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causas foret causa efficiens numeranda et sic sequitur quod aliqua.
possit esse causa efficiens motus ; secundo sequitur . . .
Physies 11 3 (194P 16~195P 30). This guestio ends f. 26° with
the words: Et tantum de secundo Physicorum Aristotilis.

f. 26° Circa tercium Phisicorum Aristotilis sit hec questio prima:

f. 384

f. 40®

f. 44®

f. 52°

f. 55*

Utrum motus sit actus entis in potencia secundum quod ipsum
est in potencia ad tercium acquirendum. Quod non arguitur
tripliciter.

A long disquisition on the whole third book of the Physics. It

ends: Et patet super tercio Physicorum.
Utrum omnia temporaliter existencia sint in loco et quod non
arguitur tripliciter : primo enim sequitur quod aliquis foret locus,
secundo sequitur quod omnia localiter mota requirant locum
tamquam per se terminum sui motus et sic nichil in vacuo
moveretur, tercio et ultimo sequeretur ex hoc quod alia tempora-
liter existunt quod est tempus.

Physics iv 1 2,
Modo dubitatur utrum sit possibile quod sit aliquid in seipso et
videtur quod sic per Aristotelem, capitulo de loco. ubi concedit
quod agregatum ex amphora et vino sit seipso racione sue partis.
Istud eciam potest suaderi per racionem talem . . .

Physics iv 3 (210 13 ff., particularly 30).
Utrum omnis motus sit alteracio, augmentacio vel motus localis.
Data questione sequitur quod penes aliquid attenderetur species
motus. Quo dato sequitur quod alteracio esset una species
motus.

Physics v 1 2 (2258 34-226P 18).
Dubium est utrum omne tempus, magnitudo et motus diversifi-
cate seinvicem consequuntur. Si sic nullum talium foret indivi-
sibile, secundo posset aliquod spacium motu alico in tempore
pertransire, et tercio secundum proporcionem potencie ad
regulam pertransiretur uniformiter plus vel minus de spacio.

Physies vi, vii. The guestio ends: Et tantum de sexto et

septimo.
Dubium concernens illum octavum est utrum simpliciter primum
sit infinite potencie, indivisibile, immobile et eternum, et quod
non arguo quadrupliciter: primo sequitur quod sit infinite
potencie, secundo, tercio et quarto quod sit indivisibile, immobile
et eternum. .

Physics viii per totum.

The treatise ends on f. 58°.

S. HARRISON THOMSON.

A STUDY OF THE CHESTER-BEATTY CODEX

OF THE PAULINE EPISTLES

THE recent publication of a large portion of the Pauline Epistles, to
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be known as P*, recovered from its tomb in the desert, gives us an
opportunity to examine what is perhaps the most solid contribution
which the sands of Egypt have provided up to date.

It is no exaggeration to say this; for, in the amount of the material
preserved, in the good condition of most of it, and in its early date we
are fortunate indeed.

Sir Frederic Kenyon’s complete edition of the 86 leaves has given
us access to what remains of the whole original document in one
compact and well-printed volume.! This includes Hebrews (placed,
notably, between Romans and Corinthians), which we cannot traverse
in this article.

The revised date suggested for the papyrus is crca A.D. 200. If we
are startled by this early attribution, we have only to examine the text,
in order to rest assured that we are in the presence of something which
is contemporaneous with, or which may have preceded the compilation
of, the Sahidic version ; thus, the circumstantial evidence is definite, for
this is generally attributed to a period cir¢a a.D. 190,

To get behind the Sahidic is indeed a feat ; for this liberates us from
much reflex action on the Greek texts in Egypt,and leaves us in contact
with the Sahidic base only, and with Old-Latin and Old-Syriac versions,
which could have influenced our papyrus.

It is a most interesting proposition. ,

Kenyon’s grouping of the Greek evidence, valuable and time-saving
as it is, just stops short of allowing us to penetrate to the real heart of
the issue, for the ‘ diplomatics ~ of the matter are of great importance.

We can begin to draw certain conclusions. The underlying sympathy
ranges rather more with the base of the Bohairic than with that of the
Sahidic. E.g., 2 Cor. vil 7 vrep nuwv for vrep euov, pap* alone with
bok and syr. Also 1 Cor. xv 54, where bok agrees with pap'® to omit
one of the two clauses.

On the whole, by and large, there is very little Coptic reaction on the
Greek, sparse Coptic order, and but scant grammatical sympathy.
There is a tendency at times to exhibit Syriac order and occasionally
Latin order.

The scribe seems to have made numerous blunders, but not quite as
many as the footnotes suggest ; and these do not invalidate the drawing
of certain deductions from detailed observation of other singularities,
which are too numerous to come under the head of recurrent mistakes.

We are in the presence of a Greek document, circa 200, which is
already a compound or composite vehicle of the Latin version and,
possibly, of a Syriac version, both of which may have run concurrently
with the Greek for some time. Beyond this, the largest sympathy is

! Emery Walker, London, 1936.



150 THE JOURNAL OF THEOLOGICAL STUDIES

with the base of the Aethiopic version. I have counted over fifty cases
of unique agreement of aes% with the papyrus.

We can work out the whole problem only by induction, and by
the inductive process of prolonged experience. We cannot argue the
whole subject out upon the basis of grammatical ‘niceties’. Apparent
¢ crudities’ may appear in this ancient text—[observe what Paul him-
self says of such ‘roughnesses’, or ambiguities, at z Cor. xi 6: ‘ibidrys 7
Adyw’, and in that very verse the double use of ivae in two successive
clauses !]—but our scribe was not a careless ignoramus, nor somnolent,
nor inept, for most scribes, in my experience, are honourable copyists,
and he is not an exception. He is, most evidently, concerned with a
base which has, so far, been beyond our ken.

