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ABSTRACT

CASE STUDIES IN CLOSELY RELATED MANUSCRIPTS 

FOR DETERMINING SCRIBAL TRAITS

Doug Burleson, PhD New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary
Faculty Advisor: William Warren, Landrum P. Leavell, II Professor o f New Testament
and Greek

The question o f scribal traits in New Testament MSS is hotly debated as different 

scholars see varying levels o f theological agendas entering into the copying processes. So 

how can one ascertain the typical characteristics o f scribal traits in the copying of NT 

manuscripts? The purpose o f this dissertation was to examine global scribal traits within 

five case studies of closely-related MSS from various time periods, genres, and textual 

affinities including: 1) the 3d-4th cent. Alexandrian gospel witnesses ?p4, $p75, and B; 2) 

the 6th-9th cent. Western Pauline bilingual uncials Dp, Ep, Fp, and G1*; 3) 1 Oth-15th cent. 

Byzantine gospel witnesses from/ ’ (1582, 1, 205, 209, 2886/205abs); 4) 12th-13th 

Byzantine gospel witnesses from f n  (13, 346, 543, 826, 828); and 5) two 16th cent. 

Byzantine gospel witnesses (1068 and 1065). More specifically, within the five case 

studies of closely-related MSS, this dissertation provided an overview and analysis of the 

data from three direct-copy manuscript pairings: Dp and Ep, 205 and 2886, and 1068 and 

1065; and seven other ancestor-descendant pairings: $p4 and >p75, *p4 and B, <p75 and B, D p 

and Fp/Gp, 1582 and 1, 13 and 346/543, 826 and 828. The thesis o f the dissertation was
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that the traits that are determined to be a part o f the general pattern o f scribal traits in 

closely-related MSS from various periods would provide insight into the general traits of 

scribes from all periods. The hypothesis was that traits that were determined to be a part 

o f the general pattern of scribal traits in closely-related MSS from various periods would 

provide insight into the general traits of scribes from all periods.

After data were collected from the collations o f the MSS groupings, a matrix was 

formed based on the scribal traits shared longitudinally in all five of the MSS groupings. 

Specifically, once copies were compared to their exemplars and descendants to their 

ancestors, the types of variants were categorized based on the type o f scribal change 

associated with the variants (orthographical shift, nomina sacra, the movable nu, 

transposition, addition, substitution, omission) in the MSS. The consistent scribal traits 

from this analysis formed a matrix through which ^pn i  (5th cent., portions o f Acts) was 

evaluated, in which were found the scribal traits detected in the case five studies.

In brief, this study found that the most significant intentional variants, common 

among diverse genres of NT literature, text-traditions, and time periods, involved 

harmonization to the immediate or parallel contexts, while the most important 

unintentional errors arose from haplography. While no widespread “corruption” of the 

text was discernable, scribes were generally Christian (based upon their ability to 

harmonize to parallel contexts) and diligent to interact with the text creatively for the 

purpose of accurate copying and usability by the readers o f their texts. The analysis of the 

patterns of scribal traits in closely-related MSS from the second to sixteenth centuries 

demonstrates that scribes from various centuries amended the text in similar ways.
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INTRODUCTION

In a general indictment of New Testament (NT) Textual Criticism in the twentieth 

century, Eldon J. Epp described the time since Brooke Foss Westcott (1812-1901) and 

Fenton John Anthony Hort (1828-1892) as an “interlude” in which critics are standing 

between two major acts, one behind them and one before them.1 Epp cited the lack of 

popular critical editions, a lack of progress toward a theory and history of the earliest NT 

text, a lack of progress in the apparatuses in major critical editions, the lack of progress in 

evaluating readings, and the return of the Textus Receptus (TR) as factors contributing to 

the “interlude” status. In many ways the study of scribal traits has been in an interlude. 

The methodological studies of James R. Royse and Ernest Cadman Colwell (1901-1974) 

are dated, even with the recent augmentation of Royse’s dissertation.2 Most evaluations 

of scribal traits are limited to single manuscripts (MSS), the earliest papyri, single 

canonical books, or the Western text. Other studies are so general that the traits of scribes 

are stereotyped without thorough analysis from particular MSS. The question regarding 

the nature of scribal traits that plagued the earliest textual critics continues to

1 Eldon J. Epp, “The Twentieth-Century Interlude in New Testament Textual 
Criticism,” in Studies in the Theory and Method o f  New Testament Textual Criticism (ed. 
Irving Alan Sparks; SD 45; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1993).

2 Ernest C. Colwell, “Method of Evaluating Scribal Habits. A Study of (p45, sp66, 
and fp75,” in Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism o f  the New Testament (ed. 
Bruce M. Metzger; NTTS 9; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1969); James R. Royse, Scribal 
Habits in Early Greek New Testament Papyri (NTTS 36; Leiden: Brill, 2007).

1



www.manaraa.com

2
divide scholarship, yet more longitudinal studies need to be attempted for the purpose of

examining specific MSS from both early and late settings from all canonical genres for

the purpose of gaining a better understanding of the nature of scribal practices. In his

recent work, David Parker asked regarding a study of closely related MSS;

How useful might the parallel of the ninth- and tenth-century and late-medieval 
manuscript copyings be in understanding the manuscript production o f the 
second, fourth, or sixth centuries? Do we have any grounds for gauging the 
fidelity o f scribes to their exemplars, when we are unlikely to have a manuscript 
even approximately similar to that exemplar? This is evidently a highly important 
question in the study of the New Testament text .3

Royse himself saw the value in studying closely related MSS but stated that it was 

beyond the scope of his project, which primarily focused on early witnesses.4 Few have 

attempted a study of readings from closely related MSS from differing text-types, genres, 

and centuries where readings are analyzed longitudinally to determine whether a 

comparative pattern exists that could inform general scribal practices. Kirsopp Lake 

(1872-1946) determined that “the genealogical relations which subsist between any given 

MSS can be deduced, in the absence of direct information, by studying the variations 

from the standard text which they share in common.”5 Thus in keeping with this axiom, 

in this study an attempt will be made to analyze the close relationships within five groups 

of closely-related MSS. Furthermore, this study builds on the understanding that the five

3 David Parker, An Introduction to the New Testament Manuscripts and Their 
Texts (Cambridge, Mass.: Cambridge University Press, 2008), 140-41.

4 James R. Royse, Scribal Habits in Vxtrly Greek New Testament Papyri (NTTSD 
36; Leiden: Brill, 2007), 66, 738-39.

5 Kirsopp Lake and J. Armitage Robinson, eds., Codex 1 o f  the Gospels and Its 
Allies (Eugene, Oreg.: W ipf & Stock, 1902), xxiii.
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case-study groupings of MSS are closely related based on both external and internal 

evidence.

More specifically, this study;

(1) provides a full collation o f the comparable texts in these five control groups 

against the text within the control group that has chronological priority

(as either an exemplar or ancestor);6

(2) sorts VRs by type of variation within the MSS that are considered copies or 

descendants within each control group;

(3) seeks global patterns within these variation readings (VRs) in order to form a 

matrix through which one can understand the general nature of scribal traits;

(4) and applies to matrix to the most recently discovered NT papyri, *J>127 

(5th cent.; Acts 10:32-35, 40-45; 11:2-5,30-12:3,5, 7-9; 15:29-30, 34-41; 

16:1-4, 13-40; 17:1-10).

An implication resulting from this study includes a reworking of some previous methods 

for determining scribal traits, such as Colwell’s emphasis on singular readings. Finally, 

the comparison of the scribal traits from the matrix formed through the analysis o f the 

MSS groups will be compared to the text of <J>>127 as a means of testing the matrix.7

6 In this dissertation the researcher focused on the development of the matrix but 
tested the matrix in only a limited fashion (seven of the most recently discovered NT 
papyri) given the scope of research as delineated in the methodology section below.

7 “Continuation of Manuscript List,” University o f  Munster Institute fo r  New 
Testament Textual Research (INTI7), n.p. [cited 17 November 2011], Online: 
http://www.uni-muenster.de/INTF/.

http://www.uni-muenster.de/INTF/
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4
Every MS shares a relationship with all the other MSS that bear witness to the NT 

text, yet not all of these relationships result in texts that demonstrate dependence upon a 

known MS as its exemplar or close relative. When these closely-related MSS are 

examined, scribal habits can be isolated by tracing the development of one text from 

another. So with particular MSS that have been determined to be closely-related to one 

another, what pattern of scribal traits is evident in these closely-related MSS? To what 

extent do the general scribal traits o f selected second- to sixteenth-century closely related 

MSS relate to the traits of all types of scribes from various time periods and settings? The 

purpose of this research is to examine readings for the determination of scribal traits in 

the texts of the following groups of closely-related MSS:

1) ?p4, T>7\  and B (Codex Vaticanus);

2) Dp (Codex Claromontanus), Dpab7Ep(Codex Sandermanensis), Fp (Codex 

Augiensis), and Gp (Codex Boernerianus);

3) Family 1 (/ ') MSS 1, 1582, 205, 209, 2886 (205abs);

4) Family 13 ( f n ) MSS 13, 346, 543, 826, 828; and

5) MSS 1065 and 1068.

These case studies were analyzed to determine the scribal traits in settings where 

one can know the types of changes made by scribes from a common exemplar or 

ancestor. The thesis is that the traits that are determined to be a part of the general pattern 

of scribal traits in closely related MSS from various time periods will provide insight into 

the general traits of scribes from all periods. The hypothesis is that the analysis of the 

patterns of scribal traits in closely related MSS from the second to sixteenth centuries will
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5
demonstrate that scribes from various centuries amended the text in similar ways. The 

hypothesis will be supported if the scribal traits in the MSS can be demonstrated to make 

up a common longitudinal pattern if the analysis of this pattern is common among all 

types of scribes (non-professional or professional), genres of NT literature, text- 

traditions, and time periods.
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CHAPTER 1 

STATE OF RESEARCH

This overview of studies related to scribal traits is organized in five parts. The 

first section summarizes the debates, during the eighteenth, nineteenth, and early 

twentieth centuries over the nature of scribal traits. The next part provides a survey of the 

recent developments on scribal traits as evident in studies on the traits of scribes in 

particular NT books, textual traditions, or MSS. The third division highlights studies of 

general scribal traits that do not share the delimitations of the former part. The fourth 

section focuses on methodological studies that have contributed to contemporary 

understandings of scribal traits.

The Debate on Scribes among Early Textual Critics

In the introduction to his work on scribal habits, Royse described how most early 

textual critics were hindered by incomplete data and the lack o f a standard methodology, 

which in turn led to differing values being placed on MSS. As a result of these 

limitations, their conclusions were sometimes not based on exhaustive studies of the MSS 

themselves but on presumptions concerning the general behavior of scribes. Yet, in their 

analyses early critics usually acknowledged the imperfections of scribes while generally

6
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7

viewing scribes as simple copyists of the text.1 For example, Westcott and Hort 

recognized the introduction of accidental, or “clerical,” errors by scribes into the text 

even when transcribers were attempting to copy accurately the text. In their discussion of 

the value o f internal evidence for evaluating MSS, they argued that a knowledge of the 

MSS themselves (based on external and internal criteria) would provide a “sure 

foundation” for determining the “original” reading. Westcott and Hort also suggested that 

sometimes MSS are affected “by the blunders of a careless scribe” but one must be sure 

to evaluate scribal traits as associated with particular MSS, rather than ascribing traits to 

“scribes as a class.” In other words, the best way to analyze transcriptional probabilities is 

through the analysis of particular scribes in particular MSS.

In regard to particular scribes, Westcott and Hort evaluated the scribe of Sinaiticus 

(k 0 1 ,4th cent.) and Vaticanus (B 03, 4th cent.). In their analysis o f scribal traits in 

Vaticanus, they viewed singular and sub-singular readings as valuable when they could 

not be explained by scribal error, which they described as a “more recent corruption,” and 

thus more likely reflected the text of the exemplar.2 They determined that “no scribe can 

make a text better than he found it; his highest merit is to leave it no worse.”3 Their 

evaluation of the MS led them to determine that the scribe o f B was prone to omissions,

1 Royse, Scribal, 3-5; For example, Royse demonstrated that many of Johann 
Griesbach’s (1745-1812) conclusions lacked documented MS evidence.

2 Brooke Foss Westcott and Fenton John Anthony Hort, Introduction to the New 
Testament in Original Greek (1882; repr., Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1988), 230-50. 
See especially pp. 231 -32.
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but that the vast majority of singular readings were accidental. Westcott and Hort 

suggested that the “singular readings proper” of B reflected similarities with the “Syrian 

tradition,” yet they also determined that B was among the supreme MSS, helping to form 

the foundation for their preferred Neutral text.4

Arguing along the same lines, Frederick Henry Ambrose Scrivener (1813-1891) 

also recognized that scribes were imperfect as they “were prone to receive marginal notes 

into the text.”5 But his seven canons of criticism demonstrate that he believed scribes 

were seeking to make the text more readable thus, texts should not be viewed with 

suspicion, given that variations seem to disappear when the cause o f the variant becomes 

apparent. To state his confidence in the reliability of transcriptional probabilities for the 

development of an “original reading” in his review of several rules of internal evidence, 

he specifically responded to Johann Jakob Griesbach’s (1745-1812) canon to favor 

unorthodox readings, arguing that while the early church certainly had faults, she never

3 Westcott and Hort, Introduction, 232.

4 Information in the paragraphs above was derived from Westcott and Hort, 
Introduction, 6-7, 22-39, 230-50, and 272. Overall, they concluded that transcriptional 
probabilities can complement the internal evidence of the MSS themselves. Hermann von 
Soden (1852-1914) also analyzed the scribal traits of Vaticanus in Herman Von Soden, 
Urchristliche Literaturgeschichte: die Schriften des Neuen Testaments (Berlin: A. 
Duncker, 1905), 1:906, 1965-67, and 1921-24. See also Frederik Wisse, The Profile 
Method fo r  Classifying and Evaluating M S Evidence (ed. Irving Alan Sparks; SD 44; 
Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1982), 10, 17. Wisse analyzed von Soden’s apparatus to 
examine the evidence for his groupings and classifications o f MSS and concluded that 
von Soden’s apparatus was “useless” and “untrustworthy.”

5 Frederick Henry Ambrose Scrivener, A Plain Introduction to the Criticism o f  the 
New Testament (2 vols.; n.d.; repr., Eugene, Oreg.: W ipf & Stock, 1997), 2:249.
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failed in her duty to be a “keeper of Holy Writ.”6 Thus, in spite of incomplete data as 

many MSS had yet to be discovered or fully collated, along with the lack of a standard 

methodology, most early textual critics recognized that the study of scribal traits was best 

approached from particular studies o f the interaction between individual scribes in 

particular MSS.

Recent Studies on Scribes of 
Particular Manuscripts, Books, or Text-Types

In recent years, textual critics consistently emphasize both the difficulty and the 

importance of determining scribal traits, especially those of scribes in the early church. 

One study of scribal practices in a particular tradition was written by Eldon J. Epp 

concerning the anti-Semitic tendency in the Western text o f Acts.7 Investigating the 

variants in the Western text of Acts, Epp’s primary MS was Codex Bezae (D 04, 5th 

cent., Gospels and Acts), although he admitted that many “scribal errors and textual 

corrections” in MS D were unusual even for a Western text. His choice to limit the study 

to the text of Acts resulted from his conclusion that the features of Acts were the “most 

prominent and abundant” and he would not have to combat the harmonization that would 

frequent the text of a gospel, including Luke. Epp used an inductive method by which he

6 Ibid., 2:251-53.

7 Eldon Jay Epp, The Theological Tendency o f  Codex D  Cantahrigiensis in Acts 
(Cambridge, Mass.: Cambridge University Press, 1966), 165-66. One of Epp’s students, 
Howard Eshbaugh, expanded the study of the Western text to the Paulines in his 
dissertation, “Theological Variants in the Western Text of the Pauline Corpus” (PhD 
diss., Case Western University, 1975), and reached many of the same conclusions. Also,
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focused on individual variants in order to demonstrate the larger tendency in the MS 

tradition of Acts.

Epp did not go so far as to abandon a search for an “original” text but called for a 

“both-and” approach to learn something of history while also searching for the most 

original ending. He concluded that in D, Jews were portrayed as being more hostile to 

Jesus, less responsive to Jesus with a diminished religious tradition, and more hostile to 

the apostles. For example, Epp argued that in D Peter’s speech in Acts 2:14-36 was more 

of a universal appeal and thus not intended for Israel.8 In D, the Jews were not as 

important to the Christian mission as demonstrated in the summary statement included in 

Acts 2:47.

Epp argued that Xaov referred to the Jews every time the word was used in Acts 

with two exceptions (15:14; 18:10) and that Luke avoided using the word in Gentile 

contexts. For Gentiles, Luke preferred the terms 7rXyjOog, oxkog, and drjfzog, usually 

translated as “people.” Overall, Epp made a cumulative argument in which individual 

variants might not appear to be anti-Judaic until they are seen as a part of the greater 

whole. His work was especially valued as the first monograph devoted to the treatment of 

scribal practices in a NT book within a particular MS tradition.

David C. Parker supported some of Epp’s conclusions in Codex Bezae: An Early 
Christian M S and Its Text (Cambridge, Mass.: Cambridge University Press, 1992), 191.

8 The information in the paragraphs above was derived from Epp, 77?e 
Iheological, 26, 75-76. Epp actually referred to the abandonment of the effort to restore 
the “original” text as an “extreme” to be avoided.
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Epp also discussed in passing his having noticed the suppression of women in the 

Western text of Acts.9 Several have taken up this theme to reach this same conclusion in 

regard to the Western text of Acts. The most extensive work on anti-feminist traits in the 

Western text of Luke and Acts has come in a book and two articles by Ben Witherington 

III, who argued that a “reformation of the universal patriarchal structure” was occurring 

within the Christian community but was met with resistance.10 For example,

Witherington argued that in Acts 17:12 in D, the text was altered from xai t w v  'EAAyjvtSwv 

yuvaixfiv t u v  siicryyjgovcov (and the Greek women of prominence) to xai t w v  euayyjp.ovajv 

civ§pe.g xai yuvaTxe? (and the prominent men and women) to make the men as prominent 

as the women, thus lessening the prominence of the women.11

Outside of the studies mentioned above, some have undertaken efforts to evaluate 

scribal habits in particular books, text-types, or MSS. For example, Harry Gamble 

addressed the ending of Romans as to whether the fourteen-, fifteen-, or sixteen-chapter 

form of the letter was supported by the textual evidence. Gamble’s main purpose in the 

book was to use textual and literary criticism to argue for the unity of the sixteen-chapter

9 Epp, The Theological, 75 (note 3), 167-68 (n. 7).

10 Ben Witherington III, Women in the Earliest Churches (ed. G. N. Stanton; 
SNTSMS 59; New York: Cambridge University Press, 1988), 3, 183, 211. Witherington 
differs from Fiorenza in that he narrowed the study to a particular text-tradition, even 
though Fiorenza reached a similar conclusion.

11 Ben Witherington III, “The Anti-Feminist Tendency in the Western Text o f 
Acts,” JBL 103 (March 1984): 82. See also Ben Witherington III, “On the Road with 
Mary Magdalene, Joanna, Susanna, and other Disciples—Luke 8:1-3,” ZNW  70 (1979): 
243-48.
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letter. The most relevant section is chapter 1 titled “A Textual History,” and his chart of 

“Positions of Doxologies in Various MSS.”12 Although every extant MS contains ch. 15- 

16 of Romans, Gamble used the doxology placements in a fourteen-chapter form in Dp 

(Codex Claromontanus, 4th cent., Paulines), Fp (Codex Augiensis, 9th cent., Greek-Latin 

Paulines), and Gp (Codex Boemerianus, 9th cent., Greek-Latin Paulines) and in a fifteen- 

chapter form in Sp46 (A.D. 200, Paulines) as possible evidence for shorter forms of 

Romans that circulated in the early church.13 Overall, Gamble challenged the Ephesian 

hypothesis on the basis o f the internal evidence in Rom 16, concluding that shorter forms 

of the letter might have arisen as a means of generalizing the letters contents to various 

audiences.

Likewise, Larry Hurtado analyzed the Gospel of Mark in Codex Washingtonius 

(W 032, 5th cent., Gospels) demonstrating that Codex W does not fit with the 

assumptions of Streeter, Lake, and many others who classified W, along with <p45 (3rd 

cent., Gospels, Acts), 0 (Codex Coridethianus, 038, 9th cent., Gospels), MS 565 (9th 

cent., Paulines), MS 700 (11th cent., Paulines), a n d / 13 as pre-Caesarean. Through his 

quantitative analysis (QA), Hurtado demonstrated differences between the MSS and

12 Harry Gamble Jr., Hie Textual History o f  the Letter to the Romans (ed. Irving 
Alan Sparks; SD 42; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1977), 13, 15-35, 131. The 
majority of Gamble’s book focuses on the literary evidence, but chapter 1 is particularly 
relevant for the study of scribal tendencies.

13 Gamble, 26-34. Gamble’s use of Dp, Fp, and Gp impact this study especially in 
his acknowledgment that Gp is the only MS that omits the Roman address in Rom 1:7, 15
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concluded that their agreement was less that his preferred 70%.14 He determined that 

agreements with other MSS are mixed with leanings toward the Byzantine (especially in 

/ B) and Western witnesses (as in 0). While Hurtado concluded that W was not related to 

other MSS in any significant ways, he argued that their similarities were the result of 

common scribal traits such as grammatical improvements and harmonizations. In his 

analysis, Hurtado evaluated 134 singular readings in the text of Mark in W and concluded 

that readings of W demonstrated “scribal freedom” by a responsible scribe who sought to 

make W reader friendly.

Chapter 6 of Hurtado’s work is the most significant chapter, especially as related 

to his developments of an understanding of scribal traits and methodology. In regard to 

scribal traits, Hurtado emphasized the importance of singular readings but suggested that 

if common scribal traits can explain particular readings then the changes may not be 

intentional, as scribes could have made such improvements independently. For example, 

according to Hurtado, the scribe o f W sought to improve the text through harmonizations, 

vocabulary preferences, grammatical improvements, word order, and changes for 

conciseness or clarification. In regard to methodology, Hurtado recommended that 

scholars evaluate total MSS in a section-by-section manner while also noting the 

agreements and differences between the MSS. Regarding his methodology, Hurtado

14 Larry Hurtado, Text-Critical Methodology and the Pre-Caesarean Text: Codex 
W in the Gospel o f  Mark (ed. Irving Alan Sparks; SD 43; Grand Rapids, Mich.:
Eerdmans, 1981), 11. Hurtado determined that the definition o f a text-type relationship 
by QA would be an agreement o f “about 70 percent or more and at the same time about 
10 percentage points greater than the quantitative relationship of either with witnesses 
outside the text-type.”
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stated that “the only reliable way to tell whether the agreement of two MSS is significant 

is to show the agreement o f two MSS in comparison with their disagreement, and their 

agreement in comparison with the agreement of other representative MSS one with 

another.”15

Following the methodologies of Colwell and Royse, Juan Hernandez Jr. analyzed 

singular readings in the Codices Sinaiticus, Alexandrinus (A 02, 5th cent ), and Ephraemi 

(C 04, 5th cent). Hernandez’s research led him to distinguish between the scribes of 

Sinaiticus, who tended to “editorialize” more than the scribes of A and C, and to 

conclude that scribes were prone to harmonization and omissions.16 Hernandez, like 

Peter M. Head in his articles on singular readings on early papyri, concluded that scribes 

tended to omit more than they added with their most frequent tendency being to 

harmonize to their immediate context.17

In regard to possible causes o f these early omissions, Head, along with M. Warren, 

also analyzed q>13 (3rd-4th cent., Hebrews) to demonstrate that the papyri revealed 

another cause of unintentional error in the transmission of the text aside from weariness:

15 Hurtado, Text-Critical, 67-84.

16 Juan Hernandez Jr., “Scribal Habits and Theological Influences in the 
Apocalypse: The Singular Readings of Sinaiticus, Alexandrinus, and Ephraemi” (PhD 
diss., Emory University Press, 2006), 56, 64, 243.

17 Ibid., 11. See also Peter M. Head, “Observations on Early Papyri of the 
Synoptic Gospels, Especially on the ‘Scribal Habits,’” Bib 71, no. 2 (1990): 240-47 in 
which he evaluates singular readings from fourteen early papyri from the Synoptic 
Gospels. See also Peter M. Head, “The Habits of New Testament Copyists. Singular 
Readings in the Early Fragmentary Papyri of John,” Bib 85 (2004): 399-408, in which he
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“the constant necessity to re-ink one’s pen.” 18 Head and Warren argue that given the 

prominent use o f reed pens in the copying of NT MSS, a script in especially bold ink that 

follows gradually fading letters can be matched to four singular readings in <p13 in Heb 

3:10b, 11-12, 13; and 4:3-4. Thus, Head and Warren convincingly show that with these 

particular omissions, changes in verse tense, or orthographic shifts, a re-inking of the reed 

pen could be another distraction for “the eye, memory, judgment, and pen” o f scribes.19

In another study of the scribal habits in a particular MS, David C. Parker argued 

in his descriptive work on Codex Bezae that the MS was copied by eye by a Latin scribe 

on the basis of his use of nomina sacra and orthographical shifts. Parker sought to 

examine “a single scribe and the tradition he reproduced: how he preserved, and how he 

altered it; the form that he received, and the manner in which he altered it; the way the 

tradition had developed, and the way it was used in later generations.”20 In part two of the 

work titled “The Scribe and the Tradition,” Parker sought to determine the forms of the 

text that the scribe received and examined how the scribe preserved them. In his analysis 

of this particular scribe, Parker argued that sense lines were a device that scribes used to 

keep the columns of text in bilingual manuscripts in line with one another for the benefit

discussed sixteen singular readings in the early papyri of John. His conclusions in both 
articles support the idea that early scribes tended to omit more than they added.

18 Peter M. Head and M. Warren, “Re-inking the Pen: Evidence from P. Oxy. 657 
(P13) concerning Unintentional Scribal Errors,” NTS 43 (1997): 467.

19 Ibid., 473.

20 Parker, Codex, 2.
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of the reader. He concluded that the scribe was careful in formulating the sense line 

divisions in the gospels and copying those of his exemplar in Acts. Based on the 

evaluation of the scribe of Bezae, Parker suggested that the codex was copied from two 

exemplars: one for the gospels and one for Acts.21

Similarly, Dirk Jongkind in his analysis of scribal traits in Codex Sinaiticus took a 

strong, holistic approach to scribal characteristics that included not just the items that the 

scribes copied but how they prepared their writing materials. Using singular readings 

from the texts of 1 Chronicles, Psalms, Paul, and Luke, Jongkind concluded that dictation 

was an unlikely means of copying since scribes seemed to have worked simultaneously.22 

He argued by means of the way the pattern of “pouncing” on the parchment changed 

when the scribe changed, that the three scribes worked together on Sinaiticus with great 

regularity. Jongkind demonstrated the freedom of the particular scribes of Sinaiticus by 

showing that they determined by their own preferences which nomina sacra were used 

and how paragraphs were divided. All of his findings reveal the distinctive scribal 

behavior of particular scribes even within one MS, which adds a level of complexity to

21 Parker, Codex, 279-86.

22 Dirk Jongkind, Scribal Habits o f  Codex Sinaiticus (3d ser.; TS 5; Piscataway, 
N.J.: Gorgias Press, 2007), 250.

23 Ibid., 35, 57-59, 83, 95. Jongkind allowed for the influence o f exemplar here
also.
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the study of scribal habits. Jongkind’s work is most valued for demonstrating how 

physical components o f MSS and the interplay of scribes with writing materials and one 

another all can impact the study o f scribal traits.

in a more recent study of Sinaiticus, Parker suggested that the codex had four 

scribes, which he labeled D, A, B], and B 2 . 24 Although he acknowledged their mistakes, 

Parker stated that these scribes “set out to reproduce the copied text as carefully as 

possible, without necessarily ensuring that the text they were using was accurate.”25 Due 

to the “higher quality” of the work of the D scribe, Parker argued that he was the senior 

scribe who perhaps oversaw the work of the others. Scribe A carried the burden of 

copying most of the codex, including almost of all the NT, while the work of the scribes 

called B was the least satisfactory.26 Parker concluded that Scribe A copied 995 of the 

1,486 pages of the codex, which equals 66.95% of the overall codex. Overall, the scribes 

can be described as having “mixed ability” and for desiring to copy the text as accurately 

as possible given each of their own skill sets.

In his analysis of the text of Jude, Tommy Wasserman used the scribal traits of 

the 560 MSS he collated to argue for the priority of Jude over 2 Peter based on 2 Peter’s 

development of Jude’s sources and the development of some of Jude’s words and phrases 

in 2 Peter. These MSS are listed in the second part of his book titled Editio, in which

24 David Parker, Codex Sinaiticus: The Story o f  the World's Oldest Bible 
(Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2010), 65.

25 Ibid., 67.

26 Ibid., 49.
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Wasserman offered an exhaustive list of all the MSS and a critical apparatus for Jude. 

