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A. Framing the problem 
Romans 5:1 represents one of the most provocative, most perplexing, and most 
exegetically significant quandaries in the entire discipline of New Testament textual 
criticism.  The twenty-seventh edition of Nestle-Aland’s Novum Testamentum Graece, the 
standard handbook—and the standard baseline text—used by most scholars and serious 
students, renders the verse as follows: Dikaiwqe÷nteß ou™n ėk pi÷stewß ei̇rh/nhn 
e¶comen pro\ß to\n qeo\n dia» touv kuri÷ou hJmw ◊n ∆Ihsouv Cristouv (“Therefore, 
because we are justified by faith, we have peace with God through our Lord Jesus 
Christ”).  Virtually all common English translations, including the American Standard 
Version, King James Version, New King James Version, New American Standard Bible, 
New English Translation, New International Version, Revised Standard Version, New 
Revised Standard Version, and the World English Bible, follow this rendering.  A 
overwhelming number of especially weighty manuscript witnesses and early patristic 
quotations, however, feature the hortatory subjunctive e¶cwmen (“let us have”) rather 
than the indicative e¶comen (“we have”).  The interpretive implications of the disparity 
have been succinctly summarized by Keith Elliott and Ian Moir; “[w]as Paul so confident 
in the changed status of Christians [via justification] that he could tell the Romans they 
already have peace (i.e., with God), or was he encouraging them to create the conditions 
of peace?”1  To produce a tenable response to this question, modern commentators 
must carefully assess and analyze an especially difficult and occasionally ambiguous cache 
of external and internal evidence.  When all of these factors are considered, it seems that, 
in spite of the judgment of the editors of these modern editions and translations, the 
subjunctive should be preferred.          
B. Uncial manuscript witnesses 
The external evidence—that is, the readings of the manuscripts and patristic quotations 
themselves—strongly favors the subjunctive.  While there are, unfortunately, no relevant 
papyri (∏10, ∏26, ∏27, ∏31, ∏40, ∏46 ∏61, ∏94, ∏99, and ∏113 all contain portions of 
Romans, but none preserve these particular verses), the original scribal hands of the 
most familiar and most frequently cited uncials, including Codex Sinaiticus (å 01), 
Codex Alexandrinus (A 02), Codex Vaticanus (B 03), Codex Ephraemi (C 04), and 
Codex Claromonanus (D 06), all contain this form.  A more detailed description of the 
uncial evidence is given below.    

a. Codex Sinaiticus (å 01) 
Discovered at the ancient St. Catherine’s Monastery in the mid-nineteenth c. by 
the legendary scholar and antiquarian Constantin von Tischendorf, Codex 
Sinaiticus is unquestionably one of the most valuable Greek biblical manuscripts.  
James H. Charlesworth has hypothesized that the complete tome contained more 
than seven hundred leaves of parchment; of these, approximately four hundred 
have survived, containing the majority of the Old Testament (LXX), the entire 
New Testament, and also portions of the noncanonical Epistle of Barnabas and 
Shepherd of Hermas (both of which were virtually unknown at the time of the 
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discovery).2  Its original text is usually dated to the early or middle fourth century.  
Tischendorf distinguished the hands of no fewer than eight later correctors, but 
this judgment may have been excessive, and the current Nestle-Aland apparatus 
presents three general groupings of corrections—å1, dating to the fourth-sixth 
centuries; å2, dating to the seventh; and åc, dating to the twelfth.3  The original 
text of Romans 5:1 clearly reads ecwmen, but a corrector has placed a small 
circular point immediately above the w, presumably to substitute an o in its 
place.  Tischendorf attributes the change to the manuscript’s first corrector, 
whom he designates åa and who corresponds to Nestle-Aland’s å1.  Thus the 
insertion of the indicative likely occurred between the fourth and sixth centuries.        

