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Preface

The essays collected (and in many cases translated) here represent some of
the fruit of more than three decades of engagement with the documents
that preserve the text of the New Testament and the methodological and
historical challenges they present.* For their kind support of Textual
Criticism and the New Testament Text: Theory, Practice, and Editorial
Technique, I thank all those who have given their aid. First, I name my
American translator, Professor Robert L. Brawley (Albert G. McGaw Pro-
fessor of New Testament Emeritus, McCormick Theological Seminary),
of Durham, North Carolina. Next, I name Miss Diana C. Lumsden, BA,
of Osnabriick, who standardized all of my English texts. Third, I thank
Professor Michael W. Holmes (University Professor of Biblical Studies and
Early Christianity emeritus, Bethel University, and Director of Scholars
Initiative, Museum of the Bible), of St. Paul, Minnesota, who recom-
mended my work by an expert report, who edited my texts with great
care, and who assisted in the production.

Due recognition is given to all who kindly gave permission to repub-
lish materials: Nozomu Kabayashi, Director, Shinkyu Shuppansha, Tokyo;
Professor Dr. Cilliers Breytenbach, Berlin; Professor Dr. Dr. h.c. Werner
Eck, FBA, Koln; Professor Dr. Winfried Woesler, Osnabriick; Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, Gottingen; Brill Academic Publishers, Leiden; and
Bloomsbury Continuum Publishers, London.

* See further the select bibliography of publications on pages xi-xiii below. A full CV
is available at www.eberhardwgueting.de.
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—_— 1 —
An Introduction to the
Textual Criticism of the New Testament

Introduction

As is the case with other texts inherited from antiquity, the writings of
the New Testament do not come into our hands unaltered. What pre-
cisely their authors wrote is unknown often enough. Copies copied from
copies discovered in various localities, mainly in Egypt, present a confus-
ing abundance of variant readings. Many decades before the pioneering
edition of Karl Lachmann, editors of the Greek New Testament began to
collect variant readings into their apparatuses. In the course of the finds of
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries these lists of witnesses have accu-
mulated tremendously. Today the apparatuses of editions do not collect
merely Greek witnesses. The testimony of early translations, of lection-
aries, of New Testament quotations in the writings of Greek and Latin
church fathers are recorded.! The use of citations from the New Testament,
however, requires a careful method.? Textbooks introduce a student to edi-
tions and their apparatuses.>

1. Barbara Aland et al., eds., Novum Testamentum Graecum: Editio Critica
Maior. Edited by the Institute for New Testament Textual Research, Installment 1.
IV. Catholic Letters: James; Part 1: Text; Part 2: Supplementary Material, 2nd ed.
(Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2013); B. Aland et al.,, eds. Novum Testa-
mentum Graece, 28th ed. (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2012) [= NA28];
B. Aland et al,, eds., The Greek New Testament, 5th ed. (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibel-
gesellschaft; United Bible Societies, 2014) [= UBS]; Michael W. Holmes, ed., The
Greek New Testament: SBL Edition (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature; Belling-
ham, WA: Logos Bible Software, 2010).

2. Gordon D. Fee, revised by Roderic L. Mullen, “The Use of the Greek
Fathers for New Testament Textual Criticism,” in The Text of the New Testament
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2 Textual Criticism and the New Testament Text

A student about to engage in written homework needs the discussion
of textual variation as found in commentaries. In addition, the editors
of the Greek New Testament of the United Bible Societies have published
a Textual Commentary that lists important literature, and discusses and
decides on a select number of variant readings.*

Text-critical methods need to be employed and, likewise, to be taught.

in Contemporary Research: Essays on the Status Quaestionis, ed. Bart D. Ehrman
and Michael W. Holmes, 2nd ed., NTTS 42 (Leiden: Brill, 2013), 351-73; Amy
M. Donaldson, “Explicit References to New Testament Variant Readings among
Greek and Latin Church Fathers” (PhD diss., University of Notre Dame, 2009);
online https://tinyurl.com/sbl7012¢. Problems met with in quotations from trans-
lations into languages of Near Eastern cultures from antiquity are discussed in
Ehrman and Holmes, Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research.

3. Ehrman and Holmes, Text of the New Testament in Contemporary
Research; Barbara Aland, “Text Criticism of the Bible. II. New Testament,” RPP
12:576-78; B. Aland, “Textkritik der Bibel, II. Neues Testament,” RGG 8:200-
207; David C. Parker, Textual Scholarship and the Making of the New Testament:
The Lyell Lectures Oxford Trinity Term 2011 (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2012); J. Keith Elliott, New Testament Textual Criticism: The Application of
Thoroughgoing Principles; Essays on Manuscripts and Textual Variation, NovT-
Sup 137 (Leiden: Brill, 2010); David C. Parker, Manuscripts, Texts, Theology:
Collected Papers 1977-2007, ANTF 40 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2009); Parker, An
Introduction to the New Testament Manuscripts and Their Texts (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2008); Bart D. Ehrman, Studies in the Textual Crit-
icism of the New Testament, NTTS 33 (Leiden: Brill, 2006); Bruce M. Metzger
and Bart D. Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corrup-
tion, and Restoration, 4th ed. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005); Eldon J.
Epp, Perspectives on New Testament Textual Criticism: Collected Essays 1962-
2004, NovTSup 116 (Leiden: Brill, 2005); B. Aland, “Textgeschichte/ Textkritik
der Bibel, II. Neues Testament,” TRE 33:155-68; 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, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans; Leiden: Brill, 1989), 32-35 and 317-37; Léon Vaganay, An Introduc-
tion to New Testament Textual Criticism, rev. and updated by Christian-Bernard
Amphoux and Jenny Heimerdinger, trans. Jenny Heimerdinger, 2nd ed. (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991), 52-86; Martin L. West, Textual
Criticism and Editorial Technique: Applicable to Greek und Latin Texts (Stutt-
gart: Teubner, 1973).

4. Bruce M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament:
A Companion Volume to the United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament (Fourth
Revised Edition), 2nd ed. (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1994).
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Tried and tested among these is the analysis in detail of the mistakes and
errors of ancient scribes. Bernhard Weiss, Eberhard Nestle, Bruce M.
Metzger, and many others pioneered such analysis. These authors iden-
tified slips and intentional changes in manuscripts, and even noticed
improvements, and classified them.

Textual criticism of the New Testament aims at an overall presentation
of the various aspects of early textual transmission. It describes diverse
factors that influenced the early copying process in antiquity. For many
decades textual criticism endeavoured to reconstruct the original texts
of New Testament authors with energy and with skill. While scholarly
interest recently shifted and began to devote intensive study to the cul-
tural contexts of early diversity in traditions, this essay seeks to resume
philological approaches to textual criticism, and in doing so makes use of
proven procedures.>

Several recent surveys, in investigating specific sets of data, adapted
the methods used to the topics chosen. In a survey of the occurrence of
“Amen” in New Testament contexts, attention was given to Formgeschich-
te.’ In an examination of primary and secondary asyndeta as elements
of Pauline style, statistical procedures were introduced.” An extensive
investigation of the textual criticism of the Gospel of Mark analyzed a
multiplicity of linguistic and stylistic aspects of Mark’s language.® This
method gained recognition.’

5. For the shift in emphasis, see Parker, Textual Scholarship; Eldon J. Epp,
“It's All about Variants: A Variant-Conscious Approach to New Testament Tex-
tual Criticism,” HTR 100 (2007): 275-308; Tobias Nicklas and Michael Tilly, eds.,
The Book of Acts as Church History/Apostelgeschichte als Kirchengeschichte: Text,
Textual Traditions, and Ancient Interpretations/Text, Texttraditionen und antike
Auslegungen, BZNW 120 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2003).

6. Eberhard Giiting, “Amen, Eulogie, Doxologie: Eine textkritische Unter-
suchung;” in Begegnungen zwischen Christentum und Judentum in Antike und
Mittelalter: Festschrift Heinz Schreckenberg, ed. Dietrich-Alex Koch and Hermann
Lichtenberger, SIJD 1 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1993), 133-62 [ch.
4 in this collection].

7. Eberhard W. Giiting and David L. Mealand, Asyndeton in Paul: A Text-criti-
cal and Statistical Enquiry into Pauline Style, SBET 39 (Lewiston, NY: Mellen, 1998).

8. Heinrich Greeven and Eberhard Giiting, eds., Textkritik des Markusevange-
liums, Theologie, Forschung und Wissenschaft 11 (Miinster: LIT, 2005).

9. Thus Wolfgang Schrage, “Geleitwort,” in Greeven and Giiting, Textkritik
des Markusevangeliums, 1-2.



4 Textual Criticism and the New Testament Text

It is recommended to those teaching textual criticism that they use the
technique of an investigation in order to make it possible for the student to
make a decision on text-critical issues. In order to profit from this experi-
ence, attention must be paid to the style of a New Testament text, to the
type of text, and to the author. Every text reveals its individuality more or
less distinctly.!? To read a Greek text means in the first place to pay atten-
tion to the semantics, to the grammar, to the structure of the literary form,
and to the scope of the intended communication. Resources need to be to
hand. In principle such a reading aims at an adequate understanding of a
complete text.

For textual criticism, however, it is necessary to examine in detail
whether a text as transmitted may be considered correct. This issue belongs
to the jurisdiction of a demanding philology. Classical philology examines
traditions from antiquity in three steps: Recensio, examinatio, emendatio.
Among the authors who represent this methodology numerous New Tes-
tament scholars must be mentioned. In Germany the researches of Adolf
Deissmann, Friedrich Blass, and Adolf von Harnack once set the pace. In
England the classical scholar Giinther Zuntz represented this philological
methodology to a significant degree.!! It is the task of examinatio as a scien-
tific procedure to ask whether the language of a textual unit, in its elements
and in its entirety, may be described as correct.!?> Conspicuous speech may
at times be out of keeping with the known language of an author. On the
other hand, within this framework it may be entirely proper, chosen for
reasons of stylistic design. To expect a student who did not receive any
training in classical studies to excel here would be ill-advised. Therefore
textual criticism deserves to be taught. Let us begin!

10. Marius Reiser, Sprache und literarische Formen des Neuen Testaments:
Eine Einfiithrung (Paderborn: Schéningh, 2001).

11. Michael W. Holmes, “The Text of the Epistles Sixty Years After: An Assess-
ment of Giinther Zuntz’s Contribution to Text-Critical Methodology and History,”
in Transmission and Reception: New Testament Text-critical and Exegetical Studies,
ed. Jeffrey Wayne Childers and David C. Parker (Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias, 2006),
89-113; Eberhard Giiting, “The Methodological Contribution of Giinther Zuntz
to the Text of Hebrews,” NovT 51 (2006): 359-78 [ch. 10 in this collection]; Giin-
ther Zuntz, Lukian von Samosata und das Neue Testament, ed. Barbara Aland and
Klaus Wachtel, AHAW.PH 2 (Heidelberg: Winter, 1995).

12. Paul Maas, Textual Criticism, trans. Barbara Flower (Oxford: Clarendon,
1958); Maas, Textkritik, 4th ed. (Leipzig: Teubner, 1960).
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It has been known for a long time that the Fourth Gospel presents
its themes in a sublime manner. Prominent elements of its literary design
are the numerous asyndeta. Greek sentences normally form a network of
interwoven sentences. Unconnected sentences, in contrast, have some-
thing startling: amexpify Inaols, John 1:50; 7§} émadpiov, John 1:43; fiyayev
a0T6, John 1:42; Bedv 000els éwpaxev mwmote, John 1:18. Scribes frequently
add: xal, 8¢, odv, Té.13

1. The Adverb maAw: Strictly Adverbial Uses

We shall investigate uses of the adverb maAw within the text of the Fourth
Gospel. Lexical meanings of the word move in the spectrum “back, again,
further, moreover, in turn, on the other hand”'* In numerous passages
the word maAwv has been uniformly transmitted. In all of these, language
patterns regarding the position of the word within the sentence may be
analyzed; second, regarding the structure of the sentences in which the
word appears; and, third, regarding uses that serve merely to connect nar-
ratives and other units of speech. Occasionally mdAw appears in places in
which alternatively connecting particles have been introduced into the
sentence. We have to investigate whether maAw in these passages has been
added in the process of copying.

This question is related to a problem already mentioned. As will be
demonstrated, maAw is used not only to link words and phrases, but also
to connect literary units. Hellenistic Greek authors have alternative parts
of speech at their disposal to achieve a similar effect, namely, the use of
particles as sentence connectives. It is desirable, in passages that employ
maAw, to ask whether asyndeta have been transmitted in one part of the
tradition and whether these represent the original text of the gospel. If o0,
xal, or 0¢ appear in one part of the tradition, these particles may be sec-
ondary additions. The present investigation, however, does not intend to
survey fully the insertion of secondary particles into the text of the Fourth
Gospel. It is an interesting question, of course, whether scribes inserted

13. Regarding the function and use of asyndeta in Greek authors, see Giiting
and Mealand, Asyndeton in Paul, 1-8.

14. BDAG, 752-53; Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, eds., Griechisch-deutsches
Worterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen Testaments und der [iibrigen] friihchristli-
chen Literatur von Walter Bauer, 6th ed. (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988), 1227-28; LS],
1292; MM, 475-76.
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connecting particles that destroyed asyndeton, since it was observed long
ago that asyndeta are a frequent device in the style of this gospel.!®

A concordance informs us that maAw in the Gospel of John occurs
forty-five times. From the apparatus of Nestle-Aland we gather the infor-
mation that four times a maAv was rejected by the editors, namely, in John
1:21; 8:28; 9:26; 12:22. May we consider these textual decisions as correct?
Have all of the forty-five occurrences been justifiably accepted?!®

The adverb maAw forms a close link semantically to the predicate. In
John 4:13, for instance, we read: “Everyone who drinks this water will be
thirsty again”!” Or, in John 10:17-18, the Son, somewhat majestically,
remarks that nobody is able to rob him of his life. “I have the right to lay it
down, and I have the right to receive it back again.” To travel again to Judea
means much the same as to return there (John 11:7-8). A divine voice
sounds encouragement from heaven: “I have glorified it, and I will glorify
it again” (John 12:28). The connection of €pyopat to its adverb denotes
“to return” (John 14:3). The adverb is employed in the term “to see again”
(John 16:22). To come into the world and to leave it again are combined
similarly (John 16:28). In all of these passages the adverb is placed directly
before the verb. The tradition is uniform. It is firm, too, when in one of
the Johannine parting speeches the closeness of the mapouvaia is spoken of.
“Soon” and “again soon” are matched (John 16:16, 17, 19).

A close semantic link of maAw to its verb may be noticed in John 4:3.
The passage mentions a return to Galilee. This narrative turn is prepared
by a phrase that forms a parallel: ddfixev ™y Toudaiav. Several witnesses,
however, do not present any maAtv here: B* A G H K U 037 039 041 044
014128 157 579 700 1346 1424 q sy "bo ™ geo? pm. Apart from B* this set
of witnesses represents a relatively late form of the text. The textual critics
Bart Ehrman, Gordon Fee, and Michael Holmes examined the quota-

15. Reiser, Sprache und literarische Formen, 66, 212, 213; Friedrich Blass, Phi-
lology of the Gospels (London 1898; repr. Amsterdam: Griiner, 1969), 236: “That
John's style is asyndetic you will recognize at once, wherever you open his book”

16. Kurt Aland, ed., Vollstindige Konkordanz zum griechischen Neuen Tes-
tament: Unter Zugrundelegung aller modernen kritischen Textausgaben und des
Textus Receptus, ANTF 4 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1978-1983); K. Aland, Computer-
Konkordanz: Vollstindige Konkordanz zum griechischen Neuen Testament (Berlin:
de Gruyter, 1977); Carl Hermann Bruder, Tamieion ton tes kaines diathekes lexeon,
sive concordantiae omnium vocum Novi Testamenti Graeci (Leipzig: Bredt, 1888).

17. Unless otherwise noted, all translations are mine.
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tions of this passage by Origen and stated that Origen’s manner of quoting
precludes any answer to the question whether maAw was part of his text.!®
ITaAw, then, belongs to the original text and is to be retained. We note that
occasionally we have to decide against the excellent witness B.!

In John 9:27 the tradition fluctuates as to the word order. A minority
of witnesses, namely, P”> and B, two important Egyptian witnesses, and
also achm? bo™s, have t{ o0v mdAw Oédete axoletv; In omitting this ooV,
other witnesses present T maAw Bédete dxovev; So R AKL M N U W 039
04428 33 69 124 157 579 1071 1424 fam! fam!? pm. The author emphasizes
the verb 0é)\ete by using it twice. A word order that seems more natural is
found in P% (D) 038 047 0211 e a r’: 7i BéleTe maAw dxovew; It is question-
able, though, whether this variant is a Western improvement of the text, or
whether it is original. The grammar of Blass and Debrunner preferred the
Egyptian variant without discussing this textual problem.?® It is recom-
mended to follow the Egyptian text here. On the other hand, the Western
text and its differing word order could be defended equally well.

At first glance the use of mdAw in John 10:39 seems comparable to the
examples established above. The adverb directly precedes the verb. Yet to
speak of a “renewed” stoning is not really meaningful language. Also we
meet in this passage a marked diversity of variant readings. This maAw,
therefore, a secondary intrusion, will be discussed within the next section.

2. The Adverb maAiv: Uses Designed to Structure a Narrative

The Fourth Gospel regularly uses mdAw to give structure to narratives.
Movements in their precise sequence are vividly portrayed. The Roman
prefect appears outside the praetorium in front of the multitude and
enters the building again. He appears anew and leaves the multitude
(John 18:28-40). A blind man who had received sight is questioned by his
neighbors, by Pharisees, by other Pharisees. His parents are interviewed,
and again the cured man. The tradition is firm here: John 9:15, 17, 27. The
adverbs used to form strands of action are as a rule firmly transmitted
in this gospel, compare John 4:46 (2:2); 6:15 (6:3); 10:19 (7:43 and 9:16);

18. Bart D. Ehrman, Gordon D. Fee, and Michael W. Holmes, The Text of the
Fourth Gospel in the Writings of Origen, vol. 1, NTGF 3 (Atlanta: Scholars Press,
1992), 112 n. 4.

19. Thus Metzger, Textual Commentary, 176-77.

20. BDF §338.2.
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11:38 (11:33); 12:39 (12:38); 13:12 (13:4); 18:7 (18:4); 18:27 (18:17 and
18:25); 19:37 (19:36); 20:10 (20:2); 20:21 (20:19).

A secondary mdAw in John 1:21 is meant to tie together a course of
events. The additional word in 8 W*e it sy? is poorly attested. This matv
is not found in sy, in f q aur vg and in a remarkable number of ancient
witnesses, among them P% P7> B C A and numerous other majuscule
manuscripts.?! The text of Origen’s commentary on John, too, supports
the omission of mdAw.?

Another mdAw in John 8:28 is also insufficiently attested. Here the
additional word links together several sayings of Jesus. The addition is
attested by 8* D 28 sy*® and sy, but is not found in e or in most of the Old
Latin witnesses.

In John 9:26, too, an additional mdAw serves to tie a narrative together.
It is superfluous, though, and it is missing in good witnesses, in P7> 8* B D
W 579 sy* co, in e and in most of the Old Latin witnesses. In f q aur, iterum
is found.

Chapter 10 of the Fourth Gospel features a series of monologues of
Jesus, which mainly introduce him as the Good Shepherd. Various units
are only loosely connected. Some parts lack any narrative setting, while
other parts are set in narrative passages. Several times a mdAw appears, the
transmission of which is not entirely clear. Its textual status needs to be
examined.

The passage John 10:11-18 may be seen as a narrative unit. Verse 19
resumes the narrative setting and tells of a reaction of the Judeans, which
reminds the reader of similar reactions: maAwv (John 7:43 and 9:16). The
transmission of this mdAw is firm, with the exception of D, which omits it.
Here a secondary otv is found in many witnesses, among them P% A (D) K
M U 037 038 039 041 044 fam! fam'?® sy? pbo bo. The connecting particle
is missing in P> X BL W 157 579 1071 e it sy>P sa achm?. The attestation
of the particle is partly old, but the Egyptian group of witnesses, supported
by the Western attestation of W e it sy>P achm?, deserves preference: mdtv
is secondary.??

In contrast to these texts, the passage John 10:7-10 appears to be a

21. Metzger, Textual Commentary, 170, leans for its decision on the age and
the wide geographical distribution of these witnesses.

22. Origen, Comm. Jo. 6.10.62 (ed. Preuschen, p. 119); see Ehrman, Fee, and
Holmes, Text of the Fourth Gospel in the Writings of Origen, 63.

23. Metzger, Textual Commentary, 197. In a situation such as this, where a
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supplement drawn up by Johannine redactors who ignore in a remarkable
fashion the concepts of figurative speech in John 10:1-6 and 10:11-18.
This supplement includes part of the wording of verse 7, eimev otv adtois
6 ‘Inoolig: so P45vid peec 82 W 1 565 1241 1 2211 it. A secondary mdAw is
discernible as a disturbing element. It appears in varying positions in this
sentence. P&id P75 (B) read eimev odv mdAwv 6 ‘Inoolis, while DGLM U Y
037 038 044 579 700 892° a sy co pm have elmev ov maAw adTols 6 Tyool.
Another word order, lmev odv adTols mdAw 6 Tyools is attested by A K 039
0250 syP. Here the Egyptian witness 8* gives elmev atTols mdAw 6 Tnools,
while P6* e read eimev adtoic 6 Tnoolis. And, finally, eimev odv adTols 6 Tyoolis
mdAw is attested by 33 1424 syh and (omitting otv) fam!3.24 The additional
oUv is also not found in P66* 8* e sy*. Within the Old Latin tradition, iterum
is omitted in ff2, but it is found in a d. The Sinai Syriac (sy©) text opens its
sentence with “again” This maAw is clearly meant to connect this supple-
mentary text to the narrative sequence, similar in effect to the connective
oOv. This mdAw should not be accepted.

Such variance in word order is rather typical of a process of trans-
mission that received secondary intrusions. The supplement began
asyndetically (without 00v), as is seen in P56* 8* e sy*. In a passage like this,
it is necessary to depart from the position of Brooke Foss Westcott and
Fenton John Anthony Hort and their successors and to prefer an ancient
Western tradition. We read: elmev adtois 6 Tyoolic.2®

The monologue of Jesus in John 10:1-6, 11-18 was completed by
resuming the narrative. The reaction of the audience is reported. Twice
his listeners are about to seize and to stone Jesus on account of his high
claims (John 10:31, 39). An adverb mdAw as mentioned above is firm in
the tradition (John 10:19).26 Three times an adverb maAw is made use of to
underscore a narrative sequence. All of these occurrences appear uncer-
tain as to the text. In John 10:31 wdAw is omitted by P> D 038 e it (except

balance of witnesses emerges, the observation gains weight that particles are more
often added than lost.

24. See NA?8, Appendix II: Variae lectiones minores, 827.

25. The textual criticism of Westcott and Hort preferred as a rule the Egyptian
variant readings and sought to justify this by the theory of an early “neutral” text,
see Brooke Foss Westcott and Fenton John Anthony Hort, eds., The New Testa-
ment in the Original Greek: Volume 1, Text; Volume 2, Introduction [and] Appendix
(Cambridge: Macmillan, 1881).

26. See above, §2, p. 2 note 2.
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f) sy® sa™ pbo bo (John 8:59 alluded to). This speaks clearly against an
original status of the word.

In John 10:39 an alternative odv found in some of the witnesses cannot
be accepted as an original part of the text either: o0v D 28 69 124 788 [ 844 e
it sa™s bo; oOv mdAv PS6 A K M U 036 037 039 041 044 fam! fam!? f syh sams
pm.?” In John 10:39 several witnesses lack the adverb: P43id P7> x* D 579
1241 e it achm?.?® This definitely decides against an original status. Here,
too, an original asyndeton was removed by o0v or xai or 3¢ respectively.
Asyndetic é0jtowv is testified to by P7>¥id B M U 036 038* 039 045 28 157
180 700 1292 1342 pbo bo™s pm. In John 10:40 waAw is missing in P% 036
047 e sy*P achm?.

A narrative concisely told in John 12:22 begins a sentence by placing
two verbs asyndetically. Greek and Latin witnesses removed this typically
Johannine stylistic device in different ways. The additional waAw is missing
in P7>id poéc B Q* L A a cl r! sy*. In a few Old Latin witnesses it appears in
various positions. It is missing in the African witness e.

In John 12:38 + 40, by introducing two quotations from Isaiah, the
author creates a sequence of reflection. The introductions to these are
linked by a maAw (John 12:39). A singular variant of Codex Bezae intro-
duces a stylistic alternative: D xat yap. A singular variant reading, however,
is not acceptable here.

In a conspicuous section of the passion narrative, TaAw is employed in
order to illustrate the conduct of the Roman prefect. The author endeavors
to bring the correct adherence to purity requirements on the part of Jewish
prosecutors into focus (John 18:28). Since they refuse to enter the praeto-
rium, Pilate addresses them outside the building, but in order to conduct
the trial, he enters it. The movements of the Roman prefect are given in
detail: g£7iAbev olv ... elofiAbev 0Oy mdAw ... xal ToliTo elmdw mdAW e£fiAbey
mpds ToUs Toudaious ... xal e&fidbev mdAw ... xal elofAdev eis T TparTwplov
maAw (John 18:29, 33, 38; 19:4, 9). It is questionable here, whether or not
the first occurrence of maAw in John 18:33 belongs to the original text. The
adverb is missing in the minuscules 33 and 1424; the other witnesses pres-
ent it in three different positions. In P52 P¢0Vid B C* Ds L W 037 0109 fam!?

27. NA?; UBS®; and Metzger, Textual Commentary, include odv in square
brackets, as the editors were not confident about its original status, see p. 198.

28. Regarding the quotation of the testimony of P”>, see William J. Elliott and
David C. Parker, The New Testament in Greek, IV: The Gospel according to St. John;
Vol. One; The Papyri, NTTS 20 (Leiden: Brill, 1995), 237.
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579 1844 e it, it appears as the third word of the sentence. Since the most
ancient Johannine papyrus P>? is among the witnesses and the Old African
and Old Latin witnesses have the word, the decision is clear: the word is
part of the original text. It is supported, too, by the form of the whole nar-
rative, as it is firmly transmitted in John 18:38 b, in 19:4, and in 19:9.

In John 18:40 the author depicts the tumult that is raised by an angry
crowd. Is mavtes Aéyovtes the text we ought to read here or is it maAw
Aéyovteg? One of the two words is an intrusion. ITaAw is attested by PO & B
L W 0450109 118 579 1071. Both words are lacking in 1241 and in achm?.
Both words are transmitted in A (D) 036 037 038 0250 f vg sy" pm.

Two traditions are in opposition to each other. Instead of mdvtes our
best Egyptian witnesses have maAw, but they are alone in this. Instead of
maAw our best Western witnesses have mavtes, namely, e and all Old Latin
witnesses; this variant reading is supported additionally by P6vid G KN U
041 044 fam! fam!3 33 565 700 [844 and syP sa pbo bo. The papyrus P was
copied about the year 200. D exists as a supplement here: TaAtv Aéyovteg
mavteg.?? The Sinai Syriac text does not transmit any text here.*°

It is evident that maw intruded rather frequently into the Johannine
text, and regarding the word mdvteg, of course, nothing comparable could
be stated. Also maAwv seems to be misplaced in this passage. Not before
chapter 19 does the shouting of the crowd get out of hand (John 19:6, 12,
15). We have to accept the Western text here, our most ancient text.

A threefold commission of the risen Lord to Peter is shaped into an
impressive scene (John 21:15-17). Three times the disciple is questioned,
three times he receives instructions to be the shepherd of the flock. The
author writes succinctly. Three times without designating the subject, the
answer is repeated: Aéyel adTE.

These questions seem to be counted: devTepov, T TpiTov. In John 21:16
an additional maAw doubles this enumeration. It is questionable, however,
whether this maAw belongs to the original text. It is lacking in D, in e,
and in c. Both Old Latin manuscripts read secundo. On the other hand,
0eUTepov is missing in 8% sy® pc. This latter variant reading, on account of its
poor attestation, cannot be recommended. The omission may be explained
as a reaction of scribes who were irritated by a twofold enumeration. The

29. NA?8, Anhang: Variae lectiones minores, 828.
30. The text of the papyrus P’ cannot be quoted here, reading only 7[; see
Elliott and Parker, Papyri, 385.
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fluctuation of our tradition regarding the position of the mdAv reveals that
it was added to the text: 8 C* W 038 b f present mdAw at the beginning of
the sentence, BA KL M N X 036 037 039 041 044 pm have mdAw as the
third word.

Early in the twentieth century Blass was a classical scholar of high
renown. Though much of the material that has been published since then
was unknown to him, this author arrived at the same conclusion: Aéyet
adTé OevTepov.’!

3. The Adverb maAw: A Tie That Connects Literary Units

A third function of maAwv must still be considered, namely, its use as a
connective of literary or, more specifically, narrative units. This maAw is
regularly found within the first sentence of a textual unit at one of the
prominent positions.

Often such a maw is found together with a particle meant to create
syndesis. In John 8:12, for instance, a conversation with Pharisees is
introduced by a mdAw that opens the sentence. The sentence structure is
syndetical. A syndetically introduced passage reports a conversation with
hostile Judeans in John 8:21; at the third position in this sentence we find
a maAw. A syndetical sentence opens a further narrative unit in John 20:26.
At the fifth position in that sentence we find maAw. The report of a mirac-
ulous cure may be completed by a summarizing remark. A second sign
takes place. Beside the numeral a mdAw appears as the second word in the
sentence. The author formulates asyndetically, appropriate to a concluding
remark (John 4:54).

It may thus be questioned whether the m@Aw in John 1:35, which con-
nects two episodes, is, indeed, original. It appears as the third word of an
asyndetical sentence. Yet it is lacking in P>¥id P75 036 044 1071 e b r! sys<P
boms. The Egyptian witnesses are reinforced by numerous Western wit-
nesses, among these all Syriac witnesses. This constellation carries decisive
weight. That word does not belong to the original text.3

31. Fridericus Blass, Euangelium secundum Iohannem cum variae lectionis
delectu (Leipzig: Teubner, 1902), 107.

32. The commentary of Origen on Matthew does not support this decision:
Origen quotes a text that includes maAw. See Origen, Comm. Mat 10,1,442 (ed.
Klostermann, p. 1), and Ehrman, Fee, and Holmes, Text of the Fourth Gospel in
the Writings of Origen, 80. Elliott calls attention to the reading of P!2°, which sup-
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A further transition that connects narratives by using mdAw seems
to be preserved in John 21:1. The passage 20:30-31, formally designed as
a book ending, reveals that the narratives of chapter 21 were written by
some Johannine redactors. The first verse of this supplement, however, is
not transmitted without variant readings. The concluding sentence of this
unit states that this appearance of the risen Lord is the third and also the
last in a series of three (John 21:14). We identify the two narratives implied
in this remark with the texts of John 20:11-18 and 20:19-23 and 20:24-29.
“Revelation” as a keyword carries weight in the context of the theology of
the Fourth Gospel. Yet some disorder is obvious in view of four reported
revelations. A solution to this problem may be sought in the suggestion
that the narrative John 20:24-29 dates back to a later origin than that of
John 21:1-14.

In what manner are Johannine redactors seen to use the connective
maAw? This adverb, firm in our tradition, is found in a syndetically opened
sentence in John 20:26. A maAw found in John 21:1, however, is not firm.
It is missing in G 1424 sy® sa pbo bo™. It is not missing in the Old Latin
tradition including the Old African witness e. Hence it must be considered
to be old. It is found, too, in one of our oldest witnesses, in P%, according
to the text reconstructed in the editio princeps:

uletatavt]aedav[e]pwlo]ev[eav
Tovmavig]TowsuadnTal igemt
sBaracars] tnmeTiBeptad|og
ebavepwoevdeo Jutws.3

Its position, as transmitted, varies within this verse, a mark of early distur-
bance. D presents mdAw as the third word of the sentence; & as the fourth
word; BC*AHKLM N U037 038 039 041 33 565 700 1071 present it
as a fifth word; and W 044 as the seventh word. Complicated processes of
transmission are discernible. These variant readings are numerous. Hence

ports the omission with P> and P7>: “Spacing suggests P120 omits mdAw with P7>
W (New Testament Textual Criticism, 172).

33. Editio princeps of P®: Victor Martin, Papyrus Bodmer II: Evangile de Jean;
chap. 1-14 et chap. 15-21, 2 vols. (Cologny-Geneve: Bibliotheca Bodmeriana,
1956); Martin, Papyrus Bodmer II: Evangile de Jean; Chap. 1-14 et chap. 15-21:
Supplément (Cologny-Geneve: Bibliotheca Bodmeriana, 1962).
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we raise the question, which text represents the original version of the first
sentence of this chapter.

Only a small selection of variant readings is listed in some of our edi-
tions. They give what is considered important. If difficulties are discernible,
it is recommended to fall back on the best editions of the past, above all the
Octava of Constantin von Tischendorf. Tischendorf investigated the dis-
turbances in this tradition and noticed that this passage suffered ancient
additions. The sentence originally lacked a subject. "Ingolis and 6 "Inoots,
respectively, were supplied later. In D M and in the African witness e these
words are missing. The indirect object Tois padytal, as Tischendorf noted,
has been supplied in two versions, with and without adtol. And this indi-
rect object is lacking in e aur and in numerous manuscripts of the Vulgate.