Following his apparatus, he offered a Commentarius that details the transcriptional 

probabilities of why the various MSS from Jude vary so widely. The greatest strength of 

his textual commentary is his continuous effort to let the scribes of each MS stand on 

their own. An example o f Wassermann’s thorough analysis can be taken from his 

commentary on the greeting dpv)VYj xai ay&ixrj in Jude 2. Although most witnesses support 

this reading, Wasserman noted scribes impacted the text by means o f the insertion the 

phrase iv xupi;&>, as is common in Pauline greetings; the reversal of the word order, 

possibly harmonizing to other NT greetings (2 Cor 13:11; 1 Pet 5:14); and the omission 

of xai a.yd.'nrj perhaps because of homoioteleuton or harmonization to 1 Pet 1:2 or 

2 Pet 1:2.27 Particularly relevant to this study are Wasserman’s comments on the ten 

umlauts in B’s text of Jude, which likely denoted variations in the text and his inclusion 

of several other MSS from this study, including MSS 1, 205, 2886/205abs, and 209, in his 

analysis.28

Recent Studies Pertaining to Scribes in General

One of the most influential studies related to NT textual criticism in general is 

Bart D. Ehrman’s The Orthodox Corruption o f  Scripture29 Unlike the studies described

27 Tommy Wasserman, The Epistle o f  Jude: Its Text and Transmission (ConBNT 
43; Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell International, 2006), 245.

28 Ibid., 239; See also Philip P. Payne, “Fuldensis, Sigla for Variants in Vaticanus 
and 1 Cor 14:34-5,” NTS 41 (1995): 240-62.
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above, Ehrman did not delimit his analysis to a particular book, MS, or text-type.'™ 

Ehrman argued that on occasion scribes made changes to the text in order to make 

readings more orthodox so that the text would be more difficult to use by Christians with 

differing perspectives.31 In his first chapter, Ehrman used Walter Bauer’s (1877-1960) 

perspective on the history o f early Christianity to argue that textual emendations before 

the fourth century resulted from an opposition to adoptionism, docetism, separationism, 

and other teachings labeled as heretical by the winners of these theological battles.32

Parker supported this historical understanding when he suggested that from 

A.D. 200 to A.D. 300 the text of the New Testament began developing more distinct 

characteristics in the setting of the Diocletianic persecution, which as a result led to a

29 Bart D. Ehrman, The Orthodox Corruption o f  Scripture (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 1993), 3-5, 14.

30 Ehrman included variant discussions from every New Testament book except 
Philemon, James, and 2-3 John. Unlike Epp, his study is not delimited to a particular text- 
type or time period for MSS. See also Ulrich Schmid, “Scribes and Variants— Sociology 
and Typology,” in Textual Variation: Theological and Social Tendencies? Papers from 
the Fifth Birmingham Colloquium on the Textual Criticism o f  the New Testament (ed. 
Hugh A. G. Houghton and David C. Parker; 3d ser,; TS 5; Piscataway, N.J.: Gorgias 
Press, 2008), 4-5. Schmid noted the differences between the study of Epp, which was 
narrowed to one MS, and the general study of Ehrman.

31 Ehrman, 7he Orthodox, xi.

32 Walter Bauer, Orthodoxy and Heresy in Earliest Christianity (ed. Robert A. 
Craft and Gerhard Krudel; Philadelphia, Pa.: Fortress, 1971). See also Larry Hurtado, 
Lord Jesus Christ: Devotion to Jesus in Earliest Christianity (Grand Rapids, Mich.: 
Eerdmans, 2003). Larry Hurtado has challenged the understanding of the late 
development o f “orthodoxy” in arguing that beliefs and practices often labeled “proto­
orthodox” developed very early and were more Jewish than Gentile in nature.
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scarcity of texts and a “tightening up” of the recognition o f canonical books.33 Ehrman 

claimed to demonstrate on “a case-by-case basis” that scribes were aware of theological 

debates and fully participated in them, allowing their context to shape the text.34 Along 

these same lines, with specific reference to variations involving the development of a 

standard Christology, Head cautioned that (1) the use of a passage in a doctrinal dispute 

did not automatically indicate a corruption in the text; (2) a concern with the deity of 

Jesus was evident in the second century just as his humanity was emphasized; and (3) the 

full humanity of Jesus was problematic for everyone involved in the debate.35

Yet, even with the reservations o f Head and others, Ehrman’s work is particularly 

strong in recognizing the gradual development of systematized Christianity while also 

acknowledging several unanswered questions regarding the nature of the early church. 

One should not assume that early Christians were uniform on every issue, including 

Christology. Ehrman argued many variants in the text that resulted from an intentional 

corruption introduced by proto-orthodox scribes. Because o f the slow recognition of the 

New Testament writings as canonical, scribes would have been less likely to change these 

writings at an early date. Furthermore, strong external evidence should indicate that most

33 David C. Parker, The Living Text o f  the Gospels (Cambridge, Mass.: Cambridge 
University Press, 1977), 22-23.

34 Ehrman, Ihe Orthodox, xiii.

35 Head, “Observations,” 240-47. Head responded to an article by Ehrman and 
Plunkett in which they argued that the “theological preoccupation” of second-century 
Christians was to affirm the real humanity o f Jesus. See Bart D. Ehrman and M. T. 
Plunkett, “The Angel and the Agony: The Textual Problem of Luke 23:43-44,” CBQ 45 
(1983): 401-16.
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of the corruptions that Ehrman recommended were added or omitted from the text at a 

later date. Yet, on the contrary, many of the readings supported by Ehrman as orthodox 

corruptions have little external support.

Using the same methodology, in a dissertation written under Ehrman, Wayne 

Kannaday argued that scribes were motivated by apologetic concerns.36 According to 

Kannaday, early scribes were engaged in “scribal apologetics” battling Jewish 

antagonists and responding to controversies between Christians, pagans, and Romans. He 

suggested that scribes preferred to use their pens because the pen was mightier than the 

sword or the words of the evangelists.37 Kannaday particularly focused on the conflict 

over the antiquity of Christianity, the harmony of the gospel accounts, the character of 

Jesus and his followers, and the relationship between Christians and Rome.

Along the same lines as Ehrman, Elisabeth Schiissler Fiorenza argued that scribes 

in general sought to suppress women because, like Ehrman’s theologically embattled 

scribes, Fiorenza’s scribes would have succumbed to the pressure o f a patriarchal 

worldview and thus would have sought to suppress the prominence of women in the text. 

Fiorenza sought to reconstruct early Christianity as a women’s history because of her 

concluding that “a textual-critical study of the transmission of New Testament texts and

36 Wayne C. Kannaday, Apologetic Discourse and the Scribal Tradition (ed.
James R. Adair Jr.; TCS 5; Atlanta, Ga.: SBL, 2004), 1, 23, 140.

37Ibid„ 9.
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their variant readings shows that such an active elimination of women from the biblical 

texts has taken place.”38

Fiorenza’s primary example involved the variant in Col 4:15 as to whether the 

proper name should refer to the household of NugcJ>a (Nympha in feminine) or Nup4>av 

(Nymphan masculine). Metzger noted that the uncertainty of gender in this difficult 

passage has led to a variant with the pronouns avrijg and avrov39 Fiorenza preferred the 

feminine form in spite of the external evidence favoring the masculine name. The only 

other specific text-critical evidence mentioned by Fiorenza is in regard to the 

aforementioned work by Epp on the Western text of Acts, especially the variants in 

Acts 1:14; 17:4, 12, 34; 18:26 in D. Thus, Fiorenza’s study is not a study of particular 

scribes or particular MSS.

Kim Flaines-Eitzen, one of Ehrman’s former students, in a general study of 

second- and third-century papyri, argued that scribes were themselves users of Christian 

literature who formed private networks for the transmission of the text.40 Their role was 

conservative in the way they generally copied the text but creative in rewriting portions 

of it as well. Because the scribes who copied Christian literature were not dispassionately

38 Elizabeth S. Fiorenza, In Memory o f  Her: A Feminist Theological 
Reconstruction o f  Christian Origins (New York: Crossroad, 1994), xv, 51.

39 Bruce M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Creek New Testament (2d 
ed.; Stuttgart: UBS, 1994), 560.

40 Kim Haines-Eitzen, Guardians o f  Letters: Literacy, Power, and the 
Transmitters o f  Early Christian Literature (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), 77- 
104.
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removed from the text, they exerted a power over the text and the community of faith as 

conveyers and modifiers of a spiritual message in a society with limited literacy. The 

scribes who copied early Christian literature were themselves Christians thus, no real 

distinction existed between producers and users. Scribes held a power over the text as 

power and literacy were sometimes linked when a scribe made the choice to change a 

reading.41

One recent response to these works on scribes in general has come from Ulrich 

Schmid, who has suggested scholars recognize various roles involved in the process of 

book production. Schmid challenges the idea of scribes serving as authors and editors 

while questioning the general language of Ehrman, Kannady, and Haines-Eitzen in their 

ambiguously referring to “some scribes.” He was careful to distinguish between editing 

and copying as separate processes and in turn recommended three stages of transmission: 

“the editorial stage, the manufacturing stage, and the stage of using the artefacts [sic].”42 

As alluded to throughout this history of research with the words “particular scribe” or 

“particular MS,” Schmid’s key question is, Who contributed what and when to a MS? To 

illustrate a variant from one other than a scribe, in regard to *p75, Schmid argued that a 

note in the lower margin at Luke 17:14 is a “reader’s note” that resulted from a reader 

harmonizing the text to Mark 1:41-42 or Matt 8:3.43 He observed that if readers could be 

responsible for some of the things usually credited to scribes, then not everything is the

41 Haines-Eitzen, Guardians, 126-27.

42 Schmid, “Scribes,” 2-8, 13.
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product of scribes. Schmid successfully sounded a warning about making the history of 

the transmission o f the text so general that shifts are credited to “some scribes” rather 

than looking to particular scribes in particular MS in particular contexts.

Schmid’s conclusions are similar to Harry Gamble’s in Books and Readers in the 

Early Church, in which he suggested private networks were moved by “the motives and 

interests of individuals and small groups.”44 Thus in the tumultuous setting of the early 

church, MS production in Christian settings was not about profit or copyrights, but rather 

about simply distributing writings that were readable and usable. Gamble argued by 

means of internal evidence from the letters of Paul, the gospel accounts, and Revelation 

that Christian materials were widely distributed through private channels.45 Thus, since 

the early critics and even through contemporary discussions, one has been reminded that 

the study of scribal traits begins and ends with the study of particular scribes in particular 

MSS.

Studies in Methodologies for 
Scribal Traits and Manuscript Grouping

Ernest C. Colwell is best known for developing a methodology for determining 

scribal traits within a particular MS based on empirical evidence from the MSS 

themselves rather than Westcott and Hort’s genealogical method or general assumptions

43 Ibid., 16-21.

44 Harry Y. Gamble, Books and Readers in the Early Church: A History o f  Early 
Christian Texts (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1995), 83.

45 Gamble, Books, 140-43.
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about the nature o f scribes. In an essay co-authored with Ernest W. Tune, Colwell 

developed a system for classifying and evaluating variant readings particularly from p 4\  

sp66, and sj>75.46 Their primary argument was that nonsense readings, singular readings, 

and dislocated readings should not be included among possible readings because of their 

lack of genealogical significance 47 Colwell bemoaned the fact that Hort has blinded 

textual critics from seeing the important role that scribal corruptions have played in the 

transmission of the NT text. Colwell admitted that “there is always a risk o f reading 

deliberate intention into unintended error,” so one’s analysis s based on “the genesis of 

readings.”48

Colwell suggested that in p 43, p 66, and p 75 singular readings were especially 

created by a lack o f scribal spelling ability and harmonization to the immediate context. 

Both the intention and method of the scribe led to variations in the text, but every scribe 

was different. Colwell determined that the scribes of p 75 and p 45 intended to produce a 

serious copy, while p 66 indicates a less serious intent based on the number o f nonsense 

readings. In light of the 1,649 singular readings in the three Greek papyri, Colwell 

observed that lack of spelling ability, harmonization to the immediate context, and 

editorial changes were common traits demonstrated by these scribes. He believed that

46 Colwell, “Method.”

47 Keith Elliott defined “sub-singular readings” as readings coincidentally shared 
with other MSS without explained connection. See Keith Elliott, Essays and Studies in 
New Testament Textual Criticism (Cordoba: Ediciones ed Almendro, 1992), 120.

48 Colwell, “Method,” 110-18.
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these singular readings should be studied against the consensus of the representatives of 

the particular text-type of the MS because of their supposed deviation from their textual 

background.

Textual critics have accepted Colwell’s approach to determining scribal traits.

One exception is Keith Elliott, a chief proponent of thoroughgoing eclecticism, who 

argued that all MSS are equally corrupt and that MSS traditionally preferred, like Codices 

Sinaiticus and Vaticanus, are not uniquely supreme in their readings.49 He pointed to 

inconsistencies in the UBS4 and NA27 texts because of the tendency of their editors to 

appeal to the “cult of the best MSS” rather than intrinsic qualities alone.

Another major contributor to an understanding of how to determine scribal traits 

is James R Royse. Royse sought to develop Colwell’s methodology in order to 

understand how one can know when a scribe created a reading versus simply copying the 

exemplar. He noted that one must be cautious with presuppositions because not all 

scribes were the same, as “each has his own pattern of error.”50 Royse doubled the 

number of Colwell’s MSS and argued for different canons for earlier MSS before the 

fourth-century shift. He suggested that readings that were not singular or sub-singular 

were transmitted from their exemplar, while incorrect readings (not inauthentic) were not 

from the exemplar. He also expanded Colwell’s method in determining how one can

49 Elliott, Essays, 122-23.

50 James R. Royse, “Scribal Tendencies on the Transmission of the Text of the 
New Testament,” in The Text o f  the New Testament in Contemporary Research: Essays 
on the Status Quaestionis (ed. Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes; Eugene, Oreg.: 
W ipf&  Stock, 2001), 245.
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know a given reading is truly singular by comparing the reading to the apparatuses of 

Constantin von Tischendorf (1815-1874), Hermann von Soden (1852-1914), and others.

Because of Colwell’s suggestion that one “begin at the beginning” with the 

earliest witnesses, Royse delimited his study to witnesses from no later than the fourth 

century. He picked the six papyri before the fourth century that were not too fragmentary 

for analysis 0p4\  p̂46, p̂47, 9>66, <p72, >p75). Assuming that the text freely developed in the 

early church, Royse built on Colwell’s “singular readings,” concluding that the use of 

singular and sub-singular readings is “reasonable and provides an objective way” to 

determine scribal habits. In Royse’s analysis he did not include corrections or additions 

by secondary hands and also ignored orthographic changes. He classified “nonsense 

readings” as either being “strictly nonsense” (making no sense in any context) or 

“nonsense in context.” Overall, Royse concluded that scribes tended to omit more than 

add and that the most frequent tendency among all six scribes was to harmonize to the 

immediate context. As a result of his analysis, Royse strongly cautioned against 

automatically preferring longer readings, especially in early MSS.51

Similar to Royse, Barbara Aland also evaluated the nature of the scribes of ip45, 

*p46, sp47, concluding that the scribe of ip45 was a Christian scribe due to his or her 

tendency to harmonize to other gospel texts. The most significant contribution of her

51 The information in the paragraph above was derived from Royse, Scribal, 22, 
55 ,67 ,77 ,81 ,91 ,735 .

52 Barbara Aland, “The Significance of the Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri in Early 
Church History,” in The Earliest Gospels: The Origin and Transmission o f  the Earliest
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article was the observation that although differences were frequent between MSS, the 

patrons of these texts apparently viewed the differences as “ inconsequential.” Ancients 

accused others of tampering with texts primarily because they were concerned for 

“accurate and literal” copies, for it is only in this context that such accusations make 

sense.53 While a concern for absolute precision did not exist before the fourth or fifth 

century, Aland concluded that complaints about accuracy were “a witness to the 

beginnings of a text consciousness in the community in the sense of the NT text to be 

cited and subject to exegesis.”54

In regard to the grouping of MSS, Colwell also proposed a methodology for 

determining the genetic group relationships o f MSS. In the midst of nine suggestions for 

grouping MSS, he argued that to demonstrate the existence o f a group one must 

determine which readings are singular, or particular to the group; and to find agreement 

in a large majority of the total readings where MSS are divided. Colwell identified 

“families” of MSS as the “smallest identifiable group,” suggesting that families of MSS 

“are so closely related to each other that their common archetype can be reconstructed 

with a very slight margin of error.” In order to determine the relationship between MSS, 

Colwell relied upon the external evidence, including date, geographical location, and 

their pattern of mixture. He also argued the need to consider internal evidence in the

Christian Gospels. The Contribution o f  the Chester Beatty Gospel Codex P45 (rev. ed.; 
LNTS; London: T&T Clark, 2005), 113.

53 Ibid., 117.

54 Ibid., 120.
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establishing of families of MSS. Colwell recognized that while early witnesses are 

primary in NT textual criticism, the key question (following Hort) is, Where do the MSS 

fit into the MS tradition?55

Although his methodology will not be the primary method used in this 

dissertation, Frederik Wisse’s Claremont Profile Method has been very influential in the 

establishment of groupings of MSS .36 Wisse sought to introduce a method that would 

allow minuscules to be included in critical apparatuses, especially given the neglect they 

had faced in the past because of a bias toward the neutral text of Westcott and Hort After 

introducing the history of the neglect of minuscule MSS, Wisse argued that when several 

hundred witnesses of a text exist, the best way to group them is to select test passages, 

select significant test readings from those test passages, collate the test readings, classify 

them according to agreement, and choose representative texts to be represented in critical 

apparatuses. Wisse selected test readings in Luke 1, 10, and 20 to distinguish at least 

fourteen groups from minuscule MSS evaluated as a part o f The International Greek New 

Testament Project (IGNTP) on Luke. In his third appendix, Wisse pointed out the 

haphazard nature by which minuscules were chosen for inclusion in their critical 

apparatus. He demonstrated how they historically have been chosen more for their 

association with a certain text or mere availability rather than their belonging to a certain 

group of MSS.

55 Information in the paragraph above was derived from Ernest C. Colwell,
Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism o f  the New Testament (ed. Bruce M.
Metzger; NTTS IX; Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1969), 1-95, 156 (especially p. 11, n. 2).
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Finally, Gerd Mink’s Coherence-Based Genealogical Method (CBGM) was 

generated from the INTF in Munster in an effort to improve a stemmatic understanding of 

the genealogical tradition.57 In response to the circular nature of the witness-variant 

discussion, adherents o f this method seek to establish a hypothetical reconstruction of an 

“initial text” (Ausgangstext) by which textual influences in certain text streams are 

evaluated. Essentially, the method recognizes that knowledge of variants must be 

connected to knowledge o f the actual witnesses and that a good measure of 

“contamination” has taken place in the transmission of the MSS. This contamination 

leads to more than one ancestor being likely from a given MS, especially given that some 

witnesses have been lost.

Thus, the method begins with the construction of local stemma based on prior and 

posterior texts in a given set of passages, which leads to the narrowing of potential 

ancestors and descendants, and a determination of global textual flow. Variation units 

were then categorized into pre-genealogical coherence (variation agreement alone 

considered where agree), genealogical coherence (variation agreement and genealogical 

relationship considered where agree), and stemmatic coherence (optimal number of

56 Wisse, The Profile, 33-46.

57 Gerd Mink, “Problems o f a Highly Contaminated Tradition: The New 
Testament; Stemmata of Variants as a Source of a Genealogy for Witnesses,” in Studies 
in Stemmatology 11 (ed. P. van Reenen, et al.; Amsterdam: Benjamins, 2004), 13-85; see 
also Gerd Mink, “The Coherence-Based Genealogical Method— What is it All About?” 
INTF, n.p. [cited 26 August 2012], Online: http://www.unimuenster.de/INTF/
Gen eal ogi cal _m eth od. html,

http://www.unimuenster.de/INTF/
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ancestors available to explain variations in witness). All o f these identifications work 

together to denote textual flow from a potential ancestor to a potential descendant in the 

creation of an optimal sub-stemma, which in turn can help to formulate a global stemma 

through which texts and variations within a particular textual tradition can be evaluated.

Textual critics have emphasized the need for a better methodology for determining 

scribal traits based on evidence from the MSS themselves but have depended on the traits 

of individual MSS with major consideration given to observations from a MS known to 

be an exact copy of another or from a common exemplar. This study demonstrates that 

closely-related MSS can provide insight into the general traits of scribes.

Delineation of This Study

The nature of this study is both comparative and analytical. The five groupings of 

MSS identified in Table 1.1 have been established as sharing close textual relationships 

as copy to exemplar or descendant to ancestor by previous text-critical studies. These 

previous studies will be surveyed at the beginning of each case study to review the 

established relationships of the MSS in each case study. Despite the connections between 

each of the control groups in the study, in Table 1.1 one can see that the MSS are diverse 

in both date and content.
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TABLE 1.1: DETAILS OF FIVE MANUSCRIPT GROUPINGS
GROUP MS DATE CONTENTS FORM AT LOCATION58

I V 4 III Luke 1:58-59, 1.62-2:1; 2:6- 
7; 3:8-4:2; 4:29-32, 34-35; 
5:3-8; 5:30-6:16

Digital HCNTTS

1 V 1S 
(P. Bod 
14-15)

111 Luke 3:18-22; 3:33-4:2,34- 
42; 4:44-5:10, 5:37-6:4: 
6:10-7:32 [6:10-161, 35-43; 
7:45-17:5; 17:19-18:18; 22:4- 
24:53; John 1:1-11,45, 48- 
57; 12:3-13:1,8-9, 14; 14:8- 
30; 15:6-8

Digital HCNTTS

1 B (03) IV Most of the NT Digital HCNTTS
2 Dp (06) IX Paulines Digital HCNTTS
2 Dabs,/Ep 1X-X Paulines— lacks Rom 8:21 - 

33,9:15-25, 1 Tim 1:1-6:15, 
Ileb 12:8-end

Digital INTF

2 Fp (010) IX Paulines (Greek and Latin), 
Latin Hebrews

Digital HCNTTS

2 Gp (012) IX Paulines (Greek and Latin), 
Minus Hebrews

Digital HCNTTS

3 F’ - l XII Gospels, Acts, Paulines Digital HCNTTS
3 F1 -  1582 949 Gospels Digital HCNTTS
3 F1 -  205 XV OT, Gospels, Acts, Paulines, 

Rev
Digital INTF

3 F1 -  209 XIV-
XV

Gospels, Acts, Paulines, Rev Digital HCNTTS

3 F1 -  2886 
(205abs)

XV Gospels, Acts, Paulines, Rev Digital INTF

4 F13 -  13 XIII Gospels Digital HCNTTS
4 F13 -  346 XII Gospels Digital HCNTTS
4 F13 -  543 XII Gospels Digital HCNTTS
4 F'3 -  826 XII Gospels Digital HCNTTS
4 F13 -828 XII Gospels VMR INTF
5 1065 1576 Gospels Digital INTF
5 1068 1562 Gospels Digital INTF

58A s indicated in Table 1.1, thirteen o f these MSS were accessed at the Haggard 
Center for New Testament Textual Studies (HCNTTS) at the New Orleans Baptist 
Theological Seminary. Access to the other six MSS was obtained through travel to the 
INTF in Munster, Germany on June 13-26, 2010, and through their Virtual Manuscript 
Room. Access can be requested in the “Virtual Manuscript Room,” INTF, n.p., [cited 3 
January 2012], Online: http://intf.unimuenster.de/vmr/NTVMR/IndexNTVMR.php.

http://intf.unimuenster.de/vmr/NTVMR/IndexNTVMR.php


www.manaraa.com

The first step in the methodology involved the collations of the five groups of 

MSS in Table 1.1. The focus of each collation was on comparing the readings of the MSS 

within the five groups to one another for the determination of the particular traits of each 

scribe. According to the genealogical relationships shared between the MSS in each case 

study, the changes the scribes of the copy or descendant MSS made were determined. 

These variants were then categorized to determine the nature of scribal changes as 

compared to the exemplar or a close ancestor in the copying process. In the case of 

unique readings or readings that denote a pattern of behavior by a particular scribe, 

readings were determined to be singular, sub-singular, or common to a particular group 

of MSS. In Table 1.2 several sources are identified, to which comparison was made to 

ensure that the reading is not represented in any extant or explicably related MSS. O f 

course, singular, sub-singular, or group-shared MSS could be recognized in MSS yet to 

be discovered; but by using the sources listed in Table 1.2, one could determine if the 

readings are truly singular, sub-singular, or shared only within a particular group of MSS 

based on the extant evidence.

TABLE 1.2. SOURCES USED TO CHECK IF 
VARIANT READINGS ARE SINGULAR OR SUB-SINGULAR

Name of Source Particular Source Used in This Study
HCNTTS
software

Haggard Center for New Testament Textual Studies. New Orleans Baptist 
Theological Seminary. Bib/eworks Software.

IGNTP 
(For Luke 
and John)

American and British Committees of the International Greek New 
Testament Project. The New Testament in Greek. The Gospel 
according to Saint Luke. Parts 1-2. Oxford: Clarendon 
Press, 1984-1987. The New Testament in Greek IV. The Gospel 
according to St. John. Vol. 1-2. Leiden: Brill, 2005-2007.

Legg (Mark and 
Matthew)

S. C. E. Legg, ed. Novum Testamentum Graece secundum Textum 
Westcotto-Hortianum: Evangelium secundum Marcum. Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 1935. Also Matthaeum (1940).

Nestle-Aland Barbara and Kurt Aland, eds. Novum Testamentum Graece. 27th ed.
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Apparatus Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2001.
Name of Source Particular Source Used in This Study

Novum 
Testamentum 

Graecum—ECM

Novum Testamentum Graecum -Editio Critica Maior. American and 
German Bible Societies (James, 1. 2 and 3 John, 1, 2. Peter, Jude), 
2005-2006.

Swanson 
(For Gospels, 

Acts, Galatians, 
Romans, and 

1-2 Cor)

Reuben Swanson, ed. Nine volumes on Matthew, Mark, Luke, John. 
Acts, Galatians. Romans, and 1-2 Corinthians. Pasadena, CA: 
William Carey International University Press, 1995-2001.

Tischendorf s 
Apparatus

Constantin Tischendorf. Novum Testamentum Graece. 8th ed. 3 vols, 
Leipzig: Gieseckc and Devrienl, 1867.

United Bible 
Society 

Apparatus

Kurt Aland, Matthew Black, et al., eds. The Greek New Testament. 
4th ed. New York: United Bible Societies. 1994.

Von Soden 
Apparatus

Hermann von Soden. Text Mit Apparat. Die Schriften desNeuen 
Testaments in ihrer altesten erreichbaren Textgeslalt hergestellt 
auf Grund ihrer Textgeschichte. 2 vols. Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht. 1913.

In collating these MSS, standard collation procedures were used to identify 

abbreviations, additions, substitutions, nomina sacra, omissions, orthography, and 

transcriptions, in an effort to identify all variants. For the Greek text NA27 was used as a 

base text, but the primary collation work involved comparing the text o f the MSS within 

each control group that are copies or descendants to those within the same group that are 

their exemplars or ancestors.59 The collations of the MSS against the NA27 base text were 

provided in Appendices 1 A, 2A, 3 A, 4A, and 5A, while their differences in VRs were 

explored more carefully within each case study.

59 Novum Testamentum Graece (ed. Kurt Aland, Barbara Aland et. al.; 27th ed.; 
Stuttgart. Deutsch Bibelgesellschaft, 1993).
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After the data were collected from the collations of five case studies, a matrix was 

formed based on the traits shared longitudinally in all five of the MSS groupings. 

Specifically, the types of VRs were categorized based on the type of scribal change 

associated with the variants (orthographical shift, nomina sacra, the movable nu, 

transposition, addition, substitution, omission) in the MSS, and the traits found to be 

common among all groups formed a matrix through which q>127 was developed in the last 

chapter.

In conclusion, the implications from the results of the comparison between the 

common scribal patterns of the closely related MSS are discussed which will then 

provide the basis for determining the viability of the criteria used in the following 

methodologies traditionally applied for determining scribal traits: the text-type method, 

reasoned eclecticism, thorough-going eclecticism, and methodologies driven by the 

supposed theological or apologetic concerns of scribes. Through representative samples 

the hypothesis was validated externally, allowing for generalization beyond specific 

situations to scribal practices in general. Finally, the analysis of the matrix with relation 

to the text of *pl2? demonstrates the overall value and accuracy of the matrix.

In regard to delimitations, analysis was limited to NT texts specifically defined by 

the MSS and sources listed in Table 1.1 above. O f course, the study of scribal traits is a 

study of probabilities; but when specific evidence is provided from particular scribes in 

particular MSS, especially MSS that are demonstrably closely related to one another, the 

probabilities are greatly increased.

