TEXTUAL CRITICISM ON PROBLEM FOUND IN EPHESIANS 1: 14

Neil C. Damgaard, Box 828/2nd
Greek 994 Feb~18 1981, A2b.
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A. External Evidence, Presenatation Of:

1. List of Variants:
a.0.->Masculine relative pronoun.
b Neuter relative pronoun.
2. Translation of Variants in Context:
a. Reading No. 1: "...in whom having believed, you were
sealed with the Holy Spirit of promise, WHICH is
a pledge of your inheritance."
b. Reading No. 2: "...in whom having belleved,you were
sealed with the Holy Spirit of promise, WHO is
a pledge of your inheritance." ¥
3. Classification of the Evidence:
For this information, please see pages 2 and 3.
4, Evaluation of External Evidence:
a. Date and Character:
"~ The 1st reading is supported by the early ocquencéw
of the variant in p46. B, A, and two significant Fa- e
thers (Origen and Athanasius) and two less 51gn1flcant‘g%
}ﬁ ones. It is also supported by two general grouplﬂgs)‘ﬂ
)«pﬁ ;f of other writings; Alexandrian (9th to 13th cents.) E%Hﬂ
\ \ &
\§‘i/’ \ 1§ﬁf\¥ and Western (9th to 12th cents.). However, the second
j&rxx |\ / reading is noticably supported by N, the Gothic version,
\ A '\‘ J
,g' ; W &&,xjothe Vulgate, and the significant Fathers Chrysostom
y. _

ot o”
), &

X

and Theodoret, all coming in the 4th to 5th centuries.
The second reading is also represented noticably in
the Byzantine Text-type, as well as that of the Western.
b. Geographical Distribution:
The first reading is primarily represented by the Alex-
andrian witnesses (with a few Western references), and

the second reading is found scattered fairly evenly
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C HRONOLOBICAL GROUPING  OF VﬂﬁmNT;

1st READING -- ‘6
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A.4.b
across the Byzantine, Alexandrian and Western regions.
Therefore the second reading is more universally found
in terms of geography. 7 ;Do@ﬂ'"ﬂ Wmﬁ@ Qf’w“"")
c. Genealogical Solidarity: L_. . 7' /5“, ? NTTC.

“1, Byzantine: The second reading is Iﬁ%&giy voregfé?

with only minor support for the first reading.
. Alexandrian: The witnesses within this text-type
x} f are fairly well split, with the 1st supported Ly
)< ¥ strongly by pué, B and A and several Fathers.
453 A~ However, the 2nd reading in this type includes
. X, and the Vulgate, which may even the scales.
>§§y In addition, it is significant that the Alex-
andrian witnesses given for the 2nd reading
stand in concurrence with the witnesses of the
vast majority of Byzantine variants.

3. Western: Manuscript evidence for this text-type is
fairly evenly split, with a little more repre
sentation with the second reading.

d. Conclusion:
The second reading is favored by the general univer-
sality of geographical distribution, and the general
concurrence between text-types, particularly between

the Byzantine and Alexandrian.

B, Internal Evidence:
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B.1. Examination of the Transcriptional Evidence:

a.,

Unintentional Errors:
1. Errors of Sight--
a. Wrong word division-- not likely.

b. Confusion of letters--épossibl , since O€EC could
have been seen for QCE or OCEC.

¢. Homoioteleuton-- conceivable.?’eébbﬂqﬁi;,

d. Metathesis-- possible (since €C could have been
written for CE ), but this isn’'t likely.

2. Errors of Hearing-- possibly, % might sound like ©s
without the most careful of hearing. pax o~ “f{u 0 24,

L
3. Errors of Memory-- possibly, since the matter of the™h .
exact article here might have slipped the scribe's
mind in the presence of such weighty context.
L. Errors of Judgyment—- not likely.
Intentional Changéss
1. Grammatical Changes--the neuter 6 may be preferrabl 5
due to the antzsagiﬁzﬁﬁpbdd hauz; e mznﬁihih.
_ N, _ — appdagy 7
2. Spelling changes-- possible, but not likely since going
from one to the other with this:pronoun entertains
meaning as well as spelling changes.
. Historical changes-- not likely.
. Harmonistic changes-- no.

. Conflations-- no.

Supposed Discrepency Elimination-- no.

~3 o i F W

. Doctrinal changes-- this variation entails no significant
> doctrinal difference.

2. Intringic Evidence:

Here, it would have to be shown that Paul characteristically
mentions the Holy Spirit with a more personalistic nuance,

or with a more functional nuance (%, WHICH), either of WhiChld
con

be true. Or both. Therefore the intrinsic factor here is

not bearing on the problem.



C. Summary of Preference:
As noted, the external evidence seems to weigh slightly in
favor of the second reading, 5s. Coupled with very possible
errors of sight in transcription, or even errors of hearing
or memory, which would seem to lend to the deletion of a sigma
vs (in small favor of simplification), the preference is for the

- - "
zz.gecondareading, os.