 
Codex Sinaiticus (early to mid-4th c.); subjunctive (and later correction) at center of line 2 
b. Codex Vaticanus (B 03) 
Together with Codex Sinaiticus, Codex Vaticanus is venerated as one of the 
finest surviving manuscript witnesses of the Greek New Testament.  Although 
its precise provenance prior to an appearance in a late fifteenth-century. Vatican 
Library catalogue is unknown, it was probably copied in Egypt c. 350.4  Bruce 
Metzger comments that some scholars have assumed it to be older than Codex 
Sinaiticus due to its lack of textual ornamentation, but this is by no means 
certain.5   Although it originally contained both the Old Testament (LXX) and 
the New Testament, several extended segments have been lost, including the 
majority of the Book of Genesis, a number of psalms, approximately four 
chapters of the Letter to the Hebrews, and the entirety of the Pastoral Epistles 
and the Book of Revelation.6  Tischendorf distinguished the hands of at least two 
later correctors, which the Nestle-Aland apparatus correspondingly designates B1 
and B2; the former is roughly contemporary with that of the initial scribe, while 
the latter dates to the sixth or seventh century.  As in Codex Sinaiticus, the 
original text of Romans 5:1 clearly reads ecwmen, and again a corrector has 
inserted an alteration—this time, a small but plainly discernible o—above the 
w.  It should be noted, however, that this action is not assigned to the earliest 
corrector, but rather to the later B2.  This lengthy chronological gap increases the 
likelihood that the change was influenced by theological or doctrinal factors 
rather than an objective venture such as a comparison with other available 
manuscripts.               
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Codex Vaticanus (early to mid-4th c.); subjunctive (and later correction) at center of line 3 
c. 0220 
Much of the significance of the fragmentary uncial 0220 likely rests with its 
presumed status as the earliest attestation of the indicative in this verse.  
Essentially unprovenanced—but most likely a product of the Egyptian Delta 
region—it consists of a single scrap of vellum whose recto contains Romans 
4:23-5:3, and whose verso contains 5:8-5:13 (although the latter verses are 
virtually illegible due to considerable deterioration).  It came to light in 1952, 
when William H. P. Hatch published a brief article announcing its discovery in 
the Harvard Theological Review; at that time it was the property of one Dr. Leland 
C. Wyman, but it has since become part of the Schøyen Collection.  Hatch 
describes the writing as typical of the third and fourth centuries, and cautiously 
attributes it to the closing decades of the former.7  Later specialists have 
essentially agreed with this assessment, classifying it as one of only four uncials 
considered to predate the fourth century.8  Hatch further identifies the text type 
as Alexandrian, noting that it agrees with Codex Vaticanus more than any other 
individual manuscript.  In fact, the only potential divergence between the two is 
Romans 5:1, and even this conclusion is complicated by the fragment’s tattered 
state.  He observes that “[t]he three letters of the verb stood at the end of a line, 
and a small hole in the vellum has destroyed the c and the letter which followed 
it.”  Nevertheless, he contends that the inopportune lacuna must have contained 
the letters co, as it does not appear large enough to adequately accommodate 
cw and a spot of ink suggests the presence of a letter with a closed top.9  
Despite the apparent rationality of these conclusions, it seems strange that his 
transcription of the complete text at the conclusion of the article places the 
missing c within brackets but includes the o as if it were actually present.  Thus 
some subsequent anthologies of manuscript transcriptions, such as Philip W. 
Comfort and David Barrett’s The Text of the Earliest New Testament Manuscripts, also 
incorrectly imply that the o is intact.10  The Nestle-Aland apparatus adds the 
cautionary sigla “vid” (from the Latin ut videntur), which “indicates that the 
reading attested by the witness cannot be determined with absolute certainty.”11   
 
A recent high-resolution digital image of the manuscript also casts some doubt as 
to the certainty of Hatch’s identification.  A cursory viewing does suggest that 
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the lacuna is not large enough to contain cw, but a number of viewers have 
remarked that the vellum appears to be creased at precisely this point, which 
would allow for additional space in the original, uncreased sheet.12  Furthermore, 
Hatch does not allow for the possibility of variation in the size and shape of 
letters, particularly those at the ends of their respective lines.  At the terminus of 
line 8, the scribe has written a narrow, diminutive c in order to accommodate 
the nomina sacra, but another c found in the midst of the following line appears 
to be nearly twice as wide.  Finally, despite the image’s quality it is impossible to 
determine if the extant ink represents the top of an o or a thick, bold right-hand 
stroke consistent with other examples of w in the manuscript.13  In any case, the 
injudicious use of this fragment as a definitive indicator of an indicative reading 
should be treated with extreme suspicion.      

