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EDITOR’S PREFACE 
 

Properly interpreted, patristic evidence for the text of the New 
Testament offers a major resource of primary importance for establishing 
the text of the NT as well as for writing the history of its transmission. In 
contrast to the earliest NT MSS, which can often be dated only rather 
generally and about whose geographical provenance nothing is known, 
citations of the NT by Christian writers of Late Antiquity can be located, 
often with some degree of precision, with respect to both time and space.  
It is this feature of patristic citations that makes them particularly 
important for the task of writing the history of the transmission and 
development of the text of the documents that now comprise the NT. 
The ability of patristic evidence to document the existence of a variant 
reading or textual tradition at a particular time in a specific geographical 
location renders this category of testimony invaluable for the historian of 
early Christianity. 

The Society of Biblical Literature’s monograph series, The New 
Testament in the Greek Fathers, is devoted to explorations of patristic texts 
and authors that will contribute to a better understanding of the history 
of the transmission of the NT text. Each volume investigates the text of 
the NT (or parts thereof) as preserved in the writings of a significant 
Christian author. While the series does not impose a specific format, each 
volume provides an exhaustive presentation of the relevant data, an 
apparatus that indicates the alignment (or lack thereof) of this data with 
carefully selected representative textual witnesses, and a statistical 
analysis of these data and alignments—typically both a quantitative 
assessment of their affinities with leading representatives of known 
textual traditions and a profile analysis that nuances the quantitative 
findings.  Finally, since the goal is not only to gather and assess the 
evidence, but to interpret its significance, conclusions or observations are 
offered regarding the implications of the findings for the history of the 
text and its transmission. 

Dr. Osburn’s contribution to the series takes the form of a 
comprehensive and substantial investigation of the text of the Apostolos 
(that is, Acts, Catholic epistles, and Pauline letters) in the writings of 
Epiphanius of Salamis (ca. A.D. 315-403).  A native of Palestine, where he 
founded a monastery in his early twenties, Epiphanius was an ardent 
supporter of the Nicene form of Christianity.  Deeply intolerant of any 
whiff of heresy, he participated in the Apollinarian and Melitan 
controversies and attacks on Origenism, and did much to contribute to 
the enduring legacy of the Council of Niceae.  A colleague of Jerome and 
a contemporary of Chrysostom, his travels took him to Egypt, Rome, 



 

x  

Jerusalem, and Constantinople; he spent much of his later life on Cyprus, 
after being named Bishop of Salamis in 367.  A prolific (though 
somewhat unskilled) writer, Epiphanius made extensive use of Scripture 
in his writings, the most well known of which is probably his Panarion, 
or “Refutation of All Heresies.” In all, he was a leading figure during the 
turbulent second half of the fourth century—a critical time for the history 
of the NT text.  Dr. Osburn’s careful study reveals that Epiphanius 
probably used a Byzantine form of the Catholic letters, but a Late 
Egyptian form of Acts and the Pauline writings.  In short, this volume is 
a substantial contribution to the series that will be of interest to NT and 
Patristic scholars alike. 

Finally, for the sake of bibliographers and others who may be 
curious as to why volume 6 appears several years after volume 7, a word 
of explanation.  At an earlier time in the history of the series, a proposal 
was accepted for inclusion and volume numbers 5 and 6 were reserved 
for it; subsequently the next proposal accepted was designated volume 7.  
But whereas the latter proposal came to fruition relatively quickly and 
was published in 1997, the former proposal has never materialized as 
planned.  The reserved volume numbers have therefore been re-
assigned, number 5 to the volume by J.-F. Racine (The Text of Matthew in 
the Writings of Basil of Caesarea [Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 
2004]) and number 6 to the present volume, both of which thus appear 
some years after volume number 7. 

 
Michael W. Holmes 
 
Editor, The New Testament in the Greek Fathers 
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CHAPTER 1 
 

EPIPHANIUS OF SALAMIS 
AND THE TEXT OF THE NEW TESTAMENT 

 
Epiphanius of Salamis achieved fame as a fourth-century bishop 

mainly due to his intense zeal for orthodoxy. In playing a major role in 
the events that shaped both Byzantine history and the history of 
Christian thought, Epiphanius wrote several theological treatises that 
were at the heart of fourth-century religious controversy. His frequent 
use of scripture in these writings makes him an important patristic 
witness to the text of the NT in the Eastern Mediterranean.   

Major questions exist concerning the text of the NT during this era. 
Was a major recension of the text undertaken during the third or fourth 
century? How widespread was the so-called “Western” text? What is the 
relationship of the so-called “Western” text to the Alexandrian text? 
Were there two forms of text dating from an early period in Alexandria? 
Was there a Caesarean text? How is one to understand the origins of the 
Byzantine text? This study will analyze the quotations of the Apostolos1 
in Epiphanius to ascertain the type of text he used and its value for 
understanding the developing textual tradition of the NT.  

 
1. THE LIFE AND TIMES OF EPIPHANIUS2 

 
A. EPIPHANIUS’ EARLY LIFE 

 
Epiphanius was born between A.D. 315 and 320 near Eleutheropolis, 

southwest of Jerusalem on the road to Ashkelon.3 At this time, the 
Roman world was transitioning from Rome to Constantinople, the 
Empire faced a variety of external as well as internal problems, and 
pagan religions were locked into a battle with Christianity.4  

                                                             
1 “Apostolos” is used here as in Basil of Caesarea, On the Holy Spirit 27, “We 

do not content ourselves with what was reported in the Apostolos and in the 
Gospels, but, both before and after reading them, we add other doctrines, 
received from oral teaching and carrying much weight in the mystery.” 

2 See Jon F. Dechow, Dogma and Mysticism in Early Christianity: Epiphanius of 
Cyprus and the Legacy of Origen (NAPSPMS 13; Macon, Ga.: Mercer University 
Press, 1988), 25–124, for sources. 

3 Karl Holl, Epiphanius (GCS, 25, 31, 37; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1915, 1922, 1933), 
esp. 3.13. 

4 See among others, Cyril Mango, Byzantium: The Empire of New Rome (New 
York: C. Scribner’s Sons, 1980).  
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During Epiphanius’ childhood, problems arose in the East when 
Licinius banned Christian synods, expelled various bishops and priests 
and instituted a reign of terror against Christians. After he was killed in 
323, confiscated properties were returned to Christians; however, pagans 
were permitted to continue in the old faith if they chose.5 While 
paganism was largely tolerated, heresy among Christians was not.  

For viewing the Son as subordinate to the Father, Arius was 
excommunicated in 320. After moving to Syria, however, he achieved 
both patristic and synodal approval and returned to Egypt demanding to 
be re-instated. When Archbishop Alexander refused, rioting ensued. By 
the time Constantine assumed control of the Empire in 323, the initial 
matter of Arius’ theological divergence had become an inflammatory 
issue all around the eastern Mediterranean.6 The Council of Nicea in 325, 
with approximately 220 Eastern bishops in attendance, but only a 
handful of Western “observers” present, nullified Arianism, at least for 
the time being.  Christianity was divided. Among church leaders, 
Athanasius, a strong opponent of Arius, became archbishop of 
Alexandria in 328. On the imperial side, however, Eusebius of 
Nicomedia took advantage of his proximity to the Imperial court to 
attack Athanasius relentlessly.  At a synod of pro-Arian bishops at Tyre 
in 335, Athanasius was deposed and later banished by Constantine to 
Trier.  

Epiphanius states that during this period he followed the Nicean 
faith of his parents.7 Epiphanius was sent as a young man to Egypt, 
where he was instructed by the most celebrated monks from ca. 330–335. 
Although he could have known both Anthony and Pachomius,8 it was 
Hilarion who became Epiphanius’ spiritual mentor. A well-known 
teacher and ascetic who had been mentored by Anthony, Hilarion 
influenced not only Epiphanius’ earlier life in Egypt but also his later 

                                                             
5 See Aline Pourkier, L’hérésiologie chez Êpiphane de Salamine (CA 4; Paris: 

Beauchesne, 1992). The sometimes useful work of John Julius Norwich, 
Byzantium: The Early Centuries (New York: Knopf, 1989), should be used with 
care. 

6 John Meyendorff, Byzantine Theology: Historical Trends and Doctrinal Themes 
(New York: Fordham University Press, 1974). 

7 See Karl Holl, “Die Schriften des Epiphanius gegen die Bilderverehrung,” 
Gesammelte Aufsätze zur Kirchengeschichte II (Tübingen: Mohr, 1928), 360. The text 
is preserved in Nicephorus, Adversus Epiphanius 15.61, in J. B. Pitra, Analecta sacra 
spicilegio solesmensi parata (Paris: Roger et Chernowitz, 1852–58), 340.   

8 Sozomen, Historia ecclesiastica 6.32.3. Dechow, Dogma and Mysticism in 
Early Christianity, 32–34, argues against the possibility that Epiphanius was 
trained in a Pachomian monastery or that his anti-Origenism is attributable to 
Pachomius. 
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monastic life in Palestine.9 Epiphanius’ training involved both formal 
studies in Alexandria10 and monastic practice in the Egyptian desert.11 As 
part of his monastic training, Epiphanius studied Greek, Hebrew, Latin, 
Syriac and Coptic.12 

 During these years in Egypt, Epiphanius’ Nicene orientation was 
challenged by ideas that he viewed later as “poisonous snakes.” One 
important threat came from a sexually oriented group that he later 
termed “Gnostics.”13 In his response to this threat, Epiphanius 
demonstrated the zeal for unmasking error that became characteristic of 
his later life.14 

 
With impudent boldness moreover, they tried to seduce me themselves 
. . . I was pitied and rescued by my groaning to God. . . . Now the 
women who taught this trivial myth were very lovely to look at, but in 
their wicked minds they had all the devil’s ugliness. . . . I lost no time 
reporting them to the bishops there, and finding out which ones were 
hidden in the church. They were expelled from the city, about eighty of 
them. 
 

Athanasius returned to Egypt after the Council of Nicea and had a good 
reception in pro-Nicene monastic circles that were loyal to himself and 
Alexander, his anti-Arian predecessor.15 In this pro-Nicene monastic 
environment, Epiphanius’ anti-Arian views were strengthened. 
 
 

                                                             
9 Jerome, Vita Hilarionis eremitae 1–3.  See also Pierre Nautin, “Épiphane de 

Salamine,” DHGE 15.617–31, and W. Schneemelcher, “Epiphanius von Salamis,” 
RAC 5.909–27. 

10 Jerome, Vita Hilarionis eremitae 2 [PL 23:30C]. 
11 Ibid. [PL 23:31 A-C]. 
12 Jerome, Adversus Rufinum 2.22 [PL 23:466C]. Jürgen Dummer, “Die 

Sprachkenntnisse des Epiphanius,” in Die Araber in der alten Welt (ed. F. Altheim 
and R. Stiehl; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1968), 434–35, argues that Jerome may have 
been inclined to overstate the linguistic prowess of Epiphanius in order to 
enhance his own polemic against Rufinus. 

13 See Pourkier, L’hérésiologie chez Êpiphane de Salamine, 30–32; and Bentley 
Layton, “The Riddle of the Thunder,” in Nag Hammadi, Gnosticism, and Early 
Christianity (ed. C. Hedrick and R. Hodgson; Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 
1986), 52.  

14 Epiphanius, Panarion haereses 26.17.4–9.  
15 Epiphanius’ awareness of Alexander’s anti-Arian correspondence dates 

from this period, and it is possible that an acquaintance with Peter’s, On the Soul 
and On the Resurrection, may have influenced him in an anti-Origenist direction 
(Pan 69.4.3).  See also Dechow, Dogma and Mysticism, 35–36. 
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B. EPIPHANIUS, ABBOT OF A PALESTINIAN MONASTERY 
 

About the age of twenty (c. 335), Epiphanius returned to Palestine, 
where he founded a monastery near Eleutheropolis, some thirty miles 
inland from Gaza.16 Hilarion had founded a monastery near Gaza some 
years earlier, and Epiphanius’ friendship with Hilarion continued long 
after his move from Egypt to Palestine.17   

Although abbot of the monastery until 367,18 Epiphanius was also 
busy keeping the wider community free of heresy. For example, he 
mentions the “unmasking” of an elderly ex-priest and monk at a village 
“in the district of Eleutheropolis [and] Jerusalem, three mile-stones 
beyond Hebron.” The old man had been deposed earlier for being a 
Gnostic, but later returned and, having distributed his possessions to the 
poor, lived in a cave with only a sheep’s fleece for clothing. For this, 
Peter was quite popular among the villagers. Upon learning that a 
certain Eutactus, who was returning to Armenia, had stayed with Peter 
and learned Peter’s Archontic teaching, Epiphanius says,  

 
from things he had whispered to certain persons, I unmasked him and 
he was anathematized and refuted by my poor self.  And after that he 
sat in a cave, abhorred by all and deserted by the brotherhood, and by 
most who were attending to their salvation (Pan  40.1.1-8). 
 
Constantine died in 337, and was succeeded by Constantius, during 

whose reign (337–61) there was considerable political and ecclesiastical 
confusion. By 355, his cousin, Julian, was selected as Caesar in the West. 
A student of philosophy and rhetoric, Julian was influenced by the anti-
Christian philosopher and self-confessed pagan, Libanius.19 By 351, 
Julian renounced Christianity. By 356, he had established control 
throughout Europe, and by 361 he avowed pagan gods. When 
Constantius died, Julian became sole Emperor of the Empire and pagan 
hopes revived.  When news of Constantine’s death reached Alexandria, 
the Arian bishop, George, was murdered by a mob of enraged pagans. 

                                                             
16 Epiphanius, Ancoratus, preface.  See P. C. de Labriolle, “The Origins of 

Monasticism,” The Church in the Christian Roman Empire (ed. J. R. Palanque, G. 
Bardy, and P. de Labriolle; trans. E. C. Messenger; New York: Macmillan, 1956), 
2.448, for the date of A.D. 335, and Mango, Byzantium, 109, on monasticism. 

17 At Hilarion’s death in 371, Epiphanius wrote a brief notice that was 
widely circulated.  See Jerome, Vita Hilarionis eremitae 1 [PL 23:29C]. 

18 Jerome, Contra Joannem Hierosolymitanum 4 [PL 23:374D]. 
19 A. F. Norman, “Libanius, the Teacher in an Age of Violence,” Libanius 

(ed. G. Fatouros and T. Krischer; Wege der Forschung 621; Darmstadt: 
Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1983), 150–69. 
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Traveling to Constantinople early in his reign, Julian found various 
forms of corruption and a thoroughgoing purge dismissed thousands of 
people from Constantius’ government. Julian thought Christianity to be 
largely responsible for the degradation of the military and the corruption 
of traditional Roman morals.  Instead of the old virtues of reason, duty 
and honor, Christians emphasized feminine qualities of gentleness, 
meekness and offering the other cheek. So, Julian framed laws 
detrimental to Christianity and worked to re-establish the old pagan 
cults throughout the Empire. By re-opening pagan temples and granting 
amnesty to pro-Arian exiles, he apparently hoped to stimulate friction 
between Christian groups.20      

In this context, Epiphanius’ zeal against heresy put him into heated 
conflict with Eutychius, bishop of nearby Eleutheropolis, who vacillated 
on Arianism. About 359-60, Arianism was widespread.21 Nicene 
emphasis was reversed at the Council of Seleucia in 359.22 Eunomius 
became bishop of Cyzicus, and Cyril was deposed in Jerusalem and 
replaced by the Arian, Arrenius. In spite of these reversals, Jerome 
mentions Epiphanius’ courage to voice at this time his pro-Nicene beliefs 
in a note to John of Jerusalem,23 

 
At the very time when the whole East (except pope Athanasius and 
Paulinus) was controlled by the heresies of the Arians and the 
Eunomians, . . . he [Epiphanius] not only, as a monastery abbot, gained 
a hearing with Eutychius, but also, later, as bishop of Cyprus, was 
untouched by [the Emperor] Valens.  
 
In 362, Julian24 moved to Antioch in preparation for war against the 

Persians.  Appalled that pagan cults were not noticeably involved in 
charity, Julian’s exhortations for pagans to establish hospitals and 
orphanages, and even monasteries and convents as had Christians, were 
largely futile. So, in June 362, an edict was issued that all teachers must 
be approved by local city councils, and an explanatory circular stipulated 
that Christians should not be approved to teach classical authors because 
they did not, in fact, believe in them.25 Christians protested, but in 
October 362 the Great Church of Antioch was closed and numerous 
                                                             

20 Henry Chadwick, The Church in Ancient Society: From Galilee to Gregory the 
Great (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), 231. 

21 Jerome, Altercatio Luciferiani et orthodoxi 19 [PL 23:181C]. 
22 Chadwick, The Church in Ancient Society, 287–88. 
23 Jerome, Contral Joannem Hierosolymitanum 4 [PL 23:374D]. 
24 See A. Lippold, “Julian,” Reallexikon für Antike und Christentum 19 (1999): 

442–88. 
25 See Mango, Byzantium, 125–34. 
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incidents followed. In March 363, Julian left for the East with his army, 
and although several victories came their way, Julian was killed. 

Jovian succeeded Julian. Undaunted, Epiphanius was involved with 
a synodal letter composed at Antioch in 363 that was sent to the Emperor 
Jovian in support of the Nicene Creed.26 In 364, Jovian issued an edict of 
religious toleration that restored rights to Christians. However, his 
influence was short-lived, for he died on 16 February 364. 

Valentinian was installed as Jovian’s successor and reigned A.D. 364-
75. He refused to depose Arian bishops and even appointed his brother, 
the pro-Arian Valens, as co-emperor to rule the East. Apparently, his 
wife influenced him in favor of the Arian, Eudoxius, Bishop of 
Constantinople until A.D. 370, and then in favor of his successor, Bishop 
Demophilus. 

 
C. EPIPHANIUS, BISHOP OF SALAMIS 

 
It is generally agreed that Epiphanius left Eleutheropolis sometime 

after 363 while controversy was swirling in the Eastern Mediterranean. 
Apparently, he traveled to Cyprus, and it is possible that this is related to 
the devastating effects of Julian’s religious policy in Syria and Palestine. 
In fact, Hilarion’s monastery was destroyed, and he had already fled to 
Cyprus due to the severity of Julian’s persecution. It is not known 
whether Epiphanius’ monastery at Eleutheropolis was affected by 
Julian’s policy at this same time.27  

In 367, Epiphanius was appointed Bishop of Salamis, the principal 
port city of ancient Cyprus near the modern town of Famagusta. It had 
been damaged during the Jewish revolt of A.D. 116-117 and by several 
earthquakes, but was rebuilt by Constantius during the years 337-361, 
and renamed Constantia.28 Very little is known of his episcopal admini-
stration in Salamis, but his monastic emphasis attracted novices there 
from all over the world.29 Although Cyprus was considered part of the 

                                                             
26 See Frank Williams, The Panarion of Epiphanius of Salamis (Leiden: Brill, 

1987), 1.xii. 
27 See Dechow, Dogma and Mysticism, 42, n. 69–71.  
28 For the archaeological report, see the dated but useful work of J. A. R. 

Munro and H. A. Tubbs, “Excavations in Cyprus, 1890: The Third Season’s 
Work. Salamis,” JHS 12 (1891): 59–198. 

29 Epiphanius, Pan 28.6.6, mentions travels to Galatia and Asia Minor that 
would have resulted in recruitment and fund raising.  Jerome, Epistulae 108.7.3, 
tells of his ascetic friend Paula, who gave funds for monasteries on Cyprus in 
383. Palladius, Dialogus de vita Joannis Chrysostomi 17, tells of Olympias, a wealthy 
deaconess from Constantinople, who gave Epiphanius both money and land. 
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diocese of the East, whose capital was Antioch,30 Epiphanius was willing 
to consult with its bishop, Athanasius, but staunchly maintained Cypriot 
independence and conservatism. In fact, Jerome states that Epiphanius 
was so respected as Bishop of Salamis that even the pro-Arian emperor 
Valens (364-78) would not persecute him.31 

Epiphanius was instrumental in establishing Nicene thought on 
Cyprus and in helping Christianity to emerge as the dominant power on 
the island. The island retained pagan traditions,32 as well as a variety of 
Christian groups, and this infuriated Epiphanius.33 Ps.-Polybius says that 
Epiphanius obtained an order from Theodosius I (379-395) to expel all 
heresies from Cyprus.34 Epiphanius considered that all such heresies 
were either related to or exceeded by the heresy of Origen.35 

The church on Cyprus held to the Antiochian tradition of celebrating 
Easter on the Sunday after the Jewish Passover, although the Council of 
Nicea tried to make universal the Alexandrian practice of celebrating 
Easter after the vernal equinox. At the council in 370, Epiphanius favored 
the Syrian minority (about one-fourth of the bishops in attendance) in 
opposition to the Alexandrian practice. In the interest of uniformity, the 
Syrians acquiesced.  Epiphanius’ view was based upon his calculations 
of chronology and his interpretation of the Didaskalia.36 The earliest 
datable extant work of Epiphanius is a fragment of a Letter to Eusebius, 
Marcellus, Bibianus and Carpus,37 preserved on pages 238-239 of Codex 
Ambrosianus 515, and written between 367 and 373, that contains a 
chronology of the Passion Week and argument in favor of the Sunday 
after Nisan 14. Athanasius’ request that Epiphanius cease pressing the 
issue had no effect upon Epiphanius’ theological inflexibility. 

 

                                                             
30 A. H. M. Jones, The Later Roman Empire, 284–602: A Social, Economic and 

Administrative Survey (Oxford: Blackwell, 1964), 1.373; 3.381. 
31 Jerome, Contra Joannem Hierosolymitanum 4 [PL 23:374D]. 
32 C. G. Bennett, “The Cults of the Ancient Greek Cypriotes” (Ph.D. 

dissertation, University of Pennsylvania, 1980).  See also Henry Chadwick, The 
Early Church (rev. ed.; London: Penguin, 1993), 152–59. 

33 Epiphanius, Pan 30.18.1; 42.1.2.  John Chrysostom, Epistulae 221 [PG 52: 
733] mentions that at one point Marcionites had nearly taken over Salamis.  
Pseudo-Polybius, Vita Epiphanii 59 [PG 41:99AB] is not altogether trustworthy, 
but mentions also the presence of Valentinians, Ophites, Nicolaitans, Simonians, 
Carpocratians and Sabellians. 

34 Ps.-Polybius, Vita Epiphanii 59 [PG 41:99BC]. 
35 Epiphanius, Pan 64.4.1; Jerome, Epistulae 51.3.3. 
36 See Annie Jaubert, The Date of the Last Supper: The Biblical Calendar and 

Christian Liturgy (Staten Island, NY: Alba House, 1965), 76–78, 160–61. 
37 See Karl Holl, “Ein Bruchstück aus einem bisher unbekannten Brief des 

Epiphanius,” Gesammelte Aufsätze II, 204–224.  
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D.  EPIPHANIUS AND THE FOURTH CENTURY ECCLESIASTICAL CRISIS 
 
In 374, Epiphanius wrote the Ancoratus ( jAgkurwtov")38 while the pro-

Arian Valens was emperor in the East and the pro-Nicene Valentinian  
ruled the West. In the form of a letter to the church of Syedra in 
Pamphylia, Epiphanius stressed that the church’s “boat” cannot enter the 
harbor because of contrary winds of bad doctrine. He argued that the 
church should become “anchored” in the face of these winds, especially 
regarding the Trinity, the Incarnation, the Resurrection, Origen’s 
treatment of Genesis, and pagan gods. Ancoratus 12.7-13.8 gives an 
outline of what, three years later, was to become the Panarion haereses.      

A conflict was raging in Antioch regarding the interpretation of the 
Nicene Creed and church politics.39 The church in Antioch had split into 
four factions, headed by Euzoeus (an ardent Arian), Melitius (appointed 
under Arian auspices, but in exile), Apollinarius (who denied a human 
mind to Christ), and Paulinus. From at least 370, Epiphanius had been 
dealing with disciples of Apollinarius who apparently were teaching a 
distorted version of Apollinarius’ views.40 In fact, a synod was convened 
to deal with these individuals.41 Accumulating controversies led 
Epiphanius began work on his Panarion haereses (Panavrion) in A.D. 375 
while on Cyprus. It was intended as a comprehensive refutation of 
everything heretical. In A.D. 376, he went to Antioch with aspirations of 
reconciling that situation, but found Vitalis, whom Apollinarius had 
appointed bishop of Antioch, to be teaching an incorrect Christology. So, 
Epiphanius cast his lot with Paulinus and the controversy continued. 

In 376, during this Christological controversy in Antioch, the Empire 
was threatened by the Huns. Gothic refugees fled southward in sizeable 
numbers to avoid their cruelty. In spite of Imperial orders to provide 
food and shelter to these refugees, local authorities exploited them and 
many of the fleeing Goths faced starvation. By the summer of 377, these 
frustrated Goths began active resistance. The Romans sent an army to 
subdue them, but the Goths were victorious and were soon joined by the 

                                                             
38 Holl, Ancoratus, GCS 25 (1915), 1–149.   
39 See Stuart Hall, Doctrine and Practice in the Early Church (London: SPCK, 

2000), 121–36. 
40 Epiphanius, Pan 77.2.2–4. See Pourkier, L’hérésiologie chez Êpiphane de 

Salamine, 42–45. 
41 Epiphanius, Pan 77.2.5. Athanasius, Epistula ad Epictetum 30 [PG 26: 

1069A] says the individuals recanted and left Cyprus in peace.  Later, 
Apollinarius, Fragmenta 159–60, himself disowns the erroneous views expressed 
by these individuals.   
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Huns in a full-scale attack on the Empire. It was during this major crisis 
that Epiphanius wrote much of the Panarion while in Antioch.42 

Returning to Cyprus from Antioch, Epiphanius sought Basil’s 
support in reconciling the factions in Antioch.43 However, his proposal 
for unity involved alterations in the language concerning the incarnation 
in the Nicene Creed that Basil rejected in his answer.44  Basil’s response is 
replete with church diplomacy, since he had been involved in 358 in the 
preparation of a tribute to Origen—a fact that might raise Epiphanius’ 
suspicions. Epiphanius was unable to interest Basil in the Christological 
question.45 His efforts to heal the schism in Antioch failed, and 
Apollinarius gained the reputation of being a heretic. 

While working on Panarion 64, Epiphanius was preoccupied with 
christological problems related to Origen. Epiphanius’ inability to 
understand Origen’s metaphysical thinking led to hatred for him.46 In 
light of work on the Panarion and the ecclesiastical problems he faced in 
376, Epiphanius concluded that Origen was responsible for Arianism. 
Various Christological issues, such as those surfaced by Apollinarius, are 
treated in his essay against Origen. Epiphanius considered Origen and 
Apollinarius as the most significant and damaging of all heretics. By A.D. 
377, Apollinarius no longer worked collegially with Epiphanius and 
appointed his own bishops. However, when Epiphanius wrote Panarion 
77 against Apollinarius early in 377, he did not wish Apollinarius 
excommunicated but only to see him renounce his views.47 Apollinarius’ 
appeal to churches in Egypt for assistance was rejected primarily because 
he was not in communion with Epiphanius.48   

Basil then wrote to Damasus and the Western bishops, asking them 
to denounce Apollinarius.49 At the same time, Apollinarius had sent a 
delegate to a Roman synod in late 377, asking them to anathematize 
Basil. The result was the rejection of Apollinarius by Rome. The 
anathema against Apollinarius was supported by synods at Alexandria 
in 378 and Antioch in 379.  Three years after Valens was killed and the 
pro-Nicene Theodosius took the reigns, a council held at Constantinople 

                                                             
42 Dechow, Dogma and Mysticism, 66–70. 
43 Epiphanius, Pan 77.14.2–3. 
44 Basil, Epistulae 258.2.12–27. These are the anti-Apollinarian expressions 

that by 374 included an expansion of the Nicene Creed.  See Anc 119.3–12. 
45 See Chadwick, The Church in Ancient Society, 331–47. 
46 See A. Louth, The Origins of the Christian Mystical Tradition: From Plato to 

Denys  (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1981). 
47 Epiphanius, Pan 77.18.16. 
48 Facundus, Pro defensione trium capitulorum, 4.2 [PL 67:619B]. 
49 Basil, Epistulae 265.2.5–11. 
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condemned Arianism.50 Epiphanius is not listed among the bishops in 
attendance at Constantinople in 381,51 but there is a strong similarity 
between the creedal formula issuing from the council and Epiphanius’ 
own creed in Anc 118.9-12.52  Then in 382, Epiphanius, along with 
Paulinus and Jerome, attended a synod at Rome convened by Damasus 
to deal with tensions between East and West.  

In 388, the army of Theodosius and Valentinian wintered in Milan, 
which was seething with unrest due to barbarian troops being billeted 
there. When a mob killed the Gothic captain, Ambrose, bishop of Milan, 
appealed for restraint, but the soldiers killed seven thousand. Ambrose 
held Theodosius responsible and withheld communion from him until 
he repented. Theodosius complied and went to Milan to seek 
forgiveness. In 391, Theodosius forbade all non-Christian religious 
ceremonies in Rome and in Egypt, and in 392 outlawed pagan worship 
throughout the Empire.53 In Theodosius’ reign, however, there was no 
official persecution or forceful attempt to change peoples’ convictions.  

In 392, Epiphanius published De Mensuris et Ponderibus (Peri; mevtrwn 
kai; staqmw'n),54 a manual for students of scripture. The next year, 
Epiphanius went to Jerusalem. On the way, he ripped down a curtain in 
the small church at Anablatha because of an image painted on it. 
Jerusalem was home to many of Origen’s admirers, but in the Church of 
the Holy Sepulchre, Epiphanius delivered a vehement sermon against 

                                                             
50 See P. Karlin-Hayter, “Activity of the Bishop of Constantinople Outside 

his Paroikia Between 381 and 451,” KAQHGHTRIA: Essays presented to Joan 
Hussey,” (ed. J. Chrysostomides; Camberley, Surrey: Porphyrogenitus, 1988), 
179–88. 

51 W. Schneemelcher, “Epiphanius von Salamis,” RAC 5 (1962): 911, argues 
that the completeness of the list is questionable, and Gustav Bardy, “Épiphane,” 
CHAD 4 (1953): 320, argues that Epiphanius was present. Dechow, Dogma and 
Mysticism, 87–88, observes that Epiphanius’ authority would have been 
substantial even if he were not in attendance. 

52 Holl, Epiphanius, GCS 25(1915), 146, holds the creed in Anc to be 
Epiphanius’ own, but B. M. Weischer, “Die ursprüngliche nikänische Form des 
ersten Glaubenssymbols im Ancyrotos des Epiphanios von Salamis: ein Beitrag 
zur Diskussion um die Entstehung des konstantino-politanischen Glaubens-
symbols im Lichte neuester äthiopischen Forschungen,” ThPh 53 (1978): 407–14, 
views it as an interpolation. 

53 See Hall, Doctrine and Practice in the Early Church, 171–72. 
54 A Syriac version preserves the entire treatise, but the extant Greek text 

contains only a small portion of the text. Fragments exist in Armenian and 
Sahidic.  See J. E. Dean, Epiphanius’ Treatise on Weights and Measures (SAOC, 11; 
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1935), for the Syriac translation, and E. 
Moutsoulas, “La tradition manuscrite de l’oeuvre d’Epiphane de Salamine De 
mensuris et ponderibus, “ Texte und Textkritik (ed. J. Dummer; Berlin: Akademie-
Verlag, 1987), 429–40. 
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Origen. A quarrel resulted in Jerome ceasing support of Origen and 
attempting to pressure the bishop into condemning Origen. When the 
bishop refused, Epiphanius broke off communion with him.55 As a result 
of criticism from the Anablatha incident, Epiphanius wrote a stinging 
Pamphlet Against the Images,56 viewing as idolatry the manufacture of 
images of Christ, the Mother of God, martyrs, angels or prophets.57 He 
also wrote a Letter to Emperor Theodosius I, on the problem of images.58 
Finally, he wrote a Last Will and Testament,59 encouraging Christians to 
retain the image of God in their hearts rather than in their churches. 

 Epiphanius’ anti-Origenist literature had a significant influence on 
fourth-century Christian thought.60 Although noted earlier in Anc 54–63, 
87–92, Origen’s teachings receive extensive critique in Pan 64. His later 
Letter to John61 is essentially an anti-Origenist tract. In the context of 
Theodosius’ aggressive anti-pagan policies, opposition to images was 
important to Epiphanius. In Pan, he attacks pagan images for the most 
part, although 27.6.9-10 treats specifically Christian images. About 394 or 
395, Epiphanius wrote De XII Gemmis (Peri; tw'n dwvdeka livqwn), an 
allegorical treatise on the symbolism of the stones on the high priest’s 
breastplate, representing medicinal usages for the twelve tribes of Israel.  

At the death of Theodosius, his ten-year old son, Honorius, became 
Emperor of the West, and Theodosius’ older son, Arcadius, ruled in the 
East, influenced by Rufinus, a corrupt and ambitious man who coveted 
the throne, and by the unscrupulous and ambitious Eutropius. Alaric 
and the Goths invaded Greece and the Eastern government fell into 
serious corruption. In the spring of 399, anti-Gothic locals attacked the 
Goths in Constantinople and killed seven thousand. In the summer of 
401, Alaric and the Goths invaded Italy.   

                                                             
55 See Johannes Quasten, Patrology (Utrecht: Spectrum, 1966), 3.384. 
56 The pamphlet must be reconstructed from portions surviving in the Acts 

of the Councils of 754 and 787, in the works of John of Damascus (De imaginibus 
Oratio I.25), and in a tract that Nicephorus (Apologia Minor [PG 100:837B]) wrote 
against Epiphanius in 815.  See Holl, Gesammelte Aufsätze zur Kirchengeschichte II, 
356–59, on the pamphlet. 

57 Epiphanius, De imaginibus fragmenta.   
58 Epiphanius, Epistulae ad Theodosium fragmenta.  See Holl, Gesammelte 

Aufsätze zur Kirchengeschichte II, 360–62, on the letter. 
59 See Holl, Gesammelte Aufsätze zur Kirchengeschichte II, 363, on the “last will 

and testament.” 
60 See Dechow, Dogma and Mysticism, 376–378. 
61 In 395, Jerome translated Epiphanius’ Letter to John into Latin in order to 

give wider circulation to an already well-known document. Jerome, Epistulae 51, 
incurred severe criticism.  Jerome defended his translation in his Letter to 
Pammachius On the Best Method of Translating (Epistulae 57), in which he insisted 
that his intention was “to give sense for sense and not word for word” (57.5). 



THE TEXT OF THE APOSTOLOS IN EPIPHANIUS 
 

12 

In the midst of these tremendous upheavals in the Empire, 
Epiphanius’ spent the last years of his life concentrating on the Origenist 
controversy. Theophilus, patriarch of Alexandria, ordered several of the 
leading monks to be expelled from the monasteries of Nitria and from 
the monasteries in the desert. Rioting and chaos ensued.62  In 400, a 
synod in Alexandria condemned the reading and/or possession of the 
works of Origen, followed by an appeal to the secular authority in 
Alexandria to expel all Origenists from Nitria. Theophilus then appealed 
to Pope Anastasius I of Rome, who subsequently issued a condemnation 
of Origen’s writings.63 The cells and libraries of many Origenists were 
burned and about three hundred were forced to leave the country. His 
appeal to Epiphanius for support of this severe policy led Epiphanius to 
call a similar synod on Cyprus that likewise condemned the reading of 
Origen’s works, a move that had significant effect in curtailing 
Origenism as a major option for the orthodox Christian faith.64   

About eighty of these exiled monks from Nitria fled to 
Constantinople where they appealed for help from the bishop, John 
Chrysostom. Chrysostom had considerable sympathy for these exiles 
and wrote to Theophilus in Alexandria, strongly urging a reversal of his 
anti-Origenist stance and a return of these exiles to communion.65 This 
infuriated Epiphanius, who set out immediately for Constantinople with 
the intent of discrediting Chrysostom and all Origenists living there. 

Chrysostom, bishop of Constantinople from 398, denounced 
Empress Eudoxia in blistering sermons, and in the process created no 
little tension between the court and the Church.66  Cameron67 notes,  

 
We should, therefore, see the fourth century, after the death of 
Constantine, as a time of ferment and competition between pagans and 
Christians, when despite imperial support for Christianity the final 
outcome was still by no means certain . . . despite advances that had 
been made, Christianity was by no means evenly spread in the cities of 
the East at the end of the fourth century, and much of the countryside 
remained pagan for far longer. 

                                                             
62 See H. G. Evelyn White, The Monasteries of the Wâdi’n Natrun, 2: The 

History of the Monasteries of Nitria and of Scetis (ed. W. Hanser; New York: 
Metropolitan Museum of Art, 1932), 128. 

63 Jerome, Epistula 95.2. 
64 Jerome, Epistula 91.   
65 In his Festal Letter of 402, Theophilus referred to Origen as the “Hydra of 

heresies.”  See Quasten, Patrology, 3.384.  
66 Mango, Byzantium, 63.  
67 Averil Cameron, The Mediterranean World in Late Antiquity (A.D. 395–600) 

(London: Routledge, 1993), 13. 
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In 403, the dispute between Chrysostom and Theophilus of 
Alexandria gave Eudoxia an opportunity to have Chrysostom deposed 
and exiled to Bithynia. However, riots broke out in the streets between 
local citizens and people who had come from Alexandria. The Empress 
recalled and reinstated Chrysostom as bishop. Even so, the distance 
between the Church and the imperial family remained irreconcilable. 

Epiphanius arrived in Constantinople in the spring of 403, intending 
to oust Chrysostom as bishop and remove the Origenists in that city 
from his protection. He refused Chrysostom’s offer of hospitality and 
communion.  Instead, he held a service at St. Johns Church, outside the 
city, and flouted Chrysostom’s authority by ordaining a deacon. On the 
way to a debate in the Church of the Holy Apostles in Constantinople, 
Chrysostom’s emissary, Serapion, confronted Epiphanius, accusing him 
of not following canonical procedure and of possibly precipitating a 
riot.68 Curiously, Epiphanius turned around and left Constantinople. He 
died on 12 May 403 aboard ship on the return to Cyprus. He played a 
prominent role in the turbulent era that marked the end of the ancient 
world and the beginning of the Christian middle ages, not the least of 
which was his significant contribution to Nicene orthodoxy becoming 
widely accepted. 
 

2. EPIPHANIUS’ USE OF THE NT 
 
In the fourth century, the institutionalizing Christian church was of 

great importance for the institutionalizing Empire. In this connection, a 
monolithic image for the Church was considered important if 
Christianity was to triumph over the old institutions and play a 
significant role in the Empire.  Epiphanius himself had a major role in 
these developments.  As Dechow69 put it,  

 
the triumph of Athanasian over Arian Christianity would have been 
hard put to endure without the recalcitrant steadfastness of Epiphanius 
and the fourth-century Christian right. 
 

Ancient characterizations tend to present a more positive view of 
Epiphanius than do modern studies. For instance, Jerome calls him 
“highly venerated” and “the holy father.”70 Sozomen even says that he is 
“the most revered man under the whole heaven,” and “the most 

                                                             
68 Socrates, History 6.10–14.  Sozomen, History 8.14–15, says that Epiphanius 

was convinced of his own unfairness due to a conversation with Ammonius. 
69 Dechow, Dogma and Mysticism, 463. 
70 Jerome, Contra Joannem Hierosolymitanum 4 [PL 23:374C; 379B]. 
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distinguished of his contemporaries.”71 On the other hand, Murphy72 

says that Epiphanius is “of considerable but ill-digested erudition, 
joining a certain narrowness of outlook and singleness of purpose to an 
indisputable piety.” Dean73 characterizes him as a dogmatic reactionary 
who had a far-reaching influence, noting, 

 
His quarrels and his writings show Epiphanius to have had a crabbed 
old single-track mind, and the track he covers is usually a sidetrack. He 
clearly knew too much for his limited understanding.  His style is 
discursive; his thought is poorly organized.  Good and bad information, 
important and unimportant matters, stand side by side and form a 
rather unsavory mess.  
 

Schmidtke74 holds that Epiphanius shows a “completely uncritical 
arbitrariness in the utilization of previously known material,” and 
detects several incongruencies. Thomas75 holds that he is simply given to 
too much invective when dealing with heresy. Quasten76 says, “Most of 
his treatises are hasty, superficial and disorderly compilations of the 
fruits of his extensive reading.”     

More recently, Williams77 has observed that Epiphanius was 
essentially a heresiologist78 and that, 

 
An author such as Epiphanius should be seen against the background of 
his century.  It was a time of intellectual ferment when the church, 
newly recognized by the state, needed to define its identity more 
clearly; when the man on the street was deeply involved in ecclesiastical 
affairs.  In such an atmosphere the appearance of heresiology is 
understandable, and surprised no one.  The tradition of Christian 

                                                             
71 Sozomen, Historia ecclesiastica 6.32.3–4; 8.14.1–4. 
72 Francis X. Murphy, Rufinus of Aquileia: His Life and Works (Washington, 

D.C.: Catholic University of America, 1945), 66. 
73 Dean, Epiphanius’ Treatise on Weights and Measures: The Syriac Version, 1. 
74 A. Schmidtke, Neue Fragmente und Untersuchungen zu den Judenchristlichen 

Evangelien: Ein Beitrag zur Literatur und Geschichte des Judenchristen (TU 37.1; 
Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1911), 96.  See also Gustav Hönnecke, Das Judenchristentum in 
Ersten und Zweiten Jahrhundert (Berlin: Twowitzsch, 1908), 230. 

75 Joseph Thomas, Le Mouvement Baptiste en Palestine et Syrie (150 av. J.-C. -
300 ap. J.-C.) (Gembloux: Duculot, 1935), 264. 

76 Quasten, Patrology, 3.385. 
77 Williams, Epiphanius, 1.xvi–xvii. 
78 See Walter Bauer, Orthodoxy and Heresy in Earliest Christianity (trans. R. 

Kraft and G. Krodel; London: SCM, 1971); Hans Dieter Betz, “Orthodoxy and 
Heresy in Primitive Christianity,” Interpretation 19 (1965): 299–311; and H. 
Paulsen, “Schisma und Häresie, Untersuchungen zu 1 Kor. 11,18.19,” ZTK 79 
(1982): 180–83. 
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heresiology was already ancient when Epiphanius wrote. . . . 
Epiphanius was merely trying to do, systematically and compre-
hensively, a work which others before him had done, and for which a 
demand existed. 

Despite the criticisms to which he is open, Epiphanius should not 
be viewed as essentially negative. . . . Epiphanius writes not so much to 
attack heresy as to defend an ideal. 
 

Epiphanius’ writings were significant in the developing dichotomy 
between orthodoxy and heresy. The widespread diffusion of Epiphanius’ 
writings, not only in Greek and Latin but in Armenian, Coptic, Syriac 
and Georgian, testifies to his popularity. According to Jerome,79 
Epiphanius’ works were “eagerly read by the learned on account of their 
subject matter, and also by the plain people on account of their 
language.”80 Holl81 observes Epiphanius’ language to be an “elevated 
Koine.” Of his works, Quasten82 notes, “Their style is careless, verbose 
and according to Photius (Bibl. cod. 122) ‘like that of one who is 
unfamiliar with Attic elegance.’” This is not surprising, in that 
Epiphanius was suspicious of all Hellenistic learning and considered the 
Greek philosophical schools to be heretical. 

It cannot be assumed tacitly that Epiphanius used only one biblical 
text in his lifetime or at any given time or place. With reference to the 
geographical provenance of Epiphanius’ text, Kenyon83 posed that 
“previous to his appointment to the See of Salamis, his home was in 
Palestine, so that his evidence with regard to the Scriptural text is 
probably to be credited to that locality.” This view was followed by 
Eldridge,84 who argued 1) that most of Epiphanius’ quotations appear to 
be from memory and exhibit a type of text with which he had been 
familiar for many years, and 2) that most quotations appear in works 
written too soon after his move from Palestine to Cyprus to permit 
extensive changes in the textual character of his memorized quotations.  

                                                             
79 Jerome, De viris illustribus 114. 
80 See Karl Holl, Die handschriftliche Überlieferung des Epiphanius (TU 36; 

Leipzig: Hinrich’s, 1910): 1–98, for discussion of the manuscripts of Epiphanius’ 
works. See Manlo Simonetti, “Some Observations on the Theological 
Interpretation of Scripture in the Patristic Period,” Biblical Interpretation in the 
Early Church (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1994), for discussion of the use of Scripture 
in these controversies. 

81 Holl, Epiphanius (GCS 25): vii. 
82 Quasten, Patrology, 3.385. 
83 F. G. Kenyon, Handbook to the Textual Criticism of the New Testament 

(London: Macmillan, 1901), 221. 
84 Lawrence A. Eldridge, The Gospel Text of Epiphanius of Salamis (SD 41; Salt 

Lake City: University of Utah Press, 1969), 6. 
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While this is possible, the decade or more after Epiphanius’ relocation in 
Cyprus is certainly ample to permit the use of texts that he may have 
acquired from Caesarea, Antioch or even Alexandria. Longer citations 
probably reflect a text or texts that he used on Cyprus and/or while 
writing in Antioch. Shorter quotations could reflect texts memorized 
earlier, but could also have been memorized during the heated disputes 
while he was in Salamis. While his quotations are an important witness 
to the text in the Eastern Mediterranean, they cannot be assumed to 
reflect a Palestinian text form. 

Epiphanius has been noted as “notoriously slovenly” in his habits of 
quotation.85 In many instances, this is true; however, in many other 
instances, his work reflects verbatim the Greek text of the NT, and at 
times even in extensive portions of several verses cited as a block of text. 
His citation of 1 Cor 15:12–15 is given with remarkable fidelity.  Only in 
the last verse did he substitute a term for a phrase that was not necessary 
for his purpose. Similarly, Heb 6:4–8 is given precisely, with the 
exception that Epiphanius omits the last part of v. 4. Only a few lines 
later, Epiphanius quotes Heb 6:9–10 in an exact form. Thus, in Pan 59 
seven verses of Hebrews reflect a biblical exemplar. In many instances, 
however, only that part of a verse is cited that is required for his 
immediate purpose, with merely the gist given of the remainder. At 
times, Epiphanius gives only the essence of a text, including wording 
from the text important for his argument. An example is Rom 13:1–4 in 
Pan 40.4.3–4. The citation begins with a fairly accurate quotation of the 
last clause of 13:1. Following v. 1 is a formula of citation, wJ" levgei oJ 
ajpovstolo", indicating clearly his intent to cite the text rather than to 
allude to it. The second verse is then quoted with precision, with the 
exception that he omits the second part of the verse and substitutes a 
synonym for ajntitassovmeno". Then Epiphanius lapses into a very loose 
quotation of v. 3, displaying several omissions, additions and variations 
in word order and syntax not found in any other known NT MSS. He 
omits the first part of v. 4, gives a very accurate clause, and follows with 
a loose rendering of the final clause. It is not uncommon for him to 
adjust the beginning and/or ending of an otherwise verbally precise 
citation so as to make the reference fit his sentence structure. 
Occasionally, he transposed words or phrases, and in a few instances he 
even altered the order of verses. Simple allusions are commonplace in 
his writings.  

 

                                                             
85 Fee, “Use of the Greek Fathers,” Text of the NT in Contemporary Research, 

192–93. 
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Epiphanius’ quotations present special problems. While verbal 
inexactitude exists in many of his references, numerous instances of 
accurate citation also occur.86 In fact, of 132 quotations of Acts, sixty-four 
(48.5%) exhibit verbal precision. Of forty-eight quotations of the Catholic 
Epistles, thirty-one are verbally precise (64.6%). And of 789 quotations of 
the Pauline Epistles, 431 are verbally exact (54.6%). Obviously, care must 
be taken to include only quotations that have substantial claim to be 
representative of an exemplar. When such care is taken, there are 
sufficient texts, both in quantity and quality, to permit serious inquiry 
into the textual affinities of Epiphanius’ quotations of the Apostolos. 

 
 

3. PREVIOUS EXAMINATIONS OF EPIPHANIUS’ QUOTATIONS 
 
No significant attempt has been published regarding the textual 

characteristics of Epiphanius’ text of Acts, the Catholic or the Pauline 
Epistles. Using only minute evidence, von Soden87 concluded that the I-
text88 could be discerned in Epiphanius’ quotations of Acts89 and the 
Pauline Epistles,90 and he noted that among fourth-century Palestinian 
Fathers Epiphanius attests the most K readings.91 Given the fragmentary 
basis of his observations, von Soden’s statements are inconclusive.     

Hutton92 included Epiphanius among witnesses attesting “triple 
readings,” assigning Epiphanius’ quotations of Matt 8:28, Luke 8:26, John 
15:26, Acts 15:1, Rom 15:8, 1 Cor 15:47, and Rev 3:7 to the Alexandrian 
text, John 2:17, Acts 2:28, and 1 Cor 7:8 to the “Western” text, and 1 Cor 
7:32 and 9:7 to the Syrian text. Of twelve readings, only two are from 
Acts and five are from the Pauline Epistles, which is hardly sufficient to 
constitute a significant contribution to Epiphanius’ text.  

                                                             
86 See James A. Brooks, The New Testament Text of Gregory of Nyssa 

(SBLNTGF 2; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1991), 25–26, on exactitude in patristic 
quotations. More will be said on this below, pp. 26–36. 

87 Hermann von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments in ihrer ältesten 
erreichbaren Textgestalt (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1913). 

88 I-text contains a variety of manuscripts with diverse textual peculiarities, 
resulting in several sub-groups.  See op cit., 2.xiv–xv.  

89 von Soden, op cit., 1.3.1759. 
90 von Soden, op cit., 1.3.1953. von Soden did not present specific evidence 

pertaining to the textual character of Epiphanius’ quotations of the Gospels and 
considered the infrequent quotations from the Catholic Epistles to be relatively 
unimportant (see op cit., 1.3.1873). 

91 von Soden, op cit., 2.xix. The Byzantine text is also referred to as the Koine 
text, and earlier was known as the Syrian, Antiochian, or Ecclesiastical text.   

92 E. A. Hutton, An Atlas of Textual Criticism (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1911), see the charts inside the back cover. 
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Eldridge93 addressed Epiphanius’ textual affinities in the gospels. 
The study is in two parts: 1) a list of two hundred and seventy variation 
units from quotations of the gospels, and 2) an examination of textual 
relationships. His analysis consists of determining the percentages of 
agreement with NT witnesses representing the respective text-types 
following the quantitative method advocated by Colwell and Tune.94 
Eldridge found Matt 1:18-11:18 to be predominantly Alexandrian, and 
11:19-26:50 textually mixed, but somewhat Byzantine. On the basis of 
twenty-two readings, Mark was determined to be “Western,” exhibiting 
frequent agreement with the African Old Latin. Luke and John were 
concluded to have primary agreement with the Alexandrian text, with 
some Byzantine influence. He also concluded that Epiphanius’ frequent 
agreement with the Alexandrian text likely reflects his use of a fourth 
century Palestinian text that still preserved many pre-Byzantine readings 
that were subsequently lost through Byzantine revision and are thus 
absent from most late Caesarean manuscripts. Eldridge also noted that 
Epiphanius’ text of Luke and John witnesses to a stage in the 
development of the Caesarean text intermediate between the pre-
Byzantine text current in Caesarea during the third century and the 
thoroughly revised text that occurs in later Caesarean manuscripts.   

Because of verbal inexactitude in many of Epiphanius’ quotations, 
Eldridge concluded that Epiphanius probably quoted from memory and 
likely from a text that he had known and used for many years. Eldridge 
thought Epiphanius’ quotations to reflect a type of text that he had used 
in southern Palestine during the earlier part of his life. His use of a 
Caesarean type of text leads Eldridge to conclude that this text-type 
cannot be localized only in Caesarea during the fourth century.   

Unfortunately, Eldridge’s work on John was criticized strongly.95 Fee 
notes that the presentation of textual data is incomplete. Eldridge should 
have included 211 variants for John, whereas he only has ninety-two. Fee 
notes that instead of simply presenting lists of variants, Eldridge should 
have presented the full gospel text. Fee also concludes that Eldridge’s 
analysis includes too many textual trivia. In view of the fact that eleven 
references are from one loose and conflated quotation, one must also 
question whether the twenty-two variants used in Mark are adequate to 
justify the conclusion that Epiphanius used a “Western” text of Mark. 

                                                             
93 Lawrence A. Eldridge, The Gospel Text of Epiphanius of Salamis (SD 41; Salt 

Lake City: University of Utah Press, 1969).  
94 E. C. Colwell and E. W. Tune, “Variant Readings: Classification and Use,” 

JBL 83 (1964): 253–61. 
95 See Gordon D. Fee, review of Eldridge, The Gospel Text of Epiphanius of 

Salamis, JBL 90 (1971): 368, 370. 
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Fee concludes, “The textual affinities of Epiphanius still await 
definition.” In addition, Mullen96 criticizes Eldridge for working with 
incorrect control groups, i.e., using the Armenian and Georgian versions 
as “Caesarean” witnesses, although neither of these versions exists in a 
critical edition, as well as using large numbers of Old Latin witnesses 
whose relationships to one another have not been clarified. 

In 1980, Thomas C. Geer, Jr., completed an M.Th. thesis on “The Text 
of Acts in Epiphanius of Salamis” at Harding Graduate School of 
Religion.97 Geer found problems with Eldridge’s work on Epiphanius’ 
quotations of Luke.98 For instance, thirty-six quotations of Luke 
(encompassing twenty-five different verses) were not included in 
Eldridge’s list of Epiphanius’ quotations of Luke. Also, variants, which 
according to Eldridge’s own criteria should have been included, were 
omitted from the apparatus. Geer provided two illustrations. 

 
1) Luke 2:40 (Anc 31.7; Anc 38.1) 

 
a. tw'/ pneuvmati Epiph TR A E F G H X 036 037 039 041  
b  om  Å B D L W  
 

Epiphanius refers to this passage twice, once including tw'/ pneuvmati, and 
once omitting it.  Epiphanius obviously knew the longer text, but the 
omission cannot be used in support of Epiphanius’ awareness of a 
shorter text as the omission occurs at the end of a quotation. 
 

2) Luke 22:43–44  (Anc 31.5; Anc 37.1; Anc 37.3–4; Pan haer 69.19.4; 
Pan haer 69.61.1) 
 

w[fqh de; aujtw'/  a[ggelo" ajp j oujranou' ejniscuvwn aujtovn. kai; 
genovmeno" ejn ajgwniva/ ejktenevsteron proshuvceto: kai; ejgevneto oJ 
iJdrw;" aujtou' wJsei; qrovmboi ai{mato" katabaivnonto" ejpi; th;n gh'n      

     
a. Epiph   Å*b D K L X 036* Q 041 Y f1 565 700 892* 1241 1242 

1253 1365 1546 2148 2174 Byz itd.e vg Diatessaron Iren 
b.  om ∏75 Åc A B T W itf syrs copsa.bo Clem Or Cyr 
c. include with asterisks  036  041c 892c 1079 1195 1216 

                                                             
96 Roderic L. Mullen, The New Testament Text of Cyril of Jerusalem (SBLNTGF, 

7; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1997), 49–51. 
97 Thomas C. Geer, Jr., “The Text of Acts in Epiphanius of Salamis” (M.Th. 

thesis, Harding Graduate School of Religion, 1980). 
98 Geer presented a communication entitled “The Text of Luke-Acts in 

Epiphanius of Salamis” at the Seventh International Conference on Patristic 
Studies, Oxford, 9 September 1975. 
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Geer noted that by introducing at least two of his quotations with ejn tw'/ 
kata; Louka'n eujaggelivw/ fhsi, Epiphanius clearly indicates the passage to 
be Lukan. Geer concluded that while Eldridge set out a commendable 
method, his lack of thoroughness in following that method raises 
questions regarding the textual affinities of Epiphanius in Luke. 

Geer presented the full text of the quotations of Acts in Epiphanius 
(seventy-seven verses), followed by a critical apparatus of one hundred 
genetically-significant variation units. He collated the text of Epiphanius 
fully against fifty-eight MSS selected as representative of the major 
textual traditions. Since Epiphanius’ quotations are often free, Geer 
examined all verbally-precise citations in Acts that are introduced by 
formulas. This examination adapted a profile from Fee’s99 analysis of the 
text of John in Origen and Cyril of Alexandria. Geer concluded that 
Epiphanius’ primary agreement is with the later “Western” cursives 
which have a definite Byzantine influence, and Epiphanius appears to 
have some relationship with 1739. 

Geer’s dissertation at Boston University was “An Investigation of a 
Select Group of So-Called Western Cursives in Acts.”  Several MSS of 
Acts dating from the ninth to the fourteenth centuries have been 
classified as “Western” cursives, implying that they have been 
influenced by the “Western” textual tradition. However, the precise 
extent of that influence has never been specified. Geer examines the text 
of 181 383 614 913 945 1175 1518 1611 1739 1891, addressing 1) their 
relationship to each other, 2) their connection to the “Western” tradition, 
and 3) their value for the history of the text of Acts.  Comparing thirty-
five MSS and fourteen fragments against each other, Geer presents a 
preliminary statistical analysis, followed by a detailed examination of 
genetically-significant variations in eight sample chapters of Acts.  Geer 
found that five of the MSS (181 945 1175 1739 1891) are Egyptian 
witnesses, influenced significantly by the Byzantine textual tradition, but 
only in a minor way by the “Western” text. Within these five, a family 
relationship was discovered among three (945 1739 1891), a triad he 
termed “Family 1739.” The other five MSS (383 614 913 1518 1611) are 
basically Byzantine, yet influenced by the “Western” tradition. None of 
the MSS consistently maintains a text similar to that of Codex Bezae, and 
none merits the designation “Western.”  These MSS indicate that certain 
MSS in the Egyptian and Byzantine traditions, between the ninth and 
fourteenth centuries, included certain “Western” readings. 

                                                             
99 Gordon D. Fee, “The Text of John in Origen and Cyril of Alexandria: A 

Contribution to Methodology in the Recovery and Analysis of Patristic 
Citations,” Bib 52 (1971): 357–94. 
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Given Epiphanius’ probable relationship with 1739, Geer followed 
with an examination of Family 1739 in Acts.100 Geer’s study is valuable in 
that his quantitative conclusions are based upon 2838 places of variation 
in Acts, rather than upon selected data in a sampling method. More 
precisely, he limited his qualitative analysis to 147 genetically-significant 
units of variation in eight chapters of Acts that permitted specific profiles 
to emerge. Already aware that 945 1739 and 1891 were primary members 
of the family, Geer was able to add 1704 to the family, and to recognize 
630 and 2200 as secondary members. He concluded that all members of 
Family 1739 belong to the Egyptian textual tradition of Acts. Further, 206 
429 and 522 are related significantly to the family, but comprise their 
own special relationship, especially 429 and 522. Although sharing 
certain readings with Family 1739, these three MSS are essentially 
Byzantine in character. Family 1739, then, has become a recognized 
group of MSS that is especially important for the examination of 
Epiphanius’ textual affinities. 

In 1974, Osburn101 completed a Ph.D. dissertation at St. Andrews on 
“The Text of the Pauline Epistles in Epiphanius of Salamis.” The full text 
of Epiphanius’ quotations is presented, with a critical apparatus of 
variations in the MS tradition of Epiphanius as well as in the NT text 
with only minimal textual support. This is followed by a list of 319 
variation units, including data from fourteen papyri, sixteen uncials and 
thirty-six cursives collated in full against the text of Epiphanius. Osburn 
first provides a quantitative analysis based upon all variation units. 
Although Epiphanius’ quotations are often brief and probably from 
memory, Osburn included in his study all instances of textual agreement 
in Epiphanius. Knowing that Epiphanius’ quotations are often adapted, 
Osburn followed with a profile adapted from Fee’s above mentioned (see 
n. 100) profile that permitted a closer examination of all significant 
readings found in the seven longer citations of Epiphanius in the Pauline 
Epistles, which have legitimate claim to reflect an actual biblical 
exemplar. Osburn concluded his study with attention to places in which 
Epiphanius comments specifically on various readings known to him in 
the manuscript tradition or in other patristic writings, concentrating 
upon two: 1 Cor 10:9 (kuvrion, Cristovn, qeovn) and 2 Tim 4:10 (Gallivan, 
Galativan, Galilaivan). Osburn concluded that Epiphanius’ text 
demonstrates little affinity with the “Western” text or with the older 

                                                             
100 Thomas C. Geer, Jr., Family 1739 in Acts (SBLMS 48; Atlanta: Scholars 

Press, 1994). 
101 Carroll D. Osburn, “The Text of the Pauline Epistles in Epiphanius of 

Salamis” (Ph.D. dissertation, University of St. Andrews, Scotland, 1974). 
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Egyptian MSS, but is primarily “later Alexandrian” with some influence 
from the earlier form of the developing Byzantine tradition.  

However, since these studies were completed, considerably more 
has been learned of groupings of manuscripts selected as representative 
of the various textual groups. Too, more has been learned about selecting 
quotations for use in textual analysis. Also, while Fee’s profile 
represented the best available procedure for analyzing the readings in a 
patristic writer, major advances have been made in methodology in 
analyzing the quotations of a patristic writer,102 all of which make it 
necessary for the text of the Apostolos to be investigated afresh. Finally, 
while Revelation is not properly a part of the Apostolos, as defined by 
Basil, quotations from Revelation are included in this study, but due to 
insufficient evidence are not analyzed. 

                                                             
102 See Bart D. Ehrman, “The Use of Group Profiles for the Classification of 

New Testament Documentary Evidence,” JBL 106 (1987): 465–86, and Gordon D. 
Fee, “The Use of Greek Patristic Citations in New Testament Textual Criticism: 
The State of the Question,” in Studies in the Theory and Method of New Testament 
Textual Criticism (SD 45; ed. E. Epp and G. Fee; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993). 



  

 
 
 
 
 

CHAPTER 2 
 

EPIPHANIUS’ TEXT AND APPARATUS 
 

 
1. THE TEXT OF THE APOSTOLOS IN PALESTINE 

 
Ropes1 held that Origen’s citations reflect an Old Egyptian type of 

text that is also reflected in Eusebius’ citations.2 He did not think that a 
distinctive type of text in Acts was to be found in Palestine.3 Von Soden, 
however, thought that Epiphanius and Cyril of Jerusalem reflect Western 
influence.4 Lake5 thought that 1739 might represent an Origenian-
Caesarean text of the epistles, and held, “it is natural to presume that the 
same may be true of Acts, but here the evidence fails.” Haenchen6 
followed Lake’s lead and thought 1739 might evidence a Caesarean text-
type in Acts, but did not continue this line of thinking in his 
commentary.7 Boismard and Lamouille found some readings in 1739 to 
be useful in reconstructing the “Western” text but found no distinctive 
Caesarean type of text for Acts.8 However, Geer9 found that 1739 reflects 
a “later Alexandrian” type of text in Acts, with some Western and 
Byzantine influence.” Apparently a specific type of text of Acts did not 
                                                             

1 James Hardy Ropes, “The Text of Acts,” The Beginnings of Christianity, Part 
I, The Acts of the Apostles (ed. F. J. Foakes-Jackson and Kirsopp Lake; London: 
Macmillan, 1926), clxxxix, ccxci. 

2 See M. Jack Suggs, “The New Testament Text of Eusebius of Caesarea” 
(Ph.D. dissertation, Duke University, 1954).  

3 Ropes, Beginnings of Christianity, 1.cxc–cxci. 
4 Hermann von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments in ihrer ältesten 

erreichbaren Textgestalt (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1911), 1.2, 1759. 
5 Kirsopp Lake, J. de Zwaan, and Morton S. Enslin, “Codex 1739,” in Six 

Collations of New Testament Manuscripts (HTS 17; ed. K. Lake and S. New; 
Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1932), 145. 

6 Ernst Haenchen, “Zum Text der Apostelgeschichte,” ZTK 54 (1957): 54–55. 
7 Ernst Haenchen, The Acts of the Apostles (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1971). 
8 M.-É. Boismard and A. Lamouille, Le Texte Occidental des Actes Apôtres: 

Reconstitution et Réhabilitation, Tome 1, Introduction et Textes (Paris: Editions 
Recherche sur les Civilisations, 1984), 25, 27. 

9 Thomas C. Geer, Jr., “Codex 1739 in Acts and Its Relationship to 
Manuscripts 945 and 1891,” Bib 69 (1988): 31, 41–42. 



THE TEXT OF THE APOSTOLOS IN EPIPHANIUS 
 

24 

exist in Roman Palestine and 1739, while related to the region, is to be 
viewed as later Egyptian in character rather than as a “Caesarean” text. 

Suggs10 posited that Eusebius’ text of the Catholic Epistles has some 
relationship with Family 2412, without claiming that 2412 represented a 
type of text actually used in Palestine. Carder11 proposed that 1243 does 
represent a Caesarean text-type in the Catholic Epistles, to which Aland12 
responded that one could only term a text “Caesarean” when Origen and 
Eusebius confirm its presence in Caesarea, and that according to 
Carder’s method most Byzantine manuscripts would have to be 
considered “Western.” In Richard’s13 study of the Johannine Epistles, 
1243 and 2412 were found to be Alexandrian rather than Caesarean. No 
text-type has been demonstrated in the Catholic Epistles with reference 
to Palestine. 

Regarding the Pauline Epistles, Zuntz14 found that 1739 has close 
affinity with the Egyptian text reflected in Origen and thought the so-
called “Caesarean” manuscripts to be a sub-group of the Egyptian text. 
Murphy15 suggested that Eusebius reflects an Egyptian text in Romans 
and 1 Corinthians, and suggested that the so-called “Euthalian” manu-
scripts used by Zuntz16 have diverse text-types. MS 015, for instance, 
reflects an Old Egyptian text-form, while 88 is Byzantine. On the basis of 
this analysis, Willard17 decided that colophons have no actual bearing on 
the text-type of manuscripts and that manuscripts with the “Euthalian 
apparatus” do not necessarily reflect a Caesarean text-type. So, analysis 
of the manuscripts that have been used to suggest a Caesarean text-type 
in the Pauline epistles shows that only 1739 has any clear link to that 
region. The patristic data in Origen and Eusebius do not evidence any 
distinctive text-type. The textual affinities of the Pauline corpus in 
Caesarea were more Egyptian in character. 

                                                             
10 Suggs, “The New Testament Text of Eusebius,” 149, 285–88.  
11 Muriel Carder, “A Caesarean Text in the Catholic Epistles,” NTS 16 

(1969): 252–70.  
12 Kurt Aland, “Bemerkungen zu den gegenwärtigen möglichkeiten text-

kritischer Arbeit aus Anlass einer Untersuchung zum Cäesarea-Text der 
Katholischen Briefe,” NTS 17 (1970): 4. 

13 W. Larry Richards, The Classification of the Greek Manuscripts of the 
Johannine Epistles (SGLDS 35; Missoula, MT; Scholars Press, 1977), 68–69, 195–98. 

14 Günther Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles: A Disquisition upon the Corpus 
Paulinum (London: Oxford University Press, 1953), 66, 80, 153–55. 

15 Harold Murphy, “Eusebius’ New Testament Text in the Demonstratio 
Evangelica,” JBL 78 (1954): 162–68. 

16 Zuntz, Text of the Epistles, 13–14, 20–24, 78.  
17 L. Charles Willard, “A Critical Study of the Euthalian Apparatus” (Ph.D. 

dissertation, Yale University, 1970), 1. 
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Hannah18 concluded that Origen’s text of 1 Corinthians is decidedly 
Egyptian in character. His move from Alexandria to Caesarea evidences 
no separate text. The “Western” text is notably absent from Origen’s text 
of 1 Corinthians, raising the question of just how widespread was its 
presence in Egypt in the third and fourth centuries. Interestingly, Mees19 
concluded that Clement of Alexandria’s citations of the Pauline Corpus 
evidence little affinity with the “Western” text. This might suggest that 
“Western” influence in Egypt during the second century was restricted 
to some copies of the Gospels ( ∏69; Å in John) and Acts ( ∏29 ∏38 ∏48). 
Hannah concluded that the Byzantine text is nonexistent in Egypt during 
the third century, and the Byzantine influence that is detected in Origen 
occurs when the Egyptian and Byzantine witnesses share the same 
reading. 

Recently, Mullen20 found a dearth of “Western” influence in Cyril of 
Jerusalem’s NT citations. He also found that Cyril’s text of Acts was 
certainly Egyptian in character, and from what little is known of the text 
of Acts in Origen and Eusebius, it appears that the dominant text of Acts 
used by patristic writers in the eastern Mediterranean was Egyptian. Due 
to the paucity of evidence, no conclusion can be made regarding the text 
of Cyril’s Catholic Epistles, but more is available for analysis of his 
citations of the Pauline Epistles. Varying from book to book, Cyril’s text 
of Romans, Ephesians, as well as 1 Thessalonians-Titus is close to the 
Egyptian text-form, while Hebrews, and possibly 2 Corinthians, 
Galatians, and Colossians is Byzantine. Cyril’s text of 1 Corinthians was 
determined to be basically Egyptian, with some Byzantine influence. 
This suggests to Mullen that the dominant text in Roman Palestine was 
Egyptian, but the presence of Byzantine readings indicates that forces 
that would later produce the Byzantine text were already at work in 
Cyril’s day. 

It appears, then, that the text of the Apostolos in use in fourth-
century Palestine was essentially Egyptian in character, with some 
Byzantine influence at certain places, and that the so-called “Western” 
text was not a textual factor. However, the link of 1739 to Caesarea does 
have implications for the study of the Apostolos in Epiphanius. 

 
 

                                                             
18 Darrell D. Hannah, The Text of 1 Corinthians in the Writings of Origen 

(SBLNTGF 4; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1997), 291–93. 
19 Michael Mees, Die Zitate aus dem Neuen Testament bei Clemens von 

Alexandrien (Bari: Istituto de Letteratura Cristiana Antica dell’Universita, 1970). 
20 Roderic L. Mullen, The New Testament Text of Cyril of Jerusalem (SBLNTGF 

7; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1997), 398–400.  
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2. RECONSTRUCTION OF A PATRISTIC TEXT:  
PROBLEMS OF METHOD 

 
 The suggestion was proposed by Jack Suggs21 years ago that rather 

than merely presenting all data, scholars should aim at publishing 
“‘critically reconstructed’ texts” of the patristic witnesses to the text of 
the New Testament. Although reconstructed texts or presentations of the 
full textual data are currently available for most of the important Latin 
fathers,22 the full NT text of most of the Greek fathers does not exist. 
Numerous earlier studies of the texts of Greek fathers often presented 
only variants from the TR or merely statistics based upon those variants.   

 The presentation of a Father’s text should attempt, as far as possible, 
to reconstruct the text which the father used, either in his lifetime or in a 
given period or locale, or in a given work or part of a work. In this 
connection, a critical evaluation of the data presented is essential.   

 
 

A. THE RECOVERY OF PATRISTIC DATA 
 
Fee23 argues that the presentation of a father’s citations must be 

complete, including all known quotations and adaptations, although not 
all allusions. His categories and definitions in 1971 were: 

 
Allusion: Reference to the content of a biblical passage in which verbal 
correspondence to the NT Greek text is so remote as to offer no value 
for the reconstruction of that text. 
 
Adaptation: Reference to a biblical passage, which has clear verbal 
correspondence to the Greek NT, but which has been adapted to fit the 
Father’s discussion and/or syntax. 

 
Citation: Those places where a Father is consciously trying to cite, either 
from memory or by copying, the very words of the biblical text. Anyone 
who works closely with a given Father’s text will probably make a 
further distinction in this category by noting citations at times to be 
“genuine” or “loose”. 

                                                             
 21 M. Jack Suggs, “The Use of Patristic Evidence in the Search for a 
Primitive New Testament Text,” NTS  (1958): 147. 
 22 See Gordon D. Fee, “The Text of John in Origen and Cyril of Alexandria: 
A Contribution to Methodology in the Recovery and Analysis of Patristic 
Citations,” Bib (1971): 358, n. 2. 

23 Fee, “Text of John in Origin and Cyril,” Bib (1971): 362. 
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However, locating usable data in Epiphanius’ citations and 
excluding data that should not be incorporated is not a simple matter.  It 
is widely assumed that simple verbal precision amounts to a usable 
citation. Using simple verbal correspondence and not examining 
citations in their patristic contexts, Geer used 100 units of variation in 
Acts and concluded, “his agreement is with the later ‘Western’ cursives 
which have a definite Byzantine influence.”24 When it was decided to 
add Acts to this study, a complete reexamination was undertaken.  Using 
the criteria discussed below, only thirty-four usable units of variation are 
found in Acts in the present investigation. Using only one-third of the 
variations in Geer’s thesis, the “Western” cursives do not figure 
prominently and are not included in this study. In fact, Epiphanius does 
not agree with the so-called “Western” cursives, but with Family 1739 
and the Later Egyptians. 

Similarly, in Osburn’s dissertation,25 319 units of variation were 
included for Paul, but following the criteria below only 127 units remain 
usable. After excluding 60% of the earlier data, a more accurate under-
standing emerges. Epiphanius’ text of the Pauline Epistles does not 
reflect “an early stage of the Koine text,” but a Later Egyptian affinity. 

Duplacy26 asks, “S’agit-il d’une réminiscence, d’une allusion, d’une 
citation accommodée aux besoins d’un contexte ou d’une véritable 
citation?” Fee’s categorizations are useful, especially when treating the 
text of Fathers, such as Hippolytus, Methodius and Origen, whose habits 
of citation are relatively good. However, with a Father such as 
Epiphanius, the three-fold classification leaves unclear the “loose 
citations” that Fee found enigmatic.27 Needed are criteria to differentiate 
loose citations from adaptations and adaptations from allusions and 
allusions from reminiscences.  

This approach was later used by Fee, along with Ehrman and 
Holmes,28 but with revised definitions. While “citation” still refers to “a 

                                                             
24 Thomas C. Geer, “The Text of Acts in Epiphanius” (M.Th. thesis, Harding 

Graduate School of Religion, 1980), 90. 
25 Carroll D. Osburn, “The Text of the Pauline Epistles in Epiphanius of 

Salamis” (Ph.D. dissertation, University of St. Andrews, 1974). 
26 Jean Duplacy, “Citations patristiques et critique textuelle du Nouveau 

Testament,” RSR 47 (1959): 393. 
27 Gordon D. Fee, “The Text of John in The Jerusalem Bible: A Critique of the 

Use of Patristic Citations in New Testament Textual Criticism, JBL 90 (1971): 169. 
28 Ehrman, Fee and Holmes, The Text of the Fourth Gospel in the Writings of 

Origen.  This approach is followed by Mullen, The New Testament Text of Cyril of 
Jerusalem; John J. Brogan, “The Text of the Gospels in the Writings of Athanasius” 
(Ph.D. dissertation, University of North Carolina, 1997), and Annewies van den 
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verbally-exact quotation of the biblical text,” “adaptation” now refers to 
“a quotation that has been modified (syntactically or materially) in light 
of the context,” and “allusion” signifies “a clear echo of a passage which 
nonetheless lacks a sustained verbal agreement.” They note, “we will use 
the term ‘quotations’ to refer to all lemmata, citations, and adaptations; 
the term ‘references’ will signify all quotations and allusions.”29 Ernest30 
observes, “Some grade deflation is evident between the first and second 
sets of definitions: what would have qualified as a loose citation in the 
1971 schema would be an adaptation under the newer definitions; and 
some adaptations under the older schema would be demoted to 
allusions under the new.” Even with revised definitions, however, it is 
not easy to decide when an adaptation is usable for establishing a 
father’s text, nor is it easy to determine when an allusion is to be 
included in the assessment. 

While uniformity concerning terminology used in assessing the 
exactitude of patristic citations is lacking, the following appears to reflect 
Fee’s revisions, as well as suggestions by others working on the topic:  

 
Citation.  A verbally exact quotation, whether it corresponds entirely (for 
very brief instances) or largely (for longer instances) and whether made 
from a text or from memory, often having an introductory formula and 
always having an explicit or implicit que to the reader that it is intended 
as a deliberate citation. 
 
Adaptation. A quotation from a recognizable text, without an 
introductory formula, in which much of the lexical and syntactical 
structure of the text is preserved and woven unobtrusively into the 
patristic context, reflecting intent to cite, but which is adapted to the 
patristic context and/or syntax. 

