Xp1otog anédavev UIEP TOV AUAPTIOV NUDV KATA
ta¢ ypagdg (“what I also received, that Christ died for our sins according to the scriptures”)
demonstrates that Onép t@®v auapti®dv udVv occurs in a Pauline text, but the wording may only
be pre-Pauline, as Paul explicitly stated. Indeed, Gal 1:4 does not reproduce the traditional
formula of 1 Cor exactly: apart from the preposition, it differs over whether to say anéBavev
(“died”) or d6vtoc autdv (“gave himself”). Thus, the phraseology of 1 Cor 15:3 could be the
traditional formulation, and Gal 1:4 the Pauline adaptation of it. This means 1 Cor 15:3 is not
strong intrinsic evidence of Paul’s stylistic preference.

The transcriptional probabilities are also hard to discern because the interchange
between mepi and Unép was common among the manuscripts.” On the one hand, the Onép
variant in Galatians could be a harmonization to the preposition in the established form of 1
Cor 15:3. On the other hand, Bernhard Weiss argued that a scribe may have been scandalized

by the Unép variant, thinking that the text said that Christ gave himself on behalf of sin, and

"' BDAG “nepi, 1g” 798, but T. C. G. Thornton, “The Meaning of kal nepi auaptiog in Romans viii. 3,” JTS 22 (1971): 515-
517 proposes “on the charge of sin” or “on the grounds of sin,” instead. See also 1 Pet 3:18 mepi apaptidv Enadev; 1
John 2:2 mept T@V GPapTIOV HUOV.

12 Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians: A Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthians (Hermeneia; James W. Leitch, trans.;
Philadelphia: Fortress, 1975), 253 n.48, compares Heb 10:12 Unép Guaptidv with 10:26 tepl dpaptidv.

1 Breytenbach, Versshnung: Eine Studie zur paulinischen Soteriologie (WMANT 60; Neukirchen-Vluzn: Neukichener,
1989), 197, points to variations between these two prepositions in the LXX and in the textual transmission of Gal 1:4
and 1 Thess 5:10. See also LONGENECKER 8: “And this same interchangeability of prepositions appears in the extant
Koine Greek materials outside the NT.” Bortone, Greek Prepositions: From Antiquity to the Present (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2010), 231, points out that nepi was being phased out, even in its non-spatial sense, during the
medieval period, while Unép remained in use.
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changed the preposition to nepi."* The lack of textual variation, however, in the preposition
Unép in the 1 Cor 15:3 parallel weakens this argument.” Though Colwell rightly warns that
scribal behavior in one passage cannot be easily generalized to another passage,'® this warning
does not overcome the difficulty that Weiss’s proposal about the scribal motivation behind the
change in preposition is uncorroborated, especially where it would be most expected.

In sum, both the external evidence and the internal evidence tilt slightly in favor of the

preposition mept.

* WEIss 56. Weiss’s suggestion that the preposition was modified to nepi on the analogy of Rom 8:3, however, is
strained and unnecessary, because the interchange between these prepositions was already common in antiquity
even without a specific Pauline model.

1> Swanson, New Testament Greek Manuscripts: 1 Corinthians (Wheaton: Il.: Tyndale House, 2003), 239.

!¢ Earnest Cadman Colwell, “Hort Redivivus: A Plea and a Program” in Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism of the
New Testament (NTTS 9; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1969), 148-171 at 160: “But the knowledge gained from one of
these compendia cannot be transferred to another, nor can the knowledge gained from one period be generalized for another, nor
can the treatment of one part of the New Testament be generalized for the entire canon” (emphasis original).
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Gal 1:6 @avpdlw 6Tt 0Utw( Taxéwg petatiBeobe and Tod KaAéoavtog UAG €V
xapitt Xprotod €ig Etepov evayyéAiov,

Var. Western Eastern branch EDS.
branch
Xprotol xVg B N33 | AP 1739 ¥ Chrys | scC SBLNA' RP
x1175 1611 Byz SBWWHTL
‘Inood Xpotob | Dd 1241S
- F*Gb P46"" NAM
Marc'® C

Both the Western branch and the P46-B group are split as to the addition or omission of
the genitive Xpioto0, while the Eastern branch and R 33 are solid support for the longer
reading. P46’s apparent support for the shorter reading may not be significant since P46 has a
tendency for accidental omission.” As a result, the divided support for the shorter reading in
P46"? and FG does not seem sufficient to offset the weight of the coherent support for the
longer reading in the rest of the tradition.”

The exegesis of the shorter reading év xdpiti is straightforward. The anarthrous noun

“grace” has a qualitative effect,” and, with the preposition, the expression as a whole acquires

17 P46 has a lacuna from where the word ydpiti should be until the end of the line. Comfort, Early Manuscripts, 150,
argued that the gap may have been large enough to accommodate the nomen sacrum XU, but this is not apparent to
me from the high-resolution photograph of the sheet, and, in any case, this reconstruction of the lacuna was later
abandoned sub silentio by Philip W. Comfort and David P. Barrett, The Text of the Earliest New Testament Greek
Manuscripts: New and Complete Transcriptions with Photographs (2d ed.; Wheaton, 111.: Tyndale House, 2001), 313.

18 Against the indication in UBS4 that Marcion omitted the genitive Xpioto0, Ulrich Schmid, Marcion und sein
Apostolos: Rekonstruktion und historische Einordnung der marcionitischen Paulusbriefausgabe (ANTT 25; Berlin: de Gruyter,
1995), 64-65, argues well that Tertullian’s quoting style does not permit us to determine if Marcion had included or
omitted the word.

19 RovsE 357 states that P46’s tendency for accidental omission has to be taken in account. Note, however, that his
survey shows P46’s omission of proper names to be fairly rare among its singular or near-singular omissions (278,
listing only three examples at Rom 15:17b ['Inco0]; 1 Cor 9:9 [Mwiicéwg], 15:45 [AdGw]).

* METZGER 520 cautions that the shorter “reading is supported by only part of the Western tradition.”

1 BURTON 21: “The absence of the article before xdpitt has the effect, and is doubtless due to the intention, of giving
the word qualitative rather than individualizing force.”; LIGHTFOOT 76.
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an adverbial force: “with grace” or “graciously.”” As a result, the shorter text would have Paul
say: “from the one who called you with grace (or graciously).” Though this reading does not
specify the agent of the calling, Paul is explicit elsewhere that it is God the Father who does the
calling.”

On the other hand, the longer reading has a number of possible exegetical options,
though none of them are as straightforward as the shorter reading. The most common option
is to construe Xpiotod as a genitive of possession with the immediately preceding noun xdaprrtt,
thus “Christ’s grace.” This creates a slight complication in that the prepositional phrase év
xapitt Xpiotol occurs nowhere else in Paul,” and scholars have wrestled over the question
whether it could be instrumental (“called by/with Christ’s grace”) or locative (“in Christ’s
grace”). Neither one of these possibilities, however, is fully satisfactory. The instrumental
possibility conflicts with the possessor of the grace in Paul’s own call later in 1:15-16,
g080KNTEV O APoploag . . . Kal KaAEéoag d1a TAG xdp1tog abtod dmokaAval TOV LIOV abToD v
guoi (“the one who set me apart . .. and called by his grace was pleased to reveal his son in
me”).”” Less problematic might be a locative construal if dn6 o0 kaAéoavtog Ouag év xdprrt is

taken to refer to calling the Galatians to a destination state of grace, as “from the one who

2 BDAG “&v” 11, 330. BETz 48 prefers a locative meaning to “designate the Galatians’ present state of salvation” (so
also MARTYN 109), though, if that were meant, i would have been more appropriate. Other translations render it as
“by grace” (e.g. NET).

 See especially Rom 8:30, 9:12, 24; 1 Cor 1:9, 7:15, 17, 18, 20, 21, 22ab, 24; Gal 1:15; 1 Thess 2:12, 4:7, 5:24; cf. also 2
Thess 2:14. The instances of Gal 5:8 and 13 do not specify the agent of the calling,

* A much longer, stereotyped formulation, 1] xdpi¢ To0 kupiov (AudV) Tnood Xpiotod (“the grace of [our] Lord Jesus
Christ”), occurs in Paul’s subscriptions (2 Cor 13:13; Gal 6:18; Phil 4:23; 1 Thess 5:28; 2 Thess 3:18; Phlm 25; cf. Rom
16:20 1] X&p1g Tod Kupiov UGV ‘Incod), as well as in 2 Cor 8:9 yvwokete yap TV Xdp1v tod Kupiov UdV Incod
Xpiotod (“for you know the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ”).

% Pace LONGENECKER 15, who argues that “just as in the letter’s salutation God and Christ are presented as completely
at one in mankind’s salvation, so in these texts they are presented interchangeably as the source of redemptive
grace.”
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"% although the preposition €i¢ would have been better suited

called you to be in Christ’s grace,
for this meaning and Paul elsewhere uses the preposition év to refer to the pre-call condition,
e.g., 1 Cor 7:18, év dkpoPuotia kékAntal tig, ur| mepitepvésdw (“if anyone is called in [a state of]
uncircumcision, let him not get circumcised”).”

Another possibility is to regard Xpioto0U as an epexegetical genitive or, similarly, as a
genitive of content: “the grace that is (or contains) Christ.””® Although the idea that Christ
could be a grace or a benefaction has been suggested by some scholars,” this notion is hard to
square with how Paul is using the preposition v in this context. If Christ is equated with grace
in this exegetical possibility, then the preposition év would locative as if it read év Xpiot®,” yet
Paul’s usual usage elsewhere would not suggest that this grace is the destination, which the
construct requires, but the state within which one is called.

A different syntactic option with the longer reading is to construe Xpiotod as the object
of the preposition and with the participial phrase kaAésavrog Ouag €v xdpritt in the first
31

attributive position, such that the text would mean “from Christ, who called you graciously.

This option, however, is unlikely, because there is no explicit corroboration elsewhere in Paul

% See BETz 48, “¢v (‘in’) should not be taken as the ‘means by which’ but as a definition of the situation before God
enjoyed by those who were called” (footnotes omitted). So also MARTYN 109.

%7 DE BOER 40 n.53, argues that Paul sometimes uses v to mean “into” when used with kaAéw, but the example do not
prove the point. First Corinthians 7:15 is no exception, for £€v 8¢ lpfivn kékAnkev Ouac 6 0e6¢ (“God has called you in
peace”) refers to the peacefulness of the marriage at the time when a person is called to Christ. In 1 Thessalonians
4:7 00 yap €kdAecov Nuag 6 006 €nti dkabapia AN’ év dyraoud, the preposition éni refers to destination, while the év
could be instrumental. Rom 5:2 lacks the word “call” but uses stand, for which the term “into” is inappropriate.

8 BTz 48: “it refers to the grace of God which Christ represents.”

# For notions of “grace” in its Greco-Roman context, see generally, James R. Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in its
Graeco-Roman Context (WUNT 2.172; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2003); Stephan Joubert, Paul as Benefactor: Reciprocity,
Strategy and Theological Reflection in Paul’s Collection (WUNT 2.124; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2000).

%% So DE BOER 40: “.”

3! ZAHN 43. This interpretation is discussed as a possibility by BurToN 19.
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of making Christ the subject of calling,” while there are a dozen places in the undisputed letters
of Paul where God (“the Father”) is one who calls.*

Still another possibility is to construe the genitive Xpiotod as the complement of the
participle kaAécavtog: “from the one who called you with grace to be of Christ.” In this case, év
xapitt becomes an adverbial prepositional phrase describing the manner of God’s calling the
Galatians: “with grace” or “graciously.” The hyperbaton of this construction, by putting
Xptotol at the end of the clause, confers additional emphasis on belonging to Christ.”* That
Paul considers the Galatians to be “of Christ” is attested elsewhere in the letter, e.g., 3:29 €1 8¢
Uuelg Xprotod, “if you are of Christ,” and 5:24 ot 6¢ t0od Xpiotod, “those of Christ.”* Moreover,
Rom 1:6 uses this genitive complementary construction with the adjectival cognate: éote kal
UUETG kAntol 'Incol Xpiotod, “you too are called to be of Jesus Christ.” This reading also fits the
context because it contrasts being “of Christ” with that of turning to another gospel, which is
not really a gospel at all (vv.6-7).

The internal evidence does not overturn the presumption in favor of the longer reading
based on the external evidence. Stylistically, the shorter reading is unproblematically Pauline
because the absolute yxdpiti is well attested (Rom 11:6; 1 Cor 10:30; 2 Cor 8:7 19; cf. Eph 2:5 8; Col

3:16, 4:6, 2 Thess 2:16).*® For the longer reading, on the other hand, it is also Pauline to

32 So BETZ 48; BURTON 19; LIGHTFOOT 76; LONGENECKER 15; MATERA 45. ROHDE 39 grants that Rom 1:6 kAntoi 'Incod Xpiotod
might be (“wohl ist”) an example if the genitive is subjective, but, as he notes, the possessive genitive is the better
understanding.

%> BURTON 20, citing Rom 4:17, 8:30, 9:11, 14, 11:29; 1 Cor 1:9, 26, 7:15, 17; Gal 1:15; Phil 3:14; 1 Thess 2:12, 4:7, and 5:24.
* SMYTH 679 § 3028: “In prose hyperbaton is less common than in poetry, but even in prose it is frequent, especially
when it secures emphasis on an important idea by placing it at the beginning or end of a sentence.”

% On the justification for reading Gal 5:24 as Xpioto0 rather than Xp1otoG 'Incod see the discussion below for that
variation unit.

% For xdprtt 60D, a genitive with God rather than Christ, cf. 1 Cor 1:4 with 100, 15:10; and 2 Cor 1:2. Another
example is Rom 3:24 tfj a0tod [scil. 000] xdpity, “by his [scil. God’s] grace,” with God being mentioned explicitly at
the end of v.23.
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understand Xpioto0 as a complement of kaAéoavtog (Rom 1:6), rather than as an otherwise
unattested simple phrase v xdpit1 Xpiotod.”

Many critics have contended that the transcriptional probabilities favor the shorter
reading here, arguing that word Xp1oto0 is a natural expansion of the text.” With the dispute
over the value of this criterion, occasioned by Royse’s study of scribal habits among the six
earliest and most substantial papyri,” however, it is prudent not to rely on this text-critical
canon. Genealogical coherence plays a role, too. If the shorter reading were the earlier form of
the text, it is difficult to account for why scribes would have independently hit upon the same
solution of supplementing the absolute xdpiti with Xpiotos to make the term more explicit. *
Indeed, the very naturalness of this supposed supplement is dubious in light of v.15, where it is
the grace of God—not Christ’s—by which Paul was called. Conversely, it is conceivable that the
word Xpiotod could have been omitted by accident (cf. P46) or out of a misreading of the
complementary genitive either with the participle tod kaAéoavtog," or as one of possession in

such a way that would seem to contradict v.15.%

%7 Note also in this connection that Rom 5:15 refers to Christ’s grace much more verbosely: év xdpiti tfj T00 £vog
avBpwmov 'Inood Xpiotov (“by the grace of the one person Jesus Christ”). In this verse Paul also has ] x&p1g tod 6e00
(“the grace of God”).

3 MARTYN 109; Tasker, Greek New Testament, 438; cf. METZGER 520, who argues that “the absence of any genitive
qualifying év xdptiti. . . has the appearance of being the original reading, which copyists supplemented”

** RoysE 703-736. None of Royse’s exceptions for preferring the longer reading (lateness, harmonization, or
grammatical improvement) apply here.

** The argument of NET 859 that “it is difficult to explain how this particular reading could have arisen from the
simple xdpitt, in light of Paul’s normal idioms,” somewhat inartfully suggests a confusion between transcriptional
probabilities (“arisen from”) and intrinsic probabilities (“Paul’s normal idioms”). It is better to point out that the
context would not suggest (e.g. as by harmonization) adding Xpiotod.

‘' MEYER 11.

* Indeed difficulties with the “grace of Christ” interpretation have led scholars to reject Xpiotod, e.g., LEGASSE 61 n.6;
MUSSNER 55.
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The reading, therefore, that best explains the textual evidence is the longer reading
with Xpioto0, with the understanding that it is a genitive complement to vuag in a double

object construction with kaAésavtog, “called you to be of Christ.”

Gal 1:8 GAAG kai €av NUETG T dyyelog €€ obpavoD Uiy edayyeAilnTon moap’ 6
gonyyeAiodueda OUly, avadepa €otw.

Var. Western Eastern branch EDs.
branch

TAY B x1175 1739 sccsBW T
gvayy.
gvayy. (D Vuag) d xvg 33 AP (1241S Chrys 1611 SBLNA" WH' RP
iy NUv) Byz T'L
g0ayy. FGb N ¥ NA" WH" T
? Marc® P46 C

This variation unit pertains to the presence and position of the pronoun Oyiv (“to
you”).* No reading has the unambiguous support of any branch, and the branches are divided
as to whether or where the pronoun is read. Furthermore, the lacuna in P46 makes it difficult
to weigh the strength of B, but B’s reading is shared by P51, so there is early support for this

variant.” Though the presence of the pronoun is better attested than its lack,* all of these

# Schmid, Marcion, 74, does not view Marcion as a witness for the presence or omission of the pronoun vutv (“to
you”). Tertullian, Marc. 5.2.5, cites Marcion’s text as follows: “et ideo, dices, subtextuit: licet angelus de caelo aliter
evangelizaverit, anathema sit.” Rather than strictly reconstructing a Greek text for Marcion with a term such as dAAw¢
(“otherwise”), Schmid considers the Latin aliter to be an Old Latin translation variant of the relative clause map’ 6
eonyyehodueba uiv, which Tertullian incorporated into his citation of Marcion. Given the looseness of Tertullian’s
citation, Schmid places no weight on the apparent omission of the pronoun Op1v (“to you”), and reconstructed
Marcion’s text of Gal 1:8 as GAAX kai €av fueig /| &yyehog €€ obpavod evayyediontar (Vuiv map’ 6 bnyyeAiodpeda
OUIV), dvdBepa €otw (Schmid 315), in which the parenthesis indicates that the source material is too deficient to
establish its contents.

“ There is also variation in the form of this verb, which this section does not address.

% Comfort, Early Manuscripts, 150 emphasizes the weight of P51 and B over .

46 BURTON 26; BUSCEMI 45.
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variants could potentially reflect the earliest form of the text, so the decision will have to be
made on internal grounds.

The difference in meaning between the presence and absence of the pronoun duiv
concerns the scope of the anathema. When the pronoun is present in the text, Paul’s anathema
relates to what he “or an angel from heaven” might preach to the Galatians, the referent of
OUlv. As it is written, the anathema is on its literal terms geographically and historically
contingent to the situation in Galatia. Paul’s own feelings may not have been so contingent, but
the words are. For example, Paul may well have felt that if a heavenly angel preached contrary
to (or in addition to) what he preached to the Corinthians, that angel too would be
anathematized, but Gal 1:8 with an explicit pronoun 0plv, “to you, the Galatians,” does not
express that thought. As a result, the absence of the pronoun makes the condemnation broader
in geographic scope and less contingent on the historical occasion of Paul’s letter to the
Galatians.

As for the position of the pronoun, few exegetes have had anything at all to say about
it, except that Weiss contends that the placement of Ouiv before the verb is unusual.” Weiss is
right on this point. The most common place for such a pronominal object is immediately
following the verb.” This common position is, in fact, the word order of kat éav ... &yyelog €€
obpavod ebayyeAMlntar vuiv map’ 6 evnyyedodueda vuly (“evenif . . . an angel from heaven
might preach to you besides what we preached to you”). The subject dyysAog €€ ovpavod

comes before the verb to introduce the heavenly angel as a new discourse topic. In particular,

¥ WEiss 96: “das ungewdshnlich gestellte Ouiv.”
8 Levinsohn, Discourse Features, 29: “The default position for ‘unemphatic’ pronominal constituents is immediately
following the verb.”
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even this hypothetical angel would be anathematized if it preaches anything besides what Paul
preached to the Galatians.

There are two main reasons for placing a pronominal object before the verb. If the
pronoun itself is emphatic, it is placed first in the sentence, but no variant reading of v.8 has
this placement for the pronoun. Another reason is that the pronoun follows an element
fronted before the verb for emphasis, especially to highlight the element as the most
informative part of the sentence.” This is in fact the word order of the variant reading: kai €av
.. Ayyehog €€ oUpavoD UiV edayyeAilnTar tap’ O ednyyeAiodueda Ouiv, where the preverbal
constituent is &yyelog €€ ovpavod. According to this word order, the angel from heaven is the
most important part of the sentence because it is an unpredictable participant in Paul’s
argument.”® The rest of the conditional clause, other than the heavenly angel, is presupposed,
background material. In other words, the predicate of the conditional clause, Ouiv
gvayyeAintat map’ 6 ednyyeAiodueda Oty (“preaches to you besides what we preached to
you”) has to be already in view earlier in the context. In this case, that context is v. 7 Tivég
glowv ol Tapdocovteg UAC Kal OéNovTeg petaotpéPat To evayyéAtov tod Xpiotod (“there are
some who are disturbing you and wishing to distort the gospel of Christ”). In sum, the
preverbal placement of the pronoun adds to the contextually-dependent meaning of v.8 in two

ways: first, it emphasizes the unexpected heavenly angel as new and important to Paul’s line of

¥ Levinsohn, Discourse Features, 39: “A change in the position of pronominal constituents often occurs when a focal
constituent precedes the verb.” Note that Levinsohn, Discourse Features, 42, calls the new information of the sentence
the “focus,” and the words that instantiate the focus are the “focal constituent.” See also BDF 248, § 472: “Any
emphasis on an element in the sentence causes that element in the sentence to be moved forward.”

*® Levinsohn, Discourse Features, 42: “Focal constituents, in contrast, typically are the most important piece of new
information in the comment about the propositional topic. As a result, focal constituents are often anarthrous.”
Thus, the fact that the subject dyyehog ¢€ o0pavod is anarthrous helps to confirm that it is “new” and therefore
focal.

Another indication that the angel is new and unexpected is the adverbial kai (“even”) before £dv; e.g. BURTON 26:
“the xai is intensive, marking the extreme nature of the supposition”; so also LONGENECKER 16.
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thought, and, second, it signals that preaching besides what Paul preached to the Galatians is a
distortion of the gospel of Christ.

The intrinsic probabilities pertain to how suitable the readings are to the author’s
context and style. Of the three variant readings, the one most integrated into Paul’s
argumentative context is the one with the preverbal placement of the pronoun. Not only is
this reading historically contingent with its inclusion of the pronoun, but it is also contextually
contingent because the context is necessary to supply what Paul presupposed by his reference
to preaching besides what he had preached. As for the postverbal placement of the pronoun, it
too is historically contingent on what was preached to the Galatians, but it is less integrated
into the context. Here, it introduces a hypothetical heavenly angel into the discourse, though
with no special emphasis, and predicates a behavior upon it that Paul found objectionable, but
without implying a necessary connection between preaching against Paul’s preaching and the
troublemakers of v.7. As for the reading without the pronoun, it is less contingent on the
occasion of Paul’s letter and more suitable for a statement of a general principle. The first
reading fits Paul’s context the best, while the other, progressively more decontextualized
readings suit the needs of later readers of Paul, who are no longer part of Paul’s context.

These intrinsic grounds go hand-in-hand with the transcriptional considerations. Later
readers and writers of the text are more likely to prefer the more generalized forms of the
statement for their theological needs, even though these more generalized forms are less
suitable for Paul’s own context. Some critics have argued that the variation in the placement of

the pronoun suggests that it is secondary,” but this argument does not explain why scribes

I NET 493 n.6 (“the fact that it floats suggests its inauthenticity”), 859. Also mentioned by LiGHTFOOT 77; METZGER 521;
ZIMMER ! 484,
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would want to make Paul’s anathema more specific rather than more universal. Indeed, the
omission of the pronoun generalizes Paul’s anathema beyond a specific application to the
Galatians.”® To the extent that harmonization could have affected the placement of the
pronoun, that harmonization could go in either direction; scribes could have been tempted to
assimilate either to v.8b, after the verb (nap’ 6 ednyyeAiodueda Ouiv)*™ or to v.9b (el Tig Luag
gvayyeAiletar)* before the verb.

In conclusion, the reading with the strongest intrinsic and transcriptional probabilities
is with the preverbal placement for the pronoun: kai £€av ... dyyehog €€ o0pavoD Uuiv
gvayyelilntat map’ 6 evnyyeAtodpeda Oulv. This finding fits with the external evidence, and so

it should be adopted for a critical text of Galatians.”

Gal 2:6 'A1to 8¢ TV dokoUvTwy givai T1, — 6motol ToTe foav 00dEV pot Sraépet *
npoéowmov 0 Bedg dvBpdtov 00 AauPdver — €uol yap ot dokodvteg
o0dEv posavEDevTo,

Var. | Western branch Eastern branch EDS.
0 0edg P46 | X33x1175 | AP 1241S | (¥ Chrys)* SCCNA'"S WH'
0ebg | (DFG)” B C 17391611 Byz | SBLNA"RP
BWWH"TL
? Marc d b xvg

The Eastern branch is split as to the presence or absence of the article before God, but

its closest basic allies ¥ and 33 include it. P46 and B are split, with P46 agreeing with ¥ and 33

52 BUSCEMI 45; LEGASSE 65 n.3; METZGER 521; MATERA 47. But NET 859 argue for a motivation of clarification without
addressing that such a clarification would limit the scope of Paul’s anathema.

> WEISS 96.

> LEGASSE 65 11.3.

% LONGENECKER 16 prints this reading (against the critical text), perhaps on the strength of P51 and B (13 n.b).
¥ and Chrys have the word order npdowmnov dvOpwmnov 6 Bedg.

’ D F G have the word order 6g6¢ avBpwmnov npdowmnov.
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on its inclusion, and B agreeing with the Western branch on its omission. B and the Western
branch, however, do not agree on the position of the word 0edg. If the external evidence leans
in any direction, it would appear to be in favor of the agreement between P46, 8, and 33 in
support of the article. The lack of clarity in the external evidence, however, means that this
variation unit needs to be decided by internal evidence.

The expression Aappdverv npdowmnov avBpwmov (literally, “to accept a person’s
appearance [or face]”) is an idiom that means to show favoritism or partiality to somebody.*®
With or without the article before God, the statement npdowmnov [6] 8edg dvBpdov oL
Aappdaver means “God does not show partiality to anybody.” The nuance of tpdowmov as
“outward appearance” is not entirely missing, because the immediate context refers to “those
who seem to be something” (t&v SokoUvtwv eivai 1) and “whatever they once were” (6moiol
note foav). Though the meaning of the statement seems clear enough with or without the
article, the article does have an effect on where the emphasis lies within the statement.

With the article before God, the emphasis is expected to be on the first word of the
clause,” pdownov (“appearance”). After talking earlier in the verse about those with a good
reputation (i.e., those who seem to be something) and about “whatever they once were,” the
emphasis on npdownov (“appearance”) suggests that it is not their appearance or reputation
that is important to God but something else. This contrast is left implied in Gal 2:6, but in 2 Cor

5:12 a similar contrast is explicit, between outward appearances and the heart (tovg év

¥ BDAG “npdowmov 1ba,” 888.

%% See BDF 248, § 472: “Any emphasis on an element in the sentence causes that element in the sentence to be moved
forward.”

 As applied to Gal 2:6, Levinsohn, Discourse Features, 61: “If the articular reading is followed, it is more likely that
npdownov avBpwnov is preposed for focus. ‘0 0edg is then a supportive constituent (sec. 3.8.1). Ipdowmov
avBpwmov is discontinuous because it is the ‘face’ of a person that relates back to ‘what they actually were’ in v. 6b
(Arichea & Nida 1975:35) rather than the phrase npdownov dvOpwmov as a whole.”
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TPOCWTW KAVXWUEVOUG Kal ur| €v kapdiq).” The idiom is found—also with an articular God—in
Rom 2:11 00 yap €ot1v pocownoAnuia napd t@ 0@ (“for there this no partiality with God”).
This statement is in a context that everyone who does good (ravti t® é¢pyalouévew to dyaddv)
will be honored—both Jews and Greeks—where the emphasis on impartiality helps to confirm
that ethnicity does not matter. Likewise in Gal. 2:6 the emphasis on “appearance” serves to
support Paul’s statement that whatever those of repute used to be does not matter to him.*
Without the article, commentators have long noticed that the emphasis falls on God,
though they differ as to the reason why. Ernest de Witt Burton, for example, argues that “the
use of Bedg without the article . . . employed with qualitative force with emphasis upon the
divine attributes, especially in contrast with man, is an established use.”® Stephen H.
Levinsohn, as another example, points out: “If an anarthrous substantive has a unique referent
and is activated [i.e. mentioned in context], then its referent is prominent.”** Levinsohn
illustrates this point with Gal 2:19 éyw yd&p S1& vépov véuw anébavov, tva 8@ {fow (“for
through the Law I died to the Law, so that I live for God”). Here, both véuw (“Law” i.e.,
“Torah”) and Be® (“God”) are activated, unique referents without the article, and they are both
prominent because they are part of a double contrast construction: dying to the Law versus
living for God. The word order of the Western branch, where 0¢d¢ is at the beginning of the

clause, makes this word even more prominent. So, in Gal 2:6 with an anarthrous God being

¢ So David M. Hay, “Paul’s Indifference to Authority,” JBL 88 (1969): 36-44 at 42.

¢ Hay, “Paul’s Indifference,” 41, arguing that this statement “is meant to be a kind a kind of OT proof text to support
the preceding clause: Paul's indifference to the Jerusalem chiefs is grounded on God’s [impartially].” Unfortunately,
Hay does not address the text-critical issue.

% BURTON 89. So also EADIE 120; LIGHTFOOT 108; MEYER 89; WEISS 71.

¢ Levinsohn, Discourse Features, 162. This principle is applied to Gal 2:6 specifically at Levinsohn, Discourse Features,
61: “If anarthrous 8edg is read in Gal. 2:6¢, then pdownov avOpwmov precedes the negated verb because it is a point
of departure (marking a shift from ‘what they actually were’ in v. 6b). In turn, 8e0¢ precedes the verb because it is a
focused constituent (“the emphatic 6e6¢”—Eadie 1869:120) that is not negated (it occurs before the negative
particle).”
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prominent, the contrast is along the lines of “God does not show partiality (but some people
do).” Indeed, the fact that anarthrous references to God lend prominence to God makes the
lack of the article especially common in other quasi-proverbial statements.” For example, 8edg
lacks the article in Gal 6:7 Mr} mAavadoBe, Be0¢ o0 puktnpiletar (“Don’t be misled, God is not
mocked”), where the emphasis on God is appropriate. As another example, 6€dg is anarthrous
in 1 Thess 2:5 0e0¢ udptug (“God [is my] witness”), another case of appropriate prominence on
God in the statement.

Accordingly, with regard to the internal evidence, the presence of the article appears to
be the harder reading. Gal 2:6 looks like a proverbial statement, and proverbial statements
with God often omit the article before it in order to lend more prominence to God. While it
seems likely that scribes would want to enhance references to God in their exemplars (here, by
omitting the article), the opposite change is harder to understand. On the other hand, the
articular 6 0¢og in v.6 fits the author’s context better because it supports Paul’s statement that
those of high repute do not matter to him.* For these reasons, the critical text should include

the article before 8¢oc.

% BeTz 95 calls AapPdver a “proverbial present.”

% Buscemr 150 claims that the article better conforms to Paul’s style, but does not explain how; cf. BurToN 89: “the N.
T. writers and Paul in particular rarely use 64 as subject without the article.” So also ZiMMER * 491-492, who further
suggests that the article was omitted as a harmonization to the anarthrous dv0p@mnov, but SIEFFERT 108 n.* argues
that scribes are relatively more likely to add the article than to remove it.
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Gal 2:16 15 ‘Hyuelg @ooet ‘Tovdatot kai 00K £€ €0vRV apaptwlol + 16 €1ddteg O
6Tt 00 dikatoltan AvOpwmog €€ Epywv vouov éav un A miotews Tnood
Xpiotod, kal NUeEL§ €i¢ Xprotov 'Incodv émotevoapev Tva SikatwOdUEV
€k TiioTews Xprotol Kai o0k £€ €pywv vduov, . ..

Var. | Western branch Eastern branch EDs.
0% |D*FGdbxvg B N C 1241S | Chrys SCC SBLNA'SBWWHTL
- P46 | 33x1175 | AP 1739 ¥ 1611 Byz | NA"RP

Marc

Except for the Western branch, which supports the inclusion of the conjunction 6¢, the
external evidence is divided in every group. Even among the Byzantine witnesses, which by
and large omit the conjunction, there are many manuscripts that include the 8¢. The
evidence of P46 is not definite, however, because it has a noticeable tendency to omit
conjunctions and particles.®® These considerations suggest that the external evidence tilts, if
anywhere, toward inclusion of the conjunction.

Commentators have been divided about whether Gal 2:15 continues Paul’s discourse to
Peter in v.14 or whether it opens a new section of the letter.” Either possibility may seem to fit
with the asyndeton of v.15, which tends to signal either a large discontinuity such as a change
in topic for the argument (cf. the asyndeton at 1:6) or a close connection to the previous
statement.” The connection between v.14 and v.15, however, does not appear to be especially

close, because v.15 does not seem to answer the question Paul posed to Cephas in v.14 (“If you

& Among those collated for this study: L 075 223 330 1319 1573 1646 1734 1827 2138 2147 2400 2892.

% RoYSE 270-298, esp. 297: “it is clear that the scribe of P*¢ omits conjunctions, articles, and pronouns—whose
omissions usually results at worst in asyndeton or lack of clarity—, much more often than he omits nouns and
verbs.” RoYst 271 documents 55 examples where P46’s omission of a conjunction or particle resulted in a singular (or
a near singular “asterisked”) reading.

¥ BETz 113, especially n.6.

70 See generally Black, Sentence Conjunctions, 179-217, esp. 216-217; Levinsohn, “Constraints,” 330-333; Levinsohn,
Discourse Features, 118-119; Runge, Discourse Grammar, 36.
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live like a gentile, how can you compel the gentiles to obey Jewish law?),”* and the topic
switches from the second person singular to first person plural.”” Therefore, it is best to treat
v.15 as the beginning of a new section of the letter.”

If the conjunction ¢ is included in the text, it signals a shift in Paul’s argument.” In
this case, the shift would be a movement from Paul’s and Cephas’s natural identity as Jews to
their common trust in Christ Jesus.” With the discontinuity marked by 8¢, the instances of the
first person nominative plural pronoun fjueig (“we”) in v.15 and v.16b should then be the
explicit subjects of their respective clauses.”® In other words, v.15 is a standalone verbless
copula clause: “We are Jews by nature and not sinners from the gentiles.””

If the conjunction &€ is not to be included in 2:16a, the syntax is messier and there are a
couple of viable exegetical options. One option is that the participial phrase introduced by
1d00tec begins a new sentence: “We are naturally Jews and not sinners from the gentiles.

Knowing that a person is not made right . . ., we too believed . ...” The option is similar to that

with the reading 8¢, except that asyndeton rather than 8¢ separates v.15 and v.16. The use of

' 1If Gal 2:15 is an answer to that question, it would appear to say: “You cannot do either, because you (and I) are
natural Jews and they are gentile sinners (i.e., non-observers of the Torah).” This answer seems to take for granted a
strong ethnic distinction that is belied elsewhere in Paul (e.g. Gal 3:28).

72 Levinsohn, “Los rasgos,” 36.

73 LONGENECKER 80-81; ZAHN 120. Indeed, BETZ 114 identifies vv.15-21 as the epistle’s propositio, which sums up the
preceding statement of facts (1:12-2:14) and sets up the arguments that follow (3:1-4:31).

7 Black, Sentence Conjunctions, 142-178; Buth, “Levinsohn’s,” 53-56; Levinsohn, “Constraints,” 320-325; Runge,
Discourse Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 46.

7> BETZ 115 n.29 takes the contrast as between @ooet (“by birth”) and €i86teg (“knowing”); Buscemi 206-207 construes
the contrast as between a Jewish-Christian position and Paul’s Christian position. ScHLIER 52 cleverly expresses the
contrast as between a Jewish-Christian and a Jewish-Christian.

76 Curiously, LONGENECKER 83 analyzes 8¢ “simply as a connective without contrast,” coordinating the participial
clause with the nominal appositions. Without explanation, so also BurTon 119. This would be an odd use of &,
however, which ordinarily coordinates larger discourse units.