The question of genders requires intelligent and unbiased attention.
There seems to have been confusion in those days, or perhaps latitude,
as to the masculine or neuter gender of some nouns—since settled by
lexicographers, one way or the other. The question arises several times.
For instance, at Epb. iii 18 the papyrus has 7. o mAaros xar pnros xa
wpos kar Bafos, apparently making all these nouns masculine, instead of
neuter. This looks very unorthodox, but I notice that a Clement (of
Rome), writing to the Corinthians, is found to employ exactly the con-
verse method, making rvdos neuter instead of masculine; thus (xiii 1),
. G.TI'OGEP-EVOL Tacay O.A,lICOVGL(lV Kat T'l)¢09 Kat 0.¢POO"UV'I7V Kat OP‘YUS e

In this connexion it is worth while, before accusing the scride of
pap*® (and not his forerunners) of unscholarly carelessness, to examine
the passages involving mlovros (o Or To mwAovros), where the papyrus is
extant, and to see the company which it keeps. I have put it into the
note below.! From this it will be seen that pap*® is easily the most

1 Rom. ix 23 To mAovros P¥FG, rov mhovrov rell.
2 Cor. viii 2 To mhovros P#NR*BCP 17,31 %
Tov mhovroy rell, et Euthal Thdt Dam.
Eph. i ¥ 7o mAovros PRABDFG.
7oy mAovroy N°DCKLY ? rell et Paty wmult.
Eph. i 18 7is 0 mAovros P4 rell omn'd.  [Curiously enough, F¥* G8™ make the first
7is into Tt (1 €aTw 7 eAms) but leave Tis o mAovros with the rest.]
Eph. ii 7 70 vmepBariov mhovros PINR*ABD*FG 17 67** Eus1/2 Euthal, Orig 1/2
(mAnbos). ) .
Tov vmrepBarrovra whovrov D°EKLP alpl Eus1/2 Orig 172 Thdt Dam.
Eph. iii 8 1o avefixyiaorov mAcvros PAR*ABCD*FG 17 67** Euthal.
Tov avefixviagToy mwhovrov NODCEKLP alpl, Dial Did Chr Cyr Thdt al.
(to avet. mAovrov Dam™9),
Eph. iii 16 xara To mAovros PRABCD*EFGP 67**116 Ephr Ath
kara Tov wAovrov DKL al ps-Just Meth Ath Did Bas Chr Euthal Cyr™'
al mu. [Kenyon omits to chronicle this place.)
Phil, iv 19 kara 7o mhovros PEN*ABD*(FG)P17 31**%67** Euthal.
kara Tov mhovrov D ¢ EKL al pl Chy Cyral.
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consistent witness, and this for the neuter—except at Eph. i 18 where
all agree on the masculine ; whereas the lexicographers, together with
the correctors of ¥ and D, consider wAovros to be masculine, always.

Critics too often look askance at so-called ¢barbarisms’ and at the
personal preferences or failings of writers—(how a// of us, invariably,
have certain frailties in the matter of composition)—as if the primitive
texts were perfect and completely ‘polished’; and they are apt to
forget so frequently that all the attempted polishing, and the harmonizing
for consistency’s sake, took place later; so that, when we recover
roughnesses of diction, doubtful grammar, or unacceptable construc-
tions—judgement being passed in accordance with certain strict modern
standards—we are, perhaps, more nearly approximating the primitive
or the original text, than by setting down these things, forthwith, as pure
errors of the pen or of the head of scribes and copymen. This must
undeniably be the case, the farther back we go in our researches.

To take an example of such things, consult 1 Cor. viii. 1-3. Here it
is found that the papyrus omits ¢ in verse 2, rov feov and vr’ avrov in
verse 3. It reads, therefore: mept 8¢ Ty edwlobvrwy, odaper ore wavres
yvoow exoper 1 8 yruois Puoiol, 0 de ayamy owodoper. It could not be
more terse and graphic. We are therefore speaking of abstract know-
ledge, and of love in the abstract. There are no ‘objects’. Paul
continues : e Tis Soxet eyvoKeratr (ab:gue 'rL) ovTw €yve kabows e Yrevar
€l 85 TS a‘ya‘lra (_‘ ‘TOV 0501’) ovTOoS E')’VU)(TTG.L (— ‘Uﬂ', G.'UTO'U).

There is a space before e 8¢ 7is and after eyvworar, so that the
sentence was considered complete, Since the scribe’s day, rov feov
appears after ayara and vz’ avrov after eyvworac

N*17 and Clmdlex omit vr’ avrov but retain Tov feov. The point to
note is that other sympathisers with pap*® elsewhere are absent here,
and they had probably received some ‘polish’ already, if we accept this
dictum of our earliest witness as to loving i #ke abstract,and of the fact
being recognized &y all and sundry. It seems to be a splendid example
of ¢ the shorter text’ at its independent best.

There is another case where the ‘object’ is lacking, at 1 Cor, xi z2.
The papyrus makes Paul say: m erw vpew ; emawe (— vuas); ev Tovrw

Col. i 27 7 7o mAovros PEABDbet ¢ ERLW ali0Clesss Eus Oec Thpl.
70 mhovtos FG, Tov mhovrov DE* (oms. 1 cumlat).
1ts o mhovros NCP al Chr Euthal Cyr Thdt Dam,
Col. ii 2 eis wav nAovros PR *B 67%* (vide Greg Emend) Clem.
€15 wav 70 wAovtos AC 17 Sod'$? Euthal,
eis mav 1o wAnbos Cys.
€s ravra Tov mAovroy DET,
&5 wavra rhovrov R°DEK LP al longe pl. [ Hiant FG].
e mavra lantum H, eis mAovrov Sod'%% (olim 71).
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ovk erawo. Some have eraweow for eraww prim., but all have vuas,
except pap*.

