THE TEXT OF THE APOSTOLOS IN
EPIPHANIUS OF SALAMIS



SOCIETY OF BIBLICAL LITERATURE
The New Testament in the Greek Fathers

Edited by
Michael Holmes

Number 6
THE TEXT OF THE APOSTOLQOS
IN EPIPHANIUS OF SALAMIS

Carroll D. Osburn



THE TEXT OF THE APOSTOLOS IN
EPIPHANIUS OF SALAMIS

Carroll D. Osburn

Atlanta
Society of Biblical Literature

2004



THE TEXT OF THE APOSTOLOS
IN EPIPHANIUS OF SALAMIS

Carroll D. Osburn

Copyright © 2004 by the Society of Biblical Literature

All rights reserved. No part of this work may be reproduced or transmitted in any form or
by any means, electronic or mechanical, including photocopying and recording, or by
means of any information storage or retrieval system, except as may be expressly permitted
by the 1976 Copyright Act or in writing from the publisher. Requests for permission should
be addressed in writing to the Rights and Permissions Office, Society of Biblical Literature,
825 Houston Mill Road, Atlanta, GA 30329, U.S.A.

Library of Congress Cataloging in Publication Data



In honorem

MATTHEW BLACK






CONTENTS

Editor's Preface .. ..... ... ix
Acknowledgements ............... ... .. oo xi
Abbreviations........... ... i xiii
Chapter 1: Epiphanius and the Text of the New Testament . . . .. 1
Chapter 2: Epiphanius’ Text and Apparatus .................. 23
Chapter 3: Methodology of Textual Analysis ................. 169
Chapter 4: Epiphanius’ Textof Acts......................... 185
Chapter 5: Epiphanius’ Text of the Catholic Epistles........... 207
Chapter 6: Epiphanius’ Text of the Pauline Epistles ........... 213
Chapter 7: Conclusion ................ooiiiiiiiiiiann... 255
Appendix I: Epiphanius in the Apparatus of NAZZ ... ... ... 259
Appendix II: Epiphanius in the Apparatus of UBS%............ 269
Bibliography ......... .. . . 273

vii






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,
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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 Apostolos'
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 EPIPHANIUS?
A. EPIPHANIUS EARLY LIFE

Epiphanius was born between A.D. 315 and 320 near Eleutheropolis,
southwest of Jerusalem on the road to Ashkelon.’ 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.*

' “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.”

% See Jon F. Dechow, Dogma and Muysticism 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.

* See among others, Cyril Mango, Byzantium: The Empire of New Rome (New
York: C. Scribner’s Sons, 1980).



2 THE TEXT OF THE APOSTOLOS IN EPIPHANIUS

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.” 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.® 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.” 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,® 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

> See Aline Pourkier, L'hérésiologie chez Epiphane 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.

¢ 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 Aufsitze zur Kirchengeschichte II (Ttibingen: 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.

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.” Epiphanius’ training involved both formal
studies in Alexandria'’ and monastic practice in the Egyptian desert."" As
part of his monastic training, Epiphanius studied Greek, Hebrew, Latin,
Syriac and Coptic."

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.”” In his response to this threat, Epiphanius
demonstrated the zeal for unmasking error that became characteristic of
his later life."*

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.” In this pro-Nicene monastic
environment, Epiphanius’ anti-Arian views were strengthened.

? Jerome, Vita Hilarionis eremitae 1-3. See also Pierre Nautin, “Epiphane de
Salamine,” DHGE 15.617-31, and W. Schneemelcher, “Epiphanius von Salamis,”
RAC 5.909-27.

" Jerome, Vita Hilarionis eremitae 2 [PL 23:30C].

" Ibid. [PL 23:31 A-C].

2 Yerome, Adversus Rufinum 222 [PL 23:466C]. Jirgen 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.

3 See Pourkier, L'hérésiologie chez Epiphane 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.

'* Epiphanius, Panarion haereses 26.17.4-9.

B 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.' Hilarion had founded a monastery near Gaza some
years earlier, and Epiphanius’ friendship with Hilarion continued long
after his move from Egypt to Palestine."”

Although abbot of the monastery until 367,'" 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."” 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.

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

8 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.”

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.”’ Nicene
emphasis was reversed at the Council of Seleucia in 359.” 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,?

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, Julian® 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.” Christians protested, but in
October 362 the Great Church of Antioch was closed and numerous

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

erome, Altercatio Luciferiani et orthodoxi 19 [PL 23:181C].

22 Chadwick, The Church in Ancient Society, 287-88.

2 Jerome, Contral Joannem Hierosolymitanum 4 [PL 23:374D].

* See A. Lippold, “Julian,” Reallexikon fiir Antike und Christentum 19 (1999):
442-88.

B Gee 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.”® 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.”’

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.”® Very little is known of his episcopal admini-
stration in Salamis, but his monastic emphasis attracted novices there
from all over the world.”” Although Cyprus was considered part of the

% See Frank Williams, The Panarion of Epiphanius of Salamis (Leiden: Brill,
1987), 1.xii.

% See Dechow, Dogma and Mysticism, 42, n. 69-71.

* 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.

» 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,” 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.”!

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,* as well as a variety of
Christian groups, and this infuriated Epiphanius.” Ps.-Polybius says that
Epiphanius obtained an order from Theodosius I (379-395) to expel all
heresies from Cyprus.** Epiphanius considered that all such heresies
were either related to or exceeded by the heresy of Origen.”

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 Didaskalin.’® The earliest
datable extant work of Epiphanius is a fragment of a Letter to Eusebius,
Marcellus, Bibianus and Carpus,” 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.

% A. H. M. Jones, The Later Roman Empire, 284-602: A Social, Economic and
Administrative Survey (Oxford: Blackwell, 1964), 1.373; 3.381.

% Jerome, Contra Joannem Hierosolymitanum 4 [PL 23:374D].

> 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.

% 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.

3 Ps.-Polybius, Vita Epiphanii 59 [PG 41:99BC].

% Epiphanius, Pan 64.4.1; Jerome, Epistulae 51.3.3.

% 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.

%7 See Karl Holl, “Ein Bruchstiick aus einem bisher unbekannten Brief des
Epiphanius,” Gesammelte Aufsitze 11, 204-224.
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D. EPIPHANIUS AND THE FOURTH CENTURY ECCLESIASTICAL CRISIS

In 374, Epiphanius wrote the Ancoratus ( Aykupwtés)® 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.”” 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.* In fact, a synod was convened
to deal with these individuals.* Accumulating controversies led
Epiphanius began work on his Panarion haereses (Ilavdpiov) 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

* Holl, Ancoratus, GCS 25 (1915), 1-149.

% See Stuart Hall, Doctrine and Practice in the Early Church (London: SPCK,
2000), 121-36.

% Epiphanius, Pan 77.2.2-4. See Pourkier, L'hérésiologie chez Epiphane de
Salamine, 42—45.

4 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.*

Returning to Cyprus from Antioch, Epiphanius sought Basil’s
support in reconciling the factions in Antioch.* However, his proposal
for unity involved alterations in the language concerning the incarnation
in the Nicene Creed that Basil rejected in his answer.** 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.”” 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.* 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.*”” Apollinarius’
appeal to churches in Egypt for assistance was rejected primarily because
he was not in communion with Epiphanius.*®

Basil then wrote to Damasus and the Western bishops, asking them
to denounce Apollinarius.”’ 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

2 Dechow, Dogma and Mysticism, 66-70.

* Epiphanius, Pan 77.14.2-3.

* 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.

* See Chadwick, The Church in Ancient Society, 331-47.

* 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.

8 Facundus, Pro defensione trium capitulorum, 4.2 [PL 67:619B].

* Basil, Epistulae 265.2.5-11.
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condemned Arianism.” Epiphanius is not listed among the bishops in
attendance at Constantinople in 381,°' but there is a strong similarity
between the creedal formula issuing from the council and Epiphanius’
own creed in Anc 118.9-12> 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.” In Theodosius’ reign, however, there was no
official persecution or forceful attempt to change peoples” convictions.

In 392, Epiphanius published De Mensuris et Ponderibus (TTepl péTpwv
kal oTafpdv),>* 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

>0 See P. Karlin-Hayter, “Activity of the Bishop of Constantinople Outside
his Paroikin Between 381 and 451,” KAOHI'HTPIA: 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, “Epiphane,”
CHAD 4 (1953): 320, argues that Epiphanius was present. Dechow, Dogma and
Muysticism, 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 urspriingliche nikidnische 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 dthiopischen Forschungen,” ThPh 53 (1978): 407-14,
views it as an interpolation.

>3 See Hall, Doctrine and Practice in the Early Church, 171-72.

*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 1'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.” As a result
of criticism from the Anablatha incident, Epiphanius wrote a stinging
Pamphlet Against the Images,”® viewing as idolatry the manufacture of
images of Christ, the Mother of God, martyrs, angels or prophets.” He
also wrote a Letter to Emperor Theodosius I, on the problem of images.58
Finally, he wrote a Last Will and Testament,” 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.®® Although noted earlier in Anc 54-63,
87-92, Origen’s teachings receive extensive critique in Pan 64. His later
Letter to John®' 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 (Tlept TGv 8c8eka Albwvr), 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.

% Gee Johannes Quasten, Patrology (Utrecht: Spectrum, 1966), 3.384.

> 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 1.25), and in a tract that Nicephorus (Apologia Minor [PG 100:837B]) wrote
against Epiphanius in 815. See Holl, Gesammelte Aufsitze zur Kirchengeschichte II,
356-59, on the pamphlet.

*7 Epiphanius, De imaginibus fragmenta.

> Epiphanius, Epistulac ad Theodosium fragmenta. See Holl, Gesammelte
Aufsitze zur Kirchengeschichte II, 360-62, on the letter.

%% See Holl, Gesammelte Aufsiitze zur Kirchengeschichte II, 363, on the “last will
and testament.”

80 See Dechow, Dogma and Mysticism, 376-378.

%! 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).
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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.”” 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.”’ 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.**

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.”® 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.®® Cameron® 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 Wadi'n Natrun, 2: The
History of the Monasteries of Nitria and of Scetis (ed. W. Hanser; New York:
MetroGg)olitan Museum of Art, 1932), 128.

Jerome, Epistula 95.2.

64 Jerome, Epistula 91.

% In his Festal Letter of 402, Theophilus referred to Origen as the “Hydra of
heresies.” See Quasten, Patrology, 3.384.

% Mango, Byzantium, 63.

87 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.”® 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 Dechow® 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.””” Sozomen even says that he is
“the most revered man under the whole heaven,” and “the most

% 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.

% Dechow, Dogma and Mysticisn, 463.

7 Jerome, Contra Joannem Hierosolymitanum 4 [PL 23:374C; 379B].
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distinguished of his contemporaries.””" On the other hand, Murphy”
says that Epiphanius is “of considerable but ill-digested erudition,
joining a certain narrowness of outlook and singleness of purpose to an
indisputable piety.” Dean” 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.

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

More recently, Williams”” has observed that Epiphanius was
essentially a heresiologist” 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

"I 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.

7 Dean, Epiphanius’ Treatise on Weights and Measures: The Syriac Version, 1.

™ 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 Honnecke, Das Judenchristentum in
Ersten und Zweiten Jahrhundert (Berlin: Twowitzsch, 1908), 230.

7 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.

7”7 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 Hiéresie, 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,”
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.”® Holl*" observes Epiphanius’ language to be an “elevated
Koine.” Of his works, Quasten® 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, Kenyon® 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,* 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.

7 Jerome, De viris illustribus 114.

80 See Karl Holl, Die handschriftliche Uberlieferung 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.

8 F. G. Kenyon, Handbook to the Textual Criticism of the New Testament
(London: Macmillan, 1901), 221.

8 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
quo’ca’cion.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, ws A\éyet
améoTolos, 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 dvtitacobpevos. 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.

8 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.® 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 Soden” concluded that the I-
text® could be discerned in Epiphanius’ quotations of Acts®* and the
Pauline Epistles,” and he noted that among fourth-century Palestinian
Fathers Epiphanius attests the most K readings.” Given the fragmentary
basis of his observations, von Soden’s statements are inconclusive.

Hutton” 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.

8 Gee 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.

% Hermann von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments in ihrer dltesten
erreichbaren Textgestalt (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1913).

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

8 yon Soden, op cit., 1.3.1759.

% 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).

" 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.

%2 E. A. Hutton, An Atlas of Textual Criticism (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1911), see the charts inside the back cover.
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Eldridge” 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.”
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.” 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.

% Lawrence A. Eldridge, The Gospel Text of Epiphanius of Salamis (SD 41; Salt
Lake City: University of Utah Press, 1969).

**E. C. Colwell and E. W. Tune, “Variant Readings: Classification and Use,”
JBL 83 (1964): 253-61.

% 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, Mullen” 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.” Geer found problems with Eldridge’s work on Epiphanius’
quotations of Luke.” 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. 7¢ mvevpatt Epiph TR A EF G H X 036 037 039 041
b om RBDLW

Epiphanius refers to this passage twice, once including ¢ mvevpart, 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)
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% Roderic L. Mullen, The New Testament Text of Cyril of Jerusalem (SBLNTGF,
7; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1997), 49-51.

7 Thomas C. Geer, Jr., “The Text of Acts in Epiphanius of Salamis” (M.Th.
thesis, Harding Graduate School of Religion, 1980).

% 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 év 76
katd Aovkdv ebayyellw ¢not, 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’s” 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.

% 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.'” 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, Osburn' 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 (kUpLov, XptoTév, Bedv) and 2 Tim 4:10 (Taxiiav,
Fahatiav, Taldalav). Osburn concluded that Epiphanius® text
demonstrates little affinity with the “Western” text or with the older

190 Thomas C. Geer, Jr., Family 1739 in Acts (SBLMS 48; Atlanta: Scholars
Press, 1994).

%1 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,'” 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.

12 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

Ropes' held that Origen’s citations reflect an Old Egyptian type of
text that is also reflected in Eusebius’ citations.” He did not think that a
distinctive type of text in Acts was to be found in Palestine.’ Von Soden,
however, thought that Epiphanius and Cyril of Jerusalem reflect Western
influence.* Lake’ 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.” Haenchen®
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.” 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.® However, Geer’ 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

! 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.

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

> Ropes, Beginnings of Christianity, 1.cxc—cxci.

% Hermann von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments in ihrer dltesten
erreichbaren Textgestalt (Gottingen: 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.

® Ernst Haenchen, “Zum Text der Apostelgeschichte,” ZTK 54 (1957): 54-55.

7 Ernst Haenchen, The Acts of the Apostles (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1971).

8 M.-E. Boismard and A. Lamouille, Le Texte Occidental des Actes Apétres:
Reconstitution et Réhabilitation, Tome 1, Introduction et Textes (Paris: Editions
Recherche sur les Civilisations, 1984), 25, 27.

® 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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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.

Suggs'® 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. Carder'' proposed that 1243 does
represent a Caesarean text-type in the Catholic Epistles, to which Aland"
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’s” 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, Zuntz'* 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.
Murphy® suggested that Eusebius reflects an Egyptian text in Romans
and 1 Corinthians, and suggested that the so-called “Euthalian” manu-
scripts used by Zuntz'® have diverse text-types. MS 015, for instance,
reflects an Old Egyptian text-form, while 88 is Byzantine. On the basis of
this analysis, Willard" 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.

1o Suggs, “The New Testament Text of Eusebius,” 149, 285-88.

I Muriel Carder, “A Caesarean Text in the Catholic Epistles,” NTS 16
(1969): 252-70.

2 Kurt Aland, “Bemerkungen zu den gegenwirtigen moglichkeiten text-
kritischer Arbeit aus Anlass einer Untersuchung zum Céesarea-Text der
Katholischen Briefe,” NTS 17 (1970): 4.

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

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

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

'® Zuntz, Text of the Epistles, 13-14,20-24, 78.

'7L. Charles Willard, “A Critical Study of the Euthalian Apparatus” (Ph.D.
dissertation, Yale University, 1970), 1.
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Hannah' 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, Mees'’
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 (P*; 8 in John) and Acts (P* P* P*).
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, Mullen® 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.

'® Darrell D. Hannah, The Text of 1 Corinthians in the Writings of Origen
(SBLNTGEF 4; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1997), 291-93.

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

? 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 Suggs® 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,” 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

Fee” 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”.

?l M. Jack Suggs, “The Use of Patristic Evidence in the Search for a
Primitive New Testament Text,” NTS (1958): 147.

> 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.

* 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.””* 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,” 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.

Duplacy® 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.”” 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,?® but with revised definitions. While “citation” still refers to “a

* Thomas C. Geer, “The Text of Acts in Epiphanius” (M.Th. thesis, Harding
Graduate School of Religion, 1980), 90.

# Carroll D. Osburn, “The Text of the Pauline Epistles in Epiphanius of
Salamis” (Ph.D. dissertation, University of St. Andrews, 1974).

% Jean Duplacy, “Citations patristiques et critique textuelle du Nouveau
Testament,” RSR 47 (1959): 393.

¥ 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.

* 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.”” Ernest™
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.

2 Ehrman, Fee, and Holmes, The Text of the Fourth Gospel, 22.

% 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 Fee® and Barbara Aland® 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 dméxecbar dalpatos kal mukToD Kal
mopvelas kal eldwhobiTou of v. 29. While eil8wiobiTov is transposed to the
end of the list, Epiphanius clearly knows both muiktob and el8whobvTov as
singular, with Family 1739, rather than plural with 8 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.

olTwes dnotlv, éreyov 7@ IMavlw SLd Tob mvedpaTtos Ui avafaivewy
els "lepovoaliu (Anc 68.7; Pan 74.5.7; from Anc)

The transposition of é\eyov prior to 7@ Tavhw does not affect the
remainder of the citation, which is vebally precise. In this case,
Epiphanius reads dvaBaiver with It against émBaivelv in P’* R 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.”

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.

% 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.

OTL"
dpyvpLov kal Xpuolov ovx UTdpXeL pot, O 8¢ éxw, ToUTSO ool SidwL,
€v 7Q ovépatt Inoot XpLoTol drdoTa Kal TepLTATEL

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 XpioTod, eliminating Tob
Nalwpalov and using common Christian terminology. Therefore, one
cannot be certain that Epiphanius’ exemplar read €yeipe kal mepimdrel
with A CE P 049, rather than just mepimdter with 8 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.

TAALY 8¢ O aytos Ilatlos papTupel kal avtos Tols mepl ITéTpov
Ayor:

‘ldkwpos kal lodwwns kal Kndds, ol Sokobvtes oTdlol €lvat,
SekrLas €dwkav épol Te kal BapraBa kowvwvias

Here Kndds is transposed after’lwdvvns, probably due inadvertently to
the preceding discussion in 30.22-25, but the remainder is accurate. In
the discussion TIéTpos is used of Peter, but Kndds is retained in this
citation and likely represents the biblical exemplar. This means that
Epiphanius can be cited in favor of ’ldkwBos kal Kndds kal ’lwdvvns
(Epiph 1.3.2) with : 8 B C K L P 1739, rather than ITétpos kat ’ldkwBos
kai “lwdvvns in (P 2.1.3) DF G itd f.g Or, or’ldkwBos kal "lwdvvns in A.

b. Adaptation to Patristic Context. Epiphanius, Pan 38.8.4, cites, d’ o
mapéBn’lovdas dmeNBelY els TOV TémoY Tov {8lov 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, dd’" o0 mapéPn’lovdas dmelbelv els Tov TémOV TOV {8Lov.”
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, o0 is still genitive, but now masculine because of its new
patristic antecedent, dplBpév, instead of the biblical Tfis Stakovias TavTns
kat damooTolfs. Secondly, Luke’s mopeubijvar (to depart) was consciously
strengthened by the substitution of dmeldely (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 d¢’ with 8 A B C D 81 945 1175 1704 1739 rather
than ¢€ with TR 9 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 évvmviols évvmacBioovTa
from the mpeapiTepot to the Buyatépes 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 évumviots rather than the accusative plural évimiia with
M (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:

kal kaTavuyelol THY kapdlav eime:

LeTavonoaTe, dvdpes ddeldol, kal BamTiobNTw €KATTOS €V TH
ovopaTtt Inool XpLoTod Tob kuplou VLGV kal ddednoovTal LY al
apaptial kal AfbeoBe TN Swpedr ToU Aylov TVEVLATOS.
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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 év with B C D 945 1739 1891 rather
than éml with TR | 8 A E H P 049 81 1073 1175 1352, nor 100 kuplov
"Incob XproTod with D E 945 1739 1891 rather than ’Incob XpioTob with TR
M PR ABCHP 049 81 1073 1175 1352.

In Pan 44.6.1, Epiphanius cites Acts 7:56: dmekpivavto Aéywy: 1800,
Opd TOV OUPAVOY HUEWYREVOV Kal TOV LLOY TOD dvBpwmov €0TOTA €k SeELdy
Tob matpds. However, in this allusion, Epiphanius substitutes words,
changes plural to singular, and alters word order, and thus cannot be
said to agree either with dvegypévovs in TR M P’ D E H P 049 1073
1352 rather than Sinvolypévouvs in &8 A B C 81 945 1175 1739 1891, nor can
he be taken to agree with éot@Ta ék 8efldv in 8* A C E 1175 rather than
¢k SeELdv €ot@dTa in TR M P 8B 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: kat mdvTta Td
TeTpdTOdA KAl €pTeETA Kal TOU oUpavold Ta meTewvd év avTq. It could be
argued that while Epiphanius omits Tfis yfis and changes the order of
Tob ovpavol, he does keep the list in the same order, with three groups
instead of four, as in 2]574 ] 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 teTpdmoda kal épmeTd
Ths vfis kal meTelwd Tob ovpavod with PR A B C 81 (945 Ta épmeTd)
1175 (1739 1891 Ta épmeTd) rather than Tetpdmoda Ths yfis kal Td Onpla
Kal TG €pTeTA Kkal TA TeTewd Tob ovpavod with TR I H L P 049 1073
1352, or TeTpdmoda kal €pmeTd THs Yiis kai Ta Hnpla kal TA TETEWA TOU
ovpavod with E it®, or TeTpdmoda kal Ta Onpla kal Ta épmeTd Ths YAs kal
TeTelvd Tob ovpavod with CV4,

In Pan 28.4.5, Epiphanius cites Acts 15:1: Méyovtas OTL® éav pn
TeEPLTUNOATE Kal duAdEnTe TOV vépov, ov 8lrvache owbfval. In this allusion,
Epiphanius adds kai ¢puhdénTe and alters T¢) €6eL to Tov vépov. 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
TeptTpndfiTe with P8 A B C D 81 1175, or mepttepriode with I 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 ovoar €Eovolar with TR I D L P 049 33 104 699 1739
rather than oloat with 8 A B D* F G 81 1594 it**f8 in v. 1, or that it read
Beov®™ with 8* A B D F G P 81 104 1739 rather than tod 8eob TR I &R L
049 33 699 1594 Or.
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One might note Mullen’s* argument that, “at Luke 23:45, Cyril’s
several allusions make it clear that his text reads “¢k\imovTtos’.” Mullin
lists also Rom 8:26, where Cyril’s allusion reads Tfis dofevetas for Tfs
dobeveiq with B R against Tals dobeveiars of M and Ts Serjoews 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.”

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: kal* obTws &peabe avtdy, Ov
Tpémor €l8eTe avTov dvalappavopevov. 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. Fee®® 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.”

** Mullen, New Testament Text of Cyril of Jerusalem, 22, n. 85.

% Gee Robert Grant, “Citation of Patristic Evidence,” in New Testament
Manuscript Studies (ed. M. Parvis and A. Wikgren; Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1950), 118.

% 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:

WS Méyel mdAy dANoSs Tpod1TNS”
vevéoBw 1M €TOUALS aUTOD €PMILOS KOAL TV ETLOKOTTV aUTOU A\dBEéTw
€TePOs, onualvwy 0TL amébaver kak® BavaTtd 6 lovdas

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 A\apétw with ® A B C D rather than AaBol with D.

d. Readings in Lemmata and Commentary. Fee” 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

%7 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. Caragliano™ in their edition of the text
of Luke and John in Ambrose, and advocated by Fee® 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.** A second

% 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.

*Fee, Bib (1971): 357-394.

% See G. Bardy, “Le texte de l'epitre aux Romains dans le commentaire
d'Origeéne-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.*! Fee suggests this approach for patristic writers who cite
freely.* 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 SBLNTGEF 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.
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For the NT, chapters and verses are numbered after the twenty-
seventh edition of Novum Testamentum Graece® and for the OT the
numeration of Rahlfs is followed.* The Gregory system is followed for
NT MSS, except for major uncials.” 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
sggghrscript “"". For example, G refers to codex Boernerianus, whereas
G refers to codex Vaticanus 503; and P refers to biblical codex
Porphyrianus, but P 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.* The
commonly accepted textual groups and their witnesses are:

A. ACTS

Egyptian:
Old Egyptian - PR B
Later Egyptian —
A CB811175
Family 1739 — 945 1704 1739 1891
“Western” uncials — D E + old Latin or vulgate
Byzantine — 9t H L P 049 1073 1352

43 Barbara Aland, et al., eds. Novum Testamentum Graece (27th ed.; Stuttgart:
Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1993).

* Alfred Rahlfs, ed., Septuaginta (8th ed.; Stuttgart: Wiirttembergische
Bibelanstalt, 1965).

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

*Classification 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 - >R A B C ¥ 33 323 1739
Byzantine — 3t L 049 105 201 325 1022

C. PAULINE EPISTLES

Egyptian:
Old Egyptian - p* & B 1739
Later Egyptian — A C P 33 81 104
“Western” uncials-D F G
Byzantine — 3t 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 (R), Later Andreas (P Andreas), and Later Koine (It TR 046).

In 1980, Geer” 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,” and in his analysis of Family
1739 in Acts.” 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.

Duplacy™ 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.”" This study of Epiphanius does
not assume a “Western” text in the Catholic Epistles. Bover™ discusses

¥ Geer, “The Text of Acts in Epiphanius of Salamis,” (1980).

*® Geer, “An Investigation of a Select Group of So-called Western Cursives in
Acts” (Ph.D. dissertation, Boston University, 1985).

* Geer, Family 1739 in Acts (SBLMS 48; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1994), esp. p.
113.

% Jean Duplacy, “Le texte occidental des épitres catholiques,” NTS 16 (1970):
397-99.

°! C.-B. Amphoux, “Le Texte des épitres catholiques. Essais de classement
des états de texte, préparatoires a une histoire du texte de ces épitres” (Ph.D.
dissertation, Paris-Sorbonne, 1981).

52 J. M. Bover, Novi Testamenti Biblia Graeca et Latina (5th ed.; Madrid:
Gréficas Céndor, 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.”

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.”* In an M.A. thesis, Morrill” 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 ¥
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,*

The nucleus of the group is formed by manuscripts & A B 33 81 and
1739, as well as C where it is extant. P** 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 ¥ 6 326 1908 from the analysis lest they skew the data.

Further, Metzger™ lists ¥ 33 104 and 326 as Later Alexandrians in
Acts. It is clear from Geer’s™ study that 33 is Byzantine in the first eleven

> 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 gegenwirtigen Moglichkeiten textkritischer
Arbeit aus Anlass einer Untersuchung zum Cisarea-Text der katholischen
Briefe,” NTS 17 (1970): 1-9.

% Gee 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.”

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

% Gee 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 Alands™ 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 Alands® also note (p. 118) that ¥ 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.”" 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 I, 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 fert in parentheses to
indicate which occurrence of the word is under consideration.

% Thomas C. Geer, Jr., “The Two Faces of Codex 33 in Acts,” NovT 31
(1989): 39-47.

5% Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, The Text of the New Testament, 129.

%0 See Kurt Aland, Text und Textwert der griechischen Handschriften des Neuen
Testaments. 111 Die Apostelgeschichte (ANTT 20; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1993), 684-709,
esp. 692.

®1As 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 v, variable s, ouTw/ouTws interchanges, and abbreviations such
as d\\’ for dA\d. 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 SBLNTGEF series.

4. TEXTUAL ABBREVIATIONS AND SIGLA

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

Acts 1:4
e
TEPLLEVELY TNV €maryyeAlav Tob TaTpos Ny fkovoate (Anc 69.8)

Kal TAALY ENeyey:
amo "lepoocollpwy pn xwpileobe, amekdexopevor THV émayyelav ToD
mretpaTtos N nkovoate (Pan 66.61.5)

e
TEPLLEVELY TV €maryyellav ToD maTpos Ny fkovoate (Pan 74.6.8; from
Anc)

Acts 1:7-8
Kal €\eyev avTols”
7) ol VLGV €0TL yv@ral Xporous Kal Kalpovs, ovs O TaTnp €0eTo €v TH
18la €€ovolq, 8) dla Mjeobe OStvauly émeNddvtos Tob daylov
mrevpaTtos €¢’ vpas (Pan 66.61.4)

8) 008€ OUKETL TO Tapd TOD CwTTPoS elpnuévor oTHoeTAl TO
¢oeaBé ol pudpTupes dxpL éoxdTov Ths yis (Pan 61.2.2)%

a. pot Epiph TR It E H 049 81 630 945 1073 1352 1704 1739 1891
b.pov RABCD 1175

Acts 1:11
WS AéyouoLy:
dvdpes Talhdiol, T éomhikaTe dTevi{ovTes €ls TOV olpavdy; obTos O°
"Inoots 0 ad’ VeV dvarnddels oUTws éleloeTal OV TpdtTov €Bedoache
avTov dvarapPavépevor (Pan 44.5.12)

3

%2 Epiphanius adapts this text by omitting the portion not needed for his
argument, replacing it with dxp. and retaining with verbal accuracy the
beginning and ending of the citation. Holl cites the reference as “Ps 18:5 (R6m
10:18),” but the patristic context clearly refers to the Romans passage.

5361 om 33 105.
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Acts 1:11 cont.

A\ fikouv €ppwpévn TR dlavolq OTL-

dvdpes Calhdiot, T{ éoThkaTe €ls TOV olpavdv dTevi{ovTes; oUTOS O
"Incols 6 dd’ Lpav els TOV ovpavdv dvainddels olTws élevoeTar (Pan
48.8.2)

elmévTes:”

dvdpes Calhdiot, T{ éoThkaTe €ls TOV olpavdr dTevi{ovTes; oUTOS O
"Inoots 6 dd’ tudv els TOv ovpardor® draindbeis olTws €letoeTal®® ms
avTov €i8eTe dvarapBavépevor (Pan 62.6.8)

Kal AMéyovTas OTL”
TobTOV TOV 'Inoolv Ov €wpdkate dd’ LUAV dvalauBavopevor, oUTws
€\eloeTal v Tpomov €18eTe avToOv dvarapBavédpevov (Pan 66.87.8)

Kkal -
olTws GPecbe alvTdr, dv Tpomov eldete avTov dvalapPavépevov (Pan
69.77.5)

Kal elmov 8vo dvdpes:
T éomhkate, dvdpes Talhalol; ovTos 6 dd’ VudV dvaindbeis (Pan
77.19.3)

Acts 1:18
0s"
TPNVIS YEVOLEVOS éNdknoe pécos, kal éEexudn mdvta® Td omidyyva
avTob (Pan 38.8.3)

Acts 1:20
0S Méyel mdAv dANos Tpod1TNS”
vevéabu 1 émavits abTod® €onuos® kal Ty émokomiy avTod AaRéTw
&Tepos, onuaivor 8Tl dmébavey kakd Bavatd O lovdas® (Pan 38.8.2)

4 eis Tov ovpavév | om D itd,

S sirws éxetoeTal] ovtos élevoetat 1073; oiTws éleloeTal TdALy 104.

% rdvrta] om A.

7 avTod 1704] atrév 049* 81 it™ vg.

% ¢pnpos] Apnpopérn 81.

% 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. \apétw Epiph® A B CD 81 1175 it® Chr
b. xaBoi® TR M E H 049 630 945 1073 1352 1704 it! Or

Acts 1:25
AéyovTES®
ad’ "t 00 TapéPn lovdas dmeNdely els Tov Témov Tov 18Lov”? (Pan 38.8.4)

a.dd” Epiph 8 A B C D 81945 1175 1704 1739 it
b.¢E TRIM E H 049 630 1073 1352 it*

Acts 2:17
€8eL yap mAnpovodat TO
TpodnTEVCOUGLY Ol Ulol VPGV kai ol Buyatépes UuGY* évumviols
évummacBioovtal,” kal ol veaviokol vpev’® opdoelts &povtar (Pan
79.3.5)

a.évumviots Epiph PR A B C 049 81 630 945 1175 1704 1739
b. ém’)mita TR M E H P 1073 1352 jtde
c.omD

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.

7! See discussion of this citation on pp. 31-32 above.

2 om TOV 1810V gJ)M;’L’&ov Tomov C; Tomov Tov Sikator A.

7 om ai C* D.

T huey . .. opdv] adtév . . . attev D.

7> Epiphanius transposes ¢vumviols évumnacdioovtat to the phrase dealing
with young women and deletes the phrase dealing with the mpeoBiTepoL 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 évumviois rather than évimia with It (LXX).

76 Yuev] om Opdv D it%; om ot veaviokol Dpev 049.
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Acts 2:22
S KAl ol amoécTo ol daciy:
"Incolv_Tov Nalwpatov, dvpa dmodedelypévov év Te omuelols kal
Tépaot (Pan 29.5.6)

oS kal ol ambéoTolol daoty, . . .-
‘Inoolv dvdpa dmodedelypévov eis Muds omnpelols kal Tépact (Pan
35.2.8)

umo TTéTpov elpnuévav OTL
"Incodv Tov Nalwpalov, dvdpa dmodedelypévor eis Upas'H Tépaot kal
onuelos (Pan 77.31.6)

Acts 2:24
énot &¢ o TTéTpos-
kaBdTL oKk v SuvaTov kpaTeloBal avTov U avTod (Anc 34.2)

wa mAnpwon TO elpnuévov mapd TOV dmooTo wv, ddlvaTov ydp Ay
~ 5\ LY ~ 78
kpaTeloBal avTov vmo Tob “Adov’® (Pan 69.66.2)

Acts 2:27
kat TTéTpos TG Aauld cwwdd:
oUk édoets” Ty Buxy pov eis Ay olde Suogels ToV doLdv gou L8ty

StadpBopdv (Anc 34.1)

a." Awdnw Epiph ® A B CD 81 630945 1175 1704 1739 1891
b.” Atdov TR E H P 049 1073 1352

Acts 2:33
€av 8¢ akovoms OTL
T 8eELd Tod Beod Uwlels THY Te émayyeriar Tob mrevpaTos Aafovd
mapd Tob matpds (Anc 69.8)

0

7 buas) fuas D.

78 NAY notes that D it!® have "AiSov instead of BavdTov 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 avTob here as his text and understands it to
mean” Atdov.

7 ¢doeis] évkatakelbers B* D E; éykataleies rell. Although possibly citing
from memory, Epiphanius clearly evidences the accusative, eis Ay, in this
otherwise precise citation.
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Acts 2:33, cont.
€av 8¢ dakovoms OTL
T 8€€Ld ToL Beov Uhwhels ™Y Te €mayyeriar Tob TYeVLATOS AaBov Tapd TOD
matpés (Pan 74.6.8; from Anc)

Acts 2:36
kal yrwoTov Upiv éoTw mas otkos lopanh, &ti TobTov Tov 'Incodv, dv
Vels €oTavpwoaTe, Kvplov kal XpLoTov avtov O Beds émoinoe (Anc
41.1)

Kal dLa ToUTo O TTéTpos cad®s Stayopevel Néywy:
TouTov TOV 'Inootv, Ov Uuels éoTavpwoaTe (Anc 44.2)

8La TO elpnkéval avTov avTols OTL
TouTov TOv 'Inootv, Ov Uuels éoTavpwoaTe (Pan 9.4.9)

kal TO év Tals Tpdéeot yeypappévor 6TL-

YWooTOV ULy éoTw mas otkos lopanh, &t TodTov TOV  Incodv  dv
€oTavpWoaTE, KOl KUpLov kal XpLoTov avTtov O 0Oeds émoinoe (Pan
69.14.2)%

TV o ToD aylou ITéTpou €v Tdls TpdEeow elpnuévny OTL:

davepdv €oTw Uply mas otkos lopank, 8Tl TobTov TOV Incodv Ov
¢oTavpuioate kal® kvplov kal XploTov alTtdv O Beds émoinoe (Pan
69.42.1)

TobTov olv TOv Incolv dv éoTavpdoaTe (Pan 69.42.5)

8La TobTo Kal kUpLov kal XploTov O Beds émoinoe (Pan 69.42.6)

o , . . o , epiph
80 10D mvetpaTos Aapdv J Pan] MaBov Tod mretpatos L.

8! 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.

* kat] om TR 049.
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Acts 2:36, cont.

a. olkos Epiph TR I P™* R A B E H P 049 81 630 945 1175 1352
1704 1739 1891 Chr
b. 6 olkos C D 1073

a. kvptov kat XptoTov avtov Epiph TR I E H P 049 81 1073 1352 it*

b. kiptov adTov kal Xpiotér PR A B C D 630 945 1175 1704 1739
1891 vg Chr

c. kbplov kal Xplotév D* it?

a. 0 Beds ¢émoinoe Epiph TR M P™* A CD E H P 049 630 945 1175
1352 1704 1739 1891 it*® Chr
b. émoinoe 6 6eds R B 81 1073 vg

Acts 2:37
AéyouoLy avT@:
T8 mojowyey, dvdpes dderdol; (Pan 9.4.9)

a. mojowper  Epiph M P* 8 A B C E P 049 81 1175 1704 1891
CyrJer Chr
b. motooper TR D H 630 945 1073 1352 1739 it*®

Acts 2:38
kal kaTavuyelol THY kapdlav eime:
LeTavonoaTe, ardpes adeidol, kal BamTLod|Tw EKACTOS & 10 dvdpaTt
"Incob XpLoTol Tov kuplov U@V kai ddedroovTal LUV al apapTiat kat
MbeoBe T Swpedar Tob aylov mrevpatos (Pan 9.4.9)

8 (] 1{ olv D it® Iren Aug.

% 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 év with B C D 945 1739 1891 rather than ént with TR It R
A E H P 049 81 1073 1175 1352, nor Tob kuptov ~Inocod Xpiotod with D E 945 1739
1891 rather than *Incod Xpiotod with TR T P™ 8 A B C H P 049 81 1073 1175
1352.
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Acts 3:6
oTL:
dpyvpLov kal Xpualov oUy UTdpyel poi, O 8¢ éxw, ToUTO oot dl8wut, v
16 vépaTt ' Inood Xpiotod dvdoTa kai® meptdTel (Pan 66.81.3)

Acts 4:35
Kal TO €mWAoV Td LTApXOVTA auTOV Kal €TiBoww Tapd Tovs TOdAS TGOV
amooTo v (Anc Intro.)

Acts 4:36
kat yap kal® Bapvdpav M\éyel, loond mote kaloUpevov Bapvdfav 8¢
LETAKANOEVTA, VOV TrapakAioews éppnvevdpevor, Aeoitny Kimpiov® ¢
vével (Pan 30.25.6)

Acts 5:34
dnolv olv 6 pakdpros TTéTpos Tols mepl ~Avaviav:
3) Tl &1L émelpacer®® budas 6 catavds Peloachal TGO TYelpaTL TGO Ayid;
4) kal dnow ok éPetow drbpwmots,® dAA T) 6ed (Anc 9.2)

3) - S Tl eﬂ)\npwoe T kapdlav gou 0 Zatavds (T¢ ~Avaviq
TTéTtpos) Pevoacbal oe TO Tredpa TO dytov;™ 4) kal peTd TadTA® OVK
avBpuwiots €éieton, dA\a TQ Bed (Anc 69.8)

Mywy Tols Tepl S Avaviay:
3) Tl &1L émelpacer Vds 6 catavds Pevoacba® TO dylov mredpa; 4)
oUk avBpTw édetoacbe, dA\a Bed (Pan 59.8.1)

3) 1) Sua Tl émhipwoe THY kapdlav cov O Latavds (76 ~Avavig TTéTpos)
Pevoachal oe TO Mredpa TO dyLov; 4) kal peTd TalTa: oUk Arpwmols
€devow, dANA Be® (Pan 74.6.8; from Anc)

% Because Epiphanius is imprecise following XpioTod, eliminating Tob
Nalwpaiov and using common Christian phraseology, one cannot be certain that
his biblical exemplar read éyeipe kai mepimdter with A C E P 049 81 945 1739
rather than mepimdtel with R B D.

8 wal V] om M.

87 AetiTny Komprov] Komplos Aetitny D.

88 ¢ eﬂapaoev P vg Did] ¢ eﬂnﬁ)wcev R#; éminpwoe rell.