 
Allusion. A reference to the content of a certain biblical passage in which 
some ostensive verbal or motif correspondence is present, but reflecting 
intent to give only the gist of the text rather than to cite. 

 
Reminiscence. A clear reference to a biblical text, but lacking significant 
verbal content and reflecting no intent to cite; a faint echo of a biblical 
text that has little or no verbal correspondence to the text. 

                                                                                                                                        
Hoek, Clement of Alexandria and His Use of Philo in the Stromateis: An Early 
Christian Reshaping of a Jewish Model (Leiden: Brill, 1988), 20. 

29 Ehrman, Fee, and Holmes, The Text of the Fourth Gospel, 22. 
30 James D. Ernest, “Uses of Scripture in the Writings of Athanasius” (Ph.D. 

dissertation, Boston University, 2000), 31, n. 88. 
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The following criteria were used in gauging the accuracy of 
Epiphanius’ citations and determining their usefulness.  

 
1. ACCURATE CITATIONS.   

 
 Accurate citations are addressed by Fee31 and Barbara Aland32 and 

need not be discussed at length here. One might only add that 
sometimes a citation will have accurate terminology, yet evidence 
incidental transposition of a phrase or term that does not affect the 
meaning of the text. For instance, in Acts 15:29, cited in Pan 29.8.6, 
Epiphanius follows v. 28 with ajpevcesqai ai{mato" kai; pniktou' kai; 
porneiva" kai; eijdwloquvtou of v. 29. While eijdwloquvtou is transposed to the 
end of the list, Epiphanius clearly knows both pniktou' and eijdwloquvtou as 
singular, with Family 1739, rather than plural with Å A B C 81 1175.  
Also, note the incidental transposition of terms in both citations of Acts 
21:4 that does not affect the usefulness of the citations. 

 
oi{tine" fhsivn,  e[legon tw'/ Pauvlw/ dia; tou' pneuvmato" mh; ajnabaivnein 
eij"  jIerousalhvm (Anc 68.7; Pan 74.5.7; from Anc) 
 
The transposition of e[legon prior to tw'/ Pauvlw/ does not affect the 

remainder of the citation, which is vebally precise. In this case, 
Epiphanius reads ajnabaivnein with ˜ against ejpibaivnein in ∏74 Å A B. 

 
2. ADAPTATION TO PATRISTIC CONTEXT OR SENTENCE STRUCTURE.  

 
A biblical citation may be adapted to the patristic context and/or 

sentence structure, yet retain much of the lexical and syntactical 
structure of the text. Adaptations often involve grammatical alterations 
in order to accomodate the patristic discussion, but may involve 
significant alterations to the text as well. The choice of whether to cite 
accurately or to adapt appears to be based primarily upon how well the 
language of the biblical text coincided with with the patristic point being 
made. The adjustment of citations was a commonly accepted practice in 
the Greco-Roman world that continued into the patristic era.33   

                                                             
31 Gordon D. Fee, “The Use of Greek Patristic Citations in New Testament 

Textual Criticism,” ANRW 26.1 (1992): 256–62. 
32 Barbara Aland, ”Die Rezeption des neutestamentlichen Textes in den 

ersten Jahrhunderten,” in The New Testament in Early Christianity (ed. J.-M. Sevrin; 
BETL 86; Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1989), 1–38. 

33 Christopher Stanley, Paul and the Language of Scripture: Citation Technique 
in the Pauline Epistles and Contemporary Literature (SNTSMS 69; Cambridge: 
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Adaptations vary in type. On one hand, the subtlety of an adaptation 
could render it undetectable by a reader, but it also possible that an 
obvious reworking of a text would be immediately recognizable as such. 
Common is the omission of words, phrases, or even whole clauses that a 
writer considered irrelevant for the immediate purpose. Of course, 
stylistic considerations could account for many such omissions; however, 
the conscious removal of extraneous material could result in a wording 
that conveyed the sense in which a reader would be expected to 
understand the text, especially if the deleted material contained wording 
inimical to the patristic intent in using the quotation. A quotation that in 
its original context might evoke problematic understandings could be 
extracted from that context and assigned new meaning in a different 
context. Alterations could involve grammatical or ideological changes. A 
word or phrase could be replaced by another more in line with a writer’s 
intended point. Similarly, words or phrases could be added to 
emphasize a particular word or phrase that was crucial to the writer’s 
use of the text. Changes could be made to clarify or change a vague 
referent. For various reasons, a writer could adapt a text in order to 
insert the text into the patristic discussion, or to ensure that a reader 
would understand the point that the writer wanted to make in 
mentioning the text. Obviously, while adaptations can, under certain 
circumstances, be understood as representative of a Father’s text, they do 
not have the same degree of certainty in establishing the text of the NT as 
do citations. Even so, by using caution and careful analysis, certain 
adaptations can be included in the analysis of patristic quotations. 

 
a. Accurate Citation with Conscious Adaptation, Giving Only the Gist of Non-
Essential Text. At times, a text may be cited accurately in the necessary 
part, but only the gist given in the remainder. In such instances, the 
unadapted portion may be understood to represent a biblical exemplar. 
For instance, in Pan 66.81.3, Epiphanius cites Acts 3:6, precisely except 
for the very end. 

 
o{ti: 
ajrguvrion kai; crusivon oujc uJpavrcei moi, o} de; e[cw, tou'tov soi divdwmi, 
ejn tw'/ ojnovmati  jIhsou' Cristou' ajnavsta kai; peripavtei 

                                                                                                                                        
Cambridge University Press, 1992), 275–91, 334–37, notes that Paul does not 
differ from Philo or the Greco-Roman writers in viewing as normal the tendency 
to alter biblical citations in order to advance arguments, and that this practice 
continued as part of the cultural and literary ethos of the patristic era as well. 
Clement of Alexandria, Stromata, and Rufinus, at the beginning of his translation 
of Origen’s Peri Archon, both mention the common tendency to modify texts. 
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However, the citation is imprecise following Cristou', eliminating tou' 
Nazwraivou and using common Christian terminology. Therefore, one 
cannot be certain that Epiphanius’ exemplar read e[geire kai; peripavtei 
with A C E P 049, rather than just peripavtei with Å B D.   

 As a general rule, only units of variation that occur in the unaffected 
portions of a citation should be included; however, on rare occasions an 
argument can be made that even the affected portion could still evidence 
the reading of an exemplar. For instance, Epiphanius cites Gal 2:9 in Pan 
30.25.5. 

 
pavlin de; oJ a{gio" Pau'lo" marturei' kai; aujto;" toi'" peri; Pevtron 
levgwn: 
 jIavkwbo" kai;  jIwavnnh" kai; Khfa'", oiJ dokou'nte" stu'loi ei\nai, 
dexia;" e[dwkan ejmoiv te kai; Barnaba'/ koinwniva" 
 

Here Khfa'" is transposed after jIwavnnh", probably due inadvertently to 
the preceding discussion in 30.22–25, but the remainder is accurate. In 
the discussion Pevtro" is used of Peter, but Khfa'" is retained in this 
citation and likely represents the biblical exemplar. This means that 
Epiphanius can be cited in favor of   jIavkwbo" kai; Khfa'" kai;  jIwavnnh"  
(Epiph 1.3.2) with ˜ Å B C K L P 1739, rather than Pevtro" kai;  jIavkwbo"  
kai;  jIwavnnh" in ( ∏46 2.1.3) D F G itd.f.g Or, or  jIavkwbo" kai;  jIwavnnh"  in A. 

 
b. Adaptation to Patristic Context. Epiphanius, Pan 38.8.4, cites, ajf j ou| 
parevbh jIouvda" ajpelqei'n eij" to;n tovpon to;n i[dion from Acts 1:25 against the 
Cainites.  Of the ten words, eight are precise, with nothing added, 
omitted or transposed. Two words are adjusted, involving an alteration 
and a substitution. Epiphanius evidently has Acts 1:18–25 open before 
him.  Beginning this section, he says (8.2), “I know that I am giving a 
bulky list of texts,” and gives two precise citations of Acts 1:18, 20 
against Judas, whom he links with the Cainites. He then (8.3) continues 
his castigation of Judas by stressing his abandonment of his salvation, 
and in 8.4 says, “Thus the apostles made Matthias one of their number in 
his place, saying, ajf j ou| parevbh jIouvda" ajpelqei'n eij" to;n tovpon to;n i[dion.”  
With reference to the text of Acts 1 open before him, he makes two 
conscious alterations to this verse in order to drive home his point that 
Judas did not simply “go away” as the text says, but in fact abandoned 
“his whole salvation”(8.3) and went “to perdition” (8.5). In the first 
instance, ou| is still genitive, but now masculine because of its new 
patristic antecedent, ajriqmovn, instead of the biblical th'" diakoniva" tauvth" 
kai; ajpostolh'". Secondly, Luke’s poreuqh'nai (to depart) was consciously 
strengthened by the substitution of ajpelqei'n (to abandon association 
with someone; see Danker, BDAG, 102). In so doing, Epiphanius makes 
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explicit what Luke leaves implicit.  This being the case, Epiphanius can 
be understood to read ajf j with Å A B C D 81 945 1175 1704 1739 rather 
than e[x with TR ˜ E H 049 630 1073 1352. 

Theological adaptations may involve add/omit, substitution, or 
transposition. With regard to add/omit and/or transposition in which 
all of the text is biblical, adaptation that consists of patristic alteration of 
the meaning of the biblical text raises the question of what is useable as 
text-critical data. Epiphanius, Pan 79.3.5 cites Acts 2:17 using accurate 
terminology, but transposing the phrase ejnupnivoi" ejnupniasqhvsontai 
from the presbuvteroi to the qugatevre" because he is dealing with young 
women in the context, and he deletes the phrase dealing with the 
presbyters because he is addressing the topic of participation of women 
in public worship. Immediately after, Epiphanius says, “The word of 
God does not allow a woman ‘to speak’ in church either, or ‘bear rule 
over a man.’” With this conscious alteration, then, women are no longer 
"prophesying," but silently “dreaming dreams.” In this theologically-
motivated alteration in which all of the text is biblical, Epiphanius clearly 
knows the dative ejnupnivoi" rather than the accusative plural ejnuvpnia with 
˜ (LXX). 

 
c. Conflation is a form of adaptation that involves inserting a text within 
another text, more or less accurately. At times, Epiphanius conflates two 
passages into a single citation. This could reflect either poor quoting 
habits or poor memory, but could also be understood as very intentional 
if the reworked text is understood as central to his developing argument.  
For instance, 1 Cor 11:7 and 14:15 are conflated in Pan 70.3.7 and 80.6.6. 
Also 1 Cor 2:4 and 13 are conflated in Pan 74.7.8.  Since in Anc 70.8 he 
cites the text accurately, he knew the correct text.  Even so, while 
conflations should not be rejected a priori, they must be subjected to 
intense scrutiny before their data are usable in reconstructing a Father’s 
text. 
 
3. ALLUSION  
 

Allusion involves reference to the content of a biblical passage in 
which some verbal correspondence is present, but with clear intent to 
give only the gist of the text rather than to cite. For instance, in Pan 9.4.9, 
Epiphanius uses Acts 2:38:  

 
kai; katanugei'si th;n kardivan ei\pe: 
metanohvsate, a[ndre" ajdelfoiv, kai; baptisqhvtw e{kasto" ejn tw'/ 
ojnovmati  jIhsou' Cristou' tou' kurivou uJmw'n kai; ajfeqhvsontai uJmi'n aiJ 
aJmartivai kai; lhvyesqe th;n dwrea;n tou' aJgivou pneuvmato".  
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The introduction is not overtly an intention to cite, but merely to give the 
gist of a well-known text in support of his argument. Accordingly, 
Epiphanius cannot be said to read ejn with B C D 945 1739 1891 rather 
than ejpi; with TR ˜ Å A E H P 049 81 1073 1175 1352, nor tou' kurivou  
jIhsou' Cristou' with D E 945 1739 1891 rather than  jIhsou' Cristou' with TR 
˜ ∏74 Å A B C H P 049 81 1073 1175 1352. 

In Pan 44.6.1, Epiphanius cites Acts 7:56: ajpekrivnanto levgwn: ijdouv, 
oJrw' to;n oujrano;n hjnew/gmevnon kai; to;n uiJo;n tou' ajnqrwvpou ejstw'ta ejk dexiw'n 
tou' patrov". However, in this allusion, Epiphanius substitutes words, 
changes plural to singular, and alters word order, and thus cannot be 
said to agree either with ajnew/gmevnou" in TR ˜ ∏74 D(*) E H P 049 1073 
1352 rather than dihnoigmevnou" in Å A B C 81 945 1175 1739 1891, nor can 
he be taken to agree with eJstw'ta ejk dexiw'n in Å* A C E 1175 rather than 
ejk dexiw'n eJstw'ta in TR ˜ ∏74 Åc B D H P 049 81 945 1073 1352 1739 1891. 
That he is alluding to Acts 7:56 is clear, but verbal consistency is lacking. 

One might also note Acts 10:12 in Pan 48.7.4: 11: kai; pavnta ta; 
tetravpoda kai; eJrpeta; kai; tou' oujranou' ta; peteina; ejn aujth'/. It could be 
argued that while Epiphanius omits th'" gh'" and changes the order of 
tou' oujranou', he does keep the list in the same order, with three groups 
instead of four, as in ∏74 Å A B and Family 1739. However, this two-verse 
citation is clearly only an allusion giving the gist of the verse and it is not 
at all certain whether Epiphanius’ exemplar read tetravpoda kai; eJrpeta; 
th'" gh'" kai; peteina; tou' oujranou' with ∏74 Å A B Cc 81 (945 ta; eJrpetav) 
1175 (1739 1891 ta; eJrpetav) rather than tetravpoda th'" gh'" kai; ta; qhriva 
kai; ta; eJrpeta; kai; ta; peteina; tou' oujranou' with TR ˜ H L P 049 1073 
1352, or tetravpoda kai; eJrpeta; th'" gh'" kai; ta; qhriva kai; ta; peteina; tou' 
oujranou' with E ite, or tetravpoda kai; ta; qhriva kai; ta; eJrpeta; th'" gh'" kai; 
peteina; tou' oujranou' with C*vid. 

In Pan 28.4.5, Epiphanius cites Acts 15:1: levgonta" o{ti: eja;n mh; 
peritmhqh'te kai; fulavxhte to;n novmon, ouj duvnasqe swqh'nai. In this allusion, 
Epiphanius adds kai; fulavxhte and alters tw'/ e[qei to to;n novmon.  Although he 
gives the gist of the text, there is no compelling reason to think that he is quoting 
a text at this point. So, one does not know whether his exemplar read 
peritmhqh'te with ∏74 Å A B C D 81 1175, or peritemnh'sqe with ˜ E H L P 
049 630 945 1073 1352 1704 1739 1891 Chr CyrJer. 

Epiphanius’ lengthy allusion to Rom 13:1–4 in Pan 40.4.3–4 includes 
several precise phrases, but is too loose to permit the conclusion that his 
exemplar read ou\sai ejxousivai with TR ˜ Dc L P 049 33 104 699 1739 
rather than ou\sai with Å A B D* F G 81 1594 itd.e.f.g in v. 1, or that it read 
qeou'sec with Å* A B D F G P 81 104 1739 rather than tou' qeou' TR ˜ Åc L 
049 33 699 1594 Or. 



THE TEXT OF THE APOSTOLOS IN EPIPHANIUS 
 

34 

One might note Mullen’s34 argument that, “at Luke 23:45, Cyril’s 
several allusions make it clear that his text reads ‘ejklivponto"’.” Mullin 
lists also Rom 8:26, where Cyril’s allusion reads th'" ajsqenei'a" for th'" 
ajsqeneiva/ with B Å against tai'" ajsqeneivai" of ˜ and th'" dehvsew" of F G.  
Even so, one must exercise great caution, because the uncritical use of 
allusion in establishing the text of a Father could destroy the very 
exactitude desired in the process. 

 
4. REMINISCENCE  
 

Reminiscence may involve some verbal inaccuracy with clear 
reference to a biblical text, or it may be simply a brief reference to a 
biblical text.  Reminiscences are not included in this study.35 

 
5. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

 
a. Common Patristic Terminology.  Locution accounts for several instances 
of verbal correspondence with biblical texts, but with no intent to cite. In 
Pan 69.77.5, Epiphanius cites Acts 1:11: kaiv: ou}tw" o[yesqe aujtovn, o}n 
trovpon ei[dete aujto;n ajnalambanovmenon. Here, Epiphanius’ imprecision 
and use of common Christian phraseology means that one cannot be 
certain of the reading of his biblical exemplar from this reference. 
Epiphanius’ common patristic terminology is not included in this 
volume. 

 
b. Citations in Multiple Text-Forms. Fee36 draws attention to instances in 
which a Father presents quotations reflecting two or more text forms, 
and suggests the following guidelines: 
 

 1. At times, careful analysis indicates that the Father knew and used 
only one text form, and that the second quotation reflects either (a) faulty 
memory, or (2) inconsequential omissions or adaptations to the new 
context.  In most such cases, Fee suggests, the long form reflects the 
Father’s text and the short form is a Father’s abbreviated version. 

 2.  At other times, it appears that the Father knew and used two or 
more different forms of the text, e.g., Origen’s citations of Mark in his 
“Commentary on John.” 

                                                             
34 Mullen, New Testament Text of Cyril of Jerusalem, 22, n. 85. 
35 See Robert Grant, “Citation of Patristic Evidence,” in New Testament 

Manuscript Studies (ed. M. Parvis and A. Wikgren; Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 1950), 118. 

36 Fee, “Greek Patristic Citations,” ANRW 26.1, 260. 
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 3. When one cannot decide in this regard, Fee suggests that it is less 
likely that a Father knew and used two different texts than either that he 
is careless or that an error has made its way into his own textual 
tradition. This being the case, one cannot know the reading of the 
Father’s text. 

 
c. Old Testament Citations are sometimes adapted to the NT context, and 
patristic comments on citations often place them either within the OT or 
NT. At Pan 61.2.2, Epiphanius cites Acts 1:20 (Ps 68:26) with reference to 
Judas: 

 
wJ" levgei pavlin a[llo" profhvth": 
genevsqw hJ e[pauli" aujtou' e[rhmo" kai; th;n ejpiskoph;n aujtou' labevtw 
e{tero", shmaivnwn o{ti ajpevqanen kakw'/ qanatw'/ oJ  jIouvda" 

 
 While the introduction might suggest the citation is from the OT, the 
context makes clear that the reference is to Acts rather than to Psalms. In 
the previous section, Epiphanius was working from Matt 27, stressing 
the fulfillment of prophecy regarding Judas’ downfall.  There, he cites 
Matthew’s citation of Zech 11:12–13, making reference not to Zechariah 
but saying only, “As it was written of him in the prophets.” So, although 
Zech 11:12–13 is in view, Epiphanius evidently had the text of Matt 27 
open before him.  Then, he turns to Acts 1 to continue his castigation of 
Judas, saying, “Let his habitation be desolate (Ps 68.26 LXX) and his 
bishopric another take (Ps 108:8 LXX),” which here is clearly from Acts 
1:20 and which is followed immediately by citations from Acts 1:18 and 
1:25. So, while the OT is very much in focus with Epiphanius’ stated 
intent to prove from Scripture that Judas’ actions and fate were foretold 
by “the prophets,” he utilized the references to those texts in Matt 27 and 
Acts 1 to make his point. Accordingly, in Acts 1:20 Epiphanius should be 
cited in support of labevtw with Å A B C D rather than laboiv with ˜. 
 
d. Readings in Lemmata and Commentary. Fee37 discusses the problems of 
assigning priority to readings in lemmata and commentary, using Origen 
and Cyril of Alexandria as examples. With regard to Origen, highest 
priority is given to readings found in the commentary, particularly ad loc. 
citations and adaptations. Readings in lemmata are taken second. Third, 
citations other than ad loc. are considered, supposing Origen would be 
likely to “look up” a passage in such instances. On the other hand, Cyril 
of Alexandria, whose habits of citing are less exact than those of Origen, 
gives the impression that he rarely consulted his biblical text when 

                                                             
37 Fee, “The Text of John in Origen and Cyril,” Bib (1971): 363–4. 
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citing, often conflating references to the text. Accordingly, Fee assigns 
first priority to the text of Cyril’s commentary, the lemmata second, and 
variants from elsewhere in the commentary and all other works a distant 
third. 

Admittedly, the reconstruction of the text of the Apostolos in 
Epiphanius of Salamis poses problems. Epiphanius may have used 
several biblical texts during his writing over the years. His own manner 
of citation may vary from work to work or even section to section.  
Further, each of his works has undergone its own textual modifications 
through the centuries. In view of these difficulties, one may wonder 
whether it is possible to reconstruct his text of the Apostolos. If so, 
certainly judgments must be made that are based upon a thorough 
working knowledge of the father’s habits of citation as well as the nature 
of the data available in his extant works. This amounts to a reduction of 
approximately 66% of the data having verbal correspondence with the 
biblical text, but which clearly cannot be understood as representative of 
Epiphanius’ exemplar. 

 
B. PRESENTATION OF PATRISTIC DATA 

 
Two methods of presentation of data are suitable for the 

presentation of the text of the Pauline epistles in Epiphanius. One is 
followed by G. M. Rolando and T. Caragliano38 in their edition of the text 
of Luke and John in Ambrose, and advocated by Fee39 in his discussion 
of methodology in the recovery and analysis of patristic citations. A 
running text of the father is given, to the extent that it can be 
reconstructed from the available sources.  Along with this text are two or 
three sections of apparatus. The first apparatus consists of a list and full 
text of citations or adaptations presently available only in translation. 
These are not used in the reconstruction of the text because they are not 
sufficiently reliable representations of the father's Greek text, and 
consequently they require to be evaluated separately.40 A second 
                                                             

38 Giovanni M. Rolando and Tyndarus Caragliano, “Ricostruzione 
Teologico-Critica del Testo Latino del Vangelo di S. Luca Usato da S. Ambrogio,” 
Bib, 26 (1945): 238–276; 27 (1946): 3–17, 30–64, and 210–240.  A comparison of this 
presentation with that of R. W. Muncey, The New Testament Text of St. Ambrose 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1959), illustrates what should and 
should not be done in the presentation of the biblical text of a father. See 
Metzger’s review of Muncey’s work in JBL 80 (1961): 187–188. 
 39 Fee, Bib (1971): 357–394. 
 40 See G. Bardy, “Le texte de l’epître aux Romains dans le commentaire 
d'Origène-Rufin,” RB 29 (1920): 229–241, who arrived at the same conclusion 
regarding the text of Origen. 
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apparatus includes the references to all citations, the extent of text of 
each citation, and the complete text of all adaptations that have verbal 
significance. A third apparatus lists, and discusses as need arises, all of 
the variations, whether biblical or patristic. 

 An alternative format, and the one chosen for the present 
investigation, is found in Mees’ analysis of the text of the NT in Clement 
of Alexandria.41 Fee suggests this approach for patristic writers who cite 
freely.42 Each citation or adaptation is listed separately by verse number. 
Critical evaluations appear in a separate discussions of the text itself or 
in footnotes to the text. A separate critical apparatus presents textual 
data, including agreements or disagreements with the biblical manu-
script tradition. In this work, the critical apparatus is included within the 
text itself for ease of reference.   

 The format of presentation is that followed by the SBLNTGF series.  
Following the verse number, formulas of introduction are reproduced 
when they occur within the text of Epiphanius. Such formulas are 
concluded with a Greek semi-colon and the text of the citation itself 
begins on the next full line. When the formula occurs within or following 
the citation, the cited portion of the biblical text is underlined and the 
introductory material is not underlined. At times the patristic context is 
presented to the extent to which it is in relation with the text of the 
citation, in which case biblical words are underlined. All variant forms of 
Epiphanius’ text are noted in the footnotes using patristic sigla, with the 
exception of the significant variants in the biblical portions that are set 
out in the critical apparatus following the text. 

In the event a citation may belong to any of several biblical passages, 
those passages are mentioned in the footnotes.  When several biblical 
passages are conflated or mixed by Epiphanius and presented as one 
passage, the text is presented in full for each biblical passage involved, 
and those words which are from the verse under consideration are 
underlined. Given in parentheses after each patristic citation is its 
location in the works of Epiphanius, given not by volume, page, and line 
of the printed edition, but by patristic chapter and section.   

                                                             
 41 M. Mees, Die Zitate aus dem Neuen Testament bei Clemens von Alexandrien 
(Bari: Istituto de Letteratura Cristiana Antica dell’ Universita, 1970). 

42 Gordon D. Fee, “The Use of the Greek Fathers for New Testament Textual 
Criticism,” in The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research: Essays on the 
“Status Quaestionis,” (SD 46; ed. B. Ehrman and M. Holmes; Grand Rapids: 
Eerdmans, 1995), 199. 



THE TEXT OF THE APOSTOLOS IN EPIPHANIUS 
 

38 

For the NT, chapters and verses are numbered after the twenty-
seventh edition of Novum Testamentum Graece43 and for the OT the 
numeration of Rahlfs is followed.44 The Gregory system is followed for 
NT MSS, except for major uncials.45 Epiphanius’ manuscripts are 
designated by the sigla used by Holl. When both Gregory and Holl use 
the same siglum, the manuscript of Epiphanius is indicated by a 
superscript 

epiph
. For example, G refers to codex Boernerianus, whereas 

G
epiph 

refers to codex Vaticanus 503; and P refers to biblical codex 
Porphyrianus, but P

epiph 
refers to codex Paris gr. 833. 

 
 
 

3. THE TEXTUAL APPARATUS FOR NT WITNESSES 
 

A method based upon direct comparison of MSS is essential. The text 
of Epiphanius was collated in its entirety against NT manuscripts 
selected as representative of the various textual traditions.46 The 
commonly accepted textual groups and their witnesses are: 
 
A. ACTS 

 
Egyptian: 

Old Egyptian – ∏74 Å B  
Later Egyptian –   

A C 81 1175 
Family 1739 – 945 1704 1739 1891 

“Western” uncials – D E + old Latin or vulgate 
 Byzantine – ˜ H L P 049 1073 1352 

 
 

                                                             
 43 Barbara Aland, et al., eds. Novum Testamentum Graece (27th ed.; Stuttgart: 
Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1993). 
 44 Alfred Rahlfs, ed., Septuaginta (8th ed.; Stuttgart: Württembergische 
Bibelanstalt, 1965). 

45 See Kurt Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste der griechischen Handschriften des Neuen 
Testaments (ANTF, 1; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1963). 

46Classification of witnesses according to text-type follows essentially the 
standard classification found in Bruce M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the 
Greek New Testament (2nd ed.; New York: United Bible Societies, 1994): 15*-16*; 
Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, The Text of the New Testament (2nd ed.; trans. E. 
Rhodes; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989), 83–163; and J. Harold Greenlee, 
Introduction to New Testament Textual Criticism (rev. ed.; Peabody, Mass.: 
Hendrickson, 1995), 117–18. 
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B. CATHOLIC EPISTLES  
 
 Egyptian – ∏72 Å A B C Y 33 323 1739 
 Byzantine – ˜ L 049 105 201 325 1022 
 

C. PAULINE EPISTLES 
 
 Egyptian: 
  Old Egyptian – ∏46 Å B 1739 
  Later Egyptian – A C P 33 81 104   
 “Western” uncials – D F G 
 Byzantine – ˜ K L 049 699 1594 

 
D. REVELATION   The seven verses from Revelation cited by Epiphanius 
are insufficient basis for analyzing his text of the Apocalypse, but brief 
observations are based upon: Older Primary (A C Oecumenius), Older 
Secondary (Å), Later Andreas (P Andreas), and Later Koine (˜ TR 046). 
 

In 1980, Geer47 concluded that the text of Epiphanius in Acts was 
closely related to 1739. He pursued this line of investigation further in 
his doctoral work at Boston University,48 and in his analysis of Family 
1739 in Acts.49 Because of Geer’s conclusion that the text of Epiphanius in 
Acts is closely related to 1739, selected MSS from Family 1739 are 
included in this study as a special group: 945 1704 1739 1891; however, 
Epiphanius has no special relationship with these MSS in the Catholic or 
Pauline Epistles. 

Duplacy50 gave some credence to the possibility of a “Western” text 
in the Catholic Epistles, but provided little evidence, and was followed 
in this assessment by C.-B. Amphoux.51 This study of Epiphanius does 
not assume a “Western” text in the Catholic Epistles. Bover52 discusses 

                                                             
47 Geer, “The Text of Acts in Epiphanius of Salamis,” (1980). 
48 Geer, “An Investigation of a Select Group of So-called Western Cursives in 

Acts” (Ph.D. dissertation, Boston University, 1985). 
49 Geer, Family 1739 in Acts (SBLMS 48; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1994), esp. p. 

113. 
50 Jean Duplacy, “Le texte occidental des épîtres catholiques,” NTS 16 (1970): 

397–99. 
51 C.-B. Amphoux, “Le Texte des épîtres catholiques.  Essais de classement 

des états de texte, préparatoires à une histoire du texte de ces épîtres” (Ph.D. 
dissertation, Paris-Sorbonne, 1981). 

52 J. M. Bover, Novi Testamenti Biblia Graeca et Latina (5th ed.; Madrid: 
Gráficas Cóndor, 1968), xlvi–xlvii. 
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the possibility of finding a Caesarean text in the Pauline Epistles, but 
efforts to identify such a text-type there have been unsuccessful.53  

The groupings selected above assume a constant textual affinity 
throughout the Pauline corpus.  However, individual books may have 
divergent textual affinities. Some manuscripts evidence a different text 
type even within a given book.54  In an M.A. thesis, Morrill55 concluded 
that in 1 Corinthians five of the so-called “Western” cursives (181, 917, 
1836, 1874, 1875), 

 
are very good representatives of the Alexandrian text-type for over half 
of the book, up to about 1 Cor 12:6, after which they switch to 
supporting a Byzantine type of text. . . . [All] are significantly closer to 
the Byzantine and Alexandrian texts than to the ‘Western.’ (112) 
 

He also concluded that in 1 Corinthians 326 is a very mixed text, that Y 
and 6 have mixed texts much closer to the Byzantine tradition, and that 
1908, often said to be a later Alexandrian MS in Paul, is strictly a 
Byzantine text in 1 Corinthians (113). P and 104 are called “borderline” 
Egyptians, but display mixed texts in 1 Corinthians (112).  He observes 
concerning the Egyptian text in Corinthians,56 

 
The nucleus of the group is formed by manuscripts Å A B 33 81 and 
1739, as well as C where it is extant.  ∏46 generally has a greater 
disparity to all other groups than does the “nucleus” of manuscripts, 
except that it normally is slightly closer than others to the “Western” 
group. 

 
Although commonly considered as Egyptian witnesses, it is important to 
exclude Y 6 326 1908 from the analysis lest they skew the data.   

Further, Metzger57 lists Y 33 104 and 326 as Later Alexandrians in 
Acts. It is clear from Geer’s58 study that 33 is Byzantine in the first eleven 

                                                             
53 See Kurt Aland, “The Significance of the Papyri for N.T. Research,” in The 

Bible in Modern Scholarship (ed. J. P. Hyatt; London: Carey Kingsgate, 1966), 336–
37; and idem, “Bemerkungen zu den gegenwärtigen Möglichkeiten textkritischer 
Arbeit aus Anlass einer Untersuchung zum Cäsarea-Text der katholischen 
Briefe,” NTS 17 (1970): 1–9. 

54 See Thomas C. Geer, Jr., “The Two Faces of Codex 33 in Acts,” NovT 31 
(1989): 39–47, who concluded that 33 is basically Byzantine in Acts 1:1–11:25 and 
an excellent Egyptian witness in Acts 11:26–28:31.” 

55 Bruce Morrill, “The Classification of the Greek Manuscripts of 1 
Corinthians” (M.A. thesis, Harding Graduate School of Religion, 1981). 

56 See also Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles, 96–107. 
57 Metzger, Text of the NT, 216. 
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chapters, and Egyptian thereafter. The Alands59 note that 33 has twenty-
one Byzantine readings, twenty shared Byzantine and original text 
readings, thirty-four original text readings and twelve singular readings 
(24%; 23%; 39%; 14%). Given this mixture, 33 is not included in the 
Egyptian group in Acts.  The Alands60 also note (p. 118) that Y has forty-
two Byzantine, twenty-five shared, twenty-three original and fifteen 
singular readings (40%; 24%; 22%; 14%), and assign it to Category III in 
Acts. MSS 104 and 326, although Late Egyptians in Paul, clearly are not 
so in Acts. The Alands list 104 as Category V in Acts, while 326 is only 
Category III. The higher category for 326 is misleading, for 104 has sixty-
one Byzantine, twenty-six shared, nine original and eight singular 
readings (59%; 25%; 9%; 8%), while 326 has sixty-three Byzantine, 
twenty-seven shared, eight original and seven singular readings (60%; 
26%; 8%; 7%). From the Alands’ test readings, 326 is just as Byzantine in 
Acts as 104 and should be in Category V rather than Category III.  For 
this reason, 104 and 326 are also excluded from this study of Acts. 

All significant variants are included in the apparatus in which the 
reading of Epiphanius and at least one other reading have valid support 
from at least three Greek manuscripts used as control witnesses.61 Other 
readings are relegated to footnotes. The reading of Epiphanius in the 
passage under consideration is always given first.  Witnesses are cited in 
support of a reading in the following order: a) TR ˜, b) papyri, c) 
uncials, d) minuscules, and when appropriate, e) lectionaries, f) versions, 
and g) Fathers.  Absence of a Greek witness in the apparatus indicates a 
lacuna or unreadble text.  Parentheses denote differences in readings that 
do not affect the main point of the variant, as well as to denote a minor 
deviation from the reading being cited but which does not affect the 
principal point of the reading. When a word in a reading occurs more 
than once in a quotation, it is cited with pr, sec, or tert in parentheses to 
indicate which occurrence of the word is under consideration. 

                                                                                                                                        
58 Thomas C. Geer, Jr., “The Two Faces of Codex 33 in Acts,” NovT 31 

(1989): 39–47. 
59 Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, The Text of the New Testament, 129. 
60 See Kurt Aland, Text und Textwert der griechischen Handschriften des Neuen 

Testaments. III Die Apostelgeschichte (ANTT 20; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1993), 684–709, 
esp. 692. 

61As Hort, The New Testament in the Original Greek: Introduction, 46, noted, 
with three MSS in agreement, the statistical probability of independent scribal 
error decreases radically in comparison with agreement of only two witnesses. 
See also W. Larry Richards, The Classification of the Greek Manuscripts of the 
Johannine Epistles (SBLDS 35; Missoula: Scholars Press, 1977), 35ff., who suggests 
that no less than four witnesses are vital for statistical research. The “Western” 
triad of D F G, however, necessitates our use of three witnesses. 
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Insignificant variations are not included in the apparatus: obvious 
itacism, orthographical variation in proper names and place names, 
moveable n, variable ", outw/outw" interchanges, and abbreviations such 
as ajll j for ajllav. Particularly at the beginning, but also at the ending, of 
patristic citations, the text is often modified to fit patristic syntax and 
variants in those places are not included, nor are instances in which 
Epiphanius has a shorter ending of a text that is known to be longer 
elsewhere. In instances of minor variation, parentheses are placed 
around the siglum to indicate insignificant variation. 

While scribal changes in MSS are often reflected in the apparatus, 
they are not included in the analysis. Versional and patristic data are 
included in the apparatus from printed editions of the NT, and patristic 
data from volumes in the SBLNTGF series. 
 
 
 

4. TEXTUAL ABBREVIATIONS AND SIGLA 
 

Symbols, abbreviations, and Latin terms are those commonly used 
in printed editions of the NT, such as NA27 and UBS 4. 
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5. ACTS AND EPISTLES IN EPIPHANIUS OF SALAMIS 
 

Acts 1:4  
h]: 
 perimevnein th;n ejpaggelivan tou' patro;" h}n hjkouvsate (Anc 69.8) 
 
kai; pavlin e[legen: 
ajpo;  JIerosoluvmwn mh; cwrivzesqe, ajpekdecovmenoi th;n ejpaggelivan tou' 
pneuvmato" h}n hjkouvsate (Pan 66.61.5) 
 
h]:  
perimevnein th;n ejpaggelivan tou' patro;" h}n hjkouvsate (Pan 74.6.8; from 
Anc) 
 

Acts 1:7–8 
kai; e[legen aujtoi'": 
7) oujc uJmw'n ejsti gnw'nai crovnou" kai; kairouv", ou}" oJ path;r e[qeto ejn th'/ 
ijdiva/ ejxousiva/, 8) ajlla; lhvyesqe duvnamin ejpelqovnto" tou' aJgivou 
pneuvmato" ejf j uJma'" (Pan 66.61.4) 
 
8) oujde; oujkevti to; para; tou' swth'ro" eijrhmevnon sthvsetai tov: 
e[sesqev moi mavrture" a[cri ejscavtou th'" gh'" (Pan 61.2.2)62 
 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
a. moi Epiph TR ˜ E H 049 81 630 945 1073 1352 1704 1739 1891  
b. mou  Å A B C D 1175 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

Acts 1:11 
 wJ" levgousin: 
a[ndre" Galilai'oi, tiv eJsthvkate ajtenivzonte" eij" to;n oujranovn…  ou|to" oJ63  
jIhsou'" oJ ajf j uJmw'n ajvnalhfqei;" ou{tw" ejleuvsetai o}n trovpon ejqeavsasqe 
aujto;n ajnalambanovmenon (Pan 44.5.12) 

 
 
 

                                                             
62 Epiphanius adapts this text by omitting the portion not needed for his 

argument, replacing it with a[cri and retaining with verbal accuracy the 
beginning and ending of the citation. Holl cites the reference as “Ps 18:5 (Röm 
10:18),” but the patristic context clearly refers to the Romans passage. 

63  oJ] om 33 105. 
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Acts 1:11 cont. 
 
ajlla; h[koun ejrrwmevnh/ th'/ dianoiva/ o{ti: 
a[ndre" Galilai'oi, tiv eJsthvkate eij" to;n oujrano;n ajtenivzonte"…  ou|to" oJ  
jIhsou'" oJ ajf j uJmw'n eij" to;n oujrano;n ajnalhfqei;" ou{tw" ejleuvsetai (Pan 
48.8.2) 
 
eijpovnte": 
a[ndre" Galilai'oi, tiv eJsthvkate eij" to;n oujrano;n ajtenivzonte"…  ou|to" oJ  
jIhsou'" oJ ajf j uJmw'n eij" to;n oujrano;n64 ajnalhfqei;" ou{tw" ejleuvsetai65 wJ" 
aujto;n ei[dete ajnalambanovmenon (Pan 62.6.8) 
 
kai; levgonta" o{ti: 
tou'ton to;n  jIhsou'n o}n eJwravkate ajf j uJmw'n ajnalambanovmenon, ou{tw" 
ejleuvsetai o}n trovpon ei[dete aujto;n ajnalambanovmenon (Pan 66.87.8) 
 
kaiv: 
ou{tw" o[yesqe aujtovn, o}n trovpon ei[dete aujto;n ajnalambanovmenon (Pan 
69.77.5) 
 
kai; ei]pon duvo a[ndre": 
tiv eJsthvkate, a[ndre" Galilai'oi…  ou|to" oJ ajf j uJmw'n ajnalhfqeiv" (Pan 
77.19.3) 
 

Acts 1:18  
o}": 
prhnh;" genovmeno" ejlavkhse mevso", kai; ejxecuvqh pavnta66 ta; splavgcna 
aujtou' (Pan 38.8.3) 
 

Acts 1:20 
wJ" levgei pavlin a[llo" profhvth": 
genevsqw hJ e[pauli" aujtou'67 e[rhmo"68 kai; th;n ejpiskoph;n aujtou' labevtw 
e}tero", shmaivnwn o{ti ajpevqanen kakw'/ qanatw'/ oJ  jIouvda"69 (Pan 38.8.2) 
 

 

                                                             
64 eij" to;n oujranovn ] om D itd.  
65 ou{tw" ejleuvsetai] ou|to" ejleuvsetai 1073; ou{tw" ejleuvsetai pavlin 104. 

 66 pavnta] om A. 
67 aujtou' 1704] aujtw'n 049* 81 itd* vg. 

 68 e[rhmo"] hjrhmwmevnh 81. 
69 Holl (2.71, n. 2).  The patristic context makes clear that the passage is from 

Acts 1:20, rather than Ps 68:26. Acts 1:18 follows immediately. 
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Acts 1:20,cont. 
________________________________________________________________ 

 
a. labevtw Epiph Å A B C D 81 1175 ite Chr 
b. laboiv70  TR ˜ E H 049 630 945 1073 1352 1704 itd Or 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

Acts 1:25 
levgonte": 
ajf j71 ou| parevbh  jIouvda" ajpelqei'n eij" to;n tovpon to;n i[dion72 (Pan 38.8.4) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
a. ajf j Epiph Å A B C D 81 945 1175 1704 1739 itd  
b. e[x  TR ˜ E H 049 630 1073 1352 ite 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

Acts 2:17 
e[dei ga;r plhrou'sqai tov: 
profhteuvsousin oiJ uiJoi; uJmw'n kai; aiJ73 qugatevre" uJmw'n74 ejnupnivoi" 
ejnupniasqhvsontai,75 kai; oiJ neanivskoi uJmw'n76 oJravsei" o[yontai (Pan 
79.3.5) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. ejnupnivoi" Epiph ∏74 Å A B C 049 81 630 945 1175 1704 1739 
b. ejnuvpnia  TR ˜ E H P 1073 1352 itd.e  
c. om D* 

 
 
 

                                                             
70 MS 1739 is not included with this reading because 1:1–2:5 is by a later 

hand.  MS 1891 is missing this folio. 
71 See discussion of this citation on pp. 31–32 above. 

 72 om to;n i[dion ∏74; i[dion tovpon C; tovpon to;n divkaion A. 
73 om aiJ C* D. 

 74 uJmw'n . . . uJmw'n] aujtw'n . . . aujtw'n D. 
75 Epiphanius transposes ejnupnivoi" ejnupniasqhvsontai to the phrase dealing 

with young women and deletes the phrase dealing with the presbuvteroi because 
he is addressing the topic of the participation of women in public worship. 
Immediately after, Epiphanius says, “The word of God does not allow a woman 
‘to speak’ in church either, or ‘bear rule over a man.’” With this conscious 
alteration, women are no longer “prophesying” but silent. In this adaptation, 
Epiphanius clearly knows the dative ejnupnivoi" rather than ejnuvpnia with ˜ (LXX). 
 76 uJmw'n] om  uJmw'n D itd; om oiJ neanivskoi uJmw'n 049. 
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Acts 2:22 
wJ" kai; oiJ ajpovstoloiv fasin: 
 jIhsou'n to;n Nazwrai'on, a[ndra ajpodedeigmevnon e[n te shmeivoi" kai; 
tevrasi (Pan 29.5.6) 

 
wJ" kai; oiJ ajpovstoloiv fasin, . . .: 

 jIhsou'n a[ndra ajpodedeigmevnon eij" hJma'" shmeivoi" kai; tevrasi (Pan 
35.2.8) 

 
uJpo; Pevtrou eijrhmevnwn o{ti: 
jIhsou'n to;n Nazwrai'on, a[ndra ajpodedeigmevnon eij" uJma'"77 tevrasi kai; 
shmeivoi" (Pan  77.31.6) 
 

Acts 2:24 
fhsi; de; oJ Pevtro": 
kaqovti oujk h\n dunato;n kratei'sqai aujto;n uJp j aujtou' (Anc 34.2) 

 
i{na plhrwvsh/ to; eijrhmevnon para; tw'n ajpostovlwn, ajduvnaton ga;r h\n 
kratei'sqai aujto;n uJpo; tou'   {Aidou78 (Pan 69.66.2) 

 
Acts 2:27 

kai; Pevtro" tw'/ Daui;d sunw/dav: 
oujk ejavsei"79 th;n yuchvn mou eij"  {Aidhn oujde; dwvsei" to;n o{siovn sou ijdei'n 
diafqoravn (Anc 34.1) 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

a.  {Aidhn Epiph Å A B C D 81 630 945 1175 1704 1739 1891  
b.  {Aidou TR ˜ E H P 049 1073 1352 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

Acts 2:33 
eja;n de; ajkouvsh/" o{ti: 
th'/ dexia'/ tou' qeou' uJywqei;" thvn te ejpaggelivan tou' pneuvmato" labw;n80 
para; tou' patrov" (Anc 69.8) 

                                                             
77 uJma'"] hJma'" D. 
78 NA27 notes that D itd.e have  {Aidou instead of qanavtou at the end of the 

preceding phrase, which Epiphanius inserts here, not in the preceding phrase.  It 
is clear from Anc 34.2 that he knows aujtou' here as his text and understands it to 
mean  {Aidou. 
 79 ejavsei"] ejnkataleivyei" B* D E; ejgkataleivyei" rell. Although possibly citing 
from memory, Epiphanius clearly evidences the accusative, eij"  {Aidhn, in this 
otherwise precise citation. 
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Acts 2:33, cont. 
eja;n de; ajkouvsh/" o{ti: 
th'/ dexia'/ tou' qeou' uJywqei;" thvn te ejpaggelivan tou' pneuvmato" labw;n para; tou' 

patrov" (Pan  74.6.8; from Anc) 
 

Acts 2:36 
kai; gnwsto;n uJmi'n e[stw pa'" oi\ko"  jIsrahvl, o{ti tou'ton to;n  jIhsou'n, o}n 
uJmei'" ejstaurwvsate, kuvrion kai; Cristo;n aujto;n oJ qeo;" ejpoivhse (Anc 
41.1) 
 
kai; dia; tou'to oJ Pevtro" safw'" diagoreuvei levgwn: 
tou'ton to;n  jIhsou'n, o}n uJmei'" ejstaurwvsate (Anc 44.2) 
 
dia; to; eijrhkevnai aujto;n aujtoi'" o{ti: 
tou'ton to;n  jIhsou'n, o}n uJmei'" ejstaurwvsate (Pan 9.4.9) 
 
kai; to; ejn tai'" Pravxesi gegrammevnon o{ti: 
gnwsto;n uJmi'n e[stw pa'" oi\ko"  jIsrahvl, o{ti tou'ton to;n   jIhsou'n  o}n 
ejstaurwvsate, kai; kuvrion kai; Cristo;n aujto;n oJ qeo;" ejpoivhse (Pan 
69.14.2)81 

 
th;n uJpo; tou' aJgivou Pevtrou ejn tai'" Pravxesin eijrhmevnhn o{ti: 
fanero;n e[stw uJmi'n pa'" oi\ko"  jIsrahvl, o{ti tou'ton to;n  jIhsou'n o}n 
ejstaurwvsate kai;82 kuvrion kai; Cristo;n aujto;n oJ qeo;" ejpoivhse (Pan 
69.42.1) 
 
tou'ton ou\n to;n  jIhsou'n o}n ejstaurwvsate (Pan 69.42.5) 
 
dia; tou'to kai; kuvrion kai; Cristo;n oJ qeo;" ejpoivhse (Pan 69.42.6) 
 

 
                                                                                                                                        
 80 tou' pneuvmato" labwvn J Pan] labw;n tou' pneuvmato" L

epiph
. 

81 In presenting the Arian argument, Epiphanius notes Arius’ reliance upon 
such texts as Prov 8:22, Heb 3:1–2, Jn 1:15 and Acts 2:36, in each instance placing 
emphasis upon the Arian idea of Jesus having been “created.” In his discussion 
of the meaning of Acts 2:36 in Pan 69.42.1, Epiphanius changes the Arian 
emphasis upon the phrase “God made him” to “this Jesus whom you crucified,” 
stressing that the writer’s emphasis is upon the human nature rather than the 
divine nature of Jesus at this point in the text. In all three of his longer citations of 
this verse, Epiphanius intentionally transposes “this Jesus whom you crucified” 
to place emphasis upon it. The remainder of the verse is cited accurately in all 
instances in Pan. 
 82 kaiv] om TR 049. 
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Acts 2:36, cont. 
________________________________________________________________ 

 
a.  oi\ko"  Epiph TR ˜ ∏74 Å A B E H P 049 81 630 945 1175 1352 

1704 1739 1891 Chr 
b.  oJ oi\ko" C D 1073 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. kuvrion kai; Cristo;n aujton Epiph TR ˜ E H P 049 81 1073 1352 ite 
b. kuvrion aujto;n kai; Cristovn ∏74 Å A B C Dc 630 945 1175 1704 1739 

1891 vg Chr 
c. kuvrion kai; Cristovn D* itd 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
a. oJ qeo;" ejpoivhse Epiph TR ˜ ∏74 A C D E H P 049 630 945 1175 

1352 1704 1739 1891 itd.e Chr 
b. ejpoivhse oJ qeov" Å B 81 1073 vg 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

Acts 2:37 
levgousin aujtw'/: 
tiv83 poihvswmen, a[ndre" ajdelfoiv… (Pan 9.4.9) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. poihvswmen  Epiph ˜ ∏74 Å A B C E P 049 81 1175 1704 1891 
CyrJer Chr 

b. poihvsomen  TR D H 630 945 1073 1352 1739 itd.e 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Acts 2:38 

kai; katanugei'si th;n kardivan ei\pe: 
metanohvsate, a[ndre" ajdelfoiv, kai; baptisqhvtw e{kasto" ejn84 tw'/ ojnovmati  
jIhsou' Cristou' tou' kurivou uJmw'n kai; ajfeqhvsontai uJmi'n aiJ aJmartivai kai; 
lhvyesqe th;n dwrea;n tou' aJgivou pneuvmato" (Pan 9.4.9) 

 

                                                             
 83 tiv] tiv ou\n D itg Iren Aug. 

84 The introduction is not overtly an intention to cite, but merely to give the 
gist of a well-known text in support of his argument.  Accordingly, Epiphanius 
cannot be said to read ejn with B C D 945 1739 1891 rather than ejpi; with TR ˜ Å 
A E H P 049 81 1073 1175 1352, nor tou' kurivou  jIhsou' Cristou' with D E 945 1739 
1891 rather than  jIhsou' Cristou' with TR ˜ ∏74 Å A B C H P 049 81 1073 1175 
1352. 
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Acts 3:6 
o{ti: 
ajrguvrion kai; crusivon oujc uJpavrcei moi, o} de; e[cw, tou'tov soi divdwmi, ejn 
tw'/ ojnovmati  jIhsou' Cristou' ajnavsta kai;85 peripavtei (Pan 66.81.3) 
 

Acts 4:35 
kai; to; ejpwvlouv ta; uJpavrconta aujtw'n kai; ejtivqoun para; tou;" povda" tw'n 
ajpostovlwn (Anc Intro.) 

 
Acts 4:36 

kai; ga;r kai;86 Barnavban levgei,  jIwshvf pote kalouvmenon Barnavban de; 
metaklhqevnta, uiJo;n paraklhvsew" ejrmhneuovmenon, Leuvithn Kuvprion87 tw'/ 
gevnei (Pan  30.25.6) 
 

Acts 5:3–4 
fhsi;n ou\n oJ makavrio" Pevtro" toi'" peri;  jAnanivan: 
3) tiv o{ti ejpeivrasen88 uJma'" oJ satana'" yeuvsasqai tw'/ pneuvmati tw'/ aJgivw'/… 
4) kaiv fhsin: oujk ejyeuvsw ajnqrwvpoi",89 ajlla; tw'/ qew'/ (Anc 9.2) 

 
3) h]: dia; tiv ejplhvrwse90 th;n kardivan sou oJ Satana'" (tw'/  jAnania/ 
Pevtro") yeuvsasqaiv se to; pneu'ma to; a{gion…91 4) kai; meta; tau'ta: oujk 
ajnqrwvpoi" ejyeuvsw, ajlla; tw'/ qew/' (Anc 69.8) 

  
levgwn toi'" peri;  jAnanivan: 
3) tiv o{ti ejpeivrasen uJma'" oJ satana'" yeuvsasqai92 to; a{gion pneu'ma… 4) 
oujk ajnqrwvpw/ ejyeuvsasqe, ajlla; qew' (Pan 59.8.1) 
 
3) h} dia; tiv ejplhvrwse th;n kardivan sou oJ Satana'" (tw'/  jAnania/ Pevtro") 
yeuvsasqaiv se to; pneu'ma to; a{gion… 4) kai; meta; tau'ta: oujk ajnqrwvpoi" 
ejyeuvsw, ajlla; qew' (Pan 74.6.8; from Anc)  

 
                                                             

85 Because Epiphanius is imprecise following Cristou', eliminating tou' 
Nazwraivou and using common Christian phraseology, one cannot be certain that 
his biblical exemplar read e[geire kai; peripavtei with A C E P 049 81 945 1739 
rather than peripavtei with Å B D. 
 86 kaiv V]  om M. 
 87 Leuvithn Kuvprion] Kuvprio" Leuvithn D.  
 88 ejpeivrasen ∏74 vg Did] ejphvrwsen Å*; ejplhvrwse rell. 

89 ajnqrwvpoi" J] ajnqrwvpw/ L
epiph

. 
90 In citations of 5:3, Epiphanius reads both ejplhvrwsen and ejpeivrasen, but 

Pan 74.6.8 (quoting Anc 69.8) is the most verbally precise, and reads the former. 
 91 to; pneu'ma to; a{gion] to; a{gion pneu'ma D. 
 92 Text: U] add uJma'" M. 
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Acts 5:3-4, cont. 
4) kaiv fhsin: 
oujk ejyeuvsasqe ajnqrwvpw/, ajlla; tw'/ qew'/ (Anc 118.2) 

 
Acts 7:2 

o{ti: 
w[fqh oJ qeo;" tw'/  jAbraa;m o[nti ejn th'/ Mesopotamiva/ (Pan 70.7.2) 

 
Acts 7:14 

ejn yucai'" eJbdomhvkonta pevnte (Anc 59.2) 
 
kavteisi toivnun wJ" proei'pon oJ  jIakw;b eij" Ai[gupton kai; oiJ aujtou' uiJoi; 

kai; gunai'ke": 
kai; e[kgonoi ejn eJbdomhvkonta pevnte yucai'" ajriqmhqevnte"93 (Pan 8.4.5) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. ejn yucai'" eJbdomhvkonta pevnte Epiph TR ˜ ∏74 Å A B C E P 049 
1073 1175 1352 ite vg  

b. ejn eJbdomhvkonta pevnte yucai'"  H 630 945 1704 1739 1891 itd 

c. ejn eJbdomhvkonta kai; pevnte yucai'"  D 
________________________________________________________________ 

 
Acts 7:15 

katevbh, gavr fhsin hJ grafhv,   jIakw;b eij"  Ai[gupton94 (Anc 59. 2) 
 

Acts 7:56 
ajpekrivnanto levgwn: 
ijdouv, oJrw' to;n oujrano;n hjnew/gmevnon kai; to;n uiJo;n tou' ajnqrwvpou ejstw'ta 
ejk dexiw'n tou' patrov" (Pan 44.6.1)95 

 
wJ" oJ makavrio" Stevfano" fhsin: 
ijdouv, oJrw' to;n oujrano;n ajnew/gmevnon kai; to;n uiJo;n tou' ajnqrwvpou96 eJstw'ta 
ejk dexiw'n97 tou' qeou' (Pan 54.5.10) 

                                                             
93 The Pan 8.4.5 allusion has significant patristic adjustments to the text, 

while Anc 59.2, is precise, including that portion of v. 15 which prefaces v. 14. 
94 eij" Ai[gupton] om B. 
95 In these allusions, Epiphanius substitutes words, changes number, and 

alters word order, and thus cannot be said to agree either with ajnewgmevnou" in 
TR ˜ ∏74 D* E H P 049 1073 1352 rather than dihnoigmevnou" in Å A B C 81 945 
1175 1739 1891, nor does he agree with eJstw'ta ejk dexiw'n in Å* A C E 1175 rather 
than ejk dexiw'n eJstw'ta TR ˜ ∏74 Åc B D H P 049 81 945 1073 1352 1739 1891. 

96 ajnqrwvpou] qeou' ∏74 614. 
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Acts 7:56, cont. 
tivna de; e[blepen oJ makavrio" Stevfano" o{te e[legen: 
ijdouv, oJrw' to;n oujrano;n ajnew/gmevnon kai; to;n uiJo;n tou' ajnqrwvpou eJstw'ta 
ejk dexiw'n tou' qeou' (Pan 62.6.9) 

 
fhsi; ga;r oJ a{gio" Stevfano" oJ prwtomavrtu": 
ijdouv, oJrw' to;n oujrano;n ajnew/gmevnon, kai; to;n uiJo;n tou' ajnqrwvpou ejk dexiw'n 
eJstwvta tou' qeou' kai; patrov" (Pan 70.6.3) 

 
 
Acts 9:4 

tou' ajkouvsanto" ajp j oujranw'n: 
Saou;l Saou;l, tiv me diwvkei" (Anc 11.4) 
 

 
Acts 9:6 

o{moion tw/' levgein, oJ de; kuvrio" ei\pen: 
ei[selqe eij" th;n povlin kajkei'98 lalhqhvsetaiv soi tiv se dei' poiei'n (Anc 
68.3) 
 
o{moion tw/' levgein, oJ de; kuvrio" ei\pen:  
ei[selqe99 eij" th;n povlin kajkei' lalhqhvsetaiv soi tiv se dei' poiei'n (Pan 
74.5.3; from Anc)  

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. tiv se dei' Epiph TR ˜ H L P 049 1073 1352 
b. o} ti se dei'  ∏74 Å A B C 81 630 1175 (1704 om se) 1739 1891 
c. tiv dei' se E     
d. o} dei'  945 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

Acts 10:11–12 
11) ei\de ga;r ojqovnhn kaqiemevnhn tevssarsin ajrcai'" dedemevnhn100 12) kai; 

pavnta ta; tetravpoda kai; eJrpeta; kai; tou' oujranou' ta; peteina; ejn aujth'/101 
(Pan  48.7.4) 

                                                                                                                                        
 97 ejk dexiw'n M] ejn dexiva/ U. 

98 kajkei' with 326, but probably a sub-singular reading] kaiv rell. 
99 ei[selqe Holl, Anc] eijsevlqete J. 
100 dedemevnhn 1505 l611] dedemevnon rell.  Although it could be argued that the 

inclusion of dedemevnhn indicates awareness of that term in this allusion, the total 
lack of accuracy in this part of the citation means that one cannot be certain that 
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Acts 10:13 
tov: 
ajnasta;"102 qu'son kai; favge (Pan 48.7.5) 
 

Acts 10:14 
ajpokrinovmeno" kai; levgwn: 
mhdamw'", kuvrie (Pan 48.8.4) 
 

Acts 10:38 
kai;  jIhsou'n to;n ajpo; Nazarevt, o}n103 e[crisen pneuvmati aJgivw/ (Anc 69.6) 
 
e[crise to;n Cristo;n ejn pneuvmati aJgivw/ (Pan 69.18.7) 
 
e[crise ga;r aujto;n pneuvmati aJgivw, fhsi;n hJ grafhv/ (Pan  69.56.10) 
 
kai;: 
 jIhsou'n to;n ajpo; Nazarevt, o}n104 e[crisen oJ qeo;" pneuvmati aJgivw/105 (Pan 
74.6.6; from Anc) 
 
o}n e[crisen oJ qeo;" pneuvmati aJgivw/  (Pan 77.31.6) 

 
Acts 10:42 

oJ krith;" zwvntwn kai; nekrw'n (Anc 19.1) 
 

Acts 11:3 
levgwn o{ti: 
eijsh'lqe pro;" a[ndra" ajkrobustivan e[conta" (Pan 28.2.5) 

                                                                                                                                        
Epiphanius’ exemplar read ajrcai'" dedemevnon with TR ˜ C* H L P 049 81 945 1073 
1352 1739 1891 itd rather than simply ajrcai'" with ∏74 Å A B E 1175 ite. 

101 It could be argued that while Epiphanius omits th'" gh'" and changes the 
order of tou' oujranou', he does keep the list in the same order, with three groups 
instead of four, as in ∏74 Å A B and Family 1739. However, this two-verse citation 
is clearly only an allusion giving the gist of the verse and it is not at all certain 
whether Epiphanius’ exemplar read tetravpoda kai; eJrpeta; th'" gh'" kai; peteina; 
tou' oujranou with ∏74 Å A B Cc 81 (945 ta; eJrpetav) 1175 (1739 1891 ta; eJrpetav), 
rather than tetravpoda th'" gh'" kai; ta; qhriva kai; ta; eJrpeta; kai; ta; peteina; tou' 
oujranou' TR ˜ H L P 049 1073 1352, or tetravpoda kai; eJrpeta; th'" gh'" kai; ta; qhriva 
kai; ta; peteina; tou' oujranou' E ite, or tetravpoda kai; ta; qhriva kai; ta; eJrpeta; th'" gh'" 
kai; peteina; tou' oujranou' C*vid. 

102 ajnastav"] ajnastav 104 181. 
103 o{n D] o{" 498 614; wJ" rell.  

 104 o{n D] o{" 498; wJ" rell.  
 105 pneuvmati aJgivw'/] ejn pneuvmati aJgivw/ E L; aJgivw/ pneuvmati D. 
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Acts 11:3, cont. 
_______________________________________________________________ 

 
a. eijsh'lqe ante pro;" a[ndra"  Epiph B 81 1175 
b. eijsh'lqe post ajkrobustivan e[conta"  L  
c. eijsh'lqe" ante pro;" a[ndra" ∏74 Å A D 630 945 1704 1739 1891 
d. eijsh'lqe" post ajkrobustivan e[conta" TR ˜ E H P 049 1073 1352 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 
Acts 11:5–9,1–12 

fhsi; ga;r oJ a{gio" Pevtro": 
5) ejgw; h[mhn ejn povlei106  jIovpph/ kai; ei\don ejn mevsh/ th'/ hJmevra/ peri; w{ran 
e{kthn ojqovnhn kaqiemevnhn, dedemevnhn ejn tevtrasin ajrcai'" 6) ejn h|/ h\n 
pavnta ta;107 tetravpoda kai; eJrpeta 7) kai; ei]pen moi qu'son kai; favge 8) 
ejgw; de; ei\pon108 kuvrie mhdamw'", o{ti oujdevpote koino;n h] ajkavqarton 
eijsh'lqen eij" to; stovma mou 9) ajpekrivqh dev moi ejk deutevrou fwnh; ejk tou' 
oujranou':109 a} oJ qeo;" ejkaqavrise, su; mh; koivnou 11) kai; ejxauth'" ijdou; duvo 
a[ndre" eiJsthvkeisan eij" th;n oijkivan  12) kai; ei\pevn moi to; pneu'ma: 
poreuvou su;n aujtoi'" mhde;n diakrinovmenon110  (Pan 28.3.2) 
 
7) kai; fwnh'" kurivou legouvsh": 
ajnasta;" qu'son kai; favge 8) kai; tou' Pevtrou levgonto": mhdamw'", kuvrie: 
oujde;n koino;n h] ajkavqarton eijsh'lqen eij" to; stovma mou 9) a} oJ qeo;" 
ejkaqavrise, su; mh; koivnou (Pan  30.22.6) 

 
Acts 11:8 

e[lege: 
mhdamw'", kuvrie: oujdevpote111 koino;n h]112 ajkavqarton eijsh'lqen eij" to; 
stovma mou (Pan 48.3.7) 

                                                             
 106 ejn povlei  jIovpph/] ejn  jIovpph/ povlei D. 
 107 tav] om D*. 
 108 ei\pon] ei\pa D; ei\pen 81. 

109 ajpekrivqh dev moi ejk deutevrou fwnh; ejk tou' oujranou'  Epiph E ite] ajpekrivqh dev 
moi fwnh; ejk deutevrou ejk tou' oujranou'  TR ˜ H L P 049 1073; ajpekrivqh de; fwnh; ejk 
deutevrou ejk tou' oujranou' ∏74 Å A 81 945 1175 1739 1891; ajpekrivqh de; ejk deutevrou 
fwnh; ejk tou' oujranou'  B; ejgevneto fwnh; ejk tou' oujranou' prov" me D*. 

110 In this allusion, Epiphanius gives the gist of the text, but not with 
enough exactitude to know whether he read moi to; pneu'ma with ˜ E H L P 049 
630 945 1073 1352 1704 1739 1891, or to; pneu'ma moi with ∏74 Å A B D 81 1175; nor 
whether he read diakrinovmenon with ˜ H L P 049 1073 1352, diakrivnanta with 
(∏74 anakr—) Åc A B 81 630 945 1704 1739 1891, diakrivnonta Å* E 1175, or om ∏45 D 
itd. 

111 Epiphanius has oujdevpote prior to koinovn with 614 1611 2138. 
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Acts 11:8, cont. 
ajllav fhsi pro;" to;n kuvrion: 
mhdamw'" kuvrie: oujdevpote ga;r koino;n h] ajkavqarton eijsh'lqen eij" to; 
stovma mou  (Pan 48.7.5) 

_________________________________________________________________ 
 
a. koinovn  Epiph ∏74 Å A B D E 049 81 1175 itd.e vg Chr 
b. pa'n koinovn  TR ˜ H L P 945 1073 1352 1704  
c. koinovn ti  630 1739 1891 

_________________________________________________________________ 
 

Acts 11:27–28 
ajlla; kai; pavlin: 
27) ejn  jAntioceiva/ kath'lqon profh'tai kai; 28) kathvggellon limo;n 
e[sesqai kaq j o{lh" th'" oijkoumevnh" (Pan 48.8.5) 

 
kai; o{ti: 
profh'tai ajpo;  JIerosoluvmwn katevbhsan (Pan 66.61.7) 

 
28) levgousa: 
h{ti" ejgevneto ejpi; Klaudivou Kaivsaro" (Pan 48.8.5) 

 
wJ" levgei o{ti: 
 [Agabo" ejprofhvteuse peri; limou' ejsomevnou  (Pan 66.61.7) 

_________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. h{ti"  Epiph ∏74 Å A B D 81 1175 1739 1891 itd vg 
b. h{ti" kaiv   E ite  
c.  o{sti" kaiv  TR ˜ H L P 049 630 945 1073 1352 1704 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
a. Klaudivou Kaivsaro" Epiph TR ˜ E H L P 049 630 945 1073 1175 

1352 1704 1739 1891 ite Chr  
b. Klaudivou ∏74 Å A B D 81 itd vg  

________________________________________________________________ 
 

Acts 13:2 
leitourgouvntwn113 de; aujtw'n, fhsiv, tw'/ kurivw/:  kai; nhsteuovntwn ei\pe to; 
pneu'ma to; a{gion: ajforivsate dhv114 moi Barnavban kai; Sau'lon eij" to; 
e[rgon o} proskevklhmai aujtouv" (Anc  68.3) 

                                                                                                                                        
 112 h[ M] kaiv U 945. 

113 leitourgouvntwn] leitourgwvntwn C. 
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Acts 13:2, cont. 
leitourgouvntwn de; aujtw'n, fhsiv, kurivw/ kai; nhsteuovntwn ei\pe to; pneu'ma 
to; a{gion, ajforivsate dhv moi Barnavban kai; Sau'lon eij" to; e[rgon o} 
proskevklhmai aujtouv" (Pan 74.5.3 from Anc) 

 
fasiv: 
kai; ei\pe to; pneu'ma to; a{gion:  ajforivsatev moi Barnavban kai; Sau'lon eij" 
to; e[rgon o{ proskevklhmai aujtouv" (Pan 74.13.5) 

_________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. Sau'lon Epiph ∏74 Åc A B C D E 81 630 945 1175 1704 1739 1891 Chr 
b. to;n Sau'lon  TR ˜ Å* H L P 049 1073 1352 

_________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
Acts 13:4 

aujtoi; me;n ou\n ejkpemfqevnte" uJpo; tou' aJgivou pneuvmato" kath'lqon115 eij" 
Seleuvkeian (Anc 68.4) 
 
aujtoi; me;n ou\n ejkpemfqevnte" uJpo; tou' aJgivou pneuvmato" kath'lqon eij" 
Seleuvkeian (Pan 74.5.4; from Anc) 

_________________________________________________________________ 
 
a. aujtoi; me;n ou\n  Epiph ∏74 Å A B C 630 945 1175 1704 1739 1891 itd.e  
b. ou|toi me;n ou\n TR ˜ E H L P 1073 1352 Chr 
c. oiJ me;n ou\n 049 D      
d. aujtoi; mevn 81 

_________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. tou' aJgivou pneuvmato" Epiph ∏74 Å A B Cc 81 630 945 1175 1704 1739 
1891 CyrJer 

b. tou' pneuvmato" tou' aJgivou TR ˜ (D om tou'sec) E H L P 049 1073 
1352 itd.e vg Chr  

_________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. eij" Seleuvkeian Epiph ∏74 Å B Cc D 81 630 945 1175 1704 1739 
1891 Did  

b. eij" th;n Seleuvkeian TR ˜ A C* E H L P 049 1073 1352 
 

 

                                                                                                                                        
 114 dhv Pan Holl] om Lepiph J 33 itd. 
 115 kath'lqon] ajph'qon ∏ 

74 A; katabavnte" D; kath'lqen 88. 
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Acts 15:1 
levgonta" o{ti: 
eja;n mh; peritmhqh'te116 kai; fulavxhte to;n novmon, ouj duvnasqe swqh'nai 
(Pan 28.4.5) 

 
Acts 15:24 

levgonte" o{ti: 
e[gnwmevn tina" ejx hJmw'n117 pro;" uJma'" ejlqovnta"118 kai; taravxanta" uJma'" 
lovgoi", oi|" ouj diesteilavmeqa (Pan 28.2.3) 
 

Acts 15:28–29 
28) e[doxe ga;r tw'/ pneuvmati tw'/ aJgivw/ mhde;n a[llo ejpitivqesqai bavro", 
plh;n tw'n ejpavnagke"119 (Anc 68.5) 

 
eijrhkovti toi'" ejx ejqnw'n pepisteukovsi: 
28) mh; bavro", ejpitivqesqai plh;n tw'n ejpavnagke" 29) ajpevcesqai ai{mato" 
kai; pniktou' kai; porneiva" kai; eijdwloquvtou…120 (Pan 29.8.6) 

 
28) e[doxe ga;r tw'/ pneuvmati tw'/ aJgivw/121 mhde;n a[llo ejpitivqesqai bavro" 
plh;n tw'n ejpavnagke"  (Pan 74.5.5; from Anc) 
 
 

                                                             
116 In this allusion, Epiphanius adds kai; fulavxhte and alters tw'/ e[qei to to;n 

novmon.  Although he gives the gist of the text, there is no compelling reason to 
think that he is quoting a text at this point. So, one does not know whether his 
exemplar read peritmhqh'te with ∏74 Å A B C D 81 1175, or peritemnh'sqe with ˜ 
E H L P 049 630 945 1073 1352 1704 1739 1891 Chr CyrJer. 

117 While clearly referring to 15:24, it is also clear that Epiphanius is not 
citing the text with exactitude; therefore, it is unclear that his text read ejx hJmw'n 
with ˜ ∏74 Åc A B C D E L P 049 81 630 945 1073 1175 1704 1739 1891 rather than 
ejx uJmw'n with Å* H 1352. 

118 ejlqovnta"] ejlqovnte" H L; om  Å* B 88 1175; ejxelqovnte" rell. 
119 tw'n ejpavnagke" (∏74 ejxavnagke") A] touvtwn ejpavnagke" Å* D*; touvtwn tw'n 

ejpavnagke" Åc B C Dc H 049 81 498 630 945 1175 1704 1739 1891; tw'n ejpavnagke" 
touvtwn  TR ˜ E L P 1073. 

120 The terminology of the citation is accurate and, although eijdwloquvtou is 
transposed to the end of the list, Epiphanius clearly knows pniktou' and 
eijdwloquvtou as singular rather than plural.  The transposition is incidental and 
does not affect the meaning of the text. 

121 In the context of emphasizing the role of the Holy Spirit, Epiphanius 
cites accurately the portion of text dealing with the Holy Spirit, but adapts the 
remainder of the verse by omitting the authoritative statements of the apostles 
that would detract from his argument.   
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Acts 15:28–29, cont. 
28)_____________________________________________________________ 

 
a. tw'/ pneuvmati tw'/ aJgivw/  Epiph ∏74 Å A B 81 vg 
b. tw'/ aJgivw/ pneuvmati TR ˜ C D E H L P 049 630 945 1073 1175 1352 

1704 1739 1891 itd.e Or CyrJer Chr 
29)_____________________________________________________________ 

 
a. kai; pniktou'  Epiph TR ˜ ∏74 Åc Ac E H L P 049 630 945 1073 1352 

1704 1739 1891 ite vg CyrJer  
b. kai; pniktw'n Å* A* B C 81 1175 Or     
c. om D itd  

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. eijdwloquvtou Epiph  630 945 1704 1739 1891 
b. eijdwloquvtwn  TR ˜ ∏74 Å A B C D E H L P 049 81 1073 1175 1352 

CyrJer 
________________________________________________________________ 

 
Acts 16:6–7 

6) dih'lqon de;122 th;n Frugivan kai; th;n Galatikh;n cwvran, kwluqevnte" uJpo; 
tou' pneuvmato" tou' aJgivou lalh'sai123 to;n lovgon124 ejn th'/  jAsiva/ 7) 
ejlqovnte" de; eij" th;n Musivan ejpeivrazon125 eij" th;n Biqunivan poreuvesqai 
kai; oujk ei[asen aujtou;" to; pneu'ma (Anc 68.6) 
 
6) dih'lqon de; th;n Frugivan kai; th;n Galatikh;n cwvran, kwluqevnte" uJpo; 
tou' pneuvmato" tou' aJgivou lalh'sai to;n lovgon ejn th'/  jAsiva/ 7) ejlqovnte" de; 
eij" th;n Musivan ejpeivrazon eij" th;n Biqunivan poreuvesqai kai; oujk ei[asen 
aujtou;" to; pneu'ma (Pan 74.5.6; from Anc) 
 

6) ______________________________________________________________ 
 

a. dih'lqon Epiph ∏74 Å A B C D E 81 630 945 1175 1352 1704 1739 
1891 itd.e 

b. dielqovnte" TR ˜ H L P 049 1073 
 
 
 

                                                             
 122 dev] te 498. 
 123 lalh'sai] mhde;n lalh'sai D. 
 124 to;n lovgon] to;n lovgon tou' qeou' D vg. 
 125 ejpeivrazon] h[qelan D.  
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Acts 16:6–7, cont. 
6)______________________________________________________________ 

 
a. th;n Galatikhvn Epiph TR ˜ E H L P 049 630 945 1073 1352 1704 

1739 1891 
b. Galatikhvn ∏74 Å A B C D 81 1175 

7)______________________________________________________________ 
 

a. ejlqovnte" dev  Epiph ∏74 Å A B C D E 81 630 945 1175 1704 1739 
1891 itd.e 

b. ejlqovnte"  TR ˜ H L P 049 1073 1352 Chr 
________________________________________________________________ 

 
a. eij" th;n Biqunivan Epiph ∏74 Å A B C E 81 630 945 1175 1352 1704 

1739 1891 Chr 
b. kata; th;n Biqunivan TR ˜ H L P 049 1073 
c. eij" Biqunivan D 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. poreuvesqai  Epiph TR ˜ ∏74 C D H L P 049 630 945 1073 1352 
1704 1739 1891 Chr 

b. poreuqh'nai  Å A B E 81 1175 
________________________________________________________________ 

 
Acts 16:13 

o{ti, fhsivn: 
ejdovkei tovpo" proseuch'" ei\nai (Pan 80.1.5) 
 

Acts 16:17 
wJ" hJ paidivskh hJ e[cousa pneu'ma Puvqwno" e[legen: 
ou|toi oiJ a[nqrwpoi126 tou' qeou' dou'loi127 tou' uJyivstou eijsiv (Pan 48.12.7) 

 
Acts 16:31–32,34 

31) pivsteuson, fhsinv, eij"128 to;n kuvrion  jIhsou'n kai; swqhvsh/  32) kai; 
ejlavlhse, fhsivn, aujtoi'" to;n lovgon tou' kurivou,129 34) ajnagagwvn te 
aujtou;" eij" to;n oi\kon parevqhken aujtoi'"130 travpezan kai; hjgalliavsato 
panoiki; pepisteukw;" tw'/ qew'/ (Anc 69.9) 

                                                             
 126 a[nqrwpoi] om D itd. 
 127 dou'loi U] om M. 
 128 eij" with E] ejpiv rell. 
 129 tou' kurivou] tou' qeou' Å B;  om tou' D. 
 130 aujtoi'" E] om  aujtoi'" rell. 
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Acts 16:31–32,34, cont. 
31) pivsteuson, fhsiv, eij" to;n kuvrion  jIhsou'n kai; swqhvsh/  32) kai; 
ejlavlhse, fhsivn, aujtoi'" to;n lovgon tou' kurivou 34) ajnagagwvn te aujtou;" 
eij" to;n oi\kon parevqhken aujtoi'" travpezan, kai; hjgalliavsato panoiki;131 

pepisteukw;" tw'/ qew'/132  (Pan 74.6.9; from Anc) 
 

31)______________________________________________________________ 
 
a. kuvrion  jIhsou'n Epiph ∏74 Å A B 81 
b. kuvrion  jIhsou'n Cristovn TR ˜ C D E H L P 049 630 945 1175 1073 

1352 1704 1739 1891 itd.e Chr 
 

34)______________________________________________________________ 
 

a. eij" to;n oi\kon Epiph B C P 81 945 1352 1704* 1739 1891 Chr 
b. eij" to;n oi\kon aujtou' TR ˜ ∏74 Å A D E H L 049 630 1073 1175 

1704c itd.e  
________________________________________________________________ 

 
a. hjgalliavsato Epiph TR ∏74 Å A B Cc E H L 049 81 630 945 1175 

1704 1739 1891 vg 
b. hjgallivato  ˜ C*vid D P 1073 1352  itd.e 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

Acts 20:16 
e[speuden o{pw" poihvsh/ th;n Penthkosth;n eij"  JIerousalhvm (Pan 75.6.1) 

 
Acts 20:22 

kai; nu'n ijdou; ejgw; dedemevno" tw'/ pneuvmati poreuvomai (Anc 68.8) 
 

kai; nu'n ijdou; ejgw; dedemevno" tw'/ pneuvmati poreuvomai (Pan 74.5.8; from 
Anc) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. ejgw; dedemevno" Epiph TR ˜ D H L P 049 1073 1352 itd 

b. dedemevno" ejgwv  ∏74 Å A B C E 630 945 1175 1704 1739 1891 ite 
 

 
 
 

                                                             
131 panoikiv] su;n tw'/ oi[kw/ aujtou'  D.  
132 tw'/ qew'/] ejpi; to;n qeovn D itd; tw'/ kurivw/  049. 
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Acts 20:23 
plh;n to; pneu'mav moi diamartuvretai kata; povlin133 levgon (Anc 68.9) 
 
plh;n to; pneu'mav moi diamartuvretai kata; povlin levgon134 (Pan 74.5.9; 

from Anc)  
 

Acts 20:28 
hJ aujth; de; hJ diakoniva tou' pneuvmato" kai; tou' lovgou: 
prosevcete, fhsivn, eJautoi'" kai; panti; tw'/ poimnivw/, ejn w|/ uJma'" e[qeto to; 
pneu'ma to; a{gion135 ejpiskovpou" poimaivnein th;n ejkklhsivan tou' qeou' (Anc 
69.10) 
 
hJ aujth; de; hJ diakoniva tou' pneuvmato" kai; tou' lovgou: 
prosevcete, fhsivn,136 eJautoi'" kai; panti; tw'/ poimnivw/, ejn w|/ uJma'" e[qeto to; 
pneu'ma to; a{gion ejpiskovpou" poimaivnein th;n ejkklhsivan tou' qeou' (Pan 
74.6.10; from Anc)  

______________________________________________________________ 
 

a. tou' qeou' Epiph TR Å B 1175 1704c vg 
b. tou' kurivou  ∏74 A C* D E 630 945 1704* 1739 1891 itd.e  
c. tou' kurivou kai; qeou' ˜ Cc H L P 049 1073 1352 

______________________________________________________________ 
 

Acts 20:34 
tw'/: 
aiJ cei're" au|tai ejphvrkesan ouj movnon ejmoiv, ajlla; kai; toi'" su;n ejmoiv (Pan 
26.11.2) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
                                                             
 133 kata; povlin] kata; pavsan povlin D; om E. 