If these studies mean anything and are not undertaken upon a
purely academic basis, we must see that in this document we have
not only an opportunity to exercise our critical faculties to the utmost,
but in reality a chance to penetrate beyond the jungle of ecclesiastical
comments—and, worse still, of fourth- and fifth-century standardization
of a secondary text—and that it enables us to enjoy companionship with
the élize of the second-third century, as we have here before us exactly
such a document as was upon the desks of the worthies whose all too
scanty remains have come down to us. It brings us into the atmosphere
and into the area of Clement of Alexandria, that linguist and traveller,
who combined East and West; of others of an earlier date, and also
into the heart of the Semitic background, before the text had been
tortured in order to make it yield a smoother Greek than that which
probably obtained originally,

I am sure that we have over-estimated Origen and Jerome as satis-
factory guides; but we are now on the ground occupied by critics at
the time of the Muratorian Canon, and of Tatian; on that of Hippo-
lytus, Apelles, and Athenagoras; of Theodotus of Byzantium and
Theophilus of Antioch; of Polycrates of Ephesus; of Melito of Sardis,
and of Firmilian of Caesarea ; of Tertullian of Carthage; and, without
any question, we recede to a time before Pope Cornelius and Novatian
had taken up their pens to write (in the mid-third century). Thisis a
privilege which has been denied to us, so far.

It seems certain that much editing took place. Some Pauline prose
rises to such poetic heights that ¢improvements’ were not attempted at
these places. Other passages formed the subject of most unwelcome
meddling. All this has been hidden so far. The papyrus now points an
important finger in many helpful directions, and enables us to begin the
adjudication of the issue.

Hort (Select Readings, p. 127, col. 2), on Colossians, speaks of ¢ primi-
tive corruption’. If by ‘primitive’ he means ‘ear/’, this agrees with
what T have just written. But gsémitive corruption is another matter.
If we allow that, we can then disband our forces, for our enquiries will
meet with a fog-bank at the very outset.

A debated reading, involving a single letter, at 1 Cor. xii 27 of uepovs
or ,u.e)\ovs is apparently settled by pap*® in favour of wepovs, although the
most ¢ primitive’ copies, if written from dictation, might easily confound
the two letters.

Many of the Latin Fathers are, for the most part, out of Court.
Tertullian and Ambrosiaster (occasionally Lucifer) alone reveal vestiges
of the pre-third century text of the Pauline epistles, now that we can
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confront their quotations with a document dating avowedly from the
very beginning of the third century. We can, therefore, now brush
aside a welter of the citations in Sabatier’s great work (after a review of
them), as beside the mark. We have to dismiss from our minds all
preconceived ideas, and all conventional methods of judgement, if we
are to assess pap*® at its true value. . This will apply particularly to the
Epistle to the Hebrews, when some one is ready to dissect that part of
the papyrus. There are about sixty unique omissions in those thirteen
chapters, some of deep importance.

Certain passages involving a nominative, instead of an accusative,
have been put down as errors, but, from the look of it, I am thinking
that Paul was addicted to what we might call the ‘colon’ or ¢ videlicet’
method, with an asyntactic plunge into a vivid continuation, irrespective
of the previous construction, thus suddenly halted—to admit of a
beautiful emphasis. Numerous cases of anacoluthon occur, but there
is no room to discuss them separately. However, we should note quite
specially: 1 Cor. i 24 Avrois 8¢ Tois kAyrots Iovdators Te kar EAAnow :
Xoc O Swvapus kat ®F gogua . . . (with ClemAlex), instead of the usual :
XplaTov . . . Suvapw . . . coguay of all other Greek witnesses, and of the
Latins. Compare sa% bok syr aetk, and note Tertullian’s : ¢ Christus,
Sophia et Virtus Dei’, with the nominatives here of Leo Mag, Hil,
Victorin, Phoebad, and Auct de praedict. referred to by Sabatier.

The ‘direct’ method is illustrated at Rom. xiii g, where ev 7o (sec.)
is omitted before: ayampoes Tov wAnowov. Here FG support pap* in
omitting ev To. To this procedure B is an accessory. So we have the
two lines definitely merged here, P**+ B = F+G. The supporters are
d ¢ f g vg, the Latins, arm and aeth, while, thereagainst, the Coptic
knows of and inserts the ev 7w, for the indirect method.

This digression leaves us still wrestling with the pre-third century
possibilities and probabilities.

Here is a composite, where Lucifer of Cagliari holds the balance of
power with pap*®. It occurs at 2 Cor. v 8. Z&7 writes: Fidentes
autem et bonum ducentes, as if : Goppovrres 8¢ xar evdoxovwres, for which
no Greeks are extant.

The usual Greek is: Gappovpev 8¢ kar evbokovpev,

but X has: fappovwres 8¢ kar evBoxovuey,
and pap* has: Gappovper 8¢ evdokovrres,
as Lucifer : Audemus etiam bonum voluntatem habentes.

As to the latinity of pap*®, a distinct challenge seems to be patent
when we consult Eph. iv 9. Here the papyrus not only omits uepy as
to the nether regions, but also ra before katwrepa. A consultation of
the evidence here (see Wordsworth and White’s Pulgaze note) will
explain what I intend to convey—all too briefly owing to lack of space.
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This is bound up with not a little agreement on the part of Tertullian.
See, in the immediate context, at Eph. iv 25—38iw pap*® with Zer#, but
Tertvis and Lucifer, only.