77 LIGHTFOOT 114; MARTYN 256; SCHLIER 51; SIEFFERT 141, pointing to 2 Cor 10:7 811 kaBwg adTog Xpiotod, 11:6 €1 8¢ kai
1810tNg T® Adyw AN 00 tfi yvddoet, Phil 3:15 8oot 00v téAetol. Conversely, ZaHN 120-121 is troubled by the lack of an
explicit copula, so he takes v.15 instead as a proleptic nominal in apposition to a renewed explicit subject kai fueig;
so also BETZ 113; LEGASSE 167; LONGENECKER 81; MATERA 92 (bracketing “[but]”); MuUssNER 133; RoHDE 100. This is an old
debate, in the nineteenth century, EADIE 161-162 cites a half-dozen scholars on each side.
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asyndeton is somewhat unusual here; it does not seem to signal the beginning of a new section,
but, on the contrary, a fairly close connection to the preceding statement.” Under this reading,
the adverbial kai before nueic (“we too”) seems to indicate that those “sinners from the
gentiles” are those who also knew that a person is not made right except through the
faithfulness of Jesus Christ. That is, they are Antiochene gentile Christians, the people with
whom Cephas did not want share a meal.

Another option is that the participial phrase with €iddteg goes with the previous clause
in v.15, and the following clause unobjectionably begins with a conjunctive kai: “We are
naturally Jews . .. And we believed . ...” With this option, it is unclear whether the participial
phrase construes with the subject of v.15, fjueic (“We are naturally Jews . .. who know . ..”), or
the nearest masculine nominative plural, duaptwloi (“We are . .. not gentile sinners who know

.."). Neither possibility seems viable, for the first would seem to exclude gentile Christians
from that knowledge of how someone is made right, while the second would seem to exclude
Paul, who is naturally a Jew, from that knowledge.

still another option is that there is one long clause, with v.15 setting forth a proleptic
subject and resumed by kai Ouelg in v.16b, with v.16a interposing a participial phrase
introduced by €i86tec: “We [who are] Jews by nature and not sinners from the gentiles,
knowing that a person is not made right . . ., we too believed . ...”” The option leaves it
somewhat ambiguous whether the participle phrase is to be construed backwards or forwards,

but construing it forwards with kai Oueic avoids the problems of the previous option. What

78 Cf. Douglas A. Campbell, The Deliverance of God: An Apocalyptic Rereading of Justification in Paul (Grand Rapids, Mich.:
Eerdmans, 2009), 1144 n.19: “The 3¢ . . . might have been prompted by a desire to distance the material in 2:16 from
the Jewish identifications of 2:15, which can be read as a separate sentence.”

7 E.g., LEGASSE 167; MATERA 92 (bracketing “[but]”).
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makes this third option problematical, however, is that the clause contains two explicit
pronominal subjects, fueig in v.15 and kati Nueic in v.16. Ordinarily, one explicit pronominal
subject is remarkable but having two of the same is surprising.*

Among these three options for the asyndetonic reading, the least awkward is the first
one, where v.15 is an independent clause, and v.16 follows as its own sentence. This, in fact, is
very similar to the reading with the conjunction 3¢, except that 8¢ makes the connection
between v.15 and v.16 explicit.*" Paul’s argument shifts from one point (about ethnicity) to
another (about a belief or trust common to Christians). The conjunction &¢ fits Paul’s argument
better than the asyndeton, but both variants are acceptable to the context.

Transcriptionally, the change can happen in either direction, and, given the
distribution of the different variant readings in all but the Western branch, changes in both
directions have probably occurred. On the one hand, the asyndeton at v.16 may have been
perceived as hard, and &€ is the natural conjunction to supply. On the other hand, scribes may
have found the kai fueig after the participial clause confusing and misinterpreted the kai
conjunctively as the start of a new sentence, leaving the participial clause high and dry—a

£ 82
€

problem they could fix by omitting the §¢.* Another factor is that the omission of the
conjunction may have been occasioned by the start of a lection.” Finally, in the earliest period
of the transmission, the omission of particles and conjunctions was fairly frequent, as in the

case of P46.%

8 More idiomatic (and Pauline) would be to use kai avtof as in Rom 8:23; cf. ZAHN 120 n.56.

81 Buscemi 195, however, finds the conjunction 8¢ abrupt and disturbing the flow of the argument: “il 3¢ in fatti &
inatteso e turba la linearita del dettato.”

82 MEYER 54; SIEFFERT 142 n.**.

8 SIEFFERT 142 n.**,

8 RoysE 721.
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All in all, the internal evidence, especially the transcriptional probabilities, is not
decisive, though the conjunction appears to be the better intrinsic fit. Coupled with the
external evidence favoring 8¢, the balance of the textual evidence tilts ever so slightly to the

inclusion of the conjunction.

Gal 3:3 oUtwg avénroi €ote, EvapEduevor tvedpatt vOv capki EmTeAeiole;

Var. Western branch Eastern branch EDS.
é¢mteAeiofe | d b xvg P46 B AC 1739 ¥ SCC SBL NA RP
Chrys 1611 Byz | SBWWHTL
é¢mteAeiobo | D¥F G N33 x1175 | 1241S
? Marc P

Not noted in the NA27 apparatus, the infinitive émiteAelobat is attested both in the
otherwise reliable ¥ 33 and the Greek witnesses of the Western branch.” Nevertheless, the
external evidence generally favors the indicative émiteAeiofe. Thus, the infinitive émteAeloOat
would need compelling internal evidence to overturn the indicative émiteeiobe.

Though these variants were pronounced identically after the second century,® they
have different meanings and interact with the clause in different ways. On the one hand, the
indicative émiteAeiobe creates its own separate clause and the verse as a whole can be rendered,
“Are you so senseless? After getting started in the spirit, are you now getting finished in the

flesh?” On the other hand, the infinitive émteAelobat is a complement to the adjective

% The Latin witnesses read coeperitis, which corresponds to the indicative émiteAeiobe.
% W. Sidney Allen, Vox Graeca: The Pronunciation of Classical Greek (3d ed.; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1987), 79.
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avontot,” and the verse would mean: “Are you, who got started in the spirit, so senseless as to
get finished now in the flesh?”

The infinitive émiteleiobat is the smoother reading because it avoids the asyndeton of
the indicative émteAeiofe.” Thus, the internal evidence favors the harsher reading and
thereby agrees with the external evidence that the indicative émteAeiobe should be adopted as

the reading of the critical text.

Gal 3:21.. .. €l ydp £€860n vduog 6 Suvduevog {womotfioat, SvTwg ék véuov &v fv
1 dikatoovvn *
Var. Western branch Eastern branch EDS.

€K vuov &v v (B)¥ A C 12418 SCC SBL NA
BWTL

&k véuov v &v (P46) | X33 1739 (¥* -fjv) | swn"

x1175

&v &x vépov fv Chrys 1611 Byz | rP

¢k véuov v D* WH"

€K VOpoL FGd

? Marc b xvg p

The external evidence for the position of the particle &v is fractured across the
witnesses. Although X and 33 support the order v &v, both the Eastern branch and the P46-B

group are split between the orders &v fjv and fjv &v,” and the Western branch cannot resolve

¥ The use of a complementary infinitive for Gvénrog is attested, for example, in Plato, Republic 336e, and Gorgias,
514e.

8 Cf. MATERA 112-113, who felt it necessary to add an infinitive complement to his translation “to render the Greek
more clearly,” as follows: “Are you so foolish [as to think] that having begun with the Spirit you are now made
perfect by the flesh?”

% Instead of éx vdpov, the related P46 and B read the phrase v véuw (“by the Law”). This sub-variant is discussed in
Chapter 3.

% Werss 135 denigrates the external evidence in favor of v &v as “nur nach ® und 6 Min.,” but this judgment was
made before the publication of the very good witnesses P46 and 1739.
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the choice because that branch omits at least the particle &v.”* Nevertheless, it seems more
likely that the particle would be omitted if the Western branch exemplar had read v &v rather
than &v fv, because the former merely requires a simple skip from the first nu to the second.
These considerations suggest that the order fiv &v has the strongest external evidence in its
favor, but internal evidence is what has to decide which variant belongs to the critical text.
The Greek particle &v does not have an English translation, and this variation unit
concerns the position of this untranslatable particle. Because of this, it might seem that there
is no exegetical significance to the placement of &v, but the position of the Greek particles is
driven by prosodic concerns, particularly in the placement of phrase and colon boundaries.
Thus, particles can serve as indirect evidence for “punctuation after the fact.”*
According to the foundational research of Wackernagel and Fraenkel,” the

predominant position for the particle &v is second in its clause or colon.” Indeed, this is the

most common position in the New Testament and other first century literature such as

*' 1t is unclear whether the omission of both &v fiv by F G should count as support for the omission of just &v in D; see
WEeiss 104: “Woher WH. Gal. 3, 21 das av, das in D neben (wo nicht gar nach, vgl. 8) nv aus Schreibeversehen ausfiel,
einklammern, ist garnicht abzusehen, da FG, in denen das av nv fehlt, nicht einmal mit daftir zeugen.” ZaHN 178
n.43, however, takes the omission of &v to be original and more forceful; so also ScHLIER 121 n.2.

%2 Helma Dik, Word Order in Ancient Greek: A Pragmatic Account of Word Order Variation in Herodotus (ASCP 5; Amsterdam:
J. C. Gieben, 1995), 35.

% Jacob Wackernagel, “Uber ein Gesetz der indogermanischen Wortstellung” in Jacob Wackernagel, Kleine Schriften
(Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1953), 1-104; Eduard Fraenkel, “Kolon und Satz: Beobachtungen zur
Glierderung des antiken Satz, I” in Eduard Fraenkel, Kleine Beitrige zur klassischen Philologie (vol. 1; Raccolta di studi e
testi 95; Rome: Edizioni di storia e letteratura, 1964), 73-92; idem, “Kolon und Satz: Beobachtungen zur Glierderung
des antiken Satz, I1” in Fraenkel, Kleine Beitrége, 93-130. For a treatment, informed by recent developments in
functional linguistics, see David Michael Goldstein, “Wackernagel’s Law in Fifth-Century Greek” (Ph.D. diss.,
University of California, Berkeley, 2010).

% Because of this principle, arguments of this variant based on the position of &v with respect to the verb are invalid.
These include BurTon 194, who regards the preverbal placement of &v as more Pauline, and SIeFrerT 218 n.*, who
considers the placement of &v after the verb anomalous (and dubiously the harder reading) because nowhere else in
Paul does this particle follows the verb (“bei Paulus nirgends sonst &v auf das Verbum folgt™).
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Josephus and Epictetus.” It must also be kept in mind that the notion of the “second position”
is qualified in that dv is not found after phonologically light words such as articles,
prepositions, and other proclitics. For example, in Rom 9:29 the particle &v is found in the
syntactically third position wg Zdédoua av eyeviBnuev, since the word wg is too phonologically
light to host the particle.”® Another important qualification is that particularly emphatic
constituents of a clause can be preposed before the verb and placed in a colon of their own;
when this preposing happens, the particle dv is in second position of the colon containing the
verb. For example, in Gal 1:10 Xpiotod §00Aog ok av funv (“I would not be a slave of Christ”),
the predicate nominate noun phrase Xpioto0 800Aog is fronted into its own colon to confer
emphasis, but the particle dv is placed in the second position of the colon with the verb. With
these principles in mind, let us examine the various readings.

The Byzantine reading, §vtwg &v ¢k véuov fiv 1| Sikatocvvn (“righteousness would
really be from the law”), is the most straightforward exegetically. The particle v is in the
classic Wackernagel position and unambiguously defines the apodosis to begin with the word
dvtwg. Externally, on the other hand, the support for this reading is late and appears to be an
improvement in clarity over the other attested positions for d&v.

The reading of B and a subgroup of Alexandrians, which is adopted into the Nestle-
Aland text, places the particle after éx vduov, as §vtwg éx véuov &v fiv 1] Sikatocdvn, which

means that the prepositional phrase goes into the apodosis. More importantly, this placement

% Based on my examination of &v in the TLG database. Of course, a large number of these cases involve &v after the
relative pronoun 8¢ and similar words. But, even in an apodosis, we have clear examples such as 1 Cor 2:8 (o0k Gv
1OV KOprov Th¢ 86&NG éotatpwoav) and 11:31 (0Uk v ékprvoueda).

% Other New Testament examples include John 4:10 kai €dwxkev &v o1 Gdwp {@v (because of the light kai) and John
15:19 6 kGopog av 1o 1d10v £@iler (because of the light 6). Multiple light words can coalesce together around one
heavier word to host the particle, as in John 8:19 kai tov Tatépa pov v fdeite.
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indicates that the adverb dvtw¢ belongs in a different colon, because it is too phonologically
heavy to be phrased with ék vouov. This placement confers a strong emphasis on the word
dvtwg, which can be paraphrased in English as follows: “For if a law was given that could give
life, it would really be true that righteousness is from the law.” B’s closest relative P46, on the
other hand, reverses the order of the verb and the particle: §vtwg &k vépov fv &v 1 Sikatostvn.
In this reading, the particle is placed after the verb, indicating that the phrase 6vtwg éx vopov
belongs to its own colon and as a whole would be emphatic: “For if a law was given that could
give life, then it would really be from the law [as opposed to somewhere else] that
righteousness comes.”

Intrinsically, the reading 8vtwg £k vépov &v fv 1) SikatooUvn, with its strong focus on
dvtwg, fits the context well as an implied denial of the teaching of Paul’s opponents that
righteousness comes from the Torah.” Transcriptionally, the &v fjv reading is the most unusual
and hence the mostly likely to be changed. These internal considerations favor &v fiv as the

authorial reading.

7 E.g. BETZ 174.
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Gal 4:18 kaAov 8¢ (nAobodat év koA mdvtote Kol pr) pdvov év t@ mapeivai ye

TpOG LUAG.
Var. Western branch Eastern branch EDs.
{nAobaba x1175 | A C 1241S | 1739 SCC SBL NA
SBWWHT'L
10 {nAobobar | DF G Chrys 1611 Byz | rP
(d est aemulari)
{nAobobe (b xvg aemulamini) | B N33 T
? Marc P46 P b4

The weight of the external evidence favors the infinitive {nAodca1, being found in
both the Western and Eastern branches, though the Western and Byzantine texts add an article.
The apparent support by the Latin reading aemulamini for the reading {nAodc0e is deceptive,
because this Latin verb is deponent while the proper Greek equivalent is active, not passive.”®
Thus, the Latin bonum autem aemulamini bears the sense of “but [you] strive after the good,” a
meaning that the Greek does not have.”

These homonyms, at least from the second century on,' have different senses. The
infinitive {nAo0oOat is the complement of kaAdv (éot1v), with the meaning: “but it is good to be
sought after always in a good way.” By contrast, the indicative {nAo0o0e is harder to construe,
but the most satisfactory analysis is to take the adjective kaAdv as an accusative of respect and
render the clause as “but you are being properly sought after always in a good way.” The
indicative reading, however, does not fit the context because of the tension with v.17 {nAodotv

UUAG 00 KaAQG (“they are seeking after you, not properly”) and the redundancy of év kaA® in

8 Neither BDAG “CnAdw,” 427, nor LSJM “{nAdw,” 755, admit a middle sense for this verb. So also BURTON 247;
LONGENECKER 194; Friedrich Zimmer, Exegetische Probleme des Hebrier- und Galaterbriefs (Neutestamentliche Studien 1;
Hilburghausen: Gadow, 1882), 193-194.

% ZAHN 220-221, who also points out that this meaning would also need an article, as in t6 kdAov.

100 Allen, Vox Graeca, 79.
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v.18. Transcriptionally, the indicative {nAo0OoBe is a common orthographic mistake among

scribes.” Thus, the internal evidence also favors the infinitive {nAodc6at.

Gal 4:19b tékva pov, oU¢ A WSivw Expig 00 Hop@wOf Xpiotdg év Dl *

Var. | Western branch Eastern branch EDs.
dxpig |DFG N¢33x1175 | AC1241S | ¥ Chrys | scc(RPdaxpt)L
1611 Byz
HEXPIG B N* 1739 SBLNA SBW WH T
? Marc d b xvg P46 P

This variation unit is not noted in the NA27 apparatus. The external evidence in favor
of &xp1g is more genealogically coherent than that of the NA27 reading, uéxpig, despite its
presence in the highly-regarded R, B, and 1739."” These etymologically related prepositions

11103

have the same meaning: “until when,”'® which makes the internal evidence harder to evaluate

than usual. The conjunction &xp1(q) 0¥ is paralleled elsewhere in Paul (Rom 11:25; 1 Cor 11:26,

1 104
?

15:25; and Gal 3:19), while uéxpic o0 would be its only occurrence in Paul,'® suggesting that
&xp1c o0 is more Pauline than péxpic o0—but the mere handful of occurrences is too small to be
definitive. It is also unlikely that the &xp1i¢ 00 reading is a scribal harmonization to the Gal 3:19

parallel, dxpig 00 €AO t6 omépua, because the context is too far and too dissimilar to trigger

the harmonization. These factors suggest, weakly, that Gal 4:19 ought to read &yp1g 00.

101 Buscemi 413; EADIE 349; LIGHTFOOT 177-178; LONGENECKER 188 n.f; ROHDE 188. Buscemi 413 also thinks that {nAo0o0s is
the easier reading because it would be a direct exhortation.

192 Weiss 59 prefers uéxpig o0 on the strength of his favorite B plus &, noting that only Lachmann adopted &xp1g o0; so
also ScHLIER 217. ZaHN 222 mildly favors dxpig but without explanation.

1% See BDAG “dxpt,” 106; “uéxpt,” 664; Alfio Marcello Buscemi, L'uso delle preposizioni nella lettera ai Galati (Analecta
[Studium Biblicum Franciscanum] 17; Jerusalem: Franciscan, 1987), 105, 107. Andrew L. Sihler, New Comparative
Grammar of Greek and Latin (New York: Oxford University Press, 1995), 441, § 409.6, notes that the initial syllables pe-
and &- both derive from different vocalized forms (ablaut) of the initial element in uetd, while the -xpic element is
related to xeip.

1% I fact, the only other occurrence of uéxpic o0 in the New Testament is at Mark 13:30. In fact, Zimmer, Exegetische
Probleme, 208 n.*, claims that, since uéxpig o0 is unstable in Mark 13:30, it is likewise unstable in Gal 4:19.
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Gal 4:25 24 dTivd £otiv dAAnyopolueva * abtat ydp iotv o drabrkat, uia pev
anod Gpoug Ziva eig dovAgiav yevvioa, fNtig €0ty Aydp. 25 [td yap Tiva
8pog gotiv év th Apafia -] cvotoryel d¢ tfj vOv Tepovsalny, dovAevet
Yap HETX TOV TEKVWYV aUTHG.

Var. Western branch Eastern branch EDs.
omit v.25a scc' Schott ¢jj
yép D-Vorlage F G N C 1241S (1739 -éotiv) | scc"
b xvg WH" TV L'
yap Ayap | (d-Zva) 33 P ¥ Chrys RPST
1611 Byz
d¢Ayap |D B x1175 | A SBL NA
BW WH'L"
3¢ P46 T
? Marc'®

The external evidence is all over the map, but the reading to yap Ziva enjoys plurality
support among the early witnesses and branches. The evidence for the NA27 reading to 8¢
‘Ayap Zwva is less weighty than it appears, because the reading in D is secondary within its own
tradition and therefore not a witness to the earliest reading. H. J. Vogels has called attention to
the fact that, though D is usually arranged with a sense unit per line, the present text departed
from the arrangement by breaking 4:25a in an unusual location: Htig sotiv ayap to de/Ayap
oewva opog eotv.'® The words to 8¢ at the end of the line are not paralleled in the
corresponding Latin column of d. Moreover, the Latin on the following sense-line also reads
enim, which corresponds to the Greek ydp. This evidence suggests that the to d¢ at the end of
the line had been added there in D’s exemplar, and the word ydp had been deleted. Vogels

concludes that D’s exemplar originally agreed with F and G’s reading to yap Ziva. P46’s

19 Marcion’s text here is highly divergent and it has nothing corresponding to this clause. See Schmid, Marcion, 317-
318.

1% H. J. Vogels, “Der Codex Claromontanus der paulinischen Briefe,” in H. G. Wood, ed., Amicitiae Corolla: A Volume of
Essays Presented to James Rendel Harris, D. Litt., on the Occasion of his Eightieth Birthday (London: University of London
Press, 1933), 274-299 at 294. So also Karl TH. Schifer, “Der griechisch-lateinische Text des Galaterbriefes in der
Handschriftengruppe D E F G,” in Carl Feckes, ed., Scientia Sacra (Cologne: Bachem, 1935), 41-70, at 62-63.
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singular reading to 8¢ Ziva could support either early reading,'” but it seems best that P46
should be used to support the attestation of the more substantive sub-variant, the omission of
‘Ayap, rather than the conjunction.'®

There are two exegetical issues in this clause: the meaning of the particles 6¢ and ydp,
and the inclusion or omission of the name ‘Aydap. As for 8¢, it does not coordinate with the uév
in the preceding verse, uia puev anod 8povg Ziva, €ig dovAeiav yevvdoa, fitig €otiv Aydp (“one
[covenant] indeed is from Mount Sinai, born into slavery, such is Hagar”), because the resulting
pev . .. 8¢ construction entails that the 8¢ clause refers to the other covenant, which Gal 4:25a
does not.'” The conjunction 8¢ is not used adversatively, because the information given in v.
25a does not contrast with that in v. 24; rather, v. 25a gives more information, so the
conjunction & is best considered connective (e.g., “now” or “and”).'*® As for ydp, it is more
specific about the function of Gal 4:25a; it is causal, giving the reason why the covenant from
Mount Sinai is Hagar.""!

Without the name ‘Aydp, the clause means “Sinai is a mountain in Arabia,” because the
noun 8pog (“mountain”) functions as a predicate to Ziva (“Sinai”) in hyperbaton with its

attributive preposition phrase €v tfj Apafia positioned after the copula.'? With the name

197 RoYsE 320 n.682, though Royse mistakenly thinks that P46’s t0 8¢ Zewvd is not singular here due to misplaced
reliance on Tischendorf (and Tregelles) for the claim that 33*""¢ also read t6 8¢ Ziva. Based on my inspection of the
photograph available online at the NT.VMR, however, no such reading is apparent for 33.

1% Pace METZGER 527.

19 1n fact, it is only much later at v. 26 that Paul gets to expounding the other covenant: | 8¢ dvw Tepovoalru
£\evOépa €otiy, fiTig otiv pATnp NUAV (“but the Jerusalem above is free, such is our mother”), and even here it does
not present a precisely parallel construction to the pév clause. MUssNER 320, argues that the structure of Paul’s
argument is as if he wrote: étépa d¢ €ig éAevBeplav yevvdoa, fiTig €oTiv Zapd’ cuotoiyel d¢ tfj dvw Tepovsalny, HTig
£otiv EAevBépa kal prtnp nuv (“but the other is born into freedom, such is Sarah; now she corresponds to the
Jerusalem above, such is the free woman and our mother”).

10 BETZ 244; LEGASSE 356 1.1; LONGENECKER 198 n.d; MARTYN 438, and Herman Ridderbos, The Epistle of Paul to the Churches
of Galatia (NICNT; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1953), 178 n.9.

1 Michael G. Steinhauser, “Gal 4,25a: Evidence of Targumic Tradition in Gal 4,21-31?” Bib 70 (1989): 234-240 at 234.
12 1 EGASSE 356; LONGENECKER 198 n.e; and MARTYN 437.
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‘Aydp, on the other hand, there are two additional exegetical issues. First, the use of the neuter
article t6 before the feminine ‘Aydp is a quotative usage of the neuter article,"” or perhaps a
reference to the name (i.e., t0 §voua) Hagar, rather than to the woman."* Second, the
inclusion of the name means that there are three nominative nouns in a linking clause that
normally takes two: Aydp (“Hagar”), Ziva (“Sinai”), and 8pog (“mountain”). At least one of
them must be an attributive noun (i.e., used adjectivally) or a noun in apposition. Even though
the word order Ziva 8pog for Mount Sinai is odd," the least problematic of these options is to
take “Sinai” as attributive, so Ziva §pog should mean “the Sinai mountain” (or “Mount Sinai”),
and the whole clause means, “this ‘Hagar’ is the Sinai mountain in Arabia.”"*®

Analysis of the transcriptional probabilities is complicated by the fact that there is no
simple, single path between the two earliest attested readings, t0 ydp Ziva and to d¢ Aydp Ziva.
In particular any scenario involving an initial accidental change must posit additional stages of
scribal modification to reach the other early reading. For example, if to y&p Ziva was the

earliest reading, then one would have to suppose that a scribe changed the ydp to ‘Aydp and

then supplied a conjunction such as 8¢ or yap to avoid the resulting asyndeton.'”’” Alternatively,

113 BDF 140 at § 267(1). So also MARTYN 437 n.132; MATERA 1992:170; and Gerhard Sellin, “Hagar und Sara. Religions-
geschichtliche Hintergriinde der Schriftallegorese Gal 4,21-31” in Ulrich Mell and Ulrich B. Miiller, eds., Das
Urchristentum in seiner literarischen Geschichte: Festschrift fiir Jiirgen Becker zum 65. Geburtstag (BZNW 100; Berlin: Walter
de Gruyter, 1999), 59-84 at 74.

114 BETZ 244 1.65; and LEGASSE, 354 n.5.

> The word order of the LXX is consistently 8poc Ziva (Exod 19:11, 16, 18, 20, 23; 24:46; 31:18; 34:2, 2, 32; Lev 7:38;
25:1; 26:46; 27:34; Num 3:1; 28:6; 2 Esd 19:13; cf. Acts 7:30, 38),"* and, in fact, Paul had just used the usual order in the
preceding verse (uia u&v 4nd 8pouvg Tiva: “one from mount Sinai”). See G. I. Davies, “Hagar, El-Hegra and the
Location of Mount Sinai,” VT 22 (1972): 152-163 at 159 n.4; James D. G. Dunn, The Epistle to the Galatians (BNTC; London:
Black, 1993), 250; Susan M. Elliott, “Choose Your Mother, Choose Your Master: Galatians 4:21-5:1 in the Shadow of the
Anatolian Mother of the Gods,” JBL 118 (1999): 661-683 at 668; and LEGASSE 355.

116 BeTZ 244; Bruce, Galatians, 219; Udo Borse, Der Brief an die Galater (RNT; Regensburg: Pustet, 1984), 168-170; BURTON
258; LONGENECKER 198; MARTYN 432, 437; MATERA 167, 169; and Albrecht Oepke, Der Brief des Paulus an die Galater (THKNT
9; 2d ed.; Berlin: Evangelische, 1957), 109.

17 LigutrooT 193 (footnote omitted): “By the negligence or confusion of a scribe t6 "Ayap might easily be substituted
for 16 ydp, the word "Ayap occurring in the immediate context. As a next step a connecting particle must be
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if To 8¢ ‘Ayap Ziva was the original reading, then one would have to suppose that ¢ first
changed to ydp and the resulting yap ‘Aydp was simplified, perhaps by parablepsis."® Either
multi-stage scenario seems equally convoluted. The lack of ‘Aydp seems to be the harder
reading for a later scribe, and adding it would couple the parenthetical note of Gal 4:25a more
closely to the immediate context."”

As for the intrinsic probabilities, the attested readings hardly have anything to
commend themselves as fitting the context of Paul’s allegorical argument. The longer reading
with Hagar is redundant at best and contradictory at worst. In v.24, Paul had already identified
Hagar with the Sinai covenant, but the longer reading of v.25a redefines Hagar with Mount
Sinai itself. Moreover, the new geographic information of Mount Sinai being in Arabia is
superfluous if Paul’s intention was to re-identify Hagar in his allegory. The shorter reading,
without Hagar, on the other hand, does convey the new information about the Arabian location
without disturbing the allegory by any redefinition of Hagar’s role in it.'”

Yet the shorter reading, locating Mount Sinai in Arabia, also has its problems. One
difficulty with the Hagar-less reading is the third clause of v.25: SovAevet yap petd tOv tékvwv

avtfic (“for she is enslaved with her children”). This clause needs to pick up Hagar, not Sinai, as

supplied; and 8¢ or yap was inserted according to the caprice or judgment of the transcriber, thus producing the
second and third readings.”

'8 METZGER 527: “After ydp had replaced 8¢ in some witnesses, the juxtaposition of yap ‘Aydp led to the accidental
omission sometimes of ydp and sometimes of ‘Aydp.” So also MEYER 213.

1% pace MATERA 170 (quoting C. K. Barrett). Berz 245 (apparently followed by LONGENECKER 198 n.e) calls the inclusion
of Hagar the harder reading under the assumption that Paul must have been referring to some Arabic term; this
argument falters, however, on the ground that the canon of lectio difficilior looks at what is more difficult to the
scribe, which Betz himself concedes was not (“The name Hagar itself can easily be interpreted as a later insertion,
trying to help the argument by connecting more visibly Sinai with Jerusalem.”).

12 See Allen Kerkeslager, “Jewish Pilgrimage and Jewish Identity in Hellenistic and Early Roman Egypt” in Pilgrimage
and Holy Space in Late Antique Egypt (ed. David Frankfurter; Leiden: Brill, 1998), 99-225 at 184.
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its subject, and so the back-reference to Hagar would have to skip over v.25a all the way to the
end of v.24: fitig éotiv ‘Aydp (“which is Hagar”)."””! Moreover, the short reading is also
unsuitable on intrinsic grounds, because it is merely a bald geographic statement that does
hardly anything to advance Paul’s argument.'”

The note about Arabia is not merely logically superfluous but structurally superfluous
as well. As the following chart shows, Paul structures the elements of his allegory in the form

of a chiasm:

24 §rivd €otiv dAAnyopovueva - abtat ydp eiotv dvo Sabiikar,

A pla pev amo Gpoug Ziva

B glg dovAeiav yevvdoa,

r ftig éotiv Aydp * 2 [0 yap Ziva €otiv v th) Apafia -]
A ovoTolyel 8¢ Tfi VOV Tepovcalny,

E dovAegvel yap UeTa TOV TEKVWV aUTHG.
N 26 1] 8¢ dvw TepovoaAny

r gAevOEpa €oTly,

B’ ftig €0Tiv uATNp NUAV *

A 27 yéypamrat yap * Isa 54:1 about Zion

In particular, the mountain elements A line up: Sinai (v.24c) and the quotation of Isa
54:1 about Zion (v.27). The motherhood elements B line up too: one gives birth into slavery
(v.24d) and the other is our mother (v.26c). The women T also line up: Hagar (v.24e) and the
free woman (v.26b). Finally, the two Jerusalems line up as elements A: the present Jerusalem

(v.25b) and the Jerusalem above (v.26a). The central element E is the point of the allegory:

2! This consideration was decisive for MARTYN 438, who concluded that the presence of Hagar was necessary.

122 Especially Charles Kingsley Barrett, “The Allegory of Abraham, Sarah, and Hagar in the Argument of Galatians” in
Rechtfertigung: Festschrift fiir Ernst Kdsemann zum 70. Geburtstag (ed. Johannes Friedrich et al.; Tiibingen: J. C. B. Mohr
[Paul Siebeck], 1976), 1-16 at 12.
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those who reckon their descent from the Sinai covenant are enslaved. In this tight structure,
the note about Arabia sticks out like a sore thumb. It has no corresponding element.

These considerations raise the possibility that some or all of the v.25a parenthesis is a
marginal note that was interpolated into the text of Galatians, as some textual critics have
contended.'”” In particular, Heinrich Schott conjectured in 1834 that the entire clause 0 yap
["Ayap] Zwva 8pog €otiv év tfj Apafia must have been a geographic gloss that crept into the text,
because it impeded and retarded Paul’s argument.* In favor of Schott’s proposal, the resulting
text without the clause does indeed read smoothly without detriment to Paul’s allegorical
argument. The great classical textual critic Paul Maas, however, warns us that interpolations
are “often very difficult to prove.”'” In particular, an interpolation should not be suspected
merely for being superfluous, since “there is undoubtedly superfluous (or at least not

demonstrably indispensable) matter in every original.”**® In the case of Gal 4:25, the

12 Heinrich Schott, Epistolae Pauli ad Thessalonicenses et Galatas (Commentarii in Epistolas Novi Testamenti 1; Leipzig:
Barth, 1834), 533; Carl Holsten, Das Evangelium des Paulus (vol. 1; Berlin: Reimer, 1880), 171-172; and S. A. Naber, “YTIEP
TA EXKAMMENA,” Mnemosyne n.s. 6 (1878): 85-104 at 102.

The first to propose a conjectural emendation was Richard Bentley, Epistola ad Joannem Millium (Toronto: University
of Toronto Press, 1962), photogr. repr. of Alexander Dyce, ed., The Works of Richard Bentley, D.D. (vol. 2; London:
Macpherson, 1836), 361-365, found the mention of Hagar in the received text too difficult for the context because it
set up the anomalous, double identification of Mount Sinai with Hagar, so he proposed to strike the sentence
fragment Z1va 8pog éotiv €v tfj ApapPia (“Sinai is a mountain in Arabia”) from the text with some adjustment in the
syntax of the resulting sentence, as follows : Tfj 8¢ "Ayap cvotoixel ) vov Tepovcalriy, SovAevel yap HETA TOV TEKVWY
avtfic (“But to Hagar, corresponds the present Jerusalem, for she is enslaved with her children”).

As another example, J. C. O'Neill, ““For this Hagar is Mount Sinai in Arabia’ (Galatians 4.25),” in Steve Moyise, ed., The
0ld Testament in the New Testament: Essays in Honour of J.L. North (JSNTSS 189; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2000),
210-219, adopted P46’s singular reading of 4:25a without Hagar to avoid the identifcation with Mount Sinai, but he
then found himself exegetically compelled to add an explicit reference to Hagar in the subsequent clauses of v.25 by
adopting a singular reading from D* for the second clause and conjecturally emending the ydp following dovAever to
‘Aydp in the third clause of v.25. As a result, O’'Neill’s text of v.25 read as follows: t0 8¢ Ziva 8pog £otiv €v tfj Apafiq.
ovotoiyodoa tfj viv TepovcaAfu dovAelel Aydp peta T@V tékvwy avtiic. Unfortunately for O'Neill’s rather
complicated and implausible proposal, the resulting asyndeton between v.25a and v.25b is fairly harsh, and yet his
text still does not account for the presence of Arabia in v.25a.

24 Schott, Galatas, 533: “satis commode tamen abest, impediens quodammodo et retardans argumentationem
Paulinam.” Indeed, Schott, not Bentley, deserves the credit in the apparatus of the Nestle-Aland 27th edition for the
conjecture, though Bentley deserves recognition for identifying the passage as difficult.

125 paul Maas, Textual Criticism (trans. Barbara Flower; Oxford: Clarendon, 1958), 14.

126 Maas, Textual Criticism, 14-15.
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parenthetical comment about Sinai being a mountain in Arabia is undoubtedly superfluous: it
does not contribute to the allegorical argument and in fact complicates it. The Arabian note
also spoils the tight chiasm that Paul has constructed.

These are internal arguments, but there is also external evidence that v.25a once stood
outside the main text. Allen Kerkeslager has called attention to the overlooked textual variant
following Gal 4:25a."”” Although Alexandrian and Byzantine witnesses read cvotoixet 8¢ (“but it
corresponds”) after the geographic note, the Western witnesses read the feminine nominative
participle 1} cuotoiyooa instead. The closest feminine nominative antecedent for this
participle is not in v.25a at all, but at the end of v.24—the feminine Hagar. The longer reading
of v.25a with “Hagar” would not supply the proper antecedent, because that instance of
“Hagar” is actually neuter, taking the neuter article té. On transcriptional grounds, it is
difficult to see why a scribe would modify the cuotoixel 8¢ in v.25b to the participle 1
ovototyoboa, when the entirety of the clause v.25a stands between the particle and its
antecedent. Yet, if v.25a stood not in the main text but in the margin,'” the connection
between v.24 and the Western variant in v.25b is very smooth indeed: uia yév amo 8povg Ziva,
gi¢ SovAeiav yevvdoa, fitig éotiv "Ayap [. . .] 1] cvototyoboa tfj vOV TepovoaAry, . . . (“one
[covenant is] indeed from Mount Sinai, giving birth into slavery, which is Hagar [. . .]
corresponding to the present Jerusalem”).”” The attestation of the geographic note of v.25a

within all the witnesses of Galatians means that this marginal note mostly likely had been

1?7 Kerkeslager, “Jewish Pilgrimage,” 184-185.