134 In this brief allusion involving several adjustments, one cannot be certain 
that Epiphanius’ exemplar read diamartuvretai moi levgon with Å* B C 630 945 1352 
1704 1739 1891 rather than diamartuvretai levgon with ˜ 049 1073, diamartuvretai 
moi levgwn D L P 1175, diamartuvretai levgwn H, diemartuvrato moi levgon  ∏74 Åc A, 
or diemartuvrato moi levgwn E. 
 135 to; pneu'ma to; a{gion] to; a{gion pneu'ma D 915. 

136 The presence of fhsivn precludes knowing whether Epiphanius read 
prosevcete with ∏74 Å A B D 1175 itd vg rather than prosevcete ou\n with ˜ C E H 
L P 049 630 945 1073 1352 1704 1739 1891 ite. 
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Acts 20:35 
h]: 
mnhmoneuvete tw'n lovgwn137 kurivou, o{ti aujto;"138 ei\pen, ajgaqo;n didovnai 
ma'llon139 h] lambavnein (Anc 68.7)  

 
mnhmoneuvete tw'n lovgwn kurivou, o{ti aujto;" ei\pen, ajgaqo;n didovnai ma'llon 
h] lambavnein (Pan 74.5.7; from Anc) 

 
Acts 21:4 

oi{tine", fhsivn, e[legon tw'/ Pauvlw/ dia; tou' pneuvmato" mh; ajnabaivnein eij"  
JIerousalhvm (Anc 68.7) 
 
oi{tine", fhsivn, e[legon tw'/ Pauvlw/ dia; tou' pneuvmato" mh; ajnabaivnein eij"  
JIerousalhvm (Pan 74.5.7; from Anc) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. ajnabaivnein Epiph TR ˜ E H L P 049 630 945 1073 1352 1704 1739 
1891 

b. ejpibaivnein ∏74 Å A B C 1175 
________________________________________________________________ 

 
Acts 21:9 

kai; o{ti: 
h\san tevssare" qugatevre" tw'/ Filivppw/ profhteuvousai (Pan 66.61.7) 

 
h\san dev, fhsiv, tevssare" qugatevre" Filivppw/ tw'/ eujaggelisth'/ 
profhteuvousai (Pan 79.3.5) 
 

Acts 21:11 
h]  [Agabo": 
tavde levgei to; pneu'ma to; a{gion, to;n a[ndra ou| ejstin hJ zwvnh au{th (Anc 
68.7) 
 
fhsivn: 
ou|to" ou| ejstin hJ zwvnh au{th, dhvsousin aujto;n kai; ajpoivsousin eij"  

JIerousalhvm140 (Pan 48.8.4) 

                                                             
137 mnhmoneuvete tw'n lovgwn Epiph A] mnhmoneuvein tw'n lovgwn D; mnhmoneuvein 

te to;n lovgon  L P 049 630 1073 1704 1891; mnhmoneuvein te tw'n lovgwn TR ˜ ∏74 Å B 
E H 498 945 1175 1739. 
 138 aujtov"] ou|to" D. 

139 didovnai ma'llon TR 630 1891; ma'llon didovnai rell. 
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Acts 21:11, cont. 
h]  [Agabo": 
tavde levgei to; pneu'ma to; a{gion, to;n a[ndra ou| ejstin hJ zwvnh au{th (Pan 
74.5.7; from Anc) 

 
Acts 21:39 

o{ti: 
Tarseuv" eijmiv, oujk ajshvmou povlew" polivth" (Pan 30.16.8) 

 
Acts 22:3 

kai; fhsi: 
peritomh'/ ojktahvmero" kai; ajnateqrammevno"141 para; tou;" povda" 
Gamalih;l kai;  JEbrai'o" ejx  JEbraivwn (Pan 30.25.3) 
 

Acts 24:5 
wJ" levgousi kathgorou'nte" Pauvlou tou' ajpostovlou: 
tou'ton to;n a[nqrwpon hu{romen loimo;n kai; diastrevfonta to;n laovn, 
prwtostavthn te142 o[nta th'" tw'n Nazwraivwn aiJrevsew" (Pan 29.6.1) 

 
Acts 24:12–14 

fhsi; ga;r ejpi; tou' bhvmato": 
12) ou[te ejn tw'/ iJerw'/ hu{ron me prov" tina143 dialegovmenon h] ejpivstasivn144 
tina o[clou poiou'nta 13) oujde; w|n mou kathgorou'sin oujde;n pepoivhka 14) 
oJmologw' de; soi tou'to, o{ti kata; th;n oJdo;n h}n ai{resin ou|toi favskousin 
ou{tw latreuvw, pisteuvwn pa'si toi'" ejn tw'/ novmw/ kai; ejn toi'" profhvtai" 
(Pan 29.6.4) 

 
12)___________________________________________________________ 

 
a. ejpivstasin Epiph ∏74 Å A B E 1739 1891  
b. ejpisuvstasin TR ˜ H L P 049 630 945 1073 1352 1704 
c. ejpistasivan 81145 1175 

 

                                                                                                                                        
140 eij"  JIerousalhvm  Epiph ∏74 D]  ejn   JIerousalhvm TR ˜ Å A B C E H L P 049 

630 945 1073 1175 1704 1739 1891. 
141 ajnateqrammevno"] ajnaqrevmmeno" 33. 

 142 te] dev E 33 ite. 
 143 tina] tina" E. 
 144 ejpivstasivn V Holl] ejpisuvstasin M. 

145 ejpistasivan in 81 is misspelled ejpostasivan in J. H. Ropes, The Beginnings 
of Christianity. Part I The Acts of the Apostles (London: Macmillan, 1926): 3.224, and 
cited erroneously as ejpivstasin in NA27. 
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Acts 26:14 
tiv mavch/ tw'/ ajkatamachvtw/… 
sklhrovn soi pro;" kevntra laktivzein (Anc 14.6) 
 

Acts 27:37 
kaiv:  
h\men ejn tw'/ ploivw/ wJ" ojgdohvkonta yucaiv (Anc 59.2) 
 
h\san ga;r, fhsivn, ejn tw'/ ploivw/ eJbdomhvkonta yucaiv (Anc 78.1) 
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James 1:13–15 
13) ajpeivrasto" ga;r ejstin oJ qeo;" kakw'n, peiravzei de; aujto;" oujdevna, oujde; 
oiJ aujtou' dou'loi, pro;" ajpavthn 14) e{kasto" de; peiravzetai ejk th'" ijdiva" 
ejpiqumiva" ejxelkovmeno" kai; deleazovmeno" 15) ei\ta hJ ejpiqumiva tivktei 
aJmartivan, hJ de; aJmartiva ajpotelesqei'sa ajpokuvei146 qavnaton (Pan 79.9.4) 
 

James 1:27 
o{ti: 
qrhskeiva de;147 kaqara;148 tw'/ qew'/ kai; patri;149;; au{th ejstivn, ejpiskevptesqai 
ojrqanou;" kai; chvra" ejn th'/ qlivyei aujtw'n, a[spilon eJauto;n150 threi'n151 ajpo 
tou' kovsmou  (Pan 77.27.7)152 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. tw'/ qew'/  Epiph TR Åc A B C* Y 33 325 1739 
b. qew'/ ˜ Å* Cc L 049 105 201 323 1022 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

James 2:23 
kai; tw'/ me;n   jAbraa;m prosetevqh to; fivlo" qeou' kai; ouj dialuqhvsetai 
(Pan 78.6.2) 

 
James 3:8-10 

8)  jIavkwbo" favskei levgwn peri; th'" glwvssh" o{ti: 
ajkatavsceton kakovn,153 mesth; ijou' qanathfovrou 9) ejn aujth'/ eujlogou'men 
to;n qeo;n kai; pate;ra, kai; ejn aujth'/ katarwvmeqa tou;" ajnqrwvpou", tou;" 
kat j eijkovna qeou' gegonovta" 10) ouj crh; tau'ta ou{tw" givnesqai, ajdelfoiv 
mou154 (Pan 70.3.8)155 

 
 

                                                             
146 As Epiphanius would have written APOKUEI without accent, as do Å A 

B C, there is no way to tell whether he intended ajpokuvei with TR ˜ 049 105 201 
325 1022 or ajpokuei' L Y 33 323 1739. 

147 Epiph add dev with 43 330 l422 l1441 it syh* copsa. 
148 Epiph om kai; ajmivanto" with 623. 

 149 patriv] tw'/ patriv A. 
 150 eJautovn] seautovn A. 
 151 a[spilon eJauto;n threi'n] uJperaspivzein aujtouv" ∏74. 

152 As only parav before tw'/ qew'/ is missing and the remainder of the citation 
is accurate or represented in the manuscript tradition, Epiphanius’ exemplar is 
understood to have read tw'/ qew'/.  

153  kakovn] to; kakovn 1891 2805; kakw'n 181 1243 1874. 
 154 ajdelfoi; mou] ajdelfoi; mou ajgaphtoiv 1022 1352. 
 155 Vv. 8–9 reflect Epiphanius’ exemplar; v. 10 is an adaptation. 
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James 3:8–10, cont. 
 

(8)____________________________________________________________ 
 

a. ajkatavsceton Epiph TR ˜ C L Y 049 105 201 323 325 1022 1739c 

b. ajkatavstaton Å A B 1739*  
 

(9)____________________________________________________________ 
 

a. qeovn Epiph TR ˜ L 049 105 201 323 325 1022  
b. kuvrion Å A B C Y 33 1739  

______________________________________________________________ 
 

James 3:15, 17 
kai; pavlin oJ a{gio"  jIavkwbo" levgwn peri; th'" toiauvth" didaskaliva" o{ti: 
15) oujk e[stin a[nwqen au{th hJ sofiva156 katercomevnh, ajlla; ejpivgeio" 
yucikh; daimoniwvdh" 17) hJ de; a[nwqen sofiva prw'ton me;n aJgnhv ejstin, 
e[peita eijrhnikhv,157 eujpeiqhv", ajdiavkrito", mesth;158 ejlevou" kai; karpw'n 
ajgaqw'n (Pan 31.34.6)159 

 
16) gavr: 
ajkatastasiva kai; pa'n paravnomon pra'gma (Pan 31.34.7) 
 

17)____________________________________________________________ 
 

a. ajgaqw'n Epiph TR ˜ Å A B L Y 049 33 105 201 325 1022  
b. e[rgwn ajgaqw'n  C 323 1739 

______________________________________________________________ 
 

James 5:12 
levgonto": 
mh; ojmnuvnai mhvte to;n oujrano;n mhvte th;n gh'n mhvte e{terovn tina o{rkon, 
ajll j h[tw uJmw'n to; nai; nai; kai to; ou] ou[ (Pan 19.6.2) 

 
 
 

                                                             
156 au{th hJ sofiva]  hJ sofiva au{th C 1739. 
157  Epiph om ejpieikhj" with 049. 

 158 mesthv post ejlevou" ∏74. 
159 Because of his concluding emphasis that the Valentinians have no 

discernible “good works,” he cites the verse accurately, excepting the 
inconsequential transposition of ajdiavkrito" and omission of ejpieikhv". 
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1 Peter 1:19 
timivw/ ai{mati160 ajmnou' ajmwvmou kai; ajspivlou Cristou' (Pan 66.79.3) 
 

1 Peter 2:22 
aJmartivan ga;r oujk ejpoivhsen, oujde; euJrevqh dovlo" ejn tw'/ stovmati aujtou' 
(Anc 80.1)161 

 
aJmartivan ga;r oujk ejpoivhsen, oujde; euJrevqh dovlo" ejn tw'/ stovmati aujtou' 
(Pan 77.14.5; from Anc) 
 

1 Peter 2:24 
ejlqw;n de; aujto;" ta;" aJmartiva" hJmw'n162 ajnhvnegken ejpi; xuvlou (Pan 
66.79.9) 
 

1 Peter 3:10 
ceivlh mh; lalhvsanta dovlon (De fide 15.2) 
 

 1 Peter 3:18 
tw'n ajpostovlwn Pevtro" . . . levgwn: 
qanatwqei;"163 sarkiv, zwopoihqei;" de; pneuvmati164 (Anc 34.9) 

 
w{" fhsi Pevtro": 
qanatwqei;" sarkiv, zwopoihqei;" de; pneuvmati (Anc 44.3) 
 
w{" fhsin oJ a{gio" Pevtro": 
qanatwqei;" sarkiv, zwopoihqei;" de; pneuvmati (Anc 93.6) 
 
wJ" kai; oJ ajpovstolo" Pevtro" levgei: 
qanatwqei;" sarkiv, zwopoihqei;" de; pneuvmati (Pan 24.9.4) 
 
kai; pavlin: 
qanatwqei;" sarki;, zwopoihqei;" de; pneuvmati (Pan Chr  2.7) 

 
wJ" levgei Pevtro": 
qanatwqei;" sarkiv, zwogoneqei;" de; tw'/ pneuvmati (Pan 51.25.8) 
 

                                                             
160 Epiph om wJ" with P. 
161 Epiphanius is citing 1 Peter 2:22, rather than Isaiah 53:9, because he reads 

aJmartivan instead of ajnomivan. 
 162 hJmw'n] uJmw'n ∏72 B. 
 163 Epiph om mevn with ∏72 Y. 
 164 pneuvmati] ejn pneuvmati ∏72; tw'/ pneuvmati TR; tw'/ cristw'/ 325. 
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1 Peter 3:18 cont. 
kai; pavlin: 
ajpoqanw;n ejn sarkiv, zwogonhqei;" de; tw'/ pneuvmati (Pan 69.42.5) 

 
kata; to; eijrhmevnon: 
qanatwqei;" sarkiv, zwopoihqei;" de; tw'/ pneuvmati  (Pan 77.32.5) 
 

1 Peter 4:1 
kai; pavlin: 
Cristou' ou\n uJpe;r hJmw'n paqovnto" sarkiv (Anc 44.3) 
 
kai; pavlin: 
Cristou' ou\n paqovnto" uJpe;r hJmw'n sarkiv, kai; uJmei'" th;n aujth;n e[nnoian 
oJplivsasqe (Anc 93.6) 
 
Cristou' ga;r paqovnto" uJpe;r hJmw'n sarkiv, fhsi;n hJ qeiva gravfh (Pan Chr 
2.7) 

 
ajlla; to; me;n paqei'n ejn sarkiv, kaqw;" ei\pe Pevtro" o{ti: 
Cristou' paqovnto" uJpe;r hJmw'n sarkiv (Pan 69.42.5) 
 
kai; pavlin: 
Cristou' paqovnto" uJpevr hJmw'n sarkiv (Pan 77.32.5) 
 
Cristou' pavsconto" uJpevr hJmw'n sarkiv (De fide 17.1) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. paqovnto" uJpe;r hJmw'n sarkiv  Epiph TR ˜ Åc A L 33 105 201 325 
1022 

b. paqovnto" sarkiv ∏72 B C Y 323 1739  
c. ajjpopaqovnto" uJpe;r uJmw'n sarkiv  Å* 
d. paqovnto" ejn sarkiv 049*     

e. paqovnto" ejn sarki; uJpe;r hJmw'n 049c       
_______________________________________________________________ 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



THE TEXT OF THE APOSTOLOS IN EPIPHANIUS 
 

68 

2 Peter 1:19 
w{" fhsin Pevtro" ejn th'/ ejpistolh'/: 
prosevconte" tw'/ profhtikw'/ lovgw/ wJ" luvcnw/ faivnonti ejn aujcmhrw'/ tovpw/, 
e{w" fwsfovro" ajnateivlh/ kai; hJmevra165 kataugavsh/166 ejn tai'" kardivai" 
uJmw'n (Pan 66.64.5) 
 

2 Peter 2:19 
e[legen toi'"  jIoudaivoi": 
w|/ gavr ti" h{tthtai, touvtw/ kai; dedouvlwtai (Pan 38.4.9) 
 
w|/ ga;r h{tthtaiv ti", touvtw/ kai; dedouvlwtai (Pan 40.6.6) 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

a. kaiv Epiph TR ˜ Åc A C L Y 049 33 105 201 323 325 1022 1739 
b. om ∏72 Å* B 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

                                                             
165 In this allusion, Epiphanius’ imprecision precludes knowing whether his 

exemplar read hJmevra with TR ˜ ∏72 Å A B C L 049 105 201 323 325 1022 or hJ 
hJmevra with Y 33 1739. 
 166 kataugavsh/]  diaugavsei 33 323 1891*; diafauvsh 1352; diaugavsh/ rell. 



 TEXT AND APPARATUS 
 

69  

1 John 1:1 
kai;  jIwavnnh" marturei' levgwn: 
o} h\n ajp j ajrch'", o} hjkouvsamen kai; toi'" ojfqalmoi'" eJwravkamen, kai; aiJ 
cei're" hJmw'n ejyhlavfhsan (Pan 57.9.3) 
 
wJ" kai;  jIwavnnh" marturei': 
o} ajkhkovamen ajp j ajrch'" (Pan 69.40.7) 
 

1 John 1:5 
aiJ grafaiv fasi peri; tou' qeou' o{ti fw'" oJ qeov" (Pan  69.32.3) 
 

1 John 2:18–19 
levgonto" o{ti: 
18) hjkouvsate o{ti  jAntivcristo" e[rcetai kai; nu'n  jAntivcristoi polloi; 
gegovnasin 19) ejx hJmw'n ejxh'lqon, ajll j oujk h\san ejx hJmw'n: eij ga;r h\san ejx 
hJmw'n, memenhvkeisan167 a]n meq j hJmw'n:  ajll j i{na gnwsqw'sin o{ti oujk h\san 
ejx hJmw'n.168  touvtou cavrin gravfw uJmi'n, tekniva (Pan 48.1.6) 
 
19) eij ga;r h\san ejx aujtw'n, memenhvkesan a]n met j aujtw'n (Anc 116.7) 
 

(18)_____________________________________________________________ 
 

a. o{ti Epiph Å* B C Y 1739 
b. o{ti oJ TR ˜ Åc 049 33 105 201 323 325 1022 
c. oJ A L 

(19)_____________________________________________________________ 
 

a. h\san ejx hJmw'n
sec Epiph TR ˜ Å A L 049 33 105 201 323 325 1022 

1739 
b. ejx hJmw'n h\san  B C Y   

________________________________________________________________ 
 

1 John 4:1 
favskonto" tou' ajpostovlou  jIwavnnou ejn th'/ ejpistolh'/ o{ti: 
dokimavzete ta;169 pneuvmata, eij e[stin ejk tou'' qeou' (Pan  48.1.6) 
 

1 John 4:12 
levgein: 
qeo;n oujdei;" pwvpote teqevatai (Anc 53.8) 

                                                             
 167 memenhvkeisan] memenhvkasin 33 630. 
 168 hJmw'n] uJmw'n Y. 
 169 tav] pa'n Y. 
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1 John 5:19 
oJ ajpovstolo" gavr fhsin: 
o{lo" oJ kovsmo" ejn tw'/ ponhrw'/ kei'tai (Pan 66.66.3) 
 
ajlla; wJ" levgei: 
pa'" oJ kovsmo" ejn tw'/ ponhrw'/ kei'tai (Pan 66.67.5) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2 John 10 
 jIwavnnh" ga;r levgei ei[ ti" e[rcetai, fhsi, pro;" uJma'", kai; ouj fevrei th;n 
didach;n tauvthn170 (Pan 26.15.4) 
 

2 John 11 
oJ ga;r levgwn aujtoi'",171 fhsi, caivrein koinwnei' toi'" e[rgoi" aujtw'n toi'" 
ponhroi'" (Pan 34.13.3) 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

a. oJ ga;r levgwn Epiph TR ˜ L Y 049 105 201 325 1022 
b. oJ levgwn gavr Å A B 33 323 1739     

_______________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

                                                             
 170 ouj fevrei th;n didach;n tauvthn M] tauvthn th;n didach;n ouj fevrei V rell. 
 171 aujtoi'"] om 049 105 221 945 1022 1891; aujtw'/ rell. The citation is exact with 
two exceptions, both being adaptations due to Epiphanius’ argument: aujtoi'" 
rather than aujtw'/ and consequently aujtw'n rather than aujtou'. 
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Jude 8–10 
8) ejnupniazovmenoi savrka me;n172 miaivnousi, kuriovthta173 de; ajqetou'si, 
dovxa" de; blasfhmou'si: 9) Micah;l de; oJ ajrcavggelo" dialegovmeno" tw'/ 
diabovlw/ peri; tou' Mwusevw" swvmato" oujk h[negke lovgon blasfhmiva", 
ajlla; ei\pen, ejpitimhvsai soi174 kuvrio".175 10) ou|toi de;176 o{sa oujk oi[dasi 
fusikw'" blasfhmou'sin (Pan 26.11.5) 
 
8) ajpo; th'" ejpistolh'" tou'  jIouvda . . . levgein: 
kai; oiJ me;n ejnupniazovmenoi savrka me;n miaivnousi, kuriovthta de; ajqetou'si, 
dovxa" de; blasfhmou'sin  (Pan 26.13.7) 
 
10) wJ" levgei o{ti: 
o{sa me;n oujk oi[dasin, ajgnoou'nte" aJlivskontai, o{sa de; oi[dasin, wJ" ta; 
a[loga zw'/a fqeivrontai (Pan 26.11.3) 
 

(9)_____________________________________________________________ 
 

a. soi kuvrio" Epiph TR ˜ ∏72 Åc A B C L Y 049 33 105 201 325 1022 
b. soi oJ qeov" Å* 323 1739   

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

 
   

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

                                                             
 172 mevn M] om V ∏72. 
 173 kuriovthta] kuriovthta" Å Y. 
 174 Text M] add oJ V. 

175 In this allusion, Epiphanius clearly knows Michael’s response to the 
Devil as ejpitimhvsai soi kuvrio". 

176  dev] mevn 630. 
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Romans 1:4 
ejn dunavmei kata; pneu'ma aJgiwsuvnh" (Anc 68.10) 
 
levgwn: 
proorisqevnto"177 uiJou' qeou' ejn dunavmei kata; pneu'ma178 aJgiwsuvnh" ejx 
ajnastavsew" nekrw'n, tou' kurivou hJmw'n  jIhsou' Cristou'179 (Pan  54.6.2) 
 
ejn dunavmei kata; pneu'ma aJgiwsuvnh" (Pan  74.5.10; from Anc) 
 
w{" fhsi: 
kata; pneu'ma aJgiwsuvnh" ejx ajnastavsew" nekrw'n tou' kurivou hJmw'n  jIhsou' 
Cristou' (Pan, De fide  17.11) 
 

Romans 1:14 
pavlin ejn eJtevrw/ tovpw/ levgei ou{tw": 
ojfeilevth" eijmi;  {Ellhsivn  te kai; barbavroi", sofoi'" te kai; ajnohvtoi", i{na 
deivxh/ sofou;" me;n tou;"  jIoudaivou", ajnohvtou" de; tou;" Skuvqa".  kai; fhsin 
ojfeilevth" eijmiv (Pan  8.3.4) 
 
  {Ellhsiv te kai; barbavroi", sofoi'" te kai; ajnohvtoi" (Pan 26.1.1) 
 

Romans 1:18 
wJ" levgei oJ ajpovstolo" ejpi; touvtoi" kai; toi'" oJmoivoi" aujtw'n: 
ajpokaluvptesqai ojrgh;n qeou' kai; dikaiokrisivan ejpi; tou;"  
th;n ajlhvqeian ejn ajdikiva≥ katevconta"180 (Pan 24.3.8) 
 

Romans 1:25 
ejlavtreusan ga;r th'/ ktivsei181 para; to;n ktivsanta  (Anc 70.3) 
 
mavlista tou' ajpostovlou levgonto": 
kai; ejlavtreusan th'/ ktivsei para; to;n ktivsanta  (Pan 69.36.2) 
 
ejlavtreusan ga;r th'/ ktivsei para; to;n ktivsanta (Pan 74.7.3) 
 
kai; oJ ajpovstolov" fhsin: 
ejlavtreusan th'/ ktivsei para; ton; ktivsanta (Pan 76.8.8) 

 

                                                             
 177 proorisqevnto" it

d.e.g Euseb;  oJrisqevntoß rell. 
 178 kata; pneu'ma] kai; pneu'mati eth syrp (syrh om. kaiv) Chrtxt. 
 179 tou' kurivou hJmw'n  jIhsou' Cristou' M;   jIhsou' Cristou' tou' kurivou hJmw'n U. 
 180 kai; dikaiokrisivan ejpi; tou;" is an allusion to 2:5. 
 181 th'/ ktivsei] th;;n ktivsin P*. 
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Romans 1:25 cont. 
ktivsin para; to;n ktivsanta, o{" ejstin eujloghmevno" eij" tou;" aijw'na" ajmhvn 
(Pan 76.16.1) 
 

Romans 1:26 
levgwn: 
ai{ te ga;r qhvleiai182 aujtw'n methvllaxan th;n fusikh;n crh'sin183 eij" th;n 
para; fuvsin (Pan 26.16.2) 
 

Romans 1:27 
kata; to; gegrammevnon: 
th;n ajntimisqivan th'" plavnh" ejn eJautoi'"184 ajpolambavnonte"185 (Pan 
26.11.8) 
 
o{ti: 
a[rrene" ejn a[rresi th;n ajschmosuvnhn katergazovmenoi (Pan  26.16.2) 
 
wJ" kai; oJ ajpovstolov" fhsi: 
th;n ga;r ajntimisqivan h}n e[dei th'" plavnh" aujtw'n ejn eJautoi'"186 
ajpolambavnonte" (Pan 26.19.3) 

 
Romans 2:6 

oJ eJkavstw/ ajpodidou;" kata; ta; e[rga aujtou' (Pan  66.24.8) 
 

Romans 2:11 
proswpolhyiva para; tw'/187 qew'/ (Anc 98.2) 
 
proswpolhyiva ejsti; para; qew'/ (Pan  76.8.8) 
 

Romans 2:25 
hJ peritomh; ajkrobustiva aujtoi'" givnetai (Pan 42.12.3, refut. 8) 

 
Romans 2:29 

kai; peritomh; kardiva" ejn pneuvmati188 (Anc 68.11) 

                                                             
 182 qhvleiai] qhvlei L. 
 183 crh'sin] ktivsin D*. 
 184 ejn eJautoi'ß] ejn aujtoi'ß B K. 
 185 ajpolambavnonteß] ajnteilambavnonteß G. 

186 ejn eJautoi'"] ejn aujtoi'"  B K. 
 187 tw'/] om D*. 
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Romans 2:29 cont. 
kai; peritomh; kardiva" ejn189 pneuvmati (Pan 74.5.11, from Anc) 
 

Romans 3:5–6 
ajll j: 
5) ajdivkw" ejpifevrei th;n ojrgh;n190 oJ qeo;" kata; tw'n ajnqrwvpwn 6) mh; 
gevnoito (Anc 87.6) 
 

Romans 3:8 
wJ" kai; oJ makavrio" Pau'lov" fhsin: 
w{ste tina;" tolma'n hJma'" levgein191 o{ti192 poihvswmevn ta193; kakav, i{na e[lqh/ 
ejf j hJma'"194 ta; ajgaqav, w|n to; krivma e[ndikovn ejsti (Pan 26.11.7) 
 
to; de; krivma touvtwn kata; to; gegrammevnon e[ndikovn ejstin, wJ" oJ a{gio" 
ajpovstolo" Pau'lo" e[fh (Pan  27.4.2) 
 

Romans 3:23–24 
23) pavnte" h{marton kai; uJsterou'ntai th'" dovxh" tou' qeou' 24) 
dikaiouvmenoi195 dwrea;n th'/ cavriti (Pan 61.4.10) 
 

Romans 3:26 
diavstasi" de; h\n kai; e[cqra ejn th'/ ajnoch'/ tou' qeou'  (Anc 65.8) 
 
diavstasi" de; h\n kai; e[cqra ejn th'/ ajnoch'/ tou' qeou' (Pan 74.2.8, from Anc) 
 

Romans 3:28 
ejk pivstew" hJ dikaiosuvnh cwri;" e[rgwn196 novmou (Anc 67.3) 
 
ejk pivstew" hJ dikaiosuvnh cwri;" e[rgwn novmou (Pan 74.4.2, from Anc) 
 

 
 
                                                                                                                                        
 188 The citation is omitted in L

epiph and J, but included in Pan, and is thus 
inserted by Holl into the text of Ancoratus.  Kaiv is included as part of the 
quotation in Panarion, but is the introduction to the citation in Ancoratus. 
 189 o{ß G it

d.e.g
. 

 190 add  aujtou' Å* 
 191 hJma'ß tineß levgein 1739; tineß hJma'ß levgein rell. 
 192 o'ti M Holl; om V with G itg vg Or. 
 193 tav] om D*. 
 194 ejf j hJma'ß V Holl with 81 copbo; om ejf j hJma'ß M with rell. 

195 dikaiouvmenoi U; add dev M. 
 196 e[rgwn Pan. Holl; om L

epiph J. 
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Romans 4:19 
 jAbraa;m ghralevo" lambavnei pai'da nenekrwmevnou h[dh197 tou' swvmato" 
kai; ejk nekrw'n oJ qeo;" th;n ejlpivda kecavristai, nekrwqeivsh" mavlista th'" 
mhvtra" Savrra" (Anc 94.5) 

 
Romans 5:1 

o{moion tw'/ eijpei'n: 
dikaiwqevnte" de; ejk pivstew" eijrhvnhn e[comen pro;" to;n qeo;n dia; tou' 
kurivou hJmw'n  jIhsou' Cristou' (Anc  69.1) 
 
o{moion tw'/  eijpei'n: 
dikaiwqevnte" de; ejk pivstew" eijrhvnhn e[comen pro;" to;n qeo;n dia; tou' 
kurivou hJmw'n  jIhsou' Cristou' (Pan 74.6.1; from Anc). 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. e[comen Epiph TR ˜ Åc Bc F G P 104 1594 1739 
b. e[cwmen Å* A B* C D K L 049 33 81 699 it

d.e.f.g 
 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
Romans 5:6 

e[ti ga;r Cristo;" o[ntwn hJmw'n ajsqenw'n e[ti kata; kairo;n uJpe;r ajsebw'n 
ajpevqanen. to; e[ti kai; ajpevqanen ouj dokhvsew" ajlla; ajlhqeiva" ejsti; 
shmantikovn.  eij ga;r dovkhsi" h\n, tiv" creiva tou' e[ti levgesqai, dunamevnou 
tou' Cristou' pavntote kai; tovte kai; nu'n dokhvsei faivnesqai kai; mh; 
levgesqai e[ti o[ntwn hJmw'n ajsqenw'n…198 (Pan 42.12.3, refut. 31)  

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. e[ti ga;r...e[ti Epiph Å A C D* 81 104 Marcion  
b. e[ti ga;r...om TR ˜ Dc [K (L dev for gavr) P] 049 33 699 1594 1739 Chr 
c. ei[ ge...e[ti B  
d. eij" tiv gavr...e[ti F G it

d.f.g
 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

Romans 5:14 
fhsin: 
ejbasivleusen oJ qavnato" ajpo;  jAda;m mevcri Mwu>sevw" (Pan 66.78.3) 

                                                             
197 From this loose allusion, one cannot be certain that Epiphanius’ 

exemplar read h[dh with TR ˜ Å A C D K L P 049 33 81 104 699 1594 rather than 
om with B F G 1739 it

d.e.f.g 
Meth. 

 198 In the preceding paragraph, Epiphanius states that several of Marcion’s 
citations of the Pauline epistles are accurate, but conflict with his theology.  Here, 
his argument is based upon the second clause. 
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Romans 6:9 
oujkevti ajpoqnhv/skei, qavnato" aujtou' oujkevti kurieuvei kata; to; 
gegrammevnon (Anc  92.5) 
 
oujkevti ga;r kuvrio" ajpoqnhv≥skei. qavnato" aujtou' oujkevti kurieuvei kata; to; 
gegrammevnon (Pan 51.31.9) 
 
qavnato"199 aujtou' oujkevti kurieuvei, fhsin oJ ajpovstolo" (Pan 62.7.6) 
 
oujkevti200 ajpoqnhv/skei, qavnato" aujtou' oujkevti kurieuvei (Pan 64.64.10) 

 
oujkevti ga;r ajpoqnh≥vskei, fhsiv, qavnato" aujtou' oujkevti kurieuvei201 (Pan 
69.42.9) 
 
wJ" ei\pe peri; aujtou' oJ ajpovstolo": 
ajnevsth, oujkevti ajpoqnhv/skei, qavnato" aujtou' oujkevti kurieuvei (Pan 
69.67.1) 
 
tou' aJgiwtavtou ajpostovlou th'" fwnh'", tov: 
oujkevti ajpoqnhv/skei, qavnato" aujtou' oujkevti kurieuvei (Pan 77.33.4) 
 
w{" fhsin oJ a{gio" ajpovstolo": 
ajnevsth Cristov", oujkevti ajpoqnhv/skei, qavnato" aujtou' oujkevti kurieuvei 
(Pan, De fide 17.8) 
 
w{" fhsin oJ ajpovstolo": 
qavnato" aujtou' oujkevti kurieuvei (Pan, Christentum 2.8) 
 

Romans 7:12 
kai; eij oJ a{gio" novmo" (Pan 77.38.2) 
 

Romans 7:18 
oi\da gavr fhsi;n oJ ajpovstolo" o{ti oujk oijkei' ejn ejmoi; oujde;n ajgaqovn, tou't j 
e[stin ejn th'≥ sarkiv mou (Anc 79.1) 
 
wJ" e[fh oJ ajpovstolo": 
oi\da ga;r o{ti oujk oijkei' ejn ejmoiv, tou't j e[stin ejn th'/ sarkiv mou,202 ajgaqovn 
(Pan 77.27.5) 

                                                             
 199 qavnato" U; oJ qanato" M; ga;r qavnato" Holl. 
 200 oujkevti M U; add  ajnasta;ß de; ante oujkevti Holl. 

201 kurieuvei] kurieuvsei 81  it
d.e.f.g Euseb. 

 202 ajgaqovn] add tov F G Meth
epiph Cyr. 
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Romans 7:22 
dio;: 
suneivdomen to;n novmon tou' qeou' kata; to;n e[sw a[nqrwpon (Anc 65.4) 
 
dio;: 
sunhvdomai tw'/ novmw/ tou' qeou'203 kata; to;n e[sw a[nqrwpon (Pan 74.2.4; 
from Anc) 

 
Romans 7:23 

levgei hJ grafhv: 
oJrw' novmon e{teron ajntistrateuovmenon ejn toi'" mevlesiv mou204 kai; 
aijcmalwtivzontav me205 ejn tw'/ noi>v mou206 tw'/ novmw/207 th'" aJmartiva"208 tw'/ 
o[nti ejn toi'" mevlesiv mou (Anc 56.3) 

 
Romans 7:25 

ejleuvqero" ejk novmou sarko;" aJmartiva" (Anc 65.3) 
 
ejleuvqero" ejk novmou sarko;" aJmartiva" (Pan 74.2.3; from Anc) 

 
Romans 8:3 

toivnun: 
ejn w/| ejgw; hjsqevnoun dia; th'" sarkov" ajpestavlh moi swth;r ejn oJmoiwvmati 
sarko;" aJmartiva" (Anc 65.9) 
 
katevkrine th;n aJmartivan (Pan 66.73.6) 
 
 i{na: 
ejn th'/ sarki; katakrivnh/ th;n aJmartivan (Pan 69.52.8) 
 
toivnun: 
ejn w|≥ ejgw; hjsqevnoun dia; th'" sarkov" ajpestavlh moi swth;r ejn oJmoiwvmati 
sarko;" aJmartiva" (Pan 74.2.9; from Anc) 

 
 

                                                             
 203 qeou'] noov" B. 
 204 moi F G. 
 205  me] om A. 
 206 ejn tw'/ noi>v mou] om. A; tw'/ novmw/ tou' noov" mou rell with Or Meth

epiph
 . 

207 In this imprecise allusion, it is unclear whether Epiphanius’ text read tw'/ 
novmw/ with TR ˜ A C L 81 104 699 1739 or ejn tw/' novmw/ with Å B D F G K P 049 33 
1594. 
 208 add  tou' noov" mou A. 
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Romans 8:4 
kai;: 
to; dikaivwma tou' novmou (Anc 65.3) 
 
kai;: 
to; dikaivwma tou' novmou (Pan 74.2.3; from Anc) 
 

Romans 8:8 
 kai;: 
oij ejn sarki; de; o[nte" qew'/209 ajrevsai ouj duvnantai (Anc 76.5) 

 
Romans 8:9 

kai; pneu'ma qeou' kai; pneu'ma Cristou' (Anc  72.6) 
 

Romans 8:11 
eij toivnun to; pneu'ma aujtou' ejn hJmi'n, oJ ejgeivra" aujto;n ejk nekrw'n 
zwopoihvsei ta; qnhta; swvmata hJmw'n dia; tou' ejnoikou'nto" pneuvmato" ejn 
hJmi'n (Anc 66.12) 
 
wJ" levgei oJ a{gio" ajpovstolo" favskwn: 
eij de; to; pneu'ma tou' ejgeivranto" Cristo;n ejk nekrw'n210 oijkei' ejn uJmi'n, oJ 
ejgeivra" Cristo'n ejk nekrw'n211 zwopoihvsei kai; ta; qnhta; swvmata uJmw'n, 
dia; tou' ejnoikou'nto" pneuvmato" aujtou' ejn uJmi'n (Pan 57.7.6) 
 
eij toivnun to; pneu'ma aujtou' ejn hJmi'n, oJ ejgeivra" aujto;n ejk nekrw'n 
zwopoihvsei ta; qnhta; swvmata hJmw'n dia; tou' ejnoikou'nto" pneuvmato" 
aujtou'212 ejn hJmi'n  (Pan  74.3.12; from Anc) 

___________________________________________________________ 
 

a. Cristo;n ejk nekrw'n Epiph B Dc F G 
b. to;n Cristo;n ejk nekrw'n TR ˜ Åc K L P (049 add tw'n) 33 699 1594 
c. Cristo;n   jIhsou'n ejk nekrw'n D* itd.e 
d.  jIhsou'n Cristo;n ejk nekrw'n 104  
e. ejk nekrw'n Cristo;n   jIhsou'n Å* A 1739 
f. ejk nekrw'n   jIhsou'n Cristovn C 81 

                                                             
 209 qew'/] tw'/ qew'/ D E. 

210  om ejk nekrw'n  1739.  
 211 oijkei' . . . nekrw'n] U;  om  oijkei' ejn uJmi'n, oJ ejgeivra" Cristo;n ejk nekrw'n M, 
due to haplography as in 426. 
 212 pneuvmatoß aujtou' J; aujtou' pneuvmatoß Holl.  Since Pan 57.7.6 is a verbally- 
exact citation and Pan. 74.3.12 and Anc 66.12 are both adaptations, Pan 57.7.6 is 
accepted as reflecting Epiphanius’ exemplar. 
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Romans 8:11 cont. 
_______________________________________________________________ 

 
a. kaiv Epiph TR ˜ B C D F G K L P 049 33 81 104 699 1594 CyrJer 
b. om Å A 1739 Meth

epiph
 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

a. tou' ejnoikou'nto" aujtou' pneuvmato" (Epiph) Å A C Pc 81 104 1594 itt 
syrh.pal copsa Clem Meth CyrJer   

b. to; ejnoikou'n aujtou' pneu'ma TR ˜ B D F G K L P* 049 33 699 1739 
itd.g Or 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

Romans 8:13 
ta;" pravxei" tou' swvmato" qanatou'nte" zhvswmen213 (Pan 64.63.16) 
 

Romans 8:14 
o{soi ou\n pneuvmati aujtou' a[gontai, ou|toi (Anc 66.10) 
 
o{soi gou'n pneuvmati aujtou' a[gontai, aujtoiv (Pan 74.3.10; from Anc)    
 

Romans 8:23 
kai;:  th;n ajparch;n tou' pneuvmato" e[conte" (Anc 68.13) 
 
kai;: th;n ajparch;n tou' pneuvmato" e[conte" (Pan 74.5.13; from Anc) 
 

Romans 8:26 
ajll j aujto; to; pneu'ma uJperentugcavnei uJpe;r hJmw'n (Anc 68.14) 
 
h|" ei\pen oJ a{gio" ajpovstolo": 
to; de; pneu'ma uJperentugcavnei uJpe;r hJmw'n214 stenagmoi'" ajlalhvtoi" (Pan 
55.5.3) 
 
ajll j aujto; to; pneu'ma uJperentugcavnei uJpe;r hJmw'n (Pan 74.5.14; from 
Anc) 
 

                                                             
213 In this conflation with Gal 5:25, and its adaptation to the patristic 

sentence structure, it is uncertain whether Epiphanius read tou' swvmato" with TR 
˜ Å A B C K L P 049 33 81 104 699 1594 1739 or th'" sarkov" with D F G. 
 214 Constantine Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum (8th ed.; Leipzig: Giesecke 
& Devrient, 1872): 2.405, following Petavius’ edition, cites Epiphanius incorrectly 
as supporting the omission of uJpe;r hJmw'n. 
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Romans 8:26 cont. 
_______________________________________________________________ 

 
a. uJperentugcavnei uJpe;r hJmw'n Epiph TR ˜  Åc C K L P 049 33 104 

699 1594 itar.dem Euseb  
b. uJperentugcavnei Å* A B D F G 81 1739 itd*.g  

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

Romans 8:33 
tiv", gavr fhsin, ejgkalevsei kata; ejklektw'n qeou'… (Pan 42.12.3 refut. 6) 

 
Romans 8:34 

o{moion tw'≥ eijpei'n: 
o{" ejstin ejn dexia'/ tou' qeou', o{" kai; ejntugcavnei uJpe;r hJmw'n (Anc 68.14) 
 
o{moion tw'/ eijpei'n: 
o{" ejstin ejn dexia'/ tou' qeou', o{" ejntugcavnei uJpe;r hJmw'n (Pan 74.5.14; 
from Anc) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
a. o{" ejstin Epiph Å* A C 81 itd* Or Chr 
b. o{" kaiv ejstin TR ˜ ∏46 Åc B D F G K L 049 33 104 699 1594 itd.e.f.g 

CyrJer 
c. om 1739 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

Romans 9:4–5 
4) w||n fhsin hJ latreiva kai; aiJ diaqh'kai 5) kai; w|n oiJ patevre", ejx w|n oJ 
Cristo;" to; kata; savrka,215 oJ w]n ejpi; pavntwn qeo;" eujloghto;" eij" tou;" 
aijw'na", ajmhvn (Pan 76.47.5)216 

 
5) kai; pavlin: 
ejx w|n oJ Cristo;" to; kata; savrka, w{" fhsi Pau'lo" (Anc 44.3) 
 
5) ejx w|n fhsivn oJ Cristo;" to; kata; savrka, oJ w]n ejpi; pavntwn qeov" (Anc 
69.9) 
 
 

                                                             
215 to; kata; savrka] kata; savrka F G; ta; kata; savrka C*; oJ kata; savrka ∏46. 
216 The gist of 9:4 that prefaces v. 5 is too loose to know whether Epiphanius 

read aiJ diaqh'kai with TR ˜ Å C K 049 33 81 104 699 1594 1739 rather than hJ 
diaqhvkh with ∏46 B D F G, or om with A L. 
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Romans 9:5 cont. 
kai; oJ ajpovstolo" touvtoi" marturei' toi'" lovgoi" favskwn: 
w|n oiJ217 patevre", ejx w|n218 oJ Cristo;" to; kata; savrka, oJ w]n ejpi; pavntwn 
qeo;" eujloghto;" eij" tou;" aijw'na", ajmhvn (Pan 57.2.8) 
 
wJ" kai; oJ ajpovstolo" diabebaiou'tai levgwn: 
w|n oiJ patevre" kai; ejx w|n oJ Cristo;" to; kata; savrka, oJ w]n ejpi; pavntwn 
qeov" (Pan 57.9.1) 

 
ejx w|n fhsivn oJ Cristo;" kata; savrka, oJ w]n ejpi; pavntwn qeov" (Pan 74.6.9; 
from Anc) 
 

Romans 9:20 
menou'n ge, 219 su; tiv" ei\ oJ ajntilogizovmeno" tw'/ qew'/… (Anc 71.1) 
 
menou'n ge, su; tiv" ei\ oJ ajntilogizovmeno" tw'/ qew'/… (Pan  74.8.1; from Anc) 
 
ejrei' to; plavsma tw'/ plavsanti, tiv me ou{tw" ejpoivhsa";220 (Pan 76.53.3) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. menou'n ge Epiph TR ˜ Å (A om ge) B Dc K L P 049 33 81 104 699 
1594 1739 Chr  

b. om ∏46 D* F G itd.e.f.g  
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Romans 9:32 

prosevkoyan ga;r tw'/ livqw/ tou' proskovmmato"  (Anc 27.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 

 
a. gavr Epiph TR ˜ Åc Dc K L P 049 33 104 699 1594 1739 Chr 
b. om  ∏46 Å* A D* F G 81 itd.e.f.g  

________________________________________________________________ 
 

Romans 10:4 
plhvrwma ga;r novmou Cristo;" kata; to; gegrammevnon (Anc 94.4) 
 

                                                             
 217 oiJ ] om F G. 
 218 ejx w|n F G itf.g] kai; ejx w|n rell. 

219 In this citation, Epiphanius strengthens his argument by altering the 
participle to ajntilogizovmeno", but retains the exact wording elsewhere, indicating 
an awareness of menou'n ge. 
 220 ejplavsaß D E syrp. 
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Romans 10:4 cont. 
kata; to; para; tw/ ajpostovlw/ eijrhmevnon o{ti: 
plhvrwma novmou Cristo;" eij" dikaiosuvnhn (Pan 42.12.3 refut. 28) 
 

Romans 10:6–7 
wJ" kata; to; eijrhmevnon: 
mh; ei[ph/" ejn th'/ kardiva≥ sou', tiv" ajnabhvsetai eij" to;n oujranovn… toutevsti 
Cristo;n katagagei'n: h] tiv" katabhvsetai eij" th;n a[busson…  toutevsti 
Cristo;n ajnagagei'n ejk nekrw'n (Pan 77.31.5) 
 

Romans 10:9 
ei\tav fhsin oJ ajpovstolo": 
oJ qeo;" h[geiren aujto;n221 ejk nekrw'n (Pan 69.19.4) 

 
Romans 10:10 

o{ti: 
kardiva/ pisteuvetai eij" dikaiosuvnhn, stovmata de; oJmologei'tai eij" 
swthrivan (Pan  19.3.3) 

 
Romans 10:18 

eij" pa'san th;n gh'n ejxh'lqen oJ fqovggo" aujtw'n kai; eij" ta; pevrata th'" 
oijkoumevnh" ta; rJhvmata aujtw'n222 (Pan  61.2.2) 
 

Romans 11:33 
w\ bavqo" plouvtou kai; sofiva" kai; gnwvsew" qeou' kata; to; gegrammevnon 
(Anc 94.1) 
 
ajnexereuvnhta ga;r ta; krivmata aujtou' kai; ajnekdihvghtoi aiJ oJdoi; aujtou' 
(Pan 59.5.6) 
 
dia; tou'to ga;r kai; oJ ajpovstolo" e[fh: 
w\ bavqo" plouvtou kai; sofiva" kai; gnwvsew" qeou' (Pan 69.60.2) 
 
w\ bavqo" plouvtou kai; sofiva" kai; gnwvsew" qeou' (Pan 76.39.16) 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 
 a. qeou'  Epiph TR ˜ Å A B D L 049 81 104 699 1594 1739 
 
 b. tou' qeou'  F G 33 

                                                             
 221 h[geiren aujto;n A P] aujto;n  h[geiren rell. 
 222 The citation, verbally precise from both Rom 10:18 and Ps18:5 (LXX), is 
applied to the church and presumably comes from Romans. 
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Romans 12:3 
mh; uJperfronei'n par j o} dei' fronei'n, ajlla; fronei'n eij" to; swfronei'n (Pan 
76.48.10) 
 
ajpo; tou' aJgiwtavtou ajpostovlou tou' fhvsanto": 
mh; uJperfronei'n par j o} dei' fronei'n223 (Pan 77.30.5) 

 
Romans 13:1–4 

aiJ ga;r ou\sai ejxousivai ejk qeou' tetagmevnai eijsivn, wJ" levgei oJ ajpovstolo": 
w{ste ou\n oJ ajnqistavmeno" th'/ ejxousiva/ th'/ tou' qeou' diatagh/'≥ ajnqevsthken.  
oiJ ga;r a[rconte" oujk eijsi; kata; tou' ajgaqou', ajlla; uJpe;r tou' ajgaqou', kai; 
oujk eijsi; kata; th'" ajlhqeiva", ajlla; uJpe;r th'" ajlhqeiva".  qevlei" dev, fhsiv, 
th;n ejxousivan mh; fobei'sqai;  to; kalo;n poivei, kai; e{xei" e[painon ejx 
aujth'": ouj ga;r eijkh' th;n mavcairan forei':  diavkono" gavr ejstin224 eij" aujto; 
tou'to ejk qeou' tetagmevnoi" tw'/ to; kako;n pravttonti (Pan 40.4.3–4) 

 
Romans 14:3 

oJ ga;r ejsqivwn to;n mh; ejsqivonta mh; ejxouqeneivtw,225 kai; oJ mh; ejsqivwn to;n 
ejsqivonta mh; krinevtw (Pan 61.3.2) 

226 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. kaiv oJ mh; Epiph TR ˜ Åc Dc L P 049 33 81 104 699 1594 1739 itd(c)  
b. oJ de; mh; ∏46 Å*  A B C D* itd* 

c. oujde; oJ mh;  F G itf.g 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

Romans 14:7 
eJautw'/ zh'/, oujde; eJautw'/ ajpoqnh/vskei (Pan 76.29.7) 
 

Romans 14:9 
 i{na kai; nekrw'n kai; zwvntwn227 kurieuvsh/ (Pan 46.3.9) 
 

 
                                                             

223 om par j o} dei' fronei'n F G itf.g 
 224 The loose nature of this quotation renders it inadvisable to conclude that 
Epiphanius’ exemplar omitted kaiv at this place with G. 
 225 ejxouqeneivtw] krinevtw A. 

226 This allusion to Rom 13:1–4 has several precise phrases, but is too loose 
to know whether Epiphanius read ou\sai ejxousivai with TR ˜ Dc L P 049 33 104  
699 1739 rather than ou\sai Å A B D* F G 81 1594 itd.e.f.g in v. 1, or that he read 
qeou'sec Epiph Å* A B D F G P 81 104 1739 rather than tou' qeou' TR ˜ Åc L 049 33 
699 1594 Or. 
 227 add  kai; nekrw'n 1739 Clem. 
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Romans 15:8 
levgw ou\n Cristo;n diavkonon gegenh'sqai peritomh'" uJpe;r ajlhqeiva" qeou', 
eij" to; plhrw'sai ta;" ejpaggeliva" (Anc 68.1) 
 
levgw ou\n Cristo;n diavkonon gegenh'sqai peritomh'" uJpe;r ajlhqeiva" qeou', 
eij" to; plhrw'sai ta;" ejpaggeliva" (Pan 74.5.1; from Anc) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. Cristovn Epiph Å A B C 81 1739 Or  
b. Cristo;n   jIhsou'n  ˜ L P 049 33 699 1594  Chr 
c.  jIhsou'n Cristovn TR D F G 104 itd.e.f.g  

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. diavkonon gegenh'sqai Epiph TR ˜ Å A Cc Dc L P 33 81 104 699 
1594 Chr 

b. diavkonon gevnesqai B C* D* F G 049 1739  
________________________________________________________________ 

 
Romans 15:16 

i{na gevnhtai hJ prosfora; tw'n ejqnw'n eujprovsdekto", aJgiasqei'sa ejn 
pneuvmati aJgivw/ (Anc 68.15) 
 
i{na gevnhtai228 hJ prosfora; tw'n ejqnw'n eujprovsdekto",229 aJgiasqei'sa ejn 
pneuvmati aJgivw/ (Pan 74.5.15; from Anc) 
 
 iJerourgou'nte" to; eujaggevlion (Pan 79.3.3) 

 
Romans 16:19 

eij" to; ajgaqovn, ajkeraivou" de; eij" to; kakovn (Pan 37.8.9) 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                             
 228 genhvqh B. 
 229 om  eujprovsdektoß F G itf.g. 
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1 Corinthians 1:19 
levgwn o{ti: 
th;n suvnesin tw'n sunetw'n230 ajqethvsw231 (Pan 76.33.4) 
 

1 Corinthians 1:20 
kai;: ejmwvranen oJ qeo;" th;n sofivan tou' kovsmou232 (Anc 42.7) 
 
kai;: ejmwvranen oJ qeo;" th;n sofivan tou' kovsmou touvtou… (Pan 69.20.4) 
 

1 Corinthians 1:21 
oi\den ou\n oJ ajpovstolo" levgein: 
oujk e[gnw oJ kovsmo" dia; th'" sofiva" tou' qeou' to;n qeovn (Anc 42.7) 
 
kai;: 
ejpeidh;233; ejn th'/ sofiva/ tou' qeou'234 oujk e[gnw oJ kovsmo" to;n qeovn, hujdovkhse 
dia; th'" mwriva" tou' eujaggelivou sw'sai tou;" pisteuvonta"235 (Pan 
69.20.4) 
 

1 Corinthians 1:23–25 
 jIoudaivoi" me;n skavndalon,  {Ellhsi de; mwriva, hJmi'n de; toi'"236 klhtoi'",  
jIoudaivoi" te kai;  {Ellhsi, Cristo;" qeou' duvnami" kai; qeou' sofiva,237 o{ti 
to; mwro;n tou' qeou' sofwvteron tw'n ajnqrwvpwn ejsti; kai; to;238 ajsqene;" tou' 
qeou' ijscurovteron tw'n ajnqrwvpwn ejstiv (Pan 76.35.4 refut) 
 
24) oJ duvnami" w]n qeou' kai; sofiva kata; to; gegrammevnon hJmi'n de; Cristo;" 
duvnami" qeou' kai; qeou' sofiva (Pan 69.20.4)  

(23)____________________________________________________________ 
 

a.   {Ellhsi Epiph TR ˜ Cc Dc 049 699 1594 1739 Chr  
b. e[qnesi ∏46 Å A B C* D* F G L P 33 81 104 itd.e.f.g  Or CyrJer 

 
 
                                                             
 230 ajsunetw'n (F ajsinetw'n) G. 
 231 ajqethvsw indicates 1 Cor 1:19.   Isa 29:14 reads kruvyw. 
 232 Epiph reads tou' kovsmou touvtou with ˜ and tou' kovsmou with ∏46 Å* A B C* 
D* P, but as the variation occurs at the end of one citation, it is not possible to 
determine whether touvtou was omitted.   
 233 ejpeidhv with F G; ejpeidh; gavr rell. 
 234 qeou'] kosmou' ∏46. 
 235 pisteuvsanta" L. 
 236 om toi'" F G. 
 237 Epiph ∏46; duvnamin . . . sofivan rell.  
 238 tov] oJ F G; om phrase ∏46. 
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1 Corinthians 1:23–25 cont. 
(24)____________________________________________________________ 

 
a. te  Epiph TR ˜ ∏46 Å A B C D L P 049 33 81 699 1594 1739 Or 
b. om F G 104  
 

(25)____________________________________________________________ 
 

a. sofwvteron tw'n ajnqrwvpwn ejsti Epiph TR ˜ Å A B C L P 049 33 81 
104 699 1594 (1739) Or 

b. sofwvteron ejsti tw'n ajnqrwvpwn D F G itd.e.f.g 

c. sofwvteron tw'n ajnqrwvpwn  ∏46 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

a. ijscurovteron tw'n ajnqrwvpwn ejstin Epiph TR ˜ Åc A C L P 049 104 
699 1594 Or Chr  

b. ijscurovteron ejstin tw'n ajnqrwvpwn  D F G itd.e.f.g 

c. ijscurovteron tw'n ajnqrwvpwn  Å* B 33 81 1739 Euseb 
d. om  ∏46 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

 
1 Corinthians 1:30 

kai; ejgevnetov moi: 
dikaiosuvnh kai; aJgiasmo;" kai; ajpoluvtrwsi" (Anc 65.9) 
 
 kai; ejgevnetov moi: 
dikaiosuvnh kai; aJgiasmo;" kai; ajpoluvtrwsi" (Pan 74.2.9; from Anc) 

 
1 Corinthians 2:4 

a{ kai; lalou'men, oujk ejn peiqoi' sofiva" lovgoi", ajll j ejn ajpodeivxei239 
pneuvmato" qeou', pneumatikoi'" pneumatika; sugkrivnonte" (Anc 70.8)240 

 
 
 

                                                             
 239 ajpodeivxei] ajpokaluvyei D* and c       

240 In this allusion, which begins with an imprecise rendering of 2:12 and 
follows with a conflation of 2:4 and 13, Epiphanius gives the gist of the larger 
context with significant, but unnecessary, adjustments. One cannot be certain 
that Epiphanius read peiqoi'" sofiva" lovgoi" with (Å*) B D 33 1739 rather than 
peiqoi'" ajnqrwpivnh" sofiva" lovgoi" with ˜ Åc A C L P 049 81 104 699 1594, or 
peiqoi'" sofiva" ∏46 F G. 
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1 Corinthians 2:4 cont. 
a{ kai; lalou'men, oujk ejn peiqoi' sofiva" lovgoi", ajll j241 ejn ajpodeivxei 
pneuvmato" qeou', pneumatikoi'" pneumatika; sugkrivnonte" (Pan 74.7.8; 
from Anc) 
 

1 Corinthians 2:8 
 i{na plhrwqh'/ hJ levgousa grafhv: 
eij ga;r e[gnwsan, oujk a]n to;n kuvrion th'" dovxh" ejstauvrwsan (Anc 93.8) 
 
eij ga;r e[gnwsan, oujk a]n to;n kuvrion th'" dovxh" ejstauvrwsan (Pan 77.32.1) 
 

1 Corinthians 2:9 
a} ojfqalmo;" oujc ei\den kai; ou\" oujk h[kouse kai; ejpi; kardivan ajnqrwvpou oujk 
ajnevbh, a} hJtoivmasen oJ qeo;" toi'" ajgapw'sin aujtovn (Pan 64.69.10) 
 
ejpeidh;: a} ojfqalmo;" oujk ei\de kai; ou\" oujk h[kousen, ou[te ejpi; kardivan 
ajnqrwvpou ajnevbh, o{sa hJtoivmasen oJ qeo;" toi'" ajgapw'sin aujtovn (Pan 
66.38–39.4) 
 
peri; w|n ei[rhtai o{ti: 
a} ojfqalmo;" oujk ei\de kai; ou\" oujk h[kouse, kai; ejpi; kardivan ajnqrwvpou oujk 
ajnevbh, a} hJtoivmasen oJ qeo;" toi'" ajgapw'sin aujtovn (Pan 77.37.7) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. ei\den Epiph TR ˜ ∏46 Å A B D F G L 81vid 104 699 1739 Or CyrJer 
b. i[den C P 049 33   
c. oi\den  1594 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
a. a{ hJtoivmasen Epiph TR ˜ ∏46 Å D F G L P 049 33 81 104 699 1594 

1739 Or  
b. o{sa hJtoivmasen  A B Cvid CyrJer 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

1 Corinthians 2:10 
ejreunw'n ta; bavqh tou' qeou' (Anc 7.1) 
 
 
 
 

                                                             
 241 In this conflation of material from 2:4 and 2:13, Epiphanius reads ajll j 
with ˜ against ajllav of ∏46 B. 
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1 Corinthians 2:10 cont. 
to; ga;r pneu'ma tou' qeou' pavnta ejreuna'/, kai; ta; bavqh tou' qeou' (Anc 12.3) 
 
ejreuna'/ ta; bavqh tou' qeou' (Anc 15.1) 
 
hJmi'n de; ajpekavluyen oJ qeo;" dia; tou'242 pneuvmato" aujtou' (Anc 68.16) 
 
ejreuna'/ kai; ta; bavqh tou' qeou' (Anc 118.2) 
 
ejreunw'n kai; ta; bavqh tou' qeou' (Pan  74.1.4) 
 
hJmi'n de; ajpekavluyen oJ qeo;" dia; tou' pneuvmato" aujtou' (Pan 74.5.16; from 
Anc) 
 
ejreunw'n ta; bavqh tou' qeou' (Pan 74.11.7) 
 
ta; bavqh tou' qeou' ejreunw'n; (Pan 74.13.7) 
 
ejreunw'ntov" te kai; ta; bavqh tou' qeou' (Pan 76.46.8) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. dev  Epiph TR ˜ Å A C D F G L P 049 33 81 104 699 1594 itd.f.g  
b. gavr  ∏46 B 1739 itm  

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. ajpekavluyen oJ qeov" Epiph ∏46 Å A B C D F G P 33 81 1739 itd.e.f.g    
b. oJ qeo;" ajpekavluyen TR ˜ L 049 104 699 1594 Or Chr  

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. dia; tou' pneuvmato" aujtou' Epiph TR ˜ Åc D F G L P 049 81 104 699 
1594 itd.e.f.g 

b. dia; tou' pneuvmato" ∏46 Å* A B C 33vid 1739 
________________________________________________________________  

 
1 Corinthians 2:11 

oujdei;" oi\de ta; tou' ajnqrwvpou eij mh; to; pneu'ma tou' ajnqrwvpou243 to; 
katoikou'n ejn aujtw'/ (Anc 11.5) 
 
 
 

                                                             
 242 Pan. Holl; om tou' Lepiph J. 
 243 tou' ajnqrwvpou] om F G itf.g. 
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1 Corinthians 2:11 cont. 
oJ aujto;" a{gio" ajpovstolo" oujdeiv" fhsin oi\den a[nqrwpo" to; tou' 
ajnqrwvpou, eij mh; to; pneu'ma tou' ajnqrwvpou to; katoikou'n ejn aujtw'/: ou{tw 
kai; ta; tou' qeou'244 oujdei;" e[gnw245 (Anc 12.1–3) 

 
tiv" ga;r oi\den ajnqrwvpwn246 ta; tou' ajnqrwvpou, eij mh; to; pneu'ma tou' 
ajnqrwvpou; (Anc 72.3) 
 
tiv" ga;r oi\den247 ta; tou' ajnqrwvpou eij mhv to; pneu'ma to; ejn tw'/ ajnqrwvpw/248 

(Pan  74.9.3; from Anc) 
 

1 Corinthians 2:12–13 
fhsi; de; oJ aujto;" a{gio" ajpovstolo" . . .: 
12) hJmei'" de; to; pneu'ma tou' qeou' ejlavbomen, o{pw" gnw'men ta; ejk qeou' 
carisqevnta hJmi'n 13) a{ kai;249 lalou'men, oujk ejn didaktoi'" sofiva" lovgoi", 
ajll j ejn didaktoi'"250 pneuvmato" aJgivou, pneumatikoi'"251 pneumatika; 
sugkrivnonte"252 (Anc 14.5) 
 
12) hJmei'" de; ouj to' pneu'ma tou' kovsmou ejlavbomen, ajlla; to; pneu'ma to; ejk 
qeou' (Anc 68.17) 
 
12) ajll j ejlavbomen fhsiv pneu'ma qeou', i[dwmen ta; carisqevnta hJmi'n uJpo; 
qeou' 13) a{ kai; lalou'men, oujk ejn peiqoi' sofiva" lovgoi", ajll j ejn ajpodeivxei 
pneuvmato" qeou', pneumatikoi'" pneumatika; sugkrivnonte" (Anc 70.8) 
 
12) hJmei'" de; ouj to; pneu'ma tou' kovsmou ejlavbomen  (Anc 72.3) 
 
w{" fhsin oJ a{gio" ajpovstolo": 
12) kai; hJmei'" pneu'ma qeou' e[comen, i{na gnw'men253 ta; uJpo; qeou' 
carisqevnta hJmi'n 13) a{ kai; lalou'men (Pan 69.28.3) 

 
 
                                                             
 244 ta; tou' qeou'] to; tou' qeou' D*; ta; ejn tw'/ qew'/ F G itg. 
 245 e[gnw F G; e[gnwken ∏46 Å A B D Y et al; oi\den L 049 et al. 
 246 Lepiph J; om  ajnqrwvpwn Pan  with  A 33. 
 247 oi\den J] add  ajnqrwvpwn Anc  Holl; ei\den 6 917. 

248 Text J; tou' ajnqrwvpou Anc Holl.  
 249 a{ kaiv] kaiv F G; o{ kaiv 1912. 
 250 didaktikoi'ß C. 
 251 pneumatikw'" B 33. 
 252 sunkrivnomen F G Clem; sugkrivnonto" P. 

253 Here and in Anc 14.5, Epiphanius appears to support 1875 against 
eijdw'men / i[dwmen rell., but these allusions provide no such agreement. 
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1 Corinthians 2:12–13 cont. 
12) hJmei'" de; ouj to; pneu'ma tou' kovsmou ejlavbomen, ajlla; to; pneu'ma tou'254 

qeou' (Pan 74.5.17; from Anc 68.17) 
 
12) ajll j ejlavbomen fhsiv pneu'ma qeou', i{na i[dwmen255 ta; carisqevnta hJmi'n 
uJpo; qeou' 13) a{ kai; lalou'men, oujk ejn peiqoi' sofiva" lovgoi", ajll j ejn 
ajpodeivxei pneuvmato" qeou', pneumatikoi'" pneumatika; sugkrivnonte"256 
(Pan 74.7.8; from Anc 70.8) 
 
12) hJmei'" de; ouj to; pneu'ma tou' kovsmou ejlavbomen fhsiv (Pan 74.9.3; from 
Anc) 
(12)_________________________________________________________ 

 
a. to; pneu'ma tou' kovsmou Epiph TR ˜ ∏46 Å A B C L P 33 81 104 699 

1594 1739 Or Euseb  
b. to; pneuvma tou' kovsmou touvtou  D F G itf.g 

c. to; pneu'ma tov tou' kovsmou 049   
(13)_________________________________________________________ 

 
a. pneuvmato" aJgivou Epiph TR ˜ Dc L P 049 104 699 1594  
b. pneuvmato" ∏46 Å  A B C D* F G 33 81 1739 itd.e.f.g Or CyrJer 
_____________________________________________________________ 
 

1 Corinthians 2:14 
 oJ ga;r yuciko;" a[nqrwpo" fhsin ouj devcetai257 ta; tou' pneuvmato": mwriva 
ga;r aujtw'/258 ejstin, o{ti pneumatikw'" ajnakrivnetai (Pan 64.65.6) 

 
oJ ga;r sarkiko;" ouj devcetai ta; tou' pneuvmato": mwriva ga;r aujtw'/ ejstin 
(Pan 69.76.2) 
 

1 Corinthians 2:16 
hJmei'" de; nou'n Cristou' e[comen (Anc 76.1) 
 
fhsivn: 
hJmei'" de; nou'n Cristou' e[comen (Pan 77.31.1) 

                                                             
 254 tou' J 88 915; tov ejk Anc. Holl 489; to; ejk tou' rell.  

255  In two allusions having i[dwmen [with ∏46 D F G L P 049 33 699] rather 
than eijdw'men [TR ˜ Å A B C 81 104 1594 1739], the imprecise citation precludes 
deciding which is Epiphanius’ exemplar. 
 256 This is a conflation of 2:4 and 13. 
 257 duvnatai 81. 
 258 om aujtw'/ A*. 
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1 Corinthiains 2:16 cont. 
hJmei'", gavr fhsi, nou'n Cristou' e[comen (Pan 77.31.3) 

 
hJmei'" de; nou'n Cristou' e[comen (Pan 77.33.5) 

 
o{tan de; ei[ph/ oJ ajpovstolo": 
hJmei'" de; nou'n Cristou' e[comen (Pan 77.34.3) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. Cristou' Epiph TR ˜ ∏46 Å A C Dc L P 049 33 81 104 699 1594 
1739 itd.e Or 

b. kurivou B D* F G itf.g 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

1 Corinthians 3:2 
oJ de; Pau'lo": 
ou[pw ga;r,259 hjduvnasqe ajll j oujde; e[ti260 duvnasqe (Pan 33.11.5) 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

a. oujdev Epiph ∏46 Å A B C D F G P 33 81 104 1739 Or 
b. ou[te TR ˜ L 699 1594  
c. om phrase 049  

________________________________________________________________ 
 

1 Corinthians 3:8 
o{ti: 
e{kasto" kata; to;n i[dion kavmaton misqo;n lhvyetai (Pan De fide 23.4) 
 

1 Corinthians 3:11 
qemevlion ga;r a[llon oujdei;" duvnatai qei'nai261 para; to;n keivmenon, o{" 
ejstin   jIhsou'" Cristov"262 (Anc 26.5) 
 

1 Corinthians 3:12 
ei[ ti" ga;r ejpoikodomei' ejpi; to;n qemevlion tou'ton crusivon, a[rguron,263 

livqou", timivou", xuvla, covrton, kalavmhn (Anc 26.5) 
 

                                                             
 259 om gavr 81. 
 260 e[ti with Y] om e[ti ∏46 B; nu'n duvnasqe rell. 
 261 qei'nai post  keivmenon 33 81. 
 262  jIhsou'" Cristov" ˜] Cristo;"  jIhsou'" Cc D E itd.e.f vg Or;  jIhsou'" oJ Cristov" 
TR; Cristov" C*. 
 263 J; ajrguvrion Lepiph. 
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1 Cor 3:12 cont. 
________________________________________________________________ 

 
a. ejpi; to;n qemevlion touvton264  Epiph TR ˜ Åc Cc D L P 049 33 104 

699 1594 1739 itd.e.f Or CyrJer Chr 
b.  ejpi; to;n qemevlion ∏46 Å* A B C* 81 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

1 Corinthians 3:13 
hJ ga;r hJmevra265 dhlwvsei o{ti ejn puri; ajpokaluvptetai (Pan 59.5.7) 
 

1 Corinthians 3:16 
wJ" kai; oJ Pau'lo" sunav/dei tw'/ lovgw/ touvtw/ levgwn: 
uJmei'" de; nao;" tou' qeou' ejste kai; to; pneu'ma tou' qeou' oijkei' ejn uJmi'n (Anc 
9.3) 

 
ei[per pneu'ma qeou' oijkei' ejn uJmi'n (Anc 68.12) 
 
nao;" tou' qeou' ejsti266 kai; to; pneu'ma tou' qeou' oijkei' ejn uJmi'n (Anc 68.18) 
 
kaqw;" ei\pen oJ a{gio" tou' qeou' ajpovstolo" o{ti: 
uJmei'" nao;" qeou' ejste kai; to; pneu'ma tou' qeou' oijkei' ejn uJmi'n (Pan 
69.27.7) 
 
ei[per pneu'ma qeou' oijkei' ejn uJmi'n (Pan 74.5.12; from Anc) 
 
nao;" tou'267 qeou' ejste kai; to; pneu'ma tou' qeou' oijkei' ejn uJmi'n (Pan 
74.5.18; from Anc) 
 
kai;: 
uJmei'" nao;" qeou' ejste, kai; to; pneu'ma kurivou oijkei' ejn uJmi'n (Pan 74.13.6) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. oijkei' ejn uJmi'n Epiph TR ˜ ∏46 Å A C D F G L 049 81 104 699 1594 
itd.e.f.g 

b. ejn uJmi'n oijkei' B P 33 1739  
 

 

                                                             
264 Merk cites 6 incorrectly in support of the omission of touvton. 

 265 add  kurivou itf vg. 
 266 Lepiph J; ejste Pan. Holl. 
 267 tou' with 104 Clem. 
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1 Corinthians 3:20 
oi\de ga;r oJ qeo;" tou;" logismou;" tw'n sofw'n268 o{ti eijsi; mavtaioi (Pan 
76.20.14) 
 

1 Corinthians 4:5 
e{w" a]n e[lqh/ oJ269 kuvrio", o}"270 kai; ajpokaluvyei ta; krupta; th'" kardiva": 
kai; tovte oJ e[paino" eJkavstou fanero;" genhvsetai (Pan 59.5.7) 
 

1 Corinthians 4:12 
ejrgavzesqai de; tai'" ijdivai" cersivn  (Pan 80.4.2) 
 

1 Corinthians 4:15 
 o{moion wJ" ei\pe Pau'lo": 
ejn ga;r Cristw'/  jIhsou' ejgw; uJma'" ejgevnnhsa (Anc 72.8) 
 
wJ" kai; oJ Pau'lov" fhsi: 
eij ga;r kai; pollou;" didaskavlou" e[cete, ajll j ouj pollou;" patevra".  ejn 
ga;r Cristw'/  jIhsou'271 dia; tou' eujaggelivou ejgw; uJma'" ejgevnnhsa (Pan 
66.63.7) 

 
o{moion wJ" ei\pe Pau'lo": 
ejn ga;r Cristw'/  jIhsou' ejgw; ejgevnnhsa uJma'" (Pan 74.9.8; from Anc) 

 
1 Corinthians 5:5 

tw'/ satana'/ eij" o[leqron th'" sarkov", i{na to; pneu'ma swqh'/ ejn th'/ hJmevra/ 
tou' kurivou (Pan 59.4.11) 
 
ajlla;: 
paradou'nai to;n toiou'ton272 (Pan 66.86.9) 
 

1 Corinthians 5:7 
to; pavsca hJmw'n ejtuvqh Cristov" kata; to; gegrammevnon (Pan 42.12.3 refut. 
18) 

 
to; ga;r pavsca hJmw'n273 ejtuvqh Cristov" (Pan 75.3.4) 

                                                             
268 sofw'n] ajnqrwvpwn 33. 