Note further z Cor. v 10 ra fia Tov cwpares with Latin [not Zert
here] for: ra 8ia Tov gwparos, but alone among Greek MSS. Michaelis
suggests an original : ra tSia 8ia Tov cwparos.

A real anceps place occurs at 1 Cor. xvi 12, involving many versions
(gotk : ¢ bithe’, with sa% bok. ewywn and arad (:,l,)')) where pap*® writes
eav—alone among Greeks—for oray, and this eav is now established
as probably preceding orav. Another probably lurks at Gal. ii. 12 7wa
for 7was. Consult Latin : venisset (or veniret) quidam, while Bohairic
distinctly has rwa.

At Gal. ii. 1 BopraBas (‘ pera BaprvaBas’) is treated as indeclinable.
This agrees with sa% bo% (against Jaz syr) and is one of the few
definite places of Coptic sympathy.! IIAyowov also remains indeclinable
[Rom. xiii ro (against FG)], which exempts the scribe from tampering
with his copy.

The singular Sopa for Sopara at Eph. iv 8 is exceptional and might
trace to an unpointed Syriac, while, in this connexion, note 2 Cor. vii 5
¢ofos ( pro ¢pofor) with sy» Tert only, and Phil. iv 15 povov (pra povor)
as syr (kiat Tert).

At Eph. ii 4 we have the outstanding variant in pap* of yienoev for
nyaryoev, unknown to other Greeks, but very well known to a// the
Latins, against the serried ranks of gr syr goth sak bok aeth. It is an
exceptionally interesting place.’

In the very next verse (ii 5) we find unique agreement between Ber +
kav Tats embupiats, with the famous yg cod. Armachensis+et concupi-
scentiis, which, perhaps, throws light on the origin of gAenoev in the
previous verse by pap*.

Now we can see plainly a Graeco-Latin already at work, influencing
also Ber (whose reading Hort put aside), and influencing gap*® as well,
only a few lines previously.

Syriac order does not intrude in this epistle (Ephesians) in pag*®, but
is to be found in 2 Cor. xiii 10 a few pages previously (for in the
papyrus Eph. succeeds 2z Cor., not Galatians), where we read: arowv

1 Add these places: 1 Cor. x 4, 21} Gal. vi 14; the exceptional order at 1 Cor.
Xi 24 of eariv pov To sawpa; and note Rom. x 15 + ore¢ with sah bok syr.

2 Eph. ii 4/5, where pap® reads nirejoev for npyamnosev, and where B adds xa:
Tars emfuuais, there is space for either in F, where large blanks are left. The
reader will do well to consult the edition of F, The MS G shows the same blank
in the Greek, but above the blank is written : misertus est nostri, following dilexit
nos (over nyamnoev puas). Tisch. does not give this conflation, but White does.
The mix-up may have originally extended to and involved maparrawpecy/owpac:y
and embuputaus,
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Tavra pap'® Sod® and sy» (for ravra amev all the rest). Also: mpafw

exe Rom. xii 4, apre vpas 1 Cor. xvi 7. The matter merits grave

attention when coupled with the following :

1 Cor. i 28 «karapynoy 7a ovra pap'® syr copt aeth Tert

1 Cor. xii 8 &dorar dwa Tov 7o pap®® syr, latt alig. et Tert

1 Cor. xiv 36 efnAev o Aoyos Tov Ov pap®® syr acth only.

2 Cor. v 6 e to cwpart evdnp. pap*® syr bok Tert 1/2 Pac.

2 Cor. xii 14 Onoavpilew Tois yovevow pap'® Sod™ syr copt [non gr lat
gotk], all in the Syriac order.

Note also a curious place at Eph. vi 20, where pap*® and B agree
together to write avro for ev avrw. Refer to Syriac and you find it there !
But the Syriac adds avro again at the end of the verse (so also sa#).
Curiously enough, araéint also says: ‘ut patefaciam 7ZZxd, sicut oportet
me loqui de #s0’, but in Arabic the word for ‘#//ud’ is the same in
both places (x:). (Hort threw away this reading of B, although it is a
vivid one, re]':zfing to 7o pvorypiov Tov evayyeAwov, or, as BFG FVict have
it, to 7o pvorypiov alone, for they omit rov evayyeAiov).

Add to this Rom. xi 6, where pap*® writes ovk for ovkere in the first
instance: e 8¢ XOpIS OUK €f €pywy emeL T XOPIS OUKETL yeweTal Xupls,
differentiating in the respective positions between the two expressions.
This is found in sy and in & ¢ Pelag and in half of the Vulgate MSS.
No Greeks beside pap* have it thus, nor will the reading be found
noticed in Tischendorf or von Soden.

Add again Rom. xiv 4 (occurring close to the above), where pap*
says: n orgke y mrree.  With what authority, it may be asked. Once
more with Syriac, and only Ambrosiaster in support. This instead of
omyret 7 murter of the rest.  Another variant unknown to Tischendorf,
Scrivener, von Soden, and the rest of the editors.

This style is repeated (alone) at Rom. xvi 17 with: % Aeyovras 7
mowvvras against the Aeyovras % wowovvras of DFG, while most omit
Aeyovras kat. ‘

Close by, again, pag*®* omits pov in Rom. xv 31, in the phrase: xa: 5
Siaxovia (uov) 1 eis Lepovoadqp evmrpoodextos dia Twv aywwy yevyrar.  This
is agreed to by syr, but it is absolutely against the usual Syriac usage,
for sy» has a redundancy of pov and énserts the possessive very frequently
elsewhere !