128 Since all the Western witnesses have some version of v.25a, it is better to conclude that it stood somewhere in
their common ancestor, rather than they acquired the note independently by contamination. A marginal note is the
best place for this text to stand.

12 Kerkeslager, “Jewish Pilgrimage,” 184-185, considers the Western reading of the participle to be original, but its
smoothness suggests transcriptionally that it was a scribal improvement. Kerkeslager’s intrinsic argument for a pév
... O¢ falls short because, even with his reading, Paul must have abandoned it.
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present in the archetype of the textual transmission of Galatians, which was perhaps the
original edition of Paul’s letter collection.

If Gal 4:25a is a marginal note as the evidence suggests, was it written by Paul or a later
glossator? The previous arguments against the presence of the note in the main text do not
controvert the view that this could be Paul’s own marginal note. After all, its semantic and
structural superfluity is to be expected, even for an authorial note. Despite the intriguing
possibility that the archetypal letter collection might have managed to preserve Paul’s own
notes on his epistles, there are two countervailing considerations. First, Michael W. Holmes has
proposed that some variant readings in P46 and other early witnesses are evidence of an early
commentary of Paul’s letters in the form of marginal notes in an early second-century edition
of the Pauline corpus.” That Gal 4:24a appears to be another marginal comment giving
additional information about a step in the allegory fits well with this proposed later context.

Second, although lexicographers have called attention to Paul’s only other mention of
Arabia in Gal 1:17,"" no one seems to have noticed the way Paul thinks of Arabia in Gal 1
conflicts with its use in Gal 4. In Gal 1:15-16, Paul told the Galatians in defense of his apostolic
ministry that God was pleased to reveal his son in him so he would proclaim Christ among the
Gentiles. As a result of this experience, Paul did not visit Jerusalem to confer with the apostles
before him, but he immediately went to Arabia (v.17). Thus, in Paul’s mind, Arabia is coded as
Gentile territory. Yet in the allegory of Sarah and Hagar, “Arabia” does not function as Gentile

territory. Quite the contrary—according to the geographic note, Arabia functions as the

1% Michael W. Holmes, “The Text of *¢: Evidence of the Earliest ‘Commentary’ on Romans?” in Tobias Nicklas, ed.,
New Testament Manuscripts: Their Text and Their World (Leiden: Brill, 2006), 189-206.

B E.g., Udo Borse, ““Apafia,” Exegetical Dictionary of the New Testament (Horst Balz & Gerhard Schneider, eds.; vol. 1;
Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1990), 149; and N. T. Wright, “Paul, Arabia, and Elijah (Galatians 1:17),” JBL 115 (1996):
683-692 at 686.
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location of Mount Sinai where the law was promulgated. Furthermore, in 1:17, Arabia is
distinct from the present-day Jerusalem, while in 4:25 it is said to correspond (via the location
of Mount Sinai) to the present-day Jerusalem.

Therefore, the textual evidence indicates that the earliest form of the marginal note on
the text of Gal 4:25 reads to yap Ziva 8pog €otiv €v tfj Apapia (“for Sinai is a mountain in
Arabia”). Critical editions should reflect that wording. If Paul wrote the marginal note, critical
editions ought to show that fact by putting the note in the margin where its author intended it.
If, however, Paul did not write the note, as the balance of probabilities suggest, then it ought to
be relegated to the apparatus with the notation “Schott ¢j ex Bentley,” giving proper credit
both to the scholar who identified the emendation and to the one who saw the difficulty. In

either case, the note on the text does not belong in the main text of a critical edition.

Gal 5:7 'Etpéxete kaA®g * Tig OUAG Evékopev Tfj aAnOelq un neibeoba;

Var. | Western branch Eastern branch EDS.

]| DFG P46 | X233 x1175 | A 1241S | 1739 ¥ Chrys | SCC SBLNA'RP
1611 Byz S'L

- B N* C NA"S"BWWHT

? Marc d b xvg P

There is genealogically coherent external support for the article tfj before GAnfeiq,'*

and where the omission is attested, it is against the testimony of the witness’s closest relative: B

132 Pace BURTON 282, SIEFFERT 305 n.*** and Zann 252, who adopt the anarthrous reading on the strength of X*AB, all
before the discovery of P46.
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against P46,"”° X* against 33, and C against A. The fact that the lack of the article is attested by
scattered unrelated witnesses suggests that it has been coincidentally omitted multiple times.

The article on tfj dAnBeia signals that it should be identifiable to the readers. The
previous mentions of “truth” are in 2:5 and 14, where it is called the “truth of the gospel.”***
Though the prior context is considerably removed from the present context, the Gal 2 passage
had been primed to some extent in the previous sentence with its use of étpéxete kaAdg (“you
were running well”), which recalls 2:2 un nwg €ig kevov tpéxw (“lest I somehow run in vain”).
The primary emphasis of the question falls on the interrogative, of course, but there is a
secondary emphasis on the final verb un netecbat (“to not obey”).”* With this emphasis, Paul
is expressing some surprise that the Galatians have stopped obeying the truth.

Without the article, the previous discussion of the truth of the gospel in Gal 2:5 and 14
allows for dAn@eiqa to have a definite force even without the article.” If this is the case,
omitting the article before an identifiable noun makes the referent of the noun more

prominent, especially when it is preposed before the verb,"” as is the case here.”® With this

understanding of &An0eiq, the anarthrous reading would serve to emphasize the truth which

13 According to ROYSE 268, 273, P46 tends to omit articles (36 times) twice as often as when it adds them (15 times).
This preference tends to strengthen P46’s testimony for the presence of the article here.

134 BETZ 265 1.111; BURTON 282; LONGENECKER 230; MATERA 183. There is an intervening reference to Paul’s speaking the
truth in 4:16 Gote £xBpOG LUV Yéyova GANBedwv Lulv; (“Have I become your enemy by telling you the truth?”), but
its content is only implicit; it could also be the truth of the gospel.

1% Levinsohn, Discourse Features, 286. BUSCEMI 519 proposes that tfj &An6eiq has been raised by prolepsis from the
infinitive ur) ne{@eobot to the main clause; this analysis is possible because the use of the dative has been attested (in
contemporary papyri) with the verb of the main clause, éykéntw. Thus, under Buscemi’s analysis, the sentence
would mean, “Who blocked your way to the truth so that you not obey it?” As the dative is more common with
neibw than éykdmtw, it seems better, as with most commentators, to construe tfj GAnOeiq with neifesban as: “Who
blocked you from obeying the truth?”

136 LONGENECKER 230.

137 See Levinsohn, Discourse Features, 163-164: “once a concept like law or faith has been activated, further anarthrous
references to the concept may well have ‘definite’ force if the reference occurs in a potentially focal position in the
clause or sentence.”

138  evinsohn, Discourse Features, 286.
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the Galatians are blocked from obeying. It is also possible to interpret the anarthrous dAn0eiq
qualitatively: “who blocked you from obeying truth?”—as if, perhaps, the Galatians were
blocked from obeying more than merely the truth of the gospel.**’

As for the internal evidence, the articulated reading tfj aAn6eiq appears to be the
harder reading. The article suggests that it is anaphoric but its closest prior reference is back

10 Moreover, the lack of the article

in chapter 2, despite some priming of the back-reference.
would be easier for scribes because a bare dAn0eiq tends to generalizes Paul’s accusation

against the Galatians,'" either by making &An06eiq qualitative or by giving it additional

prominence.'” These internal reasons confirm that the article tfj belongs in the critical text.

Gal 6:9 10 6¢ KaAOV To100VTEG Ur| EyKakPUeV, Katp®d yap idiw Oepioopev un

gkAvduevoL.
Var. Western branch Eastern branch EDs.
Oepioopgev | MarcDdbxvg | B A 1739 Chrys | SCC SBLNARP
1611 Byz™ | SBWWHTL
Oepiowpev | FG N 33x1175 | C1241S | ¥ Byz"
? P46 P

This variation unit is not noted in the NA27 apparatus. Both Western and Eastern
branches are split—as well as the basic witnesses B, and 8 33—between the future Oepicouev

and the subjunctive Oepicwuev. Some of the later variation may merely be orthographic as

13 BURTON 282.

140 LONGENECKER 221 n.f. suggests that the article was added by scribe to conform to the use of the article there before
GAnBela in Gal 2:5, 14.

' Pace Zahn 242, who asserts that the anarthrous reading is better because it fits the following generalized
statements better, but this is an acknowledgement that the anarthrous reading is the easier reading.

"2 Curiously, BURTON 282 claims that “some scribe, recognizing that the reference was to the truth of the gospel,
stumbled at the qualitativeness of the expression, but it is not clear how that should be a stumbling block.
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Greek had started losing the length distinction between o and w in the second century.'*
Though the future Bepiocopev is slightly favored over the subjunctive epiowuev on external

144

grounds,* it is necessary to consider the internal evidence.

The future Bepicopev nicely fits the context in that it provides support (ydp) for the

1> “But while we are doing good let us not get discouraged, for we will

preceding exhortation:
reap (Oepicopev) at our own time if we do not give up.” The fit for hortatory subjunctive
Bepiowpev, on the other hand, is more superficial as it continues Paul’s exhortations: “But
while we are doing good let us not get discouraged, for let us reap at our time if we do not give
up.” Transcriptionally, scribes would be likely to harmonize the tense of the verb to the

preceding hortatory subjunctive éykak@uev."® Thus, the internal evidence also favors the

future Oepicopev.

Gal 6:10 "Apa 00V WG Ka1poV EXOUEY, £pyaldueda TO dyaBov mpdg mdvTag,
UdAtota 8¢ OGS TOUG 0iKeloUG THG THOTEWG.

Var. Western branch Eastern branch EDs.
gxouev | MarcDFGdbxvg | P46 | x1175 | AC1241S | 1739 ¥ Chrys | SCC SBLNARP
1611 Byz SBWTL
EXWHEV B N33 WH
? P

The external evidence favors the indicative €xouev, despite the fact that the

subjunctive €xwyev is found in otherwise highly regarded witnesses B, 8, and 33."” This

43 Allen, Vox Graeca, 94.

144 ZIMMER 3 305.

143 E.g., LONGENECKER 281-282.

*¢ Though the harmonization could conceivably go the other way to the &xopev following in v.10.

7 Pace BETZ 310 n.187, who evaluates the external evidence as “almost equally divided between the two
possibilities”; LONGENECKER 268 n.f (“equally strong attestation”).
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variation may merely be orthographic, however, for the vowels 0 and w have had the same
pronunciation throughout almost all of the transmission history of the text."* In this case, the
difference in spelling reflects a difference in mood, between the indicative €xouev (“as we have
an opportunity”) and the subjunctive &€xwuev (“in order that we have an opportunity”)."” Even
though both readings make good sense in the context,” transcriptionally the form €xwuev
appears to be a harmonization to the following subjunctive £pyalwuefa (“let us keep
accomplishing”).”" Thus, the external and transcriptional criteria point in the same direction,

in favor of the indicative &xopev.

48 Allen, Vox Graeca, 94 (starting from the second century).

199 cf. the differences in meaning of w¢ depending on the mood of the verb in BDAG “mg,” 1103-1106, esp. 8b (“while,
when, as long as” with present indicative) and 9a (“with a view to, in order to” with subjunctive). There is an
exegetical tendency to minimize the semantic differences among the variant readings, however, leading some
scholars to propose implausible interpretations. For example, BURTON 345 interprets the subjunctive in the clause as
“as therefore we have opportunity” but this sense seems to require the particle &v (BDAG, “®g” 8¢, 1106), which is
missing here. ScHLIER 205, based on a suggestion now found in BDF 238 § 455(2), (3), interprets this ¢ with the
subjunctive as a variant of wg; thus, the clause would mean “as long as [solange als] we have an opportunity.” So
also BETZ 310 n.187; LEGASSE 467 n.1; LONGENECKER 282.

15 MUsSNER 407 n.17, however, argues that Paul would not have used the subjunctive here without &v; so also ZiMMeRr 3
306.

151 So SCHLIER 345 n.**; and WEIss 45. BURTON 345, however, with his own understanding of wg, argues to the contrary:
“The rarity of wg with the subjunctive without &v probably led to the change to the easier indicative.”
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4.3 A Critical Text of Galatians
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5. A History of Textual Variation in Galatians

5.1 Introduction

Just as the evidence for reconstructing the critical text of Galatians can be divided into
external and internal evidence, the main topics of inquiry for the study of the textual history of
Galatians can be divided into external and internal questions. The “external” questions of
textual history relate to the origin of the external evidence—how the manuscripts and their
groupings came to be and how they are interrelated among each other. The “internal”
questions of textual history pertain to the various causes of origin for the variant readings of
the text and what these variant readings can tell us about the readers and copyists of the text
and their historical situation. Throughout much of the course of the textual criticism of the
New Testament, the external questions of textual history have dominated the discussion
because they have been felt to be essential for establishing the text. Within the past generation
of scholarship, however, the internal questions of textual history have risen to the fore,
especially in the light of the “orthodox corruption” approaches of Bart D. Ehrman and others
working in this vein. Both aspects of the history of the text are important, so this chapter
concerns the internal questions of the textual history, while the following concluding chapter
wraps up this study of the text of Galatians by looking at the external questions of the textual
history.

With regard to the internal questions of textual history, the variants generated in the
course of the transmission of the text are the result of a long and extended process of copying
different forms of the text from one or more exemplars. As the differing forms of the text are

copied, changes are introduced into the textual traditions, and these textual changes can be
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studied to determine what they have to say about the scribes and readers of the texts at
different times and places. Even before the introduction of stemmatics to the study of the New
Testament text, internal evidence has been used to establish the text, identify which readings
are secondary, assess the nature and causes of the textual variants, and determine how these
readings function theologically. With a stemmatic history of the text, moreover, the stemma
can be used to refine these findings further by investigating whether there is a pattern to this
textural variant generally and to these theological effects in particular. For example, if
theologically potent variations are clustered together, then it may help to localize a theological
controversy in the history of the text and its readers.

Several kinds of theological effects have been fruitfully explored in the textual
variation of the New Testament. One of them is Christological, where textual variants affect
what the text says about the nature of Jesus Christ. In a seminal study, Bart D. Ehrman has
classified the function of Christological variants as anti-adoptionistic (tending to emphasize
that Jesus was more than mere man), anti-separationist (tending to emphasize that Jesus and
the Christ are the same), anti-docetic (tending to emphasize the humanity of Jesus), and anti-
Patripassionist (tending to emphasize the subordination of the Son to the Father).!

Another theological effect of textual variation has been labeled as “anti-Judaic,” where
variant readings affect what the text says about Jew and Judaism. In Eldon Jay Epp’s study of
Anti-Judaic tendencies in the Western text of Acts, he classified anti-Judaic variants based on

(a) how they relate Jews to Jesus, (b) Jews to Gentiles, (c) Jews to the apostles.” Epp saw any

! Bart D. Ehrman, The Orthodox Corruption of Scripture: The Effect of Early Christological Controversies on the Text of the New
Testament (New York: Oxford University Press, 1993).

?Eldon Jay Epp, The Theological Tendency of Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis in Acts (SNTSMS 3; Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1966).
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textual variant as anti-Judaic if its effect made the portrayal of Jews in Acts more negative or
made Jesus, the Gentiles, and apostles more positive in comparison to Acts’ portrayal of Jews.
Given the size of the textual tradition, this chapter concentrates on two of the most
important branches of the text: the Western text and the portion of the Eastern branch that led
to the Byzantine text, paying particular attention to possible theological effects in the textual

variation.

5.2 The Western Branch and Prototype

The Western branch is one of the oldest branches in the textual transmission of
Galatians. As detailed in the stemma depicted by FIG. 22, the Western branch may be defined as
the set of witnesses more closely related to the Greek diglots D*, F, and G, than to its closest
relative P46-B. This set of witnesses include the Greek diglots by definition, but it also includes
the Old Latin versions b and d, as well as mixed representatives D, the Vulgate, and the Latin
version of Codex Augiensis (F). According to this definition, the text of Marcion is also a
member of the Western branch, because it is more closely related to the common ancestor of
D*, F, and G (labeled § in FIG. 22) than to P46 or B. Unfortunately, our knowledge of the text of
Marcion is fragmentary, known only through quotations by Tertullian, Epiphanius, and other
authors,’ so the text of the common ancestor of Marcion and D* is difficult to reconstruct with
much precision. Where the testimony on Marcion’s text is silent, it is impossible to determine
whether a reading that agrees with D*, F, and G but disagrees with P46, B, and ¥ was introduced
before or after the common ancestor of Marcion and D* was written. Accordingly, this study of

the textual variation in the Western branch focuses on the readings of the common ancestor of

? See generally, Ulrich Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos: Rekonstruktion und historische Einordnung der marcionitischen
Paulusbriefausgabe (ANTT 25; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1995).
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D*, F, G, and the Latin versions that differ from branches most closely related to it, including

the P46-B cluster. The text of this common ancestor is referred to as the Western prototype

and it is represented by the siglum & in the stemma depicted in FIG. 22, as follows:

[ ]
/ B
Marc P46-B

Western
Branch S

/N

a 8 33

Eastern
Branch

FIG. 22 Stemma of Galatians with Detail on the Western Branch
In accordance with the stemma, the text of the Western prototype 8 is determined by
the agreement of D* and the joint agreement of F and G, on the one hand, and of Latin versions
d, b, and the Vulgate, on the other hand. It should be kept in mind that this determination may

both understate and overstate the amount of textual change for this particular hypothetical
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ancestor. In addition, it is unclear how many generations of copying separate the creation of
the Western prototype & from their common ancestor with Marcion or from its common
ancestor with P46 and B. Thus, the changes should not all be attributed to a single scribe, the
one who penned the most recent common ancestor of the Greek-Latin diglots, for some of
those changes could have been made along the way to the Western prototype 3. Nevertheless,

the following seventy textual variants have been identified as present within the Western

prototype.
Gal 1:4 Snwg e€EAnTon NUAC £k To0 ed@vecTed eveot@Tog Ai@Vog Tovnpol
100 €VESTOTOG aidVOG TTOVNPOD D F G d b xvg; ¥ Chrys (hark) 1611 Byz

T00 ai®dVvog o0 éveot@tog movnpod P46 B, N 33, A P 12418, 1739 pesh

The change in the position of the pronoun is found in all the Western witnesses, and it
is also attested in the common ancestor of the Byzantine text and the Athos codex ¥.* This
transposition changes the phrase from the syntactically ambiguous to0 ai®vog tob évest®dtog
novnpod (either “the age of the present evil one” or, as it is usually taken, “the present age of
evil™) to the unambiguous to0 évest@tog aidvog movnpod “the present age of evil.” It is
possible that this transposition came from a corrected leap, in which the scribe leapt from one

t00 to the next and, after writing éveot®tog, added back the omitted word ai®vog. Even so,

the theological effect is that it forecloses a possible interpretation that the present age is under

* Whether the transposition of the adjective in the Western and Byzantine branches is a coincidence is addressed
later in the chapter.

® BURTON 13 states that the position of mtovnpod in the noun phrase to0 ai@®vog tod évest@tog movnpod “gives it
special emphasis,” but the basis for this claim about the predicate position seems dubious, for it would be more
emphatic to prepose the adjective before the noun, as if it had read to novnpod ai®vog tod évest®tog movnpod.
See Stéphanie Bakker, “Adjective Ordering in Herodotus: A Pragmatic Explanation” in Rutger Allan and Michel Buijs,
eds., The Language of Literature: Linguistic Approaches to Classical Texts (ASCP 13; Leiden: Brill, 2007), 188-210 at 195.
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the rule of an evil demiurge, such as the one found in Marcionite, Gnostic, and other dualist

systems.®

Gal 1:8 GAAG kal €&V NueTS A dyyehog €€ oVpavoD Hpdv edayyeAilntat Byl map’ 6
gonyyeAiodueda OUly, avadepa €otw.

gvayyeAi{ntat v d xvg; 33, A P (1241S fuiv), Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz
gvayyeAilntot OUAG D*

gvayyeAilnrat FGb; N, ¥

VUV edayyeAilnTat B; x1175; 1739

The reading of the Western prototype is difficult to reconstruct because of the
instability of the text at this location, and indeed throughout the entire textual history. The
accusative Ouag by D* along with the dative vobis in the Old Latin d are indirect testimony for
the presence of the dative Oulv in the Western prototype.” As explained in Chapter 4, the
movement of the pronoun to after the verb serves to decontextualize the anathema and
thereby make it more pertinent to a broader audience. The omission of the pronoun altogether

inF, G, and b further helps to remove the historical contingency of the anathema.

¢ See John Riches, Galatians Through the Centuries (BBC; Malden, Mass.: Blackwell, 2008), 77-78, quoting Jerome, Comm.
Gal. (PL 26.338) on Gal 1:4, as saying that “the heretics usually take this as an opportunity to assert that there are two
creators, one of light and the world to come, another of darkness and the present age.”

" There are two other possibilities. One is that the Western prototype read the accusative vudag, which was changed
to the dative in the Old Latin d. Since the Vulgate is a mixture of Western and Alexandrian forms of the text, its
attestation of the dative vobis is problematic because it could have had its origin from the Alexandrian duiv. Another
is that the pronoun was omitted in the prototype, but D and d added one back into the text, albeit in different cases.
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Gal 1:11 Tvwpilw 8¢ ydp UiV, ddel@ol, T evayyéAov to edayyeAiobey O éuod

Yép D*F G d xvg; B X' 33
- P, Chrys
&é b; P46, X*, A 1241S, 1739 ¥ pesh hark 1611 Byz

The change in the connective particle from 8¢ to yap appears to give a reason for Paul’s

statement that he is Christ’s slave in the preceding v.10.?

Gal 1:18 éneita peta €tn tpia avijAbov €l TepocdAvpa iotopiicar Knedv [Iétpov

[Tétpov DF Gdbxvg; P, ¥ Chrys hark 1611 Byz
KNQag P46 B, X 33, A 1241S, 1739 xpesh

This substitution replaces the Aramaic name Cephas with the Greek Peter.” This

change is also found in other manuscripts related to the Byzantine text.

Gal 1:19 £tepov 8¢ TOV dmootéAwv ek £idov obdéva el ur) Takwfov Tov
adeA@ov tod kupiov.

€100V 00déva D* F G (b neminem vidi) d xvg
o0k £1dov (P46 B 00x) ¥ 33 x1175, A P 12418, 1739 ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz

The use of the negative pronoun o0d¢va (“no one”) serves to strengthen Paul’s denial

about not seeing any other apostle.”

# See discussion in Chapter 3.
° BUSCEMI 126; METZGER 522.
10 Cf. BeTz 77 n.201, who considers this an “attempt[] to clarify the text.”
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Gal 1:24 xai £v £uoi £66&alov év-&pet TOV Oedv.

gv €uol €06&alov DF Gbdxvg
£d6&alov év éuol P46 B, X 33, A C P 1241S, 1739 ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz

Attested only in the Western branch, this transposition of év éuot to a pre-verbal

position serves to emphasize the reference to Paul and thereby lend him more prominence. !

Gal 2:1 €nerta 10 dekateoodpwv ETOV Ry AvEPNV mEALY €i¢ TeposdAvpa peTa
Bapvapa

avépnvméAiv. - DFGdb
TaAv avEPnv xvg; P46 B, N 33, A C P 1241S, 1739 ¥ (pesh) hark 1611 Byz

This transposition could be the result a corrected leap, from the nu of ¢t&v to the nu of
ndAwv, but the movement of the adverb ndAwv to a post-verbal position has the effect of

deemphasizing it."

Gal 2:6 826¢ tpdowmov §-8e6¢ avOpd oL 00 AauPdver
Bed¢ mpdowmov D F G d b xvg; (pesh)

npdowmov Bed¢ B, C, 1739 1611 Byz
npdowmov 0 Bedg P46, R 33, A P 1241S, ¥ Chrys

As discussed in Chapter 4, both the omission of the article and the movement of God to
the beginning of the sentence serve to emphasize God and thereby make a contrast between
God’s lack of partiality and human favoritism: “It is God who does not accept a person’s

appearance.” These changes serve to make the statement more independent of the context.

' Stephen H. Levinsohn, Discourse Features of New Testament Greek: A Coursebook on the Information Structure of New
Testament Greek (2d ed.; Dallas: SIL International, 2000), 39. See also BDF 248, § 472: “Any emphasis on an element in
the sentence causes that element in the sentence to be moved forward.”

12 BuscEMI 149 suggests that the transposition was stylistic, meant to break up the accumulation of adverbs and
temporal phrases.
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Gal 2:8 0 yap €vepyrioag METpw £1¢ AMOOTOANV THC TEPLTOURG EVIpynoeV Ked-€pot

K&yol €ic ta £€0vn,
Kol D* F G; P46, 33, A C P 12418, al®
Kol éuol B, X, 1739 ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz

The use of the crasis form kapoi appears to be a common, independent change, for it is

also found in other branches of the textual tradition.

Gal 2:9 kai yvévteg v xdptv thv dobelodv pot, IEtpog kai TadkwpPog ket Knepae
Kal Twdvvng, ol dokolvteg oTOAOL €iva,

Métpog kai Takwpog MarcDFGdb
Taxkwpog kat [éTpog P46
TakwPog kai Kneag xvg; B, N 33, C 12418, 1739 ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz

This change replaces the name Cephas with Peter and moves him to the beginning of
the list, demoting James to second place.”* For the Western text of Acts, Eldon Jay Epp has
noticed a tendency to increase the prominence of Peter, who like Paul, takes the gospel to the
gentiles.” Although Peter does not have a mission to the uncircumcised in Galatians (see
especially vv.8 and 10), this transposition does lend more prominence to Peter. To the extent
that James represents Jewish Christianity, this word order variation at the expense of James
could be characterized as having an anti-Judaic effect, but, then again, there were people who
viewed Peter as the champion of Jewish Christianity (for example, in the Pseudo-Clementines),

so little can be made of the word order in terms of an anti-Judaic effect.'®

3 Also 075 69 88 104 223 330 489 927 1175 1319 1448 1573 1799 1837 2400 2892.

* METZGER 523, who also suggests that it has the additional effect of “bringing together the familiar pair of names,
James and John.”

1> Epp, Theological Tendency, 154. See also Howard Eshbaugh, “Theological Variants in the Western Text of the Pauline
Corpus” (Ph.D. diss., Case Western Reserve University, 1975), 145-148,

161 am grateful to Joel Marcus for this point.
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Gal 2:10 uévov tva TdV TtwX®OV ve Lvnuovedwpey,

Va TV TTWXOV UVNUOVEVWUEV D F G d b xvg; pesh hark
TOV TTWXOV VX UVNUOVEVWUEV B, ¥ 33, A C 1241S, 1739 Chrys 1611 Byz
Va UVNUOVEVWHEY TOV TTWXOV Marc"

This transposition changes the prolepsis of tdv ttwyx®v tva to a more typical word
order."” The apparent Syriac and Latin support for the Western word order is due to the fact
that these languages do not have native structures corresponding the Greek syntactic

construction.

Gal 2:11 e 8¢ N\Bev Knepdg IIETpog £ig Avtidyelav,

MéTpog D F G d; Chrys, hark, 1611, Byz
Knoag b xvg; B, X 33, A C P 1241S, 1739 ¥ pesh

As with Gal 1:18 and 2:9, the Aramaic name Cephas is replaced with the Greek Peter."”

Gal 2:14 einov tQ Kned Dérp #unpocdev mdvtwy *

Métpw DF Gbd; Chrys, hark 1611 Byz
Knoa xvg; P46 B, N 33, A C P 12415, 1739 ¥ pesh

As with Gal 1:18, 2:9, and 2:11, this substitution replaces the Aramaic name Cephas with

the Greek Peter.””

17 Schmid, Marcion, 316, prints his reconstruction for Gal 2:10 as uévov t@v nrwx®@v iva uvnvouvedwpev, with italics
indicating an unsecure reading. In fact, the evidence from Tertullian, Marc. 5.3.6 is tantum ut meminissent egenorum,
which means that, if any order is indicated, it would be uévov tva unnvouvedwuev tdv Ttwx®dVv.

18 According to David Michael Goldstein, “Wackernagel’s Law in Fifth-Century Greek” (Ph.D. diss., University of
California, Berkeley, 2010), ,76-79 only strong topics are allowed to be fronted before complementizers like Tva.
Thus, the difference may be pragmatic: uévov t@v ntwx®v tva pvnuovedwpev can be paraphrased as “as for the
poor, only that we remember them,” while uévov iva tdv nttwx®v pvnuovedwuev would be “only that it is the poor
that we should remember.” The latter implies a contrast of the poor with some other group of people.

19 METZGER 523.

% METZGER 524.
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Gal 3:1.. ., oi¢ kat’ d@OaAuOUC ‘Tncolc Xp1oTodg Tposypden &y DTV
E0TAVPWUEVOG;

AVAVVIRY D F G db; Chrys hark 1611 Byz
- xvg; B, ¥ 33, A C 1241S,1739 ¥

The verb npoeypden can have either a temporal sense (“portrayed previously”) or a
locative sense (“portrayed publicly”).”" The addition of the prepositional phrase ¢v vuiv
(“among you”) makes sure that the clause carries a locative meaning, namely, that Jesus was
visually and publicly portrayed among the Galatians.” As such, this addition can be seen as
clarifying an ambiguity in the text.”” This addition’s presence in the precursor to the Byzantine

text is discussed later in this chapter.

Gal 3:2 to0t0 pévov 8k pabdelv 0EAW G’ PQV -

uHovov abelv BEAW G’ DUGOV DFGd
Uovov BéAw a@’ UGV Habelv xVg
Uovov BéAw pabelv G’ DUV b; B, ¥ 33, A C 12418, 1739 ¥ Chrys hark 1611 Byz

The word order change affects which verb pévov modifies. The Western reading
applies uévov to padeiv (“only to learn”), while the previous reading applies puévov to 8éAw (“1
only want”). The transposition allows Paul to want other things, such as being with the
Galatians (4:20 fifehov 8¢ mapeival pog VUAC), and thus this change possibly avoids making

Paul sound disingenuous.

' BDAG “npoypdew” 867; Alfio Marcello Buscemi, L'uso delle preposizioni nella lettera ai Galati (Analecta [Studium
Biblicum Franciscanum] 17; Jerusalem: Franciscan Printing Press, 1987), 89-90. See also Stephen C. Carlson,
“Clement of Alexandria on the ‘Order’ of the Gospels,” NTS 47 (2001): 118-125.

2 By contrast, BETz 131 n.39 argues that the addition of &v Ouiv enables the verb mpoeypden to be understood in a
temporal sense.
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Gal 3:7 yivwokete dpa 8t1 ol £k mioTewg, oOtot wiet eiotv viol APpady.

glowv viol DF Gdbxvg;33,AC, 1739 pesh hark 1611 Byz
vioi giowv P46 B, R, P 1241S, ¥ Chrys

As discussed in Chapter 3, this common transposition could be either accidental (a

corrected leap) or done to give the clause a more typical word order.

Gal 3:10 émkatdpatog &G 0 OVK EUUEVEL £V TTAGLY TOIG YEYPAUUEVOLG €V TR
BpAiw

v DF Gdbxvg; A, Chrys Byz
- P46 B, N 33, C 12418, 1739 ¥ hark pesh

The addition of the preposition év appears to be a minor harmonization to the
Septuagintal text of Deut 27:26 ¢mkatdpatog Ta¢ &vOpwMog, 6¢ OVK EUPEVEL £V TIACLY TOIG
Abyo1g tod vouov tovtov.” It also disambiguates the dative naouv to be locative (as a “dative of

rule”) rather than instrumental.

Gal 3:11a 611 8¢ €v vouw ovdeig dikatobtar mapd 8 0@ dfilov,

™0 D*F G; 12418, 1611
- P46 B, N 33, A C, 1739 Byz

God is a definite, uniquely identifiable entity, so the presence or absence of the article
does not change what it refers to, but it does give a clue as to its prominence of 8ed¢ in the
sentence and, indirectly, as to the structure of the sentence. With the article, the reference to
God lacks prominence and it is located in the usual place after the verb in the 6t clause for a
constituent familiar to the hearer. Indeed, the main emphasis of the clause is on 00d¢(g instead:

“That, in the Law, no one is being made right before God is clear.” Without the article, in

2 BETZ 144 1n.60; BUSCEMI 257.
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contrast, the reference to God becomes more prominent,* raising the possibility that it
construes with 8fjAov rather than with dikaiodtar.”® Indeed, the clause with dikaioGtat as the
main verb already locates the emphasis on o0deig: “It is clear with God that, in the Law, no one is
being made right.” A motive for this change may be to characterize the following quotation
from Hab 2:4 as explicitly coming from God, which has an anti-Marcionite theological effect.*
Another possibility is that the omission of the article is a Latinism since Latin lacks both

definite and indefinite articles.”

Gal 3:11b 811 .. dfjAov, yéypantat yap 8ti 6 dikaiog €k mioTews {HoeTar *

véypantarydp  D*F G (d scriptum est); pesh
- xvg; P46 B, X 33, A C 12418, 1739 Chrys hark 1611 Byz

Galatians 3:11 has a difficult syntactic ambiguity in how to understand each &t1.”® Is the
first 811 a complement for dfijdov and the second 6t1 causal (“That . . . is clear, because . ..”)?
Or, is the first causal and the second 811 a complement (“Because . . ., it is clear that . ..”)? The
Western addition resolves the ambiguity in favor of the former possibility, by marking the

clause following dfjAov as explicitly causal with the particle yap.

* Levinsohn, Discourse Features, 162: “If an anarthrous substantive has a unique referent and is activated, then its
referent is prominent.” As a “Very Important Participant” in Paul’s letters, God is always activated.

» F and G, however, omit §fjlov, so this interpretive possibility is not available.

* Unfortunately, Marcion’s text of Galatians is not extant for this verse.

?7 See Bonifatius Fischer, “Limitations of Latin in Representing Greek,” in Bruce M. Metzger, The Early Versions of the
New Testament: Their Origin, Transmission, and Limitations (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1977), 362-374 at 366.

* BURTON 166.
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Gal 3:14 Tva €ig ta €0vn 1 evAoyia To0 APpadu yévntat v Xpiot® 'Incod, tva thv
EreyyeAiov g0Aoviav Tod mvedpatog AdBwpev d1d Thg TioTEWS.
gvAoylav Marc D*F G d b; P46
enayyeAiov xvg; B, X 33, A C 12418, 1739 ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz

As discussed in Chapter 3, the unexpected appearance of “promise” probably induced

scribes to assimilate it to eDAoyiav in the immediately preceding clause.

Gal 3:16 T 8& APpacu €ppébnoav ai Emayyeliot kal Td onéppatt abToD,

- D*F G db xvg; C, Chrys
3¢ B, N 33, A 12415, 1739 ¥ pesh hark 1611 Byz

The asyndeton of the Western branch creates a closer connection to the preceding

verse. The omission of the particle in C and Chrysostom appears to be coincidental.

Gal 3:17 81001 knV TtpokeKLPWUEVNV UTTO TOD Be0D £l¢ XPOTOV O . . . VOUOG OVK
axvpol
€ig Xp1otov D F G d; Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz

- b xvg; P46 B, ¥ 33, A C 12415, 1739 ¥

There are a number of different options for construing eig Xpiotdv. Eshbaugh makes
two proposals, both of which have theological implications.” One possibility is that the
preposition €ic is temporal, that is, with the meaning “until”: “a covenant previously (or
publicly) ratified by God until Christ.” In this case, the theological effect is anti-Judaic in that
the Law was only to last until Christ. Another possibility, actually favored by Eshbaugh, is that
the preposition €ig is agentive, on the grounds that in later Koine Greek €ig and év have
converged and that é¢v can designate an agent. If this possibility is right, then Christ would be

the agent through whom God had ratified the covenant, and its theological point would be

*» Eshbaugh, “Theological Variation,” 70-73, esp. 72.
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Christ’s pre-existence and his “acting in history prior to the incarnation.”® The difficulty with
this proposal, however, is that €i¢ is a poor way to signal the behavior of an agent; the
preposition d1& would be much more appropriate.