8 Gvopwmots J] dvbpwme L

% In citations of 5:3, Eplphamus reads both ém\fipwoer and émeipacev, but
Pan 74.6.8 (quoting Anc 69.8) is the most verbally precise, and reads the former.

o110 mvebpa T dytov] TO dytov mrebua D.

92 Text: U] add Opds M.
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Acts 5:3-4, cont.
4) kal dnow:
ok éetoacte avbpwmw, dAa TG Be® (Anc 118.2)

Acts 7:2
oL
b 6 Beds TG ABpaap dvTL v TH) MecomoTapla (Pan 70.7.2)

Acts 7:14
év Yuxals €BSoprkovta mévTe (Anc 59.2)

kdTelol Tolvuy ws mpoelmov O “lakwB els AlyvmTov kal ol avTol uiol
Kal yUVOlKeS®
o 5 3 ’ , ~ 5 , 93
Kal €kyovol év €BSoprikovTa TévTe Yuxals dptbunbévres” (Pan 8.4.5)

a. év Yuxdls épdopnkovta mévte Epiph TR ;M P* R A B C E P 049
1073 11751352 it° vg

b. év éBSopnkovta mévTe Yuxais H 630 945 1704 1739 1891 it
C. €v €BSopnkovTa kal mévTe Puxals D

Acts 7:15
kaTéBn, ydp dnow 7 ypady, lakop eis Alyvrtor™ (Anc 59. 2)

Acts 7:56
amekplrvarto AMéywr:
1800, Op® TOV 0VPAVOV MVEWYUEVOV KAl TOV LLOV TOD AvOpwmov é0TOTA
éx 8eELov Tob TaTpés (Pan 44.6.1)%°

WS 0 pakdpLos Ltébavos dno:
1800, 6pd TOV 0VPAVOV Arewyrévor Kal TOV vlov Tod drbpwmou’ éoTdTa
&k 8eELav”” Tod Beol (Pan 54.5.10)

» 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.

% els Alyvrrtov] om B.

% In these allusions, Epiphanius substitutes words, changes number, and
alters word order, and thus cannot be said to agree either with dvewypévovs in
TR ;: P D* E H P 049 1073 1352 rather than Sinqvorypévovs in 8 A B C 81 945
1175 1739 1891, nor does he agree with éotdra ék 8eEdv in 8* A C E 1175 rather
than ¢k SeEldv éot@ra TR M PR B D H P 049 81 945 1073 1352 1739 1891.

% qudpdimou] Beod P’ 614.
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Acts 7:56, cont.
Tlva 8¢ €RAeTer O LakdpLos LTédaros OTe ENeyey:
1800, Op® TOV OUPAVOV AVEWYUEVOV KAl TOV LLOV TOD avlpwmov €oTOTA
€k 8eELdv Tod Beot (Pan 62.6.9)

dnot yap O dylos ZTédavos O TPWTOLAPTUS
1800, Op® TOV 0VPAVOV AVewyPEVov, Kal TOV LLOY TOD dvBpwitov ék SeELav
€otodTa Tod Beob kal matpds (Pan 70.6.3)

Acts 9:4
ToD akovoavrToS AT 0VPAVOY”
ZaoU\ Zaov\, Tl pe Sidkels (Anc 11.4)

Acts 9:6
dpotov TG Aéyewy, 6 8¢ klpLos elmev:
eloeNde els THY TOMV Kdkel™® akndroeTal ool i oe 8el motety (Anc
68.3)

dpotov TG Aéyewy, 6 8¢ klpLos elmev:

> 99 s ’ 5 ~ ’ / / ~ ~
eloeNde”” els THY MOMV kdkel Naln@ioeTal ool T{ ce &€l molelv (Pan
74.5.3; from Anc)

a. T( oe 8l Epiph TR HL P 049 1073 1352

b. 6 TL o€ 8l PR A B C 816301175 (1704 om oe) 1739 1891
c. Tl 8¢t o€ E

d. o 8el 945

Acts 10:11-12

11) €18e yap 0B6vNY kablepévny Téooapow dpxais dedepévny'® 12) kat

TAvTa Ta TeTpdmoda Kal €pmeTd kal ToD ovpavod TA TeTewd €v avTh'™

(Pan 48.7.4)

77 ¢ 8eELGy M] év Sekiq U.

% kdrel with 326, but probably a sub-singular reading] «af rell.

P eloeNde Holl, Anc] eloédeTe J.

100 Sedepévny 1505 1611] Sedepévov rell. Although it could be argued that the
inclusion of 8edepévmy 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

TO!
dvaoTas ' 0toov kal ddye (Pan 48.7.5)

Acts 10:14
ATOKPLVOILEVOS KAl NéEywy-

undapds, kopie (Pan 48.8.4)

Acts 10:38
kai “Inootv Tov amd Nalapét, dv'® Exproer mretpatt dyiw (Anc 69.6)

éxpLoe Tov XpLoTov év mrelpaTtt ayiw (Pan 69.18.7)

€XpLOE yap avTOV TrelpaTt ayin, dnowv 7 ypady (Pan 69.56.10)

Kal
"Incotv Tov amo Nalapér, ov'™ éxploer 6 Beds mretpatt dyle'® (Pan
74.6.6; from Anc)

ov éxpLoer 6 Beos TvevpatL aylw (Pan 77.31.6)

Acts 10:42
0 kpLTNS LWvTwy Kal vekp®dv (Anc 19.1)

Acts 11:3
Mywy OTL”
€lof\Be mpos dvdpas dkpofuaTiav éxovtas (Pan 28.2.5)

Epiphanius’ exemplar read dpxais Sedepévor with TR It C* H L P 049 81 945 1073
1352 1739 1891 it rather than simply dpxais with ™8 ABE 1175 it".

! It could be argued that while Epiphanius omits Tfs yfis and changes the
order of Tob ovpavod, he does keep the list in the same order, with three groups
instead of four, as in P”* X 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 TeTpdmoda kal €pmeTd This Yfis kal meTelwd
Tod obpavov with P™* & A B C° 81 (945 td épmetd) 1175 (1739 1891 T épmeTd),
rather than TeTpdmoda Ths yfis kal Ta Onpla kal Ta épmeTd kal TA TeTEWd TOD
ovpavot TR M H L P 049 1073 1352, or TeTpdmoda kal épmeTd THS Yiis kal Td Onpla
Kal Td meTewva Tob ovpavod E it, or TeTpdmoda kal Ta Onpla kal Td €pmeTd THS Yis
Kal TeTewd Tob ovpavod C Vi,

102 dvaoTds] dvaoTtd 104 181.

10350 D] 8s 498 614; ws rell.

10451 D] és 498; ws rell.

195 ppetpartt dyl@] év mretpatt dylw E L; dylw mredpatt D.
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Acts 11:3, cont.

a. elofi\0e ante Tpos dvdpas Epiph B 81 1175

b. elafi\0e post dxpoPuaTtiav éxovtas L

c. elofiMBes ante Tpds dvdpas PR A D 630 945 1704 1739 1891
d. elofi\Bes post axpopuaTiav éxovtas TR M E H P 049 1073 1352

Acts 11:5-9,1-12

dnot yap o ayros TéTpos:

5) éyo funy év mérel'®® 16w kal €idov év péon TH Huépa mTepl Gpav
ekt 006vY kablepévny, dedepévny év TéTpacly dpxdis 6) év | v
mdvTa Ta'Y TeTpdmoda kal épmeTa 7) kai elmev pot Bloov kal ddye 8)
&yn 8¢ elmov'® kiple pundapds, OTL oUSéToTE KOOV 7 dkdOapTov
€lof\Bev €ls TO oToRLA pou 9) dmekpln 8€ pol €k SeuTépou bwrt) €k TOD
obpavod-'? & 6 Beds ékabdpLoe, ob pi kolvov 11) kal éEavThs 180l Svo
dvdpes eloThikelcav eis T oiklav 12) kal elmér pou TO mvedpa:
Topetov oy avTols undev Stakpivdpevor''® (Pan 28.3.2)

7) kai dwrils kuplov Aeyovomns:

dvaoTas Hboov kal ddye 8) kal Tob TTéTpou MéyovTos: Undauds, KipLe:
oU8&r kowov 7 dkdbapTov elofiNber els TO oTépa pou 9) d 6 Beos
exabdpLoe, ob pry kolvov (Pan 30.22.6)

Acts 11:8
Eleve”
undapds, kopte: ovdémore™ kowov f{M
oTépa pov (Pan 48.3.7)

2 dkdBapTov elofl\bev €is TO

106
107
108
109

€v moeL " 1émmm ] €v 16T moXeL D.
Td] om D*.
etmov] elma D; etmev 81.
dmekp{n &€ ot €k deutépou dwri) €k Tob obpavod Epiph E it°] dmekpion 6¢
pot dwrr) éx Seutépou €k Tob ovpavod TR M H L P 049 1073; dmekpifn 8¢ dwvn €k
SevTépou €k ToD ovpavod PR A 81 945 1175 1739 1891; dmekpifn 8¢ ék deutépov
bwvn) €k ToD ovpavod B;€yéveTo dwrm €k Tob ovpavol mpos pe D

"0 In this allusion, Epiphanius gives the gist of the text, but not with
enough exactitude to know whether he read pot 76 mvetpa with M E H L P 049
630 945 1073 1352 1704 1739 1891, or o mredpa pot with P R A B D 81 1175; nor
whether he read Siakpwépevor with I H L P 049 1073 1352, Stakpivavta with
P avakp—) 8¢ A B 81 630 945 1704 1739 1891, Siaxpivovta &* E 1175, or om P* D
itd,

" Epiphanius has ov8¢mote prior to kowéy with 614 1611 2138.
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Acts 11:8, cont.
dM\\d dnot mpods TOV KupLov:
UNBaN®s KUpLe® OUBETOTE ydp KOOV T dkdBapTov elofAber els TO

otopa pov (Pan 48.7.5)

a.kowdév Epiph P7*& A BD E 049 81 1175 it*® vg Chr
b. mav kowdy TR M H L P 945 1073 1352 1704
c. kowév T 630 1739 1891

Acts 11:27-28
AANG KOl TAALY”
27) év " Avtioxela katfllov mpodfiTar kal 28) kaThHyyeAlov ALpov
€oeoBal kad OAns Tiis olkoupévns (Pan 48.8.5)

Kol OTL
mpodfiTal dmo “lepocorlpwr kaTéBnoav (Pan 66.61.7)

28) Méyovoa:
NTLs éyéveTo ém Khavdiov Kaloapos (Pan 48.8.5)

WS Méyel OTL
" AyaBos émpodriTevoe mepL Apod écopévouv (Pan 66.61.7)

a.fitts Epiph R A BD 81 1175 1739 1891 it vg
b. fitis kal E it
c. 6oTis kal TR IR HL P 049 630 945 1073 1352 1704

a. Khavdiov Kaloapos Epiph TR It E H L P 049 630 945 1073 1175
13521704 1739 1891 it® Chr
b. Khavstov P"* R ABD 81 it? vg

Acts 13:2
\eLToupyolrtwr!? 8¢ adtdv, onol, TO kuple* kol YNOTEVOVTWY €lme TO
mredpa TO dylov: ddoploate 8™ pou BapvdBav kai Rablov eis TO
€pyov O TpookékAnual avtovs (Anc 68.3)

M2 2 M] kai U 945.
13 )\ ertovpyotvtav] Aettovpydvtar C.
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Acts 13:2, cont.
AELTOVPYOUVTWY 8¢ avT®v, dnol, kuply kal vNoTevdvTov elme TO Tredua
TO aywov, dadoploate 8 pou. BaprdBav kol 2ablov els TO €pyor O
mpookékAnuat avtovs (Pan 74.5.3 from Anc)

dbaot-
kal €lme TO mMvedpa TO dyltov: ddoploaTé pot Baprdfav kal Zablov eis
TO €pyov 6 mpookékinpat atTols (Pan 74.13.5)

a. Zablov Epiph ™ 8 A B CD E 81 630 945 1175 1704 1739 1891 Chr
b. Tov Zavdov TR M 8* H L P 049 1073 1352

Acts 13:4
avuTol pev oy ékmepdBértes UmO Tod dylov mrevpatos katizov'™ eis
Yehevkerav (Anc 68.4)

avTol pev olv ékmepdBévTes MO ToD dylov mrelpatos katilbov eis
Yeletkerav (Pan 74.5.4; from Anc)

a.abTol pev obv Epiph P* R A B C 630 945 1175 1704 1739 1891 it*®
b. obrot pev obv TR I EH L P 1073 1352 Chr

c. ol pév ovv 049 D

d. avtol pév 81

a. Tob aylov mvetpatos Epiph P* 8 A B C° 81 630 945 1175 1704 1739
1891 CyrJer

b. Tob mvedpaTos Tob aylov TR M (D om Tov**) E H L P 049 1073
1352 it*® vg Chr

a. els Yelevketav Epiph P 8 B C° D 81 630 945 1175 1704 1739
1891 Did
b. els ™y Zekevkerav TR I A C*E HL P 049 1073 1352

14 54 Pan Holl] om LePPh ] 33 i,
13 cariinbov] dmfior P A; katapdrtes D; kaTiizdev 88.
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Acts 15:1
MyovTas OTL
éav pn meptTpndiTe " kat dukdEnTe TOV vépov, ob Slvache cwbival
(Pan 28.4.5)

Acts 15:24
AéyovTes OTL:
Eyvopér Twas €€ uov'’ mpos vpds édrTas'® kat TapdEavtas vpas
\éyols, ots ob SlecTelhdpeda (Pan 28.2.3)

Acts 15:28-29
28) €8ofe yap TY TvedpaTL TG aylw pndev d\o émTifecbar Bdpos,
T TOV émdvaykes't? (Anc 68.5)

elpnkdTL Tols €€ é0vay TemoTeEVKOOL:

28) u1 Bdpos, €mTiBecBar AV TOV €mdvaykes 29) améxeobal alpaTos
. PR , C , 120

Kol TVLKTOD Kal Toprelas kal €idwAoduTov; = (Pan 29.8.6)

28) &8oke yap TG mrebpaTt TG dyle'' pndev do émTifecbar Bdpos
T TOV émdvaykes (Pan 74.5.5; from Anc)

16 In this allusion, Epiphanius adds kat duldénte and alters T é6et to Tov
vopov. 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 mepiTundiTe with P* R A B CD 81 1175, or mepitepviiode with M
EHL P 049 630 945 1073 1352 1704 1739 1891 Chr Cyt]Jer.

"7 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 ¢£ fpov
with I PR AB CD EL P 049 81 630 945 1073 1175 1704 1739 1891 rather than
€€ Lpuov with R* H 1352.

18 ENOOvTas] ENB6vTes H L; om R* B 88 1175; ¢EeNbdvTes rell.

19 10y emdvaykes (P €Edvaykes) Al TobTov émdvaykes R* D*; TolTov TGV
émdvaykes 8 B C D H 049 81 498 630 945 1175 1704 1739 1891; tév émdvarykes
TovTwy TR M EL P 1073.

120 The terminology of the citation is accurate and, although €i&whofiTou is
transposed to the end of the list, Epiphanius clearly knows muiktod and
eldwhoBiTov as singular rather than plural. The transposition is incidental and
does not affect the meaning of the text.

2! 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)

29)

a. 7)) Tvevpat 7§ dylo Epiph P*R AB81 vg
b. 1§ aylw mvetpatt TR M CD E H L P 049 630 945 1073 1175 1352
1704 1739 1891 it*® Or CyrJer Chr

a. kal miktod Epiph TR M PR A°E H L P 049 630 945 1073 1352
1704 1739 1891 it° vg CyrJer

b. kat muikTay 8* A* B C 81 1175 Or

c.om D it?

a. eldwiobvTov Epiph 630 945 1704 1739 1891
b. eldwhodiTeor TRM P*R ABCDEHL P 049 81 1073 1175 1352
CyrJer

Acts 16:6—7

6) SLiNdov 812 Thy dpuylav kal THy TalaTikhy Xdpav, koAvBévTes UTd
Tob mvevpaTos Tob dylov Aalfoar'® Tov Noyov'** év T “Aociq 7)
ENQOVTES 8¢ els THY Muclav émeipalov'® eis v Bilbuviav mopevechal
Kal ovk elacer avTovs TO Tvedpa (Anc 68.6)

6) SLi\bov 8¢ TIv dpuylav kal THv FalaTikny xdpav, Ko\vbévTes UTO
ToD TretpaTos TobU aylov AaAfjoal Tov Adyov €v T ~Aciq 7) éNBdvTes 8¢
els v Muolav émelpalov els THwv Bibuviav mopevechal kal ovk elacev
avTovs 1O mvedpa (Pan 74.5.6; from Anc)

a. 8ti\ov Epiph P& A B C D E 81 630 945 1175 1352 1704 1739
1891 jtde
b. 8tendévTes TR M H L P 049 1073

1225¢] Te 498.

12 \aAficat] undev Aarfcar D.

24 1ov Moyov] Tov Mdyov Tob Beod D vg.
125 el palov] i6eav D.
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Acts 16:6—7, cont.
6)

a. T Fakatuciy Epiph TR 0t E H L P 049 630 945 1073 1352 1704
1739 1891
b. Fadatikry P*R ABCD 811175

a. é\0vtes &¢ Epiph P* 8 A B C D E 81 630 945 1175 1704 1739
1891 itte
b.éx0dvTes TR I H L P 049 1073 1352 Chr

a. els T Bibwiav Epiph P* R A B C E 81 630 945 1175 1352 1704
1739 1891 Chr

b. katd Ty Bibvviav TR I H L P 049 1073

c. els Blbwiav D

a. mopevecbar  Epiph TR It ™ C D H L P 049 630 945 1073 1352
1704 1739 1891 Chr
b. mopevbfjrar &R A B E 811175

Acts 16:13
oTL, ¢dnoilv-
€86kel TémOS Tpooevxfs elvar (Pan 80.1.5)

Acts 16:17
s N Tadlokn 1) éxovoa mrebpa ITBwvos éxeyev:
ovTot ol dvBpwmoL’?® Tob Beod Sotrol'¥ Tod UioTou elal (Pan 48.12.7)

Acts 16:31-32,34
31) mioTevoov, dnov, €is™® Tov kiplov 'Inoodv kai cwbnon 32) kal
é\d\noe, dnoiv, avtols TOov Aoyov Tob kuplov,’” 34) dvayaydv Te
avTols €is TOV olkov mapébnker avTols'® Tpdmelav kal AyaldoaTo
TAVOLKL TETLOTEVKOS TG e (Anc 69.9)

126 GuBpwrot] om D it

127 8othot U] om M.

128 eis with E] éni rell.

129 269 kuplov] Tob Beod R B; om Tob D.
130 ydriis E] om adrois rell.
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Acts 16:31-32,34, cont.
31) mioTevoov, dnol, els TOV Kkiptov Inoolv kal ocwbron 32) kai
€Ad\noe, énoiv, adTols TOv Aoyov Tob kuplou 34) dvayaydv Te adTovs
els TOV olkov Tapédnker abTols Tpdmelav, kal fyalidoato Tavorki '’

TemoTevkns TG 0ep™>* (Pan 74.6.9; from Anc)

31)

a. kVplov ' Incodv Epiph & A B 81
b. kvprov "Incotv Xptotér TR M C D E H L P 049 630 945 1175 1073
1352 1704 1739 1891 it** Chr

34)

a. els Tov otkov Epiph B C P 81 945 1352 1704* 1739 1891 Chr
b. eis TOV olkov adTod TR M P* R A D E H L 049 630 1073 1175
1704¢ jtde

a. yaldoato Epiph TR P™* &8 A B C°E H L 049 81 630 945 1175
1704 1739 1891 vg
b. gyaiato M C*4D P 1073 1352 it'e

Acts 20:16
éomevdev dmws mouron TN TTevtnkoothy eis ‘lepovoaip (Pan 75.6.1)

Acts 20:22
kal vOv (80U éyn dedepévos TG mretpaTt mopetopal (Anc 68.8)

kal viv (80U éyn 8edepévos T mrelpaTL mTopevopatl (Pan 74.5.8; from
Anc)

a. 2y0 dedepévos Epiph TR Mt D H L P 049 1073 1352 it
b. 8edepiévos yer PR A B C E 630 945 1175 1704 1739 1891 it®

131
132

mavolki] ovv TG olky avTod D.
TG Be@] €Ml Tov Bedv D it?; 7@ kuple 049.
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Acts 20:23
TANY TO TVedpd pot StapaptipeTal katd oA Ayov (Anc 68.9)

T TO Tredpd pot StapapTipeTar katd molv Aéyov'™* (Pan 74.5.9;
from Anc)

Acts 20:28
N avTn 8¢ 1) Stakovia ToL MYeUIATOS KAl TOU AOyou:
mpooéxeTe, dnoly, éauTols kal TavTl TG ToLpviw, év @ Upds éBeto TO
mredpa 1O dytov!® émokdmous molpaively T éxkinoiar Tod Beod (Anc
69.10)

N avTn 8¢ 1) Stakovia ToL MYeUIATOS KAl TOU Aoyou:

TPOTEXETE, d)no(v,l% €auTols Kol TavTl TO molpvin, év O Uuds é0eTo TO
mvedpa TO dylov émokdmous Torpaively Ty ékkinotav Tob Beod (Pan
74.6.10; from Anc)

a. Tob 6eob Epiph TRR B 1175 1704 vg
b. Tob kuplov P’* A C* D E 630 945 1704* 1739 1891 it*e
c. Tob kuplov kal Beob M C°H L P 049 1073 1352

Acts 20:34
TG
al xelpes abTal émfpkecar ob pévov épol, dANA kal Tois olv épol (Pan
26.11.2)

133 N N ,
kaTd mOAw] kaTd mdoav moOAY D; om E.

3*In this brief allusion involving several adjustments, one cannot be certain
that Epiphanius’ exemplar read Stapaptipetar pot Méyov with 8* B C 630 945 1352
1704 1739 1891 rather than StapapTipeTar Aéyov with I 049 1073, StapapTtipeTa
pot Mywv D L P 1175, Stapaptipetar Aéyowv H, Stepaptipato por Myor PR A,
or StepapTvpaTo pot Méywy E.

%10 mvedpa TO dytov] TO dytov mvedbpa D 915.

% The presence of dnoiv precludes knowing whether Epiphanius read
mpooéxeTe with P* & A B D 1175 it? vg rather than mpooéxete obv with i CE H
L P 049 630 945 1073 1352 1704 1739 1891 it°.
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Acts 20:35

2

/ ~ , 137 ’ % Y 7 5 . ,
nwnuovevete TV Aoywr'’ kuplov, &1L avTos!'® elmev, dyadov SLdéval

paovr'* f hapBdvew (Anc 68.7)

HUMLOVEVETE TRV Aoywy Kuplov, &TL avTos elTev, dyadov Sidéval pdilov
A Aappdvew (Pan 74.5.7; from Anc)

Acts 214
olTwes, dnotv, éxeyov 1@ IMavlw 8La Tob mrebpaTos ur dvaBaivew eis
‘lepovoalip (Anc 68.7)

olTwes, dnotv, éxeyov 1@ IMavlw 8La Tob mrebpaTos ur dvaBaivew eis
‘lepovoaripy (Pan 74.5.7; from Anc)

a. avapaivery Epiph TR M E H L P 049 630 945 1073 1352 1704 1739
1891
b. émBaivery PR AB C 1175

Acts 21:9
Kol OTL
foav Téooapes Buyatépes TG PR TpodnTevovoal (Pan 66.61.7)

noav &, onol, Téooapes Buyatépes PN TR evayyeAoTH
mpodnTevovoat (Pan 79.3.5)

Acts 21:11
" AyaBos:
Tdde Myel TO mvedpa TO dylov, TOV drdpa ob éoTiv ) {dvn alTn (Anc

68.7)

onotlv:
oUToS ob éoTw 7 (dvn altn, Sdoovoww alTdv kal dmoloovowr els
“lepovoalyut*? (Pan 48.8.4)

137 impoveteTte TGV Aoywy Epiph A] pvnpovetew Tév Noywv D; pvnpovetey
Te TOV Aoyor L P 049 630 1073 1704 1891; wnpovetewr te Tdv Myov TR M PR B
E H 498 945 1175 1739.

138 4drds] obros D.

139 8186var parkov TR 630 1891; paikov 8u8évat rell.
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Acts 21:11, cont.
" AyaBos-
Td8e Méyel TO Tredpa TO dylov, TOV dudpa ob éoTw 1) W avtn (Pan

74.5.7; from Anc)

Acts 21:39
oL
Tapoets elpl, ovk dorjpov ToAews ToATns (Pan 30.16.8)

Acts 22:3
Kal énot-
TEPLTOUR OKTanuepos kai dvatebpappévos™ mapa Tols moSas
Capalini kai “EBpatos é€ “ERpaiwv (Pan 30.25.3)

Acts 24:5
0s Méyoual katnyopolvTes ITavlov Tob dmooTONOU!
TODTOV TOV dVBpOTOV TUPOREV AOLWOV Kol SLacTpépovta TOV Aadv,

mpwTooTdTny Te'? dvta Ths TAY Nalwpalwv alpéoews (Pan 29.6.1)

Acts 24:12-14
dnot yap éml ToU BLaTOS”
12) olte év 1O tepd nipov pe mpds Twva®® Saleyduevor 1y émioTaoiv'®
Twa dyhov motodrTa 13) oU8E MU ov kaTnyopoloLy ovdév memolnka 14)
opoloy®d 8¢ ool TobTo, OTL KaTd THY 680V fiv alpeoiy obTol ddokovoLy
oUTW AaTpelw, MOTeVWY TACL TOLS €V TQ VOPW KAl €v Tols mTpodbnTals
(Pan 29.6.4)

4

12)

a.émloTaow Epiph P& A B E 1739 1891
b. émotoTacwwy TR M HL P 049 630 945 1073 1352 1704
c. émoTaciar 81*° 1175

10 ¢is “lepovoarip Epiph P D] év “lepovoarip TR MR AB CEHL P 049
630945 1073 1175 1704 1739 1891.

M svaredpappévos] dradpéppevos 33.

12 r¢] 8¢ E 33 it

143 Twa] Twas E.

14 enigraoiv V Holl] émototaow M.

% ¢motactav in 81 is misspelled émootaciav in J. H. Ropes, The Beginnings
of Christianity. Part I The Acts of the Apostles (London: Macmillan, 1926): 3.224, and
cited erroneously as ¢mioTaow in NAY.
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Acts 26:14
T HdXT TGO AKATALAXTW;
oKkANPOY ool TpOs kévTpa NakTilew (Anc 14.6)

Acts 27:37
Kal -

ey év T mholw ws dySofkovTa Puxal (Anc 59.2)

foav yap, dnoiv, év @ mholy ERSounkovta Yuyal (Anc 78.1)

63
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James 1:13-15
13) dmelpacTos yap éoTv O Be0s Kak®Y, TeLpdlel 8¢ avTos oUdéva, ovde
oL avTob Sobhot, Tpos dmdTny 14) ékacTos 8¢ melpdleTal €k Ths 18las
émbupias éEelkdperos kal dehcaldpevos 15) elta N émbupia TikTel
apaptiav, | 8 dapaptia droTeeobeioa dmokvel *® bdvaTov (Pan 79.9.4)

James 1:27
oL
, \ 147 L 148 A~ - \ 149 o s s ,
Bpnokela 6e " kabBapa " TG Be® kal TaTpl T AUTY €CTIV, EMOKETTETDHAL
dpBavovs Kkal xMpas €v TH OMPel avTdv, domiov Eautov'® mpetv!™ dmo
Tob kéopov (Pan 77.27.7)'

a.7Q) 6 Epiph TRR®A B C* ¥ 33 325 1739
b. 6 W R* C° L 049 105 201 323 1022

James 2:23
Kal TO pev ABpadp mpooeTédn TO dilos Beol kal ov SLalvbroeTal
(Pan 78.6.2)

James 3:8-10
8) "ldkwPos ddokel AMéywv mepl This Y doons 6TL
dkatdoxeTov kakév,? peoth tod Bavatnddpov 9) év avTh evhoyobuev
TOV Be0V Kal maTépa, Kal €V avTi] KaTapwueda Tous avBpwmovs, Tous
kat’ elkdva Beod yeyovdTas 10) od xp1y TabTa oUTws yiveohar, ddeidol
wov'* (Pan 70.3.8)'%°

146 As Epiphanius would have written ATIOKYEI without accent, as do & A
B C, there is no way to tell whether he intended dmokter with TR 2 049 105 201
3251022 or dmokvel L ¥ 33 323 1739.

'Y Epiph add 8¢ with 43 330 1422 11441 it sy™ cop™.

'8 Epiph om kal dplavtos with 623.

9 parpt] 7§ matpl A.

150 ¢ qurév] ceavtév A.

BBl gomhov équtdv Trpelv] UmepacTilew avTots P’

152 As only mapd before T¢ 8e@ is missing and the remainder of the citation
is accurate or represented in the manuscript tradition, Epiphanius’ exemplar is
understood to have read T 6e.

193 cakév] O kakéy 1891 2805; kakdy 181 1243 1874.

134 G8eMdol pov] dderdol pov dyamnTol 1022 1352.

99 Vv. 8-9 reflect Epiphanius’ exemplar; v. 10 is an adaptation.
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James 3:8-10, cont.

8)

a. dkatdoyxetov Epiph TR 0t C L ¥ 049 105 201 323 325 1022 1739¢
b. dkatdotartov ¥ A B 1739*

)

a.0eév Epiph TR M L 049 105 201 323 325 1022
b. kiprov 8 ABCY 331739

James 3:15,17
Kal TAALY O dryros ' ldkwBos Mywy mepl THs ToLavTns dLtdaokakias OTL:
15) ovk €oTv dvwber atmn 1 codla'™ karepxopévn, dAAA €miyelos
Puxikn Satpoviadns 17) 1 8¢ dvwlev codla mpdTov pev ayvy €oTiy,
émerta elpuiky,®’ evmeldiis, ddldkpitos, peoT'™® eléovs kal kapTGY
dyadbodv (Pan 31.34.6)"°

16) ydp-
dkaTaoTacia kal Tav mapdvopov mpaypa (Pan 31.34.7)

17)

a. dyadav Epiph TR & A B L 'Y 049 33 105 201 325 1022
b. épywv dyabav C 3231739

James 5:12
AéyovTOS®
1N opvival PiTeE TOV olpavov UNTE THV Yijy UNTE €Tepdy Twa Opkov,
GAN ATo VLY TO val val kat 7O ob ob (Pan 19.6.2)

1% ot 1 codla] § oodla abrn C 1739.

7 Epiph om émewcns with 049.

98 LeaTh post éNéous P

" Because of his concluding emphasis that the Valentinians have no
discernible “good works,” he cites the verse accurately, excepting the
inconsequential transposition of d8idkptTos and omission of émielkns.
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1 Peter 1:19
Tl alpar'® dprod dpdpov kat domilov Xptotod (Pan 66.79.3)

1 Peter 2:22
apapTtiar yap ovk €moinoer, oUdE eUpédn 8ONos €V TG oToOpATL alvTOD
(Anc 80.1)*!

apapTtiar yap ovk €moinoer, oUdE eUpédn 8ONos €V TG oToOpATL alvTOD
(Pan 77.14.5; from Anc)

1 Peter 2:24
NV 8¢ avTos TAS dpapTias MUOV'®? duvveyker ém Evdou (Pan
66.79.9)

1 Peter 3:10
X€An un Aadoavta 86hov (De fide 15.2)

1 Peter 3:18
TOV dmooTo wy TTéTpos . . . Mywr:
BavaTwleis'® oapkl, CwomoinBels 8¢ mretpaT® (Anc 34.9)

os énot TTéTpos-
BavaTtwdels oapki, (womoindels 8¢ mretpaTt (Anc 44.3)

0s dnow o6 dyLos TéTpos:
BavaTtwdels oapkl, (wotmoindels 8¢ mvevpaTt (Anc 93.6)

s kal 0 améoTolos TIéTpos AéyeLl:
BavaTtwlels oapkl, (woroinels 8¢ mvevpaTt (Pan 24.9.4)

Kal TAALY
BavaTwlels oapkl, (womoinbels 8¢ mvevpartt (Pan Chr 2.7)

0s Méyel TTéTpos:
BavaTtwlels oapki, (woyovebels 8¢ O mvetpaTt (Pan 51.25.8)

10 Epiph om ¢s with P.

1! Epiphanius is citing 1 Peter 2:22, rather than Isaiah 53:9, because he reads
apaptiav instead of avoptav.

162 quav] bpdvr P’ B.
15 Epiph om pév with P &.
164 muevpati] év mvedpatt P TG mretpatt TR; 7§ xpLoTd 325.
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1 Peter 3:18 cont.
Kal TAALY
amofavav év oapkl, {woyovnbels 8¢ TG mretpaTt (Pan 69.42.5)

KATA TO €LpTUévor”
BavaTtwdels oapkl, (womoinbels 8¢ T¢ mretpaTt (Pan 77.32.5)

1 Peter 4:1
Kal TAALY
XptoTob olv umep Hudv mabdvtos capki (Anc 44.3)

Kal TAALY
XptoTod olv maBdvTos Umep LAY capkl, kal Upels Ty avTiv évvoLav
omMoaoche (Anc 93.6)

XpLoTob yap mabdvTos vmep Nudv capkl, dnoiv 1 Bela ypddn (Pan Chr
2.7)

A TO pév TaBely év oapkl, kabws elme TTéTpos 1L
XproTob maddvtos vmep LoV oapkl (Pan 69.42.5)

Kal TAALY
XproTob maddvtos vmép Lo oapkl (Pan 77.32.5)

XptoTob mdoxovTtos Umép Nuav aapkl (De fide 17.1)

a. maBévTos Umep Npdv oapkl Epiph TR I &8¢ A L 33 105 201 325
1022

b. maBévTos capki P2 B C ¥ 323 1739

c. amomafévTos UmEP VLAY oapkl R*

d. maBévTos év agapki 049*

e. mabovTos €v gapkl Umep Moy 049°
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2 Peter 1:19
os dnow TIéTpos €v TH EMOTONY
TPOTEXOVTES TG TPOINTLKD Adyw s ANUXvw dalvorTt év avxpunp® Tomw,
¢ws dwoddpos dvateily kal fuépa'® katavydon'® év Tals kapdlats
upev (Pan 66.64.5)

2 Peter 2:19
éleyev Tots 'lovBaiols:

O ydp Tis fiTTNTAL, TOUTY Kal SeSovhwTal (Pan 38.4.9)

O yap ATTnTal Tis, ToUTe Kal SedovhwTal (Pan 40.6.6)

a.kal Epiph TR It 8¢ A CL ¥ 049 33 105 201 323 325 1022 1739
b. om P> R* B

' In this allusion, Epiphanius’ imprecision precludes knowing whether his
exemplar read fpépa with TR M P> &8 A B C L 049 105 201 323 325 1022 or 1)
Nuépa with ¥ 33 1739.

166 warauydon] Savydoel 33 323 1891%; Sadaton 1352; Stavydon rell.
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1John 1:1
kal “Twdvvns LapTupel AMéywy:
O v dm’ dpxfs, O froloaper kal Tols OpBaApols €wpdkapey, kal al
X€ELpes MUV égmiddnoav (Pan 57.9.3)

s kal " lodvvns papTupel:
O dknrdaper am dpxfs (Pan 69.40.7)

1 John 1:5
at ypadal daot mepl Tod Beod GTL dids 6 Beds (Pan 69.32.3)

1 John 2:18-19
AéyorTos OTL:
18) nkoloaTte OTL ~AvTiXpLoTOS €pxeTal kal viv ~AvTixpLoToL TOANOL
veyévaoiy 19) é€ Apev éEANGov, dAN ovk Aoav éE Nuav: el yip Roav éE
NUAV, pepeviketoar'® dv ued Mpdv: N wa yrwoddor 3TL ovk Aoav
EE Y. TovTou XdpLr ypddw Upiv, Texvia (Pan 48.1.6)

19) el yap foav €€ abTdv, pepevikecar dv et avtov (Anc 116.7)

(18)

a. 67t Epiph ®* B C ¥ 1739
b. 6Tt 6 TR W2 R 049 33 105 201 323 325 1022
coAL

(19)

a. foav ¢€ fudv . Epiph TR M & A L 049 33 105 201 323 325 1022
1739
b. €€ fjudv foav B C ¥

1 John 4:1
bdokovTos ToD amooTONoU  lwdvvov év T1 €mLaTON]) OTL

Soktpdlete A mrepata, €l EoTw ék Tob Beod (Pan 48.1.6)

1 John 4:12
Aéyew:
Beov 0vdels TwToTe TebéaTar (Anc 53.8)

167 e pevikeloav] pepevikaoty 33 630.
168 1 udv] bpdy .
169 1] maw .
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1 John 5:19
0 ATOaTONOS Ydp dnoLy:
6hos 6 kéopos év TG Tovnpd kelTar (Pan 66.66.3)

AN WS AéyeL
mas O kKéopos év TG movnpd kelTal (Pan 66.67.5)

2 John 10
"lodvvns yap Méyel €l Tis €pxeTal, dnot, TPOS VUGS, KAl oU bépel TNV
Su8axny Tavtny'”® (Pan 26.15.4)

2 John 11
0 Yap Mywv avTols,
movnpots (Pan 34.13.3)

71 dmot, yalpelr kowwvel Tols €pyols avuT@v Tols

a. 0 yap Méyov Epiph TR I L ¥ 049 105 201 325 1022
b. 0 Mywv ydp 8 A B 333231739

170 0 dépel Ty SLdaxiy TatTny M] Tattny Ty 88axiy ob dbépet V rell.

71 ahrois] om 049 105 221 945 1022 1891; airg rell. The citation is exact with
two exceptions, both being adaptations due to Epiphanius’ argument: aitols
rather than avt¢ and consequently avT@v rather than attod.
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Jude 8-10

)

8) évvmvialépevol odpka pevt”? pratvovot, kvpldétnTal” 8¢ dbeTodot,
86Eas 8¢ BraodnotoL: 9) Mixanh 8¢ 6 dpxdyyelos SLaleydpevos TG
SLaBolw Tmepl ToV Mwucéws OWRATOS OUK Tveyke Adyov Blacdnuias,
AN elmer, emTiphoar oo’ kipros.'” 10) obror 8¢ Boa ok ol Saat
duok®s racdnotowy (Pan 26.11.5)

8) 4o Ths émoToAfis Tob 'lovda . . . AMéyewv:
Kal ol pev évumvialOpevol odpka eV pLaivovot, kupldtnTa 8¢ abetolot,
86Eas 8¢ Braodnpovow (Pan 26.13.7)

10) ws \éyeL OTL:
0oa pev ovk oldaciy, dayvoolvTes dllokovTal, 6od 8¢ oldaoly, 0s Td
aroya (@a dbeipovtar (Pan 26.11.3)

a. ool kUptos Epiph TR I P’ R A B C L ¥ 049 33 105 201 325 1022
b. oot 0 6eds R* 323 1739

172 év M] om V P72

173 upLotnral kuptdTnTas K .

7% Text M] add 6 V.

75 In this allusion, Epiphanius clearly knows Michael’s response to the

Devil as émitipioat got kUpLos.

176 5¢] pév 630.



72

THE TEXT OF THE APOSTOLOS IN EPIPHANIUS

Romans 1:4

€v Suvdpel katd mrebpa dyltnoivns (Anc 68.10)

Aéyor:
mpoopLaBértos'”” viod Beod év Suvdpel kaTd mredpa'”® dytwotvns éE
dvacTdoews vekpdy, Tob kuplov Hudv Inood XptoTod” (Pan 54.6.2)

7 8

€v Suvdpel katd Trebpa ayltwoivns (Pan 74.5.10; from Anc)

0s dnot
KATA TYEDIA Aytowoivns €€ avacTdoens vekp@dy Tod kuplov ey *Incod
XptoTob (Pan, De fide 17.11)

Romans 1:14

TANLY €V €TEPW TOTW ANEYEL OUTWS®
odeNéTns etpl "EN\noly Te kal BapBdpots, codols Te KAl AVONToLS, Lva
Selén oodovs pev Tovs “lovdalous, dvoriTous 8¢ Tous Zkibas. kal dnowv

ObelNéTNs elpl (Pan 8.3.4)

“EM\not Te kai BapPdpols, codols Te kal dvortors (Pan 26.1.1)

Romans 1:18

WS MyeL 0 ATOoTONOS €L TOUTOLS Kdl TOLS Ololols avT@OY:
dmokavTrTeoBat dpyny Beod kal StkatokpLalay €ml Tovs
THY dAibetav év adikia katéxovtas'® (Pan 24.3.8)

Romans 1:25

ENdTpevoav yap TR ktioel ' mapd Tov kT{oavta (Anc 70.3)

LAAMLOTA TOD ATOTTONOU AEYOVTOS”
kal éNdTpevoav Tf kTioel Tapd Tov ktioavta (Pan 69.36.2)

EXdTpevoar yap T1 kTioel mapd Tov kTloavTa (Pan 74.7.3)

Kal O dToéoTONOS dnoLy:
eXdTpevoar Tij kTioel Tapd Tov ktioavta (Pan 76.8.8)

177 1rp00pLaBévTos it Euseb; optodévTos rell.