We are presented with a multitude of data, difficult to analyze, not
merely with two alternatives. In such cases it is recommended to arrange
variant readings according to their length and then to analyze. We exam-
ine the apparatus of Tischendorf, the data collected by Reuben J. Swanson
and the lists of variant readings as given by the International Greek New
Testament Project.?*

First we delete all witnesses that carry the supplement éyepfeic éx
vexp@v. These are 036 and the minuscule manuscripts 2 1241 1346 1424
fam!®. Then we scrutinize the Byzantine majority text. This testifies to peta
Tadta ébavépwaey équtdy maAw 6 Inools Toic uabntais émi tijs Baiaaong
i TiBepiddos edavépwaey 0t olTwg, so P A K L N 038 039 041 0250
fam! 33 157 565 Koine. We distinguish from these, other old witnesses,
mainly Western, which add an ad7od to the indirect object, so: C* D G H
M U X 044 700 1071 1844 [2211 it sy*P co. In contrast to these, the African
witness e lacks an indirect object, lacks suis. Since numerous manuscripts
of the Vulgate have no discipulis suis, Tischendorf presumed that this
object is not part of the original text. He printed Tois puabntais. Likewise
he surmised that this passage lacked a subject originally. The variation of

34. Reuben J. Swanson, New Testament Greek Manuscripts: Variant Readings
Arranged in Horizontal Lines Against Codex Vaticanus; John (Sheflield: Shef-
field Academic; Pasadena: William Carey International University Press, 1995),
282-83; Elliott and Parker, Papyri, 410; Ulrich B. Schmid, William J. Elliott and
David C. Parker, The New Testament in Greek, IV: The Gospel according to St. John;
Volume Two: The Majuscules, NTTS 37 (Leiden: Brill, 2007), 542-43.
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‘Inaoli/o Ingolis supports this conclusion.’> We have to delete from this
sentence both the indirect object and the subject.

If maAw was an original part of this sentence, where does it belong?
The Byzantine tradition supplies it with a strong attestation. It is found at
the fifth position. But what does it mean that B C*, that D, that &, that W
044 present it at different positions? What does it mean that G 1424 sy* sa
pbo bo™ lack this word? ITdAw is an ancient intrusion. I consider the vari-
ant reading that lacks this word as the original wording and recognize as
the text of the redaction:

ueta talita ébavépwaey éautdv émi i Oaddoons Tis Tifepiadog
épavépwaey 0¢ olUTws.

This peta tadta placed asyndetically is modeled upon similar introduc-
tions (John 2:12; 3:22; 5:1, 14; 6:1; 7:1; 11:7; 19:28, 38; 20:26). Before World
War I, Blass, the classical scholar, presented the same conclusion.?¢

4. Inquiries Addressed to This Text-Critical Method

The text-critical method presented here deliberately receives some impor-
tant developments of the twentieth century. It accepts the view that the
original texts of the New Testament, insofar as they have been preserved
by the tradition, may be found in principle among witnesses from all tradi-
tions of the ancient world.

In contrast to the textual theory of Westcott and Hort, it is not assumed
that the original wording of “neutral” forms of the text regularly may be
identified in Egyptian witnesses. Rather it is assumed that so-called West-
ern witnesses not affected by authoritative Egyptian traditions occasionally
do preserve the most ancient wording. It is assumed, too, that occasionally
Byzantine witnesses preserve the most ancient text. The philologist Zuntz
proved that this proposition is fully justified.?”

35. Constantin von Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Graece: Ad antiqu-
issimos testes denuo recensuit; Apparatum criticum omni studio perfectum
apposuit; Commentationem Isagogicam praetexuit Constantinus Tischendorf, 8th
ed. (Leipzig: Giesecke & Devrient, 1869), 959: “nullam caussam fuisse hoc loco
auferendi nomen Iesu patet, hinc vix errat cui D et e rectum habere videantur”

36. Blass, Evangelium secundum Iohannem, 105.

37. Ginther Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles: A Disquisition upon the Corpus
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Textual criticism depends upon data. These have been collected in the
published volumes of the Editio critica maior, in the apparatuses of Greek,
Latin, Syriac, Coptic, Old Armenian, Old Georgian editions of the New
Testament, and also in other invaluable publications such as the Biblia
Patristica of a Strasbourg group of researchers, the Miinster series Text
und Textwert and Das Neue Testament auf Papyrus as well as Arbeiten zur
neutestamentlichen Textforschung, further the publications of the Vetus
Latina Institute at the Erzabtei Beuron, the series New Testament Tools and
Studies, formerly edited by Metzger and, after him, by Ehrman and Eldon
J. Epp, and finally, to enumerate some of the most important reference
series, the “Third Series” of Text and Studies, edited by David C. Parker
and David G. K. Taylor.

By means of a methodical analysis, textual criticism gains insight from
these data into ancient processes of transmission and reception. To identify
losses of ancient text and alterations requires first a sufficient amount of
experience in recognizing scribal mistakes, efforts to smooth out texts, to
improve stylistically, to add relevant material from other gospels or from
other contexts, to alter dogmatically ambiguous wording, even to heighten
narrative highlights.’® Sometimes scribes, remembering relevant material,
anticipate stylistic effects that authors intended to appear at a later moment.*”

Paulinum, Schweich Lectures of the British Academy 1946 (London: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 1953), 12: “The rejection en bloc of the Byzantine text similarly tends
to rob us of a most helpful instrument. This rejection is due to Johann Griesbach,
who, as we saw, considered the late text to derive from the two earlier ‘recensions’
combined. We shall see that this view is erroneous and thus gain another clue to
the early history of the tradition” Zuntz presented in detail proof for his proposi-
tion, see pp. 49-57.

38. The topic of dogmatically ambiguous wording was presented in its vari-
ous aspects by Bart 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). Sometimes scribes discern a dramatic moment in
some narrative and decide to underscore this stylistic effect. In Luke 24:15, e.g.,
among several additions the words xai adtés are found, a phrase unattested by D.
The most ancient form of this passage has been kept by e ¢ sy* ©sa.

39. Occasionally copyists, by introducing an element of the text of an author
prematurely, disturb the stylistic effect aimed at by the author, cf., e.g., the &t of
1 Cor 3:2, a secondary addition to that verse. See Giiting, “Methodological Con-
tribution,” 363 n. 16. Heinrich Greeven called attention to a passage in Mark 2:9
that presents a later phrase (from Mark 2:11) prematurely, namely, the words xal
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This procedure was described by Zuntz as a “fruitful circle” For, while
various phenomena analyzed in detail apparently receive full attention as
conclusions are sought critically, at the same time a full view of an object
is striven for, a view capable of justifying judgments allotted to the details.
Textual analysis thus seeks to meet scientific standards in rejecting subjec-
tive assumptions.*

An important function in the course of this analysis is reserved to the
process of considering ancient translations. As Harnack emphasized, and
as Johann Griesbach noticed, the Old Latin tradition is destined to take an
essential part here. Quite often original variant readings are found mainly
in older witnesses, first of all in the African e. Occasionally it is discerned
that secondary variant readings begin to appear in later witnesses of the
Old Latin tradition. Within the Old Syriac tradition of the New Testa-
ment, which has undergone careful research by the Miinster Institut fiir
Neutestamentliche Textforschung, it is not at all unusual that a development
from the Cureton Syriac or the Sinai Syriac to later versions is discerned.
By means of quotations from the writings of church fathers, transmitted
forms of New Testament texts may be localized as to region or date. This
method was developed by scholars like Cuthbert H. Turner, Burnet H.
Streeter, and Zuntz and proven to be fruitful.

This method proceeds eclectically, and is not ashamed of being accused
of eclecticism. A manuscript that in a given unit of variation testifies to an
excellent text, may in the next unit introduce variant readings clearly discern-
ible as secondary. Constellations of witnesses united in their testimony to the
critically established text keep changing constantly. Text-critical methodol-
ogy keeps clear of subjective presumptions. The question, however, whether
a given text may be attributed to an author or not, certainly a problem of
sober philology, is dependent upon extensive linguistic knowledge.

To all appearances this text-critical method gives attention predomi-
nantly to text-centered issues, to semantic, to grammatical, to stylistic, and
to contextual questions, with the effect that considerations that evaluate the
outward attestation lose their significance. It must be emphasized, how-
ever, that the analysis of relevant aspects of the text requires a considerable

apov TV xpaPPatéy gou, see Greeven, “Die Heilung des Gelihmten nach Mat-
thdus,” WD 4 (1955): 65-78, = Greeven, in Das Matthiusevangelium, ed. Joachim
Lange, WAF 525 (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1980), 205-22;
Greeven and Giiting, Textkritik des Markusevangeliums, 139-41.

40. Zuntz, Text of the Epistles, 12, 13.
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amount of experience in the use of data. Again and again the question
must be raised, whether the result of an analysis is, indeed, supported by
the given set of witnesses, or whether the attestation, on the contrary, is apt
to contradict these conclusions. Only if our analysis of outward attestation
and our examination of inward criteria both retain a balanced weight, are
false conclusions avoidable.

Whoever proceeds to examine variant readings in some text with
the purpose of deciding text-critical issues, will not necessarily encoun-
ter phenomena correlated to each other. The method introduced here, on
the contrary, chooses first a topic and then an adequate procedure. Hence
distant phenomena lose their isolation. An interrelation of text-critical
phenomena becomes visible that enables one to compare decisions. Last,
but not least, faulty conclusions become conspicuous as texts are linguisti-
cally or stylistically compared.

5. Results

The question remains: what results were achieved by the method here
chosen? First, we have to state that the decision of the edition Nestle-
Aland, not to accept maAw into the text in John 1:21, 8:28, 9:26, and 12:22,
must be approved of.4! A mdAw in a strictly adverbial use is printed twelve
times in the edition Nestle-Aland (John 4:13; 10:17, 18; 11:7, 8; 12:28; 14:3;
16:16, 17, 19, 22, 28). It is questionable whether in two other instances
malv does properly belong to the text. On account of its attestation it is to
be kept in John 4:3. It is also to be kept in John 9:27. In this latter passage,
however, possibly a different word order is to be preferred.*?

The Nestle-Aland edition prints sixteen references to maAw used to
give structure to narratives, all of them firm in their transmission (John
4:46; 6:15; 9:15; 10:19; 11:38; 12:39; 13:12; 18:7, 27, 38; 19:4, 9, 37; 20:10,
21). Twelve other references in need of testing regarding their textual
status are partly original (John 12:39; 18:33).#3 All the other references
involve secondary variant readings. These additions must be attributed to
ancient scribes, not to the author of the Fourth Gospel. The relatively high
number of such additions proves that copyists interpreted such narrative

41. See the discussion in §2 above, pp. 7-12.
42. See the discussion near the end of §2 above, p. 8.
43. See the discussion in §2 above, pp. 10-11.
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sequences as coherent events and were interested in underscoring their
coherence. This result is in harmony with the observation that scribes
tended to link together their texts and that they used as alternatives to
mdAw various secondary particles, such as otv, xal, and 3¢ (John 9:27; 10:7,
19, 31, 39; 12:22).

The Nestle-Aland edition prints four references to a maAw used to link
literary units, all of them firm in their transmission (John 4:54; 8:12, 21;
20:26). Two other references are secondary additions of copyists (John
1:35; 21:1). They do not originate with the author of the Fourth Gospel
nor with the text of the ancient editors.*
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The Geographical Horizon of Luke’s
List of the Nations (Acts 2:9-11)

For a long time New Testament research has been persuaded that Luke’s
so-called “list of the nations” (Acts 2:9-11)! was transmitted with textual
corruptions. But even though over and over suggestions have been made
toward the recovery of the original text, an all-around satisfactory and

For Professor D. Dr. W. G. Kiimmel, 16 May 1975.

1. For bibliographic references see Eduard Lohse, “mevtyxooty,” TDNT 6:44-
53; Klaus Haacker, “Das Pfingstwunder als exegetisches Problem,” in Verborum
Veritas: Festschrift fiir G. Stihlin, ed. Otto Bocher and Klaus Haacker (Wupper-
tal: Brockhaus, 1970), 125-31; Jacob Kremer, Pfingstbericht und Pfingstgeschehen:
Eine exegetische Untersuchung zu Apg 2:1-13, SBS 63/64 (Stuttgart: Katholisches
Bibelwerk, 1973); Werner Stenger, “Beobachtungen zur sogenannten Volkerliste
des Pfingstwunders (Apg 2:7-11),” Kairos 21 (1979): 206-14; Joseph A. Fitzmyer,
SJ, “The Ascension of Christ and Pentecost,” TS 45 (1984): 409-40; Pieter W. Van
der Horst, “Hellenistic Parallels to the Acts of the Apostles (2.1-47),” JSNT 25
(1985): 49-60; John G. Gager, “Jews, Gentiles, and Synagogues in the Book of
Acts,” HTR 79 (1986): 91-99; Hans Conzelmann, “Excursus: The List of Nations,”
in A Commentary on the Acts of the Apostles, Hermeneia (Philadelphia: Fortress,
1987), 14-15; James M. Scott, “Luke’s Geographical Horizon,” in The Book of
Acts in its First Century Setting, ed. David W. J. Gill and Conrad Gempf, vol. 2
of The Book of Acts in Its Graeco-Roman Setting, ed. Bruce W. Winter (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans; Carlisle: Paternoster, 1994), 483-544; Justin Taylor, “The List
of the Nations in Acts 2:9-11," RB 106 (1999): 408-20; Christian Wolff, “AaAewv
YAwooals in the Acts of the Apostles,” in Paul, Luke, and the Graeco-Roman World:
Essays in Honour of J. M. Wedderburn, ed. Alf Christophersen et al., JSNTSup 217
(London: Sheffield Academic, 2002), 189-220; Gary Gilbert, “The List of Nations
in Acts 2: Roman Propaganda and the Lukan Response,” JBL 121 (2002): 497-529;
Richard L. Pervo, “Excursus: The List of Nations,” in Acts: A Commentary, Herme-
neia (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2009), 66-68.
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compelling solution of the problems connected with this text has not yet
been achieved. In the following I suggest a new emendation and give rea-
sons for it.

1. Appraisal of the “List of Nations” in Past Research:
Material Taken Over

With some attacks against interpreters who could explain everything, Fried-
rich Blass maintained in 1892 that Toudaiav in Acts 2:9 was not original.?
This assertion, which at that time was already old,® was later introduced in
his grammar of New Testament Greek. It also appears in the most recent
edition of this grammar.* Numerous exegetes have agreed with this opin-
ion, have formulated objections, and have suggested emendations.’

2. Friedrich Blass, “Zur Textkritik von Apostelgeschichte 2:5” NKZ 3
(1892): 830.

3. Carl Clemen, “Die Zusammensetzung von Apg 1-5," TSK 68 (1895): 318
n. 1.

4. BDF §261.4.

5. Adolf von Harnack, Beitrige zur Einleitung in das Neue Testament, IV:
Untersuchungen zur Apostelgeschichte und zur Abfassungszeit der synoptischen
Evangelien (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1911), 65-69; Julius Wellhausen, Kritische Analyse
der Apostelgeschichte (Berlin: Weidmannsche Buchhandlung, 1914), 4; Alfred E
Loisy, Les Actes des Apdtres (Paris: Nourry, 1920), 190; Heinrich von Baer, Der
Heilige Geist in den Lukasschriften, BWANT 39 (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1926),
88; Albert C. Clark, The Acts of the Apostles (Oxford: Clarendon, 1933), 338; Kir-
sopp Lake, “The Gift of the Spirit on the Day of Pentecost,” in Additional Notes
to the Commentary, Vol. 5 of The Beginnings of Christianity Part I: The Acts of the
Apostles, ed. F. ]. Foakes-Jackson and Kirsopp Lake (London: Macmillan, 1933),
113; E. Haenchen, The Acts of the Apostles: A Commentary (Philadelphia: West-
minster, 1971), 166-175; C. K. Barrett, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on
the Acts of the Apostles, ICC (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 2004), 1:117-25; Pervo, Acts,
66-68.

Conzelmann was convinced that the text of Acts needs emendation: “In many
passages the text is clearly corrupt” (Acts of the Apostles, xxxv). He referred to Acts
3:16; 4:25; 10:36-41; 19:40.

Bruce M. Metzger gives a list of emendations on the passage: A Textual
Commentary on the Greek New Testament: A Companion Volume to the United
Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament (Fourth Revised Edition), 2nd ed (Stuttgart:
Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1994), 253-54; and Metzger, “Ancient Astrological
Geography and Acts 2:9-11,” in Apostolic History and the Gospel: Biblical and His-
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Nevertheless, the relatively new handbook of New Testament textual
criticism already mentioned argues in this passage for the textus receptus.®

torical Essays Presented to E. F. Bruce on His Sixtieth Birthday, ed. W. Ward Gasque
and Ralph P. Martin (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1970), 133, see also Walter Bauer,
Worterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen Testaments und der iibrigen urchristli-
chen Literatur, 5th ed. (Berlin: Topelmann, 1963), 749. Idovpaiav (Caspar, Spitta,
Lagercrantz); ‘Twviav (Cheyne); Bibuviav (Hemsterhuis, Valckenaer); Kihuxiav
(Mangey); Avdiav (Bentley, Bryant); Tvoiav (Erasmus, Schmid—with Chrysos-
tom); Topduaiav (Greve, Burkitt); Taolid: (Gunkel); AdiaPalav (Eberhard Nestle);
Apapaiav (Hatch).

Also the tradition of the church fathers provides variant readings, but these
apparently have only the value of conjectures. Apart from the already mentioned
‘Ivdiav we find Apueviav (Tertullian, Augustine) and Svpiav (Jerome); so also
James H. Ropes, The Text of Acts, vol. 3 of Foakes-Jackson and Lake, Beginnings of
Christianity (1926), 14. Incidentally Ropes defends the textus receptus.

This list still permits adding the conjecture of Martin Dibelius, namely,
TaMiav or Tadatiav (“Der Text der Apostelgeschichte,” in Studies in the Acts of
the Apostles, ed. Heinrich Greeven, trans. Mary Ling [London: SCM Press, 1956],
91). In regard to paleography the scribal error that Dibelius assumed is certainly
possible. However, in view of the deliberate construction of the list, little supports
the view that the countries of Asia Minor were spearheaded by Galatia.

6. Metzger Textual Commentary, 253-54 [editor’s note: by “new handbook”
Giiting means Metzger’s Textual Commentary, 1st ed. (1971), 293-94]. Among
others, the following have defended the textus receptus: Johannes Weiss, Uber die
Absicht und den literarischen Charakter der Apostelgeschichte (Gottingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, 1897), 5-6; Heinrich J. Holtzmann, Die Apostelgeschichte, 3rd
ed., HKNT 1 (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1901), 32; Ernst von Dobschiitz, “Zu der Volker-
liste Act 2:9-11" ZW'Th 45 (1902): 407-10; Karl L. Schmidt, Die Pfingsterzihlung
und das Pfingstereignis (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1919), 15-16; Ropes Text of Acts, 14;
Kirsopp Lake and Henry J. Cadbury, English Translation and Commentary, vol. 4
of Foakes-Jackson and Lake, Beginnings of Christianity, 19; Otto Bauernfeind, Die
Apostelgeschichte, THKNT 5 (Leipzig: Deichert, 1939), 33-35; Lohse, “mevtyxoaty;”
6:50-51 n. 44 [= TDNT 6:51 n. 44]; S. G. Wilson, The Gentiles and the Gentile Mis-
sion in Luke-Acts, SNTSMS 23 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1973),
122-23. The older defense of this tradition—for instance Weiss—assumed that
sources stood behind the “list)” the “speeches,” and the “narratives,” with which
Luke the redactor found himself in disagreement. “The speech and narrative that
lay before him meant Jews from every nation, but he himself sees the gathering as
an assembly of all nations of the earth, among them he now names also Tovdaioi
Te xal mpooWAuToy, and in a rather awkward place at that. But if one does not wish
to read the xal, in 2:5, the Toudaio: would still stand in the older report and would
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The cause of this can basically be only one thing: up to this point the sug-
gestions for improvement have not been convincing.

A solution for the problem of the text can only be achieved if the
immediate and broader context of the list is incorporated into the
research. Above all a clear answer must be given to the question whether
Luke has inserted a transmitted piece for his purposes, or whether he
wrote here independently. For instance, Adolf von Harnack was con-
vinced that the author did not employ a source but here—as in the entire
second chapter—to a large extent composed freely.” By contrast, with
respect to this text recent authors reckon mostly with an editorial revi-
sion of material that is taken over.® Most authors claim in relation to it
that Luke relied on a geographical source that is unknown to us.” But
some maintain that Luke took an excerpt from a quite specific astro-
logical work that was also used by Paulus Alexandrinus, an author of the
fourth century.

In view of the thesis just mentioned, which was advanced especially by
Stefan Weinstock,!? but also by some other authors, reference can be made
to Bruce M. Metzger’s essay cited above; on closer comparison, however,
the similarity of the two lists is less conspicuous than one might initially
think.!! Only five names are common to both lists.!2

We ourselves want to keep an eye on the form of the “list” Only in
this way is a solution possible. But first it must be asked whether the

have been overlooked, then would have been deleted by &, of course completely
in accord with the mind of the author” (6-7, emphasis original). In view of the
speech as well as the narrative, this view has been given up. Language and style in
fact display a completely Lukan character (so summarized by Lohse, “mevtyxoaty,”
6:51 [= TDNT 6:51). But with respect to the “list of nations,” the older opinion has
held on rather tenaciously. I can only surmise that the determination to take the
transmission as unscathed (that is, here the Toudaiav in v. 9), is responsible for the
retention of this “source”

7. Harnack, Untersuchungen zur Apostelgeschichte, 65-69, 153, 183.

8. So most of the authors mentioned in n. 6 above.

9. Similarly Haenchen Acts of the Apostles, 169 n. 5, who incidentally takes
"Toudaiav with Harnack as an insertion (170 n. 2).

10. Stefan Weinstock, “The Geographical Catalogue in Acts I1.9-11,” JRS 38
(1948): 43-46.

11. For the taking over of this proposal see Haenchen, Acts of the Apostles, 169
n. 5, and Metzger “Ancient Astrological Geography,” 124 n. 4.

12. Metzger, “Ancient Astrological Geography,” 132.
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method of redaction history should not also be brought forward to make
advances in treating this matter. The demand to inquire into and thus to
clarify the original Sitz im Leben can today of course only resolve subor-
dinate issues. This holds notably for Acts. Ever since it was recognized
that fixed units that could be related to a formative circle are hardly avail-
able in Acts,!3 the question of Luke’s authorial intention has come into
the foreground.

Above all the commentaries of Ernst Haenchen and Hans Conzelmann
have sought to establish the thesis that the onset of the gentile mission, the
justification of which Luke wanted to present, is not portrayed until Acts
10 and following. In my opinion, the more important this insight is, the
less it does justice to the meaning of Acts 2 in the entirety of the two vol-
umes of Luke. This needs to be more closely established later.!*

But now it must be asked whether the insight into Luke’s work of
composing, which Haenchen himself adroitly established,'> has been suf-
ficiently applied to our material. Both authors open up the source that
Luke used with a certainty that borders on the astounding. Is it certain that
Luke had a source here? The weightiest argument for this claim is still the
reference (indeed difficult to understand) to Toudaiav.

Conzelmann remarked quite assertively:

Here Luke is dependent upon a list of nations which reflects the political
situation of an earlier time (there is no mention of Macedonia/Achaia).

13. Martin Dibelius, “Style Criticism in Acts,” in Studies in the Acts of the
Apostles. Jacob Jervell uses this essay for an attack against the method of form
criticism. Here fundamental insights were dismissed; Jervell, Luke and the People
of God: A New Look at Luke-Acts (Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1972). On the question
of sources in Acts the bibliographical information from Erich Grésser remains
important (“Die Apostelgeschichte in der Forschung der Gegenwart,” ThR 26
[1960]: 93-167).

14. See below, 43-47.

15. “When he came to the Pentecost episode, Luke found himself confronted
with a difficult task. He wanted to present one of the most important incidents
since the departure of Jesus: the coming of the Spirit. He had to depict it vividly
so that it would rise unforgettably before the eyes of his readers. But this was
not enough: he would have not succeeded in his task unless at the same time the
meaning of this incident was plain to them. He could not count on much help
from sources: there was no ancient or uniform tradition” (Haenchen, Acts of the
Apostles, 173).
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It describes the constituency of the twelve kingdoms, excluding Europe.

Such lists come from the geographers and the historians of Alexander

and of the twelve kingdoms.”16

Indeed Ernst Haenchen does not know from where Luke gets his list.
However, he reconstructs the form that he would have wanted to give it,
and is also able to itemize the changes that come from Luke himself. From
the source, which “presumably ... contained names only of countries,
not signs of the zodiac,” he took “twelve names: 1. Parthians. 2. Medes. 3.
Elamites. 4. Mesopotamia. 5. Cappadocia. 6. Pontus. 7. Asia. 8. Phyrgia.
9. Pamphylia. 10. Egypt. 11. Libya Cyrenaica. 12. Rome.”!” The fact that
Rome is placed at the end demonstrates that this list in this form goes back
to Luke.!® Also Luke transformed the Persians from his source into Par-
thians.!” Medes and Elamites were entities from the past, which Luke took
from the Septuagint.?’ Toudaiav in verse 9 should be deleted: “Judaea has
long been acknowledged a late insertion.”?! Also the Cretans and Arabs
should be deleted.?? Because the summary designation of the enumerated
nations as “Jews and proselytes” precedes these words, after the summary
they have no acceptable meaning. The result is a list of twelve, which
describes the origin of the Jerusalem community in a crowd of diaspora
Jews gathered in Jerusalem. The gentile mission “did not ... begin until
Peter baptized Cornelius (Chapter 10).23

The outcome of the acceptance of this view in later Lukan studies
is that for the question regarding the purpose of Acts, or regarding the

16. Conzelmann, Acts of the Apostles, 14.

17. Haenchen, Acts of the Apostles, 169-70 n. 5.

18. Haenchen, Acts of the Apostles, 169-70 n. 5.

19. Haenchen, Acts of the Apostles, 169-70 n. 5.

20. Haenchen, Acts of the Apostles, 169-70 n. 5.

21. Haenchen, Acts of the Apostles, 170.

22. Haenchen, Acts of the Apostles, 135. Here already it should be noted that
what Haenchen takes exception to would be invalidated if Otto Eissfeldt’s expla-
nation were to be applied. Haenchen argues against this article (Eissfeldt, “Kreter
und Araber;” ThLZ 72 [1947]: 207-12) in such a way that he states: “Otto Eissfeldt’s
interpretation, which finds here named seafarers in the West and desert-dwellers
in the East, is merely a stopgap” (Haenchen, Acts of the Apostles, 171 n. 1). Linguis-
tic and factual considerations are ignored. Incidentally, he follows Wellhausen,
Kritische Analyse, 4.

23. Haenchen, Acts of the Apostles, 171.
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overall design, which determines the composition of this book, this list
no longer needs to be investigated. Ulrich Wilckens for instance, inves-
tigated the convictions of Luke effective in the patterns of the speeches
without going into the details of the list.?* Even Eckhard Plimacher, who
investigated the Lukan episode style in a noteworthy way, assessed the
list of nations as material taken from a source that as such was of no
further interest.?

However, it is in no way superfluous to consider whether some kind
of geographical conception or perhaps geographical knowledge went into
this list—knowledge that is still noteworthy. We would like, therefore, to
deal with the question, which names the list contains and what should be
inferred from it. But first it must be asked, what results for us from the
form of the “list”

2. Form-Critical Considerations

The question of what the “list of the nations” intends to accomplish is not
even asked by many authors in the first place. Johannes Weiss, still before
the time of form critical investigations, spoke in this context of a “conven-
tion of all the peoples of the earth.”?® For his part, J. Thomas, who does not
want to delete the Toudaiav of the textus receptus, still is able to say a lot
about the rhetorical form of the catalog, but does not ask what the list is
about. For him, it is certain:

24. Ulrich Wilckens, Die Missionsreden der Apostelgeschichte: Form- und tra-
ditionsgeschichtliche Untersuchungen, 2nd ed., WMANT 5 (Neukirchen-Vluyn:
Neukirchener Verlag, 1963), 32 n. 3.

25. Eckhard Plimacher, Lukas als hellenistischer Schriftsteller: Studien zur
Apostelgeschichte, SUNT 9 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1972), 107:
“Those who are astonished speak in vv. 7-11; Luke adeptly places the ‘catalog of
nations’ that he had before him in their mouth, so that as far as possible it loses its
own dryness and above all does not break into the scene” The remark on p. 107
n. 119 contrasts with this: “Thereby it is of course presupposed, that the ‘itiner-
ary’ is not a source however constituted but was first formulated by the author of
Acts (on this see [Hans] Conzelmann, Die Apostelgeschichte [2nd ed. (Tiibingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 1972)], pp. 5-6 with bibliography)” On Acts 2 see in addition the
remarks on pp. 106-8 and 124.

26. Weiss, Uber die Absicht und den literarischen Charakter der Apostelge-
schichte, 5-6.
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Catalogues are not, as one could deduce from the treatment in scholarly
literature, a paraenetic matter, but a common rhetorical form. Most of
the amorphous structure that can be observed is peculiar to it. It does
not serve to provide the reader with an incoherent summation for his or
her use and for arbitrary division and selection. Rather, it aims at dem-
onstrating a self-contained whole: According to Acts 2:9-11, the entirety
of Judaism that is dispersed across the nations is reached by the action
of the Spirit.?’

However, it is not simply to be taken for granted that it deals with a catalog
freely designed from a rhetorical point of view—so Thomas—or a list of
the lands that are located under the twelve signs of the zodiac—so Wein-
stock—or a “list of nations” or an excerpt of some such as the exegetical
tradition would have it.

Of course our tradition does contain a list of nations, only it is in Gen
10. And this list after all has the intention to be complete in the sense
that it names all of Noah’s grandsons and relates all of the best-known
nations to these sixteen #jpwes émwvupot. Philo, who in his Legat. 36 (=
§§276-293) enumerates the most important lands of the Jewish diaspora,
gives probably the best comparable parallel to our “list”: long-windedness
though proper to the older forms of such lists, would miss the mark in the
case of Acts. It is essential that the reader, who is not a scholar, does not
weary in his or her attention, quite especially if this reader should be a
distinguished person. The names enumerated in Lukes list of the nations
are found in various texts of antiquity, texts among others of Jewish and
of Roman origin.?® Jewish texts typically refer to the sons of Noah: Sem,
Ham, and Japhet. Noah’s progeny settled in every region of the earth (Gen
9:19). These lists vary, of course, as to the names quoted (1 Chr 1:1-2:2;
Philo, Legat. 36 [= §5276-293]; Josephus, B.J. 2.345-401; Jub. 8-9; 1QM
11, 10-14).

Luke spares no pains to formulate the material vividly: the episode
style suits the taste of a fastidious audience.?” But an exhausting com-
prehensive totality is never put before them. To allude to something well
known is enough. Philo does this when he enumerates the most significant

27.]. Thomas, “Formgesetze des Begriffs-Katalogs im N.T.,” TZ 24 (1968): 16,
emphasis original.

28. Scott, “Luke’s Geographical Horizon,” 499, 501, 507, 509.

29. Cf. especially Plimacher, Lukas als hellenistischer Schriftsteller.
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lands of the Jewish diaspora, with no hassle and elegantly. Luke does this,
too, so it seems to me. Here not even the slightest effort to say everything
is in view.

There was no reason for geographical science, and particularly for an
astrology that today would evoke a smile, to make the material more intel-
ligible by abridging it. These sciences intended to portray the entire known
world.*0 It is obvious that Luke does not wish to do this.

Differently from Philo, Luke appreciates how to open up his mate-
rial. He refrains from a strict, somewhat mechanical stringing together of
data. Instead he picks out particular elements here and there, as if it were
a matter of arranging a spray of flowers. So the impression of a totality,
about which Thomas speaks, unfolds. The geographers and philosophers
are capable of arousing this impression if at the same time they are styl-
ists.>! Admittedly catalogs seldom appear among them. They have more to
relate than names.

Even at places where these authors go back to actual lists of Roman
provincial administrations, they knew how to conceal the origin of this
material as far as possible.?? The difference of a list according to form and
function from what Luke has is considerable.

I would like to demonstrate the distinctiveness of the literary form
employed by an outstanding geographer, who actually offers an enumer-
ation, an enumeration to be sure, of material that is well known to the
reader. Here much rests on the ease of the arrangement.

Strabo intends to name the countries of the Mediterranean that Homer
already knows. He presupposes familiarity with this topic. At the same
time he suggests in what way he himself takes a stand as an author in the

30. This holds at any rate for authors such as Ptolemy.

31. The geographer Strabo as well as the poet Manilius understood them-
selves as philosophers. This gave breadth to their scholarship. Manilius marks the
intersection between astronomy and philosophy. The insightful interpretation of
Franz-Frieder Liithr shows that he had more to offer than the average astronomer
at the beginning of the imperial age; Lithr, Ratio und Fatum: Dichtung und Lehre
bei Manilius (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1969).

32. Cf. the excursuses to the official lists used by Pliny and Ptolemy in the
well-known book of A. H. M. Jones, The Cities of the Eastern Roman Provinces,
2nd ed., rev. Michael Avi-Yonah et al. (Oxford: Clarendon, 1971), appendixes I
and IL.

33. Strabo, Geogr. 1.1.1-10.
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tradition of Homeric philology—everything with ease, that is, elegantly.
He begins with something known to his ancient readers—that is, with
the Pillars of Hercules—goes with them along the coast of Libya, Egypt,
and Phoenicia and is soon at the part of Asia Minor that lies across from
Cyprus. The regions of the Solymi, Lycia, and Caria follow, then the stretch
of coast between Mycale and Troas with its islands, then the Propontis and
the Black Sea all the way to Kolchis. Homer also was acquainted with the
Cimmerian Gulf, so naturally then also with the Cimmerians, who indeed
in his own time had overrun all of Ionia; he mentions the name of the
people. And after the enumeration of many other countries—Homer also
was acquainted with more names than he listed—the author ends again at
the starting point, with the riches of the Iberian Peninsula. There he ends
elegantly: he did not give an account of a sea journey,* because, evidently,
the description of the coasts and the mouths of rivers, the naming of ports
and the mountain peaks and ranges visible in the distance as orientation
points belonged to a nautical journey.

Strabo mentions sixteen territories, and quite casually he criticizes the
famous Eratosthenes on some point, to which he will return. He thinks
that Eratosthenes was at fault in the claim that a poet would only enter-
tain. In reality poetry is a kind of elementary philosophy. We see in Strabo
how a section like this conveys information. Even a competent geographer
passes over a lot of detail.>

What can now be gained from an enumeration so formulated? Evi-
dently, quite different things, depending on which circle of readers it
reaches. Satisfaction over the stylistic proficiency of the author, over the
congenial relaying of the material, which one easily slips over, is cer-
tainly the smallest part of what it accomplishes. For the connoisseur, for
whom a rich personal reading came to his or her aid, many points of
comparison would have arisen, stimulations and confirmations of what
was already known. For others, the sheer enumeration of lands would
have aroused an outlook, adventures, memories; for others still, dreams
of faraway places.