In the collation and analysis of the text, several terms are used that need to be 

carefully defined. When referencing a relationship between two MSS, one should
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acknowledge that all MSS share some type of relationship but this particular relationship 

is “ the nearness or similarity of manuscripts to each other based upon their percentages of 

agreement at points of significant variation among the overall body of MSS.”(,I) When 

referencing nomina sacra, the writer is referring to a standard system of abbreviations for 

“sacred names” that is evident in most NT MSS. Words most frequently abbreviated in 

this manner include 0sog, xupiog, ’Iyjcrovg, Xpiorog, uiog, TrvevpLct, p o ^ p , naryjp, Iaparjk, 

av0po)7rog, and oupavog. Occasionally, scribes will be guilty o f parablepsis, which can be 

described as “eye-jump,” where a scribe accidentally jumps from one word in the text to 

a similar word, which in turn leads to an omission of part o f the text. A “transpositional” 

error occurs when the scribe reorders the words of a text. Similarly, some “orthographical 

shifts” will be referenced where scribes substituted one vowel or a diphthong for another. 

Finally, when a “scribe” is made reference to in the singular, the designation does not 

indicate that a single scribe necessarily completed the entire document, as in “the scribe 

of Vaticanus,” but rather the reference is a designation for the scribal hand which impacts 

the text. Also, since both males and females are known to have served in this capacity, 

gender inclusive language will be used to describe the scribes o f each MS.61

6(>William F. Warren, “The Textual Relationships of *p4, ?p75, and ?p75in the 
Gospel of Luke” (ThD diss., New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary, 1983), 12.

61 Parker, Sinaiiicus, 55. Haines-Eitzen, Guardians, 41-52. The genders o f the 
scribes involved with the transmission of the nineteen MSS in this particular study are 
unknown.
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CHAPTER 2

CASE STUDY 1: ?p4, <p75, AND CODEX VATICANUS

This chapter provides analysis of the three early manuscripts that constitute the 

first case study of closely related M SS.1 In Table 2.1 an overview of physical features 

including the date, material, folios, and important designations for each manuscript is 

supplied.

TA13LE 2.1: FEAT1JRES AN!D DESIGNATIONS OF MS GROUP 1
Gregory-

Aland
Number

von Soden 
Designation

Date Material Folios Text-Type Aland
Category

<P4 e342 III Papyrus 6 frag. Alex -

- III Papyrus 199 Alex I
03 61 IV Parchment 144 Alex I

The folios of ?p4 consist of two columns of large uncial script with wide outer 

margins, averaging thirty-six lines per column and measuring 18 cm. high x 14 cm. wide.

1 A table containing the comparative collation information from sp4, p̂>75, and 
Codex Vaticanus has been included in Appendix 1 A. The data are included in canonical 
order with references to verse and “Variation Unit” (VU) consistent with the HCNTTS 
software VU numbers. See “The Haggard Center for New Testament Studies NT Critical 
Apparatus, Release 2004,” Bibleworks 9 (Bibleworks, 2003). Supplemental information 
on the MSS in this case study was included in Appendix IB.

2 Von Soden, Text, 1:185-87, 198,384,386,450,480-81,483, 521.

37
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The lines of text in p 4 average twelve-to-nineteen characters per line. Currently the MS 

is housed at the Bibliotheque Nationale in Paris. The MS, which includes only Luke 1:58- 

59; 1:62-2:1, 6-7; 3:8-4:2, 29-32, 34-35; 5:3-8; 5:30-6:16, was discovered in Coptos, 

Egypt (modern-day Qift) by Jean-Vincent Scheil (1858-1940) on an expedition in Upper 

Egypt in 1880, with other fragments being recovered since.3 Comfort and Barrett each 

noted three forms of punctuation within the MS: a point (dot) up high, a point down low, 

and a point in the middle of a line.4

For p 75 (Bodmer Papyrus XIV-XV) the folios have one column o f text per page 

with an average of 42 lines (varies from 38 to 45) per page, measuring 26 cm. high x 

13 cm. wide.5 Portions of Luke and John are contained within p 7\  specifically including 

Luke 3:18-4:2; 4:34-5:10; 5:37-18:18; 22:4-24:53; John 1:1-11:45, 58-57; 12:3-13:1, 8-9; 

14:8-30; and 15:7-8. The MS contains no page numbers or accent marks though rough 

breathings are frequent and occasionally smooth breathings separate double consonants

3 Vincent Scheil, “Archeologie, Varia,” RB  1 (1892): 113-15. Vincent Scheil, 
Institut frangais d ’archeologie orientale (Le Caire: Institut Fran^ais d ’archeologie 
orientale), 1902. Plates of p 4 are included, Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, The Text o f  
the New Testament (trans. Erroll F. Rhodes; rev. ed.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987), 96. 
Philip W. Comfort and David P. Barrett, The Complete Texts o f  the Earliest New 
Testament Manuscripts (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker, 1999), 32. The MS was found as 
part of a binding for a codex containing two works of Philo; see J. Merell, “Nouveaux 
fragments du papyrus IV,” RB  47 (1938): 5-22 for the story.

4 Comfort and Barrett, The Complete, 39.

5 Rudolf Kasser and Victor Martin, Papyrus Bodmer XIV-XV, I: XIV; Luc chap. 3-
24; II: XV: Jean chap. 1-15 (Cologny: n.p., 1961); Kurt Aland, “Neue neutestamentliche 
Papyri III,” ATX22 (1976): 375-96; Aland & Aland, Text, 101 (Plate 24); Comfort and
Barrett, The Complete, 492.
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39
within the text of the MS. On occasion the text is divided through the use of short 

horizontal lines. Currently p̂75 is housed at the Bibliotheca Bodmeriana in Cologny- 

Geneva, Switzerland.

The 144 leaves of Codex Vaticanus (B) each has two columns with an average of 

over 49 lines per column with each folio measuring 32 cm. high x 26 cm. wide. Codex 

Vaticanus is housed at the British Library in London. Dating to the middle of the fourth 

century, B originally contained both the OT and the NT. Divisions o f the text are noted 

by horizontal dashes and first word extensions into the left margin.

Most textual critics assume that 9>75 and B are closely related to one another and 

that both are representative of the Alexandrian text-tradition. 6  Metzger’s 

acknowledgment that B contains the “purest known example o f Alexandrian text,” which 

is also preserved in <p 15, is much in line with the conclusions of other textual critics about 

these two MSS . 7  Although some disagreement exists as to how $p7 5 and B are related,

6 Bruce M. Metzger, The Text o f the New Testament: Its Transmission,
Corruption, and Restoration (3d ed.; New York: Oxford University Press, 1992), 41.
Also in Bruce M. Metzger, Manuscripts o f the Greek Bible: An Introduction to Greek 
Palaeography (New York: Oxford University Press, 1981), 68-69 he concludes that *p75is 
“closer to B than any other MS.” The earliest text of Luke and one of the earliest copies

75 75of John was preserved in . Metzger also called T  a “proto-Alexandrian” text (216), 
while Aland and Aland simply used the adjective “strict” to describe the text, claiming 
that 0̂ 75 transmitted “the text of an exemplar with meticulous care” rarely departing from 
it (Text, 64, 101). Hort insisted on an early ancestor for the neutral text (something like 
p 75), an archetype of an early revised form of the Neutral text, and an early ancestor of 
the Western text (see Westcott and Hort, Introduction, 2.122; 220-23).

7 Metzger, Manuscripts, 74-75. See also Aland and Aland, The Text, 109 where 
they state that B is the most significant uncial. Wisse gave the uncial its own group— 
group B (Wisse, The Profile, 91-92). Zuntz argued that p 46, B, and 1739 were bound by
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very few suggest that the MSS are not closely related. While Royse concluded that he 

was “certain that B cannot be a direct descendant of ?p7\ ” he also suggested <p7;> and B 

were derived from a second-century common ancestor and are “the most closely related 

of any two manuscripts of the New Testament Graham Stanton argued that B was 

possibly a direct descendant of sp7 5  in spite of the 150 years between them . 9  Likewise,

Fee suggested a common ancestor and compared their relationship to the closeness of that 

of the members of / M 0  The closeness of the MSS led him to conclude that “the 

[Egyptian] text of B existed in the second century” in the form of <p75.n Specifically in 

comparing the text of *p7 5 and B in 61 VRs in John, Fee found a closer relationship

their “agreements in error” namely singular or sub-singular readings, describing the 
group of MSS (?p46, B, and 1739) as “proto-Alexandrian” in Gunther Zuntz, The Text o f  
the Epistles: A Disquisition upon the Corpus Paulinum (London: Oxford University 
Press, 1953), 56-68, 156. Schofield observed that “the papyrus has a very good 
Alexandrian text, following B quite closely, often in opposition to Aleph.” Ellwood 
Mearle Schofield, “The Papyrus Fragments of the Greek New Testament” (PhD diss.,
The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, 1936), 103.

s Royse, Scribal, 616-17. Royse based his conclusion on their 90% agreement and 
their being the sole witnesses for a number of readings (not extant in ip4).

9 Graham Stanton, Gospel Truth? New Light on Jesus and the Gospels (Valley 
Forge, Pa.: Trinity, 1995), 38.

10 Gordon Fee, “On the Types, Classification, and Presentation of Textual 
Variation,” in Studies in the Theory and Method o f  New Testament Textual Criticism (ed. 
Irving Alan Sparks; SD 45; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1993), 261.

11 Ibid., 256. See especially his tables on 262-67.
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between ^ 75 and B than any o f the other MSS included in his study . 12 Specifically, Fee 

found 85.2% agreement in 61 VRs in John 4, 81% agreement in 320 VUs in John 1-8, 

and 78.4% agreement in 51 VRs in John 9, which led him to follow Stanley Porter in 

claiming that these two MSS have a consistently higher rate of agreement than most other 

MS pairings. 13 Philip Comfort also suggested that the scribe of Vaticanus used an 

exemplar “very much like sp7 5 . ” 14 Eldon J. Epp acknowledged the differences between 

the MSS in this group yet affirmed that the texts o f T»73 and B are “virtually identical. ” 15 

Likewise, Aland and Aland argued that sp73 and B are so closely related that *p75 “could 

almost be regarded as its [B] exemplar” where the two MSS are extant. 16 Within the last 

year David A. Kaden has suggested that «p73 is a “possible exemplar” for B in his 

evaluation of the addition VR in Rom 11:33. 17 Finally, the relationship between *p7 5  and

12 Gordon D. Fee, “Codex Sinaiticus in the Gospel o f John: A Contribution to 
Methodology in Establishing Textual Relationships,” NTS 15 (1968-1969): 30. Fee’s 
comparison is displayed in Table 1 of his work where the number of variations and the 
percentages of agreement are displayed. The other nine MSS in his comparative study of 
Sinaiticus include sp66*, ^p66c, Aleph*, Alephc, A, C, D, W, and the TR (chosen as 
representative “major MSS” before the sixth century). Fee assumed that “the close 
relationship of (p75 and B has already been clearly demonstrated” (29).

13 Fee, Codex Sinaiticus, 44.

14 Philip J. Comfort, The Quest fo r  the Original Text o f  the New Testament 
(Eugene, Oreg.: Wipf & Stock, 2003), 11.

15 Eldon Jay Epp, Perspectives on New Testament Textual Criticism: Collected 
Essays 1962-2004 (ed. M. M. Mitchell and D. P. Moessner; NovTSupp 116; Leiden: 
Brill, 2005), 6 8 .

16 Aland and Aland, The Text, 14.
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B is demonstrated by the over 90% agreement between the two MSS as indicated by four 

separate studies of the two MSS . ' 8

So with the close relationship of ’J> 75 and B being established, what about their 

relationship with '"p4? Philip Comfort classified both ?p4  and ?p75 as '■‘proto-Alexandrian . ” 19  

Comfort based his argument on both the provenance of the papyri and their paleography, 

not just on their internal features alone. He argues that the calligraphy of scribe is the 

same in tp4 and sp7 5 . 20 In regard to their internal agreement, he notes that there is a 90%

17David A. Kaden, “The Methodological Dilemma of Evaluating the Variation 
Unit of Romans 11:31: The Text Critical Study and a Suggestion about First Century 
Social History and Scribal Habits,” NovT 53 (201 1 ): 168.

18 According to Ernest C. Colwell and Ernest W. Tune, “Method of Establishing 
Quantitative Relationships between Text-Types of New Testament Manuscripts,” in 
Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism o f  the New Testament (ed. Bruce M.
Metzger; NTTS 9; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1969), 59, Tables 1-2 on 60, their 
agreement is 92%. According to Carlo M. Martini, 11 problema della recensionalita del 
codice B alia luce delpapiro Bodmer X IV  (AnBib 26; Rome: Pontificio Istituto Biblico, 
1966), 84, found a 90% agreement. According to Gordon Fee, “P75, P66, and Origen: The 
Myth of Early Textual Recension in Alexandria,” in Studies in the Theory and Method o f  
New Testament Textual Criticism (ed. Irving Alan Sparks; SD 45; Grand Rapids, Mich.: 
Eerdmans, 1993), 262-67, found a 94% agreement; see also Royse, Scribal, 617.

19 Philip W. Comfort, New Testament Text and Translation Commentary: 
Commentary on the Variant Readings o f  the Ancient New Testament Manuscripts and 
How They Relate to the Major English Translations (Carol Stream, 111.: Tyndale House, 
2008), xvi. Ehrman argued that “rather than giving the standard text o f the third century,
[?p4] appears to have given the minority text.” See Bart D. Ehrman, Studies in the Textual 
Criticism o f  the New Testament (Leiden: Brill, 2006), 366. He also called <p4  “our lone 
surviving manuscript from the earlier period” (350). Aland and Aland concluded that <p4 

is one of the eleven papyri that exhibits the “normal” text as opposed to *p75, which 
appeared in contrast to be “a loner” with its “strict” text anticipating Codex Vaticanus 
(Aland and Aland, The Text, 93-94).
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agreement in Luke between ^>4  and 9 > 7 5  and the 93% between and B, concluding that 

their agreement is remarkable. Although he dates to the third century, Ehrman 

acknowledged “our two earliest manuscripts of Luke come from about 100-125 years 

after the book was originally published; these are \p7 5  and '£4, both of which are 

fragmentary, lacking portions o f Luke, including the first two chapters . ” 21 Comfort 

argues that “the original text of Luke is largely contained in gf4, g>75, and B . ” 22 While the 

ongoing discussion regarding whether or not belonged to the same codex as g>64 and 

g>6 7  is relevant to the background of this discussion, <p6 4  and g>6 7  were not included in this 

study because they do not contain any Lucan text for comparison with the others . 23 Based 

on the agreement between the VUs of the three MSS discussed in the excursus in 

Appendix IB, along with the conclusions of many scholars surveyed above regarding the

2 0  Philip Comfort, “New Reconstructions and Identifications of New Testament 
Papyri,” N o vT 4 1, no. 3 (Jul 1999): 214.

21 Ehrman, Studies, 352.

2 2 Comfort, Quest, 108-9,

23 For more, see Theodore Cressy Skeat, “The Oldest Manuscript o f the Four 
Gospels?” N T S 43 (1997) 1-43. Peter M. Head, “Is 9 >4, ^  and ^ 6 7  the Oldest Manuscript 
of the Four Gospels? A Response to T. C. Skeat,” NTS 51 (2005). 451, argued that the 
paleographic evidence might just point to the same scribe and not necessarily mean they 
come from the same codex. He challenged Skeat’s reconstruction of the codex based on a 
variation of the column-contents by page and the lack of evidence for a single quire 
structure or the papyri ever containing anything more than Matthew and Luke (453-57). 
Scott D. Charlesworth, “T. C. Skeat, P64+67 and P4, and the Problem of Fibre 
Orientation in Codicological Reconstruction,” NTS 53 (2007): 604, examined the fibre 
orientation of the papyri to conclude that and sp6 6 /g>6 7  came from different multiple- 
quire codices (604). See also Philip Comfort, “Exploring the Common Identification of 
Three New Testament Manuscripts g>4, g>66, and sp67,” TynBuI 46 (1995): 443-55.
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close relationship between ip4  and its descendants 9p75 and B, attention will be given to the 

scribes of ip7 5  and B as copyists of an exemplars very similar to tp4, as well as the scribe 

of B as copyist of an exemplar much like <p75.

The fragmentary nature of ip4 (and to some extent even ip73) makes comparing 

differences between the MSS in this case study more difficult. For example, the overlap 

between ip4 and ip73 consists of a total of 48 verses (Luke 3:19-22; 3:33-38; 4:1-2; 4:34- 

43; 5:1-10, 39; 6:1-18), yet Vaticanus can offer a comparative text where either of these 

early papyri might be lacking. In Table 2.2 below, the VRs where disagreements were 

noted between the three MSS in Case Study 1 are summarized by category. The most 

frequent differences relate to orthographical shifts, nomina sacra, omissions, and 

substitutions.

TABLE 2.2: DISAGREEMENTS BETWEEN ^ 4, ip75, and B
Type of VR q> 75 VRs Not 

in ip4

B VRs Not 
in ip4

B VRs Not
in sp75

Relative # o f VRs in 
Comparable MSS24

Orthographical
Shifts

2 10 191 246

Nomina Sacra 7 10 39 520
Omissions 2 A 65 146
Substitutions 2 3 49 125
Additions 2 0 32 187
Numerical
Abbreviation

1 0 0 -

Transpositions 0 3 23 154
Movable Nu 0 4 30 195
Consonantal
Exchange

1 0 8 -

Proper Names 2 17 29 70

2 4  The relative number of VRs in comparable MSS was calculated by searching 
through the text-range of tp4, ip75, and B using the HCNTTS apparatus software.
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$>7i as a Descendant of g> 4

There are only nineteen occasions where the scribe of sp7 7  differs from the extant 

text of g>4- One of these VRs is an addition of the preposition after cm’ in Luke 4:35, 

which serves to harmonize to the parallel in Mark 1:25. Also, in Luke 5:1 (vu #3) the 

conjunction xa\ is added at the very beginning of the verse, which serves to fit the 

immediate context well given that Luke 4:44; 5:2; and a number of other verses in Luke’s 

gospel begin in this manner. Similarly only two omissions occur in g> 75 that are not found 

in ^ 4. The conjunction xa\ is omitted in Luke 3:20 (vu #15), which the scribe of B also 

omits (the conjunction is in brackets in NA27). The omission in Luke 3:36 (vu #3) o f the 

reference to t o u  Kai'vag can easily be explained by parablepsis given the frequent 

occurence of the genitive singular article t o u  in Luke’s geneaology. Just as there are two 

additions and two omissions that are found in 'jp75but not in 5p4, two substitutions also 

occur. As with the addition of the preposition to art earlier in the verse, in Luke 4:35 

(vu #63) the preposition <x7r’ is replaced with to again harmonize to the occurrence of 

i% twice in the Marcan parallel. The substitution of AeyeTv for AaXeTv in Luke 4:41v,d (vu 

#63) is not due to harmonization to Mark 1 :34 or Matt 8:16, but likely arose from a 

simple eye error.

The other differences that exist between *p4  and g>75 are far less significant. A 

consonantal exchange occurs in Luke 5:7 (vu #17) when the first lambda is shifted to a nu 

in the verb <7uAAa(3 eo-0 cu. On seven occasions there are differences in nomina sacra, but 

only two of these VRs are unique to «p75 because o f the nature of the shifts from 

7rv£uup.<xcnv to 7tvacn in Luke 4:36 (vu #69) and Trveugcmov to 7rvToiv in 6:18 (vu #22). On
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two occasions the scribe of B followed the lead of with the occurrences of the nomina 

sacra 0iJin Luke 4:41 (vu #45) and xe in Luke 5:8 (vu #33). The other three nomina sacra 

in that are not in <p4are the three-letter Irjg in Luke 4:35 (#35), which the scribe of B 

shifts to a two-letter form, yy for xptcrrov in Luke 4:41 (vu #72), and 0u in Luke 4:43 

(vu #48). On a comparative basis, Skeat suggested that <p4 had a “much less developed 

system of nomina sacra” than sp7 5 . 25

Finally, there is a numerical substitution in Luke 6:13 (vu #20) when SuSexa is 

represented by i|3; two orthographical shifts from t ei occuring in Luke 4:35 (vu #39) 

and 5:39 (vu #7); and two occurrences of the proper name T coavvyjv being spelled ’Icoavrjv 

in Luke 3:20 (vu #26) and 5:10 (vu #7). The scribe o f B followed the influence of ̂ > 75  

with the orthographical shift in Luke 4:35 (vu #39) and in the spelling of John’s name on 

both of these occasions. The scribe of ?p7 5  followed an exemplar much like ip4  very 

carefully as evidenced by the small number o f VRs between the two MSS, yet still 

harmonized to parallel gospel contexts twice by means of both addition and substitution, 

harmonized to the immediate context once by means of addition, and on one occasion 

omitted material due to parablepsis.

B as a Descendant of <p4

Interestingly while there is more chronological distance between ?p4and B than 

there is between sp4 and ip75, there are only 50 VRs differences occurring between ?p4and

2 5 Skeat, “The Oldest,” 31.



www.manaraa.com

Al
B. As demonstrated in Table 2.3, a number of these are insignificant as evidenced by the 

10 orthographical shift differences (only Luke 4:35 [vu #39] is a shared reading with 

?p75), 10 nomina sacra differences26, 17 proper names27, 4 occurrences of the movable nu, 

and 3 transpositions. There were no VRs involving differences with additions, numerical 

substitutions, or consonantal exchanges found in ip4  and B.

TABLE 2.3: INSIGNIFICANT VRs FOUND IN B BUT NOT <p4

ORTHOGRAPHICAL SHIFTS
a ^  o Luke 1:61; 6:2 l El Luke 3:17. 4:35 [3x], 39, 41; 5:33
au a Luke 4:41

NOMINA SACRA
‘5 Luke 4:35 (three-letter I>js in <p4) tu Luke 4:34
xi Luke 5:8 7TV? Luke 1:67 (7rvo<; in «p4)
05 Luke 3:8 0V Luke 1:64
6v Luke 1:78; 4:41, 43; 5:1

PROPER NAMES
5aut§ to 5auei5 Luke 1:69; 6:3 1 Apvi to Apvei Luke 3:33
Iwavvou to Iwavou Luke 3:15 MaQoucraXa to Ma.88ovcala Luke 3:37
Iwavvyjs to lamvy\q Luke 3:16 Kcuvag to Kcuvav Luke 3:37
laiciWYjV to looavrjV Luke 3:20 F aXtXaia? to T aXaXaiaq Luke 4:31
HXi to HXei Luke 3:23 Iwavvyjv to Iwav»)v Luke 5:10
Aem to HXeuei Luke 3:24 Iwavvou to Iajavou Luke 5:33
EcrXi to EcXa Luke 3:25 Iwavv>)v to Iwav?]v Luke 6:14
MarraSa to MerraSa Luke 3:31 Xi5a>vo? to Set5a)vo? Luke 6:17

MOVABLE NU
Luke 4:33 (avEJcpâ Ev); 6:2 (e^ectiv), 3 (ettoojcev), 9 (etqeonv)

TRANSPOSITIONS
Luke 3:8 xapnovq aj-ioug] 2, 1 Luke 5:2 5uo 7rXota] 2 , 1

Luke 4:43 p is 5 e i ] 2 ,  1

2 6 The scribe of B shares four of these VRs with ip73 including 0u in Luke 4:41 (vu 
#45), 43 (vu #48); 5:1 (vu #24); and x?in Luke 5:8 (vu #33).

2 7  The scribe of B shares two of these VRs with <p75 including the change from 
’Icodvvrjv to ’IuavYjv in Luke 3:20 (vu #26) and 5:10 (vu #7).
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The substitution VRs are not significant in this pairing o f MSS because all three 

involve the omission of a single letter as the basis of the substitution. In Luke 3:17 

(vu #5) the sigma is dropped from do-(3ecrrco; in Luke 5:6 (vu #17) the first rho is dropped 

from Siepp^o-crero; and in Luke 5:38 (vu #3) aXXa is shortened to aXk\ While the VRs 

mentioned above are not particularly significant, three VRs involving omissions provide 

some insight into the traits of the scribe of B. In Luke 3:20 (vu #15) the scribe of B, 

sharing this VR with ip7'\ omits the conjunction xai which does not fit with either the 

parallel or immediate context. In Luke 6:16 (vu #15) xai is once again omitted by the 

scribe of B perhaps because in Matt 5:17 the parallel passage contains the conjunction yj 

instead. The final omission VR which occurs in B but not in ip75 is found in Luke 3:33 

when the reference to t o u  Apiva5af3 is omitted due to an eye-jump from t o u  to t o u . Only 

the omission VRs between ip4 and B indicate that harmonization to parallel contexts and 

parablepsis were common even in the strict Alexandrian MS tradition.

B as a Descendant of Sp>75

As indicated in Table 2.2, there are more differences between ip7 5  and B than the 

VRs between ip4 and ip75 or ip4 and B combined. Such disparity exists in part because of 

the fragmentary nature of ip4, yet the types of VR differences between sp75 and B point to 

a consistent accuracy in the copying of the scribe of B as well. While 466 differences 

exist between the VRs of ip7 5  and B, this is small in comparison to the 1,643 VRs that are 

found in relative comparable MSS from the earliest copying setting. Attention will be
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directed to the types of variations that exist between <p7 5 and B in an effort to understand 

the general nature of scribal traits in this case study.

Orthographical Shifts

TABLE 2.428: ORTHOGRAPHICAL SH 1FTS FOUND IN VATICANUS BUT NOT $ 75
CD £ Luke 24:5 l£ ^  £1 Luke 24:45
CD 0 John 9:37 £ ■■> a Luke 15:10; John 7:23
a e John 4:17 £ T| John 11:51
a  o Luke 1:61; 6:2; 23:2; 

John 6:60; 11:12,46
£ *  ̂ ai Luke 14:29; 16:12; 17:22; 22:8; 

23:28; 24:17; John 6:24,53
a  ou John 11:28 £ 1  "^ £ Luke 7:40
r) £ Luke 13:28 £ 1  I Luke 7:37,41; 14:10; 16:21; 

John 6:64; 11:47
r) ci Luke 14:10 o a Luke 5:30; 8:5, 13; 11:15; 24:21
t £ Luke 12:39; 23:6 £a a Luke 4:6; 5:30; 10:22; 12:17,21; 

John 3:27; 5:19; 12:32; 15:7
t ^  £1 Luke 1:63,69:3:17, 22-24,25, 33 (1 of 2]; 4:14, 

35 [2xJ, 39, 41; 5:33; 6:3. 7, 17,37, 44; 7:21,33-3 
41; 9:14-15,42. 55; 10:11; 11:3, 17,26, 37. 38, 3‘ 
2,31; 14:1,26,31; 15:2, 23,30; 16:14,21; 17:2 [: 
30; 23:6, 14, 49, 55; 24:6. 14; John 2:1, 11:3:1,4 
45[2x], 46, 47, 52, 54; 5:12, 23|4x], 30; 6:1. 10. 1 
24, 32[1 of 2], 33, 41. 45, 47, 48, 52|2xJ; 8:13, 15 
40; 12:19,21,23, 24. 30 11 of 2), 42, 47 |2xj,48

8 , 25 [1 of 2], 26 |1 of 2], 27, 31, 
4, 36[2x], 37, 39 [ 1 of 2]; 8 :8 , 26.
L 42,43, 53; 12:1,32. 42,57; 13:1- 
>x],20, 27; 18:10-11, 15; 22:27,
9, 17-18, 20, 23; 4:1.3, 6 , 43-44, 

3, 19,30,54; 11:8, 46, 57; 7:1, 9. 
[2x], 16,24, 26, 56; 9:13, 15-16,

28 Fifty-nine of these orthographical shifts found only in B represent singular or 
sub-singular readings: i£ £i in Luke 24:45 (vu #13); £ +  a  in Luke 15:10 (vu #30); e 
a iin  Luke 14:29 (vu #33); 22:8 (vu #14); 24:17 (vu #24); John 6:24 (vu #55); £i i in 
Luke 7:37 (vu #13); John 6:64 (vu #7); o a in Luke 5:30 (vu #5); 8:13 (vu #25); 11:15 
(vu #7); 24:21 (vu #5); ea a  in John 3:27 (vu #28); and t ■> el in Luke 3:17 (vu #27), 
24 (vu #9); 4:14 (vu #36); 5:33 (vu #46); 7:33 (vu #23), 36 (vu #7, 30), 37 (vu #33); 8 : 8  

(vu #23); 9:15 (vu #12); l l:1 7 (v u  #32), 42 (vu #6 ); 12:42 (vu #45); 15:2 (vu #14); 17:2 
(vu #33, 48), 20 (vu #9), 27 (vu #33); 18:10 (vu #27), 11 (vu #3); 23:6 (vu #17), 49 (vu 
#25), 55 (vu #18); John 2:11 (vu #46); 3:4 (vu #13), 17 (vu #31), 18 (vu #16); 4:1 (vu 
#16), 43 (vu #34), 54 (vu #25); 5:30 (vu #31); 6:1 (vu #19); 7:1 (vu #19), 24 (vu #7), 32 
(vu #7); 8:16 (vu #19); 9:13 (vu #7), 15(vu#22), 16 (vu #10), 40 (vu #10); 12:19 (vu 
#11), 21 (vu #30), and 23 (vu #7).
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On 149 occasions (76% of 196 occurrences) in B the i to e\ shift is the particular 

shift that causes the MS to differ from In B many of these shifts are associated with 

frequently occurring proper nouns like ttapeiamcov (Luke 5:30 [vu # 1 0 ], 7:36 [vu #7, 30], 

et al.), Neix65>]{zo£ (John 3:4 [vu #13], 9 [vu #7]), ZagapetrtSv (Luke 9:52 [vu #36], et 

al.), and FaXeiXaiav (Luke 4:14 [vu #36], 31 [vu #21], et al) . 2 9  Interestingly, similar shifts 

occur in ']>75 but not with as much frequency (shift to Neixodrjpos in John 3:1 [vu #19]). In 

general the shifts in B can be credited to errors of the ear or the eye, given that some of 

the shifts could be due either to similar pronunciation (cu to o, yj to et, t to et, e t o  >}) or to 

similar appearance (o to a, to to ou).