178 cata mebpal kat mvebpatt eth syrP (syr®om. kat) Chr
79 103 kuplov LAY “Incod XptoTod M; *Incod XpLoTod Tob kupiov fudv U.
180 et SitkatokpLotar €mt Tous is an allusion to 2:5.

BL1d krioel] Ty ktiow P*.

txt
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Romans 1:25 cont.
KTlOW Tapd TOV KTloavTa, 0S €0TLY €VNOYNUEVOS €LS TOVUS al@vas Ay
(Pan 76.16.1)

Romans 1:26
Aéyor:
al Te yap ORAetal®? avTdV pethatar THY duvotkiy xpiow'™® els Ty
mapd dvowy (Pan 26.16.2)

Romans 1:27
KATA TO YEYPAUUEVOV®
™y dvtyuobiay ThHs mAdins év éavtois™* dmolappdvovtes'® (Pan
26.11.8)

ot
dppeves év dppeot THY doxnpootvmy katepyaldpevol (Pan 26.16.2)

S KAl 0 ATOCTONOS dNoL:
Ty ydp dvTiuoblay v €8el TS mAdvMs abTOV €v éavTtols'tC
amoappdvovtes (Pan 26.19.3)

Romans 2:6
0 €kdoTE ATOBLBOVS KaTA TA €pya avTob (Pan 66.24.8)

Romans 2:11
mpoowmorndia Tapd TG 8ed (Anc 98.2)

mpoowmondia éoTl mapa 6ed (Pan 76.8.8)

Romans 2:25
1) mepLTORT dkpopuoTia abTols yivetal (Pan 42.12.3, refut. 8)

Romans 2:29
kal TepLTout kapdlas év mretpaTt'™ (Anc 68.11)

182 grinerat] Orret L.

183+ pRiow] kTiow D*.

18 ¢y equrots] év atrots B K.

185 mohapBdvovTes] dvrelthapBdvovTes G.
186 ¢, €avTois] év avtols B K.

8715] om D*.
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Romans 2:29 cont.
kal TeptTopt kapdlas év'® muetpartt (Pan 74.5.11, from Anc)

Romans 3:5-6
A\’
5) dbikws émdépel T Spyiw™ O Beds katda TOV dvBpumwr 6) pn
vévoito (Anc 87.6)

Romans 3:8
S KAl 0 pakdpros ITavidés dnowy:
(BoTe TaS ToApAY Nds AMéyew™! 61" moujowpér Ta'® kakd, tva EN6n
ed’ Nuas'® ta dyadbd, ov T kplpa Evdikéy éott (Pan 26.11.7)

TO 8€ Kplpa TOUTWY KATA TO YEYPAUULEVOV €VBLKOV €0TLY, WS O AYLOS
améoTolos Tlabtros édn (Pan 27.4.2)

Romans 3:23-24
23) mdvrtes Tpaptor kal UoTepotvTal TAs 86Ens Tob Beod 24)
Sukatovpevol ' Swpedv T xdpitt (Pan 61.4.10)

Romans 3:26
StdoTaots 8¢ Ay kal éxBpa €v Tf dvoxf Tod Beod (Anc 65.8)

StdoTaots 8¢ A kal €xBpa év TH dvoxf Tob Beod (Pan 74.2.8, from Anc)

Romans 3:28
¢k mloTews 1) Stkatoovrn xwpls E€pywr' vépov (Anc 67.3)

€k mMoTenS T Slkaltoovn xwpls épywy vouov (Pan 74.4.2, from Anc)

188 The citation is omitted in Leplph and J, but included in Pan, and is thus
inserted by Holl into the text of Ancoratus. Kail is included as part of the
quotation in Panarion, but is the introduction to the citation in Ancoratus.

B8 Git

190 gdd avrod R*

Y1 qnds Tives Méyew 1739; Tves fipds Méyew rell.

9251 M Holl; om V with G it# vg Or.

193 14] om D*.

94 e¢d fuas V Holl with 81 copbo; om éd’ fpas M with rell.

193 8L catovpevol U; add 8¢ M.

196 & ywv Pan. Holl; om Leplph J.
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Romans 4:19
" ABpadp ynparéos Aappdrel Taida vevekpwuévou #6n'Y Tob owpatos
Kal €k vekp@y O Beds TN éNTida kexdpLoTat, vekpwbeions wdloTa TAs
wiTpas Xdppas (Anc 94.5)

Romans 5:1
opoLov TQ elmety:
SlkalwPévTes Be €k mloTews elpivny €xopev mpos TOV Bedv BLd ToOD
kuplov NueY " Inood Xptotod (Anc 69.1)

OpoLov TG elmety:
SlkalwbPévTes 8¢ ék mMloTews e€lpvny €XOopey TPos TOV Beov Sia ToD
kuplov NueY " Inood Xptotod (Pan 74.6.1; from Anc).

a. éxopev Epiph TR It R°B°F G P 104 1594d%f739
b. &xwper 8* AB*CD KL 0493381699 it ©

Romans 5:6
€TL yap XpLoTOS SvTwy MUOV dcBevdy éTL KATA KALpOV UTEP GoeBOV
amébavev. TO €TL kal dméBavev oU BokNoeEws dAa dAnPelas €éoTl
onuavTkdyr. el yap 8éknols Ay, Tis xpela Tod €Tl Myeobal, duvapévov
TOU XpLoTol TdvToTE KAl TOTE Kal vOv SokNoel dailvecbar kal N
AMyeoBal €Tt bvTov Npev doBevav;'® (Pan 42.12.3, refut. 31)

a. €Tt yap..£t. Epiph 8 A C D* 81 104 Marcion
b. &t yap...om TR M D [K (L 8¢ for ydp) P] 049 33 699 1594 1739 Chr
c.el ye..€TL B

, " ” . df
d. els 7l ydp..£€1L F Git i

Romans 5:14

dnow-
€Baciievoev 6 BdvaTos dmo  ASap Léxpt Mwicéws (Pan 66.78.3)

7 From this loose allusion, one cannot be certain that Epiphanius’
exemplar read 18 WziiE}fl TR M R ACDKLP 049 33 81 104 699 1594 rather than
omwith BF G1739it" " Meth.

% 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
OUKETL  amoBviokel, OdvaTos aUTOU OUKETL  KUPLEVEL KATA TO
veypappévov (Anc 92.5)

OUKETL Yap KUpLOS Amobriokel. BdvaTos avTol oUKETL KUPLEVEL KATA TO
veypappévov (Pan 51.31.9)

BdvaTos'®® avTol ovkéTL KupLeVeL, dnoty 6 dmdoToros (Pan 62.7.6)

00KkéTL?® dmoBriokel, BdvaTos avTod ovkéTL kuplelel (Pan 64.64.10)

> \ 5 , ’ ’ 5 ~ > / 201
OUKETL yap amobviioket, édnol, Odvatos avTol ovkéTl kuptevel™ (Pan
69.42.9)

WS €lme Tepl avTol 6 dmdTTONOS
AvéoTr, OUKETL damobriokel, OdvaTtos avTod ovkéTL kuplevel (Pan
69.67.1)

TOD ayLwTdTou dmooTo v THS dwris, Té:
OUKETL dmobvijokel, BdvaTos avTod ovkéTL kupLevel (Pan 77.33.4)

s dNoL O AyLos ATOoTONOS
avéotn XpLoTos, oUKETL AmoBviokel, BAraTos AUTOU OUKETL KupLeVel
(Pan, De fide 17.8)

0s dnow O ATdoTONOS
BdvaTtos atTod ovkéTl kupLevel (Pan, Christentum 2.8)

Romans 7:12
kal €l 0 dylos vépos (Pan 77.38.2)

Romans 7:18
otda ydp dnoiv 6 dméoTohos OTL oK oikel év épol ovder dyaddv, TodT

¢oTw év T oapki pov (Anc 79.1)

WS €dN 6 ATOOTONOS”
olda yap OTL ovK oikel €v épol, ToUT éoTw év TH oapki pov,”? dyadov
(Pan 77.27.5)

199 6dvaros U; 6 bavatos M; ydp Bdvartos Holl.
200 oticeTe M U; add dvaoTas 8¢ ante odkétt Holl.
201 ypuevet] kuptetoet 81 it Euseb.

22 Gvafév] add 76 F G Meth™™" Cyr.
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Romans 7:22
8Lo*
owelBopev TOV vopov Tob Beod kaTta Tov éow dvBpwtov (Anc 65.4)

8Lo*
ouridopal T Vo Tob Beod®® katd TOV éow dvbpwmov (Pan 74.2.4;
from Anc)

Romans 7:23
AéyeL 1 ypadn
opd VooV ETepov AUTLOTpaTEUOpEVOr €v Tols péleol pov™ kal
alxpowTilovtd e év ¢ vot pov?® ¢ vépe?’ Ths dpaptias®® t¢
buTL év Tots péleat pou (Anc 56.3)

Romans 7:25
€\eBepos €k vépov oapkos auapTias (Anc 65.3)

€\eBepos €k vépov oapkos apapTias (Pan 74.2.3; from Anc)

Romans 8:3
TolVVY*
év (O &y NoBévovy 8Ld TAs oapkds dmeaTIAN oL CwTTP €V OpoLdLaTL
oapkds apaptias (Anc 65.9)

kaTékpve THY apaptiav (Pan 66.73.6)

a-
€v TH oapkl kaTakpivy THv apaptiav (Pan 69.52.8)
Tolvuy:

év 0 éym Nobévour SLd Ths oapkds ATeETTANT Lol CwTHp €V OpoLdiLaTt
oapkods apaptias (Pan 74.2.9; from Anc)

203 Beod] voods B.

240 FG.

205 el om A. _

2062y ¢ vot pov] om. A; T V6w Tob vods pov rell with Or Meth™™".

7 In this imprecise allusion, it is unclear whether Epiphanius’ text read 76
vopw with TR M A C L 81 104 699 1739 or év T4 vépw with 8 BD F G K P 049 33
1594.

208 1dd ToD vobs pou A.
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Romans 8:4

Kol

THE TEXT OF THE APOSTOLOS IN EPIPHANIUS

TO Stkalwpa Tob vépov (Anc 65.3)

Kol

TO Stkalwpa Tob vépov (Pan 74.2.3; from Anc)

Romans 8:8
Kat
ol év oapki 8¢ dvtes 8ed™™ dpéoal ov Stvavtal (Anc 76.5)

Romans 8:9
kal mretpa Beod kal mredpa XpioTod (Anc 72.6)

Romans 8:11
el Tolvur TO TrelLa alTOD €v MUy, O €yelpas aUTOV €K VEKPOV
{wotoLioel Ta BunTd clpaTd NGV SLd ToD €VOLKODVTOS TVEUIATOS €V
N (Anc 66.12)

WS MéyeL 6 dyLos dmdéoTo oS ddokwy
5 . | ~ ~ ’ | 5 ~. 210 > ~ PN 3
€l 8¢ TO TreDpa Tob €yelpavTtos XpLoToV €k VekpOY " olkel €v Lpiv, O

€yelpas XpLoTOV €k vekpOy

2 rwomolhoel kal TA GunTd cwpaTa VLGV,

Sta Tod évolkotvTos mrelpaTtos avTol év Lty (Pan 57.7.6)

el Tolvur TO Tvelpa avTOU €v TMuly, O €yelpas aUTOV €K VEKPROV
{woToLioel TA BrnTd odpaTta MOV dld ToD €VoLKOUVTOS TVEVLATOS
avtob*?év Auiv (Pan 74.3.12; from Anc)

a. Xptotov ék vekpdv Epiph BDF G

b. Tov XpioTov ék vekpav TR I R K L P (049 add Tdv) 33 699 1594
c. Xplotov Inoodv éx vekpdr D* it

d. Incobtv XpioTov ék vekpdv 104

e. éx vekpav XptoTov Incotv R* A 1739

f. éx vekpdv "Inootv XpioTtédr C 81

29 6ep] To e D E.

om €x vekp®r 1739.

210
211

olkel . .

. vekpov] U; om olkel év vuiv, 6 éyelpas XpLoTov ék vekpiv M,

due to haplography as in 426.

212

mrevpaTos avtov J; avTob mvedpatos 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.

79

a.xai Epiph TR B C D F GK L P 049 33 81 104 699 1594 CyrJer
b.om R A 1739 Meth™”

a. Tob évotkodvtos avtob mrevpatos (Epiph) X A C P81 104 1594 it!

syr"P cop*® Clem Meth CyrJer

b. T0 évotkobv avtod mretpa TR P B D F G K L P* 049 33 699 1739

it¥8 Or

Romans 8:13
Tds Tpdels Tob oépatos Bavatotvtes (Howper?? (Pan 64.63.16)

Romans 8:14
dool obv TretpaTt abTod dyovTat, ovTtol (Anc 66.10)

booL yobv mvedpaTt avtod dyovtal, avtol (Pan 74.3.10; from Anc)

Romans 8:23
Kal® TNV dmapxnv Tob TrebpaTtos éxovtes (Anc 68.13)

Kal® THY dmapxny Tob TvedpaTos éxovtes (Pan 74.5.13; from Anc)

Romans 8:26
GAN adTO TO Trebpa UTepevTuyxdrel umep Loy (Anc 68.14)

Iy

s €lmev 6 dylos dmdoToNOS”

TO 8¢ Tvedpa UmepevTuyydrel Umep Nudv otevaypols dhaiirors (Pan

55.5.3)

G\ aUTO TO TVEDpa UmepevTuyxdvel Umep Nuav (Pan 74.5.14; from

Anc)

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

sentence structure, it is uncertain whether Epiphanius read tob ocpatos with TR

MR ABCKL P 049 3381104 699 1594 1739 or Tiis oapkds 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 UTép HULOV.
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Romans 8:26 cont.

a. umepevTuyxdrel Umép Hudv Epiph TR M R C K L P 049 33 104
699 1594 it Euseb
b. UmepevTuyxdvelt R* ABDF G 81 1739 it!"s

Romans 8:33
Tis, ydp dnowv, éykaréoel katda ékAekT@v Beob; (Pan 42.12.3 refut. 6)

Romans 8:34
opotov TQ elmety:
65 €oTwy év 8e€Ld Tod Beod, bs kal évTuyxdvel Umep NuoY (Anc 68.14)

opoLov TR elmety:
Os éoTw €v 8¢kl Tob Beod, Os €vTuyxdrel Umep Muev (Pan 74.5.14;
from Anc)

a. bs €éoTw Epiph 8* A C 81it" Or Chr

b. 6s kal éoTwv TR M P* R*B D F G K L 049 33 104 699 1594 it*ets
CyrJer

c.om 1739

Romans 9:4-5
4) v dnow N Aatpela kal al Stabfikar 5) kal v ol TaTépes, €€ Qv O
XpLoTos TO katd odpka,? 6 v ém TavTwr Beds eDNOYNTOS €ls TOUS
aidvas, dpiy (Pan 76.47.5)

5) kal TdALy:
¢E v 6 XpLoTos TO kaTd odpka, ¢s énot ITadlos (Anc 44.3)

5) é€ v dnolv 6 XpLoTds TO katd odpka, 6 v €m mdrTtev Beds (Anc
69.9)

215 N ’, N ’, N N ’, < N ’,
TO katd odpka] katd odpka F G; Td katd odpka C*; 6 katda odpka P*e.

%16 The gist of 9:4 that prefaces v. 5 is too loose to know whether Epiphanius
read al Stabfikar with TR M 8 C K 049 33 81 104 699 1594 1739 rather than 1
Stadikn with P**B D F G, or om with A L.
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Romans 9:5 cont.
Kal O ATOOTONOS TOUTOLS LAPTUPEL Tols Adyols bdokwy:
v ot?7 matépes, €€ av*® 6 XpLoTos TO KaTA odpka, 6 GOV ém TdVTwY
Peds €D oyNTOS €ls Tovs al®vas, duny (Pan 57.2.8)

S kal 0 améoTolos SLafeBatolTal Ay
OV ol TaTépes kal é€ wv 6 XpLoTOs TO kaTd odpka, 6 Av €m TAvToY
Bebs (Pan 57.9.1)

¢E v dnoiv 6 XpLoTos katd odpka, 6 v ém mdvTwy Beds (Pan 74.6.9;
from Anc)

Romans 9:20
pevodv ve, 2% o tis €l 6 avTihoylSpevos TG Be@; (Anc 71.1)

pevolv ye, ob Tis €l 6 dvTidoylldpevos 0 8e®; (Pan 74.8.1; from Anc)

épel 1O mAdopa TQ mAdoavTt, T e oUTws émoinoas;™® (Pan 76.53.3)

a. pevodv ye Epiph TR I R (A om ye) B DK L P 049 33 81 104 699
1594 1739 Chr
b. om %46 D* F G itd.e.f.g

Romans 9:32
mpocékoar yap TGO ABw Tod mpookdppatos (Anc 27.3)

a.ydp Epiph TR Mt 8¢ DK L P 049 33 104 699 1594 1739 Chr
b.om PR* AD*F G 81 itdets

Romans 10:4
TApwLa Yap vépov XptoTos KaTd TO yeypappévov (Anc 94.4)

276t Jom F G.

28eE Gv F G it'®] kal €€ Gv rell.

% In this citation, Epiphanius strengthens his argument by altering the
participle to dvTiloyi{épevos, but retains the exact wording elsewhere, indicating
an awareness of pevodv ye.

0 ¢mhdoas D E syrP.
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Romans 10:4 cont.
KATA TO TAPA TwW ATOOTONY €lpnuévor OTL:
TApwpa vépouv XpLaTos eis Stkatoatvny (Pan 42.12.3 refut. 28)

Romans 10:6-7
S KATA TO €lpnuévov:
un elmms év T kapdla cov, Tis avapnoeTal e€ls TOV oUpavdy; TOUTEDTL
XpLoTov kaTtayayetv: 1) Tis kaTtapnoeTal €ls TNV dfuocor; TOUTECTL
XpLoTov dvayayetv €k vekpv (Pan 77.31.5)

Romans 10:9
€lTd dnow 6 dmdéoToNOS"
6 8eos fyetper avTov?! éi vekpdv (Pan 69.19.4)

Romans 10:10
ot
kapdla mloTeleTal €ls SlkalooUvny, OTORATA 8¢ ORONOYELTAL €lS
owtnplav (Pan 19.3.3)

Romans 10:18
els macav THY yAv €EANOer O PBGYyos avTAV kal els Ta mépaTa TS
olkoupérns Td pArata avTOr*? (Pan 61.2.2)

Romans 11:33
O BdBos mAoUTOU Kkal codlas kol yréoews Beod kaTd TO yeypappévov
(Anc 94.1)

aveEepetvnTa yap TA kplpata avtod kal dvekdLiynToL al 68ol avTod
(Pan 59.5.6)

8La ToDTO Yydp Kal O ATOoTONOS €T
O BdBos mAoUTOV Kal codias kal yrioews deod (Pan 69.60.2)

O BdBos mAoUTOV Kal codlas kal yruoews Beod (Pan 76.39.16)

a.0eod Epiph TR N A BD L 049 81 104 699 1594 1739

b.Tob Beob F G 33

21 pverper abtov A Pl avtov fiyeipev 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

1) Umepdpovely Tap O Sel dpovely, AN dpovely eis TO cwdpovely (Pan
76.48.10)

Ao TOL AYLWTATOV ATOOTONOU TOU GRoAVTOS*
N Umepdpoveiy map’ O 8et dpovelv?> (Pan 77.30.5)

Romans 13:1+4

al ydp ovoar éEovotlal ék Beol TeTaypéval eioiy, ws Aéyel 6 dmdéoTONOS"
GoTe olv 6 dvbLoTdpevos TH é€ovoiq TH Tod Beod Statayf dvBéoTnkev.
oL ydp dpXOVTES OUK €lol KaTda TOU dyaBob, dANd UTEp ToD dyabod, kal
ovk elol katd Ths d\nPelas, dAAa UTép THS dAnbelas. Bélers &€, dnot,
v _éEovolar pn doBelobar; TO ka\ov Tolel, kal éfeis émawvov éE
avThs" ov yap €l THY pdyatpav dopel Sidkovos ydp €oTv* els avTod
TOUTO €k Be0D TeTaypEVOLS TQ TO kakov TpdTTovTt (Pan 40.4.3-4)

Romans 14:3
6 yap €oBlwv Tov PN éoblovTa pn €EovbeveiTn, kal O um €oblwv TOV
éoblovTa ut kpLéTo (Pan 61.3.2) 2

a.kal 6 pf Epiph TR 3% 8¢ DL P 049 33 81 104 699 1594 1739 it*®
b.6 8¢ pn PR* A B CD* it
c. ovde 6 pn; F Git's

Romans 14:7
€aut@ ¢, 008 €auT® dmobuvijokel (Pan 76.29.7)

Romans 14:9
wa kal vekpdv kal Covtwv® kupteton (Pan 46.3.9)

25 om map’ O 8€l ppovelv F G it'8

4 The loose nature of this quotation renders it inadvisable to conclude that
Epiphanius’ exemplar omitted kat at this place with G.

25 cEobeveiTo] kpwéTw A.

26 This allusion to Rom 13:1-4 has several precise phrases, but is too loose
to know whether Epiphanius read oboar éEovolar with TR I D¢ L P 049 33 104
699 1739 rather than oboat 8 A B D* F G 81 1594 it**%% in v. 1, or that he read

Beod** Epiph 8* A B D F G P 81 104 1739 rather than Tod 6eod TR I R° L 049 33
699 1594 Or.

27 4dd «al vekpv 1739 Clem.



84 THE TEXT OF THE APOSTOLOS IN EPIPHANIUS

Romans 15:8
Myw olv XpLoTov dLdkovov yeyevioBal mepLTopfis Umép dinbelas Beod,
€ls TO TANPGoaL Tds émayyeiias (Anc 68.1)

Myw otv XpLoTov dtdkovor yeyerfiofal meptTopfis Umep dAnfelas Beod,
€ls TO TANPGoaL Tas émayyeilas (Pan 74.5.1; from Anc)

a. Xptotév Epiph 8 A B C 81 1739 Or
b. Xptotov “Incotv M L P 049 33 699 1594 Chr
c.’Inoodv Xptotér TR D F G 104 itdets

a. 8udkovov yeyeviiobar Epiph TR M 8 A C° DL P 33 81 104 699
1594 Chr
b. 8tdkovov yéveaBar B C* D* F G 049 1739

Romans 15:16
a yévnrar 1 Tpoodopd TOV €O6vav €UmpOodekTos, dAyLacbeloa €v
mrevpatt aylw (Anc 68.15)

wa yévntar®® 1| mpoodopd TOV €vdY elmpdodekTos,” dylacheioa év
mrevpatt aylw (Pan 74.5.15; from Anc)

Lepoupyotvtes TO evayyélov (Pan 79.3.3)

Romans 16:19
€ls TO dryabov, dkepalovs 8¢ els TO kakdv (Pan 37.8.9)

228 vevnion B.
29 om evmpbéodekTos F G it'e,
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1 Corinthians 1:19
Mywy OTL”
T olveoy 1OV ouveTdV? dBetrhow®! (Pan 76.33.4)

1 Corinthians 1:20
kal* épdpavey 6 Beds THY codlav Tod kéopov®? (Anc 42.7)

Kal® épwpaver 6 Beos THY codlav Tob kéopov TovTov; (Pan 69.20.4)

1 Corinthians 1:21
oLdev olV 6 dmdoTONOS AéYeLy:
oUk €yvm 6 k6opos 8Ld This codlas Tob Beob Tov Bebv (Anc 42.7)

Kal

emeldn®® év T codia Tod Beod®* ovk Eyvw 6 KéoPOS TOV BedY, NUBOKNOE
Sta Ths powplas Tod evayyeov odoar Tous mioTevovTas>’ (Pan
69.20.4)

1 Corinthians 1:23-25
"TovBalots pev okdvdalov, "EXAnol 8¢ pwpla, HUiv 8¢ Tols™® k\nTols,
"TouSatots Te kal "EXAnot, XpLoTos Beol Stvauts kal 8eod codla,”” éri
TO PwpdV ToD Beod codiTEPOV TAY AVvBpuiTwy €0TL Kal TO>® dobeves Tod

Beod loxvpdTepov TGV dvbpwmwy éoTi (Pan 76.35.4 refut)

24) 6 Stvauls v 0eol kal codla KATA TO Yeypapuévor Nuiv 8¢ XpLoTos
vvayLs 8eod kal Beod codla (Pan 69.20.4)

(23)

a. "EX\nou Epiph TR I? C° D° 049 699 1594 1739 Chr
b. éBvect PN A B C* D* F G L P 33 81 104 it***® Or CyrJer

230
231

aoweTwv (F doweTav) G.
dfetriow indicates 1 Cor 1:19. Isa 29:14 reads kpidsw.
2 Epiph reads Tot kéojov TouTou with It and Tob kéopov with P R* A B C*

D* P, but as the variation occurs at the end of one citation, it is not possible to
determine whether TovTou was omitted.
25 emeldny with F G; émeldy) ydp rell.
24 9e07] koopod P.

5 moTetoavtas L.
26 om Tois F G.
27 Epiph P*; stvapw . . . codlav rell.
B816] 6 F G; om phrase P*.
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1 Corinthians 1:23-25 cont.
(24)

a.Te Epiph TR M P* R ABCD L P 049 33 81 699 1594 1739 Or
b.om F G104

(25)

a. sopwTepov TGOV avBpumwy éott Epiph TR MR A B C L P 049 33 81
104 699 1594 (1739) Or

b. coddiTepor éoTL TOV dvfpimwy D F G ittets

c. cobdTEpor TRV dvbpuiTwy P

a. loxupdTepov TAV dvbpumwy éoTy Epiph TR M 8 A C L P 049 104
699 1594 Or Chr

b. loxupdTepov éoTv TGV dvbpdimor D F G itdets

c. loxupdTepov ToV avbpoimwr R* B 33 81 1739 Euseb

d. om P

1 Corinthians 1:30
Kal €yéveTd poL-
Stkatootum kal dyltaopos kal amoliTpwots (Anc 65.9)

Kal €yéveTo pot
Stkatoovvm kal dyltaopos kai aroluTpwols (Pan 74.2.9; from Anc)

1 Corinthians 2:4
d kol Aahodpev, olk év melbol codias Adyols, AN’ év dmodeiéel®
mvebaTos Beol, TVeVLATLKOLS TvevpLaTLkd ovykplrovTes (Anc 70.8)*4°

9

29 GmodetEet] dmokaitiper D* e

% 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 melfots codlas Aéyors with (8*) B D 33 1739 rather than
melols dvbpwmivms codlas Mdyors with I RS A C L P 049 81 104 699 1594, or
melfols codbias P** F G.
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1 Corinthians 2:4 cont.
d kal AaloDpev, olk év melfol codlas Adyots, dAN’**! év dmodeiel
TYevpaTos Beol, MVEURATLKOLS TVEVRATLKA ouykpivovTes (Pan 74.7.8;
from Anc)

1 Corinthians 2:8
wa TANpwdf 1 Aéyovoa ypadn):
€l yap €yvwoav, olk dv Tov kipLlov Tiis 86Ens éoTatpuoav (Anc 93.8)

el yap €yvowoav, obk v Tov kipLov Ths 86Ens €éotatpnoav (Pan 77.32.1)

1 Corinthians 2:9
& ddBards ol €18ev kal ols ovk Hkouoe kal €l kapdlav dvlpwmouv ovk
GvéBm, d NTolpacev 6 Beds Tols dyamdoly avtov (Pan 64.69.10)

¢meldn’ & OdParpos olk €l8e kal ols ovk fkovoev, olTe ém kapdlav
avbpddov AvéPRm, doa TMTolpacer O Beds Tols dyamdow avtov (Pan
66.38-39.4)

TepL v elpnTaL dTL
& ddBalLOS ovk €18€ Kkal ovs ovk fikoude, kal éml kapdlav drepwTov ovk
GvéBm, d NTolpacev 6 Beds Tols dyamdow avtév (Pan 77.37.7)

a. eléev Epiph TR PR ABDF GL 8174104 699 1739 Or CyrJer
b.18ev C P 049 33
c. otdev 1594

a. d frolpacer Epiph TR M P* 8 D F G L P 049 33 81 104 699 1594
1739 Or
b. 6oa fTolpacey A B CYCyrJer

1 Corinthians 2:10
€pevvdr Ta Bddn Tob Beod (Anc 7.1)

*! In this conflation of material from 2:4 and 2:13, Epiphanius reads d\\’
with ¢ against d\\d of P* B.
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1 Corinthians 2:10 cont.
TO yap mvebpa Tov Beol TdvTa épevvd, kal Ta Bddn Tob Beod (Anc 12.3)

€pevvd Ta Bddn Tov Beot (Anc 15.1)

UiV 8¢ dmekdluder 6 Beds SLa Tob**2 mredpaTtos avTod (Anc 68.16)
€peurd kal Ta Bdbn Tob Beot (Anc 118.2)

€pewV kal Ta Bddn Tob Oeod (Pan 74.1.4)

MUY 8¢ dmekdAvler 6 Beds Sta Tob mretpaTos avtod (Pan 74.5.16; from
Anc)

€pewdr Ta Bddn Tob Beol (Pan 74.11.7)
Ta Bdbn Tov Beod épevviv; (Pan 74.13.7)

€pevvrTOS TE Kal Td Bdbn Tob Beot (Pan 76.46.8)

a.5¢ Epiph TRI 8 A CD F GL P 049 33 81 104 699 1594 it**¢
b. ydp P*B 1739 it™

a. dmexd\ulev 6 Beés Epiph PR ABCD F G P 33 81 1739 itte's
b. 6 6eds dmekdivper TR M L 049 104 699 1594 Or Chr

a. dta Tob mrevpatos avtod Epiph TR M XD F G L P 049 81 104 699
1594 itd.e.f.g
b. 8La Tod mretpatos P R* A B C 33V41739

1 Corinthians 2:11
o08els olde TA TOD dAvBpuimou €l um TO Tredpa Tob dvBpumov*? TO
kaTolkobv €v atTd (Anc 11.5)

242 pan. Holl; om Tob LePIPP ],
23 7600 dvbpimov] om F G itte.
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1 Corinthians 2:11 cont.
6 abTos dylos dméoToNos 0USels dmow oldev drBpwmos TO TOD
AvBpwimov, el pn TO mredpa ToL arvfpidTou TO KATOLKOUY €V auT®h’ oUTW
kal Td Tod Beod** ovdels Eyvw®®® (Anc 12.1-3)

6

Tis yap oldev dvBpimwr® T Tod duvlpwmou, €l pn TO Tredpa Tod

avbpuirov; (Anc 72.3)
(s yap oldev® Td Tob avbpwov €l i TO Tredpa TO év TG Abpimp*t
(Pan 74.9.3; from Anc)

1 Corinthians 2:12-13
dnot 8¢ 6 avToOS dyLos ATHOTONOS . . .°
12) Muels 8¢ 7O mvedpa Tod Beod €ldBoper, Omws yvdper Ta €k Beol
xapLto®évta Mpiv 13) & kai**® halodpev, ovk év 8L8akTtols codlas Adyols,
A7 év 8dakTois®? mretpaTos dylov, mrevpaTikols®! TUEULATLKA
ovykpivovtes®™ (Anc 14.5)

12) Npets 8¢ o TO Treba TOD KOTHOU €NABOWEY, AANA TO TVEDUA TO €K
Beod (Anc 68.17)

12) a\\’ éldBopev dnol mvedpa Beod, 18wper Ta Yaplo®évta Huiv vToO
Beod 13) d kal AaloDpev, ovk év TelBol codias Adyols, AN év dmodel&et
mretaTos 0eod, TVEVILATLKOLS TVEVILATLKA oUykpivovTes (Anc 70.8)

12) Nuels 8¢ ov TO mredpa Tob kGoLou édBopev (Anc 72.3)

s dNoL O AyLos ATOCTONOS
12) kai Tfpels mredpa Beod éxopev, va ywdper™ ta Umd Beod
xapLobévTta Nuiv 13) d kai Aarodpev (Pan 69.28.3)

24 150 Tob Beod] TO Tob Beod D¥; T év TG 0 F G its.

25 2yve F G; &yvoker PR A B D b et al; oidev L 049 et al.

267 epivh 1. 011 uBpoymwv Pan with A 33.

27 i8ev J] add dvbpimwr Anc Holl; €18ev 6 917.

28 Text J; Tod qvbpwymov Anc Holl.

29 4 kat] kai F G; & kal 1912.

B0 818akTikols C.

251 TrevpaTik®s B 33.

22 guvkpivopev F G Clem; ouykpivovtos P.

*3 Here and in Anc 14.5, Epiphanius appears to support 1875 against
elddpev /18wpev rell., but these allusions provide no such agreement.
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1 Corinthians 2:12-13 cont.
12) fpels 8¢ ob TO Tredpa Tod KOGHOU ENdPBoper, AN TO Tvedpa Tov>
Beod (Pan 74.5.17; from Anc 68.17)

4

12) d\\" €ldBoper dnol mredpa Oeod, Tva {8ouer® T8 yapLodévta Huly
umo Beob 13) d kal AaloDpev, ovk év melfol codlas Adyols, dAN’ év
dmodelfel mrepaTos BeoD, TVEVRATLKOLS TVEVLATLK OUYKplrovTes™®
(Pan 74.7.8; from Anc 70.8)

12) uels 8¢ ov TO mretpa Tob kéopou édBouer dnoil (Pan 74.9.3; from
Anc)
(12)

a. 7O mvedpa Tob kéopov Epiph TR M P* R A B C L P 33 81 104 699
1594 1739 Or Euseb

b. 70 mrelpa Tob kéopov TovTov D F G it'8

c. TO mvevpa 16 ToU kéapov 049

(13)

a. mvevparos aylov Epiph TR @ DL P 049 104 699 1594
b. mvetpatos PR A B CD* F G 33 81 1739 it***# Or CyrJer

1 Corinthians 2:14

6 yap PuxLkds dvbpwmos dnoty ob 8éxeTar®” T Tod mrevaToS® Lwpta

yap auT®?® EoTy, OTL TrevnaTik®ds drakplveTal (Pan 64.65.6)

0 Yap CUpKLKOS OV SéXeETAL TA TOD MVeUpaTos: pwpld yap alT@ €0TLV
(Pan 69.76.2)

1 Corinthians 2:16
Nuels 8¢ volv XptoTod éxopev (Anc 76.1)

onotlv:
Nuels 8¢ vobv XpioTod €xopev (Pan 77.31.1)

Bhrop ] 88 915; 16 €k Anc. Holl 489; 70 ék Tob rell.

> In two allusions having (swpev [with P D F G L P 049 33 699] rather
than eiddpev [TR MR A B C 81 104 1594 1739], the imprecise citation precludes
deciding which is Epiphanius” exemplar.

%6 This is a conflation of 2:4 and 13.

57 stvatal 81.

28 om avtd A*.
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1 Corinthiains 2:16 cont.
nuets, ydp énot, vovv XpioTob éxouev (Pan 77.31.3)

Nuels 8¢ volv XptoTod éxopev (Pan 77.33.5)

OTav 8¢ €l 0 dTOoTONOS”
Nuels 8¢ vobv XpioTod €xopev (Pan 77.34.3)

a. Xptotob Epiph TR ]t P* 8 A C DL P 049 33 81 104 699 1594
1739 it Or
b. kupiov B D* F G it"8

1 Corinthians 3:2
0 8¢ TTablos*
obmw yap, ™ Adrache dAN olde ET1%%° Stvache (Pan 33.11.5)

a.ovd¢ Epiph PR ABCDF G P 33811041739 Or
b. otte TR M L 699 1594
c. om phrase 049

1 Corinthians 3:8
oL
€kaoTos kata Tov 18Lov kdpatov pLodov AMbetat (Pan De fide 23.4)

1 Corinthians 3:11
Bepélor yap d\ov ovdels Stvatar Belvar
éotwv Inools XpLoTés?®? (Anc 26.5)

! mapa Tov kelpevov, 6s

1 Corinthians 3:12
el Tis yap €molkoSopel ém TOV Bepélor TodTov Xpuoiov, dpyupov,*®
\6ous, Tilous, E0Na, xopTov, kakduny (Anc 26.5)

29 om ydp 81.

260 71 with W] om &1L P* B; viv 8tvacbe rell.

1 getvar post keipevor 33 81.

22> Ingods XploTés M Xptotds *Inoods C° D E jtdef vg Or; ' Inoods 6 XpLoTés
TR; Xpiotos C*.

2637, GpyvpLov Lepeh,
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1 Cor 3:12 cont.

a. ém Tov fepéhov TouTor’®™ Epiph TR M 8 C°D L P 049 33 104
699 1594 1739 it***Or CyrJer Chr
b. émi Tov Bepélor P R* A B C* 81

1 Corinthians 3:13
1 yap Huépa®® Snvoet éTL év mupl dmokalimTeTal (Pan 59.5.7)

1 Corinthians 3:16
s kal 0 TTadhos ourddel TG Noyp TOUTE Aéywy:
Upels 8¢ vaos Tob Beod éoTe kal TO Tredpa Tob Beol olkel év VPV (Anc
9.3)

elmep Trebpa Beod olkel €v Lptv (Anc 68.12)
vaos Tob Beob ot kal TO mredpa Tod Beod olkel év Uiy (Anc 68.18)
kaBos elmer 6 dyLos Tod Beol dmdoTolos &L

UPEls vaos Beol éoTe kal TO mvedpa ToD Beod olkel év vulv (Pan
69.27.7)

elmep Tredpa Beod olkel év vptv (Pan 74.5.12; from Anc)

vaos Tob*” Beod éoTe kal TO mvebpa Tod Beod olkel év Uplv (Pan
74.5.18; from Anc)

Kal
UpEls vaos Beod €oTe, kal TO mrebpa kuplov olkel €v pty (Pan 74.13.6)

a. olket év Opiv Epiph TR I PR A CD F G L 049 81 104 699 1594

itd.e.f.g

b. év vpulv olkel B P 33 1739

% Merk cites 6 incorrectly in support of the omission of TovTov.
2% add kuplov it! vg.

266 1 epiph J. ¢ 5re Pan. Holl.

27 10d with 104 Clem.
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1 Corinthians 3:20
olde ydap 6 Beds ToUS NoyLopovs TGV gobdr?®
76.20.14)

8 o PR ,
o1l elol pdrator (Pan

1 Corinthians 4:5
€ws dv éNon 6% kipLos, 057 kal dmoka\iifel Ta kpuTTd TAS Kapdlas:
Kal TOTE O €TaLvos €kdoTov davepos yevioeTal (Pan 59.5.7)

1 Corinthians 4:12
€pydleabar 8¢ Tals i8lais xepoiv (Pan 80.4.2)

1 Corinthians 4:15
dpotov ws elme Tadros:
€v yap XpLoTd Inood éyn vpds €yévvnoa (Anc 72.8)

s kal 0 TTadios dnot

€l yap kal TOANOUS BLBaokd\ous €xeTe, A’ oU TOAOUS TaTépds. év
vap XptoTd Inood®! 8 Tod evayyellov éym Upds éyéwwnoa (Pan
66.63.7)

dpotov is elme TTados:
€v yap XpLoTd Inoob éyn éyévimoa vpds (Pan 74.9.8; from Anc)

1 Corinthians 5:5
TO caTtavd els O\eBpov THis capkds, (va TO Tredha cwbi €v Th Nuépa
ToD kuplov (Pan 59.4.11)

a\a-
mapasobvar Tov Tolodtov?? (Pan 66.86.9)

1 Corinthians 5:7
TO mdoxa Nudv éTdn XpioTds kata To yeypappévov (Pan 42.12.3 refut.
18)

TO yap mdoxa Hudv? éTodn XploTtoés (Pan 75.3.4)

28 50ddv] dvbpdmor 33.

29 om & D*.

270 55 kai U Holl; om s M. In this loose allusion, one cannot be certain that
Epiphanius reads ds kal with TR I P* X A B L P 049 33 81 104 699 1594 1739
rather than kai with D*F G it®efs,

1 om’ Inood B Clem.