 
Manuscript 0220 (late 3rd c.); relevant lacuna at upper right 
d. Other uncial witnesses 
As mentioned above, the following familiar and frequently cited uncials feature 
the subjunctive: 

• Codex Alexandrinus (A 02; 5th c.) 
• Codex Ephraemi (C 04; 5th c.) 
• Codex Claromontanus (D 06; 5th or 6th c.) 

They are joined by the following lesser-known codices: 
• Codex Cyprius (K 018; 9th c.) 
• Codex Angelicus (L 020; 9th c.) 

Conversely, the following uncials unequivocally feature the indicative: 
• Codex Augensis (F 010; 9th c.) 
• Codex Boernerianus (G 012; 9th c.) 
• Codex Porphyrianus (P 025; 9th c.) 
• Codex Athous Laurae (¥ 044; 9th or 10th c.) 

 
A number of facets merit further comment here.  First, while Codex 
Alexandrinus displays a later “Byzantine” text-type in the gospels, its readings 
elsewhere are characteristic of the early, high-quality “Alexandrian” type.  Thus it 
joins Codex Sinaiticus and Codex Vaticanus as representatives of this form, all of 
which support the subjunctive reading.  As for Codex Ephraemi, statistical 
analysis conducted by Kurt and Barbara Aland suggests that its text of the 
Pauline letters is particularly good, as it agrees with their reconstruction of the 
“original text” of these letters on more than one hundred occasions.14  Codex 
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Claromontanus’ characterization as a member of the “Western” text-type 
provides evidence for the subjunctive beyond a single family of related 
manuscripts, which leading critics such as Bart Ehrman have identified as a 
strong indication of a variant’s authenticity.15  Finally, both Codex Ephraemi and 
Codex Claromontanus were corrected on multiple occasions (the former shortly 
after completion, in the sixth century, and the ninth century; the latter in the 
seventh century, the ninth century, and at some subsequent point), but in neither 
case was this verse corrected.  As for the other uncials in support of the 
indicative, it is telling that none were copied before the ninth century, and that 
the Latin portions of the diglot manuscripts Codex Augensis and Codex 
Boernerianus do not also adopt this mood.  In sum, the earliest and best uncial 
witnesses from multiple text-types all corroborate the subjunctive.                   

C. Minuscule, lectionary, and early versional manuscript witnesses 
The other pertinent sources for the reconstruction of the most likely initial reading of 
the verse provide testimony similar to that of the uncials.  Although most minuscule 
manuscripts are ignored by textual critics due to their extremely belated origins and 
Byzantine tendencies, a few—particularly those known to have been copied from much 
older exemplars—are worthy of note.  Three of these feature the subjunctive: 33 (9th c.) 
sometimes hailed as the “Queen of the Minuscules” or the “Queen of the Cursives” due 
to its similarity to the notable uncials; 81 (1044); and 1739 (10th c.), whose margins 
contain patristic commentary suggesting the manuscript from which it was copied 
originated in the fourth c..  All are regarded as witnesses of the highly regarded 
Alexandrian text-type.  In contrast, 1881 (14th c.) is the only minuscule described by the 
Nestle-Aland editors as “a consistently cited witness of the first order”16 which features 
the indicative, though 1739 does include an indicative correction of uncertain date. 
 
The Nestle-Aland apparatus cites the lectionary Ú 846 (9th c.) in support of the indicative, 
an interesting editorial decision given the overwhelming pervasiveness of the Byzantine 
text-type throughout this category, and also the suspected tendency of lectionary copyists 
to introduce changes in search of a more appropriate or pleasing liturgical form.17  It is 
additionally striking that this particular document was not cited in any way in the 
previous edition of Novum Testamentum Graece, and is only cited on ten occasions in the 
present edition.  In comparison, Codex Sinaiticus is cited more than three hundred times 
in Romans alone.       
 