At 1 Cor. xv 58 we notice that Kenyon says pov 20 add. per
errorem’. He refers to: ‘wore adehor pov, ayamyror pov’, but this is
legitimate, and is again found in the Syriac.

At 2 Cor. vii 7 pap*, after Tov vuwv {nlov, substitutes vrep nuwv for
vrep epov.  This might bé considered a slip, as vuw, puw, and vpov
occur previously in the verse, but Syriac supports this vrep nuov of pap*,
and is alone in doing it, with b0 [non sak, non al.].
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A word here as to the Gotkic version, which is extant for a large part
of the Epistles.

The text seems to have been brought into conformity with a fourth-
century standard, somewhat resembling the operation carried out in
connexion with the Greek MS B [as against what we find of much more
mixture in W], but, occasionally the Gothic offers valuable hints as
to the older texts, which it weighed, assimilated, and apparently
‘ neutralized’.!

Thus, at Romans xv 12 our pap* reads quite alone: xav o vigravo-
pevos apxer (for ... apyew of all the rest). We find support alone in
goth, which has ‘reikinez%’, not ‘reikindz’.

Similarly, at 1 Cor. xv 31 pap* reads (with 17 and two other cursives)
arobvyokwv for amobmoxw.? Kenyon says per errorem, but goth has
¢ gasviltands’, and it indicates that ‘I “(am) dying” daily’; for, com-
pare syr (¢rsp. in fin.): ‘ot kab’ nuepav amobmoxwy eyw’, with a kind of
nominative absolute. [See Schaaf Lexicon, p. 304.]

There may be other present participles lurking in the primitive Greek
text. Another (hidden) example occurs at z Cor. xi 2 where no MSS
read InAdv for {mAd, but in Lucifer’s and in Ambrosiaster’s texts it
is found in the Latin (aemulans and zelans respectively). Pap*® is
unfortunately mutilated here, or might shew it. When we turn to go?%
we find it, however : aljanonds, and not aljanoe.

In this connexion observe 2 Cor. vii 8: Bherwv for BAerw (with
yg only. Cp. Hort Select Readings p. 120); ayorwv for ayemre at
2 Cor. xil 15, this time with BDFGS, and sy evidently (ayarov eyw);
also avravamizpev at Col. i 24 by pap*® alone, not found here in the
gotkic, but definitely in syr, where a double ‘mim’ is found at the
beginning of the word. See Schaaf’s Zexicon, p. 312, the word being
given as supplens or implens. . Note also Hilary’s adimplens.

Observe also, in connexion with the occasional occurrence of the
participial form in the Gothic, dealt with above, that it is anything but
a settled practice with that version, and not ex usu or ex ingenio linguae.

1 This is noticeable at Eph, iv g in the verse : 73 8¢ dvéBn 7i éorwv, € ui) 671 xai
xatéfn [mplrov] els Td Karwrepa pépn Tiis Yis.

If you look at Kenyon’s notes you will find: ¢sare8n cum RACDFG, + mpawtov
B9 ’. The whole story is that +mparov is read by B goth (and sak 3/4 syrarm.c
ftvg), with the correctors of & and C, plus KLP and Ews1/2 Dam Thdt1/z
Ambrst. The Papyrus, however, omuils mpwrov (against B goth G etc.) with the
group mentioned by Kenyon, making it, however, N*AC*DF&'G, plus OV 17 ai*
deguggA*HN boh sah 1/4 aeth, Iren'™ Theodot (ap. Clem) Orig®'™ Eus 1/2 (Chr)
Euthal*®d Cyr Thdt1/2 Oec Tert"s Lucif Hil** Victorin Avit Vien Aug®® Hier Pela,

Note,—In this verse pap*® reads ovr for or: (alone). It might be an error or
modification of ovrws, or possibly ovrws ori, this ovrws (verily) being an original,
from which sprang mpwrov later on. Compare sek and bok.

? Np follows anofvyoxwy, but is not responsible. Pap*® has a dash after amrobvyorawr.
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This can be controlled at Gal. i 23, where 67t 6 Swxwv more is rendered
by: ‘thatei vrak uns simlé’, using the perfect (or pluperfect) vrak
instead of this present participle Swkwv (= ¢ he who was in the habit of
harrying us formerly ).

Further, at 2 Cor. xii 5 goz% is definite for ovdev of pap*® (against ov
of all others) with ‘ni vaiht’, and this agrees with Za#f vett [exc. g] and
2gg [exc. P R] “nihil’, all not yet called to our notice as regards pap*.
No Greeks had heretofore exhibited it, nor ae%, nor Ambr, nor Ambrst,
who quote the passage.

Note also Gal. ii 15, the + ovres of pap*® (not found in other Greeks)
with got% + visandans, agreeing with syr aet? copt [non latf).

Observe, lastly, Col. iii 23, where the group pag*® B Sod™ ' sak and
gotk stand together for the reading : epyalecfe ws To kvpiw, ovk avBpwrors,
suppressing xat before ovx avfpermas, a kind of parataxis for which the
Coptic method is famous, but quite unusual and unexpected in the
Gothic. '

Hort forsook B here and has nothing in his margin ; yet the terseness
of it should have appealed to him, and the combination for this, the
“shorter ’ text again, demanded respectful attention ; but, of course, he
knew nothing of von Soden’s two supporters, nor of sa%, and probably
not of the Gorkic, since Tischendorf did not report it.