272 2v Torovtov] abtév F G its.
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1 Corinthians 5:7 cont.
0s dnot-
TO Tdoxa NV €éTven XptoTos (Pan 75.6.1)

a. 70 Tdoxa fpov Epiph 8* AB C*D F G 33 81 1739 Euseb Or
b. 10 mdoxa Huav Umep uov TR M R C° L P 049 699 1594 Meth
c. TO mdoxa Hpav vmeép tpdr 104

1 Corinthians 6:11

StkatwbévTtes 8¢ év 1O dvdpatt 1o kuplou Nudv Inoov XptoTod?* kal

&v?”® myetpatt Tod Beod NLav (Anc 69.1)

SlkalwbévTes 8€ év TH dvopatt Tob kuplov Nudv Incod XpLoTob kal €v
TO Tredpatt Tob Beot Nuav (Pan 74.6.1; from Anc)

a.uév “Inood Xptotod Epiph B CY P 33 81 104 1739 it'
b. Inood XptoTob P* R D* jtde
c.'Inoot TR M A DL 699 1594

1 Corinthians 6:13
0 8¢ dyLos amdoTONOS . . . €N
Td BpudpaTta TH KotAld kal 1) kothia Tols Bpwpaoty: 6 8¢ Beos kal TavTny
kol TadTa kaTapynoel (Pan 47.2.7)

Td BpdpaTta TH KoLAlg kal 1) kKoLAlg Tols Bpwpaoty, 6 8¢ Beos kal TavTnv
kal TabTa katapyroel (Pan 66.69.4)

1 Corinthians 6:16-17
16) ws O KoOAMOpevos TH mopvT eV odRd €oTl 17) kal O KOMWULEVOS TG
Kuplw év mretud éotwvy (Pan 66.86.4)

273 quév Holl; bpav J.
274 16D kuplov HLAY Inoob XpLotod LPPr Holl; *Incod XptaTod Tod kuplov HLev

25 1% Pan Holl; om 7¢) LePPh ],
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1 Corinthians 6:20
bdokwy OTL
Tipfis yopdobnTe (Pan 66.79.3)

1 Corinthians 7:2
8a yap Tas moprelas®® EkacTos T €avTod yuvdika éxéTw (Pan
67.2.5)

1 Corinthians 7:5
0 ayLos amdéoTo oS AMéywy, tva:
TpOS Katpdy oxordowot?” Tf mpooevxd (Pan 59.4.7)

a. Tf mpooevxfi Epiph P* &8* AB C D F G P 33 81 104 1739 it**'s
Meth Or
b. Tf) vnoTela kat T§ mpooevxfi TR M R K L 699 1594

1 Corinthians 7:7-9
7) 6é\w TdvTas elvar ws?’
vapeitwoavr®® (Pan 61.5.9)

8 » , 2 5 5 5 ,
Euavtor 9) éleyev el ovk €ykpaTelovTalt,

7) 8élw, dnol, mdvTas elval os épavtév (Pan 67.2.5)

8) kal TTadlos Méywv:

, \ ~ > ’ o \ > ~ 5\ ’ o 28
Myw 8¢ Tols dydpols 8TL ka oV avTols, édv pelvoow olTws
Kdyw 9) el 8¢ otk éykpatetovtal,® yapnodtwoar (Pan 58.4.8)

% cabos

276 t4s mopvetas] Thy mopveiav F G it"svg Tert.

7 Epiphanius cites accurately, transposing iva to be the introduction and
consciously altering the second person oxohdonTe to the third person oxoldowot
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.

78 (s 221] ws kal rell.

2 vapeitwoar M Holl] yapunodtooav 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.

0 elvwow obts with 81 104] obtws peivwow C Meth; peivwoy rell.
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1 Corinthians 7:7-9 cont.
8) E\eye-
Myw 8¢ Tols drydpols kal Tals XApaLs, kaov™ altols €dv pelvaoty s
kdyo (Pan 61.6.1)

8)

a. avtots Epiph P* &8 A B C D* F G P 33 81 Meth CyrJer
b. avtots éotiv TR Ik DL 104 699 1594

c.éotv K

d. om 1739

)

a. yapnodtwoav Epiph TR M P* 8 A B CD KL P 33 81* 699 1594
1739 Or CyrJer
b. yapeitwoar F G 81°104 Chr

1 Corinthians 7:10
oS av etmor”
Myw 8¢ olk €yw, AN’ O KUpLOS, yuvdikd dmTO Avdpos W XwpLodijval
(Anc 68.5)

Myw 8¢ oUK €y, aAN’ O KUPLOS, YUVdlKd ATO dvBpwou [T XwpeLobijvat
(Pan 74.5.5; from Anc)

a. xwptodfjvar Epiph TR & B CK L P 81 104 699 1594 1739
b. xwpilecbar ADF G Or
c. xwpLléohw Pt

1 Corinthians 7:18
Tapd TG dylw dmooToNy, O GLAOKANGTATE, 8L’ OV adTols PHULACLY (HOE
Tws MéyeL
TEPLTETUNUEVOS TLS €kANOM, Wn €mondobw. év  dkpopuoTia TLS
Umdpyet; i) TepLTepréabu®® (Mensur. pond. P.G. 43 [1864]: 264 C.6)

281
282

ov kpaTetovtat F G.
OTL ka\ov A.

% Arguing against second circumcisions, Epiphanius cites v. 18 accurately,
with the conscious alteration of kék\nTat to vmdpxet, which changes the original
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1 Corinthians 7:18, cont.

a. Tis éx\ion”” Epiph TR I} P** 8 A B C K L P 33 81 104 699 1594
1739
b.éx\ipn Tis D F G

1 Corinthians 7:25
TOU 8€ Tapd ool METANPLTAL TO
mepl TOV Tapbévor émTayny kuplou oUK éxw, yrduny 8¢ BSldwut ws
AAenpévos, TO kalov ovTws elval (Pan 25.6.7)

1 Corinthians 7:27
8€decal ywaiki, un {ATer Now: Mlvoar amo yuvaikds, pn (iTeL
yuvdika (Pan 61.5.9)

TOS olv TdALY ENeye
8é8eoal yuvaiki, un {frel Mow (Pan 61.6.2)

1 Corinthians 7:29
0S €T
0 KALPOS OWEOTAAUEVOS €0Tiv (s dmowv O Lepds dméoTolos (Anc
107.1)**

1 Corinthians 7:34
Kal TAALY
1 TapBévos peptpvd Td ToU Kuplov, TR dpéoel TG kuplw,™ tva 7 dyia
év oopatt kal év mvetpatt®® (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 kék\nral Tis, TiS
KEKANTAL, OF TLS €KATIOM.

% Epiphanius appears to support 6 katpés with & B St against 67t 6 kaipés
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 éotiv, the
last word in his citation. It is impossible to ascertain whether he read éotw
Xouméy with PP, Eotiv 1O Aouméy with 8 A, or éoTwv houmov éotw with F G, All
that can be deduced is that apparently he did not read o otmov éotv with D E
KL, and due to the brevity of the citation, one cannot be certain even of that.

% Epiph 547; om s dpéoel T¢ kupiw 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.
0S TOU ATOCTONOU NéYOVUTOS T WéV”
0 dyapos kail 1 TapBéros pepLpVvd@ Td TOU Kuplou, TOS dpéoel TG Kuply
(Pan 26.16.1)

UTO TOD aylou AmooTONOU ETALVOUNEDT), OTL"
N Tapbévos kal 1) dyapos PepLpvad Ta ToL Kuplou, TOS dpédel TG Kuplw,
a ) ayla T odpatt kal TH Yuxf (Pan 63.4.2)

Aéyel OTL

N dYALoS WePLUYA TA ToU Kuplou TS dpéoel TG Kuply kal 1 Tapbévos:
f 8¢ yapfoaca peptpvd 1 8¢ yapfoaca peptpvd, kal pepéptoTar®®’
(Pan 67.2.3)

1 Corinthians 7:36
TO0eY 8¢ TH ATOOTONW TO €lpnuévor TO
&dv voplln doynuovely ém ThHv idlav maphévor™
motfioat, yapelTw: ovx apaptdvel (Pan 61.4.9)

8 kal oVUTws Odeilel

kal ToDTo Odeidel moLfoal, yapeiTw, dnoly, oby duapTdrel. yapeitw,?®

o & dv edmopoler, ovx duapTtdvel (Pan 61.5.8)

1 Corinthians 7:37
onol oy
éotnrer €8patos?® év 1) (8lw vy (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 1 dyapos post ) mapbévos with D F G KL ¥ or post 1 yuvi with B
P, or perhaps the entire phrase 7 ywn 1| dyapos kal 1 mapbévos 1 dyapos with P
N A.

26 I this allusion, involving a conflation with v. 32, one cannot be certain
that Epiphanius’ exemplar read kat odpatt kat mvedpart with TR0 F G K L 104
699 1594 1739 rather than ) oépartt kal TQ mvedpatt with P** R A P 33, or kal 7@
owpaTt kat 7@ mvevpatt 8 B 81, or odpaTtt kat mvevpatt D.

27 Due to imprecision in this allusion, one cannot be certain that
Epiphanius’ exemplar read kal pepépiotar with P** 8 A B D* P 33 81 104 1739
rather than pepépioTar with It D°F G K L 699 1594.

2B popice ante émi D itd*t8; vopilel post atrod rell.

% While Epiphanius may appear to agree with D* F G syr® arm Aug in
reading yapeito against yape{twoav of P* 8 A B KL P ¥ I, it is probable that
the third person singular present imperative is simply an adaptation to 6deidet in
the patristic sentence structure.
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1 Corinthians 7:39
dnot yap:

99

yur 8é8eTal vouw €’ doov xpdvov (R 0! dvip alThs. éav 8¢

amodduim®? 6 dvnp, érevBépa €oTiv O BéNel yaundfivar®? (Pan 59.6.4)

a. 5édeTaL vopw Epiph TR I 8D F* G L P 104 699 1594 it*8 Chr
b. 8édeTarl yapw K
c. 8é8etal P R* A B D* F33 81 1739 Or

a.éav 8¢ Epiph TR P* &8 A B D* K P 33 81 104 1594 1739 Or Chr
b.éav 8¢ kat M DF G L 699

a. 6 ap™ Epiph M P** & A B K P 81 699 1594 Or
b. 6 dvnp avtfis TRD F G L 33 104 1739

1 Corinthians 7:40
kal énot-
pakaptwTépa®t 8¢ éoTwy, éav peivn obtos (Pan 59.6.6)

1 Corinthians 8:5-6
0 yap améoTolos drjoas:
5) elmep elal \eyopevol Beol (Pan 25.6.2)

énow-

[

5) eimep eiol Aeyduevol Beol mollol kal k¥ptol Tolhol 6) Muiv 8¢ els
feds, €€ oL Ta TdvTa, KAl €ls KVpLos, 'Inoods XpioTds, 8L ol T mdvTa.

el 8¢ 8L ol T4 mdvTa kal Muels els avtév (Pan 54.6.3)

Kal avToS O ATocTONOS dnoLy:

€ls Beds, €€ ol Ta mdvTa, Kal €is kuplos Inoobs XploTéds, SLT ol Td

mdvta (Pan 55.9.7)

0 nakapiwtépa M; édpaiws U.  While Epiphanius may appear to agree
with €8patos post éotnrer in R K L ¥ 9t against €8patos post avtov in R* ABD P,

this reference to 7:37 preceding the general reference to 7:36 gives only the gist.

P16] om F*.

22 4mofdvm A Clem] kouprioy rell.

25 yaunofvar MU with M] yapunod F G itdefe,
24 LakaploTépa] pakapia P.
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1 Corinthians 8:6 cont.
ToD aylov amooTONOU GdoKOVTOS OTL”
N> €ls Beos 6 maThp, €€ ol T TAvTa kal HUels els avTdév, kal €ls
kupLos " Inoots XploTés,?® 8U° ob Td mdvTa kal fuels S’ avTod®” (Pan
56.3.1)

€ls Beds, €€ ol T TdvTa kal fpels els avTéy, Kkal €ls kiplos Inoods
XptoTés, 8U dv Td mdvTa kal Hels S avtod**® (Pan 57.5.1)

€ls Beds 6 mathp, €€ ol Td TdvTa, Kkal €ls kiplos 'Inools XploTds, 8L
ob Td& mdvTa (Pan 57.5.9)

els mathp €€ ob T mdvTa kal €ls kvplos 'Inools XpLoTds, 8U° ol Td
mdvta (Pan 66.69.12)

S kal 0 amdéoToNOS bdoKeL"
€ls Beds, €€ ob Ta mdvTa, kal fuels 8 avTod: kal €ls kipLos 'Inoods

XploTéds, 8 ol Td TdrTa, kal Hpels 8 avTod (Pan 76.8.11)

€ls Beds €€ ol Td mdvTa, kal €ls kUpLos 8U ob T mdvTa (Pan 76.9.5)

a. \eydpevol Beol Epiph TR I P* R A B P 33 81 104 699 1594 1739
(Or)

b. ol \eyépevol feoi F G K it'®

c. \eyopevol feol kal kiptol D itde

d.feol L

1 Corinthians 9:7
A\’
OUK €V TAoLY 1) YVAOLS KATA TOV dTooTONKOV Adyov (Anc 26.6)

> Note Auiv & in Pan. 25 and in the adaptation in Pan. 54, but fipiv with
P* B in the verbally precise citation in Pan 56.

2% "Inoods 6 XpLoTods P.

7 As abrob concludes the citation, there is no way to ascertain whether
Epiphanius’ text ended here with 8 A B D F and TR or added kal év mvebpa
dylov év ¢ Ta TdvTa kal NMuels év adTd with 0142. He does not read eis avtév
with 104.

28 M Inoods XpLoTos kal fLels 8U avTod 8U dv T& TdrTa kal fuels SU abTod
U. The scribe of U accidentally omitted 8.’ 6v Td mdvTta after Xptotob and wrote
in 8" v Ta mdvTa, thus producing a reversal of the phrases. He added kat fpels
8U avTob in its proper position, but failed to erase the first kai fels 8U avTod.
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1 Corinthians 9:7,cont.
T(s® molpalvel molpvny kal €k Tob ydhakTos avTAs ovk éobiel; ) TS
duTelel dpmeN@Va, kal €k ToD kapmol advTol ol peTalappdrer  (Pan

80.5.5)

a. €k Tob kapmod Epiph TR M P** R DK L 81 104 699 1594 it*° Chr
b. Tov kapmér R* A B C* D* F G P 33 1739 it** Or
c. TV kapmey C°

a. ydhaktos avtiis Epiph D* F G Chr
P yd\axTos Ths mo(jms PR 8 A B C K L P 33 81 104 699 1594 1739
c. yd\akTos P

1 Corinthians 9:8-9
8) peTnA\aypévos dvti yap Tob kal 6 vépos TalTd oV Ayel, dnolv
ekelvos, €1°” kal 6 vépos Muiicéns TabTa ob Méyel (Pan 42.11.8 schol 1
Cor)

8) kal 6 vépos Tadta ov Méyel: 9) év yip TO vépw yéypamTar o
dLpLwoeLs Botv dhodvTa (Pan 42.12.3 refut 15)

9) peTnA\aypévons: ATl yap Tob év T) vépw Myel év TG Mwioéns
VORG. AyeL 8¢ TpO TOUTOU, §) KAl O YOpos TabTa ov Méyel (Pan 42.12.3
schol 15)

29 As this loose citation begins with Ti{s, one cannot know whether
Epiphanius read Tis with B D F G or # t{s with P 8 A CK 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.

%9y 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 Mwoéws 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 ¢y yap TG Vo yéypamtar P] yéypamrtar ydp D* F G it**8Or; ¢v yap T4
Moioéns vopy yéypamTat rell.
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1 Corinthians 9:8-9, cont.
9) yap 6 AméaTONOS . . . €lpnKévar
un TOV Podv pélel TO Bed 10) § mdvTws &7 Mpas®® elpnkev (Pan
42.12.3 refut 15)

(8)

a. kal 6 vopos Tadra ob Myel Epiph P& A B C D 81 1739 it*
b. kal 6 vépos TadTa \éyel F G it"s
. oUXL kat O vopos TabTa Aéyet TR M KL P 104 699 1594

)

a. dipvoets Epiph TR M PR ABC D K L P 33 81 104 699 1594
b. knpwoets B* D* F G 1739

a. Tov Bodv Epiph TR I PR A B CKL P 81699 1594 1739 Or
b. mept Téwv Bodv D F G 104

1 Corinthians 9:26
deshalb sagt der apostel:
oUT® TUKTEVW WS 0UK dépa 8épwv (Mensur. pond. lag. 60.19)

1 Corinthians 10:6—7
Ayor:
6) TabTa & TUmMoL NPOV Eyevidnoav, mpds TO PN elvar Tpas
EmbuunTds kKak®v, kabws kal €kelvol  €medlunocav, 7) unde
eldwlohdTpat yiveobe, kabus Twes adTaV ® (Pan 42.12.3 refut 17)

7) émdépel ws yéypamTal dpfioas €kdOioer 6 \ads dayely kal el Kal

avéotnoar™™ mallew (Pan 42.12.3 refut 17)

@)

a.ws Epiph TRC D* P 81

b. domep M PR A BD°K L 104 699 1594 1739 Chr
c. kabws F 33

d.om G

302 quas] vuas 33 Euseb.
303 ives avTev] Tives €€ avTav A it*s; om F G its.
304 qéotnoav] dvéom F G.
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1 Corinthians 10:9
elta mAAY pnde melpdlwper®® Tov kiplov. 6 8¢ Mapkiwy dvti TOD
kupLov XptoTov émoinoe (Pan 42.12.3 refut 17)

5

a. kptov Epiph 8 B C P 33 104 Hymenaeusbriefe

b. Xptotév TR M P* D F G K L 699 1594 1739 it**# Marcion Clem Iren
Or'7™¢ Euseb Ephr

c.Bev A8l

1 Corinthians 10:10
dnol yap 1 Oela ypadn
unde yoyyilete kabdmep Tves €ydyyuoav Kdl ATWAOVTO UTO TOU
OroBpevtob (Ep. ad Johannes, 8)

a.yoyyilete Epiph TRt A B C KL P 814104 699 1594 1739 it
b. yoyyilwper 8 DF G 33 it**Or Chr

a. kabdmep Epiph P* R B P Or
b. kabds TRIM A CDF GKL 3381104 699 1594 1739

1 Corinthians 10:11
ékelvols TumKOS ouvéBaiver, éypddn &€ MUy els voubealav, els ols
TA TENN TOV aldvwy kaTHYTNoer, ws ¢énow O ayldTaTos dmdoToNoS,
mepl Te mepLTopfs Mywy kal gappdTov kal TGV d\wv (Pan 33.11.12)

mAALY 6 dyLos ATOoTONOS . . . dnaLy:
TabTa 8¢ TUTLKOS OuvéBaiver ékelvols, €ypddn 8¢ Nuiv els vouvbeoiav
(Pan 42.12.3 refut 17)

TOTOL eV yap ouvéBalvov ékelvols, €ypddrn 8¢ mpos vouvbeoiar MGV,
€ls ovs Ta TEAN TOV aldvewy kaTtrhvTnoer wie die apostolischen worte
leren (Mensur. pond. Lag. 35.24)*

305 reLpdCwpev 33 Chr] ékmpdowpey F G; éxmelpdlwpey rell.

3% 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 Tumikds 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. Tavta 8¢ Epiph A B 33 1739 (CyrJer ydp)
b. TabTa & mdvta TR C KL P 104 699 1594 it?
c. mavTa 8¢ Tadta R DF G 81 it

a. ouvéparver Epiph 9™ & B CK P 33 81104 1739 Or
b. ouvéBawvor TRIM A D F G L 699 1594

a. katvtnoev Epiph TR 0t A C DK L 33 104 699 1594 Or Chr
b. kativtnker PR BD*F G 81 1739
c. katvTnoar P

1 Corinthians 10:19-20
19) T{ olv énu; eldwréButov Tl éoTiv; 7 20) a\\’ &1L &% Bvovot,
Sacpoviots Buovat kal ov Be (Pan 42.12.3 refut 18)

(19)

a. 6L el8wéBuTov i €0ty Epiph P* (R* om 1() A C* vg
b. 67 €l8wAév Tl €oTv 33
C. OTL €l8WAGOUTOV T( €0TIv 1) OTL €18wA6VY T éoTiv B C°P 81 104 1739

itd.e.f.(g)

d. 61t €l8whév Tl €oTv 1 OTL €l8wA6BuTéY T( €oTiv TR M K L 699
1594

e. 6Tl €ldwAdbuTéY éoTv T{ oy OTL €l8whov éoTw T( D* (D° 7(
€oTLVPY)

f. 0TL €l8WAOBUTOV €Ty T( 00X OTL €l8wAGBUTOVY €aTwv 7L 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 éxeivols to the beginning of the citation and alters mpos
vovBeotav uav to Hulv els voubeoiav 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).

%7 Epiphanius reports Marcion’s text to read 81t tepdButov T{ €0 1 €l8w\o-
BuTov Tl éoTLY;

*®a 8¢ DE;aMa & FG.
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1 Corinthians 10:19-20, cont.
(20)

a. Bvovol” Epiph BDF G
b. Blovol Td éun PR A CP 33 81 104 1739
c. Bvel Ta €é6vn TR M K L 699 1594

a. fvovot kat ov 6e® Epiph D F G 104
b. kai o0 Bed Bovol 8 A B CP 33811739
c. 0veL kal ov Be® TR M KL 699 1594 Chr

1 Corinthians 10:22
opoLov TR elmety:
un) mapalniobper Tov kpLov; W1 LoxupoTepol avTod éopev (Anc 69.3)

opoLov TR elmety:
A mapalnAoDer TOV kOpLov; pry LoxupdTepol avTob éopev; (Pan 74.6.3;
from Anc)

1 Corinthians 10:31
mdvTa, ydp dnow, eis 86Eav 8eob>® yvéobuw (Pan 67.7.8)

1 Corinthians 11:1
0Bev kal O dyLos TTablos Eleyer:
i Tal pov yéveabe kabws kdyw XproTov (Pan 30.33.8)

kat Tov ITavlov AéyovTos*
i Tal pov yiveoBe, kabos kdyon XptoTod (Pan 48.12.5)

1 Corinthians 11:2
s dNoL O AyLos ATOoTONOS
os Tapédwka®® vuiv*!! (Pan 61.6.5)

1 Corinthians 11:3
keba\l] mavtos dvbpumov XploTds, kedba 8¢ yuvaikds
kedba\n 8¢ XpLoTod 6 Beds, P katd Tov dmdoTorov (Pan 37.8.4)

2 6 dvip,

% From this loose reference, it is unclear whether Epiphanius’ text read
Beod with P* F G or Beod moteite with &8 AB CD TR.

310 rapédwia] mapadéduka K.

S uiv] om F G its.
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1 Corinthians 11:3, cont.

a. Xptotod Epiph TR I P** CF GK L P 104 699 1594 1739 Or
b. Tob Xptotot ® A B D 33 81

1 Corinthians 11:7
Kal TAALY €V dAAw TOTR O avTos ATOOTONOS
avnp ok Odeidel kopdr, 8éEa kal elkwy Beod vmdpxwy (Pan 66.54.4)

avmp ovk Odellel kopav, elkwr kal 86Ea Beod vmdpywy (Pan 70.3.7)

avnp, ydp énoty, ovk ddellel kopdv, elkov kal 86Ea Beob vmdpxwy (Pan
80.6.6)

1 Corinthians 11:8
o0 ydp éoTLv dvfp €k yuvatkos, A youn éE avdpdst® (Pan 49.3.3)

1 Corinthians 11:14
dnow 6 dméeTONOS
avTh 1 dvoLs ob SLddokel Upuds &TL dvip pev éav’® kopd, dTipia avTd
¢oTt; (Pan 80.7.3)

a. a0t 1 dvots Epiph TR M D°K L 104 699 1594 it**8 Chr
b. 1) lots avTi PN AB C D* P33 811739
c.ndlos FG

1 Corinthians 11:16
AéyeL &€-
el TIs Sokel dLAdvelkos elvat, Mels TolavTNy ourhBeLar olk €XOpeV
oUTe al ékkAnolal Tob Beov (Pan 80.7.4)

312 om 8¢ with P.

136 8e6s] 6 XpLoTés C. As the first part of this citation is loosely rendered, it
is uncertain whether Epiphanius omitted 1 before kedakr} with 33 or whether he
omitted the article before Xpiotés with B D F G. The remainder of the citation is
accurate.

314 60 U] dda 7y M.

315 om v. 8 K.

316 Gump pev eav] dvip pev dv DX duip pév yap edv R*; dvip.
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1 Corinthians 11:19
wa dnolv ol dokipot pavepol yévwvta® (Pan 75.1.2)

1 Corinthians 11:25
€meLdn 8¢ Aéyel-
TobTO Totel e el Thy epny dvdpvnow (Pan 69.77.5)

1 Corinthians 12:3
ovdels yap Suvatal elmely kvpLos “Inools, €l un €v mredpatt ayiw (Anc
3.1)

oU8els Buvatal elmelv kiplov Inoodv, el prn év mrebpatt aylw (Anc
69.2)

ovdels Svvatal elmelv koptov Inooty, el urn év mretpatt aylo (Pan
74.6.2; from Anc)

a. kbptos ’Inoods Epiph P** R A B C 33 81104 1739 it' Or
b. kiptov “Incobv Epiph TR D F G KL P 699 1594 jt®s

1 Corinthians 12:4—6
4) BLalpéoels yap xaplopdTwy e€lol TO 8¢ alTO TeDpa, 5) kal
Statpéoets Slakovtdv elow, O 8¢ aivTos kipLos, 6) kal Slalpéoels
evepynudTtov eloly, 6 8 alvTos Beds, O évepydv Td TdvTa év maol (Anc
7.4)

4) Siaitpéoels 8¢ xaplopdTwy €lol, TO 8¢ avTo Tredua, 5) kal Stalpéoels
Stakomav etow, 6 8¢ alTos KkipLos, 6) kal Staipéoels €vepynudTwy
eloly, 6 8¢ aiTos Beos, O Evepydr T mdvTa év Taot (Anc 69.2)

4) Statpéoels 8¢ xaplopdTwy €lol, TO 8¢ avTo Tredpa, 5) kal Stalpéoels
Stakomav €loly, 6 8¢ alTOS KUPLOS, 6) Kal Stalpéoels évepynudTwy
eloly, 6 8¢ avTOS Beds, O €vepydr Ta TdvTa év maol (Pan 74.6.2; from
Anc)

7 As Epiphanius adds ¢noiv, one cannot know whether his exemplar read
a ol 86kipor with M or {va kal ot sékipotwith P** B D* 33 1739. Similarly, as this
citation concludes with yévwvtal, it cannot be ascertained whether Epiphanius
actually omits év Ouiv after yévovrTar with P* C or includes it with M.

38 qoeite P 81] moielTe, dodits éav mivnre P & B C 33 1739; motelTe,
o0dkis av mivnTe rell.
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1 Corinthians 12:4—6,cont.
4) Siaipéoels yap xapopdTtwv €lol, TO 8¢ abTO Trebpa, 5) kal
SLatpéoets dLakonGy elow, 6 8¢ avtos ™ kiplos, 6) kal dtaipéoets®
evepynudTtov eloly, 6 8¢ aivTos Beds 6 €vepydr Ta mdvTa €v mdot (Pan
74.12.4; from Anc)
(6)

a.0 8¢ avtos Beés Epiph R* A P 33

b. 6 avTos &€ 6eos D F G

c. kal 6 avTos Beds P B C 81 1739 Or

d. 0 8¢ avTos éoTiy Beés TR M R K L 104 699 1594 Cyr

1 Corinthians 12:8,10-11
8) O pev ydp dnol 8idotaL Mdyos codlas, @ 8 Adyos Si8ackarias (Anc
16.7)

KATA TO €lpnpévor OTL

8) ® pev didoTal codla dia Tod mretpatos, 10) TG &€ yévn yhwoody év
TG abT® mrebpatt, TG 8¢ Eppnveia Y woody, ' 11) 7§ 8¢ Stvapts, TG
8¢ BLBaokalia, €v &€ €oTL TO TVeUUA TO BLALPOUVY €KATTRH WS BOUNETAL
(Pan 69.58.4)

11) 10 8¢ avTO TYedpa TO latpolv €kdoTw Bs BovkeTal (Anc 16.7)
11) &v 8¢ kal TO adTO TYeDPa, Slatpolv €kdoTy ws BoleTal (Anc 72.8)

11) év ydp éoTL TO dyLov mredud, TO Stalpolv €kdoTw ws BovieTal (Pan
48.12.12)

11) kal wdA\LY 6 dmdéoToNOS AéyeL:
€V 8¢ €oTw TO Tvelua TO BLalpolv €kdoTey ws PBoveTal mPoOS TO
oupdépov (Pan 55.9.9)

11) €v 8¢ kal TO adTO TMYedpa, Slatpodv ékdoTw ws BolheTal (Pan 74.9.7
from Anc)

3196 8¢ avros 33] kai 6 avtés rell (A om 6).

20 staupéoeis] drakpiots C.

2L vevn yhwoody . . . éppnrela yAwoo@v] yévn yAwoodv . . . Slepunveia
YAWOGOV A; yévun yAwoodv . . . Steppunveia yévn yhwoo®v D*;om d\w 8¢ €ppnveila
Y\woodr B K.
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1 Corinthians 12:8, 10-11, cont.
11)

a.8tatpobv Epiph P* F G it Or
b. Stapotv ila. TR MR A B C K L P 33 81 104 1594 1739 CyrJer
c. tatpotpeva D

1 Corinthians 12:18
0 avToOs AmdoTONOS dNoLY”
0 Be0s €0eTo €V olpaTL TArTa TA WEAT, €kacTov kabons noénce (Pan
66.86.6)

1 Corinthians 12:27
oS Kal NLels odpa XpltoTol €apev kal péln ék pélovs (Pan 66.86.7)

1 Corinthians 13:9-10
9) ék pépous yap ywdokopev kai ék pépovs mpodnTetopey (Anc 94.2)

WS ToU aylov amooToNOU GPrioaAVTOS”
9) 4O PéPOUs YLVHOKOWREY Kal ATO pépous TpodnTetoper, 10) OTar éNOn
TO TéeLov, TO dmo*? pépovs katapynPioeTal (Pan 66.61.2)

a. pépous ydp Epiph TR PR ABD F G P 33 81 104 1739
b. népovs 8¢ Ik K L 049 699 1594

(10)

a. katapyndroeTal post pépovs Epiph TR I P* R AB KL P 049 33
81 104 699 1594 1739 Euseb Or
b. katapyndrjoeTal ante O ék pépovs D F G it Meth

1 Corinthians 13:12
TOTE MpbowToV TPos Tpdowtov (Pan 66.61.8)

1 Corinthians 13:13
mloTLS Kal éNTLS Kkal dydmn kaTa TO yeypappévor (Pan 76.38.13)

322 4m0] 76 ¢k X ABDF G P 33 81 104 1739; TéTe 76 éx TR rell.
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1 Corinthians 14:14
€av Pald ALY TQ TvedpaTe, 6 8¢ vols pou dkapméds ol (Pan 77.27.8)

1 Corinthians 14:15
ot
BaAd TG vol, Pard T7¢ TredpaTt (Anc 56.3)

énoiv oTL-
Pard TQ TredpaTt, $ad 8¢ kai®*® T¢ vot (Anc 76.5)

TAAWY TVl TO Aoyw Méyer:
BaAd T TvedpaTe, Yald kat TG vot (Anc 77.7)

TOD amooTOAOU oadRS AEYoVTOS ™
BaAd T vol, Pald kal 7§ mvetpaTt (Pan 77.23.6)

8L TO elmely:
Pard TG vol, Pakd kal T¢ mvetpatt (Pan 77.24.1)

BaAd T vol, Pard TG mvetpatt (Pan 77.27.8)

a. pard ¢ mvebpatt Epiph TR M 8 A B D K L 049 33 81 104 1594
1739 Or

b. o\d mvevpatt F G P

c. om 699

a. ald 6¢ kal Epiph TR & A DKL P 049 33 81 104 1594 1739
b. yard kal Epiph B F G it'8
c. om 699

1 Corinthians 14:32
Kkal -
mrevpaTa 8¢ mpodnTAOY TpodnTals UToTdooeTal (Anc 72.4)

323 al LePPY; om kal 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.
kal -
mredpata 8¢ mpodnTAY mpodnTals UmoTdooeTar*** (Pan 74.9.4; from
Anc)

a. mvevpata Epiph TR I PR A B K L 049 33 81 104 699 1594 1739
it' Or Chr
b. mvedpa D F G ittes

1 Corinthians 15:2
Tivt Xoyw evnyyenoduny vty (Pan 42.12.3 refut 24)

€l KaTéxeTe, €kTOS €l LN €lkf émoTevoate (Pan 61.6.5)

a. €l katéxete Epiph TR ;! PR A B K L P 049 33 81 104 699 1594
1739
b. ddeireTe katéxeww D F G ities

1 Corinthians 15:3—+4
3) 6TL XpLoTOS AméBaver UMEP TOV AUAPTLOY MUOV kAT TAS Ypadds
(Pan 42.12.3 refut 24)

3) 1L XpLoTds dmébaver 4) kal éTddn kal éyfyeprar TH TpiTn Huépe’S
(Pan 42.12.3 refut 24)

1 Corinthians 15:8
Kal
womepel TR ékTpdLaTt ¢ipdn kdpol (Pan 30.33.8)

1 Corinthians 15:9
Méyel yap oTL
€yw €lp 6 édyLoTos TOV dmooTdérwy (Pan 30.33.8)

324 hmotdooetal] bmotdooeobat 88; bmoTdooovTal L.

% Because Epiphanius only gives the gist of these two verses in this
allusion, it is not possible to determine whether his exemplar read 7§ Tp{Tn Nuépg
with TR ¢ F G K L P 049 699 1594 or T Nuépa TH Tpity with P** 8 A B D 33 81
104 1739.

326 om ¢ F G.
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1 Corinthians 15:11
Ayor:
oUTws Knpuoooper kal olTws émoTetoate’™ (Pan 42.12.3 refut 24)

1 Corinthians 15:12-15
0 ayLos dmdoTONOS TNV NUOV ENTIBa, drjoas OTL"
12) mds Aéyouol Tives év LIy OTL ArdoTaols vekp®r ovk €éaTwy; 13) el
8¢ AvdoTaolS VEKPOY OUK €0TL, 0Ude XpLoTos €ynyepTal 14) el 8¢
XpLoTOS OUK €Y1 yepTaL, KEVOV dpd Kal TO KNPUYHa NLOV, paTtala kal 1
moTis Nuav. 15) evpiokopeda &€ kal PeudopdpTupes TOU BeoD, OTL
elmapev 6TL fyelpe Tov XpLoTov Ov odk fiyelpe (Pan 64.68.2)

14) € XpLoTos ovk éyiyepTar,® pdrator TO kipuypa HUAY, patala kal
1 mloTis LGV 15) ebplokdpeda e kal®® YevdopdpTupes Tod Beod,* &ti

Hyetper Tov XproTov,* elmep ok Hyelpev (Pan 28.6.3)

14) kal el XpLoTos ovk €yfyepTal, pdTatov TO khipuypa npov (Pan
42.12.3 refut 24)

(12)

a. Twés év optv Epiph TR D F G K L 049 104 699 1594
b. év tpiv Tivés PR ABP 33811739 Or

(13)

a. €l 8¢ AvdoTAoLS VEKPAY OUK €0TL, 0USE XpLOTOS €Y1 yepTaL
Epiph TR P* R ABD F GKL P 049 104 699 1594 1739
b.om v. 13 8* 33 81
(14)

a. dpa kat Epiph®* ADF GK P 049 33 81 699 it8
b. dpa TR M P* R°B L 104 1594 1739 it**! Chr CyrJer

327 , ,
¢moTevoaTe] moTeboaTe R*.

38 ¢i XpLoTds ovk éyfiyeptar U Holl] om M.

329 8¢ kal V] om 8¢ M; om kai D 81; dpa.

30 160 Beod V M] add $11 épapTuprioapey katd Tob Beod Holl al fere omn; om
PevdopdpTupes Tob Beod and add kal PevBopapTupobuer post Beod™* 81.

B rov XproTév] Tov XptoTov attod R*.
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1 Corinthians 15:14, cont.

a.mloTis (uov Epiph B D* 049 33 81 699 1739 CyrJer
b. mloTis bfpdry TRM ¥ ADF GKL P 104 1594

1 Corinthians 15:16
Kol O ATOOTONOS . . . ENEYeEV:
el vekpol ovk eyelpovTat,™ ovde XpLoTos éyryepTar (Pan 28.6.2)

el vekpol ovk éyelpovTal, 0vd€ XpLoTos €yfyeptatr (Pan 42.12.3 refut 24)

1 Corinthians 15:20
TOS olv MéyeL:
avéotn XpLoTos dmapyT TV kekoLunpévor; (Anc 92.2)

Kol TdALY OTL:
XpLoTos éyfyepTal dmapyt TOV kekolnévwr™? (Pan 28.6.8)

avéotn yap XploTos €k vekpdv, dmapxn TV kekotpnpévov (Pan
64.64.10)

1 Corinthians 15:23
opoLov TQ elmety:
amapy1 Xplotoés (Anc 68.13)

€kaoTov yap katd TO (Stov Tdypa (Pan 67.6.3)

opoLov TQ elmety:
amapy1 Xpiotés (Pan 74.5.13; from Anc)

1 Corinthians 15:24-28
24) €ita 1O Télos, 8Tav TapadLd) THY Pactielav TG Be® kal maTpl, dTav
KaTapynon macav dpxny kal macav é€ovolav kal dvvapy 25) Sel yap
avTov Bacthelew dypls ol 8f mdvTas Tovs éxBpols avTol UTO Tovs
m68as atTod*® 26) EoxaTos €xBpds kaTapyeltal 6 BdvaTos 27) drav ¢
elmn OTL TAvTa

332 €1 yap vekpol otk éyelpovtat] om P it

338 ¢véveTo is omitted at the end of the citation, as in KL TR.
B U rell.] éx Tév M with F G.
335 1ovs mésas avtod] om F G it8.
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1 Corinthians 15:24-28, cont.

avT®® UmoTéTakTat, SHilov 6Tl €kTOS TOd UTOTAEAVTOS AUT® TA TAVTA
28) dTav 8¢ Umotayd abtg TA mdvta,? TéTE Kkal abTOs O vids
UmotayhoeTar T¢ vmoTdEart®®® avtd Ta mdvTa, va {6 Beos Ta
mdvta év maow (Pan 69.74.2-3)

Kal TO"
24) dxpLs ob Tapadid® T Bactielar TG 8ed kal matpl (Pan 69.75.1)

ot
24) Otav mapadidy Ty Bacikelav T Bed kal mwaTpl, dTav kaTAPYNOT
maoav dpxnv kal é€ovolav kai Shvapy (Pan 69.75.10)

25) kal TO
Sel avTov Pactievely dxpLs ol Bff mdvTas Tovs éxBpols UTO Tols mddSas
atvTob (Pan 69.75.10)

26) éoxaTos €xApods kaTapyelTal 6 8dvaros>*® (Pan 69.76.1)

énowv-
26) éoxaTos €x0pos kaTapyelTal 6 Bdvartos 27) oTav 8¢ elmm, 6TL TAvTa
avT® vroTéTakTal (Pan 69.76.1)

27) kat énot-
mdvta vméTaker vTO Tovs TéSas avTov (Pan 69.76.1)

27) Otav elmy mwdvta avt® UTOTETAKTAL, OSnAOvOTL €kTOS  TOD
vmoTdéavtos avT®d Ta mdvta (Pan 69.77.2)

28) lva 1) 6 Beds Ta mdvTa év maol (Pan 69.77.5)

336 >~ ¢ , 5 A < , N
avt@ vmoTétaxTal] avTd post vmoTétaktar F G; om abTd rell.

337 o [ ~ N N ’, o \ 5 A« ~ N ’,
Otav 8¢ vmoTayf avT® Ta TdvTa] dTav 8¢ avTd vToTayf Td mdvta D; om
R*699.

38 14 bmordEavT] om 1836.