Among the early translations of the New Testament,18 the Armenian (“generally regarded 
as one of the most beautiful and accurate of all early translations of the Bible”; c. 8th-9th 
c.), Ethiopic (4th-7th c.), Old Latin (3rd c.) and the majority of the Vulgate tradition feature 
the subjunctive, as does the Boharic Coptic (4th c.?).  The Sahidic Coptic (beginning 3rd 
c.), Old Church Slavonic (9th c.), and Georgian (9th-10th c.) feature the indicative, as do a 
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handful of divergent Vulgate manuscripts.  None of this evidence appears to appreciably 
buttress the case for its continued use.                                  
D. Patristic witnesses 

a. Marcion 
The only patristic witness cited in the Nestle-Aland apparatus links the 
subjunctive with the schismatic leader Marcion via the roughly contemporary 
testimony of Tertullian.  A native of the province of Pontus on the southern 
shore of the Black Sea, Marcion probably arrived in Rome c. 138-139.  After an 
abortive attempt to seize control of the Roman church and impose his own 
rather radical views—an attempt which included an extravagant donation of 
200,000 sesterces, equivalent to the cost of a sizeable house within the city—he 
was expelled from the community c. 144.  John Knox adequately summarizes his 
theological outlook in a few points:: the absolute separation of the deity who 
created the world from the Father who sent Christ into it; the association of the 
creator deity with harsh justice and judgment, and the Father with love and 
redemption; the equivalence of the creator deity with the God of Israel, 
necessitating the total devaluation of the Hebrew Bible and the Jewish faith; a 
docetic understanding of the nature of Christ; and an avowal of Paul as the only 
true apostle due to his apparent rejection of Jewish faith and praxis (cf. Gal. 1-
2).19 
 
Marcion’s theology led to the selection and revision of a unique corpus of early 
Christian texts which is usually regarded as the first firm canon in the history of 
the faith.  His scripture was divided into two straightforward sections: “Gospel,” 
an abbreviation of the Gospel of Luke approximately twenty-five percent shorter 
than the modern version, and “Apostle,” an anthology of ten Pauline epistles 
excluding the Pastorals and Hebrews.  While both sections were unmistakably 
edited in order to better represent Marcion’s dogma, the work of the illustrious 
Adolf von Harnack, whose extensive studies of his life and teachings remain 
largely unsurpassed, does not mention a change to Romans 5:1 in his extensive 
discussion of excised, edited, and inserted material.20       
 
It is possible, moreover, that this use of the subjunctive originates not with 
Marcion, but rather with Tertullian himself. The fifth book of his extensive 
treatise Against Marcion, which includes brief expositions of his opponent’s beliefs 
and subsequent rhetorical and theological refutation, contains the enigmatic 
phrase, “He enjoins those who are justified by faith in Christ and not by the law 
to have peace with God” (monet iustificados ex fide Christi pacem ad deum habere; Ag. 
Marc. 5.13).  The sentence is an unmistakable appeal to Romans 5:1, and its use 
of the term “enjoins” (monet) implies the subjunctive. Its unspecified subject, 
however, is problematic; does it refer to Marcion, or to the apostle Paul (in 
which case Tertullian would simply be quoting the text of the letter)?  Whether 
the former (so the editors of Nestle-Aland) or the latter (so Tischendorf, 

                                                
19 John Knox, Marcion and the New Testament (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1942), 8.   
20 Adolf von Harnack, Marcion: The Gospel of the Alien God (trans. John E. Steely and Lyle D. Bierma; Durham: 
Labyrinth, 1990), 25-53.   



Holmes), Tertullian’s words reveal that the subjunctive was circulating in the 
mid-second century, a period sadly devoid of manuscript evidence.       
b. Other patristic authors 
While the Nestle-Aland apparatus does not contain any other patristic testimony, 
Tischendorf’s Novum Testamentum Graece, the third edition of the United Bible 
Societies’ Greek New Testament, and Robert Jewett’s recent magisterial 
commentary on Romans mention numerous such references, which are 
indispensable for the geographical and chronological location of given readings 
in Christianity’s formative period.21 
For the subjunctive: 

• Origen of Alexandria (c. 185-c. 253) 
• Gregory of Nyssa (also the indicative; c. 335-c. 394) 
• John Chrysostom (d. 407) 
• Theodore of Mopsuestia (350-428)  
• Theodoret of Cyrus (d. 466) 
• Hesychius (d. c. 451) 
• Cyril of Alexandria (on one occasion; c. 370/380-444) 
• Ambrosiaster (366-384) 
• Julian of Eclanum (early 4th c.)  
• Pelagius (late 4th-early 5th c.) 
• Augustine of Hippo (c. 354-c. 430) 
• Leo the Great (d. 461) 
• John of Damascus (c. 650-c. 750) 
• Titus of Bostra (d. 378) 
• Euthalius (mid-5th c.)  