 269 om oJ D*. 
270 o}" kaiv U Holl; om o{" M. In this loose allusion, one cannot be certain that 

Epiphanius reads o}" kaiv with TR ˜ ∏46 Å A B L P 049 33 81 104 699 1594 1739 
rather than kaiv with D* F G itd.e.f.g. 
 271 om  jIhsou' B Clem. 
 272 to;n toiou'ton] aujtovn F G itg.  
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1 Corinthians 5:7 cont. 
w{" fhsi: 
to; pavsca hJmw'n ejtuvqh Cristov" (Pan 75.6.1) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. to; pavsca hJmw'n Epiph Å* A B C* D F G 33 81 1739 Euseb Or 
b. to; pavsca hJmw'n uJpe;r hJmw'n TR ˜ Åc Cc L P 049 699 1594 Meth  
c. to; pavsca hJmw'n uJpe;r uJmw'n 104 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

1 Corinthians 6:11 
dikaiwqevnte" de; ejn tw'/ ojnovmati tou' kurivou hJmw'n jIhsou; Cristou'274 kai; 
ejn275 pneuvmati tou' qeou' hJmw'n (Anc 69.1) 
 
dikaiwqevnte" de; ejn tw'/ ojnovmati tou' kurivou hJmw'n  jIhsou' Cristou' kai; ejn 
tw'/ pneuvmati tou' qeou' hJmw'n (Pan 74.6.1; from Anc) 
 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. hJmw'n   jIhsou' Cristou'  Epiph B Cvid P 33 81 104 1739 itt 

b.  jIhsou' Cristou' ∏46 Å D* itd.e 
 

c.  jIhsou' TR ˜ A Dc L 699 1594  
________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
1 Corinthians 6:13 

oJ de; a{gio" ajpovstolo" . . . e[fh: 
ta; brwvmata th'/ koiliva/ kai; hJ koiliva toi'" brwvmasin: oJ de; qeo;" kai; tauvthn 
kai; tau'ta katarghvsei (Pan 47.2.7) 
 
ta; brwvmata th'/ koiliva/ kai; hJ koiliva/ toi'" brwvmasin, oJ de; qeo;" kai; tauvthn 
kai; tau'ta katarghvsei (Pan 66.69.4) 
 

1 Corinthians 6:16–17 
16) wJ" oJ kollwvmeno" th'/ povrnh/ e}n sw'mav ejsti 17) kai; oJ kollwvmeno" tw'/ 
kurivw/ e}n pneu'mav ejstin  (Pan  66.86.4) 
 
 

                                                                                                                                        
 273 hJmw'n Holl; uJmw'n J. 
 274 tou' kurivou hJmw'n jIhsou; Cristou' Lepiph Holl;   jIhsou' Cristou' tou' kurivou hJmw'n 
J. 
 275 tw'/ Pan  Holl; om tw'/ Lepiph J. 
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1 Corinthians 6:20 
favskwn o{ti: 
timh'" hjgoravsqhte (Pan 66.79.3) 
 

1 Corinthians 7:2 
dia' ga;r ta;" porneiva"276 e{kasto" th;n eJautou' gunai'ka ejcevtw (Pan 
67.2.5) 
 

1 Corinthians 7:5 
oJ a{gio" ajpovstolo" levgwn, i{na: 
pro;" kairo;n scolavswsi277 th'/ proseuch'/ (Pan 59.4.7) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a.  th'/ proseuch'/  Epiph ∏46 Å* A B C D F G P 33 81 104 1739 itd.e.f.g 

Meth Or 
b. th'/ nhsteiva kai; th'/ proseuch'/  TR ˜ Åc K L 699 1594 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

1 Corinthians 7:7–9 
7) qevlw pavnta" ei\nai wJ"278 ejmautovn 9) e[legen eij oujk ejgkrateuvontai, 
gameivtwsan279  (Pan 61.5.9) 
 
7) qevlw, fhsiv, pavnta" ei\nai wJ" ejmautovn (Pan 67.2.5) 
 
8) kai; Pau'lo" levgwn: 
levgw de; toi'" ajgavmoi" o{ti kalo;n aujtoi'", eja;n meivnwsin ou{tw"280 kaqw;" 
kajgwv: 9) eij de; oujk ejgkrateuvontai,281 gamhsavtwsan (Pan 58.4.8) 

                                                             
 276 ta;ß porneivaß] th;n porneivan F G itf.g vg Tert. 

277 Epiphanius cites accurately, transposing i{na to be the introduction and 
consciously altering the second person scolavshte to the third person scolavswsi 
to fit his argument.  In arguing against the Purists who do not accept second 
marriages, Epiphanius states that they bind what is applicable to priests upon the 
laity.  So, he says, “If the holy apostle directs even the laity to ‘give themselves to 
prayer for a time’,” priests should be even more unencumbered in order to 
perform “the godly exercise” of “spiritual employments,” such as prayer. 

278 wJ" 221] wJ" kaiv rell. 
 279 gameivtwsan M Holl] gamhsavtwsan U. Epiphanius cites brief portions of 
vv. 7 and 9 loosely in Pan 61.5.9, whereas in Pan 58.4.8 he argues against Valesian 
castrations and misunderstandings of Matt 19:12 by citing 1 Cor 7:8–9 as 
evidence that Paul was not a eunuch.  He deletes the widows from v. 8 as 
unnecessary to his argument and cites accurately that portion of v. 9 essential to 
his case. 

280 meivnwsin ou{tw" with 81 104] ou{tw" meivnwsin C Meth; meivnwsin rell. 
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1 Corinthians 7:7–9 cont. 
8) e[lege: 
levgw de; toi'" ajgavmoi" kai; tai'" chvrai", kalo;n282 aujtoi'" eja;n meivnwsin wJ" 
kajgwv (Pan 61.6.1) 
 
(8)________________________________________________________ 

 
a. aujtoi'" Epiph ∏46 Å A B C D* F G P 33 81 Meth CyrJer 
b. aujtoi'" ejstin TR ˜ Dc L 104 699 1594 
c. ejstin  K     
d. om 1739 

 
(9)________________________________________________________ 

 
a. gamhsavtwsan Epiph TR ˜ ∏46 Å A B C D K L P 33 81* 699 1594 

1739 Or CyrJer 
b. gameivtwsan F G 81c 104 Chr 
__________________________________________________________ 
 

1 Corinthians 7:10 
wJ" a]n ei[poi: 
levgw de; oujk ejgwv, ajll j oJ kuvrio", gunai'ka ajpo; ajndro;" mh; cwrisqh'nai 
(Anc 68.5) 
 
levgw de; oujk ejgwv, ajll j oJ kuvrio", gunai'ka ajjpo; ajnqrwvpou mh; cwrisqh'nai 
(Pan 74.5.5; from Anc) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. cwrisqh'nai Epiph TR ˜ Å B C K L P 81 104 699 1594 1739 
b. cwrivzesqai A D F G Or             
c. cwrizevsqw ∏46 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

1 Corinthians 7:18 
para; tw'/ aJgivw/ ajpostovlw/, w\ filokalwvtate, di j w|n aujtoi'" rJhvmasin w|dev 
pw" levgei: 
peritetmhmevno" ti" ejklhvqh, mh; ejpispavsqw.  ejn ajkrobustija/ ti" 
uJpavrcei; mh; peritemnevsqw283 (Mensur. pond.  P.G. 43 [1864]: 264 C.6) 

                                                                                                                                        
 281 ouj krateuvontai F G. 
 282 o{ti kalovn A.   

283 Arguing against second circumcisions, Epiphanius cites v. 18 accurately, 
with the conscious alteration of kevklhtai to uJpavrcei, which changes the original 
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1 Corinthians 7:18, cont. 
________________________________________________________________ 

 
a. ti" ejklhvqhpr Epiph TR ˜ ∏46 Å A B C K L P 33 81 104 699 1594 

1739  
b. ejklhvqh ti" D F G  

________________________________________________________________ 
 

1 Corinthians 7:25 
pou' de; para; soi; peplhvrwtai tov: 
peri; tw'n parqevnwn ejpitagh;n kurivou oujk e[cw, gnwvmhn de; divdwmi wJ" 
hjlehmevno", to; kalo;n ou{tw" ei\nai (Pan  25.6.7) 
 

1 Corinthians 7:27 
devdesai gunaikiv, mh; zhvtei luvsin: levlusai ajpo; gunaikov", mh; zhvtei 
gunai'ka (Pan  61.5.9) 
 
pw'" ou\n pavlin e[lege: 
devdesai gunaikiv, mh zhvtei luvsin (Pan 61.6.2) 
 

1 Corinthians 7:29 
wJ" e[ti: 
oJ kairo;" sunestalmevno" ejstivn w{" fhsin oJ iJero;" ajpovstolo" (Anc 
107.1)284 

 
1 Corinthians 7:34 

kai; pavlin: 
hJ parqevno" merimna'/ ta; tou' kurivou, pw'" ajrevsei tw'/ kurivw/,285 i{na h\/ aJgiva/  
ejn swvmati kai; ejn pneuvmati286 (Pan 25.6.7) 

                                                                                                                                        
meaning of Paul’s “when you were called” to the “present state” of Epiphanius’ 
readers, thus turning the verse into a polemic against second circumcisions.  The 
unaffected portion reflects Epiphanius’ biblical exemplar.  This means that 
Epiphanius cannot be cited for the unit of variation involving kevklhtaiv ti", ti" 
kevklhtai, or ti" ejklhvqh. 
 284 Epiphanius appears to support oJ kairovß with Å B ˜ against o{ti oJ kairovß 
in D F G.  However, as this omission occurs at the beginning of the citation, 
Epiphanius should be cited for neither reading.  The same is true for ejstivn, the 
last word in his citation.  It is impossible to ascertain whether he read e[stin 
loipovn with ∏15, e[stin to; loipovn with Å A, or e[stin loipo;n e[stin with F G.  All 
that can be deduced is that apparently he did not read to; loipo;n e[stin with Dc E 
K L, and due to the brevity of the citation, one cannot be certain even of that. 
 285 Epiph 547; om pw'ß ajrevsei tw'/ kurivw/ rell.  Rather than Epiphanius or a later 
corrector of Epiphanius having used a text similar to 547, it is likely that 
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1 Corinthians 7:34 cont. 
wJ" tou' ajpostovlou levgonto" ph' mevn: 
oJ a[gamo" kai; hJ parqevno" merimna'/ ta; tou' kurivou, pw'" ajrevsei tw'/ kurivw/ 
(Pan 26.16.1) 

 
uJpo; tou' aJgivou ajpostovlou ejpainoumevnh, o{ti: 
hJ parqevno" kai; hJ a[gamo" merimna'/ ta; tou' kurivou, pw'" ajrevsei tw'/ kurivw/, 
i{na h|/ aJgiva tw'/ swvmati kai; th'/ yuch'/ (Pan 63.4.2) 
 
levgei o{ti: 
hJ a[gamo" merimna/' ta; tou' kurivou pw'" ajrevsei tw'/ kurivw/ kai; hJ parqevno": 
hJ de; gamhvsasa merimna/' hJ de; gamhvsasa merimna/', kai; memevristai287 

(Pan 67.2.3) 
 

1 Corinthians 7:36 
povqen de; tw'/ ajpostovlw/ to; eijrhmevnon tov: 
eja;n nomivzh/ ajschmonei'n ejpi; th;n ijdivan parqevnon288 kai; ou{tw" ojfeivlei 
poih'sai, gameivtw:  oujc aJmartavnei (Pan 61.4.9) 

 
kai; tou'to ojfeivlei poih'sai, gameivtw, fhsivn, oujc aJmartavnei.  gameivtw,289 

w|/ d j a]n eujporoiven, oujc aJmartavnei (Pan 61.5.8) 
 

1 Corinthians 7:37 
fhsi; ou\n: 
e{sthken eJdrai'o"290  ejn tw'/ ijdivw/ nw/'  (Pan 61.5.8) 

                                                                                                                                        
Epiphanius conflated vv. 32 and 34, making the same sort of error found in 547.  
Accordingly, it is uncertain from these loose conflations whether the exemplar of 
Epiphanius read hJ a[gamoß post hJ parqevnoß with D F G K L Y or post  hJ gunhv with B 
P, or perhaps the entire phrase hJ gunh; hJ a[gamo;ß kai; hJ parqevnoß hJ a[gamoß with ∏46 

Å A.   
286 In this allusion, involving a conflation with v. 32, one cannot be certain 

that Epiphanius’ exemplar read kai; swvmati kai; pneuvmati with TR ˜ F G K L 104 
699 1594 1739 rather than tw'/ swvmati kai; tw'/ pneuvmati with ∏46 Å A P 33, or kai; tw'/ 
swvmati kai; tw'/ pneuvmati Å B 81, or swvmati kai; pneuvmati D.   

287 Due to imprecision in this allusion, one cannot be certain that 
Epiphanius’ exemplar read kai; memevristai with ∏46 Å A B D* P 33 81 104 1739 
rather than memevristai with ˜ Dc F G K L 699 1594. 
 288 nomivzei ante ejpiv D itd.e.f.g; nomivzei post aujtou' rell. 

289 While Epiphanius may appear to agree with D* F G syrp arm Aug in 
reading gameivtw against gameivtwsan of ∏46 Å A B K L P Y ˜, it is probable that 
the third person singular present imperative is simply an adaptation to ojfeivlei in 
the patristic sentence structure. 
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1 Corinthians 7:39 
fhsi; gavr: 
gunh; devdetai novmw/ ejf j o{son crovnon zh'/ oJ291 ajnh;r aujth'". eja;n de; 
ajpoqavnh/292 oJ ajnh;r, ejleuqevra ejsti;n w|/ qevlei gamhqh'nai293 (Pan  59.6.4) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. devdetai novmw/  Epiph TR ˜ Åc Dc F* G L P 104 699 1594 itf.g Chr 
b. devdetai gavmw/  K 
c. devdetai ∏46 Å* A B D* Fc 33 81 1739 Or 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. eja;n dev Epiph TR ∏46 Å A B D* K P 33 81 104 1594 1739 Or Chr 
b. eja;n de; kaiv ˜ Dc F G L 699 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. oJ ajnhvrsec Epiph ˜ ∏46 Å A B K P 81 699 1594 Or   
b. oJ ajnh;r aujth'" TR D F G L 33 104 1739 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

1 Corinthians 7:40 
kaiv fhsi: 
makariwtevra294 dev ejstin, eja;n meivnh/ ou{tw" (Pan 59.6.6) 
 

1 Corinthians 8:5–6 
oJ ga;r ajpovstolo" fhvsa": 
5) ei[per eijsi; legovmenoi qeoiv (Pan 25.6.2) 

 
fhsin: 
5) ei[per eijsi; legovmenoi qeoi; polloi; kai; kuvrioi polloiv 6) hJmi'n de; ei|" 
qeov", ejx ou| ta; pavnta, kai; ei|" kuvrio",  jIhsou'" Cristov", di j ou| ta; pavnta. 
eij dev di j ou| ta; pavnta kai; hJmei'" eij" aujtovn (Pan 54.6.3) 

 
kai; aujto;" oJ ajpovstolov" fhsin: 
ei|" qeov", ejx ou| ta; pavnta, kai; ei|" kuvrio"  jIhsou'" Cristov", di j ou| ta; 
pavnta (Pan 55.9.7) 

                                                                                                                                        
 290 makariwtevra M; eJdraivwß U.   While Epiphanius may appear to agree 
with eJdrai'oß post e{sthken in Åc K L Y ˜ against eJdrai'oß post  aujtou in Å* A B D P', 
this reference to 7:37 preceding the general reference to 7:36 gives only the gist. 
 291 oJ] om F*. 
 292 ajpoqavnh A Clem] koimhvqh/ rell. 
 293 gamhqh'nai MU with ˜] gamhqh'/ F G itd.e.f.g. 
 294 makariwtevra] makariva ∏46. 
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1 Corinthians 8:6 cont. 
tou' aJgivou ajpostovlou favskonto" o{ti: 
hJmi'n295 ei|" qeo;" oJ pathvr, ejx ou| ta; pavnta kai; hJmei'" eij" aujtovn, kai; ei|" 
kuvrio"  jIhsou'" Cristov",296 di j ou| ta; pavnta kai; hJmei'" di j aujtou'297 (Pan 
56.3.1) 

 
ei|" qeov", ejx ou| ta; pavnta kai; hJmei'" eij" aujtovn, kai; ei|" kuvrio"  jIhsou'" 
Cristov", di j o}n ta; pavnta kai; hJmei'" di j aujtou'298  (Pan 57.5.1) 
 
ei|" qeo;" oJ pathvr, ejx ou| ta; pavnta, kai; ei|" kuvrio"  jIhsou'" Cristov", di j 
ou| ta; pavnta (Pan 57.5.9) 

 
ei|" path;r ejx ou| ta; pavnta kai; ei|" kuvrio"  jIhsou''" Cristov", di j ou| ta; 
pavnta (Pan 66.69.12) 
 
wJ" kai; oJ ajpovstolo" favskei: 
ei|" qeo;", ejx ou| ta; pavnta, kai; hJmei'" di j aujtou':  kai; ei|" kuvrio"  jIhsou'" 
Cristov", di j ou| ta; pavnta, kai; hJmei'" di j aujtou' (Pan 76.8.11) 
 
ei|" qeo;" ejx ou| ta; pavnta, kai; ei|" kuvrio" di j ou| ta; pavnta (Pan 76.9.5) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. legovmenoi qeoiv  Epiph TR ˜ ∏46 Å A B P 33 81 104 699 1594 1739 
(Or) 

b. oiJ legovmenoi qeoiv F G K itf.g 

c. legovmenoi qeoi; kai; kuvrioi D itd.e  
d. qeoiv  L 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
1 Corinthians 9:7 

ajll j: 
oujk ejn pa'sin hJ gnw'si" kata; to;n ajpostoliko;n lovgon (Anc 26.6) 

                                                             
 295 Note hJmi'n dev in Pan. 25 and in the adaptation in Pan. 54, but hJmi'n with 
∏46 B in the verbally precise citation in Pan 56. 
 296   jIhsou'" oJ Cristov" P. 
 297 As aujtou' concludes the citation, there is no way to ascertain whether 
Epiphanius’ text ended here with Å A B D F and TR or added kai; e}n pneu'ma 
a{gion ejn w|/ ta; pavnta kai; hJmei'" ejn aujtw'/ with 0142.  He does not read eij" aujtovn 
with 104. 
 298 M;  jIhsou'" Cristo;" kai; hJmei'" di j aujtou' di j o}n ta; pavnta kai; hJmei'" di j aujtou' 
U.  The scribe of U accidentally omitted di j o}n ta; pavnta after Cristou' and wrote 
in di j o}n ta; pavnta, thus producing a reversal of the phrases.  He added kai; hJmei'" 
di j aujtou' in its proper position, but failed to erase the first kai; hJmei'" di j aujtou'. 
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1 Corinthians 9:7,cont. 
tiv"299 poimaivnei poivmnhn kai; ejk tou' gavlakto" aujth'" oujk ejsqivei…  h] tiv" 
futeuvei ajmpelw'na, kai; ejk tou' karpou' aujtou' ouj metalambavnei   (Pan 
80.5.5) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. ejk tou' karpou' Epiph TR ˜ ∏46 Åc Dc K L 81 104 699 1594 itd.e Chr 
b. to;n karpovn  Å* A B C* D* F G P 33 1739 itf.g Or 
c. tw'n karpw'n Cc  

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. gavlakto" aujth'" Epiph D* F G Chr 
P gavlakto" th'" poivmnh" P ˜ Å A B C K L P 33 81 104 699 1594 1739 
c. gavlakto" ∏46    

___________________________________________________________ 
 

1 Corinthians 9:8–9 
8) methllagmevno" ajnti; ga;r tou' kai; oJ novmo" tau'ta ouj levgei, fhsi;n 
ejkeivno", eij300 kai; oJ novmo" Mwu>sevw" tau'ta ouj levgei (Pan 42.11.8 schol 1 
Cor) 
 
8) kai; oJ novmo" tau'ta ouj levgei: 9) ejn ga;r tw'/ novmw/ gevgraptai:301  ouj 
fimwvsei" bou'n ajlow'nta (Pan 42.12.3 refut 15) 

 
9) methllagmevnw":  ajnti; ga;r tou' ejn tw'/ novmw/ levgei ejn tw'/ Mwu>sevw" 
novmw/.  levgei de; pro; touvtou, h] kai; oJ novmo" tau'ta ouj levgei (Pan 42.12.3 
schol 15)   

                                                             
 299 As this loose citation begins with tiv", one cannot know whether 
Epiphanius read tiv" with B D F G or h[ tiv" with ∏46 Å A C K L P.  Although the 
remainder is verbally precise until the concluding verb, the last two clauses are 
switched. However, within the clauses, Epiphanius’ reading is accurate. 

300 V and M indicate that the interpolation of “Moses” belongs in v. 8, but in 
Pan 42.12.3 schol 15, Epiphanius alters the scholion, putting the interpolation in v. 
9.  Holl omits the text given by Epiphanius at Pan 42.11.8 schol. I Cor and prints 
instead the text of Pan 42.12.3 schol 15.  He notes, “Die hier gebotene Form is 
wohl der Versuch eines Abschreibers, das dem Epiphanius zugestossene 
Versehen zu verbessern.” Adolf von Harnack, Marcion (2nd ed.; Leipzig: J. C. 
Hinrich’s, 1924): 3.86, states, “er wirst dem M. vor, er habe Mwsevw" v. 8 
eingeschoben; hier wird es bei M. wirklich gestanden und in v. 9 gefehlt haben.”  
It seems best to accept the text of Epiphanius as it exists in the MSS at both points 
rather than Holl’s conjecture. 
 305 ejn ga;r tw'/ novmw/ gevgraptai ∏46] gevgraptai gavr D* F G itd.e.f.g Or;  ejn ga;r tw'/ 
Mwu>sevw" novmw/ gevgraptai rell. 
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1 Corinthians 9:8–9, cont. 
9) ga;r oJ ajpovstolo" . . . eijrhkevnai: 
mh; tw'n bow'n mevlei tw'/ qew'/ 10) h] pavntw" di j hJma'"302 ei[rhken (Pan 
42.12.3 refut 15) 
 

(8)_____________________________________________________________ 
 

a. kai; oJ novmo" tau'ta ouj levgei  Epiph ∏46 Å A B C D 81 1739 itd.e  
b. kai; oJ novmo" tau'ta levgei  F G itf.g 

c. oujci; kai; oJ novmo" tau'ta levgei TR ˜ K L P 104 699 1594 
 

(9)_____________________________________________________________ 
                

a. fimwvsei"  Epiph TR ˜ ∏46 Å A Bc C Dc K L P 33 81 104 699 1594  
b. khmwvsei" B* D* F G 1739  

_______________________________________________________________ 
 
a. tw'n bow'n  Epiph TR ˜ ∏46 Å A B C K L P 81 699 1594 1739 Or 
b. peri; tw'n bow'n  D F G 104 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 
1 Corinthians 9:26 

deshalb sagt der apostel: 
ou{tw pukteuvw wJ" oujk ajevra devrwn (Mensur. pond. lag. 60.19) 
 

1 Corinthians 10:6–7 
levgwn: 
6) tau'ta de; tuvpoi hJmw'n ejgenhvqhsan, prov" to; mh; ei\nai hJma'" 
ejpiqumhta;" kakw'n, kaqw;" kai; ejkei'noi ejpequvmhsan, 7) mhde; 
eijdwlolavtrai givnesqe, kaqwv" tine" aujtw'n303 (Pan 42.12.3 refut 17)  

 
7) ejpifevrei wJ" gevgraptai fhvsa" ejkavqisen oJ lao;" fagei'n kai; piei'n kai; 
ajnevsthsan304 paivzein (Pan 42.12.3 refut 17) 

(7)__________________________________________________________ 
 

a. wJ" Epiph TR C D* P 81 
b. w{sper ˜ ∏46 Å A B Dc K L 104 699 1594 1739 Chr  
c. kaqwv"  F 33      
d. om  G 

                                                             
 302 hJma''"] uJma'" 33 Euseb. 
 303 tine" aujtw'n] tineß ejx aujtw'n A itd.e; om F G itf.g. 
 304 ajnevsthsan] ajnevsth F G. 
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1 Corinthians 10:9 
ei\ta pavlin mhde; peiravzwmen305 to;n kuvrion.  oJ de; Markivwn ajnti; tou' 
kuvrion Cristo;n ejpoivhse  (Pan 42.12.3 refut 17) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. kuvrion Epiph Å B C P 33 104 Hymenaeusbriefe 
b. Cristovn TR ˜ ∏46 D F G K L 699 1594 1739 itd.f.g Marcion Clem Iren 

Or1739mg Euseb Ephr 
c. qeovn  A 81 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

1 Corinthians 10:10 
fhsi; ga;r hJ qeiva grafhv: 
mhde; gogguvzete kaqavper tine;" ejgovggusan kai; ajpwvlonto uJpo; tou' 
ojloqreutou' (Ep. ad Johannes, 8) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. gogguvzete  Epiph TR ˜ A B C K L P 81vid 104 699 1594 1739 itf  
b. gogguvzwmen  Å D F G 33 itd.e Or Chr 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
a. kaqavper  Epiph ∏46 Å B P Or  
b. kaqw'"  TR ˜ A C D F G K L 33 81 104 699 1594 1739 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

1 Corinthians 10:11 
ejkeivnoi" tupikw'" sunevbainen, ejgravfh de; hJmi'n eij" nouqesivan,  eij" ou}" 
ta; tevlh tw'n aijwvnwn kathvnthsen, wJ" fhsin oJ aJgiwvtato" ajpovstolo", 
periv te peritomh'" levgwn kai; sabbavtou kai; tw'n a[llwn (Pan 33.11.12) 
 
pavlin oJ a{gio" ajpovstolo" . . . fhsin: 
tau'ta de; tupikw'" sunevbainen ejkeivnoi", ejgravfh de; hJmi'n eij" nouqesivan  
(Pan 42.12.3 refut 17) 

 
tuvpoi me;n ga;r sunevbainon ejkeivnoi", ejgravfh de; pro;" nouqesivan hJmw'n, 
eij" ou}" ta; tevlh tw'n aijwvnwn kathvnthsen wie die apostolischen worte 
leren (Mensur. pond. Lag.  35.24)306 

                                                             
 305 peiravzwmen 33 Chr] ejkpiravswmen F G;  ejkpeiravzwmen rell. 

306 As Mensur. pond. Lag. 35.24 is from Migne’s Patrologia Graece, the texts 
from Holl’s edition of Pan are accepted as Epiphanius’ text.  Writing against 
Ptolemaeans who stress tupikw'" in v. 11 and argue that the Law was written by 
an intermediate god and that much of it must be understood allegorically, 
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1 Corinthians 10:11, cont. 
________________________________________________________________ 

 
a. tau'ta dev  Epiph A B 33 1739 (CyrJer gavr) 
b. tau'ta de; pavnta  TR ˜ C K L P 104 699 1594 itd  

c. pavnta de; tau'ta  Å D F G 81 itf.g 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. sunevbainen  Epiph  ∏46vid 
Å  B C K P 33 81 104 1739 Or 

b. sunevbainon  TR ˜ A D F G L 699 1594 
________________________________________________________________ 

 
a. kathvnthsen  Epiph TR ˜ A C Dc K L 33 104 699 1594 Or Chr 
b. kathvnthken  ∏46 Å  B D* F G 81 1739  
c. kathvnthsan  P   

________________________________________________________________ 
 

1 Corinthians 10:19–20 
19) tiv ou\n fhmi;  eijdwlovquton tiv ejstin; 

307 20) ajll j  o{ti a}308 quvousi, 
daimonivoi" quvousi kai; ouj qew/' (Pan 42.12.3 refut 18) 

 
(19)____________________________________________________________ 

 
a. o{ti eijdwlovqutovn tiv ejstin  Epiph ∏46 (Å* om tiv) A C* vg  
b. o{ti ei[dwlovn tiv ejstin 33 
c. o{ti eijdwlovqutovn tiv ejstin h[ o{ti ei[dwlovn tiv ejstin B Cc P 81 104 1739 

itd.e.f.(g) 
d. o{ti ei[dwlovn tiv ejstin h[ o{ti eijdwlovqutovn tiv ejstin TR ˜ K L 699 

1594 
e. o{ti eijdwlovqutovn ejstin tiv oujc o{ti ei[dwlovn ejstin tiv  D* (Dc tiv 

ejstinpr)  
f. o{ti eijdwlovqutovn ejstin tiv oujc o{ti eijdwlovqutovn ejstin tiv F G   

                                                                                                                                        
Epiphanius states in Pan 33 that while v. 11 does refer to circumcision and the 
Sabbath, etc., this does not support their attribution of the Law to the demiurge.  
So, he transposes ejkeivnoi" to the beginning of the citation and alters pro;" 
nouqesivan hJmw'n to hJmi'n eij" nouqesivan to place emphasis on the fact that these were 
written “for our instruction.” He retains the last clause accurately.  Writing in 
Pan 42 against Marcion, Epiphanius retains the wording in the first clause, and 
similarly adjusts the wording of the second to emphasize the contemporary 
application of the text  (Elenchus 17).  

307 Epiphanius reports Marcion’s text to read o{ti iJerovquton tiv ejstin h] eijdwlov-
quton tiv ejstin…  
 308 a} dev D E; ajlla; a} F G. 
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1 Corinthians 10:19–20, cont. 
(20)________________________________________________________ 

 
a. quvousipr  Epiph B D F G  
b. quvousi ta; e[qnh ∏46 Å A C P 33 81 104 1739 
c. quvei ta; e[qnh  TR ˜ K L 699 1594  
___________________________________________________________ 

 
a.  quvousi kai; ouj qew'/  Epiph D F G 104 
b.  kai; ouj qew'/ quvousi Å A B C P 33 81 1739  
c. quvei kai; ouj qew'/  TR ˜ K L 699 1594 Chr 
___________________________________________________________ 
 

1 Corinthians 10:22 
o{moion tw'/ eijpei'n: 
mh; parazhlou'men to;n kuvrion;  mh; ijscurovteroi aujtou' ejsmen (Anc 69.3) 
 
o{moion tw'/ eijpei'n: 
h] parazhlou'men to;n kuvrion;  mh; ijscurovteroi aujtou' ejsmen; (Pan 74.6.3; 
from Anc) 
 

1 Corinthians 10:31 
pavnta, gavr fhsin, eij" dovxan qeou'309 ginevsqw (Pan 67.7.8) 
 

1 Corinthians 11:1 
o{qen kai; oJ a{gio" Pau'lo" e[legen: 
mimhtaiv mou gevnesqe kaqw;" kajgw; Cristou' (Pan 30.33.8) 
 
kai; tou' Pauvlou levgonto": 
mimhtaiv mou givnesqe, kaqw;" kajgw; Cristou' (Pan 48.12.5) 

 
1 Corinthians 11:2 

w{" fhsin oJ a{gio" ajpovstolo": 
wJ" parevdwka310 uJmi'n311 (Pan 61.6.5) 
 

1 Corinthians 11:3 
kefalh; panto;" ajnqrwvpou Cristov", kefalh; de; gunaiko;"312 oJ ajnhvr, 
kefalh; de; Cristou' oJ qeov",313 kata; to;n ajpovstolon (Pan 37.8.4) 

                                                             
 309 From this loose reference, it is unclear whether Epiphanius’ text read 
qeou' with ∏46 F G or qeou' poiei'te with Å A B C D TR. 
 310 parevdwka] paradevdwka Å. 
 311 uJmi'n] om F G itg. 
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1 Corinthians 11:3, cont. 
________________________________________________________________ 

 
a. Cristou'  Epiph TR ˜ ∏46 C F G K L P 104 699 1594 1739 Or 
b. tou' Cristou'  Å A B D 33 81 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

1 Corinthians 11:7 
kai; pavlin ejn a[llw/ tovpw/ oJ aujto;" ajpovstolo": 
ajnh;r oujk ojfeivlei koma'n, dovxa kai; eijkw;n qeou' uJpavrcwn (Pan 66.54.4) 
 
ajnh;r oujk ojfeivlei koma'n, eijkw;n kai; dovxa qeou' uJpavrcwn (Pan 70.3.7) 
 
ajnhvr, gavr fhsin, oujk ojfeivlei koma'n, eijkw;n kai; dovxa qeou' uJpavrcwn (Pan 
80.6.6) 
 

1 Corinthians 11:8 
ouj gavr ejstin ajnh;r ejk gunaikov", ajlla;314 gunh; ejx ajndrov"315 (Pan 49.3.3) 

 
1 Corinthians 11:14 

fhsin oJ ajpovstolo": 
aujth; hJ fuvsi" ouj didavskei uJma'" o{ti ajnh;r me;n eja;n316 koma'/, ajtimiva aujtw'/ 
ejsti; (Pan 80.7.3) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. aujth; hJ fuvsi"  Epiph TR ˜ Dc K L 104 699 1594 itd.e.f.g  Chr 
b. hJ fuvsi" aujthv ∏46 Å A B C D* P 33 81 1739  
c. hJ fuvsi"  F G  

________________________________________________________________ 
 

1 Corinthians 11:16 
levgei dev: 
ei[ ti" dokei' filovneiko" ei\nai, hJmei'" toiauvthn sunhvqeian oujk e[comen 
ou[te aiJ ejkklhsivai tou' qeou' (Pan 80.7.4) 

                                                                                                                                        
 312 om dev with P. 
 313 oJ qeov"] oJ Cristov" C. As the first part of this citation is loosely rendered, it 
is uncertain whether Epiphanius omitted hJ before kefalhv with 33 or whether he 
omitted the article before Cristov" with B D F G.  The remainder of the citation is 
accurate. 
 314 ajllav U] ajlla; hJ M. 
 315 om v. 8 K. 
 316  ajnh;r me;n eja;n]  ajnh;r me;n a[n D*; ajnh;r me;n ga;r eja;n Å*; ajnh;r. 
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1 Corinthians 11:19 
 i{na fhsivn oiJ dovkimoi faneroi; gevnwntai317 (Pan 75.1.2) 
 

1 Corinthians 11:25 
ejpeidh; de; levgei: 
tou'to poiei'te318 eij" th;n ejmh;n ajnavmnhsin  (Pan 69.77.5)  

 
1 Corinthians 12:3 

oujdei;" ga;r duvnatai eijpei'n kuvrio"  jIhsou'", eij mh; ejn pneuvmati aJgivw/ (Anc  
3.1) 
 
oujdei;" duvnatai eijpei'n kuvrion  jIhsou'n, eij mh; ejn pneuvmati aJgivw/ (Anc 
69.2) 
 
oujdei;" duvnatai eijpei'n kuvrion  jIhsou'n, eij mh; ejn pneuvmati aJgivw/ (Pan 
74.6.2; from Anc) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. kuvrio"   jIhsou'" Epiph ∏46 Å A B C 33 81 104 1739 itf Or 
b. kuvrion   jIhsou'n Epiph TR ˜ D F G K L P 699 1594 itd.e.g 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
1 Corinthians 12:4–6 

4) diairevsei" gar; carismavtwn eijsi; to; de; aujto; pneu'ma, 5) kai; 
diairevsei" diakoniw'n eijsin, oJ de; aujto;" kuvrio", 6) kai; diairevsei" 
ejnerghmavtwn eijsivn, oJ de; aujto;" qeov", oJ ejnergw'n ta; pavnta ejn pa'si (Anc 
7.4) 
 
4) diairevsei" de; carismavtwn eijsiv, to; de; aujto; pneu'ma, 5) kai; diairevsei" 
diakoniw'n eijsin, oJ de; aujto;" kuvrio", 6) kai; diairevsei" ejnerghmavtwn 
eijsivn, oJ de; aujto;" qeo;", oJ ejnergw'n ta; pavnta ejn pa'si (Anc 69.2) 
 
4) diairevsei" de; carismavtwn eijsiv, to; de; aujto; pneu'ma, 5) kai; diairevsei" 
diakoniw'n eijsivn, oJ de; aujto;" kurio", 6) kai; diairevsei" ejnerghmavtwn 
eijsivn, oJ de; aujto;" qeo;", oJ ejnergw'n ta; pavnta ejn pa'si (Pan 74.6.2; from 
Anc) 

                                                             
 317 As Epiphanius adds fhsivn, one cannot know whether his exemplar read 
i{na oiJ dovkimoi with ˜ or i{na kai; oiJ dovkimoiwith ∏46 B D* 33 1739.  Similarly, as this 
citation concludes with gevnwntai, it cannot be ascertained whether Epiphanius 
actually omits ejn uJmi'n after gevnwntai with ∏46 C or includes it with ˜. 

318 poiei'te P 81] poiei'te, oJsavki" eja;n pivnhte ∏46 Å B C 33 1739; poiei'te, 
oJsavki" a]n pivnhte rell. 
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1 Corinthians 12:4–6,cont. 
4) diairevsei" gar; carismavtwn eijsiv, to; de; aujto; pneu'ma, 5) kai; 
diairevsei" diakoniw'n eijsin, oJ de; aujto;"319 kuvrio", 6) kai; diairevsei"320 

ejnerghmavtwn eijsivn, oJ de; aujto;" qeo;" oJ ejnergw'n ta; pavnta ejn pa'si (Pan 
74.12.4; from Anc) 
(6)__________________________________________________________ 

 
a. oJ de; aujto;" qeov" Epiph Å* A P 33 
b. oJ aujto;" de; qeo"  D F G   
c. kaiv oJ aujto;" qeov" ∏46 B C 81 1739 Or 
d. oJ de; aujto;" ejstin qeov" TR ˜ Åc K L 104 699 1594 Cyr  
____________________________________________________________ 

 
1 Corinthians 12:8,10–11 

8) w|/ me;n gavr fhsiv divdotai lovgo" sofiva", w|/ de; lovgo" didaskaliva" (Anc 
16.7) 
 
kata; to; eijrhmevnon o{ti: 
8) w|/ me;n divdotai sofiva dia; tou' pneuvmato", 10) tw'/ de; gevnh glwssw'n ejn 
tw'/ aujtw'/ pneuvmati, tw'/ de; eJrmhneiva/ glwssw'n,321 11) tw'/ de; duvnami", tw'/ 
de; didaskaliva, e}n dev ejsti to; pneu'ma to; diairou'n eJkavstw/ wJ" bouvletai 
(Pan 69.58.4) 

 
11) to; de; aujto; pneu'ma to; diairou'n eJkavstw/ wJ" bouvletai (Anc 16.7) 
 
11) e}n de; kai; to; aujto; pneu'ma, diairou'n eJkavstw/ wJ" bouvletai (Anc 72.8) 
 
11) e}n gavr ejsti to; a{gion pneu'ma, to; diairou'n eJkavstw/ wJ" bouvletai (Pan 
48.12.12) 
 
11) kai; pavlin oJ ajpovstolo" levgei: 
e}n dev ejstin to; pneu'ma to; diairou'n eJkavstw/ wJ" bouvletai pro;" to; 
sumfevron (Pan 55.9.9) 

 
11) e}n de; kai; to; aujto; pneu'ma, diairou'n eJkavstw/ wJ" bouvletai (Pan 74.9.7 
from Anc) 

 

                                                             
319 oJ de; aujto;" 33] kaiv oJ aujtov" rell (A om oJ). 

 320 diairevsei"] diakrivsi" C. 
321 gevnh glwssw'n . . . eJrmhneiva glwssw'n] gevnh glwssw'n . . . diermhneiva 

glwssw'n A; gevnh glwssw'n . . . diermhneiva gevnh glwssw'n  D*; om  a[llw/ de; eJrmhneiva 
glwssw'n  B K. 
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1 Corinthians 12:8, 10–11, cont. 
11) _____________________________________________________________ 

 
a. diairou'n  Epiph ∏46 F G itd.e.f.g Or 
b. diairou'n ijdiva/  TR ˜ Å A B C K L P 33 81 104 1594 1739 CyrJer 
c. diairouvmena  D 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

1 Corinthians 12:18 
oJ aujto;" ajpovstolov" fhsin: 
oJ qeo;" e[qeto ejn swvmati pavnta ta; mevlh, e{kaston kaqw;" hjqevlhse (Pan 
66.86.6) 
 

1 Corinthians 12:27 
wJ" kai; hJmei'" sw'ma Cristou' ejsmen kai; mevlh ejk mevlou" (Pan 66.86.7) 

 
1 Corinthians 13:9–10 

9) ejk mevrou" ga;r ginwvskomen kai; ejk mevrou" profhteuvomen (Anc 94.2) 
 
wJ" tou' aJgivou ajpostovlou fhvsanto": 
9) ajpo; mevrou" ginwvskomen kai; ajpo; mevrou" profhteuvomen, 10) o{tan e[lqh/ 
to; tevleion, to; ajpo;322 mevrou" katarghqhvsetai (Pan 66.61.2) 

9) _____________________________________________________________ 
 

a. mevrou" gavr  Epiph TR ∏46 Å A B D F G P 33 81 104 1739 
b. mevrou" dev  ˜ K L 049 699 1594  
 

(10)____________________________________________________________ 
 

a. katarghqhvsetai post mevrou"  Epiph TR ˜ ∏46 Å A B K L P 049 33 
81 104 699 1594 1739 Euseb Or 

b. katarghqhvsetai ante to; ejk mevrou"  D F G it Meth 
_______________________________________________________________ 

 
1 Corinthians 13:12 

tovte provswpon pro;" provswpon (Pan 66.61.8) 
 

1 Corinthians 13:13 
pivsti" kai; ejlpi;" kai; ajgavph kata; to; gegrammevnon (Pan 76.38.13) 
 

 

                                                             
 322 ajpo;] tov ejk Å A B D F G P 33 81 104 1739; tovte tov ejk TR rell.  
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1 Corinthians 14:14 
eja;n yalw' pavlin tw'/ pneuvmati, oJ de; nou'" mou a[karpov" ejsti  (Pan 77.27.8) 
 

1 Corinthians 14:15 
o{ti: 
yalw' tw'/ noi>v, yalw' tw'/ pneuvmati (Anc 56.3) 
 
fhsi;n o{ti: 
yalw' tw'/ pneuvmati, yalw' de; kai;323 tw'/ noi>v (Anc  76.5) 

 
pavlin tivni tw'/ lovgw/ levgei: 
yalw' tw'/ pneuvmati, yalw' kai; tw'/ noi>v (Anc 77.7) 
 
tou' ajpostovlou safw'" levgonto": 
yalw' tw'/ noi>v, yalw' kai; tw'/ pneuvmati (Pan 77.23.6) 
 
dia; to; eijpei'n: 
yalw' tw'/ noi>v, yalw' kai; tw'/ pneuvmati (Pan 77.24.1) 
 
yalw' tw'/ noi>v, yalw' tw'/ pneuvmati (Pan 77.27.8) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. yalw' tw'/ pneuvmati Epiph TR ˜ Å A B D K L 049 33 81 104 1594 
1739 Or 

b. yalw' pneuvmati  F G P   
c. om 699 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

a. yalw' de; kaiv  Epiph TR ˜ Å A D K L P 049 33 81 104 1594 1739  
b. yalw' kaiv  Epiph B F G itf.g 

c. om 699 
_______________________________________________________________ 

  
 
1 Corinthians 14:32 

kaiv: 
pneuvmata de; profhtw'n profhvtai" uJpotavssetai (Anc 72.4) 
 
 
 

                                                             
 323 kaiv Lepiph*; om kaiv J.  In accord with criteria for recovering patristic data, 
brief, accurate citations with introductions are preferred. 
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1 Corinthians 14:32, cont. 
kaiv: 
pneuvmata de; profhtw'n profhvtai" uJpotavssetai324 (Pan 74.9.4; from 
Anc) 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

a. pneuvmata  Epiph TR ˜ ∏46 Å A B K L 049 33 81 104 699 1594 1739 
itf Or Chr  

b. pneu'ma  D F G itd.e.g  
_______________________________________________________________ 

 
1 Corinthians 15:2 

tivni lovgw/ eujhggelisavmhn uJmi'n (Pan 42.12.3 refut 24) 
 
eij katevcete, ejkto;" eij mh; eijkh' ejjpisteuvsate (Pan 61.6.5) 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

a. eij katevcete  Epiph TR ˜ ∏46 Å A B K L P 049 33 81 104 699 1594 
1739  

b. ojfeivlete katevcein  D F G itd.e.g 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

1 Corinthians 15:3–4 
3) o{ti Cristo;" ajpevqanen uJpe;r tw'n aJmartiw'n hJmw'n kata; ta;" grafav" 
(Pan 42.12.3 refut 24) 
 
3) o{ti Cristo;" ajpevqanen 4) kai; ejtavfh kai; ejghvgertai th'/ trivth/ hJmevra/325 

(Pan 42.12.3 refut 24) 
 

1 Corinthians 15:8 
kai;: 
wJspereiv tw'/326 ejktrwvmati w[fqh kajmoiv (Pan  30.33.8) 
 

1 Corinthians 15:9 
levgei ga;r o{ti: 
ejgwv eijmi oJ ejlavcisto" tw'n ajpostovlwn (Pan  30.33.8) 

                                                             
 324 uJpotavssetai] uJpotavssesqai 88; uJpotavssontai L. 

325 Because Epiphanius only gives the gist of these two verses in this 
allusion, it is not possible to determine whether his exemplar read th'/ trivth hJmevra/ 
with TR ˜ F G K L P 049 699 1594 or th'/ hJmevra/ th'/ trivth/ with ∏46 Å A B D 33 81 
104 1739. 
 326 om tw'/ F G. 
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1 Corinthians 15:11 
levgwn: 
ou{tw" khruvssomen  kai; ou{tw" ejpisteuvsate327 (Pan 42.12.3 refut 24) 
 

1 Corinthians 15:12–15 
oJ a{gio" ajpovstolo" th;n hJmw'n ejlpivda, fhvsa" o{ti: 
12) pw'" levgousiv tine" ejn uJmi'n o{ti ajnavstasi" nekrw'n oujk e[stin;  13) eij 
de; ajnavstasi" nekrw'n ouk e[sti, oujde; Cristo;" ejghvgertai 14) eij de; 
Cristo;" oujk ejghvgertai, keno;n a[ra kai; to; khvrugma hJmw'n,  mataiva kai; hJ 
pivsti" hJmw'n. 15) euJriskovmeqa de; kai; yeudomavrture" tou' qeou', o{ti 
ei[pamen o{ti h[geire to;n Cristo;n o}n oujk h[geire (Pan  64.68.2) 
 
14) eij Cristo;" oujk ejghvgertai,328 mavtaion to; khvrugma hJmw'n, mataiva kai; 
hJ pivsti" hJmw'n 15) euJriskovmeqa de kai;329 yeudomavrture" tou' qeou',330 o{ti 
h[geiren to;n Cristo;n,331 ei[per oujk h[geiren (Pan 28.6.3) 

 
14) kai; eij Cristo;" oujk ejghvgertai, mavtaion to; khvrugma hJmw'n (Pan 
42.12.3 refut 24) 
 

(12)____________________________________________________________ 
 

a. tinev" ejn uJmi'n  Epiph TR ˜ D F G K L 049 104 699 1594  
b. ejn uJmi'n tinev"  ∏46 Å A B P 33 81 1739 Or  
 

 (13)____________________________________________________________ 
 
a. eij de; ajnavstasi" nekrw'n ouk e[sti, oujde; Cristo;" ejghvgertai 

Epiph TR ˜ ∏46 Åc A B D F G K L P 049 104 699 1594 1739 
b. om v. 13 Å* 33 81 

(14)____________________________________________________________ 
 

a. a[ra kaiv Epiph Å* A D F G K P 049 33 81 699 itg  
b. a[ra TR ˜ ∏46 Åc B L 104 1594 1739 itd.e.f Chr CyrJer 

 
 
 

                                                             
 327 ejpisteuvsate] pisteuvsate Å*.  
 328 eij Cristo;" oujk ejghvgertai U Holl] om M. 
 329 de; kaiv V] om  dev M; om kaiv D 81; a[ra.  
 330 tou' qeou' V M] add o{ti ejmarturhvsamen kata; tou' qeou' Holl al fere omn; om 
yeudomavrture" tou' qeou' and add kai; yeudomarturou'men post qeou'sec 81.  
 331 to;n Cristovn] to;n Cristo;n aujtou' Å*. 
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1 Corinthians 15:14, cont. 
_______________________________________________________________ 

 
a. pivsti" hJmw'n  Epiph B D* 049 33 81 699 1739 CyrJer 
b. pivsti" uJmw'n  TR ˜ Å A Dc F G K L P 104 1594  

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

1 Corinthians 15:16 
kai; oJ ajpovstolo" . . . e[legen: 
eij nekroi; oujk ejgeivrontai,332 oujde Cristo;" ejghvgertai (Pan 28.6.2) 
 
eij nekroi; oujk ejgeivrontai, oujde; Cristo;" ejghvgertai (Pan 42.12.3 refut 24)  
 

1 Corinthians 15:20 
pw'" ou\n levgei: 
ajnevsth Cristo;" ajparch; tw'n kekoimhmevnwn; (Anc 92.2) 
 
kai; pavlin o{ti: 
Cristo;" ejghvgertai ajparch; tw'n kekoimhmevnwn333 (Pan 28.6.8) 

 
ajnevsth ga;r Cristo;" ejk334 nekrw'n, ajparch; tw'n kekoimhmevnwn (Pan  
64.64.10) 

 
1 Corinthians 15:23 

o{moion tw'/ eijpei'n: 
ajparch; Cristov" (Anc 68.13) 
 
e{kaston ga;r kata; to; i[dion tavgma (Pan 67.6.3) 
 
o{moion tw'/ eijpei'n: 
ajparch; Cristov" (Pan 74.5.13; from Anc) 

 
1 Corinthians 15:24–28 

24) ei\ta to; tevlo", o{tan paradidw'/ th;n basileivan tw'/ qew'/ kai; patriv, o{tan 
katarghvsh/ pa'san ajrch;n kai; pa'san ejxousivan kai; duvnamin 25) dei' ga;r 
aujto;n basileuvein a[cri" ou| qh'/ pavnta" tou;" ejcqrou;" aujtou' uJpo; tou;" 
povda" aujtou'335 26) e[scato" ejcqro;" katargei'tai oJ qavnato" 27) o{tan de; 
ei[ph/ o{ti pavnta  

                                                             
332 eij ga;r nekroi; oujk ejgeivrontai] om P itr. 

 333 ejgevneto is omitted at the end of the citation, as in K L TR.  
 334 ejk U rell.] ejk tw'n M with F G. 
 335 tou;" povda" aujtou'] om F G itg. 
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1 Corinthians 15:24–28, cont. 
 
aujtw'/336 uJpotevtaktai, dh'lon o{ti ejkto;" tou' uJpotavxanto" aujtw'/ ta; pavnta 
28) o{tan de; uJpotagh'/ aujtw'/ ta; pavnta,337 tovte kai; aujto;" oJ uiJo;" 
uJpotaghvsetai tw'/ uJpotavxanti338 aujtw'/ ta; pavnta, i{na h\/339 oJ qeo;" ta; 
pavnta ejn pa'sin (Pan 69.74.2–3) 
 
kai; to;: 
24) a[cri" ou| paradidw'/ th;n basileivan tw'/ qew'/ kai; patriv (Pan 69.75.1) 
 
o{ti: 
24) o{tan paradidw'/ th;n basileivan tw'/ qew'/ kai; patriv, o{tan katarghvsh/ 
pa'san ajrch;n kai; ejxousivan kai; duvnamin (Pan 69.75.10) 
 
25) kai; to;: 
dei' aujto;n basileuvein a[cri" ou| qh'/ pavnta" tou;" ejcqrou;" uJpo; tou;" povda" 
aujtou' (Pan 69.75.10)  
 
26) e[scato" ejcqro;" katargei'tai oJ qavnato"340 (Pan 69.76.1) 

 
 fhsin: 
26) e[scato" ejcqro;" katargei'tai oJ qavnato" 27) o{tan de; ei[ph/, o{ti pavnta 
aujtw'/ uJpotevtaktai (Pan 69.76.1) 

 
27) kai; fhsi: 
pavnta uJpevtaxen uJpo; tou;" povda" aujtou' (Pan 69.76.1) 
 
27) o{tan ei[ph/ pavnta aujtw'/ uJpotevtaktai, dhlonovti ejkto;" tou' 
uJpotavxanto" aujtw'/ ta; pavnta  (Pan 69.77.2) 
 
28) i{na h\/ oJ qeo;" ta; pavnta ejn pa'si (Pan 69.77.5) 
 
 
 

                                                             
 336 aujtw'/ uJpotevtaktai] aujtw'/ post  uJpotevtaktai F G; om aujtw'/ rell.  

337 o{tan de; uJpotagh'/ aujtw'/ ta; pavnta] o{tan de; aujtw'/ uJpotagh'/ ta; pavnta  D; om 
Å* 699. 

338 tw'/ uJpotavxanti] om 1836. 
 339 h\/ post  oJ qeov" D* itd.e. 
 340 The lengthy and precise citation available for this verse places it properly 
after v. 25.  It is unlikely that this brief reference reflects Epiphanius’ use of a text 
such as Åc D* itd.e that places v. 26 in v. 27. 
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1 Corinthians 15:24–28, cont. 
(24)____________________________________________________________ 

 
a.  paradidw'/ Epiph ∏46 Å A D P 104 1739 Or 
b. paradidoi' B F G 
c. paradw'/ TR ˜ K L 049 81 699 1594 
 

(25)____________________________________________________________ 
 
a. a[cri" ou|  Epiph ∏46 Å* A B D* F G P 33 81 104 1739 Euseb 
b. a[cri" ou| a[n  TR ˜ Åc Dc K L 049 699 1594 CyrJer 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

a. ejcqrou;" aujtou'  Epiph A F G 33 104 itf.g 

b. ejcqrouv"  TR ˜ ∏46 Å B D K L P 049 81 699 1594 1739 itd.e  
 

(27)____________________________________________________________ 
 
a. o{ti pavnta  Epiph TR ˜ A D F G K L P 049 81 104 699 1594 1739 

itf.g  Or CyrJer 
b. pavnta  ∏46 B 33 itd.e Chr 
c. o{ti ta; pavnta  Å 

 
(28)____________________________________________________________ 

 
a. tovte kai; aujtov"  Epiph TR ˜ Å A Dc K L P 049 81 104 699 1594 itf 

CyrJer  
b. tovte aujtov" B D* F G 33 1739 itd.e.g Or  

_______________________________________________________________ 
 
a. ta; pavnta ejn pa'sin  Epiph TR ˜ Å Dc F G K L P 049 104 699 1594  
b. pavnta ejn pa'sin A B D* 33 81 1739 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

1 Corinthians 15:29 
fhsi to;n aujto;n a{gion ajpovstolon eijrhkevnai: 
eij o{lw" nekroi; oujk ejgeivrontai, tiv kai; baptivzontai uJpe;r aujtw'n; (Pan 
28.6.5) 
_____________________________________________________________ 
 
a. uJpe;r aujtw'n Epiph ∏46 Å A B D* F G K P 33 81 104 1739 itd.e.f.g Or  
b. uJpe;r tw'n nekrw'nsec  TR ˜ Dc L 049 699 1594 
_____________________________________________________________ 
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1 Corinthians 15:32 
kai; to;: favgwmen kai; pivwmen: au[rion ga;r ajpoqnh/vskomen341 (Pan 28.6.2) 
 

1 Corinthians 15:33 
kai; to;: mh; plana'sqe: fqeivrousin h[qh crhsta; oJmilivai kakaiv (Pan 28.6.2) 
 

1 Corinthians 15:35 
levgonta: 
pw'" hJ ajnavstasi" givnetai… poivw/ de; swvmati e[rcontai;342 (Pan 42.5.5) 

 
ajlla; ejrei'" moi, pw'" ejgeivrontai oiJ nekroiv;  poivw/ de; swvmati e[rcontai 

(Pan 64.68.9) 
 

1 Corinthians 15:36–38 
fhsi;n hJ aJgiva grafhv: 
36) a[frwn, su; o} speivrei" ouj zwogonei'tai, eja;n mh; ajpoqavnh/,343 37) kai; 
oujk aujto; to; genhsovmenon sw'ma speivrei'.  ajll j eij tuvcoi kovkkon sivtou h] 
tw'n a[llwn spermavtwn, 38) kai; oJ qeo;" divdwsin aujtw'/ sw'ma wJ" hjqevlhse 
(Anc 90.2) 
 
ei\tav fhsin: 
36) a[frwn, su; o} speivrei" ouj zwogonei'tai, eja;n mh; ajpoqavnh/, 37)  kai; o} 
speivrei", ouj to; genhsovmenon sw'ma speivrei" ajlla; gumno;n kovkkon eij 
tuvcoi sivtou h] tw'n a[llwn spermavtwn, kai; ouj zwogonei'tai, eja;n mh; 
ajpoqavnh/.344 38) oJ de; qeo;" divdwsin aujtw'/ sw'ma wJ" hjqevlhse, kai; eJkavstw/ 
tw'n spermavtwn i[dion sw'ma (Pan 64.68.10) 

 
36) eja;n ga;r mh; ajpoqavnh/, ouj zwogonei'tai (Anc 83.4) 
 
36) fhsin: 
a[frwn, su; o} speivrei" ouj zwogonei'tai,345 eja;n mh; ajpoqavnh/ (Pan 42.5.5) 
 

                                                             
 341 Text V] the itacistic variant favgomen kai; pivomen in M is of no real textual 
significance, but occurs elsewhere in 915 917 1836. It is also assumed that 
ajpoqnhvskomen/ -wmen (L) is itacistic.  
 342 e[rcontai] ejgeivrontai 81. 
 343 ajpoqavnh/] prw'ton ajpoqavnh/ F G itd.f.g; ajpoqavnh/ prw'ton D E. 

344 Although most of the citation is precise, Epiphanius alters to; sw'ma to; 
genhsovmenon to to; genhsovmenon sw'ma, precluding certainty whether his exemplar 
read genhsovmenon with TR ˜ Å A B D K L P 049 33 81 104 699 1594 1739, or 
gennhsovmenon with ∏46 F G itd.e.g, since the variation occurs in the affected portion 
of text. 
 345 This early alteration is preserved also in A Chr; ˜ reads zwopoiei'tai. 



 TEXT AND APPARATUS 
 

117  

1 Corinthians 15:36–38, cont. 
(36)____________________________________________________________ 

 
a.  a[frwn  Epiph ∏46 Å A B D F G P 33 81 104  
b. a[fron  TR ˜ K L 049 699 1594 1739 Or 
 

(38)____________________________________________________________ 
 

a. divdwsin aujtw'/  Epiph ∏46 Å A B P 33 81 104 itf Or 
b. aujtw'/ divdwsin  TR ˜ D F G K L 049 699 1594 1739 itd.e.g 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

a. i[dion  Epiph Å* A B D F G P 33 81 104 1739 Or 
b. to; i[dion  TR ˜ Åc K L 049 699 1594 Chr  

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

1 Corinthians 15:40 
levgei ga;r: 
swvmata ejpouravnia kai; swvmata346 ejpivgeia: ajll j eJtevra me;n hJ tw'n 
ejpouranivwn dovxa, eJtevra de; hJ tw'n ejpigeivwn (Pan 66.45.9) 
 

1 Corinthians 15:42 
ejpeidhv: 
speivrontai ejn fqora'/, ejgeivrontai ejn ajfqarsiva/ (Pan 42.12.3 refut 11) 
 
speivretai ejn fqora'/, ejgeivretai ejn ajfqarsiva/ (Pan 77.29.3) 
 

1 Corinthians 15:43 
speivretai ejn ajtimiva, ejgeivretai ejn dovxh/: speivretai ejn ajsqeneiva/,  
ejgeivretai ejn dunavmei (Pan 64.69.8) 

 
1 Corinthians 15:44 

speivretai sw'ma yucikovn, ejgeivretai sw'ma pneumatikovn (Pan  77.29.3) 
 
ta; nu'n speirovmena yucikw'" ejgeivresqai pneumatika (Pan,  De fide 17.9) 
 

1 Corinthians 15:47 
o {ti kai; oJ ajpovstolo" ei[rhken: 
oJ prw'to" a[nqrwpo"347 ejk gh'" coi>kov", kai; oJ deuvtero"348 ajp j oujranou'349 
(Pan 71.3.2) 

                                                             
 346 swvmata] om F G itg. 
 347 a[nqrwpo"] a[nqrwpoß  jAdavm C*. 
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1 Corinthians 15:49 
kaqw;" ejforevsamen th;n eijkovna tou' coi>kou' forevswmen350 kai351 th;n 
eijkovna tou' ejpouranivou352 (Pan 70.3.3) 
 

1 Corinthians 15:50 
kai; mhv ti" lavbhtai tou' aJgivou ajpostovlou eijpovnto": 
sa;rx kai; ai|ma basileivan qeou' ouj klhronomhvsousin353 (Pan 42.12.3 refut  
6) 
 
gevgraptai: 
sa;rx kai; ai|ma basileivan qeou' ouj klhronomhvsousi (Pan 66.87.1) 
 

1 Corinthians 15:52 
salpivsei gavr, kai; oiJ nekroi; ejgerqhvsontai a[fqartoi (Anc 95.4) 
 
salpivsei gavr, fhsiv, kai; oiJ nekroi; ajnasthvsontai (Pan 51.32.9) 
 
salpivsei, kai; oiJ nekroi; ajnasthvsontai  (Pan 64.70.2) 

 
________________________________________________________________ 

 
a. ajnasthvsontai  Epiph A D F G P 
b. ejgerqhvsontai Epiph TR ˜ ∏46 Å B C K L 049 33 81 104 699 1594 

1739 Cyr 
_______________________________________________________________ 

 
1 Corinthians 15:53 

oJ ajpovstolo" diebebaiou'to levgwn: 
dei' ga;r to; fqarto;n tou'to ejnduvsasqai ajfqarsivan354 (Anc 90.1) 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                                        
348 Epiphanius implies but does not read a[nqrwpo", so there is no way to tell 

if his exemplar read a[nqrwpo" with Å* B C D* F G 33 1739* itd.e.f.g Or, or a[nqrwpo" 
oJ kuvrio" TR ˜ Åc A Dc K L P 049 81 104 699 1594 1739mg Chr, or a[nqrwpo" 
pneumatikov" with ∏46. 
 349 ajp j oujranou'] ejx oujranou' oJ oujranivoß F G itf.g; ejx oujranou' TR rell.  

350  forevswmen] forevsomen B. 
351 kaiv] om 1739. 

 352 ejpouranivou] ejpouranou' G. 
 353 ouj klhronomhvsousi with F G] klhronomh'sai ouj duvnatai Å B P; klhrono-
mh'sai ouj duvnantai TR ˜ rell. 
 354 Text Lepiph J] add kai; to; qnhto;n ejnduvsasqai ajqanasivan  Holl. 
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1 Corinthians 15:53, cont. 
 
favskwn: 
dei' to;355 fqarto;n tou'to ejnduvsasqai ajfqarsivan kai; to; qnhto;n tou'to356 

ejnduvsasqai ajqanasivan (Pan 28.6.8) 
 
dei' ga;r to; qnhto;n tou'to ejnduvsasqai ajqanasivan, kai; to; fqarto;n tou'to 
ejnduvsasqai ajfqarsivan (Pan 42.12.3 refut  24) 
 
a[koue tou' ajpostovlou levgontov" o{ti: 
dei' to; fqartovn357 tou'to ejnduvsasqai ajfqarsivan kai; to; qnhto;n tou'to 
ejnduvsasqai ajqanasivan (Pan 44.6.4) 

 
o{ti: 
dei' to; fqarto;n tou'to ejnduvsasqai ajfqarsivan kai; to; qnhto;n tou'to 
ejnduvsasqai ajqanasivan  (Pan 56.2.10) 

 
levgwn: 
dei' to; fqarto;n tou'to ejnduvsasqai ajfqarsivan kai; to; qnhto;n tou'to 
ejnduvsasqai ajqanasivan (Pan 64.68.3) 
 
o{tan to; fqarto;n eij" ajfqarsivan metablhqh'/ kai; to; qnhto;n eij" ajqanasivan 
(Pan 66.61.8) 
 
dei' ga;r to; fqarto;n tou'to ejnduvsasqai ajfqarsivan kai; to; qnhto;n tou'to 
ejnduvsasqai ajqanasivan (Pan 66.87.6)  
 
levgei: 
dei' to; fqarto;n tou'to ejnduvsasqai ajfqarsivan kai; to; qnhto;n tou'to 
ejnduvsasqai ajqanasivan (Pan 77.27.6) 
 

1 Corinthians 15:54 
tovte genhvsetai oJ lovgo" oJ gegrammevno", katepovqh oJ qavnato" eij" 
ni'ko"358 (Pan 42.12.3 refut  24) 

                                                             
 355 tov] oJ F G. 
 356 tou'to] om F G itg. 
 357 Text V M] ejn touvtw/ post fqartovn erased Vc. 

358 Frederick Danker, A Greek-English Lexicon (3rd ed.; Chicago: Univ. of 
Chicago Press, 2000): 667, states that nei'ko" “in 1 Cor 15:54f is not the word for 
‘strife’ w. the same spelling (Hom. et al.), but an itacistic form of ni'ko".”  
Consequently, the reading nei'ko" in ∏46 B should not be cited as a variant 
reading of ni'ko" Epiph TR ˜ Å A et al. 



THE TEXT OF THE APOSTOLOS IN EPIPHANIUS 
 

120 

1 Corinthians 15:55 
pou' sou qavnato" to; kevntron… pou' sou  {Aidh/ to; ni'ko" (Pan 66.78.4) 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

a. kevntron…  pou' sou, a{/dh/ to; ni'ko"…  Epiph TR ˜ Åc Ac K L P 049 104 
699 1594 Or Chr  

b. ni'ko"…  pou' sou, qavnate, to; kevntron…  ∏46 Å* B C 1739*vid 

c. ni'ko"…  pou' sou, a{/dh'/ to; kevntron…  33 81 1739c CyrJer 
d. kevntron…  pou' sou, qavnate, to; ni'ko"…  D* (Dc om qavnate) F G itd.f.g  

_______________________________________________________________ 
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2 Corinthians 1:7 
oJ a{gio" ajpovstolo" levgwn o{ti: 
kaqavper koinwnoiv ejste tw'n paqhmavtwn tou' Cristou', ou{tw"359 kai; th'" 
dovxh"360 (Pan 42.12.3 refut 7) 

 
2 Corinthians 2:7 

i{na mh; th'/ perissotevra/ luvph/ katapoqh'/ oJ toiou'to" (Pan 59.4.11) 
 
2 Corinthians 2:8 

kurwvsate eij" aujto;n ajgavphn (Pan 59.4.11) 
 
2 Corinthians 2:10–11 

e[lege ga;r pavlin: 
10) w|/ ti carivzesqe, kajgwv: diovti ei[ ti kecavrismai, di j uJma'" kecavrismai 
ejn proswvpw/ kurivon, 11) i{na mh; pleonekthqw'men uJpo; tou' satana'.  ouj 
ga;r aujtou' ta; nohvmata ajgnoou'men (Pan 59.4.12) 
 

2 Corinthians 3:6 
to; gravmma, gavr fhsin ajpoktevnei,361 to; de; pneu'ma zwopoiei'    (Anc 22.5) 

 
2 Corinthians 3:7 

dia; to; eijrhkevnai to;n ajpovstolon: 
eij de; diaqhvkh tou' qanavtou ejn gravmmasin ejntetupwmevnh livqoi" ejgenhvqh 
ejn dovxh/362 (Pan 66.73.1) 

 
ejgevneto de; ejn dovxh/ (Pan 66.73.4) 
 
ei\tav fhsin o{ti oJ novmo": 
diakoniva h\n tou' qanavtou (Pan 66.80.1) 

                                                             
 359 om ou{tw" F G itd.e.g. 

360 In this allusion, one cannot be certain that Epiphanius read ejste tw'n 
paqhmavtwn with TR ˜ ∏46 Å A B C K L P 049 33 81 104 699 1594 1739 rather than 
tw'n paqhmavtwn ejste D F G. 

361 Epiphanius reads ajpoktevnei rather than ajpoktevnnei or apokteivnei, all 
orthographical variations of the third person singular present active indicative. 
He does not read ajpoktenei', which is a future indicative. The apparatus of NA27 
is confusing, as with no accents it is impossible to distinguish the future from the 
indicative, which would be the only genuine variation.  It is unclear why NA27 
lists the orthographical variations within the indicative as “variants.” 

362 As Epiphanius prefaces this citation by saying, “Mani declares that the 
covenant [diaqhvkhn] of the Law is the testament of death, since the apostle has 
said . . . .” The alteration of diakoniva to diaqhvkh is a conscious adjustment to the 
patristic argument. The remainder is accurate. 
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2 Corinthians 3:7cont. 
________________________________________________________________ 

 
a. ejn gravmmasin Epiph TR ˜ ∏46 Å A C Dc K L P 049 81 104 699 

1594 1739 itd.e.f Or Chr 
b. ejn gravmmati  B D* F G                      
c. ejggegrammevnh  33 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. livqoi" Epiph ∏46 Å* A B C D* F G P 33 81 itg   
b. ejn livqoi" TR ˜ Åc Dc K L 049 104 699 1594 1739 itd.e.f 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
2 Corinthians 3:17 

oJ de; ajpovstolo" safw'" peri; aujtou' levgei: 
oJ de; kuvriov" ejsti to; pneu'ma, ou| de;363 to; pneu'ma kurivou, ejkei' ejleuqeriva 
(Pan 74.13.6) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. ejkei' ejleuqeriva Epiph TR ˜ Åc Dc F G K L P 049 104 699 1594 
itd.e.f.g Chr 

b. ejleuqeriva  ∏46 Å* A B C D* 33 81 1739 
___________________________________________________________ 
 
2 Corinthians 3:18 

kaiv: 
ajpo; dovxh" eij" dovxan, kaqavper ajpo; kurivou pneuvmato" (Anc 69.2) 
 
i{na: 
ajpo; dovxh" eij" dovxan, kaqavper ajpo; kurivou pneuvmato" (Pan 66.73.6) 
 
kaiv: 
ajpo; dovxh" eij" dovxan, kaqw;" ajpo; kurivou pneuvmato" (Pan 74.6.2; from 
Anc) 

 
2 Corinthians 4:4 

kai; pavlin para; tw'/ ajpostovlw/ o{ti: 
oJ qeo;" tou' aijw'no" touvtou ejtuvflwse ta; nohvmata tw'n ajpivstwn, pro;" to; 
mh; kataugavsai364 to;n fwtismo;n tou' eujaggelivou th'" dovxh" (Pan 
66.66.1) 

                                                             
 363 ou| dev bis J; pou' dev F G. 

364 kataugavsai with C D.   
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2 Corinthians 4:4, cont. 
o{ti: 
oJ qeo;", fhsi, tou' aijw'no" touvtou ejtuvflwse ta; nohvmata tw'n ajpivstwn, 
tou' mh; kataugavsai eij" to;n fwtismo;n tou' eujaggelivou (Pan 66.68.1) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. om aujtoi'" post auJgavsai Epiph ∏46 Å A B C D* F G 33 81 1739 
itd.e.f.g CyrJer 

b. aujtoi'" TR ˜ Dc K L P 049 104 699 1594 Chr 
___________________________________________________________ 
 
2 Corinthians 4:7 

kata; to; eijrhmevnon: 
e[conte" to;n qhsauro;n tou'ton ejn ojstrakivnoi" skeuvesi (Anc 89.2) 

 
2 Corinthians 4:13 

e[conte" de; to; aujto; pneu'ma th'" pivstew" kai; hJmei'" pisteuvomen, dio; kai; 
lalou'men.  ejxevkoyen de; to; kata; to; gegrammevnon365 (Pan 42.12.3 schol  2 
Cor.; from 42.11.8 schol 2 Cor.) 

 
e[conte" de; to; aujto; pneu'ma th'" pivstew" kai; hJmei'" pisteuvomen, dio; kai; 
lalou'men.  ejxevkoyen de; to; kata; to; gegrammevnon  (Pan 42.12.3 schol  27) 

 
2 Corinthians 5:10 

eJkavstw/ kaqa; e[praxen, h[toi ajgaqo;n h[toi fau'lon (Pan 66.37.7) 
 
dei' ga;r pavnta" sth'nai ejnwvpion tou' bhvmato" aujtou' (Pan 76.42.8) 
 
i{na e{kasto" ajpolavbh/ pro;" a} e[praxen366 (Pan, De fide 18.1) 

 
2 Corinthians 5:15 

i{na oiJ zw'nte" mhkevti eJautoi'" zw'sin, ajlla; tw'/ uJpe;r hJmw'n ajpoqanovnti 
kai; ejgerqevnti  (Anc 65.5) 
 
i{na oiJ zwvnte" mhkevti eJautoi'" zw'sin, ajlla; tw'/ uJpe;r hJmw'n ajpoqanovnti 
kai; ajnastavnti (Pan 74.2.5; from Anc) 
 

                                                             
 365 Epiphanius attributes the omission of kata; to; gegrammevnon to Marcion. 

366  Since the quotations of 5:10 are merely loose allusions, one cannot know 
whether Epiphanius read pro;" a} e[praxen with TR ˜ ∏46 Å B C K L P 049 33 81 
104 1594 1739 or e[praxen with D F G; nor can one know whether he read fau'lon 
with Å C 33 81 1739 or kakovn with TR ˜ ∏46 B D F G K L P 049 104 699 1594. 
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2 Corinthians 5:19 
qeo;" h\n ejn Cristw'/ kovsmon katallavsswn eJautw'/ mh; logizovmeno" aujtoi'" 
ta; paraptwvmata aujtw'n (Anc 65.5) 
 
o{ti: 
qeo" h\n ejn Cristw'/, kovsmon katallavsswn eJautw'/. mh; logizovmeno" aujtoi'" 
ta; paraptwvmata (Pan  66.74.8) 
 
oJ qeo;" h\n ejn Cristw'/, kovsmon katallavsswn eJautw'/, mh; logizovmeno" 
aujtoi'" ta; paraptwvmata aujtw'n (Pan 74.2.5 from Anc) 

 
2 Corinthians 6:16 

o{moion tw'/ eijpei'n: 
ejnoikhvsw ejn aujtoi'" kai; ejmperipathvsw, kai; e[somai aujtw'n qeo;" kai; 
aujtoi; e[sontaiv moi laov" (Anc 68.18) 
 
o{ti: 
kataskhnwvsw ejn aujtoi'" kai; ejmperipathvsw (Pan 51.32.6) 
 
o{moion tw'/ eijpei'n: 
ejnoikhvsw ejn aujtoi'" kai; ejmperipathvsw, kai; e[somai aujtw'n qeo;" kai; 
aujtoi; e[sontai moi laov"367 (Pan 74.5.18; from Anc) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. e[somai aujtw'n Epiph TR ˜ ∏46 Å B C D K L 049 33 81 104 699 
1594 1739 itd.e.f CyrJer 

b. e[somai aujtoi'"  F G P itg Or  
_______________________________________________________________ 

 
a. e[sontai moi Epiph TR ˜ D F G K L 049 104 699 1594 it CyrJer 
b. e[sontai mou ∏46 Å B C P 33 81 1739 Or 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

2 Corinthians 10:3 
wJ" levgei: 
ejn sarki; ga;r peripatou'nte" ouj kata; sa;rka strateuovmeqa (Pan 
66.87.4) 

 
 

                                                             
367 It is unclear whether Pan 51.32.6 cites 2 Cor 6:16 or Lev 26:11, but the Pan 

74.5.18 citation is clearly from 2 Cor, as in this context Epiphanius states that 1 
Cor 2:12 is similar to 2 Cor 13:5 and that 1 Cor 2:16 is similar to 2 Cor 6:16.  
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2 Corinthians 10:3, cont. 
_______________________________________________________________ 

 
a. peripatou'nte" Epiph TR ˜ Å B Cc D K L P 049 33 104 699 1594 

1739 Or 
b. peripatou'nta" ∏46 F G  

______________________________________________________________ 
 
2 Corinthians 10:5 

pa'n u{ywma ejpairovmenon kata; th'" gnwvsew"368 tou' qeou' (Pan  55.2.4) 
 
2 Corinthians 10:13 

to; para; tw'/ ajpostovlw/ eijrhmevnon: 
 to; mevtron tou' kanovno" ou| devdwken hJmi'n oJ qeo;" mevtrou (Anc 1.2) 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

a. hJmi'n Epiph TR ˜ ∏46 Å B D K P 049 33 81 104 1594 1739 
b. om F G L itg 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

2 Corinthians 11:3 
ga;r oJ a{gio" ajpovstolo" . . . levgwn: 
fobou'mai de; mhv pw" wJ" oJ o[fi" hjpavthsen Eu[an ejvn th'/ panourgiva/ aujtou', 
fqarh'/ ta; noh;mata uJmw'n ajpo; th'" aJplovthto" kai; aJgneiva" Cristou' kai; 
dikaiosuvnh" (Pan 37.8.10) 

 
o{ti: 
fobou'mai mhv pw" wJ" oJ o[fi" ejxhpavthsen Eu[an ejn th'/ panourgiva/, ou}tw 
fqarh'/ ta; nohvmata uJmw'n ajpo; th'" aJgnovthto" kai; th'" aJplovthto"369 th'" 
eij" to;n Cristovn (Pan 66.54.3) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. mhv pw" Epiph TR ˜ Å B K L P 049 33 104 1594 Or Euseb 
b. mhvpote F G 1739 Chr    
c. mhv D 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. ejxhpavthsen Eu[an  Epiph Å B F G P 33 81 104 1739 itg 

b. Eu[an ejxhpavthsen  TR ˜ D K L 049 1594 itd.e.f  

                                                             
368 gnwvsew"] dovxh" 33. 