398 post 6 Bebs D* itde.
%% 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 R D* it** that places v. 26 in v. 27.
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1 Corinthians 15:24-28, cont.
(24)

a. mapadidy Epiph PR A D P 104 1739 Or
b. mapadidol B F G
c. mapad®d TR M K L 049 81 699 1594

(25)

a. dxpts o0 Epiph P* 8* A B D* F G P 33 81 104 1739 Euseb
b. dxpts o0 dv TR MM R D KL 049 699 1594 CyrJer

a. €x0pols avtod Epiph A F G 33 104 it's
b. éxBpovs TR IR P* R B D K L P 049 81 699 1594 1739 it

(27)

a. 6Tt mdvta Epiph TRt AD F GK L P 049 81 104 699 1594 1739
it'® Or CyrJer

b. mdvta P* B 33 it* Chr

c. OTL Ta mdvTa N

(28)

a. T6Te kal avtés Epiph TR M & A DK L P 049 81 104 699 1594 it'
CyrJer
b. Tée avtés B D* F G 33 1739 it**# Or

a.Ta mdvta év maoww Epiph TR M R D°F G K L P 049 104 699 1594
b. mavta év maow A B D* 33 81 1739

1 Corinthians 15:29
dnoL TOv alTOV dylov dTdoTONOV €LpNKEVAL®
el O\ws vekpol ovk €yelpovtal, T( kal Bamtilovtar vmeép avTdv; (Pan
28.6.5)

a. Umep abrov Epiph P8 A B D*F GK P 33 81 104 1739 it***8 Or
b. vmep TOV vekpdY™ TR I D L 049 699 1594
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1 Corinthians 15:32
kal TO* ddywper kal Twper: alplov ydp drobvhokoper>*! (Pan 28.6.2)

1 Corinthians 15:33
Kal TO* w7 TAavacde dBelpovowy 1N xpnoTa opial kakal (Pan 28.6.2)

1 Corinthians 15:35
AéyovTa:
TOS 1) dvdoTaots yiveTar; molw 8¢ oopatt Eépxovtat; > (Pan 42.5.5)

AM\a €pels pot, Tos €yelpovTal ol vekpol; Tolw 8¢ TWHATL €PXOVTAL
(Pan 64.68.9)

1 Corinthians 15:36-38
dnov 1 ayla ypadn-
36) dbpwv, ov O omelpels ov (woyovelTat, édv uf dmoddvn,** 37) kal
oUk alTO TO yevnodpevor odpa omelpel. daAN’ €l TUXOL KOKKOV GLTOU §
TOV d\Nwv omeppdTwy, 38) kal 6 Beos Sl8woly adTH odpa ns NBEAToE
(Anc 90.2)

€ltd dnow

36) ddpwv, ob O omelpels ob {woyovelTat, €av un amobdvy, 37) kai O
oTmelpeLs, o0 TO YEVNOOUEVOV ORI OTEIPELS AANA YURVOV KOKKOV €l
TOXOL OlTOU T TOV AWV OTepRdTwY, Kal oU (woyovelTal, €dav umn
5 ’ 344 3 \ | ’ 5~ ~ < SN2 Noc ’
amofdvn.”™ 38) 6 8¢ Beds Bldwor alT® oOpLa ws NOEANTE, KAl EKATTW
TOV omeppdTwy 18Lov odpa (Pan 64.68.10)

36) éav yap kN dmobdvy, o {woyovelTal (Anc 83.4)

36) ¢nowv:
ddpwr, oU O omelpels ob LwoyovelTar,** Edv uT) dmoddun (Pan 42.5.5)

31 Text V] the itacistic variant ¢dyopev kal mioper in M is of no real textual
significance, but occurs elsewhere in 915 917 1836. It is also assumed that
amobvrokopev/ -wpev (L) is itacistic.

32 ¢pxovtat] éyelpovra 81.

33 amoddvn] mpdTov dmobdvn F G it t8; dmobdvn mpdTov D E.

% Although most of the citation is precise, Epiphanius alters 10 oGpa 1o
yevnoopevor to TO yevnobpevor odpa, precluding certainty whether his exemplar
read yevnoopevor with TR M 8 A B D K L P 049 33 81 104 699 1594 1739, or
yevmoépevor with P F G it**8, since the variation occurs in the affected portion
of text.

%% This early alteration is preserved also in A Chr; Mt reads (womot€iTat.
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1 Corinthians 15:36-38, cont.
(36)

a. dopwr Epiph PR ABDF GP 3381104
b.ddpov TR M K L 049 699 1594 1739 Or

(38)

a.8(éwow avt® Epiph P* R ABP 3381104 it' Or
b. avT 8i8woww TRMM D F G K L 049 699 1594 1739 it<s

a.1dov EpiphR* ABD F GP 33 81104 1739 Or
b. 70 {8ov TR M R K L 049 699 1594 Chr

1 Corinthians 15:40
AEYEL yap:
owpaTa émovpdria kal oopata’*® émiyetar G\ €Tépa pev 1) TOV
emovpaviov 86Ea, €éTépa 8¢ N TGOV émyelwy (Pan 66.45.9)

6

1 Corinthians 15:42
emeLdn’
omelpovTat év $pBopd, €yelpovtar €v ddbapolq (Pan 42.12.3 refut 11)

omelpeTal €v dopd, €yelpetal €v ddbapoiq (Pan 77.29.3)

1 Corinthians 15:43
omelpeTar év dTiula, €yelpetar év 86En: omelpeTar €év dobevelq,
¢yelpeTal év Suvduel (Pan 64.69.8)

1 Corinthians 15:44
omelpeTar odpa Puxikov, éyelpetal odpa mvevpatikdév (Pan 77.29.3)

Ta viv omeLpopeva Puxtkds éyelpeabat mrevpatika (Pan, De fide 17.9)

1 Corinthians 15:47
OTL KAl O ATOoTONOS €LpnKeY”
6 TpATOS dvbpwTos ™ €k yiis xoikds, kal O 8evTepos ®® am’ ovpavov®’
(Pan 71.3.2)

36 gopata] om F G its.

37 duBpwmos| dvbpwmos * Addp C*.
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1 Corinthians 15:49
kabhs €bopéoapery THY elkéva Tob xoikod dopéowper™’ kar®™' Ty
elkéva Tod émovpaviov®™ (Pan 70.3.3)

1 Corinthians 15:50
Kal P TLs AdBnTat Tob aylov dmooTo o €lTOVTOS
oap€ kal atpa Bacihelav Beod ob knpovopunoovow (Pan 42.12.3 refut
6)

YéypamTaL
odp€ Kkal alpa Bactielav Beod ol kAnpovouricovol (Pan 66.87.1)

1 Corinthians 15:52
oa\mioeL ydp, kal ol vekpol €yepdroovTal ddbapTol (Anc 95.4)

oa\mioeL ydp, dnol, kal ol vekpol dvacTrhoovTal (Pan 51.32.9)

oa\mioeL, kal ol vekpol avacTioovtal (Pan 64.70.2)

a. avactioovtat Epiph ADF GP
b. éyepdoovtar Epiph TR I P* R B C K L 049 33 81 104 699 1594
1739 Cyr

1 Corinthians 15:53
0 Am6oTONOS BleBeBaLolTO Méymv:
8el yap TO dBapTov TobTo Evdioachal dpBapoiar®™ (Anc 90.1)

%% Epiphanius implies but does not read dvfpwos, so there is no way to tell
if his exemplar read dvfpwmos with 8* B C D* F G 33 1739* it***8 Or, or dvépwmos
6 kiptos TR M RS A DK L P 049 81 104 699 1594 1739™¢ Chr, or dvBpwmos
mevpaTLcds with P,

39 4m 0bpavod] €€ ovpavod 6 obpavios F G it's; ¢ obpavod TR rell.

30 popéowper] dopéooper B.

31 ai] om 1739.

32 emovpaviov] émovpavod G.

35 600 k\npovopnioovat with F G] k\npovopfioar ov Stvatar R B P; khnpovo-
pfjoar ov Stvavtar TR Mk rell.

354 Text LePP! J] add kat 10 Oumrov évdioacbar dbavaciav Holl.
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1 Corinthians 15:53, cont.

bdokwy:
8el 10 dBapTov TobTO évdloachal ddbapoiar kal TO BvnTOV TOUTO™®

€vdloacbal ddavaciav (Pan 28.6.8)

8el yap TO BunTov TobTo évdloacbal ddavaciav, kai TO GBapTOV TOUTO
évdloaabat ddBapaiav (Pan 42.12.3 refut 24)

dKkove TOL ATOOTONOV AéYOVTOS OTL
8l 1O dBapToV® TodTo évdloachar ddbapoiar kal TO BvnTOV TODTO
€vdloaobal ddavaciav (Pan 44.6.4)

oL
8el 1O dBapTOv TOUTO €évdloacbar ddbapoiar kali TO GvnToOV TOUTO
€vdloaoBal ddavaciar (Pan 56.2.10)

Ayor:
8el TO dBapTOv TOUTO €vdloacbalr ddbbapoiav kal TO OGvnTOv TOUTO
evdioaoBal ddavaciav (Pan 64.68.3)

oTav 7O dBapTov els ddbapoiav peTaAndf kal TO BunTov €ls dbavaciav
(Pan 66.61.8)

8el yap 1O dOapTOV TOUTO €vdioacbal adbapoiav kat TO BunTov ToUTO
€vdioaoBal ddavaciav (Pan 66.87.6)

AéyeL:
8el TO dBapTOv TOUTO €vdloacbar ddbapoiav kat TO OGvnTOv TOUTO
€vdioaoBal ddavaciav (Pan 77.27.6)

1 Corinthians 15:54
TOTE yevioeTal O Aoyos O YeEYPAUPEVos, KATETOON O OdvaTos els
vikos™® (Pan 42.12.3 refut 24)

P 16]6F G.

36 rovto] om F G it8.

37 Text V M] év ToUTw post haptév erased V©.

38 Frederick Danker, A Greek-English Lexicon (3rd ed.; Chicago: Univ. of
Chicago Press, 2000): 667, states that veikos “in 1 Cor 15:54f is not the word for
‘strife’ w. the same spelling (Hom. et al.), but an itacistic form of vikos.”
Consequently, the reading veikos in P* B should not be cited as a variant
reading of vikos Epiph TR It 8 A et al.
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1 Corinthians 15:55
oL gov BdvaTtos TO kévTpov; mol gov " Awdy T vikos (Pan 66.78.4)

a. kévtpov; ol gov, ddn To vikos; Epiph TR M & A°K L P 049 104
699 1594 Or Chr

b. vikos; Tob oov, BdvaTe, TO kévTpor; P R*B C 1739

c. vikos; mob oov, 6% To kévtpov; 33 81 1739° CyrJer

d. kévtpov; mod cov, BdvaTe, TO Vikos; D* (DSom 8dvate) F G ittfe
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2 Corinthians 1:7
0 dylos AmOaTONOS Aéywy OTL:
kaddmep Kowwvol €oTe TAV TabnudTwr Tob XploTod, ouTws®
86Ens>* (Pan 42.12.3 refut 7)

? xal Tfis

2 Corinthians 2:7
va pn T4 meptocoTépa N kaTamodf 6 TorodTos (Pan 59.4.11)

2 Corinthians 2:8
kupwoaTe els avtov dydmny (Pan 59.4.11)

2 Corinthians 2:10-11
ENeYe yap TANLY”
10) @ Tu xapileobe, kdyd: SLOTL €l TL kexdplopat, 8 Duds kexdpLopat
€v mpoowTw kuplov, 11) tva pr mieovekTnOGOUEY UTO TOD TgaTAvd. oU
vap adTob Ta voriuaTa dyvoovpev (Pan 59.4.12)

2 Corinthians 3:6
TO ypdppa, ydp dnowv droktéver,*® o 8¢ mredpa womotel  (Anc 22.5)

2 Corinthians 3:7
8La TO elpnkéval TOV ATOTTONOV"
€l 8¢ BLabnkn Tou BavdTou €V ypdupaoily évTeTuTopévT ABols éyevnon
év 8660 (Pan 66.73.1)

€yéveTo 8¢ €v 86En (Pan 66.73.4)

€lTd dnow é1L 6 vépos:
Staxovia Av Tod BavdTov (Pan 66.80.1)

359 om ovTws F G itdes,

9 In this allusion, one cannot be certain that Epiphanius read éote Tav
madnudtov with TR I PR A B C K L P 049 33 81 104 699 1594 1739 rather than
Tov mabnpdTtwv éote DF G.

! Epiphanius reads dmokTével rather than dmoktévvel or amokte{vet, all
orthographical variations of the third person singular present active indicative.
He does not read dmokTevel, which is a future indicative. The apparatus of NA”
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 NA¥
lists the orthographical variations within the indicative as “variants.”

%2 As Epiphanius prefaces this citation by saying, “Mani declares that the
covenant [Stabriknv] of the Law is the testament of death, since the apostle has
said . .. .” The alteration of Stakovia to Staénkn is a conscious adjustment to the
patristic argument. The remainder is accurate.
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2 Corinthians 3:7 cont.

a. év ypdppaowy Epiph TR ;¢ P* 8 A CD K L P 049 81 104 699
1594 1739 it**fOr Chr

b.év ypdppatt BD*F G

. €yyeypappévn 33

a. Mbots Epiph P*®* ABCD*FGP 3381 it®
b. év MBors TR M RS DK L 049 104 699 1594 1739 ittt

2 Corinthians 3:17
0 8¢ amboTONOS Cad®s TeEPL avTOD AéyeL
6 8¢ KUpLoS €0TL TO Mredpa, ol 8% TO mreDpa Kuplov, ékel élevbepia
(Pan 74.13.6)

a. €kel élevbepla Epiph TR M R°DF G K L P 049 104 699 1594
itd.e.f.g Chr
b. éxevBepia P R* A B CD* 33 81 1739

2 Corinthians 3:18
kal -
amo 86&ns els 86Eav, kabdmep amd kuplov TvelpaTos (Anc 69.2)

a-
amo 86Ens els 86Eav, kabdmep dmo kuplov TvevpaTos (Pan 66.73.6)

Kal -
amo 86Ens els 86€av, kabws amd kuplov mrevpatos (Pan 74.6.2; from
Anc)

2 Corinthians 4:4
Kal TAALY Tapd T dmooTOAw OTL:
0 Beds TOU al@ros ToUTOU €TUGAWOE TA VONLATA TOV ATIOTOY, TPOS TO
i katavydoa®®™ Tov duTiopdor Tob ebayyellov Ths S86Ens (Pan
66.66.1)

363 00 8¢ bis J; mod & F G.
%4 caravydoar with CD.
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2 Corinthians 4:4, cont.
OTL"
0 Beds, dnot, Tol al@ros TouTou €TUVGAWOE TA VONUATA TOV ATlOTWY,

ToD N KaTavydoal €is TOV dwTLopov Tob evayyehiov (Pan 66.68.1)

a. om avtols post abydoar Epiph P* 8 A B C D* F G 33 81 1739
itd.e.f.g Cyr]er
b. avrols TR M DK L P 049 104 699 1594 Chr

2 Corinthians 4:7
KATA TO €LpTUéVOV”
€XoVTES TOV Onoavpov TouTov év doTpakivols okeveat (Anc 89.2)

2 Corinthians 4:13
EXOVTES 8¢ TO aVTO TVeDRA TAS TLOTEWS KAl MUELS TLoTEVOUEY, SLO Kal
ahodper. éEékoder 8¢ TO KaTd TO yeypaupévor®® (Pan 42.12.3 schol 2
Cor.; from 42.11.8 schol 2 Cor.)

EXOVTES 8¢ TO aVTO TVeDRA TAS TLOTEWS KAl MUELS TLoTEVOUEY, SLO Kal
\ahoDpev. €E€kodser 8¢ TO kaTd TO Yeypapupévor (Pan 42.12.3 schol 27)

2 Corinthians 5:10
€kdoTy kaba €émpakev, fTol dyadov firol dbadlov (Pan 66.37.7)

8et yap mdvtas oTiival évamor Tod BpaTos avTob (Pan 76.42.8)
va &kaotos damoNdpn mpos d émpatev>®® (Pan, De fide 18.1)
2 Corinthians 5:15
wa ol {BvTes punkéTl €avtols OOy, AANA TG UTEP MOV dmobavdvTl

kal éyepbévtt (Anc 65.5)

wa ol {WvTes UnkéTL €autols Aoy, AAA TG UTEP NUAV dTobardvTt
kol avaoTdvTt (Pan 74.2.5; from Anc)

365 Epiphanius attributes the omission of katda T0 yeypappévov to Marcion.

366 Gince the quotations of 5:10 are merely loose allusions, one cannot know
whether Epiphanius read mpos & émpafev with TR M P** 8 B C K L P 049 33 81
104 1594 1739 or émpaEev with D F G; nor can one know whether he read ¢adiov
with & C 33 81 1739 or kaxév with TR I P** BD F G K L P 049 104 699 1594.
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2 Corinthians 5:19
Beds N v XpLoT® KOOV KATAANATTWY €auT@ W1 AoyLldpevos alTols
Ta TapamTopaTa avtov (Anc 65.5)

ot
Beos v &v XpLoT®, KOOUOV KATUAAAGTWY EAUTE. 1T Aoyl dperos avTols
Ta TapanTopata (Pan 66.74.8)

6 Beds v év XploTd, kéopov kKaTaldoowy €autd, P AoyLldpevos
avTols Td mapanTopata avt@v (Pan 74.2.5 from Anc)

2 Corinthians 6:16
opoLov TQ elmety:
€VoLKAoW €V avTols Kal EUTEPLTATHOW, KAl €0OQaL avTOV O€0s Kal
avTol écovTal pot hads (Anc 68.18)

ot
KATATKNVWOOW €V aiTols Kal épmeptmaTriow (Pan 51.32.6)

opoLov TQ elmety:

€VOLKAOW €V avTOolS KAl EUTEPLTATHOW, KAl €0OUaL auTOY Beds Kal
sy . 367

avTol écovTat pot haés™ ' (Pan 74.5.18; from Anc)

a. ¢oopat avt@v Epiph TR ; P 8 B C D K L 049 33 81 104 699
1594 1739 it**f CyrJer
b. écopat avtolts F G P it8 Or

a.éoovtat pot Epiph TR Mt D F G K L 049 104 699 1594 it CyrJer
b. écovtat pov PR B CP 33 81 1739 Or

2 Corinthians 10:3
WS MéyeL
€V oapkl ydp TEPLTATOUVTES OV KATA odpka oTpaTevopeda (Pan
66.87.4)

37 1t 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. meptatotvtes Epiph TR I 8 B C°D K L P 049 33 104 699 1594
1739 Or
b. meptmaTobvtas P F G

2 Corinthians 10:5
Tar Wwpa ématpbpevor katd TS yrooens ™ Tod feod (Pan 55.2.4)

2 Corinthians 10:13
TO TAPA TG ATOCTONY €LpNLEVOV”
TO wétpov Tob kavéros ol Sédwker MUY 6 Beds péTpov (Anc 1.2)

a. uiv Epiph TR M * & B D K P 049 33 81 104 1594 1739
b.omF GLits

2 Corinthians 11:3
Yap 6 AYLOS ATOGTONOS . . . AEYOV*
doBolpat 8¢ pun Tws ws 6 6dbis NrdtTnoey Evav év 11 mavovpyla avTob,

dOapf] TA vonpaTta LGV amo TAs amAdTnTos Kal ayvelas XpltoTob kal
Stkatoovvns (Pan 37.8.10)

ot
doBodpal ui mws ws 6 OdbLs éEnmdtnoer Edav év T mavouvpylq, olTw
dOapf Ta vopaTa VudY amo ThHs dyvéTnTos kal Ths amaéTnTos® Ths

els Tov XploTév (Pan 66.54.3)

a. u1j Tos Epiph TR & B K L P 049 33 104 1594 Or Euseb
b. pimote F G 1739 Chr
c.uq D

a.éEnmdamoer Evary Epiph X BF G P 33 81 104 1739 it8
b. Ebav éénmdtnoer TR M D K L 049 1594 itdef

38 yvioews] 86Ens 33.
369 4o Ths dyvémmTos kal Ths dmiéTnTos with D* E it**] dmd Ths dm\éTnTos
kal TAs dyvétnTos P* R* B F G 33 81 104; dmo TAis dmidtnTos TR M R K L P 049.
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2 Corinthians 11:3, cont.

a. oltw Epiph TR M DK L 049 104 1594 1739 it' Or Chr
b. om Epiph $* & B D* F G P 33 81 it**# Euseb

a. els Tov XproTév Epiph TR |} P* B D K L P 049 33 81 104 1594 Or
Chr
b.els Xpiotév & F G 1739

2 Corinthians 11:6
WBLOTOV TG AOYw, AN o Tf yvwoel (Pan 77.31.2)

2 Corinthians 11:13
kal oUTol elow ol mapd TG dmooTéw Mavw elpnpévoL:
PevdambéoToloL, épydTar 8é\ol, peTacxnuatilopevor €is>’
Xous XptoTob (Pan 28.4.6)

O GmooTd-

2 Corinthians 11:22
Kal €v d\\w TOTE Aéyel
‘lopanXiTal elot, kdyd: oméppa” ABpadp elot, kdyw (Pan 30.25.3)

2 Corinthians 12:2
ToD aylov amooTO OV elpnLévou OTL
olda dvbpwmov mpd ETAV SekaTecodpwy, €lTe V¥ opaTl ovk olda,
elte ékTos TOO? owpaTos ovk olda, O Beds oldev, dpmayévta TOV
ToLoDTOV €ws TpiTOU 0VUpavod (Anc 54.3)

1

2 Corinthians 12:3—4
Kal dnoLv:
3) olda Tov TolobTOV dvpwmov 4) dpTayévTa €ls TOV Tapddelcov kal
dkovoavTa pripaTa d otk éEov dAvbpdmy elmely (Anc 54.4)

4) dppnra prLata, d otk éEov Arbpdmy Aarfjoar (Anc 11.5)

4) kal dkmkoévar dppnTa pripatd, d ovk €Eov avfpdmw Aalfoar (Pan
38.2.5)

370 om els F G.
$71¢y 1g D* E*.
372 om T0D B.
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2 Corinthians 12:21
¢nat
Kal TevOnow TOAOUS TOUS €V ULV TapamecorTas KAl Wi WETAVOT-
cavtas (Pan 59.5.2)

2 Corinthians 13:3
dpotov ws elme TTados:
el BokLpmy {nTelTe TOD €v €pol Aarobvtos XploTol; (Anc 68.7)

dpotov @ elme TTadlos:
el Soktpuny (nTelTe Tob €7 Epol Aalobvrtos XploTol (Pan 74.5.7; from
Anc)

2 Corinthians 13:4
MyeL abTos O ATOGTONOS OTL
el kal amébavev €€ aobevelas, {7 8¢ ék Suvdpews (Pan 69.59.7)

2 Corinthians 13:5
opoLov TQ elmely:
€auTovus SokipdleTe €l 0 XpLoTds €v vptv (Anc 68.17)

opoLov TQ elmety:
éautols Soktpdlete ™ el 6 XpLoTos év uptv®” (Pan 74.5.17; from Anc)

373
374

€v €pol post harotvtos F G ite.
€avTols dokLdleTe] om A.

% As Upiv occurs at the end, it is unclear whether Epiphanius read ipiv
with P* B D* or Upiv éoTiv with® AFGKLP.
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Galatians 1:8
0 avTOS ATOOTONOS ENEYED”
kdv Te Mpels A dyyelos ebayyediontar vpiv'’® map
avdBepa éoTtw (Pan 42.12.3 refut. 24)

PR

0 TapeNdBeTe,

Galatians 1:14
TEPLOCOTEPWS (MAWTNS UTTApXWY TOV TATPLKOY pov mapadocewv (Pan
30.25.2)

Galatians 1:15-16
opoLov TQ elmety:
15) OTe €0d6knoev O ddoploas pe €k kolhlas WnTpdés pou Sia TAS
xdpLTos avTov, 16) dmokaAiisat Tov viov avtod év éupol (Anc 68.16)

opoLov TQ elmety:

15) OTe €086kmoev O ddoploas pe €k kolAlas unTpods pouv dia TAs
XdpLTos avTod 16) dmokaAlsar TOV viov avTol €v épol  (Pan 74.5.16;
from Anc)

a. evd6knoev Epiph P B F G it'®
b. €086knoev 6 Beds TR M R A D KL P 049 33 81 104 699 1594 1739
it* Or

Galatians 2:3-5
810 kat TTavlos Aéyelr:
3) d\\ o08¢ TiTos 6> olv épot, ¥ "EN\w dv, Araykdodn meptTundivad,
4) Sa 8 Tous TmapelodkTous Pevdadérdous, olTives TapeLofiAbov
kaTackomhoal THy élevBeplar Hpdv Hv éxoper év XploTw, 5) ols ovde>”
mpods dpav elEapev T Umotayf**® (Pan 28.4.2)

5) mapd TG aylw dmooTolw Mavlw" ddokel yap oUTws
ols oude mpos tpav elaper TH vmoTayf (Pan 28.4.3)

5) ov8¢ mpos dpav €i€at (Pan 70.3.5)

376 ehayyeNionTar Dpiv R A 81] edayyedicnrar vuiv TR (D* tpds) D° L 33

1594; vulv evayyedidntar B 1739; ebayyeiletar vpiv M K P 049 104;
ebayyelonral R*; evayyeNi{ntat F (G).

377 om 6 B.

378 om & obv épol P

379 om ols ovde D* itde,

380 om T OmoTayR P.
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Galatians 2:9
TAALY 8¢ O ayros TTathos papTupel kal avTos Tols mept TTéTpor Méywy:
"ldkwpos kal lodvwns kal Kndds, ol Sokodrtes otdlol elval, Seflds
&dwkav €poi®® e kat BaprdBa kowvwvias™ (Pan 30.25.5)

a.’ldkwBos kat Kndds kal "lodvims (Epiph 1.3.2) TR R BCKL
P 049 33 81 104 699 1594 1739 Chr

b. [TéTpos kal "ldkwBos Kal ’lwdvvns (P* 2.1.3) D F G it**s Or

c.’ldkwpos kal "lodrvns A

Galatians 3:2
YéypamTaL®
¢ drofis mloTews® To mredpa Tod XploTod (Pan 74.4.3)

Galatians 3:10
TeTAAVNVTAL 8¢ Kal OUTOL TEPLTOUTY aUXoDVTES, Kal €TL ol ToLoDToL UTd
katdpav elot, pry Suvdpevol Tov vépov minpaocat (Pan 29.8.1)

Ayor:
EMKaTdpaTos 6s ovk €ppével TAoL Tols yeypappuévols®™ Noyols év 1@
BB w ToUTw TOD ToLfoatr avTovs (Pan 29.8.3)

Galatians 3:11
pdbeTte O0TL O Slkalos €k moTews {NoeTat ( Pan 42.12.3 refut. 1)

Galatians 3:13
TO ToU dmooTdAOU PNTOV, OTL®
XpLoTos Nuas éEnydpacey ék THS kaTdpas Tob vépov, yevduevos UTEp
NUOV kaTdpa (Pan 42.8.1)

ddokwr 0Tl 0 XpLoTos €Enydpacer Nuas amo Ths katdpas Tod vépov,
Yevoevos umep UGV katdpa (Pan 66.79.1)

kol oUTws aloxpds mepl ToU €€ayopdoavTtos UWAs, €l ye éEnydpaoe,
Stavoelobe (Pan 69.31.4)

B0 FG.

32 Kndas is inadvertently transposed after’ lodvvns due to the discussion in
30.22-25; the remainder is accurate. Although in the discussion TTétpos is used of
Peter, Kndds is retained here and likely represents the biblical exemplar.

331 Holl; moTi Anc. according to Holl.

384 eyveypappévols B.
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Galatians 3:24
WS KAl 0 dyLos amdéoToNOS dnoL-
Tadaywyds Huiv yéyover® 6 vépos eis Xpiotévr™ (Pan 42.11.17 refut.
62)

Kal O ATOOTONOS NéyeL OTL
TALBAYwLYOS NUOY Yéyover 6 vopos els THv Tob kuplov Tapovoiav (Pan
66.75.6)

maldaywyos €ls XploTov nuiv yéyovev (Pan 77.38.2)

Galatians 3:28
Kal aylos Tob Beot amdoTolos TTathos . . . Aéywv OTL:
&v Xplotd “Inood ov BdpBapos ov Zkvdns, ovx “EAAnv, olk “louddios®
(Pan 8.3.3)

onotlv:
&v yap XpLoT® "Inood obre dpoev® olre Bfi\v (Pan 49.2.5)

Galatians 4:3
wa PnKéTL”
UTO Td oTolKela Tob k6opov Opev dedouhdpevol (Anc 2.4)

Galatians 4:4
KATA TO €LPTPEVOV YEVOUEVOS €K Yuvalkos (Anc 30.4)

Kal dLa ToUTO dNnow 6 ATOGTONOS
YEVOLEVOS €K YUVALKOS, Yevopevos Umo vopov (Anc 80.3)

Kal TAALY
YEVOLEVOS €K YUVALkOs, Yevopevos UTo vopov (Pan 54.6.2)

0s LapTupel TTablos O dyLos AMéywv:
YEVOLEVOS €K YUVALKOS, Yevopevos OO vopov (Pan 56.2.9)

YEVOLEVOS €K yuralkos, yevopevos Lo vopov (Pan, De fide 15.4)

35 yeyover] éyéveto P B.

386 Because the add / omit occurs at the end of the citation, one cannot know
whether Epiphanius read eis Xpiotér with TR It P* R A B CK L P 049 33 81 104
699 1594 1739 or eis XpioTov ' Inootv with D* F G it*efs,

387 Conflation of material from Gal 3:28, 6:15, and Col 3:11.

38 dpoev] dpons F G; dppev 8.
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Galatians 4:4, cont.

a. yevépevov Epiph"™ TR I P* R ABCD F G L P 049 33 81 1739
it***¢ Meth CyrJer Chr
b. yevvipevor (K -opevor) 104 699 1594

Galatians 4:24-25
dnot yap 6 AT6oTONOS
24) 1) mTpwytn SLadnkmn €k ToU Gpous Zivad €800m, els Souvdelav yevvhoa,
25) 10 ydp dpos® Zwva éotw év T Apapla (Pan 66.74.6)

Galatians 5:2
ENeyer:
nn  meplTéprecte® Gt €dw  mepitéprnofe. XploTds UWAS  ovdev

odeoel (Pan 28.4.2)

Kol OTL
eav mepLTépvnobe, XploTos UPAs ovdeév wdelrioel (Pan 28.5.3)

MéyovTos TTavlov Tob aylov dmooTO OV OTL"
eav mepLtTépvnobe, XpLoTos Lpds ovder ndelroet (Pan 29.8.7)

oD ol TO Tapd TG dTooTONY €lpnpévor 8TL:
eav meptTépvnobe. XpLoTos Upds ovdev wdefioel (Pan 77.37.5)

Galatians 5:4
8La TO elpnkévat
booL év vépw Stkatotobe, Ths xdpitos €éEeméoaTe (Pan 28.5.3)

olTves €v vépw kavxaode, Tfis xdpitos é€eméoate (Pan 29.8.7)

Kal
olTves €v vépw dtkarotobe, Tis xdpLtos éEeméosate (Pan 77.37.5)

3 3pos éoTw] dpos 1739. 1In 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 ydp Zwa with 8 CF G 1739 it*8; 6¢ “Ayap Zwa with A

B D; ydp “Aydp Zwa with TR It KL P 049 33 81 104 699 1594; or 8¢ Zwa with P,
30V, om pi M; mepirepviiodar E G; meputépumade rell.
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Galatians 5:9
avtt Tod pikpd L0pm Olov 10! dupapa fupol émoinoe Solol (Pan
42.11.8 schol. Gal.)

Galatians 5:19
davepa 8¢ Ta €pya THs capkds (Anc 79.1)

kal ovk oldev O dmelpos kaTd TdvTa &TL TA épya TAS oapkds Topreia
92 > , \ \ , o
doélyeLa kal Ta TovTols Opota (Pan 66.86.3)

;3
LLOLXELal

ThS Ydp ocapkds énow ol kapmol Toprela polxela doélyela kal Ta
ToUTwY Opota (Anc 76.5)

Galatians 5:25
8La Tob elpnuévour
€l {Opev TredpaTe, mretpaTt kal oTolxOuev (Pan 64.63.16)

a. {Opev mrevpatt Epiph TR M P* & A B C K P 049 33 81 104 699

1594 1739
b. mvetpatt (dpev D F G it**® Or
c. {Opev év mvevpatt L

a. mvevpatt kal Epiph TR M X A B CD K L P 049 33 81 104 699

1594 1739
b. mvetpaTt P F G ittes

a. otoux®per Epiph TR |} P* &8 A B CD* F G P 049 33 81 104 699

1594
b. otouxobpev DKL 1739

F16] om P,

%2 Epiphanius knows the reading potxeia, 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 poixeia, 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 poixeia.
One cannot know whether Epiphanius’ text read potxeia with TR R°DF GKL
049 104 699 1594 or om with 8* A B C P 33 81 1739*.
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Galatians 6:1

TPOANGON €V TwL TapamTORATL, OS AYEL O dAMOCTONOS, UWELS ol

TVEVLATLKOL  KaTapTileTe TOV TOLOUTOV €V  TVeluaTL  mpadTnTosS,
~ 3 , 393 \ \ \ ~

oKOTTOY €auTdr,” > un kal oU metpacdijs (Pan 59.5.5)

a. ob metpacdis Epiph TR M P* R A B CK (L -Bets) P (33 -ets) 81
(104 -6ets) 699 1594 1739

b. avTos melpacdijs D* (F G -67)

c. om phrase 049

Galatians 6:7
kal OTL Stkatokploia éoTl kal Beds ov pukTnpiletar (Anc 110.1)

ov yap puktnpileTar 6 Beds, ns mpoelmov (Anc 114.8)

Galatians 6:10
S KAl yéypamTar
TOLELY TO dyabov Tp@Tov €ls ToUS olkelovs THs mloTews (Pan 42.16.3)

Galatians 6:17
Tod Aotmod® Tolvwy undels Huiv kémovs Tapexétw (Anc 63.1)

398 cquTéy M] oeavtév U M; add éxaotos F G; om phrase 049.
39

415 houméy D*.
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Ephesians 1:10
TapeyéVeTO TOlVLY:
€ls olkovopiav TOU TANPWRATOS TV Katpdv (Anc 65.7)

TapeyéveTo TOlVLY:
els olkovoplar®® Tob minpwiparos TOV kalpdv (Pan 74.2.7; from Anc)

Ephesians 1:21
€mdvw mdons dpxfs kal €Eovolas, Suvdpens kal TavTos OVOUATOS
dvopalopévov (Anc 81.1)

Umepdrw mdons dpxfis kal éfovolas®® kal kupldTnTOS KAl TAVTOS
dvépartos dvopalopévov (Pan 62.7.8)

Ephesians 2:2
€vepyeltal év Tols viols This dmelbelas kata TO yeypaupévov (Pan
66.79.5)

Ephesians 2:6
KATA TOV ATOCTONKOV AOyov OTL”
6 Beds Tyelpe kal ouvekdBloey év Tols émovpaviols®” (Pan 44.5.12)

Ephesians 2:14-15
14) 8U adTod moltoas Ta duddTepa Ev. HABe ydp 1) elpivn Hudv, kal TO
peadToLxov Tob dpaypod Noas, Thy €xBpav év TH oapkl avtod, 15) Tov
VOOV TOV €VTONGY €v 8dylaot kaTapyfods, tva Tols 8lo kTiomn els €va
kaLvov avlpotmov (Anc 65.8)

14) 8" avTod motfoas T duddTepa €v. HAOE ydp 1) elpivn HUAY, kal TO
pecdTorxov Tob dpaypod \oas THy €xBpav év T1 capki avTod, 15) Tov
VooV TOV EUToAAV év 8dypact katapyficas,™ (va Tovs 8o kTion év
€auT@ €ls €éva kawwov dvBpwmov (Pan 74.2.8; from Anc)

(15)

a.¢év éavt® Epiph TR M R°D G K L 049 81 699 1594 Euseb
b. év abTd P* R* AB F P 33104 1739

39
39

% ets] kard T olkovopiav A.
® dpxfis kal éEovatas] éEovoias kal dpyfs B.

¥7 Epiphanius omits év XpLoT¢ 'Inood after émovpaviots with F G it8, but the
omission occurs at the end of his citation and cannot be used.

398 katapyfoas] katapticas D* E*,
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Ephesians 2:14-15 cont.
(15)

a. kawdév Epiph TR R A BD L P 049 33 8179104 699 1594 1739
b. kowér P F G
c. kal povor K

Ephesians 2:16
amokatiAaEe 8¢ €v T¢ owpaTt Ths oapkos avTod (Anc 65.8)

admokatiAaEe 8¢ €v TH odpatt THs capkos avTob (Pan 74.2.8; from
Anc)

Ephesians 3:6
elval Te TA €6um oUoCWPA Kal CURRETOXA Kdl ouykAnpovdpd TS
emayyelias (Anc 65.8)

elval 8¢ Ta €Bvn ovoowpa kal CURPETOXA Kal ouykAnpovdpd TS
émayyenias™ (Pan 74.2.8 from Anc)

Ephesians 3:15
N 0s dv elmoL Tis”
¢E ob maoa matpLd év ovpavdi® kal ém yAs (Anc 71.3)

TaTpds Bvtos Tob kuplov NGV “Inood XploTol, €€ o mdoa maTpLd év
ovpar® kai ém yfs dvoudleTar (Pan 66.70.2)

N 0s dv elmoL Tis”

¢E ob T maTpLd év obpavols®® kal émi TAs yAs (Pan 74.8.3; from Anc)
Kal €t TR

ad’ ol maoca maTpLd €v ovpavy kai ém yfs ovondletal (Pan 76.25.8)

* In both citations of this verse, Epiphanius omits atTob after émayye\ias
with 8 B C D* P 33 it Or. However, the omission occurs at the end of the
quotation and cannot be used as datum.

400 50pav@ LeEPPh T; ovpavots Holl.

1 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 yfis. This
quotation does not reflect Epiphanius’ exemplar.
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Ephesians 3:15, cont.

a. év ovpav( Epiph P 81 104 Meth
b. év ovpavols TR M P8 AB CD F G K L 049 33 699 1594 1739
CyrJer

Ephesians 4:10
TO elpnuévor:
6 kaTapds abTés €0ty kal 6 dvapds Umepdvw*®? (Pan 62.7.8)

3

6 katapds alToOS Kol O dvapds €mdvw mavtor*® Tov ovpavdv (Pan

66.73.7)

Ephesians 4:25
Kal kabws O ayLos améoToNds dnoLy:

d\iBeLar halelTw €kacTos petd Tob*™ mnolov atrol (Pan 73.27.2)

Ephesians 4:28
€pyalopevol Tals (8lats xepoiv, (va SuvndfiTe kal Tols Wn €XOuat
netadotval*® (Pan 26.11.2)

Ephesians 4:30
Kal
) \melte 1O Tredpa TO dylov, év ¢ éodpaylobnTe els Muépav
amoAvTpwoens (Anc 69.3)

Kal
) \melte 1O Tredpa TO dylov, év ¢ éodpaylobnTe els THuépav
amolvTpwoews (Pan 74.6.3; from Anc)

a. 70 Mredpa T dyov Epiph TR M P** &8 A B K L P 049 33 81 104
699 1594 1739 CyrJer
b. 0 dytov mredpa D F G ites

402 UTepdvo is common to 4:10 and 1:21, and is also included as the first

word in the quotation of 1:21.

408 rdvrwy] om P.

404 et TOD] mpds TOV R*.