Nomina Sacra

TABLE 2.5 NOMINA SACRA FOUND IN VATICANUS BUT NOT IN ^ 75

0 v Luke 1:67; 4:8, 12 yjl Luke 7:6

05 Luke 3:8; 7:16 XU Luke 4:18-19; 10:39; 16:15 (from 0cou)
Bv Luke 1:78; 4:3, 9; 6:4*; 9:2 X? Luke 6:5*
0 £J Luke 17:18 xv Luke 4:8, 12; 7:19

i? Luke 4:12, 14, 35; 5:10; 6:9*; 7:9, 40; 
8:46, 9:50; 22:48; John 6:1, 3, 5; 9:39

Ttvf Luke 1:67

iu Luke 4:34; 6:11*; 8:41

The scribe of B was not creative in the use of nomina sacra, as indicated by the 

data in Table 2.5. The reason that the vast majority of differences in Table 2.5 exist is due

2 9  Agreements with q54 are common with the shift to (papeicraicov as in Luke 5:33 
(vu #35) and Luke 6:7 (vu #13).

3 0  The only singular reading involving nomina sacra found only in Vaticanus 
occurs in Luke 16:15 (vu #37) where 0eou is replaced with xiT.
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to the lacunae in 7i in many o f these passages (as indicated by the italicized verse 

references above). On 22 occasions the scribe of B does supply nomina sacra in a creative 

manner, meaning that he or she does not follow the trajectory of ip4 or g>75. No observable 

pattern or unusual nomina sacra are found that would help to explain these divergences 

from the exemplar. The most interesting variation occurs in the singular reading of 

Luke 16:15 (vu #37) where the scribe changes GeoO to xu, which fits with Luke’s usage of 

this same expression in Luke 1:15 and the Semitic background of the expression “the 

sight of the Lord” (cf. Gen 38:7; Deut 4:25; 1 Kgs 3:10; et. al).

Omissions

TABLE 2.6 OMISSIONS IN VATICANUS NOT IN <p7 5

PRONOUNS CONJUNCTIONS
aimus John 7:47; 8:28 ?£ John 3:18; 8:59
airra Luke 18:16 xai Luke 5:39; 6:15; 9:28; 22:39; 

23:11, 50(1 o f 2)
auxcov Luke 18:15 OTt John 3:28; 4:42; 10:7

ADJECTIVE/ADVERB ouv Luke 13:7; John 8:41, 52; 12:29
Heyakrfi Luke 24:52 w? Luke 6:4*

Luke 17:34 PARTICLE
naXiv John 4:3 av Luke 12:39
'naq John 12:46 VERBS

PREPOSITIONS Xeyco John 10:7
an Luke 12:58 Agytuv Luke 23:39
em Luke 4:25 0VT£? Luke 6:3*
ava Luke 9:3

31 The following omissions in B are singular or sub-singular readings: pronouns— 
Luke 18:15 (vu #21), 16 (vu #15); adjective/adverb—Luke 17:34 (vu #27); 24:52 
(vu #12); prepositions—Luke 12:58 (vu #25); John 2:19 (vu #25); articles— Luke 4:8 
(vu #9); 6:3 (vu #5); 10:37 (vu #30); John 3:24 (vu #7); 5:14 (vu #19); 6:46 (vu #28); 7:1 
(vu #16); 8:39 (vu #37); 10:23 (vu #6 ); conjunctions—Luke 23:50 (vu #20); John 12:29 
(vu #7); multiword—Luke 17:19 (vu #18); John 1:13 (vu #17); 9:7 (vu #43); 
abbreviations—Luke 7:41 (vu #20); 8:13 (vu #4).
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PREPOSITIONS MULTIWORD

ev Luke 13:21: John 2:19 ou5e e x

BeXfiarog avSpog

John 1:13

ARTICLES ovv xa i EViipcno 
xai y)X6ev

John 9:7

. 7 ? ......... John 8:9; 11:18 t a npog Luke 14:32
0 Luke 4:8; 5:10; 6:3*, 9*; 

10:37; 18:10; John 3:24; 
5:14; 7:1. 16; 8:39, 42; 
10:7,23, 34

r \  m cm? crou 
( t s o w x e v  ce

Luke 17:19

TO John 7:50 oi Trarepeg
OUTOJV

Luke 6:26

TOU Luke 16:10; John 6:46 t o u ?  aadsveig Luke 9:2
T>] John 2:23 ABBREVIATION

T 4 V John 12:53 aXka-aXX Luke 5:38
TOV John 11:21 Se-S Luke 7:41; 8:13
TWV Luke 15:10

As indicated in Table 2.6, the scribe of B most frequently omitted articles. On 24 

occasions articles are omitted with 15 of these being associated with nomina sacra 

including T?)croug in Luke 4:8 [vu #9]; 5:10 [vu #30]; 6:3 [vu #5], 9 [vu #7]; 10:37 [vu 

#30]; John 5:14 [vu #19]; 7:1 [vu #16], 16 [vu #19]; 10:7 [vu #14], 23 [vu #6 ], 34 [vu 

#4]; T ĉroOv (John 11:21 [vu #16]); 8 eo$ (John 8:42 [vu #13]); Beov (John 6:46 [vu #28]); 

and nctTYjp (John 8:39 [vu #37] ) . 3 2  The scribe o f B omitted conjunctions on 16 occasions 

and most frequently omitted the conjunction x.a\ (Luke 5:39 [vu #3]; 6:15 [vu #15]; 9:28 

[vu #27]; 22:39 [vu #23]; 23:11 [vu #5], 50 [vu #15, 20]).

The most interesting omissions in B involve multiple words. Three VRs in Luke 

lend to intentional omissions due to the content of the excised passages. In Luke 6:26

3 2 The omission of the article in Luke 6:3 and 6:9 also occurs in >J>4.
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(vu #28) the reference to oi naTepeg avt w v  is omitted, which refers to the ones who spoke 

well of the apostles in the same way as their fathers spoke to the false prophets. In Luke 

9:2 (vu #42) the words [ t o u ?  acrOevei?] are omitted so as to leave Jesus’ disciples with the 

task of going out to preach but not healing. In Luke 17:19 (vu #18) Jesus’ words to the 

grateful leper rj rncmg crov creacoxiv oe are omitted with no reason for an intentional 

omission being evident in the text. In John 1:13 (vu #17) a singular reading exists 

because the scribe of B jumped from ov§e to ovSe and omitted the phrase ovSk ex 

0 eX)jp.aTos avSpoc (which follows the phrase ovSe ex QeAjjgaTO? aapxog) intended to 

contrast the birth from above with the will of man from John’s prologue. In John 9:7 (vu 

#43), though no indication is given of an accidental omission, the reference to the blind 

man’s going away to wash and returning with vision (ovv xai evujxrro xai yjXQev) is 

omitted so that he just walks away seeing.

Substitutions

TABLE 2.733: SUBSTITUTIONS IN VATICANUS NOT IN sp75

VERBS NOUNS
avalrvvtqaq] a v o i |a s Luke 4:17 oafyuzq] ocr<f>uaieq Luke 12:35
x p [ a u y ]a £ o v T a ]  xpa& vra Luke 4:41 TYjV yYjv] T0V T07T0V Luke 13:7
anexararady]] anoxTearadrj Luke 6:10 oucovopiov] oixovoptou? Luke 16:1
avn(xeTpr]0>](reTai] geTprjfirjceTai Luke 6:38 Iaxapiurou] laxapicorr\q John 13:2
a v e x a S itre v ]  exaBiaev Luke 7:15 ADJECTIVES
ecrOiovTSs] eadovrsg Luke 10:7 aajJeaT O j] a ^ e c rrw Luke 3:17
im o T a o w r a i ]  xjnoiaaaeie Luke 10:20 5e] rjSrj Luke 9:12
anoXeaaq] anoXecrr) Luke 15:4 evoq] oXiycov Luke 10:42

33 The following substitutions that occur only in B qualify as singular or sub­
singular readings: Luke 7:15 (vu #4); 9:12 (vu#3); 16:1 (vu #17); 22:25 (vu #26); John 
6:50 (vu #46); 8:52 (vu #61); 11:33 (vu #32); and 12:3 (vu #84).
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VERBS ADJECTIVES

£ |o u a i a ^ o v T £ ; ]  E ^ o u c r i a ^ o v r c u Luke 22:25 T t r a p r a i o q ]  r e r a p r e o g John 11:39
k t io o t e X A w ]  E |o 7 io a T £ X X u Luke 24.49 PREPOSITIONS
e o t ^ x e v ]  o r r j x E t John 1:26 eig  t t j v ]  e v John 4:46
T t t p i c a e u a a Y ia ]  n e p ic r a e v o w a John 6:12 n p o ]  Trpog John 5:7
a n o fia v r i]  cm odvY joxr) John 6:50 £1?] £[ John 7:38

VERBS PRONOUNS
^ ( 7 £ [ )  (rjffETCU John 6:51 a X A o v ]  E T E pov Luke 7:19
S e J w x e v ]  e S u x e v John 7:19 a u T > )5 ] a u T r ) Luke 8:54
y £ y £ W > ) ( x £ 0 a ]  x e y e v y jo r tp e v e v John 8:52 a v w T E p o v ]  a Luke 14:10
y£UCTT]Tai 0 a v a r o u ]  BecopYjor) John 8:52 a t / r o u ]  E t tu T o u Luke 18:14
£ p y a ^ £ c r 0 a i ]  e p y a ^ £ c r 0 £ John 9:4 o a a ]  a John 4:29
£ p p ]V £ U £ T e tl ]  £ppi>]V£LI£T£ John 9:7 e p s ]  p e John 6:37
7 t£ 7 tlO T £ U X a ] m O T E U X a John 11:31 a i / r o c ; ]  k u t o John 7:4
£7rX >]pa)0»]] en X rja d rj John 12:3 e o t i v ]  n a p e t n i v John 7 :6
ECTTai] £<JTIV John 14:17 EfXOt] [XOl John 8:12

PARTICLES
o u X i ]  o u x Luke 17:17 DUPLICATION
O u 5e7 IW ] 0V71C0 John 7:39 ■ n a p p q a i a ]  irapY jcna John 3:17; 11:59
o u ]  OVXE John 10:25

The scribe o f B most commonly substitutes verbs for verbs, and usually these 

shifts involve a change in tense (John 1:26 [vu #30]; 14:17 [vu #61]); voice (John 6:51 

[vu #37]); or mood (John 9:4 [vu #52]). On a few occasions the prefix preposition of a 

verb is omitted as with the change from avnp.eTpriBYjae.rai to p.£rpy]dY]aerai in Luke 6:38 

(vu #47) or avexd0tcrev to exaBlaev in Luke 7:15 (vu #4). In Luke 4:17 (vu #21) the 

replacement o f a.vairrv^a<; with avoi^ac, maintains the same form (aorist active participle 

nominative masculine singular) but changes the base verb from avaixTva-au to avoi'yco. 

The scribe o f B did not harmonize to other passages by means of substitution as often as

75 *the scribe of On one occasion the scribe of B changed a verb to harmonize to the 

immediate context as he or she reflected the language of John 8:51 by changing yeucrjyrai 

to Beoopyiari in 8:52 (vu #61), as is the case with the change from eoriv to 7rdpe<rriv in John 

7:6 (vu #34). The shift from present to future tense in Luke 6:7 (vu #20) with Bepairevcrei
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serves to harmonize the words of Jesus to Mark 3 :2. Similarly, in Luke 7:19 (vu #17) 

aAAov is replaced with erepov, which harmonizes well with the language of Matt 1 1 :3.

Additions

TABLE 2.8 ADDITIONS IN VATICANUS NOT IN g> 75

ADVERBS VERBS
+ EXE I John 7:34 Luke 6:7 + 0Epa7TEUt

PARTICLES Luke 11.25 + < rxoA a£o  v t o

+ ye g o t John 14:11 MULTIWORD
+ p j John 6:25 John 5:45 + 7rpog to v  7 ra T £ p a

ARTICLES Luke 10:42 + r\ Evog

+  0 Luke 7:39; John 3:5 Luke 11:9 + u g iv  Se
+ TO John 8:15 Luke 12:39 4 Eyp>jyop>]crEv a v  x a i

+  t  y\v Luke 10:19 Luke 13:22 4  7T0p£iaV

+  TOU Luke 10:15 Luke 14:10 4 7 rp o c ra v a |3 ))0 ia

+  TWV Luke 6:29; John 3:25 Luke 15:21 4  7 io o )a o v  g e  cog E v a  t w v  

p io th w v  aov1

ON JUNCTIONS Luke 22:9 + aoi <payeiv t o  naoya
+ x a i Luke 7:47; John 12:10, 18; John 5:45 + 7rpog t o v  7 ra T E p a

+  OTl John 7:40 NONSENSE
INTERJECTION Luke 11:27 Bacraowa -  fiao-raaa

+  CO John 6:19 Luke 7:43 E x p iv a g

ABIDEVIATIONS DUPLICATION
John 3:8; 11:52 a l / .  -  a A A a Luke 5:6 SiEppjjaiTETO-SiEpyjcraETO

Luke 23:8 l)Jl -  UJtO

The scribe of B frequently added articles (2x) and conjunctions (4x) to the text.

• T'S •Unlike as in ip , harmonization seems to be responsible for a number o f the verbal and 

multiword additions to the text. The addition of axoAd£ovT<x in Luke 11:25

34Additions that occur only in B that are singular or sub-singular readings include: 
particles—John 6:25 (vu #4); articles— Luke 7:39 (vu #25); 10:15 (vu #12); John 8:15 
(vu #10); conjunctions—John 12:10 (vu #7), 18 (vu #13), abbreviations— Luke 23:8 (vu 
#43); John 11:52 (vu #18); multiword—Luke 13:22 (vu #14); John 5:45 (vu #34).
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(vu #10) serves to align the text more closely with the language of Matt 12:44. When the 

scribe added the words eypyjyopyjaev av xa\ to Luke 12:39 (vu #20), he or she used 

language from Jesus’ warnings in Matt 23:43. In Luke 22:9 (vu #14) the addition of croi 

(payeiv t o  7rdcrxp- helps to harmonize the text to Matt 26:17. Similarly, the scribe of B 

harmonized Luke 14:10 (vu #51) to the immediate context by adding the verb 

7rpocravdf3 y]0 ia since the aorist imperative form of the verb occurs in the same verse.

Transpositions

Twenty-three transpositions occur in B that are not in ?p75. Thirteen o f these 

variations involve pairings of words that are simply reversed in order. Most often these 

changes involve proper names (John 13:9 [vu #7]); postpositives (John 4:40 [vu #4]); 

pronouns (Luke 9:1 [vu#15], 13 [vu #21]; John 1:21 [vu #12]; 4:16 [vu #16], 40 [vu #4]; 

10:1 [vu #7], 32 [vu #19], 39 [vu #4]; 14:20 [vu #16]); adjectives (John 2:1 [vu #4]; Luke 

5:2 [vu #7]; 8:27 [vu #17]; 9:59 [vu #36]); and articles (Luke 11:11 [vu #10 ] ) . 35

Movable Nu

Thirty differences in the use o f the movable nu are found between ip75 and B. The 

most frequent variations of this type in B involve the shift from el7rev to erne (John 4:29 

[vu #16]; 7:36 [vu #19]). The change from 7raorv to itaai occurs only once in B (Luke 

9:43 [vu #30]). The only other word that occurs twice in B is the dropping o f the final nu

Transpositional variations in B that qualify as singular or sub-singular readings 
include John 1:21 (vu #12); 4:40 (vu #4); 10:1 (vu #7), 32 (vu #19); and 13:9 (vu #7).
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of e|ecmv in Luke 6:2 (vu #17) and 6:9 (vu #17). Other words that drop their final nu in B 

that differ from sp75 include apova-'iv (Luke 4 :1 1 [vu #13]); aurov (Luke 3:22 [vu #33]); 

SiiXemev (Luke 7:45 [vu #15]); e§i[§a^ev (Luke 11:1 [vu #42]); in ofycrev (Luke 6:3 [vu 

#25]); ecopaxev (John 6:46 [vu #14]); yjpev (John 5:9 [vu #37]); xaTe^crev (Luke 10:34 

[vu #6 ]); (wvixpvo-iv (Luke 8:45 [vu #25]); and 7repav (John 6:22 [vu #22]).

Consonantal Exchange 

Outside o f the proper names treated as part o f a separate category, 19 cases of 

consonantal exchange occur where the Case Study 1 MSS differ. Eight of these 

occurrences are in B as noted in the Table below. No specific pattern can be determined 

on the basis on these VRs, but all could have occurred because of errors by sight.

TABLE 2.9; CONSONANTAL EXCHANGE IN VATICANUS
g * V Luke 23:48
Y v Luke 18:1; 22:55; 23:15; John 10:22
X* * Luke 6:26; 7:22, 42

Proper Names

In B consonantal exchange from Tto 0 (Luke 3:24-25; 37) or g to v (Luke 3:37) 

explains four of the 29 total VRs, while the addition or omission of v involving consonant 

duplication is far more common. Many of the variations in this category reflect the 

principles discussed when orthographical shifts and consonantal exchanges occur.

TABLE 2.10: PROPER NAME VARIAT1IONS IN VATICANUS NOT IN p 75

Iwavrjg (from Iwavvr^) Luke 3:16; 7:33; 
9:54; John 1:28, 
32, 35; 3:23-24;

Ma80oucraXa 
(from MaSoucraXa)

Luke 3:37
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4:1; 10:40,41f21

Iwctvvou (from Iwavou) Luke 3:15; 5:33; 
John 1;40. 42; 3:25

MaT0aT (from Ma80aT) Luke 3:24

Iwavvjjv (from IwavY\v) John 3:26; 6:14; 
9:28

Ma60a0iou 
(from MctTTaSiou)

Luke 3:25

l u a v a  (from Iwavvct) Luke 8:3 MeTTO0a 
(from M arraBa)

Luke 3:31

lwfkJ (from I t t f i y ) ! ) Luke 3:32 X i e S o v i  (from ZiJwvi) Luke 10:13
Kaivav (from Kaivaji) Luke 3:37 Ti jSept a S c g  

(from TijSeiaSos)
John 6:23

The Scribes of p 75 and B as Copyists 

The scribe of p 75has been described as both “professional” and “Christian . ” 3 6  

The strong, Alexandrian text is comparable to late second-century MSS, including <p4. 

Royse suggested that p 75 and B go back to a common ancestor at least in the second 

century . 37 He found the error rate of the scribe of p 73 to be lower than any o f the other 

early papyri he evaluated but not greatly different than the other papyri in singular 

readings, especially those involving orthographic confusion. Royse concluded that the 

scribe of p 75 committed numerous orthographical errors in his or her careful copying, 

omitted more than he or she added, preferred to harmonize (especially to the immediate 

context in John), and was not really concerned with stylistic or grammatical 

improvements (although he or she preferred singular verbs to plural ones) . 3 8

3 6  Comfort, Encountering, 493. Comfort based his conclusion that the scribe was 
a Christian on his frequent use of nomina sacra, especially (rravpog. He also argued that 
the sectional divisions with large text were intended for a congregation setting.

3 7  Royse, Scribal, 617.

38 Ibid., 656-59, 704.
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According to this collation and analysis, in regard to nornina sacra (the largest 

area of disagreement) ip7 5  follows $ > 4 closely where the two MSS are both extant, yet 

even with only nineteen occasions where the scribe o f p 75 differs from the text of >p4  

some conclusions regarding scribal traits in (p75can be maintained. Regarding nomina 

sacra, the scribe o f p 7 5 is most creative with the unusual form 7rvaoTin Luke 4:36 (vu 

#69) and t v v t o o v  in 6:18 (vu #22), along with his or her three-letter I>j$ in Luke 4:35. The 

flexible pattern of nomina sacra usage perhaps indicates that while the system was 

adopted wholesale by Christian scribes, this system of abbreviation did have some inherit 

flexibility.

The most significant scribal traits evidenced by the hand of the scribe of >p75, as 

compared to his or her ancestor p 4, involved harmonized to the parallel context of Mark 

1:25 in Luke 4:35 (vu #30) by means of the addition and again by means o f a 

substitution of for an’ in Luke 4:35 (vu #63). Similarly, the scribe o f *p75 harmonized 

to the immediate context in Luke 5:1 (vu #3) with the addition of xa'i. On one occasion 

the scribe of *p>75 omitted material due to parablepsis in the repetitive pattern of the 

genealogy of Luke 3:36 (vu #3). Royse was correct in concluding that the scribal 

omissions of g>75 are more significant than the additions because of the tendency to omit 

material due to parablepsis; yet this is a reversal o f the trend one sees in B, where 

omissions are minor and additions involve weightier words . 3 9

39 Ibid., 704.
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Although most of the tendencies that were used to describe the scribe of fp7 5 could 

be used to describe the scribe of B, a few outstanding tendencies of the scribe of B should 

be noted. Unlike the scribe of $p75, the scribe of B was very conservative with nomina 

sacra and where the MSS are extant demonstrates little to no creativity in this regard 

(only 19 times). In Luke 16:15 (vu #37) the scribe of B shifted Beov to xv to harmonize to 

the immediate context, but harmonization to the immediate context is rare on the part of 

the scribe. Yet even in the midst of these tendencies, no consistent pattern can be 

observed outside of these few unique abbreviations for why the MSS vary where they do 

with nomina sacra.

Furthermore, due to the chronological development in this case study and the 

amount of material available in B, the scribe of B can be evaluated more exhaustively 

than the scribe of *J>75. As with ?p75, in regard to orthographical shifts the i to ei shift is by 

far the most common. Regarding substitutions, the scribe o f B often substituted verbs, 

whereas omissions usually involve conjunctions and articles. He or she was interested in 

replacing verbs with same form without the prepositional prefix (Luke 4:17 [vu #21 ];

6:38 [vu #47]; 7:15[vu #4]).

Regarding omissions, the scribe of B most frequently omitted articles, especially 

before nomina sacra (15 of 24, 62.5%), while conjunctions were omitted sixteen times. 

Along with three multiword omissions that eliminated difficult readings from the text 

(Luke 6:26 [vu #28]; 9:2 [vu #42]; 17:19 [vu #18]), an eye-jump in John 1:13 (vu #17) 

from ovSk to ovSk created a singular reading. Sometimes it is difficult to know what
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caused omissions in B as with the omission in John 9:7 (vu #43), which was clearly 

accidental but leaves the episode of the blind man being healed lacking important details.

Additions are far less frequent with the scribe of B, but he or she added articles 

and conjunctions with the intention of harmonizing to parallel gospel accounts (Luke 

11:25 [vu #10]; 12:39 [vu #20]; 22:9 [vu #14]) and sometimes to the immediate context 

(Luke 14:10 [vu #51]). The scribe of B harmonizes to parallel gospel contexts in Luke 

11:25 (vu #10) to match Matt 12:44; in Luke 12:39 (vu #20) to parallel Matt 23:43; and 

in Luke 22:9 (vu #14) to harmonize the text to Matt 26:17. The scribe harmonized to the 

immediate context by means of addition on only one occasion (Luke 14:10 [vu #51]). 

Addition VRs are more significant than omissions in B. Finally, the scribe of B 

harmonized by means of substitution to the immediate context in John 7:6 (vu #34) and 

8:52 (vu #61). Twice the scribe harmonized to parallel gospel contexts by substitution in 

Luke 6 :7 (vu #20) and 7:19 (vu # 17).

Globalization of Tendencies of Scribes in Case Study 1

The MSS in Case Study 1 represent the earliest known group of closely related 

MSS in the whole corpus o f NT witnesses. Already during the tumultuous period of the 

early church, scribes were concerned with copying their exemplars in an accurate manner 

while also making improvements where necessary. While the improvements being made 

by means o f the activity of the scribal hands of ?p7 5  and B were not generally grammatical 

or theological in nature, they still reveal that scribes were not machines who objectively 

copied the text with no bias or interest o f their own. The largest impact the scribes of g>75  

and B have on the text results from parablepsis, yet in their attempts to smooth the text
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these scribes bear witness to the tension between accurately copying the exemplar and 

smoothing the text to make it as readable and relevant as possible. One should note that 

in these early MSS no examples of a widespread emendation occur. The text was not 

corrected, by the scribes or later hands, to reflect heterodoxy or orthodoxy but rather to 

make the text more usable and readable. To summarize the global aspects of scribes 

observed in Case Study 1, the scribes of T>75and B often brought orthographical shifts 

into the text that give evidence of no observable pattern but by their frequency and 

consistency raise questions as to how the text was copied. The variation o f nomina sacra 

and occasional parablepsis would lead one to conclude that they generally copied by eye.

Sometimes these ‘improvements” make the text more readable, while at other 

times the text is made more redundant. Sometimes longer omissions resulted from 

parablepsis. The scribes replaced verbs and nouns with words that usually harmonize 

passages to the immediate and parallel gospel contexts or at least demonstrate a 

knowledge of the text (immediate context and style), liturgical language, or parallel 

contexts. The scribes of T'75 and B demonstrate a “strict” copying style that reflects 

professional scribes who were familiar with the literary context, language, and parallel 

passages. Their use of the nomina sacra system and ability to harmonize to both the 

immediate and parallel gospel contexts indicate that they were Christian scribes who 

were willing to copy the text at great risk to themselves. Their careful scribal hands 

reveals a desire to accurately copy the text, while aiding readers in their ability to 

understand how parallel passages or wording from the surrounding context could inform 

one’s understanding of the text though on occasion accidentally omitting material due to 

their own inability to avoid eye-jumps.
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CASE STUDY 2: Dp, Ep/Dabsl, Fp, AND O ’

This chapter provides analysis of the four manuscripts that constitute the second 

case study of closely related MSS . 1 In the table below an overview of physical features 

including the date, material, folios, and important designations for each manuscript, are 

provided.

TABLE 3.1: FEATURES AND DESIGNAT1IONS OF MS GROUP 2
Gregory-Aland 

Number
Von Soden 
Designation

Date Material Folios Text-Type Aland
Category

Dp (06) a l0262 VI Parchment 533 Western II
Ep/DabsI (06absl) a  1027 IX Parchment 177 Western III

Fp 010 a 1029 IX Parchment 136 Western II
Gp 012 a!028 IX Parchment 99 Western III

The sixth- to ninth-century diglot MSS that make up the second case study can be 

discussed as two distinct Pauline pairings of closely related uncials. Codex 

Claromontanus (Dp 06) includes the Pauline Epistles arranged in one column, averaging 

21 lines per column. The 533 parchment leaves of the Greek-Latin uncial MS average 

24.5 cm. x 19.5 cm. in size. The 177 pages of the uncial MS Ep/ Dabsl (06absl, Codex

1 Comparative collation information is included in Appendix 2A, while an 
excursus providing more information on these MSS has been included in Appendix 2B.

2 Von Soden, Text, 1:124, 169, 488-89.

63



www.manaraa.com

64

Sangermanensis, 4th cent., fragmentary Paulines) are made of parchment and are slightly 

larger than those of Dp, averaging 36 cm. x 27.5 cm. Each folio contains two columns of 

text, averaging 31 characters per line. The codex Dp is housed in Paris, while its copy, 

Ep/D‘lbi'1, is kept at St. Petersburg, Russia . 3

Dabsl is the only uncial MS to have the “abs” superscript with the Gregory-Aland 

number. The “abs” superscript is derived from the German word abschrift, meaning 

“copy, or duplicate.” Kurt and Barbara Aland described how Dabs! is the source of two 

copies, one of which is Da b s . 4 Even though Metzger concluded that since Dabsl was copied 

from Dp it has “no independent value,” this pairing of MSS is much earlier than any other 

MSS with the “abs” identification.

In regard to the other two uncial MSS in this group, Fp and Gp, most textual critics 

assume these two uncials are closely related at the least from a common archetype, 

descendants o f Dp:> In the history of this study, according to Hatch, many including 

Bentley, Scrivener, Tischendorf, and Westcott and Hort believed that they shared a 

common exemplar. Westcott and Hort determined that Gr was the exemplar for Fp, while

3 Information in this paragraph is from Kurt Aland, Kurzgefasste Lisle der 
Grieschen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments (2d ed.; Berlin: De Gruyter, 1994), 19.