About a dozen solecisms in pap*® remain unaccounted for (e.g. pera-
xwyror Col. 1 23, ayary pro pofw 2 Cor. vil 1 fin.,+ BAerere Phil. iii 18),
and it is exceedingly strange that no trace of these and a few other
things appears elsewhere among the Greeks, which strike us moderns as
novelties.

We have no resource, at present, so far as I know, for tracking the
origin and the subsequent dropping of such variants, except the supposi-
tion that several well-meaning busy-bodies intervened, and reviewed
and revised. We cannot well have recourse to the known Versions
(Latin and Syriac), which could have preceded pag*® in these matters,
for, if they were involved in the proceedings, traces would surely linger.

Greek B comes out of the ordeal in the Pauline epistles rather well,
although the pap**-B combination is quite eclectic, and, as FG are
frequently found with pap*® against B, it is evident that there were
drastic revisions subsequent to the date of the papyrus text; but it is
the revision which preceded the papyrus text which concerns us most.

At 2 Cor. vi 15 the papyrus and B divide squarely, the former for
moTw pera amiorov, and the latter for morov pera amorov. Besides,
B has a notable wnflation at Col. 1 12 of: 1w kalecavri kai wavwoavTt,
while pap*® holds the 7w wavwoavr: half of it. At 2 Cor. x 7 pap*® knows
nothing of B’s Soxet wemofevar for werolfer. Nor at Rom. xiii 13 fin.,
where B says ev epiot kar {nhos (for epde kar {pAw), being unwilling to
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interrupt the preceding series of plurals—an old and well-worn method
of B; but pap*® is clear against it. Compare Paul’s mixed numbers
elsewhere at 2 Cor. xi 27, xii 20, Gal. v zo.

From the number of times that pap*® is associated throughout with
an FG group (¢. Eph. iv 9 —pepy, Eph. ii 19 apa minus ovv, and the
famous — xaxyv at Col. iii 5) against a B- or an ®-grouping, it may be
said with confidence that the stem of the papyrus shews forth a text
which had not then ‘gone apart’, as it did subsequently, and our
contention as to drastic revision is apparent and confirmed.

Note very particularly another association of B alone with FG at
Eph. vi 19, in omitting rov evayyekwov after ro pvornpov. Pap*® here is
mutilated and lacks four lines, but my calculation shews that there
would be no room for rov evayyehiov, and Kenyon, when appealed to,
confirms me.

At any rate, we can take FG back from the ninth to the fourth
century at Col. iii 14, where they read evoryros (with D) for rekeoryros,
as Ambrst quotes: quod est vinculum wnéfatis.

DoCTRINAL VARIANTS

But few important doctrinal matters seem to be really involved in this
new document—(see, however, Eph. i 5§ —8ta, Eph. ii § copaow, Col.iii 22
— kara wavra)—but one, nevertheless, demands most careful considera-
tion, and occurs at Col. iii 5. Did Paul say emfvpiar xaxyy or emtbupiar?

Pap*® omits xaxyv with FerG and Hilary.!

St Paul is very emphatic in this verse. He says:

¢ Kill off, therefore, your members which are on the earth : fornica-
tion, uncleanness, passion, desire, and the covetousness which equates
idolatry.’

Now pely, to begin with, is an important word—[cf. Eph. v 30:
ot peln ecpev Tov cwparos avrov]—meaning ‘limbs’. Metaphorically
used of the Sun and of the Moon, of philosophical intricacies, of parts
of a sentence, of the Law, and, I think, of the physico-psychic sub-
divisions or ¢ qualities’ in the Hindu classification of the body and soul.

As to mabos—this is one of the famous Qualities in Hindu
terminology : :

SATTWAN . . RAJAS . . TAMAS
SOOTHFASTNESS , . IAGOX ., , DARKNESS

Then, émfupea, DESIRE (of every kind), is #%¢ one thing to be  killed
off’ in this our mortal career, if we are to become really purified and
emancipated.

1 Sabatier quotes Hilary definitely for the omission, but the Vienna Corpus
includes the word.
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Therefore, the absence or presence of kaxyv in Col. iii 5 appears to
me to be of great importance. If the word be rightfully absent in
St Paul’s philosophy, as pap*® asserts—(and nowhere else in the twenty-
five-fold N.T. use is emfvpa qualified by xaxy)—then Christianity and
Brahminism draw much closer together than has been supposed.

The fact that the omission in pag*® finds support only in FG is not
in itself significant of a weak link in the chain. What it shews is,
that between the ninth-century codices FG and this papyrus of the
early-third century there infervened the recensions of B, of W, of A,
of C, of D, of E, of H, of Coptic, of Gothic, which added the word.

Note at Gal. iii 19 pap*® goes with FG de gm Iren and Ambrst for
the simpler wpagewv, instead of wapaBacewv of the rest. Note also
Rom. vi 11 and 12 as to ‘the shorter text’. These matters can be
followed and checked in Kenyon’s notes.

What remains for me to do, after making the foregoing statement as
to FG, is to provide some key which will open the door of the con-
necting passage between the two groups; some stepping-stones, which
will enable us to cross the intervening torrent. These are now forth-.
coming in ¥ and oz Soden a78, MSS of the eighth to the tenth century,
both at Athos, in the library of the Laura, and quite unknown in the
Pauline epistles to Tischendorf and Hort, and apparently unknown to
White,

With these stepping-stones—grown into a bridge, by a legitimate
inductive process—we can see, and beyond any peradventure, that
the agreements between pap*® and the group FG plus the Itala and
others, are by no means fortuitous, and that the elder group of Greek
uncials on parchment—hitherto our mainstay—represents only two-
thirds of the ancient fext,

I think this will be found to be a fair statement, in the light of the
statistical situation, supplied by Kenyon on pages xv, xvi, of his
Introduction.