A better option is to construe €ig as indicating a goal.”® Such an understanding is
attested for the unprefixed verb in 2 Cor 2:8 napakaA® Ouag kvp®oat ig avTOV dydnnv (“1 urge
you to ratify/affirm love for him”). In this case, the addition makes it clear that the ratified
covenant was for Christ. It had Christ as the goal. This change seems to have been inspired by
the exegesis of the previous verse that Christ was Abraham’s seed to whom the promises were
spoken,” thereby making Paul’s point more explicitly than Paul did. This has the consequence
of having the God of Abraham operate in history with a view to Christ, thereby making the
connection between the Old Testament God and Christ closer and, as a result, more pointedly
anti-Marcionite.”

There is another theological effect of this textual addition. For example, in a portion of
his commentary disputing Jewish views of the Law, Ambrosiaster construes his text of Gal 3:17,
testamentum confirmatum a deo in Christo (“a testament affirmed by God in Christ”), as teaching
that “the blessing of the promise is confirmed only in Christ” (in solo Christo firmatam
benedictionem promissionis docet). In other words, Ambrosiaster understands his text to affirm
explicitly the supersessionist position that Christ exclusively fulfills the promise God spoke to

Abraham.** Thus, the addition is not only anti-Marcionite in effect but also anti-Judaic.

% Eshbaugh, “Theological Variation,” 73.

3! See BDAG “gic 4cf,” 290.

32 METZGER 525 is somewhat vaguer about the effect: “to introduce into the argument a reference to Xpiotég of the
preceding verse.” So also BURTON 183.

3 Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, 241. Much of this passage was objectionable to Marcion and omitted by him,
including Gal 3:15-17, according to Tertullian, Marc. 5.4.8 (Schmid, Marcion, 316, 318 1n.25).

** See also the discussion in MEISER 149-150.
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This insertion also shows up in the precursor to the Byzantine text.

Gal 3:19 T{ 00v 0 vdpog; @V napafdoswv xdprv rmposerédn £1eln, dxpig o0 ¥A0n
10 omépua @ émrjyyeltal, dratayeig 8’ dyyéAwv év xeipl uesitov.

@V apafdoewv xapv €tedn (xvg quid igitur lex? propter transgressiones posita est)*”
@OV apaddoewv xapLv gtebn D*

OV pdewy  xdpwv £reln (d quid igitur lex? factorum gratia posita est)

TV Mpdewv €tedn F G (b quid igitur lex factorum? posita est)

TV Mpdewv P46

@V apafdoswv xdapv mpooftedn B, N 33, A C 1241S, 1739 ¥ pesh hark 1611 Byz
npocétedn TdOV mapaPaoswv xgprv  Chrys™

The prototypical Western reading for this verse is difficult to reconstruct. It is
tempting to view the agreement between P46 and F-G-b for npd€ewv (“deeds”) as evidence that
the noun is a reading inherited by the Western branch, but this would make it hard to account
for the reading in D* of napaddcewv (“traditions”), which appears to be derived visually from
napaPdoswv (“transgressions”) as attested elsewhere (B ¥ 33 etc.; cf. Vulgate). Thus, it seems
best to conclude that the earliest Western reading is that of the putative source for D*, while
the other attested readings in Western witnesses are later modifications.”

Nevertheless, the change in the verb from mpocétedn to €tefrn is strongly attested in
the Western branch. The loss of the prefix changes the meaning of the verb from “added” to
“put into place” or “established.” Ernest de Witt Burton argues that this change was made to

avoid an “apparent contradiction” with vv.15-17.® While Burton’s proposed motive seems

% This is also the reading of Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 1.26.167, who then connects 3:19 with vv.23-24.

36 Instead of tf 00V 6 véuog; “Why, then, the law?”, Chrysostom’s text reads tivog oOv &vekev tov vuov Edwke; “On
account of what, then, did he give the law?”.

%71t could not have been very late, however, for “deeds” is attested in Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 3.7.2: Quid ergo lex factorum?
posita est, usquequo veniat semen cui promissum est, disposita per angelos in manu Mediatoris.

38 BURTON 188; so also Buscemi 316. Specifically, the contradiction occasioned by npooétedn would appear to be with
v.15 that no one amends (¢émdiatdoostal) a previously ratified covenant, and with v.17 that the Law cannot void
God’s previously ratified covenant so as to invalidate the promise (gig to katapyfioar thv énaggeliav). Cf. bE BoER
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plausible, this change also has two theological implications. In particular, this change raises
the prestige of the Law before Christ by stating that the Law was established (not merely
added).” The change heightens a supersessionist reading of the passage, in that the text now

implies that, after Christ, the Law is no longer considered to be established.®

Gal 3:21 &l yap £860n vépog 6 duvduevog {womotfioatl, vtwg €k véuov &v Av 1
dikatoovvn *

- D*FG
av P46 B, X 33, A C 12415, 1739 Chrys 1611 Byz

The position of &v is somewhat unusual,* but the omission may simply have been a

mechanical error by the similarity of the letters between AN and HN.

Gal 3:24 (ote 6 vOpog Tatdaywyog MUV yéyovev i Xpiotdv Ingodv, tva €k
THoTEWG S1KAlWOTEV.

'Incodv D*FGdb
- xvg; P46 B, N 33, A C 1241S, 1739 ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz

The addition of Jesus could be a harmonization to Jesus Christ in v.22 or Christ Jesus in

v.26. Generally, the addition of “Jesus” to “Christ” has a potentially anti-Separationist function

228-229, who points out that mpooti®nut is a near synonym of émdiardooopar and suggests that the distinction in
this context is that it refers to an unauthorized addition.

% Eshbaugh, “Theological Variants,” 105, arguing instead that the change from npoc€tedn to £tebn was meant to
avoid the implications that the Law was an afterthought.

“*E.g., Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 3.7.2, who argues that Gal 3:19 features a hyperbaton due to Paul’s rapid writing in the
Spirit and that its logical order is really as follows: “What is the law of deeds? Ordained by angels in the hand of the
mediator, it was established until the promised seed comes” (Quid ergo lex factorum? disposita per angelos in manu
Mediatoris posita est usquedum veniat semen cui promissum est). Irenaeus’s focus on the chronological order of events
further supports a supersessionist interpretation.

1 See discussion in Chapter 4 for more details.
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in the context of the crucifixion.”” Such a theological effect may indeed be present in this
context if €k mlotewg is given a Christocentric reference, namely, to Christ’s faithfulness even

to the point of death at the cross (cf. Gal 2:20).”

Gal 3:29a i 8¢ Vel Xprozod gl £ote &v Xp10TQ 'Incod,

€ic éote £v Xp1oT® 'Inood D*

€v €0te €v Xp1ot® 'Incod FGd

omit €1 8¢ LUETG Xp1oTOD b

Xp1otod xvg; B, X 33, A C 1241S, 1739 Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz

This lengthy substitution is clearly an assimilation to the preceding v.28 navteg yap

Opeic £i¢ éote év Xp1oT® Incod,* explaining what it means to belong to Christ.

Gal 3:29b &pa oDV T0D APpady omépua éoTé,

&pa oDV D*FG
apa B, N 33, A C 12415, 1739 ¥ Chrys 1611 Byz

The earliest manuscripts lacked accents, so apa could be either &pa, a marker of
inference, or &pa, and interrogative marker.” The addition of the inferential particle odv

removes this ambiguity.

# See generally Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, 143-155.

3 See generally Douglas A. Campbell, The Deliverance of God: An Apocalyptic Rereading of Justification in Paul (Grand
Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2009), 867-875.

* BUSCEMI 346.

% BDAG 127. For those later manuscripts that do write accents, &pa is read by 1611 and most Byz, while &pa is read
by 33 and 12418, as well as 88 104 460 618 910 1315 1424 1837 1874.
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Gal 4:6 “Ot1 8¢ €ote viol Be0b, €anéotethev 6 Be0g TO Tvedua To0 vVIOD avTOD £ig
Tag Kapdiag Nuv kpalov * affa o matnp.

vioi oD MarcDFGdb
vioi xvg; P46 B, N 33, A C P 12418, 1739 ¥ pesh hark 1611 Byz

As discussed in Chapter 3, the addition of 8e00 appears to be a local harmonization to

3:26 TAVTES Yap viol OeoD €ote.

Gal 4:8 AM& T61e pev olk €186Teg 00V ESevAedeate Tol QUoEL ur) 0DoLY
Be0ig £dovAsvoare *
101¢ . . . O£01¢ €dovAcvoate DFGdbxvg
101¢ . . . 0£01¢ dovAeveTe Marc*

edovAevoarte 101§ . . . Be0ig P46 B, N 33, A C 1241S, 1739 ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz
As discussed in Chapter 3, the word order is more highly marked with the verb at the

end of the clause, and it serves to emphasize the fact that they were enslaved to false gods. The

effect of this change seems to heighten the anti-pagan force of the verse.

Gal 4:9 ¥dv yuvi 8¢ yvévteg Bedv ... G Emotpépete TaALy €ml T& doBevii kal
TTWYAX GTOIKEL ...;

vovi D*FG; ¥
viv P46 B, X 33, A C 1241S, 1739 Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz

The adverb vuvi is a strengthened form of vdv, and at other locations the manuscripts
often vary between them, in either direction.” It seems plausible that the strengthened vovi

(“now”) was adopted to heighten the contrast with the téte (“then”) of the previous sentence.

* Tertullian, Marc. 5.4.5: si ergo his, qui ‘in natura sunt’ dei, servitis. Schmid, Marcion, 116, suggests that the omission of
ur is due to a corruption of toig pr| @voet into Toig Tf @UoEL

“ When used with ¢ both adverbs appear within Paul’s letters with some frequency: vuvi & in Rom 3:21; 7:6 (vOv F
G), 17; 15:23, 25 (vOV F G); 1 Cor 12:18 (vOv A B D* F G 1611); 13:13; 15:20 (vOv F G); 2 Cor 8:11, 22 (vOv ¥); Phlm 9 (vDv
A), 11; cf. Eph 2:13; Col 1:22 (vOv D* F G); 3:8; and vOv &¢ in Rom 11:30 (vuvi B); 1 Cor 5:11 (vuvi ¥* C D*); 7:14 (vuvi D*
F G); 12:20 (vuvi F G P 1241S 1611 1739); 14:6 (vuvi Byz); Gal 4:9 (vuvi D* F G ¥); Phil 3:18; cf. Eph 5:8 (vuvi F G); Col
1:26.
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Gal 4:10 nuépag mapatnpelobde kai uivag ke-kerpode Kal EviautoLg Kol Kaipovc,

Kal EVIAUTOUG Kal Katpovg DFGdb
Kol Kalpovg Ko €Viautoug Marc* xvg; P46 B, N 33, A C 124185,
1739 ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz

The attestation by Marcion is evidence that this transposition is a later development in
the Western branch. The time references in the earliest form of the text, “days ... months ...
seasons . .. years,” suggest a connection to the Jewish cultic calendar,” so the transposition of
seasons and years might indicate that this connection had been lost in the mind of the scribe of

the common ancestor of the Western branch.

Gal 4:13 oidate &€& 611 O’ dobéveiav Thg capkOG E0NYYEALGAUNY DIV TO TPdTEPOYV,

- D*FGdb
&é xvg; P46 B, N 33, A C 12418, 1739 ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz*

Like the omission in Gal 3:16, the asyndeton created by the omission of 8¢ creates a

closer connection to the preceding verse.

Gal 4:16 Bote &y €xOpog LUGV Yéyova dANBevwV DUlV;

EYW D*FGdb
- xvg; P46 B, N 33, A C 1241S, 1739 ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz

The presence or absence of the personal pronoun éyw affects the placement of
emphasis and hence the implied contrast in the sentence. Without the pronoun, the emphasis

falls on the fronted €x0pd¢ budv—"So that I became an enemy of yours by telling you the

*® Schmid, Marcion, 317 and 347, considers this reading secure based on Tertullian, Marc. 5.4.5: ipse declaret: dies
observatis et menses et tempora et annos, but it should be noted that when Tertuallian is less careful he quotes these
temporal terms in varying orders (see Schmid, Marcion, 102).

> So BURTON 234; LONGENECKER 182.

*® Some Byzantine manuscripts omit the particle: 1242 1448 1734 1735.
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truth?”—and it contrasts with the Galatians’ prior reception of Paul “like God’s angel” (v.13).
With the pronoun, the emphasis falls on Paul, heightening the contrast between him and his
(presumably Judaizing) opponents—*“So that I'm the one who became your enemy by telling you
the truth?” Despite the apparent plausibility that the shorter reading is the result of a leap
from one epsilon to another, the addition of the pronoun seems more suitable to a later
historical context in which the parting of the ways between Christianity and Judaism has

carried on to a further extent when it is more salient to pit Paul against the Jews.

Gal 4:17 &A\a €xkkAeloon DUag OéAovaory, Tva avtovg (nAodte - (nAolte de T&

7 4

KQEITT YAPIOUATA

{nAoUte 8¢ ta kpeittw® xapiopata D*FGdb
- xvg; B, N 33, A C 12418,
1739 Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz

This additional phrase, which means “but desire the better gifts,” is a reminiscence of
the Western reading of 1 Cor 12:31, {nAodte 8¢ ta xapiopata ta kpeicoova.”” The difference in
the word order and use of the Attic form kpeittw demonstrates that this addition comes from a

common origin rather than from independent incorporations of 1 Cor 12:31 into this context.

*! This is the standard spelling of the diphthong. D* F G, however, use itacistic spellings with 1 instead of €1. The
itacistic spelling kpiooova for kpelooova also occurs for D* F G in 1 Cor 12:31.
52 Buscemi 413. Instead of kpelooova, P46“¢ B X 33 read ueiCova.
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Gal 4:18abc kaAov &8¢ 10 {nhodoBat £v kaA® TdvToTe Kol #} QD U6VOV £V TR
Tapeivai pe Tpog LUAG.

- D*FGdb

3¢ xvg; B, N, A C 1241S, 1739 Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz
yap 33

0 D F G; Chrys 1611 Byz

- B, X 33, A C 12415, 1739

oV DFG
un B, X 33, A C 12418, 1739 Chrys 1611 Byz

These three little changes to this verse are collected together. Though unrelated in
their functions, their patterned agreement against non-Western witnesses nonetheless
demonstrates a common origin. As with Gal 3:16 and 4:13, the deletion of 3¢ creates an
asyndeton. The addition of the article té is anaphoric,” referring back to the statement
(nAoBotv vuag o0 KaA®g in v.17; it also makes it clear that the following word is an infinitive
rather than the homophonous indicative {nAo0o6¢, which is the actual reading of B, ¥, and 33.**
Finally, the change from un pdvov to o0 uévov makes this negative conform to more common

usage.”

Gal 4:21 Aéyeté pot, oi Umd véuov BéNovteg eivat, TOV VOOV 00k &kebeTe
hd 7

AVAYIVWOKETE;
avaywwokete® DFGdb xvg
dxovete P46 B, N 33, A C 12418, 1739 Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz

The change from “do you not hear (dxovete) the Law?” to “do you not read

(Gvaywvwokete) the Law?” is striking. Origen, Contra Celsum 2.3.8, quotes the first part of the

53 BDF 205-206 § 399(1).

> For more details, see the discussion in Chapter 3.

% See A. T. Robertson, A Grammar of the Greek New Testament in the Light of Historical Research (4th ed.; New York:
Hodder & Stoughton, 1923), 1162.

*¢ Also in 104 and 1175.
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sentence as ol OV vopov avayivwokovteg (“those who read the law”) relating to Jews,” which
suggests that a reference to people reading the law connotes Jews in early Christianity.
Similarly, this change from hearing the law to reading the law would also make it clear that
Paul is addressing Jews or those engaging in Jewish practices. As a result, this change can be
seen as part of a number of variants in the Western prototype that are arguably anti-Judaic in

effect.”®

Gal 4:23 0 3¢ €k thi¢ EAevbépac 8¢ dua Thg EmaryyeAiog.

dd thig DF G;B; 1739 1611 Byz
o’ P46, N 33, A C 12415, 1739 ¥ Chrys

This is the first occurrence of “promise” since 3:29. As the pattern of manuscript
attestation indicates, adding an article to refer back to the promise spoken to Abraham™

appears to be a common, independent change.

Gal 4:25 10 yap Ziva 8pog £otiv &V T ApafPiq - evetorxel- 8¢ guotoiyoboa tfj VOV

"[EpOVCAAT|L,
ovotoiyodoa D* F G (d quae consonant)
o0GTOIYOV (xvg qui [scil. mons] conjunctus est)
ovoTOYET O€ (b conjugitur autem); P46 B, ¥ 33, A C P 12418,

1739 Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz

This textual variant is significant because it indicates that the first part of the clause

about Sinai being a mountain in Arabia did not yet stand in the main text.* Although non-

%7 Also quoted in the same form in Contra Celsum 4.44.24.

%8 Steven Di Mattei, “Paul’s Allegory of the Two Covenants (Gal 4.21-31) in Light of First-Century Hellenistic Rhetoric
and Jewish Hermeneutics,” NTS 52 (2006): 102-122 at 102-103 n.2, suspects that the Western reading was influenced
by Origen’s usage, but it seems better to view them as independent—and different—attempts to make explicit the
Jewish nature of Paul’s opponents.

> BUSCEMI 449.
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Western witnesses read cvotoixel d¢ (“but it corresponds”) after the geographic note, the
Western Greek witnesses read the feminine nominative participle 1} sustoixoboa instead. The
closest feminine nominative antecedent for this participle is not in v.25a at all, but the feminine
Hagar at the end of v.24: ritig éotiv ‘Aydp. This antecedent is too far away from the participle,
unless v.25a stood not in the main text but in the margin.®’ At some point after this change, the
marginal gloss was inserted into the main text but without patching up the participle. The
masculine participle of the Vulgate represents an attempt to make it relate to a closer

antecedent, i.e., the masculine mons (“mountain”).

Gal 4:27 e0pavOnrti, otelpa 1) 68 Wn tiktovoa,

un DFG
o0 P46 B, ¥ 33, A C 1241S, 1739 Chrys 1611 Byz

Except for Hebraisms from the Septuagint (this is a quotation from Isa 54:1), the regular
Hellenistic negative with an articular participle is un}, not 00.” Thus, the change in the Western

branch from o0 to yn is in conformation to the standard idiom.

“Allen Kerkeslager, “Jewish Pilgrimage and Jewish Identity in Hellenistic and Early Roman Egypt” in Pilgrimage and
Holy Space in Late Antique Egypt (ed. David Frankfurter; Leiden: Brill, 1998), 99-225 at 184-185. Buscemr 450, on the
contrary, merely concedes that v.25a is to be conceived of as a parenthesis and suggests that the participial form was
to disambiguate the subject.

®l For more detail, see the discussion in Chapter 3.

% BDF 222-223 § 430(3).
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Gal 4:30 00 y&p ur| kAnpovounon 6 vidg Thg ntadiokng uetd tod viol TR
2 4 ’I Vé .
700 vioD pov Toadk D*FGdb
100 v10D tiig EAeLOEPag xvg; P46 B, N 33, A C P 12415,
1739 ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz

This substitution is a harmonization to the Septuagintal text of Gen 21:10.”

Gal 5:1a £ i éAcvOepia udc Xpiotog AAeLOEpwoey *

1] éAevBepia Marc F G (d b xvg qua)
Tfj éAevBepia D;B, N 33, ACP 1241S,1739 ¥
™ éAevOepia ) Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz

The agreement between FG-db and Marcion indicates either that the Western
prototype featured the substitution of the relative pronoun 1 for the article tfj and it was
reversed by D, or that it was independently made by both Marcion (as quoted by Tertullian®)
and the common ancestor of F, G, and the Old Latin witnesses b and d. The asyndeton at Gal 5:1
is ambiguous as to whether there is a close connection between 5:1 and 4:31 or whether 5:1
begins a new section.” The substitution of the relative pronoun 1 for the article tfj resolves
this ambiguity in favor of the former option by making the connection syntactically close with
arelative clause. By contrast, the ambiguity of the asyndeton is resolved in the other direction

within the Eastern branch as discussed later in this chapter.

¢ Buscemr 451 also suggests a harmonization to v.28.

¢ Tertullian, Marc 5.4.9 attests the relative pronoun, qua libertate Christus nos manumisit, but Schmid, Marcion, 74,
thinks that this evidence is also compatible with the presence of the article in Marcion’s Greek text, following T.
Baarda, “Gal. 5.1a: 1] €\evBepia . . . Over de ‘Westerse Tekst’ en de Tekst van Marcion” in C. J. den Heyer, ed.,
Christologische perspectieven: Exegetische en hermeneutische studies (Kampen: Kok, 1992), 173-193. Specifically, Baarda
argues that Tertullian’s use of manumisit indicates that he had made an independent translation of his own Greek
text and that qua libertate can also translate tfj é\evBepia fi. Given the ambiguity of Tertullian’s Latin, however, it
seems best to relate it to the form of its closest relatives in the Western branch rather than to the form of its distant
relatives in the Byzantine and Harklean texts.

% See generally Levinsohn, Discourse Features, 118-119; and Stephanie L. Black, Sentence Conjunctions in the Gospel of
Matthew: kai, 8, Téte, ydp, 00v and Asyndeton in Narrative Discourse (JSNTSS 216; STG 9; London: Sheffield Academic
Press, 2002), 179-217, esp. 216-217.
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Gal 5:1b otrikeTe 00V kai un TdArv SovAeiac (uyd SevAetac évéxeobe.

dovAelagluy®d DFGdb
Cuy® dovAeiag  Marc® xvg; B, N 33, A C P 1241S, 1739 ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz

This transposition gives more prominence to slavery (dovAeiag) than to yoke (Cuy®).
By emphasizing that the yoke (of the Law, cf. Acts 15:10) is slavery, this reading appears to

heighten a perceived anti-Judaic element in the text.

Gal 5:3 paptipouat d¢ réAty TavTi AVOPWOTW TEPITEUVOUEVW

- DF G db; 1739 Chrys
TAALV xvg; P46 B, N 33, A C, ¥ pesh hark 1611 Byz

This omission appears to be due to an accidental leap from TIA of tdAwv to the TTA of
navti. It has the side-effect of not implying that there was a previous time when Paul warned

men undergoing circumcision.

Gal 5:10 6 6¢ tapdoowv VUAG Pactdoet TO kpiua, Sotic &&v &v 7.

av DF G; ¥ Chrys 1611 Byz
édv P46 B, X 33, A C 12418, 1739

The change from €av to dv is in the direction of using a more classical form for this

particle after an indefinite pronoun.” The same change in this particle occurs in v.17.

% Schmid, Marcion, 319, prints the words {uy® dovAeiag in italics, indicating uncertainty, but Tertullian, Marc 5.4.9,
attests this order: et merito nondecebat manumissos rursus iugo servitutis, id est, adstringi.
7 See BDAG “édv,” 267-268; BDF 57 § 107; LS] “&dv,” 465.
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Gal 5:11 Eyw 8¢, adeA@ol, €l mepitounv &t knpovoow, Tl €Tt ddkoual;

- D*FGdb; 1739
én xvg; P46 B, N 33, A C 1241S, ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz

The omission of &€t1 (“still”) avoids the implication that Paul had once preached
circumcision after his call.®® Because of its apparent apologetic motive in preserving Paul’s
consistency, the same omission in 1739 ought to be considered coincidental rather than

genetic.

Gal 5:12 "O@elov kai droképoveat AMOKOPWVTAL 01 GvaoTatolVTEG DUAG.
anokéPwvtat D F G (d b xvg abscidantur); P46
amokoPovtal B, X 33, A C P 1241S, 1739 ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz

The particle 8pelov is construed with the indicative,” so the change from a future
indicative drnokdovtat to an aorist subjunctive drokoPpwvtat is unusual, if not
ungrammatical.”® Nevertheless, these forms were pronounced identically by the second
century,” so this difference may merely be orthographic as far the Western scribes were
concerned. Because the Latin versions use a subjunctive form, abscidantur, it is tempting to see

the anokéPwvtat spelling in the Greek-Latin diglots as being influenced by the Latin.

% Douglas A. Campbell, “Galatians 5.11: Evidence of an Early Law-observant Mission by Paul?” NTS 57 (2011): 325-347.
“ BDF 181 § 359(1). BDF 194 § 384 cites this very variant but does not comment on the mood.

7 The aorist subjunctive in P46, however, is legitimate because it changes 8peAov to &pa. This suggests that P46’s
agreement here is unrelated.

"' W. Sidney Allen, Vox Graeca: The Pronunciation of Classical Greek (3d ed.; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1987), 94. Geoffrey Horrocks, Greek: A History of the Language and its Speakers (New York: Longman, 1997), 75-76, dates
the change even earlier.
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Gal 5:13 povov un Ty e)\sveeplo(v €l dpopunV tfj capki, GANX Srée-eRe-ydmne Ifj
&ydmn Tob mvedpatoc SovAevete GAAAAOLG.

Tfj dydmnn tod mvedpatocD F G (d b per caritatem spiritus)
i tiig dydmng P46 B, N 33, A C 1241S, 1739 ¥ Chrys pesh hark
1611 Byz

This Western form of the text, “by the love of the spirit,” is striking. The only other
occurrence of “the love of the Spirit” in Paul’s letters is Rom 15:30 MapakaA® 8¢ Uuag, adeAgot,
31 tol kuplov MUV 'Incod Xpiotol kal dix thg dydnng tod nvevpatog, where the Romans were
encouraged to pray on Paul’s behalf as he goes to Jerusalem. In this case, the immediately
preceding mention of the flesh (tfj sapxi) and the subsequent contrast of the spirit and the
flesh in vv.16-26 appears to have induced a scribe to introduce an explicit reference to the

spirit.”

Gal 5:14abc 6 ydp Tac vouog v OPlv v £vi Adyw rerMipweet mAnpobtal, év-ed -

Qyamnoelg TOV TANGiov 6ov WG GEAVTOV.

AVRVVIAY (Marc -év éviA\Oyw) D*FGdb
- xvg; P46 B, N 33, A C 1241S, 1739 ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz

mAnpoltat DFGdbxvg; ¥ Chrys 1611 Byz

TEMATpWTAL Marc; P46 B, N 33, A C 1241S, 1739

- Marc D*F G d b xvg

EV TQ P46 B, X 33, A C 12415, 1739 ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz

These three variants are collected together because they occur within a short span of

text. Two of these are supported by Marcion and one is not.”” As for the first reading €v Opiv,

72 BUSCEMI 527.

73 Schmid, Marcion, 130-131 and 182, citing Tertullian, Marc. 5.4.12: tota enim, inquit, lex ‘in vobis’ adimpleta est: dileges
proximum tuum tamquam te, and Epiphanius, Pan. 42.11.8, 42.12.3 0 y&p na¢ vOUOG DIV TEMARpWTAL * AYATHOELG TOV
TAnoiov wg ceavtdyv, respectively. Schmid, Marcion, 318, prints tenAfpwtat in italic to indicate that it is an uncertain
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the effect of this change, in light of its context (e.g. v.13 Upeic yap €’ éAevBepia ékAndOnte), is to
make the statement more anti-Judaic, in that the law is specified as being fulfilled among the
gentile Galatians.”* The third reading, also attested in Marcion, can also be seen as anti-Judaic,
because the lack of introductory signal for the quotation means that the positive citation of Lev
19:18 in the Torah is not explicitly marked.” The failure to mark the Levitical love injunction
as a quotation opens a hermeneutical space to reinterpret the command, not necessarily as
command from the Torah, but from another source such as Jesus (cf. Matt 5:43; Luke 10:27,
etc.).

As for the second reading, the perfect tense memAfjpwrat is usually taken to be gnomic,
but with Paul’s strong focus on Christ it should be construed Christologically, that, the whole
law has been fulfilled by Jesus’s love for his neighbor (as by giving himself on the cross cf. Gal
1:4, 2:20).”° The substitution of the present tense nAnpodtat (perhaps prompted by the
contemporary sense of the added phrase év 0p1v) has the effect of reinforcing the gnomic
interpretation.

According to the stemma, the fact that two of these anti-Judaic variants are also
attested in Marcion suggests that they were already present in the common ancestor of

Marcion and the Western branch.

reading, but both Tertullian and Epiphanius have perfect forms: adimpleta est and nenAfipwrtan, respectively (see
Schmid, Marcion, 182).

7 Eshbaugh, “Theological Variants,” 187. Pace Schmid, Marcion, 130-131, who disagrees with Harnack’s view that this
change is Marcionite and anti-Jewish on the grounds that the inference of “not the Jews” drawn from év Guwv is
much too subtle (“viel zu subtil”).

7> Pace Schmid, Marcion, 130-131, who cites the Rom 13:9 parallel to argue that there is no unified tendency
(“einheitliche Tendenz”) behind the omission.

7 MARTYN, 486-491.
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Gal 5:15ab ¢i 8¢ dAAAAove Sdkvete kal kateobicte FAAAAOUC, PAéneTe un) o/
MMy dvalwbijte I SAAAAWY.

ddkv. K. kat. aGAAfAoug DFGdb
aAAAAoLG ddkv. K. KAT. xvg; P46 B, N 33, A C 12418,
1739 ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz
avaAwbiite O AAANAWV DF G d; 1241S
O GAAAA WV dvadwBiite b xvg; P46 B, N 33, A C, 1739 ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz

These two transpositions appear to be related, for they both move the reciprocal
pronoun from a marked position before the verb to a more typical position afterwards. These
changes move the emphasis from the Galatians (referred to by the reciprocal pronouns) to the
actions of the verb. As a result, the verse is less contingent on the original occasion of the

letter and more applicable for a general audience.

2\ o N

Gal 5:17 Tva pr| &-&éev 8 &v 0éAnte tadta notfjte.

0 d&v D*FG

a & (d b xvg quaecumgque); C*, ¥ 1611 Byz
a éav B, N, A 1241S

dv B*

a C*, 1739 Chrys

There are two changes here, both attested clearly in the Greek Western witnesses.
First, they change the relative pronoun from the plural to the singular, despite its lack of
agreement with the plural tadta.” Second, they change the Hellenistic particle édv after a
relative pronoun to the classical particle dv. This same change also occurs at Gal 6:7, and the

substitution of the Hellenistic particle édv in this construction is also found at 5:10.

77 Even though Western witnesses are even divided between the singular & (D* F G) and the plural & (d b xvg), the
witnesses in favor of the plural are versional and thus unlike to convey grammatical irregularities in the Greek. For a
fuller discussion of this variant, see Chapter 3.
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Gal 5:19 pavepd 8¢ éoTiv T £pya TG capkAG, ATIvd €oTiv Motysia mopveia
akabapoia aoéAyeia

poixeta mopveta  D; ¥ hark 1611 Byz

pouxelar mopvelat FGd b

nopveia potxela  Chrys pc’

Topveia Marc” xvg; B, ¥ 33, A C P 12418, 1739 pesh

The addition of “adultery” (uoixeia) before “fornication” (mopveia) reinforces the list of
the deeds of the flesh with a serious sexual transgression,” perhaps influenced by their
collocation in other vice lists (e.g. Matt 15:19; Mark 7:21-22).*" The plural form poixeioarin F G d

b is a later development associated with making other entries on the list plural.

Gal 5:21a @06vor @dvor pébat kOUot Kol T Spota TovTolg,

@ovot D F G d b (xvg homicidia); A C 1241S, 1739 ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz
- Marc®; P46 B, N 33, P pc”

This addition is an unusual Western-Eastern branch agreement against the central,
basic members of the stemma. Although it is possible that the word ¢dévor (“murders”) could
have been accidentally omitted after its rhyme ¢@86vo1 (“envies”) among these basic members,*
it is more likely that such a serious offense was added to the list of fleshy deeds in order to

strengthen the list, just as with the addition of “adultery” at the beginning of the list (v.19).%

8 That is, 1270 1319 1573.

7 Schmid, Marcion, 179, citing Epiphanius, Pan. 42.11.8 and 42.12.3.

8 BUSCEMI 527.

81 BETZ 283 1n.106; LONGENECKER 248 n.a.

8 Schmid, Marcion, 192, however, argues that this reading in Marcion is uncertain because of variants in the
quotations by Epiphanius.

¥ Including 323 876 945.

# Indeed, this probably accounts for the omission in some Byzantine manuscripts.

% See the fuller discussion in Chapter 3.
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Gal 5:21b & TpoAéyw VUiV, kabw rpestrey mPosipnKy 8Tl . . .

TpoEipNKa DFG
TPOETTIOV Marc®; P46 B, (R* eiov) 33, A C 12418,
(1739 mpoeinopev) ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz

The aorist mpoeinov can have either a temporal sense, “I said beforehand,” or a locative
sense, “I said before [the public], i.e., I declare.”® Although the preceding present tense form
npoAéyw must have the locative, declaratory sense, the force of the aorist mposinov is
ambiguous. The change to the perfect tense npoeipnka (cf. 2 Cor 13:2 mpoeipnka kai TPoAéyw)

buttresses the declaratory sense by implying that what Paul had said is still in effect.

Gal 5:23 mpaiitng éykpdtela Qyveid * Katd TOV TO100TWV OVK £0TLV VOUOG.

ayvela D*FGbd
- xvg; P46 B, N 33, A C P 12415, 1739 ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz

Similar to the addition of the vices of adultery and murder to the deeds of the flesh in
vv.21 and 23, respectively, this addition appends “chastity” (ayveia) to the list of the fruits of

the spirit.*

Gal 5:25 Ei mvedpar {Ouev FEVEDHeEt, TVEVHATL KXL OTOLXWUEV.

nvevpatt (duev DFGd
(@uev mvevpatt b xvg; P46 B, R 33, A C P 1241S, 1739 ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz

The position of the words nvebuat (“by the Spirit”) and {Guev (“we live”) affect the
relative prominence and hence the implied contrasts the two constituents have. If nvedpatt is

first, then the contrast is with the flesh, as it had been expounded in the contrast of vv.19-21

% Schmid, Marcion, 163, citing Epiphanius, Pan. 42.11.8 and 42.12.3.
%7 LSJ “npoeinov,” 1476, although BDAG “nposinov,” 867-868 only gives temporal or prophetic meanings.
% BETZ 288 n.162 notes that it “concludes the list with a religious rather than philosophical concept.”
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and vv.22-23: “If it is by the Spirit [rather than by the flesh] we're living, . ..” If {Quev is first,
then the contrast is between mere living ((@uev) and walking in line (ototy@uev).” As both
Paul’s argument and the kai before the verb ctoix®uev are ascensive, then placing the verb
first in the apodosis is more fitting to the context.” Thus, this transposition of the Western
appears to be a superficial harmonization to its earlier context or to the same order of the

apodosis. It also avoids having the word mvebuatt written twice in a row.

Gal 6:1 okon®V ceauTOV Ui Kal 6b abTOg TELpacoiiG.

a0Tog elpacdijc D*
avtog tetpacdfi  F G (d ipse temptetur)
oL melpaodiig b xvg; P46 B, X 33, A C 12415, 1739 ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz

The change of the personal pronoun oV to an intensive pronoun avtdg appears to be a
harmonization with the preceding ceavtév.” The apparent mismatch in person in D*’s text

was further modified in favor of the third person in the later Western stream of text.

Gal 6:3 €t ydp dokel T16 eival Tt undev Gv, £QUTOV Ppevamatd Eeavtév.

EQUTOV PPEVATIATY DF G db xvg; ¥ pesh hark 1611 Byz
PPEVATIATY EAVTOV P46 B, X 33, A C 12415, 1739 Chrys

The fronting of the reflexive pronoun ¢avtév emphasizes the self-deception of the
someone who falsely considers himself important. This emphasis makes the statement more

self-contained and appropriate as a proof text.

% The notion of living is also anticipated by the statement of crucifying the flesh in v.24.

* The fronting of mveduartt in the apodosis provides an emphatic point of departure: “it is with the [same] Spirit that
we walk in line.”

1A bare intensive avtof is used with second-person plural verbs in Acts 18:15, Rom 15:14, and 1 Thess 3:3.
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Gal 6:7 0 yap &éev &v oneipn dvOpwrog, Tebre Tadta kal Oepioet *

0 v D*FG;B

a & (d b xvg quae)

0 &av N 33, A CP 1241S,1739 ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz

o gav P46

tadta D*F G d b xvg; P46

tolTto B, X 33, A C P 1241S, 1739 ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz

The first variant is just like 5:10 and 5:17, where the Hellenistic particle édv after a
relative pronoun has been substituted with a more classical dv. The second variant changes the
singular resumptive pronoun todto to the plural tadra, creating a lack of number concord with

the pendent nominative antecedent.” A similar lack of agreement is apparent at 5:17.