4 Aland and Aland, The Text, 110. Dabs2 was not included in this study because of 
the fragmentary nature of the MS. The tenth-century copy includes only the NT text of 
Eph 1:13-9, 2:11-18 in Greek and 1:5-13, 2:3-11 in Latin. Generally Dabs2has been 
concluded that this MS has far less value than Dabsl. See Parker, An Introduction, 259,
355.

5 Metzger, The Text, 52-53, 56; Metzger, Manuscripts, 28-29.
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Wettstein argued that Fp was the exemplar for G1* 6 Internally the two uncials share 

unique nomina sacra and unique textual agreements, while both omit the Greek text of 

Hebrews and share many other lacunae. Scrivener concluded that the two MSS differ in a 

total of “ 1,984 places; where 579 are mere blunders o f the pen; 968 itacisms, or changes 

of one vowel to another; 166 relate to the similar interchange of consonants; 71 to 

grammatical or orthographical forms; while the real various readings amount to 2 0 0 , of 

which 32 arise from the omission or insertion of the article . ” 7

Codex Augiensis (Fp 010) is a ninth-century uncial which contains the Pauline 

Epistles (Rom 3:19-Phlm 20) in both Greek and Latin. The book of Hebrews is included 

only in Latin. The codex is made up of 136 folios o f fine vellum with double columns in 

which the Latin text was positioned on the outside o f the page. Each page has 28 lines 

and measures 23 cm. x 19 cm . 8 The codex was bound in a wood binding with a leathered 

back with the letters “G. M. W.” stamped on it with reference to a former owner, G. M. 

Wepfer of Schaffhausen . 9  It is now housed in the Trinity College library in Cambridge,

6 Westcott and Hort, An Introduction, 568-69. See also Joannis Jacobus Wettstein, 
Novum Testamenium Graecum (2 vols.; 1751; repr., Graz: Aleademisch Druck, 1962), 
2.1751-54.

7 Frederick Henry Ambrose Scrivener, An Exact Transcript o f  the Codex 
Augiensis (Cambridge, Mass.: Deighton, Bell, & Co., 1859), xxx, xxvi.

8 Aland, Kurzefafite, 37. J. K. Elliott, A Bibliography o f  Greek New Testament 
Manuscripts (ed. G. N. Stanton; SNTSMS 62, Cambridge, Mass.. Cambridge University 
Press, 1989), 44-45. See also Scrivener, An Exact, xxiii; Metzger, The 'Text, 52; Aland 
and Aland, The Text, 110.

9 Scrivener, An Exact, xxiii.
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UK. Notes at the beginning and end of the manuscript, as recorded by Scrivener, indicate 

that the codex once belonged to the monastery of Reichenau near Lake Constance, 

Germany . 10 Records from Richard Bentley (1662-1742), who purchased the codex in 

1718, also reveal that the codex was owned by the monastery until the fifteenth century. 

From the monastery the codex went to Wepfer, then to L. Ch. Mieg, who allowed J. J. 

Wettstein (1693-1764) to study it. He was the first to publish a collation o f the 

manuscript and to label it Fp. Bentley then purchased the MS for 250 Dutch Florins in

1718.11 The Western text of Fp was published by F. H. A. Scrivener (1813-1891) in

1859.12

Codex Boernerianus (G15012) is a ninth-century diglot which also contains the 

Pauline Epistles in both Greek and Latin, even though it (like Augiensis) lacks Hebrews. 

The codex is composed of 99 folios but, unlike the two-columned Fp, has only one 

column with Latin translations written as superscript above the Greek text. Each page has 

over 20 lines and measures 25 cm. x 19 cm . 13 It was previously owned by its namesake,

C. F. Bomer, who was a professor at the University of Leipzig in Germany. It has been 

noted for its superscription for the Epistle to the Laodiceans following the book of

10 David Trobisch, Paul's Letter Collection: Tracing the Origins (Minneapolis, 
Minn.: Fortress, 1994), 12.

11 Scrivener, An Exact, xxiii.

12 Metzger, The Text, 52.

13 Aland and Aland, The Text, 110; Aland, Kurzefafite, 37\ Metzger, Manuscripts,
124-25.
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Philemon, even though the text was not included. Codex Boernerianus resembles the St. 

Gall Manuscript D, which was thought to have been written by Irish monks near St. Gall. 

The resemblance is so close that Tregelles (1813-1875) stated that it was “no doubt once 

part of D of the Gospels . ” 14 Several introductions to textual criticism include a plate from 

leaf 23, which contains eight lines of an Irish verse at the foot of the page, which leads 

many to connect the codex with an Irish monk . 15 Because of this connection with the 

Irish, one suggested candidate for its scribe was the Scottish Bishop Marcus or his 

nephew, Monegal, even though the German text of 1 Cor 6:2 led Scrivener to argue for a 

German scribe with the Latin text being added by a Irish scribe at a later date . 16 Westcott 

and Hort argued that an Irish scribe at St Gallen, Switzerland, wrote G** and then it was 

copied to produce the St. Gall Manuscript D . 17 Today Codex Boernerianus is kept in the 

Sachsische Landesbibliothek in Dresden, Germany . 18

Richard Bentley was the first to record the similarities between the Fp and G f 

W. H. P. Hatch (1875-1972) recorded that Bentley bought Fp from L. C. Mieg of 

Heidelberg in 1718 and borrowed Gp from C. F. Borner of Leipzig for about five years

14 Samuel Prideaux Tregelles, 7'he Greek New Testament (2 vols.; London: n.p., 
1857), 2:i.

15 Metzger, The Text, 52-3.

16 Scrivener, An Exact, xxix.

17 Westcott and Hort, Introduction, 658.

18 Trobi sch, Paul ’v, 12.
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until he made a copy and returned the original.19 These two ninth-century manuscripts 

have proven to be faithful representatives.20 In regard to the punctuation in these codices, 

in Fp ordinary breathing marks or accents are not used, while a unique system for 

separating words indicates breaks as the scribe used a middle point or stop after the last 

letter of every word. Sometimes words were reconnected around these stops with a 

curved line, causing the stop to be obscured or erased. In Gp the punctuation differs in 

that space was left between the words rather than the use o f stops as in Fp, perhaps being 

one of the evidences for the theory that the common exemplar or ancestor likely did not 

have any markings or spaces between words.21

Both Fp and G15 were affected by secondary hands. At the end of manuscript Fp 

John Wordsworth (1843-1911) inscribed, “This Ms. is not written in Anglo-Saxon 

characters, as has been described, but in the renovated miniscule of the Carolingian 

period.”22 He went on to argue that the codex was copied by one scribe whose hand grew 

tired. Sir Edward Maunde Thompson (1840-1929) argued that the texts o f both were 

examples of Greek writing in Western Europe as a “distinctly imitative” text “in Latin 

miniscules and Greek bastard uncials.”23 The Latin of Fp is in a cursive hand with a few

19 Hatch, “On the Relationship,” 188.

20 Zuntz, The Text, 86.

21 Scrivener, An Pxact, xxvii.

22 Ibid., xxix.

23 Sir Edward Maude Thompson, An Introduction to Greek and Latin 
Palaeography (Ox ford: Clarendon, 1912), 8.
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Latin letters occasionally being slipped into the Greek text, as in Gal 5:24. An 

examination of the evidence also reveals that a later hand wrote in Latin words over the 

Greek throughout the manuscript. The Latin of Fp is akin to the Vulgate, whereas G*5 is 

related more to the Old Latin.

In regard to previous research on the scribal tendencies of Fp and Gp, Parsons 

noted that the scribes of Fp and Gp distinguished between crdpxivos and aapxtvot? in Rom 

7:14; 1 Cor 3:1; and Heb 7:16.24 He concluded that this distinction was an attempt to 

distinguish between the meanings of the two words. David C. Parker argued that the hand 

of one scribe is evident throughout Fp, especially based on the letter y.23 He went on to 

suggest that Fp and Gp represent two extremes: Gp preserved an accurate copy, while Fp 

did not, especially in light of Fp,s importation of a different Latin text.

24 Mikeal C. Parsons, “SARKINOS, SARKINOIS in Codices F and G. A Text 
Critical Note,” A7IV 34 (1988): 153.

25 Parker, Codex, 67.
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FIGURE 3.1: POSSIBLE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN MSS IN GROUP 2
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As illustrated in Figure 3.1 above,26 four theories have been put forward as to how 

the MSS of group two relate to one another, yet Parker suggests that this relationship has 

been “rather unsatisfactorily explained.”27 In the history of this study, many including 

Bentley, Scrivener, Tischendorf, and Westcott and Hort believed that the MSS shared a 

common exemplar. While all theories identify Ep (Dabsl) as the copy of Dp, Joseph Barber 

Lightfoot (1828-1S89) and Tregelles were not sure as to whether or not Fp and C 3 were

26 The top left image was adapted from Eshbaugh, “Theological,” 32. The bottom 
right image was adapted from Hatch, “On the Relationship,” 196.

27 David C. Parker, “The Majuscule Manuscripts of the New Testament,” in The 
Text o f  the New Testament in Contemporary Research: Essays on the Status Quaestionis 
(ed. Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes; Eugene, Oreg.: Wipf & Stock, 2001), 36.
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immediate copies of an exemplar but still believed they were very closely related.28 What 

would this exemplar have looked like? The exemplar would have been a Graeco-Latin 

bilingual manuscript a century or two older than Fp and Pp that had neither markings nor 

spacing between its words. Perhaps it was a Graeco-Latin manuscript with the Latin 

being Old Latin written side by side, as in Codex Bezae.29 Scrivener argued for Western 

Europe as the likely place of origin from the middle of the ninth century based on its 

similarities to Boernerianus and Sangallensis, hand, and style of writing.30 Tregelles 

dissented slightly from most of these others in that he argued that Fp was probably from 

the eighth century.31

Wettstein favored the theory that Gp was derived from Fp but stated that he could 

see how the priority of Gp could be preferred as well. This suggestion was rarely favored 

due to the greater frequency of VRs in Fp, A third view is that Fp was derived from Gp, 

which seems more likely given that in many ways Fp is inferior to Gp. Hort moved from 

the common exemplar theory to this view and was joined by Friedrich Zimmer (1855- 

1919). Finally, closely related to the first theory is the idea that they shared a common 

ancestor. William Benjamin Smith (1850-1934) and von Soden (1852-1914) believed

28 William H. P. Hatch, “On the Relationship of Codex Augiensis and Codex 
Boernerianus of the Pauline Epistles,” HSCP 60 (1951): 193-94.

29 Parker, Codex, 270-78.

30 Scrivener, An Exact, xxiv.

31 Tregelles, The Greek, 2:i.
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that the two shared a cousin-like collateral relationship.32 What was this ancestor like? 

Hatch argued that this ancestor was a Greek Western text with no separation between 

words in sense lines. He also concluded that Gp is a better representative o f the ancestor 

than Fp. Yet Parker expressed doubt regarding the relationship between Fp and Gp 

because of the vast differences in the two Latin texts.33 Given that Ep is a direct copy of 

Dp, while Fp and G11 are related to Dp, these two relationships will be explored in two 

subchapters in this case study. Consideration will be given to the global tendencies of the 

scribes of Ep, Fp, and Gp at the conclusion of the chapter.

M anuscript Ep as a Direct Copy of M anuscript Dp

TABLE 3.2: SUMMATION OF WHERE Dabsl DIFFERS FROM EXEMPLAR34
TYPE OF VR Dabsi VRs NOT IN Dp Relative # of VRs in Com parable MS

Orthographical Shifts 67 1,420
Substitutions 96 974
Nomina Sacra 28 3,012
Additions 62 656
Omissions 15 306
Transpositions 14 243
Movable Nu 29 104
Proper Names 1 181
Consonantal Exchanges 0 0
Numerical Substitutions 0 0

32 Hatch, “On the Relationship,” 196.

33 Parker, Codex, 37.

34 The relative number of VRs in comparable MSS was calculated by searching 
through the text-range of Dp and Dabsl using the HCNTTS apparatus software. The same 
methodology was used to calculate relative numbers of VRs for the Fp/Gp comparison to 
Dp discussed later in this chapter.
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The scribe o f Dabsl shifted orthographies not present in Dp on 67 occasions. When 

standing apart from his or her exemplar, the scribe departed from the common i -*■ ei shift 

predominant in many MSS, given that the MS most frequently shifts orthographies from 

v t (14x) or i u from (14x). Although 22 different categories of shifts occur in Dabs! 

alone, only 16 have a single occurence in the entire MS. The only other significant shift 

to note in Dabsl is the si t exchange, which occurs 9 times.

TABLE 3 .3: ORTHOGRAPH] CAL SHIFT VARIATIONS IN Dabsl
at t Heb 10:38 O) ou Heb 8:11
w o Rom 5:21; 11:1; 5:14; 16:26 [2x], 

27; 2 Cor 7:8; 12:6; Heb 11:22
ei n 2 Tim 4:14

a e Heb 11:33 El +  I Rom 7:17; 11:19; 1 Cor 10:5, 27, 29 [2x]; 
Heb 3:3; 7:5; 9:9

n a Heb 11:34 0 (J Rom 2:1; 13:7; 1 Cor 14:16; Heb 11:31
r) o Heb 9:9 Rom 15:26; 16:14
n t Rom 3:3 1+ V Rom 3:4,19; 4:11-12, 14; 5:19; 6:16 

[2x], 17;8:1, 37; 10:5; 11:9; 16:15
n w Heb 10:16 t ia 2 Tim 2:7

31 * T ... Rom 4:3 t £1 1 Thess 3:9
0 *^ £ 1 Cor 10:33 u n Rom 13:11
£ +  r| Rom 10:3 u l Rom 2:3, 25; 3:2; 4:17; 7:13, 18; 9:17; 

10:21; 11:2,13; 15:1; Heb 8:8; 9:19; 
10:24

u ou Rom 14:11

Substitutions

The scribe of Dabsi made 96 substitutions that are not found in Dp, most frequently 

involving verbs (40x), nouns (19x), and pronouns (12x). In Rom 1:4 (vu #30) the phrase 

Ty)crou XpioroO t o o  xuplou is replaced with xu, which given the tendency to expand divine 

names could result from parablepsis given the catenative string of genitive singulars. On 

three occasions the careful scribe of Dabsl made substitutions for the purpose of 

heightening meaning in the text. In 2 Tim 2:3 the adjective xakog is replaced with the
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preposition avv to shift the metaphor of suffering for the cause of Christ as “good 

soldiers” to suffer “with the soldiers” of Christ. A similar exchange occurs when the 

preposition mrepi is replaced with inrep in Heb 5:3 (vu #32) to make Christ’s action as 

High Priest “ in behalf o f ’ the people even more explicit. Finally, in Heb 9:11 (vu #12) 

the aorist participle yevogevwv is replaced with the comparative phrase piAAov xwv to 

emphasize the elevated nature of the tabernacle Christ entered.

TABLE 3.435: SUBSTITUTION VARIATIONS IN Dabsl ALONE
V ER BS N O U N S

e n e p i a c r e v c r e v ]  n e p i a a e u a e v Rom 3:7 IrjC O U  XpiOTOO TOO xupioo]
vidXV

Rom 1:4

eX0yj] eA0 Rom 3:8 A(3paa(r] A(3paa Rom 4 :3 ,9 , 13

i x p e B v ) u a v ]  ctcfieA ĉrav Rom 4:7 Xapiv] xctptv Rom 4:16
T£0£tXa] TETEIXCC Rom 4:16 Xpovov] xpovov Rom  7:1

Aa(3ou<ra] Aa{Jous Rom 7:8 nv£U|xcmxos] rrvupcmxoi; Rom 7:14

Trapa^Xucro)] n a p a r j X u a a ) Rom  11:14 B a v a r o m e ]  fiavaxou Rom  8:13
e ia e X B r j]  e ia e X o r ] Rom  11:25 Xapa] xapa Rom 14:17

ex5ixouvte<;] exSlxouvte Rom 12:19 cm)pt|at] cm^pt^ai Rom  16:25

Xyjjupovrai] X^ovTca Rom 13:2 Em0o(rrjTa;] ETrioujiyjrac 1 Cor 10:6
im o y cO Y jv]  u n a x o ' j v Rom 16:26* EffOTTTpOu] Eff07TTp 1 Cor 13:12*
ap£07j] a p a r t 1 Cor 7:34 4>0opa] 4>0pa 1 Cor 15:42

apiapTavovTE?] a p a p r a v o v r g 1 Cor 8:12 avayxrj] a v a x y y ] 1 T hess 3:7
irpacrtTU)] npag 1 Cor 9:17 AaApnmav] AaXptana 2 Tim 4:10

TpEJfCd] T e x i t ) 1 Cor 9:26 y£V£a] yev£a; Heb 3:10

TIpOO'EVXOp.eVYj] ItpOG£VXOp.£V 1 Cor 11:5 to u t  a] e x e iv Y ] Heb 3:10
xaTaxptSw^Ev] xcrraxpiTtogEv 1 Cor 11:32 eAeo?] eXeov Heb 4:16

Soxouvra] S o x o u r a 1 Cor 12:22 ZaX>]pt] XaXr) H eb 7:1
n p o t p r j T E V o p e v ]  i r p o < p r )T £ u p 1 Cor 13:9 ADJI iCTI V li/A D  VERB
aTToxaAi>4>6yj] a7toxaXu<t>o^ 1 Cor 14:30 ou5e] oute 1 T hess 2:3
xaTapyouj/£v>]v] x a T a p i o v p e v y j v 2 Cor 3:7 P)5e] pYjT £ 2 T hess 2:2

ovte?] o r j r e g 2 Cor 5:4 ETEpOv] ETEpO H eb 7:11

n a p a x a X o v v r o g ]  n a p a x a X o u v T o 2 Cor 5:20 EUJfpjJOTOv] £l>X.pr)CTO Phlm 11
EVEXev] ElVEXEV 2 Cor 7:12, 20 7toXXwv] 71o X X o j Heb 9:28
£7T£(IV̂apt£v] E7TEWp a ^ E V 1 T hess 3:2

35 The following substitutions in Dabsl alone are singular readings. Rom 14:17; 1 
Cor 7:34 (vu #62); 2 Cor 5:20 (vu #15); 1 Thess 3:2 (vu #4); 4:5 (vu #10); and 2 Thess 
1:8 (vu #28).
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VERBS PREPOSITIONS

EuayyeXiw] tvayyeX io 2 Thess 1:8 oxiv] ouv Rom 10:14
Swr;] §w 2 Tim 2:25 U71£p] UTTEpt 1 Thess 3:2
Siayovre?] SiayovTE Tilus 3:3 xaXos] cruv 2 Tim 2:3
a] wv Titus 3:5 xai] xaTa 2 Tim 4 :1
yev>)6&)|X£v] ysvufzeSa Titus 3:7 5i] 5ia Heb 3:19
SteXvjXuSoTa] SieX^XuTDTa Heb 4:14 7T£pi] U7T£p Heb 5:3
yev£aXoyo(xevou5] yEVEayoupevoc; Heb 7:6 PRONOUNS
Erroupaviwv] £7roupavtu Heb 8:5 avrwv] aurw Rom 3:13
X£ywv] Xsyw Heb 9:20 >]fX£l$] JJfXEX Rom 6:4
fzv>5cr8>jcrojzat] fzvrjcrSyjcrQco Heb 10:17 u p tw v] U(XW 1 Thess 3:6
p£pavTi(7(x£voi] £ppavicr(x£voi Heb 10:22 (Xfi] E|X£ 2 Tim 4:9
XsXouapBvot] XeXoupevoi Heb 10:22 auTou] Eai/rou Heb 5:3
tMMYjCrriq] exSixei Heb 10:30 aurov] auTO Heb 5:7
f>X£p.7iop£Vov] pX£7iopt£vav Heb 11:4 u p tw v] u jxw Heb 6:11
xaxouyoupevoi] xaxoyoupiEvoi Heb 11:37 >jfxwv] rjfxco Heb 7:14

MULTIWORD auTov] auTO Heb 11:7
5t aur>)v] 5ia raur^v Heb 5:3 at/rwv] avrco Heb 11:35
yEvoptEvwv] jxeXXov tcov Heb 9:11 ufxwv] upw Heb 12:3

ARTICLES EOUTOv] £«UT0U5 Heb 12:3
Ol] 0 1 Cor 15:6 CONJUNCTIONS
o ] J) 2 Thess 2:16 aXXa] aXX Rom 9:8
yiv ]> ) Heb 7:11 aXX] aXXa Rom 9:32
o?] o Rom 3:30 £av] aw 1 Thess 2:7

PARTICLES 5 i o t i ]  5io 1 Thess 2:18
Ol] ou Rom 4:14 KaBcmtp] xaiairep 1 Thess 4:5

xaBwoTTEp] xa0a7T£p Heb 5:4
ouv] yap Heb 8:4

Nomina Sacra

The scribe of DdbBl typically agreed with the nomina sacra in Dp, but on 28 

occasions he or she stood apart from the exemplar. The most frequently occuring nomina 

sacra VRs found only in Dabsl a re^J and which each occurred on four occasions. No 

observable patterns were evident as to why the scribe of Dabsl differs from the exemplar 

on these occasions, although the nomina sacra VRs in Dabsl did all occur in Romans,

1 Corinthians, or Hebrews.
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TABLE 3.5: NOMINA SACRA VARIATIONS IN Dabsl ALONE
avou Rom 7:1 JO7 1 Cor 10:9
avog Rom 10:5 xs Rom 5:6, 11; 1 Cor 10:4; Heb 3:6
avcov Rom 2:29 Xu Rom 5:15; 16:25
Sa5 Rom 1:3 7rva Rom 1:4
Sv Rom 1:1, 4; 3:18, 26 nvg Rom 8:6

fls Rom 8:3; 1 Cor 12:24; Heb 1:9 
[twice]

iv Rom 1:8; 5:15; 16:25

Bu 1 Cor 14:2 XV 1 Cor 14:21 (from xupiov)
irjX Rom 9:6 vv Rom 1:3

Additions

While the scribe o f Dab5;1 added material not found in Dp in the context of addition 

VRs on 62 occasions, only two of these additions are particularly significant. In 

2 Cor 6:16 (vu #34) the addition of Aeyet yap o 0$ serves to harmonize the introduction of 

the quotation to this formulaic expression elsewhere, including the phrase xaGwg eiWev o 

0eo? in v. 16 itself. Likewise, the addition of Xeyst x j  in Heb 10:30 (vu #18) parallels a 

similar expression that occurs in 10:16.

TABLE 3.6 ADDITION VARIA1IO N S IN Dabsl BUT NOT Dp
AD VERBS/AD JBCTIVES CONJUNCTIONS

+ axpyjv Heb 5 :13 + yap 1 Thess 2:9; Heb 7:11
+ acnovdovq Rom 1:31 + 2 Cor 8:13
+ noXkt] 2 Cor 7:4 + xai Rom 1:24; 11:26,; 2 Cor I '5; 9:4; 

1 Tim 6:16; 2 Tim 4:17; Heb 
5:10; 9:10

+ TipOTY) Heb 9:9 + OTt 1 Cor 7:29; 2 Cor 7:4
PRONOUNS PREPOSITIONS

+ aurou$ 2 Cor 10:12 + 5ta Titus 3:5
+ auTou Rom 15:19; Heb 11:5 + ev 2 Cor 3:9; 7:11; 2 Thess 1:10; 

Heb 11:34
+ Y) fiCOV 1 Thess 3:2 + 7iept 1 Cor 9:9

36 The following additions in Dabsl alone are singular readings: the addition o f the 
pronoun auroiig in 2 Cor 10:12 (vu #8); the preposition ev in 2 Cor 3:9 (vu #26); and the 
multiword addition in 1 Thess 4:17 (vu #26).
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1 Cor 15:51 VERBS

+ fiOU Phlm 10 + ecrre 1 Thess 2:10
+ 1 Thess 3:2 + ecrnv Rom 4:16
4- vy.o)v Rom 12:2

PARTICLES NOUNS
+ a\ir\v 1 Thess 5:28; 2 Thess 3:18; Phlm 25 + XS 1 Thess 3:11

ARTICLES + t? 1 Thess 3:12
+ 0 1 Thess 4:6; Heb 7:10; 9:24 + X.U 2 Tim 4:1; Titus 1:4

+ 3. Heb 11:21 + YV Heb 3:1
+ T)]? 2 Thess 2:10 MULTIWORD
+ TCO 1 Thess 2:4 + ou oucriv 1 Cor 10:20
+ t  a Titus 3:8 + 8ia tou 1 Cor 11:8
+ TtoV Rom 9:3; 1 Cor 14:10 + Xeyei yap o 8? 2 Cor 6:16

NONSENSE MULTIWORD
+ aBapiaa Heb 10:1 + r] 5iaxovov tov 0tf 1 Thess 3:12
+ evouvol? Heb 10:34 + TOO 1 Thess 4:17
+ Xmapoocoi Heb 11:13 + OT[ TEl epou OV TOC 2 Thess 2:5

MULTIWORD + xeXto? r\ 2 Tim 3:17
+ Xeyei K? Heb 10:30 + ovv  epoi 2 Tim 4:11

Omissions

As demonstrated in Table 3 .7, of the 15 occasions where Dabsl differs from Dp, 

five conjunctions, five phrases, four articles, and one pronoun are omitted. Three o f the 

five multiword omissions are the result of parablepsis. The omission of the phrase owe 

ecrnv o 7roiwv ^p^oToryjTa owe ecmv in the singular reading of Rom 3:12 results from a 

jump from oux ecrnv to ovx. ecrnv. The skip from 7rv? to ttv? in 1 Cor 12:7-8 results in the 

singular reading omission o f npog t o  avy.<pipov & piv yap §ia tov 7tvg, while the omission 

of the phrase en  ecrre ev raig apapria? vji&v results from a jump from upwv to upwv in 

1 Cor 15:17 (vu #20).

TABLE 3.7: OMISSION VARIATIONS IN Dabsi BUT NOT Dp
PRONOUNS CONJUNCTIONS

eycu Rom 7:20 xai Rom 4:14; 11:33; 1 Thess 4:8; 
Heb 11:20

ARTICLES T£ Rom 16:26
n 2 Thess 2:22 MULTIWORD
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ARTICLES MULTIWORD

0 2 Thess 2:3 oux ecrnv o ttoiojv ^pjjcrroT^Ta oux 
ecmv

Rom 3:12

TOV Heb 9:19 tov 5o0evTo? )][xiv Rom 5:5
TOU 1 Thess 4:3 e0vwv cmoffroXos* Rom 11:13

7ipo$ to  crup4>epov pev yap 5ia 
tou nvevyLaroq

1 Cor 12:7-X

eve ears  ev tcw; apapnau; upcov 1 Cor 15:17

Transpositions

Only 14 transpositional VRs are found in Dabsl. These transposition VRs occur in 

Rom 1:13 (vu #52); 16:27 (vu#4); 1 Cor 7:35 (vu #2); 10:16 (vu #18), 31 (vu#14);

15:55 (vu #10); 16:19 (vu #18); 2 Cor 10:10 (vu #6), 12 (vu #20); 11:23 (vu #22);

1 Thess 3:6; Heb 10:26 (vu #30); 11:32 (vu #14); and Titus 2:7 (vu #32). Only the 

reordering in 1 Cor 15:55 (vu #10) qualifies as a singular reading.

Movable Nu

On 29 occasions the scribe of Dabsl drops a final nu that was not moved in his or 

her exemplar.37 Three of the occasions are singular readings in Dabsl including the verbs 

§vvay.ecnv in Heb 2:4 (vu #24), e<payopiev in 2 Thess 3:8 (vu #8), and piAAoucrav in Heb 

2:5 (vu #14).

37 These include dvu7roTaxTov in Heb 2:8; a7roAuTpcocriv in Heb 11:35; a7rocrToAov 
in Heb 3:1; ctgojgov in Heb 9:14; aOrov in Heb 3:2; auT&v in Rom 11:17 and Heb 2:10; 
yypaoxov in Heb 8:13; SeSoy.evr}v in 2 Cor 8:1; Svvayveaiv in Heb 2:4; et^e ’n Heb 9:1; 
eipyjxev in Heb 1:13; exoogev in Heb 6:18; e4>dyogev in 2 Thess 3 :8; ep%6p.evov in Heb 6:7; 
iaxYjxapiev in Rom 5:2; iarevpavcapLevov in Heb 2:9; imaTdXrjv in 1 Thess 5:27; ecq/ev in
1 Thess 5:5; ecrnv in Heb 7:15; xaTecrxevaapt.evcov in Heb 9:6; xexoivwvyjxev in Heb 2:14; 
piAAoucrav in Heb 2:5; fzovov in Heb 9:10; ogvuoucnv in Heb 6:16; ttoAiv in Heb 11:10; 
npocrefepev in Heb 11:17; u7repvncco(zev in Rom 8:37; and crwS&cnv in 1 Thess 2:16.
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Proper Names

The scribe of Dabsl follows his or her exemplar with close precision with the 

exception of the spelling of Muuo-% in Heb 7:14 but since the same spelling occurs in Dp 

in Heb 3:3 (vu #12), the change should not be a major difference to be noted between the 

exemplar and copy.