I have no room to amplify this theme here, but an interesting and
square division can be signalled at Col. iii 21, where Kenyon reports
pap*® BS for épefifere. To this evidence now add ¥ 78 (besides Clem.
Thdted and Dam), against the wapopyileofe of the rest, This division
abundantly justifies ¥ 78 as balancing factors—in this case opposing FG.

Thereagainst, observe Rom. xv 31 % Swekovia by pap'® plur. and ¥ 78,
as opposed to 5 dwpogopia of B¥*D*FG.

Then again, FG conspire in a good many other places to exhibit
valuable readings, not found in the rest of the Greek uncials, but which
have support from Tertullian and others.

Compare, for example, 2 Cor. xiii 2, where we find els ro (before
wakev) lacking in pag*® ¥G lat syr arm goth. The verse, in English, is:
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‘I announced previously and foretell (you), as if I were present
the second time; and being absent now, (I write) to them who here-
tofore have sinned, and to all other, that if I come again I will not spare.’
There is nothing abhorrent in English about saying ‘in the future’ for

els To malw, but the translators, both of A.V. and R.V., ignored this eis
7o of the Greek. They rendered, as the Latin: #Zrwm or rursum, and
many other versions adopt the same attitude, if els To were in their
foundation exemplars.!

Now the absence of els 7o can make waAw apply, either to this other
visit, 07 to od ¢ewgopar, viz. that another time he would not spare.
Possibly els To was introduced for a purpose. [Compare d malw in
Homer, both of actions and of place.] The Coptic is rather more
definite :

Sa/ = ‘ that if I should come another time, I shall not spare’,

Bok = ‘that if 1 should come this other time, I will not spare any

more’, for bo% adds a xe at the end.

The Syriac, which we have, says: wol, which Leusden and Schaaf
translate denuo, but which the Walton polyglot translator renders
amplius! The word can mean amplius, rursum (or iterum or denuo),
adkuc, deinceps, wullerius, praeterea, adeo. From this kettle of fish
translators have to draw their deductions. Schaaf therefore made it :

¢ Si venero denuo non parcam’, but the Polyglotint;

¢Si venero amplius me non parciturum ’.

Here we have a light on the uses of the Versions, and also on their
limitations. This place is rather a crux.

[Note that pap*® takes its own considered line (alone) just above, at
2 Cor. xii 19 with od wala: for the malat or relw of the rest.]

However, whatever may be the rights of the case in 2z Cor. xii 19
and xiii 2, we have a remarkable side-light about the matter of
embuuia, suddenly falling from a clear sky ; because the great authority
B—(paramount in the Epistles, until the advent of pap*®)—actually
substitutes emfvpiars for apapriaes in Eph. ii 1: kar vpas ovras vexpovs
Tots TapaTTwpaow Kat Tats ercfvpiats vpev’, which is not to be found
in pap*, nor anywhere else. [Hort’s margin is silent.]

In aetk, to which we always turn for most valuable clues in such
matters—{observe that it omsts waXw at 2 Cor. xiii z]—we find plain
omission of : kat Tats apapriass vy, which indicates something pre-B
and pre-pap®®, for pap*® amplifies (with sy» bok) by : rois maparrepecw
vpoy kat Tats apapTias vpov; and when we turn to ZertwllianMere, we
merely find ¢ Dicit: illos delictis mortuos, in quibus ingressi erunt’, as

1 There does not appear to be another case of els 7o maAw in the N.T. but els ra

omow occurs, and els vijos, els pavepov without 7o or 7ov. We do find, however, eis
To mavteAes at Heb. vii 25 and Luc, xiii 11,
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if the verse in his copy might also have had a shorter form. In Sod 65
(a MS at Grottoferrata) the order is changed to: 7 apapria xar Tots
woparTopacy, as in syr and arm.

Observe, further, that B repeats, emphasizes, and confirms his previous
reading only four verses later, viz. at Eph ii 5, where that MS alone
writes: ev rows maparropacw kat Tats érifvpiars, and where the others
merely fluctuate defween ‘trespasses’ and ‘sins’; or as ¥, Hier,and Basi!
inanely repeat ‘trespasses aznd sins’ (from verse 1). Here pap*® sub-
stitutes 7rois cwpacw for rows raparropacw, without any support, so far
(cf. FG at Phil. iv 7, which substitute ra cwparafor ra voguara); but White
now reports 9g P for concupiscentiis, which equates Bsr. This zgP MS,
together with 2gZ* will bear watching in other connexions. [Hortme is
again silent as to B.]

Before leaving this matter of doctrinal variants, we may note a reading
in pap'® at 1 Cor.i 8—(as peculiar to pap*® there, as the one above is
to B in Eph. ii 1)—of: ‘7elewovs’ for ‘éws (or dypt) redovs’ of the
other MSS and versions. And compare Didacke (vi 2): el pev yap
Swaoar Baoracar Tov {uyov Tov K Telewos éom.

In view, therefore, of the omission of xaxyv at Col. iii 5, we have been
at the pains to investigate all the unusual omissions in the text of our
papyrus. But, before leaving the question, we have this to add as to the
absence of xaxyv. If the reader will look four verses beyond he will
find, in verse g, curious and unexpected corroborative testimony from
ClementAlex, who read there in his copy: arexdvoapevor Tov malatoy
avfpwrov cvv Tais emifvpats, instead of the usual: ow rais wpaeow
avrov !