 369 ajpo; th'" aJgnovthto" kai' th'" aJplovthto" with D* E itd.e] ajpo; th'ß aJplovthto" 
kai; th'" aJgnovthto" ∏46 Å* B F G 33 81 104; ajpo; th'" aJplovthto" TR ˜ Åc K L P 049. 
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2 Corinthians 11:3, cont. 
________________________________________________________________ 

 
a.  ou{tw Epiph TR ˜ Dc K L 049 104 1594 1739 itf Or Chr 
b. om Epiph ∏46 Å B D* F G P 33 81 itd.e.g Euseb  

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. eij" to;n Cristovn Epiph TR ˜ ∏46 B D K L P 049 33 81 104 1594 Or 
Chr 

b. eij" Cristovn Å F G 1739 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
2 Corinthians 11:6 

ijdiwtw'n tw'/ lovgw/, ajll j ouj th'/ gnwvsei (Pan  77.31.2) 
 

2 Corinthians 11:13 
kai; ou|toiv eijsin oiJ para; tw'/ ajpostovlw/ Pauvlw/ eijrhmevnoi: 
yeudapovstoloi, ejrgavtai dovlioi, metaschmatizovmenoi eij"370 ajpostov-
lou" Cristou' (Pan  28.4.6) 

 
2 Corinthians 11:22 

kai; ejn a[llw/ tovpw/ levgei: 
jIsrahli'taiv eijsi, kajgwv: spevrma  jAbraavm eijsi, kajgwv (Pan 30.25.3) 

 
2 Corinthians 12:2 

tou' aJgivou ajpostovlou eijrhmevnou o{ti: 
oi\da a[nqrwpon pro; ejtw'n dekatessavrwn, ei[te ejn371 swvmati oujk oi\da, 
ei[te ejkto;" tou'372 swvmato" oujk oi\da, oJ qeov" oi\den, aJrpagevnta to;n 
toiou'ton e{w" trivtou oujranou' (Anc 54.3) 

 
2 Corinthians 12:3–4 

kaiv fhsin: 
3) oi\da to;n toiou'ton a[nqrwpon 4) aJrpagevnta eij" to;n paravdeison kai; 
ajkouvsanta rJhvmata a{ oujk ejxo;n ajnqrwvpw/ eijpei'n (Anc 54.4) 

 
4) a[rrhta rJhvmata, a{ oujk ejxo;n ajnqrwvpw/ lalh'sai (Anc 11.5) 

 
4) kai; ajkhkoevnai a[rrhta rJhvmata, a{ oujk ejxo;n ajnqrwvpw/ lalh'sai (Pan  
38.2.5) 

                                                             
 370 om eij" F G. 
 371 ejn tw'/ D* E*. 
 372 om tou' B. 
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2 Corinthians 12:21 
fhsiv: 
kai; penqhvsw pollou;" tou;" ejn uJmi'n parapesovnta" kai; mh; metanohv-
santa"  (Pan 59.5.2) 

 
 
2 Corinthians 13:3 

o{moion wJ" ei\pe Pau'lo": 
eij dokimh;n zhtei'te tou' ejn ejmoi; lalou'nto" Cristou'; (Anc 68.7) 

 
o{moion w|/ ei\pe Pau'lo": 
eij dokimh;n zhtei'te tou' ejn373 ejmoi; lalou'nto" Cristou' (Pan 74.5.7; from 
Anc) 

 
2 Corinthians 13:4 

levgei aujto;" oJ ajpovstolo" o{ti: 
eij kai; ajpevqanen ejx ajsqeneiva", zh'/ de; ejk dunavmew" (Pan  69.59.7) 

 
2 Corinthians 13:5 

o{moion tw'/ eijpei'n: 
eJautou;" dokimavzete eij oJ Cristov" ejn uJmi'n (Anc 68.17) 
 
o{moion tw'/ eijpei'n: 
eJautou;" dokimavzete374 eij oJ Cristo;" ejn uJmi'n375 (Pan 74.5.17; from Anc) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                             
 373 ejn ejmoiv post lalou'ntoß F G itg. 
 374 eJautou;ß dokimavzete] om A. 
 375 As uJmi'n occurs at the end, it is unclear whether Epiphanius read uJmi'n 
with ∏46 B D* or uJmi'n ejstin with Å A F G K L P. 
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Galatians 1:8 
oJ aujto;" ajpovstolo" e[legen: 
ka[n te hJmei'" h] a[ggelo" eujaggelivshtai uJmi'n376 par j o} parelavbete, 
ajnavqema e[stw (Pan  42.12.3 refut. 24) 
 

Galatians 1:14 
perissotevrw" zhlwth;" uJparcwn tw'n patrikw'n mou paradovsewn (Pan 
30.25.2) 

 
Galatians 1:15–16 

o{moion tw'/ eijpei'n: 
15) o{te eujdovkhsen oJ ajforivsa" me ejk koiliva" mhtrov" mou dia; th'" 
cavrito" aujtou', 16) ajpokaluvyai to;n uiJo;n aujtou' ejn ejmoiv (Anc 68.16) 
 
o{moion tw'/ eijpei'n: 
15) o{te eujdovkhsen oJ ajforivsa" me ejk koiliva" mhtrov" mou dia; th'" 
cavrito" aujtou' 16) ajpokaluvyai to;n uiJo;n aujtou' ejn ejmoiv  (Pan 74.5.16; 
from Anc) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. eujdovkhsen  Epiph ∏46 B F G itf.g 

b. eujdovkhsen oJ qeov" TR ˜ Å A D K L P 049 33 81 104 699 1594 1739 
itd.e Or  

________________________________________________________________ 
 
Galatians 2:3–5 

dio; kai; Pau'lo" levgei: 
3) ajll j oujde; Tivto" oJ377 su;n ejmoi,378  {Ellhn w[n, hjnagkavsqh peritmhqh'nai, 
4) dia; de; tou;" pareisavktou" yeudadevlfou", oi{tine" pareish'lqon 
kataskoph'sai th;n ejleuqerivan hJmw'n h}n e[comen ejn Cristw/, 5) oi|" oujde;379 

pro;" w{ran ei[xamen th'/ uJpotagh'/380 (Pan  28.4.2) 
 

5) para; tw'/ aJgivw/ ajpostovlw/ Pauvlw/: favskei ga;r ou{tw": 
oi|" oujde; pro;" w{ran ei[xamen th'/ uJpotagh'/ (Pan 28.4.3) 
 
5) oujde; pro;" w{ran ei\xai (Pan  70.3.5) 

                                                             
376 eujaggelivshtai uJmi'n Åc A 81] eujaggelivzhtai uJmi'n TR (D* uJma'") Dc L 33 

1594; uJmi'n eujaggelivzhtai B 1739; eujaggelivzetai uJmi'n ˜ K P 049 104; 
eujaggelivshtai Å*; eujaggelivzhtai F (G). 
 377 om oJ B.  
 378 om oJ su;n ejmoiv ∏46. 
 379 om oi|ß oujde; D* itd.e. 
 380 om th'/ uJpotagh'/ ∏46. 
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Galatians 2:9 
pavlin de; oJ a{gio" Pau'lo" marturei' kai; aujto;" toi'" peri; Pevtron levgwn: 
 jIavkwbo" kai;  jIwavnnh" kai; Khfa'", oiJ dokou'nte" stu'loi ei\nai, dexia;" 
e[dwkan ejmoiv381 te kai; Barnavba/ koinwniva"382 (Pan 30.25.5) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a.  jIavkwbo" kai;  Khfa'" kai;  jIwavnnh"  (Epiph 1.3.2) TR ˜ Å B C K L 
P 049 33 81 104 699 1594 1739 Chr 

b. Pevtro" kai;  jIavkwbo"  kai;  jIwavnnh" ( ∏46 2.1.3) D F G itd.f.g Or 
c.  jIavkwbo" kai;  jIwavnnh"  A 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

Galatians 3:2 
gevgraptai: 
ejx ajkoh'" pivstew"383 to; pneu'ma tou' Cristou' (Pan  74.4.3) 

 
Galatians 3:10 

peplavnhntai de; kai; ou|toi peritomh;n aujcou'nte", kai; e[ti oiJ toiou'toi uJpo; 
katavran eijsiv, mh; dunavmenoi to;n novmon plhrw'sai (Pan 29.8.1) 
 
levgwn: 
ejpikatavrato" o{" oujk ejmmevnei pa'si toi'" gegrammevnoi"384 lovgoi" ejn tw'/ 
biblivw/ touvtw/ tou' poih'sai aujtouv" (Pan 29.8.3) 

 
Galatians 3:11 

mavqete o{ti oJ divkaio" ejk pivstew" zhvsetai ( Pan 42.12.3 refut. 1) 
 
Galatians 3:13 

to; tou' ajpostovlou rJhtovn, o{ti: 
Cristo;" hJma'" ejxhgovrasen ejk th'" katavra" tou' novmou, genovmeno" uJpe;r 
hJmw'n katavra (Pan 42.8.1) 
 
favskwn o{ti oJ Cristo;" ejxhgovrasen hJma'" ajpo; th'" katavra" tou' novmou, 
genovmeno" uJpe;r hJmw'n katavra (Pan 66.79.1) 
 
kai; ou{tw" aijscrw'" peri; tou' ejxagoravsanto" uJma'", ei[ ge ejxhgovrase, 
dianoei'sqe (Pan 69.31.4) 

                                                             
 381 moi F G. 

382 Khfa'" is inadvertently transposed after jIwavnnh" due to the discussion in 
30.22–25; the remainder is accurate. Although in the discussion Pevtro" is used of 
Peter, Khfa'" is retained here and likely represents the biblical exemplar. 
 383 J Holl; pisth' Anc. according to Holl. 
 384 ejngegrammevnoi" B. 
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Galatians 3:24 
wJ" kai; oJ a{gio" ajpovstolov" fhsi: 
paidagwgo;" hJmi'n gevgonen385 oJ novmo" eij" Cristovn386 (Pan 42.11.17 refut. 
62) 
 
kai; oJ ajpovstolo" levgei o{ti: 
paidagwgo;" hJmw'n gevgonen oJ novmo" eij" th;n tou' kurivou parousivan (Pan 
66.75.6) 
 
paidagwgo;" eij" Cristo;n hJmi'n gevgonen (Pan 77.38.2) 

 
Galatians 3:28 

kai; a{gio" tou' qeou' ajpovstolo" Pau'lo" . . . levgwn o{ti: 
ejn Cristw'/  jIhsou' ouj bavrbaro" ouj Skuvqh", oujc  {Ellhn, oujk  jIoudai'o"387 
(Pan 8.3.3) 

 
fhsivn: 
ejn ga;r Cristw'/  jIhsou' ou[te a[rsen388 ou[te qh'lu (Pan  49.2.5) 

 
Galatians 4:3 

i{na mhkevti: 
uJpo; ta; stoicei'a tou' kovsmou w\men dedoulwvmenoi (Anc 2.4) 

 
Galatians 4:4 

kata; to; eijrhmevnon genovmeno" ejk gunaikov" (Anc 30.4) 
 

kai; dia; tou'tov fhsin oJ ajpovstolo": 
genovmeno" ejk gunaikov", genovmeno" uJpo; novmon (Anc 80.3) 
 
kai; pavlin: 
genovmeno" ejk gunaikov", genovmeno" uJpo; novmon (Pan 54.6.2) 
 
wJ" marturei' Pau'lo" oJ a{gio" levgwn: 
genovmeno" ejk gunaikov", genovmeno" uJpo; novmon (Pan 56.2.9) 
 
genovmeno" ejk gunaikov", genovmeno" uJpo; novmon (Pan, De fide 15.4) 

                                                             
 385 gevgonen] ejgevneto ∏46 B. 

386 Because the add/omit occurs at the end of the citation, one cannot know 
whether Epiphanius read eij" Cristovn with TR ˜ ∏46 Å A B C K L P 049 33 81 104 
699 1594 1739 or eij" Cristo;n  jIhsou'n with D* F G itd.e.f.g. 
 387 Conflation of material from Gal 3:28, 6:15, and Col 3:11. 
 388 a[rsen]  a[rshß F G; a[rjrJen Å. 
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Galatians 4:4, cont. 
________________________________________________________________ 

 
a. genovmenon Epiphvid TR ˜ ∏46 Å A B C D F G L P 049 33 81 1739 

itd.e.f.g Meth CyrJer Chr 
b. gennwvmenon (K -omenon) 104 699 1594 

________________________________________________________________  
 
Galatians 4:24–25 

fhsi; ga;r oJ ajpovstolo": 
24) hJ prwvth diaqhvkh ejk tou' o[rou" Sina' ejdovqh, eij" douleivan gennw'sa, 
25) to; ga;r o[ro"389 Sina' ejstin ejn th'/  jArabiva/ (Pan 66.74.6) 

 
Galatians 5:2 

e[legen: 
mh; peritevmnesqe390 o{ti eja;n peritevmnhsqe. Cristo;" uJma'" oujde;n 
wjfelhvsei (Pan 28.4.2) 

 
kai; o{ti: 
eja;n peritevmnhsqe, Cristo;" uJma'" oujde;n wjfelhvsei (Pan 28.5.3) 
 
levgonto" Pauvlou tou' aJgivou ajpostovlou o{ti: 
eja;n peritevmnhsqe, Cristo;" uJma'" oujde;n wjfelhvsei (Pan 29.8.7) 
 
pou' ou\n to; para; tw'/ ajpostovlw/ eijrhmevnon o{ti: 
eja;n peritevmnhsqe.  Cristo;" uJma'" oujde;n wjfelhvsei (Pan 77.37.5) 

 
Galatians 5:4 

dia; to; eijrhkevnai: 
o{soi ejn novmw/ dikaiou'sqe, th'" cavrito" ejxepevsate (Pan 28.5.3) 
 
oi{tine" ejn novmw/ kauca'sqe, th'" cavrito" ejxepevsate (Pan 29.8.7) 

 
kai;:  
oi{tine" ejn novmw/ dikaiou'sqe, th'" cavrito" ejxepevsate (Pan 77.37.5) 
 

 

                                                             
 389 o[roß ejstin] o[roß 1739.  In giving the gist of portions of vv. 24, 25, 
Epiphanius does not provide sufficent verbal accuracy to enable one to know 
whether his exemplar read ga;r Sina' with Å C F G 1739 itf.g; de;  JAga;r Sina' with A 
B D; ga;r  JAga;r Sina' with TR ˜ K L P 049 33 81 104 699 1594; or de; Sina' with ∏46. 
 390 V; om mhv M; peritemnh'sqai F G; peritevmnhsqe rell. 
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Galatians 5:9 
ajnti; tou' mikra; zuvmh o{lon to;391 fuvrama zumoi' ejpoivhse doloi' (Pan 
42.11.8 schol. Gal.) 

 
Galatians 5:19 

fanera; de; ta; e[rga th'" sarkov" (Anc 79.1) 
 
kai; oujk oi\den oJ a[peiro" kata; pavnta o{ti ta; e[rga th'" sarko;" porneiva 
moiceiva392 ajsevlgeia kai; ta; touvtoi" o{moia (Pan 66.86.3) 

 
th'" ga;r sarkov" fhsin oiJ karpoi; porneiva moiceiva ajsevlgeia kai; ta; 
touvtwn o{moia (Anc 76.5) 

 
Galatians 5:25 

dia; tou' eijrhmevnou: 
eij zw'men pneuvmati, pneuvmati kai; stoicw'men (Pan 64.63.16) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. zw'men pneuvmati Epiph TR ˜ ∏46 Å A B C K P 049 33 81 104 699 
1594 1739 

b. pneuvmati zw'men D F G itd.e.g Or 
c. zw'men ejn pneuvmati L 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

a. pneuvmati kaiv Epiph TR ˜ Å A B C D K L P 049 33 81 104 699 
1594 1739 

b. pneuvmati ∏46 F G itd.e.g  
_______________________________________________________________ 

 
a. stoicw'men Epiph TR ˜ ∏46 Å A B C D* F G P 049 33 81 104 699 

1594 
b. stoicou'men Dc K L 1739 

 

                                                             
 391 tov] om ∏46. 

392 Epiphanius knows the reading moiceiva, but neither of these allusions 
reflects an intention to cite an exemplar. At an earlier period, he might have 
gotten the gist from a text reading moiceiva, as reflected in Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 
5.11.1, and later adopted by Byzantine scribes. This memorized allusion was 
used in arguing “flesh” versus “spirit,” as in Irenaeus. See also Pan 66.87.7. 
Nothing in the arguments of Irenaeus or Epiphanius is predicated upon moiceiva.  
One cannot know whether Epiphanius’ text read moiceiva with TR ˜ Åc D F G K L 
049 104 699 1594 or om with Å* A B C P 33 81 1739*. 
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Galatians 6:1 
prolhfqh'/ e[n tini paraptwvmati, wJ" levgei oJ ajpovstolo", uJmei'" oiJ 
pneumatikoi; katartivzete to;n toiou'ton ejn pneuvmati praovthto",  
skopw'n eJautovn,393 mh; kai; su; peirasqh'/"  (Pan 59.5.5) 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

a. su; peirasqh/'" Epiph TR ˜ ∏46 Å A B C K (L -qei") P (33 -qei") 81 
(104 -qei") 699  1594 1739 

b. aujto;" peirasqh'/" D* (F G -qh'/)     
c. om phrase 049 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
Galatians 6:7 

kai; o{ti dikaiokrisiva ejsti;  kai; qeo;" ouj mukthrivzetai  (Anc 110.1) 
 
ouj ga;r mukthrivzetai oJ qeov", wJ" proei'pon (Anc 114.8) 

 
Galatians 6:10 

wJ" kai; gevgraptai: 
poiei'n to; ajgaqo;n prw'ton eij" tou;" oijkeivou" th'" pivstew" (Pan 42.16.3) 

 
Galatians 6:17 

tou' loipou'394 toivnun mhdei;" hJmi'n kovpou" parecevtw (Anc 63.1) 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                             
393 eJautovn M] seautovn U ˜; add e{kastoß F G; om phrase 049. 

 394 to; loipovn D*. 
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Ephesians 1:10 
paregevneto toivnun: 
eij" oijkonomivan tou' plhrwvmato" tw'n kairw'n (Anc 65.7) 
 
paregevneto toivnun: 
eij" oijkonomivan395 tou' plhrwvmato" tw'n kairw'n (Pan 74.2.7; from Anc) 

 
Ephesians 1:21 

ejpavnw pavsh" ajrch'" kai; ejxousiva", dunavmew" kai; panto;" ojnovmato" 
ojnomazomevnou (Anc 81.1) 
 
uJperavnw pavsh" ajrch'" kai; ejxousiva"396 kai; kuriovthto" kai; panto;" 
ojnovmato" ojnomazomevnou (Pan  62.7.8) 

 
Ephesians 2:2 

ejnergei'tai ejn toi'" uiJoi'" th'" ajpeiqeiva" kata; to; gegrammevnon (Pan 
66.79.5) 

 
Ephesians 2:6 

kata; to;n ajpostoliko;n lovgon o{ti: 
oJ qeo;" h[geire kai; sunekavqisen ejn toi'" ejpouranivoi"397 (Pan 44.5.12) 

 
Ephesians 2:14–15 

14) di j aujtou' poihvsa" ta; ajmfovtera e{n.  h\lqe ga;r hJ eijrhvnh hJmw'n,  kai; to; 
mesovtoicon tou' fragmou' luvsa", th;n e[cqran ejn th'/ sarki; aujtou', 15) to;n 
novmon tw'n ejntolw'n ejn dovgmasi katargh'sa", i{na tou;" duvo ktivsh/ eij" e{na 
kaino;n a[nqrwpon (Anc 65.8) 
 
14) di j aujtou' poihvsa" ta; ajmfovtera e{n.  h\lqe ga;r hJ eijrhvnh hJmw'n, kai; to; 
mesovtoicon tou' fragmou' luvsa" th;n e[cqran ejn th'/ sarki; aujtou', 15) to;n 
novmon tw'n ejntolw'n ejn dovgmasi katargh'sa",398 i{na tou;" duvo ktivsh/ ejn 
eJautw'/ eij" e{na kaino;n a[nqrwpon (Pan 74.2.8; from Anc) 
 

(15)_____________________________________________________________ 
 

a. ejn eJautw'/ Epiph TR ˜ Åc D G K L 049 81 699 1594 Euseb 
b. ejn aujtw'/ ∏46 Å* A B F P 33 104 1739  

                                                             
 395 eij"] kata; th;n oijkonomivan A. 
 396 ajrch'" kai; ejxousiva"] ejxousivaß kai; ajrch'ß B. 
 397 Epiphanius omits ejn Cristw'/  jIhsou' after ejpouranivoiß with F G itg, but the 
omission occurs at the end of his citation and cannot be used. 
 398 katargh'sa"] katartivsa" D* E*. 
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Ephesians 2:14–15 cont. 
(15)_____________________________________________________________ 

 
a. kainovn Epiph TR ˜ Å A B D L P 049 33 81vid 104 699 1594 1739 
b. koinovn  ∏46 F G     
c. kai; movnon K 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
Ephesians 2:16 

ajpokathvllaxe de; ejn tw'/ swvmati th'" sarko;" aujtou' (Anc 65.8) 
 
ajpokathvllaxe de; ejn tw'/ swvmati th'" sarko;" aujtou' (Pan 74.2.8; from 
Anc) 
 

Ephesians 3:6 
ei\nai te ta; e[qnh suvsswma kai; summevtoca kai; sugklhronovma th'" 
ejpaggeliva" (Anc 65.8) 
 
ei\nai de; ta; e[qnh suvsswma kai; summevtoca kai; sugklhronovma th'" 
ejpaggeliva"399 (Pan 74.2.8 from Anc) 

 
Ephesians 3:15 

h] wJ" a]n ei[poi ti": 
ejx ou| pa'sa patria; ejn oujranw'/400 kai; ejpi; gh'" (Anc 71.3) 
 
patro;" o[nto" tou' kurivou hJmw'n  jIhsou' Cristou', ejx ou| pa'sa patria; ejn 
oujranw'/ kai; ejpi; gh'" ojnomavzetai (Pan 66.70.2) 

 
h] wJ" a]n ei[poi ti": 
ejx ou| ta; patria; ejn oujranoi'"401 kai; ejpi; th'" gh'" (Pan 74.8.3; from Anc) 

 
kai; ejpi; tw'/: 
ajf j ou| pa'sa patria; ejn oujranw'/ kai; ejpi; gh'" ojnomavzetai (Pan 76.25.8) 

 

                                                             
399 In both citations of this verse, Epiphanius omits aujtou' after ejpaggeliva" 

with Å B C D* P 33 it Or. However, the omission occurs at the end of the 
quotation and cannot be used as datum. 
 400 oujranw'/ Lepiph J; oujranoi'" Holl. 
 401 As the singular is read in all the other citations, the plural here appears 
to be due to lack of care when copying that section of Anc into the Pan.  Further 
lack of attention is exhibited by the addition of the article before gh'".  This 
quotation does not reflect Epiphanius’ exemplar. 
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Ephesians 3:15, cont. 
________________________________________________________________ 

 
a. ejn oujranw'/ Epiph P 81 104 Meth 
b. ejn oujranoi'" TR ˜ ∏46 Å A B C D F G K L 049 33 699 1594 1739 

CyrJer 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Ephesians 4:10 

to; eijrhmevnon: 
oJ kataba;" aujtov" ejstin kai; oJ ajnaba;" uJperavnw402 (Pan 62.7.8) 
 
oJ kataba;" aujto;" kai; oJ ajnaba;" ejpavnw pavntwn403 tw'n oujranw'n (Pan 
66.73.7) 

 
Ephesians 4:25 

kai; kaqw;" oJ a{gio" ajpovstolov" fhsin: 
ajlhvqeian laleivtw e{kasto" meta; tou'404 plhsivon aujtou' (Pan 73.27.2) 

 
Ephesians 4:28 

ejrgazovmenoi tai'" ijdivai" cersivn, i{na dunhqh'te kai; toi'" mh; e[cousi 
metadou'nai405 (Pan 26.11.2) 

 
Ephesians 4:30 

kai;: 
mh; lupei'te to; pneu'ma to; a{gion, ejn w|/ ejsfragivsqhte eij" hJmevran 
ajpolutrwvsew" (Anc 69.3) 
 
kai;: 
mh; lupei'te to; pneu'ma to; a{gion, ejn w|/ ejsfragivsqhte eij" hJmevran 
ajpolutrwvsew" (Pan 74.6.3; from Anc) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. to; pneu'ma to; a{gion  Epiph TR ˜ ∏46 Å A B K L P 049 33 81 104 
699 1594 1739 CyrJer 

b. to; a{gion pneu'ma  D F G itd.e.g 

                                                             
 402 uJperavnw is common to 4:10 and 1:21, and is also included as the first 
word in the quotation of 1:21. 
 403 pavntwn] om P. 
 404 meta; tou'] pro;" to;n Å*. 
 405 This citation is too loose to indicate Epiphanius’ agreement with 
metadou'nai in D F G against metadidovnai in TR ˜ ∏46 Å et al. 
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Ephesians 5:12 
aijscrovn ejsti kai; levgein (Pan 24.5.3) 
 
wJ" kai; pou oJ aJgiwvtato" ajpovstolov" fhsi: 
ta; ga;r krufh' ginovmena uJp j aujtw'n aijscrovn ejsti kai; levgein (Pan 25.2.5) 
 
aijscrovn ejsti kai; levgein (Pan 26.4.4) 

 
Ephesians 5:14 

to; eijrhmevnon: 
e[geire oJ kaqeuvdwn kai; ajnavsta ejk tw'n nekrw'n kai; ejpifauvsei soi oJ 
Cristov" (Pan 46.5.9) 
 
to; gegrammevnon: 
e[geire oJ kaqeuvdwn kai; ajnavsta ejk tw'n nekrw'n kai; ejpifauvsei soi oJ 
Cristov" (Pan 64.71.19) 

 
Ephesians 5:16 

o{moion de; touvtw/ oJ aujto;" a{gio" ajpovstolov" fhsin: 
ejxagorazovmenoi to;n kairovn, o{ti aiJ hJmevrai ponhraiv eijsi (Pan 42.8.6) 

 
Ephesians 5:31 

wJ" kai; oJ ajpovstolo" levgei o{ti oJ ajp j  ajrch'" suzeuvxa" ta; ajmfovtera 
ei\pen, ajnti; touvtou kataleivyei a[nqrwpo" to;n patevra aujtou' kai; th;n 
mhtevra aujtou',406 kai; kollhqhvsetai th'/ gunaiki; aujtou', kai; e[sontai oiJ duvo 
eij" savrka mivan (Pan 66.86.4) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. to;n patevra aujtou' Epiph TR ˜ Åc A Dc K L P 049 104 699  1594  
b. to;n patevra  ∏46 Å* 33 81 1739 Or  
c. patevra B D* F G 

___________________________________________________________ 
 

a. kollhqhvsetai Epiph Åc D F G 
b. proskollhqhvsetai TR ˜ ∏46 Å* A B K L P 049 33 81 104 699 1594 

1739 Meth 
___________________________________________________________ 

 
a. th'/ gunaikiv aujtou' Epiph ∏46 (Å* om aujtou') A D* F G 33 81 (1739 

om aujtou')  Meth 
 
b. pro;" th;n gunaika; aujtou' TR ˜ Åc B Dc K L (P) 049 104 699 1594 Or 

                                                             
406 th;n mhtevra aujtou' with P 104; mhtevra B D* F G; th;n mhtevra rell. 
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Ephesians 5:32 
kai; oJ a{gio" ajpovstolo" . . . levgei: 
to; musthvrion tou'to mevga ejstivn.  ejgw; de;407 levgw eij" Cristo;n kai; th;n 
ejkklhsivan408 (Pan 66.56.5) 

 
Ephesians 6:2 

pavlin levgei: 
oJ timw'n patevra kai; mhtevra: au{th gavr ejstin ejn ejpaggelivai" prwvth 
ejntolh; uJpavrcousa (Pan 61.6.3) 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                             
 407 dev] om 81. 

408 Epiphanius reads th;n ejkklhsivan with B K Clem Iren Tert against eij" th;n 
ejkklhsivan rell. 
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Philippians 1:1 
pavlin de; ejn a[llw tovpw/: 
ejpiskovpoi"409 kai; diakovnoi" (Pan 75.4.4.) 

 
Philippians 1:10 

o{moion tw'/ eijpei'n: 
oJ de; kuvrio" aJgiavsai uJma'", i{na h\te eijlikrinei'" kai; ajprovskopoi eij" 
hJmevran Cristou'410 (Anc 68.15) 
 
o{moion tw'/ eijpei'n: 
oJ de; kuvrio" aJgiavsai uJma'", i{na h\te eijlikrinei'" kai; ajprovskopoi eij" 
hJmevran kurivou411 (Pan 74.5.15; from Anc) 

 
Philippians 2:6–7 

6) o}" oujc aJrpagmo;n hJghvsato to; ei\nai i[sa qew'/, 7) ajll j eJauto;n ejkevnwse, 
morfh;n douvlou labwvn (Anc 44.5) 
 
fhsi; ga;r peri; aujtou' Pau'lo": 
6) o}" ejn morfh'/ qeou' uJpavrcwn oujc aJrpagmo;n hJghvsato to; ei\nai i[sa qew'/, 
7) ajll j eJauto;n ejkevnwse412 morfh;n douvlou labwvn (Pan 65.7.8) 

 
6) ejn morfh'/ qeou' uJpavrconto" (Pan 76.34.8) 
 
7) ejkevnwsen eJauto;n morfh;n douvlou labwvn (Anc 40.2) 

 
7) kai; pavlin: 
ejn schvmati euJreqei;" wJ" a[nqrwpo" (Anc 80.3)  
 
7) morfh;n douvlou labwvn (Pan  74.3.6; from Anc) 

 
(6)_____________________________________________________________ 
 

a. to; ei\nai Epiph TR ˜ Å A B C D K L P 049 33 81 104 699 1594 
1739 Or  

b. ei\nai ∏46 F G Euseb 
 

                                                             
 409 ejpiskovpoi"] sunepiskovpoi"  Bc Dc K. 
 410 Cristou'] Cristou'  jIhsou' F G itf.g. 
 411 J; Cristou' Holl.  The first part of this citation is free, but i{na . . . kurivou is 
exact, as in Anc. 68.15, where Cristou' is read.  
 412 ejkevnwse] ejkaivnwse F G is probably an orthographical variant but it does 
result in the plausible reading, kainovw. 
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Philippians 2:8 
oJ de; a{gio" Pau'lov" fhsi: 
geusavmeno" qanavtou, qanavtou de; staurou (Pan 24.9.5) 
 
qanavtou, qanavtou de; staurou' (Pan 69.62.6) 
 

Philippians 2:9 
wJ" kai; to; eijrhmevnon: 
e[dwken aujtw'/ o[noma to;413 uJpe;r pa'n o[noma (Pan 69.38.1) 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

a. o[noma  Epiph TR ˜ D F G K L P 049 81 104 699 1594 
b. to; o[noma ∏46 Å A B C 33 1739 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 
Philippians 2:10–11 

10) kai; pa'n govnu kavmyei ejpouranivwn kai; ejpigeivwn kai; katacqonivwn, 11) 
kai; pa'sa glw'ssa ejxomologhvsetai, o{ti kuvrio"  jIhsou'" Cristo;"414 eij" 
dovxan qeou' patrov"  (Pan 69.18.3) 
 
10) w|/ kavmptei415 pa'n govnu ejpouranivwn kai; ejpigeivwn kai; katacqonivwn 
(Anc 37.4) 
 
ga;r: 
10) kavmyei pa'n govnu ejpouranivwn kai; ejpigeivwn kai; katacqonivwn (Pan 
42.11.17 refut. 65) 
 
10) kai; pavlin: 
aujtw'/ kavmyei pa'n govnu ejpouranivwn kai; ejpigeivwn kai; katacqonivwn (Pan 
69.75.6) 
 
11) kai;: 
pa'sa glw'ssa ejxomologhvsetai o{ti kuvrio"  jIhsou'" Cristov" (Pan 76.42.8) 

 
11) pavsh" glwvssh" ejxomologoumevnh" o{ti  jIhsou'" Cristo'" eij" dovxan 
qeou' patrov" (Pan 76.53.15) 

                                                             
 413 tov] eij" to; F G. 

414 kuvrio"  jIhsou'" Cristov"] kuvrio"  jIhsou'" F G; Cristo;" kuvrio" K; eij" kuvrio"  
jIhsou'" Cristov" 1739. 
 415 As kavmyei is read at all other places by Epiphanius, kavmptei has no 
substantial claim to represent a text known to him.  In minuscule script, y often 
appears to read very much like t.   
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Philippians 2:11, cont. 
(11)____________________________________________________________ 

 
a. ejxomologhvsetai Epiph A C D F G K L P 049 33 81 104 Or  
b. ejxomologhvshtai TR ˜ ∏46 Å B 699 1594 1739 Euseb 
___________________________________________________________ 
 

Philippians 3:1 
ejmoi; me;n oujk ojknhrovn, toi'" de; ejntugcavnousin ajsfale;" e[stai416 (Pan 
69.45.1) 

 
Philippians 3:5 

pw'" ou\n aujto;" levgei peri; eJautou' o{ti: 
 JEbrai'o" ejx  JEbraivwn, ejk spevrmato"  jAbraavm, fulh'" Beniamivn, kata; 
novmon417 Farisai'o" (Pan 30.25.2) 

 
peritomh'/ ojktahvmero" kai; ajnateqrammevno" para; tou;" povda" Gamalih;l 
kai;  JEbrai'o" ejx  JEbraivwn (Pan 30.25.3) 

 
Philippians 3:19 

wJ" kai; ejn a[llw/ tovpw/ levgei: 
w|n oJ qeo;" hJ koiliva kai; hJ dovxa ejn th'/ aijscuvnh/ aujtw'n (Pan 66.69.2) 

 
Philippians 3:21 

metaschmativsei to; sw'ma th'" tapeinwvsew" hJmw'n eij" to; genevsqai 
suvmmorfon418 th'" dovxh" aujtou' kata; th;n ejnevrgeian tou' duvnasqai kai; 
uJpotavxai aujtw'/ ta; pavnta (Anc 65.11) 
 
metaschmativsei to; sw'ma th'" tapeinwvsew" hJmw'n eij" to; genevsqai 
suvmmorfon th'" dovxh" aujtou' kata; th;n ejnevrgeian tou' duvnasqai kai; 
uJpotavxai aujtw'/ ta; pavnta (Pan 74.2.11; from Anc) 

 
                                                             

416 In this allusion, one cannot know whether Epiphanius’ exemplar read 
ajsfalev" with TR ∏46 Å Avid B C D F G K L P 33 81 1594 1739 or to; ajsfalev" with 
˜ 104 699. 
 417 Epiphanius cannot be cited as evidence against to;n novmon of F G because 
of the fragmentary nature of the citation. 

418 In his citation of three verses, Epiphanius includes, as usual, only that 
which is essential to his point. For instance, in v. 9 he omits aujtov following 
genevsqai and tw'/ swvmati, but clearly evidencing awareness of the longer text 
form.  The presence or absence of aujtov was not considered by John Chrysostom 
to be essential to the verse either, as he cites the longer text five times with and 
twice without aujtov.   
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Philippians 3:21, cont. 
_______________________________________________________________ 

 
a. eij" to; genevsqai aujto; suvmmorfon (Epiph) TR ˜ Dc K L P 049 33 

104 699 1594 Chr  
b. suvmorfon  Å A B D* F G 81 1739 itd.e.f.g Euseb 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

a. aujtw'/  Epiph Å* A B D* F G K P 049 33 81 1739 itd.e.g Euseb  
b. eJautw'/ TR ˜ Åc Dc L 104 699 1594 itf  
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Colossians 1:13 
levgei de; aujto;n oJ ajpovstolo" . . .: 
o{" ejrruvsato hJma'"419 fhsivn ejk th'" ejxousiva" tou' skovtou" kai; 
metevsthsen eij" th;n basileivan tou' uiJou' th'" ajgavph" aujtou' (Anc 50.1) 

 
Colossians 1:18 

kai; ga;r: 
prwtovtokov" ejstin ejk420 tw'n nekrw'n, wJ" ei\pen hJ qeiva grafhv (Pan 
69.66.8) 

 
Colossians 1:19–20 

19) o{ti ejn aujtw'/ eujdovkhse pa'n to; plhvrwma katoikh'sai, 20) kai; di j aujtou' 
ajpokatallavxai ta; pavnta eij" aujtovn, eijrhnopoihvsa" dia; tou' ai{mato" 
tou' staurou'  (Anc 65.6) 
 
19) o{ti ejn aujtw'/ eujdovkhse pa'n to; plhvrwma katoikh'sai, 20) kai; di j aujtou' 
ajpokatallavxai ta pavnta eij" aujtovn, eijrhnopoihvsa" dia; tou' ai{mato" 
tou' staurou' (Pan 74.2.6; from Anc) 

 
Colossians 1:26 

musthvrion to; ajpovkrufon pro; tw'n aijwvnwn kai; genew'n (Anc 65.10) 
 
musthvrion to; ajpovkrufon pro; tw'n aijwvnwn kai; genew'n (Pan 74.2.10; from 
Anc) 

 
Colossians 2:3 

ejn w|/ pavnte" oiJ qhsauroi; th'" sofiva" ajpovkrufoi (Anc 70.6) 
 
ejn w|/ pavnte" oiJ qhsauroi; th'" sofiva" ajpovkrufoi (Pan 74.7.6; from Anc) 
 

Colossians 2:6 
o{moion tw'/ eijpei'n: 
kaqw;" ejlavbete Cristovn, ejn aujtw'/ peripatei'te (Anc 68.12) 

 
o{moion tw'/ eijpei'n: 
kaqw;" ejlavbete Cristovn, ejn aujtw'/ peripatei'te (Pan 74.5.12; from Anc) 

 
Colossians 2:9 

o{ti ejn aujtw'/ katoikei' pa'n to; plhvrwma th'" qeovthto" swmatikw'" (Anc 
65.11) 

                                                             
419 hJma'"] uJma'" P 104. 

 420 om ejk ∏46 Å*. 
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Colossians 2:9, cont. 
ejn w|/ eujdovkhse pa'n to; plhvrwma th'" qeovthto" katoikh'sai swmatikw'" 
(Anc 80.2) 
 
ejn tw'/ ga;r kurivw/ hujdovkhse pa'n to; plhvrwma th'" qeovthto" katoikh'sai 
swmatikw'"421 (Pan 48.11.7) 
 
o{ti ejn aujtw'/ katoikei' pa'n to; plhvrwma th'" qeovthto" swmatikw'" (Pan 
74.2.11; from Anc) 
 

Colossians 2:11 
o{moion tw'/ eijpei'n: 
kai; perietmhvqhte peritomh'/ ajceiropoihvtw/ ejn th'/ ajpekduvsei tou' 
swvmato" tw'n aJmartiw'n, ejn peritomh'/ tou' Cristou' (Anc 68.11) 
 
peritomh;n Cristou' ejn th'/ ajpekduvsei tou' swvmato" tw'n aJmartiw'n (Anc 
73.8) 
 
o{moion tw'/ eijpei'n: 
kai422 perietmhvqhte peritomh'/ ajceiropoihvtw/ ejn th'/ ajpekduvsei tou' 
swvmato" tw'n aJmartiw'n423 ejn th'/ peritomh'/ tou' Cristou' (Pan 74.5.11; 
from Anc) 
 
peritomh;n Cristou' ejn th'/ ajpekduvsei tou' swvmato" tw'n aJmartiw'n (Pan 
74.10.8; from Anc) 

 
Colossians 2:14–15 

14) ejxaleivya" to; kaq j hJmw'n ceirovgrafon, toi'" dovgmasin o} h\n 
uJpenantivon hJmw'n, h\rken ejk mevsou424 kai; proshlwvsa" tw'/ staurw'/, 15) 
ajpekdusavmeno" ta;" ajrca;" kai; ta;" ejxousiva", ejdeigmavtisen425 ejn 
parrhsiva/, qriambeuvsa" aujta;" ejn aujtw'/  (Anc 65.2) 

 
14) ejxaleivya" to; kaq j hJmw'n ceirovgrafon toi'" dovgmasin, o} h\n 
uJpenantivon hJmw'n,426 h\rken ejk mevsou proshlwvsa" aujto; tw'/ staurw'/,  

                                                             
 421 swmatikw'" ante  qeovthto" 81. 
 422 kaiv] om F G itg arm. 

423 tou' swvmato" tw'n aJmartiw'n] tou' swvmato" th'" sarkov" ∏46 Å* A B C D* F G 
P 33 81 1739; tou' swvmato" tw'n aJmartiw'n th'" sarkov" TR ˜ Åc Dc K L 049 104 699 
1594. 

424 ejk mevsou with A 1739]  ejk tou' mevsou rell. 
 425 Holl (Pan 74.2.2); paredeigmavtisen Lepiph J. 
 426 hJmw'n with Å*] uJmi'n P 104; hJmi'n rell. 
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Colossians 2:14–15, cont. 
15) ajpekdusavmeno" ta;" ajrca;" kai;427 ta;" ejxousiva",428 ejdeigmavtisen ejn 
parrhsiva/, qriambeuvsa" aujtou;" ejn aujtw'/  (Pan 74.2.2; from Anc) 

 
14) scivsa" to; kaq j hJmw'n ceirovgrafon kai; proshlwvsa" aujto; tw'/ staurw'/ 
(Pan 77.32.8) 

 
15) ejn ga;r tw'/ staurw'/ ejqriavmbeusen ajrca;" kai; ejxousiva"  (Pan 66.73.6) 
 
15) kaiv: 
qriambeuvsh/ pa'san ajrchvn kai; ejxousivan (Pan 69.62.6) 

 
(14)____________________________________________________________ 
 

a. h\rken Epiph TR ˜ ∏46 Å A B C K L 049 33 81 104 699 1739 Chr  
b. h\ren D* F G 1594 Or                  c. h\rktai P 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 
Colossians 2:19 

mh; kratw'n th;n kefalhvn,429 ejx h|sper pa'n to; sw'ma sunarmologouvmenon 
au[xei kata; to; gegrammevnon (Pan 48.11.10) 
 
th;n kefalh;n th'" pivstew", ejx ou| pa'n to; sw'ma dia; tw'n aJfw'n kai; tw'n 
sundevsmwn ejpicorhgouvmenon kai; sumbibazovmenon au[xei th;n au[xhsin 
tou' qeou', wJ" oJ ajpovstolo" levgei (Pan 77.15.1) 

 
Colossians 3:5 

levgei: 
nekrwvsate ta; mevlh ta; ejpi; th'" gh'", a{tinav ejsti porneiva moiceiva 
ajsevlgeia kai; ta; eJxh'". (Pan 66.87.7) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. ta; mevlh Epiph ∏46 Å* B C* 33 81 1739 Or Euseb 
b. ta; mevlh uJmw'n TR ˜ Åc A Cc D F G K L P 049 104 699 1594 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
Colossians 3:11 

fhsi; ga;r: 
ejn Cristw'/  jIhsou' ouj bavrbaro", ouj Skuvqh", oujc  {Ellhn, oujk  jIoudai'o"430 

(Pan 1.9) 

                                                             
 427 ta;" ajrca;" kaiv] th;n savrka F G itg. 
 428 add kai; ∏46 B. 
 429 add  Cristovn D itd. 
 430 This is a conflation of Col 3:11, Gal 3:28, 6:15. 
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1 Thessalonians 4:17 
hJmei'" aJrpaghsovmeqa431 eij" sunavnthsin432 aujtw'/ eij" ajevra (Pan 64.70.2) 
 
oJ a{gio" ajpovstolo" . . .: 
hJmei'" aJrpaghsovmeqa ejn nefevlai" eij" sunavnthsin aujtou' (Pan 64.70.3) 

 
1 Thessalonians 5:2 

wJ" klevpth" ejn nukti; e[rcetai hJ hJmevra ejkeivnh (Anc 21.2) 
 
1 Thessalonians 5:4 

kai; fhsin: 
oujk e[ste ejn nuktiv,  i{na hJ hJmevra ejn skovtei hJma'"433 katalavbh/ (Anc 21.2) 
 
kai; oJ a{gio" ajpovstolov" fhsin: 
oujk ejste; skovtou" tevkna, ajlla; hJmevra", i{na hJ hJmevra uJma'" mh; wJ" 
klevpth"434 katalavbh/ (Pan  69.44.1) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. hJ hJmevra uJma'" Epiph TR ˜ Å B K L P (33 om hJ) 81 104 699 1594 
Chr 

b. uJma'" hJ hJmevra A D 1739 Euseb 
c. uJma'" hJ hJmevra ejkeivnh F G itd.e.f.g 

 
________________________________________________________________ 

 
1 Thessalonians 5:5 

kai; oJ a{gio" ajpovstolo" levgwn: 
uJmei'" de; hJmevra" ejste; tevkna kai; tevkna fwtov" (Pan, De fide 6.3) 

 
1 Thessalonians 5:23 

wJ" levgei oJ ajpovstolo": 
i{na oJlovklhron uJmw'n to; pneu'ma kai; hJ yuch; kai; to; sw'ma ejn th'/ hJmevra/ tou' 
kurivou hJmw'n  jIhsou' Cristou' thrhqeivh435 (Anc 77.4) 
 

 
 

 
 

                                                             
 431 aJrpaghsovmeqa] aJrpaghswvmeqa L 81. 
 432 sunavnthsin] uJpavnthsin D* E* F G; ajpavnthsin rell. 
 433 hJma'" Lepiph J; uJma'" Holl. 
 434 klevpth"] klevpta" A B. 
 435 thrhqeivh] om F itg (space left vacant). 
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2 Thessalonians 2:2–3 
o{ti: 
mhde;n uJma'" pturevtw ejn lovgw/ ejn ejpistolh'/, wJ" o{ti hJ hJmevra ejnevsthke tou' 
kurivou.436 3) eja;n ga;r mh; ajpokalufqh'/ oJ uiJo;" th'n ajnomiva", oJ a[nqrwpo" 
th'" ajdikiva" (Pan 66.61.3) 

 
2 Thessalonians 3:10 

oJ mh; ejrgazovmeno" mhde; ejsqievtw (Pan  66.53.3) 
 
oJ mh; ejrgazovmeno" mhde; ejsqievtw (Pan  80.4.3) 

 
2 Thessalonians 3:11 

mhde;n ejrgazovmenoi, ajlla; periergazovmenoi (Pan 66.53.2) 
 
periergazomevnwn kai; mhde;n ajgaqo;n ejrgazomevnwn (Pan 69.25.5) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

                                                             
436 In this loose allusion, one cannot know whether Epiphanius’ exemplar 

read tou' kurivou with Å A B D* L 81 104 1739, tou' kurivou  jIhsou'  with 33, kurivou F 
G P, or tou' Cristou' TR ˜ Dc K 699 1594.  As the reminisence continues into v. 3, 
one cannot know whether Epiphanius reads th'" ajnomiva" with Å B 81 104 1739 or 
th'" aJmartiva" with TR ˜ A D F G K L P 699 1594. 
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1 Timothy 1:7 
mh; noou'nte" mhvte a} levgousi mhvte peri; tivnwn diabebaiou'ntai (Pan 
40.8.4) 
 
ouj ga;r a} levgousin oi[dasin ou[te peri; tivnwn diabebaiou'ntai (Pan 50.1.2) 
 
mhvte a} levgousi noou'nte" mhvte peri; tivnwn diabebaiou'ntai (Pan  51.4.1) 
 
to; eijrhmevnon uJpo; tou' aJgivou ajpostovlou: 
mhvte a} levgousi noou'nte" mhvte peri; tivnwn diabebaiou'ntai (Pan 57.6.4) 

 
1 Timothy 1:9–10 

ajll j o{ti: 
9) oJ novmo" dikaivw/ ouj kei'tai, ajlla; patraloivai" kai; mhtroloivai" 10) kai; 
ejpiovrkoi", kai; ei[ ti ajntivkeitai th'/ uJgiainouvsh/ didaskaliva/ (Pan 66.73.2) 
 
9) dikaivw/ ga;r novmo" ouj kei'tai, ajlla; patrolw/voi" kai; mhtrolw/voi" kai; 
loipoi'" (Pan 75.3.6) 

 
1 Timothy 1:12 

o{moion tw'/ eijpei'n: 
cavrin e[cw tw'/ ejndunamwvsanti me Cristw'/  jIhsou' tw'/ kurivw/ hJmw'n, o{ti 
pistovn me hJghvsato qevmeno" eij" diakonivan (Anc 69.10) 
 
o{moion tw'/ eijpei'n: 
cavrin e[cw tw'/ ejndunamwvsanti me Cristw'/  jIhsou' tw'/ kurivw/ hJmw'n, o{ti 
pistovn me hJghvsato eij" diakonivan qevmeno" (Pan 74.6.10; from Anc) 

 
1 Timothy 1:17 

pw'" ou\n: 
qew'/ movnw/ sofw'/ ajoravtw/437 (Anc 43.2) 

 
1 Timothy 2:5 

touvtw/ tw'/ lovgw/ Pau'lo" oJ a{gio" ajpovstolo" favskwn: 
ei|" qeov", ei|" kai; mesivth" qeou' kai; ajnqrwvpwn, a[nqrwpo"  jIhsou'" 
Cristov" (Anc 44.5) 

 
a[nqrwpo" de; Cristo;"  jIhsou'", mesivth" de; qeou' kai; ajnqrwvpwn (Pan 
30.31.8)    

 

                                                             
437 From this allusion, one cannot be certain that Epiphanius read movnw/ sofw'/ 

with TR ˜ Åc Dc K L P 81 104 699 rather than movnw/ with Å* A D* F G 33 1739. 
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1 Timothy 2:5, cont. 
ajll j i{na deivxh/ o{ti: 
mesivth" qeou' kai; ajnqrwvpwn, a[nqrwpo" Cristo;"  jIhsou'" (Pan 42.11.17 
refut. 5) 

 
1 Timothy 2:12 

oJ ajpostoliko;" lovgo" o{ti: 
gunaiki; oujk ejpitrevpw lalei'n ou[te aujqentei'n ajndrov" (Pan 49.3.3) 

 
1 Timothy 2:14–15 

kai; meta; tau'tav fhsin: 
14) jAda;m oujk ejxhpathvqh, ajll j hJ gunh; ejn parabavsei genomevnh 
hJmavrthke:438 15) swqhvsetai de; dia; th'" teknogoniva", eja;n ejmmeivnwsin ejn 
th'/ pivstei (Pan 66.54.5) 
 
14) oJ  jAda;m oujk hjpavthtai, ajll j hJ Eu[a prwvth ajpathqei'sa ejn parabavsei 
gevgonen (Pan 49.3.3) 
 
15) favskei . . . oJ aujto;" ajpovstolo" o{ti: 
swqhvsetai dia; th'" teknogoniva", eja;n meivnwsin ejn pivstei kai; dikaiosuvnh/ 
(Pan 46.3.10) 

 
1 Timothy 3:2,8 

ajkhkoovte" ga;r o{ti: 
2) dei'439 to;n ejpivskopon ajnepivlhpton ei\nai, mia'" gunaiko;" a[ndra, 
ejgkrath' 8) wJ"auvtw" kai; to;n diavkonon  (Pan  59.4.1) 

 
1 Timothy 3:15 

oJ aJgiwvtato" Pau'lo" gravfwn tw'/ Timoqevw/ dia; touvtwn tw'n lovgwn: 
o{pw" ginwvskoi" pw'" dei'440 ejn oi[kw/ kurivou441 peripatei'n, h{ti"442 ejsti;n 
ejkklhsiva qeou' zw'nto", stu'lo" kai; eJdraivwma th'" ajlhqeiva" (Pan 40.8.4) 
 
kai;: 
pivsti" kai; eJdraivwma th'" ajlhqeiva" (Pan 80.11.6) 

 

                                                             
438 One cannot tell from these allusions whether Epiphanius read 

ajpathqei'sa with TR ˜ Åc Dc K L 699 1594 or ejxapathqei'sa Å* A D* F G P 33 81 
104 1739. 
 439 dei'] dei' de; F G itf.g; dei' ou\n rell. 
 440 dei'] dei' se D* itd.f. 
 441 kurivou with P; qeou' rell. 
 442 h{ti"] ei[ ti" C P. 
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1 Timothy 3:16 
h]:  ejfanerwvqh443 ejn sarkiv, ejdikaiwvqh ejn pneuvmati (Anc 69.8)  
 
h]:  o}"444 ejfanerwvqh ejn sarkiv, ejdikaiwvqh ejn pneuvmati (Pan 74.6.8; from 
Anc) 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

a. o{"  Epiph Å* A*vid C* F G 33 Or 
b. o{  D* itd.f 
c. qeov" TR ˜ Åc Ac Cc Dc K L P 81 104 699 1594 1739 Chr 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 
1 Timothy 4:1 

to; de; pneu'ma rJhtw'" levgei (Anc 69.4) 
 
fhsin oJ aJgiwvtato" Pau'lo" oJ ajpovstolo": 
ejn uJstevroi"445 kairoi'" ajposthvsontaiv tine" th'" didaskaliva",446 
prosevconte" muvqoi" kai; didaskalivai" daimovnwn (Pan 31.34.5) 
 
prosevconte" pneuvmasi plavnh"447 kai; didaskalivai" daimonivwn (Pan 
48.1.4) 
 
Pau'lo" de; oJ aJgiwvtato" ajpovstolo" profhteuvwn e[lege: 
to;448; de; pneu'ma rJhtw'" levgei (Pan 48.8.6) 

 
kai; pavlin a[llote o{ti: 
ajposthvsontaiv tine" th'" uJgiainouvsh" didaskaliva", prosevconte" 
plavnoi" kai;449 didaskalivai"450 daimovnwn (Pan 48.8.7) 

 
to; de; pneu'ma rJhtw'" levgei (Pan  74.6.4; from Anc) 

 
 

                                                             
 443 Lepiph 

J; add o{" ante ejfanerwvqh Holl.  It is unclear why Holl inserted o}ß 
here and substituted qeov" for o{" in Pan with no MS support for either alteration.  
 444 J; qeov" Holl; om Anc 8.  Holl incorrectly substitutes qeov" (with TR) for o{" 
of J which clearly agrees with Å* A*vid C* G Or.   

445 uJstevroi"] ejscavtoi" 33. 
 446 add kai; K. 

447 plavnh" with P 104. 
 448 to;] oJ F G. 
 449 kai;] om D*. 
 450 didaskalivai"] didaskaliva"  Å* P. 
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1 Timothy 4:2–3 
2) kekauthriasmevnwn th;n suneivdhsin,451 3) kai; kwluovntwn gamei'n, 
ajpevcesqai brwmavtwn, a} oJ qeo;" eij" metavlhysin ejpoivhsen (Pan 67.8.2) 
 
kai; pavlin: 
2) kwluovntwn gamei'n, kekauthriasmevnwn th;n suneivdhsin (Pan 26.16.3) 
 
3) kwluovntwn gamei'n, ajpevcesqai brwmavtwn, a} oJ qeo;" e[ktisen eij" 
metavlhyin hJmi'n452 toi'" meta; eujcaristiva"453 (Pan 48.8.7) 
 
3) kata; to; eijrhmevnon: 
kwluovntwn gamei'n (Pan 48.9.7) 

 
1 Timothy 4:4 

o{ti pavnta kala; kai; hJdeva, kai; oujde;n ajpovblhton para; qew'/ (Pan 67.8.2) 
 
1 Timothy 4:5 

aJgiavzetai ga;r dia; lovgou qeou' zw'nto" kai; ejnteuvxew"454 (Pan 67.8.2) 
 
1 Timothy 4:14 

kai; tw'/ ejpiskovpw fhsiv: 
mh; ajmevlei tou' ejn soi; carivsmato",455 ou| e[labe" dia; ceirw'n tou' 
presbuterivou456 (Pan 75.4.4) 
 

1 Timothy 5:1 
wJ" levgei Timoqevw/ ejpiskovpw/ o[nti: 
presbutevrw457 mh; ejpiplhvxh/", ajlla; parakavlei wJ" patevra458 (Pan 75.5.8) 

 
1 Timothy 5:11–12 

11) chvra" fhsivn newtevra" paraitou': meta; ga;r to; katastrhnia'sai459 
tou' Cristou' gamei'n qevlousin, 12) e[cousai krivma, o{ti th;n prwvthn 
pivstin hjqevthsan (Pan 26.14.2) 

                                                             
 451 th;n suneivdhsin] th;n suneivdhsin eJautw'n D; th;n oijkivan suneivdhsin 81; th;n 
ijdivan suneivdhsin rell. 
 452 hJmi'n U Holl; om hJmi'n M. 
 453 Text M U; add lambavnousin Holl. 
 454 ejnteuvxewß] ejnteuvxesin D*. 
 455 carivsmato"] crivsmato" P. 
 456 presbuterivou] presbutevrou  Å*. 
 457 presbutevrw Holl from lines 29, 32] presbutr j J. 
 458 patevra] om Å*. 
 459 katastrhnia'sai] katastrhniavsousi A F G P 104; katastrhniavswsi rell.  
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1 Timothy 5:11–12, cont. 
11) wJ" kai; oJ a{gio" ajpovstolo" . . . o{ti: 
newtevra" chvra" paraitou':  meta; ga;r to; katastrhniavsai tou' Cristou' 
gamei'n qevlousin, 12) e[cousai to;460 krivma, o{ti th;n prwvthn pivstin 
hjqevthsan (Pan 48.9.9–10) 
 
wJ" levgei: 
11) newtevra" chvra" paraitou'.  meta; ga;r to; katastrhnia'sai tou' 
Cristou' gamei'n ejqevlousin, 12) e[cousai krivma, o{ti th;n prwvthn pivstin 
hjqevthsan (Pan 67.6.7) 
 
oJ aujto;" ajpovstolo" levgwn: 
11) newtevra" chvra" paraitou'.  meta; ga;r to; katastrhniavsai tou' 
Cristou' gamei'n qevlousin, 12) e[cousai krivma, o{ti th;n prwvthn pivstin 
hjqevthsan (Pan 61.6.8) 
 
11) levgwn dia; Timoqevou: 
newtevra" chvra" paraitou': meta; ga;r to; katastrhniavsai tou' Cristou' 
ganei'n qevlousi (Pan  23.5.7) 

 
1 Timothy 5:14 

kai; meq j e{tera: 
gameivtwsan teknogoneivtwsan oijkodespoteivtwsan (Pan 23.5.7) 

 
ajlla; gameivtwsan teknopoieivtwsan oijkodespoteivtwsan (Pan 26.14.2) 
 
e[legen oJ ajpovstolo" tai'" chvrai": 
gameivtwsan teknogoneivtwsan oijkodespoteivtwsan (Pan 59.4.11) 
 
gameivtwsan, toivnun, teknopoieivtwsan,461 oijkodespoteivtwsan (Pan 
61.7.1) 
 
ti; ou\n fhsin;: 
ajlla; gameivtwsan teknogoneivtwsan oijkodespoteivtwsan (Pan 67.6.8) 

 
1 Timothy 5:19 

wJ" kai; pavlin levgei: 
kata; presbutevrou462 mh; tacevw" kathgorivan devcou,463 eij mhv ti ejpi;464 duvo 
kai;465 triw'n martuvrwn (Pan 75.5.9) 

                                                             
 460 tov M Holl; om U. 
 461 teknopoieivtwsan M Holl; teknogoneivtwsan U. 
 462 presbutevrou] presbutevrou" L. 
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1 Timothy 6:1 
kai;: 
uJpo; zugo;n douleiva"466 (Pan 75.3.6) 
 

1 Timothy 6:10 
kai; oJ ajpovstolo" levgei: 
rJivza pavntwn tw'n467 kakw'n ejstin hJ filarguriva (Pan 66.69.4) 

 
1 Timothy 6:16 

oijkw'n fw'"468 to; ajprovsiton (Anc 70.5) 
 
fw'"469 oijkw'n to; ajprovsiton (Pan 74.7.5; from Anc) 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                                        
 463 devcou with 104] paradevcou rell. 
 464 ejpiv] om F G itd.g. 
 465 kaiv with 1739] h[ rell. 
 466 douleiva"] douvlou F G; dou'loi rell. 
 467 om tw'n D*. 
 468 oijkw'n fw'" Lepiph J; fw'" oijkw'n Holl. 
 469 add kai; ante fw'" D* E* it, but Epiphanius should not be cited for the 
ommission as it occurs at the beginning of the citation. 
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2 Timothy 1:15 
w|n ejsti Fuvgelo" kai;  JErmogevnh" (Pan  40.8.5) 

 
2 Timothy 2:5 

eja;n ga;r ajqlh'/ ti", ouj stefanou'tai, eja;n mh; nomivmw" ajqlhvsh/ (Pan  67.2.7) 
 
2 Timothy 2:6 

to;n kopiw'nta gewrgo;n dei' prw'ton470 tw'n karpw'n metalambavnein (Pan 
80.5.5) 

 
2 Timothy 2:7 

novei o} levgw.  dwvsei gavr soi oJ471 kuvrio" suvnesin ejn pa'sin (Pan 20.2.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 

 
a. o{ levgw  Epiph Å* A C F G P 33 1739 itg Chr 
b. a{ levgw  TR ˜  Åc D K L 81 104 699 1594 itd.e.f  

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

a. dwvsei Epiph Å A C* D F G 33 1739 itd.e.f.g  
b. dw/vh TR ˜ Cc K L P 81 104 699 1594 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 
2 Timothy 2:19 

e[gnw kuvrio" tou;" o[nta" aujtou' (Anc 20.9) 
 
ou{tw kai; ejn th'/ qeiva/ grafh'/: 
e[gnw kuvrio" tou;" o[nta"472 aujtou'  (Pan 69.46.7) 

 
2 Timothy 3:1–2, 4 

ejn th'/ pro;" Timovqeon ejpistolh'/ . . . levgei o{ti: 
1) ejn ejscavtai" hJmevrai" ejnsthvsontai kairoi; calepoiv: 2) e[sontai ga;r473 
oiJ a[nqrwpoi, 4) filhvdonoi (Pan 26.16.3) 

 
1) ejn474 ejscavtai" hJmevrai" ejnsthvsontai kairoi; calepoiv (Pan 48.8.6) 

 
 
 

                                                             
 470 prw'ton] prwovteron Å*. 

471 om oJ 81. 
 472 tou;" o[nta"] pavnta" tou;" o[nta" Å*. 
 473 om gavr 104. 
 474 add tai'" P. 



TEXT AND APPARATUS 
 

155 

2 Timothy 3:5 
movrfwsin movnon kekthmevnoi, th;n de; duvnamin aujth'" th'" eujsebeiva" 
hjrnhmevnoi (Pan 47.3.1) 

 
2 Timothy 3:6 

to; swreuovmenon aJmarthvmasi kai; ajgovmenon ejpiqumivai"475 poikivlai" (Pan 
26.11.9) 

 
2 Timothy 3:15 

dio; . . . Timoqevw/ gravfwn e[legen: 
o{ti ajpo; neovthto" iJera; gravmmata e[maqe"476 (Pan 42.12.3 refut. 21) 

 
2 Timothy 4:4 

h}n oiJ polloi; ajfevnte" eij" muvqou" kai; eij" mwrologiva" ejxetravphsan (Pan 
40.8.4) 

 
2 Timothy 4:10 

levgei ejn tai'" aujtou' ejpistolai'" oJ aujto;" Pau'lo": 
Krhvskh", fhsivn, ejn th'/ Galliva/: ouj ga;r ejn th'/ Galativa/, w{" tine" 
planhqevnte" nomivzousin, ajlla; ejn th'/ Galliva/  (Pan 51.11.7) 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

a. Gallivan  Epiph Å C 81 104 Euseb 
b. Galativan TR ˜ A D F G K L P 33 699 1594 1739 itd.e.f.g  

___________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

                                                             
 475 ejpiqumivai" kai; hJdovnai" A syrh. 
 476 e[maqe"] oi\de" D E; oi\da" rell. Due to the looseness of this allusion, one 
cannot know whether Epiphanius’ exemplar read iJerav with Å Cc D* F G 33 or ta; 
iJerav with TR ˜ A C* Dc K L P 81 104 699 1594 1739. 
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Titus 1:12 
kai;: 

Krh'te" ajei; yeu'stai (Anc  77.2) 
 
kai; pavlin fhvsanto": 
ei\pevn477 ti"478 i[dio" aujtw'n479 profhvth": Krh'te" ajei; yeu'stai, kaka; 
qhriva, gastevre"480 ajrgaiv (Pan 42.12.3 refut. 21) 

 
Titus 2:10–13 

h]: 
10) i{na th;n didaskalivan tou' swth'ro"481 hJmw'n qeou' kosmhvswsin,482 11) h]: 
ejpefavnh hJ cavri" tou' qeou kai; swth'ro" pa'sin ajnqrwvpoi", 12) 
paideuvousa hJma'", 13) h]: prosdecovmenoi th;n makarivan ejlpivda kai; 
ejpifavneian th'" dovxh" tou' kurivou kai; swth'ro" hJmw'n  jIhsou' Cristou' 
(Anc 69.9) 
 
h]: 
10) i{na th;n didaskalivan tou' swth'ro" hJmw'n kosmhvswsin, 11) h]: ejpefavnh 
hJ cavri" tou' qeou' kai; swth'ro"483 pa'sin ajnqrwvpoi", 12) didavskousa 
hJma'", 13) h]: decovmenoi th;n makarivan ejlpivda kai; ejpifavneian th'" dovxh" 
tou' megavlou qeou' kai; swth'ro" hJmw'n  jIhsou' Cristou' (Pan 74.6.9; from 
Anc) 
 
10)_________________________________________________________ 

 
a. th;n didaskalivan  Epiph TR ˜ K L P 104 699 1594 1739  
b. th;n didaskalivan thvn Å A C D F G 33 81 Chr 

 
 
 
 
                                                             

477 As the initial portion of this citation is less than verbally exact, one 
cannot be certain that Epiphanius’ exemplar read ei\pen with TR ˜ Åc A C D K L 
P 33 104 699 1594 1739 rather than ei\pen dev with Å* F G 81 itf.g.  This is easily seen 
below in Epiphanius’ citations of Tit 2:11, where gavr occurs at the beginning of 
the citation in Anc 65.1, but is omitted when Epiphanius copies that portion of 
Anc into Pan 74.2.1. 
 478 ti" with 1739] ti" ejx rell. 
 479 aujtw'n] om F G. 
 480 gastevre"] gastevrai" 1594. 
 481 Text Holl] patrov" Lepiph J. 
 482 Text Holl] kosmhvswmen Lepiph J; kosmw'sin ejn pavsin rell. 
 483 swth'ro" with Å* (add hJmw'n F G)] swthrivo" rell. 
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Titus 2:11–14 
11) ejpefavnh ga;r hJ cavri" tou' kurivou hJmw'n kai; swth'ro", 12) didavskousa 
hJma'", i{na ajrnhsavmenoi th;n ajsevbeian kai; ta;" kosmika;" ejpiqumiva" 
swfrovnw" kai; eujsebw'" kai; dikaivw" zhvswmen ejn tw'/ nu'n aijw'ni, 13) 
prosdecovmenoi th;n makarivan ejlpivda kai; ejpifavneian th'" dovxh" tou' 
megavlou qeou' kai; swth'ro" hJmw'n  jIhsou' Cristou': 14) o}" e[dwken eJauto;n 
uJpe;r hJmw'n, i{na lutrwvshtai hJma'" ajpo; pavsh" ajnomiva", kai; kaqarivsh/ 
eJautw'/ lao;n periouvsion, zhlwth;n kalw'n e[rgwn (Anc  65.1) 

 
11) ejpefavnh484 hJ cavri" tou' kurivou hJmw'n  jIhsou' Cristou' 12) didavskousa 
hJma'", i{na ajrnhsavmenoi th;n ajsevbeian kai; ta;"485 kosmika;" ejpiqumiva" 
swfrovnw" kai; eujsebw'" kai; dikaivw" zhvswmen ejn tw'/ nu'n aijw'ni, 13) 
prosdecovmenoi th;n makarivan ejlpivda kai;486 ejpifavneian th'" dovxh" tou' 
megavlou qeou' kai; swth'ro" hJmw'n  jIhsou' Cristou': 14) o}" e[dwken eJauto;n 
uJpe;r hJmw'n,487 i{na lutrwvshtai488 hJma'" ajpo; pavsh" ajnomiva", kai; kaqarivsh/ 
eJautw'/ lao;n periouvsion, zhlwth;n kalw'n e[rgwn (Pan 74.2.1; from Anc) 

 
13)______________________________________________________________ 
 

a.  jIhsou' Cristou' Epiph TR ˜ Åc A C D K L P 33 81 104 699 1594 
itd.e.f CyrJer 

b. Cristou'   jIhsou' Å*  F G itg      
c.  jIhsou' 1739 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

                                                             
 484 Text J with 104] incl. gavr rell. 
 485 tav"] om D* 1739. 
 486 add thvn 33. 
 487 eJauto;n uJpe;r hJmw'n] aujto;n uJpe;r hJmw'n Å*; uJpe;r hJmw'n eJautovn D itd.e. 
 488 lutrwvshtai] lutrwvsetai P. 
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Philemon 1 
wJ" a]n ei[poi: 
Pau'lo" devsmio"  jIhsou' Cristou' (Anc 68.8) 
 
wJ" a]n ei[poi: 
Pau'lo" devsmio"489  jIhsou' Cristou' (Pan  74.5.8; from Anc) 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

a.  jIhsou' Cristou'  Epiph D* L 699 1739  
b. Cristou'   jIhsou' TR ˜ Å A Dc F G K P 33 81 104 1594  

_______________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
                                                             
 489 devsmio"] ajpovstolo" D* itd.e.   
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Hebrews 1:3 
ajpauvgasma th'" dovxh", oJ carakth;r th'" uJpostavsew"490 (Anc 19.1) 
 
ajpauvgasma th'" dovxh" kai; carakth;r th'" uJpostavsew" aujtou' (Pan 
69.72.2) 

 
Hebrews 1:6 

wJ" hJ grafh; levgei peri; aujtou' o{ti: 
o{tan eijsagavgh/ to;n prwtovtokon eij" th;n oijkoumevnhn, levgousa, kai; 
proskunhsavtwsan aujtw'/ pavnte" a[ggeloi qeou' (Pan 69.75.6) 

 
Hebrews 1:14 

ajlla;:   leitourgika; pneuvmata eij" diakonivan491 ajpostellovmena492 dia; 
tou;" mevllonta" klhronomei'n swthrivan  (Pan 40.4.2) 

 
Hebrews 2:9 

kai; . . . tou' ajpostovlou ejntau'qa pavlin ei[rhke: 
to;n de; bracuv ti par j ajggevlou"  hjlattwmevnon blevpomen  jIhsou'n dia; to; 
pavqhma tou' qanavtou dovxh/ kai; timh'/ ejstefanwmevnon (Pan 69.38.3) 

 
Hebrews 2:11 

i{na uJpe;r hJmw'n oJ ajf j hJmw'n genovmeno" prosfora; tw'/ ijdivw/ patri; qew'/ tou;" 
maqhta;" ajdelfou;" kalevsh/ (Anc 41.6) 

 
Hebrews 2:14 

katarghvsh/ de; to;n to; kravto" e[conta tou' qanavtou toutevsti to;n 
diavbolon (Pan 69.62.6) 

 
Hebrews 3:1–2 

pw'" ou\n gevgraptai: 
1) devxasqe to;n ajrciereva th'" oJmologiva" hJmw'n, 2) pisto;n o[nta tw'/ 
poihvsanti aujtovn (Anc 41.1) 
 
1) devxasqe, gavr, to;n ajrciereva, 2) pisto;n o[nta tw'/ poihvsanti aujtovn (Anc 
41.6) 
 
 

                                                             
 490 Epiphanius’ omission of aujtou' after uJpostavsew" is not in agreement with 
0121, as in this loose citation the “omission” occurs at the end.  The verbally 
precise citation in Pan 69.72.2 includes aujtou'. 
 491 diakonivan] diakoniva" B. 
 492 ajpostellovmena] ajpostellovmenoi 104. 
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Hebrews 3:1–2, cont. 
to; ejn tw'/ ajpostovlw/ gegrammevnon to;: 
1) devdasqai to;n ajrciereva th'" oJmologiva" hJmw'n, 2) pisto;n o[nta tw'/ 
poihvsanti aujtovn (Pan 69.14.2) 

 
fasi; tou'to to; rJhto;n parermhneuvonte" to;: 
1) devxasqe to;n ajrciereva uJmw'n, 2) pisto;n o[nta tw'/ poihvsanti aujtovn (Pan 
69.37.1) 

 
2) dh'qen ajpo; tou' eijrhmevnou o{ti: 
pisto;n o[nta tw'/ poihvsanti aujtovn (Pan 69.37.2) 

 
Hebrews 4:12–13 

levgonto" tou' ajpostovlou o{ti: 
12) zw'n oJ lovgo" tou' qeou' kai; ejnergh;" kai; tomwvtero" uJpe;r pa'san 
mavcairan divstomon kai; dii>knouvmeno" a[cri merismw'n yuch'" (Anc 56.1) 
 
12) th'/ uJpe;r pa'san mavcairan divstomon kai; dii>knoumevnh/ a[cri merismw'n 
yuch'" kai; pneuvmato", aJrmw'n te kai; muelw'n kata; to; gegrammevnon (Pan 
42.15.3) 
 
12) zw'n ga;r oJ lovgo" (Pan 54.5.4) 
 
12) zw'n ga;r ejstin oJ lovgo" kai; ejnergh;" kai; tomwvtero" uJpe;r pa'san 
mavcairan divstomon (Pan 69.59.9) 
 
fhsi; ga;r oJ ajpovstolo": 
12) zw'n ga;r oJ lovgo" tou' qeou' kai; ejnergh;" kai; tomwvtero" uJpe;r pa'san 
mavcairan divstomon, kai; dii>knouvmeno" mevcri merismou' yuch'" kai; 
muelw'n, kai; kritiko;" ejnqumhvsewn493 kai; ejnnoiw'n. 13) kai; oujk e[sti ktivsi" 
ajfanh;" ejnwvpion aujtou' (Pan 70.4.4) 

 
12)_____________________________________________________________ 

 
a. yuch'" Epiph ∏46 Å A B C L P 33 81 104 1739 Or Euseb  
b. yuch'" te TR ˜ D K 699 1594 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 
Hebrews 4:15 

wJ" gevgraptai: 
pepeiramevno" kata; pavnta wJ" a[nqrwpo", cwri;" aJmartiva"  (Pan 69.25.8) 

                                                             
 493 ejnqumhvsewn] ejnqumhvsew" C* D* itd.e. 
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Hebrews 4:15, cont. 
to; eijrhmevnon: 
pepeiramevno"494 kata; pavnta wJ" a[nqrwpo", cwri;" aJmartiva" (Pan 
77.17.2) 

 
pepeiramevno" kata; pavnta wJ" a[nqrwpo", cwri;" aJmartiva" (Pan 77.27.2) 

 
Hebrews 5:1–2 

1) pa'" ga;r iJereu;" ajpo; ajnqrwvpwn lambanovmeno" uJpe;r ajnqrwvpwn 
kaqivstatai kata; to; gegrammevnon (Anc 93.2) 
 
1) favskei . . . o{ti: 
pa'" ajrciereu;" ejx ajnqrwvpwn lambanovmeno" uJpe;r avnqrwvpwn kaqivstatai, 
eij" to; prosfevrein dw'rav te495 kai; qusiva", 2) dunavmeno" metriopaqei'n 
(Pan 69.37.6) 

 
1) oJ ajpovstolov" fhsi: 
pa'" ga;r ajrciereu;" ejx ajnqrwvpwn lambanovmeno" ta; uJpe;r496 ajnqrwvpwn 
kaqivstatai, eij" to; prosfevrein dw'ra kai; qusiva" (Anc 41.5) 

 
Hebrews 5:6 

iJereuv" toivnun, wJ" e[fhn, oJ kuvrio" hJmw'n  jIhsou'" Cristov" eij" to;n aijw'na 
kata; th;n tavxin Melcisedevk497 (Pan 29.4.5) 

 
Hebrews 5:7 

kai; pavlin: 
o{"498 ejn tai'" hJmevrai" th'" sarko;" aujtou' dehvsei" kai; iJkesiva" ejpoiei'to, 
fhsiv, pro;" to;n dunavmenon aujto;n sw'sai499 (Pan 55.9.15) 

 
Hebrews 6:2 

ejpiqevsew"500 ceirwvn, kata; to; gegrammevnon (Pan 77.38.4) 
 

                                                             
494 In this loose allusion, it is unclear whether Epiphanius’ exemplar 

actually read pepeiramevnon with TR ˜ C K L P 33 104 699 1594 or pepeirasmevnon 
with ∏46 Å A B D 1739. 
 495 It is uncertain whether Epiphanius read te after dw'ra with ˜ or omitted 
it with ∏46 B.  
 496 uJpevr] periv ∏46. 
 497 This citation from Psa. 109:4 occurs later in Heb 7:17. 
 498 add  w[n D*. 
 499 sw'sai] swvzein aujtovn rell. 
 500 om te with 6] add te rell. 
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Hebrews 6:4–8 
to; rJhto;n tou' ajpostovlou to; eijrhmevnon: 
4) ajduvnaton ga;r tou;" a{pax fwtisqevnta", 5) kai; kalo;n geusa-mevnou"501 

qeou' rJh'ma502 dunavmei"503 te tou' mevllonto" aijw'no" 6) kai;  
 

parapesovnta"504 pavlin ajnakainivzein eij" metavnoian, ajnastaurou'nta" 
eJautoi'" to;n uiJo;n tou' qeou' kai; paradeigmativzonta",505 7) gh' ga;r hJ 
piou'sa pollavki"506 to;n ejp j aujth'" ejrcovmenon uJeto;n kai; tivktousa 
botavnhn eu[qeton ejkeivnoi", di j ou}" kai;507 gewrgei'tai, metalambavnei 
eujlogiva": 8) ejkfevrousa de; ajkavnqa" kai; tribovlou" ajdovkimo" kai;508 

katavra" ejgguv", h|" to; tevlo" eij" kau'sin (Pan 59.2.1–2) 
 
Hebrews 6:9–10 

oJ a{gio" ajpovstolo" . . . fhsi: 
9) pepeivsmeqa de;509 peri; uJmw'n, ajgaphtoiv,510 ta; kreivttona kai; ejcovmena 
swthriva", eij kai; ou}tw" lalou'men. 10) ouj ga;r a[diko" oJ qeo;" ejpilaqevsqai 
tou' ajgaqou' e[rgou uJmw'n (Pan  59.2.4) 

 
Hebrews 7:3 

fasin o}ti ajmhvtwr, ajpavtwr,511 ajgenealovghto" ejk th'" pro;"  JEbraivou" 
tou' aJgivou Pauvlou ejpistolh'" (Pan 55.1.4) 

 
euJrivsketai de; eujqu;" levgwn:  
ajfomoiouvmeno" tw'/ uiJw'/ tou' qeou' mevnei iJereu;" eij" to; dihnekev" (Pan 
55.1.7) 
 
ajfomoiouvmeno", fhsiv, tw'/ uiJw'/ tou' qeou' mevnei iJereu;" eij" to; dihnekev" 
(Pan 55.5.2) 

 
wJ" e[cei hJ qeiva grafh; o{ti: 
ajfomoiouvmeno" tw'/ uiJw'/ tou' qeou' mevnei iJereu;" eij" to; dihnekev" (Pan 
55.7.4) 

                                                             
 501 Haplography has resulted in an abbreviated text. 
 502 qeou' rJh'ma] rJh'ma qeou' P. 
 503 dunavmei"] duvnami" ∏46. 
 504 parapesovnta"] parapesovnto" D*. 
 505 paradeigmativzonta"] paradeigmativzonte" D. 
 506 M Holl; pollavki" post ejp j aujth'" U. 