For the indicative: 
• Basil of Caesarea (c. 329/330-379 CE) 
• Gregory of Nyssa (also the subjunctive; 335-c. 394) 
• Didymus of Alexandria (or “the blind”; 313-398) 
• Epiphanius of Salamis (c. 310-403) 
• Cyril of Alexandria (on four occasions; c. 370-380-444) 
• Ephraem the Syrian (c. 306-373) 
• Sedulius Scotus (9th c.) 
 

As with the manuscript evidence, even a passing scrutiny of the patristic citations 
patently favors the subjunctive.  Not only are its supporters greater in number, 
but they also claim the regional and theological diversity usually favored by 
modern textual critics.  A reading’s attestation in Asia Minor, Alexandria, 
Constantinople, and Rome, amongst champions of orthodoxy and divergent 
thinkers alike, is surely significant.  Further, the fathers’ apparent contentment 
with the subjunctive places a lofty hurdle before those wishing to argue against it 
on the grounds of grammatical implausibility or impossibility.  If those early 
clerics and scholars who experienced Greek as a living language—many of whom 
received significant educational training—raised no such objections, then it 
seems somewhat silly to introduce them centuries later. 
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E. Editions of the early modern and later modern eras 
The edition of Bonaventure and Abraham Elzevir (1633), whose preface included the 
immortal phrase “here is a text which is received by all, in which we give nothing 
changed or corrupted”—hence the “Textus Receptus”—prints e¶comen in Romans 5:1.  
This version, however, like the previous work of Theodore Beza which served as its 
base, was based upon a small number of manuscripts and was assembled without any 
serious attention to text-critical principles.22  The edition published by B. F. Westcott and 
F. J. A. Hort after more than three decades of painstaking collation and research (1881) 
prints e¶cwmen and does not mention an alternative, although it includes only selected 
variants in the margins rather than a full-fledged apparatus.  The monumental Editio 
Octava Critica Maior of Tischendorf (1869) also prints e¶cwmen in the main text, and its 
excellent apparatus includes the sober comment, “e¶cwmen cannot be rejected unless it is 
altogether inappropriate, and inappropriate it seemingly is not” (hinc e¶cwmen sbiici nequit 
nisi prorsus ineptum sit: ineptum vero non videntur).23  Hermann von Soden’s innovative 
Grieschisches Neues Testament (1913) prints e¶cwmen in the main text and ascribes the 
indicative to “Recension K,” a revision of the New Testament text dated to the late third 
or early fourth centuries and known for its “desire for elegance, ease of comprehension 
and completeness.”24  Although the original text of Eberhard Nestle, essentially 
dependent upon Westcott-Hort and Tischendorf, included the subjunctive, the “Old 
Nestle” (beginning with the thirteenth edition in 1927) and the more recent Nestle-
Aland (beginning with the twenty-second edition in 1952) have consistently printed 
e¶comen.25 
F. Evaluation of other arguments for the indicative and subjunctive 
A number of extended arguments have been presented on behalf of the indicative; most 
of these have appealed to the internal argumentation of Romans and to the comparable 
pronunciation of o and w in the koine Greek of the first c..  Bruce Metzger 
acknowledges the significant external support for the subjunctive, but ultimately 
determines that “[s]ince in this passage it appears that Paul is not exhorting but stating 
facts… only the indicative is consonant with the apostle’s argument.”  He then turns to 
the phonetic and aural similarities between o and w, and speculates that the presence of 
e¶cwmen in the earliest and best manuscripts might well have been incited by an 
unintentional scribal error by the amanuensis Tertius, a hypothesis echoed by many 
others.26  James Denney contends that the use of the subjunctive in 5:1, and the ensuing 
subjunctive reading of kaucw¿meqa in 5:3, is grammatically incompatible with the clause 
ouj mo/non de which begins the latter verse.27  The editors of the New English 
Translation add that the evidence for the indicative stems from a multiple text-types 
(Alexandrian, Western, and Byzantine) and argue that the presence of only one 
imperative and  one hortatory subjunctive prior to this point, together with the plethora 