All of this is to a degree familiar to an author. The mode of viewing
that addresses the reader enables the author to give design. A definite style
corresponds to a defined knowledge. But a successful enumeration always

34. He gives a casual review on this older geographical form in 1.1.21.
35. So expressly 1.1.10.
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proceeds from the known to something new, which uncovers a new facet
of the matter.

I do not intend to try to check out which Homeric reminiscences
Strabo passes over. At any rate Luke does not say everything he knows. It
is easy to demonstrate this.

If Luke wishes to enumerate languages, as it appears at first glance,
Lycaonian (14:11), Galatian (16:6; 18:23), and Hebrew (21:40; 26:14) are
missing. Who would want to say to him that he left out Greek? If he wishes
to name peoples, as it also appears, the Samaritans are missing, whom he
introduces in the gospel and in the programmatic verse in 1:8. Also Cypri-
ans, Cilicians, Syrians, Phoenicians, Ethiopians, Pisidians, Lycaonians,
and Galatians are missing. Also Mysians and Bithynians, Macedonians
and Thracians, Rhodians (Carians) and Lycians are absent, and, in case
the last pair are not original, Cretans and Arabs also are missing. All of
these are peoples whom the book presupposes or mentions.

But then which option is encountered in the list? Are at least the ter-
ritories of Asia Minor approximately complete? One will not want to say
that with five territories itemized. The fact that the regions of Bithynia and
Cilicia that were indispensable for the Roman military are absent makes
this questionable. Even if Cilicia emerged as a new Roman administrative
unit lately under Vespasian, what geographer could have left it out? What
strategist could have overlooked Bithynia? Of the important regions of the
interior Galatia, Lycaonia, and Paphlagonia are conspicuously missing.
Now one could of course designate the barbarian regions of the West as
Phrygia. But that was indeed a very vague way of speaking, and at least the
absence of the Galatians would be inexcusable.

The list can only be understood as a possible itemization of territories
in Asia Minor if it consciously intended to provide simply a selection but
basically meant a totality. At this point my view agrees with the ideas that
Thomas brought forward on the nature of the catalog.’® I can agree with
the thesis that the list precisely in its succinct exemplary form intends to
present a totality. However, now the question to ask would be, which total-
ity Luke has in mind.

36. See Thomas, “Formgesetze des Begriffs-Katalogs im N.T”” However, a
kind of arbitrariness in the handling of things affects his remarks. What Thomas
wishes to say about the rhythm of the list is unintelligible to me. Any reference to
ancient prosody is missing.
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3. Investigation of the Names Presented in the Enumeration

Parthians, Medes, and Elamites open the catalog. What can be gathered
from this group of names? First, it needs to be established that this cannot
be a combination of the old empires taken from the Septuagint. Whatever
source one chooses to assume, Assyria and Babylonia should not be miss-
ing. Of course it is possible to object that the fourth member of the chain,
ol xatoxolvres v Megomotapiay, catches up what is missing. But no
ancient geographical list is conceivable that would have deleted the names
of both these nations—when other nations are already named.

But Parthians, Medes, and Elamites are simply not standard names in
the geographical literature. To be sure, these are the only ones among the
names mentioned here that lie outside the Roman Empire and the domains
of the Diadochi. However, among other conceivable names, the three
nations listed are precisely those that since the time of Cyaxares main-
tained the administration of the Median and later of the Persian Empire.
But in this form they do not constitute a traditional triad. The geogra-
phers—as well as the astronomers—are much more exhaustive. Above all
they did not fail to mention Iberians or Spanish in the west, Indians in the
east, Scythians in the north, and Ethiopians in the south. What is named
here is not a triad of empires but of peoples and of their cultures. After
the defeat of Crassus (53 BCE) and the disastrous inroads of the two fol-
lowing years that resounded everywhere, the Parthians were considered a
threat to the Roman Empire. Josephus is aware of many details about their
impact in the regions of Syria and of Asia Minor. The ancient Persians by
contrast were listed under this name, as Strabo demonstrates. In the intro-
ductory parts of his geography, he replaces the name of the Persians with
that of the Parthians as soon as he arrives at the more recent past.

But if the emphasis on this group of three mediated no political point
of view, what then speaks against seeing here, not only in a general way
people of ancient cultures in the east, but languages, namely, languages of
Luke’s time?3” From the start it is probable that the Jewish diaspora was

37. This widespread opinion of an earlier time was advanced more recently,
e.g., by Schmidt, Lake, and Etienne Trocmé. Schmidt, Pfingsterzihlung und das
Pfingstereignis, 17: “There is no doubt that the narrator had all of these languages
in mind”” Lake, in connection with a passage from Midrash Tanhuma 26¢: “It will
be noted that this parallel is much more striking if it be accepted that those who
understood the glossolalia of the Apostles were Gentiles as well as Jews” (“Gift of
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acquainted with details about the nations of the East.38 It is possible that
Luke also relied on such information.

As an example I would like to mention a baraita from the Babylonian
Talmud, Shabb. 115a:

1na nﬁpb 1nm RHW '8 ‘7}7 aKR o ﬂ’D%’}? M2 D0 noaw 1IN0

APYTA 0N IR PR
“If they [i.e., biblical scrolls] are written in Coptic, Median, Hebrew
[i.e., Aramaic], Elamite, Greek—even though it is not permitted to read
them [i.e., liturgically], one rescues them from fire [danger] [even on the
Sabbath]”

Whatever one can otherwise learn from this old text, obviously this has
to do with translated portions of the Pentateuch and—as another Baraita
demonstrates—also the scroll of Esther.?

the Spirit,” 116). Trocmé, Le Livre des Actes’ et histoire (Paris: Presses Universi-
taires de France, 1957), 201-7. I must, however, distance myself from Trocmé&’s
handling of the question of sources. Jean Potin also holds the same view (Le féte
Juive de la Pentecote: Etude des textes liturgiques, LD 65 [Paris: Cerf, 1971],311). In
an exemplary way this latter work strives to evaluate the targumim by differentiat-
ing different traditions.

38. In addition to the information of Billerbeck, Str-B, vol. 2, cf. Jean Juster,
Les Juifs dans 'Empire Romain: Leur condition juridique, économique, et sociale, 2
vols. (Paris: Geuthner, 1914). Further literature has been assembled by Heinrich
Kasting, Die Anfinge der urchristlichen Mission (Munich: Kaiser, 1969).

39. See b. Meg. 18a: o'n>"yH n»p 0™aph n™ay <™k nrns> 0anh Noat
oy mn “Coptic scrolls [should be read] only to Copts, Median ones only to
Medes, Hebrew ones only to Hebrews, Elamite ones only to Elamites, Greek ones
only to Greeks” This regulation demonstrates a possibility of getting around the
ancient prohibition against the reading of Bible translations. Actually there was an
ancient prohibition that is transmitted in the same passage, which must be older:
“Reading in Coptic, Hebrew, Elamite, Median, or Greek language is forbidden”
Both passages are from Lajos Blau, Zur Einleitung in die heilige Schrift (Budapest:
Alkalay, 1894), 70-72, to which von Dobschiitz referred (“Zu der Volkerliste Act
2:9-117). One of the two passages is also quoted in Str-B 2.608. It needs to be
emphasized that there are no linguistic monuments in the Median language (Ilya
Gershevitch, “Old Iranian Languages,” in Literatur, vol. 1 of Iranian Studies, HdO
4/1 [Leiden: Brill, 1968], 2-3). On the remainder of Ancient and Middle Iranian,
which was spoken in the region of Susa, see Erica Reiner, “The Elamite Language,’
in Altkleinasiatische Sprachen, HAO 2/1 (Leiden: Brill, 1969), 54-118. It should be
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So it appears reasonable, in view of the other peoples mentioned by
Luke, to go into this question. It is easy to say which of Mesopotamia’s
languages Luke could have thought of if he actually wanted to refer to a
language. Because Akkadian had long ceased to exist, only Aramaic dia-
lects come into view. To what degree that period comprehended how to
make linguistic differentiation, is of course difficult to say.

On the basis of some recent research on languages of Asia Minor, con-
siderably more can be said today about the following names than could be
hoped for some decades ago.*® When almost seventy years ago Karl Holl
searched for traces of languages of Asia Minor in the church fathers, he
could compile only very little and quite isolated evidence.! For the West—
that is, the part rapidly hellenized after Alexander’s conquest—he was able
to name only one person who exclusively spoke Mysian (PG 114:1428B).
However, Holl could not exclude the possibility that the speaker men-
tioned here spoke a dialect of Bithynian-Phrygian—and it has long been
known that Phrygian survived until these times.*?

Along with this, one ought to consider seriously the very long sur-
vival of Isaurian and Lycaonian. Holl cites as evidence legends of the sixth
century. Beside Galatian, for which Holl mentions Lucian, Alexander 51,%3
only the long survival of Cappadocian is certain. Of course Thracian and

no secret that long before our time we have to reckon with the demise of Elamite.
However, Franz Heinrich Weissbach, “Elymais,” PW 5.2:2486, gives documentary
evidence that Elamite lived on in Islamic times.

40. Because here bibliographical information becomes obsolete relatively
rapidly, I mention only Giinter Neumann, Untersuchungen zum Weiterleben
hethitischen und luwischen Sprachgutes in hellenistischer und romischer Zeit (Wies-
baden: Harrassowitz, 1961).

41. Karl Holl, “Das Fortleben der Volkssprachen in Kleinasien in nach-
christlicher Zeit, Hermes 43 (1908): 240-54; repr. in Gesammelte Aufsitze zur
Kirchengeschichte (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1928), 2:238-48.

42. Otto Haas has remarked on the lingering on and dying out of Phrygian,
Die phrygischen Sprachdenkmidler, Balkansko Ezikoznanie 10 (Sofia: Académie
bulgare des sciences, 1966), 18, 21, 59-60, 71-73 [Prof. Dr. Alfred Heubeck,
Erlangen kindly gave me this reference].

43. Fritz M. Heichelheim, “Geschichte Kleinasiens von der Eroberung durch
Kyros II. bis zum Tode des Herakleios I, 547 v.Chr.-641 n.Chr.)” in Orientalische
Geschichte von Kyros bis Mohammed, ed. Albert Dietrich, Geo Widengren, and
Fritz M. Heichelheim, HdO 4 (Leiden: Brill, 1966), 75, mentions Phrygian and
Latin as languages alongside of Celtic.
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Scythian dialects had encroached on the south side of the coast of the
Black Sea at certain times. However, it is questionable whether during the
first century such linguistic islands can be reckoned with. Holl mentions
no documentary evidence.

This is also improbable for Asia proper in the time of the Principate.
The homogeneous Greek culture must have been established right into the
borders of Phrygian and Galatian regions. Our inscriptions run out long
before the period in question. But Luke speaks precisely of Asia (2:9).

At least Arrian mentions the dialect of the city of Side,** which appar-
ently had survived deep into the Hellenistic period.*> When Luke men-
tions Pamphylia, the most important city of which was Side, this could go
back to bits of information.

We can thus mention Cappadocia, Phrygia, and Pamphylia as regions
in which indigenous languages lingered on for a long time. How do things
stand with other regions?

It is difficult to specify more precisely the point in time of the demise
of barbarian languages in Pontus. The reign of Mithradates Eupator (d.
63 BCE) with his determination to amalgamate Iranian and Hellenistic
cultures had a strong impact on the following period. Strabo’s family,
which came from the ancient royal city Amaseia, is a notable example of

44. Arrian, Anabasis 1.26.4. On this, see P. Kretschmer, “Nochmals die
Hypachider und Alaksandus,” Glotta 24 (1936): 230-34.

45. On this question, see the insightful work of P. H. J. Houwink ten Cate,
The Luwian Population Groups of Lycia and Cilicia Aspera During the Hellenistic
Period, DMOA 10 (Leiden: Brill, 1961), esp. 1-50, 188-215. Along with the lin-
guistic investigations that are most important for the work, Houwink ten Cate
features interesting findings concerning the survival of Luwian linguistic islands
in isolated regions of the Taurus Mountains. The survival also of Lycian and Cili-
cian languages appears certain well into the Hellenistic period. The reference on p.
188 is important in view of the limits of sources preserved for us. Cf. also Heichel-
heim “Geschichte Kleinasiens von der Eroberung,” 74-77. Recent discoveries in
the language of Side that at the latest come from the second century are discussed
by Claude Brixhe, “Lalphabet épichorique de Sidé)” Kadmos 8 (1969): 54-84;
Brixhe, “Un nouveau document épichorique de Sidé,” Kadmos 8 (1969): 143-51;
as well as by Giinter Neumann, “Zur Entzifferung der sidetischen Inschriften,”
Kadmos 7 (1968): 75-95. On the “official” use of Greek on coins minted after 216
BCE, cf. Brixhe’s reference on p. 144 n. 9. I am grateful to Prof. Dr. A. Heubeck,
who kindly made me aware of these essays as well as the bibliographic material
mentioned in notes 41 and 51 (at the end).
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this amalgamation. Strabo, who himself traveled in this region, reports
that there were no cities in Cataonia and the Melitene, apart from a few
exceptions. This is characteristic for the “Hellenism” of that region. Cata-
onia, which he separates from Pontic Cappadocia as Great Cappadocia,
spoke no other language, according to his statements, than the regions
of the former kingdom of Pontus insofar as they were Cappadocians.*®
This information is important. It seems that there was no cultural divide
between the former regions of Mithradates Il and Cappadocia in his time.*’
This would mean that Luke here was inadequately informed about the lin-
guistic homogeneity of these two regions. This, of course, does not speak
against the possibility that Luke meant languages. Later still, Arrian men-
tions in his Periplus numerous barbarian tribes.*

Time and again scholarship has been concerned with the ques-
tion which word might have stood originally at the place of the corrupt
‘Toudaiav. It appears to me beyond doubt that Toudaiav embodies a cor-
ruption: A convincing interpretation of the anarthrous ‘Toudaiav is not
possible. For Harnack’s opinion—that the word is to be deleted simply as
a gloss—cannot be maintained. The list mainly consists of a series of pairs.
Where Luke emphasizes, he arranges the names of nations to stand alone:
Mesopotamia and Rome receive this distinction.

Therefore the question needs to be asked, which region of Asia Minor
could have opened the original series of six items. Numerous suggestions
have been made in the past. On paleographic grounds, however, most of
them have little power of persuasion as long as we make the presumption
of a scribal error. Indeed since a conscious substitution of the original by
a copyist is conceivable, perhaps Jerome may have preserved the original
text: habitantes in Syria. A reaction of a Jewish Christian copyist to this

46. Strabo, Geogr. 12.1.2.

47. On this, see Edward H. Bunbury, A History of Ancient Geography, 2nd ed.
(London: Murray, 1883), 294-96. Whether Luke knew anything about barbarian
languages of the northeast coast of the Black Sea, which Strabo mentions, is of
course quite unclear.

48. The barbarians from the Asiatic coast of the Black Sea who lived between
Trapezunt and Tanais are mentioned in the Periplus maris Euxini 2.1-3; 18.3 (ed.
A. G.Roos and G. Wirth) vol. 2, 112-13, 121. Arrian explains the defective Greek
of some altar inscriptions in Trapezunt in terms of the dominance of barbarian
idioms (1.2, p. 103).
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name is at least imaginable. However, Greek and Aramaic were spoken in
Syria. There was no need of a miracle of tongues.

Burkitt’s conjecture of Topduaiav has recently been advanced again by
E. E E Bishop. Some Arabic manuscripts of the Bodleian Library exhibit
a corresponding form for Kurdistan. On this, however, it must be said
that this word, as long as it is not documented elsewhere, most probably
first appeared in this specific tradition.*® With respect to the geography
of Asia Minor, Bentley’s conjecture of Audiav has a claim to serious con-
sideration. Here a writing error is actually easily imagined. However, at
least two considerations speak against Audiav. First, Audiav was later a part
of the Roman province Asia, which Luke mentions. Second, it appears as
quite improbable that the Lydian language was preserved until the Roman
period. No geographical or cultural factors could have produced resis-
tance to the penetration of Greek.>

I would like to suggest here another word worthy of consideration:
Avxlay.

The introduction of an enumeration of nations of Asia Minor with this
word appears to be fitting to a high degree. Precisely in the Roman period
and with Roman eyes the Lycians were referred to with respect. Not only
was the Lycian city league a pattern of an ancient and distinctively demo-
cratic constitution. In an earlier age, in writing on constitutional principles,
Aristotle had concerned himself especially with the Lycians. Homer men-
tions this nation honorably. Above all, the Lycians—in any case the city
league—had never supported the pirating nuisance of the Cilicians. In dis-
tinction from Side, such ships were not permitted to land in Lycian ports.
Pompey’s ventures were backed up by a huge contingent of Lycian ships.

The natural position of its region and the political distinction of
its constitutional bodies created a certain independent originality. The
Lycian cities appear to have preserved many of their traditions into the
Byzantine period. Thus, the survival of the Lycian language into the time
of Luke is conceivable.!

49. E. E. E Bishop, “Professor Burkitt and the Geographical Catalogue,” JRS
42 (1952): 84-85.

50. M. Dibelius “Text der Apostelgeschichte,” 82, rejects the conjecture Avdiav
on purely paleographic grounds. However, this view does not convince me. The
possibility of damaged letters cannot be excluded.

51. Lycian inscriptions originate from the fifth and fourth centuries BCE and
break off toward the end of the fourth century BCE. However, perhaps alongside
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The additional names in the list present no problems. The mention of
Egypt in such a context refers not to the Hellenic language but to Coptic,
which also plays a role in rabbinic sources. Libya, which had a significant
role in the Jewish diaspora, is not an unambiguous geographical term. Luke
also knows this and therefore makes it precise: he has his interest fixed on
the Pentapolis. Here a dialect close to Berber must have been spoken.

The Romans, who alone are present as “travelers,” constitute the
climax of the list. Among the others, with the exception of the first three
names, it is claimed that they must have been temporary residents of
Jerusalem. In our ears this may sound like an overstatement. However,
from the first it need not be assumed that Luke had a precise overview
of temporary or permanent foreigners in Jerusalem. At least in Acts 6:9
we are informed that there must have been different synagogues made
up of compatriots.

I agree with Otto Eissfeldt that the conclusion of the list is original.
Jews and proselytes, people from the West as well as from the East are
gathered together, in order to experience the fulfillment of the promise
given in 1:8.

the use into a late period of Lycian proper names, one fact speaks for my con-
jecture, which W. Arkwright expresses thus: “Excepting the Hittites with their
twenty thousand cuneiform tablets, the Lycians have left much larger remains of
their language than any other nation in Asia Minor” (“Lycian Epitaphs,” in Ana-
tolian Studies Presented to Sir William Mitchell Ramsay, ed. W. H. Buckler and W.
M. Calder [Manchester: University Press, 1923], 15). See also the information in
Jones, Cities of the Eastern Roman Provinces. For me it is significant that Glinter
Neumann, “Lykisch,” in Altkleinasiatische Sprachen, 359, reckons with the pos-
sibility of a lengthy survival of Lycian. The passage in Cicero (In Verrem 4.10.21),
Lycii Graeci homines, can hardly be related to full blown Hellenization as Neu-
mann does. In context it has to do with the definite disavowal of Cilician piracy.
Potentially of course it would be possible also to consider another explanation,
namely, the stories circulating in antiquity about the Greek origin of the Lycians,
see on this Kretschmer, “Nochmals die Hypachier und Alaksandus” A stele exca-
vated in 1973 ought to provide a decisive advance for the linguistic analysis of
Lycian, which reports the founding of a cult of Bagtheds Kadviog and of Apxéaipuas
in the Létoon of Xanthos in the Greek, Aramaic, and Lycian languages. This trilin-
gual report, which Prof. Dr. Heubeck also called to my attention, comes from the
middle of the fourth century, see Henri Metzger, “La stele trilingue récemment
découverte au Létoon de Xanthos: Le texte grec,” CRAI 118 (1974): 82-93.
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4. The Context of the Enumeration: Acts 2 in Relation to Lukan Theology

Long ago Harnack and Heinrich von Baer indicated that this chapter has
a central function for the outline of Acts. Our understanding of Luke’s
theology must find an important reference point here.

The thesis of Conzelmann, Haenchen, and others, that here an event
is depicted that is important only for the Jerusalem church but not for the
Greek church, is correct only with reservations. To begin with, for support
of this claim a text-critically disputed variation must be addressed. I take
the Toudaiot from verse 5, as do many other exegetes, to be text-critically
untenable. The external attestation of the word itself is striking: the word is
missing in X itP?; C and E have it in another place. The internal grounds that
speak against the word are even stronger. Toudaiot amd mavtog Efvous is an
impossible collocation. The Jewish people themselves legally constitute an
g0vog.52 Also it is rather remarkable if Luke introduces the Jews who live in
Jerusalem and expressly characterizes them as pious. That was really quite
self-evident. It is different if we understand the xatoixolvteg succinctly as
dwelling without full rights of citizenship. Where xatoixolvtes appears in
geographical contexts, this meaning is not rare. This is the meaning with
which we have to do here.>

In this context, &vopeg evAafeis should by all means be understood
as a further designation for semiproselytes, similar to o oeféuevot or oi
doPovuevol Tov Bedv. Luke appears to use the expression in this way also
in Acts 8:2.54 In spite of these arguments most exegetes take the word to
be original. Holtzmann even claimed that the absence of Toudaiot in the
Sinaiticus is a facilitating improvement of the text.>> Indeed the word
stands in other manuscripts in another place without facilitating anything.
Such variations in the word order are among the most important indica-
tors for the introduction of glosses into the text.

52. A. N. Sherwin-White offers a consideration of the Roman perception of
the unity of the &0vy in the empire, The Roman Citizenship, 2nd ed. (Oxford: Clar-
endon, 1973), 437-44. In this the diverse origin of the Latin concept of gens and
of the Greek concept is emphasized.

53. Walter Gutbrod (“IspaA,” TDNT 3:379) points to the striking use of
"Toudaiot: “Acts 2:5 could possibly be the only exception.”

54. So Blass, “Textkritik von Apostelgeschichte 2:5,” 828.

55. Holtzmann, Apostelgeschichte, 32. So also, e.g., Schmidt, Pfingsterzihlung
und das Pfingstereignis, 19.
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Another argument against the textus receptus emerges from our
insight into the authorial intent of Luke. Rather than saying how a multi-
lingual mix of nations had taken up residence in Jerusalem as must accord
with his intention, he explains here from the outset how something such
as this is intelligible: it has to do with Jews. In reality not until close to the
end of the list does the author indicate this. Jews and proselytes consti-
tute the most important component of the foreign-speaking population
of Jerusalem. I would like to set forth the hypothesis that also the choice
of &vdpes ebAafeis in the introduction of the list of nations stands in agree-
ment with this authorial intention of Luke. The author here chooses a
word that is not a terminus technicus for proselytes, like ot oeféuevot or o
doPoiuevol ToV Beov.

Consequently, what would result for us is the statement that the
eyewitnesses who were present at the fulfillment of the promise were for-
eigners from the entire realm of the Roman Empire and even beyond. Luke
does not expressly say that these foreigners had affiliated themselves with
the Jerusalem community. Its first new members will have been precisely
proselytes in the technical sense and Jews. In the second place, ocefBéuevot
Tov Ogdv came into consideration along with them. One could say that the
foreigners are not understood and are not mentioned as members of the
original community. In Luke’s intention foreigners as eyewitnesses under-
score the outstanding meaning of the event. To say this in Luke’s terms:
God creates for himself a people from among the nations.>® Not until later
does God bring this purpose to fruition. Pentecost is only a modest begin-
ning on the way to this. Nevertheless, Pentecost is a beginning.

This interpretation can be reinforced by referring to the Pente-
cost speech itself. Indeed, alongside the dvdpes ‘loudaiot the address in
2:14 names a group that is apparently distinct from them, namely, xal oi
xatoxolvres Tepovoayu mavtes. Later, however, Peter speaks only to dvdpeg
adeAdol or dvopes TopanAital as the case may be. Indeed the hearers of the
Pentecost sermon also respond: Ti moowuey, dvopes dderdol; The foreign-
ers have disappeared! To express this differently, one must say: Jews are the
spokespersons of these @vopeg evAafeis. Humanity breaks down into Jews
and non-Jews, as in the list. Thus where the non-Jews can be designated
as aefdpevol Tov Bedv; indeed where they constitute a new unity with Jews
to form the people of God of the end times, the Jewish element retains

56. Acts 15:14, cf. Gen 11:6.



2. The Geographical Horizon 45

the leadership role. This does correspond to the time of the beginning.
Furthermore, this picture is in accord with an ancient theological concept.

This theological concept has been known for a long time as an ancient
Christian pattern of thought. Ancient Jewish notions of the meaning of
Jerusalem in the end time quite clearly had a decisive meaning in the
thoughts of the early community in Jerusalem about mission. The expan-
sion of the Christian proclamation beyond the borders (Acts 1:8) was not
the expectation, but rather the streaming of all the nations to Zion. This
theory must have continued to have an impact even when de facto this
self-limitation of the Christian proclamation was broken by the activity
of Stephen’s circle, and when some men from Cyprus and Cyrene also
presented the Christian proclamation to nonproselytes.”” Luke reports
in detail on resistance against these developments. One can say that the
justification of the gentile mission constitutes the central concern of the
entire book.®

But theologically this means that Luke endows the ancient “mission
theory” that is based on Holy Scripture with a new “historical” interpreta-
tion. The ancient view that the fulfillment of the promise of the end time in
the pouring out of the Spirit would have to lead to a centripetal movement,
namely, a pilgrimage to Jerusalem, is correct. It has been fulfilled in the
original Jerusalem community.>

But now this period has come to an end. The Spirit does not char-
acterize only the event in the early Jerusalem community but is rather a
constitutive element of the entire movement, which finally leads to the
Pauline mission. The promised Holy Spirit has conducted this movement
in all of its particulars.

These things have repeatedly been dealt with in the literature. I limit
myself, therefore, to some brief comments. Still, a problem that Luke does
not explicitly mention has to be touched on. We must assume that he nev-
ertheless engaged it intensively. As the format of his two volumes shows,

57. Acts 11:20.

58. The view that the justification of the gentile mission, specifically the
Pauline mission, constitutes the goal of Acts was first established by M. Schneck-
enburger, see A. J. Mattill, “The Purpose of Acts: Schneckenburger Reconsidered,”
in Gasque and Martin, Apostolic History and the Gospel, 108-22.

59. In his gospel, Luke has also left aside a certain amount of tradition in favor
of this view, see Ferdinand Hahn, Das Verstdndnis der Mission im Neuen Testa-
ment, WMANT 13 (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1963), 111-12.
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Luke had to deal with the still-continuing effect of opponents of the Pauline
mission who were able to base their protest on Scripture. Thumping on the
precepts of the law appears to have scarcely impressed him. However, we
have to assume that his treatment of the events of the end times was con-
sciously directed against dissenting views. If Luke himself composed the
speech in Acts 2:14-39, which we assume, a significant function accrues
for the explicit citation of a specific text. The quotation is an eschatological
text: “I will pour out my spirit on all flesh” (Joel 3:1-5 [ET 2:28-32]). The
conclusion of the speech comes back around to this quotation (Acts 2:39).
The paxpav that is added (from Isa 57:19) is essential for Luke. It bears a
part of the burden of proof for his main thesis: Since Pentecost God sum-
mons the £0vy.

We do not encounter the opponents’ argument in Acts. However, the
Pauline epistles themselves contain the most important textual evidence of
representatives of a “centripetal mission,” namely, in Rom 9-11. I cannot
here go into Paul’s complex and debated argument in this controversial
matter.®® Luke’s line of thought is comparatively simple. Paul derives more
from the passage in Joel (Rom 10:12-15).

Still Luke provides an important contribution for the debate itself. He
can demonstrate that the efficacy of the Spirit in Jesus’s activity and in the
history of the ancient church does not abrogate the Scripture. What others
see as intermingling and use to oppose the legitimacy of the emerging
church, Luke turns into a sequence. The modern concept of redemptive
history (Heilsgeschichte) is used for this. Luke does not use the pristine
period in order to idealize. The events of that time have their meaning in
the first instance for that epoch.®! They ought not to become opponents of
what is new.

Some have thought that here Luke harks back to the story of the con-
fusion of languages in Gen 11. However, the text of Acts 2 has scarcely
any echoes that point in this direction.®> Moreover, Luke does not take
up the table of the nations in Gen 10. The fact that the count of sixteen

60. Unfortunately Joachim Jeremias in his book that is important in this con-
nection, Jesu Verheissung fiir die Volker, 2nd ed. (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1959),
did not go into this issue.

61. As is well known, Hans Conzelmann has established this view in detail.
Conzelmann, Die Mitte der Zeit: Studien zur Theologie des Lukas, 5th ed. (Tiibin-
gen: Mohr, 1964); ET: The Theology of St. Luke (Philadelphia: Fortresss, 1982).

62. ]. G. Davies has attempted to establish this view, “Pentecost and Glosso-
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peoples recurs in Acts 2 can be coincidental.®® At most the house in which
the disciples were located might be understood as the counterpart to the
prideful tower.

As a matter of fact, Luke will have perceived the parallel. This is shown
by the mere fact that he actually features a “table of the nations” How-
ever, evidently he thinks nothing of the expectation of a unified human
language, which must have been considered by some as the decisive sign
of the end times.®* Luke has a different emphasis. For him it does not fall
on overcoming language barriers in themselves. The hope for a restored
humanity, which he shares and about which he speaks, has meaning for
him only when with this restoration corporate praise of God’s great deeds
comes about (2:11). For this, however, the turning around of this perverse
and corrupt generation is necessary, the turning to the one whom none
other than God has made Lord and Messiah (2:36).

A final question remains open. How did Luke envision the end-time
miracle about which he reports in our chapter? The answer to this question
is certainly not irrelevant. Nevertheless, I have left it in the background in
order to be able to highlight what Luke himself emphasizes in his interpre-
tation. He gives this interpretation in the form of the Pentecost sermon.
The fact that this interpretation is also available—though indeed cau-
tiously—in the dramatic presentation itself is for this reason not contested.
The dramatic presentation in its entirety was not a part of the investigation
in this study.®

lalia” JTS 3 (1952): 228-31. Some of the documentation has nothing to do with
Acts 2 or Gen 11.

63. Holtzmann, Apostelgeschichte, 32, has referred to the agreement in num-
bers.

64. T. Jud. 25.

65. Answering to the question of whether the linguistic means of expression,
as in Homer’s Apollo hymn, betrays that the author wanted to present a miracle
of understanding, Hans Jiirgen Tschiedel has compared both texts. Thereby, the
Apollo hymn turns out to be a remarkable parallel with respect to the history of
religions and its content. In his view of Acts, Tschiedel follows OverbecK’s opinion
that here there is a miracle of hearing. In view of the languages mentioned by
Luke this appears to me unlikely. However, this does not detract from the value
of the parallel indicated here. Tschiedel, “Ein Pfingstwunder im Apollonhymnus
(Hymn. Hom. Ap. 156-164 und Apg. 2:1-13),” ZRGG 27 (1975): 22-39.
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5. Results

Luke identifies the whole of humanity as the addressees of the new period
of redemptive history initiated by the pouring out of the Spirit, the repre-
sentatives of whom—amno mavtdg €0voug—gathered in Jerusalem on the Day
of Pentecost. The word Toudaiot in Acts 2:5 proves to be a later gloss, which
is to be deleted from our text. For the corrupt Toudaiav in Acts 2:9, Auxiav
is surmised to be original. The thesis that at Pentecost Luke allows only for
the foundation of the Jerusalem community is therefore invalid. The result
for Luke’s theology is: Luke gives the standard view that the pouring out
of the Spirit has to lead to the centripetal movement of peoples to Zion,
“its historical location” The ancient expectation of a centripetal movement
that was constitutive for the self-understanding of the original community
has actually been replaced by a centrifugal movement. With his portrayal
Luke has given a warrant for this.

This produces an insight that is by no means uninteresting for ancient
geography: The search for Luke’s geographical source needs to be aban-
doned. Luke himself has become the source. We read his “list” as an
enumeration of spoken languages of that time, which Luke himself has
composed and for which he could utilize information from the territory of
the Jewish diaspora.
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A New Edition of the Parchment Fragments London Brit.

Libr. Pap. 2240 from the Wadi Sarga Containing New
Testament Text

Whenever a newly discovered manuscript is to be published, some essen-
tial steps are required. These include material, measurements, date, a
paleographical assessment of its script, a transcription, and, if possible,
the reconstruction of an ancient corpus or scroll that it represents. Often a
thorough restoration of ancient remains demands all possible skill. If the
find concerns a New Testament text, it is necessary to define its relation
to related witnesses. Any new finds are bound to improve our insight into
ancient transmission processes. How one should proceed is demonstrated
by the reedition of a Pauline fragment from the Wadi Sarga.

1. Description of the Manuscript 0201

In 1922 W. E. Crum and H. Idris Bell published Coptic and Greek texts
from the Wadi Sarga, among which are two severely disintegrated parch-
ment fragments with Greek texts from Paul’s 1 Corinthians.! The transcript
at that time provided parts of 1 Cor 12:2-3, 6-13; and 14:20-29. The first

1. W. E. Crum and H. Idris Bell, eds., Wadi Sarga: Coptic and Greek Texts
from the Excavations Undertaken by the Byzantine Research Account (Copenha-
gen: Gyldendalske, 1922), 32-42. See also Herbert J. M. Milne, ed., Catalogue of
the Literary Papyri in the British Museum (London: The Trustees, 1927), 183 no.
216, and British Museum Catalogue of Additions to the Manuscripts in the Years
1921-1925 (London: The Trustees, 1950), 363. The latter publication identifies
1921 as the date of acquisition. As R. Campbell Thompson reports in his “Intro-
duction” (in Crum and Bell, Wadi Sarga, 1) all of the texts were discovered in the
excavations of the Byzantine Research Account in the winter of 1913-1914.