507  kaiv] om D* itd.e.f. 
 508 U Holl; om ajdovkimo" kaiv M. 
 509 U Holl; om dev M. 
 510 ajgaphtoiv]  ajdelfoiv Å*. 
 511 ajmhvtwr, ajpavtwr U Holl with ˜; ajpavtor, ajmhvtor M. 
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Hebrews 7:3, cont. 
mevnei iJereu;" eij" to; dihnekev" (Pan 67.3.2) 
 
fhsi;n oJ ajpovstolo": 
ajpavtwr ajmhvtwr ajgenealovghto" (Pan 67.3.3) 

 
ajfwmoiwmevno" de; tw'/ uiJw'/ tou' qeou' mevnei iJereu;" eij" to; dihnekev" (Pan 
67.3.3) 
 
to; eijrhmevnon: 
ajfwmoiwmevno" tw'/ uiJw'/ tou' qeou' mevnei iJereu;" eij" to; dihnekev" (Pan 
67.3.5) 
 
kai; tw'/ eijpei'n: 
ajfwmoiwmevno" tw'/ uiJw'/ tou' qeou' mevnei iJereu;" eij" to; dihnekev" (Pan 
67.7.2) 

 
ajrch;n hJmerw'n kata; to; gegrammevnon (Pan 69.72.6) 

 
Hebrews 7:6 

favskei  ga;r ou{tw": 
oJ de; mh; genealogouvmeno" ejx aujtw'n dedekavtwke to;n patriavrchn (Pan 
55.3.2) 
 
tw'/ o[nti de;: 
oJ mh; genealogouvmeno" ejx aujtw'n to;n  jAbraa;m dedekavtwken (Pan 55.7.5) 
 
oJ a{gio" ajpovstolo" . . . e[fh: 
oJ de; mh; genealogouvmeno" ejx aujtw'n (dh'lon dev: ajlla; ejx eJtevrwn) 
dedekavtwke to;n   jAbraavm (Pan 55.9.15) 
 
oJ ajpovstolo" . . . levgwn: 
oJ de; mh; genealogouvmeno" ejx aujtw'n dedekavtwke to;n  jAbraa;m to;n 
patriavrchn (Pan 67.7.6) 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 

a. to;n   jAbraavm  Epiph TR ˜ Åc A Dc K L P 81 104 699 1594 1739 
b.  jAbraavm  ∏46 Å* B C D* 33 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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Hebrews 7:12 
metatiqemevnh" gavr, fhsi, th'" iJerwsuvnh" ejx ajnavgkh" kai; novmou512 
metavqesi" givnetai (Pan 77.38.5) 

 
Hebrews 7:14 

kai; pavlin oJ ajpovstolo": 
dh'lon o{ti ejx  jIouvda ajnatevtalken oJ kuvrio" (Pan 66.63.13) 

 
Hebrews 7:19 

eij gavr: 
oJ novmo" oujdevna ejteleivwse (Pan  77.38.2) 

 
Hebrews 8:13 

kai; tov: 
pepalaiwmevnon kai; ejggu;" ajfanismou' gegonov"  (Anc 94.5) 
 
tou' ajpostovlou levgonto" o{ti: 
pa'n to; palaiouvmenon kai; ghravskon ejggu;" ajfanismou' givnetai (Pan 
77.38.4) 

 
Hebrews 9:17–19 

kaiv fhsi: 
17) diaqhvkh de; ejpi; nekroi'" bebaiva ejstiv, 18) dio; kai; hJ prwvth a[neu 
ai{mato" oujk ejgevneto, 19) e[labe ga;r Mwush'" to; ai|ma tw'n travgwn kai; 
ejrravntisen aujto; to; biblivon kai; to;n laovn (Pan 66.74.7)  

 
Hebrews 10:12 

ajll j: 
ejkavqisen ejn dexia'/ tou' patrov" (Anc 81.8) 
 
ejkavqisen ejn dexia'/513 tou' patrov" (Pan 69.39.4) 

 
kai; pavlin: 
ejkavqisen ejn dexia'/ tou' patrov" (Pan 69.75.6) 
 
ejkavqisen ejn dovxh/ ejn dexia'/ tou' patrov" kata; to; gegrammevnon (Pan 
70.8.7) 

 
 
 

                                                             
 512 kai; novmou] om B. 
 513 ejn dexia'/] ejk dexiw'n A 104. 
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Hebrews 11:4–5 
4) prw'ton to; tou'  [Abel ai|ma khruvttei: meta; ga;r to; ajpoqanei'n e[ti 
lalei',514 w{" fhsin hJ grafhv, 5)  jEnw;c  metetevqh kai; oujc huJrivsketo kai; 
oujk ei\de qavnaton: eujhrevsthse ga;r tw'/ qew'/ (Anc 94.4) 
 

Hebrews 11:6 
tw'/ ajpostovlw/ eijrhmevnon, o{ti: 
dei' to;n prosercovmenon qew'/ pisteuvein o{ti e[sti kai; toi'" ajgapw'sin 
aujto;n misqapodovth" givnetai (Pan 70.6.4) 
 
o{ti: 
pisteuvein dei' to;n prosercovmenon qew'/515 o{ti e[sti kai; toi'" ejkzhtou'sin516 

aujto;n misqapodovth" givnetai (Pan 76.37.14) 
 

o{ti: 
e[sti kai; toi'" ajgapw'sin aujto;n misqapodovth" givnetai (Pan 76.54.22)  

 
Hebrews 11:25 

wJ" Mwush'"… 
ma'llon ei{leto sugkakoucei'sqai tw'/ law'/ tou' qeou' h[per ajpolauvein (Pan 
80.5.2) 

 
Hebrews 11:32 

o{ra to;n ajpovstolon levgonta peri; ajrcaivwn profhtw'n: 
ejpileivyei moi oJ crovno" dihgoumevnw/ peri;517 Gedewvn, Baravk, Samywvn,  
jIefqave, Daui;d kai; loipw'n profhtw'n518 (Pan 66.81.7) 

 
Hebrews 11:37–38 

37) oi{tine" perih'lqon ejn mhlwtai'", ejn aijgeivoi" devrmasi, kakoucouvmenoi 
stenocwrouvmenoi qlibovmenoi, 38) w|n oujk h\n a[xio" oJ kovsmo" (Pan 
66.81.7) 

                                                             
514 This citation is too loose to permit the conclusion that Epiphanius’ 

exemplar read lalei' with ∏46 Å A P 33 81 104 1739 rather than lalei'tai with TR 
˜ D K L 699 1594. 

515 qew'/ with Å* Dc 33] tw'/ qew'/ rell. 
 516 ejkzhtou'sin] zhtou'sin P. 
 517 add dev D*.  

518 As Epiphanius gives the gist of vv. 32, 37, 38, his lack of verbal precision 
makes it questionable whether his exemplar read Baravk with ∏46 Å A 33 1739 itf, 
Baravk te with TR ˜ Dc K L P 104 699 1594, or kai; Baravk with D* itd.e.  It is 
similarly uncertain whether he read Samywvn with ∏46 Å A 33 1739 itd.e.f or kai; 
Samywvn with TR ˜ D K L P 81 104 699 1594, and likewise  jIefqave with ∏46 Å A 33 
81 104 1739 or kai;   jIefqave  TR ˜ D K L P 699 1594. 
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Hebrews 12:13 
kata; to; gegrammevnon: 
mh; ejktraph'nai to; cwlovn, ijaqh'nai de; ma'llon (Pan 68.3.1) 
 

Hebrews 12:14 
o{tan ei[ph/ o{ti: 
kai; to;n aJgiasmo;n uJmw'n, ou| cwri;" to;n qeo;n519 oujdei;" o[yetai (Pan 67.2.1) 

 
Hebrews 12:21 

wJ" oJ Mwush'" fhsin: 
e[mfobov" eijmi kai; e[ntromo" (Pan 48.7.8) 

 
Hebrews 13:4 

ei\ta oJ a{gio" ajpovstolo": 
tivmio" oJ gavmo"520 kai; hJ koivth ajnivanto" (Pan 23.5.7) 

 
levgonto": 
tivmio" oJ gavmo" kai; hJ koivth ajmivanto", povrnou" de; kai; moicou;" krinei' oJ 
qeov" (Pan 26.16.1)          
            
kai; tou' ajpostovlou favskonto": 
tivmio" oJ gavmo" kai; hJ koivth ajmivanto" (Pan 47.2.2) 
 
tivmio" oJ gavmo" kai; hJ koivth ajmivanto" (Pan 61.3.5) 
 
pw'" oJ ajpovstolo" e[fh: 
tivmio" oJ gavmo" kai; hJ koivth ajmivanto", povrnou" de; kai; moicou;" krinei' oJ 
qeov" (Pan 67.2.2) 

 
pw'" ga;r oujk e[stai tivmio" oJ gavmo" (Pan 67.6.4) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

a. povrnou" dev Epiph TR ˜ C Dc K L 33 104 699 1594 itf Euseb  
b. povrnou" gavr ∏46 Å A D* P 81 1739vid itd 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
Hebrews 13:5 

w|de levgwn: 
ouj mhv se ajnw', oujd j  ouj mhv se ejgkatalivpw521 (Pan 69.66.1) 

                                                             
 519 qeovn with itd] kuvrion rell.  
 520 V Holl; add ejn pa'si M. 
 521 ejgkatalivpw] ejgkataleivpw rell.   See Deut 31:6. 
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Revelation 1:1 
wJ" kai; oJ a{gio"  jIwavnnh" ejn th/'   jApokaluvyei e[lege: 
tavde ajjpekavluye kuvrio" toi'" aujtou' douvloi" dia; tou' douvlou aujtou'  
jIwavnnou, kaiv tavde levgei kuvrio"  (Pan 48.10.1) 

 
Revelation 1:8 

ejpeivper e[fh oJ swthvr: 
ejgwv eijmi to; a– kai;522 ejgwv eijmi to; w– (Pan 51.20.3)  
 
kai; pavlin fhsi;n ejn th'/  jApokaluvyei: 
oJ w]n ajp j ajrch'" kai; ejrcovmeno" pantokravtwr (Pan 57.9.3) 
 
fhsivn:  ejgwv eijmi to; a[lfa kai; to; w– (Pan 62.7.8) 
 

Revelation 2:6 
fhsinv: 
e[cei" dev ti kalovn, o{ti misei'" ta; e[rga tw'n Nikolai>tw'n, a}523 kajgw;; misw' 
(Pan 25.3.1) 

 
Revelation 2:18–21 

18) ou{tw ga;r eujqu;" dielevgcei oJ kuvrio" ejn th'/  jApokaluvyei levgwn: 
gravyon tw'/ ajggevlw/ th'"524 ejn Quateivroi"525 ejkklhsiva":526 tavde levgei oJ 
e[cwn tou;" ojfqalmou;" aujtou'527 wJ" flovga528 puro;" kai; oiJ povde" aujtou' 
o{moioi calkolibavnw/: 19) oi\dav sou ta; e[rga kai; th;n pivstin kai; ajgavphn 
kai; th;n diakonivan,529 kai; o{ti ta; e[scatav sou pleivona tw'n prwvton. 20) 
e[cw de; kata; sou',530 o{ti ajfei'"531 th;n gunai'ka532  jIezavbel ajpata'n tou;" 
douvlou" mou, levgousan533 eJauth;n534 profh'tin,535 didavskousan fagei'n 
eijdwlovquta536 kai; porneuvein.  

                                                             
 522 kaiv with Å*. 
 523 a{] om A. 
 524 th'" with  TR ˜ Å P] tw'/ A syrh; om C. 
 525 Quateivroi" TR ˜ Å A C P] Quateivrh B. 
 526 ejkklhsiva"] om A. 
 527 aujtou' TR ˜ Å C P] om A. 
 528 flovga TR ˜ A C P] flovx Å. 
 529 kai; th;n diakonivan] om Å*. 
 530 add polu Å. 
 531 ajfei'"] ajfhvka" Åc; eja'/" TR. 
 532 Text with TR Å C P] gunai'ka sou ˜ 046; add thvn A. 
 533 th;n levgousan TR Åc P; hJ levgousa Å* A C; h} levgei ˜ B. 
 534 eJauthvn TR ˜ A C P] aujthvn Å 046. 
 535 profh'tin TR ˜ Å A C] profhvthn  P. 
 536 eijdwlovquta fagei'n TR. 
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Revelation 2:18–21, cont. 
21) kai; e[dwka aujth'/ crovnon metanoh'sai kai; ouj qevlei537 metanoh'sai ejk 
th'" porneiva" aujth'".  (Pan 51.33.6–7) 

 
Revelation 4:8 

ajlla; trei'" fwna;" eJnikav", to; a{gio" a{gio" a{gio": . . . ei|" gavr ejsti qeov", 
path;r ejn uiJw//', uiJo;" ejn patri; su;n aJgivw/ pneuvmati  (Anc 10.3) 

 
Revelation 9:14, 16–17 

suna/vdousi ga;r kai; au|tai tw'/ eujaggelivw/ kai; th'/  jApokaluvyei, kaiv fasin 
o{ti: 
14) ei\don, kai ei\pe tw'/ ajggevlw/: lu'son tou;" tevssara" ajggevlou" tou;" ejpi;  
tou' Eujfravtou, 16) kai; h[kousa to;n ajriqmo;n tou' stratou', muvriai 
muriavde" kai; civliai ciliavde" 17) kai; h\san ejndedumevnoi qwvraka" 
purivnou" kai; qeiwvdei" kai; uJakinqivnou" (Pan 51.34.1–2) 

 
14) lu'son tou;" tevssara" ajggevlou" tou;" ejjpi; tou' Eujfravtou, 
ejfistamevnou" dhlonovti  (Pan 51.34.6) 

 
Revelation 22:2 

dio; kai; ejn ajpokruvfoi" ajnaginwvskonte" o{ti: 
ei\don devndron fevron dwvdeka karpou;" tou' ejniautou' kai; ei\pevn moi tou'tov 
ejsti to; xuvlon th'" zwh'"  (Pan 26.5.1)

                                                             
 537 kai; ouj qevlei ˜ A C P] oujk hjqevlhsen A. 

 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
CHAPTER 3 

 
 METHODOLOGY OF TEXTUAL ANALYSIS 

 
 

1. EARLIER APPROACHES TO TEXTUAL ANALYSIS 
 
Indispensable to textual research is a sound method. Conclusions 

are determined by the data selected for use, as well as the principles that 
govern the study of those data. Proper procedures must be followed in 
order to ensure valid and trustworthy results. Several methodologies 
have been used in various textual researches in attempts to locate textual 
witnesses within the New Testament manuscript tradition.1 

 
A. VARIANTS FROM THE TEXTUS RECEPTUS.  
 

 Studies of the texts of the Greek Fathers demonstrate textual 
relationships with evidence from the Greek manuscripts and the early 
versions. Many of these studies employed a secondary methodology 
based upon locating variants from the TR and analyzing them in terms 
of agreements with a large number of manuscripts whose readings are 
found in various apparatus critici of the Greek Testament. This method is 
described and advocated by Greenlee.2 Since the text of the TR is Koine 
in character, those variants from it in a textual witness are expected to be 
mainly non-Koine readings. If the differences between the witness and 
the TR are relatively few, it is understood that the witness may safely be 
considered primarily Koine in character. On the other hand, if the 
witness varies frequently from the TR, its variants should then be 
examined to assess its affinities with non-Koine forms of the text. 

                                                             
1 See Bart D. Ehrman, “Methodological Developments in the Analysis and 

Classification of New Testament Documentary Evidence,” NovT 29 (1987): 22–45, 
for a survey of the history of textual analysis of the NT. See also Eldon J. Epp, The 
New Testament and Its Modern Interpreters (ed. E. Epp and G. MacRae; Atlanta: 
Scholars Press, 1989), 75–126. 

2 J. Harold Greenlee, Introduction to New Testament Textual Criticism  (Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964), 135–41, advocates the study of variants from the TR as 
a proper method of discovering the textual affinities of a witness, yet he 
recognizes that due consideration must be given to the variants with which the 
witness does not agree. See especially p. 141, and the revised edition (Peabody, 
Mass.: Hendrickson, 1995), 138–39. 



THE TEXT OF THE APOSTOLOS IN EPIPHANIUS 
 

 

170 

Colwell noted that “the nineteenth century’s battle with the TR 
fastened attention upon that text, and study of variation from it was a 
natural development.”3 The principal weakness of the method is that it 
omits a significant amount of evidence, especially readings that a witness 
has in common with the TR. An analysis in terms of differences from the 
TR is useless when adequate control is not used.4 Fee notes correctly, 
“although this method might work accidentally—when a Father’s text is 
particularly close to a given manuscript of text type—, it is especially 
inadequate in texts with an appreciable amount of ‘mixture.’”5  Metzger’s 
criticism signaled the doom of this method.6 He proposed an alternative: 

 
The proper method of determining the relation of a hitherto unknown 
manuscript to the Neutral, Western, Caesarean, and Byzantine families 
is not merely to count how many of its variants from the Textus 
Receptus (or from any given norm) agree with B Å D Q W, etc. Such a 
procedure is indeed necessary and not uninstructive, but the only really 
satisfactory method is to reconstruct the text of each of the major 
families and to determine precisely what proportion of variants from 
the Textus Receptus in such a reconstructed text is also present in the 
manuscript to be analyzed.7  
 

Fee’s critique of the inadequacy of the method of analyzing variants 
from the TR, as illustrated from the text of John in Origen and Cyril of 
Alexandria, is equally instructive.8 Should Epiphanius be in agreement 

                                                             
3 E. C. Colwell, “The Significance of Grouping of New Testament 

Manuscripts,” NTS 4 (1958): 90; repr. “Method in Grouping New Testament 
Manuscripts,” in Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism of the New Testament 
(NTTS 9; ed. B. Metzger; Leiden:  Brill, 1969), 24.  

4 Bruce M. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, 
Corruption, and Restoration (3rd ed.; Oxford:  Oxford University Press, 1992), 179. 

5 Gordon D. Fee, “The Text of John in Origen and Cyril of Alexandria:  A 
Contribution to Methodology in the Recovery and Analysis of Patristic 
Citations,” Bib 52 (1971):  364. 

6 Bruce Metzger, “The Caesarean Text of the Gospels,” JBL 64 (1945): 488. 
7 Bruce Metzger, Chapters in the History of N.T. Textual Criticism (Grand Rapids:  

Eerdman’s, 1963), 71–72.   
8 With reference to Cyril, Fee, Biblica, (1971), 365, states, “In this chapter his 

text varies from the TR 35 times, three of which are singular and one sub-
singular (4, 37, word order with 579).  In the remaining 31 his text has the 
following agreements:  B 22, L 22, Å 21, D 19, Origen 18. However, by simply 
adding one other factor, one may see how totally misleading such ‘agreements’ 
are. Cyril’s text has the following number of agreements with the TR against these 
MSS.: B 19, L 11, Å 46, D 35, Origen 18. This means that ultimately his text should 
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with the TR where the TR itself agrees with the papyri and/or non-Koine 
witnesses, but is in disagreement with the mass of Koine witnesses, one 
would erroneously assume his text to be in agreement with the Koine 
textual tradition. In this event, one would be led to overlook the truly 
significant textual data with which Epiphanius was in actual agreement.   

 
B. HUTTON'S TRIPLE READINGS METHOD  

 
Hutton proposed a “triple readings method”9 based upon selecting 

variants that present at least three alternative readings, each of which 
has support from one of the three principal types of text (i.e., “Western,” 
Alexandrian, and Syrian [Byzantine]).10 The affinities of a witness are 
known by the proportion of readings of each textual group supported by 
the witness in these passages. Hutton listed over 200 such passages and 
presented the readings of each of the three text types in them.11 

Metzger observes, “with the multiplication of the number of 
identifiable textual groups, it is desirable to seek a higher degree of 
precision than Hutton’s method permits.”12 The “triple reading” method 
limits the scope of usable evidence in the case of incomplete texts as are 
often found in patristic quotations. This criticism is significant in that 
Epiphanius’ quotations from the Apostolos yield only a small number of 
passages with triple readings. This slight data is not substantial enough 
to peermit a valid assessment of the textual affinities of Epiphanius’ 
quotations. The only apparent contribution of Hutton’s method to 
textual criticism is that it later became the basis for the “multiple 
readings method” devised by Merrill Parvis and E. C. Colwell.13 

                                                                                                                                        
be more like codex L than the others.  But even these figures will not tell the 
whole story until the various agreements among these mss vs. Cyril and the TR 
are noted. The final absurdity of all this is that in the first set of figures, Origen 
has extant text only at 25 points of variation, so that apart from the giving of 
percentages even the number of agreements vs. TR is misleading.”  Fee states 
further that it is precisely this methodological failure which renders almost 
valueless a large proportion of the unpublished dissertations on the Father’s 
texts, especially Zervopoulos’ study of Athanasius, Linss’ analysis of the text of 
Didymus, and the examination of the text of Cyril by Witherspoon.  These three 
studies were done at Boston University, the first two in 1955 and the last in 1962. 

9 E. A. Hutton, An Atlas of Textual Criticism (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1911). 

10 Hutton, An Atlas of Textual Criticism, 4. 
11 Hutton, An Atlas of Textual Criticism, 67–125. 
12 Metzger, The Text of the New Testament, 180. 
13 E. C. Colwell, “Method in Locating a Newly-Discovered Manuscript 

Within the Manuscript Tradition of the Greek New Testament,” in Kurt Aland, 
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C. COLWELL'S MULTIPLE READINGS METHOD 
 

A higher degree of precision than Hutton’s method permits is 
desirable. Parvis and Colwell observed that classification of MSS in 
terms of how much they diverge from the TR is limited in scope, as this 
method does not consider instances in which MSS in readings in which 
they do not diverge from the TR. Parvis and Colwell advocate the 
collation of a number of MSS and establishing their relationships to one 
another in terms of percentages of agreement in all units of variation in 
which at least two MSS agree against the others. A textual group can be 
identified on the basis of agreement in genetically significant readings 
among several witnesses, regardless of relation to an external norm. 
Three steps are involved. 

First, Parvis and Colwell proposed that “multiple readings” be 
employed, by which they mean a reading, 

 
in which the minimum support for each of at least three variant forms 
of the text is either one of the major strands of the tradition, or the 
support of a previously established group (such as Family 1, Family P, 
the Ferrar Group, K1, Ki, Kr), or the support of some one of the ancient 
versions (such as af, it, sys, syc, bo, or sa), or the support of some single 
manuscript of an admittedly distinctive character (such as D).14 
 

Second, they proposed evaluating the document’s support for distinctive 
group readings, arguing, “a group is not a group unless it has unique 
elements.”15 Third, they argue that quantitative analysis is required, for 
“Members of a group must agree with one another in a large majority of 
the total number of existing variant readings.”16   

In collaboration with Ernest Tune,17 Colwell refined his method of 
establishing quantitative relationships. Working with John 11, they 

                                                                                                                                        
ed., Studia Evangelica, (TU 74; Berlin:  Akademie-Verlag, 1959):  757–777 (see 
especially p. 759); repr. “Method in Locating a Newly-Discovered Manuscript,” 
in Colwell, Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism of the New Testament, 26–44.  

14 Colwell, Studia Evangelica (1959): 759.   
15 Ibid. 30. 
16 Ibid. 31. 
17 E. C. Colwell and Ernest W. Tune, “The Quantitative Relationships 

Between MS Text-Types,” in Biblical and Patristic Studies in Memory of Robert 
Pierce Casey (ed. J. N. Birdsall and R. W. Thomson; Freiburg: Herder, 1963), 25–32; 
repr. “Method in Establishing Quantitative Relationships Between Text-Types of 
New Testament Manuscripts,” in Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism of the 
New Testament, 56–62.  
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worked to demonstrate the inter-relationships of the MSS by percentages 
of agreement in genetically significant readings. Colwell and Tune held 
that group members normally agree in 70% or more of all readings, 
while maintaining a separation from non-group members by at least 
10%. Of Colwell’s three steps, only his emphasis upon the quantitative 
relationships of MSS has influenced current textual theory. 

Colwell’s method was used by Fee18 in his investigation of ∏66, who 
insisted that variations be weighed after counting rather than before.  Of 
genetically-significant units of variation.  Fee says, 

 
Genetic relationships must ultimately be built upon firmer ground than 
on agreements, for example, in the addition / omission of articles, 
possessives, conjunctions, or the tense change of verbs (usually), or 
certain kinds of word order, or in many instances of harmonization.19 

 
Hurtado20 used Fee’s procedure in his study of Codex Washingtonianus, 
and concluded that there is no Pre-Caesarean text in the gospel of Mark. 
Richards’21 followed this suggestion in his study of the Johannine 
Epistles, and it was used also in Osburn’s22 study of the Pauline Epistles 
in Hippolytus and Ehrman’s23 study of the Gospels in Didymus. 

Textual research has relied upon “leading” representatives of the 
various textual groups whose claim to inclusion are based upon analyses 

                                                             
18 Gordon D. Fee, Papyrus Bodmer II ( ‚66): Its Textual Relationships and Scribal 

Characteristics  (SD 34; Salt Lake City: University of Utah Press, 1968). Fee 
advocated the procedure in his “Codex Sinaiticus in the Gospel of John: A 
Contribution to Methodology in Establishing Textual Relationships,” NTS 15 
(1968): 23–44, and idem, “The Text of John in Origen and Cyril of Alexandria: A 
Contribution to Methodology in the Recovery and Analysis of Patristic 
Citations,” Bib 52 (1971): 357–94. 

19 Gordon D. Fee, “On the Types, Classification, and Presentation in Textual 
Variation,” in Studies in the Theory and Method of New Testament Textual Criticism 
(SD 45; ed. E. Epp and G. Fee; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993), 67–68. This point 
was made earlier by Bruce M. Metzger, “The Caesarean Text of the Gospels,” JBL 
64 (1945): 489; repr. Chapters in the History of New Testament Textual Criticism 
(Leiden: Brill, 1963), 42–72. 

20 Larry Hurtado, Text-Critical Methodology and the Pre-Caesarean Text (Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1981). 

21 W. Larry Richards, The Classification of the Greek Manuscripts of the 
Johannine Epistles (SBLDS 35; Missoula, Mont.: Scholars Press, 1977). 

22 Carroll D. Osburn, “The Text of the Pauline Epistles in Hippolytus of 
Rome,” SecC 2 (1982): 97–124.   

23 Bart D. Ehrman, Didymus the Blind and the Text of the Gospels (SBLNTGF 1; 
Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1986). 
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other than the quantitative method.24 Ehrman observed correctly, “The 
point is that the ‘representative’ witnesses themselves must be subjected 
to quantitative analyses before they can be used as representative 
witnesses.”25 

Further, Richards26 concluded that it is not possible to posit a given 
percentage of agreement prior to an analysis. This means that Colwell 
and Tune’s theory that MSS of the same group will agree in 70% or 
more of the genetically significant variation and will be separated from 
MSS of other groups by at least 10 % cannot be relied upon. Instead, 
textual groups will be found to have their own percentages of 
agreement that might not fit a preconceived norm. 

 
 

2. RECENT APPROACHES TO ANALYSIS AND GROUPING OF MSS 
 
It is clear that the quantitative method of analysis is, in itself, 

inadequate for analyzing textual relationships. The need exists to classify 
NT MSS by determining their proportional relationship to individual 
witnesses of established textual groups (the quantitative analysis portion 
of the task), but also to consider their attestation of characteristic group 
readings. A step in this direction was Fee’s27 work on Origen and Cyril, 
in which he attempted to classify all variant readings according to 
different combinations of group witnesses. Osburn used this procedure 
in his study of Hippolytus,28 although Ehrman29 misunderstood him to 
be using Hutton’s “triple readings” method. Fee’s profile method was 
useful, but not directly applicable to other research.   
 
A.  THE CLAREMONT PROFILE METHOD 
 

Paul McReynolds and Frederick Wisse, in Ph.D. dissertations 
written under the supervision of Colwell at Claremont, developed 
                                                             

24 These groupings of witnesses are those of Metzger, Text of the New 
Testament, 213–16; M.-J. Lagrange, Introduction a l’etude du nouveau testament, 2. 
critique textuelle: 466–87; and Greenlee, Introduction to New Testament Textual 
Criticism, 118. 

25 Ehrman, “Methodological Developments,” NovT (1987): 40. 
26 Richards, Classification of the Greek Manuscripts of the Johannine Epistles, 43–

129, concluded that Byzantine MSS tend to agree in about 90% of variation, while 
Alexandrian MSS agreed in about 70% of variation. 

27 Fee, “Text of John in Origen and Cyril,” Bib 52 (1971): 357–94. 
28 Osburn, “Pauline Epistles in Hippolytus,” SecC (1982): 97–124. 
29 Ehrman, “Methodological Developments,” NovT (1987): 42, n. 68. 
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another method of grouping NT MSS.30 The Claremont Profile Method 
assesses manuscripts in terms of selected test readings in sample 
portions of a given NT book. McReynolds and Wisse were searching for 
representative MSS in von Soden’s Kappa groups to be used in the 
extensive critical apparatus for the Gospel of Luke being prepared by the 
International Greek New Testament Project.31 In the Claremont Profile 
Method, patterns of readings are not based upon the determination of 
distinctive readings for each group, but on the identification of 
characteristic readings for each group. In this way, each group reveals a 
particular pattern of variations formed by readings that are characteristic 
of, but not necessarily distinctive to, the group. 

Although the method proved useful for the rapid classification of 
manuscripts as Byzantine, it has certain inadequacies. One significant 
problem is in the inability of the method to detect block mixture within a 
MS. That is to say, when McReynolds and Wisse analyze profiles drawn 
from chapters 1, 10, and 20 of Luke, they could recognize a change in 
textual affinity between chapters 1 and 10 and between chapters 11 and 
20. However, if textual affinity changes within a block of text within 
chapters 2–9 or 11–19 or 21–24, that change would go undetected. A 
second criticism of the Claremont Profile Method is that it leads to 
incorrect pairings, e.g. Codex Bezae and Codex Vaticanus.32 
 
B. THE ALAND'S FIVE CATEGORIES 
 

Kurt and Barbara Aland assign MSS to one of five categories they 
have developed on the basis of 1,000 test passages in which the 
Byzantine text differs from that of non-Byzantine MSS.33 In Text und 

                                                             
30 See E. J. Epp, “The Claremont Profile-Method for Grouping New 

Testament Minuscule Manuscripts,” in Studies in the History and Text of the New 
Testament (ed. B. Daniels and M. J. Suggs; SD 29; Salt Lake City: University of 
Utah Press, 1967), 27–38; and Frederick Wisse, The Profile Method for Classification 
and Evaluation of Manuscript Evidence (SD 44; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1982).  See 
also O. M. Kvalheim et al., “A Data-Analytical Examination of the Claremont 
Profile Method for Classifying and Evaluating Manuscript Evidence,” Symbolae 
Osloenses, 63 (1988): 133–44. 

31 See now The New Testament in Greek: The Gospel According to St. Luke. Part 
One: Chapters 1–12; Part Two: Chapters 13–24 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1984, 
1987). 

32 Frederik Wisse, The Profile Method for Classification and Evaluation of 
Manuscript Evidence  (SD 44; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1982), 119. 

33 Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, The Text of the New Testament (2nd ed.; 
trans. E. Rhodes; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989), 317–37. 
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Textwert der griechischen Handschriften,34 the Aland’s include data from 
1000 test passages. On this basis, the five categories are:35 

 
I — MSS with a very high proportion of the early text, presumably 

the original text, which has not been preserved in its purity in any one 
manuscript. To this category are assigned all MSS to the beginning of the 
fourth century, regardless of further distinctions. 

 
II — MSS with a considerable proportion of the early text, but 

which are marked by alien influences, e.g., smoother readings. 
 
III — MSS with a small but not a negligible proportion of early 

readings, with a considerable encroachment of polished readings. 
 
IV — MSS of the “Western” text. 
 
V — MSS with a predominantly Byzantine text. 
 

This classification has been criticized, however, for enabling text critics to 
arrive at conclusions that are, in fact, their presuppositions.36   

 
 

3. PROBLEMS AND SOLUTIONS IN TEXTUAL ANALYSIS 
 

A. THE IMPORTANCE OF FULL COLLATIONS 
 

W. J. Elliott has cautioned correctly that, instead of falling into the 
trap of collecting selected evidence to fit a preconceived notion, textual 
scholars should quote individual manuscripts in full rather than 

                                                             
34 Kurt Aland, Text und Textwert der griechischen Handschriften des Neuen 

Testaments.  I: Die Katholischen Briefe (ANTF 9–11; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1987), vols. 
1–3, includes 98 test passages in 540 MSS. 

35 See Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, The Text of the New Testament, 317–37, 
esp. 335–36. 

36 Metzger, The Text of the NT, 290, states, “The Aland’s system, further-
more, involves a procedural circularity, for the classifying of manuscripts in 
terms of how helpful they have been in determining the original text tells us 
nothing about their textual relations or characteristics.” See also Bart Ehrman, “A 
Problem of Textual Circularity: The Alands on the Classification of New 
Testament Manuscripts,” Bib 70 (1989): 377–88; and Eldon J. Epp, “New 
Testament Textual Criticism, Past, Present, and Future,” HTR 82 (1989): 213–29.  



METHODOLOGY OF TEXTUAL ANALYSIS 
 

177 

cursorily or selectively. “It is,” he says, “the detailed, word for word, 
evidence of the MSS themselves that our editors need.”37 
 
B. CRITIQUE AND LIMITATIONS OF STATISTICAL ANALYSIS 
 

Jean Duplacy worked on methodological questions presented by 
the critical apparatus of Aland’s editio maior critica.38 Duplacy was 
interested in the selection of units of variation and their boundaries. The 
selection of units of variation must include truly significant variation 
units. If this is done rigorously, agreements between the different text 
forms can be detected with relative certainty. However, Duplacy 
observes that agreement between two forms of a text can vary greatly, 
even from one chapter to the next, and statistical data can be easily 
misleading. This means that provisional classification of a manuscript 
cannot be done without first taking into account the section of text used, 
the selection of units of variation and the choice of the forms of text used 
for comparison. Thus taxonomical grouping does not yield the desired 
conclusion unless rigorous controls have been brought to bear.  

For Duplacy, taxonomy has considerable value, but the careful 
selection of text forms is mandatory. Only certain MSS should be used 
for classifying forms of the text, and it is not always the most known 
MSS that should be used for this purpose. Rather than start with dubious 
family tree constructions of a half-century ago, data must be interpreted 
to see what textual groupings are needed.    
 
C. UNITS OF VARIATION 
 

In the Festschrift for G. D. Kilpatrick,39 Eldon Epp sought to clarify 
the term “textual variant.” The simplistic assumption that any reading 
that disagrees with another reading in the same unit of text is a “textual 
                                                             

37 W. J. Elliott, “The Need for an Accurate and Comprehensive Collation of 
all Known Greek NT Manuscripts,” Studies in New Testament Language and Text 
(NovTSupp 44; ed. J. K. Elliott; Leiden: Brill, 1976), 143. 

38See Jean Duplacy, “Histoire des manuscrits et histoire du texte du 
Nouveau Testament," NTS 12 (1965): 124–39; idem, “Classification des états d’un 
texte, mathématiques et informatique: repères historiques et recherches method-
ologiques,” RHT 5 (1975): 249–309.  Both articles are included in Jean Duplacy, 
Études du critique textuelle du Nouveau Testament (BETL, 78; Leuven: Leuven 
University Press, 1987), esp. 39–54, 193–257. 

39 Eldon J. Epp, “Toward the Clarification of the Term ‘Textual Variant,’” in 
Studies in New Testament Text and Language: Essays in Honour of George D. 
Kilpatrick (ed. J. K. Elliott: Leiden: Brill, 1976), 152–173, reprinted in Studies in the 
Theory and Method of New Testament Textual Criticism, 47–61.  
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variant” will not suffice, he argues. Rather, Epp stresses, the term 
“textual variant” must mean “significant textual variant.”  Following the 
lead of Colwell and Tune,40 Epp says, “a ‘variation-unit’ is not the same 
as a ‘variant’, for ‘a variant . . . is one of the possible alternative readings 
which are found in a variation-unit.’” He concludes, “In New Testament 
textual criticism, a variation unit is that segment of text where our Greek 
manuscripts present at least two variant forms and where, after insignificant 
readings have been excluded, each variant form has the support of at least two 
manuscripts“ (157). Insignificant readings include nonsense readings, 
demonstrable scribal errors, orthographic differences and singular 
readings.  Significant readings, then, are those variation-units of genuine 
usefulness in the text critical enterprise.  

 
D. EVALUATION OF READINGS 
 

In a paper read in 1974, but not published until 1993, Gordon Fee41 
addressed the concept of textual variation as it relates to the quantitative 
analysis of textual variants. Accepting Colwell and Tune’s under-
standing of “variation unit” and their caveat that “one scholar may 
subdivide what another scholar regards as a single unit,”42 Fee notes, 

 
within one variation-unit where the elements of expression go together 
there is sometimes a second or a third set of variants which also belong 
together.  That is, a single variation-unit may contain more than one set 
of variants, which are (or may be) genetically unrelated (63). 
 

Fee observes that all variation is one of three kinds: add-omit, 
substitution, or word order. In some instances, any two or even three of 
these may occur in combination in any set of variants.  He concludes,  

 
My experience is that a count of agreements in variation-units in itself 
will reveal clear patterns of relationships, while a count including sets 
of variants refines the details of agreements within major groups (66). 

 

                                                             
40 E. C. Colwell and E. W. Tune, “Variant Readings: Classification and Use,“ 

JBL 83 (1964): 253–62; repr. “Method in Classifying and Evaluating Variant 
Readings,” in Colwell, Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism of the New 
Testament, 96–105. 

41 Gordon D. Fee, “On the Types, Classification, and Presentation of Textual 
Variation,” Studies in the Theory and Method of New Testament Textual Criticism, 62–
79. 

42 Colwell and Tune, “Variant Readings,” JBL (1964): 255. 
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Whereas Colwell and Tune list nonsense readings, dislocated readings 
and singular readings as types of insignificant variant readings that need 
to be eliminated from textual analysis,43 Fee adds orthographical and 
singular readings, as well as sub-singular readings, which he defines as, 
“non-genetic, accidental agreement in variation between two MSS which 
are not otherwise closely related” (66-67). Genetic relationships must be 
built, Fee argues, on firmer agreement than the addition/ omission of 
articles, possessives, conjunctions, or the tense change of verbs (usually), 
or certain kinds of word order or harmonization.44 On the other hand, he 
suggests that large addition/omission variants, certain kinds of sub-
stitutions, as well as several kinds of word order variants must be 
recognized as the genetically significant data from which to construct 
stemmata of textual relationships.    

In terms of statistical analysis, Ehrman45 notes Colwell’s accepted 
norm that a group witness should agree in approximately 70% of all 
variation with other group members, and exhibit a ±10% disparity 
between groups. In his study of Didymus, however, available data did 
not fall within those figures. Consequently, Ehrman proposes that, in 
view of the special character of patristic citations that occur frequently 
but sporadically, the figures for patristic writers should be adjusted to 
±65% with a 6–8% disparity between groups. 

 Additionally, Ehrman46 proposes “to evaluate a MS’s support of 
group readings only after its proportional relationship to individual 
representatives of the known textual groups has been established.” This 
so-called “Comprehensive Profile Method” goes beyond the Claremont 
Profile Method in classifying MSS not only according to readings found 
extensively among members of the various textual groups, but also those 
occurring uniquely within each of the groups. Ehrman notes,  

 
all categories of group readings apply only to units of genetically 
significant variation in which two or more of the representative 
witnesses agree against the rest (478). 
 

In his work on Didymus the Blind,47 Ehrman found from a quantitative 
analysis that Didymus’ text demonstrates Alexandrian tendencies, 
possibly even Early Alexandrian. However, Ehrman concludes that it is 

                                                             
43 Ibid. 257. 
44 See also Metzger, “Caesarean Text of the Gospels,” JBL (1945): 489 
45 Ehrman, Didymus the Blind, 202. 
46 Bart Ehrman, “The Use of Group Profiles for the Classification of New 

Testament Documentary Evidence,” JBL 106 (1987): 465–86. 
47 Ehrman, Didymus the Blind and the Text of the Gospels, 223–53. 
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important to refrain from classifying Didymus as Early Alexandrian 
until an analysis of his characteristic group readings is completed.  
Ehrman uses three approaches to evaluate these group readings.   

First, an “Inter-Group Profile” reckons a document’s attestation of 
readings found among representative witnesses of only one of the 
known textual groups. In this connection, two sets of readings are noted: 
1) those readings attested mainly in witnesses of only one group, which 
he calls “primary” readings, and 2) those attested only in witnesses of 
one group. This latter group of readings is divided into two sub-
categories: 1) those attested by most group members, yet by no others, 
which he calls “distinctive” readings, and 2) those attested by at least 
two group members, but no others, which he calls “exclusive” readings.48   

Second, an “Intra-Group Profile” reckons a document’s support of 
readings among members of a given textual group, no matter how well 
they are supported by witnesses of other groups. Two sets of readings 
are noted: 1) those attested by all the representative witnesses of a group 
(“uniform” witnesses), and 2) those attested by at least two-thirds of these 
representative witnesses, (“predominant” readings). In order for a 
reading to be included in this “Intra-Group Profile” it must vary from at 
least one other reading that is also supported by at least two 
representatives from any group. This would tend to exclude instances of 
accidental  agreement among otherwise unrelated MSS (481). 

Third, a “Combination Profile” reckons a document’s attestation of 
readings found uniformly or predominantly among representatives of a 
group (from the Intra-Group Profile), but in few or no other witnesses (as 
determined by the Inter-Group Profile).    

 
 
4. THE METHOD OF ANALYSIS USED IN THIS STUDY 

 
In order to secure trustworthy results, a sound method of analysis 

must be devised which can account adequately for all data that emerge.49 
A critical investigation of the text of the Apostolos in Epiphanius aimed 
at discovering the textual affinities of his biblical citations should involve 
statistical data, profiles, and analysis of specific readings.50   

                                                             
48 Ehrman, “The Use of Group Profiles,” JBL (1987): 478.  
49 Fee, “Text of John in Origen and Cyril,” Bib (1971): 364. 
50 See on the limitations of statistical analysis in textual criticism, Günther 

Zuntz, Text of the Epistles: A Disquisition Upon the Corpus Paulinum (London: 
Oxford University Press, 1953), 58–60, and Duplacy, “Classification des états 
d’un texte, mathématiques et informatique,” RHT  (1975): 249–309.  
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A. STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF EPIPHANIUS’ CITATIONS 
 

Statistical information alone is insufficient to establish adequately 
the textual affinities of a patristic writer such as Epiphanius. Such data 
can indicate general trends and provide a point d' appui for the detailed 
examination and analysis of specific readings that have significant claim 
to be more than loose citations or adaptations. A preliminary quanti-
tative analysis of the data presented in Chapter Three should provide a 
general indication of textual affinity.   
 
B. PROFILE ANALYSIS OF EPIPHANIUS’ CITATIONS 
 

Initially, Romans was analyzed following Ehrman’s constructive 
lead in profile analysis. In the inter-group readings, Epiphanius 
agreement with the Egyptian text was 50%, Byzantine 63.6% and 
“Western” only 21.7%. However, in the intra-group readings, the 
Egyptian was 92.3%, while Byzantine was only 65.0%, and the “Western” 
only 29.6%. The significant rise in support for the Egyptian text raised 
the question of why the Egyptian was so low in the inter-group readings, 
yet the Byzantine remained the same in both profiles. The combination 
profile showed the same difficulties as the inter-group profile.   

The 40% variance in the Egyptian analysis required explanation.  
Splitting the Egyptian witnesses into two groups and isolating the so-
called “Western” cursives, enabled a clearer picture to emerge.  In a 
second attempt at an intra-group profile, Old Egyptian uniform (83.3%) 
and predominant readings (23.1%) had a total 42.1% agreement, while 
the Late Egyptian uniform (100%) and predominant (91.7%) totaled 
93.8%. Although the percentage for the Late Egyptian group does not 
vary from the entire Egyptian group in the first attempt, it became clear 
that the Old Egyptian witnesses were guilty of skewing the inter-group 
percentages, except when uniform. So distinguishing between Old and 
Late Egyptian support went some distance toward solving a problem 
inherent within the profile method itself. 

Subsequent assessment of two works following Ehrman’s profile 
procedure clarified the problem further. Mullen51 found the procedure to 
be useful in his analysis of Cyril, but careful reading of his analysis 
indicates that he faced similar problems with the method. Mullen’s inter-
group profile of the Pauline corpus is illustrative:52 

                                                             
51 Roderic L. Mullen, The New Testament Text of Cyril of Jerusalem (SBLNTGF 

7; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1997). See also Darrell D. Hannah, The Text of 1 Corinth-
ians in the Writings of Origen (SBLNTGF 4; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1997). 

52 Mullen, NT Text of Cyril, 378. 
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Text-type Distinctive Exclusive     Primary     Totals 
Alexandrian  9/23 (39.1%)  6/25 (24.0%) 23/42 (54.8%)  38/90 (42.2%) 
Byzantine  5/21 (23.8%) 2/7 (33.3%)   31/47 (65.9%)  38/75 (50.7%) 
“Western”     1/22 (4.5%)    0/0 (——)    1/8   (12.5%)    2/30 (6.7%) 
 
Because primary Byzantine support is significantly higher than the 
Alexandrian support, he concludes, “primary readings are generally less 
indicative of text-type than are distinctive readings because primary 
readings are shared with one or more witnesses of other textual groups.” 
In his intra-group profile, the data clearly show an affinity with the 
Alexandrian group (uniform 77.8%; predominant 65.3%) rather than 
with the Byzantine (uniform 66.9%; predominant 51.3%). Data are 
obviously skewed in some way. So Mullen disregards exclusive, primary 
and totals data in the inter-group profile and concentrates solely on the 
distinctive readings column, as well as on the intra-group profile, where 
Alexandrian support agrees with the statistical conclusions reached on 
the preceding page.53 This same problem was encountered in my initial 
attempt to analyze Romans in Epiphanius with this method.  

Ehrman’s procedure has made a significant contribution to the 
analysis of patristic citations, and revisions continue to be made to it. 
Two difficulties exist in Ehrman’s procedure that skew data. First, the 
question arises as to why exclusive inter-group readings are included to 
profile a Father’s total agreements with a particular group, when by 
definition an exclusive reading is a secondary or minority reading for 
that group. Although it is important to be aware of such readings, 
especially when a Father agrees with one, including them in the total 
agreement for the inter-group profile does not represent accurately a 
Father’s agreement with a group. Ehrman’s combination of the inter-
group and intra-group profiles eliminates these minority readings, but 
the independent value of the inter-group profile is lessened greatly. This 
explains partially why Mullin focused upon distinctive readings rather 
than the exclusive or primary readings of the inter-group profile in his 
analysis. In this study, this difficulty is recognized but not resolved. 

Second, a problem exists regarding how primary readings are 
reckoned. Ehrman’s profile for uniform primary readings allows mixed 
readings to be counted as primary for a group in that he allows another 
group to support the reading predominantly.54 In such a case, if one 
group uniformly supports a reading, a second group is allowed to have 

                                                             
53 The same problem can be seen clearly in the analysis of the text of John in 

Mullen, NT Text of Cyril. 336–37. 
54 Ehrman, “The Use of Group Profiles,” JBL (1987): 478 n. 30. 



METHODOLOGY OF TEXTUAL ANALYSIS 
 

183 

every witness for that group except one support the same reading, yet 
the group having uniform support for the reading still counts as 
primary. Such a reading, which is supported by significant majority of 
two groups, appears to be a mixed reading rather than a primary reading 
for either group. The accounts for the reason Mullen did not rely on the 
primary readings in the inter-group profile. This problem is more 
significant than the previous one in that the combined profile does not 
filter out these readings as it did the exclusive ones. Clearly, a revision to 
the method is necessary to provide accurate data. 

In this investigation, the procedure has been revised as follows.  
Distinctive readings are treated precisely as Ehrman suggests—most 
(greater than 50%) of group members and no others. Exclusive readings 
are the same as in Ehrman—at least two group members (less than 50%) 
and no others. Primary readings, though, are treated differently.  
Concerning primary readings, Ehrman has at least two group members 
and greater group than non-group support, either uniform (100%; no 
other uniform group and only one 2/3 group), predominant (2/3; no 
uniform group and no other 2/3 group), or less than 2/3 (more group 
than non-group). This study understands primary as most (greater than 
50%) and twice as much group support (in %) as non-group (in %). 

 
Uniform (100%). No other uniform (100%) or Predominant (2/3) 

group.  If there is another predominant group, it is a mixed 
reading and not primary for either group. 

 
Predominant (2/3; less than 100%) group.  No uniform (100%) 

group; no other predominant (2/3) group; no more than 1/3 of 
any other single group. 

 
Majority (more than 1/2 and less than 2/3) group.  No uniform or 

predominant groups; no more than 1/4 any single group, and 
total of all non-group witnesses must not exceed 1/3 of the total 
MSS for that reading. 

 
In determining primary readings, if the “Western” text is uniform, but 
has only one witness for the reading, it is not allowed to cancel the group 
that has a primary reading on that variant. 
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C.  INSTANCES OF VARIATION KNOWN TO EPIPHANIUS 
 
 Several instances occur in which Epiphanius mentions the existence 
of variant readings in contemporary copies of the NT. Such references 
enable one to assess the critical acumen of Epiphanius in choosing among 
the readings, as well as providing indisputable evidence for the existence 
of alternative readings in the Eastern Mediterranean during the fourth 
century C.E.55  Occasionally, Epiphanius accuses another patristic writer of 
falsifying scripture. Just how far those charges reflect fact and how far 
they reflect accumulating errors in the NT manuscript tradition remains 
unclear. There is no doubt that Marcion introduced numerous changes 
into his text. Occasionally, however, such a charge against a heretic is 
unjustified, as the alteration was actually made by an orthodox writer.56  
This study will include an analysis of 1 Cor 10:9 and 2 Tim 4:10 in this 
regard.   

                                                             
55 See Bruce M. Metzger, “The Practice of Textual Criticism Among the 

Church Fathers,” Studia Patristica XII (TU 115; Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1975): 
340–49. 

56 Bart D. Ehrman, The Orthodox Corruption of Scripture: The Effect of Early 
Christological Controversies on the Text of the New Testament (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 1993). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 

CHAPTER 4 
 

EPIPHANIUS’ TEXT OF ACTS 
 

 
 
The observation of Klijn1 over three decades ago, that “there has 

never been so little agreement about the nature of the original text [of 
Acts] as at the moment,” remains true even today. The textual history of 
Acts is not at all certain. From at least the time of Bengel in 1725, efforts 
to classify NT MSS into groups eventually achieved classical formulation 
in the work of Westcott and Hort.2 Basically, three types of text emerged, 
one best represented by the uncials Å and B, another by D, and a third by 
the mass of Byzantine cursives. The types of text in B and D differ so 
markedly that Blass3 proposed that these reflect two editions of Acts, 
both by Luke. While Blass’ theory of two Lukan editions of Acts did not 
become widely accepted,4 the significant differences between these two 
types of text led Ropes5 to opt for the B type of text as the original form 
of Acts, and Clark6 to argue vigorously for the text of D as more nearly 
the original.   

Most twentieth-century scholarship viewed B as the product of a 
fourth century revision.7 The discovery of ∏75 required a drastic revision 
of that understanding for the portion of text for which it is extant, 

                                                             
1 A. F. J. Klijn, “In Search of the Original Text of Acts,”in Studies in Luke-

Acts: Essays Presented in Honor of Paul Schubert (ed. L. E. Keck and J. L. Martyn; 
Nashville: Abingdon, 1966), 108. 

2 B. F. Westcott and F. J. A. Hort, The New Testament in the Original Greek 
(Cambridge: Macmillan, 1881, 1882). 

3 F. Blass, Acta Apostolorum sive Lucae ad Theophilum liber alter (Leipzig: 
Teubner, 1896). 

4 See now E. Delebecque, “Les deux prologues des Actes des Apôtres,” 
RevThom 80 (1980): 628–34; and W. A. Strange, The Problem of the Text of Acts 
(SNTSMS 71; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992). 

5 James Hardy Ropes, The Beginnings of Christianity. III. The Text of Acts (ed. 
F. Foakes Jackson and K. Lake; London: Macmillan, 1926). 

6 A. C. Clark, The Acts of the Apostles (Oxford: Clarendon, 1933). 
7 See Kenneth Clark, “The Effect of Recent Textual Criticism upon New 

Testament Studies,” in The Background of the New Testament and its Eschatology (ed. 
W. D. Davies and D. Daube; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1956), 37. 
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pushing the date of the B type of text back from c. 350 to 200, but failing 
to answer the question whether the B text was the result of a late second-
century revision or not. Fee8 argues strongly that there was no such 
revision. On the other hand, the actual existence of a “Western” text has 
been debated vigorously. No uncial exists with a purely “Western” text, 
The so-called “Western” cursives are actually primarily Byzantine with 
only a few “Western” readings.9 Boismard10 attempts to demonstrate the 
“Western” text in Acts have achieved only dubious results.11 The riddle 
of the “Western” text remains. 

Geer’s research on Family 1739 in Acts has added another valuable 
dimension to the textual history of Acts. Geer countered the suggestion 
of Lake,12 that 1739 might “represent the Origenian-Caesarean text of the 
epistles. . . . It is natural to presume that the same may be true of Acts, 
but here the evidence fails.” Even Haenchen13 thought that 1739 might 
represent a “Caesarean” text in Acts. Geer,14 however, contends that 1739 
is a weak Alexandrian witness that reflects a small amount of Byzantine 
and Western influence in Acts. It is improbable that a distinctive and 
independent text of Acts ever existed in Roman Palestine. Epiphanius’ 
relationship to 1739 in Acts is of significant interest. 

Ropes15 concluded that Origen’s text of Acts was Egyptian in 
character, as was that of Eusebius. Even so, he mentioned von Soden’s 
opinion that Cyril of Jerusalem and Epiphanius used texts of the 
“Western” type.16 

 

                                                             
8 Gordon D. Fee, “ ∏75, ∏66, and Origen: The Myth of Early Textual 

Recension in Alexandria,” in New Dimensions in New Testament Studies (ed. R. 
Longenecker and M. Tenney; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1974), 31–44. 

9 Thomas C. Geer, Jr. “An Investigation of a Select Group of So-called 
Western Cursives in Acts” (Ph.D. dissertation, Boston University, 1985).   

10 M.-E. Boismard and A. Lamouille, Le texte occidentale des Actes des Apôtres: 
Reconstruction et réhabilitation (Paris: Éditions recherche sur les civilisations, 1984). 

11 See Thomas C. Geer, “The Presence and Significance of Lucanisms in the 
‘Western’ Text of Acts,” JSNT 39 (1990): 59–76, for problems with the approach of 
Boismard and Lamouille. 

12 Kirsopp Lake, J. de Zwaan, and Morton S. Enslin, “Codex 1739,” Six 
Collations of New Testament Manuscripts (HTS, 17; ed. K. Lake and S. New; 
Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1932), 145. 

13 Ernst Haenchen, “Zum Text der Apostelgeschichte,” ZTK 54 (1957): 54–
55. 

14 See Thomas C. Geer, Jr., “Codex 1739 in Acts and Its Relationship to 
Manuscripts 945 and 1891,” Bib 69 (1988): 31, 41–42. 

15 Ropes, The Beginnings of Christianity, 3. clxxxix–cxci, cxcviii. 
16 Ibid., cxc–cxci. 
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1. QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS OF ACTS IN EPIPHANIUS 
 

The twenty witnesses selected as representative of the various 
textual traditions in Acts are: 

 
Egyptian 

Old Egyptian – ∏74 Å B 
Later Egyptian – A C 81 1175 

Family 1739 – 630 945 1704 1739 1891 
“Western” uncials – D E + old Latin or Vulgate 
Byzantine – ˜ H L P 049 1073 1352 

 
The general classification of MSS according to textual grouping is 

that of Metzger,17 Lagrange,18 and Greenlee.19 Research conducted at 
Abilene Christian University for the text of Acts in Novum Testamentum 
Graecum Editio Critica Maior indicates that the so-called “Western” 
cursives are not, in fact, “Western” at all, but Byzantine MSS with certain 
readings characteristic of the “Western” text.  Accordingly, they are not 
included in this study. 

                                                             
17 Bruce M. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament (3rd ed.; Oxford: Oxford 

University Press, 1992), 213–16. 
18 M.-J. Lagrange, Introduction à l’étude du Nouveau Testament. 2 Critique 

textuelle (Paris: Lecoffre, 1935), 466–87. 
19 J. Harold Greenlee, Introduction to New Testament Textual Criticism (rev. 

ed.; Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1995), 117–18. 
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Table 4 
 

Epiphanius’ Percentages of Agreement with Control Witnesses 
in Significant Variation in Acts 

(Witness; % Agreement with Epiphanius; No. Occurrences) 
Chapters 1–28  Chapters 1–12  Chapters 13–28 
1891 

 
71.0 31  1175 80.0 15  1739 78.9 19 

81 
 

70.0 30  81 78.6 14  1891 78.9 19 

1739 
 

69.7 33  A 66.7 15  945 73.7 19 

B 
 

67.6 34  B 66.7 15  1704 73.7 19 

∏74 
 

66.7 30  049 66.7 15  ∏74 68.4 19 

1704 
 

64.7 34  ∏74 63.6 11  B 68.4 19 

945 
 

61.8 34  C 63.6 11  630 68.4 19 

1175 
 

61.8 34  Å 60.0 15  81 62.5 16 

Å 
 

58.8 34  P 58.3 12  Å 57.9 19 

A 
 

58.8 34  1891 58.3 12  A 52.6 19 

630 
 

55.9 34  1739 57.1 14  E 47.4 19 

C 
 

50.0 28  ̃ 53.3 15  1175 47.4 19 

E 
 

50.0 34  E 53.3 15  1352 42.1 19 

049 
 

47.1 34  1704 53.3 15  C 41.2 17 

1352 
 

44.1 34  TR 46.7 15  TR 36.8 19 

P 
 

41.9 31  945 46.7 15  D 35.3 17 

TR 
 

41.2 34  1352 46.7 15  H 31.6 19 

D 
 

38.7 31  D 42.9 14  L 31.6 19 

˜ 
 

38.2 34  H 40.0 15  P 31.6 19 

H 
 

35.3 34  L 40.0 5  049 31.6 19 

L 
 

33.3 24  630 40.0 15  ̃ 26.3 19 

1073 
 

29.4 34  1073 33.3 15  1073 26.3 19 
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Table 5 
% of Agreement of Witnesses with Epiphanius in Acts 1–28 

 
A.  Egyptian 

 
Witness                  Agreements           Comparisons 
 

∏74 20 30 
Å 20 34 
B 23 34 
A 20 34 
C 14 28 
81 21 30 
630 19 34 
945 21 34 
1175 21 34 
1704 22 34 
1739 23 33 
1891 22 31 
 

Total 246 390 
 
% Agreement:   63.1 

 
 

B. Old Egyptian 
 

Witness                  Agreements           Comparisons 
 

∏74 20 30 
Å 20 34 
B 23 34   

  
Total: 63 98 
 
% Agreement:    64.3 
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C.  Later Egyptian 
 

Witness                  Agreements           Comparisons 
 

A 20 34 
C 14 28 
81 21 30 
1175 21 34  

 
Total 76 126   
 
% Agreement:    60.3   
 

D. Family 1739 
 

Witness                  Agreements           Comparisons 
 

630 19 34 
945 21 34 
1704 22 34 
1739 23 33 
1891 22 31 

 
Total 107 166 
 
% Agreement:    64.5  

 
E. “Western”  

 
Witness                  Agreements           Comparisons 

 
D 12 31 
E 17 34 

 
Total 29 65 
 
% Agreement:    44.6 
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F.  Byzantine witnesses 
 

Witness                  Agreements           Comparisons 
 

˜ 13 34 
H 12 34 
L   8 24 
P 13 31 
049 16 34 
1073 10 34 
1352 15 34 

 
Total 87 225 
 
% Agreement:    38.7     

         
 

If Family 1739 had not been included and only a composite of 
chapters 1–28 taken into account, one could conclude only that 
Epiphanius has more agreement with the Old Egyptian text than with 
the other textual traditions, but the 64.3% agreement with the Old 
Egyptian text is somewhat low. When Family 1739 is included in this 
composite, it is clear that Epiphanius has substantially more agreement 
with this family than with the other textual traditions. Epiphanius has 
the highest overall percentage of agreement with 1891, followed closely 
by 1739, both of which are primary members of Family 1739. Two other 
members of Family 1739, 945 and 1704, also rank quite high. From these 
data, Epiphanius does not have the 70% agreement with Family 1739 
required for membership in this group.20 However, Ehrman21 suggests 
that the special character of patristic citations and allusions that occur 
frequently but sporadically means that the 70% figure should be 
“lowered perhaps to a ±65% agreement of a witness with group 
members with a 6–8% disparity between groups.” If this suggestion is 
followed regarding chapters 1-28, then the 64.5% agreement with Family 
1739, followed by the Old Egyptian text at 64.3%, places Epiphanius 
close to Family 1739. The data in Table 4, however, show a different 
affinity in the two halves of Acts. 

                                                             
20 Ernest C. Colwell and Ernest W. Tune, “The Quantitative Relationships 

between MS Text-types,” Biblical and Patristic Studies in Memory of Robert Pierce 
Casey (ed. J. N. Birdsall and R. W. Thompson; Freiburg: Herder, 1963), 29. 

21 Bart D. Ehrman, Didymus the Blind and the Text of the Gospels (SBLNTGF 1; 
Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1986), 202. 
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Table 6 
 

% of Agreement of Witnesses with Epiphanius in Acts 1–12 
 

A.  Egyptian 
 

Witness                  Agreements           Comparisons 
 

∏74 7 11 
Å 9 15 
B 10 15 
A 10 15 
C 7 11 
81 11 14 
630 6 15 
945 7 15 
1175 12 15 
1704 8 15 
1739 8 14 
1891 7 12 

 
Total 102 167 

 
% of Agreement 61.2 
 

 
B. Old Egyptian 

 
Witness                    Agreements             Comparisons 

 
∏74   7 11 
Å   9 15 
B 10 15 
 

Total 26 41 
 

% Agreement:    63.4 
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Table 6, cont. 
 

C.  Later Egyptian 
 

Witness                  Agreements           Comparisons 
 

A 10 15 
C 7 11 
81 11 14 
1175 12 15 
 

Total 40 55 
 

% Agreement:    72.7 
 
 

C. Family 1739 
 

Witness                  Agreements           Comparisons 
 

630 6 15 
945 7 15 
1704 8 15 
1739 8 14 
1891 7 12 
 

Total 36 71 
 
% Agreement:    50.7 

 
E.  “Western” uncials 

 
Witness                  Agreements           Comparisons 

 
D 6 14 
E 8 15 
 

Total 14 29 
 

% Agreement:    48.3 
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Table 6, cont. 
 

F.  Byzantine witnesses 
 

Witness                  Agreements           Comparisons 
 

˜  8 15 
H  6 15 
L  2  5 
P  7 12 
049 10 15 
1073  5 15 
1352  7 15 
 

Total 45 92 
 
% Agreement:    48.9       
 

 
Table 7 

 
% of Agreement of Witnesses with Epiphanius in Acts 13–28 

 
A.  Egyptian 

 
Witness                  Agreements           Comparisons 

  
∏74 13 19 
Å 11 19 
B 13 19 
A 10 19 
C   7 17  
81 10 16 
630 13 19  
945 14 19 
1175   9 19 
1704 14 19 
1739 15 19 
1891 15 19 
 

Total 144 223 
 

% Agreement:  64.6% 
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Table 7, cont. 
 

B. Old Egyptian 
 

Witness                  Agreements           Comparisons 
  

∏74 13 19 
Å 11 19   
B 13 19 
 

Total 37 57 
 
% Agreement:    64.9 
  

 
C.  Later Egyptian 

 
Witness                Agreements            Comparisons 

 

A 10 19 
C   7 17  
81 10 16 
1175   9 19 
 

Total 36 71 
 
% Agreement:    50.7 
 

 
D.  Family 1739 

 
Witness                  Agreements           Comparisons 

 
630 13 19 
945 14 19 
1704 14 19 
1739 15 19 
1891 15 19 
 

Total 71 95 
 
% Agreement:    74.7 
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Table 7, cont. 
 

E. "Western" uncials 
 

Witness                  Agreements           Comparisons 
 

D   6 17  
E   9 19   
   

Total 15 36 
 
% Agreement:    41.7 

 
 

F.  Byzantine witnesses 
 

Witness                  Agreements           Comparisons 
 

˜   5 19 
H   6 19 
L   6 19 
P   6 19 
049   6 19 
1073   5 19 
1352   8 19 
 

Total  42 133 
 
% Agreement:    31.6       

 
 

Table 8 
 

Summary of Statistical Data in Tables 5–7 
 

Groups                  Acts 1–28        Acts 1–12       Acts 13–28 
 

Egyptian 63.1 61.2 64.6  
Old Egyptian 64.3 63.4 64.9  
Later Egyptian 60.3 72.7 50.7 
Family 1739 64.5 50.7 74.7 
“Western” uncials 44.6 48.3 41.7 
Byzantine   38.7 48.9 31.6    
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From Table 8, it is clear that Epiphanius has highest agreement with 
Family 1739, followed closely by the Old Egyptian witnesses. Epiphanius 
does not have significant agreement in Acts with either the “Western” 
uncials or the Byzantine tradition. 

This analysis, however, presupposes a uniformity of text type 
throughout Acts. As Geer22 observed, MS 33 is usually understood to be 
a good witness for the Egyptian textual group in Acts. A closer examin-
ation, though, discloses that 33 is actually Byzantine in chapters 1–11 and 
Egyptian in chapters 12–28. Its textual affinities in Acts change between 
11:25 and 11:26. Reasons for a change at this particular point appear to be 
incidental. In view of Geer’s observation, it is important to note that 
chapters 1–12 deal with Peter and 13–28 with Paul. It is assumed that if 
this phenomenon exists with a single MS, it might also exist in the wider 
manuscript tradition. Indeed, this proves to be the case, as Tables 6–8 
demonstrate. 

When Acts is analyzed in two sections, certain very important 
observations emerge. In Table 6 (1–12) Epiphanius’ agreement with 
Family 1739 is not high (50.7%), his agreement being with the Later 
Egyptians (72.7%). The Old Egyptian agreement is only 64.3%, and 
agreement with the “Western” uncials and Byzantines is negligible. In 
Table 7 (13–28), however, Epiphanius has strong agreement with Family 
1739 (74.7%). Agreement with the Later Egyptians drops significantly 
(50.7%), and Old Egyptian agreement remains about the same as in 1–12 
(64.9%). Agreement with the “Western” uncials and Byzantine witnesses 
remains negligible. 

When chapters 1–12 and 13–28 are analyzed separately, Epiphanius’ 
agreement in 1–12 is decidedly Later Egyptian. The 72.7% agreement 
with the Later Egyptians and a 23.8% disparity between the top two 
groups permits a firm conclusion that Epiphanius’ text of Acts 1–12 is 
Egyptian in character, and specifically Later Egyptian. 

In Acts 13–28, Epiphanius’ 64.6% agreement with the Old Egyptian 
text, followed by the Later Egyptian at 50.7% and the “Western” uncials 
at 41.7%, would be sufficient to establish his text of Acts as definitely 
Egyptian. Agreement with ∏74 and B (68.4%), followed by Å A C 1175 is 
important. However, Epiphanius’ higher (74.7%) agreement with Family 
1739 modifies that conclusion significantly. So while Epiphanius’ text of 
Acts 13–28 may be said to have some affinity with the Egyptian text, that 
agreement is precisely with Family 1739.  Epiphanius has no real affinity 
with the “Western” or Byzantine texts in the last half of Acts.   

 

                                                             
22 Thomas C. Geer, Jr., “The Two Faces of Codex 33 in Acts,” NovT 31 

(1989): 39–47. 
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2. PROFILE ANALYSIS OF ACTS IN EPIPHANIUS 
 

For Acts, Epiphanius’ Inter-group relationships are analyzed in 
terms of three types: “distinctive” (readings shared by more than half of 
the extant and usable members of a group with no support from outside 
the group), “exclusive” (readings shared by at least two members of a 
group with no support from outside the group), and “primary” 
(readings shared by at least two members of a group, with greater 
support from within the group than from outside it, and no other group 
being uniform). “Greater support” means 1) in the case of “uniform” 
primary readings, readings supported neither uniformly by another 
group, nor predominantly by more than one other group, nor by two 
other groups when one of them supports it predominantly, and 2) in the 
case of “predominant” primary readings, readings supported neither 
uniformly nor predominantly by another group, and 3) in all other 
instances, readings supported by more group than non-group 
witnesses.23 

In order to ascertain the strength of a MSS group’s support for a 
particular reading, those readings must be analyzed that occur only 
among the witnesses of that group. Thus, Intra-group readings may or 
may not be attested by members of another group. Epiphanius’ Intra-
group relationships are analyzed in terms of two types: “uniform” 
(readings that are shared by all extant and usable group members), and 
“predominant” (readings that are shared by at least two-thirds of the 
members extant and usable at a given point). 