Gal 6:8 011 0 omelpwv €lg TNV odpka evted aUTOD, £k THg capkog aTod Oepioet
@Oopav
odpKa avTOD D* F G; 1241S, ¥ pc”
odpka Exvtod B, X 33,AC, 1739 Chrys 1611 Byz
capkOGavtol  D*FGd
COPKOG - b xvg; B, N 33, A C P 1241S, 1739 ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz

These changes produce a more parallel construction.

Gal 6:11 "1dete mnAikoig v ypdupoaotv DIV Eypala tfi €uf Xerpl.

ypdupaowy butv. DFGd
gypaa IV (b xvg scripsi vobis)
VUV ypdupaoly P46 B, X 33, A C 12318, 1739 ¥ Chrys 1611 Byz

The personal pronoun vuiv appears to have been transposed to keep the phrase

nnAikoig ypdupaotv together or, perhaps, to confer extra emphasis on nnAikoig (cf. a similar

92 BUSCEMI 568.
% Also 056 075 618 1424 1505-2495 1648 1780 1837 2147 2464 2815.
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word order in Matt 25:20 K0pie, mévte tdAavtd pot napédwkag, with a strong emphasis on the

number of talents).

Gal 6:15 &v yap Xp101Q 'Incob olte yé&p mepitopn] Tl €otiv oUte dkpofuotia GAAG
KA1V KTio1G.
€V yap Xp1ot® 'Incod ovte DF Gdbxvg; R, AC1241S, hark Byz
oUTe Yap P46 B, 33, ¥ Chrys pesh 1611

The insertion of the phrase év Xp1ot® 'Incod, with the adjustment of the position of the
particle yap, is an apparent harmonization to Gal 5:6 €v yap Xptot® 'Incod oUte mepitoun T

ioxVel oUte dkpofuotia.”

Gal 6:16a kal Goot TG KavOVL TOUTW SEOLXAGOVEtY gTOIXoUOLY,
otoiyovotv DFG;AC, 1739 Chrys
OTOLXNOWOLV P46

0TOLYNOOLOLY B, X 33,1241S, ¥ 1611 Byz

The change in tense from the future ototxnoovov to the present stoiyovotv appears to

lend Paul’s final benediction more contemporary relevance.”

Gal 6:16b €iprjvn ém” adToUGg kal #Aeog kal émi TOV TopanA To0 Beed Kupiov.

KLpIlov DFGd
Beod b xvg; P46 B, X 33, A C 12415, 1739 ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz

Taken out of context, the change from “Israel of God” to “Israel of the Lord” would not

be anti-Judaic because Israel’s God was routinely called the “Lord.” In this particular context,

% BETZ 319 n.77; BUSCEMI 598.
> BUSCEMI 598.
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with the addition of “Lord” to Jesus Christ in the following verse, however, this substitution

does have an anti-Judaic theological effect of subjugating Israel to the Lord Jesus Christ.

Gal 6:17 éyw yap ta otiypata tod Kupiov UGV 'Tnood Xp1otod €v @ cwyati pov

Paotdlw.
Kupiov NUGOV 'Incod XpiotodD* F G; Chrys
Kupiov 'Incod Xpiotol db; R
Kupiov 'Incod 1739 hark 1611 Byz
Kupiov UGV 'Incod pesh
Xp1otod Marc,” P, ¥
'Incod xvg; P46 B, 33, A C 1241S

The bare use of the name Jesus here was particularly susceptible to expansion among
the manuscripts, and the fullest forms are found in the Western branch. A theological effect of
these additions is anti-Separationist because it makes it clear that Jesus as Christ the Lord has

the marks (otiypata) of the cross.”

5.2.1 Assessment of Scribal Tendencies for the Western Prototype

Seven of these Western textual changes are also found in Marcion (2:9; 3:14; 4:6, 4:8;
5:14a, 14c; and 6:17), but Marcion’s text lacks some later changes of the Western branch (4:10,
5:19, 5:21a, 5:21b, 6:17). These facts suggest that Marcion’s base text came from an early point
in the stream of the textual tradition that survived in the Greek-Latin diglots and some Old
Latin versions of Galatians.

Many of the textual changes are theological in effect. The epistle of Galatians covers

both Christological and Judaic topics, but the textual variation is not evenly distributed. The

% Schmid, Marcion, 64-65, cautions that Tertullian’s quoting practice may not absolutely reflect Marcion’s use of
Christological titles.
7 Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, 162.
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largest group of potentially theologically significant changes (not all equally plausible,
however) are those which are anti-Judaic in effect (3:17, 3:19, 4:21, 5:1b, 5:14a, 5:14c, 6:16b, less
likely also 2:9). The largest group of these changes concern the role of the Torah (6 voudg) in
the text of Galatians, and these changes denigrate it. For example, at 3:17 the addition of the
words €i¢ Xpiotov (“for Christ”) implies that only Christ, not the law, was the fulfillment of
God’s promise to Abraham. At 3:19, the change of the verb to £tebn (“was established”) implies
that the Law was no longer established after Christ. The word order change at 5:1 gives more
emphasis to the slavery aspect of the Law. Even when the Law is quoted favorable at Gal 5:14,
one textual change makes the Levitical love commandment fulfilled among Gentiles and
another change, the loss of the explicit quotation signal év t®, divorces its connection with the
Torah.

Less common are those variants that anti-Judaic pertaining to Jews as a people, but
there are two. At Gal 4:21, the change from those who hear the Law to those who read the Law
has been viewed, certainly in the third century, as applying to Jews, who read from the Torah.
This change has the effect of applying the negative part of the allegory in vv.21-31 to Jews as a
people. Another change occurs at 6:16 where the phrase “Israel of God” is changed to “Israel of
the Lord,” which is Jesus Christ in context. This seems to have effect of making Paul’s blessing
subjugate the nation of Israel to the Lord Jesus Christ.

Somewhat surprisingly, considering the Christocentric focus of the epistle, there are
relatively few Christologically charged textual variants. To be sure, some appear to be anti-
Separationist (3:24, and 6:17) and some are anti-Demiurgic (1:4, 3:11a, and 317); one is anti-
pagan in effect (4:8). Yet these are fairly insignificant compared to the intensity of the anti-

Judaic or at least anti-Torah tendencies of the textual variation in the Western branch.
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There are other substantive changes to the text. Several changes strengthen the
portrayal of Paul in the letter (1:19, 1:24, 3:2, 4:16, 5:11). Peter, too, sees his importance
enhanced within the Western text (2:9), and the replacement of the name Cephas by Peter
(1:18, 2:9, 2:11, 2:14) may be related to this. Some are additions to the vice and virtue lists (5:19,
5:21a, 5:23). Some decontextualize a verse to broaden its applicability, perhaps for homiletical
purposes (1:8, 2:6, 5:15, 6:3). Others simply enhance the contrast already inherent in the text
(4:9, 6:11).

Many of the changes foster a smoother, clearer text. Several resolve apparent
ambiguities in the text (1:4, 3:1, 3:10, 3:11b, 4:18b, 4:23, 5:1, 5:21b). Some changes avoid unusual
or non-classical constructions (2:10, 3:7, 4:18c, 4:27, 5:10, 5:14b, 5:15a, 5:15b, 5:17, 6:7, 6:8). A few
attempt to clarify obscure portions of the text (1:11, 4:10, 6:16b). Harmonization is also a
frequent textual change, mostly to the immediate context (3:14, 3:29a, 3:29b, 4:6, , 5:13, 5:25,
6:1,), but also to the LXX (3:10, 4:30), to another Pauline epistle (4:17 to 1 Cor 12:31), or to
another page of Galatians (6:15 to 5:6).

Other changes are hard to classify. Four involve avoidance of the particle 8¢ (3:16, 4:13,
4:18a, 4:25). Two could be mechanical errors (3:21, 5:3). One orthographic change may have
been due to Latin influence (5:12), and another involves crasis (2:8). The effect of the word

order change at 2:1 is presently unclear.

5.3 The Eastern Branch and the Road to the Byzantine Text

The Eastern branch is by far the largest branch of the textual tradition of Galatians. It

not only includes the vast majority of the medieval manuscripts known as the Byzantine text-

274



type, it also includes witnesses traditionally identified as “Alexandrian” plus some related to
the Syriac versions. As can be seen in the detail of the stemma depicted in FIG. 23, the road to
the Byzantine Text begins within the Eastern branch and goes through a long development
consisting of a number of different stages. This section traces through the textual development
that led to the Byzantine text and assesses what editorial or scribal activities were dominant at

each stage of the process.

Q
l
/(0
/ o\ \
Branch \ 8 Castern 3 /IN
Marc P46-B o N 33

5 /\

\ A-C-P-1241S
P / N

1739
Byzantine G ¥
Text
K Chrys-(pesh)-hark-
K- -226- 1611-1505-2495

547-1854 etc.

FIG. 23 Stemma of Galatians with Detail on the Rise of the Byzantine Text
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5.3.1 Stage o

Stage a is an early stage of the Eastern branch before it diverged into two streams, an
“Alexandrian” stream (comprising A C P 1241S and various mixed manuscripts) and a “Syrian”
stream (comprising 1739, ¥, Syriac and Byzantine texts). The leading witnesses for the
Alexandrian stream are A and C, while the leading witnesses for the Syrian stream are 1739 and
V. Evidence for the readings introduced at stage « lies mainly in the agreement of A and C, on
the one hand, and of 1739 and ¥ on the other hand. All of these variation units here at stage
had been discussed in detail back in Chapter 3. Thus, the discussion here is limited to assessing

the scribal tendencies of this stage in the development of the text.

Gal 1:3 xdapig Oplv Kal €iprivn amo Beod matpog NUAV Kai Kupiov #&V Incod
Xprotod

UV Kal kuplov AP 1241S, 9% R 33,b
Kal Kuplov Chrys”
Kal Kuplov VUGV 1739 pesh hark 1611 Byz, xvg; P46 B,DF G d

The transposition is an assimilation to the typical Pauline order of Rom 1:3, 1 Cor 1:3, 2

Cor 1:2, etc.'®

% Including the Byzantine witnesses 056 131 876 1573 1836 1837 2125 2424.
% Also the Byzantine witnesses 547 910 999 1319 1424 1448 1799 1874 1891 2147 2423.
1% See discussion in Chapter 3.
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Gal 1:8 GAAX kai £av NUETG 7 dyyelog €€ oDpavoDd Bty eVayyeAilnTtal ULV Tap’ 6
gonyyeAioqueda ly,

goayy. VUV AP (1241S fiv), 1739 ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz, xvg; 33, (D nuag) d
€0AYY. ¥:8,FGb
VUV edayy. 1739; B x1175

As discussed in greater detail in Chapter 3, this transposition makes the statement less

coupled to the context and more appropriate for a standalone proof text.

Gal 1:17 00d¢ &rifABev aviADov €ig TepocdAvpa Tpdg ToLG TP EUod AmoaTtdAoug,

aviiABov A CP 1241S,1739 ¥ Chrys hard 1611 Byz; ¥ 33
aniAbov pesh; B,DF G
nABov (xvg b d veni); P46

This substitution is an assimilation to the more usual verb in v.18 with Jerusalem as the

destination.'®

Gal 1:18 "Emneita petd Tpia €tn epte dvijAOov eig TepoodAvpa iotopiioatl Kneav

peta tpia €tn A P 12418, 1739 pesh; ¥ 33
MetTa €tn Tpla ¥ Chrys hark 1611 Byz, xvg; P46 B,DFGdb

This transposition appears to be an assimilation to the numeral-noun order of 2:1 1

dekatecodpwy ETOV. '

19 See discussion in Chapter 3.
192 See discussion in Chapter 3.
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Gal 2:12 1tpo to0 yap EABETV TIvag amd TakWPou peta TV E0vAOV cuviobiev * Gte
¢ AABev AAQov, Uéotelev kai d@wpilev EavTOV

AABov A C 1241S, 1739 ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz, xvg
NAOgv N 33,P46 B,D*FGd

As discussed in Chapter 3, this substitution, from the singular AA@ev to the plural

AABov, is a harmonization to the preceding éA0elv tivag.

Gal 2:20 év mioter {® tfj 20D LiOD T0D B0l Ked-XproTed T0D dyanoavtdg Ue

100 v100 toD Be0D A C 12418, 1739 ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz, xvg; ¥ 33
700 000 kal Xp1otoOP46 B, D* F G d (b)

This modification may have been done to avoid a possible Patripassionist

interpretation.

Gal 4:3 8te Ajuev viTiot, OTTO T& oToXETX TOD KdoUOL HieBe AueY SedovAwpévor *
Auev A C 12418, 1739 ¥ Chrys 1611 Byz; B
fueba X 33, P46 B, D*F G

This is a clear assimilation to the more classical active voice form fjuev earlier in the

verse.

Gal 4:19 Téwever Tekvia pov, 00¢ TdAY OSivw &xpig 00 LopewOf Xp1otdg év YV *

Tekvia A C 12418, V¥ Chrys 1611 Byz, xvg; 33 b
TéKva 1739;X,B,D*FGd

As discussed in Chapter 3, this substitution of tékva for the diminutive texvia, perhaps
inspired by Paul’s birthing imagery (O8ivw “I am groaning in labor”), has the effect of

aggrandizing Paul.
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Gal 4:28 dpete Nuelc 8¢, dded@oi, katd Toadk énayyeliog Tékva éoeé EOULY.

NUELG. .. opév A CP 1241S, ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz, xvg; 8
VUELG . . . €0TE 1739:;33,P46 B,D*FGdb

This substitution appears to be a harmonization to v. 26 or v. 31 (oUk €éouév),'” and it

has the effect of explicitly including Paul among the children of the promise according to Isaac.

Gal 5:17 tabta yép 8¢ GAAAAOIG dvtikettal, Tva pr & v OéAnTe talbta motfite.

3¢ A C P 1241S, 1739 ¥ Chrys (pesh kat) hark 1611 Byz
Yép xvg; X 33,P46 B,D*FGdb

As discussed in Chapter 3, changing the connective particle avoids having a

consequence (the va-clause) in what appears to be a confirmatory statement (signaled by ydp).

Gal 5:21 @B6vor @bvor pébat kot kal Ta Suota TovToLG,

@ovol A C 12418, 1739 ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz, (xvg homicidia); DF Gd b
- Ppc; X 33,P46 B

The addition of murders (pdvor) strengthens the vice list.

Gal 5:24 ot 8¢ to0 Xpiotol Inood trv odpka éotadpwoay

Xproto0'Inood A C 1241S, 1739 ¥; (X* kupiov x. 1) 33,B
Xp1otod P, Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz, xvg; P46, DF Gd b

The addition of “Jesus” to “Christ” belongs to the earliest stages of the Eastern branch
because it is found in the leading members of both Eastern sub-branches (A-C and 1739-¥) as

well in their closest relatives (8, 33 and B). Both expansion and contraction of references to

103 METZGER 528.
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Christ are found in the tradition; indeed, there are Eastern branch members that omit the

“Jesus” (e.g., P, Byz).

Gal 6:2 AMAAwV td Bdpn Pactdlete kal oUTwG éverAnpodocte dvanAnpdoate

TOV véuov tol Xp1otod.

avamAnpwoate A C 1241S, 1739 ¥ Chrys hark 1611 Byz; ¥ 33, D
avamAnpwoete P46 B xpesh, F G b xvg

This change appears to be a scribal harmonization to the imperative mood of the

preceding verb Pactdlete.

Thirteen textual variants have been identified and analyzed for this stage of the
transmission of the text. Compared to other places in the tradition, this number of textual
variants is fairly low; for example, it is about half of the textual distance between B and its
common ancestor with P46. Nevertheless, the scribes who transmitted the text up to this stage
are not perfect. They tend to be influenced by textual harmonization or to make
improvements in the theological substance of the text.

Textual harmonization appears to be a common source of textual variation at this
stage. In particular, at Gal 1:3 the non-standard placement of the pronoun nu®v is harmonized
to Rom 1:3. At 1:17 the non-standard verb anfjA@ov is harmonized to more common avijA6ov
in v.18. At 1:18 the numeral-noun word order is assimilated to that of 2:1. At 2:12, the singular -
NAOev was conformed to the plural under the influence of éA0¢iv Tivag earlier in the verse. At
4:3, the non-classical middle imperfect fueba was assimilated to the preceding active form. At

5:17 the change in the connective particle could be a local harmonization, though it could also
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have been done to improve the flow of the discourse superficially. At Gal 6:2 the mood of the
verb appears to be a harmonization to the mood of the preceding verb.

Some apparent harmonizations also perform other functions. For example, the change
in the personal pronoun and corresponding verb from the second-person plural to the first-
person plural in 4:28 could well be a harmonization based on v.31, but it could also have been
motivated to make Paul’s inclusion among the children of the promise explicit. The addition of
“Jesus” to “Christ” at 5:24 could have been influenced by similar collocations through the
epistle or as part of a scribal tendency to toy with these titles.

Nevertheless, the non-harmonistic changes seem theologically or homiletically
motivated. For example, the change in the position of the pronoun at Gal 1:8 makes the
statement more suitable for a standalone proof text. At 2:20, the change from “God and Christ”
to “Son of God” appears to be theologically motivated (particularly anti-Patripassionist).
Another change, to the diminutive texvia in 4:19, has the effect of increasing Paul’s stature.
The addition of murders (¢évor) to the vice list of Gal 5:19-21 appears theologically motivated

as it strengthens the list of the deeds of the flesh.

5.3.2 Stage y

Stage y relates to state of the text for the common ancestor of 1739 and the Byzantine
text. According to the stemma, other descendents of this common ancestor include the Athos
Codex ¥, John Chrysostom’s text in his commentary on Galatians, and the Syriac (Peshitta and

Harklean) versions.
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Gal 1:3 xd&pig Lulv Kai elpfvr amod Bod Tatpog ARGV Kal kKupiov AUAY TNooD
Xprotod

Kal Kuplov VUGV 1739 pesh hark 1611 Byz, xvg; P46 B,DF G d
Kal Kuplov Chrys'*
UV Kal kuplov AP 1241S,¥'%; R 33,b

This change reverses the transposition of the pronoun earlier in the Eastern branch.
There are two aspects to this change that suggest this was an intentional correction. First, this
transposition goes against the normal transcriptional probabilities of harmonizing the greeting
to Paul’s standard form. Thus, the change seems unlikely to be an accidental coincidence.
Second, the non-standard word order is found in older forms of the text, including P46 B and
the Western branch.

Another possibility is that the transposition of the pronoun to the standard Pauline
order is so common that the occurrence in ¥, 33, and A-P-1241S are three independent
modifications. In this case, the reading of this stage of the text would not be a correction but a

survival of a more primitive reading.

Gal 2:4 kataokomfioat trv €éAevBepiav . . . va NG kexadovAwcovety

KATAdOVAKDGWOLY,
KOTAOOVAWGWOLV 1739; 33, P46, F G b d xvg
KatadovAwowvtat ¥ 1611 Byz

KOTAOOVAWGOUGTY A C 1241S,8, P46 B,D

l 106
’

The use of the future indicative after va is non-classical,' so it not surprising to see a

variety of unrelated witnesses all modify the form of the verb to the more classical aorist

104 Also 547 910 999 1319 1424 1448 1799 1874 1891 2147 2423.
1% Including 056 131 876 1573 1836 1837 2125 2424,
106 BDF 186-187 § 369(2).
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subjunctive. The change in voice from the active to the middle occurs at a later stage on the

road to the Byzantine text.

Gal 2:16 €id6teg &€& 1 00 dikaroGrat &vOpwmog £€ £pywv vouov

&é Chrys; C 1241S,8,B,D*F G b d xvg
- 1739 ¥ pesh hark 1611 Byz; A P, 33, P46

As discussed in greater detail in Chapter 3, the motivation for the omission of the
connective particle 3¢ is difficult to determine. It has the effect of creating a closer connection

of this participial phrase to the preceding statement.

Gal 3:13 &zt yéypantor ydp' émkatdparog nag o kpeuduevos émi Evlov,

yéypamtarydp 1739 ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611; 8
St yéypamrat A C1241S,33,P46 B,D*F G

This changes does not affect the sense, for both 611 and ydp are causal conjunctions.
Even so, it does appear to be a harmonization to the yéypamntat ydp formula, most recently

found in v.10.

Gal 4:14 xai TOV Telpacuoy UGV IOV €v Tfj oapki pov ovk é€ovbevrioate

oV 1739 ¥ Chrys hark 1611 Byz; C P 1241S
. A,N33,P46 B,D*F G

The agreement of 1739-¥-Byz with C-P-1241S against A might mean that the addition of
the article occurred at an earlier stage and reversed in A, or it could mean that it was added
twice independently. Without the article, the association of the prepositional phrase év thv
capki pov is syntactically ambiguous. On the one hand, it could be construed with the

preceding tov melpacuov budv with the meaning “and you did not disdain your trial in my
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flesh.” On the other hand, it could be construed with the following verb o0k ¢€ovBevricate with
the meaning “as for your trial, you did not disdain it with my flesh.” Both constructions of the
phrase are difficult, but only the former is sensical.'” The addition of the article resolves this

ambiguity in favor of the former possibility.

Gal 5:1 tfj éAevBepia fipde Xp1otog NUAC NAeVOEpwoEY * oTHKETE 00V Kal pr} Aty
Cuy® dovAeiag évéxeabe.

Xp1oTOG NUAG 1739 Chrys hark 1611 Byz; C P 1241S, Marc
Nuag Xp1otdg A,N33,B,D*FGdbxvg

Both modern-day exegetes and late antique scribes have been puzzled about how to
understand this clause, and this transposition here is but the beginning of a cascade of changes
to make this difficult verse more comprehensible. In particular, the critical text of Gal 5:1 has
three features that have hindered the interpretation of this verse: its asyndeton, its dative
phrase tfj é\evBepiq, and its unusual word order. First, the asyndeton of the sentence is
ambiguous as its connection to the discourse; this sentence could be either closely connected to
the preceding verse,'” or it could be the start of a new section of the letter.'” Second, the
dative phrase tfj éAevBepiq is difficult to construe, and scholars are conflicted as to whether the

111

dative here signify means,"® manner,'"" advantage,''” destination,'" or goal.'* Third, the verb-

107 LONGENECKER 191 suggests that it means something like, “and though my illness was a temptation for you [to reject
me]), you did not despise or disdain me,” by taking év tfj capk{ pov as a reference to &’ dobéveiav thg capkog in the
previous verse.

1% Those who connect Gal 5:1 with 4:31 include: DE BOER 290; BONNARD 101; BRUCE 226; LEGASSE 342-343; MARTYN 468;

19 Those who consider Gal 5:1 to be the start of a new section include: BETz 255; BORSE 178; BUSCEMI 493-494; DUNN 261;
LONGENECKER 223-224; MATERA 180; MUSSNER 342; ROHDE 212; SCHLIER 163;

10 That is, “by or with freedom.” So BRUCE 226; BURTON 271, “by (bestowing) the freedom (spoken above).”

" This is, “freely,” used intensively. So BoNNARD 101-102, “pour la liberté.”

12 That is, “for (the benefit of) freedom.” So BDR 152 § 188 n.1; RoHDE 212, “zur Freiheit.”

113 That is, “into freedom.” So MARTYN 447, “into the realm of freedom.”
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final word order is unusual and highly marked, so it is necessary to account for the position of
the various pre-verbal constituents in the sentence.'”® All of these possibilities are interrelated
and a decision on one issue tends to affect the decision on another.

The word order of Gal 5:1a nicely fits the pragmatic “Topic - Focus - Verb - Remainder”
template identified for ancient Greek."® In this case, tfj é\evOepiq corresponds to the topic—
what the sentence is about—and the article here indicates that it is anaphoric, pointing back to
the freedom of the previous verse, namely, being a descendent of the free woman. In addition,
Xptotdg corresponds to the focus—the most informative part of the sentence—and the idea is
that Christ, rather than someone or something else, is the one who liberates. The placement of
the unemphatic pronoun nuag, on the other hand, as a supportive constituent is determined by
prosodic concerns, and it gravitates to the so-called Wackernagel “second position,” after the
initial, stressed word of its intonation unit or colon.'” Thus, the placement of the pronoun
Nuag suggests that the entire clause is a single intonation unit, and that the purpose of the pre-

verbal placement of the topic tfj éAevOepiq is to switch the center of attention from the subject

" That is, “for freedom, in order to be free.” So BETz 255-256; BORSE 178, “zur Freiheit”; Buscemi 503, “per la liberta”;
DE BOER 309 n.443; DUNN 262; LEGASSE 367, “en vue de 'acquisition de la liberté”; LONGENECKER 224; MATERA 180; MUSSNER
342-343, “als Ziel die Freiheit des Menschen”; ScHLIER 163, “zur Freiheit.”

1% The default word order in Koine Greek is verb first, implying that preverbal elements are significant. See BDF 248
§472.

¢ Helma Dik, Word Order in Ancient Greek: A Pragmatic Account of Word Order Variation in Herodotus (ASCP 5; Amsterdam:
J. C. Gieben, 1995), 12; Stephen H. Levinsohn, “Self-Instruction Materials on Non-Narrative Discourse” (SIL
International, 2008), 43, online: http://www.sil.org/~levinsohns/NonNarr.pdf, accessed June 5, 2010; Steven E.
Runge, A Discourse Grammar of the Greek New Testament: A Practical Introduction for Teaching & Exegesis (Lexham Bible
Reference Series; Bellingham, Wash.: Logos Research Systems, 2010), 226-239, esp. 228.

7 Jacob Wackernagel, “Uber ein Gesetz der indogermanischen Wortstellung” in Jacob Wackernagel, Kleine Schriften
(Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1953), 1-104; Eduard Fraenkel, “Kolon und Satz: Beobachtungen zur
Glierderung des antiken Satz, I” in Eduard Fraenkel, Kleine Beitrdge zur klassischen Philologie (vol. 1; Raccolta di studi e
testi 95; Rome: Edizioni di storia e letteratura, 1964), 73-92; idem, “Kolon und Satz: Beobachtungen zur Glierderung
des antiken Satz, 11” in Fraenkel, Kleine Beitrige, 93-130. For a treatment, informed by recent developments in
functional linguistics, see David Michael Goldstein, “Wackernagel’s Law in Fifth-Century Greek” (Ph.D. diss.,
University of California, Berkeley, 2010).
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of 4:31 (“us”) to the state of freedom."® Neither the asyndeton nor the topicalized dative
phrase here indicates how strong of a break in the discourse lies between 4:31 and 5:1.

The word order of this transposition is less ambiguous. By placing nuag after Xpiotdg,
it marks Xp1otdg as the first constituent of its intonation unit, and it puts the dative phrase tfj
e\evBepiq into its own intonation unit. This change in the prosody of the sentence, signaled by
the position of the unemphatic fjudg, converts the dative phrase into a “strong topic,”*"* and it
has the effect of announcing a greater discontinuity in the subject of the discourse.’ Asa
result, before the transposition of the pronoun fjudg, the word order of the sentence was
ambiguous on the surface as to where the break in the discourse occurs, either right before or
right after 5:1. After the transposition, the word order more clearly indicates that Gal 5:1
begins a new section of the letter. Thus, the transposition has the effect of reducing the
ambiguity of this difficult verse, especially in understanding how this verse relates structurally

to the rest of the letter.

Gal 5:14 &yanfioeig TOV TANGIOV 6OV WG SEUTSY EQUTOV.

£autdv 1739 Chrys 1611 Byz; 1241S, P46
oeavtdv AC,N33,B,D¥*FG

The loss of the initial aspirate and doubled consonants in later Greek pronunciation
means that these two variants were pronounced the same by the fourth century.””" Thus, this

change could merely be orthographic, a simple haplography of the sigma,'** or a reflection of

181 evinsohn, “Self-Instruction Materials,” 49-50.

" See Goldstein, “Wackernagel’s Law,” 81-82 and 121-122.

12 See Goldstein, “Wackernagel’s Law,” 142.

12 specifically, both ¢ ceavtév and &g £avtév would be pronounced as [oseaf'ton]. See Allen, Vox Graeca, 53;
Horrocks, Greek, 113.

122 BRUCE 239; BUSCEMI 527.
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the practice—already begun during Roman times but more common in later Greek—of using

forms of éaxvtod for the first and second person reflexive pronouns.'”

Gal 6:9 T0 8¢ kKaAOV TO100VTEG YN Eykakdpev EKKAKOUEV, Kalp®d yap 18w
Bepioopev un EkAvduevor.

EKKOKDUEV 1739 ¥ Chrys 1611 Byz; C 12418, (F G £KKaXKfioWUEV)
EYKAKQUEV AP, R 33,B,D* (xvg d b deficiamus)

The semantic difference between éykakéw (“lose enthusiasm, be discouraged”) and
ekkakéw (“lose heart”) is about as subtle as their difference in spelling.” The variant reading
un ékkak@uev appears to be occasioned by a phonetic or graphic harmonization to un

ékAvduevor (“get tired, give out”) in the following clause.'”

Gal 6:14 &1 pr) £v T® otavp® 100 . . . Xp1otod, 81’ 0b £uol kdopog éotavpwral
KAyw IR KOoUW.

™o 1739 ¥ Chrys 1611 Byz; 1241S
- AC,N33,P46B,D*F G

The omission of the article for uniquely identifiable referents, such as the world, serves

126

to lend them additional prominence in the sentence.”” Without the article on k6o, there are

two constituents in the final verbless'*”

clause that could be emphatic: the world or Paul
himself, due to the explicit personal pronoun kdy. If the emphasis falls upon kéouw in the

clause, then Paul’s relationship to the world would be highlighted twice, first that the world has

123 Robertson, Grammar, 688-689. Similarly, BRUCE 239; Buscemi 527. See also BDF 35 § 64(1).

12* Compare BDAG “gykakéw,” 272-273, with BDAG “éxkkakéw,” 303. BURTON 344 considers the two forms to be
synonymous.

125 Pace BUsCEMI 568, who attributes the change to conformation with post-New Testament usage.

126 Levinsohn, Discourse Features, 162-165. So also BURTON 355: “The use of kdopog and kdopw without the article gives
to both words a qualitative emphasis.”

%7 Presumably, there is an ellipsis of the verb éotatpwuar.
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been crucified to him, and then it was to the world that Paul has been crucified. With the
article on k6opw, the information structure of the clause is less ambiguous—the emphasis falls
on Paul via the term xayw. Thus, this change has the effect of lending more prominence to

Paul and reducing the ambiguity of the clause.

Gal 6:17 éyw yap ta otlypata to0 Kupiov Tncod €v td cduarti pov Pactdlw.

Kupiov 'Incod 1739 hark 1611 Byz
Kupiov UGV 'Incod XpiotodD* F G; Chrys
Kupiov 'Incod Xpiotol N;db
Kupiov UGV 'Incod pesh

Xpiotod ¥; P, Marc
'Incod A C 12418, xvg, 33,P46 B

Although the addition of kvpiov is attested in several other witnesses in other branches
of the textual transmission, this change appears to be independent of them, perhaps suggested
by the use of k0Op1og (albeit in longer formulae) in vv.14 and 18."** This “edifying expansion”**

does not have quite the anti-Separationist theological effect of the Western branch, which adds

“Christ” to the text.

Some of the changes made by stage y relate more to the form of the Greek than its
meaning. For example, the change at 2:4 in the mood of the verb after iva is Atticizing, but the
change at 5:14 appears to be in the direction of a more vernacular Greek. Hardly affecting the

meaning are the harmonizations at Gal 3:12, 6:9, and 6:17.

128 BUSCEMI 599.
129 METZGER 530.
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In at least three cases, the introduced textual variants have the effect of reducing the
ambiguity of the text. At Gal 4:14, the placement of the article disambiguates how a
prepositional phrase is to be construed; the word order change at Gal 5:1 affects how the
asyndeton is to be understood; and the addition of the article at Gal 6:14 unambiguously places
the prominence on Paul. More difficult to assess, however, is the omission of the particle ¢ in
2:16. This could have been done to have a closer connection to the previous verse, or it could
just be accidental.

For Gal 1:3, it is possible that the position of the pronoun could be the result of a
correction to an older form of the text, but in the absence of analogous behavior at this stage of
the textual transmission, it seems best to view this reading as a survival of an older reading.

Among these eleven textual changes, there is little evidence of intentional interference
with the substance of the text. The relative paucity of textual changes and the lack of
substantive modifications of the text’s meaning even among these changes suggest that the
stage that has produced the common ancestor of 1739 and the Byzantine text was carefully

copied, with only minimal and usually clarifying editorial intervention into the text.

5.3.3 Stage {
Stage { relates to the text of the common ancestor of the Athos Codex ¥ and the

Byzantine text. Also included here are the text of John Chrysostom and the Syriac versions.
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Gal 1:4 Snwg e€EANTon NUAC £k ToD e@vecTed eveot@Tog Ai@vog Tovnpod

700 €VeoT@TOG aidVOG TOVNPOD ¥ Chrys (hark) 1611 Byz; DF Gd b xvg
100 al@vog ol éveot®tog Tovnpol 1739, A P 1241S, ¥ 33, P46 B xpesh

As discussed earlier with respect to the Western prototype, this transposition changes
the phrase from the syntactically ambiguous to0 ai®vog tob éveotdtog movnpod (either “the
age of the present evil one” or, more usually, “the present age of evil”) to the unambiguous to0
EveoT@Tog ai®dvog movnpod “the present age of evil,” with an anti-Gnostic or Marcionite
theological effect of foreclosing a possible interpretation that the present age is under the rule
of an evil demiurge. The agreement here with the Western branch of the text could be

coincidental or it could reflect an awareness and adoption of the Western reading.

Gal 1:18a "Enerta peta gpiee £t Tpia avijAbov €ig TeposdAvpa

yeta €t tpia ¥ Chrys hark 1611 Byz, xvg; P46 B,DFGd b
peTa Tpla €T AP 1241S, 1739 pesh; X 33

This change reverses the transposition at an earlier stage of the transmission of the
text, in assimilation to the numeral-noun order of 2:1 d1& dekatesodpwv €t@v. Although it is
possible that this change is itself an independent harmonization to the noun-number order of
Nuépag dekamnévte later in v.18, the fact that this change too agrees with Western witnesses (cf.

1:4) may suggest contamination as a factor for this stage of the transmission.
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Gal 1:18b ictopiioon Knepdy [IéTpov kai Eméusiva mpdg adTov Nuépag dekamévTe,

[Tétpov ¥ Chrys hark 1611 Byz; P,DF G d b xvg
Knoag 1739 xpesh, A 1241S, X 33, P46 B

This substitution replaces the Aramaic name Cephas with the more accessible Greek

name Peter,™°

though the occurrences of the name Cephas in Gal 2:11 and 14 are not
substituted until the next stage. As with the changes at vv.4 and 18a, this change is also

attested among Western witnesses.

Gal 2:4 kataokonficatl trv éAevBepiav . . . tva Nuag kezadovAmoweoty

KatadovAdowvTal,
KatadovAwowvtat ¥ 1611 Byz
katadovAwowaotv 1739; 33, P46, F G b d xvg

KOTAOOVAWGOUGTY A C 1241S,8,P46 B,D

This variant concerns the change in voice from active to middle, the change in mood
having occurred at a previous stage of the transmission. The use of the middle voice here
suggests that the false brothers who intend to enslave Paul’s party are doing so for their own
benefit,”" that is, so that Paul’s party would be enslaved to them. This change has the effect of
heightening the self-interest of the false brothers and to the extent that they would be

identified with Jews, this change is anti-Jewish in character."

% METZGER 522.
BLLS] “katadovAdw,” 890; also LONGENECKER 52, BUsCEMI 150 understands this change as polemical.
132 Pace LONGENECKER 52, who merely sees this as a change to the more common voice for this verb.
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Gal 2:18 i yap & katéAvoa tadta TdAv oikodoud, tapafdtnv Euavtov

SUVIeTéV guvioTnul.
ouviotnut ¥ Chrys 1611 Byz; 1241S
oUVIOTAVW 1739, A C,N 33,P46 B,D*F G

This change replaces the Hellenistic form cuviotdvw with the classical suviotnui."

Gal 3:1°Q &vénrot TaAdtat, tig Vuag épdokavev 1 dAnOeiq ur neifecBai, oig kat’

0@BaALOLG 'TNo0DG XPLoTOG TPOEYPAPT] ECTAVPWUEVOC;

Tfi GAnOeia pr) neiobecbat ¥ hark 1611 Byz; C 1241S
- Chrys xpesh; 1739, A, ¥ 33,B,D*F G b d xvg

The infinitive phrase, “from obeying the truth,” was obtained from a similar question
in Gal 5:7 ti¢ buag évékopev tf dAnOsia pe neibecbat (“who blocked you from obeying the
truth”) and added to the question of 3:1, “who bewitched you?”"* This reading was known as a

variant to Jerome," which suggests that stage { goes back at least to the fourth century.