The Scribe of Dabsl/Ep as Copyist of Dp

The scribe of Dabsl was generally careful in copying Dp. On 67 occasions the 

scribe of Dabs] was creative with orthographical shifts while supplying unique nomina 

sacra (28x), omissions (15x), substitutions (96x), additions (62x), and transpositions 

(14x). Parablepsis is common among the scribes of this case study, yet no examples of 

parablepsis are shared between Dp and D ^ 1, as contrasted for example with the 12 

omissions due to eye-jumps shared between Fp and Gp (Rom 8:17 [vu #12]; 12:3 

[vu #32]; 16:12 [vu #18]; 1 Cor 1:26 [vu #28]; 1:27 [vu #18]; 2:6 [vu #26]; 1 Cor 7:19 

[vu #10]; 15:54 [vu #6]; 2 Cor 9:3 [vu #20]; 2 Tim 2:12-13 [vu #6]; Gal 2:8 [vu #2]; 5:6 

[vu #10]). While no omissions due to parablepsis were shared between Dp and Dabsl, the 

scribe o f Dabsl made three eye-jumps not found in his or her exemplar: in Rom 3:12;

1 Cor 12:7-8; 1 Cor 15:17 (vu #20); and possibly a fourth in the substitution o f Rom 1:4 

(vu #30).

Another outstanding feature present in Dabsl is harmonization to the immediate 

context of a given passage by various means. The MS Dabsl and its exemplar share two 

substitution VRs which harmonize readings to their immediate context (Rom 13:12 

[vu #36]; 2 Cor 1:18 [vu #24]) while also harmonizing by means of additions to the text
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in Rom 4:23 (vu #14); 2 Cor 5:19 (vu #40); and 2 Cor 11:8 (vu #8). On two occasions the 

scribe of Dabsl uniquely harmonized to the immediate context by means of omission 

(Rom 16:16 [vu #4); 1 Cor 15:39 [vu #12]). Twice more the scribe of Dabsl uniquely 

harmonized to the immediate context by means of additions to the text (2 Cor 6:16 

[vu #34]; Heb 10:30 [vu #18]).

The scribe was motivated by a desire to harmonize passages to parallels in the 

Pauline corpus, particularly to familiar Pauline phraseology, or to the general larger 

biblical context. Manuscripts Dp and Dabsl share one VR that indicates a harmonization to 

a larger Pauline narrative in 1 Thess 1:1 (vu #34). Thus, while harmonization to parallel 

contexts is more common in the gospels, the same tendency exists in a MS which 

contains epistles, perhaps resulting from the narrative of Paul’s larger body of work and 

customary letter-writing style.

The only other tendency of the scribe of Dabsl was a desire to simplify or clarify 

the text by means of supplying more common expressions or language more familiar to 

readers because of its presence in the remote biblical context. The substitutions by the 

hand of Dabsl in 2 Tim 2:3, Heb 5:3 (vu #32), and 9:11 (vu #12) all simplify the text for 

readers by these means.
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Manuscripts Fp and G p as Descendants of Manuscript Dp

TABLE 3 .8 '8: SUM1V ATI ON OF WHERE Fp AND Gp DIFFER FRO VI ANCESTOR D p
TYPE OFVR Fp VRs NO TIN D pORGp Gp VRs NOT IN DpOR Fp Relative #s from 

Com parative MSS
O rthographical Shifts 556 83 1,420
Substitutions 316 46 974
Additions 11 27 656
Omissions 44 30 306
Transpositions 10 1 243
Nomina Sacra 59 52 3,012
Proper Names 5 1 181
Movable Nu 1 1 104
Consonantal Exchange 0 0 0
Numerical S ubst 0 0 0

Orthographical Shifts 

While the scribe o f Fp frequently differs from both Dp and Gp in regard to 

orthographical shift VRs, he or she also does not follow the typical patterns seen in Dp 

and its copy DabsI. The most frequent exchange in Fp is the w o shift which occurs 189 

times, while the o co shift (third most frequent shift in Fp) occurs 40 times. The rj e 

exchange occurs 98 times with the e *■> y exchange occurring 46 times, while only eight 

of the remaining 33 categories of shifts occur ten times or more including: i et (27x), et 

t (21x), >) i (18x), u i (17x), i u (14x), t (13x), and the e a shift (11 x)

TABLE 3.939: ORTHOGRAPHICAL SHIFT VARIATIONS IN Fp BUT NOT Dp or Gp
Cl T1 1 Tim 5:14 e +  n Rom 9:4; 10:3; 1 Cor 4:19; 8:12; 2 Cor

38 Unlike the analysis of Dp and compared to its copy Dabsl, the analysis o f the 
descendants o f Dp (Fp and GF) will not include VUs from Hebrews, given that this text is 
not extant in Fp and Gp as in Dp.

39 The shifts in Fp from ei e in 1 Tim 5:14 (vu #12); 7) e in 1 Thess 1.10 (vu 
#42); o i in 2 Cor 10:7 (vu #24); t et in 1 Cor 9:25 (vu #8); and from £ a in 1 Cor 
11:14 (vu #10) are singular or sub-singular readings.
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£ - ^  r| 1:9; 5:6; 6:15-16; Gal 4:4, 31; Eph 3:4; 

4:21; Phil 2:29; 3:3; Col 1:17; 4 :15 ,17; 
1 Thess 1:1, 4, 5 [3x], 7, 8 [2x], 9; 2:2 
[2x], 3 ,5 , 7 ,1 9  [2x]; 3:1; 4 :5 ,15 ; 2 
Thess 2:3; 3:15; 1 Tim 2:2; 3:16; 5:5, 
17; 2 Tim 1:9; 2 :19 ,2 1 ; 3:14

CU £ 1 Cor 15:29; 2 Cor 12:20; Gal 2:6; 
Eph 5:28; 2 Tim 4:3

£t - ^  £ Rom 7:18; 2 Cor 3:10; Phil 1:2; 1 Tim 
5:14; 2 Tim 4:14

O) 0  

CO O

Rom 3:20; 4 :2 ,1 7 ,1 9 ; 5:20; 6:11; 
7:4,23; 8:26; 9 :1 3 ,1 7 ,1 9 -2 0 ; 
11:2, 5; 12:2-3, 8; 15:8, 26; 1 Cor 
1 :3,12 (1 2 ,1 6 ,2 4 , 28), 14 ,19 ; 
2 :3 ,9 ,1 4 ,1 6 ; 3 :1 ,18 , 21; 4 :4 ,16 , 
17 [2x]; 5:1; 6:15-16; 7:5, 7 ,26 , 
34 ,36 ; 8:2, 4 ,9 ,1 2 , 26; 10:6 [2x], 
7 ,11 ; 11:18, 24-25, 28, 32; 12:3, 
8 ,18 ; 14:12,18; 15:1, 3, 7-8 ,18, 
2 1 ,2 9 -3 1 ,4 1 ,4 5 , 52, 57 [2xj; 
16:2-3,11; 2 Cor 1 :4 ,12 ; 2 :4 ,9 , 
14; 3:1; 5:2, 4, 6 ,1 5  [2x], 19;
6:11; 7:4, 5 [2x]; 8:5; 9 :3 ,1 0 ,1 3 - 
14; 13:2; Gal 1:20; 3:17; 4:3; 5:7; 
Eph 2:16; 4:18, 23; 6:20; Phil 
1:14; 2:3; 3:14 [2x], 21; 4 :6 ,11 ; 
Col 1 :6 ,1 2 ,1 4 :2 :1 ,9 ; 3:13 [3x], 
17 ,21-22; 4 :5 ,12 ; 5:23; 1 Thess 
1 :5 ,9 ,1 0  [2x]; 2:4 [2x], 6 ,1 0 ,1 3 , 
18; 3:5; 4:16-17; 5 :6 ,8  [2x], 23; 2 
Thess 1:3-4; 3 :1 ,2 ,4 ,1 5 ; 1 Tim 
1 :2 ,6 ,14 ; 2:1 [2x], 4 [2xj, 5-7, 9; 
3:5, 8 -9 ,10-11; 4:2; 5 :2 ,19 ; 6:12 
[2xJ; 2 Tim 1 :3 ,1 0 ,1 7 ; 2:14; 3:11, 
13; 4 :1 3 ,1 6 ,1 8 ; T itus 2:3; Phlm 6

£i ^  a 1 Cor 11:16

r] e t 1 Tim 5:16 £1 t Rom 1:25-26; 14:2; 1 Cor 4:10; 2 Cor 
6:20; 11:7, 21, 27, 32; 12:1 [2x]; 13:11; 
Eph 5:2; Phil 2:16; 4:7; Col 3:16; 2 
Thess 2:13; 1 Tim 2 :7 ,10 ; 2 Tim 4:4; 
Titus 2:10

a  t a 2 Tim 1:4 £ O 1 Tim 2:14
a  o Rom 9:33; 1 Cor 7:8; 1 Thess 

5:13,15
£ 1 Rom 15:29; 2 Cor 10:10; Phil 4:8

a  a i Phil 4:22; 2 Tim 4:7 0  CO Rom 8:32; 9:33; 13:13; 1 Cor 3:7; 9:1; 
12:22; 14:17, 38; 15:38; 2 Cor 1:21; 
3:14; 4:4; 5:8; 8 :1 0 ,1 4 ,1 9 ; Gal 1:19; 
4:1; 5:3; 6:6; Phil 1:18; 2:7-8, 24, 28; 
3:4-5; Eph 1:7; 5:2, 20; 1 Thess 1:1, 9; 
2:8; 2 Thess 1:10; 3 :8 ,1 4 ; 1 Tim 4:1; 
5:22;6:20; 2 Tim 2:6

i * n Rom 4:12-13; 6:21; 8:31; 1 Cor 
1:7, 30; 4:17; 5:24; 2 Cor 9:5; 
11:10; Gal 3:1; Eph 1:15; 3:9;

a> ou Eph 1:9

r , * i Rom 1:26; 10:6, 8; 1 Cor 15:12; 
16:9; 2 Cor 1:6,16; 5:8; 8:14; 9:4;

ou V 1 Cor 11:28; Eph 4:23
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Eph 1:3; 3:5; 6 :18 ,2 2 ; Phil 2:1; 
4:1; Col 1:9; 1 Tim 1:19

r| e Rom 5:2; 7:10; 9:13, 31; 10:9; 
11:3; 12:10; 15:4-5; 1 Cor 2:8; 
3:3, 6 ,1 8 ; 12:28; 2 Cor 1:15; 2:4; 
3:10; 4:1; 6:20; 7:11; 8:7, 9; Gal 
1 :10 ,2 2 :6 :6 ; Phil 2:11, 29; 3:20; 
4 :2 -3 ,11 ,17 ; Col 1 :8 ,1 0 ,1 8 ,2 1 , 
23; 2:10; 3:15-16, 22; 4:9-11,14;
I  Thess 1:8, 9 ,1 0 ,1 1 ; 2 :2 ,1 0 ,1 3 , 
20; 3:18; 4:8-9; 5:2, 6, 8, 9 ,11 , 
18-20; 2 Thess 1:3-4; 3:1, 3, 7, 8,
I I  [2x]; 1 Tim 1 :1 4 ,1 5  [3x], 18; 
2 :1 ,1 1 ,1 4 -1 5 ;3 :6 ,1 3 ; 4:1; 5:2, 
11 ,15-16; 6 :2 ,1 0  [2x], 12, 20; 2 
Tim 1:12; 3:14; 4:15-16; Phlm 9

o *  a 1 Cor 16:7; 1 Thess 2:13; 2 Tim 3:8; 
Titus 3:7

ri *  a 1 Cor 7:8; Titus 1:2 0 * 1 2 Cor 10:7
ri *  u 
r| *  u

2 Cor 7:2, 4 -5 ,13-14 ; 8:23; 
Gal 1:26; Col 1:2; Phlm 3, 6

l *  £1 
I *  £1

Rom 4:14; 7 :11 ,13-14 , 23; 11:38; 
16:23; 1 Cor 1 :4 ,12 , 22; 5:6; 9:7, 25; 
10:20; 2 Cor 7:12; 10:10; 11:6-7; 
12:12, 20; 13:13; Eph 6:2; 1 Thess 2:2; 
3:1; 1 Tim 4:14; 2 Tim 3:11; Phlm 3

t * U Rom 15 :1 ,27 ; 16:18; 1 Cor 
14:22;2 Cor 8:6; 10:15; Col 3:13; 
4:16; 1 Thess 1:9; 3:3, 7; 4:1; 
5:27; 1 Tim 2:6

u -> n 2 Cor 7:10; 10:8; Gal 1:8; 2 Thess 1:3

£ *  cu 1 Cor 8:12; 9:7; 11:2; 2 Cor 13:5; 
Phil 3:2; Col 1:6; 3:15; Phlm 20

U *  £U 1 Cor 14:39

£ *  a Rom 4:18; 11:23; 14:13; 1 Cor 
11:14; Eph 5:25; 1 Thess 3:3; 2 
Thess 2:4; 1 Tim 3:15; 2 Tim 4:3, 
8 [2x1

I ) *  I Rom 9:17; 11:23; 15:31; 1 Cor 7:3; 
14:35; 2 Cor 2:4; 7:11; Eph 1:22; Col 
3:19; 4:7; 1 Thess 2:7; 2 Thess 3:2, 6; 1 
Tim 1:11; 3:16 [2x1; Phlm 20

la *  a 2 Cor 8:4 £ *  CO 1 Tim 5:17
ot *  l Rom 8:28 OU *  U Eph 4:25; Phlm 13
0 *  £ Rom 6:1; Phil 4:18 £ *  at 2 Cor 1:21; Phlm 7

On 83 occasions the scribe of Gp differs from both Dp and Fp, with over half of 

these occurrences being represented by the t *  ei shift (29x) and the et *  t exchange 

(15x). Over half of the twenty types o f shifts that occur in Gp only occur once, which 

helps one understand why the third most common shift in the MS (e *  at) occurs only ten 

times. As with the scribe of the copy Dabsl, the scribe of Gp is not as creative as the scribe 

of his or her ancestor Dp or near kin Fp.
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TABLE 3 .1040: ORTHOGRAPHICAL SHIFT VARIATIONS IN G*1 BUT NOT Dp o r Fp
a at Rom 10:3; 1 Cor 9:17; Phil 4:22 to r t  o Rom 1:16; Eph 1:13
CXI "^ £ 1 Cor 10:11 0 01 Rom 14:18
ai ^  p 2 Thess 2:17 £1 ^  I Rom 1:6, 7,11, 18, 23, 28; 1 Cor 13:6; 

14:26; 2 Cor 13:11; Gal 3:16; Phil 1:17; 
4:7; 1 Thess 5:3; Titus 1:1-2

to oi 1 Thess 5:15 OU 0 Col 3:22
a ecx Col 2:15 o ^  a Rom 1:29; Eph 5:27
a o Eph 2:15 £ CXI Rom 1:6,15; 1 Cor 8:12; Col 4:15; Eph 

4:26; 6:5,17; 1 Thess 4:9; 5:14, 22
> -M
i *  11

Rom 1:27 [2x]; 1 Cor 1:7; 
2 Cor 12:6; Eph 5:10

I *  u Titus 1:11

n * i Rom 11:28 I £1 Rom 1:11,14, 1 6 ,2 0 ,2 1 ,2 4 ,2 9 ,3 2  [2xj; 
5:14; 6:19; 7:3, 18; 9:4,15; 15:8; 1 Cor 
1:4, 12; 2:5; 4:15; 5:6; 7:14; 10:20; 12:5; 
14:37; 2 Cor 13:13; Eph 1:5, 18; 3:13

r| £ Rom 7:22; Phil 2:25; 1 Tim 6:1 U p 1 Cor 5:8
T1 £t Col 2:19 £ -> a Rom 14:13; Phil 2:15
p u Col 1:23

Substitutions

The scribe of Fp made 316 substitutions not found in Dp or Gp. Most frequently 

the scribe replaced verbs (1 lOx) and nouns (lOOx), with adjectives and adverbs being 

replaced on 40 occasions. While the vast majority of the exchanges such as the shift from 

XaXwv to XaXeT in 1 Cor 14:4 (vu #4) are relatively common, at least three of these 

substitutions have real significance. In Col 1:26 (vu #30) the saints as the beneficiaries of 

the mystery God has revealed was changed from ayioig to ctixoGroXoiq, though the only 

reference to apostles comes in Paul’s self-introduction in 1:1. In 2 Thess 2:8 (vu #26) the 

lawless one was strangely said to be destroyed by the breath of God’s crdigctTog rather than 

orogaTog. In Rom 8:26 (vu #14) a harmonization attempt was made to the immediate

40 The orthographical shifts in G15 from t jj in 2 Cor 12:6 (vu #28) and from y] 
ei in Col 2:19 (vu #40) are singular readings.
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context when t?) acrQevda is replaced with r%  Sê crecog to reflect the reference to the Spirit 

helping Christians “pray” throughout the context, though the “weakness” alluded to 

makes the need for God’s help more apparent. While these exchanges by the hand of the 

scribe of Fp are interesting, most of the time the scribe simply replaced words or phrases 

already found in the immediate context, as with the replacement o f cog dcnwg in 

1 Thess 2:10 (vu #12) with the synonymous expression 7rpog aytog.

TABLE 3.1141: SUBSTITUTION VARIATIONS IN Fp BUT NOT Dp or Gp
VERBS NOUNS

Sixaiouvra] Sixaivvra Rom 4:5 Sixaicruvyjv] Siaxaioavvrjv Rom 4:3
peXXEi] ueXXek; Rom 4:24 £7rayy£Xiav] £7iayy£Xr)crav Rom 4:20
xaTaaradrjaovrai]
xaTEaraGrjowrat

Rom 5:2 xaTaXXayrjv] xaraXkayEv Rom 5:11

xauywp£0a] xauxco^era Rom 5:2-3 av6pw7rous] avBponovg Rom 5:18
TiapaTiTugaTi]
■napaTipojxaTi

Rom 5 :15 VEXpCOv] VEXWV Rom 6:4

aveOavopev] aveBavoplev Rom 6:2 u7raxo>]v] imoxovrj Rom 6:16
tkeBBepoi] eXeuGrjpoi Rom 6:20 5ouXoi] SouXGi Rom 6:20
oiSapev] LoSapLtv Rom 8:26 av5pog] avapog Rom 7:2
ayanumv] ayavucng Rom 8:28 urravSpog] vnavapog Rom 7:2
auvepyet) crivepyet Rom 8:28 av5pi] avapi Rom 7:3
avaBzpa] av0£pa Rom 9:3 avJpos] avapog Rom 7:3
Tncrreucov] £7U0T£uwv Rom 9:33 a<poppy]v] Rom 7:11
avTix aaaopLEvog] 
avTiTacrofXEVog

Rom 13:2 e^Gpog] e%Bpog Rom 12:20

JcotrEi] anSuaei Rom 14:12 unopovr)?] unopvrjp Rom 8:25
Rom 14:22 aya-nrjg] ay any] Rom 8:35

xavxacBu)] xauxapioBco 1 Cor 1:31 apxcu] apyia Rom 8:38
ovpfiifiaaei] crvvfieifiaircn 1 Cor 2:16 <t>apaw] <ppau Rom 9:17
etyvTevaa] £<piT£iiaa 1 Cor 3:6 Oopoppa] yopppa Rom 9:29
eote] ETCtt 1 Cor 3:17* ayamyroi] ayamroi Rom 12:19
yeyparrrai] y£yp7rrai 1 Cor 3:17 U7Taxorjv] imaxovy\ Rom 15:18
awr£aBai] amEarai 1 Cor 7:1 xoivamav] xoipcoviav 1 Cor 1:9

41 The following substitutions in Fp alone are singular or sub-singular readings. 
Rom 8:26 (vu #34); 9:33; 1 Cor 1:8 (vu #14); l:9 (vu#14); l:19(vu#24); l:24(vu#22); 
1:31 (vu #16); 3:2; 7:1 (vu #18); 8:7 (vu #38); 10:14; Eph 4:9 (vu #8); 5:10 (vu #6); 5:18 
(vu #14); 5:26 (vu #18); Phil 3:7 (vu #4); and 1 Tim 6:12 (vu #26).



www.manaraa.com

8 6

VERBS NOUNS
x a r  axaXvTrr ecrd a> ] 
xoTHxXu7rp£cr0w

1 C o r 11:6* trounce] adpia 1 C o r  3 :1 9 *

XaXcov] XaXei 1 C o r  14:4 oixovoptoig] oixovopoug 1 C o r  4 :2

Euxapicrrei?] EUxapioTEug 1 C o r  14 :17 x o a p o v ]  xopov 1 C o r  4 :1 3 *

oixoSojxetToi] oixo5op.ei 1 C o r  14 :17 4>0apTov] <}>apTov I C o r  15:53

7ipo<|5y)T6iiwtriv]

7TpO<}»]£UW<nV

1 C o r  14 :24 5ouXog] 5ou* 1 C o r  7:21

npcxprjTtveiv] 7rpo4»jT£ucnv 1 C o r  14:31 <n>v£L(5>]crip] idrjcrEip 1 C o r  8 :7 *

pavSavcocnv] pavOvwcriv 1 C o r  14 :32 am>aroXoi] aTtotrroXt 1 C o r  9 :5

u7T0TKcraETai]

uTioaTaaaeTai

1 C o r  14 :32 oxiyqoivcovog] ouvxoiwvog 1 C o r  9 :23

Eivai] Eipiai 1 C o r  14 :37 W njp lO v] 7T0lT>}pl0V 1 C o r  11 :27

yiv£cr0u] yiV£cr0o 1 C o r  14 :40 a p ap T ia ] a p a p n a g 1 C o r  15 :56

a7T£W£yx£iv] cmEVEyxiv 1 C o r  16:3 xoTtog] xovog 1 C o r  1 5 :58*

7:apa[X£vw] ■napa’ney.eva) 1 C o r  16:5 A xuX ag] axuX a 1 C o r  16 :19

£y£V£To] ETEVETO 2 C o r  1 :19 xapS iaig ] xapSiag 2 C o r  3 :3 ; 4 :6

ysyovEv] y£vopi£v 2 C o r  1 :19 5o|rjg] Soyrfi 2 C o r  3 :1 8

crat^opEvoig] crwaopEVo; 2 C o r  2 :1 5 £“ >]] 2 C o r  4 :4

xaT E vavri] xaT£vwviov 2  C o r  2 :1 7 uw axorj] raaxorj 2  C o r  10:6

ExSvjXOUVTE?]

ExSrjppouvTEg
2 C o r  5 :9 C aiaxnv0r)cropai] aiox>)v0>]ooptai 2 C o r  10:8

Exoixrjcrw] £Xoix»]crwv 2 C o r  6 :1 6 xo7ioig] xovoiog 2  C o r  11:23

E y p a ^ a ]  EpyavJ/a 2 C o r  7 :1 2 X07IO)] xovo 2  C o r  11.27

Xsyw] Xyw 2 C o r  8 :8 Yjpepa] >]|X£ptpv 2 C o r  11 :28

ToXptwpev] toXw{xev 2 C o r  10 :12 a v ay x a ig ] avyxaig 2  C o r  12 :10

E^SacrapEv] o^SacrctpEV 2  C o r  10:14 a7roXoyoup£0a] a7roXoyoup£Ta 2 C o r 12 :19

eote] e ra i 2 C o r  13:5 xoiXiag] xooXiac G a l 1:15

Eur]yy£Xioapi£0a]

EUjjyyeXta'aptETa
G a l 1 :8 EXEU0£pog] EXfiuTEpog G ai 3 :2 8

TapaaaovTEs] mapaa-aovreg G a l 1 :7 4>0ovov] cppov P h il 1:15

Iou5atap.a>] EouSaifffxw G a l 1:13 >5PEpav] rjptEpag P h il 2 :1 6

ovvu7r£xpi0>)o-«v]
ouwvexpiGyjcrav

G al 2 :13 EuayyrXiov] EuayyEXiwv P h il 2 :2 2

ecf>poupoup£0a] 

EĈ pOUpOUfXETE
G al 3 :2 3 A v ay x aio v ] avaxaiov P h il 2 :2 5

£15 TY]v] EOTIV G al 3 :2 3 adEXcpot] aSsXcjJoi P h il 3:1

£Xy)povo(Eoi] xXrjpovopai G al 3 :2 9 eotiv] Ecrrig E p h  4 :9

5wv E p h  1:17 a v a o rp o c ^ v ]  aarpoipY]v E p h  4 :2 2

Eu^py^oEv] EVY}pyy}<; E p h  1 :20 oixoSopyv] otxoSopir] E p h  4 :2 9

ptEXXoVTl] (/EaXXoVTI E p h  1:21 eotiv] ElOTIV E p h  5 :1 0

eSuxev] Soxev E p h  1 :22 EOTtv] OTIV E p h  5 :1 8

£7TOlXo5opt>]0£VT £5] 

£7IOlXo5o(Zl9£VT£?

E p h  2 :2 0 p>5ptcm] Ttptcm E p h  5 :2 6 *

zvayyeXiuaaQai]
EuayyEXicraorai

E p h  3 :8 TrapEpEg] TraTEpag E p h  6 :4

7rpo0£OTv] TrpUEClV E p h  3:13 5ixaioow>)5] Sixatuvrjg E p h  6 :1 4

ayaBuavvYi] uyaBomvrpt E p h  5 :9 nappyjoia] 7rap>)Oia E p h  6 :1 9
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VERBS NOUNS

av0pu)7rapec7xoi]
avSpwirapecrxoi

Eph 6:6 ElpYjVY]] £ip>]V Eph 6:23

UTtepexovra?] wnepexortg Phil 2:3 ayiois] a7TOffroXoi? Col 1:26
opoiwpcm] opioipioptaTi Phil 2:7 axpojiucmci] axpOTtucma Col 3:11
ox̂ )p(«Tt] xc^̂ ctTt Phil 2:7 EXfiuOepog] eXeutepog Col 3:11
£7117TO0Wv] £7Il7rop0WV Phil 2:26 ExXoŷ v] ExXoxyjv 1 Thess 1:4
rjyyicEv] ŷyeurec Phil 2:30 Ayaia] a ya y ia 1 Thess 1:8
yvwcrew?] yvocrew? Phil 3:8 7)fZ£pas] »)p]pas 1 Thess 2:9
(xeratTx̂ ptoTicrEi]
peTaayepaTiaei

Phil 3:21 oSeX̂jou?] a0eX4>ou5 1 Thess 4:10, 13; 
1 Tim 4:6; 5:1

ev£pyou(X£V»)v]
EVEpyoupievrjv

Col 1:29 Tiapouaiav] napovcna 1 Thess 4:15

Ppwcrei] (3pocri Col 2:16 ac)£A4>oi] a0EX4>oi 1 Thess 5:1, 12; 
Phil 3:17; 4:1, 21

EOeXoOprjO'Xta] 0p£crxia Col 2:23 aSsX^ov] aOsXtpov Phil 2:25
7rpa|£aiv] 7ra|ecnv Col 3:9 cpiag] aorrjpiag 1 Thess 5:9
7rpocrw7:oX>jpn|/ia]
7rpotro7roXrj(x̂ ta

Col 3:25 HUOTTJptOv] fZUOTEpiOV 2 Thess 2:7

papTtpu] 7tapTipw Col 4:13 OToptaTog] crupiarog 2 Thess 2:8
ptEXXoptev] eXXojiev 1 Thess 3:4 irapoutriag] Trapaucna? 2 Thess 2:8
£7117700OUVTÊj E7Tl7rO0£UVTE<; 1 Thess 3:6 ETriraŷ v] £7UTay£ 1 Tim 1:1
EauyyeXiaaptEvou]
EuayyEXicrapiEVOi

1 Thess 3:6 TlfX)]] TElptE 1 Tim 1:17

5uvapt£0a] yuvapi£0a 1 Thess 3:9 >)cnjxia] Ecrixta 1 Tim 2:12
xotpy)0£VTa?] xoip)5evtck 1 Thess 4:15 X.p0tnw] xPlcr£lca 1 Tim 2:9
Evoxpivw] £x.oxpivw 1 Thess 5:27 aX>]0£iav] aXjjJiav 1 Tim 4:3
EpWTOJpiEv] 7rp&)TW(Z£V 2 Thess 2:1 7rapaiTou] 7ipatTou 1 Tim 4:7
cmoxaXucjjOijcn’jtoai]
a7roXu<)j0>]vat

2 Thess 2:6 TTpoaEuxai?] TrpoaEuxepi? 1 Tim 5:5

TiapEXafWav]
Tiap̂ XaPETat

2 Thess 3 :6 ExxX>]cna] exXrjcna? 1 Tim 5:16

Epyâ opiEwoi] £pyâ opt£i 2 Thess 3:8 4nptcocrEi$] 4>piUCT£l5 1 Tim 5:18
JwptEv] Sopeci) 2 Thess 3:9 SuVCVTKl] 5’JVKTai 1 Tim 5:25
£pyâ £cr0ai] epyaX^eaSai 2 Thess 3:11 opEyoptEvoi] opyopiEvot 1 Tim 6:10
i^eTpanYiaav] e^erpa-n^aav 1 Tim 1:6 ExXy)07]<;] ExXo07]5 1 Tim 6:12
aU0£VT£lv] Xu0£VT£lV 1 Tim 2:12 aX»)0£iav] aXE0iav 2 Tim 2:18
am xsaB ai] aneysaSai 1 Tim 4:3 axsvYj] crreor] 2 Tim 2:20
£pZ7T£CT>)] £V7T£Cr>5 1 Tim 4:10 fiXatnpqpiioi] fi\aa(py]0i 2 Tim 3:2
aywvi£opiE0a] aywvî opeOa 1 Tim 4:10 awTTjpo?] amrjcrog Titus 1:3
XOlVWVEl] XOIVCOXEI 1 Tim 5:22 aurspog] crryjpog Titus 3:6
T̂rjCTEl?] £l)T>]aEl 1 Tim 6:4

EicnjvEyxapiEv]
£i<rvy)yxapi£v

1 Tim 6:6

0X£7racrpaTa] crxe7tctxp.ara 1 Tim 6:8 ADJECTIVES/ADVERBS
yxaxo7ra0)̂ trov]
<Tvvxaxo7ra0£crov

2 Tim 2:3 naAaiog] naXXaiog Rom 6:6

oTpctToXoŷ ffavri]
(TpaToXoŷ aavTi

2 Tim 2:4 aveyxXyjnovg] avsyxXrov 1 Cor 1:8
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VERBS ADJECTIVES/ADVERBS
SiapiapTUpopiEVO?]