                                                
22 Leon Vaganay and Christian-Bernard Amphoux, An Introduction to New Testament Textual Criticism (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1991), 133-135.  
23 Quoted in James Denny, “St. Paul’s Epistle to the Romans,” in W. Robertson Nicoll, The Expositor’s Greek 
Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1974), 623.   
24 Vaganay and Amphoux, An Introduction to New Testament Textual Criticism, 109.   
25 Aland and Aland, The Text of the New Testament, 19-20.   
26 Bruce M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (2nd ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche 
Bibelgesellschaft, 2002), 452.   
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of such forms which begins in the sixth chapter, establishes a context in which the 
indicative is preferred.  Furthermore, “Paul presupposes that the audience has peace with 
God (via reconciliation) in 5:10.  This seems to assume the indicative in v. 1.”28  
According to C. E. B. Cranfield, “[I]t would be strange for Paul, in a carefully argued 
writing as this, to exhort his readers to enjoy or guard a peace which has not yet explicitly 
shown to be possessed by them.”29 
 
None of these claims are particularly convincing, and many appear to be motivated by 
modern theological concerns rather than objective analysis.  As Robert Jewett has noted, 
“The rejection of this evidence [for the subjunctive] on the assumption of what the 
context requires is highly subjective, resting on an exegetical legacy that has always 
stressed the doctrinal objectivity of Romans and downplayed its situational orientation.”  
Specifically, the contentious relationships between the various Christian cells operating in 
Rome in the mid-first century make it extremely unlikely that Paul would have 
proclaimed the existence of a current state of peace.30  While the indicative may have the 
support of three separate text-types, one of these (the Byzantine) is considered to be 
virtually worthless in the quest for the earliest recoverable reading, and the most reliable 
examples of the others feature the subjunctive.  The attribution of e¶cwmen to a scribal 
misinterpretation of Paul’s true meaning is hopelessly rooted in abstract conjecture, not 
actual historical evidence; moreover, as Jewett, Stanley Porter, and numerous others have 
indicated, the mere recognition of the similarities between o and w does not establish 
the order of the respective readings.  Either could have preceded the other.31  The view 
that the widespread appearance of imperatives and hortatory subjunctives does not begin 
until the following chapter is circular, and is easily countered if the reader places this 
transition at the beginning of the fifth chapter rather than the sixth.  Some would even 
doubt the validity of such a division; Stanley Stowers has made a case for the subjunctive 
on the grounds that “it is hortatory throughout.”32  Porter’s argument that the passage is 
an forceful example of the ancient Greco-Roman genre of diatribe, and as such would 
naturally employ subjunctives, is particularly compelling.  He references a number of 
occasions throughout Romans in which Paul exhorts his audience (e.g., 6:1, 12, 15; 8:12) 
and states with regard to the internal relationship between the verses discussed here and 
the preceding material, “[T]he context of pervious enmity and present peace allows for 
Paul to say that Christians should no longer fight against God but now cultivate their 
privilege.” Against Denny and others, he adds that ouj mo/non de serves to contrast the 
preceding phrase ėp∆ ėlpi÷di thvß do/xhß touv qeouv with ėn tai√ß qli÷yesin and 
therefore does not mandate the use of indicative verbs.33  The cumulative affect of the 
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conclusions of Jewett, Stowers, and Porter considerably undermines the long-standing 
assumption that literary and grammatical factors suggest or even demand the indicative.          
G. Conclusions 
Most modern commentators have consistently acknowledged the external superiority of 
the subjunctive reading over the indicative in Romans 5:1, but have turned to other 
considerations so as to endorse the latter.  When a full appreciation of weight of the 
external witnesses is combined with similar attention to the verse’s literary placement, 
rhetorical function, and grammatical composition, such actions—which are very likely 
rooted in anachronistic theological considerations—become utterly untenable.  Despite 
the erudite protestations of the editors of the Novum Testamentum Graece and others, the 
probable original reading is the subjunctive e¶cwmen. 