Gal 3:29 i 8¢ Oueic Xpiotod, dpa tol APpady omépua €0T€, Kal kat’ nayyeAiov
KAnpovouot.

7

Kad ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz; 1241S,F G
- 1739, A C,N 33,B,D* d b xvg

The addition of kai clarifies the function of the appositional phrase kat’ énayyeAiav
kAnpovéduot as being additive, namely, that those (Galatians) who are of Christ are also heirs
according to the promise in addition to being the seed of Abraham. Though this change is also

paralleled in two Western witnesses, F and G, it appears to be independently motivated.

133 BURTON 131; BUSCEMI 218; LONGENECKER 91.
134 BETZ 131 n.35; BUSCEMI 229; LONGENECKER 99.
13 Buscemi 229 citing Jerome, In Gal. 1.3 (PL 26.373 = CCL 77A.68). See also MEISER 122 1n.185.
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Gal 4:6 Ot 8¢ €ote vioi, E€anéoteilev 6 Be0g TO TvedUa ToD LIOD avTOD €1¢ TAG
Kapdiag A&V DUOV kpadov * afPa o matrp.
VUV ¥ pesh hark 1611 Byz; 33
UV 1739, A C P 1241S, N, P46 B, Marc D* F G d b xvg

The modification from fu@v to du®v is a harmonization that reduce the harshness of
the shift from the second-person plural in the causal clause (“because you are sons”) to the
first-person plural in the main clause (“God sent the spirit of his sons into our hearts crying

‘Abba, Father’”),”* despite the implicit exclusion of Paul getting the spirit of God’s son.

Gal 4:7 €1 8¢ vid¢, kal kAnpovopog i 600 did XproTod.
Be00 d1a XprotolG Chrys pesh hark 1611 1505 2495 Byz; P 1241S,D d

kAnpovouog pev 000, cuykAnpovouog 8¢ Xpiotod ¥
316 ’Inood Xpiotod 1739°
81 Be0D 1739*4 A C,N 33,P46 B,F G b xvg

37 includes

The full reading for ¥, ostensibly derived from the same phrase in Rom 8:17,
references to both God and Christ, and thus it seems best to assume the existence of a reference
to Christ in its exemplar. The motivation for the addition of Christ into this sentence is the
apparent difficulty with having God be the agent (81d), rather than the source of the
inheritance.”® This textual change may also have an anti-Judaic effect in denigrating the Law.

By specifying that the inheritance is through Christ (rather than though God), it implicitly sets

up a contrast with another means opposed to Christ, namely, the Law—a contrast exploited by

136 BETZ 210 1.86; BUSCEMI 365; METZGER 526; LONGENECKER 161.

137 BUusCEMI 366; METZGER 527.

138 BETZ 212 1.99; METZGER 528. BUSCEMI 366 notes that Paul has no problem with naming God as an agent, citing Gal 1:9
and 1 Cor 1:9.
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Theodoret of Cyrus as follows: “For not every son is an heir too, but you are both a son and an

77139

heir, and you turned out to be both through Christ, not through the Law.

Gal 4:8 'AM\G téte pev oUk £id6teg Oedv €dovAeoate Toig Wt @UoEL it 0VoLV

Beoic -
01 pn pvoeL 0boLV ¥ Chrys 1611 Byz; F G
101¢ T} @UoeL 0DotV Marc'*
T01g ur) odo1v K 1319,d b
T01¢ pUoEL ur odotv 1739, A C 1241S, ¥ 33, P46 B, D

The placement of the negative particle unj can be a clue to where the emphasis of the
sentence lies, particularly when the negative particle precedes a pre-verbal constituent.''
More specifically, the transposition of the negative un to the beginning of the participial clause
has the effect of emphasizing @ooe1 (“by nature”)."* This change also has the effect of reducing

the ambiguity of the pre-verbal negative particle.

Gal 4:14 kai TOV TELPAOCUOV D@V POL TOV €V Tfj oapki pov ovk E€ovbevioate

TOV TELPAGUOV POV ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz; C, P46
TOV TELPAGHUOV DUQV 1739, A,8 33,B,D* FGd b xvg

The small change in the pronoun—from “your” to “my”—has a large effect. Instead of

not disdaining their own trial with Paul’s flesh (presumably sickness, cf. v. 13), which scribes

13 MEIsER 195, citing Theodoret, In Gal. (PG 82, 488A): «"Qote o0k €T €1 §0DA0G, AN Lidg i 8¢ LIdG, kal KANpovSuog
000 d10 Xprotod.» 00 yap dg vidg Kal kKAnpovduog. T 8¢ kai vidg kal kAnpovéuog ETuyxeg 8¢ TovTwV d1d Tod
Xpiotod, ob d1a tod véuov.

140 Schmid, Marcion, 116, proposes that the Tertullian’s quotation in Marc. 5.4.5 of qui in natura sunt reflects a
corruption of Tolg ur} @Uoel 00a1Y into To1g Tfi PUoet 0VGLV.

1 See generally Levinsohn, Discourse Features, 48-53.

2 Levinsohn, Discourse Features, 49: “One way of specifically bringing a nonverbal constituent into focus while
negating it is to place it immediately after the negative particle and before the verb.”
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may have found to be obscure,' the Galatians did not disdain Paul’s trial in his own flesh. This

change has the effect of highlighting Paul’s suffering for the sake of those he evangelizes.

Gal 4:31 &6 &pa, adeA@ot, oUk €opev mardiokng Tékva GAAG tiig EAeVOEpag.

apa Chrys 1611 Byz; A C P 1241S
_ Wl
316 1739, ¥ 33, B, Marc' D*

Although 816 and dpa are both inferential particles, they have somewhat different
connotations and they relate to the structure of the discourse in somewhat different ways.
According to Stephen H. Levinsohn’s analysis of inferential particles, the particle 816 constrains
the interpretation of its clause as inferential and continuative (like the conjunction kafi), while
the particle &pa constrains the interpretation of its clause as inferential and as a consequence
of what was stated earlier.”*® In other words, 816 is a more appropriate particle within a
section,'”” while &pa is more appropriate for concluding the section.'*® With the textual change
at 5:1 in the previous stage of the textual transmission to support the interpretation that it

begins a new section, the sentence in 4:31 has now become the concluding sentence of its

3 BuscEMI 413; METZGER 527; MUSSNER 307 n.71. Both BETZ 224-225 n.56 and LONGENECKER 191 claim that tov neipaouov
VUGV v tfj capki pov is “grammatically awkward,” but its grammar and syntax seem straightforward enough
(indeed, Buscemr 424 analyzes these phrases as proleptic)—it is the meaning of “your trial in my flesh” that is unclear.
** The lack of an inferential connective particle in ¥ may be due to an accidental omission of &pa due to a leap from
the first alpha of &pa to the initial alpha of d8eAgot.

5 schmid, Marcion, 130, is uncertain whether Tertullian, Marc. 5.4.8, propter quod, reflects 816 or &pa (00v) but favors
the former.

14¢ Stephen H. Levinsohn, ““Therefore’ or ‘Wherefore’: What's the Difference?” (paper presented at the annual
meeting of the Society for Biblical Literature; San Francisco, November 2011), 3-6; online: http://www.sil.org/
~levinsohns/InferentialsPaper.pdf, accessed February 6, 2012.

7 To be sure, BURTON 269 argues that 16 may be used for summations, but his examples are not compelling. For
example, 816 is found at the end of a section at 2 Cor 12:10, but it seems that the actual conclusion begins at v.9 with
“HS10ta 00V padAAov kavxroopat. His other example, 1 Thess 5:11 does not summarize its section but provides a
parenetic inference at the end of the section.

14® LONGENECKER 218.
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section 4:21-31, making the 816 a mismatch for its new place in the discourse.'”® The
substitution of dpa for 816 provides a more suitable inferential particle for this new structure of

Galatians, where 5:1 begins, rather than ends, a major section of the letter.

o

Gal 5:10 6 ¢ tapdoowv LG Pactdoet TO Kpipa, O0TIG &6v &V 1.

av ¥ Chrys 1611 Byz; DF G
gav 1739, A C 1241S,8 33,P46 B

The change from éav to dv is in the direction of using a more classical form for this
particle after an indefinite pronoun.”® Although the same change occurs in the Western text, it

is unnecessary to appeal to contamination for this probably coincidental change.

Gal 5:14 0 yap mag vOpog €v Evi Adyw rerAfpewEet TANPolTAl, £V T * dyannoelg

TOV TANGIOV 60V WG £XUTOV.

mAnpoltat ¥ Chrys 1611 Byz; 1241S,D* F G d b xvg
TEMATpPWTOL 1739, AC,N33,P46 B

The change from the perfect tense nemArjpwtat (“has been fulfilled”) to the present
nAnpodtat (“is being fulfilled”) is also paralleled in the Western text. The perfect tense is
ambiguous as to whether it is gnomic or referring to a specific event in the act that has a
continuing effect. Though Paul may have intended the latter possibility in Christ’s own
fulfillment of the law, those who understood it as gnomic changed tense of the verb to the

more appropriate present tense.

% The distinctive, inferential particle o0v in 5:1b is a very appropriate choice to end a discourse section.
130 See BDAG “€dv,” 267-268; BDF 57 § 107; LS] “édv,” 465.
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Gal 5:17a tadta d¢ éMAAAerc dvtikertan GAAAAOIG,

avtikerrat GAARAo1G ¥ Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz; &, P46
GAARAO1G dvTitKeLTOn 1739, A C P 12415, 33,B,D*F G d b xvg

The movement of the reciprocal pronoun dAAfAo1¢ to after the verb has the effect of
de-emphasizing it. This change may be a consequence of an earlier change in the connective
particle. With the mid-to-low level discontinuity signaled by the particle 8¢," the verb
avtikettat appears to introduce a new, distinct point, namely, that the flesh and the spirit are

actually in opposition to each other, instead of merely being against (xatd) each other.

n

Gal 5:17b Tva pr| & &&v &y 0éAnte tadta moifite.

[\

¥ 1611 Byz; C¢, (d b xvg quaecumgque)
Chrys; 1739, C*

|4

a éav BY, N, A 1241S
av B*
0 d&v D*FG

Although there are many other readings for this part of the verse, the Hellenistic
particle é&v after a relative pronoun was substituted with a more classical dv as this stage of

the transmission of the text.

15! See generally Black, Sentence Conjunctions, 142-178.
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Gal 5:19 pavepd 8¢ éoTiv T £pya TG capkAG, ATIvd €oTiv Motysia mopveia
akabapoia aoéAyeia

poixela mopveia  Chrys hark 1611 Byz; D*

poixelar mopvelat FGd b

nopvela poixela ¥

nopveia pesh; 1739, A C P 12418, ¥ 33, B, Marc

The addition of adultery (poixeia) to a list of the deeds of the flesh serves to strengthen
the representation of sexual vices."”” The fact that this addition is also paralleled in Western

witnesses is suggestive of a Western influence on the text at this stage of the transmission.

Gal 5:20ab eidwAoAatpia papuakeia ExOpar, Eprc Epeic Lirec (fido1 Bupo,
gp1belat diyootacial alpéoelg

€peLg ¥ Chrys Byz™; C, P, 1241S, R, B, D*

€p1g hark 1611 Byz™; 1739, A, 33,F G

(Aot ¥ Chrys hark 1611 Byz; C 1241S, 8, Marc b xvg
(NAouvg FG

{fiAog 1739, P, 33, B, D*d

The change from the singular {fjAoc (“jealousy”) to the plural {filor (“jealousies”)
appears to have been triggered by the following plural 6upoi (“angers”).”*® This also appears to
be the case for the change from the singular €pic (“discord”) to the plural €peig (“discords”),
though the itacism of the &1 diphthong in the plural form, which became to be pronounced

identically to the singular, may only indicate that this is an orthographic variant.

152 See the discussion above on this variant in the Western branch.
153 BuscEMI 528; BURTON 304.
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Gal 6:3 £l yap dokel Ti¢ eivai T1 undév v, £QUTOV Ppevamaty Eavedy.

EAUTOV PPEVATIATY ¥ pesh hark 1611 Byz; DF G d b xvg
PPEVATIATY EAVTOV 1739 Chrys, A C 1241S, ¥ 33, P46 B

This is another reading that agrees with Western witnesses, in which the fronting of
the reflexive pronoun ¢avtdv emphasizes the self-deception of the one who falsely considers

himself important.

Gal 6:12 “Oco1 O£Aovatv edmpocwToat £v capki, 00Tol dvaykdlovotv DUAC TEpL-
téuveoOat, uévov tva wrj td otavp®d tod Xpiotod ph Sidkwvtat.

un t@ otavp® ¥ Chrys hark 1611 Byz; F G
un Stwkwvtar  pesh; 1739, A C 1241S, ¥ 33, P46 B, D* d b xvg

The placement of the negative particle ur can be a clue to where the emphasis of the
sentence lies.”™ More specifically, when a negative particle precedes a pre-verbal constituent,
that constituent is emphasized.” Thus, the variant reading with pr at the beginning of the
clause places the emphasis on the cross of Christ. When the negative particle precedes the
verb, on the contrary, it is ambiguous whether the verb or the pre-verbal constituent bears the
emphasis."” In this case where the variant reading with un is before the final verb Siwkwvtat,
the word order does not specify whether the emphasis falls on the verb or on the cross of
Christ. The transposition at this stage in the transmission of the text resolves the ambiguity of

the inherited reading in favor of Christ’s cross.

15 See generally Levinsohn, Discourse Features, 48-53.
155 Levinsohn, Discourse Features, 49.
136 | evinsohn, Discourse Features, 48.
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b4 \ V4 7 2 b / b4 bd Ié b4 \ \ /4
Gal 6:15 oUte yap mepiroun ti éeetv loxbel oVte dxpoPuotia GAAG Kavh KTIOW.

ioxOet ¥ Chrys hark 1611 Byz; b xvg
£0TLV 1739, A C 1241S,8 33, P46 B,D*F G d

The substitution of the verb is an apparent harmonization to Gal 5:6 év yap Xpiot®
'Incod oVte mepitopr Tt ioxVet oUte dkpofuotia.'” The change of the verb from éotiv (“is”) to
ioxvel (“is in force”) strengthens the statement. Interestingly, Gal 5:6 has been the source of
another popular harmonization, namely, the addition of the phrase év Xp16t® 'Incod. This

addition, in fact, will occur at the next stage of the transmission of the text.

The twenty-one textual changes identified for stage  affect both the form and the
substance of the text. In terms of form, some of the changes reflect a more classical idiom at
2:19 (ouviotnut not cuvictdvw) and both 5:10 and 5:17b (&v not €&v)."”® Reduction of ambiguity
is still a source of textual variation at 1:4 (position of adjective), 3:29 (apposition), 4:8 (position
of negative); 6:12 (position of negative). Some textual changes appear to clean up after the
effects of earlier changes to text: 4:31 (different inferential particle), 5:17a (word order).
Harmonization continues to play a large role, in about a quarter of the variations: 1:18 (word
order, to 2:1), 3:1 (to 5:7), 4:6 (grammatical person), 5:20ab (£peic {fjAo1), and 6:15 (ioxVet from
5:6).

In terms of substance, the introduced variants are more common, but their theological
effects are diverse. The textual variants at 2:4 and 4:7 are anti-Jewish in effect. Paul’s stature as

the suffering apostle is elevated by the change at 4:14. The change at 1:4 could be anti-dualist

17 BETZ 319 n.77; BUSCEMI 598.
158 Gal 6:7 still reads édv, however.
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(i.e. anti-Marcionite or anti-Gnostic), while the addition of adultery to 5:14 makes the vice list
more homiletically useful.

A number of the textual changes at this stage are paralleled in Western witnesses: 1:4
(word order), 1:18a (word order), 1:18b (Peter), 5:14 (tAnpoitar); 6:3 (word order). None of
these are so striking as to suggest a genetic relationship, and they seem to represent

coincidental improvements to the text.

5.3.4 Stage ¢
Stage o relates to the state of the text for the common ancestor of the Byzantine text
and the Harklean group (hark 1611 1505 2495). Also included here are the text of John

Chrysostom and the Peshitta, which is mixed with older readings however.

Gal 1:10 i yap €11 4vOpdorg fipeckov, Xpiotod d0GAog 00K Gv Aunv.

yap Chrys pesh hark 1611 1505 2495 Byz
- ¥ 1739, AP 1241S,8 33, P46 B,D* FG d b xvg

The addition of the connective particle ydp provides a more explicit indication of the
connection between this statement than the asyndeton of the older form of the text.”” More
particularly, it indicates that Paul’s being a slave of Christ answers the rhetorical question in

v.10b as to whether he is a people-pleaser.

15 BETZ 56 n.116.
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Gal 1:12 00d¢ ydp €yw mapa &vOpdmov mapéAaBov avtd edde olite £013daxONV,

oUte pesh hark 1611 1505 2495 Byz; P46 B
o0vd¢ Chrys; ¥ 1739, AP 1241S,833,D*F G

There is a difference in nuance between the two readings, and the substitution of oUte
for 00d€ tends to indicate that receiving a tradition and being taught are synonyms for the

same event.'®

Gal 2:11 “Ote 8¢ NAOev Kneplic ETPOg €i¢ Avtidxelay, KaTd TPOSWTOV AUTEH

avtéotnv
[TéTpog Chrys hark 1611 1505 2495 Byz; DF G d
Knoag pesh; ¥ 1739, A C P 1241S, ¥ 33, B, b xvg

Here, the Aramaic name Cephas is replaced with the more accessible Greek name Peter,

a change also attested among Western witnesses.

Gal 2:14a sinov 1 Kned étpg unpocdev dviwy *

MéTpw Chrys hark 1611 1505 2495 Byz; DF G d
Knoa pesh; ¥ 1739, A C P 1241S, ¥ 33, B, b xvg

As with the variant at 2:11, the Greek name Peter again replaces the Aramaic name

Cephas, a change also attested among Western witnesses.

160 After a negative particle, 00¢ adds another negative thought while o0te subdivides the earlier negative thought.
See the discussion in Chapter 3.
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Gal 2:14b &l o0 "Tovdatog vdpxwV EBvik®G Lfig kal ovXi Tovdaik®g LRe,

£0VIKQG (A Chrys pesh hark 1611 1505 2495 Byz; D
Tovdaik®¢ fic ¥ 1739, ACP 1241S,833,B,F G

The transposition of the verb (fj¢ before the phrase kai o0xi Tovdaik&¢ tends to de-
emphasize the phrase because it is no longer pre-verbal.'" This has the effect of lending
relatively more prominence to €0vik@g, perhaps to underscore that Peter too had been living

like a gentile.

Gal 2:14c ¢ i T £0vn dvaykdleig iovdailely;

Tl Chrys hark 1611 1505 2495 Byz
ninYe W 1739, A C P 1241S, 8 33, P46 B, D* F G d b xvg

The interrogative n@¢ (“how”) has connotations of surprise and disapproval (e.g. Gal
4:9; 1 Cor 15:12)."* The interrogative ti (“why”), on the other hand, presupposes the truth of
the assertion, namely, that Cephas had been pressuring the gentiles at Antioch to be Torah-
observant. This substitution slightly strengthens the Judaizing valence of the passage and is

therefore slightly more anti-Jewish in effect.

16! Stephen H. Levinsohn, “Los rasgos discursivos comparativos aplicados a la traduccién de Galatas,” 35; online:
http://www.recursosteologicos.org/Documents/Galatas_traduccion_discursivo.pdf; accessed June 1, 2010.
12 BDAG “ndd¢ 1ap,y” 901. Also BURTON 114,
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Gal 3:1.. ., oi¢ kat’ d@OaAuoUG Tncolc Xp1otodg Tposypden &v DUTy
E0TAVPWUEVOG;

AVAVVIRY Chrys hark 1611 1505 2495 Byz; DFGd b
- xpesh; ¥ 1739, A C 1241S, N 33, B, xvg

Also paralleled by Western witnesses, this addition makes the image more vivid: “to

1163

whom Jesus Christ was visually portrayed as crucified among you.

Gal 3:17 81001knV TtpokeKLPWHEVNV UTTO TOD Be0D £l¢ XPOTOV O . . . VOUOG OVK
axvpol
glg Xplotov Chrys pesh hark 1611 1505 2495 Byz; DF G d

- xpesh; 1739 ¥, A C 1241S, X 33, P46 B, b xvg

This addition is also found among Western witnesses and it clarifies that the previously
ratified covenant was for Christ. As discussed earlier, this change is anti-Jewish in effect by

enhancing a supersessionist understanding of the text.

Gal 3:21 i yap £8660n véuog 6 duvduevog {womotficatl, vtwg &v ék vouov & v 1

dikatoovn
SvTwg dv Chrys 1611 1505 2495 Byz
€K vOUoL &v A C1241S,B
nv &v 1739, X 33, P46

- ¥, D*F G

The transposition of the clausal particle &v to the second position of the apodosis
makes the word order more standard and clarifies that dvtwg indeed does not belong to the

protasis.'*

163 See the discussion above for the same variant in the Western branch.
164 See the discussion of this variant in Chapter 3.
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Gal 4:15a %68 Tig 00V O LAKAPLOUOG DURV;

Tig Chrys hark 1611 1505 2495 Byz; Dd b
100 xpesh; ¥ 1739, A C 1241S, X 33, P46 B, F G xvg

Paralleled in some Western witnesses (D d b), this is another substitution of an
interrogative (see 2:14b), this time from “where” to “what” or “who.” If “who” is meant (that
is, “So who is your blessing?”), then the question would presume that Paul is the answer. Thus,

this change has the effect of enhancing Paul’s stature.'®

Gal 4:15b paptup® yap OUlv 81 £l SuvaTdv TOVG dPBAAUOVS DUV E€0pUEavTEG
Qv £30Katé pot.

g€opu€avteg dv  Chrys 1611 1505 2495 Byz
edwkate v por 12418
- ¥ 1739,AC,X33,P46B,DFG

The lack of &v in a counterfactual statement is non-classical,'*® and this addition adds

the particle in the second position of the apodosis.'*’

Gal 4:18 kaAdv 3¢ 1O InAodobat €V KAAD TAVTOTE Kal Uf) U6VOV €V TH Tapeival
UE TtPOG DUAG.
0 Chrys 1611 1505 2495 Byz; DF G
- 1739, A C 1241S,8 33, B

Also attested among Western witnesses, the addition of the article t6 makes it clear

that the following word is an infinitive rather than the homophonous indicative {nAo0o6s,

1% BURTON 243, however, posits an “unintentional clerical corruption, 10 being converted into TIZ, and Y omitted to
make sense,” but this sequence of events seems rather far-fetched.

166 BDF 182 § 360(1). Also BURTON 244,

17 The placement of &v in 1241S implies that é€opv€avteg belongs to its own intonation unit as a temporal frame
rather than an attendant circumstances participle.
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which is the actual reading of B, 8, and 33.'® As for the function of the article, it is anaphoric,'®

referring back to the statement {nAobo1v Ouag o0 KaAdg in v.17.

Gal 5:1 tfj é\evBepia fj Xp1oTdC fuag NAeLBépwoev oTrikeTe 68V Kol ur) TdAv
Cuy® dovAeiag évéxeabe.

™ éAevOepiq ) Chrys pesh hark 1611 1505 2495 Byz
Tfj éAevBepia ¥ 1739, A C P 1241S, X 33, B, D*
1] éAevBepia Marc”’F G (d b xvg qua)

- Chrys hark 1611 1505 2495 Byz; P, D d b xvg
Y xpesh; ¥ 1739, A C 1241S,8 33,B,F G

With the addition of the relative pronoun f, the problematic dative tf é\evBepia can
now be construed as a locative with otrikete as “on the freedom with which Christ freed us,
stand and do not be subject again to a yoke of slavery.” It is possible that this reading is a
conflation of the Eastern and Western branch readings with just the article and relative
pronoun, respectively. In this new syntactic configuration, the inferential particle o0v is out of

place and deleted.

Gal 5:4 katnpynOnte ano Tob Xprotod,

To0 Chrys 1611 1505 2495 Byz; 1739, A 12418, 33
- ¥, C,N8 P46B,D*FG

The lack of coherence in the inclusion of the article before Xpioto0, suggests that its
addition (or omission) occurred multiple times in the transmission of the text. Indeed, with the

recent reference to Christ in v.1, the use of an article here in v.4 to point back to v.1 may seem

1% For more details, see the discussion in Chapter 3.
19 BDF 205-206 § 399(1).
'7° For Marcion as a witness to this reading, see the discussion above for the Western branch reading.
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natural, particularly if 5:1 was construed as the beginning of a new section of the letter rather
than the end of an old section. In other words, the addition of an article here is a clue to how
scribes understood the structure of the epistle around 5:1—those that understood 5:1 to start a
new section would be motivated to mark this understanding by placing an anaphoric article on

XpiotoD in v.4.

Gal 5:24 o1 ¢ 00 Xp1oT0D Ineed TNV odpKa E0TAVPWOAV

Xptotol Chrys pesh hark 1611 Byz; P, P46, DF G d b xvg
Xptotol'Inood 1739 ¥, A C 1241S, (X* kupiov x. 1.) 33, B

The deletion of 'Incod after Xpiotod reverses a change earlier in the transmission of the
text. Although both expansion and contraction of references to Christ are found in the
tradition, it is striking that this deletion is also paralleled among Western witnesses, suggesting

some low-level correction of the text by reference to a Western text.

The fifteen textual variants introduced at stage ¢ show more significant intervention
into the text, albeit over fewer variation units than the previous stage. Many of these improve
the clarity of the text, such as the use of the name “Peter” (2:11 and 2:14a), the standard
placement of the particle dv (3:21 and 4:15b), the addition of ydp at 1:10 to reduce the
ambiguity of the asyndeton, and the addition of an article with a homophonous infinitive (4:18).
Similarly, the function of the obscure dative of 5:1 is clarified by adding a relative pronoun that
makes the dative phrase into a complement of the verb otrikete. In four places, the text is
strengthened to become more forceful or vivid (1:12, 2:14b, 2:14c, 3:1). Two of these changes, at

5:1 and 5:4, belong to a cascade of changes over the infamously obscure 5:1.

307



Two theological effects among the variant readings are detectable at this stage. First,
there is a set of anti-Judaic textual changes (2:14b, 2:14c, and 3:17). Second, there is an attempt
to aggrandize Paul’s stature (4:15a).

Half of the changes are paralleled in Western witnesses, and at least three are
significant, those at 3:1 (addition of év 0p1v), 3:17 (addition of €ig Xpiotév), and 5:24 (omission
of 'Inood, to result in a shorter, more primitive text). These changes, though not numerous
enough to affect the stemma, seem unlikely candidates for coincidence and therefore seem to
represent a very low level of influence from a Western text. If such a Western influence

occurred, then 2:11, 2:14a, 4:15a, and 4:18 may be added to the list.

5.3.5 Stage k: The Byzantine Text and Prototype

This is the last stage of the transmission of the text until the large diversification into
twenty or so apparently independent lineages of the Byzantine text. To keep the citation of
evidence manageable, the witness list for the Byzantine text is augmented by [K L 225 547
1854], of which 1854 is the closest to the prototype of the Byzantine text. The ninth century
uncials K and L are the oldest witnesses in the Byzantine Branch, though they are not the best

representatives of the Byzantine prototype.
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Gal 2:6 tpdownov é B¢ avOpwTOL 00 Aapfdvel

npdowTov 0£d¢ dvOpwmov Byz [K L 226 547 1854]; 1611 1505 2495, 1739
npdownov 6 Od¢ avBpdmov hark''; A P 12415, N 33, P46

pdownoV GvBpwmov 6 BedC ¥ Chrys

0 06¢ y&p mpdowTov dvBpwmov pesh'”?

0ed¢ mpdowmov dvOpwmov (b xvg deus personam hominis)

0ed¢ dvBpwmov mpdowmnov D F G (d deus hominis personam)

It is unclear whether the omission of the article occurs here or a stage or two earlier,
since both ¥ and Chrysostom include the article, but it seems best to take its omission in the
Byzantine prototype and the Greek Harklean witnesses (1611 1505 2495) as coincidental. As
discussed in more detail in Chapter 3, the omission of the article before 8edg gives more

prominence to God and consequently makes the statement sound more proverbial.

Gal 2:14 €1 60 Tovdaiog Udpxwv E0viKkDG (f¢ Kal evxt oUK 'Tovdaik®,

oUK Byz [L 226 547 1854]; Chrys, 1739, F G (xvg non)
ouxi K; W 1505 1611 2495, A C 1241S, ¥ 33, B, D*
omit Kal oUK ToudATK®DC P46,db

In the previous stage, the transposition of the verb (fjg had the effect of de-
emphasizing the phrase kai oUx1 Tovdaik@g. Here, the substitution of the less intensive but

more common negative o0k for ovxi completes this transformation.'”

7t The emphatic form for “God” in Syriac may not be diagnostic of the Greek (definite) article. See P.]. Williams,
Early Syriac Translation Technique and the Textual Criticism of the Greek Gospels (TS3 2; Piscataway, N.J.: Gorgias, 2004),
141-142.

172 Also the emphatic form for “God.”

17 LONGENECKER 63 n.f suggests that the change stemmed from a haplography of the successive iotas.
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Gal 2:16ab &=t 1611 € Epyeov-vépon 00 dikawbrostal £ £pywv véuov naca

odpé.
6T Byz [K L 226 547 1854]; ¥, C P, xvg
ot pesh hark 1611 1505 2495 1739, A 1241S, X 33, P46
B,D*FGb
06 (d qui)

o0 SikaiwOnoetat €€ Epywv vouov  Byz [K L 226 547 1854]

€K £pywv vouov ol dikaiwbroetar  pesh hark 1611 1505 2495 1739,
ACP1241S,833,P46 B,D*FGbd

oV dikawOroeTan ¥

There are two changes here. The first is the substitution of an inferential subordinator
d161 for the causal subordinator 8ti, perhaps under the influence of Rom 3:20 81611 €€ €pywv
vopov o0 dikawOnoetat. This change has the effect of making the appeal to Ps 143:2 a
conclusion of this part of Paul’s argumentation, rather than a premise. The other change is the
transposition of the phrase £€ £pywv vépouv after the verb, which is a partial harmonization to

the Greek of Ps 143 [Lxx 142]: 2, 6t1 00 dikaiwbOAoeTal EvTidv cov Tag (Dv.

Gal 3:10a yéypamntal yop &8t EmKATAPATOG TGS . . .

- Byz [K L 226 547 1854]; 1241S, b xvg
fqal 1611 1505 2495 ¥ 1739, A C, X 33, P46 B,D*F G d

The omission of t1 is a harmonization to the standard yéypamntot ydp formula (without

ét), as found, for example, at 3:13 in the Eastern branch."”*

74 BETZ 144 n.59 points out that the yéypamntat y&p 6t quotation formula is also found at Gal 4:22.
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Gal 3:10b émkatdpatog mag ¢ oUK Euuével £y TAGLY TOIG YEYPAUMEVOLS £V TR

BpAiw
v oLV Byz [K L 225 547 1854]; Chrys, A, DF Gd b xvg
AoV hark pesh ¥ 1739, C 1241S, N 33, P46 B

- 1611* 1505 2495

Also found in Western witnesses, the addition of the preposition év appears to be a
minor harmonization to the Septuagintal text of Deut 27:26 émikatdpatog Tdg &vOpwmog, 6¢ 0VK

gupével €v oty toig Adyorg tod vépov tovtov.'”

Gal 3:12 GAN’ 6 mooag avtd EvBpwRog (Hostat €V adTOIG.
&vOpwmog Byz [K L 226 547 1854]; 1611 1505 2495

- hark pesh ¥ 1739, A C 1241S, X 33, P46 B, Marc D* F G d b xvg

The addition of the noun GvBpwmnog seems to be a harmonization to the quotation in
Rom 10:5,"° or a partial harmonization to the Septuagintal text of Lev 18:5 & mofjoag dvOpwmog

(hoetat €v avtoig.'”’

Gal 3:16 t® 0¢ APpady éppébreev £ppniBnoav ai émayyeAiot kai Td omépuartt

avToD,
gppriOnoav Byz™ [K L 226 547 1854]; 1739
gppédnoav Byz™'”%; 1611 1505 2495 Chrys ¥, A C 12415, 8 33,B,D*F G

This textual change replaces the Koine and late Greek form €ppéOnoav with the Attic

form gppribnoav,'”” though many Byzantine manuscripts restore the latter form.

175 BETZ 144 n.60; BUSCEMI 257.

176 BuscemI 257.

177 LONGENECKER 108 n.e; cf. BETZ 147 n.92.

178 Including 056 1 x88 x104 131 204 223 330 460 517 876 945 1022 x1175 1243 1245 1270 1836 x1837 1874 1960 2125 2138
2400 x2464 2815.

179 ZIMMER 2 337-338.
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Gal 3:17 6 yetd £ teTpakdola Kol TpLdKovTa €8 YEYOVWS VOUOG OUK AKLPOT

petTa €tn 430 Byz [K L 223 547 1854]; 1505 1611 2495 ¥
UETA 430 €T pesh hark Chrys 1739, A C 12415, 8 33, P46 B,D* F G b d xvg

The default order for noun phrases is to have the noun before the modifier. This
transposition moves £tr into the default position before the number, and it has the effect of
removing the emphasis put upon the large number. The presence of the same reading in close
relatives of the Byzantine branch (that is, the Greek Harkleans and ¥) may be due to accidental

coincidence or low-level contamination.

Gal 4:15 Tic 00V IV O PAKAPLOUOG DUDV;

Tig o0V Av Byz [K 226 547 1854]; D (d quae ergo erat)
tic obv éyéveto (b quae ergo fuit)

Tig obv L' Chrys hark 1611 1505 2495

100 o0V W 1739, A C 12418, R 33, P46 B xpesh
mod o0V ) FG

100 0TV 00V (xvg ubi est ergo)

Various witnesses add forms of the verb “to be” to clarify this verbless question in
various ways,"®" and the choice for the Byzantine prototype was the imperfect v. The

variation between mod and tig occurred at an earlier stage in the transmission.

Gal 4:23 0 d¢ £k tfig éAevBépag & did Thc EmayyeAiac.

dua TG Byz [K L 226 547 1854]; 1611 1505 2495, 1739, B,DF G
o’ Chrys ¥ 1739, A C 12418, X 33, P46

This is the first occurrence of “promise” since 3:29. Adding an article to refer back to

the promise of chapter 3 appears to be a common, independent change.

18 Other Byzantine supporting this reading include: 075 205 330 440 796 876 1022 1319-1573 1780 1827 2138 2344
2400.
181 BURTON 243; BUSCEMI 413; LONGENECKER 188 n.d.
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Gal 4:25 ovotouyel 6¢ T vOv TepovoaAiiy, dovAelel yép 8¢ HeTd TOV TEKVV

a0THG.
&¢ Byz™ [226 1854];'® 1611 1505 2495
vOv Byz™ [K L 547];' ¥
Kai xpesh, b xvg
yap hark 1739, A C P 1241S, ¥ 33, P46 B,D*F G d

The disruption in Paul’s allegorical argument due to the note about Sinai being a
mountain earlier in the verse means that the appropriate function of the connective particle is
no longer plain. This lack of clarity has led to various attempts to improve the connection,

apparently by harmonization to other connectives particles (8¢, vOv) in the context.

Gal 4:26 1} 8¢ dvw TepovoaAnu EAevBépa €otiv, TiTig £0Tlv UATNP TAVIWY AUGV *
TVTWV Byz [K L 226 547 1854]; A, b, N2

- Chrys pesh 1611 1505 2495 ¥ 1739, C 1241S, 8* 33, P46 B, D F G d xvg

The addition of ndvtwv “gives the text a broader, pastoral application.”*** Of particular
interest here is that the phrase fitic éotiv uftnp ndvrwv Nuav also occurs in Polycarp, Phil. 3.3,
in a context referring to Paul’s letters and the faith given to the Philippians, “which is the
mother of us all.” Zuntz holds that Polycarp’s proof text had been this interpolated form of Gal
4:26, which managed to survive in the Byzantine text,' but it not clear that Gal 4:26 is the text
that Polycarp had in mind.”*® After all, Rom 4:16 has a similar notion applied to Sarah’s husband

Abraham, kai T €k tiotewg APpady, 6¢ £otiv Tathp dvtwy NUAV (“and to one out of the faith

182 Also 69 223 876 910 1022 1243 1270 1315 1352 1424 1448 1646 1734 1735 1738 1780 1799 1827 1854 1874 1891 1960
1982 2138 2147 2401 2412 2423 2815 2892.