SiptapTupopiEvo;

2 Tim 2:14 £7ri0avaTiou?] z m S a v a n o v 1 Cor 4:9

£15] £1 2 Tim 3:6 7ravTa$] n a v x a 1 Cor 7:7
Ef))pTia-pt£vo;] £|>)pyipi£Vop 2 Tim 3:17 o u y ] oux Rom 5:16; 1 Cor 

7:28. 35; 2 Cor 
1:24; Eph 4:20; 
Phil 3:12;

PieXXovto?] pieXXovte? 2 Tim 4:1 piaxapiwTEpa] p iaxapiarEpa 1 Cor 7:40
£7riTay>jv] E7ri£ay))v Titus 1:3 (pB aprov] cpaprov 1 Cor 9:25
aveyrjXrjTrov] avrp/XrjTiciv Titus 1:7 TOlOUTOi] TOlOUTt 1 Cor 15:48
xaT aor>]picm ]

xaToayyjpiKTi

Titus 2:3 7ravTW?] navrco 1 Cor 16:12

X aX si] XeXei Titus 2:15 TOIOUTOI?] TOIOUTI? 1 Cor 16:16
E0-WCTEV] EOKTEV Titus 3:5 a<f>pova] aippov 2 Cor 11:16
^uT^aEic] ^T icrei Titus 3:9 n acrwv] Tiacrco 2 Cor 11:28
XEXpiXa] X£Xp IT Cl Titus 3:12 outw?] OVTO? Eph 5:24
yEvrjTai] t e v ^ t c ii Phlm 6 c m v a ]  r iv a Phil 3:7
£iriTacrcr£iv] £7tiracr£iv Phlm 8 upi T a] piEya Col 3:2

PARTICLES ctvopio?] vapto? 2 Thess 2:8
E p j] p i I Cor 9:3 ovotjtou?] avo))TOU 1 Tim 6:9
ttjv £pi))v] pojv 1 Cor 11:24* i{i£u5a)vupiou] ifieuSwpiou 1 Tim 6:20*
pi>]re] )j.YjSe 2 Thess 2:2 [2x] 7ravTiov] naxcov 2 Tim 3:11

MULTIWORD cuvetwv] aaiVETWv 1 Cor 1:19
xocrpiw] tw xopiw Rom 5:13 a y a m y ro i]  ayap)]TOi* 1 Cor 10:14
T)] ac0£V £ia] T)]5 5e)]<x£w? Rom 8:26 ou] ou x 1 Cor 10:21 [2xj; 

11:8: 12:15
t  a  pisXr)] e a  pieXe I Cor 6:15 aypu7Tviaic] aypnrviat? 2 Cor 6:5
yyiwv] Y) upiwv 1 Cor 15:3 4>uXaxai?] <TuXxat? 2 Cor 6:5
ovopaa] pi£T>] avopua? 2 Cor 6:14 Sixaiocnjv))?] 5ixaicruv>)? 2 Cor 6:7
w? ocnw?] ixpog ayio? 1 Thess 2:10 7iapaxX>)0'ea>s] Trapax>)cr£ow 2 Cor 8:4
Em 710075] >]v Traae 1 Thess 3:7 £7t i t tX ea rj] erdBzX zae 2 Cor 8:6
t >] aya7T)]] T/jp aya7t£? 1 Thess 3:12 etiiteX ecd)] £7TiOeXecD] 2 Cor 8:6
to i?  7r iarou ffaa iv ] tou?  

m areio-acriv

2 Thess 1:10 a v 0pco7rw v] avSpam w v 2 Cor 8:21

pi)) a u 0 a 5 r j ] )] Xi»5a5))v Titus 1:7 a5eX4>ou?] a5X4>oi? 2 Cor 9:3
CONJUNCTIONS oute] ouy£ 1 Thess 2:5

y a p ]  yacrp R o m  8 :2 4 TipWTOp] Tip WTO 1 Tim 2:15
aXXa] aXX 1 Cor 3:2; 2 Tim 2:9 PRONOUNS
aXX] aXXa Rom 4:2; 1 Cor 7:21; 

1 0 :2 0
P ) ]  pl£ 1 Cor 6:15

iv a ] iv 1 Cor 9:20; 2 Cor 13:7 71015] 01? 1 Cor 7:10Ji

3f .. 
s

vyv3 2 Cor 9:5 a u ro u ] au ro 1 Cor 7:12
x a i]  x a Eph 2:16; Titus 1:16 piou] pioi I Cor 9:18

NONSENSE sauT ou?] Eaurov 1 Cor 11:31
ou] piu 1 Thess 4:13 T ouro] TOUT 2 Cor 2:3
£v] ££V 2 Thess 1:4 TOUTOV] TOUTO 2 Cor 4:7
piET] pl£l 2 Thess 1:7 EaUTOU?] EaUTUO? 2 Cor 6:4

Eyw] ETW 2 Cor 10:1
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ARTICLES PRONOUNS

t»)v] Tyj 1 Cor 13:2 EdUTOl?] CtUTOt? 2 Cor 10:12
tc?] t a Rom 8:27 £(ze] pat 2 Cor 12:6

F)]>) 1 Cor 13:3 TOUTOu] TaUTOU Eph 6:12
to] T£ Gal 1:11 TOUTOU] aUTOU Eph 3:1
TCdv] TCO Eph 2 :19 TOUTOu] aUTOU Titus 1:5
TOU?] OU? Titus 1:6 aurocov] auTov Titus 1:12
T&JV] TCO 1 Cor 4:5; 1 Tim 3:7 Tou] ffou Titus 3:4
TOI?] TOU? 1 Cor 5:1 PREPOSITIONS
TO)] TO 1 Cor 5:3; 9:18 )]v] £V 1 Cor 15:31
TCOV] TOV 1 Tim 1:16 itpo?] 7rpo 2 Cor 1:12

PREPOSITIONS Et?] £? 2 Cor 1:16
paya] p£T a 2 Cor 11:15 5i] 5ia 2 Cor 1:16
pETcc] paTa Phil 4:6 £t?] irpo 2 Cor 9:5
£fX7rpOCT0£v] £VTipOff0EV 1 Thess 2:19° X07I0C?] JC0V0I? 2 Cor 10:15

The scribe of G1* differs from the texts of Dp and Fp with regard to substitution 

VRs on 46 occasions. The most frequent substitutions involved verbs (23x), with nouns 

(7x) and adjectives or adverbs (6x) also being exchanged in the MS. Given that most of 

these substitutions were simply based on orthographic or consonantal exhanges, they are 

not very significant. For example, the exchange of yivecrGw for earco in Rom 3:4 (vu #6) is 

very common and does not reflect any attempt at harmonization to the immediate context.

TABLE 3.1242. SUBSTITUTION VARIATIONS IN Gp ALONE BUT NOT Dp or Fp
VERBS NOUNS

Seopevo?] Sacopaivo? Roin 1:10 EXXrjvo?] eXX>jw>) Rom 2:9
cnjpcyGijvat] oT̂ peyOvai Rom 1:11 Xap0>)|] Xapuv| Rom 3:13
ETTlWoBcd] E7rt7t0W Rom 1:11 yuvauco?] ayuvaoco; 1 Cor 11:11
ovpnapaxXyjOyjvai ] avvnapaxXr)8r]vcu Rom 1:12 ayyeXo?] avyeXo; 2 Cor 12:7
ayu] eyco Rom 1:13 eitlTpOTTOU?] ETOTtTpOTIOU? Gal 4:2
e<t>av£pcocr£v] etpawepunv Rom 1:19 yXwcraa] yXcoaa Phil 2:11
ayvouv] auvcov Rom 2:4 i£Evo4>covta?] Kaivodxma? 1 Tim 6:20
cruppaprupoucT}]?] auvpapTupoua/j? Rom 2:15 ADJECTIVE/ADVERBS
E’xjSe.ixvvurai] evSucvuvrat Rom 2:15 ey0po?] eppo? Rom 12:20
Xoyicrpcov] 5taXoyicrpcov Rom 2:15 7TpCOTOv] irpCOVTOV Rom 15:24

42 Three substitutions occuring in Gp alone are singular readings: 1 Cor 10:5 (vu 
#10); 11:20 (vu #22); and 12:22 (vu #4).
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VERBS ADJECTIVES/ADVERBS

§ixai<op.aTa] Sixatcoua Rom 2:26 noXXco] ■jtoXXtov 1 Cor 12:22
yiVEcrSco] ECTTW Rom 3:4 oXiyov] oXXtyov 2 Cor 8:15
avTiTaacropEvo?] avTiTacropEvo? Rom 13:2 UTTEpXtav] UTtEpSlftV 2 Cor 11:5
<f>ay£iv] 4><f>ctyEiv* 1 Cor 11:20 vw] puv Col 1:26
XaXsiv] oXXeiv 1 Cor 14:5 rravTa] Travras 2 Tim 4:17
oixoSop.emti] oiKoSo{iei 1 Cor 14:17 ARTICLES
oxiveX0>)] eX0>] 1 Cor 14:23* t o u ] t o u t Gal 3:13
awrracrracnas] axacna<rrama.(; 1 Cor 14:33 CONJUNCTIONS
EuayyeXtai] evtzyyeXsiu 2 Cor 8:18 yap] Se Rom 2:14
xauywpEvoi] xavyopiEVO 2 Cor 10:5 5e] yap Rom 3:4
rrjpyjau] t f)py)ca 2 Cor 11:9 MULTIWORD
xaTotxrjcrai] xaraoixyiaai Eph 3:17 TO XttT] 0 E7T Rom 1:15
Sr)?Maa<;] SrjXcos Col 1:8 OUTOl] 01 TOUOUTOI Rom 2:14
EppvaaTO] EupaaaTO Col 1:13 oou] eiav tw prj ecrOiEtv Rom 14:10
i t ro T rjT a ]  town) pa Col 4:1 PRONOUNS

ev] 05 Rom 2:29

Additions

The scribe of Fp adds material not found in Dp or Gp on only 11 occasions with the 

only significant addition VR being the phrase p.al\ov t o v  yjfiepa? xal SaviS in the singular 

reading of Rom 11:12 (vu #30), which parallels the same phrase being used in verse nine 

of the immediate context. The scribe of Gp differs from Dp or Fp on 27 occasions, which 

includes ten multiword additions. In the singular reading of 1 Cor 7:17 (vu #20) the 

scribe harmonizes to the immediate context by adding the words o kg which are already 

present in the verse. Finally, the repetition of the phrase rj ctpa ovv ra p.e\y) t o u  noicryjg 

peXyj 7ropyjg p.yj yevoiro in the singular reading of 1 Cor 6:15 (vu #40) results from the 

scribe skipping back to a previous point in his or her ancestor and copying the same 

material twice.
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TABLE 3 .1343: ADDITION VARIATIONS IN Fp BUT NOT Dp OR Gp
ADVERBS/ADJECT] VHS CONJUNCTIONS

+ 7 r a ; Col 1:11 + xai 1 Cor 4:12
■+ 6c Phil 3:4

PRONOUNS MULTIWORD
+  Y] f lto V Eph 2:5C + ov 7rpo£yvw Rom 1:11

NOUNS ^ + paXXov tcov 
>}p£pa<; xai 
5aui5

Rom 11:12

+ Sixatouvr;^ Rom 9:31 + eyw p.£V Phil 1:3
+  7TVI Gal 5:24 ARTICLES

+ 0 1 Cor 9:12; 1 Thess 5:24
ADDITION VARIATIONS IN Gp ALONE BUT NOT Dp OR Fp

PRONOUNS CONJUNCTIONS
+ a 1 Cor 15:15 + yap Rom 6:2; 14:10*
+ auTou 2 Cor 7:6* + xai 1 Cor 4:12

MULTIWORD NOUNS
+ Siaxopcvot 2 Cor 4:8 + Xu 1 Cor 11:3

+ Ou Phil 3:6
+ napa  0aJ Rom 12:13 PREPOSITIONS
+ r) apa ovv ra  jieXr) tou yy  
7 r o ic r^ 5  pteXr) Troprj  ̂ pirj ycvoiTo*

1 Cor 6:15 +  £V Rom 2:28:2 Cor 11:27

+ Kara 1 Cor 10:33
+ o K? 1 Cor 7:17 ARTICLES
+ xai tou evog aprou frorrjpiou 1 Cor 10:17 +  TY]V Rom 9:30
+ ex fxepous* 1 Cor 13:12 + Ta Rom 1:32; 2:14
+ oti eav eX0o) 7raXiv ou 
4>iaopiai*

2 Cor 12:18 + 0 1 Tim 6:10

+ 7iaVT0T£ OXIV XU) £O0(i£8a 1 Thess 4:14 Rom 1:12; 2 Cor 9:13
+ touto) aroiyovaiv Gal 6:16 VERBS
+ xai ano t u i v  yevecov* Eph 3:9 + ecmv Phil 1:21

Omissions

The scribe of Fp omitted material that is included in Dp and Gp on 44 occasions. 

Most frequently these omissions involved articles (14x), conjunctions (7x), and articles

43 The following four additions in Fp alone are singular or sub-singular in nature: 
Rom 11:12 (vu #30); 1 Cor 4:12 (vu #18); 9:12(vu#20); Gal 5:24(vu#28). In Gp eleven 
singular or sub-singular additions are present: 1 Cor 6:15 (vu #40); 7:17 (vu #20); 10:17 
(vu #30); 13:12 (vu #36); 15:15 (vu #4); 2 Cor 4:8 (vu #6); 7:6* (vu #22); 9:13 (vu #46); 
Gal 6:16 (vu #6); 1 Thess 4:14 (vu #18); and 1 Tim 6:10 (vu #38).
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(5x). Three of these omissions resulted from parablepsis, including a singular reading 

omission of the noun fjp.epag in Rom 11:8 (vu #42) which follows %tepov. Similarly, the 

omission of the phrase acrBeveiaig ev vfipecnv in 2 Cor 12:10 (vu #6) resulted from a jump 

from ev to ev, while another eye-jump from xarefiYj to mrwTepa led the scribe to omit iig 

ret xarcorepa in Eph 4:9 (vu #22).

On 30 occasions the scribe o f Gp differed from Fp and Dp in regard to omission 

VRs, which includes six omissions of conjunctions and articles respectively and five 

multiword omissions. One multiword omission in Gp was a result o f parablepsis when the 

phrase tjj Stavota cvreg aTXYjXXorpKxjptivoi is omitted because o f an eye-jump from 

ecncwTcogevoi to &7D)XXoTpicopivoi in Eph 4:18 (vu #6). In particular to Romans, the scribe 

of Gp seemed interested in generalizing the epistle by removing the noun 'Pcopiy in 

Rom 1:7 (vu #10) and the phrase rolg ev 'Pcopaj in Rom 1:15 (vu #20). While Gamble 

correctly noted that the generalization o f Romans was a tendency made evident in all of 

the MSS in this case study, the scribe of G*5 is especially prone to generalize Paul’s letter 

to the Romans.44

44 Gamble, Books, 124-25.
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TABLE 3 .144?: OMISSION V A R IA T IO N S ^ Fp BUT NOT Dp or &
PRONOUNS CONJUNCTIONS

dVTY ) 1 Cor 8:9* T ap 1 Thess 4:10
f1 0 V Rom 16:8 Kai Rom 4:21; 11:9; 1 Cor 1:22; 9:5; 

1 Thess 3:2; 5:25; 2 Thess 1:5*
ADJECTIVE/ADVERB 0)5 Rom 15:24

EVt 1 Cor 12:13; Gal 3:28* NOUNS
out cog Gal 1:6 YiuEpag Rom 11:8
CD55 Phlm 14 MULTIWORD

PREPOSITIONS o 0 avaTO5 Rom 5:12
Eph 2:15 cnro rroXXcov eto)v 0)5 av Rom 15:23

EV 1 Tim 2:2 TIoXXoiv Rom 15:23
7T£pt 1 Thess 1:22 aa&eveiaig ev ufipecriv 2 Cor 12:10

Et5 Ta Karen epa Eph 4:9
ARTICLES

Rom 4:3. 2 Cor 7:8; 11:28*; Gal 3:21; 
2 Thess 2:9

t>55 Gal 2:7; Titus 1:10

0 1 Cor 1:18*; 7:3-4,39; 11:22; 2 Cor 
8:18; Gal 3:8;

To 2 Cor 3 13; Col 1:19

t  a 1 Cor 15:27 Tou Rom 5:10; 7:2
TT]V 1 Thess 2:1

OMISSION VARIATIONS IN Gp BUT NOT Dp or Fp
VERBS CONJUNCTIONS

7TICJTEUE1V Phil 1:29* Tap Gal 5:6
PARTICLE Ae 1 Cor 12:21; 2 Tim 3:5*

Gal 6:18* Kat Rom 1:13; 4:21; Col 2:11; 1 Thess 5:25
PREPOSITIONS Oti Rom 3:8

EV Rom 1:12; 1 Cor 1:10* NOUNS
ARTICLE fl av 2 Cor 10:9

.ri Rom 3:1 Pcop>] Rom 1:7
0 Rom 3:11 |2x], 13 MULTIWORD
TO Rom 1:16 T015 EV Po>yLY) Rom 1:15
TOU Rom 2:29 £15 cro)T»]piciv Rom 1:16
T Yi 2 Tim 3:10 to auaSov Rom 2:10
Tr]5 Titus 1:10 ex. 4>uo‘eo)5 axpoPuana Rom 2:27

ADJECT1 VE/ADVERB 0  0 avaTO5 Rom 5:12
EVt 1 Cor 12:13 t y] Oiavota ovt£5 a7r|XXoTpio)g£voi* Eph 4:18
OUT 0)5 Gal 1:6

45 In Fp the following omissions are singular or sub-singular readings: the 
omission of the pronoun atmf in 1 Cor 8:9* (vu #16), the adjective ev't in Gal 3:28* (vu 
#22), the article ^ in 2 Cor 11:28* (vu #40), the article t o u  in Rom 5:10 (vu #16), and the 
noun r^iepag in Rom 11:8 (vu #42). In Gp the singular or sub-singular omissions are the 
particle apjv in Gal 6:18* (vu #26), the conjunction on in Rom 3:8 (vu #22), and the 
multiword omissions in Rom 2:27 (vu #6) and Eph 4:18.
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Transpositions

In Fp on ten occasions the scribe differs from Dp and Gp in transpositional VRs 

including Rom 12:4 (vu #18), 4 (vu #32); 1 Cor 3:4 (vu #6); 14:36 (vu #24); 2 Cor 1:22 

(vu #2); 3:15 (vu #18); Gal 1:24 (vu #4); Eph 5:3 (vu #6); Col 4:9 (vu #16); and 1 Tim 

2:13 (vu #6). Only the transpositions in Rom 12:4 (vu #18) and 1 Cor 3:4 (vu #6) are 

singular readings. Unlike the scribe of Fp, the scribe of Gp differs only from Dp and Fp, in 

Phil 1:20 (vu #26), which is also a singular reading.

Nomina Sacra

The MSS Fp and Gp find an unusual number o f agreements with nomina sacra 

because of their large number o f three-letter form nomina sacra. Of the 59 occasions 

where Fp differs from Dp and Gp, 33 of them involve three-letter form nomina sacra as 

found with xpv (5x), xpv (7x), rfpi(2x), XP$ (6x), lijv (2x), up (5x), while xpo, XPF> Xpw, 

tuv, irjg, and xpco occur on one occasion each. Similarly, of the 52 occasions where the 

scribe of G15 is the only witness o f the three to include a nomina sacra VR, 30 involve the 

three-letter nomina sacra including xpv on 18 occasions, as well as xpu  (6x) and nju (4x), 

while xp? and 7tp? occurred once.

TABLE 3 .1 5 : NOMINA SACRA VA.RIATIONS IN Fp BUT NOT IN Dp or 0 ”
avoi? Gal l:10c XP° 1 Cor 1:4
avov Col 1:28 (twice); 3:9; Eph 2:15; 4:22, 

24
xW 1 Cor 2:2* (from Xpicrrov)

avov Gal 3:15 m 1 Cor 2:2°; 9:1; 2 Cor 11:4; Eph 4:20; 
5:32

avog Gal 2:16; Eph 5:31; Phil 2:7 Xpw 1 Cor 1:8
avovg Gal 1:10* Rom 9:1; 1 Cor 10:16; 2 Cor 2:15; Gal 

6:14, 18; Eph 2:12; 2 Thess 3:5
avaiv Col 2:22; Eph 4:14 xW 1 Cor 10:16; 2 Cor 2:15
IUv 2 Cor 4:5 XK Rom 14:15; 15:3; 1 Cor 10:4; 12:12; 

2 Cor 13:5; Eph 2:5
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t  >]V 1 Cor 2:2C; Phlm 5 XS 1 Cor 11:3°
tjju 1 Cor 2:2*; 12:3: 1 Tim 1:14: 4:6: 2 

Tim 1:1
X” Rom 1:6

w 1 Tim 1:15 TTVtt 2 Thess 2:2*
tu Rom 1:6 7 m 1 Cor 15:24; Col 1:8
6u 1 Cor 1:6 (from xptOTOt)) 7TV? Eph 2:2
up Rom 4:16 7 ip o $ 1 Cor 1.3
xpu 2 Thess 1:1 ovvoig Col 1:20
>cu Rom 16:20

NOMINA SACRA VARIATIONS IN (F B U T  NOT Dp or Fp
avov Col 1.28 [twice]: 3.9; Eph 2:15; 4:22, 

24
IV Rom 1:6

avo? Gal 2:16; Eph 5:31; Phil 2:7 6v 1 Cor 1:6 (from xpiatou)
avcov Col 2:22; Eph 4:14 XV Rom 16:20
X p w 1 Cor 1:4; 15:18,22; 15:31; Eph 1:3; 

Phil 3:3
Xfv Rom 15:30; 1 Cor 1:9; 16:23; 2 Cor 

3:3; 4:11; 8:9; 12:10; Gal 1:3, 7; Eph 
1:2, 5, 17,4:13; 5:21; Phil 1:11; Col 
1:7; 1 Tim 5:21; Titus 1:1

ev Rom 1:7; 1 Tim 4:10 XP? Rom 15:7
1 Cor 15:31; Eph 2:20; 2 Tim 2:1; 
Titus 1:1

7fp5 Rom 1:7

im Col 1:8 7rv$ Eph 2:2
UtJ Rom 1:9 i f pog 1 Cor 1:3

apiav Rom 1:16 crpu Eph 2:5 (from xpkttco)

The scribe of Fp did not supply nomina sacra on seven occasions where Gp does 

without the agreement of Dp, but none of these are particularly significant. The scribe of 

Gp differs on eight occasions from Fp, including three occasions which involve the 

nomina sacra xv.

TABLE 3.16: NOMINA SACRA VARIATIONS IN Gp BUT NOT Fp
eu 1 Cor 10:32 XV 1 Cor 9:1
tt7 1 Cor 12:3 X? 1 Cor 12:12

7m 2 Cor 3:3 Ttpf 1 Cor 15:24; Col 1:3

NOMINA SACRA VARIATIONS IN Fp BUT NOT Gp
tu 1 Cor 15:31 1 Cor 15:18,22,31

1 Cor 9:12; 16:23; Gal 2:16 Tmxrj Eph 1:3
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Proper Names

The scribe of Fp was the most creative in this regard with six proper name VRs 

that do not occur in either Dp or Gp. Five of these six variations are singular readings:

Rom 15:31 (vu #30); 2 Cor 3:7 (vu #48), 13 (vu #8), 15 (vu #14); and Gal 2:7 (vu #22).

As has been demonstrated in the analysis of other variation types, the scribe o f Gp was 

less creative than the scribe of Fp and varied from the others only in regard to proper 

names in the singular reading Phil 1:1* (vu #28).

T A B L E  3 .17: P R O P E R  N A M E  V A R IA T IO N S  IN  Fp B U T  N O T  D p O R  Gp
riETpo (from nerpos) Gal 2:7 (vu #22) l£pou<raX>3pi 

(from IepouaaA^p)
Rom 15:25*

Moucrew;
(from Muvaeax;)

2 Cor 3:7 (vu #48) lepucraXrjpt 
(from kpoucraArjp)

Rom 15:31 
(vu #30)

Moucrr); (from MwucdjG 2 Cor 3:13 (vu #8); 
3:15 (vu #14)

P R O P E R  N A M E  V A R IA T IO N S  IN  G p B U T  N O T  D p O R  Fp
<J>iXi7ro7roi5 (from OtAimrotg) Phil 1:1* (vu #28)

Movable Nu

The scribes of Fp and Gp differ from Dp and one another on only one occasion 

each. In Fp the nu is dropped from 'npoeipYjxev in the singular reading o f Rom 9:20 (vu 

#6), while the scribe of Gp made this change only with iyevyjd^jxev in 1 Thess 2:10.

The Scribes of Fp/Gp as Copyists of a Descendant o f Dp 

Although one cannot be certain as to the nature of the exemplar(s) o f Fp and Gp 

(unless one MS is the exemplar for the other), several observations can be made based on 

their relationship to their archetype Dp. Generally the scribe of Gp was more careful than 

the scribe o f Fp. With the exception of VRs involving additions, Fp more creatively
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handled the text as evidenced by the 44 occasions omissions occur as compared to 30 

times in Gp or the 316 substitutions in Fp as compared to 46 in Gp. The close relationship 

between these two MSS is made certain particularly in the number of orthographical 

shifts VRs shared between them (2,575) or the three-letter form nomina sacra that 

account for 73.93% of the disagreement with Dp and its copy Dabsl.

The scribe of Gp was sometimes motivated by a desire to generalize the contents 

of Romans, as indicated by the omissions in Rom 1:7 (vu #10) and 1:15 (vu #20). 

Furthermore, while no examples of parablepsis were shared between Dp and Dabsl, twelve 

omissions due to eye-jumps not found in Dp were shared between Fp and Gp (Rom 8:17 

[vu #12]; 12:3 [vu #32]; 16:12 [vu #18); 1 Cor 1:26 [vu #28]; 1:27 [vu#18];2:6  [vu 

#26]; 1 Cor 7:19 [vu #10]; 15:54 [vu #6]; 2 Cor 9:3 [vu #20]; 2 Tim 2:12-13 [vu #6]; Gal 

2:8 [vu #2]; 5:6 [vu #10]). Three additional omissions result from parablepsis by the hand 

of the scribe of Fp in Rom 11:8 (vu #48); 2 Cor 12:10 (vu #6); and Eph 4:9 (vu #22), 

while the scribe of Gp omitted material due to an eye-jump only in Eph 4; 18 (v #6).

Twice Fp and Gp share two VRs that harmonize to the immediate context by 

means of substitution (Rom 7:18 [vu #54]; 1 Cor 4:6 [vu #44]) and by means of addition 

to the text on three occasions (2 Cor 5:15 [vu #16], 2 Thess 1:12 [vu #16]; Gal 4:1 [vu 

#4]). The scribes of Fp and Gr15 shared two attempts to harmonize to the immediate context 

by means of substitution in Rom 7:18 (vu #54) and 1 Cor 4:6 (vu #44), while individually 

the scribe of Fp harmonized to the immediate context twice by substitution by his or her 

own hand (Rom 8:26 [vu #14]; 1 Thess 2:10 [vu #12]) and once by means o f an addition 

(Rom 11:12 [vu #30]). The scribe o f Gp avoided this tendency altogether by means of
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substitution but harmonized to the immediate context by means of addition in the singular 

reading of 1 Cor 7:17 (vu #20).