-53-
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two transcribed lines of the first leaf as well as the text from a fragment
3 could not be correlated by the editors with any specific part of 1 Cor-
inthians. Furthermore, other lines were described as illegible.? However,
the readings that were provided were carefully substantiated.® Plates of the
Greek text were not published.* The published texts have the number 0201
in the official list of manuscripts of the New Testament.> They were put
to use as a witness in The Greek New Testament, edited by K. Aland et al.
(London, 1966) and Novum Testamentum Graece, edited by K. Aland et al.
(26th ed., Stuttgart, 1979).6

Of note is not only the sound text, which is close to the text of manu-
scripts DFG, but also the age of the fragment, which has been dated to the
fifth century by the editors.” A trip to London in October, 1987 enabled
me to confirm my supposition that a study of the original would be profit-
able with regard to readings left out of the editio princeps. These readings
are—and this must be emphasized—in part unrecognizable in existing
photographs. In the following these readings are considered in detail.

I am grateful to members of the Department of Western Manuscripts
of the British Library for their kind help and for allocating technical
arrangements, and also for the excellent photographs of an especially

2. Fragment 1, side a, col. 1: “[14 lines too much defaced for any confident
reading.]”; fragment 1, side a, col. 2: “[12 lines too much defaced for any confi-
dent reading.]” so Crum and Bell, Wadi Sarga, 35. “Besides this fragment a few
yet smaller scraps remain, too small and too much defaced to yield anything of
interest,” p. 42.

3. Crum and Bell, Wadi Sarga, 37-42.

4. Neither of the two accompanying volumes of plates contains a photograph
of text 9; neither does the catalogue by Milne in Catalogue of the Literary Papyri.
However, the Department of Western Manuscripts keeps two photographs of the
front sides of papyrus 2240 (1) and 2240 (2) available. See Prints from Manuscript
Negatives, vol. 19, p. 108.

5. Kurt Aland et al., Kurzgefasste Liste der griechischen Handschriften des
Neuen Testaments, 2nd ed., ANTF 1 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1994), 36 n 6.

6. According to J. Keith Elliott, A Survey of Manuscripts Used in Editions of the
Greek New Testament, NovTSup 57 (Leiden: Brill, 1987), 24, the manuscript has
not been used in other editions of the New Testament in spite of its sound text.
Incidentally, the statement that 0201 is not cited in UBS!~2 is incorrect: my copies
of UBS! (as also UBS?) cite 0201 at 1 Cor. 12:9.

7. Crum and Bell, Wadi Sarga, p. 33. So also Milne, Catalogue of the Literary
Papyri, and British Museum Catalogue.
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severely damaged part of the manuscript procured from the Photographic
Service (black and white, ultraviolet, infrared).

1.1. Measurements and State of Preservation of the Fragments

Today’s user of the Department of Western Manuscripts has access to
two parchment leaves behind glass that are framed and that are severely
fragmented and are therefore held together by strips of tape two to eight
millimeters wide. Thus two folios are produced, which are numbered by the
editors as fragment 1 and fragment 2.8 As some of the Greek characters—
which the editors did not decipher—show, originally both leaves made up
one single folio, over which a lost folio of the original codex lay. The lost
leaf contained precisely the text that is missing between the reverse side of
fragment 1 (1 Cor 12:13) and the front side of fragment 2 (1 Cor 14:19).

A piece that the editors designated fragment 3, which they were not
able to put into place, can be inserted in lines 12 and 13 of column 1 of
fragment 1, side a. The reverse side completes the text of lines 12-14 from
fragment 1, side b, column 2 as well as lines 12 and 13 from fragment 2,
side a, column 1. The difficulty of fitting in fragment 3, which Bell could
not remedy, is resolved by the fact that the characters ¢[ on line 12 and €]
on line 13, which can be observed on the right of the opposite side of what
appears to be an intercolumnium between columns of fragment 3, are the
remainder of the inner column of fragment 2, side a, column 1. This allows
fragment 1 and fragment 2 to be understood as originally attached to each
other. The alphabet characters are in fact not relics of a third column.’

A small shred taped to the upper left of fragment 2, side a, with a
page number PMZ is not located in the correct place. As the remains of
characters show, it was located over the space between columns 1 and 2 on
fragment 2, side a.

Furthermore, the frame of fragment 1 contains five small fragments,
which I also was not able to arrange in lacunae, because the reverse sides
exhibit almost no vestiges of characters.

The leaf of parchment to which all fragments appear to belong was
part of a Pauline manuscript in two columns, which presented the text in
every case in nineteen lines. In spite of severe damage it can be determined

8. According to Bell, five pieces were joined together for fragment 1 and two
pieces for fragment 2. See Crum and Bell, Wadi Sarga, 32.
9. Crum and Bell, Wadi Sarga, 42.
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that before lettering the manuscript was carefully lined. The twenty hori-
zontal lines running into the inner edge were defined on the outer edge
by a line that was drawn down to the leaf below. Similar perpendicular
lines apparently defined the ends of all columns. I observe a perpendicular
double line as the inner edge of the reverse side of 2240 (1). A double line
as the outer edge also appears to be preserved at the bottom on leaf 2240
(2) on the reverse side. In other places where these lines would be expected
one searches in vain.

The copyist located his characters at the top exactly between the hori-
zontal lines, but at the bottom they are located on the lines. At the ends
of the lines on the right, he was often forced to place the letters closer
together. This was the way in which the copyist was able to end the lines.

Because the tattered remnants have obviously become distorted, the
measurements of the fragments remain uncertain.!? The following approx-
imate measurements can be specified.

The top margin on fragment 1, side a, measured at least 12 mm, the
lower margin on fragment 1, side a, measured at least 17 mm; the inter-
columnium between the columns of fragment 1, side a, 10 mm, fragment
2, side b, from 7 to 13 mm; the inner margin on fragment 1, side a, and
fragment 2, side b (the reverse), measured 10 mm, the outer margin on
fragment 1, side a, measured at least 12 mm, on fragment 2, side b (the
reverse), measured a maximum of 40 mm. Because the writing surface
of fragment 1, side a, column 2 can be measured as 42 x 99 mm, the page
must have had a format of at least 14 x 13 cm, that is, broader than the
height.!! Fragment 3 measures a maximum of 34 x 34 mm.

1.2. Orthography and Punctuation

Accents and breathing marks do not occur. Twice a dieresis is found (over
1OYAAIOL in 12:13, and over IAIW[THC] in 14:24) and once the apos-
trophe is used as a separator between two consonants. Dots of medium
height have sometimes been preserved. Yet this is not always easy to ascer-
tain. Nomina sacra are abbreviated as usual: ©C Y 60 KC INMNA NN
C TINI XC. N at the end of a line is occasionally replaced by the stroke

10. Crum and Bell, Wadi Sarga, 32.

11. Bell calculates 15 x 15 cm (Crum and Bell, Wadi Sarga, 32), likewise
Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste, 53. Eric G. Turner, The Typology of the Early Codex
(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1977), 160, gives it as 14 x 14 cm.
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for abbreviations. Frequently the well-known vowel confusions occur: €1
> 1, IAMAA in 12:2; 1 > €1, YMEIN (in addition to YMIN) in 12:3;
AIAKPEICIC (in addition to ANAKPINETAI) in 12:10, TNWPEIZW
in 12:3, FEINETAI in 14:25; &l > €, AIAOTE (in addition to
ALAOT[AN) in 12:7; € > Al, FE]INECOAL in 14:20, MA[INEC]
©OA[l] in 14:23. However, the common long €1 in verb stems corresponds
to the duration of the tone of the older New Testament manuscripts (cf.
FrEINECOE! PR AB*andTEINECOAI, Gin 14:20; TEINECOE?,
P4 B and FEINECOAL, A in 14:20; ANAKPEINETAL, B in 14:24;
FEINETAL P & A B* D* F G 0201 in 14:25; FEINECOW, P* A B*
D* F Gin 14:26; CEIFATW, P* B* D* in 14:28; AINKPEINETWCAN,
P4 B* in 14:29). And for the interchange between O and (U, or between H
and the correlated I-sounds, only the uncertain references PANEPOCIC
in 12:7 and EPMHNEIXA in 12:10 may be listed. Subjunctives have the
correct vowels. With regard to consonants, the orthography is absolutely
correct. Therefore the orthography is remarkably careful and good.

1.3. Dating

0201 evidences a perpendicular, calligraphically well-formed biblical
uncial script. O C € © are well-rounded. A light upstroke on the hori-
zontal rises up smoothly to a more sturdy perpendicular script. The ends
of C and € each have points. Full symmetry of the forms is achieved.

Vertical strokes are sturdy and comparatively short. With the con-
densed arrangement of the letters, this gives the script a somewhat compact
character. Only " and ¢ have longer descending strokes. P and Y agree in
their measures with the other letters, but occasionally show a tendency to
lengthen the descending stroke. The ends of f" and T at the top run out in
sturdily developed points.

It is significant that the M, while keeping to symmetry, develops the
downward line running from the upper left more sturdily than the line
running upward toward the upper right. The writing comes close to the
scripts of PBerol. 16353 recto (from the beginning of the fifth century) and
of PVindob. G 26055 verso (around 425) delineated by G. Cavallo and is to
be located in the first half of the fifth century.!

12. See Guglielmo Cavallo, Ricerche sulla maiuscola biblica (Firenze: Le Mon-
nier, 1967), 72 and 74, plates 51 and 58. Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste, 53, and Turner,
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2. Transcription with Annotations on the Readings
2.1. Transcription®

Fragment 1, side a, column 1 inner column
AexeCcloe 11:33
EIAET[ICTIEINA] 11:34
ENOI[KwEeCOIETW]

[INAMHE[ICKPIMA]

[CYNEPXHCOE]

Tal

O 00 N O\ Ul i W N+~

—_
— o

—
\S]

(A)[CNOEIN OIAATE] 12:2
(OTEE)[ONHHTE]

[MPOCTIAIA[W]

INATAA]PWNA

[WCANHIreCOE€]

AlXFOMENOIL

AIOINWPEIZW 12:3
YMEIN-OTIOY

— e = e e e
O 00 N O\ U b W

Fragment 1, side a, column 2 outer column
[AlJCENTINIOY
AETEIANAOE

1
2
3
4
5
6 12:4
7

[AEIXA[PUCM[A]TO

Typology,160, also locate the manuscript in the fifth century. See also note 5 (on
the enumeration of this manuscript) and note 11 (regarding the description of the
early codex by Eric Turner).

13. Letters that are recognizable from the other fragments are given again in
parentheses in places where they fit.
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8

9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

[KAIOA]Y[T]OCKCOC
[AlalpECIEICE
[EPCTHMATWINE(]

[CIN]KAIOAYT[OC]OC

EN[E]PrWNECTIl]
MAN[TA]ENI[ACIN]

EKA[CT]WAEAIA[OTIE

HPANEPOCICTOY
MNCITPOCTOCYM

Fragment 1, side b, column 1

O 0 N QN Ul W~

10

el e e e
O 00 N O\ Ul v W DN~

$OpPON-WMEN
FAPAIATOYTINC
AIAOT[AINOTO|C]
COP[IACANNWA]E
AOIO[CINWCEW]|C
KATA[TOAY]TOTNA
ETEPWIICTI[C]
E[NT]WAY TWM[N]
[AAXNDXAPICMATAL]
AMATWNE[NTW]

AY TWIINI[AAAWD]
AEENEPIrHM[A]
TAAYNA[M]E[WC]
AANWITPOP[HTEIA]
AXAWAIAKPEICIC
[TIWN[IINEYMATWIN
ETEPWIENHIAWC
CWNAXNWDAEEP
MHNEIAMAWC

Fragment 1, side b, column 2

1
2
3
4

CW[N]TTIANTAAE
TA[YTAIENEPTEL
TO[ENK]AITOAYTO
[MNAJAIAIPOYN

12:6

12:7

outer column
12:8

12:9

12:10

Inner column
12:11
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E€[KAICTWKAOW[C]
[BOYAE|TAIKAOA 12:12
[MEPrA]PT[OCWM]A

[T].. [MOAXAONTI(&)
ENECT[IN](COMA )
OYTWC[K](AI[OIXC)

KAICA[PENITINI] 12:13
[IANT[ECHMEIC]

E€ICENCW[M]a

EBAITI[C]OHME-

EITEIOYAAIOL:

visible at the right of line 3:

KI

Fragment 2, side a, column 1 inner column

O 00 ] O\ Ul v W N~

—_
— O

e e e e e e e
O 00 NI O\ Ul b W N

pPMZ
(K)

[ENCAWCCH]A 14:20
[AEAPOIMIHIIAL]

[AlATCEINE]COAL

[TAICPPEC]INAN

ANATHKA]KIANH

[MAZETETAICAE

(P)[pECINTEAEIO]]

(E)NTW[NOMW] 14:21
[CEICPATI[TALIOTI]
[EIN[ET]EP[AICTA]WC

CAICKAIENXEL

AECINETE[P]WN

NAATHCWT[WAAW]
TOYTWKA[IOYAOY]
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Fragment 2, side a, column 2
[TWC]EICA[KOYCON]
[TAIIMOY[AETEI]
[O]©CAI[OAMAWC]
CAl[EICCH]MEI[ON]
EIC[INOYT]OICIIC

AIMICTOIC[HAETIP]O
$HTEIA[OYTOICA]
M[C]TO[ICAANAT]OIC
MCTE[YOYCIN]JEAN
OYN[CYNEA]OHH
EKKA[HCIAO]XHETTI
TOAYT[O]KAINAN
TECAANDCINIAWC
CAICEICEAOWCIAE
KAUNAIWTAIHATILC]
TOIOY[KEP]OY[CIN]
OTIMA[INEC]OA[l]
EANAETNANTEC

O 00 N O\ Ul =~ W N+~

—_
— O

e e e e e e e
O 00 NI O\ Ul b W N

Fragment 2, side b, column 1
[MPO]$PH[TEYWCINEIC]
[EXOHAE[TICATIIC]
[TOCH]IAIW[THC]
ENErXEeTAlYTIO
TT[ANTONAN]AKPI
[NETAIYTIOTAN
[TWN]TAKPYTITA
[THCKAP]AIACAYTOY
$A[NEPAITEINETAL
K[AIOYTW]CIpO
MNME[CWNITP]OCKY
NHC[EITW]6WA
MACCIEXA]WNOT(1]
OCONTW[C]ENY
MINECTIN-TIOY
ECTIAAEAPOY
[O]TA[NCYN]EPXHC

O 00 ] O\ Ul i W N~

—_
— O

e e e e e
NN G W

TEYOYCINAANAT]OIC

outer column

14:22

14:23

14:24

outer column

14:25

14:26
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18 ©E€[EKAC]TOC TaN
19 MONEXEIAIAN

Fragment 2, side b, column 2 inner column

MANTATMPOCOI]

KOA[OMHNIEL]

NEC[OW EITE] 14:27
CAWC[CHTICAA]

AEIKA[TAAYOH]

[T]OTI[AEICTON]

[TPEICKAIAN](X)

[MEPOCKAL](EIC)

[AIEPMHINEY(ETW)
[EANAE]IMHH[ALIEP] 14:28
M[HNE]Y[THCCEIL]

FAT[W]ENEKKA[H]

ClACAYTWAENN

INEIT]WKAIT[WOW]
[MPO]PHTAIAEA[YO] 14:29

O 0 N QN Ul B~ W~

—_ =
—_— O

— e b e e e e
O 0 N1 O Ul v W N

Fragment 3, side a, column 1 inner column
12 A[CNOEIN OlAATE] 12:2
13 OTEE[ONHHTE]
visible at the left of this:

Fragment 3, side a, column 2, torn off inner column
11 [TPEICKAIXN]A 14:27
12 [MEPOCKAIEIC
13 leETW

Fragment 3, side b, column 2 inner column
12 [T]..[[TOANAONT]A 12:12
13 JCWMA-
14 JAl[O]XC

visible at the right of this:
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Fragment 3, side b, column 1 inner column
12 $[
13 €] 14:21

2.2. Explanatory Notes on the Readings

Fragment 1, side a, column 1

Lines 12-13. The insertion of a small fragment (fragment 3) in this
place is confirmed by its reverse. The discoloration of the parchment fits
in with what is adjacent: line 12 &, line 13 OTE€. At the same time, the
fragment can be identified as a portion torn off fragment 2, side b, column
2. The following letters may be read: at the end of line 12, &, at the end of
line 13, €1C, and at the end of line 14, ETW.

Lines 17-19. Bell deciphered only line 1 M&TI..., line 2 (OT]I..., lines
17-19.

Fragment 1, side a, column 2

Line 2. Bell gave no readings for lines 2-13.

Line 14. As Bell indicated, K&l is certain. O after KAl is also clear.
Apparently ©C stood at the end of the line. One sees traces of the stroke
indicating the abbreviation of the nomen sacrum. After that there is no
space for an O on the fragment, which has no writing.

Line 15. The first letter on line 15 is an €, not an O.

Line 16. Bell: TX TTIAN[TXA].

Line 17. An € is discernible at the end of line 17, Bell: AIA[O]TAL.

Line 18. O: Because the parchment is damaged here, an (U is also pos-
sible (so Bell).

Fragment 1, side b, column 1

Line 7. No space is available for a [A€] before IMI[C]T1[C] (so Bell).
Thus it was absent in the text.

Line 9. Bell reads [AAAXW]XAP[IJCM[ATA ?], very uncertain. He
asserts that the A€ must have been missing. On the basis of the amount of
space, Bell takes XAPICM[&] to be more plausible than XAPICM[ATA].
The first reading is well known in Latin witnesses. XAPICMA is read by
Marcion according to Tertullian, Marc. 5.8.

Line 10. Against Bell, line 10 begins with &, therefore not IN\MXT(UN.

Line 11. 0201, instead of varying the terminology, reads twice T& adT®
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mvevpatt. Bell was unable to recognize the stroke for the abbreviation of a
nomen sacrum. After TINI one sees a spatium.

Line 13. It is impossible to say whether in common with P4 D F G
b, 0201 had AYNAMEWC or, in common with the other witnesses,
AYNAMEWN.

Line 16. The position of N at the end of line 16 speaks for a written-out
form of INEYMATWN (different from Bell). As a rule plural forms are
not abbreviated.

Line 19. Perhaps MINEIA. The parchment is damaged.

Fragment 1, side b, column 2

Line 3. TO at the beginning of the line can be discerned. Beyond
the line there is a distinct K, not identified by Bell. It belongs to line 3 of
fragment 2, side a, column 1. Placing it at the K[l of 14:19 presents no
difficulty.

Line 4. The stroke indicating an abbreviation of the nomen sacrum
over NMNA is discernible.

Line 5. Bell reads [EKACT]W KASW[C], but he is uncertain
whether the letter before KAO©W[C] should be rendered as & or (D.

Line 12. Bell gave no reading for line 12. Lines 8-12 are torn off. The
opposite side of the piece that fits into fragment 1, side a, column 1, at lines
12 and 13 provides an X for line 12 and a well-preserved CIOMX- with a
point in the center for line 13 and remains of &l[ | [XC for line 14. To the
right of the inner edge the fragment presents a ¢ at the level of line 12 and
at the level of line 13 an €. Both letters are torn off from the left edge of
fragment 2, side a, column 1. The position of & to the right over the & of
CWMA - makes it possible to assess tentatively what is missing from line 12.

Bell had correctly determined the position of CWOM&, but he aban-
doned this identification because he thought he had to place the word in
the space of a left-hand column. He did not recognize that the letters ¢
and € were correctly arranged beyond the inner edge of fragment 1, side
b, column 2 (see Crum and Bell, Wadi Sarga, 42).

Line 15. The text can scarcely be identified.

Fragment 2, side a, column 1

Lines 1-5. From the K of fragment 1 on, the text is missing for five
lines.

Line 11. At the end of the line TAIJCAE can be read with difficulty,
Bell: TAIC|A€E (new line).
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Line 12. ¢ is found beyond the inner edge of fragment 1, side a,
column 2 on the piece fitted in at lines 12-14.

Line 13. The same goes for the €; NT( is preserved on fragment 2,
side a, column 1. Bell: [[1]NHC[©6€ ENNOMW)].

Line 19. Bell’s concerns over the length of line 19 are not justified; lines
11 and 12 are just as long. KA[IOYAOY] || [TWC] needs to be filled in,
not KA[IOYA€E] || [MW ?] (against Crum and Bell, Wadi Sarga).

Fragment 2, side a, column 2

Line 1-3. A small piece that also contains a page number (PMZ) can
be fitted into the upper part of the leaf. On line 1 it contains €IC&, on
line 2 MOY, on line 3—easily legible—©CAL. It is baftling that the stroke
indicating the abbreviation of the nomen sacrum is not discernible over
©C. However, the position is made certain by the reverse, which is also
legible. The reverse fits into fragment 2, side b, column 1. The position of
the piece allows recognition that the page number stood above the space
between the columns of fragment 2, side a.

Line 1. It is not possible to say whether 0201 had AKOYCETAI or
AKOYCONTAL

Line 3. Bell's reading [? OJIC Al[O is not to be retained, compare also
the singular reading O AYTOC KYPIOC ©€0C at 1 Cor 12:5 in line
11 of fragment 1, side a, column 2.

Fragment 2, side b, column 1

Lines 1-3. The reverse of the piece mentioned at fragment 2, side a,
column 2 contains the Greek letters ¢H from line 1, HA€ from line 2,
TALW from line 3.

Line 1. The line is noticeably long, but compare line 8 below as well as
line 6 on fragment 2, side a, column 2. Bell considers a defective singular
reading, perhaps MPO$HTAL

Line 2. Bell reckons with the absence of TIC in line 2.

Line 8. This and the following lines appear on quite darkened parch-
ment and can scarcely be deciphered. My indications are rather tentative.

Line 13. There was no O after OTI. The parchment is preserved. Bell:
[O]. L L
Line 14. Sufficient traces of ©C are preserved, Bell: [©C].

Line 16. There was no N before AAEXPOY (Bell: AAEADOL), Bell:
€CTIN. The parchment is perforated at the last letter of \AEXPOY:. It
is possible that the copyist wrote AAEXPOL.
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Line 18. [EKAC]TOC and ''AX are separated by an apostrophe, not
noticed by Bell.

Fragment 2, side b, column 2
Lines 1-4. Differently from what Bell indicates, four lines in the upper
part of the column are lost (not five). This determination results from the
quantity of text to be fitted in and from the careful lining. All columns
preserved have nineteen lines.

Lines 11-13. By the location of a piece (for Bell: fragment 3) in the text
of fragment 1, side a, column 1, lines 12-13, and its reverse in fragment 1,
side b, column 2, lines 12-14, it is possible to reconstruct lines 11-13 more
precisely than what Bell achieved. €T is attached to the torn-oft text of
[AIEPMH]INEY, €IC constitutes the end of line 12, line 11 ends with
A. In 14:27 the text of 0201 manifests no divergences from the commonly
printed text.

Line 8. It is not possible to say whether 0201 had T’AXWCCH or
IxwcCCcalC.

Line 14. Whether filling in [AIE€P] or [EP] or [OEP] is in accor-
dance with the text of 0201 must remain undecided. According to space
requirements [AIEP] presents no difficulty (different from Bell).

3. The Text of Manuscript 0201
3.1. Textual Criticism'

12:2 0201 with K 0150 1 69 2464 improves the text, as stated by
Wolfgang Schrage: “The omission of 7t (K 2646 pc) and likewise of ¢te (F
G 629 al ab d vg™sssyP) appear to alleviate the difficulty of the transmitted
text”!> Similarly Hans Conzelmann on the construction of the sentence.
“FG 0142.0151.629 a b d sy® offer a more satisfying, even if weakly attested,
improvement.”'¢ Brooke Foss Westcott and Fenton John Anthony Hort

14. Readings of the manuscript that have not yet been corrected are des-
ignated with an asterisk [*], and corrections of copyist of the manuscript are
designated with the sign [©"]. Corrections are numbered consecutively.

15. Wolfgang Schrage, Der erste Brief an die Korinther, EKKNT 7.3 (Neu-
kirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1999), 120 n. 35.

16. Hans Conzelmann, Der erste Brief an die Korinther, 2nd ed. (Géttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1981), 248 n. 2.
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conjectured 6Tt moté.!” A. T. Robertson and Alfred Plummer, in their com-
mentary on 1 Corinthians, speak for this conjecture.!8

12:3  Aaiwv om. DFG 0201 a. The omission has parallels in the New
Testament. Evidently Aeyw is missing in the exemplar for the Sahidic
translation in Rom. 3:5, see Origen, who knew such manuscripts, in his
commentary on Romans: Talta 70 «M[%] &dixos 6 Beds 6 émidépwy Ty
dpyny xata avbpamwyy» [ ] . el 08 dg év éTépolg ebpopey, «My &dixog 6 Hedg
émdbepwy ™Y OpyNv; xata avbpwmo[v] Aéyw. My yévoito», Totol[To]v &v
&ot volv 1) Aéic.!® Origen’s summary, as well as his individual exposi-
tions, are undergirded by this secondary reading.?® Compare xatat Twv
avBpwmwy 173978, Similarly in the transmission of Ephraem a AaA&v has
disappeared. It must be restored.?!

Apparently also in Heb 10:17 a verbum dicendi has been lost. In view
of the interruption of a quotation by yap ¢now in 8:5, I conjecture as the
beginning of 10:17 xai dnaw -, hence xal dnaw Tév apaptiéy adTé@v XTA.

12:6 The early Alexandrian tradition (P*¢ B 1739) has xat o. This
reading is attested by C as well. xat o is probably an accommodation to v.
5.22 Origen does not attest this reading (against Zuntz).?3

17. Brooke Foss Westcott and Fenton John Anthony Hort, eds., The New
Testament in the Original Greek: Volume 1, Text; Volume 2, Introduction [and]
Appendix, 2nd ed. (Cambridge: Macmillan, 1896), 116.

18. A. T. Robertson and Alfred Plummer, A Critical and Exegetical Commen-
tary on the First Epistle of St. Paul to the Corinthians, 2nd ed., ICC (Edinburgh:
T&T Clark, 1911), 260.

19. Jean Scherer, Le commentaire d’ Origéne sur Rom. III 5-V 7 d’ aprés les
extraits du Papyrus No 88748 du Musée du Caire et les fragments de la Philocalie
du Vaticanus gr. 762 (Cairo: I'Institut Francais dArchéologie Orientale, 1957), P
1., pp. 25-27.

20. On this see Caroline P. Hammond Bammel, Der Romerbrieftext des Rufin
und seine Origenestibersetzung, Vetus Latina (Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 1985),
215-16; cf. 40, 197, and 204.

21. T. S. Pattie, “Ephraem the Syrian and the Latin Manuscripts of ‘De Paeni-
tentia, ” British Library Journal 13 (1987): 8.

22. Hans Lietzmann, An die Korinther, 5th ed., HNT 9 (Tiibingen: Mohr,
1969), 61; Giinther Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles: A Disquisition upon the Corpus
Paulinum, Schweich Lectures of the British Academy 1946 (London: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 1953), 203.

23. Claude Jenkins, “Documentation: Origen on 1 Corinthians IV, JTS 10
(1908): 29.
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12:6 'The omission of o by 0201 and the insertion of eotv by B*
0201"4, and in a different position by 82 K L 0150.0151, are correlated and
are secondary.

12:6 The omission of Ta before mavta links D* to 0201. The omission
is secondary, as Zuntz has shown.?*

12:7 0201 gupdopov. The adjective cUudopog is attested as Pauline
in 1 Cor 7:35 by P!>46 8* A B D* 33 and in 1 Cor 10:33 by P* 8* A B C.
The later tradition was inclined to substitute forms of cuudépw. This factor
speaks for the originality of the singular reading. Admittedly, the Pauline
use of the participle of cuudépw is also in evidence: 2 Cor 12:1.

12:8 The word order of P* is to be rejected. Paul is fond of the chi-
astic structure.

12:9 Oe after eTepw as well as after aMw is secondary just as in the five
positions in verse 10.2°> According to Robertson and Plummer the last e of
v 10 is “perhaps” original.¢

xeplopa tapatwy (so Marcion, according to Tertullian, Marc. 5.8): d
alii gratia sanitatem, f alii gratiae sanitatem, g dona gratiae sanitatum (g*
donat<io>).?” Since according to content the singular is preferable, this
could have been introduced as a correction.

12:9 In view of the “diversified support for €vi;” the committee of
textual critics of the Institut fiir neutestamentliche Textforschung preferred
this reading.?8

12:10 Here also the singular is preferable; evepyta in D (evepyeia FG),
evepynua 056.0142 (supported by Phil 3:21) may have been introduced as
a correction. However, duvapews in the present context can hardly have
originated secondarily and consequently may be appealed to as original.?

24. Zuntz, Text of the Epistles, 109-10.

25. So Zuntz, Text of the Epistles, 105-7, 215. Differently Conzelmann, Der
Erste Brief, 252 n. 3.

26. Robertson and Plummer, First Epistle, 268.

27. Adolf von Harnack, Marcion: Das Evangelium vom fremden Gott, 2nd ed.,
TUGAL 45 (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1924), 89*.

28. Bruce M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament:
A Companion Volume to the United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament (Fourth
Revised Edition), 2nd ed. (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1994), 497;
Schrage, Der Erste Brief, 152 n. 213.

29. Zuntz, Text of the Epistles, 100.
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Certainly the interchange of singular and plural forms, as in other pas-
sages, caused difficulties for the copyists.

12:10 'The reading dwaxpetoig in 0201, supported by 8 C D* F G P
33.1175 syP sa, may be preferred on the basis of the content. Marcion reads
this according to Tertullian, Marc. 5.8.3° For the meaning of the expression
see an essay of Gerhard Dautzenberg.?! Later interest was concentrated
upon the abundance of the acts of grace, rather than upon their unity.

On the other hand, the reading diaxpiceig, supported by P4 A B D* ¥
1739.1881 Byz sy" bo, is preferred by Schrage.*

As the source for later amendments and corruptions, perhaps xaptoua
laudTwy, Evepynuata Ouvapens, otaxplols mvevpatwy would be conceivable.

12:10 0201 Twv mvevpatwy. Paul uses the plural form without the
article (1 Cor 14:12, 32), differently from later literature.

12:10 Itisarguablewhetherthewordépuyveia or épunvevtygappeared
in Paul. Theodor von Négeli argued: “Not until the Byzantine grammar-
ians did dtepunveuts surface again (1 Cor 14:28 Eust. ad I1. 106,14).33

Paul uses the verb dieppnvedew (1 Cor 12:30; 14:5, 13, 27), which also
is attested in Lukan writings along with uebepunvedew (Luke 24:27; Acts
9:36). Elsewhere New Testament authors use passive forms of épurnvevew
(John 1:42; 9:7; Heb 7:2) or of pefepunvevery (Mark 5:41; 15:22; 15:34; Matt
1:23;John 1:38, 41; Acts 4:36; 13:8). Where Codex Bezae reformulates Luke
24:27, it uses épunvevety, though in Acts 18:6 D uses dteppnvetew for the
interpretation of Scripture. In 1 John 1:38 the later tradition changes the
original pebepunvedew into épunvedew. In 1 Cor 12:10 D* A have diepuyvia,
and in 14:26 D has oepunviav, FG oteppnveiav. In 14:28, P R AD' KL W
049.056.0150.0151.0243.0285.6.424.1739.1908 have Oteppunveutys.

Thus it seems likely that in the three places in which the tradition
diverges, in each case épunveia, épunveiay, and EpunveuTys or 0 EpuyVeUTNS
are the secondary forms. I assume that an original diepunvia in 12:10 in
the greater part of the tradition induced the incorrect 0¢, which was then
inserted secondarily in A. That a substitution of dtepunveiav, diepunveutyis

30. Harnack, Marcion, 89*.

31. Gerhard Dautzenberg, “Zum religionsgeschichtlichen Hintergrund der
didxptotg mvevpdtwy (1 Cor 12:10),” BZ 15 (1971): 93-104.

32. Schrage, Der Erste Brief, 7.3:156 n. 236.

33. Theodor von Négeli, Der Wortschatz des Apostels Paulus: Beitrag zur
sprachgeschichtlichen Erforschung des Neuen Testaments (Gottingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, 1905), 50; see also pp. 32, 41.
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happened at a time that was familiar with épunvela as a terminus techni-
cus of interpretation of Scripture, would be understandable. Attestation:
depuivevotg Tamblichus Myst. 5.5, diepunveutinés Olympiodorus. Alche-
mista, p. 17 C, Hesychius tepunveutigs.v. bmodijtar. Of mediums (revealing
himself), Serapion of Thmuis, Euchologium 13.4.

12:11 idie only here in the New Testament, in the LXX only in 2
Macc 4:34, and also in Ign. Magn. 7.1; Epictetus 1.16.15, 19; 11.2.9, 10.4;
19.9. The classical idia that receded in Koine times, is to be retained with
Zuntz.>* Some exegetes prefer, indeed, {01.%°

14:23 The paleographic similarity between OYN and CYN explains
the fluctuation of the tradition at the beginning of this verse. The number
of witnesses in which OYN or CYN is missing is too large for one to be
able to assume dittography here. Since in this context there is no necessity
for OYN, and the widespread tendency of the tradition in individual wit-
nesses introduces simplicia, I am inclined to take eAfy as secondary, even
though its attestation is impressive. ouv is to be deleted. P#¢ had ouvv eAfy
or cuveAdy.

14:23 It is hard to imagine that Paul uses the aorist AaAnowaty in
verse 23 as in P46 G, since the contrasting mpo¢ntevwaty is in the present
tense. It is probably secondary and evoked by the aorists in verses 23 and
24, compare 0150 mpodyTevowaty in 14:24.

14:23  An original diwtat standing alone could have generated the
resulting text. The unexpected substantive is explained from the context.?¢

14:25 Without further ancient attestation the interesting mpomegwy
is to be taken as secondary.

14:25 In spite of Robertson and Plummer, and also Philipp Bach-
mann, the 0 in verse 25 is not to be retained.?”

14:26 The secondary intrusion of Ouév is not found in 0201.%8

34. Zuntz, Text of the Epistles, 98.

35. Schrage, Der Erste Brief, 7.3:164 n. 273.

36. Zuntz, Text of the Epistles, 40 and 61.

37. Robertson and Plummer, First Epistle, 319; Philipp Bachmann, Der erste
Brief des Paulus an die Korinther, 3rd ed., KNT (Leipzig: Deichert, 1921), 421 n. 1.