183 Also K L 1131 205 209 323 440 460 489 517 614 618 796 927 945 999 1242 1245 1836 2125.

18 Giinther Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles: A Disquisition upon the Corpus Paulinum (The Schweich Lectures of the British
Academy 1946; London: Oxford University Press, 1953), 223. So also BUscEmI 450; METZGER 528.

185 Zuntz, Text, 223. It should be noted that the Latin translation of Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 5.35.2, has the addition: quae
est mater omnium nostrum.

18 E.g., Michael W. Holmes, “Polycarp’s Letter to the Philippians and the Writings that later formed the New
Testament,” in Andrew F. Gregory and Christopher M. Tuckett, eds., The Reception of the New Testament in the Apostolic
Fathers (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), 187-227 at 209-210.
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of Abraham, who is the father of us all”), and Polycarp’s context is about faith, not Jerusalem.
Therefore, it seems best to take both the variant reading in Gal 4:26 and in Polycarp as being

influenced by Rom 4:16."

Gal 5:1 tfj éAevBepia 00V 1) Xp16TOC UG AAELOEpwoeY oTrKeTE Kol ur) TdALv
Cuy® dovAeiag évéxeabe.

ovv Byz [K L 226 547 1854]
- Chrys xpesh hark 1611 1505 2495 ¥ 1739,
ACP1241S,833,B,DFGbxvg

This addition restores the oOv that had been deleted after otrikete in the previous stage
and positions the connective particle toward the beginning of the sentence, finally getting rid
of the asyndeton. Interestingly, the inferential particle o0v now connects the verse to the

previous section, effectively undoing the earlier attempts to relate it to the following material.

Gal 6:13 00d¢ yap ol FEPIEERVOPEVOL IEQITETUNUEVOL AUTOL VOUOV PUAAGCOVGTY
nepitetunuévol  Byz™ [L 226 1854];'® 2495 ¥, P46 B,F Gd b
nepitepvouevol  Byz™ [K 547];'® 1739 Chrys pesh hark 1611 1505, A C 12415, X 33, D xvg

Even Byzantine manuscripts vary between the perfect and present participles, though
the preponderance of the evidence favors the perfect participial reading of for the Byzantine
prototype. As noted above in connection with the same change in P46 B, the change in tense of
the participle has an anti-Judaic effect in making the referent of the participle more clearly

refer to Judaizers, i.e. those who had been circumcised.

187 BURTON 263 alternatively suggests that Gal 4:26 was influenced by Polycarp, but given the relative popularity of
Galatians and Polycarp, this seems unlikely.

188 Also 056 1 x6 69 205 209 223 330 440 489 517 614 618 796 927 999 1022 x1175 1270 1319 1352 1573 1646 1734 1735
1738 1780 1799 1827 1891 1960 2138 2400 2401 2412 2423 2815 2892.

1% Also 075 131 323 460 876 910 945 1242 1243 1315 1424 1448 1836 1874 1982 2125 2147.
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Gal 6:15 £v yap Xp10T@ 'Incod olte yé&p mepitoun] ti ioxVet oUte akpoPuotio GAAX
KOLVN KTIO1G.

€V yap Xp1ot® 'Incod ovte Byz [K L 226 547 1854];
2495 hark, A C P 12415, 8, DF G d b xvg
oUTe Yap 1611 1505 pesh Chrys ¥ 1739, 33, P46 B

Already helped by the replacement of é¢otiv with ioxvet in the previous stage, the
harmonization to Gal 5:6 (€v y&p Xp1ot® 'Incod olUte mepitoun ti ioxVet oUte dkpofuotio)
continues with the insertion of the phrase v Xp1ot® 'Incod and the adjustment of the position

of the particle yap."

Of the sixteen changes for the final stage of the transmission of the text to the
Byzantine prototype, the most frequent textual change is harmonization. In fact,
harmonization is a factor in over half of the introduced variant readings, including 2:16a (to
Rom 3:20), 2:16b (to Ps 143:2), 3:10a (to Gal 3:13), 3:10b (to Deut 27:26), 3:12 (to Rom 10:5 or Lev
18:5), 4:23 (to Gal 3:297), 4:25 (to Gal 4:26), 4:26 (to Rom 4:10), and 6:15 (to Gal 5:6). The large
amount of harmonization demonstrates the scribes’ deep familiarity with Biblical texts.

Aside from harmonization, many of the changes are cosmetic to make a more smoothly
reading text, such as those at 2:14 (more common word), 3:16 (Atticism), 3:17 (default noun-
modifier order), and 4:15 (fill in ellipsis). Some of the changes to smooth the text also make it
more suitable for pastoral application, including those at 2:6 and 4:26. A possible anti-Jewish

theological effect may be discernable in 6:13 in the change of the tense of the participle.

19 BETZ 319 n.77; BUSCEMI 598.
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As opposed to the previous stage, there is little evidence of a Western influence on the
text. Though both the changes in 3:10a and 6:13 are paralleled in Western witnesses, they are

also found elsewhere and could be independently motivated.

5.4 Conclusions

According to this analysis of over a hundred and twenty textual changes within the two
main branches of the transmission of the text of Galatians, some conclusions can be made.
First, scribal behavior was not uniform. Each branch of the text has identifiably distinct
patterns of scribal behavior. For example, the Western branch has the largest concentration of
theologically significant variants, the majority of which were anti-Jewish in effect. This
suggests that the Western branch of the text developed within a milieu characterized by a
polemic engagement with multiple opponents, especially Jews but also demiurgic and other
non-orthodox Christians. As for the Eastern branch, a different set of concerns rose to the fore.
There, the strongest influence appears to be the need to clarify the text and reduce its
ambiguity. At one step on the road to the Byzantine text, a number of variants also paralleled
in Western witnesses were introduced into the text, though not at a level high enough to
trigger a reticulating link in the initial construction of the stemma. The final step for the
Byzantine text has an unusually large number of harmonizations to rather distant parallels,
suggesting that its scribes had a great familiarity with the Christian scriptures.

Despite all these differences, there are some recognizable commonalities in Christian
scribal behavior across the centuries and the regions. For example, harmonization to the local
context is common in every branch, indicating that scribes were not copying the text as if they

were reading it for the first time but a text with which they were familiar. As another example,
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there was a tendency to clarify the text, whether to remove its ambiguities or to strengthen its
message. This behavior suggests that its scribes desired a useful text. Yet the differences in the
scribal behavior demonstrates that the scribes were not only copying a familiar and useful text,

but that they were also copying a living text that reflected the scribes’ environment.
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6. Contrasts and Conclusions

6.1 An External History of the Text of Galatians

This is the first study of the text of Galatians to propose a detailed stemma codicum of a
significant number of the leading manuscripts and versions of Galatians. In all, 92 witnesses
were collated and analyzed at 1624 variation units. Given the immense nature of this analytical
task, the initial shape of the stemma was constructed with the help of a computer program that
implements “cladistic” algorithms devised by computational biologists to classify organisms
based on common descent. It should be noted that the use of cladistics for textual criticism is
not completely new. Deep philosophical similarities between cladistics and stemmatics have
long been recognized, and some manuscript traditions had already been analyzed using
cladistics prior to this study. Nevertheless, this study advances the state of the art in
computer-assisted stemma construction by proposing and implementing methods to account
for significant levels of mixture within the history of the text. These methods too have their
theoretical antecedents in the work of textual criticism, but their implementation in a
computer program is novel. Accordingly, this chapter describes the external history of the text
of Galatians based on the stemma constructed in Chapter 2, oriented in Chapter 3, and
examined in Chapter 4.

The textual transmission of Galatian divides into two large textual streams. One of
them leads to the “Western” branch. Its members include D, F, G, and the Old Latin witnesses b
and d. The text of this branch is the most divergent in the transmission of Galatians, with more
harmonizations and theologically significant variation, especially those with an anti-Judaic

effect, as described in Chapter 5. Nonetheless, there are numerous, clear Leitfehler that indicate
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that this branch has a common origin subsequent to the archetype. The Vulgate is also a
member of this branch, but it is mixed; about four-fifths of its text is Western. An early
relative of this group is Marcion, corroborating the views of other scholars that Marcion’s text
is an early witness or precursor to the Western branch. Marcion flourished in the mid-second
century, so the common ancestor of Marcion and the Western branch must be at least that old.
This indicates that the stream that led to the Western text diverged from its closest relatives no
later than to the first half of the second century.

An ancient group is the cluster of P46 and B. Its textual transmission is generally strict,
and its most common errors are omissions of little words and harmonizations to the local
context. P46 has the distinction of being the oldest direct witness to the text of Galatians, in
the early part of the third century. Accordingly, the common archetype behind P46 and B must
be earlier, somewhere in the second century at the latest. The closest relative to P46-B is the
Western branch, which implies that the common ancestor dates back to the beginnings of the
second century.

The largest textual stream in Galatians is the one, for want of a better term, that gave
rise to the “Eastern” branch.. Though its leading witnesses are not as ancient as those in the
Western branch (with Marcion) and the P46-B cluster, its text is independent of those parts of
the transmission of the text and must therefore ultimately originate from a manuscript at least
as old as the common ancestor of the Western branch and P46-B. The earliest surviving
precursors to the Eastern branch are considerably later than this ancestral manuscript,
however. Codex Sinaiticus (R) is from the mid-fourth century and the Queen of the Cursives 33

is from the ninth century. Despite the lateness of these witnesses, their textual quality is very
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good. Except for four arguably orthographic textual variants, the agreements between X and
33 constitute the earliest stratum of the Eastern branch.

After the stage of the textual tradition supported by ¥ and 33, the Eastern branch splits
into two sub-branches. One sub-branch comprises the fifth-century manuscripts A and C as
well as P and 1241s of the Middle Ages. Most of the other members of this sub-branch have
been mixed with readings from the Byzantine text that dominated the transmission of the text
within the Middle Ages. The other sub-branch is a large collection of witnesses that includes
family 1739, the Athos Codex ¥, a “Syrian” group (comprising the text of John Chrysostom, the
Peshitta, and Harklean witnesses), and the Byzantine text proper. As for the common ancestor
of the Byzantine text, it has been found to be the result of a long process of transmission within
the Eastern branch.' There is little evidence that the Byzantine text is the result of a recension
aside from a small influx of Western readings into the common ancestor of the Syrian group
and the Byzantine text. The apparent use of this sub-stream by Chrysostom and the Peshitta
indicate that this text was prevalent in the fourth century, but its leading subgroup, family
1739, has affinities with Origen’s text of Paul, so the source of this sub-branch probably goes
back to the early third century.

It must be pointed out that nowhere in this description has been mentioned an
“Alexandrian” text. The reason for this omission is that the Alexandrian text—as usually
conceived with P46, B, ¥, A, C, 33, and 1739—is not a stemmatically coherent text. These
witnesses are merely those with a high quality text but there is no special genealogical

relationship among them. They do not a share a common ancestor below the archetype; in

! In this regard, this finding coheres with that of Klaus Wachtel, Der byzantinsiche Text der katholischen Briefe: Eine
Untersuchung zur Entstehung der Koine des Neuen Testaments (ANTT 24; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1995), for the Catholic
Epistles.
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fact, their most recent common ancestor is the archetype. Every other surviving witness to the
text—whether Western, Byzantine, or something else—is also a descendent of their common
ancestor, and hence also a member of their common genealogy.

Although this study is the first to propose a precise history of the text in the form of a
stemma, it is important to keep in mind that the text of the Pauline corpus has been
investigated before by some of the most prominent textual critics within the field of New
Testament textual criticism, namely, Glinther Zuntz and F. J. A. Hort. Consequently, the history
of the text proposed by this study is also compared and contrasted with the work of these

important pioneers.

6.2 Zuntz and Hort

[T]he textual criticism of the New Testament cannot be carried out by statistical
methods. . . . None but commensurable entities can be reduced to figures, and no two
variants are strictly commensurable. Readings of all shades between good and bad,;
slips of the pen and intentional alterations; attestation by anything between one and a
thousand witnesses: what is their common denominator? Variant readings can
fruitfully be compared and grouped on more than one principle, but they cannot
reasonably be added up or reduced to percentages like the factor of an arithmetical
sum. What is the sum total of, say, an egg plus a grape plus a unicorn?

So states Giinther Zuntz in his second Schweich lecture of the British academy in 1946. This
statement neatly articulates an objection to the application of computational techniques to the
craft of textual criticism.> After all, the cladistic method adopted for this study considers all
collated textual variants regardless of their nature and tries to minimize the number of

accidental coincidences among them under the maximum parsimony principle. The result of

? ZUNTZ 58.

3 See also ZunTz 12: “It follows that textual criticism, in our field, still can, and must, use the traditional methods (if
adapted to its subject); and that it cannot be carried out mechanically. At every stage the critic has to use his brains.
Were it different, we could put the critical slide-rule into the hands of any fool and leave it to him to settle the
problems of the New Testament text.” The modern rhetorical equivalent of “slide-rule” is the computer.
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this procedure is a stemma that shows the proposed genealogical relationships between the
surviving manuscripts. By contrast, Zuntz’s own approach to the text of Paul is qualitative, not
quantitative. He is skeptical of being able to the recover the genealogical history of the text

14

because of the tradition was “beset with contamination.” Rather, Zuntz deploys the metaphor
the transmission of the text as a stream, whose readings mix together, and different
manuscripts represent different samples from the stream.” Nevertheless, his study remains the
most detailed examination of the text of Paul over the past sixty years.® Thus, it would be
illuminating to compare and contrast this study with that of Zuntz both in terms of methods
and results.

Zuntz’s point of entry into his study of the text of the Pauline corpus is an examination
of the oldest manuscript of the collection, the then-recently discovered and published Chester
Beatty papyrus P46.” This manuscript was unavailable to Westcott and Hort and it cut by half
the gap in time—from 250 years to about 125 years—between the archetype of the letter
collection and the earliest substantial manuscript.® Accordingly, the first step that Zuntz
performs is an examination of the quality of P46 and he finds that P46’s text has been “beset

779

with a great number of scribal slips.”” Nevertheless, Zuntz also holds that P46 sometimes

preserves readings of “outstanding quality.”" Zuntz bases this conclusion on readings in 1 Cor

* ZUNTZ 9.

® ZUNTZ 264.

¢ Michael W. Holmes, “The Text of Epistles Sixty Years After: An Assessment of Giinther Zuntz’s Contribution to Text-
Critical Methodology and History,” in J. W. Childers and D. C. Parker, eds., Transmission and Reception: New Testament
Text-Critical and Exegetical Studies (TS3 4; Piscataway, N,J.: Gorgias, 2006), 89-113.

7 ZUNTZ 17-18.

8 ZuNTZ 17.

° ZUNTZ 23.

10 ZuNTz 23.
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2:4,Heb 12:1, and 1 Cor 14:39," as well as various instances where he concludes that P46
correctly has the shorter reading in 1 Corinthians and Hebrews." As a result, Zuntz concludes,
“P4¢, indeed, proves to be a uniquely important manuscript. While it is true that it abounds
with surface errors, its basic text is of supreme quality.”"

In many respects, Zuntz’s study of the scribal habits of P46 has been superseded by the
detailed investigation of P46’s singular readings by James R. Royse,' but the main point of
Zuntz’s (and Royse’s) assessment remains—P46 is a poor copy of an excellent exemplar. This
conclusion is corroborated by the present study of the text of Galatians. According to the
stemma generated in Chapter 2, P46 diverges from its common ancestor with its closest relative
B in almost 100 variation units. By contrast, B itself diverges from that same ancestor in 26
places, which is about a quarter of the number of changes, despite the fact that B was copied
more than a hundred years later. Nevertheless, P46’s place in the stemma is very high, near the
archetype, which means that the text it inherited is of high quality. As a result, this study
corroborates Zuntz's assessment of P46, both in terms of P46’s scribal character as well as the
nature of its source.

Zuntz's next step is to compare the text of P46 with that of leading witnesses to the text
of Paul. The first such witness is Codex Vaticanus (B). Here, Zuntz looks at nine instances,
mainly in 1 Corinthians and Hebrews, where P46 and B agree on “definitely spurious”

readings,” and concludes from them that these “special agreements in error (Leitfehler)

' ZunTz 23-31.

12 ZuNTz 31-34, paying particular attention to 1 Cor 8:2-3; Heb 2:8; 3:6; 11:4, and 39. Zuntz also examines instances of
corruption in P46’s exemplar (34-39).

3 ZunTz 56. By “basic text,” Zuntz means the text of its exemplar.

! James R. Royce, Scribal Habits in Early Greek New Testament Papyri (NTTSD 36; Leiden: Brill, 2008), 199-358.

15 7UNTZ 61-62. These instances are found at 1 Cor 1:8, 18; 3:12; 7:5; 13:5; Heb 5:1; 7:2; 8:10; and Col 1:12.
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demonstrate the close interrelationship between P4 and B; . . . . these two manuscripts belong
to one and the same ancient and narrow branch of the tradition.”** The stemma proposed in
this study supports Zuntz’s conclusion here. According to the cladistic analysis of Chapter 2,
P46 is more closely related to B than to any other witness in this study. Indeed, P46 and B are
the only witnesses to share certain striking scribal errors in Galatians (Gal 1:19 o0y for ovk; 3:21
v vouw for €k vépov; 3:24 €yéveto for yéyovev; and 6:4 omit €kactog), as well as some sub-
singular readings (Gal 3:21 omit to0 800 with d; 6:11 fnAikoig for tnAikoig with 33). As a result,
this study of Galatians confirms the conclusion of a “close interrelationship” between P46 and B
from Zuntz’s study elsewhere in Paul.

Zuntz also compared the tenth-century minuscule 1739 with P46 and B."” Zuntz first
acknowledges that one finds “1739 in frequent agreement with the bulk of the ‘Alexandrians’ as
against all the other evidence,” but he then asserts that “wherever the less distinguished
members of the ‘Alexandrian’ group oppose its leaders P*¢ B R, the Athos manuscript [scil. 1739]

”* With this in mind, Zuntz goes on to examine 1739’s possible

hardly ever joins the former.
relationship with P46 and B specifically. Between 1739 and P46, Zuntz noted four special
agreements in error that were singular or sub-singular,” and four such special agreements in

error between 1739 and B.*® Zuntz also pointed out two more shared special agreements in

error among 1739, P46, and B.*' Based on this evidence, Zuntz concludes that 1739 is a

16 ZUNTZ 62.

17 ZUNTZ 78-84.

18 ZUNTZ 78.

19 Zuntz 79. Specifically, 1 Cor 15:31; Heb 5:1; 13:5, and 6. Zuntz also argued that P46 and 1739 shared two special
agreements in genuine readings at Heb 1:3 and 11:39, but agreements in genuine readings are not evidence of a
genetic relationship at any level lower than the archetype.

0 ZuNTz 79. Specifically, Rom 5:11; 1 Cor 8:8; 13:6; and Gal 4:6.

* ZuNTz 80. Specifically, at 1 Cor 6:14 and Col 3:15. Zuntz also noted four agreements in what he considered genuine
readings but these are not evidence of a special stemmatic relationship.
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descendent of an old manuscript that “in turn joins itself to a branch of the tradition which
centres on P*¢ B; indeed, it is, or was, even nearer to the papyrus than to codex Vaticanus.”” In
other words, 1739 is an important witness for Zuntz of Paul’s text close to the common ancestor
of P46 and B and close to the archetype of the tradition.

Regrettably, Zuntz’s estimation of the relationship between 1739 and P46-B has not
been borne out by this study of the text in Galatians. According to the stemma constructed in
Chapter 2, 1739 is not closely related to P46-B; rather, it is closely related, on the one hand, to
the common ancestor of ¥ and the Byzantine text and, on the other hand, to the secondary
Alexandrians A, C, P, and 1241S. This conclusion stands in stark contrast with Zuntz’s assertion
that 1739 “hardly ever joins” the secondary Alexandrians. In Galatians, however, there are
some striking agreements of 1739 with the secondary Alexandrians against P46, B, and ¥,
including Gal 2:12 AA6ov for AABev, 4:3 Auev for Hueba; 5:17 &8¢ for ydp; and 5:21 add pévor.”
Moreover, there are additional agreements between 1739 and the secondary Alexandrians with
N against P46 and B, including Gal 1:17 &viijA@ov for anfjABov, 1:18 uetd tpia £€tn for peta £tn
Tpia, 2:20 To0 viod Tod Be0d for Tob Beod kai Xpiotod, and 6:2 dvanAnpwoate for
AVATANPWOETE.

Two possibilities come to mind for the differing conclusions about 1739 between
Zuntz’s study and this study. One possibility is that Zuntz does not consider the agreements
between 1739 and the secondary Alexandrians to have outweighed the agreements between
1739 and P46 and B. Unfortunately, Zuntz does not specify what the few agreements were

between 1739 and the secondary Alexandrians that he found, so it is hard to tell whether this

2 Zuntz 81.
» These are all discussed in more detail in Chapter 3.
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difference in our conclusions derives from the number of agreements or the weight that Zuntz
places upon them. Another possibility is that these two studies focus on different parts of the
Pauline corpus, which may have had different textual histories. Zuntz concentrates on 1
Corinthians and Hebrews, while this study focused on Galatians. Since many of the striking
agreements occurred in Hebrews, it is possible that the history of the text for Hebrews may
differ from that of Galatians, in that 1739 may have had an exemplar for Hebrews that was
unrelated to its exemplar for Galatians. A follow-up study on the text of Hebrews could clarify
these questions by showing whether the history of the text for these epistles differs from that
of Galatians.

The next focus of Zuntz’s investigation is the Western text.” He defines the term
“Western” geographically as referring to those witnesses that are found in the Western parts of
the Roman Empire. Thus, for Zuntz, Western witnesses comprise D, F, G, Tertullian, the Old
Latin d, and non-Vulgate quotations in the Latin Fathers. Recognizing its mixed character,
Zuntz also counts the Vulgate as a Western witness except when it supports Alexandrian
readings. Based on this definition of “Western,” Zuntz then sorts their readings into three sets:
W, W+, and Ww. The first set W consists of those readings that are exclusively found in
Western witnesses. The second set W+ includes those readings that occur in both Western and
non-Western witnesses. The third set Wew applies to Western-Byzantine readings.” With this
arrangement of Western readings, Zuntz proceeds to examine them separately.

As for the exclusively Western readings, Zuntz is hardly impressed as to their

originality. He notes that “these variants which . .. fail to find non-Western support, are all of

** ZUNTZ 84-142.
» Zuntz 85. Note that Zuntz’s use of the siglum w for the Byzantine text differs from this study’s use of it as standing
for the archetype.
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them evident errors.””® Zuntz also attributes many of them to apparent Latinisms. His
characterization of the exclusively Western readings is generally borne out by this study, but
not his reasons for them. According to the investigation in Chapter 5, only a couple of the
Western readings appear to be Latinisms, but many of them functioned to improve the clarity
of the text or to heighten the perceived anti-Judaic nature of some parts of Paul’s argument.
Zuntz is considerably more impressed with Western readings that are attested
elsewhere, especially in P46 and B. Zuntz concludes that “Western witnesses joined by P*¢ or B
or 1739 are more often right than wrong; they are hardly ever wrong when joined by the whole

"% 1f anything, this study is even more optimistic about the value of

‘proto-Alexandrian’ group.
Western readings when they are supported by both P46 and B, including the following: Gal 1:3
Kupiov AUV (also with 33), 1:17 &niiAOov, 1:18 peta €tn Tpia, 2:20 000 Kol Xp1otod, 4:3 Fjueda,
4:19 tékva (also with R), and 6:2 dvamAnpoete.

As for Western-Byzantine readings, Zuntz holds, “Byzantine readings must be ancient.
They go back to the time before the Chester Beatty papyrus [i.e. P46] was written; the time
before the emergence of separate Eastern and Western traditions; in short, they reach back into
the second century.”” In light of this study of the text of Galatians, Zuntz’s conclusion is
surprising. Although it is true that the Eastern and Western branches of the text developed
largely independently of one another, there are still some cases of cross-contamination. The

Vulgate, for example, is a mixture of a Western text and an Eastern text, which Zuntz

acknowledges.” Furthermore, according to this study, the Byzantine text is the result of a long

% ZUNTZ 89.

% ZUNTZ 158.

% ZUuNTZ 150-151.
2 ZUNTZ 85.
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process of transmission within the Eastern branch, whose development can be traced through a
number of different intermediate stages. It is only at one stage, between ¥ and the Syrian
group, that the bulk of the Western readings found in the Byzantine text but not in its
Alexandrian ancestors seems to have entered its textual stream. Although this amount of
Western readings was insufficient to trigger an explicit link for contamination in the stemma,
these Western readings seem striking enough to call a conclusion of coincidence into question.
Rather, the evidence studied here in Galatians suggests that there may have been some low-
level of influence from a Western source at a particular stage in the history of the Byzantine
text.”

Zuntz’s history of the Pauline text differs from that of his predecessor Hort in two key
respects. First, Zuntz disagrees with Hort that the Byzantine text is the result of a recension
that conflated readings from an Eastern (“Neutral”) text and a Western Text.” Rather, Zuntz
sees apparent Western readings in the Byzantine text as the independent survival of ancient
readings.”” The results of this study suggest that the truth may lie somewhere between them.
Although there is insufficient evidence that the Byzantine text was created by a thorough-
going recension or conflation of Eastern and Western texts, it does appear that several Western

readings entered the pre-Byzantine transmission of the text at a particular stage.

%0 Zuntz 151 ridicules such a notion, however: “Could a Byzantine patriarch in the eighth or ninth century be
supposed to have sent envoys to some Greek monastery in Sicily or south Italy in order thence to procure some
obsolete manuscripts and from them to intrude a number of Western readings into that sacred text which his
authority made prevail among the Orthodox”? Based on this study’s stemma, however, the stage at which the
Western readings entered the pre-Byzantine is ancestral to the text of Chrysostom and the Peshitta and, therefore,
must pre-date the end of the fourth century. It is within this period that Jerome was conflating a Western text with
an early Eastern text.

3! Zuntz’s disagreement with Hort more explicit in his article “The Text of the Epistles” in Giinther Zuntz, Opuscula
Selecta: Classica, Hellenistica, Christiana (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1972), 252-268 at 253.

32 ZuNTZ 150-151.
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Second, Zuntz and Hort disagree over the value of the Western text. Specifically, Hort
had a low opinion of the Western text throughout the New Testament, holding that it was
affected by a scribal freedom to paraphrase the text.” Even when the Western text agrees with
B in Paul, Hort holds that this is the result of contamination from a Western manuscript.** In
other words, B’s agreements with Western readings, according to Hort, do not enhance their
value, but instead they lessen B’s worth as a witness to the authorial text of Paul.”> Zuntz
disagrees with this assessment, arguing that Western agreements with B, especially where
supported by P46, are ancient, pre-Western readings.”® The results of this study, especially in
Chapter 3, support Zuntz over Hort in their dispute. At every place but one in the text of
Galatians where P46 and B agree with Western witnesses against Eastern witnesses such as R, A,
C, 33, and 1739, this study concludes that the internal evidence favors the P46-B-Western
variant reading.

Despite the difference in attitude toward computational and genealogical approaches
to textual criticism between Zuntz and this study, the results are remarkably congruent. Both
this study and that of Zuntz divide the textual tradition of Galatians into two main branches, a
Western branch and an Eastern Branch. Both studies see the Byzantine text as the result of a

process of transmission within the Eastern branch. Both studies also have a high regard for P46

 HoRrT 122-124, 170-171. The striking exception to Hort’s general disapproval of the Western text is the inaptly
called “Western non-interpolations” (175-177).

* HorT 150-151, 166, 171, 224, 240-241. Hort’s leading example for Western contamination in B is Col 1:12, where B
reads kaAéoavtt kai ikavdoavt against D* F G kaAéoavtt and P46 R A C 1739 Byz (Hort 240). Hort did not know of
P46, of course, but Zuntz points out that P46’s failure to confirm B’s reading shows that it can help assess B’s quality
(zunTz 41). In other words, P46’s agreement with B on an apparent Western reading means that the reading is pre-
Western. (Hort’s other example is 2 Thess 3:4, at which P46 is unfortunately lacking.)

* In one case, Hort held that even the Western agreement with both ¥ and B at Gal 2:12 (AA8ev for AABov) was
“unquestionably wrong” (224). Chapter 3 of this study, however, presents a case for the AABev reading in Gal 2:12
based on internal evidence, against Hort’s conclusion.

* E.g., ZUNTZ 158.
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when it is supported by B, and for the readings of the Western branch when it is supported by
P46, B, and other early witnesses. Despite these broad areas of agreement, there are two main
differences between Zuntz and this study. First, Zuntz rates 1739 more highly than the present
study. Second, Zuntz considers Western readings in the Byzantine to be ancient survivals,

rather than a case of low-level contamination.

6.3 Contrasts with the Critical Texts of the Galatians

This study proposes a critical text that differs from the critical text of the Nestle-Aland
edition in a number of important ways. There are two main reasons for this difference. First,
the critical text of this study is edited based on an explicit history of the text, precisely depicted
in the form of a stemma codicum. Second, this study relies on recent research on linguistic
pragmatics of the Greek article, word order, and conjunctive particles to come to a
theoretically informed decision about certain difficult variants.

There are thirteen textual differences between this study and the Nestle-Aland edition.
The most textually significant one is the emendation at 4:25, relegating to the apparatus the
statement that Sinai is a mountain in Arabia. This statement has long been seen as a marginal
gloss that crept into the text, but the analysis in this study that the note does not belong in the
main text of a critical edition is the fullest to date. Specifically, the note is both
argumentatively and structurally superfluous and its conception about Arabia is in tension with
Arabia’s role in Gal 1:17. Even if one were to retain the note in the text and thereby avoid the
use of conjecture, this study still argues for a form of the statement different from that of the
Nestle-Aland text, namely, it would be the shorter version without the explicit reference to

Hagar.
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The most historically significant difference between this study’s critical text and the
text of the Nestle-Aland edition is the change of a single letter at Gal 2:12. Rather than stating
“when they came” (fAOov), referring to some people from James, the best attested reading
states, “when he came” (AABev), referring to Cephas. Yet this tiny difference in the text results
in a markedly different understanding of the Antioch incident. With the reading of the Nestle-
Aland text, on the one hand, Cephas came to Antioch, ate with the local gentiles, but then was
intimidated into changing his mind. With this study’s critical text, on the other hand, Cephas
came to Antioch with no intention of eating with the gentiles, and this is what Paul objected to.

Perhaps the most theologically significant difference between the critical text of this
study and that of the Nestle-Aland is the variation unit in Gal 2:20, where Paul no longer lives
by the faith of the son of God, but by the faith of God and Christ. This reading has a significant
bearing on the pistis Christou debate, which concerns whether the genitive in the various niotig
Xpiotod constructions is objective (faith in Christ) or subjective (faithfulness of Christ). What
makes the “God and Christ” important is that its formulation is more amenable to a subjective
genitive interpretation than the Nestle-Aland reading (cf., Rom 3:3 tf|v tioTiv to0 000 “the
faithfulness of God”). This strengthens the exegetical evidentiary base for the subjective
genitive.

Some of the textual differences involve more subtle theological issues. For example,
the word order variant at 1:3 gives the opening greeting a somewhat stronger Christological
cast to the greeting than does the Nestle-Aland text. The word order variant at 1:8 presupposes
that the non-Pauline preaching is a distortion of the gospel of Christ (v.6). The different
connective particle in 1:11 has a structural implication, namely, that v.11, not v.10, begins a

major section of the letter. The difference between “went away” (anfiAfov) and “went up”
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(avfiABov) in 1:17 slightly strengthens Paul’s claim of independence from Jerusalem. The
addition of Jesus to 5:24 has an anti-Separationist effect.

To be sure, other textual variants have barely any discernable difference. The
difference in preposition at 1:4 between nepi and Onép is virtually untranslatable into English.
The difference between o08¢ (“and not”) and oUte (“nor”) in 1:12 might suggest that Paul
received his traditions and teachings on difficult occasions, or it might suggest an afterthought
on Paul’s part. The difference between dypig and péxpig in 4:19 is so small that this textual
variation was not even included in the Nestle-Aland apparatus. Also virtually non-existent is
the distinction in meaning between the aorist subjunctive kAnpovourjon and the future
kAnpovourcet in 4:30.

Another set of changes proposed in this study is simply due to a difference in editorial
philosophy. This study adopts the philosophy of the recent SBL edition of the New Testament
that it is an editor’s duty to decide what the text says based on the evidence and the editor’s
expertise, and thus brackets should be used sparingly, if at all. There are nine places in the
Nestle-Aland text that contain bracketed readings. Of these nine bracketed readings, the
longer reading is chosen eight times (1:6, 1:8, 1:15, 2:6, 2:13, 2:16, 3:21, and 5:7), and the shorter
reading is chosen (5:24) once.” For one of the bracketed readings, this study proposes an
original and more plausible exegesis of the verse with the longer reading. According to
exegetical arguments made for Gal 1:6, the most satisfying interpretation of the construction

amo tod kaAéoavtog U@V €v xdapritt Xptotod is “from the one who called you with grace to

%7 By way of comparison, the SBL edition opts for the shorter reading in 1:15, 2:6, and 5:24.
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belong to Christ.” Understanding Xpiotod as a second complement of kaAésavtog avoids the
problems of the more common “by the grace of Christ” interpretation.

The text of the Nestle-Aland edition is very good, but there is room for improvement.
To be sure, most of the textual differences hardly change our understanding of the letter
except in very subtle ways, but at least three of the readings are historically and theologically
significant. The results of this study on reconstructing a critical text suggest that there may be
room for improvement in other letters of Paul as well, if not in the rest of the New Testament.
Part of the reason is that our understanding of the Greek language continues to improve,
allowing us to appreciate finer nuances in the different forms of the text to a degree never

before possible.

6.4 Suggestions for Further Study

This study has shown the promising value of computer-assisted stemma construction
in the textual criticism of Galatians. The use of a computer, programmed to implement
cladistic algorithms and taking contamination into account, has helped greatly in the
construction of a stemma representing the textual history of the transmission of Galatians.
Moreover, the generated stemma enables the textual critic to focus on a particular group of
readings for assessing their value as a witness to Paul’s authorial text. Obviously, this method
can be applied to other portions of the text of Paul and indeed the New Testament. It would be
interesting to determine if the other books of the Pauline corpus exhibit the same or similar

histories of the text. Moreover, the application of stemmatics outside of Paul®® can help to

¥ Indeed, an earlier version of this software used in this study was applied to the question of the Caesarean text in
Mark. Stephen C. Carlson, “The Origin(s) of the ‘Caesarean’ Text” (paper presented at the annual meeting of the
Society of Biblical Literature, San Antonio, 20 Nov. 2004).
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resolve specific text-critical controversies in those texts, as well as to get a greater
understanding of the history of textual variation within the transmission of the text.

Even without the application of the computer program, this study suggests that the
textual criticism of the Pauline corpus ought to value the agreements between P46, B, and the
Western text more highly than the current practice. This study has corroborated Zuntz’s
finding that such agreements demonstrate that they are ancient readings going back to the
second century. Therefore, they should be given more weight than suggested by Hort and his
Successors.

This study has also shown that the recent advances in linguistics, especially in the field
of pragmatics, enables the textual critic to make theoretically informed judgments about the
effect of word order changes, the presence or absence of the article, and the use of discourse
conjunctions. These theoretical advances in the exegesis of the text and its variants can be

applied elsewhere in New Testament and even in classical textual criticism.
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Appendix A: Errata for Swanson

Verse | Page | Group | Line | Relevant Reading Ms | Correction

1:1 1 3 8 | avtov N° Change to N!

1:2 2 3 1| omep N Change to N?

1:3 2 1| 10 | Ixdpeig F Replace w/ xdpeig

1:3 2 1| 10 | Iixdpeig G Replace w/ xdpeig

1:4 2 3 4 | €EéAnTan 33 Delete 33 & add line for 33
w/ E€elelton

1:4 2 3| 10 | auapted@v F Replace w/ apaptei@®v

1:4 3 1| 12 | éveot@®tog aidvog N° Change to N?

1:6 3 4| 12 | Xpiotob F¢ Change to F?

1:7 4 2 1 | kai OéAovteg N° Change to N!