 
 
 
 

Table 9 
 

Epiphanius’ Inter-group Relationships in Acts 
 

Distinctive           Exclusive         Primary Total 
 

Egyptian 2/5 (40.0%) 5/8 (62.5%)   8/10 (80.0%)   15/23 (65.2%) 
“Western” — 0/3 (0.0%)  1/1 (100.0%)    1/4  (25.0%) 
Byzantine 1/5 (20.0%) — 7/17 (41.2%)    8/22 (36.4%) 

 
 

 
                                                             

23 Adapted from Bart D. Ehrman, “The Use of Group Profiles for the 
Classification of New Testament Documentary Evidence,” JBL 106 (1987): 478. 



THE TEXT OF THE APOSTOLOS IN EPIPHANIUS 
 
202 

Table 10 
 

Epiphanius’ Intra-group Relationships in Acts 
 

 Uniform Predominant Total 
 
Egyptian 6/7  (85.7%) 10/14 (71.4%) 16/21 (76.2%) 
  Old Egyptian 19/26 (73.1%)     2/7 (28.6%)       21/33 (63.6%) 
  Late Egyptian 7/8  (87.5%) 10/16 (62.5%) 17/24 (70.8%) 
    A C 81 1175   13/19 (68.4%)   5/10 (50.0%)       18/29 (62.1%) 
    Family 1739   18/26 (69.2%)   2/3 (66.7%)       20/29 (69.0%) 
“Western” 7/14 (50.0%)   0/3 (0.0%)   7/17 (41.2%)24 
Byzantine  8/21(38.1%)  3/10 (30.0%)      11/31 (35.5%) 
 

Table 11 
 

Epiphanius’ Agreements with Uniform or Predominant Readings that are also 
Distinctive, Exclusive or Primary in Acts 

 
  Uniform     Predominant  Total 
 

Egyptian 4/5 (80.0%)  5/8 (62.5%) 9/13  (69.2%) 
“Western” 1/1 (100.0%) –   1/1  (100.0%) 
Byzantine 8/16 (50.0%)    0/5 (0.0%) 8/21  (38.1%) 

 
The Inter-group relationships in Table 9 confirm that Epiphanius’ 

text of Acts 1–28 is Egyptian, rather than Byzantine or “Western.” Intra-
group relationships in Table 10 indicate negligible support by the 
Byzantine (35.5%) and “Western” traditions (41.2%). Principal support, 
however, is found in the Egyptian tradition (76.2%). Among the 
Egyptians, Epiphanius has 70.8% agreement with the Later Egyptians, as 
opposed to only 63.6% with the Old Egyptians. Further, among the Late 
Egyptians, Epiphanius has 69.0% agreement with Family 1739, but only 
62.1% with A C 81 1175. His agreement with “uniform” or “predom-
inant” readings that are also “distinctive,” “exclusive,” or “primary” 
confirms Epiphanius’ agreement with the Later Egyptian text-form.  
However, the relationship with Family 1739 remains unclear. 
 
 

                                                             
24 There are few “Western” Intra-group readings because only D and E, 

which often do not agree, are used, and also because the Old Latin is used to 
assist with group readings and often itd and ite do not agree. 
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Table 12 
 

Epiphanius’ Inter-group Relationships in Acts 1–12 
 

 Distinctive Exclusive       Primary Total  
 
Egyptian 0/2  (0.0%) 1/2 (50.0%)     5/6  (83.3%)    6/10 (60.0%) 
“Western”         – 0/2 (50.0%)     1/1  (100%)     1/3 (33.3%) 
Byzantine 1/1 (100%) – 3/9  (33.3%)   4/10 (40.0%) 

 
Table 13 

 
Epiphanius’ Intra-group Relationships in Acts 1–12 

 
 Uniform Predominant       Total 
 
Egyptian 2/2  (100%) 6/9 (66.7%) 8/11 (72.7%) 
  Old Egyptian 9/13 (69.2%) 0/2 (0.0%)          9/15 (60.0%) 
  Late Egyptian 2/2  (100%) 6/9 (66.7%)   8/11 (72.7%) 
    A C 81 1175      8/9 (88.9%) 4/6 (66.7%)       12/15 (80.0%) 
    Family 1739   18/26 (69.2%) 2/3  (66.7%)      20/29 (69.0%) 
“Western” 2/3 (66.7%) 0/2  (0.0%) 2/5 (40.0%) 
Byzantine 4/8 (50.0%) 3/6 (50.0%)         7/14 (50.0%) 

 
Table 14 

 
Epiphanius’ Agreements with Uniform or Predominant Readings that are also 

Distinctive, Exclusive or Primary in Acts 1–12 
 

 Uniform Predominant Total 
 
Egyptian 2/2 (100%) 3/6 (50.0%) 5/8  (62.5%) 
“Western” 1/1 (100%) – 1/1  (100%) 
Byzantine 4/8 (50.0%)  0/2 (0.0%) 4/10  (40.0%) 

 
Although only fifteen variants exist for these profiles, Epiphanius’ 

text of Acts 1–12 is Egyptian in character, especially Late Egyptian 
(80.0%), but affinity with Family 1739 is much lower (69.0%).  The Old 
Egyptians have only 60.0% agreement, while “Western” and  Byzantine 
agreements are negligible. 
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Table 15 
 

Epiphanius’ Inter-group Relationships in Acts 13–28 
 

Distinctive Exclusive       Primary Total  
 

Egyptian 2/3 (66.7%) 4/6 (66.7%)    3/4  (75.0%)    9/13 (69.2%) 
“Western” – 0/1 (0.0%) – 0/1  (0.0%) 
Byzantine 0/4  (0.0%) – 5/9  (55.6%)    5/13 (38.5%) 

 
Table 16 

 
Epiphanius’ Intra-group Relationships in Acts 13–28 

 
 Uniform Predominant Total 
 
Egyptian 4/5  (80.0%) 4/5  (80.0%) 8/10 (80.0%) 
  Old Egyptian 10/14 (71.4%) 2/5  (40.0%)       12/19 (63.2%) 
  Late Egyptian 5/6  (83.3%) 5/8  (62.5%) 10/14 (71.4%) 
    A C 81 1175     5/10 (50.0%) 2/5  (40.0%)        7/15 (46.7%) 
    Family 1739    13/17 (76.5%) 1/1  (100%)       14/18 (77.8%) 
“Western” 5/11 (45.5%)   0/1 (0.0%) 5/12 (41.7%) 
Byzantine 5/14 (35.7%) 0/4   (0.0%)        5/18 (27.8%) 

 
Table 17 

 
Epiphanius’ Agreements with Uniform or Predominant Readings that are also 

Distinctive, Exclusive or Primary in Acts 13–28 
 

  Uniform     Predominant  Total 
 

Egyptian 2/3 (66.7%)    2/2 (100%) 4/5  (80.0%) 
“Western” – – – 
Byzantine 5/9 (55.6%) 0/3 (0.0%) 5/12  (41.7%) 
 

In the nineteen units of variation available, these profiles indicate 
that in Acts 13–28, Epiphanius’ text is primarily Late Egyptian (71.4%) 
rather than Old Egyptian (63.2%), but within the Later Egyptian group 
there is very high agreement with Family 1739 (77.8%). It is more than 
interesting that in both quantitative and qualitative analyses, 
Epiphanius’ text of Acts 1–12 is strongly Late Egyptian with no signifi-
cant affinity with Family 1739, but in Acts 13-28 his text is primarily that 
of Family 1739. 
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3. Summary and Conclusion 
 

In terms of quantitative analysis, important differences emerge 
between Acts 1–12 and 13–28. In 1–12, Epiphanius’ agreement with the 
Later Egyptians is significant (72.7%), but agreement with Family 1739 is 
relatively weak at only 50.7%. Agreement with the Old Egyptians is not 
so high in 1–12 (63.4%), and agreement with the “Western” uncials 
(48.3%) and Byzantines (48.9%) is negligible. In Acts 13–28, however, 
Epiphanius exhibits strong agreement with Family 1739, at 74.7%, but 
surprisingly agreement with the Later Egyptians drops significantly to 
50.7%. Agreement with the Old Egyptian text in 13-28 remains similar to 
that in 1–12 (64.9%). Epiphanius seems to have no appreciable affinity 
with the Later Egyptian text in 13–28, nor with the “Western” (41.7%) or 
Byzantine (31.6%) texts.  

 The qualitative analysis of Epiphanius’ text of Acts 1–28 confirms 
principal agreement with the Later Egyptian tradition. However, when 
Acts 1–12 and 13–28 are analyzed separately, the profiles indicate a 
strong relationship with the Late Egyptian text in 1–12 (80.0%), and 
somewhat weaker affinity with Family 1739 and the Old Egyptians 
(60.0%). In 13–28, however, the Late Egyptian relationship remains 
strong (71.4%), but affinity with Family 1739 increases dramatically 
(77.8%).  Affinity with the Old Egyptians remains approximately the 
same throughout Acts. “Western” (41.2%) and Byzantine (35.5%) 
influence is negligible. 

From these analyses, one can conclude that Epiphanius’ text of Acts 
is certainly not “Western,” as von Soden proposed, nor Old Egyptian, as 
Ropes held. Instead, Epiphanius has primary relationship with the Later 
Egyptian MSS in chapters 1–12 and especially with Family 1739 in 13–28. 
There is no Byzantine affinity. As efforts to link 1739 with Caesarea have 
not been conclusive, Epiphanius’ text cannot be said to be Caesarean.25 
His fourth-century text does reflect alterations common to the Later 
Egyptian tradition, but only occasionally readings peculiar to the 
“Western” and developing Byzantine traditions. One can conclude that 

                                                             
25 Kirsopp Lake, J. de Zwaan, and Morton S. Enslin, “Codex 1739,” Six 

Collations of New Testament Manuscripts, 145, note that 1739 was copied from 
early MSS connected with Origen (esp. in Romans). Ernst Haenchen, “Zum 
Text der Apostelgeschichte,” ZTK 54 (1957): 54–55, considered the possibility 
that 1739 might represent a “Caesarean” text type in Acts.  However, in idem, 
The Acts of the Apostles (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1971), 50, he did not 
pursue this matter.  Thomas Geer, Family 1739 in Acts (SBLMS 48; Atlanta: 
Scholars Press, 1994), 63–64, 113–14, found 1739 to be Later Egyptian in 
textual affinity. 
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either Epiphanius used separate MSS of Acts 1–12 and 13–28, or the 
copyist of his exemplar relied upon different MSS in the two halves of 
Acts. 



 

 

 
 
 
 

CHAPTER 5 
 

EPIPHANIUS’ TEXT OF THE  
CATHOLIC EPISTLES 

  
 

1. QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS OF THE  
CATHOLIC EPISTLES IN EPIPHANIUS 

 
The MSS representative of the Egyptian textual tradition in the 

Catholic Epistles are those found in Greenlee,1 although the studies 
of Blakely,2 Richards,3 and others, have been instructive. Von Soden 
thought the textual relationships in Acts and the Catholic Epistles 
were the same from MS to MS.4 While Gallagher5 concluded that P 
“offers weak attestation to the H-text,” but still has some significant 
relation to that text, Kubo6 concluded that P is not Egyptian in 1 and 
2 Peter and Jude. Similarly, Richards7 noted that 1175 is Alexandrian 
in James and 1 and 2 Peter, but Byzantine in Jude and the Johannine 
Epistles. MSS P and 1175 are omitted from this study. MS 1739 has 
been classified as Alexandrian in James by Gallagher,8 in 1 and 2 
Peter and Jude by Kubo9 and in the Johannine Epistles by Richards.10  

                                                             
1 J. Harold Greenlee, Introduction to New Testament Textual Criticism 

(2nd ed.; Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1995), 118. 
2 Wayne A. Blakely, “Manuscript Relationships as Indicated by the 

Epistles of Jude and II Peter” (Ph.D. dissertation, Emory University, 1964). 
3 W. Larry Richards, The Classification of the Greek Manuscripts of the 

Johannine Epistles (SBLDS 35; Missoula, Mont.: Scholars Press, 1977). 
4 Hermann von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments in ihrer 

ältesten erreichbaren Textgestalt (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 
1911), 1.3.1840–41. 

5 J. Tim Gallagher, “A Study of von Soden’s H-Text in the Catholic 
Epistles,” AUSS 8 (1970): 97–119, esp. 107. 

6 Sakae Kubo, “A Comparative Study of ∏72 and Codex Vaticanus” 
(Ph.D. dissertation, University of Chicago, 1964), 259.   

7 W. Larry Richards, “Gregory 1175: Alexandrian or Byzantine in the 
Catholic Epistles?” AUSS 21 (1983): 155–68, esp. 161. 

8 Gallagher, “von Soden’s H-Text in the Catholic Epistles,” AUSS 
(1970): 79-119. 

9 Kubo, “A Comparative Study of ∏72 and Codex Vaticanus,” 259. 
10 Richards, Classification of the Greek MSS of the Johannine Epistles, 200. 
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The selection of Byzantine MSS is based upon the analysis of 
Wachtel11 and upon unpublished research of Osburn and Geer. 

The “Western” text is not discernible in the Catholic Epistles.12  
Duplacy13 did mention briefly the possibility of a “Western” text in 
the Catholic Epistles. Also, Amphoux14 posited the existence of four 
textual groupings in the Catholic Epistles, two of which make up one 
taxonomic group.15 

In 1970, Carder16 posited the existence of a Caesarean text in the 
Catholic Epistles, but Kurt Aland17 argued convincingly that there is 
no evidence to support this thesis.18 

 
The following witnesses are used as representative: 
 
Egyptian   ∏72 

Å A B C Y 33 81 323 1739 
 
Byzantine  ˜ L 049 105 201 325 1022 1352 

 
Selected MSS from Family 1739 in Acts are included in the quanti-
tative analysis because of the close relationship of Epiphanius’ text of 
Acts to that group. However, as will be seen, Epiphanius’ text of the 
Catholic Epistles has no significant relationship to 1739 or to Family 
1739, and the group is not included in the Inter-group and Intra-
group profiles. From the following investigation, it appears that each 
of these manuscripts may exhibit different textual affinities from 
epistle to epistle, and certainly there is no basis for assuming that 
                                                             

11 Klaus Wachtel, Der Byzantinische Text der Katholischen Briefe (ANTT 
24; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1995). 

12 Metzger, Text of the NT, 213–14, contra Greenlee, Introduction to NT 
Textual Criticism, 118.    

13 Jean Duplacy, “Le Texte ‘occidental’ des épîtres catholiques,” NTS 16 
(1969): 397–99.  

14 C.-B. Amphoux, “Le Texte des épîtres catholiques.  Essais de 
classement des états de texte, préparatoires à une histoire du texte de ces 
épîtres” (Ph.D. dissertation, Paris-Sorbonne, 1981).  

15 Leon Vaganay, An Introduction to New Testament Textual Criticism 
(2nd ed., rev. C.-B. Amphoux; trans. J. Heimerdinger; Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1982), 71–73. 

16 Muriel M. Carder, “A Caesarean Text in the Catholic Epistles,” NTS 
16 (1970): 252-70, which summarizes the work in her Th.D. dissertation at 
Victoria University. 

17 Kurt Aland, “Bemerkungen zu den gegenwärtigen möglichkeiten 
textkritiscsher Arbeit aus Anlass einer Untersuchung zum Cäsarea-Text der 
Katholischen Briefe,” NTS  17 (1970): 1-9. 

18 See also the critique in Richards, Classification of the Greek MSS of the 
Johannine Epistles, 202-06. 
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there is a necessary affinity of textual grouping between Acts and the 
Catholic Epistles in a MS. Since in this study there are insufficient 
data to conduct an analysis epistle by epistle, the data from the 
Catholic Epistles are analyzed collectively to see what, if any, 
conclusions can be drawn. 
  

Table 19 
 

Proportional Relationship of all Witnesses in the Corpus of the Catholic Epistles 
 

 Epiph TR ˜ ∏72 Å A B C L Y 049 33 105 201 323 325 1022 1739 

Epiph -                  

TR 90.0 -                 

˜ 80.0 90.0 -                

∏72 33.3 33.3 33.3 -               

Å 30.0 20.0 30.0 33.3 -              

A 60.0 60.0 50.0 33.3 50.0 -             

B 40.0 30.0 20.0 100.0 60.0 60.0 -            

C 55.6 44.4 33.3 66.7 22.2 44.4 66.7 -           

L 80.0 80.0 90.0 33.3 30.0 60.0 20.0 33.3 -          

Y 70.0 60.0 50.0 66.7 30.0 50.0 70.0 88.9 50.0 -         

049 70.0 80.0 90.0 33.3 30.0 40.0 20.0 33.3 80.0 50.0 -        

33 66.7 77.8 66.7 33.3 44.4 88.9 55.6 50.0 55.6 55.6 55.6 -       

105 80.0 90.0 100.0 33.3 30.0 50.0 20.0 33.3 90.0 50.0 90.0 66.7 -      

201 80.0 90.0 100.0 33.3 30.0 50.0 20.0 33.3 90.0 50.0 90.0 66.7 100.0 -     

323 40.0 50.0 60.0 33.3 40.0 30.0 20.0 44.4 50.0 30.0 60.0 44.4 60.0 60.0 -    

325 90.0 100.0 90.0 33.3 20.0 60.0 30.0 44.4 80.0 60.0 80.0 77.8 90.0 90.0 50.0 -   

1022 80.0 90.0 100.0 33.3 30.0 50.0 20.0 33.3 90.0 50.0 90.0 66.7 100.0 100.0 60.0 90.0 -  

1739 40.0 30.0 20.0 33.3 60.0 60.0 60.0 66.7 20.0 50.0 20.0 55.6 20.0 20.0 60.0 30.0 20.0 - 

 
Table 20 

 
Epiphanius’ Percentages of Agreement with Control Witnesses in 

Genetically Significant Variation in the Catholic Epistles  
(Witness; % Agreement with Epiphanius; No. Occurrences) 

 
[TR 90.0  10]  33 66.7  9 
325 90.0 10  A 60.0 10 
˜ 80.0 10  C 55.6  9 
L 80.0 10  B 40.0 10 

105 80.0 10  323 40.0 10 
201 80.0 10  1739 40.0 10 
1022 80.0 10  ∏72 33.3  3 

Y 70.0 10  Å 30.0 10 
049 70.0 10     
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Table 21 
 

Percentage of Agreement of Witnesses with Epiphanius in the Catholic 
Epistles 

 
A.  Egyptian Agreements with Epiphanius 

 
Witnesses               Agreements            Comparisons 

 
∏72 1   3 
 Å  3  10 
B 4  10 
A 6  10 
C 5   9 
Y 7  10 
33 6  9 
323 4  10 
1739 4  10 
 

Total 40  81 
 
% Agreement:  49.4 

 
B. Byzantine Agreements with Epiphanius 

 
Witnesses               Agreements            Comparisons 

 
L 8 10 
049 7 10 
105 8 10 
201 8 10 
325 9 10  
1022 8 10 
 

Total 48 60 
 
% Agreement:  80.0   (˜ 80.0) 

 
 

In the Catholic Epistles, 1739 demonstrates 4 agreements with 
Epiphanius and 6 disagreements, resulting in only 40.0% agreement. 
From these meager data, the relationship of Epiphanius’ text to 1739 
in Acts does not carry over to the Catholic Epistles. 
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Table 22 
 

Summary of Statistical Data in Tables 18–20 
 

Groups Catholic Epistles    
 
Egyptian 49.4      
Byzantine 80.0             

 Family 1739 58.8         
 

The results of Table 21 suggest that Epiphanius’ citations of the 
Catholic Epistles have primary affinity with the Byzantine text. The 
separation of 30.6 % between the Byzantine and the Egyptian text 
leaves little to the imagination. 
 

2. PROFILE ANALYSIS OF THE  
CATHOLIC EPISTLESIN EPIPHANIUS 

 
Table 23 

 
Epiphanius’ Inter-group Relationships in the Catholic Epistles 

 
 Distinctive Exclusive  Primary  Total  

 
Egyptian 1/5 (20.0%) 0/5 (0.0%) 1/2 (50.0%) 2/12 (16.7%) 
Byzantine 1/1 (100.0%)  — 6/8 (75.0%) — 
 

Epiphanius reads only one of five distinctive Egyptian readings 
and none of the five exclusive Egyptian readings. His support of 
Egyptian readings in the Inter-group profile is in only one of two 
primary texts. Agreeing with the one exclusive Byantine reading, 
Epiphanius also reads six of eight primary Byzantine texts. 

 
Table 24 

 
Epiphanius Intra-Group Relationships in the Catholic Epistles 

 
     Uniform  Predominant  Total 
 
Egyptian  — 4/7 4/7 
Byzantine 9/9 2/4 11/13 
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More instructive are Epiphanius’ Intra-group Relationships, 
where he only reads four of seven predominant Egyptian readings 
(57.1%), but all eight of the Byzantine uniform readings and two of 
four Byzantine predominant readings (83.3%). This tends to confirm 
the earlier quantitative analysis favoring Epiphanius’ agreement 
with the Byzantine text-form in the Catholic Epistles. 

Epiphanius’ support of uniform or predominant readings that 
are also distinctive, exclusive or primary in the Catholic Epistles, 
shows agreement with all five Byantine uniform readings and one of 
three predominant readings (75%), while showing only one agree-
ment in four Egyptian predominant readings (25%).   

Coupled with the 80% agreement with the Byzantine text in the 
quantitative data, as opposed to only 49.2% with the Egyptian text, 
the slight evidence of the ten readings in these citations lead to the 
likelihood that Epiphanius’ text of the Catholic Epistles is Byzantine 
in character. However, one must use restraint in this conclusion, as 
the database is too small to provide a definitive characterization. 



     
 
 
 

CHAPTER 6 
 

EPIPHANIUS’ TEXT OF THE PAULINE EPISTLES 
 
 

1. THE QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS 
 

The following witnesses are used as representative of the major 
textual groupings in the Pauline epistles: 

 
Old Egyptian — ∏46 Å B 1739 
Late Egyptian — A C P 33 81 104 
“Western” uncials — D F G 
Byzantine— ˜ K L 049 699 1594 
 

The MSS selected as representative of the Egyptian textual tradition in 
the Pauline Epistles are those found in Metzger1 and Greenlee,2 with 
certain exceptions. MS 1739 is included as an Old Egyptian witness on 
the basis of the study of Zuntz.3 Based on Morrill’s analysis,4 which 
concluded that Y and 6 have mixed texts in 1 Corinthians much closer to 
the Byzantine tradition and that 1908 is definitely Byzantine in character 
in 1 Corinthians, those MSS are not included in this study, lest they skew 
the data. The so-called “Western cursives” were included in the earlier 
stages of the investigation, but were omitted from the study when the 
results were decidedly negative. Bover5 discusses the possibility of a 
Caesarean text in the Pauline Epistles, but efforts to identify it have been 
unsuccessful.  
 

 
                                                                            

1 Bruce M. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament (3rd ed.; Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 1992), 216, and idem, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New 
Testament (2nd ed.; New York: UBS, 1994), 15*-16*. 

2 J. Harold Greenlee, Introduction to New Testament Textual Criticism (2nd ed.; 
Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1995), 118. 

3 Günther Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles: A Disquisition Upon the Corpus 
Paulinum (London: Oxford University Press, 1953), 68–84, esp. 78. 

4 Bruce Morrill, “The Classification of the Greek Manuscripts of First 
Corinthians” (M.A. thesis, Harding Graduate School of Religion, 1981), 266 pp., 
analyzed full collations of MSS.  

5 J. M. Bover, Novi Testamenti Biblia Graeca et Latina (5th ed.; Madrid: 
Gráficas Cóndor, 1968), xlvi–xlvii. 
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Table 25 
 

  Complete Corpus of the Pauline Epistles 
 

 Epiph TR ˜ ∏46 Å A B C D F G K L P 049 33 81 104 699 1594 1739 
Epiph -                     

TR 59.7 -                    

˜ 58.1 96.0 -                   

∏46 54.6 39.4 39.4 -                  

Å 61.2 41.6 41.6 76.6 -                 
A 62.2 45.7 45.7 65.5 80.2 -                
B 56.2 40.2 40.2 73.1 74.4 65.7 -               

C 66.3 44.4 43.2 68.3 77.8 75.6 73.0 -              
D 45.7 38.4 34.4 45.7 48.0 52.6 50.4 43.2 -             
F 40.3 27.5 25.8 39.3 35.8 39.6 37.2 31.6 67.5 -            
G 41.1 28.3 26.7 38.2 35.0 38.7 36.3 31.6 68.3 98.3 -           

K 54.6 85.6 87.5 37.7 41.3 45.3 42.7 47.5 35.6 24.8 25.7 -          
L 55.0 89.6 92.0 35.1 38.4 44.8 37.6 45.7 36.0 26.7 27.5 85.6 -         
P 68.3 64.8 63.9 51.1 59.8 61.1 56.1 57.5 39.3 35.9 35.0 62.7 60.7 -        

049 63.2 85.7 88.1 34.4 44.0 45.3 41.7 50.0 46.4 27.7 28.9 90.6 85.7 66.7 -       
33 60.8 47.9 46.3 62.2 72.7 68.8 70.8 74.4 47.9 37.1 35.3 49.0 46.3 66.9 55.4 -      
81 66.1 51.2 49.6 66.7 78.0 73.3 70.4 74.1 52.0 32.2 33.1 51.0 48.0 65.0 52.4 70.6 -     
104 69.8 74.4 72.0 45.7 52.0 54.3 47.9 53.1 36.0 33.3 32.5 69.2 70.4 70.5 66.7 56.2 61.0 -    

699 57.4 89.9 94.1 36.7 38.7 42.6 37.8 42.5 34.5 24.6 25.4 85.7 89.9 60.3 87.3 44.3 48.3 67.2 -   
1594 57.4 93.6 96.0 37.2 40.8 44.8 37.6 42.0 33.6 23.3 24.2 87.5 88.0 63.1 84.5 44.6 48.8 72.8 91.6 -  
1739 54.3 51.2 49.6 64.9 67.2 64.7 71.8 61.7 45.6 32.5 31.7 49.0 48.0 56.6 51.2 65.3 65.0 52.0 47.1 47.2 - 

 
 

Table 26 
 

Romans 
 

 Epiph TR ˜ ∏46 Å A B C D F G K L P 049 33 81 104 699 1594 1739 
Epiph -                     
TR 61.5 -                    

˜ 61.5 92.3 -                   

∏46 0.0 25.0 25.0 -                  

Å 53.8 23.1 23.1 50.0 -                 
A 53.8 23.1 23.1 50.0 100.0 -                

B 38.5 38.5 38.5 75.0 53.8 53.8 -               
C 60.0 20.0 20.0 50.0 60.0 60.0 50.0 -              
D 23.1 38.5 30.8 100.0 46.2 46.2 69.2 50.0 -             
F 23.1 38.5 30.8 75.0 15.4 15.4 53.8 20.0 61.5 -            

G 23.1 38.5 30.8 75.0 15.4 15.4 53.8 20.0 61.5 100.0 -           
K 44.4 88.9 88.9 33.3 22.2 22.2 55.6 42.9 44.4 33.3 33.3 -          
L 53.8 84.6 92.3 25.0 30.8 30.8 46.2 30.0 38.5 23.1 23.1 100.0 -         

P 63.6 90.9 100.0 0.0 18.2 18.2 27.3 22.2 18.2 27.3 27.3 87.5 90.9 -        
049 46.2 76.9 84.6 25.0 23.1 23.1 53.8 40.0 46.2 30.8 30.8 100.0 92.3 81.8 -       
33 46.2 76.9 84.6 25.0 23.1 23.1 38.5 30.0 30.8 30.8 30.8 100.0 92.3 90.9 84.6 -      
81 69.2 38.5 38.5 25.0 76.9 76.9 53.8 70.0 46.2 23.1 23.1 33.3 46.2 36.4 38.5 38.5 -     

104 76.9 76.9 69.2 25.0 38.5 38.5 30.8 40.0 38.5 30.8 30.8 55.6 61.5 63.6 53.8 53.8 53.8 -    
699 53.8 84.6 92.3 25.0 30.8 30.8 46.2 30.0 38.5 23.1 23.1 100.0 100.0 90.9 92.3 92.3 46.2 61.5 -   
1594 69.2 84.6 92.3 25.0 30.8 30.8 30.8 30.0 23.1 23.1 23.1 77.8 84.6 90.9 76.9 76.9 46.2 76.9 84.6 -  

1739 46.2 53.8 53.8 0.0 46.2 46.2 46.2 20.0 30.8 30.8 30.8 44.4 46.2 54.5 53.8 38.5 38.5 38.5 46.2 46.2 - 
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Table 27 
 

  1 Corinthians 
 

 Epiph TR ˜ ∏46 Å A B C D F G K L P 049 33 81 104 699 1594 1739 
Epiph -                     
TR 57.7 -                    

˜ 54.9 94.1 -                   

∏46 60.0 39.7 39.7 -                  

Å 62.0 41.2 41.2 77.6 -                 
A 64.3 46.3 46.3 66.7 77.6 -                

B 54.9 32.4 32.4 72.4 72.1 67.2 -               
C 60.9 47.7 45.5 65.0 75.0 76.7 70.5 -              
D 47.9 33.8 27.9 43.1 48.5 50.7 45.6 36.4 -             
F 43.5 28.8 27.3 32.1 34.8 38.5 33.3 28.6 74.2 -            

G 43.5 28.8 27.3 32.1 34.8 38.5 33.3 28.6 74.2 98.5 -           
K 51.9 82.4 86.3 42.9 45.1 46.0 37.3 51.9 27.5 25.5 25.5 -          
L 50.7 92.6 95.6 37.9 39.7 44.8 30.9 47.7 30.9 30.3 30.3 84.3 -         

P 70.0 56.7 53.7 56.1 67.2 65.2 56.7 68.2 41.8 36.9 36.9 54.0 52.2 -        
049 62.5 84.2 86.8 32.3 42.1 40.5 26.3 44.4 39.5 27.0 27.0 90.9 84.2 56.8 -       
33 58.2 37.5 32.8 59.3 75.0 73.0 70.3 73.2 48.4 35.5 33.9 36.2 34.4 63.5 40.5 -      
81 63.4 48.5 45.6 69.0 79.4 74.6 72.1 75.0 51.5 33.3 33.3 49.0 44.1 65.7 50.0 75.0 -     

104 69.0 67.6 64.7 51.7 55.9 58.2 47.1 56.8 36.8 40.9 40.9 60.8 66.2 67.2 57.9 56.2 58.8 -    
699 55.7 88.1 94.0 38.6 37.3 42.4 29.9 44.2 28.4 27.7 27.7 82.0 89.6 51.5 86.8 31.7 44.8 58.2 -   
1594 54.9 94.1 97.1 39.7 41.2 46.3 32.4 45.5 27.9 24.2 24.2 88.2 92.6 55.2 86.8 34.4 45.6 64.7 91.0 -  

1739 54.9 50.0 47.1 69.0 66.2 64.2 77.9 68.2 50.0 33.3 33.3 49.0 45.6 58.2 47.4 70.3 70.6 55.9 43.3 47.1 - 

 
 

Table 28 
 

2 Corinthians 
 

 Epiph TR ˜ ∏46 Å A B C D F G K L P 049 33 81 104 699 1594 1739 
Epiph -                     
TR 69.2 -                    

˜ 69.2 100.0 -                   

∏46 63.6 40.0 40.0 -                  

Å 69.2 41.7 41.7 80.0 -                 
A 75.0 25.0 25.0 100.0 100.0 -                
B 69.2 41.7 41.7 80.0 83.3 75.0 -               

C 66.7 33.3 33.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 83.3 -              
D 61.5 50.0 50.0 70.0 58.3 75.0 75.0 66.7 -             
F 46.2 16.7 16.7 40.0 41.7 50.0 41.7 33.3 41.7 -            

G 46.2 16.7 16.7 40.0 41.7 50.0 41.7 33.3 41.7 100.0 -           
K 69.2 100.0 100.0 40.0 41.7 25.0 41.7 33.3 50.0 16.7 16.7 -          
L 61.5 91.7 91.7 30.0 33.3 25.0 33.3 33.3 41.7 25.0 25.0 91.7 -         
P 69.2 58.3 58.3 60.0 66.7 50.0 66.7 50.0 41.7 41.7 41.7 58.3 50.0 -        

049 69.2 100.0 100.0 40.0 41.7 25.0 41.7 33.3 50.0 16.7 16.7 100.0 91.7 58.3 -       
33 69.2 41.7 41.7 80.0 83.3 75.0 91.7 83.3 66.7 33.3 33.3 41.7 33.3 66.7 41.7 -      
81 72.7 40.0 40.0 100.0 90.0 100.0 90.0 100.0 70.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 30.0 70.0 40.0 90.0 -     

104 76.9 91.7 91.7 40.0 50.0 25.0 50.0 33.3 41.7 25.0 25.0 91.7 83.3 66.7 91.7 50.0 50.0 -    
699 71.4 100.0 100.0 28.6 42.9 25.0 28.6 33.3 42.9 28.6 28.6 100.0 100.0 57.1 100.0 28.6 33.3 100.0 -   
1594 69.2 100.0 100.0 40.0 41.7 25.0 41.7 33.3 50.0 16.7 16.7 100.0 91.7 58.3 100.0 41.7 40.0 91.7 100.0 -  
1739 53.8 50.0 50.0 60.0 75.0 75.0 58.3 83.3 41.7 33.3 33.3 50.0 41.7 41.7 50.0 58.3 70.0 58.3 57.1 50.0 - 
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Table 29 
 

  Galatians through Hebrews 
 

 Epiph TR ˜ ∏46 Å A B C D F G K L P 049 33 81 104 699 1594 1739 
Epiph -                     
TR 59.4 -                    

˜ 59.4 100.0 -                   

∏46 45.5 40.9 40.9 -                  

Å 59.4 50.0 50.0 77.3 -                 
A 59.4 56.2 56.2 59.1 75.0 -                

B 62.5 62.5 62.5 71.4 87.5 66.7 -               
C 81.0 52.4 52.4 66.7 85.7 76.2 92.9 -              
D 43.8 43.8 43.8 31.8 43.8 56.2 41.7 47.6 -             
F 37.9 24.1 24.1 52.6 44.8 51.7 36.4 44.4 65.5 -            

G 41.4 27.6 27.6 47.4 41.4 48.3 31.8 44.4 69.0 96.6 -           
K 56.2 84.4 84.4 27.3 40.6 53.1 50.0 47.6 40.6 24.1 27.6 -          
L 62.5 84.4 84.4 31.8 40.6 53.1 54.2 52.4 43.8 20.7 24.1 81.2 -         

P 65.6 75.0 75.0 40.9 56.2 68.8 62.5 52.4 40.6 34.5 31.0 71.9 71.9 -        
049 71.4 85.7 85.7 36.8 61.9 71.4 61.9 75.0 57.1 33.3 38.1 81.0 81.0 81.0 -       
33 68.8 59.4 59.4 68.2 84.4 78.1 79.2 95.2 46.9 44.8 41.4 56.2 56.2 65.6 71.4 -      
81 68.8 65.6 65.6 54.5 71.9 65.6 66.7 66.7 50.0 31.0 34.5 62.5 62.5 71.9 71.4 68.8 -     

104 65.6 81.2 81.2 36.4 50.0 56.2 58.3 57.1 31.2 20.7 17.2 78.1 78.1 81.2 76.2 59.4 71.9 -    
699 59.4 93.8 93.8 36.4 43.8 50.0 58.3 47.6 43.8 17.2 20.7 84.4 84.4 68.8 81.0 53.1 59.4 81.2 -   
1594 53.1 93.8 93.8 31.8 43.8 50.0 54.2 42.9 43.8 24.1 27.6 84.4 78.1 71.9 76.2 53.1 59.4 81.2 93.8 -  

1739 56.2 53.1 53.1 68.2 75.0 71.9 75.0 61.9 43.8 31.0 27.6 50.0 56.2 59.4 57.1 68.8 62.5 46.9 53.1 46.9 - 

 
Table 30 

 
Agreement of Manuscripts with Epiphanius in the Pauline Epistles 

 
Witness          No. Agreements          Total Occurrences     % Agreement 
 
 104 90 129 69.8 
 P 86 126 68.3 
 C 55   83 66.3 
 81 84 127 66.1 
 049 55   87 63.2 
 A 74 119 62.2 
 Å 79 129 61.2 
 33 76 125 60.8 
 TR 77 129 59.7 
 ˜ 75 129 58.1 
 699 70 122 57.4 
 1594 74 129 57.4 
 B 68 121 56.2 
 L 71 129 55.0 
 ∏46 53   97 54.6 
 K 59 108 54.6 
 1739 70 129 54.3 
 D 59 129 45.7 
 G 51 124 41.1 
 F 50 124 40.3 
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Table 31 
 

Agreement with Epiphanius in Rom, 1 Cor, 2 Cor, and Gal-Heb 
(Witness; % Agreement with Epiphanius; No. Occurrences) 

 
       Romans                 1 Corinthians         2 Corinthians        Galatians-Hebrews 
 

104 76.9  13 P 70.0 70 104 76.9 13 C 81.0 21 
81 69.2 13 104 69.0 71 A 75.0  4 049 71.4 21 

1594 69.2 13 A 64.3 70 81 72.7 11 33 68.8 32 
P 63.6 11 81 63.4 71 699  71.4 7 81 68.8 32 

TR 61.5 13 049 62.5 40 TR 69.2 13 P 65.6 32 
˜ 61.5 13 Å 62.0 71 ˜ 69.2 13 104 65.6 32 
C 60.0 10 C  60.9 46 Å 69.2 13 B 62.5 24 
Å 53.8 13 ∏46 60.0 60 B 69.2 13 L 62.5 32 
A 53.8 13 33 58.2 67 K 69.2 13 Å 59.4 32 
L 53.8 13 TR 57.7 71 P 69.2 13 A 59.4 32 

699 53.8 13 699 55.7 70 049 69.2 13 TR 59.4 32 
049 46.2 13 B 54.9 71 33 69.2 13 ˜ 59.4 32 
33 46.2 13 1739 54.9 71 1594 69.2 13 699 59.4 32 

1739 46.2 13 ˜ 54.9 71 C 66.7 6 K 56.2 32 
K 44.4  9 1594 54.9 71 ∏46 63.6 11 1739 56.2 32 
B 38.5 13 K 51.9 54 D 61.5 13 1594 53.1 32 
D 23.1 13 L 50.7 71 L 61.5 13 ∏46 45.5 22 
F 23.1 13 D 47.9 71 1739 53.8 13 D 43.8 32 
G  23.1 13 F 43.5 69 F 46.2 13 G 41.4 29 
∏46 0.0 4 G 43.5 69 G 46.2 13 F 37.9 29 
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Table 32 
 

% of Agreement of Witnesses with Epiphanius in the Pauline Epistles 
 

A. Old Egyptian = 56.7% 
 

Witness                   Agreements            Comparisons 
 

∏46 53  97 
Å 79 129 
B 68 121 
1739 70 129 
 
Total 270 476 

 
 
 

B. Later Egyptian = 65.6% 
 

Witness                   Agreements            Comparisons 
 

A   74 119 
C   55  83 
P   86 126 
33   76 125 
81   84 127 

104   90 129 
 

Total 465 709 
 
 
 

C. “Western” Unicals = 42.4% 
 

Witness                   Agreements            Comparisons 
 

D   59 129 
F   50 124 
G   51 124 
 
Total 160 377 
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Table 32, cont. 
 

D. Byzantine Witnesses = 57.4% 
 

Witness                  Agreements           Comparisons 
 
˜   75 129 
K   59 108 
L   71 129 
049   55  87 
699   70 122 
1594   74 129 
 
Total 404 704 

 
 
 

Table 33 
 

% of Agreement of Witnesses with Epiphanius in Romans 
 

A. Old Egyptian = 41.9% 
 

Witness                   Agreements            Comparisons 
 

∏46   0   4 
Å   7 13 
B   5 13 
1739   6 13 
 
Total 18 43 

 
B. Later Egyptian = 61.6% 

 
Witness                   Agreements            Comparisons 

 
A   7 13 
C   6 10 
P   7 11 
33   6 13 
81   9 13 
104 10 13 
 
Total 45 73 
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Table 33, cont. 
 

C. “Western” Uncials = 23.1% 
 

Witness                   Agreements            Comparisons 
 

D 3 13 
F 3 13 
G 3 13 
 
Total 9 39 

 
D. Byzantine witnesses = 55.4% 

 
Witness                   Agreements            Comparisons 

 
˜   8 13 
K   4   9 
L   7 13 
049   6 13 
699   7 13 
1594   9 13 
 
Total 41 74 

 
 
 

 
 
 

Table 34 
 

% of Agreement of Witnesses with Epiphanius in 1 Corinthians 
 

A. Old Egyptian = 57.9% 
 

Witness                   Agreements            Comparisons 
 

∏46 36 60 
Å 44 71 
B 39 71 
1739 39 71 
 
Total                         158                       273 
 

 
 
 



EPIPHANIUS’ TEXT OF THE PAULINE EPISTLES 
 

 

221 

Table 34, cont. 
 

B. Later Egyptian = 64.6% 
 

Witness                   Agreements            Comparisons 
 

A 45 70 
C 28 46 
P 49 70 
33 39 67 
81 45 71 
104 49 71 
 
Total                           255                       395 

 
 

C. “Western” Uncials = 45.0% 
 

Witness                   Agreements            Comparisons 
 

D 34 71 
F 30 69 
G 30 69 
 
Total 94                         209 

 
 

D. Byzantine witnesses = 54.6% 
 

Witness                  Agreements            Comparisons 
 

˜ 39 71 
K 28 54 
L 36 71 
049 25 40 
699 39 70 
1594 39 71 
 
Total                        206                         377 
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Table 35 
 

% of Agreement of Witnesses with Epiphanius in 2 Corinthians 
 

A. Old Egyptian = 64.0% 
 

Witness                   Agreements            Comparisons 
 

∏46   7 11 
Å   9 13  
B   9 13 
1739   7 13 
 
Total 32 50 

 
 

B. Later Egyptian = 71.7% 
 

Witness                   Agreements            Comparisons 
 

A   3   4 
C   4   6 
P   9 13 
33   9 13 
81   8 11 
104 10 13 
 
Total 43 60 

 
 
 

C. “Western” Uncials = 51.3% 
 

Witness                   Agreements            Comparisons 
 

D  8 13 
F  6 13 
G  6 13 
 
Total 20 39 
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Table 35, cont. 
 

D. Byzantine witnesses = 68.1% 
 

Witness                   Agreements            Comparisons 
 

˜   9 13 
K   9 13 
L   8 13 
049   9 13 
699   5  7 
1594   9 13 

 
Total 49 72 

 
 
 
 

Table 36 
 

% of Agreement of Witnesses with Epiphanius in Galatians—Hebrews 
 

A. Old Egyptian = 56.4% 
 

Witness                   Agreements            Comparisons 
 

∏46 10  22 
Å 19   32 
B 15  24 
1739 18  32 
 
Total 62 110 

 
B. Later Egyptian = 67.4% 

 
Witness                   Agreements            Comparisons 

 
A 19 32 
C 17 21 
P 21 32 
33 22 32 
81 22 32 
104 21 32 
 
Total                           122                       181 
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Table 36, cont. 
 

C. “Western” Uncials = 41.1% 
 

Witness                   Agreements            Comparisons 
 

D 14 32 
F 11 29 
G 12 29 
 
Total 37 90 

 
 

D. Byzantine witnesses = 59.7% 
 

Witness                   Agreements            Comparisons 
 

˜ 19 32 
K 18 32 
L 20 32 
049 15 21 
699 19 32 
1594 17 32 
 
Total                           108                        181 
 
[TR 59.4%] 

 
 
 

Table 37 
 

Summary of Statistical Data in Tables 23–27 
 

Groups  Corpus Romans    1 Cor     2 Cor     Gal–Hebrews 
 
Old Egyptian 56.7 41.9 57.9 64.0 56.4 
Later Egyptian 65.6 61.6 64.6 71.7 67.4 
“Western” uncials 42.4 23.1 45.0 51.3 41.1 
Byzantine 57.4 55.4 54.6 68.1 59.7 
 

 
In Table 30, Epiphanius has highest agreement with Later Egyptian 

witnesses. The Byzantine witnesses follow, and it is evident that 
Epiphanius does not have significant agreement with the “Western” 
witnesses.   
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This analysis, however, presupposes a uniformity of text type 
throughout these epistles. In order to clarify the initial indication of 
textual affinity in individual epistles, separate analyses are made for 
Romans, 1 Corinthians and 2 Corinthians. The quotations from Galatians 
through Hebrews are grouped together. Percentages of agreement are 
given in Tables 31 and 32. As expected, Tables 31 and 32 maintain the 
general impression from Table 30 that the Egyptian witnesses are 
Epiphanius’ primary agreement, followed by significantly less Byzantine 
support, and the “Western” uncials presenting only negligible support. 

When the first three epistles are analyzed separately, some very 
important observations emerge. In Romans, there is very strong support 
for Epiphanius’ text in the Later Egyptian witnesses (61.6%), while Older 
Egyptians exhibit very little agreement with Epiphanius (41.9%). The 
Byzantine text in Romans is not as strong (55.4%) as the Later Egyptians.  
The “Western” uncials show only negligible support (23.1%) 

In 1 Corinthians, the Later Egyptian text is still prominent (64.6%), 
while the Old Egyptians increase considerably (57.9%). The Byzantine 
witnesses follow (54.6%), and the “Western” support is low (45.0%).   

The pattern of agreement with the Later Egyptian text (71.7%) 
continues in 2 Corinthians, with the Old Egyptian text increasing to a 
surprising 64.0%.  The Byzantine text is significantly higher (68.1%), but 
the “Western” uncials are not strong (51.3%).   

From Galatians through Hebrews, grouped together because of the 
small number of variants in each of these smaller epistles, the Later 
Egyptian witnesses cluster convincingly at the top (67.4%), followed by 
the Byzantines (59.7%), and at a distance by the Old Egyptians (56.4%) 
and “Western” uncials (41.1%) decidedly at the bottom.   

Six of the top eight witnesses in agreement with the text of 
Epiphanius in Table 30 are Later Egyptians. In Table 31, C P 81 104 show 
good support for Epiphanius throughout. A is strong in 1 and 2 
Corinthians, but less so in Romans. In the citations of Epiphanius from 
the Pauline Epistles, A C P 81 104 demonstrate textual phenomena not 
found in ∏46 B 1739.6    

From these data, it appears that Epiphanius’ text of Romans is Late 
Egyptian in character, with a certain Byzantine influence. There is no 
significant agreement with either the Old Egyptian tradition or with the 
“Western” manuscripts.  Epiphanius’ text of 1 and 2 Corinthians appears 
to be Late Egyptian, with some Byzantine influence. Epiphanius’ text of 
Galatians-Hebrews, however, appears to be Late Egyptian in character 
with no significant Byzantine influence. 
 
                                                                            

6 See Zuntz, Text of the Epistles, 84–159. 
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2. THE QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS 
 

 
Table 38 

 
Epiphanius’ Attestation of Inter-Group Readings  

in the Pauline Epistles (125 variants) 
 

     Distinctive   Exclusive   Primary  Total   __%__ 
 
Egyptian 5/14 7/20 10/14 22/48    45.8 
“Western” 2/18 0/5 10/34   12/57  21.1 
Byzantine   0/9 – 19/41 19/50    38.0 
 

 
Table 39 

 
Epiphanius’ Attestation of Intra-Group Readings  

in the Pauline Epistles 
 

     Uniform  Predominant  Total    __%__ 
 
Egyptian 19/20 52/73        71/93     76.3 

Old Egyptian 40/60 28/49       68/109      62.4 
Late Egyptian 36/43 41/52         77/95     81.1 

“Western” 38/84   9/31       47/115      40.9 
Byzantine 58/96 13/22       71/118      60.2 
 
 

 
Table 40 

 
Epiphanius’ Agreements with Uniform or Predominant Readings that are also 

Distinctive, Exclusive or Primary 
 in the Pauline Epistles 

 
     Uniform  Predominant  Total   __%__ 
 
Egyptian 4/4 8/18 12/22     54.5 
“Western” 8/40 4/11 12/51     23.5 
Byzantine 18/44              1/6 19/50    38.0 
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Table 41 
 

Epiphanius’ Attestation of Inter-Group Readings  
in Romans 

 
     Distinctive   Exclusive   Primary   Total   __%__ 
 
Egyptian 1/1 1/4 2/2  4/7      57.1 
“Western” 0/2 0/1 0/5  0/8          0.0 
Byzantine – – 3/6  3/6      50.0  
 

 
 
 

Table 42 
 

Epiphanius’ Attestation of Intra-Group Readings  
in Romans 

 
    Uniform  Predominant  Total    __%__ 
 
Egyptian – 5/6 5/6      83.3 

Old Egyptian 4/5 2/12 6/17      35.3 
Late Egyptian 1/1 7/8 8/9      88.9 

“Western”  1/8 0/3 1/11       9.1 
Byzantine 6/10 1/3 7/13     53.8 

 
 
 
 

Table 43 
 

Epiphanius’ Agreements with Uniform or Predominant Readings that are also 
Distinctive, Exclusive or Primary in Romans 

 
    Uniform  Predominant  Total     __%__ 

 
Egyptian – 1/1 1/1     100.0 
“Western” 0/5 0/2 0/7         0.0 
Byzantine 3/6  – 3/6       50.0 
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Table 44 
 

Epiphanius’ Attestation of Inter-Group Readings  
in 1 Corinthians 

 
  Distinctive   Exclusive   Primary   Total   __%__  

 
Egyptian 3/9 4/14  6/8       13/31  41.9 
“Western” 1/11  0/3  7/18        8/33    25.0 
Byzantine 0/9 –   10/20 10/29    34.5 
 
 

 
Table 45 

 
Epiphanius’ Attestation of Intra-Group Readings  

in 1 Corinthians 
 

    Uniform  Predominant  Total    __%__ 
 
Egyptian 13/13 26/38  39/51    76.5 

Old Egyptian 24/34 15/27  39/61    63.9 
Late Egyptian 20/24 22/28  42/52    80.8 

“Western” 25/50 6/15  31/65    47.7 
Byzantine 31/53 6/11  37/64    57.8 
 

 
Table 46 

 
Epiphanius’ Agreements with Uniform or Predominant Readings that are also 

Distinctive, Exclusive or Primary in 1 Corinthians 
 

    Uniform  Predominant  Total    __%__ 
 
Egyptian 2/2 6/12 8/14 57.1 
“Western” 5/23 3/5 8/28 28.6 
Byzantine 9/25 1/4 10/29       34.5 
 

 
Table 47 

 
Epiphanius’ Attestation of Inter-Group Readings  

in 2 Corinthians 
 

     Distinctive   Exclusive   Primary   Total   __%__ 
  
Egyptian 0/1 –  1/2  1/3      33.3 
“Western” – – 0/2         0/2        0.0 
Byzantine –  –  1/4  1/4      25.0 
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Table 48 
 

Epiphanius’ Attestation of Intra-Group Readings  
in 2 Corinthians 

 
    Uniform  Predominant  Total    __%__ 
 
Egyptian 2/2 8/10 10/12 83.3 

Old Egyptian 4/6 5/5 9/11     81.8 
Late Egyptian 5/5 5/7 10/12     83.3 

“Western” 4/5 1/5   5/10     50.0 
Byzantine  8/11 1/1 9/12     75.0 

 
 

Table 49 
 

Epiphanius’ Agreements with Uniform or Predominant Readings that are also 
Distinctive, Exclusive or Primary in 2 Corinthians 

 
    Uniform  Predominant  Total    __%__ 
 
Egyptian 1/1 0/2 1/3 33.3 
“Western” 0/1 0/1 0/2 0.0 
Byzantine 1/4 –  1/4        25.0 

 
 

Table 50 
 

Epiphanius’ Attestation of Inter-Group Readings  
in Galatians-Hebrews 

 
     Distinctive   Exclusive   Primary   Total   __%__ 
  
Egyptian 1/3 2/2            1/2        4/7      57.1   
“Western” 1/5 0/1 3/9       4/15 26.7 
Byzantine – – 5/11      5/11     45.5 

 
 

Table 51 
 

Epiphanius’ Attestation of Intra-Group Readings  
in Galatians-Hebrews 

 
    Uniform  Predominant  Total    __%__ 
 
Egyptian 4/5 13/19 17/24     70.8 

Old Egyptian 10/17 7/9 17/26     65.4 
Late Egyptian 10/13 7/9           17/22     77.3 

“Western” 8/21 2/8 10/29     34.5 
Byzantine  13/22    5/7 18/29     62.1 
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Table 52 
 

Epiphanius’ Agreements with Uniform or Predominant Readings that are also 
Distinctive, Exclusive or Primary in Galatians-Hebrews 

 
    Uniform  Predominant  Total    __%__ 
 
Egyptian 1/1  1/3 2/4       50.0 
“Western” 3/11 1/3 4/14       28.6 
Byzantine 5/9               0/2           5/11       45.5 
 

 
 A. EPIPHANIUS’ TEXT OF THE PAULINE EPISTLES: GROUP PROFILES 

 
Table 38 indicates Epiphanius’ support for the distinctive, exclusive 

and primary readings of each textual group.  As it is rare for all members 
of a textual group to agree on a particular reading, one cannot expect 
large totals or high percentages of agreement in these categories. These 
data suggest that the text of the Pauline Epistles used by Epiphanius was 
a good Egyptian text. Some Byzantine agreement is detectable, but there 
is no substantial “Western” agreement. In Table 39, the Intra-Group 
Profile treats majority readings of a group, regardless of how many other 
witnesses also support them. Here the results clearly show an Egyptian 
affinity (76.3%), more precisely a Late Egyptian affinity (81.1%). There is 
some Byzantine agreement (60.2%), but “Western” support is not strong 
(40.9%). When, in Table 40, one tabulates Epiphanius’ agreements with 
uniform and predominant readings that are also distinctive, exclusive or 
primary, Epiphanius is decidedly Egyptian, but with fewer readings. 
Byzantine support is not strong, and “Western” support is slight. 

The general picture emerging from the analysis is that his text was 
Egyptian in textual character, and specifically Later Egyptian. There is 
actually little Byzantine influence and no indication at all of relationship 
with the “Western” text. 
 

B. EPIPHANIUS’ TEXT OF ROMANS: GROUP PROFILE 
 
The Inter-Group Profile of Romans in Table 41 indicates Egyptian 

affinity (57.1%) with some Byzantine support (50%), but no “Western” 
support. The Intra-Group Profile in Table 42 corroborates this finding, 
with strong Egyptian support (83.3%), primarily Late Egyptian (88.9%).  
Byzantine support is not strong (53.8%), and “Western” support is 
negligible (9.1%). The combination of readings in Table 43 confirms the 
Late Egyptian affinity of Epiphanius’ text of Romans.   
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C. EPIPHANIUS’ TEXT OF 1 CORINTHIANS: GROUP PROFILE 
 

The Inter-Group Profile in Table 44 indicates Egyptian affinity in 
Epiphanius’ citations of 1 Corinthians. Byzantine support is not strong, 
nor is “Western” support. The Intra-Group Profile in Table 45, treating 
majority readings of a group regardless of how many others also support 
those readings, confirms that Epiphanius’ text has a strong Egyptian 
(76.5%) affinity, primarily Later Egyptian (80.8%). Byzantine support is 
not strong (57.8%) and “Western” support follows (47.7%). The combin-
ation of readings in Table 46 clearly demonstrates Egyptian affinity in 
Epiphanius’ citations of 1 Corinthians, primarily Later Egyptian. 
Byzantine affinity is not strong, nor is “Western.” 

 
D. EPIPHANIUS’ TEXT OF 2 CORINTHIANS: GROUP PROFILE 
 

In the Inter-Group Profile in Table 47, Epiphanius has good 
Egyptian support in 2 Corinthians, but Byzantine support is not strong, 
and there is no “Western” support at all.  In the Intra-Group Profile in 
Table 48, Epiphanius has sizeable support from the Egyptian traditions 
(83.3%), more so Later Egyptian (83.3%) but with significant support 
from the Old Egyptians (81.8%). Byzantine agreement is stronger than 
elsewhere (75%), but “Western” support is not appreciable (50%). The 
combination of readings in Table 49 confirms that Epiphanius’  affinity in 
2 Corinthians is principally with the Later Egyptian textual group.   

 
E. EPIPHANIUS’ TEXT OF GALATIANS-HEBREWS: GROUP PROFILE 
 

The Inter-Group Profile in Table 50 indicates strong support in 
Epiphanius’ quotations of the epistles from Galatians–Hebrews by the 
Egyptian text. Byzantine support is not strong, and “Western” support is 
slight. The Intra-Group Profile in Table 51 indicates, likewise, a strong 
Egyptian support (70.8%), primarily Late Egyptian (77.3%) rather than 
Old Egyptian (65.4%). There is some Byzantine agreement (62.1%), but  
“Western” support is not strong (34.5%).  The combination of readings in 
Table 52 confirms a strong Egyptian affinity, primarily Later Egyptian. 

 
F. SUMMARY OF GROUP PROFILES 
 

Epiphanius’ quoations of the Pauline epistles demonstrate a solid 
Egyptian affinity, more Later Egyptian than Old Egyptian. Support from 
the Byzantine tradition is not as strong as statistical data might indicate. 
Support from the “Western” tradition is negligible. 
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4. SELECTED READINGS UPON WHICH EPIPHANIUS COMMENTS 
 

Occasionally, Epiphanius indicates an awareness of more than one 
reading in manuscripts known to him.  For instance, in Pan 51.13.1 he 
cites John 1:28, noting, “‘These things were done in Bethabara’—
‘Bethany’ in other copies—beyond Jordan.”   

Rarely does he comment upon his preference for one particular 
reading as opposed to another. For instance, in Pan 51.11.6, he says that 
the text of 2 Tim 4:10, does not read “in Galatia,” as some manuscripts 
have it, but “in Gaul,” as his biblical exemplar reads.  Epiphanius says of 
Marcion that “some of the sayings had been falsely entered by himself, in 
an altered form and different from the authentic copy of the Gospel and 
the meaning of the apostolic canon, but others were exactly like both the 
Gospel and Apostle—unchanged by Marcion, and yet capable of 
disproving his entire case” (Pan 42.10.4–5). One important instance 
involves the reading “Christ” or “lord” in 1 Cor 10:9. 

These two units of variation upon which Epiphanius comments in 
the Apostolos illustrate the way he dealt with instances of known 
variation and what this contributes to our knowledge of his biblical 
exemplar. 
 

A. EPIPHANIUS AND THE TEXTUAL PROBLEM IN 2 TIM 4:10 
 

In Pan 51.11.6, Epiphanius says regarding 2 Tim 4:10 that Luke, 
 

preached in Dalmatia, Gaul, Italy and Macedonia first, but 
originally in Gaul, as Paul says of certain of his followers in his 
epistles, ‘Crescens is in Gaul’.  It does not say, ‘in Galatia”, as some 
wrongly believe, but ‘in Gaul’. 
 

The basic textual data for 4:10 are as follows: 
 

Gallivan  Epiph Å C 81 104 326 436 919 copsa 
 

Galativan  A D F G K L P Y 33 88 181 383 614 699 915 917 1594 1739 
1881 1908 1912 2127 2344 2495 ˜ itd.e.f.g syrp.h copbo[mss] Iren Ephr 

 
Galilaivan copbo[mss] 
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Support for Galativan is early and widespread,7 while support for 
Galliva is not earlier than the fourth century [Epiph Å copsa] and occurs 
primarily in Later Egyptian MSS.  External data are strongly in favor of 
the reading Galativan.   

Complicating the picture emerging from the textual apparatus is 
the fact that both UBSGNT4 and NA27 list Eusebius as support for 
Gallivan. However, it is certain that Eusebius has no intent to cite the text 
of 2 Tim 4:10 in EH 3.4.8. Although most English translations read, 
“Crescens is mentioned by him as sent to Gaul,” the Greek text reads 
Krhvskh" me;n ejpi; ta;" Galliva" steilavmeno" uJp j aujtou' marturei'tai, and ejpi; 
ta;" Galliva" should be rendered, “to the Gauls” instead of “to Gaul.”8   

Ancient writers spoke of that portion of Europe that is West of the 
Rhine with three terms: (1) Kevltai (or Keltoiv, Keltikhv), (2) Galativa 
(Galavtai), and (3) Galliva.  When Greek writers did not use the older and 
more usual Kevltai,9 they usually used Galativa for Gaul, so much so that 
eventually it became necessary to refer to the land of Galatia in Asia and 
its inhabitants specifically as oiJ ejn  jAsiva/ Galavtai10

 and Gallograikoiv / 
Gallograi'ka.11 Galativa, occurs as early as the third-century B.C.E. in 
reference to this region,12 and is the more frequent term in Polybius, 
Diodorus, Strabo, Josephus, Plutarch, Appian, Pausanius, and Dio 
Cassius. It appears also in Clement of Alexandria and Origen.13 

On the other hand, the customary Roman term for these people was 
Galli. Long ago, Zahn14 observed that over the centuries Galativa with 
reference to the European Celts became a somewhat strange term, 
leading scribes to alter GALATIA into GALLIA.15 Galliva occurs in the 
                                                                            

7 In a precise citation of vv. 10–11, Irenaeus’ Latin text of Adv. Haer. 3.14 reads, 
“Crescens in Galatiam.” See W. W. Harvey, Sancti Irenaei (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1857), 2.75. 

8 Eduard Schwartz, Eusebius Werke (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1903), 2.1.194.  
9 For example, see Hecataeus in C. and T. Müller, eds., Fragmenta Historicum 

Graecorum (Paris: Didot, 1841), 2; and for Herodotus, see A. D. Godley, Herodotus 
(LCL; London: Heinemann, 1960), 1.314 and 2.250. 

10 See Frank C. Babbitt, Plutarch (LCL; London: Heinemann, 1949), 3.556. 
11 See C. Müller and F. Dübner, eds., Strabonis Geographica (Paris: Didot, 

1853), 107, 485. 
12 C. and T. Müller, Fragmenta Historicum, 200. 
13 J. B. Lightfoot, Saint Paul’s Epistle to the Galatians (London: Macmillan, 

1902), 3, n. 2. 
14 Theodor Zahn, Introduction to the New Testament (trans. M. W. Jacobus; 

Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1909), 2.25, n. 8. 
15 Bernhard Weiss, Die Briefe Pauli an Timotheus und Titus (KEK 11; 

Göttingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1902), 319, suggests the alteration was 
unintentional and orthographical in nature. 
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Acts of Paul, about 170.16  Galen, speaking of a quotation dating from the 
time of Nero in which Galativa is used of Gaul, writes about the various 
usages of the three possible terms, apparently with no reference to the 
Galatians in Asia Minor.17 By the fourth century, Galliva had largely 
displaced Galativa with reference to this region.   

Therefore, Eusebius’ statement, Krhvskh" me;n ejpi; ta;" Galliva" 
steilavmeno" uJp j aujtou' marturei'tai, is not a citation at all, but a 
reminiscence using the customary term for the European Celts. 
Certainly, ejpi; ta;" Galliva" refers to the inhabitants of the region, and 
should be understood as a patristicism rather than as the text of 
Eusebius’ exemplar. Eusebius does not support Galliva in 2 Tim 4:10.   

This means that Galliva is not known to exist in 2 Tim 4:10 prior to 
the fourth century. When the oldest extant MSS of the NT were copied, 
Greeks were already in the habit of following Roman precedent in 
referring to this area as Galliva. Certainly, early Christian interpretation 
understood the term Galativan with reference to Gaul. The limited 
attestation for Galliva suggests its intrusion into the MS tradition at least 
as early as the fourth century, especially in Later Egyptian MSS and 
some Coptic MSS in Egypt.18 The alteration was made by a scribe who 
understood Galativa to refer to Gaul.19 Galativa is now accepted correctly 
as the original reading, and is widely understood with reference to 
Gaul.20 This reading is characteristic of Epiphanius’ modernized biblical 
exemplar of Later Egyptian textual character. 

                                                                            
16 See R. A. Lipsius, Acta Apostolorum Apocrypha (Leipzig: Mendelssohn, 

1891), 104. 
17 See C. G. Kühn, Claudii Galeni: Opera Omnia (Leipzig: in Officina Libraria 

Car. Cnoblochii, 1827), 14.80. 
18 Walter Lock, The Pastoral Epistles (ICC; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1924), 117, 

mentions a similar problem in 1 Macc 8:2. Theodore of Mopsuestia interprets a}" 
poiou'sin ejn toi'" Galavtai" in that text with reference to the Gauls, saying ta;" nu'n 
kaloumevna" Galliva": ou{tw" ga;r aujta;" pavnte" ejkavloun oiJ palaioiv, and he appeals 
to the descriptive statement in Josephus’ Jewish War 2.371, which reads, 
“especially the Gauls (Galavta") with their magnificent natural ramparts, on the 
east the Alps, on the north the river Rhine, on the south the chain of the 
Pyrenees, on the west the ocean.” 

19 Metzger, Textual Commentary on the Greek NT, 581; and R. V. G. Tasker, 
The Greek New Testament (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1964), Appx., 441; and 
B. F. Westcott and F. J. A. Hort, The New Testament in the Original Greek 
(Cambridge: Macmillan, 1882), Appx. 135. 

20 Among those understanding Galativa with reference to Gaul, see the 
lengthy discussion of Ceslas Spicq, Les Épîtres pastorales (Paris: Lecoffre, 1969), 
2.811–12.  See full discussions in William D. Mounce, Pastoral Epistles (WBC 46; 
Nashville: Nelson, 2000), 590; and Gustav Wohlenberg, Die Pastoralbriefe (KNT 
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B. EPIPHANIUS AND THE TEXTUAL PROBLEM IN 1 COR 10:9 
 
In the 1981 Festschrift for Bruce Metzger,21 I held that Epiphanius’ 

statement in Pan 42.12.3 regarding the text of 1 Cor 10:9, oJ de; Markivwn 
ajnti; tou' kuvrion Cristo;n ejpoivhse, cannot be taken at face value. The 
erratum is attributable instead to Epiphanius, who, using a text that read 
kuvrion, merely assumed Marcion to have made the substitution.  Recently, 
Ehrman22 argued that kuvrion is, in fact, the original reading at 1 Cor 10:9, 
and that Cristovn is an orthodox corruption against Adoptionism. The 
text critical issue at stake involves not only the reading of 1 Cor 10:9, but 
how textual data are analyzed.   

Elliott23 observes that, “most text critics claim to try to balance 
internal criteria or transcriptional probability with an assessment of the 
age, geographical spread, and reputation of the external (i.e., MS) 
evidence.” Epp24 suggests, however, that in practice most tend to fall to 

                                                                                                                                                                          
13; Leipzig: Deichert, 1923), 337, n. 2. See also Gordon D. Fee, 1 and 2 Timothy, 
Titus (NIBC; Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1995), 294; J. N. D. Kelly, The Pastoral 
Epistles (London: Black, 1963), 213; and Martin Dibelius, Die Pastoralbriefe (HNT 
13; Tübingen: Mohr, 1966), 92.  

On the other hand, those understanding Galativa with reference to Asia 
Minor are unable to marshal evidence for their view. For instance, A. T. Hanson, 
The Pastoral Letters (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1966), 100, says, 
without comment, “on the whole Galatia in Asia Minor is more likely,” and J. 
Keith Elliott, The Greek Text of the Epistles to Timothy and Titus (SD 36; Salt Lake 
City: University of Utah Press, 1968): 164, notes without comment, “Galativan 
refers to Galatia as at 1 Cor 16:1.” See also, Raymond Collins, 1 & 2 Timothy and 
Titus (NTL; Louisville: Westminster/John Knox, 2002), 279; and Donald Guthrie, 
The Pastoral Epistles (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1957), 172, who notes only that 
Asiatic Galatia “seems to be the most probable here.” 

21 See Carroll D. Osburn, “The Text of 1 Corinthians 10:9,” in New Testament 
Textual Criticism: Essays in Honour of Bruce M. Metzger (ed. E. Epp & G. Fee; 
Oxford: Clarendon, 1981), 201–212. 

22 Bart D. Ehrman, The Orthodox Corruption of Scripture: The Effect of Early 
Christological Controversies on the Text of the New Testament (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 1993), 89–90. 

23 J. Keith Elliott, “Thoroughgoing Eclecticism in New Testament Textual 
Criticism,” The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research: Essays on the 
Status Quaestionis—A Volume in Honor of Bruce M. Metzger (ed. B. Ehrman and 
M. Holmes; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995), 321. 

24 Eldon J. Epp, “The Eclectic Method in New Testament Textual Criticism: 
Solution or Symptom?” in Studies in the Theory and Method of New Testament 
Textual Criticism (ed. E. Epp and G. Fee; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993), 166. 
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one side or the other. Metzger,25 for instance, argues for a balanced and 
reasoned eclecticism, yet tends to favor external considerations over 
internal, and this practice is evident among the UBSGNT committee.  
Among others, Duplacy26 insists upon paying major attention to the 
historical realia of the MSS. Ehrman’s procedure, on the other hand, 
certainly utilizes transcriptional probability as the decisive factor in 
analysis of textual variation in which he detects orthodox corruption.  
Admittedly, at times neither external data nor authorial intent is as 
conclusive as could be wished, necessitating greater reliance upon 
transcriptional probability; however, it is important to be clear about the 
circumstances and conditions in which this would be the case. 27 While it 
is obvious that deliberate alterations were sometimes made to the NT 
text by orthodox scribes, Ehrman has not established his case that this 
tendency was as common as he posits, and certainly not widespread 
enough to be turned into a text critical maxim that “the less orthodox 
reading is to be preferred as original.” In view of this challenge to long-
standing textual procedure that gives precedence to the MSS tradition, 
Ehrman’s reassessment of the external evidence, internal evidence and 
transcriptional probabilities related to 1 Cor 10:9 necessitates a re-
evaluation of this particular unit of variation. 

  
1. External Evidence. 
 

Textual criticism begins appropriately with the documentary 
evidence, as set out by Hort,28 who wrote, “The first step towards 
obtaining a sure foundation is a consistent application of the principle 
that KNOWLEDGE OF DOCUMENTS SHOULD PRECEDE FINAL 
JUDGMENT UPON READINGS.” See also Colwell,29 Aland,30 and many 
others,31 contra Vaganay and Amphoux.32 

                                                                            
25 Bruce M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (2nd 

ed.; New York: United Bible Societies, 1994), 1*–16*. 
26 Jean Duplacy, “Histoire des manuscrits et histoire du texte du Nouveau 

Testament: Quelches réflexions méthodologiques,” NTS 12 (1965/66): 125. 
27 Bruce M. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, 

Corruption, and Restoration (3rd ed.; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1992), 207–
19, esp. 209–10. 

28 B. F. Westcott and F. J. A. Hort, The New Testament in the Original Greek 
(Cambridge: Macmillan, 1882), Introduction, 31. 

29 E. C. Colwell, “Hort Redivivus—A Plea and a Program,” in Transitions in 
Biblical Scholarship (ed. J. C. Rysaarsdam; Essays in Divinity 6; Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1968), 131–55, argued for balance, viewing a one-
sided emphasis upon internal considerations as inimical to sound scholarship.  
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Kuvrion appears in all of the principal critical editions of the Greek 
NT since Lachmann in 1831. However, UBSGNT3 introduced Cristovn 
and is followed now by NA27. The support for kuvrion is basically 
Egyptian, but the Egyptian versions, corroborated by the particularly 
noteworthy evidence of Clement,33 ∏46 and 1739 readily demonstrate that 
it was probably not the original Egyptian reading. Furthermore, it was 
not the dominant Palestinian reading, since Origen and other Fathers in 
that vicinity based Christological arguments on the reading Cristovn. On 
the other hand, Cristovn, the reading of Marcion, is well attested as early 
as the second century and throughout the Mediterranean, including 
Alexandria.34 Zuntz35 comments poignantly that to adopt the reading 
kuvrion under these circumstances is fides non quarens intellectum.   

Ehrman admits that Cristovn occurs in the majority of witnesses, 
including the earliest Alexandrian witness ∏46, and that “the argument for 
its originality is certainly attractive.” However, he does not consider the 
antiquity and widespread attestation for Cristovn to be as significant as the 
attestation of kuvrion in the four “best” Alexandrian witnesses (Å B C 33).  
Although kuvrion does not occur in any Greek or versional source prior to B-
Å, Ehrman posits nevertheless that it is the original reading of the text. 

                                                                                                                                                                          
30 Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, The Text of the New Testament (2nd ed.; 

trans. E. Rhodes; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989), 281, state, “3. Criticism of the 
text must always begin from the evidence of the manuscript tradition and only 
afterward turn to a consideration of internal criteria.”  

31 For example, see Michael W. Holmes, “Reasoned Eclecticism in New 
Testament Textual Criticism,” The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary 
Research, 336–60. 

32 Léon Vaganay and Christian-Bernard Amphoux, An Introduction to New 
Testament Textual Criticism (2nd ed.; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1991), 75. 

33 Clement of Alexandria, Eclogae propheticae 49.2 (GCS, 3.150). 
34 Gordon D. Fee, The First  Epistle to the Corinthians (NIC; Grand Rapids: 

Eerdmans, 1987), 457, notes that Cristovn “has the best external support (the 
combination of ∏46, 1739, Clement, the Egyptian versions in Egypt; all the 
Western evidence; the earliest evidence from Palestine [Origen]; and Marcion).”  
Prior to UBSGNT3, C. K. Barrett, The First Epistle to the Corinthians (New York: 
Harper & Row, 1968), 225, [following Günther Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles 
(London: Oxford University Press, 1953), 126, 232] observed Cristovn to be the 
original reading upon the basis of the strength of the external evidence. 

35 Zuntz, Text of the Epistles, 127. Similarly, Eberhard Nestle, Einführung in 
das griechische Neue Testament (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1899), 123, 
observed, “an dieser Stelle war der textus receptus besser als der unserer 
kritischen Ausgaben.” 
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The following apparatus presents the essential data:36 

 

Cristovn ∏46 D F G K L Y 6 69 88 105 201 221 325 356 383 498 547 
614 699 915 1075 1241 1247 1594 1739 1881 1908 1912 2298 
2344 2412 ˜ itd.e.f.g vulg syrp.h[txt] copsa.bo Marc Iren Clem Or 
Euseb Ephr Chrys Aug Pelag 

  

kuvrion Å B C P 0150 33 43 104 181 255vid  256 263 326 365 436 441 459 
460 467 606 621 623 917 1175 1319 1573 1735 1836 1837 1838 
1874 1875 1877 1939vid 1942 1945 1996 2004 2127 2242 2464 
syrh[mg] arm eth Hymenaeus37 Epiph Hesych Thdrt 

 
qeovn A 2 61* 81 254 891* 1003 1115 1127 1524 1595 1649 1947 2012 

2523  
 
 om  927 1729* 1985 2659  
 

Qeovn appears to be a scribal correction conforming to the LXX.38  The 
omission of any object of ejkpeiravzwmen is likely accidental, although an 
intentional effort to render the passage ambiguous is possible. Neither 
qeovn nor the omission has serious claim to be the original reading.  

The long-standing preference for kuvrion was based upon the 
assumption that Cristovn is merely a scribal gloss to explain the meaning 
of kuvrion.39 The more recent  assumption is that the original Cristovn was 
altered to kuvrion because of the difficulty involved in supposing the 
ancient Israelites actually to have tempted Christ.40 

                                                                            
36 For full textual data pertaining to 1 Cor 10:9 in 560 MSS, see Osburn, “The 

Text of 1 Corinthians 10:9,” New Testament Textual Criticism, 201–202.   
37 The text of the Hymenaeusbriefe against Paul of Samosata printed by M. J. 

Routh, Reliquiae Sacrae (2nd ed.; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1846), 3.299, 
and the manuscript followed by Friedrich Loofs, Paulus von Samosata (TU 24.5; 
Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1924), 274, 329, have kuvrion, as does the text of Eduard 
Schwartz, Eine fingierte Korrespondenz mit Paulus dem Samosatener (München: 
Bayerische Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1927), 46. Loofs conjectured that the 
text must have read Cristovn originally. This conjecture had been noted earlier by 
Theodor Zahn, “Eine neue Quelle für die Textgeschichte des Neuen Testaments,” 
Theologisches Literaturblatt (1899): 180. 