38. Metzger, Textual Commentary, 499.



3. New Edition of the Parchment Fragments London Brit. Libr. Pap. 2240 71
3.2 Locating the Manuscript o201 in the History of the Transmission

Because the collective attestation of one related group of witnesses cannot
establish family relations of groups of manuscripts, the question concern-
ing the nature of the text of the uncial 0201 must specifically be raised
and must be settled by textual criticism. For this clarification a complete
collation of all uncial manuscripts (including the unpublished Sinai frag-
ments) is established as a basis and additionally of the following minuscule
manuscripts: 6, 424, 424¢, 1739, and 1908. Professor J. Neville Birdsall has
made the minuscule collation available, and for this I thank him sincerely.
The minuscule collation, originally assembled in 1873 over against the
Scrivener edition of the textus receptus, was reoriented to the readings of
the NA26,

An examination of the text of 0201 demonstrates first of all a great
number of singular readings. A certain stylistic freedom of the copyist
over against the tradition leaps into view. Thirteen divergences from the
tradition in such a short section of text is more than a few. The substitu-
tion of woTe by 0to in 14:22 and of mecwv emt mpoowmov by the stylistically
sound mpomegwy in 14:25 are among these. The omission of xat and of an
article in 12:6 and the addition of an article before mvevpatwy in 12:10
are also among these. The reading cuudopov in 12:7 could potentially be
designated original. With respect to the content, the replacement of the
title xuptog with reference to God’s speech in an Old Testament citation by
o feog in 14:21 and along with this perhaps the interrelated clarification
of the xuptog title in 12:5 by the addition of feog are striking. Whereas the
text originally relates xvptog to the Lord of the community, the tradition
of the copyist apparently relates xuptog fgo and the distribution of power
(i.e., Owatpeaelg evepynuatwy) to God. A change in word order in 12:13 and
two omissions in 12:13 and 14:20 are probably to be assessed as copyist
errors. Naturally the exemplar used for the manuscript already contained a
number of these changes, a matter I cannot go into further here. However,
it must be said that two apparent copyist errors (pavepoats in 12:7 and
adeddov in 14:26) are possibly due to the condition of preservation of the
fragment and not to the copyist.

Can relationships to the proto-Alexandrian text be determined? Sev-
eral times 0201 provides a good text along with a few other witnesses.
0201 shares only one textual error with the group P* B 6.424¢ 1739; in
12:6, 0201 (as in P* C 81.365.630) has autog Beog o evepywy, but is differ-
entiated from the witnesses mentioned by omitting the second o. On the
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other hand, this manuscript shares the addition eottv after evepywv, which
is found also in B 1739. The eaTw, inserted by other manuscripts in various
places, is secondary. xat o also appears to be secondary.

With part of the group (P*¢ B 1739) 0201 does without the addition of
vuwy that DFG and other witnesses have. 0201 also does not have the addi-
tion xat ouTwg (in 14:25) but is supported in this by the entire Alexandrian
text as well as the group DFG.

However, in 12:9b, against the evt of the best proto-Alexandrian wit-
nesses (B 1739 [P*6 omittit]) 0201 has a secondary autw that also DFG and
other witnesses support. And in 12:10, 0201 (supported by DFG) turns
against the proto-Alexandrian dwaxpioeig, which became accepted incor-
rectly, and reads diaxpiatg with & C. Also in 14:23 0201 does not support
the (probably original) absence of n amoTot (P4 Vid B),

Of seven passages in which a secondary O is attested by a number
of the witnesses, in five of them 0201 has the original text without the
addition. Among these 0201 is supported in 12:10 aAw? by the entire
proto-Alexandrian group and also by D F G; in 12:10 a?Mw? by the entire
proto-Alexandrian group and also by D G F; in 12:10 eTepw is supported
by the entire proto-Alexandrian group and also by D F G; in 12:9 etepw
is supported by the proto-Alexandrian group (with the exception of P4°)
and also by D* F G. By contrast 0201"d reads the aMw in 12:9 without
de and in this, contrary to all other witnesses, is supported only by the
group DFG. In these seven passages D provides the correct text without
exception.

If the ovv in 14:23 is secondary and cuve)dy is adopted as original, the
witnesses B G*, with their reading ouv €Ay, still permit what is original
to be recognized. Evidently 0201 also reads the secondary ouv [cuve)]0y.

Where the group P B 6.424¢.1739 is divided, 0201 has secondary
readings just as frequently as those which are original (cf. again idia 12:11,
ToU évog 12:12, éTépwv 14:21). Therefore, a relationship of the manuscript
0201 with the proto-Alexandrian text witnesses cannot be proved.

Whereas the examination of all known variants has come up with a
negative conclusion, it is now possible to gain a positive result. Four tex-
tual errors prove membership in the manuscript group DFG. These are the
readings: 12:3, 0201 om. AaAwv with D F G a; 12:6, 0201 om. ta with D*;
12:11, 0201 om. i with P#¢ D*FG 1175 syP; and 14:21, etepats yrwooals
0201Vid with FG.

On the other hand, 0201 does not share noted vitia of FG:

— 12:9: 0201 certainly does not read yaptopata ta with FG*.
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— 14:22: 0201 does not read etow eig, but eigtv with the remaining
tradition.

— 14:23: 0201 does not read avpovcey with FG but on the basis of
space probably reads ep]ov[av.

— 14:27: 0201 does not have daepunveutw with F nor dtepunveutn
with G, but corresponds with the remaining tradition in reading
OLEpUYVEVET®.

Further secondary readings are confined to FG (12:2, apopda; 12:3, ev;
14:20, wa taig; 14:22, maTolg), or to the group DFG (namely, 12:6, 0 autog
d¢e Beog; 12:10, evepyeta; 12:11, Tavuta O mavta; 12:11, om. To; and 14:23, oAn
1 exxAnota), and are not supported by 0201.

It is evident that the text of 0201 is related to the archetype of the

group DFG.

3.3. 0201 as a Pauline Manuscript

The number (possibly secondary?) preserved near the top of Fragment 2,
side a, column 1—PMZ, 147—probably serves as a page number. It shows
that the lost manuscript contained more than 1 Corinthians. What it con-
tained, naturally, can only be surmised. On the basis of the capacity of 440
characters per Nestle page, the entire epistle to the Romans in addition
to the text of 1 Cor 1:1-14:18 could be fitted into the missing leaves.®® A
Corpus Paulinum opening with the sequence of Romans and 1 Corinthians
would be in accord with the arrangement of Athanasius. It is attested by
the old chapter divisions of the manuscript B, by the canon list transmitted
by Codex Claromontanus, and by the appendix of the fifty-ninth canon of

39. Crum and Bell, Wadi Sarga, 33.
40. The highly varying lengths of lines compel us to define an average length.

Fragment 1 a Column 1 Inner Column 9/13 0 10:7
Fragment 1 a Column 2 Outer Column 10/14 0 12:2
Fragment 1 b Column 1 Outer Column 9/14 0 11:4
Fragment 1 b Column 2 Inner Column 9/13 011:3
Fragment 2 a Column 1 Inner Column 8/13 0 11:4
Fragment 2 a Column 2 Outer Column 11/16 0 13:2
Fragment 2 b Column 1 Outer Column 10/15 011:9
Fragment 2 b Column 2 Inner Column 9/13 0 11:2

The number of characters in the outer column is on average 10 percent higher
than that of the inner column.
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Laodicea. This is at the same time the sequence of the great manuscripts
8 A B CD F G, but not of P4%. As I have demonstrated elsewhere by the
arrangement of a fragment 6, this was also the order of P¢!. The fragment
constitutes the transition between Romans and 1 Corinthians. The docu-
mentation has not yet been published.*!

Supplement I
Unique Readings of 02014

12:5  xvptog ] add. feog 0201

12:6  xou!] om. 0201vid

12:6  0%] om. 0201

12:7  davepwois | davepoats 0201vid

12:7  ocuudepov | auudopov 0201, perhaps original
12:10 mvevpatwy ] Twy Tveupnatwy 0201Vid
12:13  ev evt ] ewt 0201vid

12:13  npews mavteg | mavteg yuetg 0201vd
14:20  yweobe ] om. 0201V1d

14:21  xvptog ] o Beog 0201Vid

14:22  woTe | 010 0201vid

14:25 meowv emt mpocwmov | Tpomecwy 0201Vid
14:26  adeddot | adehdou 0201Vid

41. On the arrangement of the Corpus Paulinum, see William H. P. Hatch,
“The Position of Hebrews in the Canon of the New Testament,” HTR 29 (1936):
133-51; H. J. Frede, “Die Ordnung der Paulusbriefe,” in Papers Presented to the 4th
International Congress on New Testament Studies: Held at Oxford, 1969, ed. Eliza-
beth A. Livingstone, TUGAL 112, Studia Evangelica 6 (Berlin: Akademie, 1973),
122-27; Harry Gamble, “The Redaction of the Pauline Letters and the Formation
of the Pauline Corpus,” JBL 94 (1975): 403-18; Kurt Aland, “Die Entstehung des
Corpus Paulinum,” in Neutestamentliche Entwiirfe (Munich: Kaiser, 1979), 302-
50; Alexander Sand, “Uberlieferung und Sammlung der Paulusbriefe,” in Paulus
in den neutestamentlichen Spdtschriften, ed. Karl Kertelge, Quaestiones disputatae
89 (Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 1981), 11-24. Wilhelm Schneemelcher, “Bibel
I1I Die Entstehung des Kanons des Neuen Testaments und der christlichen Bibel,”
TRE 6:22-48.

42. The readings 12:7 davepoois and 14:26 adeddov possibly go back not to
the copyist but to parchment damage.
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Supplement IT

Secondary Readings of 0201 in Addition to the Singular Readings+?

11:34

12:2
12:3
12:6
12:6
12:6
12:9
12:10

12:10
12:10
12:11
14:21

14:23

14:23
14:23

14:25

et ] add. de 82 D' KL P 056.0150.0151.0201.6.424.1739.1908 b sy
TR

ott ] om. K 0150.0201"14 1.69.2464

AaAwv ] om. DFG 0201 a

0 e | xat 0 P4 B C 0201v1d 81.365.630.1175.1739

evepywv ] add. eoti(v) B* 0201.1739

Tt Jom. D* 0201

evt Jauvtw R C2DF GLP 056 0151 0201 6 424* 1908 sy TR
aMw!] add. 0e P44 R ABCD?KLP ¥ 056.0150.0151.0201.6.424
.1739.1908 TR

aMw?*]add.0eP R ACD'FGLP Y 056.0150.0201.6.424.1739.1908
TR

drepunveta ] eppnvete C D> W 056.0150.0201.6.424.1739.1908 TR;
epunvia P4 R FGLP

te ] om. P4 D* F G 0201.1175 syP

eTepwylwooolg | etepals yAwooals F G 0201vid

eav ] add. ouy P4 R ABDKLP ¥ 049.056.0150.0151.0201.1908
TR

o¢ | add. xat P#0150.0201

Wwtat | add. v ametor 8 ADF G KL Y 049.056.0150.0151.020
1.0243.6.424.1739.1908 TR

ovTwg Beog ev vy eaTty | Beog ovtwg ev vpy eotiv ¥ 0201
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4

Amen, Benediction, Doxology:
A Text-Critical Investigation

For along time text-critical handbooks have called attention to the fact that
in the transmission of the New Testament numerous passages exhibit ¢u»v
as a secondary reading.! Most of these secondary and often only poorly
attested cases of aujv are then also dropped from philologically respon-
sible editions of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, as a comparison
with the editio princeps demonstrates.? Up until now only a few cases of

1. E.g., Eberhard Nestle, Einfithrung in das griechische Neue Testament, 3rd
ed. (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1909), 169: “Additions such as ‘amen’
or ‘amen, amen ... are completely disregarded” Many of these cases of aunv as
secondary readings have never been received into editions of the New Testament,
cf. Luke 7:28; 12:44; Heb 13:8; the secondary reading in Rev 1:18 appears in the
printed edition of the textus receptus (1873), but not in the edition of Erasmus; cf.
Rev 4:9; 4:10; 5:13; 7:10; 11:15; 15:7; 22:21. The last ¢unv in this list appears only
in Erasmus and in the 1873 printing of the textus receptus.

2. The following editions are the basis for this: Desiderius Erasmus Roter-
odamus, ed., Novum instrumentum omne (Basel: Froben, 1516; repr., Stuttgart:
Frommann, 1986); Johann Albrecht Bengel, ed., H KAINH AIAOHKH: Novum
Testamentum Graecum (Tiibingen: Berger, 1734); Johann Jacob Griesbach, ed.,
H KAINH AIAOHKH: Novum Testamentum Graece, 4 vols. (Leipzig: Goschen,
1803-1807); Karl Lachmann, ed., Novum Testamentum Graece et Latine, 2nd ed.,
2 vols. (Berlin: Reimer, 1842-1850); Constantin von Tischendorf, ed., Novum Tes-
tamentum Graece: Ad antiquissimos testes denuo recensuit; Apparatum criticum
omni studio perfectum apposuit commentationem isagogicam praetexuit Constan-
tinus Tischendorf, 8th ed., 3 vols. (Leipzig: Giesecke & Devrient, 1869-1894);
Samuel Prideaux Tregelles, ed., The Greek New Testament Edited from Ancient
Authorities with the Latin Version of Jerome from the Codex Amiatinus (London:
Bagster, 1870); Frederick H. Scrivener, ed., H KAINH AIAOHKH (Cambridge:
Deighton & Bell, 1873); Brooke Foss Westcott and Fenton John Anthony Hort,

-79-
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secondary au7v have been retained in editions.> Others are printed in
brackets as dubious.* Likewise it has been recognized for a long time that

eds., The New Testament in the Original Greek: Volume 1, Text; Volume 2, Introduc-
tion [and] Appendix (Cambridge: Macmillan, 1881; 2nd ed., 1896); Hermann von
Soden, ed., Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments in ihrer dltesten erreichbaren Text-
gestalt. 4 vols. (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1911-1913); George Dunbar
Kilpatrick, ed., H KAINH AIA®HKH, 2nd ed. (London: British and Foreign Bible
Society, 1958); Alexander Souter, Novum Testamentum Graece, 2nd ed. (Oxford:
Clarendon, 1950; repr., 1962); Heinrich Josef Vogels, ed., Novum Testamentum
Graece et Latine, 4th ed. (Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 1955); August Merk, ed.,
Novum Testamentum Graece et Latine, 9th ed. (Rome: Pontifical Biblical Insti-
tute, 1964); José Maria Bover, ed., Novi Testamenti Biblia Graeca et Latina, 5th ed.
(Madrid: Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Cientificas, 1968); Giofranco Nolli,
ed., Novum Testamentum Graece et Latine (Citta del Vaticano: Libreria Editrice
Vaticana, 1981); NA?3; Albert Huck, ed., Synopsis of the First Three Gospels with
the Addition of the Johannine Parallels, rev. Heinrich Greeven, 13th ed. (Tiibin-
gen: Mohr, 1981); Kurt Aland, ed., Synopsis Quattuor Evangeliorum, 15th rev. ed.
(Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1997); John Gwynn, ed., The Apocalypse of
St. John in a Syriac Version Hitherto Unknown (Dublin, 1897; repr., Amsterdam:
APA-Philo Press, 1981); George W. Horner, ed., The Coptic Version of the New
Testament in the Southern Dialect, Otherwise Called Sahidic and Thebaic, 7 vols.
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1911-1924; repr., Osnabriick: Zeller, 1969).

3. As is to be demonstrated, the following passages contain a secondary aunv:
Rom 15:33; the secondary additions in Rom 16:24 and 16:25-27; Gal 6:18; 1 Thess
3:13; Rev 1:6 and at the end of 7:12; in addition the fluctuating cases of ¢unyv at the
conclusion of books. By contrast the ¢uv in 2 Pet 3:18 and the qu»v before the
liturgical acclamation in Rev 22:20 are to be retained.

4. NA?8 prints ¢y in brackets in the following passages: Matt 18:19; 1
Thess 3:13; the first printing of Kurt Aland et al., eds., The Greek New Testament
(London: United Bible Societies, 1966) had no gu7v in Matt 18:19; 1 Thess 3:13.
Walter Bauer, Griechisch-deutsches Worterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen Tes-
taments und der friihchristlichen Literatur, ed. Kurt and Barbara Aland, 6th ed.
(Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988), s. v. “aunv,” lists Matt 6:13; 28:20; Mark 16:20; Luke
24:53; John 21:25; Acts 28:31; Rom 16:24; 1 Cor 16:24; 2 Cor 13:13; Phil 4:23; Heb
13:25 as passages with a doubtful transmission. Earlier printings of this lexicon
also accepted Matt 18:19 in this list. Erasmus printed ITaAw Agyw Ouiv, which
Griesbach, Tischendorf, and von Soden also advocated. Aland, Synopsis, lists as
witnesses of the omission & D L f! 579. 892 lat syP bo. This Synopsis (just like
NA?8) prints here the form of the text that Westcott and Hort and, following them,
Vogels had: méAw [auiv] Aéyw Opiv. B (©) 058 078 12 33.700.1006.1241.1342.1506
Koine it sy*¢ sa mae bo™ attest here maAw duny Aéyw Ouiv. Tregelles and Greeven
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the doxologies and benedictions that are found in the New Testament have
in part been augmented, in part altered, and in part generally built up sec-
ondarily.> Of course this holds true for patristic literature likewise, in that
it was altered to conform with later expectations.

Over time doxologies tend toward fuller development; older ones
are concise.® This fact makes it possible to understand modifications in
a literary critical fashion. It makes it possible also to evaluate text-critical
variation in patristic transmission. Whereas this essay primarily addresses
the text of the New Testament, only a few examples regarding patristic lit-
erature will be given in order to document the processes of augmentation
that have been observed.”

Such formulas and phrases of praise to God, in keeping with the Old Tes-
tament T113-formula that declare God’s praise by means of verbal adjectives
(eDAoynTég, alvnTég, EmeuxTds, BavpacTd) or participles (mostly edAoynuévos)
are here designated as “benedictions”® By contrast I designate as “doxolo-

printed this text. By contrast, Bengel and Lachmann decided for dunv Aéyw Ouiv,
which Tischendorf explained as an erroneous text (“per errorem”). Since it is
unknown which manuscripts read uv Aéyw Ouiv, the question of this text cannot
be dealt with at this time.

5. In several regions the Lord’s Prayer received a secondary doxology, in part
without auny, see Aland, Synopsis, on Matt 6:13. On the secondary doxology in
Rom 16:25-27 see J. Keith Elliott, “The Language and Style of the Concluding
Doxology to the Epistle to the Romans,” ZNW 72 (1981): 124-30. Elliott advo-
cates the view that with the exception of Rev 1:16, the shorter form of the eternity
formula is original if a part of the tradition transmitted a shorter form. This holds
for Rom 16:27; 2 Cor 9:9; Gal 1:5; Eph 3:21; Phil 4:20; 1 Tim 1:17; 2 Tim 4:18; Heb
1:8; 13:21; 1 Pet 4:11; 5:11; 2 Pet 3:18.

6.1 Esd 4:59: mapa ood %) vixy, xal mapd goli 1) codla, xal a3 % 36&e; Pr Man 15
(= Apos. Con. 2.22.14 = Odes Sol. 12.15): go¥ éotiv % 86&a €l Tovg aidvas: quny; 4
Macc. 18:24: ¢ 1) 06&a €ig Tobg al@vag év aldvwy- duwiy; 1 Clem. 20:12: ¢ 7 36&a xal
%) peyarwoivy eig Tobg aifdvas T@V alwvwy- duny, and passim; Did.8:2 611 ool éoTiv 9
dbvapus xal %) 36&a eis Tobg aidvag; 9:2, 3; 10:2, 4 ool 1) 06&a eig Tobg aidvag; Did. 10:5
871 ool EoTv %) SVvapis xal % 36&a els Todg aidvag. Concisely Diogn. 12:9 & 7 8¢&a
elg ToUg aldvas. auny. So again Apos. Con. 8.3.3. Ceremoniously 1 Par. 29:11: ool,
xUple %) peyadwovy xal ¥ lvapig xal T xalynua xal 9 vixy xal ¥ loyos.

7. A secondary auyv after an eternity formula is found in 1 Clem. 45:8, so also
Alfred Stuiber, “Amen,” JAC 1 (1958): 154 with further examples; 1 Clem. 64; 65:2
demonstrate how doxologies were augmented; the entire doxology in Mart. Pol.
21 is secondary.

8. Josef Scharbert, “712,” TWAT 1.808-41 [= TDOT 2:279-308].
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gies” the sentences or subordinate clauses (doxology formulas) that praise
and magnify God by means of ascribing abstractions following the prototype
36%a. This distinction was introduced into the form criticism of the New
Testament by Reinhard Deichgriber and was accepted by Philipp Vielhauer.!°

Now the connection between eulogies and doxologies with respect to
form is not to be overlooked. Hence for a long time no one distinguished
the two forms. Form and function, of course, are closely related. However,
no necessity exists to conclude a benediction or a doxology with an gu»v.
The New Testament custom to associate doxologies with an ¢u7v does not
persist for Christian literature outside the New Testament.!! In the New
Testament only a fraction of the benedictions end with au#v.!? The dunv
also takes over functions that display no direct connection with the praise
of God and its forms of expression. Nevertheless it seems reasonable to
review text-critically tangible transformations in usage and understanding
of the formulas that have been named, because early Christianity took over
benedictions, doxologies, and the amen from contemporary Judaism. It

9. Only passages that are introduced by edloyytds, ebdoynuévog display a
liturgical formality. Septuagint passages (see n. 6 above), however, display a
less formal usage: the doxological formula occurs. Benedictions and doxologies
employ eternity formulas and both attract aunv to themselves. It is not without
reason therefore that Ernst Kdsemann took the distinction to be only stylistic, see
“Formeln II: Liturgische Formeln im NT,” RGG (3rd ed.) 2:994.

10. See Reinhard Deichgraber, Gotteshymnus und Christushymnus in der
frithen Christenheit: Untersuchungen zu Form, Sprache und Stil der friihchristlichen
Hymnen, SUNT 5 (Goéttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1967), 24-59; Philipp
Vielhauer, Geschichte der urchristlichen Literatur (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1975), 35.
According to Deichgraber, p. 24 n. 2, Eric Werner, “The Doxology in Synagogue
and Church,” HUCA 19 (1945): 275-351, had already called for this distinction.

11. In the New Testament only the doxologies of Revelation remain without
a concluding amen. Likewise Did. 8:2; 9:2, 3, 4; 10:2, 4, 5; Mart. Pol. 20:2. A series
of “priéres quotidiennes” from Qumran Cave 4, dated by the editor on paleo-
graphical grounds to between 100 and 75 BCE, show that benedictions were also
recorded without quy, see 4Q 503,1-6, I1I, 7; 4Q503, 15-16, VI, 9, etc. Many of
the texts quoted here—often severely damaged—display a doubled jnR, so 4Q
504, 1-2 recto, I, 7; 4Q 504, 4, 15; 4Q 507, 3, 2; 4Q 508, 20, 1; 4Q 509, 4, 5; 4Q 509,
131,11, 3; 4Q 511, 63, 4Q 511, 111, 9. The morning prayer that begins with 7172
in 4Q 503, II1, 2 and often (cf. DJD 7:106) has a parallel in Apos. Con. 7.49, which
has, however, a concluding doxology.

12. Rom 1:25; 9:5, cf. Luke 1:68; 2 Cor 1:3-4; 11:31; Eph 1:3-6; 1 Pet 1:3-5.
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transmitted usage and understanding of this form within its own tradition.
At the same time Jewish traditions affected its worship of God, influenced
its teachers and prophets and its authors.!3

1. Doxologies
1.1. The Regular Form of the Doxology

Following Deichgriéber, brief sayings of praise that derive from Judaism
are here described as “doxologies,” for which three formal elements are
essential:

First the person to whom praise is ascribed is named in the dative (occa-
sionally in the genitive). Only in Luke 2:14; Apc 7:10, 12; 19:1 is the one
who receives praise placed after the word of praise, which is evidently
due to the isolated location of these doxologies. A characteristic word
of praise (a doxological predicate) follows, usually 06¢a. A stipulation of
time forms the conclusion, the formula regarding eternity. In most cases
an “amen” is included.!*

With this description of the typical form the issue should be recognized
immediately, whether or not this concluding amen, understood as a
response, constitutes a fourth element of form. In doxologies that are not
embellished the “person ... to whom the praise applies” normally stands

13. Cf. Paul Glaue, “Amen nach seiner Bedeutung und Verwendung in
der Alten Kirche,” ZKG 44 (1925): 184-98; Erik Peterson, EI¥ ©EOQOZ: Epigra-
phische, formgeschichtliche und religionsgeschichtliche Untersuchungen, FRLANT
41 (Goéttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1926), Index; Heinrich Schlier, “auny,
TWNT 1.339-42 [= TDNT 2:335-38]; Jean-Paul Audet, “Esquisse historique du
genre littéraire de la ‘bénédiction’ Juive et de I' ‘eucharistie’ Chrétienne,” RB 65
(1958): 371-99; Stuiber, “Amen,” 153-59; Stuiber, “Doxologie,” RAC 4:210-26;
Deichgriber, Gotteshymnus und Christushymnus, 24-27; Joachim Jeremias,
“Kennzeichen der ipsissima vox Jesu,” in Abba: Studien zur neutestamentli-
chen Theologie und Zeitgeschichte (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1966),
145-52; Jeremias and Gerhard Krause, “Amen,” TRE 2:386-402; Elias J. Bicker-
man, “Bénédiction et priere,” in Studies in Jewish and Christian History, AGJU 9
(Leiden: Brill, 1980), 2:313-23; Reinhard Deichgraber and St. G. Hall, “Formeln,
Liturgische II. Neues Testament und Alte Kirche,” TRE 11:256-65.

14. Deichgriber, Gotteshymnus und Christushymnus, 25.
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after it outside of the statement of praise. The designation of God, to
whom the praise always referred originally, is taken up by ¢ or avté, by
ool or ool (éoTtv).15

Deichgraber has shown that the formula is foreign to Palestinian Juda-
ism. There is “no doxology in the Qumran texts published so far’'¢ Old
Testament passages that one can adduce as parallels are indeed “formally ...
related to doxologies, however, the formulaic imprint is missing from them.”!”

Not until Hellenistic Judaism does one find precise parallels: mapca Tol
Beol-¢ 7 06Ea els Tolis alddvas TEY alwvwy durv (4 Macc 18:24); 81t a¢ Oyvel
méoa ¥ 00vals T@Y o0paviv, xal gol EoTwv ¥ 068a elg Tols aidvag-duiv (Pr
Man 15 = Odes Sol. 12:15); xal a0t} % ioyUs xal 76 Pacilelov xal 1 égovaia
xal ) UeYaAEdTNS TEY mavtwy aiwvwy (3 Esdr. 4:40). All of the citations
that are mentioned here are concluding phrases and were effective as such.
They emphasize the confession to the God of Israel as underlined by the
author (cf. 4 Macc 1:12) or in 3 Esdr. 4:40 the power of the truth, in which
case then the awjv is expected to be absent.

The doxology formula as a dependent clause is found quite frequently
in the New Testament. In Gal 1:5 it concludes the elaborate epistolary
prescript. In Heb 13:20 it forms the end of the concluding prayer request
(in the optative). In 1 Pet 4:11 the doxology formula constitutes the appar-
ent epistolary break precipitated by the paraenetic theme do&dlewv. The
paraenesis is, however, taken up again. The doxology formula introduced
as a subordinate clause is also found in the Pastoral Epistles, and indeed
refers to God at the conclusion of a series of hymnic praises of God in 1
Tim 6:16. Here this does not mark the conclusion of the main section of
the epistle. In addition, the dependent clause located before the postscript
as the conclusion of the main section does appear in 2 Tim 4:18, here
particularly related to Christ, which characterizes a later phase (cf. 2 Pet
3:18; Rev 1:6).

The doxology formula also appears in independent sentences intro-
duced by avt®, so in Paul, in the succession of Paul, and in non-Pauline
tradition. In Rom 11:36 a hymn excellent in literary form leads to a con-
clusion by a doxology and at the same time ends this part of the epistle. A
slightly enlarged doxology formula concludes the main section of the epistle

15. Differently 3 Esd. 4:59: o7 % d6&e.
16. Deichgriber, Gotteshymnus und Christushymnus, 36.
17. Deichgriber, Gotteshymnus und Christushymnus, 37.
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in Phil 4:20—the postscript follows. In 1 Pet 5:10-11 an independently com-
posed doxology as an element of an epistolary concluding promise (in the
future) concludes the main section of the letter and directly precedes the
postscript. The doxology to Christ in Rev 1:5-6 is richly embellished. Here
the one who receives the d6¢a (just as in Eph 3:20-21) is named in a parti-
cipial periphrasis.

In only three passages does a doxology stand at the very end of an
epistolary text, namely, in Jude 24-25, 2 Pet 3:18, and Rom 16:25-27 (sec-
ondary reading). These doxologies are not linguistically dependent on one
another. Have we reached in this latest phase the form of the apparent
prototype in 4 Macc. 18:24; Pr Man 15:3; 3 Esd. 4:40? The parallelism of
the two solidly transmitted doxologies refers to their status as the episto-
lary conclusion; we observe pseudonymous literature departing from the
epistolary style. Greetings or concluding blessings are lacking, even if the
epistolary style is imitated in the epistolary opening (cf. 1 Pet 1:2). The
idea suggests itself that the gradual development of the doxology formula
as well as an increasingly independent doxology emerges in the epistolary
literature that has been preserved. The understanding of its function and
linguistic form must be sought in its liturgical context.

We ask: With which forms is the doxology most closely affiliated? Origi-
nal functions need to be differentiated from secondary ones. Amplifications
of the formula lead to the question, for what reasons the undeveloped
formula has also been transmitted for so long? The use of the doxology
formula as a stylistic device, (1) whereby texts gain structure, (2) whereby
respect for tradition is maintained, (3) whereby epistolary communication
is reinforced by an appeal to worship, reveals that here a central element of
early Christian worship seeks expression. Finally, the close association of
the doxology formula and its auv demonstrates the cultic origin and long-
standing attachment of epistolary and literary forms to the worship event.

1.2. The Function of the Doxology
Although doxologies are found in almost all New Testament writings, the

doxology formula as well as the ¢u#v appear not to be indispensable to an
older phase of New Testament prayer.!® Not until in later prayer texts do

18. See Lawrence A. Hoffman, “Gebet III. Judentum,” TRE 12:42-47; Klaus
Berger, “Gebet IV. Neues Testament,” TRE 12:47-60.
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they have a firm presence (Did. 8:2; 9:2, 3, 4; 10:2, 4, 5; 1 Clem. 61:3; Mart.
Pol. 14:3). Jesus’s prayers, in many cases literarily shaped by the evange-
lists, have no doxologies and no auyv as their conclusions (Matt 6:9-13 //
Luke 11:2-4; Matt 11:25-26 // Luke 10:21-22; Mark 14:36 // Matt 26:39,
42; Luke 22:42; Mark 15:34 // Matt 27:46; Luke 23:46; John 11:41-42;
12:27-28; 17:1-26): private prayer has a formative effect.

However, the dunv appears not without emphasis as an element of
private prayer (Matt 11:26 // Luke 10:21; Mark 14:36 // Matt 26:39, 42;
Luke 22:42). Doxologies are absent in the three cantica of Luke’s Gospel
and likewise in such community prayers as are inserted in the text of
Acts (1:24-25; 4:24-30; cf. also 7:59, 60). This conforms to what we are
able to discover within the Judaism of that time. There the benediction
had an established place; the doxology had not; and the v had its
normal function as in Old Testament times with the acceptance of a
blessing or a curse, with the affirmation and acceptance of a commis-
sion, and as a congregational response to benedictions and especially to
the Aaronic blessing.

If from time to time an amen is in evidence as the conclusion of a
prayer, such a case has to do with a response (Tob 8:8). The one who prays
does not say amen. The pet’ adtol, which requires a feminine subject,
speaks against the interpretatio Christiana of this passage.!” Not until the
martyr Polycarp does one conclude one’s own prayer with amen—after a
doxology (Mart. Pol. 15:1).

The few examples that appear to contradict this are not formulated
as prayers but speak in the third person, for example, “May the sanctu-
ary soon be rebuilt in our days; Amen” (m. Ta‘an. 4:8).20 These are prayer
requests that are taken up in the amen. This holds also for the majority of
benedictions or requests for blessing that end with “amen” or “amen, amen”
in the inscriptions collected in the Corpus Inscriptionum Judaicarum. One
inscription from Haram ech Cherif from the sixth century, however, is
formulated as a prayer:

19. Against Joachim Jeremias, “Amen 1. Biblisch-Theologisch,” TRE 2:388,
and Str-B 1:243 on this passage. Succinctly and correctly Giinter Mayer, “Die
Funktion der Gebete in den alttestamentlichen Apokryphen,” in Festgabe fiir
Karl Heinrich Rengstorf zum 70. Geburtstag, ed. Wolfgang Dietrich, Theokratia 2
(Leiden: Brill, 1973), 19: “on the lips of Tobias with the concluding amen of Sarah.”

20. Cited according to Str-B 1:243.
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God of the heavenly host! May you build this house during the life of
Jacob ben Joseph and Theophylact and Sisinah and Anastasia! Amen and
amen. Selah. (CIJ 2.1398)

An auyy at the conclusion is absent from the doxologies of the Didache,*
from the Martyrdom of Polycarp (with the exception of 14:3),2* and from
some older versions of the secondary doxology in the Lord’s Prayer.*
Likewise from Rev 5:13; 7:10, 12,25 and 19:1. As a response in answer
to a chorus auiv or auny aMnlovia are introduced. In Rev 5:14 the four
living creatures respond, at which the twenty-four elders pay homage; in
Rev 7:12 all the angels respond with du»nv and a doxology; in Rev 19:4 the
elders and the four living creatures give praise by shouting aunv adM»niovid.
These parallels lead us also to designate vai, dunv in Rev. 1:7 as a response
to 1:6. The author links a doxology and a promise (1:5-6 and 1:7). But
thereby the dunv in Rev 1:6 is discernible as secondary. The constraint of
the form moved the copyist to insert what seemed necessary. Only a few
witnesses attest a text without au»v.2¢ The solemn praise in Luke 2:14 lacks

21. Further passages according to Stuiber, “Amen,” 157: CIJ 1.599, 630, 650,
661, 732; 2.828b, 845, 856, 857, 858, 859, 866, 867, 980, 987, 1199, 1203, 1204,
1398. However 2.982 needs to be deleted.