1:8 4 3 5 | evayyeAilntat Add G° to D°

1:8 4 3| 11 | edayyeAifantan G Change to G*

1:8 5 1| 11 | 0pdg D*<* | Change to D*

1:8 5 1| 12 | dpiv D! Change to D?

1:8 5 1| 21| opiv N° Change to N?

1:9 5 2 1 | mpoelprKapev N° Change to N?

1:10 6 2| 12| aital Add G to F°

1:10 6 2| 13 |diteia G Change to G*

1:11 7 1 1 | t0 ebayyéAiov (3x) B First two are deleted

1:11 7 1 2 | yap N° Change to N?

1:11 7 1 yap Duelv D*.% | Change to D* (no D%)

1:11 7 1| 12| 6¢ N* Change to N*?

1:11 7 1| 12| 6& Oyt D Change to D¢

1:11 7 2 1| éom B Change to B* per NA?®

1:11 7 2 4 | gotiv Add B° to X per NA?8

1:12 8 1 1| oUte D Change to D?

1:12 8 1| 13| o0d¢ D* | Change to D*

1:14 9 2 1 | mePIocOTEPWG Add P to B

1:14 9 2 4 | mePLOOOTEPOV (G P26 | Change to P** & omit wg

1:15 10 1| 13| dowpioag D Change to D?

1:16 10 3 1 | evayyeAilwuat Add D?to B

1:16 10 3| 10 | edayyelifopa D¢ Delete D°

1:17 10 4 3 | "ABov P2 | Replace w/ "ABov

1:18 11 4| 13 | Iétpov N Change to N?

1:19 12 1| 12 |idov AddD'to ®

1:19 12 1| 12 |7idov Add 1424°to ¥

1:19 12 1| 18| £idov D Change to D!

1:19 12 1| 18| £idov 1424 | Change to 1424*

1:20 12 2 6 | Ouiv F* Delete F* & add line for F*
w/ vunv

1:21 12 3 6 | KAMpata F Delete F

1:21 12 3 7 | kKAippota Add F to G°
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Verse | Page | Group | Line | Relevant Reading Ms | Correction

1:21 13 1 1 | g Kihikiog N° Change to N!

1:22 13 2| 14| taig D¢ Change to D?

2:2 15 2 1 | €Bveorv B Change to B*

2:2 15 2| 12 | &Bveor Add B to 075

2:4 16 3 1 | katadovAwoovoty B Change to B*

2:4 16 3 7 | katadovAwoworv Add B to 33

2:5 17 1 1 | GAnBeix AddDto B

2:5 17 1 2| e 31 C Remove line

2:5 17 1| 20| &\6wx D Delete D¢

2:5 17 1| 23| duapévy Add C°to A

2:6 17 2 1| eivad Add F to B

2:6 17 2 1 | mote N° Change to N?

2:6 17 2 2 | elvé F Change to F*

2:6 18 1 1 | mpdowmov B¢ avOpdymov Add D' to B

2:6 18 1 7 | BS &vBpwmov npdowmnov | D Change to D*?

2:7 18 3| 12 | €iddteg Add C to Pe

2:7 18 3| 13 | €iddvreg C Delete C

2:8 18 4 1 | 6 yap évepynoag N° Change to N!

2:8 19 1 1 | évipynoe B Change to B per NA?®

2:8 19 1 7 | évipynoev Add B* to 910 per NA?®

2:8 19 1| 14 | Nétpw-mepitopiig N° Change to N!

2:8 19 1| 15 | éviipynoev kal éuoi D¢ Change to D?

2:8 19 1 26 | Kai pol F* Replace w/ kai pot

2:8 19 2 5 | éBvnv F Change to F* & add line for
F* w/ e€0vnyv

2:9 20 1| 14| pev N Change to N!

2:10 20 2 8 | uvnuovedwuev Add G toF

2:10 20 2 9 | pvnpoveduwuev G Change to G*

2:11 21 1 1 | AABev B Change to B*

2:11 21 1 5 | AABe Add B to 104

2:11 21 1 9 | ‘Avtidyxetav D¢ Change to D?

2:12 22 2 1 | vréoteMev B Change to B*

2:12 22 2| 20 | OnéotedAe Add B® to 075

2:13 22 31 11| kai N Change to N?

2:13 23 1 2 | ouvanixon N Change to 8* & add line for
N2 w/ ovvumrxon.

2:14 23 2 opBomododory B Change to B*

2:14 23 2 £idov 81 00K D¢ Change to D? & add line for
D! w/ 18ov 811 00Y

2:14 23 2 7 | GARBsiav G Delete G & add line for G w/
A0y

2:14 23 2| 11 | épBomododor Add B to N

2:14 23 3| 17 | éunpocbev / Ordyxwv D Change to D?

2:14 24 1 1 | ooxi N° Delete X & add line for N2

w/ oUYel.
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Verse | Page | Group | Line | Relevant Reading Ms | Correction

2:16 25 1 2 | dakoobtan G Change to G*

2:16 25 1 3 | dikarodran Add G to C

2:16 25 1 5 | €iddteg Ot D Change to D?

2:16 26 1 1 | dikawOnosTat B Remove line, add B to next.

2:16 26 1| 10| 66T D Change to D?

2:18 27 1| 18 | ouviotnu D¢ Change to D?

2:20 27 3] 12|k N° Change to N!

2:20 28 1| 12| kal 1424 | Change to 1424° & add line
for 14244 w/out kai

3:1 29 2| 11| kat D¢ Change to D?

3:2 30 1 4 | pabeiv OEAw D¢ Change to D?

3:2 30 1| 14 | 6éAw pabelv Add D' to ¥

3:7 32 1 1 | Tewvyokete N* Delete X*

3:7 31 1 1 | TelvwoKeTe B Change to B*

3:7 32 1 3 | Mvwokete Add R*to ¥

3.7 32 1 3 | MvWokete Add B to ¥

3:7 32 1| 16 | Fewokete N° Delete N°

3:7 32 1| 23 | I'vooKeTe Add X? to K

3:8 33 1 1 | ’EvevloynOnoovtat F* Delete F*

3:8 33 1| 10 | EDAoynOricovral F° Change to F

3:10 33 3 1 | eloiv B Change to B*

3:10 33 3 8 | eloi Add B to ¥

3:10 33 3 9 | éupévn 1243* | Replace w/ &uuév

3:10 33 3| 10 | éupévn 1243 | Replace w/ éupévn

3:10 33 3| 10 | éupévn 1424* | Replace w/ éppévn

3:10 33 S O 1424* | Replace w/ 0 kpepduevog

3:10 33 3| 12| éupévn 2464 | Replace w/ éupévp

3:10 33 3| 17 | éupéwni év C Replace w/ gupével

3:10 33 4| 19| év N° Change to N?

3:10 33 4 19 | 6 Add 1874° to N2

3:10 33 4| 20 | yap Emkapdtog 1874 | Change to 1874*

3:11 34 1| 10| vopw 33 Replace w/ vépov

3:11 34 2 1 | dfAov, 61 AddD?to B

3:11 34 2| 17 | mopa @ 0 D Change D' and omit t®

3:12 34 3 1| GAN D Change to D?

3:12 35 1 1 | avta {oetat Add D'to B

3:12 35 1| 14 | adta avog {oetat D° Change to D?

3:13 35 2 1 | Nuev F Delete F & add line for F w/
U@V

3:13 35 2 1| tob Add G°

3:13 35 2 4 | Tobr G Change to G* and replace
w/ 1ol T

3:13 35 2 9 | yéypamrai yap D¢ Change to D?

3:14 35 4 7 | yeviioetal C Delete C

3:14 35 4 7 | yevjoeton 33 Delete 33
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3:14 35 4| 15| yévnrau Add CtoD

3:14 35 4| 15| yévnrau Add 33 toD

3:14 36 1| 10 | ebAoyiav D** | Change to D*

3:14 36 1| 12 | énayyeliav D! Change to D?

3:16 37 1 1| t® 8¢ APpady C Delete C

3:16 37 1 1| t® 8¢ APpady Add D to B*

3:16 37 1 2 | @ ABpadayu Add C to D*

3:16 37 1| 12 | éppriBnoav D¢ Change to D?

3:16 37 2| 13| omépuaoty, WG D° Change to D?

3:16 37 3 1| éotiv B Change to B*

3:16 37 3] 19| &om Add B to C

3:17 38 2 8| X G Replace w/ a

3:18 38 3 1(1 1424° | Delete 1424°

3:18 38 3 3|1 1424* | Omit 1

3:18 38 3 5 | vopov kAnpovouia Add 1424° to 1234

3:19 39 3| 19 | &yyéhov Add C to 945

3:19 39 3| 28| ayyéAwv C Change to C°

3:19f 40 1 1 | ueoeitov/yeoeitng B Change to B*

3:20 40 1 3 | €ig éoT1v F Change to F° & add line for
F* getiy

3:19f 40 1| 13 | peoitov/peoitng Add B to A

3:20 40 1| 13| o0k D¢ Change to D? & add line for
D! w/ ovx

3:20 40 2 2 | 00 vduog F* Replace w/ o0V opog

3:21 40 3 1 | duvduevog C Change to C° & add line for
C* w/ Juvauog

3:22 41 1| 16 | ouvékAeloev D Change to D?

3:22 41 2 1 | ék mioTeEWGTU Add 1424°to B

3:22 41 2 3 | ék mioTewg 1424 | Change to 1424*

3:22 41 3 1|x0 1424* | Change to 1424

3:22 41 3 9| XV 1424° | Remove line

3:23 42 2 9 | ouvkA1duevol D* Add line for D* w/
ouvkekAiouevol

3:23 42 2| 17 | ovykekAeiopuevor D¢ Change to D?

3:24 43 1 8 | €icxv W D Change to D*

3:24 43 1| 20| eicxv Add D? to X

3:26 43 3 1|00 N Change to N!

3:28 45 1 1| kal 1874 | Delete 1874 & add line for
1874w/}

3:28 45 1| 16 | éoteévyD N* Add line for X' w/out év

3:28 45 1| 17 | €ig éote &v X® Re Change to N2

3:29 45 2 1 | Ouei XU, apa tob D! Delete D'

3:29 45 2 3 | DuELg A Delete A & add line for A w/
"HETG

3:29 45 2 3 | UETG XU, apa T0D Add D?to 8
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3:29 45 2 4 | apa oV ToD D Remove line

3:29 45 2 5 | Ouelg eig X@ T apaodv | D¥ Add line for D' w/out odv

T00

3:29 45 3 9 | Kata G Change to G* & add line for
G w/ kat’

4:1 46 2| 19 | mévtwv Gv, C Change to C° & add line for
C* w/out v

4:2 46 2 9 | émTpomOvg Add G toF

4:2 46 2| 10 | émntpdmoig G Change to G*

4:2 46 3 1| otv B Change to B*

4:2 46 3] 23] é&om Add B°to C

4:4 47 2 1 | AABev B Change to B*

4:4 47 2| 10 | NAOe Add B° to 056

4:5 48 2 1 | dmoA&Bwyev 1424 | Change to 1424°

4:6 48 2 1| ¢€anéoteilev B Change to B* & add line for
B w/ &anéoteile

4:5 48 2 5 | AdPpwpev Add 1424* to 1242

4:6 48 3 8 | vloig F Change to F*

4:6 48 3 9 | vidg AddFto G

4:6 48 3 9 | kpafopev G Change to G* & add line for
G° w/ kpdlopev

4:6 48 3| 20 | Oudv D¢ Change to D?

4:7 49 1 1| d\a D Change to D*

4:7 49 1 13 | GAN Add D? to 69

4:7 49 2| 13 | Bodaxo N° Change to N?

4:8 50 1| 11 |id6teg D Change to D* & add line for
D2 w/ €iddtec

4:8 50 1 13 | @voev Add line for D! w/ @boe1

4:8-9 50 2 5 | vovel Add line for D* w/ vbv

4:8-9 50 2 5 | oot / vovel Add line for D? w/ obowv /
vOv

4:8-9 50 2| 20 | obowv / vovel D2 Remove line

4:12 52 2 1 | Telveode B Change to B*

4:12 52 2 3 | déopan F Change to F° & add line for
F* w/ d0ouat

4:12 52 2| 16 | Iiveobe AddB‘to C

4:13 52 3 1 | dobévelav D¢ Change to D?

4:13 52 3 4 | dobéviav Add D* to 1175

4:14 53 2 2 | o0k Add N! to A

4:14 53 2| 10 | tov N Change to N?

4:14 53 3 1 | édé€acbé AddCtoB

4:14 53 3 4 | &EedéEaché C Remove line

4:15 54 2 4 | dvedwkaté N Delete X

4:15 54 2 8 | &v £dkate / Eyw D¢ Remove line

4:15 54 2| 15| &v &ddkaté Add N2 to K




Verse | Page | Group | Line | Relevant Reading Ms | Correction

4:15 54 2| 15| &v &ddkaté Add D? to K

4:17 55 1 1 | A& ékxAeloat D¢ Change to D?

4:17 55 2 8 D¢ Change to D?

4:19 56 1 1| Wdeivw B Change to B*

4:19 56 1 3 | ®divw Add B to R*

4:19 56 1| 23| tekvia / &xpig N Change to N?

4:22 57 2 9 | €oxev F Change to F* & add line for
F*w/ eexev

4:24 58 3 1 | elow / Zewvd B Change to B*

4:24 58 3 3 | glowv 6vo N° Change to N?

4:24 58 3| 14| glo/ Zwva AddB‘to C

4:25 59 1 1| Zewad B Change to B*

4:25 59 1 1 | &pog éotiv D Change to D*? & add line
for D' w/ éotiv 8pog

4:25 59 1 3 | Zwva Add B to A

4:25 59 2 1 | ouvotoyel B Change to B*

4:25 59 2 29 | ovotoiel Add B¢ to 69

4:25 60 1 8 | 68 D¢ Change to D?

4:26 60 2 1 | ftig éotiv Add N'to B

4:26 60 2 1 | éotiv B Change to B*

4:26 60 2 5 | éoml Add B to C°

4:26 60 2| 11 | mavtwyv N° Change to N?

4:26 60 2 14 | tédviwv ce Replace w/ mévtov

4:27 60 4 1 | wdeivovoa B Change to B*

4:27 60 4 8 | @divovoa Add B to N

4:27 61 1 1| ftAg Add G°to B

4:27 61 1 6 | M G Change to G* & replace w/
ne

4:28 61 2 3 | buig Add line for D* w/ Oueig

4:28 61 2| 15| ’loadk N° Change to N?

4:28 61 2| 15| nueig D° Change to D?

4:30 62 3 1 | tob viod N° Change to N!

4:31 63 1 1| 8o Add D' to B

4:31 63 1| 18| Gpa D¢ Change to D?

5:1 63 2| 13 | Xgnuag N Change to N?

5:1 64 1| 19 | évéxeobe D Change to D* & add line for
D2 w/ &véxeode

5:2 65 1| 15| ODadAog N Change to N!

5:2 65 1| 15| HadAog 1424 | Change to 1424° & add line
for 1424* w/ MaAog

5:2 65 2 1 | weAfoet C Delete C & add line for C w/
QeI oEL

5:3 65 2 1 | mdhv D¢ Change to D?

5:3 65 3 1 | dpelAétng Add D°to B

5:3 65 3 5 | &vlpdny / 8L Add N?to F
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5:3 65 3 6 | OQIAETNG D Change to D*

5:3 65 3| 14| avlpwnwv N* Replace w/ &vOpwmnw

5:3 65 3 15 | vOpwmnwv / bt Ne Remove line

5:4 66 1| 10 | tod D Change to D?

5:4 66 2 1 | éenéoate AddD'to B

5:4 66 2| 10 | dikarodobe G Replace w/ Sikaroboban

5:4 66 2| 17 | é€enéoete D¢ Change to D?

5:5 66 3| 13 | dnexdexdueda N° Change to N?

5:6 67 1 9 | évyap Add G toF

5:6 67 1| 10| év G Change to G*

5:7 67 3 3110 N° Change to N?

5:7 68 1 1 | melBecbat B Change to B

5:7 68 1 7 | meiBeabon D Change to D?

5:7 68 1| 14 | neiBeoBe Add B* to 614

5:7 68 1| 18 | tod F Change to F* & add line for
F*w/ to1

5:7 68 1 21 | miBeobon D* Add line for D! w/ neiBecbe

5:9 68 2 1 | uewkpd B Change to B*

5:9 68 2 5 | ddAor D* Replace w/ ool

5:9 68 2| 16 | mxkpd Add B to N

5:9 68 2| 16| Cupol D¢ Change to D?

5:10 68 2| 13| éyw 3¢ mémo1Ba C Change to C*

5:10 68 2| 16 | éyw mémolfa Add C°to X

5:10 68 3| 10| qpovioetar 6 8¢ G Change to G*

5:10 68 3| 11| Xpo F Add line for G & replace w/
Xv

5:11 69 2 1 | €t knpooow Add C‘to B

5:11 69 2 1 | €1 knpoow D¢ Change to D?

5:11 69 2 3 | katRpyntat F Change to F* & add line for
¥4 w/ katpynron

5:11 69 2 9| el C Change to C*

5:12 70 1| 15| dgelov D¢ Change to D?

5:12 70 2 1] ot G Change to G & add line for
G*w/ oD

5:13 70 3 1| "Yueig D¢ Change to D?

5:14 71 2 6 | vopog D Change to D?

5:14 71 3| 15 | Ayannoeig AddD'toF

5:14 71 3| 20| évth Ayanioelg D Change to D?

5:15 72 2 4 | omod D¢ Change to D?

5:15 72 2| 13 | Omo N Change to N?

5:15 72 2| 13| Omd Add D* to N°

5:16 72 3 6 | teAéoete D Change to D2

5:16 72 3 7 | teAéonton F Change to F¢ & add line for
F* w/ yeAeontan

5:17 72 4| 11 | émbupui L Replace w/ émbOuyf
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5:17 73 1 4 | 16 8¢ 10 nva Pie* | Change to P

5:17 73 1 5 | 16 8¢ mva P | Change to Pro*

5:17 73 1| 12 | &¢ D Change to D?

5:17 73 1| 16| ¢ N° Change to N?

5:17 73 2| 11| a6éinte C Change to C*

5:17 73 2| 27| aavOéinte Add C°to D¢

5:18 73 2 4 | V1 1874° | Delete 1874° & add line for
1874° w/ vm

5:18 73 3 4 | o0kém éoTE Add N2 to 1175

5:18 73 3 9 | obK TIg N° Remove line

5:19 73 3 1| éomt B Change to B & add line for
B* w/ £otiy < NAZ8

5:19- 74 1 1| éotwv / dxabapoeia / B Change to B*

20 eldwAolatpeia

5:19- 74 1 5 | gom1 / &kabapoia / Add B° to 1241°

20 eidwAoAatpia

5:19 74 1| 19 | poxla N° Change to N?

5:19 74 1 20 | doéAyia Add line for D! w/ doéAyeia

5:19- 74 1 21 | uoixela, mopveia / D¢ Change to D?

20 eldwAolatpeia

5:20 74 2 1 | éperBeion B Change to B* & add line for
B° w/ ép1Beio

5:20 74 2 1 | éps1Beion u Replace w/ épiBeion

5:20 74 2| 24| eapuaxica / ép16iat Add D! to [w]

5:20 74 2| 30| @apuakeia / ép1Oeian D¢ Change to D?

5:21 75 1] 21| pébor D¢ Change to D!

5:21 75 2| 12| kai N° Change to N?

5:21 75 2| 12 | mpoginov D Change to D?

5:23 76 2 8 | mpadTng 1735 | Delete 1735 & add line for
1735 w/ mpadtig

5:23 76 3 1| otiv B Change to B*

5:23 76 3 1| éotiv C Delete C

5:23 76 3] 15| éom AddBtoL

5:23 76 3] 15| éom AddCtoL

5:24 77 1 1 | maBnpacty B Change to B*

5:24 77 1 4 | Tob X0 N° Change to N!

5:24 77 1 4 | mabNpaot Add B to N°

5:25 77 3| 21 | otoiyobuev D¢ Change to D?

5:26 77 3 1 | yewvdoueba B Change to B*

5:26 77 3 3 | yewvwueba G Change to G & add line for
G* w/ yevdueba

5:26 77 3| 28| ywoueda Add B to N

5:26 77 3| 28| ywoueda Add D! to N

6:1 78 2 1 | mpoAnueoh B Change to B*

6:1 78 2| 12 | mpoAngBij AddB‘toL
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6:1 78 4 8 | melpaobeig Add 1874 to L

6:1 78 4 9 | ov mepacdng D¢ Change to D?

6:1 78 4| 10 | £kaotog F Replace w/ €kaotog

6:1 78 4| 10 | mpaodii F Change to F* & add line for
F* w/ mpadn

6:1 78 4| 11 | mpaobfig D* Add line for D* w/
nelpacong

6:2 79 1| 11 | &vamAnpwoate N Change to N?

6:3 79 3 8 | autod F* Remove line

6:3 79 3 9 | €avtol F Change to F

6:7 80 3 5 | puktnpiletat D° Change to D!

6:7 81 1 1 | av omeipn Add D' to B

6:7 81 1 9 | éav omeipn D¢ Change to D?

6:8 81 2 1 | €équtod D¢ Change to D?

6:8 81 2 1 | éavtod 1424 | Change to 1424°

6:8 81 2 1 | Oepioer 1735 | Change to 1735°

6:8 81 2 5 | Beprioel Add 1735%"“ to 88

6:8 81 2 8 | Beploet N° Change to N?

6:8 81 2 9 | onipwv D* Add line for D! w/ oneipwv

6:8 81 2| 14| avtod Add 1424* to ¥

6:8 81 3 8 | €ig D* Change to ék

6:11 83 2 8 | mAeikoig G Replace w/ TnAeikoig

6:13 84 4 3 | povov ... 1874 | Change to 1874*

6:14 85 2 1 | kowxaoBat D* Change to D?

6:14 85 2| 12 | kavxnoaoOai D*** | Change to D*

6:14 85 3 1 | kK&yw KOOUW C Change to C*

6:14 85 3] 11| k&yw t@ KOoUW Add C®to D°

6:14 85 3] 11| k&yw t@ KOoUW D° Change to D?

6:15 86 1| 19 | ioxver N° Change to N?

6:15 86 1| 19| ioxver D¢ Change to D?

6:16 86 2 1 | otoxRoovoLy AddC°to B

6:16 86 2 6 | oTory e C Remove line

6:16 86 2 22 | otoiyovolv AddC*toD

6:16 86 3 4 | émi Add line for D* w/ kad émi

6:16 86 3 8 | tob Bv D Change to D?

6:17 87 1 1 | Aowrod F Delete F & add line for F w/
Aoiroi

6:17 87 2 6 | X0 D! Delete D!

6:17 87 2| 18 | o0 KU 10 D Change to D¢

343




Appendix B: Critical Text of the Byzantine Prototype

[MPOZ TAAATOYZ*

1 MadAog dndotolog oUK a1’ AvOpwTwV
o0vde dt” avBpdov GAAG dia 'Incol Xpiotod
kal Beol matpog tod éyeipavtog adTovV €k
VEKPQV, 2 Kal ol oLV €uol Tavteg ddeA@ol
Taig €kkAnotaig tiig Falatiag, 3 xdpig LUV
Kal elprivn anod Og0d matpog ‘Kol Kuplov
NUOV' "Tnood Xpiotod 4 tod ddvtog eavtov
Mepl TV auapti®v NUAV, Onwg EEEANTAL
NUag €k tod €veot®tog ai®dvog Tovnpol
Kata to OEAnUa tob Beod kal TaTPoOg ULV,
5@ 1N 86 elg Tovg aidvag TV aldvwy,
aunv.

¢ @aupdlw 611 "oUTwg TaxEéwg uetatide-
o0 amo tob kaAéoavro¢ UUAG €v Xdpitl
Xpiotod e€i¢ €tepov evayyéAov, 70 ovk
€0T1v AAAO, €1 Ur] TIVEG €lotv ol TapaocovTES
Vuag kal BéAovteg petaoctpédal O €day-
YéAov tod Xpiotod. 8 GAAG kol €av NUETS A
dyyehog €€ ovpavod "evayysAilntar Ouiv
nap’ O evnyyeAodueda LUly, dvddeua €otw.
% (OG TIPOEIPNKAUEV Kal APTL TAAV Aéyw * €1
T1 VPG ebayyeAiletal map’ 0 mapeAdfete,
avadepa £otw. 10"ApT1 yap &vOpwmoug
neibw f tov Bedv; 1 (nTtd AvOpwdToLg
apéokelv; €l yap €Tt dvOpwmolg fipeokov,
Xp1otod §00A0¢ 00K av AUNv.

UTvwpilw 6¢ OUlv, adeAgotl, TO ebay-
YéAov t0 "evayyeAiobev O €uod Gti ovk
€oTv kata dvOpwmov - 12000¢ yap Eyw
napd GvBpwmov mapéAafov avtd oUte

* Mss =D L 131 226 547 876 910 927 1270 1315 1352
1448 1734 1735 1854 2125 2147 2344 2401 2423 ...
Chrys-hark-1611 ¥
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2125 2147 ... Chrys RP-MARG | txt D¢ L 226 547 (g0n)- 876)
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1:11 " ednyyehobev 131 1735

ed1daxOnv, dAA& &t dmokaAUYPews 'Tnood
Xp1otol. 13 Hkoloate ydp TNV €unv
avaoctpopnv mote €v t@® ’Tovdaioud, Ot
ka®’ vrepPoAnyv €dlwkov trv ékkAnoiav tod
Beod kai €mdpbouv avThV, “Kal Tpoko-
ntov €v T® Tovdaiou®d vrep ToAAovG cuvn-
MKIOTAG €V TQ) YEVEL HOV, TEPLOCOTEPWS
(NAWTNG DTGP WV TOV TATPIKOV HOL TTapa-
ddoewv. 15 Ote d¢ €0d6knoev 6 B¢ O
agopicag pe €k kolAag untpdg pov Kal
KaAéoag T S TRG xdpitog avtol 16 dro-
KaAUPat TOv viov adTol €v €uotl, Tva "eday-
YeA{wpat adtov €v toig €Bveoty, eDBEWC 00
npooavedéuny ocapkl kai aipatt 17 o0de
faviiABov €ig¢ ‘TepocdAvua mpog TOLG TPo
guod amootoAovg, dAAa dmiABov gig Apa-
Blav kai madAv vnéotpeda €1 Aapackdv.

18 Ereita peta €tn tpia aviABov  eig
‘TepocdAvpa iotopfioat TIETpov Kal Enéuelva
TPOG a0TOV Nuépag dekamévte, 1° ETepov O¢
OV dnootéAwv ovk £idov &l ur Tdkwfov
OV GO0eA@oOv tod kupiov. 204 8¢ ypdpw
Oulv, 1dov évwmov tod Oeol Sti o0
Pevdouat. 21 "Enertar AAOov gic T "kAi-
pata thg Zuplag kol the Kihikiag 22 fjunv
d¢ &yvooUUEVOG TG TPOCWTW THIG EKKAN-
olong g Tovdatag taig év Xplot®. 2 pdvov
3¢ dxovovteg foav 8Tt 6 Siwkwv MUag Tote
vOv ebayyeliletar °trv "miotiv flv mote
"endpOet, 24 kai £86&alov év £pol OV Bedv.

2 "Emerta 01 dekatecodpwy ETOV TAALY
avéPnv eig TepocdAvua petd Bapvapa cup-
napadaPwv kol Titov: 2avéPnv d¢ kata
amokdAvry © kal Gvebéunv adtolc to €0-
ayyé\ov O knpvoow €v toig €Bveotv, Kat’
idiav 3¢ toig dokobolv, un mwg €i¢ Kevov
Tpéxw 1} €dpapov. 3 GAN 00d¢ Titog 6 oLV
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1:16 " ebayyeAiopar L 131 927 1315 2147
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1:21" kAMjuata L 910 1315 1735 2147 2401
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guot, "EAANV v, nvaykdaodn nepitundijvat -
431 8¢ tovg mapelsdkToug PevdadéApoug,
oitiveg mapeloiiA@ov  kataokomfjcar THV
g\evbeplav MUV fiv "Exouev év Xplot®
'Incod, Tva Audc katadovAdowvtal, 50oig
ovd¢ mpog Wpav eiauev tf vToTAYH, Tva 1
aAnbela tod ebayyehiov "drapeivn mPOg
Ouac. 6’ATtO 8¢ TdV dokoUvtwV gival T1,
— omolol mote fioav 008V pot dragépet *
npdowmov T Bedg avBpwmov o0 AapPdver —
guol yap ol dokobvteg 00dev mpocavedevto,
7 &AA& tovvavtiov 186vteg 0Tt memioTevpat
0 evayyéhov TG dkpoPuotiog kabwg
[létpog TG mepitoufic, 80 yap Evepynoog
Métpw €lg AmooToANV Tii§ MepLToufi "Evhip-
ynoev ‘kal éuol’ €ig ta €0vn, 2 kal yvovreg
v xapwv v dobelodv pot, TakwPog Kai
Knoag kai Twdavvng, ol dokodvteg otbAot
eival, de€1dc #dwkav éuol kai BapvaPa
Kowvwviag, tva fuelg " gig ta €0vn, avdtol d¢
glg TNV mepitopunv © ° udvov TV TTwX®V
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16 £id6teg T 6T1 00 dikarodtar AvOpwmog €€
€pywv véuov €av ur dx miotewg ‘Inood
Xpiotod, kal Nuelg €ig Xpiotov “Inoodv
€moTeVoaEY, Vo SikalwO®UEV €k TioTEWG
Xpiotod kal oUk €€ £pywv véuov, 1816t fod
dikarwbnoetat €€ €pywv vopov® naoa odpé.
7 el 8¢ (nrodvreg Sikaiwdivar év Xplotd
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Xplotog apaptiag didkovog, pn yévorro.
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Twg avontoi éote, évaplduevor mTveLUATL
VOV ocapki €mitelelobe; 4 tocalta éndbete
eikfi; el ye kal eikfi. 56 odv émixopny®v
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VLY, €€ €pyQVv vopov 1 €€ dkoufig TioTewg;
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'Incod, va tnv énayyeAiav tod mveduatog
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15°Aded@ol, katdx GvOpwmov Aéyw
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T omépuati oov, 0G €o0Tiv Xp1oToG. Y7 todto
d¢ Aéyw * daBnknv "mpokekvpwUEVIY UTIO
°to0 Beol €ig Xpiotov O peta ‘€tn tetpa-
kéowx kai "tpidkovrat "yeyovag véuog ovk
akvpol €l TO kKatapyfioal TNV émayyeAiav.
18 ] yap €k vOpov 1N kAnpovopia, oOKETL €€
emayyeliag  t@ O¢ APpaay 3’ EmayyeAiog
Kexaprotat 6 Bedg.
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Xé&p1v mpooeTédn, &xpig ob EAON "t omépua
"O émyyedtar, Satayeic 181 dyyédwv év

3:10 "6 D ... 1611 ¥

3:10 © 2344 ... hark-1611 ¥

3:14 " yevoetat L 226

3:16 " éppédnoav 131 876 1270 2125 HF ... Chrys-1611 ¥
3:16 " éppaoty 910 1735

3:17 " kekvpwuévny 876 1448 | pokekpuUUEVNY 1735
3:17 © 1270 1448

3:17°4123D°1270 ... Chrys-hark ¥

3:17 " tprakdora 876 1315 1352

3:17 "1 yéyovog 226 1734

3:19" t® 13151735

3:19 "6 L 927 1270 1315 1734 2147

3:19 "1 8¢ 910 | - 927 1315 1734 2147

XEPl peoitov. 200 8¢ peoitng €vog ovk
gotrv, O 8¢ 0edg €ig €otiv. 21O 0DV vbuog
KAt TOV énayyeAi@v tod 0g0D; ur| yévorro.
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oat, Svtwg av éx vluov Av 1 dikatoolvn *
22 FAAX GUVEKAELGEV 1] YpAPH TA TAVTA VIO
auoptiav, Tva 1) émayyelia €k mioTewg
'Incod Xpiotod d007fj tolg motevovoLy.

Z1Ipo ‘tod d¢' €éABelv trv miotv Umod
VooV £@povpolueda GUYKEKAEIGUEVOL E1G
v  uéAovoav mioTiv  dmokaAvgBivat,
24 (hote O VOUOG Tadaywyog NUAV yéyovev
elg Xp1otdv, tva €k mictewg dikatwOOueV *
25 ¢NBovonG ¢ TG MioTewG OVKETL LTO TTAL-
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gote €v Xplot® ’‘Inood. el d¢ Vuelg
Xptoto0, dpa To0 APpady omépua £0TE, “Kal
Kat "émayyeAiav kAnpovouot.
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oUkéTt €1 doDAog dAAK vidg - €l 8¢ vidg, kal
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1 poPoluatl LPAG UH TWG €1Kf KeEKOTIaKX
€1g UGG,

2T{vecbe WG eyw, OTL KAY® WG VUEIS,
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vulv.
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gmayyeAiag. 2 ETiva  éotv - GAAnyo-
povueva - avtal ydp elotv T §vo drabrikar,
pla pev amo 8pouvg Ziva €ig dovAeiav yev-
vioa, Mtig éotlv Aydp. 25°t0 yap Ayap®
Tva 8pog €otiv év T Apapiq * cvotoiyel 6
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akpoPuotia  GAA& miotig O dydmng
EVEPYOUUEVT.
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patt mepinatelte kai mbupiav capkog ov
un tedéonte. 71| yap oap "Embuuel kata
T00 Tvevpatog, TO O¢ mvedupa Katd TG
oapkog, tadta 8¢ ‘Tavtikeitoan GAARAoG,
tva un & av "0éAnte tabta roifite. Bel
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toadta mpdooovteg PactAeiav Beob o0
KAnpovouncovotv. 226 8¢ kapmodg tod mveL-
UOTOG 0TIV Gydmn xap& €iprivn, upakpo-
Buuic  xpnotdétng  dyabwolvrn,  mioTig
2 gpailitng EyKPATELX * KATA TV TOL0UTWV
oUKk £oTv vOuog. 240t 8¢ tob Xpiotod trv
odpKa €0TAUPWOAV LV TOIG TABAUACLY Kal
Talg émbupiog. 25 E{ {(uev mvevyart,
TVEOATL Kal "oTotX@UeV. 26 un "yvwueda
kevodolol,  GAAAAovg  "mpokalovuevot,
"LEAAAA01g pBovoDvTEC.
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melpacdfig. 2’ AAMAAwY ta "Papn Pactdlete
Kal oUtwg avamAnpwoate toOv vouov tod
Xpiotod. 3¢l yap Sokel Tig eival T undev
Wv, €autov @pevamatd. 4to de Epyov
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TOV £tepov * 5 €KaoTog ydp TO 1810V poptiov
Paotdoet.
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Fepyalopeba tO ayabov mpog mAVTOG,
U&ALoTa O¢ TPOG TOVG Oikeiovg THG TioTEWG.

1 [§ete mNALKOIG LUTV Ypdupaoy €ypa-
Yo T €uf xewpl. 12 “0cor OéAovorv edmpo-
ownfical év ocapki, obtol dvaykdlovoiy
Uuag mepitéuvesdat, pdvov tva un t@ otav-
p® t00 Xprotod "dihkovrat. 13 ovde yap ol
"mepiteTunuévor adtol VOHoV QUAGGGOLGLY
aAA& BéAovorv Ouag mepitéuvesBat, Tva €v
Tfj DUETEPQ oapkl "Kavxfowvtat.  4’Euol
d¢ un yévoirto kavxdcbar el un €v t®
otavp®d tob Kupiov MUV ‘Incod Xpiotod,
3t 00 £pol kbopog éotadpwtal KAYw TR
KOOUW. 5 ‘€v yap Xpot® ’Incol olte
nepitoun Tt ioxver oUte akpoPuotia GAA
Kawvn ktiowg. ¢ kai oot T® Kavovi ToUTw
oTotfoovaLy, glpfvn €’ abTOUG Kal €Ae0g
Kai €mti Tov TopanA tod Beod.

7 Tob Aowmod k6movg pot undeig mape-
XETw *© €yw ydp Ta otiyyata tod Kupiov
'INoo0 v T@ owpati pov Paotdlw.

18 ‘H yapig tod Kupiov NUGV 'Incod Xpi-
0To0 petd tol mvevpatog VUGV, ddelgoi
aunv.
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