38 George Howard’s, “The Tetragram and the New Testament,” JBL 96 
(1977): 81, suggestion that Paul wrote hwhy and that qeovn and kuvrion were the first 
substitutes, and Cristovn being a later scribal interpretation, is rather speculative. 

39 See Johannes Weiss, Der erste Korintherbrief (MeyerK; 9th ed.; Göttingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1910), 253, n. 2. 

40 Metzger, Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament, 494. 
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The well-known statement of Epiphanius that Marcion altered 
kuvrion to Cristovn41 has been adduced as prime evidence for the 
secondary nature of Cristovn.  For instance, Blackman cautiously allowed, 

 
There is a possibility of this being a Marcionite alteration as Epiphanius 
says, because Kuvrion in this context refers to the Creator, and if Marcion 
was going to make any use of the passage at all he had to alter Kuvrion 
here, as he could have no object in exhorting his followers not to tempt 
the Demiurge.42 
 

Although this would provide a possible rationale for Epiphanius’ 
allegation, Blackman’s assumption that “Kuvrion in this context refers to 
the Creator” is questionable, since elsewhere (e.g., 1 Cor 2:8; 4:5; 6:14; 
10:16; 15:45, 47) Marcion retained or used kuvrio" with reference to Christ 
and could have done so quite easily here. Additionally, argument that 
Marcion could not have allowed an original kuvrion to stand in his text 
because it would have been inconsistent with his doctrinal presup-
positions is nullified by numerous instances in which he retained 
passages inimical to his theology, such as Lk 7:27; 10:27; 16:17 and Rom 
13:8–10, which are inconsistent with his “dualism.” In view of Marcion’s 
retention of hJ de; pevtra h\n oJ Cristov" in v. 4 and his omission of oJ qeov" in 
v. 5, making Cristov" the subject of eujdovkhsen, it is more reasonable to 
assume that Marcion, rather than falsifying the text at this point, actually 
found Cristovn in his exemplar.43 

If one accepts Epiphanius’ attribution of Cristovn to Marcion, one 
concomitantly accepts the difficult task of explaining the reading Cristovn 
in Clement and the “presbyter” whom Irenaeus mentions.44 It is highly 
unlikely that writers as early as Clement, Irenaeus and his “presbyter” 
were positively influenced by the text of Marcion. Keeping in mind the 
fact that apart from Epiphanius’ statement about this being a Marcionite 
alteration, kuvrion is otherwise unattested prior to the fourth century.   

Epiphanius, using a text that read kuvrion, merely assumed Marcion 
to have made the substitution. In view of the zealous hatred for all 
heresies that permeates the work of Epiphanius and the lack of critical 
                                                                            

41 See Adolf von Harnack, Marcion: Das Evangelium vom fremden Gott (TU 45; 
Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1921), 87*. 

42 E. C. Blackman, Marcion and His Influence (London: S.P.C.K., 1948), 164–5; 
cf. however, 47, n. 1. 

43 F. H. A. Scrivener, A Plain Introduction to the Criticism of the New Testament 
(3rd ed.; Cambridge: Deighton Bell, 1883), 506, n. 2; (4th ed; 1894: 2.260, n. 3), says, 
“In 1 Cor x.9 Marcion seems to uphold the true reading against the judgement of 
Epiphanius.”  

44 Irenaeus, Adv. Haer.  4.27.3 (SC 100/2. 746–7). 
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acumen often reflected in his writings,45 one cannot rely too heavily upon 
his allegation having a reliable basis. As a heresiologist, Epiphanius was 
motivated to controvert Marcion by any available means, and his 
allegation of a Marcionite alteration in 10:9 fits this agenda. Since 
Epiphanius provides no source of information upon which to base such 
an assertion, it remains an open question whether Epiphanius even 
relied upon a source at this point. Long ago, Hort46 cautioned that, in the 
statements themselves the contemporary existence of the several variants 
mentioned is often all that can be safely accepted, and that consideration 
must be given to the Father’s tendencies in referring to texts. 

Epiphanius’ lack of critical care in citing scripture is well known,47 

and his “fiery zeal in defense of the purity of ecclesiastical doctrine”48 

certainly reduces any claim to Epiphanius’ impartiality. Epiphanius was 
aware of these two readings, but his allegation of a Marcionite alteration 
of kuvrion to Cristovn cannot be taken at face value. In fact, Epiphanius’ 
strongest agreement in citations from the Pauline epistles is with the 
Later Egyptians (A C P 33 81 104), all of which read kuvrion (except A 81, 
which read qeovn). The Later Egyptian text is characterized by alterations 
of just this sort. Within this group with which Epiphanius has strongest 
agreement, MSS P and 104 are the highest at 69–70%, whereas there is 
much weaker agreement with A and 81 (63–64%). Statistically, it is even 
less likely that Epiphanius is reliant upon the Old Egyptians (B-Å) in 1 
Corinthians. There is no early evidence for the existence of kuvrion, and 
Epiphanius, using a fourth-century MS containing a Later Egyptian type 
of text, simply attributes to Marcion the introduction of the reading 
Cristovn, and does so, as usual, without substantiation for his assertion.49 

                                                                            
45 See Wilhelm von Christ, Geschichte der griechischen Literatur in Handbuch 

der Altertumswissenschaft (6th ed.; Munich: Beck, 1961), 7.1446–51. 
46 Hort, The New Testament in the Original Greek:  Introduction, Appendix, 87. 

Bruce Metzger, “Patristic Evidence and the Textual Tradition of the New 
Testament,” NTS 18 (1972): 398–9, mentions the value of explicit patristic 
references to variant readings in the NT MSS that were known in antiquity, and 
notes Hort’s caution.    

47 See among others, Gordon D. Fee, “The Use of Greek Patristic Citations in 
New Testament Textual Criticism: The State of the Question,” in Studies in the 
Theory and Method of New Testament Textual Criticism (ed. G. Fee & E. Epp; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993), 345, who says that Epiphanius’ work is “notoriously 
slovenly,” and that his work has “a notorious number of singular readings.”  

48 Johannes Quasten, Patrology (Utrecht: Spectrum, 1966), 3. 384. 
49 Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption of Scripture, 116, states, “Osburn . . . has 

effectively discounted Epiphanius’ claim that the text was corrupted by 
Marcion.” 
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Origen’s use of 1 Cor 10:9 is important to note. The marginal 
reading in 1739 at 1 Cor 10:9 preserves a fragment of book four of 
Origen’s lost Stromateis,50 written in Alexandria sometime prior to A.D. 
232, that uses 10:9 with the reading Cristovn in a series of Christological 
texts against those who deny that Christ participated in the ancient 
wilderness experience mentioned in vv. 4–6. Origen ponders whether 
they will produce some ingenious interpretation of 10:9 to avoid the 
obvious implications of Christ’s presence with the Jews during their 
wilderness wanderings.51 Aparently Origen did not know a text of 10:9 
that read other than Cristovn or his argument would have had little or no 
force.  

In the Hymenaeusbriefe against Paul of Samosata, written in A.D. 
268, the bishops seeking Origen’s condemnation used 1 Cor 10:9 with the 
reading kuvrion as evidence against Paul of Samosata’s erroneous view of 
the pre-existence of Christ. Kuvrion appears in the text of 10:9 as part of a 
series of similar texts intended to counter any denial of the pre-existence 
of Christ. This is the earliest occurrence of the reading kuvrion prior to Å B 
and Epiphanius, and kuvrion  is unquestionably interpreted with reference 
to Christ rather than to God. 

The external textual data for the text of 1 Cor 10:9 demonstrate that 
Cristovn, preserved in ∏46 and 1739 is by far the oldest reading, occurring 
early in the East, found in both major Coptic versions, supported by 
Clement of Alexandria and Origen, and surviving in the so-called 
“Western” portions of the textual tradition (D E F G), as well as in the 
majority of Byzantine manuscripts. In basing his argument for the 
originality of kuvrion on a B C 33, Ehrman strangely omits reference to the 
Sahidic and Bohairic, as well as the important evidence of Clement and 
Origen, making ∏46 appear to be the only Alexandrian witness for 
Cristovn.52 This misdirects the reader’s attention from the fact that there is 
a paucity of pre-fourth century evidence for kuvrion, even in Alexandria. 

Unlike Cristovn, kuvrion does not enjoy such early and widespread 
support, occurring in B-Å and a few later Byzantine witnesses. Although 
kuvrion was the standard reading in printed editions from Lachmann in 
1831 through UBSGNT2 and NA25, there is no external evidence that the 
reading even existed prior to the fourth century, apart from the textually-
uncertain reference in Hymenaeusbriefe. External data overwhelmingly 
favor Criston as the original reading of 1 Cor 10:9. 
                                                                            

50 Eusebius, H.E. 6.24.3 (GCS 2/2.572).  
51 Darrell Hannah’s, The Text of 1 Corinthians in the Writings of Origen 

(SBLNTGF 4; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1997), failure to include this data is a 
significant oversight. 

52 Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption of Scripture, 116, n. 211. 
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2. Internal Evidence. 
 

“Internal evidence is of two kinds, which cannot be too sharply 
distinguished from one another,” Hort wrote, “. . . Intrinsic Probability, 
having reference to the author, and what may be called Transcriptional 
Probability, having reference to copyists.”53 While admittedly these two 
matters of textual concern are closely related, they can be confused. One 
must pay close attention not only to what a later scribe would likely have 
altered but to what a writer would likely have written in that context in 
terms of his thought and style. In recent discussions of text critical 
procedure, considerable attention is paid to the former, i.e., several 
maxims such as “lectio brevior,” “lectio difficilior,” and the reading that 
best explains the origin of the others.54  However, in these discussions of 
internal evidence, intrinsic probability has received scant attention.  
Aland55 mentions only that,  

 
Internal criteria (the context of the passage, its style and vocabulary, the 
theological argument of the author, etc.) can never be the sole basis for a 
critical decision, especially in opposition to external evidence. 
 

Metzger56 and Fee57 also mention context, style and vocabulary of the 
author as intrinsic data, and both briefly mention problems in using 
these data, but they assume that text critics will apply these criteria using 
definitions and procedures established elsewhere.   

Elliott58 and other “thoroughgoing eclectics” who emphasize 
internal evidence, rather than concern “about the weight, provenance, 
and the alleged authority of the MSS supporting the variant,” stress the 
importance of ascertaining an author’s style. Thus, Kilpatrick59 stresses 
the role of Atticism.  Placing greater emphasis upon internal criteria than 
                                                                            

53 See Westcott and Hort, New Testament in the Original Greek, Appx. 20, 
followed on pp. 21–30 by critique of the limited usefulness of these categories. 

54 Metzger, Text of the New Testament, 209–10; Aland, Text of the New 
Testament, 281; Fee, Studies in the Theory and Method of NT Textual Criticism, 14. 

55 Aland and Aland, Text of the New Testament, 280. 
56  Metzger, Text of the New Testament, 210.  
57  Fee, Theory and Method of NT Textual Criticism, 14–15. 
58  J. Keith Elliott, “Thoroughgoing Eclecticism in New Testament Textual 

Research,” Text of the NT in Contemporary Research, 322. See idem, Essays and 
Studies in New Testament Textual Criticism (Estudios de Filología Neotesta-
mentaria 3; Cordoba: el Almendro, 1992). 

59 See J. Keith Elliott, The Principles and Practice of New Testament Textual 
Criticism: Collected Essays of G. D. Kilpatrick (BETL 96; Louvain: Louvain 
University Press, 1990). 
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upon external data has met criticism, but such attempts to clarify internal 
criteria are welcomed. Even so, Elliott states that stylistic criteria require 
more elaboration.60  

With only a brief mention and no specification of criteria, however, 
the other aspect of intrinsic evidence is left ambiguous—viz., contextual 
considerations, or what the author would likely have written in that 
context, given his theological understandings, style and vocabulary. 
Metzger suggests that attention be paid to “the immediate context,”61 but 
this ambiguous reference does not serve well as a useful criterion for 
ascertaining authorial intent. Written at a time when exegetical 
procedure began with “defining the limits of the passage,”62 much 
exegesis concentrated upon relatively brief units of text, with only 
minimal reference to the entire documents in which they occurred.  
Contextual considerations involve much more than merely “the 
immediate context.” A text should be evaluated also in terms of what it 
contributes to the larger document of which it is a developing part. 

In the Metzger Festschrift,63 I argued that in terms of the 
Christological opening in 1–4, Paul argues in 8:1–11:1 that the 
Corinthians should avoid situations involving idol food, using 10:1–11 as 
a midrashic warning with regard to his principal point in 9:27 and 10:12.  
Directly related to his statement in 8:6 that there is but one Lord, Jesus 
Christ, the exhortation in 10:9 was made in view of the fact that the 
Corinthians must reckon with Christ. I concluded, “in view of the 
immediate context of 10:1–11, the developing argument in chs. 8–10, and 
Paul’s dominant concern throughout the epistle, Cristovn assumes 
intrinsic probability as the original reading of 10:9” (p. 209). 

Ehrman says, “we must take serious account of intrinsic 
probabilities, specifically with regard to the broader literary context,”64 

and that, “Carroll Osburn provides an extensive argument for the 
superiority of Cristov" on just such contextual grounds.” Since Ehrman 
has only slight external evidence for his proposal, however, he begins 
with internal evidence. In fact, he actually dismisses the broader 
epistolary context and concentrates instead upon the immediate context 

                                                                            
60 Elliott, “Thoroughgoing Eclecticism,” The Text of the NT in Contemporary 

Research, 324. 
61 Metzger, Textual Commentary on the Greek NT, 14*. 
62 See Otto Kaiser and W. G. Kümmel, Exegetical Method: A Student’s 

Handbook (trans. E. Goetchius; New York: Seabury, 1963), 49; and John Reumann, 
“Methods in Studying the Biblical Text Today,” Concordia Theological Monthly 40 
(1969): 655–81.  

63 Osburn, “1 Cor 10.9,” New Testament Textual Criticism, 205–09. 
64 Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption of Scripture, 90. 
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of 10:1–11. He attempts to reduce the contextual argument to mean, 
“because Paul calls Christ the rock in verse 4, he probably has ‘Christ’ in 
mind still in verse 9.” He proposes instead that in v. 5 it is not Christ but  
“God” who is “not well pleased.” Since v. 5 is closer to v. 9 than v. 4, 
Ehrman views the subject of v. 9 as “God.” In order to make this 
argument, Ehrman also has to postulate the omission of oJ qeov" by a few 
witnesses in v. 5 as an orthodox corruption.  His argument relating vv. 5 
and 9 is based totally upon transcriptional probability rather than 
Pauline intent. In fact, Ehrman’s internal evidence treats only 10:5, 9, and 
totally avoids the “serious account . . . of the broader literary context” 
which he otherwise advocates. 

Ehrman correctly observes the vital importance of the “broader 
literary context.” Advances in literary analysis facilitate understanding 
shorter texts in terms of their contribution to the larger document.65 

Rhetorical criticism is now brought to bear on NT texts.66 Discourse 
analysis moves beyond individual words and verses and addresses the 
function of smaller units in a connected discourse to form increasingly 
larger units of text, providing meaning and structure for the entire 
document.67 

 

a. Literary Structure in 1 Corinthians.  The opening midrashic section of 
1 Corinthians functions within the total structure of the epistle to overcome 
various objections and to reestablish his apostolic authority as the founder 
of the church at Corinth, in order that he might effectively answer the 
questions that had been raised, not as the champion of one group, but in 
terms of his Christological focus in order that he might bring about unity 
in the “body of Christ.”68  Conzelmann and Lindemann69 observe correctly, 
                                                                            

65 See Stanley Stowers, Letter Writing in Greco-Roman Antiquity (Philadelphia: 
Westminster, 1986), and David Aune, The New Testament in Its Literary Environment 
(Philadelphia: Westminster, 1987).  

66 See Stanley Porter, ed., Handbook of Classical Rhetoric in the Hellenistic Period, 
330 B.C.–A.D. 400 (Leiden: Brill, 1997), and Heinrich Lausberg, Handbook of Literary 
Rhetoric (Leiden: Brill, 1998).  

67 See Barbara Johnstone, Discourse Analysis (Oxford: Blackwell, 2002), and 
Stanley Porter and D. A. Carson, Discourse Analysis and Other Topics in Biblical Greek 
(JNTSS 113; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995). 

68 Nils Dahl, “Paul and the Church at Corinth according to 1 Cor 1:10–4:21,” 
Christian History and Interpretation: Studies Presented to John Knox (ed. W. R. Farmer 
et al.; London: Cambridge University Press, 1967): 329.  See C. J. Bjerkelund, 
PARAKALO: Form, Funktion und Sinn der parakalo-Sätze in den paulinischen Briefen 
(Oslo: Universitetsforlaget, 1967), 141–6, and Gerhard Friedrich, “Christus, Einheit 
und Norm der Christen. Das Grundmotiv des 1. Korintherbriefs,” Kerygma und 
Dogma 9 (1963): 235–58, on christocentrism of the letter. 
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In the various positions Paul is taking concerning the situation in 
Corinth, there is indeed a unified theological position that emerges: the 
theology of the cross.  The existence of Christians is determined by the 
fact that their Lord revealed himself at the cross, in lowliness rather 
than in glory. 
 

The definition of “wisdom” as “Jesus Christ” in 1:18–3:22 underscores 
Paul’s premise that Christian existence is to be defined in terms of Christ. 
In chapter 4, then, Paul appeals for the diverse readers in Corinth to hear 
him out in terms of his Christological focus.70 Certainly the problems 
regarding immorality in 5–7 are resolved by appeals to Christological 
understanding and reliance (5:7; 6:11, 15; 7:22, 40).71   

The second area in which some Corinthians are exercising Christian 
freedom involves eating meat sacrificed to idols in 8:1–11:1. Some under-
stand that because pagan idols amount to nothing and cannot defile 
anyone, it is permissible for Christians to participate in meals held in 
pagan temples (8:10). Paul’s response is based upon his argument in 8:6 
that there is but one God and one Lord, Jesus Christ. Christian liberty is 
not unlimited, but should be exercised in terms of Christian fellowship. 
Failure to conduct themselves in terms of Christ could well lead to 
disastrous consequences, such as those among the ancient Jews.  

At 11:2 Paul shifts his attention to matters of corporate worship that 
continues through 14:40.72 Problems involve covering the head in 
worship (11:2–16), abuses at the Lord’s Supper (11:17–34), and exercising 
spiritual “gifts” in worship (12:1–14:40). In each instance, Paul’s 
Christological perspective (11:11, 27; 12:3, 12, 27) provides underpinning 
for his deliberative arguments and appeals to consider the corporate 

                                                                                                                                                                          
69 Hans Conzelmann and A. Lindemann, Interpreting the New Testament 

(trans. S. Schatzmann; Peabody, Mass.; Hendrickson, 1988), 181. 
70 Margaret Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetoric of Reconciliation: An Exegetical 

Investigation of the Language and Composition of 1 Corinthians (Louisville: 
Westminster/John Knox, 1991), 5, n. 12, understands correctly that Paul’s theo-
logical perspective is foundational to his deliberative argument for the 
elimination of factionalism.  Note also L. L. Welborn, “Discord in Corinth: First 
Corinthians 1–4 and Ancient Politics,” Politics and Rhetoric in the Corinthian 
Epistles (Macon, Ga: Mercer University Press, 1997), 1–42. 

71 See, among others, Brian Rosner, Paul, Scripture, & Ethics: A Study of 1 
Corinthians 5–7 (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1994), esp. 179. 

72 See H.-F. Richter, “Anstößige Freiheit in Korinth: Zur Literarkritik der 
Korintherbriefe (1 Kor 8,1–13 und 11,2–16),” The Corinthian Correspondence (BETL 
125; ed. R. Bieringer; Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1996), 561–75, on the 
literary connection between the openings of the sections 8:1–11:1 and 11:2–14:40. 
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solidarity of the church rather than merely individual inclination (11:11; 
27–34; 12:27–31; 14:26, 33).73 

Continuing his emphasis upon Corinthian maturity, Paul’s 
deliberative argument in 1 Cor 15:1–57 is that the resurrection is the goal 
(tevlo") that should govern all Christian decision-making.74 Controversy 
on this topic was yet another aspect of Corinthian division, and Paul 
calls for a return to the unity of the church based upon Jesus’ own 
resurrection.75 Mitchell76 concludes correctly that the whole argument in 
15:1–57 serves to culminate Paul’s appeal throughout 1 Corinthians. In 
the peroratio in 15:58, Paul did not recapitulate the specific advice he 
gave in the deliberative proofs on each point of Corinthian disagreement 
(sexual immorality, court battles, marriage, status, idol meats, hairstyles, 
the Lord’s Supper, spiritual gifts, and the resurrection of the dead), but 
concludes with an appeal to unity based upon the building metaphor. 
The epistle concludes with various epistolary topics that are not 
unrelated to the principal argument for concord “in Christ.” 
 

b. The Context of 1 Cor 8:1–11:1. Most agree that peri; dev begins a new 
topic in 8:1 that concludes in 11:1, but the coherence of chapters 8–10 is 
variously understood. Following partition theories, Héring77 divides 1 
Corinthians into two letters (8 and 10:23–11:1; 9 and 10:1–22); however, 
Hurd78 concludes that, based upon internal evidence, partition theories 
are incapable of proof. Mitchell,79 along with most, accepts the unity of 
8:1–11:1, but explains the apparent lack of coherence in terms of a main 
problem (sacrificial meat in 8:1–13; [10:1–13], 10:23–11:1), a side issue 
(idol food eaten in a temple is forbidden as idolatrous in 10:14–22), and 
an excursus (Paul’s example in chapter 9). Alternatively, Fee80 views the 
main issue as eating sacrificial food in pagan temples in 10:1-22, and the 
                                                                            

73 See Eriksson, Traditions as Rhetorical Proof: Pauline Argumentation in 1 
Corinthians, 174–231. 

74 See W. Stenger, “Beobachtungen zur Argumentationsstruktur von 1 Kor 
15,” LB 45 (1979): 71–128. 

75 See Christopher M. Tuckett, “The Corinthians Who Say ‘There is no 
Resurrection of the Dead’ (1 Cor 15,12),” The Corinthian Correspondence, 247–75; 
and J. Holleman, “Jesus’ Resurrection as the Beginning of the Eschatological 
Resurrection (1 Cor 15:20),” The Corinthian Correspondence, 653–60. 

76 Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetoric of Reconciliation, 291. 
77 Jean Héring, The First Epistle of Saint Paul to the Corinthians (trans. A. 

Heathcote and P. Allcock; London: Epworth, 1962), xiii–xiv. 
78 John Hurd, Jr., The Origin of 1 Corinthians (London: SPCK, 1965), 131–42. 
79 Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetoric of Reconciliation, 237–59. 
80 Gordon D. Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians (Grand Rapids: 

Eerdmans, 1987), 357–63. 
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side issue as the problem of idol meat sold in the market place in 10:23–
11:1; however, Fee himself recognizes an inherent problem in his 
interpretation, especially of 8:10, which is basic to his theory. It is not at 
all certain that reading chapter 8 in terms of chapter 10 is correct. In view 
of this imbroglio, Delobel81 suggests that attempts to distinguish between 
“main” and “side” issues may actually be Hineininterpretierung. 

That scholars detect some incoherence in 8:1–11:1 cannot be 
avoided, yet if it is a literary unit, one would expect some unifying 
element throughout. Delobel82 proposes correctly that the unifying 
element occurs at the outset, peri; de; tw'n eijdwloquvtwn in 8:1. Eijdwlovquta 
are at the forefront of the discussion in 8:1–13 and 10:23–11:1, and are 
referred to in 10:19 and alluded to in 9:22. Eijdwlovquton means “food 
offered to an idol,”83 and Paul’s argument is that there is nothing 
inherently wrong with this meat per se, since idols amount to nothing. 
However, when confronted with idol meat, Christians would encounter 
several ethical and/or religious problems.84 Delobel’s suggestion is that 
the variety of situations in which Christians may have to deal with 
sacrificial food is not capable of a simple answer. Therefore, Paul argues 
consistently that idol food is neutral in principle, but that it can have 
several meanings according to cultural and cultic contexts.   

In 8:1–6, then, Paul argues that in principle idol meat is neutral and 
can be eaten by Christians, agreeing with “the strong.” In vv. 7–13, he 
treats the risk of scandal involved if the strong exercise their right to eat 
idol meat. Oster85 observes, 

 
While there was no thought of having ‘non-religious’ meals in pagan 
temples, it must be remembered that temple dining halls were also used 
for ceremonies other than the official cultus of the deity. Accordingly it 
is not difficult to imagine Christian attendance . . . which would not 
necessarily involve idolatry. 
 

                                                                            
81 Delobel, “Coherence and Relevance of 1 Cor 8–10,” The Corinthian 

Correspondence, 180. 
82 Ibid., 182–86. 
83 So B. N. Fisk, “Eating Meat Offered to Idols: Corinthian Behavior and 

Pauline Response,” TrinJ 10 (1989): 55–58. 
84 See discussion in Michael D. Goulder, Paul and the Competing Mission in 

Corinth (Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2001), 152–76. 
85 Richard Oster, Jr., “Use, Misuse and Neglect of Archaeological Evidence 

in Some Modern Works on 1 Corinthians (1 Cor 7,1–5; 8,10; 11,2–16; 12,14–16),” 
ZNW 83 (1992): 52–73, esp. 66, is cited by Delobel, “Coherence,” The Corinthian 
Correspondence, 183. 
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Meals in temples with family or friends would be merely social matters 
for Christians,86 but ritual meals are prohibited as idolatrous. In fact, Paul 
says (v. 10), exercising one’s freedom to eat social meals in temples could 
impact negatively a “weaker” brother, which would actually be a sin 
against Christ (vv. 11–12). Paul concludes in v. 13, in his first appeal to 
the readers, that he prefers not to exercise Christian freedom in such 
cases, and avoids eating idol meat as a Christological matter. 

In chapter 9, Paul illustrates the difference between principle and 
practice in terms of his own apostolic freedom, choosing not to exercise 
ejxousiva to do something in order to adapt meaningfully to different 
types of people (9:19–23; his second appeal to the readers).87 Just as the 
Corinthians should not be “stumbling blocks” to others (8:9), Paul 
himself does not wish to become an “obstacle” (9:12), again as a 
Christological matter. He concludes in 9:24–27 with a strong appeal to 
exercise self-control in this regard. 

In 10:1–22, Paul argues that when one eats a cultic meal in the 
temple as worship, idol meat is not neutral but definitely associated with 
demons, and that the wandering Israelites serve as a serious reminder of 
the consequences of association with idolatry. His advice to avoid all 
association with idols (v. 14) is based upon his Christological stance that 
one cannot be involved in the Lord’s Supper and the table of demons.  

On the other hand, in 10:23–11:1 buying and eating of food in the 
market place is neutral, and it is preferable not to inquire about its 
origin.88 Once it the food is known to be idol food, however, the 
possibility of scandal arises and the same restriction is stated as in 
chapter eight.89  So, Paul advises the readers to imitate him as he imitates 
Christ (11:1). The entire section 8:1–11:1 involves a strong Christological 
argument as a response to the Corinthian problem of idol food. 

 
c. The Context of 1 Cor 10–13. Illustrating the appeal for the readers to 

use self-control if they are to gain the prize (9:24–27),90 Paul inserts a 

                                                                            
86 See Wendell Willis, Idol Meat in Corinth. The Pauline Argument in I 
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88 David Horrell, The Social Ethos of the Corinthian Correspondence 

(Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1996), 146–50. 
89 See Duane F. Watson, “1 Corinthians 10:23–11:1 in the Light of Greco-

Roman Rhetoric: The Role of Rhetorical Questions,” JBL 108 (1989): 301–18, esp. 
312, that Paul is summarizing here the points he began to make in 8:1. 

90 Craig Blomberg, The NIV Application Commentary on First Corinthians 
(Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1994), 191. 
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midrashic comment upon the lack of self-control by the ancient Israelites 
as a warning example for the Corinthians (10:14–22). In 10:1–5, Paul 
draws a parallel between the Christian sacraments and their counter-
parts in the ancient wilderness in which, even with their own “baptism” 
and “Lord’s Supper” as it were, the Israelites’ idolatry led to catastrophic 
judgment.91 Paul interprets the OT Christologically, believing that Christ 

was pre-existent in OT times and assisting the Israelites.92 This is why he 
wrote in v. 4, “the rock was Christ.”93 It is precisely because the two 
situations are analogous that what happened then is relevant for 
Corinthian conduct. Then, in 10:6–10, he applies this directly to the 
Corinthians, using four illustrations from the Exodus to appeal to the 
readers not to “become idolaters” (v. 7), “indulge in sexual immorality” 
(v. 8), “put Christ to the test” (v. 9), nor “complain” (v. 10).94  In vv. 11–13, 
Paul stresses these as “warning examples,” especially for those who 
think themselves to be “strong” and beyond temptation (9:27).  Fee95 

suggests rightly that for ordinary trials God’s provisions are sufficient, 
but that no such provisions exist for deliberate rebellion against God. 
Regarding eating idol food, Cheung96 posits, 

 
to refuse to eat idol food presented at such meals would mark one as 
anti-social and invite misunderstanding and hostility . . . one would risk 
being ostracized for refusing to eat idol food with friends, relatives, 
business associates or other people of importance . . . . But to those who 
take their stand against the idolatrous practice, the promise in 10:13 
would have been necessary. 

 

Concluding this part of his argument, Paul confronts the 
Corinthians with their precarious situation. Malina97 notes correctly, 

 
the whole point of the rabbinic Scriptural proof in 10,1–11 is to point up 
the kelal principle in v. 12 (“Therefore let the one who thinks he stands 
fast watch out lest he fall”), which is a variant of the same idea 
expressed in 9,27—which is what Paul set out to prove in the first place. 

                                                                            
91 Eriksson, Traditions as Rhetorical Proof: Pauline Argumentation in 1 

Corinthians, 167. 
92 Ben Witherington, Conflict in Community in Corinth: A Socio-Rhetorical 

Commentary on 1 and 2 Corinthians (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995), 218. 
93 Martin McNamara, Palestinian Judaism and the New Testament 

(Wilmington, Del.: Glazier, 1983), 241–44. 
94 See Tjitze Baarda, “1 Corinthe 10,1–13: Een schets,” GthT 76 (1975): 1–14. 
95 Fee, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 442–43. 
96 Cheung, Idol Food in Corinth, 146. 
97 Bruce Malina, The Palestinian Manna Tradition (Leiden: Brill, 1968), 96. 
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As earlier, to sin against other Christians is to sin against Christ himself 
(v. 12), because one would be violating God’s new creation of which 
Christ is the agent.98 In 10:13, Paul removes all excuse for compromise 
regarding idol food, setting the stage for the directive to “avoid all 
idolatry” (10:14) for which chapters 8–10 have been arguing.99 This leads 
directly into 10:14–22, the conclusion of the argument that began in 8:1.100 

Regarding 10:9, Fee101 concludes correctly, “that ‘Christ,’ not ‘Lord,’ 
is the word used in the original text is almost certain. That means that 
Paul once again, as in v. 4, is purposely tying the situations of Israel and 
Corinth together Christologically.” As Israel tested Christ in the desert, 
the Corinthians test Christ by eating idol food,102 and the warning is that 
they face similar catastrophic consequences.103 Epiphanius, as with most 
writers whose Greek texts read kuvrion, understands Paul to refer to 
Christ. Whether Cristovn or kuvrion, Christ is appropriate to the context, 
not only in terms of the immediate context but also of the Christological 
bases of the various replies to problems and to Paul’s own Christology. 

Ehrman, however, takes kuvrion in v. 9 to refer to God.  His only 
contextual argument is that kuvrion in v. 9 must be taken as God in v. 5, 
rather than Christ in v. 4, because v. 5 is closer to v. 9 than is v. 4.  
Ehrman admits that Christ is pre-existent, but asserts that he is not 
actually the administrator of divine justice in the desert. Certainly, God 
was angered and destroyed the Israelites (v. 5), e.g., in v. 9 by “snakes” 
and in v. 10 by “the Destroyer. That is the reason Ehrman seeks to 
establish an orthodox corruption in v. 5.  The relationship of v. 9 to the 
preceding involves lack of control regarding idolatry, and testing Him in 
Corinth by eating idol meat is parallel to the testing of Him in the desert 
and would, as then, surely result in catastrophic judgment.  

One must remember that plausible intrinsic probability is stronger 
than non-existent external evidence. Rather than pursue intrinsic 
considerations, Ehrman turns instead to transcriptional probability to 
make his case that Cristovn was inserted into v. 9 by orthodox scribes.   

                                                                            
98 Victor Furnish, The Theology of the First Letter to the Corinthians 

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 72. 
99 Ben Witherington, III, Conflict and Community in Corinth: A Socio-Rhetorical 

Commentary on 1 and 2 Corinthians (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995), 224. 
100 Ericksson, Traditions as Rhetorical Proof: Pauline Argumentation in 1 

Corinthians, 166–73. 
101 Fee, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 457. 
102 See Joop F.M. Smit, “About the Idol Offerings”: Rhetoric, Social Context and 

Theology of Paul’s Discourse in First Corinthians 8:1–11:1 (Louven: Peeters, 2000), 
125. 

103 Richard Hays, First Corinthians (Louisville: John Knox, 1997), 166. 
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3. Transcriptional Probability.   
 

Given the strength and diversity of the external attestation for 
Cristovn, the improbability of a Marcionite alteration and the intrinsic 
probability favoring Cristovn as original, it remains to be asked when, by 
whom and for what reasons kuvrion was introduced into the text. The 
variation could have been merely accidental. 

It is possible, of course, that a scribe simply misread CN as KN, a 
mistake of the eye common in both uncial and minuscule MSS, or that 
Paul’s use of kuvrio" in 1 Corinthians to mean Cristov" led to an exhange 
of terms without any theological motivation. It is also possible that a 
deliberate but non-theological change could have been made by a 
perceptive scribe who recognized Paul’s allusion to Dt 6:16 (oujk 
ejkpeiravsei" kuvrion to;n qeovn) and wrote kuvrion in v. 9 to bring the text in 
line with that passage.  

If kuvrion arose as a theologically-motivated alteration, there is 
reason to view it as an attempt to reduce the importance of 1 Cor 10:9 in 
Christological discussion. Origen, for instance, was unaware of any text 
that read other than Cristovn in v. 9. A fragment of book four of his lost 
Stromateis is preserved in the margin of 1739104 at 10:9 and reads: 

 
Perhaps some ingenious explanation will be produced by those who do 
not desire that Christ should have engaged in these experiences about 
the apparent allegory of the rock, but what will they say to this text?  
For some people did tempt him, that is, none but Christ, and therefore 
they were destroyed by serpents. 
 

The force of Origen’s argument is based upon Cristovn being a firm 
reading in the text. Having thus touted 10:9 as an anguis in herba for his 
opponents, Origen issued an overt challenge for them to provide an 
alternate explanation of that verse, if indeed they could. “That rock was 
Christ” (v. 4) was very much part of the discussion, not capable of being 
altered to remove it from discussion but certainly capable of being 
allegorized away with some ingenious explanation as “spiritual” and 
dismissed, as Origen indicates. However, Origen argued that the 
opponents cannot similarly dismiss Cristovn allegorically in v. 9 and 
must admit the indisputable fact that, “some people did tempt him, that 
is, none but (the pre-existent) Christ.” Origen’s challenge could hardly be 
ignored. 

                                                                            
104 Eduard von der Goltz, Eine textkritische Arbeit des zehnten bezw. sechsten 

Jahrhunderts (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1899), 66. 
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Not long after, several prominent bishops met at Antioch to counter 
the views of Paul of Samosata. In the Hymenaeusbriefe, the bishops used 
10:9 with the reading kuvrion as evidence against his view regarding the 
pre-existence of Christ: 

 
Before the incarnation in the divine scriptures, Christ was known as 
“Christ.” For . . . the fathers all drank the same spiritual drink for they 
drank from the spiritual rock that followed, and the rock was Christ.  
And again, neither let us tempt the Lord, as some of them tempted and 
were destroyed by the serpents. 

 

Certainly kuvrion, if indeed it is the original reading of the text of 1 Cor 
10:9 cited in this letter, is understood by the bishops with reference to 
Christ rather than to God.   

In view of Origen’s use of 10:9 to make Christological points and his 
overt challenge to his opponents on the reading of this text, it is possible 
that a scribe introduced kuvrion into the text precisely to remove the verse 
from theological discussion. Too late to affect ∏46, it was a part of the 
manuscript tradition by the time of Hymenaeusbriefe and B-Å, but even 
then had only limited acceptance. 

Ehrman’s theory of orthodox corruption assumes that scribes knew 
theological debates and were greatly influenced by them. Assuming that 
orthodox scribes needed Cristovn in the text in order to refute the 
adoptionists, he then explains 10:1–13 in terms of v. 5, that God was not 
well pleased with the Israelites. He posits instead that since the subject of 
v. 5 is unambiguous, the Israelites were destroyed after putting God, not 
“Christ,” to the test (p. 90), and that it was God who destroyed, not 
Christ. To prove his point, Ehrman posits that the omission of oJ qeov" in 
81 Clement and Irenaeus is an orthodox corruption making Christ the 
executioner. In fact, 81 reads oJ qeov" and NA27 should be corrected.  Also, 
in Irenaeus (Adv. haer. 4.36.6), the “omission” of oJ qeov" occurs at the end 
of the citation of v. 5 and is therefore inadmissible as evidence, especially 
since Irenaeus himself then interprets the text in terms of God, not 
Christ. A similar situation exists in Clement (Stromata 16.104.4), where 
the “omission” of oJ qeov" occurs at the end and is likewise inadmissible as 
evidence. One cannot establish that his text omitted oJ qeov".  There is no 
evidence to support an orthodox corruption in v. 5. 

Ehrman says that kuvrion “is best attested among the opponents of 
adoptionism, (e.g., Epiphanius) and precisely in Alexandria (MSS Å B C 
33)” (p. 116). Epiphanius, however, did not need Cristovn in the text in 
order to make anti-adoptionist arguments. Just after saying, “In place of 
‘Lord,’ Marcion put ‘Christ’,” Epiphanius says, “But ‘Lord’ and ‘Christ’ 
are the same even if Marcion disagrees, since Christ’s name has already 
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been used at the words, ‘The rock was Christ’” (v. 4). Actual Epiphanian 
usage outweighs Ehrman’s hypothetical “proto-orthodox scribe,” as does 
the Christological reference to kuvrion in Hymenaeusbriefe. 

In asserting that 1739mg and the Hymenaeusbriefe present a 
“(modified) form of 1 Corinthians 10:9,” Ehrman reads these texts 
through the sole lens of “orthodox corruption,” leading him to assume 
his conclusion. Re-interpreting these patristic texts through the lens of 
“orthodox corruption,” Ehrman must posit the corruption of something 
that cannot be conclusively demonstrated to exist earlier, thus assuming 
his conclusion. As Fee says,105 

 
If Ehrman’s case for “christological corruption” so clearly fails in our 
one certain piece of evidence for deliberate variation, then one might 
rightly question the degree of deliberation in a large number of other 
variations as well, which seem to have equally good, if not better, 
explanations of other kinds for their existence. 

 

Transcriptional probability for a heterodox corruption based upon actual 
patristic usage certainly outweighs an orthodox corruption based upon a 
hypothetical “proto-orthodox scribe,” who even prior to Marcion inserted 
Cristovn (!). However, transcriptional probability is inconclusive in this 
instance. 

 

4.  CONCLUSION. 

 

As Metzger says, “The reading that best explains the origin of the 
others is Cristovn . . . Paul’s reference to Christ here is analogous to that in 
ver. 4.”106 Ehrman anticipates that colleagues will disagree with many of his 
conclusions,107 as Fee does in 1 Cor 10:9, noting that, “Unfortunately, 
Ehrman too often turns mere possibility into probability, and probability into 
certainty.”108  

External evidence and intrinsic probability both favor Cristovn as 
original, and transcriptional probability is simply inconclusive in this 
                                                                            

105 Gordon D. Fee, review of Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption of Scripture, 
Critical Review 8 (1995): 203–06, esp. 205. 

106 Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament, 494. 
107 Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption of Scripture, 275. 
108 Fee, review of Orthodox Corruption of Scripture, Critical Review (1995): 204.  

Note also Virginia Burrus, review of Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption in Theology 
Today 51 (1995): 618, “Ehrman’s account of pre-Nicene doctrine is often 
disappointingly conventional, following a traditional pattern that minimizes 
differences across place and time and projects an all-too-homogenous 
Nicene/Chalcedonian doctrinal orthodoxy onto even the pre-Nicene period.” 
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instance. The data indicate clearly that kuvrion arose most probably during 
the late third and early fourth century Christological controversies in the 
eastern Mediterranean in which 1 Cor 10:9 with the reading Cristovn 
played an important role. The reading Cristovn constitutes yet another 
example of the Later Egyptian type of text used by Epiphanius in the 
Pauline Epistles. 

 

 



 
 

CHAPTER 7 
 

CONCLUSION 
 

The intent of this study has been to establish the textual affinities of 
Acts and the Epistles in the carefully selected quotations of Epiphanius 
of Salamis. The results of the statistical and profile analyses of these 
citations in comparison with MSS selected as representative of the 
various types of text are summarized as follows. 

 
1.  THE TEXT OF ACTS IN EPIPHANIUS 

 
Epiphanius has significant affinity with the Late Egyptian type of 

text in Acts, but no significant agreement with Family 1739 in chapters 1–
12. In chapters 13–28, however, the reverse is true: Epiphanius has 
particular affinity with Family 1739 and somewhat less with the Late 
Egyptians. It is clear, however, that Epiphanius has substantially more 
agreement with the Late Egyptian tradition in Acts than with the Old 
Egyptian, “Western” or Byzantine textual traditions. So, Epiphanius’ text 
of Acts is Late Egyptian in character, and specifically with Family 1739 in 
the last half of the book. 

 
2. THE TEXT OF THE CATHOLIC EPISTLES IN EPIPHANIUS 

 
The close relationship of Epiphanius’ text to Family 1739 in Acts 

certainly does not carry over to the Catholic Epistles, as Epiphanius’ 
citations of the Catholic Epistles apparently have primary affinity with 
the Byzantine text. A separation of 31.6 % between the Byzantine text 
and the Egyptian text leaves little to the imagination. The “Western” text 
does not exist in the Catholic Epistles. Although the thirteen readings in 
these citations are only slight evidence, they suggest Epiphanius’ text of 
the Catholic Epistles was very likely Byzantine in character. 
 

3. THE TEXT OF THE PAULINE EPISTLES IN EPIPHANIUS 
  
Statistical data indicate that Epiphanius’ text of the Pauline Epistles 

is solidly Egyptian, and specifically Late Egyptian in character, with little 
significant Byzantine and practically no “Western” agreement. There is 
no substantial agreement with the Old Egyptian tradition. This is 
affirmed by the quantitative profile analysis, and by instances in which 
Epiphanius comments upon variant readings known to him.   



THE TEXT OF THE APOSTOLOS IN EPIPHANIUS 
 
256 

4. THE IMPORTANCE OF EPIPHANIUS’ CITATIONS 
FOR THE EARLY HISTORY OF THE TEXT 

 
The transmission of the NT text during the first four centuries of the 

Christian era is fascinating, yet the understanding of the history of the 
developing textual traditions during that period is far from complete. 
Epiphanius informs us of the nature of the text(s) he used on Cyprus, 
and possibly earlier in Palestine and Egypt. In view of his interaction 
with leading figures throughout the Mediterranean during the fourth-
century Christological controversies, his citation of scripture was aimed 
more at castigating heretics than at simple biblical exegesis. Verbal 
imprecision in his citations may give the impression that he cites mostly 
from memory, and that he does so poorly.  While Epiphanius sometimes 
cites texts verbatim, he often gives verbal precision to those portions of 
text that are vital to his point but merely the gist of the remainder. He 
adapts texts freely to his arguments. By following criteria designed to 
separate what is arguably his text from what is merely patristicism, one 
is able to reconstruct several portions of the biblical text of this important 
fourth-century Father. 

Epiphanius used a text of Acts that is Egyptian, and specifically 
Late Egyptian (A C 81 1175), and in chapters 13-28 has significant affinity 
with Family 1739. The text of Acts in Roman Palestine was primarily 
Egyptian in nature.1 Lake2 thought that 1739 might represent the 
Origenian-Caesarean text of the epistles, and posited that one might 
presume the same to be true of Acts. Haenchen3 followed Lake’s lead 
and thought 1739 might evidence a Caesarean text-form in Acts, but did 
not actually pursue this line of thinking in his commentary. However, 
Geer4 concluded that 1739 reflects an Egyptian text-form in Acts, 
specifically Late Alexandrian. Apparently a specific type of text of Acts 
did not exist in Roman Palestine, and 1739, while related to the region, 
should be viewed as Late Egyptian in character rather than as a 
                                                             

1 Roderic Mullen, The New Testament Text of Cyril of Jerusalem (SBLNTGF 7; 
Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1997), 347–49, demonstrates Cyril’s textual affinity in 
Acts to be primarily Egyptian, and specifically with 1739, and cites Origen and 
Eusebius as well. See James Hardy Ropes, “The Text of Acts,” The Beginnings of 
Christianity, Part I, The Acts of the Apostles (ed. F.J. Foakes-Jackson and Kirsopp 
Lake; London: Macmillan, 1926), clxxxix, ccxci. 

2 Kirsopp Lake, J. de Zwaan and Morton S. Enslin, eds., “Codex 1739,” Six 
Collations of New Testament Manuscripts (HTS 17; Cambridge: Harvard University 
Press, 1932): 145. 

3 Ernst Haenchen, “Zum Text der Apostelgeschichte,” ZTK 54 (1957): 54–55. 
4 Thomas C. Geer, Jr., “Codex 1739 in Acts and Its Relationship to 

Manuscripts 945 and 1891,” Bib 69 (1988): 31, 41–42. 
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“Caesarean” text.  Epiphanius’ citations of Acts reflect this Late Egyptian 
text-form. 

Curiously, Epiphanius reflects a Byzantine text of the Catholic 
Epistles in the meager evidence available. Suggs5 posited Eusebius’ text 
of the Catholic Epistles to show relationship with Family 2412, without 
claiming that 2412 represented a type of text used in Palestine. Carder6 
proposed that 1243 does, in fact, represent a Caesarean type of text in the 
Catholic Epistles, to which Aland7 responded that one can only term a 
text “Caesarean” if both Origen and Eusebius confirm its presence in 
Caesarea. Richards8 found both 2412 and 1243 to be Alexandrian, rather 
than Caesarean. No special text-type has been found in the Catholic 
Epistles with reference to Palestine. If Brooks9 is correct that the 
Byzantine text-form did not originate in Palestine but in Asia Minor, 
Epiphanius’ Catholic Epistles quite possibly came from a different 
textual tradition than did his MSS of Acts and the Pauline Epistles.   

It is important to note that the statement in Aland and Aland,10 that 
Epiphanius’ NT text “represents an early stage of the Koine text type,” 
requires revision, as his text of Acts and the Pauline Epistles is decidedly 
Late Egyptian (A C P 33 81 104) and not at all Byzantine. Zuntz11 found 
that 1739 has close affinity with the Egyptian text reflected in Origin and 
thought the so-called “Caesarean” MSS to be a sub-group of the 
Egyptian text. Murphy12 concluded that Eusebius reflects an Egyptian 
text in Romans and 1 Corinthians. So, of the MSS used to support a 
Caesarean text-type for the Pauline Epistles, only 1739 has a clear link to 
the region. The textual affinities of the Pauline corpus used in Roman 

                                                             
5 M. Jack Suggs, “The New Testament Text of Eusebius” (Ph.D. dissertation, 

Duke University 1954), 149, 285–88. 
6 Muriel Carder, “A Caesarean Text in the Catholic Epistles,” NTS 16 (1969): 

252-70.  
7 Kurt Aland, “Bemerkungen zu den gegenwärtigen möglichkeiten text-

kritischer Arbeit aus Anlass einer Untersuchung zum Cäesarea-Text der 
Katholischen Briefe,” NTS 17 (1970): 4.                

8 W. Larry Richards, The Classification of the Greek Manuscripts of the 
Johannine Epistles (SGLDS 35; Missoula, Mont: Scholars Press, 1977), 68–69, 195–
98. 

9 James Brooks, The New Testament Text of Gregory of Nyssa (SBLNTGF 2; 
Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1991), 264–66. 

10 Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, The Text of the New Testament (2nd ed.; 
trans. E. Rhodes; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989), 178. 

11 Günther Zuntz, The Text of the Pauline Epistles (London: Oxford 
University Press, 1953), 66, 80, 153–55. 

12 Harold Murphy, “Eusebius’ New Testament Text in the Demonstratio 
Evangelica,” JBL 78 (1954): 162–68. 
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Palestine are Egyptian in character.13 Epiphanius supports the view that 
the principal text of the Pauline Epistles in use in the Eastern 
Mediterranean in his time was Egyptian in character. Brooks thesis of an 
Asia Minor origin for the Byzantine textual tradition rather than Roman 
Palestine is not altered by Epiphanius.   

That the “Western” text does not figure in Epiphanius’ citations of 
the Apostolos underscores the fact that the so-called “Western” text was 
not widely used among Greek writers, including Didymus, Origen and 
Cyril of Jerusalem, as well as Epiphanius.14 Further, as the Byzantine text 
came into existence in the fourth century, the appearance of a few 
exclusively Byzantine readings in Epiphanius’ citations of the Apostolos 
is not altogether unexpected. A few readings from the Byzantine text 
emerging in Asia Minor found their way into his text, but his text has a 
great number of readings that are clearly not Byzantine. The presence of 
these few Byzantine readings indicates only that forces that later would 
produce the Byzantine text were already at work in Epiphanius’ time.  
The Late Egyptian text with which Epiphanius agrees in Acts and the 
Pauline Epistles was probably not an edited recension of the Old 
Egyptian text, but simply an Egyptian text-form that was altered by 
other readings.  

Epiphanius’ Apostolos, which he considered to be the “true text,” 
was actually a Late Egyptian text in Acts and the Pauline Epistles and 
apparently Byzantine in the Catholic Epistles. It was on the basis of this 
altered text that Epiphanius argued, accused, and fought for Nicean 
orthodoxy. 

                                                             
13 Mullen, NT Text of Cyril of Jerusalem, 398-400; and Darrell Hannah, The 

Text of 1 Corinthians in the Writings of Origen (SBLNTGF 4; Scholars Press, 1997), 
291–93. 

14 Contra Hermann von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments in ihrer 
ältesten erreichbaren Textgestalt (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1911), 
1.2.1759, who erroneously thought Epiphanius and Cyril of Jerusalem to reflect 
“Western” influence. 



APPENDIX I 
 

EPIPHANIUS IN THE APPARATUS OF NA27 
 

The following lists indicate 1) places in the critical apparatus of 
NA27 in which Epiphanius’ witness should be corrected, 2) places where 
citing Epiphanius’ in support of a reading could enhance the apparatus, 
and 3) places where Epiphanius is cited correctly. Following the reading 
of Epiphanius, indication is made whether Epiphanius’ reading is that of 
the NA27 text (txt) or that of a variant reading (v.l.).  

 
I. CORRECTIONS TO NA27. 

 
Rom 8:11  Epiph: kai; ta; qnhta; swvmata (v.l.)1 
 
1 Cor 1:20  Epiph: touvtou (v.l.)2 
 
1 Cor 3:20 Epiph: ajnqrwvpwn (v.l.)3 
 
1 Cor 5:5  Epiph: tou' kurivou (txt)4 
 
1 Cor 7:34 Epiph: om kaiv before tw'/ swvmati (v.l.)5 
 
1 Cor 10:3 Epiph: to; aujto; pneumatikovn brw'ma (txt)6 

                                                             
1 NA27 lists Epiphanius as omitting kaiv in some MSS, but this occurs in two 

inexact quotations. Actually, Epiphanius includes kaiv in the one exact citation of 
8:11 in Pan 57.7.6, and he should rather be included in support of this reading in 
NA27. 

2 Touvtou occurs in one quotation, but is omitted at the end of the other. As 
the variation occurs at the end of the reference, it is not possible to determine 
whether touvtou was omitted, and Epiphanius should be deleted from the 
apparatus at this point. 

3 In the one clear citation of this verse, Epiphanius does not read ajnqrwvpwn, 
but sofw'n, which is the reading in the NA27 text. 

4 Epiphanius should be omitted as support for this reading since what 
would be the added  words would have occurred at the end of his quotation. 

5 In Epiphanius’ lone reference to this verse, a reminiscence involving a 
conflation with v. 32, one cannot be certain of Epiphanius’ omission of kaiv before 
tw'/ swvmati and thus Epiphanius should be removed from the apparatus for this 
reading. 

6 NA27 lists Epiphanius as reading to; aujto; pneumatikovn brw'ma, but 
Epiphanius does not cite v. 3. The citation upon which this note is based (Pan 
42.11.8) is actually Epiphanius’ citation of Marcion's text of 1 Cor 10:1-9, 11. In 
Pan 42.11.7, Epiphanius prefaces his citations from Marcion (ET from Frank 
Williams, The Panarion of Epiphanius of Salamis [Leiden: Brill, 1987], 287),  
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I. CORRECTIONS TO NA27, cont. 
 

1 Cor 14:15 Epiph: yalw' kai; tw'/ noi? (v.l.)7 
  
1 Cor 14:34 Epiph: uJpotassevsqwsan (txt)8 
 
2 Cor 1:20 Epiph: dio; kai; di j aujtoù (txt)9 

                                                                                                                                        
 

I further attach the following citations against the heresiarch to this 
stock that I have laboriously accumulated against him.  Again, I 
discovered in his works, in a sort of would-be semblance of the apostle 
Paul's epistles—not all the epistles, some of them, and these mutilated 
as usual by Marcion's rascality.    
 

In Pan 42.11.8, Epiphanius cites 1 Cor 10:1-9, 11, from Marcion's text.  Epiphanius 
concludes in Pan 42.11.9, saying, 
 

This is Marcion's corrupt compilation, containing a type and form of the 
Gospel of Luke, and an incomplete one of the apostle Paul. . . . And (I 
found) that this compilation had been tampered with throughout, and 
had supplemental material added in certain passages—not of any value, 
but in the form of second-rate, harmful heresies against the sound faith, 
creations of Marcion's insane mind. 
 

Then, prior to beginning his vigorous refutation of Marcion’s text in Pan 42.12.3 
elenchus 17, Epiphanius cites Marcion's text of 1 Cor 10:1-9, 11, in scholion 17. In 
his refutation, Epiphanius discusses 1 Cor 10:3, but gives no indiction whether 
his biblical exemplar includes aujtov in 10:3 or not.   

That this reference is to Marcion rather than Epiphanius was noted 
correctly in Tischendorf’s 8th edition: Marcionepiph. Marcion should be cited in 
support of aujtov, but Epiphanius should be deleted. 

7 Epiphanius reads yalw' de; kai; tw'/ noi? in one of the two accurate citations 
with introductions, but omits dev in the other. He either needs to be cited for both 
readings or omitted from the apparatus at this point. 

8 NA27 cites Epiphanius for this reading. However, in the only places in 
Epiphanius where 1 Cor 14:34 occurs, each time it is the scholion (Pan 42.11.8; 
Pan 42.12.3) in which he gives Marcion’s text, not his own elenchus. In the 
following discussion in the elenchus (Pan 42.12.3), the only part of 14:34 
Epiphanius quotes from his own text is kaqw;~ kai; oJ novmo~ levgei, which does not 
have a variant reading. The only other reference to this verse in Pan 79.3.6 is an 
allusion to it and 1 Tim 2:12, in a discussion concerning the place of women in 
the church.  Therefore, Epiphanius should not be cited in the apparatus for this 
variant; however, “Marcionepiph” would be accurate. 
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I. CORRECTIONS TO NA27, cont. 
 

2 Cor 4:6  Epiph: lavmyei (txt)10 
 

Gal 4:25  Epiph: gavr (v.l.)11 
 
Eph 3:15  Epiph: ejn oujranw'/ (v.l.)12 
 
Col 2:11  Epiph: tou' swvmato" tw'n aJmartiw'n (v.l.)13 
  
2 Thess 2:2 Epiph: tou' kurivou (txt)14 
 
1 Tim 1:17 Epiph: movnw/ sofw/' (v.l.)15 
 
Heb 11:4  Epiph: e[ti lalei'  (txt)16 
 
Heb 11:32  Epiph: Samywvn  (txt)17 

                                                                                                                                        
9 NA27 cites Epiphanius for the reading of the text; however, in Pan 42.11.8 

and Pan 42.12.3 he merely cites Marcion’s text and does not cite the text again in 
the discussion in the elenchus. “Epiph” should be replaced with “Marcionepiph.” 

10 In all three places in Pan 42.12.3 (both scholia and the one elenchus), 
Epiphanius is merely citing Marcion’s text and therefore cannot be cited as 
having lavmyei rather than lavmyai in his text. Epiphanius should be removed 
from the apparatus of NA27 at this point. 

11 NA27 cites Epiphanius for this reading; however, he merely gives the gist 
in Pan 66.74.6 and does not have sufficient verbal accuracy to enable one to know 
whether his exemplar had this reading. So, Epiphanius should be removed from 
the apparatus at Gal 4:25. 

12 NA27 lists “Epiphpt.” Since the only quotation reading the plural is Pan 
74.8.3 (copied from Anc 71.3), which appears to be due to lack of care when 
copying that section into the Pan, and the other three citations are in the singular 
and are verbally precise, the NA27 apparatus should be changed to read simply 
“Epiph.” 

13 Epiphanius reads tw'n ajmartiw'n, but it is a substitution for th'" sarkov" 
rather than an addition to the text, as NA27 indicates. 

14 As Epiphanius’ only reference to this verse is a loose reminiscence, he 
cannot be listed supporting the reading in the NA27 text and should be removed. 

15 From Epiphanius’ brief and imprecise reminiscence of this verse, one 
cannot be certain that his biblical exemplar had this reading and he should not be 
included in the NA27 as supporting this reading. 

16 Epiphanius’ quotation is too imprecise to include him in the apparatus at 
this point. 

17 In the quotation that includes Heb 11:32, Epiphanius gives the gist of 
11:32, 37 and 38, and lacks the necessary verbal precision to include him for the 
NA27 text at this variant. 
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II. USEFUL ADDITIONS OF EPIPHANIUS TO NA27. 
 

Acts 2:36  Epiph: oJ qeo;~ ejpoivhse (v.l.) 
 
Acts 5:3  Epiph: ejplhvrwsen (txt)18 
 
Acts 9:6  Epiph: tiv (v.l.) 

 
Acts 10:38 Epiph: o}n e]crisen (v.l.)19 
 
Acts 11:9 Epiph: ajpekrivqh de; moi ejk deutevrou fwnh; ejk tou` 

oujranoù (v.l.) 
 
Acts 13:4 Epiph: aujtoi; (txt) 
 
Acts 15:28 Epiph: tẁn ejpavnagke~ (v.l.) 
 
Acts 15:29 Epiph: kai; pniktou' (v.l.) 
 
Acts 16:6 Epiph: dih̀lqon (txt) 
 
Acts 16:31 Epiph: kuvrion  jIhsoùn (om Cristo;n; txt) 
 
Acts 16:32 Epiph: kurivou (txt) 
 
Acts 20:28 Epiph: qeoù (txt) 
 
Acts 24:12 Epiph: ejpivstasin (txt) 
 
James 1:27 Epiph: qrhskeiva de; (v.l.) 
 
James 1:27 Epiph: tw/` qew/` (txt) 

 
James 3:8 Epiph: ajkatavsceton (v.l.) 

 
James 3:9  Epiph: qeo;n (v.l.) 

 
1 Peter 3:18 Epiph: om me;n (v.l.)20 

                                                             
18 In the two most precise quotations (Anc 69.8; Pan 74.6.8) Epiphanius has 

this reading. 
19 The citation in Pan 74.6.6 is brief, but accurate, and includes an intro-

duction. 
20 The quotations might be too brief for certainty, but none of the six precise 

ones has it. 
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II. USEFUL ADDITIONS OF EPIPHANIUS TO NA27, cont. 
 

1 Peter 4:1 Epiph: paqovnto" uJpe;r hJmw'n sarkiv (v.l.) 
 

2 Peter 2:19 Epiph: touvtw/ kai; (v.l.) 
 
1 John 2:18 Epiph: o{ti (txt) 

 
1 John 2:19 Epiph: h\san ejx hJmẁn (v.l.) 
 
Rom 1:4  Epiph: proorisqevnto~ (v.l.) 
 
Rom 3:8  Epiph: e[lqh/ ejf j hJmà~ (v.l.) 
 
Rom 5:1  Epiph: e[comen (txt) 

 
Rom 8:11  Epiph: Cristo;n ejk nekrẁn (txt) 

 
Rom 8:11  Epiph: toù ejnoikoùnto~ autoù pneuvmato~ (txt) 
 
Rom 8:26  Epiph: uJperentugcavnei uJpe;r hJmẁn (v.l.) 

 
Rom 8:34  Epiph: o{~ ejstin (v.l.) 

 
Rom 9:20  Epiph: menoùn ge (txt) 
 
Rom 14:3  Epiph: kaiv oJ (v.l.) 

 
1 Cor 1:23 Epiph:   }Ellhsi (v.l.) 
 
1 Cor 1:24 Epiph: Cristo;~ qeoù duvnami~ kai; qeoù sofiva (v.l.) 
 
1 Cor 2:9  Epiph: a} (txt) 
 
1 Cor 2:13 Epiph: pneuvmato~ aJgivou (v.l.) 
 
1 Cor 2:14 Epiph: om toù qeoù (v.l.) 

 
1 Cor 9:7  Epiph: ejk toù karpoù (v.l.) 
 
1 Cor 9:9  Epiph: ejn ga;r tw/` novmw/ gevgraptai (v.l.) 
 
1 Cor 10:9 Epiph: kuvrion (v.l.) 
 
1 Cor 10:10 Epiph: gogguvzete (txt) 
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II. USEFUL ADDITIONS OF EPIPHANIUS TO NA27, cont. 
 

1 Cor 10:10 Epiph: kaqavper (txt) 
 
1 Cor 10:19 Epiph: om h] o}ti ei]dwlovn tiv ejstin (v.l.) 
 
1 Cor 10:20 Epiph: quvousipr (txt) 
 
1 Cor 12:11 Epiph: om ijdiva/ (v.l.) 
 
1 Cor 15:24 Epiph: paradidw/` (txt) 
 
1 Cor 15:27 Epiph: o}ti (txt) 
 
1 Cor 15:28 Epiph: ta; pavnta ejn pàsin (txt) 
 
1 Cor 15:49 Epiph: forevswmen (v.l.) 

 
1 Cor 15:55 Epiph: kevntron…  pou' sou, a{/dh, to; ni'ko"… (v.l.) 

 
2 Cor 3:6  Epiph: ajpoktevnei (txt)21 

 
 2 Cor 11:3 Epiph: kai; th̀~ aJgnovthto~ (txt)22 
 
 Gal 2:9  Epiph: jIavkwbo~ kai; Khfà~ (txt)23 

 
Eph 5:31 Epiph: kai; kollhqhvsetai th/` gunaiki; aujtoù (v.l.) 
 
Phil 2:11 Epiph: ejxomologhvsetai (v.l.) 
 
1 Tim 4:1 Epiph: plavnh~ (v.l.) 
 
Tit 2:10 Epiph: om th;n (v.l.) 

 
 Tit 2:11  Epiph: swth̀ro~ (v.l.) 

                                                             
21 NA27 does not have an accent on the variant reading. If the variant 

reading is the future ajpokteneì, Epiphanius’ citation as accented in Holl’s edition, 
Anc 22.5, has the present active indicative third person singular of the verb with 
an acceptable variation in spelling. 

22 If included, Epiphanius should be cited as “(Epiph)” since he inverts the 
order of the two phrases ajpo; th̀~ aJgnovthto~ kai; th̀~ aJplovthto~ with D* E itd.e. 

23 If included, Epiphanius should be cited for the reading in the text as 
“(Epiph)” since he transposes Khfa`~ to the last position, but the quotation has 
enough precision that it is likely that it represents his biblical exemplar. 
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III. CORRECT INCLUSIONS OF EPIPHANIUS IN NA27. 
 

Rom 5:6  Epiph:  e[ti  (txt) 
 
Rom 15:8  Epiph: gegenh'sqai (txt) 
 
1 Cor 2:10 Epiph: dev (txt) 

 
1 Cor 2:10  Epiph: dia; tou' pneuvmato" aujtou' (v.l.) 
 
1 Cor 2:16  Epiph: Cristou' (txt) 
 
1 Cor 3:12 Epiph: touvton (v.l.) 
 
1 Cor 3:16 Epiph: oijkei' ejn uJmi'n (txt) 
 
1 Cor 5:7  Epiph: to; pavsca hjmw'n (txt) 
 
1 Cor 6:11 Epiph: tou' kurivou hJmw'n (v.l.) 
 
1 Cor 7:5  Epiph: th'/ proseuch'/ (txt) 
 
1 Cor 7:10 Epiph: mh; cwrisqh'nai (txt) 
 
1 Cor 7:39 Epiph: devdetai novmw/ (v.l.) 
 
1 Cor 7:39 Epiph: ajpoqavnh (v.l.) 
 
1 Cor 9:9   Epiph: fimwvsei" (v.l.) 
 
1 Cor 10:11 Epiph: tau'ta dev (txt) 
 
1 Cor 10:11 Epiph: tupikw'" sunevbainen (txt) 
 
1 Cor 10:20 Epiph: quvousi kai; ouj qew'/ (v.l.) 
 
1 Cor 12:6 Epiph: oJ de; aujtov" (txt) 
 
1 Cor 12:6  Epiph: qeo;" oJ ejnergw'n (txt) 
 
1 Cor 12:27 Epiph: mevlou" (v.l.) 
 
1 Cor 15:14 Epiph: a[ra kaiv (txt) 
 
1 Cor 15:14 Epiph: pivsti" hJmw'n (v.l.) 

 



THE TEXT OF THE APOSTOLOS IN EPIPHANIUS 
 

 

266 

III. CORRECT INCLUSIONS OF EPIPHANIUS IN NA27, cont. 
 
1 Cor 15:25 Epiph: tou;" e[cqrou" aujtou' (v.l.) 

 
1 Cor 15:28 Epiph: tovte kai; aujtov" (txt) 
 
1 Cor 15:29 Epiph: uJpe;r aujtw'n (txt) 
 
2 Cor 3:7  Epiph: livqoi" (txt) 
 
2 Cor 3:17 Epiph: ejkei'  (v.l.) 
 
2 Cor 4:4  Epiph: kataugavsai (v.l.) 
 
2 Cor 4:4  Epiph: om aujtoi'" post aujgavsai (txt) 
 
2 Cor 6:16 Epiph: e[sontaiv moi (v.l.) 
 
2 Cor 11:3 Epiph: eij" to;n Cristovn (txt) 
 
2 Cor 13:3 Epiph: eij dokimhvn (v.l.) 
 
Gal 1:15  Epiph: eujdovkhsen (v.l.) 
 
Eph 2:15  Epiph: ejn eJautw'/ (v.l.) 
 
Eph 5:32  Epiph: th;n ejkklhsivan (v.l.) 
 
Col 3:5  Epiph: ta; mevlh (txt) 
 
1 Tim 1:12 Epiph: cavrin (txt) 
 
1 Tim 3:16 Epiph: o}" ejfanerwvqh (txt) 
 
1 Tim 4:2  Epiph: kekauthriasmevnwn (v.l.) 
 
2 Tim 2:7  Epiph: novei o} levgw (txt) 
 
2 Tim 2:7  Epiph: dwvsei (txt) 
 
2 Tim 4:10 Epiph: Gallivan (v.l.) 
 
Titus 2:13  Epiph: swth'ro" hJmw'n  jIhsou' Cristou' (txt) 
 
Heb 7:6  Epiph: to;n  jAbraavm (v.l.) 
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III. CORRECT INCLUSIONS OF EPIPHANIUS IN NA27, cont. 
 
Heb 11:6  Epiph: qew'/ (v.l.) 
 
Heb 13:5  Epiph: ejgkatalivpw (txt) 



 

 

 



APPENDIX II 
 

EPIPHANIUS IN THE APPARATUS OF UBS4 
 

The following list indicates places in the critical apparatus of UBS4 

in which Epiphanius’ witness should be cited or changed, based upon 
the data included in this study. Only those readings are included for 
which the edition already provides an apparatus. Following the reading 
of Epiphanius, indication is made whether Epiphanius’ reading is that of 
UBS4 text (txt) or that of a variant reading (v.l.).   

 
 

I.  CORRECTIONS TO UBS4. 
 

Acts 2:24  Epiph:  {A/dou (v.l.)1 
 
Acts 5:3  Epiph: ejplhvrwsen (txt2/4); ejpeivrasen (v.l.2/4)2 

 
Acts 16:7  Epiph: to; pneuvma (om  jIhsou'; v.l.)3 

 
Acts 27:37 Epiph: wJ" eJbdomhvkonta e{x (v.l.)4 
 
Rom 4:19  Epiph: h[dh (txt)5 

 
Rom 8:26  Epiph: uJperentugcavnei (txt)6 

 

                                                             
1 As Epiphanius has this word at the end of the verse as a substitution for 

aujtou', he does not read it as a substitution for qanavtou and should be removed 
from the apparatus as support for this reading. 

2 Epiphanius’ two verbally precise citations read ejplhvrwsen and he should 
be included as only supporting this text in the apparatus. 

3 UBS4 lists Epiphanius as omitting  jIhsou', but the omission occurs at the 
end of the quotation and it cannot be known whether  jIhsou' was in his exemplar.  
Certainly Epiphanius should not be cited in support of the omission of   jIhsou'. 

4 Epiphanius is listed in UBS4 as reading "wJ" eJbdomhvkonta e{x Epiphanius1/2 

(Epiphanius1/2 om e{x)." This is misleading. In one quotation, Epiphanius reads wJ" 
eJbdomhvkonta, but in the other wJ" ojgdohvkonta. So, Epiphanius reads “70” or “80” 
souls, but in neither reference does he read wJ" eJbdomhvkonta e{x, as UBS4 indicates. 

5 UBS4 cites “Epiphaniusvid.” but the quotation is a loose reminiscence, 
which means he cannot be cited as reading h[dh and should be removed. 

6 UBS4 lists Epiphanius as omitting uJpe;r hJmw'n in 1/4 instances. However, in 
Pan 55.5.3, Tischendorf followed the faulty edition of Petavius and erroneously 
cited Epiphanius in support of the omission in this text. Epiphanius includes 
uJpe;r hJmw'n in all of his quotations of 8:26 and should be listed in the v.l. as 
supporting the longer text. 
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I.  CORRECTIONS TO UBS4, cont. 
 
Rom 9:4  Epiph: aiJ diaqh'kai (txt)7 

 
1 Cor 2:4  Epiph: peiqoi` sofiva~ lovgwn (v.l.)8 
 
1 Cor 5:5  Epiph: kurivou (txt)9 
 
1 Cor 15:47 Epiph: a[nqrwvpo" (txt)10 

 
Gal 4:25  Epiph: gavr Sina'  (v.l.)11 
 
1 Thess 4:11 Epiph: ijdivai~ (txt)12 
 
2 Thess 2:3 Epiph: ajnomiva" (txt)13 

 
Rev 1:8  Epiph:  \W (txt)14 

 
 

                                                             
7 As Epiphanius’ only reference to this verse is a brief gist leading into 9:5, 

he should not be included as supporting this reading. 
8 UBS4 cites “(Epiphanius)” for this reading. However, the text in Anc 70.8 

reads “peiqoì sofiva~ lovgoi~” and is a reminiscence that conflates 2:4 and 13, 
giving an imprecise rendering of 2:12. Epiphanius gives only the gist of the 
context, making it uncertain which reading was in his exemplar. Epiphanius 
should be removed from the apparatus for this reading. 

9 Epiphanius should be omitted as support for this reading since what 
would be the added words would have occurred at the end of his quotation. 

10 UBS4 has parentheses around Epiphanius, but his text does not have 
a[nqrwpo" here, or any of the other variant readings; therefore, he should be 
removed from the apparatus at this point. 

11 UBS4 cites “(Epiphanius).” However, since in this quotation Epiphanius 
only gives the gist of portions of vv. 24 and 25, there is not sufficient verbal 
accuracy to enable one to be certain of the reading of his exemplar, and he should 
be removed from the UBS apparatus here. 

12 UBS4 cites Epiphanius for this reading. However, in none of Epiphanius’ 
writings does he ever cite the text of 1 Thessalonians 4:11 (cf. J. Allenbach, et. al. 
Biblia Patristica [Paris: Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique, 1987] 4:313), 
and he should be removed from the UBS apparatus here. 

13 In accordance with stated criteria for usable data, the quotation is too 
imprecise and Epiphanius should be removed from the apparatus. 

14 As the words in question, ajrch; kai; tevlo", occur at the end of Epiphanius' 
quotation of 1:8, it cannot be known whether his exemplar omitted these words 
or whether Epiphanius simply stopped short of them.  So Epiphanius should not 
be cited in support of the shorter text. 
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II.  USEFUL ADDITIONS OF EPIPHANIUS TO UBS4. 
 

Acts 15:29 Epiph: kai; pniktoù (v.l.) 
 

Rom 5:6  Epiph: e[ti ga;r...e[ti (txt) 
 
1 Cor 10:11 Epiph: tau'ta de; (txt) 

 
Phil 2:11 Epiph: ejxomologhvsetai (v.l.) 
 

 
 

III.  CORRECT INCLUSIONS OF EPIPHANIUS IN UBS4. 
 

Acts 1:11  Epiph: eij" to;n oujranovn (txt) 
 
Acts 16:32 Epiph: tou' kurivou (txt) 
 
Acts 20:28 Epiph: qeou' (txt) 

 
James 3:8  Epiph: ajkatavsceton (v.l.) 
 
James 3:9  Epiph: qeo;n (v.l.) 

 
1 Peter 4:1 Epiph: paqovnto" uJpe;r hJmw'n (v.l.) 
 
1 John 2:18 Epiph: o{ti (txt) 
 
Jude 8  Epiph: kuriovthta (txt) 

 
Rom 5:1  Epiph: e[comen (txt) 

 
Rom 7:22  Epiph: tou' qeou' (txt) 
 
Rom 8:11  Epiph: tou' ejnoikou'nto" aujtou' pneuvmato" (txt) 
 
1 Cor 2:10 Epiph: dev (txt) 
 
1 Cor 2:16  Epiph: Cristou' (txt) 
 
1 Cor 3:2  Epiph: e]ti (txt) 
 
1 Cor 6:11 Epiph: hJmw'n  jIhsou' Cristou' (v.l.) 
 
1 Cor 7:5  Epiph: th'/ proseuch'/ (txt) 

 



THE TEXT OF THE APOSTOLOS IN EPIPHANIUS 
 

272 

III.  CORRECT INCLUSIONS OF EPIPHANIUS IN UBS4, cont. 
 
1 Cor 10:9 Epiph: kuvrion (v.l.) 
 
1 Cor 10:20    Epiph: a{ quvousi daimonivoi" quvousi kai; ouj qew'/ (v.l.) 
 
1 Cor 15:14 Epiph: hJmw'n (v.l.) 
 
1 Cor 15:49 Epiph: forevswmen (v.l.) 
 
1 Cor 15:55 Epiph: kevntron…  pou' sou, a{/dh, to; ni'ko"… (v.l.) 
 
2 Cor 11:3 Epiph: ajpo; th'" aJgnovthto" kai; th'" aJplovthto" (v.l.) 
 
Gal 1:15  Epiph: eujdovkhsen (v.l.) 
 
Gal 2:5  Epiph: oi|" oujdev (txt) 

 
Eph 5:14  Epiph: ejpifauvsei soi oJ Cristov" (txt) 
 
Phil 2:9  Epiph:  o[noma  (v.l.) 
 
Phil 2:11  Epiph: kuvrio"  jIhsou'" Cristov" (txt) 

 
1 Thess 5:4 Epiph:  klevpth" (txt) 
 
1 Tim 3:16 Epiph: o}" (txt) 
 
2 Tim 4:10 Epiph: Gallivan (v.l.) 
 
Rev 2:20  Epiph: gunai'ka (txt) 
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