22. Did. 8:2; 9:2, 3, 4; 10:2, 4, 5. An duxy as a response is placed next to the
acclamation papavada (10:6).

23. Ausny is not present in Mart. Pol. 20:2 and there the sentence is contin-
ued from 22:1. The patchy witness, the fact that both are missing in m p, as well
as the fact that due to the context a doxology to Christ would materialize, speak
against the originality of the doxology that concludes with d¢u»v in 21:1. Further-
more, this text is dependent on 1 Clem. 65:2. Karl Bihlmeyer, Die apostolischen
Viiter: Neubearbeitung der Funkschen Ausgabe, 3rd ed. (Tibingen: Mohr, 1970),
70, received the doxology into the text.

24. According to Aland, Synopsis, 87: g! k syP.

25. Here the doxology is opened with du”v; an additional du»v at the con-
clusion following the witnesses C 2019 2051 2064 is to be judged as secondary.
The testimony according to Josef Schmid, Studien zur Geschichte des griechischen
Apokalypse-Textes, 3 vols., MThS 1 (Munich: Zink, 1955-1956). The commentar-
ies accept the second éunv without any objection.

26. I gather from Tischendorf’s Novum Testamentum Graece the indication
that the manuscript 33 and tol (a Vulgate manuscript) omit the ¢u»#v. Bengel, H
KAINH AIA®HKH, 461 rejected this aunv [ = eam, quae per codices firmior
sit lectione textus, nec tamen plane certa]. By this he refers to editors of Coptic
and Syriac manuscripts and to Latin manuscripts; cf. Horner, Coptic Version of the
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an aw)y; here, however, the sentence continues. There are parallels for this
omission in benedictions and doxologies.?”

1.3. Liturgical and Epistolary Forms

Deichgraber has analyzed the doxology formula and described its possible
linguistic variations. He has indicated the frequency of the occurrence of
doxologies. He has identified the genitive ol as the probable older variant
of the introduction of the form.?® On inspection of the material it becomes
clear, however, that some of the expansions and alterations are to be evalu-
ated as literary pleonasm. The formula, inasmuch as it derives from the
cult and by its form refers back to it, balks to a particular degree at its liter-
ary usage and adaptation.

It is striking that the four doxologies that structure the text of the Pas-
chal homily of Melito escalate the doxological predicate only sparingly: it
is doubled in the fourth passage. Like many of the doxologies of 1 Clem-
ent, they are all introduced with ¢.2° For 1 Clement escalation with the
doubling of the doxological predication also suffices (20:12; 61:3). Accord-
ing to the attestation of the Syriac translation the excessive expansions xal
ueyaAwauvy, xpatog xal Ty, xal viv xal in chapter 64 and Ty, xpdTog
xal peyalwavvy, Bpbvos aiwviog amod Tév aiwvwy eig Tols ai@vas T@Y aiwvwy
in 65:2 are secondary. The solemn doxology in Mart. Pol. 14:3 is also
restrained. It ends Polycarp’s prayer in the form of a relative clause intro-
duced by dr’ o and it employs one doxological predication.

The introductory formula 8¢’ o0 originates in post-New Testament
times. The earliest examples that highlight the Christian character of the

New Testament, 7:258: In witness 2 some words are missing because of fragmen-
tation. Gwynn, Apocalypse of St. John, 1 exhibits amen. Incidentally an opening
response with d¢u»v is also found in Pesiq. Rab. 26 (ed. Buber 132?), cited accord-
ing to Str-B 1:243.

27.2 Cor 11:31; Mart. Pol. 22:1.

28. Cf. Deichgriber, Gotteshymnus und Christushymnus, 25. It is characteris-
tic of the style of Revelation that it takes over this genitive repeatedly.

29. See Melito, Passa-Homilie (Die Passa-Homilie des Bischofs Meliton von
Sardes), ed. Bernhard Lohse, Textus Minores 24 (Leiden: Brill, 1958), 10, 45, 65,
105; 1 Clem. 20:12; 32:4; 38:4; 43:6; 47:7; 50:7; Diogn. 12:9. The doxologies that are
introduced by oV o0 in 1 Clem. 58:2; 61:3; 64; 65:2 are viewed as more recent; they
define Christ as receiver of praise.
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doxology turn out to be deficient in grammatical clarity. At least among
the expositors of today the question arises, whenever an additional o1&
Tnool Xptotod is met with, as to whether @ actually still refers to God.
This question cannot be answered exegetically.3® However, it is precisely
the essence of doxologies that they praise God. Clement, whose forms
can embody the same lack of clarity, wishes to understand all doxolo-
gies as consciously referring to God (1 Clem. 58:2; 61:3; 64; 65:2). In
his text we have to understand the passages in 1 Clem. 20:12 and 50:7
accordingly.’!

It is of some interest that the doxology formula exhibits a certain
degree of resistance to changes. For this we have a further reference in the
secondary doxology in Rom 16:25-27. Indeed some witnesses display a
grammatically unobtrusive ad7té; however, the abrupt & is to be judged as
original. It belongs to the form.

Inasmuch as in worship the congregation had to acclaim God, varia-
tion and multiple doxology formulas were not needed, but rather brevity
and clarity. The form had to call attention to itself. The kedusha from the
yotzer prayer of Jewish worship with its combination of Ezra 3:12b and Isa
6:3 spoken alternately, demonstrates a parallel. This text is attested as old

30. Many authors hold the relationship of the 6 &v in Rom 9:5 (see §2.2
below) and of &3 in Heb 13:21 and 1 Pet 4:11 to be unclear. Cf,, e.g., D. Wilhelm
Bousset, Kyrios Christos: Geschichte des Christusglaubens von den Anfingen des
Christentums bis Irenaeus, 3rd ed., FRLANT 21 (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1926), 234 nn. 2 and 3; Deichgraber, Gotteshymnus und Christushym-
nus, 29; Elliott, “Language and Style,” 128: “The reference at Heb 13:21 and at 1
Pet 4:11 is ambiguous but probably is to God.” Vielhauer thinks differently in his
Geschichte der urchristlichen Literatur, 35: “With the exception of 2 Tim 4:18 the
doxologies always refer to God” Kidsemann, “Formeln II,” 994, mentioned only 2
Pet 3:21 as a doxology to Christ; Deichgriber and Hall, “Formeln, Liturgische II,”
258, mentioned 2 Tim 4:18; 2 Pet 3:21; Rev 1:6. The following also considered 2
Tim 4:18 to be a doxology to Christ: Paul Wendland, Die hellenistisch-romische
Kultur in ihren Beziehungen zum Judentum und Christentum: Urchristliche Lit-
eraturformen, 2nd and 3rd ed. , HNT 1.3 (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1912), 416; Bousset,
Kyrios Christos, 234 n. 3: “Probably 2 Tim 4:18;” Karl Ludwig Schmidt, “Bactieia,”
TWNT 1.581 [= TDNT 1:581]; Deichgriber, Gotteshymnus und Christushymnus,
33; Franz Schnider and Werner Stenger, Studien zum neutestamentlichen Brief-
formular, NTTS 11 (Leiden: Brill, 1987), 181.

31. So also Deichgraber, Gotteshymnus und Christushymnus, 33.
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in t. Ber.1:9.32 In the light of these parallels the text of Rom 16:25-27 sup-
ports Keith Elliott’s assertion that the text derives from a liturgy.>

If these contexts are correctly perceived, then the passages with ambig-
uous relative pronouns found after i "Inool Xpiotod also refer to God.
It was a question of stylistic proficiency, whether the one who prayed or
taught or read the liturgy had appropriately prepared the acclamation after
@ % 06ka elg Tobg aidvag by means of appropriate predications. Indecision
about the correct referent of ¢ did not arise until the reference to God was
no longer certain. Thus in the end, doxologies to Christ probably exist only
in 2 Tim 4:18, 2 Pet 3:18, and Rev 1:6.3* By contrast the succinct formula ¢
7 06 el Tovg ai@vag points to the worship of God.

2. Benedictions
2.1. The Regular Form of the Benediction

“Benedictions” are distinguished from other expressions of praise to God
by the constant use of the verbal adjective eddoyntés or the participle
ebAoynuévog that point to T172. They are found in the form of the indepen-
dent nominal clause or in the form of relative clauses. A relative pronoun,
the absence of a designation of God, and an eternity formula are constitu-
tive for the form, but not an amen. The 7171 initially came into the cultic
language of the Jerusalem temple from noncultic associations via the offi-
cial language of the early monarchy. The verbal adjective is not found until
the time of the LXX.3> An abundance of material documents its use in the

32.Ismar Elbogen, Der jiidische Gottesdienst in seiner geschichtlichen Entwick-
lung, 3rd ed. (repr., Hildesheim: Olms, 1967), 61. Wilhlem Bousset, “Eine jiidische
Gebetssammlung im siebenten Buch der Apostolischen Konstitutionen,” NGWG.
PH (1915): 435-41, also in Bousset, Religionsgeschichtliche Studien: Aufsitze zur
Religionsgeschichte des hellenistischen Zeitalters, ed. Anthonie F. Verheule, NovT-
Sup 50 (Leiden: Brill, 1979), 231-86; Arthur Marmorstein, “Tage de la Kedoucha
de PAmida” REJ 97 (1934): 35-49.

33. Cf. Elliott, “Language and Style,” 129-30.

34. In spite of the traditional formula ¢ % 36¢a »TA. the consistent differen-
tiation between x0ptog and ¢ x0ptog (cf. 1:18) and the subject of the Baciieia (Tod
Xptotol) (4:1) demonstrate the secondary understanding of the doxology formula
in 2 Tim 4:18.

35. Deichgraber, Gotteshymnus und Christushymnus, 40 n. 2.
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temple liturgy, in synagogue prayer, and in Jewish private prayer.3® Perhaps
benedictions were at times perceived as Jewish-Christian in character.?”
However, benedictions are present in late liturgical texts, and the fathers
use the verb and the verbal adjective with classical distinction.3®

It is not altogether easy to separate benedictions and doxologies for-
mally. The eternity formula can be absent. However, it is found in the
dependent brief benedictions of Paul (Rom 1:25;9:5; 2 Cor 11:31). Paul nor-
mally attaches to benedictions in the form of subordinate clauses an aunv
(Rom 1:25; 9:5). When it is missing in 2 Cor 11:31, this is simply because
the sentence is continued; thus, grammatically the formula is an insertion.
The parallel in Mart. Pol. 22:1 has already been referred to above. If it is true
that Rom 9:5 is transmitted corruptly, and this will be demonstrated below,
then the identification of God is missing in all brief benedictions.

In amplified Christian benedictions, most of which exhibit ceremonial
prayers, we come across extensive titles for God. For instance, in a Jewish
Christian psalm in Luke 1:68: ebAoyntds x0ptog 6 Beds Tol TopanA, and simi-
larly in Paul in 2 Cor 1:3-4: edhoyntog 6 Oeds xal matyp Tol xuplov Hudv
‘Incol Xpiotol, which is taken up verbatim in Paul’s successors (Eph 1:3-6;
1 Pet 1:3-5). Here the text of prayers always begins with edAoynTds and
auny is absent. The eternity formula is also missing. What is essential for
the form is the grammatical structure of the independent nominal clause
that is initiated by the predication (verbal adjective or participle) as well
as the identification of God. Amen and eternity formula can be omitted.

The passages from Ign. Eph. 1:3 and Barn. 6:10 are not dependent on
New Testament exemplars: eDAoyntds yap 6 yapioduevos Ouiv dlows olat
TotoliTov émioxomov xextiigbat (Ign. Eph. 1:3); and edAoynTos 6 xUptog Nuidv,
adeddol, 6 godiav xal vodv Bépevos év Hulv T@ xpudiwy adTod (Barn. 6:10).

36. Cf. Str-B 1:242-44; 3:64, 456-61; Audet, “Esquisse historique,” 371-99;
Deichgréber, Gotteshymnus und Christushymnus, 40-43; Bickerman, “Bénédic-
tion et priére,” 313-23.

37. Cf. also Did. 10:6: woavva 76 0ed Aaiid.

38. Cf. ebloynrog 6 Bedg 6 donyRoag Ouds eis Ty dAnbeiav (Conc. Nic. [787]
act. 1 [H. 4.49 B]): “Sciendum tamen est quod sermo hic benedictionis in scriptu-
ris diverse positus invenitur. Nam et deus benedicere vel homines, vel cetera quae
creaverat, invenitur; et homines, vel ceterae creaturae deum benedicere iubentur.
Sed Dei quidem benedictio aliquid muneris semper his qui ab eo benedicun-
tur impertit: homines vero deum benedicere, pro eo quod est laudare, et gratias
referre dicuntur;” Origen, Comm. Rom. 9:14 (PG 14:1221A).
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Barnabas relates eDAoyntos to Christ. Ignatius mentions the Christ who is
lauded only by implication. This fact and the participial style still exhibit
to us the Jewish origin.?® As we have seen, at the end of the New Testament
era benediction formulas as well as doxology formulas both lost a clear
orientation toward God. The formulas may now be related expressly to
Christ or to the xUptog Nuév.

With the affinity of form and style between doxology formulas and bene-
diction formulas, the question arises, by what functions the formulas are
separated from one another. Linguistically the close connection of benedic-
tions and doxologies has long been perceived and commented upon. edAoyely
and 00&alew are used as synonyms: 6 aivé, ot eOAoy@, ot do&a{w (Mart. Pol.
14:3). The people of Smyrna describe the blessedness of the martyr Polycarp
as follows: abv Tolg dmooTéhots xal méaw dixalols dyalcuevos dokalet Tov
Bedv xal matépa mavToxpdTopa xal edAoyEl TOV xUptov Nu&v Incolv XploTov
(Mart. Pol. 19:2). The verbs are also encountered as synonyms in Acts John
77 (ed. Lipsius and Bonnet; vol. 2.1, p. 189.23): do&dlopév o€ xal aivolyéy oe
xal eDAoyoluey xal edxaplaToliuey THY oMY G0V XpNaToTNTA ... dyte Inaol.
Finally Didymus defines ebloyelv by do&dlev: ¢ ydp Beds eboyeltal uév vmd
T6v Epywv adTol, TobT’ oty do&dleTar-eDAoyel 8¢ adtds T& oixeln xtiopata,
t007” Eotv ayidler (Trin. [PG 39.425B]). With the praise of the one God,
one is aware of standing in the tradition of the postexilic community: €ig T0
dokaabijvau T Gvopa Tol GAnBvod xal pvou (1 Clem. 43:6).

The unison amen, carried out in worship, is part of the acclamation
that pays homage to the true God. This event is just as essential for Paul as
for other New Testament authors. These authors intend to refer to messi-
anic texts or such as are interpreted as messianic (e.g., Ps 68 [LXX 67]:35).
I am reminded of Rom 15:6 and 2 Chr 5:13.40 Justin (Dial. 34:6 [ed. Good-
speed, 129]) cites Ps 71:18 LXX gdAoyntds x0ptog ... 6 motédv bavpaaia uovo,
and continues: ebAoyolyey Tov moTv T@Y TAvTwWY ota Tol viod adTol Tyool
Xptotol xai o mvedpatog Tob aylov (I Apol. 67.2 [ed. Goodspeed, 75]).
Judaism can say: “There is nothing greater before God than the amen, with
which the Israelites respond.”4!

No doubt it is not on account of a departure from Jewish prayer style
that 36&a ¢ B comes so strongly into the foreground. Another factor will

39. Numerous benedictions are found in Psalms of Solomon; see, e.g., 6:6,
eDAOYNTOS XUpLog 6 ToLGV EAEOV.

40. See Claus Westermann, “5%n,” TLOT 1:375-76.

41. Cited according to Str-B.
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have been operative in this, namely, the tradition of worship that reserved
the use of edAoyelv and edAoynTés for use in Christian service. The doxol-
ogy formula, by contrast, was regarded and used as a call to acclamations
with amen, for which Rev 5:13; 7:10; 19:1 provide important evidence.
Didache 10:6 and Justin (1 Apol. 67:4 [ed. Goodspeed, 75]) testify to the
location of aunv-acclamations within the celebration of the Eucharist and
Melito (On the Passover 10, 45, 65, 105) attests to their location in the early
Christian Quartodeciman Passover beginning on the 14th of Nissan. In
this context the brief dependent doxology appears to preserve the form
of the ancient style. By contrast, benedictions in Christian tradition are
an element of hymns, of solemn prayers (e.g., the conclusion of prayer as
in the Markan Liturgy of the Dér-Balizeh Papyrus)*? or also of homiletic
language. From there they came into the tradition of epistolary forms.

2.2. The Text-Critical Problem of Romans 9:5

To this day the text of Rom 9:5 contains unresolved issues. The primary
difficulty of the transmitted text lies in the fact that the four dependent
clauses that name Israel’s divine distinctions end with a christological
benediction, although Paul employs the traditional benediction formula
that praises God (9:4-5). At any rate the text suggests this understanding,
although inexplicable stylistic peculiarities then remain.** Thus emi-
nent exegetes and philologists have taken the text to be corrupt, among
others Johann Jakob Wettstein, Richard Bentley, William Wrede, Johannes
Weiss.** Presently the opinion has been accepted that the text is not cor-
rupt. This opinion is hardly correct.*>

42. Colin H. Roberts and Bernard Capelle, An Early Euchologium: The Dér-
Balizeh Papyrus Enlarged and Reedited, BMus 28 (Louvain: Bureaux de Muséon,
1949), 18-19, folio 1, verso, lines 9-10.

43. For further discussion Lagrange’s appraisal has proved important, that
Pauline doxologies are always related to what has been named beforehand and
that they are always initiated with the predication. He deduces from that the chris-
tological sense of the doxology, and objects to assuming a new development after
xatd odpxa with asyndeton (Marie-Joseph Lagrange, Epitre aux Romains, 6th ed.,
EtB 34 [Paris; Gabalda, 1950]: 277).

44. W. L. Lorimer mentions parallels for this kind of corruption outside of
the New Testament (“Romans IX.3-5," ZNW 13 [1966-1967]: 385-86). The fol-
lowing hold the passage likewise to be corrupt: Hans-Werner Bartsch, “Rom 9,5
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Whereas the ancient church found the proof text here for the recogni-
tion of Christ’s divinity, a position that has been maintained until today,
many exegetes hold the view to be unavoidable that in connection with the
argument of Rom 9-11 a praise to the God of Israel is demanded by the
context.* Such a praise, which appears as the climax of its argument about

und 1. Clem. 32,4: Eine notwendige Konjektur im Romerbrief,” TZ 21 (1965):
401-9; J. Schniewind, “Diktate zum Rémerbrief” (unpublished manuscript, 1937),
cited by Bartsch, “Rém 9,5 und 1. Clem. 32,4, 406; Giinther Harder, Paulus und
das Gebet, NTF 10 (Giitersloh: Bertelsmann, 1936), 177-78; Karl Barth, Der
Romerbrief, 2nd ed. (Munich: Chr. Kaiser Verlag, 1922; repr., Ziirich: TVZ, 1954),
314-15; Barth, KD, 4 vols. (Ziirich: Theologischer Verlag, 1976), cf. 11.2:226;
Johannes Weiss, “Beitrdge zur paulinischen Rhetorik,” in Theologische Studien
Bernhard Weiss zu seinem 70. Geburtstage (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Rupre-
cht, 1897), 238; Weiss, Das Urchristentum (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1917), 363 n. 2; William Wrede, Paulus, 2nd ed. (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1907), 82;
Johann Jakob Wettstein, Novum Testamentum Graecum (Amsterdam: Domme-
rian, 1752), 2:64-65; Richard Bentley, Bentleii Critica sacra: Notes on the Greek and
Latin Text of the New Testament, Extracted from the Bentley MSS in Trinity College
Library, ed. Arthur Ayres Ellis (Cambridge: Deighton, Bell, & Co., 1862), 30, cited
from Theodor Zahn and Friedrich Hauck, Der Brief des Paulus an die Romer,
3rd ed., KNT 6 (Leipzig, 1925), 434 n. 77; Jonas Slichtingius de Bukowiec, Com-
mentaria posthuma in plerosque Novi Testamenti libros (Amsterdam: Philalethius,
1656-1865), 254; Lucius Mellierus Artemonius [= Samuel Crellius], Initium Evan-
gelii S. Joannis Apostoli ex antiquitate ecclesiastica restitutum indidemque nova
ratione illustratum (Amsterdam, 1726), 223-38. C. E. B. Cranfield, A Critical and
Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, ICC 18 (Edinburgh: T&T
Clark, 1980), 2:465-66, has analyzed the last two titles and has ascertained that
neither of the two authors appear to have originated the conjecture. Walter Bauer
(Worterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen Testaments und der iibrigen urchristlichen
Literatur, 5th ed. [Berlin: Topelmann, 1963], 705) mentions additional literature;
Bruce M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament: A Com-
panion Volume to the United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament (Fourth Revised
Edition), 2nd ed. (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1994), 459-62.

45. The passage has been dealt with in detail by Bruce M. Metzger, “The Punc-
tuation of Rom 9:5,” in Christ and Spirit in the New Testament: Studies in Honour
of C. E D. Moule, ed. Barnabas Lindars (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1973), 95-112; and by Otto Kuss, “Zu Romer 9:5,” in Rechtfertigung: Festschrift
fiir Ernst Kdsemann zum 70. Geburtstag, ed. Johannes Friedrich (Tiibingen: Mohr,
1976), 291-303. Cranfield provides a superb presentation of the exegetical prob-
lems of the text (Romans, 2:464-70).

46. So Ernst Kdsemann, An die Romer, 4th ed. HNT 8a (Tiibingen: Mohr,
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Israel’s privileges, would accompany well the sequence of the preceding
dependent clauses.

Inexplicably, however, this text lacks any connection to the preceding
text. If the word order corresponded to the independently placed doxology,
for which numerous parallel texts outside and inside the New Testament
are available for comparison, then only the asyndetic introduction would
be noteworthy. But the real peculiarity is that the sentence structure is
irregular. Blessings that are not construed as dependent clauses, which in
hymnic contexts are often introduced asyndetically, regularly place the
predication at the beginning of the sentence and thus follow a common
type of nominal clause.

If one analyzes the sentence that comes down to us under the pre-
supposition that it is transmitted to us in its original form, one perceives
that its second part is a dependent blessing, accurately and correctly
constructed: ebAoynTog eig Tobg aidvag-aunv. With this the way to under-
standing is attained. A lost relative pronoun is needed at the beginning
that would complement the conclusion of the sentence in a way that makes
sense.

An anonymous writer has suggested an addendum in the form @v ¢
instead of ¢ &v, anonymous because it is certain that neither J. Schlichting
nor J. Crell, who discussed it in the seventeenth century, were the origina-
tors (see note 44). The elegance of this conjecture consists in the fact that it
presupposes a stylistically satisfactory order of Pauline dependent clauses,
five in number, that at the same time aim at a noteworthy culmination.
Stating this climax @v 6 éml mdvtwy fBeds would also have generated the
affront that caused the textual error.

However, this conjecture has been rejected. Ulrich Wilckens takes it as
“as clever a solution of the problem of interpretation as arbitrary”#” Otto
Kuss takes it as “strikingly simple” “As is often the case with conjectures”

1980), 248; Ulrich Wilckens, Der Brief an die Romer, 4th ed., EKKNT 6.2 (Diis-
seldorf: Benziger; Neukirchen-VIuyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 2006), 189. Kuss (“Zu
Rémer 9.5 292) and Cranfield (Romans 2:469) give passages from the fathers.
Diodorus, founder of the exegetical school of Antioch, refers to a benediction to
God, to which William Sanday and Arthur C. Headlam refer (A Critical and Exe-
getical Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, 5th ed., ICC 5 [Edinburgh: T&T
Clark, 1925], 234). So also Apollinaris and Photius, cf. Otto Michel, Der Brief an
die Romer, 14th ed., KEK 4 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1978), 296.
47. Wilckens, Brief an die Romer, 2:189 n. 833.
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it “all too clearly and all too forcefully makes what one desires the father of
the text. Beyond doubt, however, a correct feeling underlies it as to what
should be expected and what should not be expected in the given context.”48
Hans Lietzmann also rejects “punctuation experiments (listed in Nestle’s
apparatus) or conjectures (as if God were the God of the Jews only).”#

Let us test these objections: (1) Lietzmann rejects punctuation experi-
ments and in lieu of these inserts a dash. Actually only few passages have
been discussed in more detail regarding their punctuation than this one.
Since the essays of Ezra Abbot and the discussion of these by Westcott
and Hort again and again a solution has been sought and based on this
approach.”® A period has been placed after xata odpxa by some commen-
tators.>! Also the first edition of The Greek New Testament of the United
Bible Societies at least inserted a colon.>? However the editors of the NA2®
edition have replaced this with a comma. Thereby, this edition opposes
Paul’s breaking oft and beginning anew with an asyndeton.

(2) If one decides for a benediction that begins with asyndeton (so
also Barn. 6:10), the problem is that the abnormalities in word order are
almost without parallel, which Marie-Joseph Lagrange emphasized long
ago.>® Wilckens finds in Ps 68 (67 LXX):19 and Ps 72 (71 LXX):17 dox-
ologies that begin with the subject.>* This is correct for the first example.
However, the alteration depends on the necessity of variation in connec-
tion with the parallelismus membrorum and means nothing in our context.
Psalm 68 (67 LXX) ends with an independent blessing that preserves the
form: edAoyntos 6 Bedg. This holds also for Ps 72 (71 LXX):18-19. This view
is supported by the fact that the assumption of a doxology to Christ, which
the present context suggests, becomes unnecessary.>> Such an assumption
would be difficult to imagine for Paul.

48. Kuss, “Zu Romer 9:5,” 299; see also p. 301.

49. Hans Lietzmann, An die Romer, 5th ed., HNT 8 (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1971),
90.

50. Cf. Ezra Abbot, “On the Construction of Romans ix.5,” JBL 1 (1881):
87-154.

51. Cf. Michel, Brief an die Romer, 290; Kdsemann, An die Romer, 245; Wilck-
ens, Brief an die Romer, 2:189.

52. Aland, Greek New Testament, 553.

53. Lagrange, Epitre aux Romains, 227.

54. Wilckens, Brief an die Romer, 2:189 n. 836.

55. Cf. Kuss, “Zu Romer 9:5.” 302.
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With this appraisal the view gains weight that the transmission is cor-
rupt here. Either a scribal error in early times or an intentional alteration was
responsible for this corruption. If one follows the conjecture év 6 instead of
6 v, then one obtains a convincing climax: Gv 6 éml mavtwy Beds edloyyTds
elg ToUg ai@vag- auny. Such a climax would not introduce any non-Pauline
thought, as Rom 3:29 demonstrates. Such a thought would, however, be
incomprehensible as a theological statement to a later generation of copy-
ists. Clement, who read Rom 9:5 in this or another form and reshaped it for
his writing (1 Clem. 32:4) features a doxology as the culmination.*®

Finally what speaks in favor of the conjecture is that a succinct depen-
dent doxology formula appears in all three passages—an authentic Pauline
usage. Paul’s successors did not take over this idiomatic usage. In this con-
nection reference may be made to the Jewish phrase wTipn 7172 K17, the
antiquity of which Shaul Esh has established.®” The meaning of this Pau-
line continuity with such an inner-Jewish phraseology could be explained
exegetically. This will not be done here. However, it would be difficult to
substantiate a satisfactory understanding of the transmitted text.

3. Blessings
3.1. Additional Blessing Formulas

The Pauline and non-Pauline epistolary literature contains varying bless-
ing formulas that accumulate especially in the postscript. The following
forms can be differentiated.

(1) The original blessing formula is designed as a nominal sentence.
Its distinguishing mark is the preposition peta or also émi (Gal 6:16) and
the personal pronoun of the second person designating the one who is
blessed. God as the benefactor of the blessing or €ipvy, dyam, €Aeog, xapts
as the content of the blessing in the nominative case introduce the for-
mula. €otat can be added (2 Cor 13:11; Phil 4:9; T. Dan 5:2%8 [£oeafe év
elpnvy, &xovres ToV Bedv Tijs eipRvys]). Conditional blessings (Gal 6:16) also
occur, which, however, requires that the second person of the addressee

56. Cf. Bartsch, “Rom 9,5, 409.

57. Shaul Esh, napin ‘Der Heilige (er sei gepriesen)’: Zur Geschichte einer nach-
biblisch- hebrdiischen Gottesbezeichnung (Leiden: Brill, 1957), 8-39.

58. Robert H. Charles, The Greek Versions of the Testaments of the Twelve
Patriarchs, 2nd ed. (repr., Hildesheim: Olms, 1960), 136.
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be given up.” The genuine Pauline epistles consistently end with a bless-
ing that on account of its content has been designated as a word of grace.®
Later a x0ptog benediction also becomes established (2 Thess 3:16; 2 Tim
4:22; Barn. 21:9).

The benediction constitutes a second form, a form that is closely
related to a supplication. One of its more frequent forms is the prayer
for peace that is theologically oriented and in Pauline epistles frequently
precedes the word of grace.®! Benedictions are characterized by a verb in
the optative. These optatives are found in a letter dated to 124 BCE.®? The
hymnic designation of God and a solemn abundance of the contents of the
blessing as well as the preferred position in the transition to the epistolary
postscript® characterize this form, a form that goes back on the one hand
to the Aaronic benediction and its reception, and on the other hand to a
tradition in personal letters.t*

(2) In distinction from blessings and benedictions, announcements of
judgment or salvation are in the future.®> There are, however, announce-

59. Kdsemann, “Formeln II,” 994, characterizes the passage in Galatians as a
“Jewish greeting”; cf. Jude 2 and the sepulcher inscription of Faustinus in CIJ I no.
599: PR SR HY 0HW; no. 650 AR AR SR Sy 015w (CE 383).

60. Schnider and Stenger, Studien zum neutestamentlichen Briefformular,
speak of a supplication for grace (72) or of a concluding christological salutation
(131-35). Vielhauer, Geschichte der urchristlichen Literatur, 66, speaks of a con-
cluding wish. Harry Gamble (The Textual History of the Letter to the Romans: A
Study in Textual and Literary Criticism, SD 42 [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1977],
65) uses “xapig benediction”

61. Cf. the transition in 1 Thess 3:11, 12 and 2 Macc 1:1-19.

62. Elias J. Bickerman, “Ein jiidischer Festbrief vom Jahre 124 v. Chr. (2 Macc.
1:1-9),” in Studies in Jewish and Christian History, AGJU 9 (Leiden: Brill, 1980),
2:136-58.

63. See 1 Clem. 64; Barn. 21:5.

64. See Gen 49:6, 8; Deut 28:7, 8, 9, 12, 13; 33:7, 16; Num 6:24-26; 1 QS II
2-4, cf. II 10, 18. However, aside from their liturgical use, such supplications for
blessing are also at home in letters and are also found outside the Jewish tradition;
cf. the examples in A. E. Cowley, Aramaic Papyri of the Fifth Century B.C. (Oxford;
Clarendon, 1923; repr., Osnabriick: Zeller, 1967), nos. 17, 20, 21, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41.
158 18I0 D1HW SRW1 532 1R andnwt 0w ROW 0w 9 cited from Gamble,
Textual History, 72 n. 76; Cf. again Gamble, Textual History, 67-73; Schnider and
Stenger, Studien zum neutestamentlichen Briefformular, 87-91.

65. This is also suggested with respect to texts such as 2 Macc 2:16-18; Rom
16:20; 1 Thess 5:24; 2 Tim 4:18.
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ments of salvation that are on account of their topic associated with
benedictions.®® As early as in Septuagint times, blessings are repeatedly
expressed in the future.” And the transmission of the New Testament
occasionally replaces the future with the optative.®

(3) The Pauline introductory greeting (salutatio), which has taken
over elements of blessings, exhibits a certain independence. This is evident
in the stereotyped form of the frequent nominal sentence xdptg Oulv xal
elpnvn.%° The form is derived from the epistolary formula of the ancient
letter.””

A liturgical origin has been assumed for some of these formulas.
Regarding the Pauline word of grace, a definite place in the introductory
part of the Lord’s Supper liturgy could be established.”! However, the view
is accepted that primarily blessing formulas are at home in the context of
the epistolary style. There appear to be no parallels before New Testament
times for the combination yapts xat eipnvy. It is Pauline.”> Where no break
in style can be perceived and the wording arises justifiably from the line of
thought of the epistolary text, the text should be taken to be the original
wording rather than a derived one.”® Blessing formulas exhibit possibilities
of epistolary enhancement just as much as doxological and benediction
formulas. These are already found in Paul’s writings. However, there is no
need to pursue them in regard to our concerns.

66. 2 Cor 9:10; Phil 4:7; 4:19; 1 Peter 5:14. Eternity formulas occur in 2 Tim
4:18; 1 Peter 5:10.

67. Gen 49:7, 8, etc.; Deut 33:7, 10, etc.

68. Rom 16:20; 2 Cor 9:10; Phil 4:19.

69. Schnider and Stenger, Studien zum neutestamentlichen Briefformular,
25-41.

70. Klaus Berger, “Apostelbrief und apostolische Rede: Zum Formular friih-
christlicher Briefe;, ZNW 65 (1974): 196 and the discussion in Schnider and
Stenger, Studien zum neutestamentlichen Briefformular, 26.

71. Cf. Did. 10:6 with 1 Cor 16:20b, 22, 23 and Rev 22:14-15, 20-21; Viel-
hauer, Geschichte der urchristlichen Literatur, 37-39; Kasemann, “Formeln II,
994: “1 Cor 16:22fF; Rev 22:14ff. derive from the introduction of the eucharistic
liturgy” Rather guardedly Gamble, Textual History, 144.

72. Cf. Schnider and Stenger, Studien zum neutestamentlichen Briefformu-
lar, 26, 89: “In spite of liturgical language the ‘blessing’ that closes the epistolary
ending is specific for letters, and in fact for Jewish epistolary formulas, as 2 Macc
2:16-18 in particular attests.”

73. Cf. Vielhauer, Geschichte der urchristlichen Literatur, 12.
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The question remains to be investigated, as to whether Paul’s blessing
formulas were concluded with amen. If it is certain that epistolary conclu-
sions with amen in New Testament epistolary literature are all secondary,
the question remains to be investigated whether Pauline words of grace are
occasionally accompanied by an amen.