Now Clement’s active life coincides precisely as to date with the
presumed period of our papyrus. He was made presbyter in 1go and
died in 220. Thus we might say that the reading was Alexandrian, but
syrb comes in here to affirm the reading and to confirm it.*

In von Soden’s N.T. series of footnotes there is no reference to this,
although it is noticed on p. 1961 of his introductory volumes. I do
not know whether Mr Sparks® will call attention to it in the apparatus
to the Vulgate. In the Latins we find only:

actibus Ambrst Hil 1/3 Ambr 4/4 Faust Vigil, it vg.
operibus Jrenint Hier 3/3
gestis Al 1/3
peccatis A2/ 1/3
1 Tisch. uses sy»® for syr posterior or Harkleian, and Sodesn uses sys® for the Peshitta

and gyr® for the Harklejan.
2 The Rev. H. F. D. Sparks, who is now editing the remaining books in the

Wordsworth and White Vulgate, has very kindly replied to some questions which
I put to him.
VOL. XXXVIIIL. M
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Schaaf translates ' sy» pesk: ‘moribus’. The word used means:
mores, conversationes, o7 actiones.

The Gothic uses #fam, rather more ¢ moribus’ than ‘actibus’. The
Sahidic has the equivalent of gperibus, and the Bohairic transliterates
the Greek mpatis, but has it in the singular.

Therefore, if we combine Eph. ii 1 and Col. iii ¢, we find that B
remains alone with Clem and the Harkleian Syriac, but always without
the xaxos (of Col. iii 5).

Now it is almost self-evident that, if you have settled down into the
community-life of the early Christians, ¢ Desire’ has been put aside;
that individual desires—whether bad, harmless, indifferent, or good—
have been subordinated, put into the background, ¢killed-off’. Hence,
am I not right in coupling Paul’s teaching with Barnabas’ teaching,
and with the theme of the Didache, of the Ecclesiastical Canons, and of
the Apostolic Constitutions, as to EIII®YMIA of any kind being taboo ?

The keys are in Romans vii 7/8, Gal. v 24, Eph. iv 22, James i 15,
and 1 Johnii 17.

Conipare also Clem. Rom. 44 Cor. ii 1-2.

We now come to the final five words of

1 Cor. xv 54: Ka.1'€7r0917 o Bavaros eis vixos

and 55: wov oov, favare, To vikos ;

and 57: o Swovrt Huw TO ViKoOS.
Epentkesis, if it may be so designated here, is common throughout
pap'®: vuew, yewovral, mewwy, Ilpearas, and so forth, culminating here
in 1 Cor. xv, where pap*, in all three places, writes veixos, so that we
are no farther advanced as to whether Paul meant v:ictoria, or contentio,
or potentia (as Tertunoloco) and TersMare cleverly turns the difficulty by
doubling up with: UB: est mors vicloria vel contentio tual Ubi est mors
aculeus tuus?

But vetkos is not found elsewhere in the New Testament, nor velxy, as
far as we know.

The notes to the edition of pap*® indicate a large number of omissions,
assumed to be due to homoioteleuton. How far this apparent care-
lessness invalidates o#%er omissions is a grave and pertinent question.
I had prepared a list of the rarer omissions, but there is no room for it
here. It replies very fully to this extremely relevant question, and covers
some z60 cases, fully reported, with the evidence in each place.

I do not suppose that any competent critic will say that these omissions
are due to pure chance, for to the long list must be added at least
twice or thrice as many more, where larger support is forthcoming.

It is quite true, speaking mathematically—as the N.T. documents
have been copied and reproduced so often—that fortuitous mistakes
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have crept into many manuscripts a# ?ke same places. We had cited all
the cases, which we could notice, of support from single documents,
besides groups, whether fortuitous or not. But this great list is too
long for us to question the genuine character of a number of these
omissions.

As the whole object of the enquiry is to assess and establish the
credibility of the witness, we had ransacked the subsidiary evidence,
where available, and the tabulation does not present as arid a field as
might be supposed, when we turn to the context, and check each series.

Upon the veracity of Papgyrus*®, upon the law of probability regarding
many or most of its omissions, hanging upon a faithful copying of the
original (and that original having, in turn, duly and properly recorded
the shorter’ text), depends the real problem of the primary text,

H. C. HosKIER.

Note.—The author of this article has arranged to print the list of
omissions referred to above. On application to Dr H. C. Hoskier
a copy may be obtained free of charge to subscribers to the JoUurNaL;
price 1s. post free to others.

NOTES ON THE MINOR PROPHETS

1. Hosea xii 1
ey DYRIRTEY Swroy T b A,

THERE is no need to emend this verse, if once it be realized that
DATP denotes the ¢ heathen gods’, as again in Ps. xvi 3 according to
the interpretation of Gunkel and Junker.! Then the words 77 and {282
are antithetical, the former being the participle Qal of n ‘to tremble,
waver’, Thus the meaning is: ‘But Judah still wavers where God is
concerned, yet is firm enough where heathen gods are concerned.’

2. Micah v 13
TR DIPM T3P T AEny

The word "W is usually emended to ¥y ‘thine idols’, but there is
no need for any change. In one of the Ras Shamra texts (s. /.R.4.S.

1936, p. 226, 1. 2 and n. on p. 229) the word 7y ? stands parallel to 5pp
‘graven image’. It is obviously the Arabic j.E ¢ bedaubed stone’ (on

1 So "W"P often denotes ¢ demons’ in Aramaic incantation texts!
2 For the loss of the final weak letter, the Ugar, m9 (=Hebr. 'ﬁb) “fruit and
w (= Hebr. f17¢) ¢ country ' may be compared.