% This citation is too loose to indicate Epiphanius’ agreement with
petadobvar in D F G against petadidévar in TR M P R et al.
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Ephesians 5:12
atoxpov €oTt kal Aéyewv (Pan 24.5.3)

S KAl OV O AyLWTATOS AméoTONOS dnoL-
TA Yap KpudT| YLvopeva U avT@Y aloxpdv éoTL kal Aéyew (Pan 25.2.5)

atoxpov ot kal Aéyewy (Pan 26.4.4)

Ephesians 5:14
TO elpnuévov:
€yelpe O kaPelBWY KAl AvdoTd €Kk TOV VeEKPOV Kal €midaloeL ool O
XproTés (Pan 46.5.9)

TO YEYPAWULEVOV”
€yelpe O kabelBwY kAl AvdoTa €Kk TOV VeEKpOY Kol €midaloel goL O
XptoTés (Pan 64.71.19)

Ephesians 5:16
OpoLov 8¢ ToUTE 6 alTOS AYLoS ATOoTONOS dnoLy”
eEayopalbpevol Tov kapdy, OTL al Hépat movnpal elot (Pan 42.8.6)

Ephesians 5:31
0S kal O dméoToNoS Aéyel OTL O am’  dpxfs ovlevéas Ta dpddTeEpa
€lTeV, AvTl ToUTOU KaTolelbel drbpwmos TOV TaTépd dUTOD KAl ThV
unTépa avtod,*® kal koMnAAoeTaL TH yuralkl aldTod, kal écovTal ot 800
els odpka plav (Pan 66.86.4)

a. Tov matépa avtob Epiph TR Mt 8° A DKL P 049 104 699 1594
b. Tov matépa P R* 33 81 1739 Or
c.matépa BD*F G

a. koanfrioetat EpiphR°D F G
b. mpookoAn8roeTar TR M P*® 8* A B K L P 049 33 81 104 699 1594
1739 Meth

a. T yovawki adTod Epiph P* (8* om avTod) A D* F G 33 81 (1739
om aivTob) Meth

b. mpos T yuvaitka avtod TR M RB DK L (P) 049 104 699 1594 Or

4 Thy unrépa avTod with P 104; untépa B D* F G; Thy pnrépa rell.
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Ephesians 5:32
Kol O dyLos AmdoTONOS . . . MéyeL:
TO puoTApLor TodTo Wéya €oTiv. éyw 8e'Y Myw els XpioTov kal TV
éxckanotar*® (Pan 66.56.5)

Ephesians 6:2
TAAY AéyeL:
O TLUOV TaTépa KAl PnTépa avuTn ydp €oTy €V émayyelldls mpwTm
€uToAT) Umdpxovoa (Pan 61.6.3)

4078¢] om 81.
408 Epiphanius reads miv éxxkinolav with B K Clem Iren Tert against eis Ty
€kk\notav rell.
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Philippians 1:1

TANLY 8€ €V AAAw TOT@
émokémors?® kal Staxévors (Pan 75.4.4.)

Philippians 1:10

opoLov TQ elmety:
6 8¢ Kiplos dyidoat Upds, (va fTe ellkprels kal dmpdokomol eis
nuépav Xptotobd*'? (Anc 68.15)

'

opoLov TR elmety:
6 8¢ Kiplos dytdoat Upds, (va fTe ellkprels kal dmpdokomol eis
nuépav kuplov*"! (Pan 74.5.15; from Anc)

Philippians 2:6-7

(6)

6) Os oUyx dpTaypdr NyHoaTo TO elval {oa 8e®, 7) AN’ EauTor ékévuoe,
popdnv Sovlou AaBdv (Anc 44.5)

énot yap mept avtov Iadlos:

6) 0s év popdf Beod Umdpxwy ovy dpmTaypdv Ryfoato TO elval {oa Bed,
7) AN €autov ékévamoe*? popdiy Sovhov Aapuv (Pan 65.7.8)

6) €v popdij Beod vmdpxovtos (Pan 76.34.8)

7) ékévnoev €auTov Lopdny dovlov Aafdv (Anc 40.2)

7) kol TdALY*
€v oxfNuaTL evpedels ws dvbpwtos (Anc 80.3)

7) popdny Sovhov Aapwv (Pan 74.3.6; from Anc)

a. 70 elvar Epiph TR M X A B C D K L P 049 33 81 104 699 1594
1739 Or
b. etvar P* F G Euseb

409 » . ,
émokomols | owemokémors B D K.

0 X pLoTod] XpLoTod *Inood F G itte.
#1T; Xptotod Holl. The first part of this citation is free, butiva . . . kuplov is

exact, as in Anc. 68.15, where XpLoTod is read.

12 ¢évwoe] éxalvwoe F G is probably an orthographical variant but it does

result in the plausible reading, katvéw.
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Philippians 2:8

0 8¢ avytos TTabiés dnot-
yevodpevos BavdTov, BavdTov 8¢ aTavpov (Pan 24.9.5)

BavdTov, BavdTov 8¢ oTavpod (Pan 69.62.6)

Philippians 2:9

S KAl TO elpnuévov:
édwker avTd dvopa O imep mav dvopa (Pan 69.38.1)

a.ovopa Epiph TRt D F GK L P 049 81 104 699 1594
b. 70 dvopa P* R A B C 331739

Philippians 2:10-11

10) kai mav yévu kdpler émovpaviwy kai €émiyelwy kai kaTaxBoviwy, 11)
\ ~ ~ 5 , % / 5 ~ 414 5
kol Taca yA@ooa €EopoloyfoeTal, OTL kipLos Inools XpioTos™” els

86Eav 0eod TaTpds (Pan 69.18.3)

10) ¢ kdpmrel™® mav yévu émovpaviwy kal émiyelwy kal kaTayBoviwy
(Anc 37.4)

yap:
10) kdpler mav yévu émovpaviov kai émyelwy kai kaTaxBoviwv (Pan
42.11.17 refut. 65)

10) kai mwdALv:
alT@ kdpdel mav yévu émovpaviwy kal €miyelov kal kaTtaxboviwy (Pan
69.75.6)

11) kai-
maoa yAdooa é€opoloyrioeTal &L kipLos " Inoots XpioTds (Pan 76.42.8)

11) mdons y\doons éEopoloyovpévns 6Tt “Inools XploTds eis SéEav
Beot maTpds (Pan 76.53.15)

413
4

T6] eis TO F G.
14 kUpLos “Inoods XpioTds] kiplos 'Incods F G; XpioTos kiplos K; els kipLos

"Inoods XpioTds 1739.

45 As kdpder is read at all other places by Epiphanius, kdpmret has no

substantial claim to represent a text known to him. In minuscule script, s often
appears to read very much like 7.
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Philippians 2:11, cont.
(11)

a. eEoporoynioetar Epiph ACDF GKL P 049 33 81 104 Or
b. éEoporoyionrar TR M P* R B 699 1594 1739 Euseb

Philippians 3:1
€Ol €V oUK OKVNPOV, TOLS B¢ €VTuyXdrouoLy dodales EoTal*® (Pan
69.45.1)

Philippians 3:5
TOs 0lv alTdS AéYel Tepl €auTtod OTL*
‘EBpatos €€ "EBpaiwv, ék oméppuatos ~ABpadu, dulls Beviapiv, katd
vopov*” dapioaios (Pan 30.25.2)

TEPLTOUT OKTANLEPOS KAl dvaTebpappévos mapd Tous médas [apalini
kal “EBpatos €€ "EBpaiwv (Pan 30.25.3)

Philippians 3:19
0S KAl €V d\\p TOTTw AEYeL:
oV 6 Beds 1) kolhia kal 1) 86Ea €v TH aloxivn avTov (Pan 66.69.2)

Philippians 3:21
LETAOXNULATIOEL TO OOPA THS TATELVWOEWS NUOV €ls TO yevéobal
ovppopdor*’® Ths 86Ens avTod kata THY évépyelav Tob Suvachar kal
vmoTdéar avT® Ta Tavta (Anc 65.11)

LETAOXNULATIOEL TO OOPA THS TATELVWOEWS NUOV €ls TO yevéobal
otppopdor ThHs 84Ens avTol katd THY €vépyelar Tob Svvachar kal
vmotdéal avT® Ta mdvTta (Pan 74.2.11; from Anc)

1% In this allusion, one cannot know whether Epiphanius’ exemplar read
dodarés with TR P R A B CDF G KL P 33 81 1594 1739 or 10 dodarés with
< 104 699.

7 Epiphanius cannot be cited as evidence against Tov vépov of F G because
of the fragmentary nature of the citation.

418 1n his citation of three verses, Epiphanius includes, as usual, only that
which is essential to his point. For instance, in v. 9 he omits aiTé following
vevéoBar and TG odpatt, but clearly evidencing awareness of the longer text
form. The presence or absence of aiTé 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 avTé.
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Philippians 3:21, cont.

a. els 1O yevéohar avTd avppopdov (Epiph) TR M DK L P 049 33
104 699 1594 Chr
b. ovpopbor 8 A BD* F G 81 1739 it*<*# Euseb

a.adt( Epiph8* A BD*F G K P 049 33 81 1739 it**8 Euseb
b. éaur® TR M R°D° L 104 699 1594 it'
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Colossians 1:13
AéyeL 8¢ avTov 6 ATdOTONOS . . .°
& éppvoato fuds*’ onolv €k Ths éEovolas Tob okdTOUS Kal
petéoTnoey els TNy Bactelar Tob viob Ths dydmns avtod (Anc 50.1)

Colossians 1:18
Kal yap:
TpwToTOKOS €Ty €™ TRV vekpdv, ws elmev 1) Bela ypadn (Pan
69.66.8)

Colossians 1:19-20
19) &1L év aUT@ €086KkMoE TAV TO MAHpoLd kaTotkfioat, 20) kal 8U adTod
damokaTaA\dEal TA TdvTa €ls avTdy, elpryomolioas Std Tod dlpaTos
Tob oTavpod (Anc 65.6)

19) &1L év aUT@ €086k oE TAV TO MAHpLILA kaTotkfioat, 20) kal 8L adTod
amokaTaA\dEal Ta TdvTa €ls avTéy, elpryomolioas Std Tod dlpaTos
ToD oTavpod (Pan 74.2.6; from Anc)

Colossians 1:26
puoThpLov TO dmdkpudor mpd TOV alwvwy kal yevedv (Anc 65.10)

puoThpLov TO dmdkpudov Tpo TOV aldvev kal yevedv (Pan 74.2.10; from
Anc)

Colossians 2:3
&v () TdrTes ol Bnoavpol TAis codlas dmdkpudol (Anc 70.6)

’P

€v o TAvTeS ol Bnoavpol Ths codlas dmdkpudol (Pan 74.7.6; from Anc)
Colossians 2:6

opoLov TQ elmety:

kabws €XdBeTe XpLoTév, év auT) TepLTaTelTe (Anc 68.12)

opoLov TR elmety:
kabws €XdBeTe XpLoTév, év avTe TepimaTelTe (Pan 74.5.12; from Anc)

Colossians 2:9
OTL €V alT® KaTOLKEL Tar TO MApopa This BedTnTos copatikds (Anc
65.11)

49 fuas] bpas P 104.

o0
om &k PO R*,
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Colossians 2:9, cont.
év () €0ddKknoe TAY TO TAHpwa TAS BeGTNTOS KATOLKACAL COLATLKRS
(Anc 80.2)

€V TQ ydp kuplw NUBOKNoE mAY TO TMATNpwHd TAS BedTNTOS KATOLKRTAL
owpaTikds* (Pan 48.11.7)

OTL év alTd kaTolkel Tay 1O TANpwpa Ths OedtnTos cwopaTikds (Pan
74.2.11; from Anc)

Colossians 2:11
opoLov TQ elmety:
Kal TepLeTURONTE TePLTOUT dXELPOTOLATW €V Th dAmekdUoeL ToU
OWRATOS TOV ALAPTLOV, €V mepLtTopt) Tob XploTob (Anc 68.11)

mepLToLNY XpLoTob év TH dmekdioel Tob odpatos Tov apapTidv (Anc
73.8)

opoLov TQ elmety:

kal*? meple TUHANTE TEPLTORR dxeLpoToliTw €V TH dmekdioel Tod
’ ~ 13 ~. 423 > ~ ~ ~ ~

OWRATOS TV ALAPTLOY — €v T meptTopd] Tod XptoTod (Pan 74.5.11;

from Anc)

mepLtTopnY XpLoTod év T dmekdioel Tob owpatos TV apaptidv (Pan
74.10.8; from Anc)

Colossians 2:14-15
14) €Eakelbas TO ka® = Mudv xetpdypadov, Tols ddypaoy O A
Umevavtiov HudY, fpker €k péoov* kal mpoomidoas TG oTavpd, 15)
dmekduodpevos Tas dpxas kal Tas €fovolas, é€delypdtioert® év

mappnoiq, OpLappevoas avTdas év avt® (Anc 65.2)

14) éEaelpas TO kaB * ApOV Xelpdypador Tols Sdypacy, O Hv
UmevavrTiov NPV, *® Rpker €k Léoou TPOONAGOAS AUTO TG GTAUPR,

421
422
423

OWPATLKOS ante BedtnTos 81.
kai] om F G it® arm.
Tod odpaTos TOV duapTidv] Tod odpatos Ths capkés P R* ABCD*F G
P 33 81 1739; T0b owpaTos Tav apaptidr Ths oapkdés TR M R D K L 049 104 699
1594.

424 ¢ néoov with A 1739] ¢k Tod péoou rell.

425 Holl (Pan 74.2.2); mapedeLypdioey LePPh ],

426 quev with R*] bpiv P 104; Auiv rell.
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Colossians 2:14-15, cont.
15) dmexduodjevos Tds dpydas kal'® tas é€ovoias,?® éSelypdTioey év
mappnoiq, OpLappetoas atTovs év avt® (Pan 74.2.2; from Anc)

14) oxioas 70 ka® MuGY xeLpdypadov kal TpooTAKods alTO TG OTAVPE
(Pan 77.32.8)

15) év yap ) oTavp® ébptduBevoev dpxas kal é€ovolas (Pan 66.73.6)

15) kadi -
BpLappevon macav dpxnv kai é€ovalar (Pan 69.62.6)

(14)

a.fpkev Epiph TR ! P* R A B C K L 049 33 81 104 699 1739 Chr
b. fipev D* F G 1594 Or c. fpkTaL P

Colossians 2:19
Ut KpaTOV TN keboiv,*? €€ fomep mav TO odd TUVAPLONOYOULLEVOV
av€et katda 1O yeypappévov (Pan 48.11.10)

TV Keba\ TAs mloTews, €€ ol mav 1O odud dd TOV dddV kal TEV
owdéopwy émyopnyovuevor kal ocuvuBLfalduevor abfel Ty abdénow
ToD Beob, ws O dméoTolos Aéyel (Pan 77.15.1)

Colossians 3:5
AéyeL:
vekpwoaTe TA péAN Ta €Tl TAS YAS, ATwd €0TL Topveld polxela
doélyela kal Ta €Efis. (Pan 66.87.7)

a.Ta péin Epiph P* ®8* B C* 33 81 1739 Or Euseb
b. Ta wérn vpdr TRIM R A C D F GK L P 049 104 699 1594

Colossians 3:11
dnot yap:
&v XptoT® “Inood o Bdpapos, ov Zkvns, ovx “EXAnv, ovk “lovddios®
(Pan 1.9)

0

427 145 dpxds kai] Ty odpka F G ite.

428 1dd kol P B.
429 0dd Xpiotév D it
430 This is a conflation of Col 3:11, Gal 3:28, 6:15.
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1 Thessalonians 4:17

fuels dpmaynodpeda

els owdvtnow®? alrd els dépa (Pan 64.70.2)

0 dylos AmOaTONOS . . .°
NUels apraynodpeda év vedbélats els auvdrtnow atvtod (Pan 64.70.3)

1 Thessalonians 5:2
0S KANETTNS €V VUKTL €pxeTal N Népa ékeivn (Anc 21.2)

1 Thessalonians 5:4
Kal dnoLv:
ovk €oTe év vukTl, Tva 1) Huépa év okérel Npas™ kataldpy (Anc 21.2)

Kal O dyLos amoécTolds dnoLy:
OUK €0T€ OKOTOUS TéKVa, AN\ TMuépds, wa 1) Nuépd LUAS pn s
kKATTNS ** kaTaldpn (Pan 69.44.1)

a.n nuépa s Epiph TR M & B K L P (33 om 1)) 81 104 699 1594
Chr

b. vpas N pépa A D 1739 Euseb

c. buds 7 uépa éxelvn F G ittefs

1 Thessalonians 5:5
Kal O d'yLoS AmTOTTONOS AEYywy”
UPLELs 8¢ Npuépas éoTe Tékva kal Tékva dwTos (Pan, De fide 6.3)

1 Thessalonians 5:23
WS MéyeL O ATOGTONOS
Twa OAOKATpOV U@V TO TreDpa Kol ) PuxT) Kal TO odua €v T Nuépd To
kuplov @V *Inood Xptotod Tnendein®® (Anc 77.4)

B gpmaynodpeda] dpmaynowpeda L 81.
ovvdvtnow] vmdvrnow D* E* F G; dmdvtnow rell.
43 quas Lt J; bpas Holl.
434 KMTTTS] KAéTTas A B.
435 tpneein] om F ite (space left vacant).
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2 Thessalonians 2:2-3
ot
UNOEV UIAS TTUPETW €V NOY(p €V €TMLOTONT], WS OTL 1) NLEPA EVETTNKE TOD
kuplov.”® 3) éav yap pi dmokakudbf 6 vids TV dvoplas, 6 dvbpwmos
THs ddikias (Pan 66.61.3)

2 Thessalonians 3:10
O un €pyalopevos unde €obétw (Pan 66.53.3)

O UM €pyalopevos pnde éobiétn (Pan 80.4.3)

2 Thessalonians 3:11
undev épyalbpevor, dAa meptepyaldpevor (Pan 66.53.2)

mepLepyalopévwy kal undev dyabov épyalopévwr (Pan 69.25.5)

% In this loose allusion, one cannot know whether Epiphanius’ exemplar
read Tod kupiov with 8 A B D* L 81 104 1739, Tod kupiov 'Incod with 33, kuplov F
G P, or tob XptoTod TR M D¢ K 699 1594. As the reminisence continues into v. 3,
one cannot know whether Epiphanius reads tis dvopias with 8 B 81 104 1739 or
Ths apaptias with TR A DF GK L P 699 1594.



148 THE TEXT OF THE APOSTOLOS IN EPIPHANIUS

1 Timothy 1:7
un voolvtes unTe a Aéyovol unTe mepl Tivwr StaBefatodvrtar (Pan
40.8.4)

oU yap & Myouvow oidaoty olTe mept Tlvwv StaBefatotvtat (Pan 50.1.2)
piyTe a Aéyoual vootvTes unTe mepl Tivwy StapeBatobvtal (Pan 51.4.1)

TO elpnLévor UTO ToD Aylov ATOaTONOV
pijTe a Aéyouol vootvTes unTe mepl Tivwy StapeBatotvtal (Pan 57.6.4)

1 Timothy 1:9-10
AAN Ot
9) 6 vépos Sikalw ov kelTal, dAA TaTpalolals kal pnTpololats 10) kal

€mbpkoLs, kal €l TL dvTikelTal T Uytawvovon Sidackaria (Pan 66.73.2)

9) Stkaiw yap vopos ol KelTal, AN TATPONDOLS KAl UNTPOAWOLS Kal
\outrots (Pan 75.3.6)

1 Timothy 1:12
opoLov TQ elmety:
xdpwy éxm TG évduwapwoartt pe XploT® Inocod T kuple HUOV, OTL
moTéV pe Nyfoato Bépevos els lakoviav (Anc 69.10)

opoLov TQ elmety:
xdpwy éxm TG €vduwapwoartt pe XploT® Inocod T kuple HUOV, OTL
moTéV pe NyfoaTto els Stakoviav 6épevos (Pan 74.6.10; from Anc)

1 Timothy 1:17
TAS ovY*
e Love oodd dopdTw®’ (Anc 43.2)

1 Timothy 2:5
TOUTR TG Moy ITablos 6 ayLos amdéoTo oS bdokwy:
€ls Bebs, €ls kal peoitns Beod kal dvBpdmwv, drBpwrmos Incods
XproTds (Anc 44.5)

dvbpotos 8¢ XploTos Inools, pecitns 8¢ Beod kai avbpuimwr (Pan
30.31.8)

#7 From this allusion, one cannot be certain that Epiphanius read 1161 codd
with TR I 8D K L P 81 104 699 rather than pévy with 8* A D*F G 33 1739.
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1 Timothy 2:5, cont.
GAN Tva 8elén Ot
peolits 0eod kal avbpumwv, dvbpwmros XptoTos “Incods (Pan 42.11.17

refut. 5)

1 Timothy 2:12
0 ATOCTOALKOS AOYOS OTL”
YUVALKL OUK ETLTPETW AaXELY oUTe albevTely qudpds (Pan 49.3.3)

1 Timothy 2:14-15
Kal peTa TavTd dnov:
14) "A8ap ovk €EnmaThfn, AN’ T yuwn €v TapaBdoel  yevopévn
Adprnke ** 15) cwbioeTar 8¢ 8Ld Tis Tekvoyovias, éav éppelvnoty év
T mloTel (Pan 66.54.5)

14) 6 " A8ap ovk AwdTNTAL, AN 1) EVa mpdyTn dmatnfeloa év mapapdoel
véyovev (Pan 49.3.3)

15) ddoket . . . 6 avTOS dTMGOTONOS OTL:
owbfoeTal 8L TAS Tekvoyovias, éar pelvwoly év mloTel Kol SLkaLoolyn
(Pan 46.3.10)

1 Timothy 3:2,8
AKNKOOTES yap OTL
2) 8e1* Tov émiokomov duemiAnmTov €lvai, uLAs yuvdlkos dvdpa,
€ykpaTh 8) nsalTos kal Tov Stdkovov (Pan 59.4.1)

1 Timothy 3:15
0 aytuTatos TTavhos ypddwy TG Tipobéw 8La ToUTwY TOY Aoy
Omws ywdokols Tos Sel*? év olky kuplov*! mepimaTely, ATis*? éoTiv

exkAnoia Beob {OrTos, oTUAOS Kal €Spalwpa THs d\ndelas (Pan 40.8.4)

Kal
mloTis kal €8palwpa Ths dindelas (Pan 80.11.6)

% One cannot tell from these allusions whether Epiphanius read
amatnfeloa with TR M 8¢ D K L 699 1594 or éEamatndeloa 8* A D* F G P 33 81
104 1739.

439 8¢1] 8€t 8¢ F G it's; 8el otv rell.

40 5¢1] 8et oe D* it

41 uptov with P; 6eob rell.

442 nris] el Tis CP.
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1 Timothy 3:16
A ébavepwdn™® év oapkl, édLalddn év mretpatt (Anc 69.8)

A 5™ édavepun év oapkl, éSlkatwbn év mretpatt (Pan 74.6.8; from

Anc)

a.bs Epiph®* AV C*FG33 Or
b.s D*it!
. 6eds TRIM RCA°C D KL P 81104 699 1594 1739 Chr

1 Timothy 4:1
TO 8¢ mretpa pnTos Méyel (Anc 69.4)

dnow o6 aytwTatos Mablos 6 ATOCTONOS”
év votépors*® kapols dmooThoovtal Twes Ths Sdackalas,
mpooéxovTes Lubols kal 8L8aokarlats Satpévov (Pan 31.34.5)

7

TpooéxovTes mrebpact mAdvns kal Sidackaiats Satpoviwv (Pan

48.1.4)

TTadlos 8€ O AyLWTATOS ATOTTONOS TPOGNTEVWY ENEYE "
TOM8 8¢ mredpa pnTds Aéyel (Pan 48.8.6)

Kol TdALY dA\oTe OTL
amooTtnoovTal Twes TAS Uylawvolons SL8ackallas, TPOTEXOVTES

mAdvots kai*® sL8ackakiats®™ darpévwy (Pan 48.8.7)

TO 8¢ mretpa pnTds Méyel (Pan 74.6.4; from Anc)

43 Levieh T pdd Ss ante ébavepwdn Holl. It is unclear why Holl inserted 0s
here and substituted 8e6s for 6s in Pan with no MS support for either alteration.
444 7. 9e6s Holl; om Anc 8. Holl incorrectly substitutes 6e6s (with TR) for s
of ] which clearly agrees with &8* A™4 C* G Or.
45 Yorépors] éoxdTos 33.
48 dd kay; K.
7 m\dvns with P 104.
M6 FG.
49 ] om D*.
450 didaokaliats] Stdaokakias R* P.
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1 Timothy 4:2-3
2) kekauTnpLacpévor Ty oweldnow,” 3) kal ke \vévTwr yapelv,
améxeabal BpopdTov, d 6 Beos els petdndowy émoinoev (Pan 67.8.2)

Kal TAALY
2) KWAUOVTOV YAPELY, KEKaUTTpLaopévay THY oweldnowy (Pan 26.16.3)

3) kwAvovTOV yapely, daméxecbal BpopdTwvr, d 6 BedS €kTLoEV €ls
peTdANLY Huiv*? tols petd evyapiotias® (Pan 48.8.7)

3) kaTd TO €lpnpévor
Ko\uovTov yapelv (Pan 48.9.7)

1 Timothy 4:4
OTL TdvTa KaAd kal 1&éa, kal ovdeév amopAnToV Tapa 6ed (Pan 67.8.2)

1 Timothy 4:5
dyLdleTat yap dud Moyov Beod (AvTos kal évTevEews®™ (Pan 67.8.2)

1 Timothy 4:14
Kal TG émokdéTw dnol-
UN duélet Tob év ool yaplopatos,®
mpecPutepiov® (Pan 75.4.4)

> o0 é\aPes SLd xelpdy Tob

1 Timothy 5:1
0s Méyel Tipobéw émokomw OvTL
mpecPutépn®™ un émmAiEns, dA\d Tapakdiel ws matépa®® (Pan 75.5.8)

1 Timothy 5:11-12
11) xfpas dnolv vewTépas TapaLTod: pPeTd ydp TO kaTaoTpnidoal*®
ToD XploTod yapetv Bélovoy, 12) éxovoar kpipa, OTL THY TpdTHY
mloTw Neétnoav (Pan 26.14.2)

451 \ , \ , 3 ~ \ P , \
T ouveldnow] Ty oweldnow éavtdr D; Ty oikiav ouveldnow 81; Ty

1dlav ovveldnow rell.
452 quiv U Holl; om fpiv M.

453 Text M U; add hapBdvovowy Holl.

454 évtetEews] évtevEeoy D*.

45y aplopatos] xplopatos P.

456 mpeaPuTeplov] mpeoPuTtépou K.

457 mpeaputépo Holl from lines 29, 32] mpeaPutp’ J.

458 rarépa] om R*.

49 karaotpnudcat ] kataotpmvidoovot A F G P 104; kataoTpnvidowot rell.
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1 Timothy 5:11-12, cont.
11) s kal 6 dyLos dTOoTONOS . . . OTL
VEWTEPAS XNPAS TAPALTOU® WETA YAp TO KATACTPNULdoal ToU XpLoTol
vapely 8éxovoly, 12) éxovoar TO*° kplpa, &1L THY meWTNY TlOoTW
noétnoav (Pan 48.9.9-10)

WS MéyeL

11) vewTépas X1pas TapaLTol. HETA Yap TO KATACTPMVLACAL TOU
XptoTob yapely é6élovoiy, 12) éxovoal kpipa, OTL THY TpATNY TOTLY
noétnoav (Pan 67.6.7)

0 avTOS ATOTTONOS ANE YWY

11) vewTépas xMpads mapatTol. HETA ydp TO KATACTPNULATAL TOU
XptoTob yapelv 6élovowy, 12) éxovoar kplpa, OTL THY TpWTNY TOTLY
noétnoav (Pan 61.6.8)

11) Méywr 8ta Tipobéou:
VEWTEPAS XNPAS TAPALTOU® HETA YAp TO KATACTPNULACoAL TOU XpLoTOU
yavelv Bélovol (Pan 23.5.7)

1 Timothy 5:14
Kal ped €Ttepa-
vapelTwoav TekvoyovelTwoav olkodeomoTelTwoav (Pan 23.5.7)

dA\a yapelTwoar TekvomolelTooav olkoSeomoTelTwoav (Pan 26.14.2)

€leyer 0 dmdoTONOS TAlS XHpaLs:
vapelTwoav TekvoyovelTwoav olkodeomoTelTwoav (Pan 59.4.11)

vapeltwoav, Tolvwy, TekvomolelTwoar,*®!  oikodeomoTeiTwoar (Pan
61.7.1)

TL olv dnoLv;’
dA\a yapelTwoar Tekvoyove{Twoav olkodeomoTelTwoav (Pan 67.6.8)

1 Timothy 5:19
0S KAl TAMV MéyeL:
KaTd TPeaPUTEPOV*® i) Taxéws kaTnyoplar 8éxov,*® el un Tu ém*** 8o
kal **® TpLav paptipwy (Pan 75.5.9)

460 15 M Holl; om U.
461 rexvomoteiTwoar M Holl; Tekvoyoveitwoav U.
462 peaPutépov] TpeoBuTépous L.
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1 Timothy 6:1
Kal -
o Luyov Sovkelas*®® (Pan 75.3.6)

1 Timothy 6:10
Kal O ATOOTONOS AEYeEL”

pila mavtwy TV kakdv éoTtiv 1) dlapyvpia (Pan 66.69.4)

1 Timothy 6:16
olkadv dds*®® 10 dmpdoitov (Anc 70.5)

das* olkdv TO dmpdoiTov (Pan 74.7.5; from Anc)

463 8¢y ov with 104] mapadéxov rell.

4 eni] om F Gitds,

465 ol with 173914 rell.

466 Souvkelas] Sovdov F G; Sobhou rell.

47 om o D*.

468 hikav dos LEPP T; dids oikdy Holl.

*% add al ante s 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
oV éoTt PUyelos kal ‘Eppoyéims (Pan 40.8.5)

2 Timothy 2:5
€av yap dOAj TLs, ob oTedbavolTaL, €AV U vopipws aéifon (Pan 67.2.7)

2 Timothy 2:6
TOV KOTLAVTA Yewpyor Sel mpdTor*? Tdv kapmdv petalappfdvewy (Pan
80.5.5)

2 Timothy 2:7
voeL O Myw. duoel ydp oot 6! kipLos altveoy év maow (Pan 20.2.3)

a.0 Myn EpiphR* A CF G P 331739 it® Chr
b.d Myw TRI R°DK L 81104 699 1594 itef

a.dwoet Epiph 8 A C*D F G 33 1739 it'#
b. 8¢n TR M C°K L P 81 104 699 1594

2 Timothy 2:19
€yvw kOpLos Tous Gvtas avtod (Anc 20.9)

oUTW Kal €v T7 Bela ypad
éyvo kplos Tovs Svtast? avTod (Pan 69.46.7)

2 Timothy 3:1-2, 4
€v Tf mpos TipdBeor €mMOTONT . . . MéyeL OTL
1) év éoxdTats Muépals évaThoovTal Katpol xalemol: 2) éoovtat yap®
ot dvbpwol, 4) dLandovol (Pan 26.16.3)

3

1) &v¥* éoxdTats Huépars évotioovTal katpol xarermol (Pan 48.8.6)

470 __~ ,
mpdTOV] TPWiTEPOY R,

1 om 6 81.
472 1ovg dvtas] mdvtas Tous dvtas R*.
473 om ydp 104.
474 -
add Tais P.
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2 Timothy 3:5
wopdbwoLy povov kekTnuévol, THY &€ Slvapy avThs Ths eloefeias
npvnuévor (Pan 47.3.1)

2 Timothy 3:6
TO CWPEVOIEVOV GUAPTHIAOL Kal dydpevor émbuplats®”® moikiats (Pan
26.11.9)

2 Timothy 3:15
8L0 . . . Tipuobéw ypddwy éreyev:
OTL amo vedTnTos lepd ypdppata énades?’® (Pan 42.12.3 refut. 21)

2 Timothy 4:4
N ol moAol ddévTes els wibouvs kal eis popoloyias éEetpdmmoar (Pan
40.8.4)

2 Timothy 4:10
Mvel év Tals avTol émoToldls 6 avTos ITavhos:
Kpfokns, énoiv, év 1f Tad\ia® ob yap év TH Talatiq, oOs Twes
mhavnbévTes vopilovowy, dA\a év T Faliq (Pan 51.11.7)

a.TaA{av Epiph® C 81 104 Euseb
b.Ta\ariav TR A D F GK L P 33 699 1594 1739 it

475 embupiats kal H86vats A syrh.

476 21ades] oldes D E; oldas rell. Due to the looseness of this allusion, one
cannot know whether Epiphanius’ exemplar read iepd with 8 C°D* F G 33 or Ta
tepd with TR A C* DKL P 81 104 699 1594 1739.
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Titus 1:12
Kal
Kpfites del PetoTaw (Anc 77.2)

Kal TdAlv ¢roavTos:

> s 477 o 5 A , ~ PIRY ~ \
etmér®”’ 15 {8los avtdV?? mpodritns: KpATes del PeboTat, kakd

Onpla, yaotépes*™ dpyal (Pan 42.12.3 refut. 21)

9

Titus 2:10-13
10) (va T 8dackaiiav Tob cwTfpos*® HudY Beod koopfowoy,® 11) A
emeddrn 1 xdplts ToU Beov kal ocwThpos Taow dvlpwmols, 12)
matdevovoa Muas, 13) f° mpooSexopevol THY pakaplav €NTida kal
emdvelar Ths 86Ens ToU kuplov kal cwThpos NudY Incod XploTod
(Anc 69.9)
e
10) va T St8ackaliav Tob cwTHpos NUOY kooufowoy, 11) 7+ émeddvn
N xdpts Tob Beol kal cwThipos®™ mwacww dvlpwmols, 12) SL8dokovoa
nuds, 13) 7+ Sexdpevor THv pakaplav éamida kal émiddretar THs 86Ens
ToU peydlov Beob kal ownTfipos Nuov "Incod Xpiotot (Pan 74.6.9; from
Anc)

10)

a. Ty ddackariav Epiph TR 0t K L P 104 699 1594 1739
b. T Stdackariav Ty 8 A CD F G 33 81 Chr

¥7 As the initial portion of this citation is less than verbally exact, one
cannot be certain that Epiphanius’ exemplar read elmev with TRI 8 ACD KL
P 33 104 699 1594 1739 rather than elmev 8¢ with 8* F G 81 it"8. This is easily seen
below in Epiphanius’ citations of Tit 2:11, where ydp 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 15 with 1739] Tis €€ rell.

479 qvrev] om F G.

480 yaoTépes] yaoTépars 1594.

481 Text Holl] matpds Ler#h J.

482 Text Holl] kooprooper LEPPJ; coopdowy év mdow rell.

483 suThpos with 8* (add npav F G)] owtnplos rell.
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Titus 2:11-14

13)

11) émeddrm yap 1 xdpts Tod kupiov MOV kal cwThpos, 12) Stddokovoa
nuas, wa dpvnoduevol TV doéfelav kal TAS KOOPLKAS €mibupias
owdpbvws kal €voeBds kal Sikalws (Howper év T¢ viv aidr, 13)
mpoodexdpevol TV pakaplav émida kal €middvelar Ths 86Ens Tod
peydiov 0eod kal cwthpos OV “Incod XploTod: 14) Os éSwker €auTov
UmeEp UGV, va AuTpdonTal Mpds dmo mdons dvoplas, kal kabapiom
€auT Aaov TepLovator, {NAwTV Kadv €pywv (Anc 65.1)

11) émeddvn®® 1y xdpts Tod kupiou LAY “Incod XptoTod 12) SL8dokovoa
fuas, va dpvnodpevol Ty doéPetav kal Tas*® koopikds émbuplas
owdpbvws kal €voeBds kal Sikalws (Howper év T¢ viv aidr, 13)
mpoodexdpevol THY pakaplay éxmida kal*® émdbdvetar THs 86éns Tod
peydiov feot kal ocwTfipos NudY “Inocot XpioTod: 14) Os éSwker €auTov
Umep Huaw,*™ twa \utpdonTar*® fuds dmo mdons dvopias, kal kabapion
€auT Aaov mepLotoLov, {NAwTHY kKa\dv €pywv (Pan 74.2.1; from Anc)

a. 'Inoob Xptotod Epiph TR M R A CD KL P 33 81 104 699 1594
it**f CyrJer

b. XptoTov 'Incod R* F Git®

c. ' Inoob 1739

84 Text ] with 104] incl. ydp rell.

485 1651 om D* 1739.

486 0dd iy 33.

87 EquTdv Umép V] aTdy Omep Hpdr R*; Umep fipdv éavtér D i
488 \urpwonTal] \rpdoeTal P.

tde.
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Philemon 1
oS av etmor”
TTathos Séapros " Inood XproTob (Anc 68.8)

oS av etmor”
Madros &éopros*™™  Inood Xptotod (Pan 74.5.8; from Anc)

a.’Inoov Xptotod Epiph D* L 699 1739
b. XptoTov ‘Incod TRIM KR A DF GK P 33 81104 1594

489 8éopLos] dméoToros D* itde,
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Hebrews 1:3
dratyacpa Ths 86Ens, 6 xapakTip Ths Urootdoewns®® (Anc 19.1)

amavyaopa TS 8Os kal yapakTnp Ths vmooTdocws avTtov (Pan
69.72.2)

Hebrews 1:6
WS 1N ypadn Méyel mepl avToD OTL
OTav etoaydyn TOV TPWTOTOKOV €ls TTHV olkoupévny, Aéyouoa, Kal
TPOTKUYTIOATOOAY aUT@ TdvTes dyyelol Beod (Pan 69.75.6)

Hebrews 1:14
A NetToupylkd TrelpaTa €is Stakoviav® dmooTedpeva*?® Sud
Tous péNovTas kAnpovopely cotnpiav (Pan 40.4.2)

1

Hebrews 2:9
Kol . . . TOU dTooTONOU €VvTatBa TdALY elpnke
Tov 8¢ Bpaxy TL map’ dyyélovs nMAaTTwuévov BAémoper Inoolv dida TO
mdbnpa Tod BavdTtou 86EN kal T €oTedavwpévor (Pan 69.38.3)

Hebrews 2:11
va Umep NUOY 6 dd’ NUOV Yevopevos mTpoodopd TG L8lw TaTpl Be@ Tous
padnras ddehdovs karéon (Anc 41.6)

Hebrews 2:14
KaTapynon 8¢ TOv TO kpdTos €xovtTa ToU OavdTou TOUTESTL TOV
StdBorov (Pan 69.62.6)

Hebrews 3:1-2
TOs olv yéypamTaL:
1) 8€EaoBe TOV dpxlepéa TAS Opoloylas Mudv, 2) moTor SvTa T
moujoavtt avTév (Anc 41.1)

1) 8éEaabe, ydp, TOV dpxLepéa, 2) MLOTOV dUTA TG TOLRoArTL avToV (Anc
41.6)

# Epiphanius’ omission of aiTob after UmooTdoews 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 avToD.

1 Stakoviav] dtakovias B.

492 GmooTebpeva] dmooTeNGpevol 104.
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Hebrews 3:1-2, cont.

TO €V TG ATOOTONY YEYPAUUEVOV TO
1) 88acbar Tov dpxlepéa Ths oOpoloylas MUAV, 2) TOTOV OvTd TG
moujoavtt avtév (Pan 69.14.2)

baol TOUTO TO PNTOV TAPEPUNVEVOVTES TO
1) 8¢EaoBe TOV dpxLepéa POV, 2) TLoTOV OvTd TG TotoavTt avTtév (Pan
69.37.1)

2) 8ffev amo TOU elpnuévou OTL
moTOV 6vTd TG Totqoavt avTév (Pan 69.37.2)

Hebrews 4:12-13

12)

AéYOVTOS TOU AmTOOTONOL OTL”
12) LGv 0 Moyos ToD Beol kal €vepyns kal TORWTEPOS UTEp Taocav
pdyatpav 8loTopov kal SLikvolpevos dxpL peptopdv uxis (Anc 56.1)

12) T Umép mhdoav pdyaitpay dloTopov kal Stikvoupévn dxpL PLepLoRY
BuxAs Kkal TYelPaTos, ApUEV TE KAl PUEADV KATA TO yeypaupévor (Pan
42.15.3)

12) {av yap 6 Noyos (Pan 54.5.4)

12) {av yap éoTv O AOyos kal évepyns kal TORWTEPOS UTEP Taocav
pdxatpav 8loTopov (Pan 69.59.9)

dnot yap 6 AT6oTONOS

12) LGy yap 6 Adyos ToD Beol kal €vepyns Kal TOULWTEPOS UTEp TAcaV
pdxaipay SloTopov, Kdl SLUKVOUREVOS WEXPL WEPLOPOL Puxiis kal
HUeADY, kal kpLTLkdS évBupnhoewr®® kal évvoldv. 13) kal ovk éoTt kTiolS
ddavns évamior avtod (Pan 70.4.4)

a. puxfis Epiph P* R AB CL P 33 81 104 1739 Or Euseb
b. $uxfis Te TR M D K 699 1594

Hebrews 4:15

0S YéypamTar
TETELPAPEVOS KATA TAVTA ws dvbpwtos, xwpls apaptias (Pan 69.25.8)

493 cpguprioewr] evbuprioews C* D* itde,
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Hebrews 4:15, cont.
TO elpnuévor:
memelpapévos?® kata mdvta ©Os dvbpwrmos, xwpls dpaptias (Pan
77.17.2)

TEMELPALEVOS KATA TAVTA OS Avpntos, Xwpls apaptias (Pan 77.27.2)
Hebrews 5:1-2

1) was ydp lepevs dAmo dvbpdTwy Aapardpueros UmEpP  AvOpwTwy
kabloTaTal kata TO yeypappévov (Anc 93.2)

1) ddoker . .. 6T

mas dpXLepevs €€ avbpdTwy AapBavdpevos UTep dvBpamor kabloTaTal,
els TO mpoodépely ddpd Te*®® kal Bucias, 2) Suvdpevos peTplomabely
(Pan 69.37.6)

1) 6 awboTords dnot-
TaS Yap dpxlepels €€ avBpumwy \apBavépevos Ta vmep®
kaBloTaTat, €ls TO mpoadépeLlv 8dpa kal Buoias (Anc 41.5)

® GuBpuimnr

Hebrews 5:6
Lepels Tolvuv, 0s €dny, O kOpLos MUV “Incols XpLoTos els Tov aldva
kaTd THY TAELw MedyLoedéx® (Pan 29.4.5)

Hebrews 5:7
Kal TAALY
6s*B &v Tdis Mpépats ThHS capkds avTod Senoels kal tkeolas €moLelTo,

dnot, mpods TOV Suvdpevor avTov odoar*”® (Pan 55.9.15)

Hebrews 6:2
émbéoews ™ xelpdv, katd TO yeypappévov (Pan 77.38.4)

% In this loose allusion, it is unclear whether Epiphanius’ exemplar
actually read memetpapévor with TR ;i C KL P 33 104 699 1594 or memeLpaopévov
with P 8 A B D 1739.