3.2. On Galatians 6:18

Is the quiv in Gal 6:18 that editions offer the original conclusion of a
Pauline word of grace? The amen is absent from the witnesses G g Victo-
rinus Ambrosiaster. If one surveys the genuine Pauline letters, then there
appears to be a notably fixed linguistic usage. No Pauline letter ends with-
out a proclamation of grace (Rom 16:20; 1 Cor 16:23; 2 Cor 13:13; Gal
6:18; Phil 4:23; 1 Thess 5:28; Phlm 25). The genitive attribute To xupiov
‘Inool and similar wording occurs, however, only in the genuine Pauline
epistles and in 2 Thess 3:18. The second-person plural to the addressees
also occurs without fail, but it also occurs in Col 4:18; 1 Tim 6:21; 2 Tim
4:22; Titus 3:15. It is missing in Heb 13:25 [according to P*¢ "] and in Rev
22:21.74

Together with the blessing that varies slightly in each case, both catch-
words of the salutation (xapts xal eipvyn) are regularly taken up again in
the postscript. The chiastic figure is used.”> No word of grace ends with
an amen. Since the attestation in Gal 6:18 is not firm, the duny is to be
assessed as a secondary aunv. It is to be deleted.”®

74. Cf. Gamble, Textual History, 66 n. 54.

75. Cf. Rom 1:7 with 15:33 and 16:20; 1 Cor 1:3 with 16:33; 2 Cor 1:2 with
13:11 and 13; Gal 1:3 with 6:16 and 18; Phil 1:2 with 4:7 and 23; 1 Thess 1:1 with
3:12 and with 5:23, 24, 28; Phlm 3 with 25. Gamble, Textual History, 71-73; and
Calvin J. Roetzel, The Letters of Paul (London: SCM, 1983), 25, have discussed this
connection between the epistolary introduction and the conclusion.

76. According to Appendix II in the NA2® (832) recent editions have allowed
the dunv of Gal 6:18 to remain unchallenged. Possibly Bengel alone recognized
this dunv as an addition. To be sure he printed the dunv in the text. However
he had already dismissed the du#v from 1 Cor 16:24 (category a = “plane pro
genuina habendam,” relegated to a marginal reading) and 2 Cor 13:13 (category
f = “eam, quae per codices firmior sit lectione textus, nec tamen plane certa,” rel-
egated to a marginal reading) and added “et sic in fine aliarum epistolarum.” With
this kind of designation Bengel’s conclusion certainly remains somewhat unclear.
Hans Dieter Betz, Der Galaterbrief: Ein Kommentar zum Brief des Apostels Paulus
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3.3. On Romans 16:24

It appears to be unclear whether the concluding christological blessing
(word of grace) in Rom 16:24 is a secondary addition or whether it was
discarded by some later redaction, in which case it should be considered
original. The editors of the New Testament have deleted it as secondary.””
Many authors, who dealt with the text-critical problem came to the same
conclusion.”®

However, Harry Gamble attempted to prove that one of the transmit-
ted forms of the text is original.”® He decided in favor of the minuscule 629,
the text of which he does not convey. We have come to know, however, that
629 does not contain the doxology 16:25-27 and that the blessing occurs
only once, and in fact in 16:24. As an examination shows, the text is 7
xapts Tol xuplov &y Inool ueta mavtwy Oudv- aunyv. We have here to do
with a late manuscript of the fourteenth century, the left column of which
is Latin.8® This manuscript contains no Greek doxology but has a Latin
doxology that is similar to the text of F: “gia dni nri ihui cum omnibus
vobis amen [16:24] Ei autem qui potens est affirmare iuxta evangelium

an die Gemeinden in Galatien (Munich: Kaiser, 1988), 556 decided that the auyy
was not part of the original text. F. F. Bruce in his commentary assumed that this
dunv could be interpreted as an answering aunv (The Epistle to the Galatians: A
Commentary on the Greek Text, NIGTC 8 [Grand Rapids Eerdmans, 1982], 277).
Cf. further my discussion of the ¢u/v within the epistolary conclusion in §4.1
below.

77. Bengel, Lachmann, Tregelles, Tischendorf, Westcott and Hort, and von
Soden assessed Rom 16:24 as secondary.

78. Cf. Metzger, Textual Commentary, 476; Kurt Aland, “Der Schluss und die
urspriingliche Gestalt des Romerbriefs,” in Neutestamentliche Entwiirfe (Munich:
Kaiser, 1979), 284-301; Larry W. Hurtado, “The Doxology at the End of Romans,”
in New Testament Textual Criticism: Its Significance for Exegesis; Essays in Honour
of Bruce M. Metzger, ed. Eldon J. Epp and Gordon D. Fee (Oxford: Clarendon,
1981), 191-98.

79. Cf. Gamble, Textual History, 129-32.

80. Cf. Gamble, Textual History, 132: “Thus the primary form of the text at
the conclusion of the letter was 16:20b + 21 + 23 + 24, without the doxology” Of
all extant texts, only one preserves this sequence, and that probably by accident:
ms 629, a fourteenth-century minuscule. Apart from this the tradition contains
no extant witnesses to either the pure long form or the pure short form of the
Roman letter.
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meum et praedicationem ihu xri secundum revelationem misterii tempo-
ribus aeternis taciti quod nunc patefactum est per scripturas prophetarum
secundum praeceptum etri di ad oboeditionem fidei in cunctis gentibus
cogniti soli sapienti deo per ihs xrm Cui est honor et gloria in saecula
saeculorum am” (16:25-27).8! Gamble’s argumentation suffers from the
fact that he tabulates the positions of doxologies and benedictions but pays
no attention to the forms of their text. It then collapses altogether, as 629
has two concluding benedictions, which he did not notice: 1 xaptg ol
xuplov Nudv Inood Xpiotol wed” vudv (16:20).82 Whereas good witnesses
attest a form of the text in 16:20 that concludes without ¢u»v (P46 X B 1881
1 xapis Tod xupiov Nuév Tnool wed” Hudv), the altered position in 16:24
with the form of the text from (D) F G also led to the addition of ¢u»v: %
xapts Tol xuplov NV peta mavtwy vudv- auyv (in addition D has ’Ingod
Xpiotol after nudv). The text of 629 attests not the original text but a late
conflation that embellishes the older form of the text by way of later forms
of the text. This view is confirmed by the fact that D is written in the form
of sense units, which this doxology is not.®

3.4. On Romans 15:33

Romans 15:33 presents a blessing, a petition for peace.® Such petitions for
peace, as we have seen, belong to the stable framework of Pauline episto-

81. The Latin text of F is available in Frederick H. Scrivener, An Exact Tran-
script of the Codex Augiensis to Which Is Added a Full Collation of Fifty Manuscripts
(Cambridge: Deighton & Bell, 1859), 50.

82. If the information is accurate that 630 has two concluding benedictions
(Scrivener, Exact Transcript, 130 n. 9), the text-critical tabulation on the basis of
which he argues is also incorrect on this point. Hurtado (“Doxology at the End of
Romans,” 196 n. 50) also noticed the mistake with respect to the manuscript 629.

83. See Lietzman, An die Romer, 131.

84. The aunv appears in Erasmus, Bengel, Griesbach, Tischendorf, Westcott
and Hort, NA?8, but is discarded by Lachmann and Tregelles. Griesbach does
not wish his acceptance of the dunv to be considered as conclusive (category y =
“Litera y designantur eae, quae probabilitate inferiores quidem illis, non tamen
prorsus aspernandae, sed ulteriore examine dignae videntur”). Metzger leaves the
question open, Textual Commentary, 475. Most commentaries print the amen:
Lietzmann, An die Rémer, 71; Lagrange, Epitre aux Romains, 361; Michel, Brief
an die Romer, 462; Kdasemann, An die Romer, 388; Wilckens, Brief an die Romer,
2:123; Cranfield, Romans, 2:779.
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lary formulas, they function as greetings. To be sure the resumption of the
theme of peace within the conclusion is absent in 1 Corinthians and Phi-
lemon. However, before Pauline words of grace in such passages as Rom
16:20; 2 Cor 13:13; Gal 6:18; Phil 4:23; 1 Thess 5:28 we find the theme
elpnyy in blessing formulas: Rom 15:33; 2 Cor 13:11; Gal 6:16; Phil 4.7,
9; 1 Thess 5:23. From this list we take it that the position and the form of
these blessings in epistolary conclusions is not firm but is handled flexibly.
Further, it is clear that the ¢uv does not belong to petitions for peace. It
is to be deleted here.

3.5. On 1 Thessalonians 3:12-13

The solemn benediction in 1 Thess 3:12 has its firm place in the epistolary
style of Paul (Rom 15:5-6; 15:13; 1 Thess 5:23; 2 Thess 2:16-17; 3:5; 3:16a;
Heb 13:20-21). If I see things correctly, except for the Pauline emulation
in 2 Thessalonians and the reference from Hebrews, there appear to be no
further references. A clear distinction from supplications is not possible.
Benedictions (or an announcement of salvation, 1 Pet 5:10) have a reliably
transmitted amen only when the text ends with a doxology (Heb 13:21).

In our passage only Tischendorf, following his manuscript 8* (and A
D), placed auny in the text.®> The following editors have discarded this
aunv: Erasmus, the printed textus receptus, Bengel, Griesbach, Lachmann,
Tregelles, Westcott and Hort, Nestle, Vogels, Merk, Bover. The first edi-
tion of The Greek New Testament®® also made the same decision: [aunv].
However, Westcott and Hort distinguished dunv as a marginal reading,
von Soden and NA?8 reprinted the du”v in brackets as doubtful.#” Among
the commentaries most have omitted the du®v (Bernhard Weiss, Martin
Dibelius, Béda Rigaux, Heinrich Schlier, Willi Marxsen, Gerhard Fried-
rich, Traugott Holtz).®8 Since neither parallel forms nor the attestation can
support the ausny, it is not to be retained here in 1 Thess 3:12-13.

85. 8 and D exhibit a secondary ¢u#v in many other passages, cf. the passages
mentioned in n. 1 (D in Luke 12:44, however, = 05 Codex Bezae).

86. Kurt Aland et al., The Greek New Testament, 1966, 709.

87. On this, see Metzger, Textual Commentary, 563.

88. Bernhard Weiss, Textkritik der paulinischen Briefe, TU 14.3 (Leipzig: Hin-
richs, 1896), 104; Martin Dibelius, Die Pastoralbriefe, 4th ed., HNT 13 (Ttibingen:
Mohr, 1966), 18; Béda Rigaux, Les Epitres aux Thessaloniciens, 2nd ed., EBib 33
(Paris: Cerf, 1960), 492; Heinrich Schlier, Der Apostel und seine Gemeinde: Aus-
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4. Amen
4.1. Amen as the Epistolary Conclusion

The undisputed du»v in the conclusion of a New Testament book appears
in the twenty-sixth edition of the Nestle-Aland only in two places, in Gal
6:18 and Jude 25. I will show that the auny in Gal 6:18 does not belong in
the text. It belongs in the apparatus. In 2 Pet 3:18 an au»nv was placed in
the text as doubtful within brackets.®” Later it was deleted.”® It belongs in
the text. The brackets, of course, are to be removed. In three further pas-
sages an auny stands as the conclusion of additions. In all three places this
is secondary: Mark 16:20, Rom 16:24, and Rom 16:27.

The printing of the textus receptus of 1873 that serves the “Interna-
tional Greek New Testament Project” as the basis for collation goes far in
introducing auny to designate endings of books.”! However, this edition
has no du#v at the conclusion of Acts, James, and 3 John. Erasmus does
not employ aunv as often as does the edition that has been mentioned. It is
found in the latter everywhere except at the conclusion of Matthew, Mark,
Acts, James, and 3 John. It should be noted that Erasmus prints the longer

legung des ersten Briefes an die Thessalonicher (Leipzig: St. Benno Verlag, 1974),
57; Willi Marxsen, Der erste Brief an die Thessalonicher, ZBK 11.1 (Zurich: TVZ,
1979), 52; Gerhard Friedrich in Jiirgen Becker, Hans Conzelmann, and Gerhard
Friedrich, Die Briefe an die Galater, Epheser, Philipper, Kolosser, Thessalonicher
und Philemon, 14th ed., NTD 8 (Goéttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1976), 232;
Traugott Holtz, Der erste Brief an die Thessalonicher, EKKNT 13 (Zurich: Benziger,
1986), 148 n. 759; Ernst von Dobschiitz, Die Thessalonicherbriefe, 7th ed., KEK
10 (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1909; repr., Leipzig: St. Benno Verlag,
1974), 153 considered the attestation of dunv to be superior. James E. Frame, A
Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistles of St. Paul to the Thessalonians,
3rd ed., ICC 10 (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1953), 140, discussed the text-critical
question without making a decision. Holtz, Brief an die Thessalonicher, n. 759:
“The farewell ¢prv that Nestle?® took over in brackets in the text is hardly original.
Paul places it after doxologies (Rom 1:25; 9:5; 11:36; Gal 1:5; Phil 4:20) or suppli-
cations for blessing (Rom 15:33; Gal 6:18); the textual transmission has frequently
added it”

89. Metzger, Textual Commentary, 637.

90. NA?8, 715.

91. Cf. Scrivener, H KAINH AIA®HKH, fasc. 1, p. 87; fasc. 2, p. 141; fasc. 3,
p. 232 etc.; see table 1 below.
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ending of Mark without dunv and the addition to Romans (16:25-27) with
auny as the text. Why only Luke among the gospels receives an gu»v is
left unexplained for the time being. However, in this connection it should
be said that Erasmus understood himself to be an editor who claimed to
review the text. This claim is put forward on the title page.

In that his editorial decisions on this question are based on manu-
scripts, in the gospels he evidently found only one conclusion with du»nv,
namely, Luke 24:53. The manuscript B (03) deals with the endings of the
gospels like the edition of Erasmus. It exhibits ¢unyv only in Luke 24:53.
However, Erasmus did not know the Vaticanus. In the New Testament
epistles the late tradition available for Erasmus differs from the text of
Vaticanus, but not from the edition of the textus receptus that has been
mentioned. In it the aunv is lacking only in James and 3 John. It is unlikely
that the older tradition or even the majority of the authors of New Testa-
ment writings placed an du»yv at the end of their writings. The inventory of
the texts of old witnesses speaks against this.

The comparison with the text of apocryphal post-Old Testament liter-
ature also speaks against this. Third Maccabees 7:23 exhibits a benediction
concluding with duv at the end of the book: ebAoynTog 6 puaTys Iopanh eis
ToUg el xpovous: aunv. We find a doxology as the conclusion of a book in
4 Macc 18:24: ¢ 7 36&a els Tobs ai@vag TGV aiwvwy- dury; similarly T. Abr.
20:15; Greek Bar. 17:4; Gk. Apoc. Ezra 7:16. Manuscripts also have second-
ary doxologies in other texts. Finally, the conclusions of books have a mere
auny inserted: Tob 14:15 (R B secondary), Jdt 16:25 (B L secondary); T. Sol.
26.8 rec. B; T. Job 53.8.

How are passages to be assessed in which by many or all witnesses an
auny is placed at the conclusion of the book?

4.2. On Jude 25

As far as we know there is a firmly transmitted au»v as the conclusion of a
New Testament book on only one occasion. With P72 the entire transmis-
sion appears to be in agreement in placing an aunv at Jude 25.°2 At other
conclusions of books the tradition is divided. Thus a late book places an

92. This holds at least for the uncial manuscripts; cf. Winfried Grunewald
and Klaus Junack, Das Neue Testament auf Papyrus, Bd. 1: Die Katholischen Briefe,
ANTEF 6 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1986), 171.
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auny at the conclusion with certainty. In this regard Jude is linked with
3 Macc 7:23 and 4 Macc 18:24 (cf. the conclusion of the exordium 1:12),
it seems to take over distinctly Jewish and Jewish-Christian traditions,
especially in the haggadic Midrash and in its quotation of the Greek Apoc-
alypse of Enoch. This ¢uv concludes a solemn doxology. The ¢uv is to be
considered as the conclusion of this doxology, but not in the first instance
as a conclusion of a book.

4.3. On 2 Peter 3:18

The editions seem uncertain in the treatment of au»v at the conclusion of
2 Peter. Whereas Erasmus, Bengel, and Lachmann put in au#v, Griesbach
exhibits a certain restraint. He puts in ¢uvv and places a y to notify his
verdict regarding the omission of du»nv: “Litera y designantur eae, quae
probabilitate inferiores quidem illis, non tamen prorsus aspernandae,
sed ulteriore examine dignae videntur®* Tregelles rejected the aunv and
placed it in brackets. Tischendorf’s Novum Testamentum Graece and West-
cott and Hort deleted it. The twenty-sixth edition of Nestle-Aland again
inserted it as doubtful in brackets. The twenty-eighth edition dropped it.
The commentaries also proceed correspondingly.® In distinction from the
twenty-sixth edition of Nestle-Aland, Erich Fuchs argued for the qunv,”
but then printed it in brackets. Hubert Frankemolle printed an au»y with-
out mentioning the text-critical problem.%

An important aspect of this problem is the fact that the manuscript
B exhibits no ¢uhv.”” Should B 82, 440, 522, 1175, 1739*d be followed

93. Griesbach, H KAINH AIAOHKH, xix.

94. Cf. Hans Windisch, Die Katholischen Briefe, 3rd ed., HNT 15 (Tiibingen:
Mohr, 1951), 104; Horst Balz and Wolfgang Schrage, Die Katholischen Briefe, 11th
ed., NTD 10 (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1982), 148; Walter Grund-
mann, Der Brief des Judas und der zweite Brief des Petrus, 3rd ed., THKNT 15
(Berlin: Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, 1986), 119; Karl Hermann Schelkle, Die
Petrusbriefe, Der Judasbrief, HThKNT 8.2 (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchge-
sellschaft, 2015), 235, do not print amen. Stuiber, “Amen,” 154, explains the dunv
as “text critically uncertain?”

95. Eric Fuchs and Pierre Reymond, La Deuxiéme Epitre de Saint Pierre,
LEpitre de Saint Jude, 2nd ed., CNT 8b (Geneva: Labor et Fides, 1988), 126.

96. Hubert Frankemolle, 1. Petrusbrief, 2. Petrusbrief, Judasbrief, NEchtBNT
20 (Wiirzburg: Echter, 1987), 119.

97. NA26: om. B 1241, 1243, 1739*V1d, 1881, 2298 pc vg™ss.
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here? Second Peter ends with a doxology after a negative and a positive
concluding exhortation. The concluding doxology stands alone as in Rom
11:36; Eph 3:21; Phil 4:20; 1 Tim 1:17; 1 Pet 5:11; Jude 24-25. All of these
doxologies end with a firmly transmitted aunv. Of course these doxologies
that have been listed vary in their function: First Timothy 1:17 provides
the high point of the prescript. Philippians 4:20; 1 Pet 5:11 conclude the
epistolary exhortations and precede the postscript together with a prom-
ise. Jude 24-25 as also 2 Pet 3:18 are in place of a postscript, being used
as substitutes. This is characteristic for the epistolary situation in these
pseudonymous writings. Romans 11:36 and Eph 3:21 conclude the doctri-
nal parts of Romans and of Ephesians.

Doxologies in the New Testament that are introduced with a relative
pronoun end without exception with a firmly transmitted au»v. Galatians
1:5 closes the prescript, 1 Tim 6:16 a hymn to God, 2 Tim 4:18 a declaration
of promise. Hebrews 13:21c constitutes a final doxology. First Peter 4:11
marks the goal of a paraklesis, namely, the 36¢a Oeo¥ as mediated through
Jesus Christ, here, however, without reaching a break in the rhetorical dis-
position of the epistle. The secondary doxology in Rom 16:25-27 also ends
with an quyv. This uniform linguistic usage speaks for reckoning with an
original auny in 2 Pet 3:18 against the witnesses B 1241, 1243, 1739*Vid,
1881, 2298 pc vg™s,

Finally the fact that 2 Peter is heavily dependent on Jude and also as a
part of this dependence takes over its concluding doxology, speaks in favor
of this decision. As far as we know this passage provides the only exam-
ple of a transmission of a secondarily deleted aunv. The motive for this
deletion can only be conjectured. Perhaps B had in other places deleted a
concluding amen, which had been exhibited by its exemplars. B transmits
a final amen only in Luke, Jude, Romans, and Galatians.

4.4. On Galatians 6:18
The qunv in Gal 6:18 is treated as original almost without exception.®®

Schlier, “Thus au®v is to be explained as the conclusion of a prophetic
word in Rev 1:7 and in the epistolary endings or conclusions in Rom 15:33;

98. Schlier, “4u#v,” 340-41 [= TDNT 2:335-38]; Bauer, Worterbuch (5th ed.),
90; Stuiber, “Amen” 154; Deichgriber, Gotteshymnus und Christushymnus, 27,
Gamble, Textual History, 66; Schnider and Stenger, Studien zum neutestamentli-
chen Briefformular, 147-48, 181.
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Gal 6:18; Rev 22:20.% The auvv, however, in the passage quoted is not “the
conclusion of a prophetic word” but, as the vai du®v shows, a response to
a link of a doxology with an Old Testament promise. For the doxology in
Rev 1:5-6, as we have seen above (§1.2), is not left without the responso-
rial duny. In each case of a new liturgical voice responses are repeatedly
introduced by val or aunv: 5:14; 7:12; 16:7; 19:4; 22:20a; 22:20b. They are
not developed from the concluding amen of doxologies.!% It is also not
correct to designate the ¢u»v of doxologies as concluding amens. They are
in their ancient understanding responsorial amens.!0!

Above (§3.2) we put the question to the test whether the dunv in Gal
6:18 should be assessed as an element of a word of grace and therefore
should be held as original. The answer was in the negative. The duny
belongs to the secondary concluding amens from later transmission.

Most commentaries have considered the au#v as original. Thereby the
auny is construed as the last word of Galatians without the question being
of any concern to the exegetes why Paul here turns away from what other-
wise is his linguistic custom. He does not close his epistles with ¢u»v and
he does not add duny to his word of grace. Franz Schnider and Werner
Stenger note that this @u»v is striking, but they do not deal with the text-
critical problem. Rather, they think of the dunv asa resumption of Gal 1:5.102
A recent commentary on Galatians likewise presents the “amen” as part
of the text.!9 Franz Mussner listed witnesses deviating from the majority
text.!%* Finally Hans Dieter Betz presented the view that the du#v probably

99. Schlier, “Gunv,” 340-41 [= TDNT 2:335-38].

100. Against Schlier, “auny,” 341 [= TDNT 2:338].

101. Correctly Stuiber, “Amen,” 153: “If amen stands in the texts without a
statement, this is to be spoken as an acclamation from others, knowledge of the
living usage gives the correct explanation: amen is placed in the text under the
anticipation of the acclamation. It is not necessary to specify that the speakers
change”

102. Schnider and Stenger, Studien zum neutestamentlichen Briefformular,
147.

103. Peter Oakes, Galatians, Paideia (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2015),
194. The secondary du”v appears as an element of Paul’s epistle in Stephen C.
Carlson, The Text of Galatians and Its History, WUNT 2/385 (Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2015), 272.

104. Cf. Franz Mussner, Der Galaterbrief, 5th ed., HThKNT 9 (Freiburg im
Breisgau: Herder, 1988), 421 n. 87: “G g Victorin Ambrosiaster;” probably follow-
ing Metzger, Textual Commentary, 599.
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did not belong to the original text!?> and thereby reverted to the view of H.
A. W. Meyer in his commentary on Galatians.!%

5. Conclusion

In an extensive study that is based on the methods of form-critical analy-
sis, the New Testament use of aunv is confronted with the texts of modern
editions. We ascertain: Paul connects auv, when he does not broach the
issue as such, with only two New Testament forms, with benedictions and
doxologies. He understands it as a responsorial amen, that is, as a response
of the congregation to the praise of God carried out liturgically. For him
there are no doxologies to Christ. Where the responsorial amen does not
appear, the reasons for this are evident in the context.

An auny as a response to prayers is spoken of in 1 Cor 14:16. The fact
that there are no New Testament prayer texts with an original du»nv, and
on the other hand that secondary doxologies in Matt 6:13 (not in Did. 8:2
and the other doxologies of the Didache; not in Mart. Pol. 22:1) display
the aw)v, permit the assumption that also an ¢u#v in 1 Cor 14:15 is also
meant, as with other acclamations, to have its liturgical place in worship.
Consequently, the use of doxologies as conclusions of prayer, and likewise
later as organizing elements of liturgies (Didache) and homilies (1 Clem-
ent), should not be assumed to originate in postapostolic literature, but
were already in use in New Testament times.!”

105. Cf. Hans Dieter Betz, Galatians: A Commentary on Paul’s Letter to the
Churches in Galatia, Hermeneia (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1975), 325.

106. “The letter that largely is so austere concludes with an address in which
unaltered love for the brethren is expressed. Cf. 1 Cor 16:24” H. A. W. Meyer, Brief
an die Galater: Das Neue Testament Griechisch, 3rd ed. (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht, 1857), 257. This was adhered to until the ninth edition by Friedrich
Sieffert (Brief an die Galater, Das Neue Testament Griechisch, 9th ed. [Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1899), 365.

107. For support in the acquisition of materials for this essay, I express my
gratitude to the Director of the Institute for New Testament Textual Research in
Miinster, Prof. Lic. Barbara Aland, as well as to my colleagues of the Miinster
Institute.
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5
The Editorial Account as a Commentary on the
Constitution of Text and Apparatus in Editions
of the Greek New Testament

Editors of new editions of the Greek New Testament tackle the task of
recovering the original text of New Testament authors from the manuscript
tradition, to establish it critically and to document this reconstruction
in an apparatus.! No printed text of the New Testament follows any one

1. Complete editions : Bernhard Weiss, ed., Das Neue Testament: Textkritische
Untersuchungen und Textherstellung, 3 vols. (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1894-1900);
Eberhard Nestle, ed., Novum Testamentum Graece (Stuttgart: Wiirttembergische
Bibelanstalt, 1898); Eberhard Nestle and Erwin Nestle, eds., Novum Testamentum
Graece, 13th ed. (Stuttgart: Wiirttembergische Bibelanstalt, 1927); Erwin Nestle
and Kurt Aland, eds., Novum Testamentum Graece, 25th ed. (London: United
Bible Societies, 1963); Barbara Aland et al., eds., Novum Testamentum Graece,
28th ed. (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2012) [NA28]; Kurt Aland et al.,
eds., The Greek New Testament (London: United Bible Societies, 1966); Barbara
Aland et al,, eds., The Greek New Testament, 5th ed. (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibel-
gesellschaft, 2014); Hermann von Soden, ed., Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments
in ihrer dltesten erreichbaren Textgestalt, 4 vols. (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1911-1913); Heinrich Joseph Vogels, ed., Novum Testamentum Graece
(Diisseldorf: Schwann, 1920); Vogels, ed., Novum Testamentum Graece et Latine,
4th ed. (Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 1955); August Merk, ed., Novum Testamen-
tum Graece et Latine (Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1933); Merk, ed., Novum
Testamentum Graece et Latine, 9th ed. (Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1964);
José Maria Bover, ed., Novi Testamenti Biblia Graeca et Latina (Madrid: Con-
sejo Superior de Investigaciones Cientificas, 1943); Bover, ed., Novi Testamenti
Biblia Graeca et Latina, 5th ed. (Madrid: Consejo Superior de Investigaciones
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ed. (London: British and Foreign Bible Society, 1958); R. V. G. Tasker, ed., The
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manuscript throughout, although of course today numerous editions
of individual manuscripts are available.? Critical editions seek to justify
eclectic texts, even if sometimes this term is used with reservation.? In
New Testament scholarship there is an extensive discussion about how
editors practice eclecticism.*

In a programmatic assessment in 1973 an American textual critic, who
has taken part in this discussion with numerous contributions, Eldon J. Epp,
declared that contemporary New Testament scholarship has no acceptable
textual theory at its disposal.”> On the other hand the Institut fiir neutesta-

Greek New Testament Being the Text Translated in the New English Bible 1961:
Edited with Introduction, Textual Notes, and Appendix (Oxford: Oxford University
Press; New York: Cambridge University Press, 1964); José Maria Bover and José
O’Callaghan, eds., Nuevo Testamento Trilingiie (Madrid: Biblioteca de Autores
Cristianos, 1977); Bover and O’Callaghan, eds., Nuevo Testamento Trilingiie, 2nd
ed. (Madrid: Biblioteca de Autores Cristianos, 1988); Giofranco Nolli, ed., Novum
Testamentum Graece et Latine (Citta del Vaticano: Libreria Editrice Vaticana,
1981); Zane C. Hodges and Arthur L. Farstad, eds., The Greek New Testament
According to the Majority Text (Nashville: Nelson, 1982); Michael W. Holmes, ed.,
The Greek New Testament: SBL Edition (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature;
Bellingham, WA: Logos Bible Software, 2010).

2. J. Keith Elliott with the assistance of the Institut romand des sciences bib-
liques (IRSB), Université de Lausanne, gives a catalogue, A Bibliography of Greek
New Testament Manuscripts, 3rd ed., NovTSup 160 (Leiden: Brill, 2014).

3. Kurt Aland et al., eds., Novum Testamentum Graece, 26th ed. (Stuttgart:
Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1979; rev. printing 1983), 5% = English pp. 42*-43*
[= NA26].

4. See J. Neville Birdsall, “The New Testament Text,” in From the Beginnings
to Jerome, vol. 1 of The Cambridge History of the Bible, ed. P. R. Ackroyd et al.
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1970): 308-77, esp. p. 376: “In estab-
lishing the text we need to resort to an informed and reasoned eclectic approach,
since no one strand of tradition has preserved the autograph or its approxima-
tion” Eldon J. Epp, “The Eclectic Method in New Testament Textual Criticism:
Solution or Symptom?” HTR 69 (1976): 211-57; David C. Parker, “The Develop-
ment of Textual Criticism since B. H. Streeter,” NTS 24 (1977): 149-62; David
Alan Black, Rethinking New Testament Textual Criticism (Grand Rapids: Baker
Academic, 2002); Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes, eds., The Text of the
New Testament in Contemporary Research: Essays on the Status Quaestionis, 2nd
ed. (Leiden: Brill, 2013).

5. Eldon J. Epp. “The Twentieth Century Interlude in New Testament Tex-
tual Criticism,” JBL 93 (1974): 386-414 (= W. P. Hatch Memorial Lecture at the
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mentliche Textforschung in Miinster has come onto the scene with its claim
for construing the text: “From the perspective of our present knowledge
... the only one which meets the requirements of the New Testament tex-
tual tradition” is precisely “the local-genealogical method.”® This statement
appeared in an editorial report that was prefixed to the 1979 edition.

This difference in points of view is astonishing when one considers
that initial steps for a critical edition of the New Testament go back to the
beginning of the eighteenth century. One is reminded of the proposals of
Richard Bentley in 17207 and of the first critical editions: Edward Wells
(1709/1719), Daniel Mace (1729), and Johann Albrecht Bengel (1734).8
Before them the Oratorian Richard Simon had laid the foundation for
New Testament textual criticism with his Histoire critique du texte du Nou-
veau Testament (Rotterdam: Leers, 1689).°

I cannot at this time go into the history of what is now three hundred
years of criticism and its present-day discussion.!? Instead, I suggest that
we concern ourselves with one of the more modest issues.

Annual Meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature, 11 November 1973, Chicago,
IL). On this see Kurt Aland, “The Twentieth Century Interlude in New Testa-
ment Textual Criticism,” in Text and Interpretation: Studies in the New Testament
Presented to Matthew Black, ed. Robert M. Wilson and Ernest Best (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1979), 1-14; and Eldon J. Epp, “A Continuing Inter-
lude in New Testament Textual Criticism?,” HTR 73 (1980): 131-51.

6. NA26, 43%,

7. Richard Bentley, Dr. Richard Bentley’s Proposals for Printing a New Edi-
tion of the Greek Testament, and St. Hieronymos’s Latin Version (London: Knapton,
1721), reproduced in Constantin von Tischendorf, ed., Novum Testamentum
Graece: Ad antiquissimos testes denuo recensuit; Apparatum criticum omni studio
perfectum apposuit commentationem isagogicam praetexuit Constantinus Tischen-
dorf, 8th ed. (Leipzig: Giesecke & Devrient, 1894), 3:231-40.

8. Bruce M. Metzger and Bart D. Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament:
Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration, 4th ed. (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2005), 155-60.

9. “The first scholar to make any use of all three classes of evidence for the text
of the New Testament—that is, Greek manuscripts, the early versions, and quota-
tions from the Fathers—was probably Francis Lucas of Bruges (Brugensis) in his
Notationes in sacra Biblia, quibus variantia ... discutiuntur (Antwerp: Plantinus,
1583)” (Metzger and Ehrman Text of the New Testament, 204).

10. On this see Eldon J. Epp, “Textual Criticism,” in Eldon J. Epp and George
W. MacRae, eds., The New Testament and Its Modern Interpreters, SBLCP (Phila-
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First, I pose the question as to what one can expect with justification
from an editorial report in this discipline. Second, I point to the close con-
nection between constructing the text and forming the apparatus. To state
this more specifically: today the critical value of an edition of the New
Testament rests on three pillars, the editorial report, the printed text, and
primarily the form of the apparatus. I will conclude with a series of sugges-
tions for the presentation of the apparatus and with a call for presenting
the text at least in the apparatus, if one should not want to print it. If an
investigator can object that an edition neither prints the reading that he or
she takes to be the original text, nor names it in the apparatus, then that is
a serious charge.!!

11. As J. Keith Elliott asserts in following C. H. Turner, the Gospel of Mark
displays throughout an older use of language that by using the genitive of the
personal pronoun designates the pafytrs unambiguously as Jesus’s disciple as
distinct from other disciples, such as John’s disciples. Copyists, who were famil-
iar with the later terminology, have obscured this fact. See J. Keith Elliott, “An
Eclectic Textual Commentary on the Greek Text of Mark’s Gospel,” in New
Testament Textual Criticism: Its Significance for Exegesis; Essays in Honour of
Bruce M. Metzger, ed. Eldon ]. Epp and Gordon D. Fee (Oxford: Clarendon,
1981), 56-57; Elliott, “Mathétés with a Possessive in the New Testament,” TZ
35 (1979): 300-304; Elliott, “The United Bible Societies’ Textual Commentary
Evaluated,” NovT 17 (1975): 140-41; C. H. Turner, “Markan Usage: Notes, Criti-
cal and Exegetical, on the Second Gospel, V;” JTS 26 (1925): 235-37; repr., in
The Language and Style of the Gospel of Mark: An Edition of C. H. Turner’s “Notes
on Marcan Usage” Together with Other Comparable Studies, ed. ]. Keith Elliott,
NovTSup 71 (Leiden: Brill, 1993). The essays mentioned contain numerous fur-
ther examples. NA?S is inclined to follow the manuscripts & B. Accordingly the
personal pronoun is put in brackets in 6:41 and is absent in 9:14; 10:10, 13,
24; 14:16. It is missing also in 8:1 where these two witnesses depart from each
other. Albert Huck, ed., Synopsis of the First Three Gospels with the Addition of
the Johannine Parallels, rev. Heinrich Greeven, 13th ed. (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1981)
[Huck-Greeven] reads like NA?® in 8:1; 9:14; 10:10, 13, 24. Against NA?® he has
avtol in 6:41 and 14:16.

It is incorrect for the apparatuses to provide the material only selectively. One
does not see Mark’s use of language in 9:14; 10:10, 13, 24 either in the apparatus
of NA?® or in Huck-Greeven’s apparatus. If one searches for the variants, their
occurrence in the apparatus of Kurt Aland, ed., Synopsis Quattuor Evangeliorum,
15th rev. ed. (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1997) helps partially. For 9:14
on which other apparatuses are silent, one is dependent on von Soden’s edition
of the text. To date no edition has printed the correct text throughout. None of
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1. The Editorial Report as Giving Account for the
Reconstruction of the Text

The addition of an editorial report, as indispensable as it might appear to
be for us, is not to be taken as a matter of course in editions of the New
Testament. For instance, Karl Lachmann printed the editorial account
for his 1831 edition in Theologische Studien und Kritiken.'> Even so he
was not spared sharp and invidious critique of his accomplishment. One
editorial report of our day is indeed dated, but not signed. It derives from
George D. Kilpatrick. The date is October 18, 1957.1% A historical example
of an anonymous report would be Daniel Mace in 1729.14 But here one
recognizes the reason for this anonymity. Mace was one of the first who
published a critical text.!> The edition of the Gospel of Luke, for which
the International Greek New Testament Project is responsible, names no
editor on the title page. This happens at this juncture for different rea-

the editions of the twentieth century referred to in n. 1 above, has printed the
correct reading for the four passages named in the apparatus (apart from the edi-
tion of von Soden already referred to). Further examples are listed in my essay,
Eberhard Giiting “Amen, Eulogie, Doxologie: Eine textkritische Untersuchung,’
in Begegnungen zwischen Christentum und Judentum in Antike und Mittelalter:
Festschrift fiir Heinz Schreckenberg, ed. Dietrich-Alex Koch and Hermann Lich-
tenberger, SIJD 1 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1993), 131-62 [ch. 4 in
this collection].

12. Karl Lachmann, “Rechenschaft tiber seine Ausgabe des Neuen Testa-
ments von Professor Lachmann in Berlin,” TSK 3 (1830): 817-45.

13. Kilpatrick’s edition, which one associates with the catch phrase “radical
eclecticism,” is not identical with the publication indicated in n. 1 above. I have at
my disposal a later series of installments, which were printed privately (“for pri-
vate circulation only”): George Dunbar Kilpatrick, Mark: A Greek-English Diglot
for the Use of Translators (London: British and Foreign Bible Society, 1958). On
Kilpatrick’s complete New Testament see Matthew Black and Robert Davidson,
eds., Constantin von Tischendorf and the Greek New Testament (Glasgow: Univer-
sity of Glasgow Press, 1981), 31.

14. Daniel Mace, The New Testament in Greek and English: Containing the
Original Text Corrected from the Authority of the Most Authentic Manuscripts; And
a New Version Formd Agreeably to the Illustrations of the Most Learned Commen-
tators and Critics; With Notes and Various Readings, and a Copious Alphabetical
Index, 2 vols. (London: Roberts, 1729).

15. Metzger and Ehrman, Text of the New Testament, 157-58.
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sons. This edition was the publication of a committee.!¢ As a rule, editors
are named.

Although or because we have no generally accepted theory, just
such a theory is missing in the most recent editorial reports. They are
edited eclectically; but even this term is used with hesitation.!” The
local-genealogical method of the Miinster Institut fiir neutestamentliche
Textforschung can only give warrants for some of the decisions.!® Not
rarely taking account of this methodological point of view results in a
different text from the one given in the Miinster edition.!® Apart from
the eclectic method, which unites editors today, differences in text-critical
judgment are apparent above all in the varying emphases on preference
for certain witnesses and also in the varying preference for one of the great
manuscript traditions, the so-called Western text, or the Alexandrian, or
also the Byzantine text. The last, even if taken seriously, is, in view of the
state of today’s research, somewhat grotesque.?’ The text critic Heinrich
Greeven, who died in 1990, developed an independent and formidable
contribution. In numerous decisions Greeven based his approach on the
examination of assimilation.?! In the Synoptic Gospels one perceives the

16. The New Testament in Greek: The Gospel according to St. Luke, 2 vols.
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1984-1987). See “Introduction,” v.

17. Besides the introductory essays mentioned in n. 4 above, see Gordon D.
Fee, “Rigorous or Reasoned Eclecticism—Which?” in Studies in New Testament
Language and Text: Essays in Honour of George Kilpatrick on the Occasion of His
Sixty-Fifth Birthday, ed. ]. Keith Elliott, NovTSup 44 (Leiden: Brill, 1976): 174-97.

18. Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, The Text of the New Testament: An Intro-
duction to the Critical Editions and to the Theory and Practice of Modern Textual
Criticism, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans; Leiden: Brill, 1989).

19. Cf. the dissenting vote of Bruce M. Metzger in Metzger, ed., A Textual
Commentary on the Greek New Testament: A Companion Volume to the United
Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament (Fourth Revised Edition), 2nd ed. (Stuttgart:
Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1994), 49, 70, 88, among others.

20. Gordon D. Fee, “The Majority Text and the Original Text of the New Tes-
tament,” BT 31 (1980): 107-18.

21. Gordon D. Fee, “Modern Text Criticism and the Synoptic Problem,” in J. J.
Griesbach: Synoptic and Text-Critical Studies 1776-1976, ed. Bernard Orchard and
Thomas R. W. Longstaft, SNTSMS 34 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1978), 154-69; Fee, “A Text-Critical Look at the Synoptic Problem,” NovT 22
(1980): 12-28; J. Keith Elliott, “Textual Criticism, Assimilation and the Synoptic
Gospels,” NTS 26 (1980): 231-41. W. E Wisselink, Assimilation as a Criterion for
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phenomenon that in the course of the tradition the gospels texts inter-
acted with one another. Preferences for certain manuscript traditions are
substantiated in the editorial reports.??

The basic issue that every editorial report must confront lies in the
enormous number of witnesses that have been preserved. The Greek wit-
nesses alone encompass more than 5,000 and new ones are still discovered
and published.?? Up to the Carolingian Renaissance the Latin witnesses for
the gospels alone number more than 450.2* Alongside ancient translations
citations in the fathers come into play as witnesses.?>

The editorial report indicates which manuscripts were followed and
must indicate whether these are thoroughly and reliably cited. In 1987 J.
Keith Elliott produced in book form a critique of editorial achievements
in this regard.?® Only three editorial undertakings can claim that they go

the Establishment of the Text: A Comparative Study on the Basis of Passages from
Matthew, Mark, and Luke (Kampen: Kok, 1989).

22. Controversial questions regarding texts from the early period are
approached preferably by methodological investigations of citations from the
fathers, cf,, e.g., Gordon D. Fee, “Origen’s Text of the New Testament and the Text
of Egypt)” NTS 28 (1982): 348-64; Larry Hurtado, Text-Critical Methodology and
the Pre-Caesarean Text: Codex W in the Gospel of Mark (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1981); Bart D. Ehrman, “Methodological Developments in the Analysis and Clas-
sification of New Testament Documentary Evidence,” NovT 29 (1987): 22-45;
David C. Parker, An Introduction to the New Testament Manuscripts and Their
Texts (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008).

23. Bruce M. Metzger, Manuscripts of the Greek Bible: An Introduction to Greek
Palaeography (New York: Oxford University Press, 1981), 5, enumerates 5,366.
Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, The Text of the New Testament, 2nd ed. (Stuttgart:
Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2006), 172, mentioned 2,280 lectionaries alongside
3,200 manuscripts of the text. See also Kurt Aland et al., Kurzgefasste Liste der
griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments, 2nd ed., ANTF 1 (Berlin: de
Gruyter, 1994). Updates are found on the web: https://tinyurl.com/SBL7012b.

24. Bonafatius Fischer, ed., Die lateinischen Evangelien bis zum 10. Jahrhun-
dert, IV: Varianten zu Johannes, AGLB 18 (Freiburg am Breisgau: Herder, 1991), 8*.

25. See n. 9 above. Gordon D. Fee, revised by Roderick L. Mullen, “The Use of
the Greek Fathers for New Testament Textual Criticism,” in Ehrman and Holmes,
Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research, 351-73.

26.]. Keith Elliott, A Survey of Manuscripts Used in Editions of the Greek New
Testament, NovTSup 57 (Leiden: Brill, 1987), see also, Elliott, “The Citation of
Manuscripts in Recent Printed Editions of the Greek New Testament,” NovT 25
(1983): 97-132; Elliott, “Old Latin Manuscripts in Printed Editions of the Greek



128 Textual Criticism and the New Testament Text

back to their own collations of manuscripts.?” Most editors work with pub-
lished editions of individual manuscripts and rely on apparatuses from
earlier editions. Since the older numeration of manuscripts by Caspar
René Gregory was changed,?® one finds in more recent editions incorrect
numbers taken over from such sources, which by mistake have not been
converted.?? After all, incorrect citations of witnesses happen only in such
undertakings, which themselves go back to collations, subject to criti-
cism—and criticism was indeed raised.

Naturally editions that work with their own collations cannot do
this without relying on printed sources. The early translations into Latin,
Coptic, Syriac, Armenian, and Georgian are just as indispensable as the
citations from Greek, Latin, and Syriac in the fathers. The sources that are
used are referred to in the editorial report.

Each edition works with sigla, systems of cross references, and abbrevi-
ations. The arrangement and form of the apparatuses need to be accounted

New Testament,” NovT 26 (1984): 225-48; Elliott, “The Citation of Greek Manu-
scripts in Six Printed Texts of the New Testament,” RB 92 (1985): 539-56.

27. NA26, 2* and 10%*; Birdsall and Elliott, New Testament in Greek, vi: “The
evidence of all Greek manuscripts used is derived from new collations either of
the manuscripts themselves or of microfilms or other reproductions.” Strangely,
O’Callaghan speaks of a collation of the Itala, when he takes over the readings of
a printed edition: Nuevo Testamento Trilingtie, 1. xxiii.

Of course the primary editions of ancient translations were produced on the
basis of manuscripts. For the editions of the Itala and the Vulgate the work of the
Archabbey Beuron set the trend with their Vetus Latina undertaking. Numerous
special investigations dedicate themselves to research on the manuscript tradition.

28. Concordances of sigla are found in Kurt Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste der
griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments, I: Gesamtiibersicht, ANTF 1
(Berlin: de Gruyter, 1963), 321-71. An enlarged second edition has been printed:
Aland et al., Kurzgefasste Liste der griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testa-
ments, I: Gesamtiibersicht, 2nd ed. ANTF 1 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1994).

29. E.g., in Huck-Greeven, Tischendorf’s minuscule 254 on John 15:20 is
cited on p. 75. The correct number is Gregory 238. The same mistake occurs on p.
157 in the apparatus for Luke 11:53.

30. Besides methodological deficiencies, Kurt Aland accused the Interna-
tional Greek New Testament Project of collation errors. See his review in Gnomon
56 (1984): 481-97, esp. 487-95. Collation errors in NA2® and in additional edi-
tions are mentioned in Stan Larson, “The 26th Edition of the Nestle- Aland Novum
Testamentum Graece: A Limited Examination of Its Apparatus,” JSNT 12 (1981):
53-68; and in Wisselink, Assimilation as a Criterion, 108-19.
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for. In some cases introductory matters for the use of apparatuses obscure
the text-critical problems that are latent in them. I turn now to this issue.

2. The Presentation of Variants as an Element of Text-Critical Work.

In 1 Cor 6:5 an addition to the text is mentioned. The NA?® quotes in the
apparatus the reading of several translations—(f), (g) (= proximum et),
syP,boms—for [retranslated back into Greek] xat Tou adeAdou. None of the
editions named in note 1 read the addition as the text.’!

Giinther Zuntz and Neville A. Birdsall have advocated the view that
supposedly the printed text is corrupt.®? If this is, indeed, an old corrup-
tion, the presentation in the apparatus needs to be changed. The apparatus
would then contain no addition, as the symbol T suggests. Rather, xat Tou
adehdouv would be the original text, which the entire Greek tradition would
have lost due to homoioteleuton, and we would have to read: ava pegov Tou
adeA@OU xal ToU QOEAPOU QUTOU.

In Matt 4:17 old Syriac witnesses and an old Latin witness exhibit a
shorter form of the text in contrast with the Greek manuscript tradition.
k sy*< Justin Clement Origen Euseb Victor of Antioch leave out the words
uetavoerte and yap, and read: ynyyixev v facideia Twy ovpavwy. All editions,
including The Greek New Testament (5th ed.) and NA2° as well as NA2® and
Michael W. Holmes, Greek New Testament: SBL Edition, print the longer
text: UETAVOELTE, NYyIxeY Yyap ¥ Bactlela Twy oupavwy.® Bruce M. Metzger
gives the grounds for the text-critical decision: “The unanimity of the
Greek evidence, as well as the overwhelming testimony of the rest of the
versional and patristic witnesses, seemed to the Committee to require that
the words be retained in the text”3* Metzger cites the opposite opinion that
4:17 was secondarily assimilated to 3:2. F. C. Burkitt had advocated this
reading energetically: “What right [have we] to reject the oldest Syriac and
oldest Latin when they agree?”*> Birdsall also advocated this text. Brooke

31. NA26, 448.

32. Giinther Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles: A Disquisition upon the Corpus
Paulinum, Schweich Lectures of the British Academy, 1953 (London: Cumber-
lege, 1953), 15; Birdsall “New Testament Text,” 375.

33.NA28 8.

34. Metzger, Textual Commentary, 10.

35. E C. Burkitt, “Introduction,” in The Biblical Text of Clement of Alexandria
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Foss Westcott and Fenton John Anthony Hort took the reading as weighty
enough to acknowledge its status as an “alternative reading3

If this shorter text is original, the identification of this reading in the
apparatus as an omission would be incorrect. Instead, the text as printed
by most editions would contain a secondary addition.

Among exegetes it is a controversial question whether the explanatory
comment in John 4:9 goes back to a redaction of the original text of the
gospel or whether we have to do here with an addition from a later trans-
mission. The words ov yap guyypwvtat Ioudatot Zapapitalg are missing in
the witnesses &* D it2bdej copfii, Birdsall paraphrases “Jews do not use the
same vessels as Samaritans” and designates the text as an “expansion.”?’
Alongside numerous other witnesses, the papyri P 667576 support the
printed text, which at least would speak for the age of this potential “inser-
tion.” Tischendorf decided for the reading of Codex Sinaiticus &; Westcott
and Hort printed the text in brackets, whereby the variant is designated as
an “alternative reading”; Nestle-Aland likewise put it in brackets, which
indicated uncertainty about the originality of the text.3

In many cases an edition makes a decision quite unambiguous when
it indicates in the apparatus that a witness changes the word order. Some-
times the question arises as to whether a manuscript or group of witnesses
actually alters the arrangement. Is it not rather that the printed text is
incorrect and needs to be corrected according to the manuscripts?

Birdsall discussed an impressive example of word order that is perhaps
original as suggested by Burkitt. In Mark 10:11-12 we read Jesus’s abrupt
judgment about divorce. The parallel events of a divorce by the husband
(o5 av amoAuay) and a divorce by the wife (xat eav avty amolvoaca) are
expressed in sequence. Both condemnations of divorce have the form of
generally valid legal statements of casuistic law. A few old witnesses sur-
prise the textual critic with a striking arrangement: eav amoAvay yuvy Tov
avdpa aUTYG Xal YaUNoy) aANOY LOLXATAL. XAl EQY QVY)p ATTOAUTY) THV yuvalxa

in the Four Gospels and the Acts of the Apostles, ed. P. Mordaunt Barnard, TS 5.5
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1899): xix.

36. Birdsall, “New Testament Text,” 330; Brooke Foss Westcott and Fenton
John Anthony Hort, eds., The New Testament in the Original Greek, vol. 2, Intro-
duction: Appendix (Cambridge: Macmillan, 1881): 275.

37. Birdsall, “New Testament Text,” 375.

38. Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Graece, 772; Westcott and Hort, New
Testament in the Original Greek, 2:291; NA26, 6*,
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notyatat W I sys. This seems to suggest an understanding of the text
according to which Jesus does not want to engage in the discussion by his
contemporaries about divorce. Birdsall interprets the statement rather as
a clear reference to the behavior of the Tetrarch Herod Antipas, who had
married the wife of his half-brother, and whose behavior John the Baptizer
had criticized earlier. “For this criticism Jesus’ forerunner John the Baptist
had met his death. Jesus continues the attack, bringing home the point
by this striking reversal of the normal ‘order of precedence, and perhaps
suggesting (as does the story of John the Baptist’s execution) that Herodias
was the stronger-willed of the two.”%

One manuscript omits a verse, another has an insertion. If the editor
has made the right judgment, his or her specification is correct. But if this
is not the case, the text needs to be corrected according to the reading
in the apparatus. In my opinion, if doubts are possible or appropriate, it
would be more correct to express them in the apparatus: “Reading in the
apparatus: perhaps original”

In New Testament scholarship tradition varies over how to indicate
such possibly original readings in the apparatus.®® A critic of NA2¢ has
severely criticized this edition, because it unjustifiably gave up this tra-
dition.*! Be that as it may, I think that an editor should consider this
point carefully.

39. J. Neville Birdsall, “Textual Criticism and New Testament Studies: An
Inaugural Lecture Delivered in the University of Birmingham on 10 May 1984,
paper presented at Birmingham University, 10 May, 1984, 6.

40. Johann Albrecht Bengel, ed., H KAINH AIAOHKH: Novum Testamentum
Graecum (Tiibingen: Berger, 1734), title page verso; Johann Jacob Griesbach, ed.,
H KAINH AIAOHKH: Novum Testamentum Graece, 4 vols. (Leipzig: Goschen,
1803-1807), xix; Nestle and Nestle, Novum Testamentum Graece, 13th ed., 19%-
22*. In the thirteenth through sixteenth editions, a symbol ¢ was used with which
individual readings were marked. “Such readings and conjectures, which accord-
ing to widespread opinion have special claim to originality, are distinguished by
the symbol ¢ placed before it” (Nestle and Nestle, Novum Testamentum Graece,
16th ed., 8%). In the place of this the twentieth through twenty-fifth editions used
the “I” symbol. Aland et al., Greek New Testament, xii-xiii, follow the tradition of
Bengel and Griesbach. Here the subjective certainty of text-critical decisions can
be measured with the use of an alphabetical system.

41. Rykle Borger, “NA?® und die neutestamentliche Textkritik,” ThR 52
(1987): 10.
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3. The Design of the Apparatus Is Directly Dependent
on the Reconstruction of the Text

At the beginning of the twentieth century the number of known New
Testament variants was estimated to be around 150,000.4> Nestle-Aland,
26th ed., conveys about 15,000 variants in the apparatus.** The Greek New
Testament,** under the responsibility of the same editors, prints consider-
ably more substantial lists of witnesses, but on the other hand deals with
only about 1,440 variants.*> In addition, the text-critical commentary
accompanying this volume, which gives reasons for the decisions of the edi-
tors, discusses additionally about 600 variants.*® Since the beginning of the
twentieth century, the number of known variants has grown considerably.

How many known variants should be included in an apparatus?

(1) Of course all variants must appear that are claimed by other editors
to be the original text.?

(2) Variants should definitely appear which are represented in the lit-
erature of the discipline as possibly original or that the editors themselves
assess as possibly original.

(3) Readings that can contribute to the reasoning for decisions of
the editors have to be included, especially when it becomes transparent
thereby which reading stood at the beginning of the later development of
the text.

(4) In any case, a significant selection of readings that do not come
into question as the original text should be included. This serves the pur-
pose of textual criticism. It is essential for the critic to be able to review the
most important manuscripts reasonably, and this includes the possibility

42. E. Nestle, Einfiihrung in das griechische Neue Testament, 3rd ed. (Géttin-
gen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1909), 17-18.

43. K. Aland, “Der neue ‘Standard Text’ in seinem Verhiltnis zu den frithen
Papyri und Majuskeln,” in Epp and Fee, New Testament Textual Criticism, 257.

44. Aland, Greek New Testament, see above, 121 note 1.

45. J. Keith Elliott, “The Third Edition of the United Bible Societies’ Greek
New Testament,” NovT 17 (1978): 242-77.

46. Elliott, “Textual Commentary Evaluated,” 130; Metzger, Textual Commen-
tary.

47. Huck-Greeven fulfilled this desideratum, Huck-Greeven, xi. Greeven
used the symbol e for such readings.
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of ascertaining the scope of their idiosyncrasies.*® Obviously a knowl-
edge of the tendencies in the development of individual streams of textual
transmission is no longer possible if the apparatuses filter out too many of
the variants or include them too seldom.

(5) The errors of the copyists should also appear in the apparatuses.
The mistakes that are made are characteristic of certain regions and peri-
0ds.*’ An essential part of New Testament textual criticism was curtailed
by leaving errors out of the apparatuses, that is, what an older tradition,
following Louis Havet, called “critique verbale.”°

Detailed apparatuses, such as are available in the volumes published
by the International Greek New Testament Project®! or in the series
Das Neue Testament auf Papyrus of the Institut fiir neutestamentliche
Textforschung,>? are indispensable for an adequate preservation of the
standards of research. In addition they serve directly the project of an
Editio critica maior Novi Testamenti, which has not been implemented
to date.>

As we have seen, an edited text and variant apparatuses provide
together a context for interpretation to be considered methodologically.
What recommendations result from this understanding for the design of
the apparatuses?

48. Ernest C. Colwell formulated principles for eliminating variants, Studies
in Methodology in Textual Criticism of the New Testament, NTTS 9 (Leiden: Brill,
1969), 96-105.

49. Cf. Colwell, Studies in Methodology, 106-24. Francis Thomas Gignac,
“Phonological Phenomena in the Greek Papyri Significant for the Text and Lan-
guage of the New Testament,” in To Touch the Text: Biblical and Related Studies
in Honor of Joseph A. Fitzmyer, ed. Maurya P. Horgan and Paul J. Kobelski (New
York: Crossroad, 1989), 33-46.

50. Léon Vaganay, Initiation a la critique textuelle du Nouveau Testament, rev.
Christian-Bernard Amphoux, 2nd ed. (Paris: Cerf, 1986), 87-98.

51. Birdsall and Elliott, New Testament in Greek.

52. Winfried Grunewald and Klaus Junack, Das Neue Testament auf Papyrus,
I: Die Katholischen Briefe, ANTF 6 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1986); Klaus Junack et al.,
Das Neue Testament auf Papyrus, II: Die paulinischen Briefe, Teil 1, Rom., 1 Kor., 2.
Kor., ANTF 12 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1989).

53. Aland and Aland, Text of the New Testament, 34. In the meantime the vol-
umes of the Catholic Epistles (1st ed., 1997-2005; 2nd ed., 2013) and Acts (2017)
have appeared.
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Recommendation 1: To Designate Witnesses and Counterwitnesses

In including variants in the apparatus, it is expedient to convey not only
the witnesses for these readings, but also the witnesses for the printed text.
Only in this way is it possible to recognize to a sufficient degree which
witnesses support the editor for his printed text. This methodologically
important requirement is fulfilled throughout by the edition of the United
Bible Societies.>* Admittedly, as already stated, this edition documents
only a relatively small number of the known variants.>> What the adoption
of this recommendation means may be illustrated by a text-critical work
that has not yet been published. In order to be able to investigate text-
critically and with statistical methods the language of the Pauline texts
with respect to their usage of asyndeton, it was necessary in fifty-one cases
to compile laboriously from individual editions of Greek manuscripts all
the witnesses of the finally approved readings.>®

Because the ancient church copied the gospels more frequently than
the Pauline epistles, considerably more variants are referred to in the
apparatuses of the Synoptic Gospels than in the apparatuses of other
New Testament writings. However, it is not on the basis of the state of the
sources that in NA?6 textual witnesses and counterwitnesses for the Syn-
optic Gospels are listed in more than 50 percent of all cases of variation,
whereas by contrast in other New Testament writings counterwitnesses
are printed in less than 25 percent of all cases. To this day text-critical
research results in increased interest in the Synoptic Gospels to the neglect
of other New Testament writings.

54. Aland, Greek New Testament. This important requirement goes back
to the German New Testament Congress, Breslau 1926, cf. K. Aland, review of
Luke, 494.

55. Elliott, “Third Edition”; Elliott, “Textual Commentary Evaluated”;
Metzger, Textual Commentary.

56. “One important new development in the apparatus is that for the first
time in a Nestle edition the manuscripts for and against the text are given.” J. Keith
Elliott, “An Examination of the Twenty-Sixth Edition of the Nestle-Aland Novum
Testamentum Graece, JTS 32 (1981): 24. The text-critical work mentioned in the
text above was published in the meantime: Eberhard W. Giiting and David L.
Mealand, Asyndeton in Paul: A Text-Critical and Statistical Enquiry into Pauline
Style, SBEC 39 (Lewiston, NY: Mellen, 1998).
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Recommendation 2: To Provide a Structure for Variants to Be Presented

In the history of New Testament editions, editing approaches may be
recognized that separate important variants from those considered less
important. In his edition of the text Hermann von Soden printed two
apparatuses, one below the other, whereby the more weighty readings were
collected in the upper apparatus.’” The apparatus of the Greek New Testa-
ment of the United Bible Societies, already recommended, from the first
sharply cut its variant matter. Only such readings that in the view of Bible
translators and revision committees contained substantial alternatives are
supplied with an apparatus—though these certainly are comprehensive.
One can also interpret the abandonment of counterwitnesses in the appa-
ratuses of NA?¢ as such a choice. However, an apparatus composed in this
way does not facilitate research.

A further procedure to emphasize substantial variants consists of a
system of coded letters of the alphabet, which Johann Albrecht Bengel
used early on and which today is used once again in The Greek New Tes-
tament.>® Of course an edition that emphasizes weighty alternatives to the
text exposes itself to criticism. But on account of the abundance of trans-
mitted variants it is to be welcomed when work on the text is supported
in this manner.>

Scrutiny of the transmission process is aided by distinguishing
variants from subvariants. A series of publications of the Institut fiir neu-
testamentliche Textforschung in Miinster organizes variants by means of
a numerical system according to their proximity to what is considered
to be the original text and arranges subvariants by letters of the alphabet
appended to the main variants.®®

Recommendation 3: To Avoid Separating Variants That Belong Together

Often two or more individual variants are found in combination with one
another in such a way that a change in the text leads to further changes in

57. Von Soden, Schriften des Neuen Testaments.

58. See Aland, Greek New Testament, xii—xiii.

59. Elliott dismisses the evaluation system as useless, see “Third Edition,” 274.

60. Kurt Aland, ed., Text und Textwert der griechischen Handschriften des
Neuen Testaments, I: Die katholischen Briefe, 3 vols., ANTF 9-11 (Berlin: de
Gruyter, 1987).
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another closely related passage. From this the recommendation arises not
to isolate variants that belong together but to present them in correlation
with each other. In this way in numerous passages one can make clear
which text was the starting point for generating the variants.

In 2 Cor 5:20, for instance, the apparatus of the NA?¢ links D* F G add
8v and P4 D* F G b Origen om otv. Actually both readings have a relevant
connection with each other. I am of the opinion that the odv is a second-
ary addition. Also witnesses that have removed the relative pronoun 6v,
which is original, do not provide otv. The o0v required a certain amount
of time until it made its way into texts in general. The form of the text that
eventually became accepted in the manuscript tradition provides a more
effective, quotable text with an independent main clause. It is an asset of
this recommended edition that in numerous passages it emphasizes the
connection of variants linked to one another.5!

Recommendation 4: Not to Allow Individual Witnesses to Disappear in
Sigla for Groups of Manuscripts

From the beginning of the twentieth century, especially through the work
of Eberhard Nestle, the procedure for composing text-critical apparatuses
has become established: not to refer to individual manuscripts as wit-
nesses, but with the help of sigla representing associated manuscripts to
cite large groups of manuscripts. This procedure seems obvious in view
of the still-growing inventory of manuscripts. The space required is enor-
mously reduced and the overview is made easier. Thus one can write “it”

61. “I want to follow to the best of my ability a very important suggestion of
Schmiedel’s, although I still do not see clearly how far it will be possible for me to
do so. He finds that the readings that Tischendorf specified frequently are much
shorter, ‘truncated, than is necessary and practical. His suggestion would be to
formulate the readings as long as possible. The longest reading should come first,
in order to facilitate an overview. One could compare this with the parliamentary
procedure to bring to a vote the most extensive motion first. Longer readings
have the advantage, sometimes at least, to simplify and abbreviate the details of
the witnesses. Schmiedel gives as examples Gal 5:1 T} élevlepia Nubc XploTog
AAevbépwoey. omixete oy as a reading and Matt 21:29-31 o0 Oélw ... 6 mpdTog
as a reading. Further, often a longer reading prevents the user from connecting
two short readings that are not to be accepted together” Caspar-René Grégory,
Vorschldge fiir eine kritische Ausgabe des griechischen Neuen Testaments (Leipzig:
Hinrichs, 1911), 28.
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[Itala = Old Latin] instead of a list of Itala manuscripts or “sa” instead of
a list of Sahidic manuscripts. Greeven further developed this procedure
by introducing special brackets. The counterwitnesses, which fall outside
their group because of a different text, are mentioned within inequality
signs < >.62

This procedure in all its forms leads to considerable disadvantages for
text-critical work. The most serious defect of this procedure stems from
the fact that in many passages the great text types are split up. The Alexan-
drian tradition, just as the so-called Western text, but also the Byzantine
koine disintegrate again and again in individual witnesses, sometimes in
two equally strong converging groups. The use of signs such as M K in
such places is misleading. The details of the dissident texts would often
result in an extremely long list.

The NA?6, which works with only one such sign, M [majority text],
uses concurrently a system of constant witnesses. In passages where wit-
nesses and counterwitnesses are specified, a number of the witnesses are
no longer mentioned as long as they go along with the Byzantine type
of text: they disappear under the sign 9.6 Unfortunately this also occurs
with witnesses that have nothing to do with the majority text, such as the
minuscule 1739. Witnesses that disappear in I are difficult to keep an
eye on. Thus, it is reasonable that in the apparatus of the synopsis along-
side the sign M a group of constant witnesses appears, which indeed only
display the Byzantine text, but which for the sake of the overview in addi-
tion to the sign 9 are listed in square brackets.5*

For the rest, a clear trend toward reduction of the number of group
signs is discernible. The twenty-sixth edition of Nestle-Aland abandoned
the sign  used in earlier editions. Indeed, the Synopsis of Marie-Emile
Boismard and Arnaud Lamouille is based on the apparatuses of von Soden
but does not use his sigla. Only the symbol Koine is utilized.®> Greeven in
his synopsis used the sign .66

62. Huck-Greeven, 15.

63. NA2S, 10%, English 47*.

64. NA2°, vi. These are E/07, F/09, G/011, H/013.

65. Marie-Emile Boismard and Arnaud Lamouille, Synopsis Graeca quattuor
evangeliorum (Leuven: Peeters, 1986), 1, etc.

66. Huck-Greeven, xix.
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Recommendation 5: To Designate Alternatives to the Text

In the Anglo-Saxon world a much celebrated and repeatedly printed text
was edited by the Englishmen Westcott and Hort, first published in 1881.6
This edition distinguished itself by means of a commentary volume that
accompanied the text. The editors committed themselves, independently
from one another and in writing, to decisions that as such went into the
reconstruction of the text.

The text produced in this way and supported by a new theory of the
text presents marginal readings that were to be regarded as equally valued
alternatives to the text. These marginal readings are not only listed in
reprints until today, but have also been cited as such up to the twenty-
fifth edition of the Nestle-Aland and again in the SBL edition edited by
Holmes (2010).

From the perspective of a critical apparatus, alternatives to the text
are those readings that the editor holds to be so. They should be marked
as such. The copious use of brackets [ | in The Greek New Testament and
in NA?6 is not the best way to identify these passages, because brackets are
often used to designate secondary portions of the text.® By contrast one
can recommend Greeven’s procedure explained above, because he empha-
sized variants that other editors print as the text with the mark .9

In a phase of New Testament scholarship in which the assessment of wit-
nesses and the constitution of the text are weighed down by too many and
too great uncertainties, it must become an absolute requirement that appa-
ratuses are presented in a form which has been methodically well designed.

Addendum

On principle Epp did not want readings that appear only once to be
included in apparatuses.”® If this stipulation were to be taken seriously,

67. Brooke Foss Westcott and Fenton John Anthony Hort, eds., The New Tes-
tament in the Original Greek: Vol. 1, Text (Cambridge: Macmillan, 1881).

68. J. Keith Elliott, “The Use of Brackets in the Text of the United Bible Societ-
ies’ Greek New Testament,” Bib 60 (1979): 575-77.

69. Huck-Greeven, xi.

70. Elcon J. Epp, “Toward the Clarification of the Term “Textual Variant,” in
Studies in New Testament Language and Text: Essays in Honour of George Kilpat-
rick on the Occasion of His Sixty-Fifth Birthday, ed. ]. Keith Elliott, NovTSup 44



5. The Editorial Account as a Commentary 139

not just a few correct readings would be eliminated from apparatuses. The
original conclusion of Galatians (without ¢u#v with G) and of Hebrews (%
xapts et mavtwy with P4") would then be lost for text-critical research.
Readings that clarify the early history of the development of the text
should, in my, opinion not be eliminated from apparatuses.
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