#° It is uncertain whether Epiphanius read Te after 86pa with M or omitted
it with p* B.

49 hmép] mepl Pe.

497 This citation from Psa. 109:4 occurs later in Heb 7:17.
% add v D*.
9 seoa] owlew avTov rell.

0 om e with 6] add Te rell.
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Hebrews 6:4-8

TO PNTOV TOV ATOCTONOL TO €lpnuévor:

4) d&vaTtov yap Tovs dmaf dwTloBévTas, 5) kal kaldv yevod-pévous

Beod pRLa’® Suvdpets®™ te Tob péllovTos al@ros 6) kal
mapamecdvTas™ mdlw drakavilelry eis petdvolav, dracTavpodvTas
EquTols TOV Ulov Tob Beod kal mapadelypatilovtas,’ 7) v yap 1
moboa moAdKkis™® Tov ém’ alThs €pxopevor UVeTOV Kal TikTouod
BoTdvny elPetov ékelvols, 8L° obs kal’ yewpyelTal, peTalappdvel
evloylas: 8) éxdépovoa 8¢ dkdvBas kal TpLpONovs AdSKLos Kal®
kaTdpas €yyls, fis TO Télos eis kabowy (Pan 59.2.1-2)

Hebrews 6:9-10
0 dylos AmOaTONOS . . . dnoL-
9) memeiopefa 8> mepl LUV, dyarnTtol,”® Td kpelTTova Kal éxdueva
owTtnplas, €l kal obTws Aalodpev. 10) ob ydp ddikos 6 Beos émAadéadal
Tob dyabod €pyov DLV (Pan 59.2.4)

Hebrews 7:3
baoty OTL dpniTwp. dmdTwe.”'! dyevealéynTos ék Ths mpos ‘ERpaiovs
Tob aylov Tavlov émoTolAis (Pan 55.1.4)

1

evplokeTal 8¢ €VOUS Aéywv:
ddopoLotpevos TG vl ToD Beol pével lepels els TO Sinvekés (Pan
55.1.7)

ddopotovpevos, dnol, TG Vi@ TOD Beol Uével Lepels €ls TO BLnrekés
(Pan 55.5.2)

WS €xeL M Bela ypadr) OTL:
ddopoltotperos TG vig Tob Beod pével Llepevs els TO Sinvekés (Pan
55.7.4)

' Haplography has resulted in an abbreviated text.
592 6e0d pApal piipa eod P.

0 Suvdpets] Stvapts P,

5% rapamecdvtas] Tapameadrtos D

505 mapadelypatiCovtas] mapadetypatilovtes D.

506 M Holl; moa\dkis post €’ avtiis U.

57 wai] om D* itdef,

508 U Holl; om a8dkipos kai M.

> U Holl; om & M.

S0 GyammTol] ddendol R*.

S guiTop, dmdtop U Holl with ; dmdtop, duirop M.
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Hebrews 7:3, cont.
HéveL Lepevs €ls TO Sunvekés (Pan 67.3.2)

dnov 6 dméeTONOS
amdTwp duiTop dyevealdyntos (Pan 67.3.3)

APWILOLWILEVOS 8¢ TG VG ToD Beol pével lepevs els TO Sinvekés (Pan
67.3.3)

TO elpnuévov:
AdWILOLWILEVOS TGO VIO ToU Beod pével Llepevs els TO dinvekés (Pan
67.3.5)

Kal TQ elmety:
AdWILOLWILEVOS TGO VLY ToU Beod pével lepevs els TO dunvekés (Pan
67.7.2)

GpxTV NUEPAY KaTA TO yeypappévov (Pan 69.72.6)

Hebrews 7:6
bdokel yap oUTwWS”
0 8¢ pn yevealoyolpevos €€ auTdy SedekdTwke Tov maTpidpxny (Pan
55.3.2)

TG OvTL 8¢°
O U7 yevealoyolpevos €€ abTdv Tov  ABpadp SedekdTwkev (Pan 55.7.5)

0 dylos ATOaTONOS . . . €T’
0 8¢ un yevealoyovpevos €E avtdv (Bflov &€: d\a €€ ETépwr)
SedexdToke TOV ABpady (Pan 55.9.15)

0 AmOOTONOS . . . AMywy:
0 8¢ un yevealoyolpevos €€ alTdr SedekdTwke TOV ABpadp TOV
maTpldpxnv (Pan 67.7.6)

a.Tov APpadp Epiph TR 8°A DKL P 81 104 699 1594 1739
b.” Appadp P R*B C D* 33
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Hebrews 7:12
LeTaTbepéims ydp, dnot, TAs lepwoilvns €€ durdykns kal vépou®'?
petdBeots yivetar (Pan 77.38.5)

Hebrews 7:14
Kal TAALY O ATOoTONOS”
Sfi\ov &L €€ "lo08a dvaTéTalkev O kipLos (Pan 66.63.13)

Hebrews 7:19
el ydp-
0 vopos oldéva éTtelelwoe (Pan 77.38.2)

Hebrews 8:13
Kal 16"
TETANALWPEVOV Kal €yyUs ddaviapol yeyovds (Anc 94.5)

TOU AmooTONOU AéYOoVTOS OTL”
mar TO Taldatovpevov kal ynpdokor €yyls ddaviopod yivetar (Pan
77.38.4)

Hebrews 9:17-19
kal énot-
17) Siabnikn 8¢ émi vekpols BePaia éoti, 18) 80 kal M mphTN dvev
ailpaTos ovk éyéveTo, 19) élaBe yap Movofis TO alpa TGOV Tpdywy kai
€ppdvTioer alTod TO BLRAlov kal Tov hadv (Pan 66.74.7)

Hebrews 10:12
AN+
€kdbioev év 8ekld Tob matpds (Anc 81.8)

ékdBloev év 8eE1a@" Tod matpéds (Pan 69.39.4)

Kal TAALY
€kdbioev év dekld Tob Tatpds (Pan 69.75.6)

€kdbioev év B86En €v 8efld Tob maTpds kata TO yeypappévov (Pan
70.8.7)

512 val vépov] om B.

M3 ¢) 8ekLa] éx SeElr A 104.
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Hebrews 11:4-5
4) mpdTov TO ToD "APeh alpa knpUTTeL® peTd Ydp TO dmoBavelv éTi
Aakel, ™ G dnow 1§ ypad, 5) "Evayx  peTeTédn kal oby nUplokeTo kal
olk €18e BdvaTtov: etmpéoTtnoe yap T ) (Anc 94.4)

Hebrews 11:6
TG ATOoTONY €lpnuévor, OTL:
8el TOV mpooepxduevor Be® moTEVEWY OTL €0TL KAl TOLS dAYATOOLY
avTov pobamoddtns yivetar (Pan 70.6.4)

ot

, ~ s , ~515 4 » A - 516
MLOTEVELY B€L TOV TPooEPXOLEVOY Be@’~ OTL €0TL Kal Tols ék{nToloLY
avTov pobamodéTns yivetar (Pan 76.37.14)

ot
€0TL KAl TOlS dyam@oLy avTov pobamoddTns yivetar (Pan 76.54.22)

Hebrews 11:25
0s Mwuofs;
RaNov €lheTo ouykakovxelobal T® Aad Tob Beod fjmep dmolavewy (Pan
80.5.2)

Hebrews 11:32
Opa TOV AmoaTONOV NéyovuTd TepL dpxalwy TpodnTOY"
Emelel pot 6 xpovos Sinyovpévy mepl® Tedewv, Bapdi, Zapdwv,
"ledBde, Aauid kai hotmav mpodnTar ' (Pan 66.81.7)

Hebrews 11:37-38
37) olTves meptiibov év pnloTdls, év alyelols Séppaot, KakouyoUpevoL
oTevoywpovpevol BALBOpevol, 38) @v ovk v dElos O kéopos (Pan
66.81.7)

°* This citation is too loose to permit the conclusion that Epiphanius’
exemplar read Aalel with P** R A P 33 81 104 1739 rather than hareitar with TR
M D KL 699 1594.

15 6ey with 8* D¢ 33] 14 06 rell.

516 €x{nTobow] {nrodow P.

*7 add 8¢ D*.

>18 As Epiphanius gives the gist of vv. 32, 37, 38, his lack of verbal precision
makes it questionable whether his exemplar read Bapdk with P* R A 33 1739 it!,
Bapdx Te with TR 9 D° K L P 104 699 1594, or kai Bapdk with D* it*e. It is
similarly uncertain whether he read Zapbav with P* & A 33 1739 it** or kal
Tapddv with TR I D KL P 81 104 699 1594, and likewise "led8de with P*e R A 33
81104 1739 or kal 'ledbde TR MM D KL P 699 1594.
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Hebrews 12:13
KATA TO YEYPAUUEVOV®
U1y éxTpamijvat TO xo\ov, tabfval 8¢ waov (Pan 68.3.1)

Hebrews 12:14
oTav el OTL”
Kal TOV dyLaopov Updv, ob xwpls Tov Bedov™ oldels dfetar (Pan 67.2.1)

Hebrews 12:21
0s 0 Mwvofis énow-
€udopés elpL kal évtpopos (Pan 48.7.8)

Hebrews 13:4
elta 6 dylos dmdoTolos:
Tiptos 6 ydpos® kal 1 koln dviavtos (Pan 23.5.7)

AéyovTOS®
T(HLOS O YAPos Kal 1) KolTn dplavtos, moprovs 8 kal POLXOUS KPLVEL O

Bebs (Pan 26.16.1)

Kal TOoU AmooTONOV GATKOVTOS”
TlpLos 0 ydpos kal N kolTn dplavrtos (Pan 47.2.2)

TlpLos 6 ydpos kai 1 kol dplavrtos (Pan 61.3.5)
TAS 6 ATOoTONOS €1
TIHLOS O YAPos Kal 1) KolTn dplavtos, moprovs &€ kal POLXOUS KPLVEL O

Bebs (Pan 67.2.2)

mROS yap ovk éoTal Tiplos O ydpos (Pan 67.6.4)

a. méprovs & Epiph TR 9 C DK L 33 104 699 1594 it Euseb
b. méprovs ydp P* R A D* P 81 1739V jtd

Hebrews 13:5
0OSe Méywy:
o0 1) o€ dvd, ovs’ ol Y o€ éykaTaritw® (Pan 69.66.1)

519 6ev with itd] kopLov rell.
520y Holl; add ¢v waoL M.
2 eyiataino] éykaTaleimw rell.  See Deut 31:6.
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Revelation 1:1
s kal 0 dylos lwdrvns év T ~AmokallifeL ENeye:
Tdde dmekdAvfe kUplos Tols alvTol BolvAholts Sta Toh SovAou avToD
“lwdvvou, kal Tdde Méyel kipros (Pan 48.10.1)

Revelation 1:8
emelmep €dn 6 cwThp
&y el 7O @ kal®? &y el To @ (Pan 51.20.3)

Kal TdA\LY dnoty €v T T Amoka\tdseL
O Qv am dpxfs kal €pxdpevos mavtokpdTwp (Pan 57.9.3)

onolv: éyd elpt 70 dAdba kat 7O @ (Pan 62.7.8)

Revelation 2:6
dnow-
éxels 8€ TL ka\ov, OTL pLoels Ta Epya Tov NikoalTdv, d°* kdyh pLod
(Pan 25.3.1)

Revelation 2:18-21

18) oUTw yap eVBUs Bleléyyxel O kUpLoS €V Th ~ AToka el Néywy:
vpddor TH dyyéhw TAS™ év Buatelpols®® éxrkhnolas > Tdde Méyel O
éxwv Tous O0dBarpovs avTod™ ms dAGYa®®® mupds kal ol mHdes alTod
dpotol xakkolBdvy: 19) oldd cov Td €pya kal THY moTW Kal dydmny
kai Thy Stakoviav,” kal OTL T éoxaTd cou mAelova TAY mpwTov. 20)
éxw 8¢ katd cob,™ &1L ddels™ Ty ywaika® Tleldpek dmaTdy Tovs
Sovdous pou, Aéyovoar®® éaqutip™* mpodfiTw,>® Si8dokovoar dayelv
€l8wdBUTA™® Kal TopreveLy.

22 vai with R*.

5861 om A.

>4 1 with TR M R P] 7§ A syr®; om C.

2 guateipots TR MR A C P] Ovareipn B.

526 ¢xanotas] om A.

27 airod TR M R C P] om A.

28 prGéya TR T A C P] dAGE .

529 ol T Stakoviav] om R*.

30 gdd molv K.

Bl Gdels] adrikas RS éas TR.

%32 Text with TR 8 C P] yuvaika cov Tk 046; add Ty A.
533 T Méyovoav TR K¢ P; § Méyovoa R* A C; 1} Aéyel I B.
B cqumiy TR M A C Pl adriv R 046.

35 mpodfiTiy TR M R A C] mpodriTny P.

5%6 el swAdBuTa dayely TR.
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Revelation 2:18-21, cont.
21) kal €8wka avTi Xpdvor peTavofioar kal ov 8érel’ petavoficar éx
Tis moprelas avTiis. (Pan 51.33.6-7)

Revelation 4:8
AN\G TPeEls pwvds Evikds, TO dylos dylos dylos: . . . €ls ydp €oTL Beds,
TATTP €V VLY, VLOS €V TaTpl oLy aylw mvedpatt (Anc 10.3)

Revelation 9:14, 16-17
owdSovot yap kal abTal TG evayyedw kal TH *Amoka\iel, kal dacty
ot
14) €ldov, kaL €lme TG dyyélw' \Doov Tols Téooapas dyyélous Tovs €l
Tob EddpdTov, 16) kal tkovoa TOv dplbpov Tob oTpaTol, pipLat
puptdSes kal xiAtar xiAddes 17) kai Aoav évdedupévol Bwpakas
mupivovs kal Betwdets kal vakivbivovs (Pan 51.34.1-2)

14) Moov ToUs Téooapas dyyélous Tous ¢émi  Tob EvdpdTov,
edtoTapévovs SnrovéTt (Pan 51.34.6)

Revelation 22:2
8LO kAl €v amokpldoLS AVAYLVOOKOVTES OTL
€ldov Sévdpov dépor Swdeka KkapTols Tob éviavToD Kkal elmér pot TodTé
€oTL TO EONov Ths {whis (Pan 26.5.1)

37 kal ob Béxel M A C P] ok fpéanoer 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.'

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.” 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.

! 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 ]. 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.
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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.”® 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.* 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.””* Metzger’s
criticism signaled the doom of this method.® 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 BR D © 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.”

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.® Should Epiphanius be in agreement

* 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.

* Bruce M. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission,
Corruption, and Restoration (3rd ed.; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1992), 179.

®> 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.

5 Bruce Metzger, “The Caesarean Text of the Gospels,” JBL 64 (1945): 488.

" Bruce Metzger, Chapters in the History of N.T. Textual Criticism (Grand Rapids:
Eerdman’s, 1963), 71-72.

® 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, X 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, & 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”’ 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])."” 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."

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.”* 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.”

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.

° E. A. Hutton, An Atlas of Textual Criticism (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1911).

1 Hutton, An Atlas of Textual Criticism, 4.

" Hutton, An Atlas of Textual Criticism, 67-125.

2 Metzger, The Text of the New Testament, 180.

B 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, K', K, K'), or the support of some one of the ancient
versions (such as af, it, sy’, sy, bo, or sa), or the support of some single
manuscript of an admittedly distinctive character (such as D)."

Second, they proposed evaluating the document’s support for distinctive
group readings, arguing, “a group is not a group unless it has unique
elements.”” 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.”"®

In collaboration with Ernest Tune,” 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.

" Colwell, Studia Evangelica (1959): 759.

1 Ibid. 30.

16 Ibid. 31.

7 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 Fee™ in his investigation of P*, 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."”

Hurtado® 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™ followed this suggestion in his study of the Johannine
Epistles, and it was used also in Osburn’s® study of the Pauline Epistles
in Hippolytus and Ehrman’s® 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

8 Gordon D. Fee, Papyrus Bodmer II ( ,°): 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.

' 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.

» Larry Hurtado, Text-Critical Methodology and the Pre-Caesarean Text (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1981).

' 'W. Larry Richards, The Classification of the Greek Manuscripts of the
Johannine Epistles (SBLDS 35; Missoula, Mont.: Scholars Press, 1977).

# Carroll D. Osburn, “The Text of the Pauline Epistles in Hippolytus of
Rome,” SecC 2 (1982): 97-124.

» Bart D. Ehrman, Didymus the Blind and the Text of the Gospels (SBLNTGF 1;
Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1986).



174 THE TEXT OF THE APOSTOLOS IN EPIPHANIUS

other than the quantitative method.”* 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.””

Further, Richards® 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’s” 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,® although Ehrman® 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

* These groupings of witnesses are those of Metzger, Text of the New
Testament, 213-16; M.-]. Lagrange, Introduction a 'etude du nouveau testament, 2.
critique textuelle: 466-87; and Greenlee, Introduction to New Testament Textual
Criticism, 118.

» Ehrman, “Methodological Developments,” NooT (1987): 40.

% 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.

7 Fee, “Text of John in Origen and Cyril,” Bib 52 (1971): 357-94.

* Osburn, “Pauline Epistles in Hippolytus,” SecC (1982): 97-124.

» Ehrman, “Methodological Developments,” NovT (1987): 42, n. 68.
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another method of grouping NT MSS.* 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.” 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.*

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.® In Text und

% See E. ]. 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.

3! 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).

% Frederik Wisse, The Profile Method for Classification and Evaluation of
Manuscript Evidence (SD 44; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1982), 119.

3 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,* the Aland’s include data from
1000 test passages. On this basis, the five categories are:*

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.

IIT — 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.*
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

* 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.

% See Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, The Text of the New Testament, 317-37,
esp. 335-36.

% 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.
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cursorily or selectively. “It is,” he says, “the detailed, word for word,
evidence of the MSS themselves that our editors need.”¥

B. CRITIQUE AND LIMITATIONS OF STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

Jean Duplacy worked on methodological questions presented by
the critical apparatus of Aland’s editio maior critica.® 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,” 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

7 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.

%¥See 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: repéres historiques et recherches method-
ologiques,” RHT 5 (1975): 249-309. Both articles are included in Jean Duplacy,
Etudes du critique textuelle du Nouveau Testament (BETL, 78; Leuven: Leuven
University Press, 1987), esp. 39-54, 193-257.

* 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,” 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 Fee*
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,”* 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).

“ 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.

* 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.

# 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,” 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.* 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, Ehrman® 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, Ehrman* 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,” Ehrman found from a quantitative
analysis that Didymus’ text demonstrates Alexandrian tendencies,
possibly even Early Alexandrian. However, Ehrman concludes that it is

® Ibid. 257.

* See also Metzger, “Caesarean Text of the Gospels,” JBL (1945): 489

* Ehrman, Didymus the Blind, 202.

* Bart Ehrman, “The Use of Group Profiles for the Classification of New
Testament Documentary Evidence,” JBL 106 (1987): 465-86.

¥ 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.*

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.”
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.”

*® Ehrman, “The Use of Group Profiles,” JBL (1987): 478.

* Fee, “Text of John in Origen and Cyril,” Bib (1971): 364.

* See on the limitations of statistical analysis in textual criticism, Giinther
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. Mullen™ 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:*

* 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 (SBLNTGEF 4; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1997).
 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.” 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.” In such a case, if one
group uniformly supports a reading, a second group is allowed to have

* The same problem can be seen clearly in the analysis of the text of John in
Mullen, NT Text of Cyril. 336-37.
* Ehrman, “The Use of Group Profiles,” JBL (1987): 478 n. 30.
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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 CE® 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.”
This study will include an analysis of 1 Cor 10:9 and 2 Tim 4:10 in this
regard.

» See Bruce M. Metzger, “The Practice of Textual Criticism Among the
Church Fathers,” Studia Patristica XII (TU 115; Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1975):
340-49.

% 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 Klijn' 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.”? Basically, three types of text emerged,
one best represented by the uncials & 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 Blass® 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,* the significant differences between these two
types of text led Ropes® to opt for the B type of text as the original form
of Acts, and Clark® 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.” The discovery of P’ required a drastic revision
of that understanding for the portion of text for which it is extant,

' 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.

> B. F. Westcott and F. J. A. Hort, The New Testament in the Original Greek
(Cambridge: Macmillan, 1881, 1882).

> F. Blass, Acta Apostolorum sive Lucae ad Theophilum liber alter (Leipzig:
Teubner, 1896).

* See now E. Delebecque, “Les deux prologues des Actes des Apdtres,”
RevThom 80 (1980): 628-34; and W. A. Strange, The Problem of the Text of Acts
(SNTSMS 71; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992).

® James Hardy Ropes, The Beginnings of Christianity. IIl. The Text of Acts (ed.
F. Foakes Jackson and K. Lake; London: Macmillan, 1926).

5 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. Fee® 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.’ Boismard" attempts to demonstrate the
“Western” text in Acts have achieved only dubious results." 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,” 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 Haenchen®” thought that 1739 might
represent a “Caesarean” text in Acts. Geer," 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.

Ropes” 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.'

8 Gordon D. Fee, “9”, P* 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.

* Thomas C. Geer, Jr. “An Investigation of a Select Group of So-called
Western Cursives in Acts” (Ph.D. dissertation, Boston University, 1985).

1" M.-E. Boismard and A. Lamouille, Le texte occidentale des Actes des Apétres:
Reconstruction et réhabilitation (Paris: Editions recherche sur les civilisations, 1984).

' 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.

2 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.

B Ernst Haenchen, “Zum Text der Apostelgeschichte,” ZTK 54 (1957): 54—
55.

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

1> 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 - P* R B
Later Egyptian — A C 81 1175
Family 1739 — 630 945 1704 1739 1891
“Western” uncials — D E + old Latin or Vulgate
Byzantine — It H L P 049 1073 1352

The general classification of MSS according to textual grouping is
that of Metzger,” Lagrange,”® and Greenlee.” 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.

7 Bruce M. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament (3rd ed.; Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1992), 213-16.

8 M.-J. Lagrange, Introduction o l'étude du Nouveau Testament. 2 Critique
textuelle (Paris: Lecoffre, 1935), 466-87.

' J. Harold Greenlee, Introduction to New Testament Textual Criticism (rev.
ed.; Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1995), 117-18.
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Epiphanius’ Percentages of Agreement with Control Witnesses
in Significant Variation in Acts

EPIPHANIUS’ TEXT OF ACTS

Table 4

(Witness; % Agreement with Epiphanius; No. Occurrences)
Chapters 1-12

Chapters 1-28

1891
81

1739
7
1704

945

1175

049

1352

TR

1073

71.0
70.0
69.7
67.6
66.7
64.7
61.8
61.8
58.8
58.8
559
50.0
50.0
47.1
44.1
419
412

38.7

38.2

353
333

294

31
30
33
34
30
34
34
34
34
34
34
28
34
34
34
31
34

31

34

34
24

34

1175
81
A

B

049

74

1891

1739

1704
TR
945

1352

630

1073

80.0
78.6
66.7
66.7
66.7
63.6
63.6
60.0
58.3
58.3
57.1
533
533
533
46.7
46.7
46.7

429

40.0

40.0
40.0
333

15
14
15
15
15
11
11
15
12
12
14
15
15
15
15
15
15

14

15

15

15

Chapters 13-28

1739
1891
945
1704
7
B
630

81

1175
1352

TR

049

1073

78.9
78.9
73.7
73.7
68.4
68.4
68.4
62.5
57.9
52.6
47.4
47.4
42.1
41.2
36.8
353
31.6

31.6

31.6

31.6
26.3

26.3

19
19
19
19
19
19
19
16
19
19
19
19
19
17
19
17
19

19

19

19
19

19

191
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Table 5
% of Agreement of Witnesses with Epiphanius in Acts 1-28

A. Egyptian

Witness Agreements Comparisons
O\ 20 30
N 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
O\ 20 30
N 20 34
B 23 34

Total: 63 98

% Agreement: 64.3
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Witness

A

C

81
1175

Total

% Agreement:

Witness

630
945
1704
1739
1891

Total

% Agreement:

Witness

D
E

Total

% Agreement:

C. Later Egyptian

Agreements

60.3

D. Family 1739

Agreements

64.5

E. “Western”

Agreements

44.6

20
14
21
21

76

19
21
22
23
22

107

12
17

29

Comparisons

34
28
30
34

126

Comparisons

34
34
34
33
31

166

Comparisons

31
34

65

193
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F. Byzantine witnesses

Witness Agreements Comparisons
mn 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.” However, Ehrman® 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.

» 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.

' 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
O\ 7 11
N 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
O\ 7 11
N 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
mn 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
O\ 13 19
N 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
O\ 13 19
R 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
mn 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 §, 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 Geer® 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 sulfficient to establish his text of Acts as definitely
Egyptian. Agreement with P’ and B (68.4%), followed by & 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.

2 Thomas C. Geer, Jr., “The Two Faces of Codex 33 in Acts,” NovT 31
(1989): 39-47.



EPIPHANIUS’ TEXT OF ACTS 201
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.”

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%)

» Adapted from Bart D. Ehrman, “The Use of Group Profiles for the
Classification of New Testament Documentary Evidence,” JBL 106 (1987): 478.
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Table 10

Epiphanius’ Intra-group Relationships in Acts

Uniform Predominant Total

Egyptian 6/7 (85.7%) 10/14 (71.4%) 16/21 (76.2%)

Oold 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 C811175 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%)*

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.

* 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 it* and it° 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(0.0%) 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 C811175 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%)
Oold 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 C811175 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.”
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

» 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,' although the studies
of Blakely,? Richards,® and others, have been instructive. Von Soden
thought the textual relationships in Acts and the Catholic Epistles
were the same from MS to MS.* While Gallagher® concluded that P
“offers weak attestation to the H-text,” but still has some significant
relation to that text, Kubo® concluded that P is not Egyptian in 1 and
2 Peter and Jude. Similarly, Richards” 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,® in 1 and 2
Peter and Jude by Kubo’ and in the Johannine Epistles by Richards."

! J. Harold Greenlee, Introduction to New Testament Textual Criticism
(2nd ed.; Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1995), 118.

> Wayne A. Blakely, “Manuscript Relationships as Indicated by the
Epistles of Jude and II Peter” (Ph.D. dissertation, Emory University, 1964).

* W. Larry Richards, The Classification of the Greek Manuscripts of the
Johannine Epistles (SBLDS 35; Missoula, Mont.: Scholars Press, 1977).

* Hermann von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments in ihrer
dltesten erreichbaren Textgestalt (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht,
1911), 1.3.1840-41.

> J. Tim Gallagher, “A Study of von Soden’s H-Text in the Catholic
Epistles,” AUSS 8 (1970): 97-119, esp. 107.

% Sakae Kubo, “A Comparative Study of P> 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.

® Gallagher, “von Soden’s H-Text in the Catholic Epistles,” AUSS
(1970): 79-119.

° Kubo, “A Comparative Study of "> and Codex Vaticanus,” 259.

' 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
Wachtel" and upon unpublished research of Osburn and Geer.

The “Western” text is not discernible in the Catholic Epistles.”
Duplacy® did mention briefly the possibility of a “Western” text in
the Catholic Epistles. Also, Amphoux' posited the existence of four
textual groupings in the Catholic Epistles, two of which make up one
taxonomic group.”

In 1970, Carder' posited the existence of a Caesarean text in the
Catholic Epistles, but Kurt Aland" argued convincingly that there is
no evidence to support this thesis."

The following witnesses are used as representative:

Egyptian P’R) A B C ¥ 33 81 323 1739

Byzantine 9t 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

" Klaus Wachtel, Der Byzantinische Text der Katholischen Briefe (ANTT
24; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1995).

2 Metzger, Text of the NT, 213-14, contra Greenlee, Introduction to NT
Textual Criticism, 118.

" Jean Duplacy, “Le Texte ‘occidental” des épitres catholiques,” NTS 16
(1969): 397-99.

" C.-B. Amphoux, “Le Texte des épitres catholiques. Essais de
classement des états de texte, préparatoires a une histoire du texte de ces
épitres” (Ph.D. dissertation, Paris-Sorbonne, 1981).

' 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.

' 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.

V7 Kurt Aland, “Bemerkungen zu den gegenwértigen méglichkeiten
textkritiscsher Arbeit aus Anlass einer Untersuchung zum Césarea-Text der
Katholischen Briefe,” NTS 17 (1970): 1-9.

'® 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 | m [972 | 8 A B C L ¥ | 049 [ 33 | 105 | 201 | 323 | 325 (1022|1739

Epiph

TR | 90.0

m | 80.0 | 90.0

P72 | 33.3 |33.3 | 33.3

30.0 |20.0 | 30.0 | 33.3

60.0 | 60.0 | 50.0 | 33.3 | 50.0

55.6 | 444 333 | 66.7 [22.2|44.4|66.7

80.0 | 80.0 [ 90.0 | 33.3 [30.0 [ 60.020.0|33.3

R
A
B 40.0 | 30.0 | 20.0 |100.0{60.0 | 60.0
C
L
4

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]|55.650.0|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 | 33.390.0|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
M 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 P> 333 3
! 70.0 10 R 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
N 3 10
B 4 10
A 6 10
C 5 9
|\ 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 (D 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 494
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%)
Byzantine1/1 (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

211



212 THE TEXT OF THE APOSTOLOS IN EPIPHANIUS

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 — P* R B 1739
Late Egyptian — A CP 33 81 104
“Western” uncials —D F G
Byzantine— It K L 049 699 1594

The MSS selected as representative of the Egyptian textual tradition in
the Pauline Epistles are those found in Metzger' and Greenlee? with
certain exceptions. MS 1739 is included as an Old Egyptian witness on
the basis of the study of Zuntz.> Based on Morrill’s analysis,* which
concluded that ¥ 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. Bover® discusses the possibility of a
Caesarean text in the Pauline Epistles, but efforts to identify it have been
unsuccessful.

! 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 (2" ed.; New York: UBS, 1994), 15*-16*.

7. Harold Greenlee, Introduction to New Testament Textual Criticism (2nd ed.;
Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1995), 118.

* Giinther Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles: A Disquisition Upon the Corpus
Paulinum (London: Oxford University Press, 1953), 68-84, esp. 78.

* 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.

> J. M. Bover, Novi Testamenti Biblin Graeca et Latina (5th ed.; Madrid:
Gréficas Céndor, 1968), xlvi—xlvii.
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Table 25
Complete Corpus of the Pauline Epistles
Epiph| TR | ;% (P46 8 | A | B | C | D | F |G |K]|L P 1049 | 33 | 81 | 104 | 699 |1594|1739
Epiph| -
TR |59.7 | -
Mm |58.1(96.0| -
P46 | 54.6 |39.4(39.4| -
R |61.2(41.6(41.6|76.6| -
A 622 |45.7|45.7|65.5(80.2| -
B [56.240.2140.2|73.1|74.4|65.7| -
C |66.3|44.4(432|68.3|77.8|75.6|73.0| -
D |45.7|38.4(34.4|145.7|48.0|52.6 50.4|43.2| -
F [40.3|275|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|31.668.3|983| -
K |54.6|85.6(87.5|37.7(41.3|45.342.7|47.5|35.6|24.825.7| -
L [55.089.6/92.0|35.1|38.4|44.8|37.6|45.7|36.0|26.7|27.5|85.6| -
P | 683 |64.863.9|51.159.8|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|44.045.3|41.750.0|46.4|27.7|28.9190.6|85.7 | 66.7 | -
33 1608 (47.9146.3(62.2|72.768.8|70.8|74.4|47.9|37.1|35.3(49.0|46.3|66.9|55.4| -
81 |66.1(51.2149.6(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 | 57.4 189.9|94.1|36.7|38.742.6|37.8 42.5|34.5|24.6|25.4|85.7|89.960.3|87.344.3|48.367.2| -
1594 | 57.4 193.6|96.0 |37.2|40.8 |44.8|37.6 (42.0|33.623.3|24.2|87.5|88.0 63.1|84.5(44.6|48.8(72.8|91.6| -
1739|54.3 |51.2149.6 |64.9|67.2|64.7|71.861.7|45.632.5|31.749.0|48.0 | 56.6|51.265.3|65.0 | 52.0|47.1 |47.2| -
Table 26
Romans
Epiph| TR | M | P46 | R A|B|C|D|F|G|K]|L P 1049 | 33 | 81 | 104 | 699 |1594|1739
Epiph| -
TR | 615 -
Mm | 615(923| -
P46 | 0.0 |25.0(25.0| -
X |53.8(23.1{23.1|50.0| -
A ]53.8|23.1|23.1 |50.0 {100.0| -
B |385|38.5|38.5|75.0|53.8(53.8| -
C 160.0{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|169.2|50.0| -
F |23.1|385(30.8|75.0|15.4|15.4|53.8/20.0|61.5| -
G |23.1(38.5(30.8|75.0 154 |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 |53.884.6/92.3|25.0 |30.8|30.8|46.2|30.0|38.5|23.1|23.1(100.0 -
P |63.690.9/100.0| 0.0 {18.2|18.2|27.3|22.2|18.2|27.3|27.3|87.5/90.9| -
049 | 46.2 1769 |84.6 | 25.0 | 23.1 |23.1|53.8|40.0|46.2|30.8 | 30.8100.0/92.3 | 81.8| -
33 1462 (76.9|84.6 |25.0|23.1|23.1|38.5|30.0(30.8|30.8|30.8100.0/92.3|90.9 |84.6| -
81 |69.2(38.5|38.5|25.076.9|76.9|53.8|70.0|46.2|23.1|23.1|33.3 |46.2|36.4|38.5|38.5| -
104 176.9 |76.9|69.2 | 25.0 | 38.5|38.5(30.8|40.0 [38.5|30.8 |30.8|55.6 |61.5|63.653.8|53.853.8| -
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{90.9192.392.3|46.2|61.5| -
1594 | 69.2 |84.6|92.3 | 25.0 | 30.8 |30.830.8|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|46.2 153.8|53.8 | 0.0 |46.2 |46.2|46.2|20.030.8|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 | I¢ |P46| R A B C D F G K L P | 049 | 33 | 81 | 104 | 699 |1594|1739

Epiph| -

TR |57.7| -

m | 549|941 -

P46 | 60.0 139.7139.7| -

R [62.041.2(|41.2|77.6| -

A |64.31]46.3(463|66.7|77.6| -

B |549(324|324|724|72.1|67.2| -

C |60.9 |47.7|455|65.0|75.0|76.7|70.5| -

D |47933.8|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 [51.9824|86.3|42.9|45.1(46.0(37.3|51.9|27.5|25.5|25.5| -

L |50.792.6|95.6|37.9|39.7 |44.830.9 (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|36.954.0(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[405| -

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|64.751.7 |55.9|58.2|47.1|56.8|36.8 40.9 |40.9 |60.8|66.2|67.2|57.9|56.258.8| -

699 | 55.7 |88.1|94.0|38.6|37.342.4(29.9|44.2|28.4|27.7|27.782.0|89.6|51.5|86.8|31.7 |44.8|58.2| -
1594|549 (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|64.277.9|68.2|50.0|33.3|33.3|49.045.6 58.2|47.4|70.3|70.655.9 |43.3 47.1| -

Table 28
2 Corinthians
Epiph| TR | M | P46 | R A B C D F G K L P |049| 33 | 81 | 104 | 699 |1594(1739

Epiph| -

TR | 69.2 -

m | 69.2(100.0f -
P46 | 63.6 | 40.0 | 40.0 -

R [692]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 |462|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 |615]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|583|60.0|66.7|50.066.7|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 | -

33 169.2(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 | 76.9191.7 |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 | I} |P46| R A B C D F G K L P | 049 | 33 | 81 | 104 | 699 |1594|1739
Epiph| -
TR [594] -
m | 59.4(100.0{ -
P46 | 455 [40.9 [409] -
R [59.450.050.0|77.3| -
A [594562(562(59.1]75.0] -
B |625|625|625|71.4|87.5|66.7| -
C [81.0(52.4524[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]24.124.1|52.6(44.8|51.7]|36.4]44.4]655] -
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 |625|844|84.4|31.8/40.6|53.1|54.2(52.4|43.8|20.7|24.1|81.2| -
P [656]750(75.0/40.9/56.2]68.8]62.5]52.4[40.6]345(31.0[71.9]71.9] -
049 | 714 |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 65.654.5|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]50.056.2[58.3[57.1[31.2[20.7[17.2|78.1|78.1|81.2|76.2|59.4]| 71.9] -
699 | 59.4 193.8 193.8|36.4|43.8|50.058.3(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|50.054.2(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|75.061.9 |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
hy 79 129 61.2
33 76 125 60.8
TR 77 129 59.7
RIS 75 129 58.1
699 70 122 57.4
1594 74 129 57.4
B 68 121 56.2
L 71 129 55.0
e 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

104 769 13 p 700 70 104 769 13| C 810 21
81 692 13| 104 690 71| A 750 4| 049 714 21
1594 692 13| A 643 70| 81 727 11| 33 688 32
p 636 11| 81 634 71| 699 714 7| 81 688 32
TR 615 13| 049 625 40 TR 692 13| P 65.6 32
615 13| N 620 71| M 692 13 104 65.6 32
600 10 C 609 46| KN 692 13| B 62.5 24
538 13| P* 600 60| B 692 13| L 625 32
53.8 13| 33 582 67| K 692 13| W 594 32
538 13| TR 577 71 p 692 13| A 594 32
699 538 13| 699 557 70f 049 692 13| TR 594 32
049 462 13| B 549 71| 33 692 13 MM 594 32
33 462 13| 1739 549 71| 1594 69.2 13| 699 594 32
1739 462 13| M 549 71 C 667 6 K 562 32

i A=

K 444 9| 1594 549 71| * 63.6 11| 1739 562 32
B 385 13| K 519 54| D 615 13| 1594 53.1 32
D 231 13] L 50.7 71 L 615 13| P* 455 22
F 231 13| D 479 71| 1739 538 13| D 438 32
G 231 13| F 435 69| F 462 13| G 414 29
Pe 00 4 G 435 69| G 462 13| F 379 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
e 53 97
by 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
m 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
Qe 0 4
by 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
m 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
Qe 36 60
by 44 71
B 39 71
1739 39 71

Total 158 273
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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
P 7 11
R 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
RIN 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
o 10 22
R 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
RIS 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 1Cor 2Cor Gal-Hebrews
Old Egyptian 56.7 419 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 p*® B 1739.°

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.

%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 71/93 763
Old Egyptian 40/60 28/49 68/109 624
Late Egyptian 36/43 41/52 77/95 811
“Western” 38/84 9/31 47/115 409
Byzantine 58/96 13/22 71/118 60.2
Table 40

Epiphanius’ Agreements with Uniform or Predominant Readings that are also

Egyptian
“Western”
Byzantine

Distinctive, Exclusive or Primary
in the Pauline Epistles

Uniform Predominant Total %

4/4 8/18 12/22 545
8/40 4/11 12/51 235
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 13/31 419

“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 39/51 765

Old Egyptian ~ 24/34 15/27 39/61 639

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 10/29 345
Table 47

Epiphanius’ Attestation of Inter-Group Readings
in 2 Corinthians

Distinctive Exclusive Primary Total %

Egyptian 0/1 - 1/2 1/3 333
“Western” - - 0/2 0/2 0.0
Byzantine - - 1/4 1/4 250
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Table 48

Epiphanius’ Attestation of Intra-Group Readings
in 2 Corinthians

Uniform Predominant Total %

Egyptian 2/2 8/10 10/12 833

Old Egyptian 4/6 5/5 9/11 8138

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 5/11 455
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 17/26 654
Late Egyptian 10/13 7/9 17/22 773
“Western” 8/21 2/8 10/29 345

Byzantine 13/22 5/7 18/29 621
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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 5/11 455

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:

Fa\{av Epiph & C 81 104 326 436 919 cop™

Falatiav ADF G KL P ¥ 33 88 181 383 614 699 915 917 1594 1739
1881 1908 1912 2127 2344 2495 M it***8 syrP" cop™ ™ Tren Ephr

bo[mss]

[Faddalav cop
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Support for I'ahatiav is early and widespread,” while support for
l'aXia is not earlier than the fourth century [Epiph & cop*™] and occurs
primarily in Later Egyptian MSS. External data are strongly in favor of
the reading l'alatiav.

Complicating the picture emerging from the textual apparatus is
the fact that both UBSGNT* and NAY list Eusebius as support for
CaM\iav. 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
Kpfokns pev émt tas Fal\las oTelldpevos UM avTol papTtupelTal, and éml
Tas Faddias should be rendered, “to the Gauls” instead of “to Gaul.”®

Ancient writers spoke of that portion of Europe that is West of the
Rhine with three terms: (1) Ké\tar (or Ke\tol, KekTikn), (2) Faratia
(CaldTat), and (3) Tal\ia. When Greek writers did not use the older and
more usual Kéxtat,’ they usually used I'alatia for Gaul, so much so that
eventually it became necessary to refer to the land of Galatia in Asia and
its inhabitants specifically as ol ¢v ’Aciq Faddtai'® and Faoypackol /
Faloypaika.'' Takatia, occurs as early as the third-century B.C.E. in
reference to this region,” 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."”

On the other hand, the customary Roman term for these people was
Galli. Long ago, Zahn observed that over the centuries Il'alatia with
reference to the European Celts became a somewhat strange term,
leading scribes to alter TAAATIA into TAAAIA.” T'akAia 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.

° For example, see Hecataeus in C. and T. Miiller, 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.

" See C. Miiller and F. Diibner, eds., Strabonis Geographica (Paris: Didot,
1853), 107, 485.

2 C. and T. Miiller, Fragmenta Historicum, 200.

1. B. Lightfoot, Saint Paul’s Epistle to the Galatians (London: Macmillan,
1902), 3, n. 2.

" Theodor Zahn, Introduction to the New Testament (trans. M. W. Jacobus;
Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1909), 2.25, n. 8.

> Bernhard Weiss, Die Briefe Pauli an Timotheus und Titus (KEK 11;
Gottingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1902), 319, suggests the alteration was
unintentional and orthographical in nature.
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Acts of Paul, about 170." Galen, speaking of a quotation dating from the
time of Nero in which Falat{a is used of Gaul, writes about the various
usages of the three possible terms, apparently with no reference to the
Galatians in Asia Minor.” By the fourth century, I'aX\ia had largely
displaced I'a\atia with reference to this region.

Therefore, Eusebius’ statement, Kprjokns upév ém Ttas Taiilas
OTELAdpevos UM~ alTol papTupelTal, is not a citation at all, but a
reminiscence using the customary term for the European Celts.
Certainly, ém Tas laA\as 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 'alAia in 2 Tim 4:10.

This means that l'aA\{a 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 I'aA\{a. Certainly, early Christian interpretation
understood the term [alatiav with reference to Gaul. The limited
attestation for ['al\ia 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."® The alteration was made by a scribe who
understood ['alatia to refer to Gaul.” lalatia is now accepted correctly
as the original reading, and is widely understood with reference to
Gaul® This reading is characteristic of Epiphanius’ modernized biblical
exemplar of Later Egyptian textual character.

' See R. A. Lipsius, Acta Apostolorum Apocrypha (Leipzig: Mendelssohn,
1891), 104.

7 See C. G. Kiihn, Claudii Galeni: Opera Omnia (Leipzig: in Officina Libraria
Car. Cnoblochii, 1827), 14.80.

'8 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 ds
motobowy év Tols FakdTats in that text with reference to the Gauls, saying Tas viv
kalovpévas Falllas: oltws ydp avtds mdrtes ékdhour ol malatoi, and he appeals
to the descriptive statement in Josephus’ Jewish War 2.371, which reads,
“especially the Gauls (Ca\dTas) 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.”

' 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.

» Among those understanding 'ahatia with reference to Gaul, see the
lengthy discussion of Ceslas Spicq, Les Epitres 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,” I held that Epiphanius’
statement in Pan 42.12.3 regarding the text of 1 Cor 10:9, 6 8¢ Mapkiwy
avtl Tob kUplov XploTov émoinoe, cannot be taken at face value. The
erratum is attributable instead to Epiphanius, who, using a text that read
kOptov, merely assumed Marcion to have made the substitution. Recently,
Ehrman® argued that k0ptov is, in fact, the original reading at 1 Cor 10:9,
and that XpioTtév 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.

Elliott® 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.” Epp* 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; Tiibingen: Mohr, 1966), 92.

On the other hand, those understanding Fa\atia 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, “I'a\atiav
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.”

2 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.

# 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.

# 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.

* 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,” 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, Duplacy® 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.?” 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® 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,” Aland,” and many
others,” contra Vaganay and Amphoux.”

» Bruce M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (2nd
ed.; New York: United Bible Societies, 1994), 1*~16*.

% Jean Duplacy, “Histoire des manuscrits et histoire du texte du Nouveau
Testament: Quelches réflexions méthodologiques,” NTS 12 (1965/66): 125.

¥ 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.

» B. F. Westcott and F. J. A. Hort, The New Testament in the Original Greek
(Cambridge: Macmillan, 1882), Introduction, 31.

# 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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Koptov appears in all of the principal critical editions of the Greek
NT since Lachmann in 1831. However, UBSGNT? introduced XptoTév
and is followed now by NAZ. The support for wlpiov is basically
Egyptian, but the Egyptian versions, corroborated by the particularly
noteworthy evidence of Clement,” P* 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 XptoTtév. On
the other hand, Xpiotév, the reading of Marcion, is well attested as early
as the second century and throughout the Mediterranean, including
Alexandria.* Zuntz® comments poignantly that to adopt the reading
kOptov under these circumstances is fides non quarens intellectum.

Ehrman admits that Xpiotév occurs in the majority of witnesses,
including the earliest Alexandrian witness P*, and that “the argument for
its originality is certainly attractive.” However, he does not consider the
antiquity and widespread attestation for XpLoTév to be as significant as the
attestation of kUpLov in the four “best” Alexandrian witnesses (8 B C 33).
Although «ipLov does not occur in any Greek or versional source prior to B-
8, Ehrman posits nevertheless that it is the original reading of the text.

% 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.”

' For example, see Michael W. Holmes, “Reasoned Eclecticism in New
Testament Textual Criticism,” The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary
Research, 336-60.

* Léon Vaganay and Christian-Bernard Amphoux, An Introduction to New
Testament Textual Criticism (2™ ed.; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1991), 75.

% Clement of Alexandria, Eclogae propheticae 49.2 (GCS, 3.150).

* Gordon D. Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians (NIC; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1987), 457, notes that Xpiotév “has the best external support (the
combination of $*, 1739, Clement, the Egyptian versions in Egypt; all the
Western evidence; the earliest evidence from Palestine [Origen]; and Marcion).”
Prior to UBSGNT?, C. K. Barrett, The First Epistle to the Corinthians (New York:
Harper & Row, 1968), 225, [following Giinther Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles
(London: Oxford University Press, 1953), 126, 232] observed Xpiotév to be the
original reading upon the basis of the strength of the external evidence.

% Zuntz, Text of the Epistles, 127. Similarly, Eberhard Nestle, Einfilhrung in
das griechische Neue Testament (Gottingen: 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:*

Xptotév PYDF GK L ¥ 669 88 105 201 221 325 356 383 498 547
614 699 915 1075 1241 1247 1594 1739 1881 1908 1912 2298
2344 2412 M it*** vulg syrP"™ cop**™ Marc Iren Clem Or
Euseb Ephr Chrys Aug Pelag

kOprov 8 B C P 0150 33 43 104 181 255" 256 263 326 365 436 441 459
460 467 606 621 623 917 1175 1319 1573 1735 1836 1837 1838
1874 1875 1877 19394 1942 1945 1996 2004 2127 2242 2464
syr"™8larm eth Hymenaeus?” Epiph Hesych Thdrt

Beov A 2 61* 81 254 891* 1003 1115 1127 1524 1595 1649 1947 2012
2523

om 927 1729* 1985 2659

Oebv appears to be a scribal correction conforming to the LXX.* The
omission of any object of éxmetpdlwpev is likely accidental, although an
intentional effort to render the passage ambiguous is possible. Neither
Be6v nor the omission has serious claim to be the original reading.

The long-standing preference for kUpiov was based upon the
assumption that XpioTév is merely a scribal gloss to explain the meaning
of kiptov.” The more recent assumption is that the original XpioTév was
altered to kUpiov because of the difficulty involved in supposing the
ancient Israelites actually to have tempted Christ.*

% 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.

% 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 kipiov, as does the text of Eduard
Schwartz, Eine fingierte Korrespondenz mit Paulus dem Samosatener (Miinchen:
Bayerische Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1927), 46. Loofs conjectured that the
text must have read XptoTév originally. This conjecture had been noted earlier by
Theodor Zahn, “Eine neue Quelle fiir die Textgeschichte des Neuen Testaments,”
Theologisches Literaturblatt (1899): 180.

% George Howard’s, “The Tetragram and the New Testament,” JBL 96
(1977): 81, suggestion that Paul wrote mm and that 8e6v and kipLov were the first
substitutes, and XptoTév being a later scribal interpretation, is rather speculative.

* See Johannes Weiss, Der erste Korintherbrief (MeyerK; 9" ed.; Géttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1910), 253, n. 2.

¥ Metzger, Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament, 494.
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The well-known statement of Epiphanius that Marcion altered
koptov to Xpiotév*' has been adduced as prime evidence for the
secondary nature of XptoTév. For instance, Blackman cautiously allowed,

There is a possibility of this being a Marcionite alteration as Epiphanius
says, because Kptov 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 Kopiov
here, as he could have no object in exhorting his followers not to tempt
the Demiurge.*

Although this would provide a possible rationale for Epiphanius’
allegation, Blackman’s assumption that “Kvptov 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 kipLos with reference to Christ
and could have done so quite easily here. Additionally, argument that
Marcion could not have allowed an original kiptov 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 1) & wétpa Av 6 XpLoTds in v. 4 and his omission of 6 8eds in
v. 5, making XptoTés the subject of €U86knoev, it is more reasonable to
assume that Marcion, rather than falsifying the text at this point, actually
found XptoTév in his exemplar.”

If one accepts Epiphanius’ attribution of XptoTév to Marcion, one
concomitantly accepts the difficult task of explaining the reading Xptotév
in Clement and the “presbyter” whom Irenaeus mentions.* 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, kupLov is otherwise unattested prior to the fourth century.

Epiphanius, using a text that read kUpLov, 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

1 See Adolf von Harnack, Marcion: Das Evangelium vom fremden Gott (TU 45;
Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1921), 87".

# E. C. Blackman, Marcion and His Influence (London: S.P.C.K., 1948), 164-5;
cf. however, 47, n. 1.

# F. H. A. Scrivener, A Plain Introduction to the Criticism of the New Testament
(3" ed.; Cambridge: Deighton Bell, 1883), 506, n. 2; (4™ ed; 1894: 2.260, n. 3), says,
“In 1 Cor x.9 Marcion seems to uphold the true reading against the judgement of
Epiphanius.”

“ Irenaeus, Adv. Haer. 4.27.3 (SC 100/2. 746-7).
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acumen often reflected in his writings,* 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, Hort* 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,*
and his “fiery zeal in defense of the purity of ecclesiastical doctrine”*
certainly reduces any claim to Epiphanius’ impartiality. Epiphanius was
aware of these two readings, but his allegation of a Marcionite alteration
of klptov to XptoTév 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 k0ptov (except A 81,
which read 6e6v). 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-R) in 1
Corinthians. There is no early evidence for the existence of kiptov, and
Epiphanius, using a fourth-century MS containing a Later Egyptian type
of text, simply attributes to Marcion the introduction of the reading
XproTér, and does so, as usual, without substantiation for his assertion.*

7

* See Wilhelm von Christ, Geschichte der griechischen Literatur in Handbuch
der Altertumswissenschaft (6™ ed.; Munich: Beck, 1961), 7.1446-51.

* 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.

¥ 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.”

* Johannes Quasten, Patrology (Utrecht: Spectrum, 1966), 3. 384.

¥ 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,” written in Alexandria sometime prior to A.D.
232, that uses 10:9 with the reading XpioTév 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.”® Aparently Origen did not know a text of 10:9
that read other than XpioTév 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 «vptov as evidence against Paul of Samosata’s erroneous view of
the pre-existence of Christ. Kiptov 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 «kvpLov prior toR B
and Epiphanius, and kiptov 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
XptoTéy, preserved in P* 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 kUptov 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 P* appear to be the only Alexandrian witness for
XptoT6v.* This misdirects the reader’s attention from the fact that there is
a paucity of pre-fourth century evidence for kiptov, even in Alexandria.

Unlike Xptotév, kipiov does not enjoy such early and widespread
support, occurring in B-R and a few later Byzantine witnesses. Although
kOptov was the standard reading in printed editions from Lachmann in
1831 through UBSGNT? and NA?, 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 XpioTov as the original reading of 1 Cor 10:9.

% Eusebius, H.E. 6.24.3 (GCS 2/2.572).

°' 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.

%2 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.”*® 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.” However, in these discussions of
internal evidence, intrinsic probability has received scant attention.
Aland® 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.

Metzger™ and Fee” 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.

Elliott*® 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, Kilpatrick™ stresses
the role of Atticism. Placing greater emphasis upon internal criteria than

» 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.

> 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.

* Aland and Aland, Text of the New Testament, 280.

* Metzger, Text of the New Testament, 210.

%" Fee, Theory and Method of NT Textual Criticism, 14-15.

% 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 Filologia Neotesta-
mentaria 3; Cordoba: el Almendro, 1992).

* 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.®

With only a brief mention and no specification of criteria, however,
the other aspect of intrinsic evidence is left ambiguous—uiz., 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,”® 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,”® 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,” 1 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, XpioTér 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,”*
and that, “Carroll Osburn provides an extensive argument for the
superiority of XptoTés 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

% Elliott, “Thoroughgoing Eclecticism,” The Text of the NT in Contemporary
Research, 324.

' Metzger, Textual Commentary on the Greek NT, 14*.

52 See Otto Kaiser and W. G. Kiimmel, 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.

% Osburn, “1 Cor 10.9,” New Testament Textual Criticism, 205-09.

% 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 6 6e6s 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.®
Rhetorical criticism is now brought to bear on NT texts.” 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.”

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.”*® Conzelmann and Lindemann® observe correctly,

% 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).

5 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).

5 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).

% 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-Sitze 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.” 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).™

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.” 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

% Hans Conzelmann and A. Lindemann, Interpreting the New Testament
(trans. S. Schatzmann; Peabody, Mass.; Hendrickson, 1988), 181.

7 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.

' 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, “Anstd8ige 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).”

Continuing his emphasis upon Corinthian maturity, Paul’s
deliberative argument in 1 Cor 15:1-57 is that the resurrection is the goal
(Télos) that should govern all Christian decision-making.”™ 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.” Mitchell” 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 mepl 8¢ 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, Héring” divides 1
Corinthians into two letters (8 and 10:23-11:1; 9 and 10:1-22); however,
Hurd” concludes that, based upon internal evidence, partition theories
are incapable of proof. Mitchell,” 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, Fee® views the
main issue as eating sacrificial food in pagan temples in 10:1-22, and the

? See Eriksson, Traditions as Rhetorical Proof: Pauline Argumentation in 1
Corinthians, 174-231.

7* See W. Stenger, “Beobachtungen zur Argumentationsstruktur von 1 Kor
15,” LB 45 (1979): 71-128.

? 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.

7”7 Jean Héring, The First Epistle of Saint Paul to the Corinthians (trans. A.
Heathcote and P. Allcock; London: Epworth, 1962), xiii-xiv.

7 John Hurd, Jr., The Origin of 1 Corinthians (London: SPCK, 1965), 131-42.

7 Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetoric of Reconciliation, 237-59.

% 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, Delobel® 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. Delobel® proposes correctly that the unifying
element occurs at the outset, mepi 8¢ TGOV €l8wAodiTWY in 8:1. EiSwAdBUTA
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. Ei8w\é6utor means “food
offered to an idol”® 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.* 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. Oster® 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.

8 Ibid., 182-86.

% So B. N. Fisk, “Eating Meat Offered to Idols: Corinthian Behavior and
Pauline Response,” Trin] 10 (1989): 55-58.

% See discussion in Michael D. Goulder, Paul and the Competing Mission in
Corinth (Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2001), 152-76.

% 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,® 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
¢Eovola to do something in order to adapt meaningfully to different
types of people (9:19-23; his second appeal to the readers).” 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.* 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.* 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), Paul inserts a

8 See Wendell Willis, Idol Meat in Corinth. The Pauline Arqument in I
Corinthians 8 and 10 (SBLDS 68; Chico, CA: Scholars Press, 1985), 266.

% Alex Cheung, Idol Food in Corinth: Jewish Background and Pauline Legacy
(JSNTSupp 176; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), 137-43.

% David Horrell, The Social Ethos of the Corinthian Correspondence
(Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1996), 146-50.

% 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.

* Craig Blomberg, The NIV Application Commentary on First Corinthians
(Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1994), 191.



EPIPHANIUS’ TEXT OF THE PAULINE EPISTLES 249

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.”’ Paul interprets the OT Christologically, believing that Christ
was pre-existent in OT times and assisting the Israelites.” This is why he
wrote in v. 4, “the rock was Christ.”* 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).”* In vv. 11-13,
Paul stresses these as “warning examples,” especially for those who
think themselves to be “strong” and beyond temptation (9:27). Fee”
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, Cheung” 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. Malina” 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.

' Eriksson, Traditions as Rhetorical Proof: Pauline Arqumentation in 1
Corinthians, 167.

” Ben Witherington, Conflict in Community in Corinth: A Socio-Rhetorical
Commentary on 1 and 2 Corinthians (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995), 218.

% Martin McNamara, Palestinian Judaism and the New Testament
(Wilmington, Del.: Glazier, 1983), 241-44.

* See Tjitze Baarda, “1 Corinthe 10,1-13: Een schets,” GthT 76 (1975): 1-14.

% Fee, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 442-43.

% Cheung, Idol Food in Corinth, 146.

7 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.” 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.” This leads
directly into 10:14-22, the conclusion of the argument that began in 8:1.'"

Regarding 10:9, Fee'™ 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,'” and the warning is that
they face similar catastrophic consequences.'”® Epiphanius, as with most
writers whose Greek texts read «kUpiov, understands Paul to refer to
Christ. Whether XpioTév or kiprov, 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 kipiov in v. 9 to refer to God. His only
contextual argument is that kOpiov 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 Xpiotév was inserted into v. 9 by orthodox scribes.

% Victor Furnish, The Theology of the First Letter to the Corinthians
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 72.

* Ben Witherington, 111, Conflict and Community in Corinth: A Socio-Rhetorical
Commentary on 1 and 2 Corinthians (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995), 224.

' Ericksson, Traditions as Rhetorical Proof: Pauline Argumentation in 1
Corinthians, 166-73.

' Fee, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 457.

1 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.

1 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
XptoTdy, the improbability of a Marcionite alteration and the intrinsic
probability favoring XpioTév as original, it remains to be asked when, by
whom and for what reasons kiUplov was introduced into the text. The
variation could have been merely accidental.

It is possible, of course, that a scribe simply misread XN as KN, a
mistake of the eye common in both uncial and minuscule MSS, or that
Paul’s use of kUpLos in 1 Corinthians to mean Xpiotés 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 (ovk
ékmeLpdoels kOplov Tov Bedr) and wrote kUplov in v. 9 to bring the text in
line with that passage.

If kopiov 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 XpioTév in v. 9. A fragment of book four of his lost
Stromateis is preserved in the margin of 1739'™ 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 XpioTév 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 XpioTév 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.

14 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 kipiov 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 «vplov, 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 kvpLov into the text precisely to remove the verse
from theological discussion. Too late to affect P*, it was a part of the
manuscript tradition by the time of Hymenaeusbriefe and B-R, 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 XpioTév 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 6 6e6s in
81 Clement and Irenaeus is an orthodox corruption making Christ the
executioner. In fact, 81 reads 6 6eés and NA% should be corrected. Also,
in Irenaeus (Adv. haer. 4.36.6), the “omission” of 6 6eds 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 6 Beds occurs at the end and is likewise inadmissible as
evidence. One cannot establish that his text omitted 6 6e6s. There is no
evidence to support an orthodox corruption in v. 5.

Ehrman says that kOpiov “is best attested among the opponents of
adoptionism, (e.g., Epiphanius) and precisely in Alexandria (MSS R B C
33)” (p. 116). Epiphanius, however, did not need XptoTév 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 kOptov in Hymenaeusbriefe.

In asserting that 1739™ 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,'®

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
Xptotév (). However, transcriptional probability is inconclusive in this
instance.

4. CONCLUSION.

As Metzger says, “The reading that best explains the origin of the
others is XptoTév . . . Paul’s reference to Christ here is analogous to that in
ver. 47" Ehrman anticipates that colleagues will disagree with many of his
conclusions,'” as Fee does in 1 Cor 10:9, noting that, “Unfortunately,
Ehrman too often turns mere possibility into probability, and probability into
certainty.”'®

External evidence and intrinsic probability both favor Xpiotév as
original, and transcriptional probability is simply inconclusive in this

% Gordon D. Fee, review of Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption of Scripture,
Critical Review 8 (1995): 203-06, esp. 205.

1% Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament, 494.

7 Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption of Scripture, 275.

1% 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 kUpiov 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 XpioTév
played an important role. The reading XpioTév 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.
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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.! Lake® 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. Haenchen® 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,
Geer* 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

! 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.

? 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.

* Ernst Haenchen, “Zum Text der Apostelgeschichte,” ZTK 54 (1957): 54-55.

* 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. Suggs® 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. Carder®
proposed that 1243 does, in fact, represent a Caesarean type of text in the
Catholic Epistles, to which Aland’ responded that one can only term a
text “Caesarean” if both Origen and Eusebius confirm its presence in
Caesarea. Richards® 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 Brooks’ 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," 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. Zuntz" 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. Murphy™ 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

®> M. Jack Suggs, “The New Testament Text of Eusebius” (Ph.D. dissertation,
Duke University 1954), 149, 285-88.

8 Muriel Carder, “A Caesarean Text in the Catholic Epistles,” NTS 16 (1969):
252-70.

7 Kurt Aland, “Bemerkungen zu den gegenwirtigen moglichkeiten text-
kritischer Arbeit aus Anlass einer Untersuchung zum Ciesarea-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.

° James Brooks, The New Testament Text of Gregory of Nyssa (SBLNTGF 2;
Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1991), 264—66.

1 Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, The Text of the New Testament (2nd ed.;
trans. E. Rhodes; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989), 178.

' Giinther Zuntz, The Text of the Pauline Epistles (London: Oxford
University Press, 1953), 66, 80, 153-55.

? Harold Murphy, “Eusebius’ New Testament Text in the Demonstratio
Evangelica,” JBL 78 (1954): 162-68.
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Palestine are Egyptian in character.” 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." 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.

B 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.

" Contra Hermann von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments in ihrer
dltesten erreichbaren Textgestalt (Gottingen: 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 NA?7

The following lists indicate 1) places in the critical apparatus of
NA? 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 NA” text (txt) or that of a variant reading (v.1.).

I. CORRECTIONS TO NA%.
Rom 8:11 Epiph: kai Ta 6vnta ovparta (v.1)!
1Cor1:220  Epiph: tovtov (v.L.)?
1Cor3:220  Epiph: avbpsimwy (v.1.)°
1 Cor 5:5 Epiph: Tob kuplov (txt)*
1 Cor7:34 Epiph: om kal before 76 odpatt (v.1.)°

1 Cor 10:3 Epiph: 10 adTo mvevpatikév Bpdpa (fxt)®

! NAZ lists Epiphanius as omitting kat in some MSS, but this occurs in two
inexact quotations. Actually, Epiphanius includes kat 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
NAZ.

* ToUTov 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 ToiTou was omitted, and Epiphanius should be deleted from the
apparatus at this point.

* In the one clear citation of this verse, Epiphanius does not read dvépémav,
but coddv, which is the reading in the NA* text.

* 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.

®> In Epiphanius’ lone reference to this verse, a reminiscence involving a
conflation with v. 32, one cannot be certain of Epiphanius’ omission of kai before
¢ odpatt and thus Epiphanius should be removed from the apparatus for this
reading.

® NAY lists Epiphanius as reading T0 aliTd mvevpatikéy Bpdpa, 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 NAZ, cont.
1Cor 14:15  Epiph: $ak@d kai ¢ vot (v.1.)7
1Cor 14:34  Epiph: vrotaccécbuoav (txt)®

2Cor1:20  Epiph: 810 kat 8. avTtod (fxt)’

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 avt6 in 10:3 or not.

That this reference is to Marcion rather than Epiphanius was noted
correctly in Tischendorf’s 8th edition: Marcion®"""". Marcion should be cited in
support of avté, but Epiphanius should be deleted.

7 Epiphanius reads $sa\® 8¢ kal 7@ vol in one of the two accurate citations
with introductions, but omits &¢ in the other. He either needs to be cited for both
readings or omitted from the apparatus at this point.

8 NAY 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 kafws kat 6 vépos Aéyer, 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, “Marcion®®™” would be accurate.
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I. CORRECTIONS TO NA?¥, cont.

2 Cor 4:6 Epiph: Mdpde (#xt)'°

Gal 4:25 Epiph: ydp (v.L)"
Eph 3:15 Epiph: év otpavd (v.1.)*?
Col 2:11 Epiph: Tod adpatos Tév apaptidv (v.l)*

2 Thess 2:2  Epiph: Tob kuplov (txt)™
1Tim 1:17  Epiph: wévw codd (v.l.)*
Heb 11:4 Epiph: é1u haket (txt)™

Heb 11:32 Epiph: Xapdscv (txt)”

® NAY 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 “Marcion®*?".”

1 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 Adpper rather than Adppar in his text. Epiphanius should be removed
from the apparatus of NA” at this point.

" NA? 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.

2 NAZ lists “EpiphP.” 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 NA” apparatus should be changed to read simply
“Epiph.”

B Epiphanius reads Tév dpapTidv, but it is a substitution for Ths capkds
rather than an addition to the text, as NA% indicates.

* As Epiphanius’ only reference to this verse is a loose reminiscence, he
cannot be listed supporting the reading in the NA” text and should be removed.

® 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 NA” as supporting this reading.

16 Epiphanius’ quotation is too imprecise to include him in the apparatus at
this point.

7 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
NA? text at this variant.
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I1. USEFUL ADDITIONS OF EPIPHANIUS TO NA?Y.
Acts 2:36 Epiph: 0 6eos €moinoe (v.1.)
Acts 5:3 Epiph: ém\ipwoev (txt)™
Acts 9:6 Epiph: t( (v.1.)
Acts 10:38 Epiph: ov éxproev (v.1.)"

Acts 11:9 Epiph: dmekpifn 8¢ pou ék Sevtépov dwvn €k TOD
ovpavod (v.L)

Acts 13:4 Epiph: avrol (txt)

Acts 15:28 Epiph: tov émdvaykes (v.1.)
Acts 15:29 Epiph: kal mviktod (v.l.)
Acts 16:6 Epiph: 8tfiAbov (txt)

Acts 16:31 Epiph: koptov *Inootv (om Xpiotov; txt)
Acts 16:32 Epiph: kuptov (txt)

Acts 20:28 Epiph: 8eod (txt)

Acts 24:12 Epiph: émloTaow (txt)
James 1:27 Epiph: 6pnokela 8¢ (v.l.)
James 1:27  Epiph: 70 6e (txt)

James 3:8 Epiph: dkatdoxeTov (v.l.)
James 3:9 Epiph: 8eov (v.1.)

1 Peter 3:18  Epiph: om pev (v.1.)*

'8 In the two most precise quotations (Anc 69.8; Pan 74.6.8) Epiphanius has
this reading.

% The citation in Pan 74.6.6 is brief, but accurate, and includes an intro-
duction.

* The quotations might be too brief for certainty, but none of the six precise
ones has it.
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1 Peter 4:1
2 Peter 2:19
1John 2:18
1 John 2:19
Rom 1:4
Rom 3:8
Rom 5:1
Rom 8:11
Rom 8:11
Rom 8:26
Rom 8:34
Rom 9:20
Rom 14:3
1 Cor1:23
1Cor1:24
1 Cor 2:9

1 Cor 2:13
1 Cor 2:14
1 Cor 9:7

1 Cor 9:9

1 Cor 10:9

1 Cor 10:10

APPENDIX1

Epiph: mafévTos vmep nuav capkl (v.l.)
Epiph: Toito kat (v.1.)

Epiph: 67t (txt)

Epiph: noav é€ npaov (v.1.)

Epiph: mpooptobévros (v.1.)

Epiph: €My é¢’ Mpas (v.1.)

Epiph: éxopev (txt)

Epiph: XptoTov ék vekpdv (txt)

Epiph: Tob évotkobrtos avtov mredpatos (txt)
Epiph: vmepevtuyxdvel Umép fpav (v.l.)
Epiph: és €otwv (v.l.)

Epiph: pevotv ye (txt)

Epiph: kai 0 (v.1.)

Epiph: "EX\not (v.1.)

Epiph: XptoTos 6eob Stvaps kal Beod codia (v.1.)

Epiph: a (txt)

Epiph: mvetparos aylov (v.l.)

Epiph: om Tob 8eod (v.1.)

Epiph: ¢k Tob kapmob (v.1.)

Epiph: év yap 17§ vépw yéypamtar (v.l.)
Epiph: ktptov (v.1.)

Epiph: yoyyileTe (txt)

263
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I1. USEFUL ADDITIONS OF EPIPHANIUS TO NA?, cont.
1Cor10:10  Epiph: ka6dmep (txt)
1Cor10:19  Epiph: om fj 67t €l8wAév Tl €oTwv (v.l.)
1Cor10:20  Epiph: 60oval" (txt)
1Cor12:11  Epiph: om i8lq (v.1.)
1Cor15:24  Epiph: mapadide (txt)
1Cor 15:27  Epiph: 67u (txt)
1Cor15:28  Epiph: ta mdvra év maow (txt)
1Cor 15:49  Epiph: ¢opéowpev (v.1.)
1Cor15:55  Epiph: kévtpov; mob cov, dén, 10 vikos; (v.1.)
2 Cor 3:6 Epiph: dmoktével (txt)*

2 Cor11:3 Epiph: kal Tfis ayvétnros (txt)*?

Gal 2:9 Epiph! ldkoBos kat Kndds (txt)*
Eph 5:31 Epiph: kal koAnfrjoeTat Tf) yuvaiki avtod (v.l.)
Phil 2:11 Epiph: ¢€oporoyroeTat (v.1.)

1 Tim 4:1 Epiph: mAdvns (v.l.)
Tit 2:10 Epiph: om mi (v.l.)

Tit 2:11 Epiph: cwtfpos (v.1.)

* NAY does not have an accent on the variant reading. If the variant
reading is the future dmoktevel, 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.

* If included, Epiphanius should be cited as “(Epiph)” since he inverts the
order of the two phrases dmo Tfs dyvémros kal Tfis dmAéTnros with D* E it*e.

# If included, Epiphanius should be cited for the reading in the text as
“(Epiph)” since he transposes Knéds to the last position, but the quotation has
enough precision that it is likely that it represents his biblical exemplar.
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Rom 5:6

Rom 15:8

1 Cor 2:10

1 Cor 2:10

1 Cor 2:16

1 Cor 3:12

1 Cor 3:16

1 Cor 5:7

1 Cor 6:11

1 Cor7:5

1 Cor 7:10

1 Cor 7:39

1 Cor 7:39

1 Cor 9:9

1 Cor 10:11

1 Cor 10:11

1 Cor 10:20

1 Cor 12:6

1 Cor 12:6

1 Cor 12:27

1 Cor 15:14

1 Cor 15:14

APPENDIX1

Epiph: é7u (txt)

Epiph: yeyevijobau (txt)
Epiph: 8¢ (txt)

Epiph: 8ta Tob mvedpatos avrod (v.l.)
Epiph: XptoTob (txt)

Epiph: Tovtov (v.1.)

Epiph: otket év vptv (txt)
Epiph: T0 mdoxa npav (fxt)
Epiph: Tob kuvplov npav (v.l.)
Epiph: tf) mpooevx (txt)
Epiph: pn xwptobivar (txt)
Epiph: 8¢é8etal vépw (v.1.)
Epiph: dmofdvn (v.1.)

Epiph: ¢rpdoets (v.1.)

Epiph: tabTa 8¢ (txt)

Epiph: Tumikds ovvéBawvev (txt)
Epiph: 8ovot kal ov 6@ (v.1.)
Epiph: 6 8¢ avTés (txt)
Epiph: 8eds 0 €vepyav (txt)
Epiph: péxovs (v.1.)

Epiph: dpa kal (txt)

Epiph: mioTis nuav (v.1.)
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III. CORRECT INCLUSIONS OF EPIPHANIUS IN NAZ, cont.
1Cor15:25  Epiph: Tous €xBpouvs avtod (v.l.)
1Cor15:28  Epiph: T61e kal avtés (txt)
1Cor15:29  Epiph: Umép avrav (txt)
2 Cor 3:7 Epiph: M6ots (txt)
2 Cor 3:17 Epiph: ékel (v.l.)
2 Cor 4:4 Epiph: katavydoat (v.1.)
2 Cor 4:4 Epiph: om avrols post avydoau (txt)
2 Cor 6:16 Epiph: écovral pou (v.1)
2 Cor11:3 Epiph: els TOv XpLoTov (txt)
2 Cor 13:3 Epiph: el Sokipny (v.1.)
Gal 1:15 Epiph: e086knoev (v.1.)
Eph 2:15 Epiph: év éavtd (v.l.)
Eph 5:32 Epiph: mi éxkAnotav (v.l.)
Col 3:5 Epiph: ta pén (txt)
1Tim1:12  Epiph: xdpwv (2x1)
1 Tim 3:16 Epiph: 6s ébavepwdn (txt)
1 Tim 4:2 Epiph: kekavtnpracpévwy (v.1.)
2 Tim 2:7 Epiph: véet 6 Méyw (txt)
2 Tim 2:7 Epiph: 8doel (txt)
2 Tim 4:10 Epiph: FaA\iav (v.1.)
Titus 2:13 Epiph: cwTfipos fpav ' Incod Xptotob (fxt)

Heb 7:6 Epiph: tov " ABpadp (v.1.)



APPENDIXI 267
I11. CORRECT INCLUSIONS OF EPIPHANIUS IN NA”, cont.
Heb 11:6 Epiph: 8¢ (v.1.)

Heb 13:5 Epiph: éykatarimw (txt)






APPENDIX II
EPIPHANIUS IN THE APPARATUS OF UBS*

The following list indicates places in the critical apparatus of UBS*
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
UBS* text (txt) or that of a variant reading (v.1.).

I. CORRECTIONS TO UBS*.
Acts 2:24 Epiph:“Asov (v.1.)!
Acts 5:3 Epiph: ém\ipwoev (txt**); émelpacev (v..7*)?
Acts 16:7 Epiph: To mvetpa (om’Inoob; v.L)?
Acts 27:37 Epiph: ws éB8ourkovTa €€ (v.l)*
Rom 4:19 Epiph: 1i8n (txt)°®

Rom 8:26 Epiph: vmepevtuyxdvel (txt)®

! As Epiphanius has this word at the end of the verse as a substitution for
alrov, he does not read it as a substitution for 8avdtov and should be removed
from the apparatus as support for this reading.

* Epiphanius’ two verbally precise citations read ¢mijpwoer and he should
be included as only supporting this text in the apparatus.

* UBS* lists Epiphanius as omitting 'Incob, but the omission occurs at the
end of the quotation and it cannot be known whether’Inoob was in his exemplar.
Certainly Epiphanius should not be cited in support of the omission of ’Inoov.

* Epiphanius is listed in UBS"* as reading "os éBSoprikovta €€ Epiphanius'/?
(Epiphanius'/? om €€)." This is misleading. In one quotation, Epiphanius reads ¢:s
éBdopnkovTa, but in the other ws dydorkovta. So, Epiphanius reads “70” or “80”
souls, but in neither reference does he read ¢)s éBSopfkovta €€, as UBS* indicates.

° UBS* cites “Epiphanius*™.” but the quotation is a loose reminiscence,
which means he cannot be cited as reading 75n and should be removed.

6 UBS* lists Epiphanius as omitting Umep fudv 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
umép Nuev 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 UBS*, cont.
Rom 9:4 Epiph: at dtadfikar (txt)’
1 Cor2:4 Epiph: melbol codlas Aoywv (v.1.)?
1 Cor 5:5 Epiph: kuplov (xt)°
1Cor 15:47  Epiph: dvbpdsimos (txt)"
Gal 4:25 Epiph: ydp Zwa (v.1.)"
1 Thess 4:11 Epiph: idlats (txt)™
2 Thess 2:3  Epiph: dvopias (fxt)"

Rev 1:8 Epiph:"Q (txt)"

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 UBS! cites “(Epiphanius)” for this reading. However, the text in Anc 70.8
reads “melfol codlas Aoyols” 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.

° 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.

1 UBS* has parentheses around Epiphanius, but his text does not have
dvbpwmos here, or any of the other variant readings; therefore, he should be
removed from the apparatus at this point.

' UBS* 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.

2 UBS* 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.

B In accordance with stated criteria for usable data, the quotation is too
imprecise and Epiphanius should be removed from the apparatus.

* As the words in question, dpxT kal Télos, 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.



APPENDIX II 271
II. USEFUL ADDITIONS OF EPIPHANIUS TO UBS*.
Acts 15:29 Epiph: kai mvikTod (v.l.)
Rom 5:6 Epiph: étu yap...€1L (txt)
1Cor10:11  Epiph: Tabra 8¢ (txt)

Phil 2:11 Epiph: ¢€oporoyroeTat (v.1.)

III. CORRECT INCLUSIONS OF EPIPHANIUS IN UBS*.
Acts 1:11 Epiph: els TOv obpavév (txt)
Acts 16:32 Epiph: Tob kuplov (txt)
Acts 20:28 Epiph: 8eob (txt)
James 3:8 Epiph: dkatdoxetov (v.l.)
James 3:9 Epiph: 8eov (v.1.)
1 Peter 4:1 Epiph: mabévtos vmép fpav (v.1.)
1John 2:18  Epiph: 67 (txt)
Jude 8 Epiph: kvptétnTa (txt)
Rom 5:1 Epiph: éxopev (txt)
Rom 7:22 Epiph: Tob 6eob (txt)
Rom 8:11 Epiph: ToD évolkobrTos avTod mredpaTtos (txt)
1 Cor 2:10 Epiph: 8¢ (txt)
1 Cor 2:16 Epiph: XptoTob (txt)
1 Cor 3:2 Epiph: éTu (txt)
1 Cor 6:11 Epiph: fpav *Inood Xpiotod (v.1.)

1 Cor7:5 Epiph: tf mpooevx (txt)
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III. CORRECT INCLUSIONS OF EPIPHANIUS IN UBS", cont.

1 Cor 10:9
1 Cor 10:20
1 Cor 15:14
1 Cor 15:49
1 Cor 15:55
2 Cor 11:3
Gal 1:15
Gal 2:5
Eph 5:14
Phil 2:9
Phil 2:11

1 Thess 5:4
1 Tim 3:16
2 Tim 4:10

Rev 2:20

Epiph: ktptov (v.1.)

Epiph: d 8ovot Sacpoviots Bovot kal ob Bed (v.1.)
Epiph: nuav (v.1.)

Epiph: ¢popéowper (v.l.)

Epiph: kévrpov; mob cov, @8n, T0 vikos; (v.l.)
Epiph: amo Tfis ayvétnTos kal Ths amidétnTos (v.1.)
Epiph: e086knoev (v.1.)

Epiph: ols 0v8€é (txt)

Epiph: émdatoeL oot 6 Xpiotds (txt)

Epiph: dvopa (v.l)

Epiph: kiptos "Inoots Xptotos (txt)

Epiph: k\émtns (txt)

Epiph: os (txt)

Epiph: FaA\av (v.1.)

Epiph: yuvdika (txt)
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