On four occasions shared VRs in Fp and Gp demonstrate harmonizations to the 

writings of Paul, as with the substitutions in 1 Cor 6:3 and 1 Cor 15:45 (vu #2) or 

additions in Rom 12:17 (vu #14) and Col 1:2 (vu #34). On eight occasions the 

introduction of more familiar expressions into the text is shared in the substitution VRs of 

Fp and Gp (1 Cor 10:13 [vu #8], 29 [vu #34]; 5:2 [vu #36]; Gal 3:21 [vu #36]; Phil 4:7 [vu 

#30]; Col 1:7 [vu #4], 26 [vu #30]; 3:1 [vu #18]) and in one addition shared between the 

two MSS (Rom 4:18 [vu #42]). Similarly, in the shared VR in 2 Cor 12:13 (vu #40) the 

scribes of Fp and G15 appear to harmonize the reading to the context o f the particular 

epistle as a whole.

Globalization o f Tendencies of Scribes in Case Study 2

The scribal hand of Dabs,! as compared to its exemplar and the hands of Fp and Gp 

as compared to their ancestor reveal patterns of particular scribal habits in this second 

case study. First, parablepsis is fairly common. The scribe o f D absl had eye-jumps in Rom 

1:4 (vu #30) and 1 Cor 15:17 (vu #20), and on two occasions provided singular readings 

by means of his or her unintentional errors (Rom 3:12; 1 Cor 12:7-8). Similarly, the 

scribe of Fp jumped material in Rom 11:8 (vu #42); 2 Cor 12:10 (vu #6); Eph 4:9 

(vu #22), while the scribe of Gp did the same in Eph 4:18 (vu #6). While dittography 

might be considered another unintentional error common among NT MSS, only one such 

error presents itself in this case study where the scribe of Gp stands alone by repeating
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material in 1 Cor 6:15 (vu #40). Thus, the only tendency made evident by unintentional 

error common among the scribes of the second case study is due to parablepsis.

In regard to intentional changes evident in the text, the first tendency is a desire to 

sharpen or clarify the reading of particular texts. The scribe of DabsI clarified the reading 

of particular texts in 2 Tim 2:3; Heb 5:3 (vu #32); 9:11 (vu #12). Similarly, the scribe of 

Fp differs from his or her ancestor in Col 1:26 (vu #30). The clearest evidence o f this 

tendency by the hand of the scribe of Gp results from the generalizing tendency 

previously noted in Rom 1:7 (vu #10), 15 (vu #20).

Although perhaps not as prevalent as might be expected among gospel MSS, the 

scribes of these Pauline texts were very interested in harmonizing their texts to the 

immediate context. The scribe of Dabsl did so by means of substitution in 1 Cor l:23c 

(vu #18); 2 Cor 11:15 (vu #32); Gal 6:15° (vu #10); Col 2:10 (vu #24); by means of 

supplying nomina sacra in 2 Cor 10:8 (vu #26); Col 4:20 (vu #50); 1 Tim 6:1 (vu #34); 

and by means of addition in 1 Cor 6:16 (vu #34) and Heb 10:30 (vu #18). Similarly, the 

scribe of Fp harmonized to the immediate context by means o f substitution in Rom 8:26 

(vu #14); 1 Thess 2:10 (vu #12); and addition in Rom 11:12 (vu #30). Finally, the scribe 

of Gp did so by mean of addition in 1 Cor 7:17 (vu #20).

In summary, all three scribes who in some measure depended upon Dp 

demonstrated the tendency to skip material because of parablepsis, to “improve” the 

reading of the text by supplying words for specificity in particular contexts, and to 

harmonize passages to their immediate context. Furthermore, the interaction o f the scribe 

of Dabsl with the material o f Dp demonstrates a willingness to engage the living text as 

both reader and copyist in a careful and deliberate manner.
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CHAPTER 4

CASE STUDY 3: MANUSCRIPTS FROM/ ’ 
(1, 1582, 209, 205, AND 2886/205abs)

This chapter provides analysis of the five manuscripts that constitute the third 

case study o f closely related MSS.1 In the table below an overview o f physical features 

including the date, material, folios, and important designations for each manuscript are 

provided.

TAJ3LE4.1: FEAT1URES AN D DESIGNATIONS OF MS GROUP 3
Gregory-

Aland
Number

Von Soden 
Designation

Date Material Folios Text-Type Aland
Category

1 S2542 XII Parchment 297 Byz III3
1582 e 183 948 Parchment 287 Byz III
205 6500 XV Parchment 80 Byz III
209 6457 XIV Parchment 411 Byz III

2886
(205abs)

- Parchment 54 Byz -

1 A table containing the comparative collation information of the gospel text from 
/ ’ has been included in Appendix 3A.

2 Von Soden, The Text, 1:131, 210, 213, 401, 450, 488, and 526.

3 Family 1 was classified in the gospel accounts in particular thus, this case study 
of the family was delimited to the gospels.

100
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Manuscript 1 includes the gospels, Acts, and the Pauline Epistles and dates to the 

twelfth century. The MS is made up of 297 parchment pages with the cursive text on each 

leaf being contained in one column at an average of 38 characters per line. The average 

folio of MS 1 measures 18.5 cm. x 11.5 cm. Manuscript 1582 contains the gospels and 

Paulines and is dated to A.D. 948. The 287 parchment folios of the MS each has one 

column of text with an average of 20 characters per line. The pages o f the Mount Athos 

MS average 21.1 cm. x 16.5 cm in size. As noted in the table above, MS 205 dates to the 

fifteenth century and contains the entire NT. The MS is composed o f 80 parchment folios 

with a single column of text averaging 55-56 lines per page. Manuscript 205 is 39.5 cm. x 

27.5 cm. and is housed in Venedig. Anderson noted that because o f the tiny writing in 

MSS 205 and 2886, these MSS might have been personal copies.4 The MS is related to 

the texts of MSS 209 and 2886 so closely that Lake did not bother to collate it fully to be 

included in his apparatus o f / \ 5 Manuscript 209 also contains the entire NT, all of which 

dates to the fourteenth century with the exception of Revelation, which likely dates to the 

fifteenth century. The MS is made up of 411 pages, with a single column o f text, 

averaging 24-27 lines per 19.5 cm. x 11.5 cm. folio. Finally, MS 2286 (formerly 

identified as 205abs) is a fifteenth-century copy of MS 205 that contains the entire NT on

4 Amy S. Anderson, Textual Tradition o f  the Gospels: Family I in Matthew 
(Leiden: Brill, 2003), 116.

5 Kirsopp Lake incorrectly dated 209 to the thirteenth century; see Lake and 
Robinson, Codex 1, xxi-xxii. Regarding 205 Lake wrote, “I was convinced when I 
studied the question at Venice that 205 was a copy of 209. An hour’s work only revealed 
two or three differences between the manuscripts, and those clearly accidental. It is for 
this reason that no further notice has been taken of 205” (xxii).
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54 pages. Each of its large 37.5 cm. x 26.5 cm. folios includes a single column of text 

that averages 45 lines o f small cursive script per folio.6

Kirsopp Lake is credited with establishing/1 (or the “Lake Group”) with his 

discovery in 1902, connecting the MSS to one another on the basis o f both their 

agreements and shared variants repeating the dictum “community o f error implies unity 

of origin.”7 In his evaluation of the family of MSS, Lake especially focused on MSS 1, 

118, 131, and 209, all of which date from the twelfth to the fourteenth centuries.8 Lake 

evaluated selected texts from gospels, including Matt 1-10, 22-Mark 14; Luke 4-23; and 

John 1-13, 18.9 In collating the text, using Stephanus’s text as his base text, Lake 

determined that these MSS shared a common ancestor he called “W,” which was part of 

the “Antiochian text.” 10 On account of Lake’s conclusion that the MSS were associated 

with Origen, he called the group “Caesarean,” concluding t h a t / 1 represents “a text that 

stands alone.”11 Von Soden called this group Hr and added MSS 2886 and 1582 to Lake’s 

grouping. Wisse also claimed that these particular MSS belong together, including the

6 Information in this paragraph is from Aland, Kurzgefasste, 47, 137, 336, 394, 
and 420.

7 Lake and Robinson, Codex 1, xxiii.

8 Lake and Robinson’s analysis o f the four MSS falls on the following pages: 1 
(x-xiv), 118 (xiv-xvii), 131 (xvii-xix), 209 (xix-xxii).

9 Ibid., xxvii.

10 Ibid., xxiv-xxxi.

11 Ibid., lv.
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five MSS from/ '  that were a part of this particular case study.12 Yet, textual analysis of 

Mark’s gospel indicates that the type of text preserved in these minuscules often agrees 

with that of Codex Q (026, 5th cent.; Paulines) and appears to go back to the type of text 

current in Caesarea in the third or fourth century.13

More recently, Amy Anderson examined f x through her collations of 436 selected 

“family readings.” Her analysis of the test passages led her to place MSS 118, 205, and 

209 in the subgroup o f / 1 and to describe MSS 1 and 1582 as core members o f / M4 

Anderson supports the accuracy of Lake’s stemma o f / 1 but suggests that, since the 

discovery of MS 1582 was concurrent with his w o rk ,/1 needs to be reconfigured with 

MS 1582 as the leading member instead of MS 1.15 She argued that MSS 1582 and 1 

have a common ancestor and likely had “two-copying events” between them. The most 

significant contribution of her work in response to Lake’s inaccurate conclusions was to 

determine that the leading family member of/ ’ is MS 1582 rather than MS 1.

Throughout her study, Anderson favored the readings of MS 1582 due to background

12 Wisse, The Profile, 105-6.

13 Metzger, The Text, 61.

14 Anderson, Textual, 4, 97, 111. Wisse, The Profile, 53, claimed MSS 1 and 1582 
were very close. See also Thomas A. Wayment, “The Scribal Characteristics of the Freer 
Pauline Codex,” in The Freer Biblical Manuscripts: Fresh Studies o f  an American 
Treasure Trove (ed. Larry W. Hurtado; Leiden: Brill, 2006), 261-72, for an analysis of 
scribal characteristics in MS 1.

15 Anderson, Textual, 3, 97. Regarding this point Anderson wrote, “The 
inaccuracies in Lake’s edition of Family 1, combined with a demonstration that Codex 
1582 contains an older and better representation of the archetype of Family 1, 
demonstrate the desirability o f a new edition of Family 1” (4).
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information of the scribe and the tendency of MSS 1, 209, and 209 to follow the 

corrected readings (marginalia) of MS 1582. In a questionable colophon of MS 1582, a 

later hand named the scribe of the MS as Ephraim and dated MS 1582 to November 23, 

6457 (A.D. 948).16 While most reject the date provided, Anderson supported the 

identification of the scribe and built her argument on the known traits o f Ephraim’s 

copying methods based on similar colophons in other MSS, including one in one other 

NT MS, MS 1739 (10th cent., Acts, Pauline, and Catholic Epistles). According to her 

evaluation o f the background of the scribe and the contents of the MS, Anderson 

concluded that Ephraim not only wanted to copy the text accurately in MS 1582 but 

wanted the MS to match the “exact appearance” of his exemplar.17

Anderson also argued that MSS 205 and 209 (along with MS 118) form a 

subgroup derived from a common exemplar (which she labeled “X”) one generation 

removed from MSS 1582 and 1,18 Anderson limited her study to Matthew because o f the 

focus of Origen’s commentary on this particular gospel.19 While this study is not 

delimited to Matthew, the study has been narrowed to focus on the gospels. The studies

16 Anderson, Textual, 6, 95.

17 Ibid., 20, 30. Anderson wrote, “The histories of 1582 and of 1739 are certainly 
parallel. The archtypes of both can be linked to Caesarea; both were penned by Ephraim 
in Constantinople, so that their exemplars must have been available to him, perhaps in the 
same collection; and both have found their way to monasteries on Mount Athos” (72).

18 Anderson, Textual, 86, 96, 111.

19 Ibid., 75. Anderson concluded that the archetype behind MS 1582 was related 
to the text used by Origen.
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of Lake and Anderson have demonstrated that, outside of the gospels, /  1 does not have 

the same level o f coherence. According to Anderson, Lake’s classic study o f the family 

has “resulted in a scholarly consensus that these five manuscripts are so closely related in 

the Gospels as to form a textual family.”20

Regarding Anderson’s subgroup, Parker argued that MSS 209, 205, and 2886 

were copied from oldest to youngest.21 He demonstrated that they are related, although he 

did not know the precise nature of their relationship. Only eight other Greek minuscule 

MSS are identified by their Gregory-Aland number with the aforementioned “abs” 

superscript.” The other seven MSS include 9abs(14th cent., Gospels), 3 0 abs (15th cent., 

Gospels), 1160abs (14th cent., Gospels), 1909abs (16th cent., Romans), 1929abs ( J4th 

cent., Paulines), 1983 ^  (13th cent., Hebrews), and 2036abs(16th cent., Revelation). 

Parker argued that because of this classification, one can know the MSS are copies o f the 

MSS with which they have traditionally been paired.

Anderson further noted that/ '  did not originate as a part of the Byzantine text 

tradition, but some Byzantine readings were preserved in it or corrected toward it. 

Anderson claimed that one characteristic o f / 1 is that thepericope de adu/fera is moved 

to the end of John yet the subgroup of MSS 205, 209, and 2886 does not follow this 

pattern, as the text appears in its traditional location in these MSS.

20 Anderson, Textual, 84 (emphasis mine).

21 All o f the information in this paragraph, taken from Parker, An Introduction,
138-40, 157, 325. Parker argues that MSS 1 and 1582 are related and “differ twice in 
every thousand words.”
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Anderson built her argument on the nature of MS 1582 as the lead member o f / 1 

on a number of unusual readings from Matthew. For example, in Matt 1:4 (vu #15), the 

proper name AgivaM^ is replaced with apLivaSay. in MS 1, which indicates that the scribe 

of 1 mistook the minuscule script beta for a mu.22 In Matt 1:5 (vu #42), the phrase 

EaXgav, XaAgav 8k iyevvrjcrev tov is omitted due to haplography in MS 1 and the 

subgroup of MSS 205, 209, and 2886 that serves as one of the prime examples Anderson 

uses for an “X” exemplar (which she recommended was an intermediate step between 

MS 1582 and the other primary group members). She also cited the omission o f xal 

vuxto? TeaaepaxovTa in Matt 4:2 (vu #17) and xai E7rexd0icrev knavco avTuv in Matt 21:7 

(vu #40) as the basis o f the conclusion that the scribe of MS 1, and presumably those of 

MSS 205, 209, 2886, was prone to omission. In MS 1, xa\ Aeyoucnv is omitted from Matt 

11:19 (vu #30), which Anderson suggested was a singular reading created by an 

accidental oversight by the mistake-prone scribe of MS 1. Likewise, in Matt 12:36 

(vu #4) the omission of 8k led Anderson to conclude that the scribe o f MS 1 was not as 

careful as the scribe of MS 1582. Due to this tendency and other types of variations 

discussed below, Anderson favored “Ephraim,” the careful scribe of 1582 almost every 

time.23

22 Anderson, Textual, 85. VU numbers were added so that the VUs Anderson 
mentioned can be compared with the collation data provided in Appendix 3A.

23 References to Anderson in the paragraph come from Textual, 87, 89-91, 118, 
156, and 159.
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Similarly, in Matt 1:7 (vu #48) and 8 (vu #3), the proper name Acracfj is replaced 

with A era as a marginal correction in MS 1582 but included in the main body of text in 

the other MSS. This pattern serves as the strongest support for the primacy o f MS 1582 in 

/ ' .  The same sort of correction from MS 1582 made its way into the texts of the other 

MSS on other occasions in Matt 3:10 (vu #6) when xal is added after 5e; in Matt 13:52 

(vu #64) when exfiaXXei is replaced with 7rpc>4>£p£i; in Matt 16:13 (vu #48) when g£ is 

added after Tiva; and in Matt 20:23 (vu #47) when xal is replaced with j) in MS 1 only.

Some VRs also demonstrate continuity between MSS 1, 205, 209, and 2886 and 

independence from MS 1582 as in Matt 5:33 (vu #30) where the unusual nomina sacra 

xwf (from tco xupi'co) is not shared by MS 1582 but is by all others.24 Similarly, in Matt 

5:37 (vu #39) the shift from toutcov to toutou is a shared singular reading that does not 

have the support of MS 1582. Anderson also argued that the shift from the article tw to to 

in Matt 23:18 (vu #57) serves as “proof of the close relationship” between the leading 

members of the group.

In Matt 13 :30 (vu #96), while the change from mvayayers to irvvdyETE might 

reflect an older reading, Anderson suggested the substitution was likely another careless 

error by the scribe o f MS 1. In Matt 23:10 (vu #12), with the omission of Anderson

24 Anderson, Textual, 161. Her claim that the unusual nomina sacra are evidence 
for a subgroup along with the analysis of the collation data has demonstrated that MSS 
205, 209, and 2886 do form a subgroup one generation removed from the leading group 
members. For this reason, when the subgroup o f / 1 is referred to, the writer is referencing 
these three MSS.
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argued ecriv was not deleted in the exemplar b u t / 1 MSS other than MS 1582 mistakingly 

deleted it. Regarding the replacement of eavroig with avrovg in Matt 23:31 (vu #9), the 

scribe of MS 1582 again appears to have been more careful than those of the other MSS 

in/ ' .  In Matt 1:14 (vu #3) the orthographical shift from A£wp to A£op perhaps also 

indicates a less careful approach to the text by the scribes of the MSS other than MS 

1582.

Anderson’s conclusions regarding MS 1582 being the lead member o f / 'w e re  

supported by the evidence gathered through a collation of the group, especially where 

MSS 1, 205, 209, and 2886 follow the reading of the marginal corrections o f MS 1582 or 

where the MSS uniquely agree in variation units. In Matthew, the influence o f marginal 

corrections was made more evident by the following variations not mentioned by 

Anderson: the addition of auTo? in Matt 12:3 (vu #38); the addition of cnro t%  in 

Matt 13:1 (vu #30); the addition o f wroxptTai in Matt 16:3 (vu #33); the addition o f got in 

Matt 18:28 (vu #72); the addition o f ei g>) elg o Bg in Matt 19:17 (vu #38); the shift from 

euwvugwv to gou in Matt 20:23 (vu #55); the orthographical shifts in Matt 23:18 (vu #57), 

31 (vu #9); 26:35 (vu #42); the shift from ^gepa to oopa in Matt 24:42 (vu #22); and the 

shift from exxyvvopievov to exKVV<̂(l£V0V >n Matt 26:28 (vu #40).25

25 References to Anderson from this paragraph came from Textual, 88, 91, and 94.



www.manaraa.com

109
The same tendencies can be detected outside the range of Anderson’s study, 

particularly in Mark 2:21 (vu #15) when eTipcbrTEi is replaced with £Tippa7rra, the 

addition of Se in Mark 10:27 (vu #3), and the addition of the pronoun aurov in Mark 

10:34 (vu #23). Likewise, in Luke one can see the other group members follow the 

corrections to MS 1582 with the addition of the article y/ in Luke 1:5 (vu #45); the 

multiword addition of twv eOpcov %icov in Luke 1:74 (vu #11); the addition of xal ot avol 

in Luke 2:15 (vu #30); the shift from o mnTjp to icoay}<p in Luke 2:33 (vu #9); toO Beov 

being replaced with rwv oupavfiv in Luke 6:20 (vu #33); the addition o f the nomina sacra 

avos in Luke 6:45 (vu #20); the addition of 0>]craupoiJ t % xapSiag avrov in Luke 6:45 

(vu #23); the shift from cturou to co§e in Luke 9:27 (vu #24); exleXiyp-evog being replaced 

with ayamyrdg in Luke 9:30 (vu #33); and the addition of the article tou in Luke 11:51 

(vu #3). Interestingly, no examples of this tendency were found in John, but the pattern of 

variations in John did not indicate that different scribes were involved in copying this 

particular gospel in all four of these witnesses.

Throughout this chapter MS 1582 will be assumed to be the leading member o f / 1 

with MS 1582 generally reflecting a reading that follows the shared exemplar in a more 

careful way. In the tables and analysis that follow, the MSS will be grouped as MS 2886 

as a direct copy of MS 205 and MS 1 as a descendant of MS 1582. Given that MS 209 is
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not directly related to the others, it will be evaluated in the excursus on f x in Appendix 

3B, along with disagreements between MSS in this group that are not particularly 

relevant to the discussion of scribal tendencies.

FIGURE 4.1: PROPOSED STEMMA FOR FAMILY 1

Lake's Stemma (Codex 1, xxiv) Anderson’s Stemma (Family 1, 101)

“A -1”
with marginalia

1582
no marginalia

X-1

118 118
209209 205

Manuscript 2886 (205abs) as a Direct Copy of Manuscript 205

TABLE 4.2: SUMMATION OF WHERE 2886 DIFFERS FROM EXEMPLAR26
TYPE OF VR 2886 VRs NOT IN 205 Relative # of VRs in Com parable MS

Orthographical Shifts 11 829
Nomina Sacra 7 2,330
Omissions 18 593
Substitutions 23 1,377
Additions 20 829
Transpositions 6 475
Movable Nu 7 543
Proper Names 2 169
Consonantal Exchange 0 0
Numerical Substitution 0 0

26 The relative number of VRs in comparable MSS was calculated by searching 
through the text-range off x using the HCNTTS apparatus software.
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Orthographical Shifts 

On five occasions, the a  o shift occurs by the hand of the scribe of MS 2886 

where it is not found in MS 205. As represented in Table 4.3, while six other types of 

shifts that occur by the hand of the scribe of MS 2886, only the a  o shift occurs more 

than once. With only 11 differences between the two MSS, orthographical shifts are not 

as significant a type of variation in MS 205 and its copy MS 2886 as one will find in the 

other case studies.

TAJ3LE 4.3: ORTHOGRAPHICAL SHIFTS FOUND IN 2886 BUT NOT 205
CO ^  O Luke 22:9 £ El Mark 7:14
a o Mark 4:8; Luke 19:25; 20:24; 

22:71: John 11:46
O CO Mark 4:32

l El Matt 4:15 Ol CO Luke 4:34
e n John 11:51

Nomina Sacra

Although the occasions are not outstanding in number, the scribe of MS 2886 

differs from MS 205 on 19 occasions: avou (Mark 8:31; Luke 22:22), avog (Mark 4:26; 

8:36), avcov (Luke 19:30), iv (Mark 14:53), u; (Luke 18:24; John 8:12), 0v (Luke 20:37), 

6v (Luke 22:70; John 6:69), 6g (Mark 10:18), x?(Matt 16:2; Luke 18:6), xu (Luke 1:15), 

ovvog (John 3:13), ouvou (Matt 24:30), 7fap$ (John 6:40), and 7njp(John 5:22). Yet, no 

pattern of usage can be determined by the hand of the scribe of MS 2886 since the 

nomina sacra where he or she differs from the exemplar rarely occur on more than one 

occasion.
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Omissions

TABLE 4.4: OMISSION DIFFERENCES BETWEEN 2886 AND 205
ADJECTIVES/ADVERBS MULTIWORD

erai Matt 13:27 eXê ev amr,v Mark 12:21
cutiov Luke 23:14 £V T« Luke 2:52
Tiva Luke 10:38 PRONOUNS
£0X0 Mark 14:54 ctirrou; Luke 23:20

CONJUNCTIONS Autov Luke 5:13; John 11:44
5e Luke 11:42 Aotou Mark 8 :12
xai Luke 23:50 Autoj Mark 9:17

NOUNS VERBS
fycrous Mark 9:39 £yev£To Mark 9:7

PREPOSITIONS eyouenv Mark 2:19
£V Luke 10:21 ARTICLES

O John 12:22

On 18 occasions the scribe of MS 2886 does not follow his or her exemplar in 

regard to omissions. The scribe o f MS 2886 omits material found in MS 205 by omitting 

four adjectives or adverbs; five pronouns (avrov omitted twice); two multiword; two 

conjunctions; two verbs; and single omissions of a preposition, article, and noun. While 

no significant omissions due to harmonization or haplography are among these 18, the 

scribe of MS 2886 successfully avoided the haplography o f MS 205 in Luke 5:26 (vu #3) 

and 8.18 (vu #20) as well as the other significant omissions noted in Appendix 3B.

Substitutions

TABLE 4.5: SUBSTITUTIONS IN 2886 BUT NOT 205
VERBS ADJECTIVES

Ê vEyxev] E^yayav Mark 9:23 7tXE!Ol] 7TAEIOU5 Matt 26:53
ET10Eaav]  ET10OUV Mark 6:56 CONJUNCTIONS
km Xsywv] Xtyei Mark 8:33 CO?] 0JCT7TEP Mark 13:34
OTa0r)cr£a-0£] ay0>]cr£(T0£ Mark 13:9 km auTO?] xax.etvoc Mark 14:15
EXEyEv] E17TEV Mark 15:12 aXXa] aXX John 6:39
xaTa^a?] xaTa(3y]0i Mark 15:30
a7r£xaT£CTTa0r]] anexarearyj Luke 6:10 MULTIWORD
ExpaXXouaiv] exfiaXovcrtv Luke 11:19 t>]v 7rpa)ToxXi(nav] ta$ 

7ipuToxXy)tna5
Matt 23:6
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VERBS MULTIWORD

y.eTavorfrt] pt£Tapo7icr>]T£ Luke 13:3 ou5ev] ou5e ev Luke 20:40
avyxaXti] a vyn a X m a i Luke 15:9 NOUNS
Asywv] erncov Luke 19:30 yevecrei] yEWECEi Luke 1:14
Suaouaiv] Swcriv Luke 20:10 pva] pva$ Luke 19:16
eowrai] ecTai Luke 21:25 PRONOUNS
yivaxxxouor] yivwcrxopcu John 10:14 rau ra] Toiaura Luke 13:2

On 23 occasions the scribe of MS 2886 made substitutions not found in his or her 

exemplar, with two of these substitutions being apparent moves toward harmonization to 

a parallel gospel context. First, in MS 2886 the scribe substituted the verb dxQ^aecGe for 

ora0^crE(T0£ in Mark 13:9 (vu #32) to make the text read more like the parallel in 

Matt 10:18. Second, in Mark 15:30 (vu #10), the scribe of MS 2886 replaced 

with xctTa(3y]0i to help it conform to Matt 27:40.

Additions

TABLE 4.6: ADDITION DIFFERENCES BETWEEN 205 AND 2886
MULTIPLE WORDS

+ eXe(3ev aurrjv Mark 12:21 + XsyovTE; £ipj;v̂ v tco oixco
T0UT0

Matt 10:8

+ ev croi Mark 14:29 + TO) (rupov Matt 26:9C
PRONOUNS CONJUNCTIONS

+ auTW Matt 25:44; 27:22c + xat Matt 26:71; 
Mark 14:47

+ aurou Matt 26:55 + yap Mark 12:36
+ ou Luke 11:59; 15:4 + 5e John 6:23
+ auT))5 Luke 12:53 PREPOSITIONS

+ crou Luke 19:42 + EX Mark 14:20
NOUNS ARTICLES

+ P W a Matt 5:11 + 0 Matt 22:44
+ xai v>)5 Matt 26:28 + T0U Luke 1:5

Generally the addition VRs where MS 2886 differs from MS 205 are not as 

significant as the omission or substitution VRs. The scribe o f MS 2886 added content to
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the text not found in MS 205 on twenty occasions, including seven pronouns, four 

conjunctions, four multiword additions, two nouns, two articles, and one preposition.

Transpositions

Little variation involving transpositional VRs was observed between MSS 205 

and 2886. The scribe of MS 2886, does not agree with his or her exemplar on six 

occasions: Matt 7:11 (vu #22); 13:2 (vu #20); 22:40 (vu #10); Luke 3:16 (vu #4); John 

7:15 (vu #4); and 14:30 (vu #16).

Movable Nu

The scribe of MS 2886 did not follow MS 205 in John 6:61 (vu #22) with the 

removal of the final nu from yoyyu£oucnv and with eAeyev in Luke 14:12 (vu #6). 

Interesingly, the scribe of MS 2886 independently dropped the final nu from his or her 

exemplar only seven times, which involved only two words: etWev in Luke 19:8 (vu #8); 

20:3 (vu #5) and eortv in Mark 7:34 (vu #19); 12:11 (vu #10); John 3:6 (vu #13); 4:18 

(vu #22); and 8:39 (vu #25).

The Scribe of 2886 (205ab&) as Copyist of Manuscript 205

The influence of the ancestors of MSS 205 and 2886 can be seen in the shared 

omissions due to a harmonization to parallel gospels in Matt 8:33 (vu #50), Mark 10:19 

(vu #20), and John 12:3. Similarly, MSS 205 and 2886 share seven major omissions 

because their ancestors (perhaps the exemplar of MS 205?) contained this error in Mark 

9:37 (vu #33); 10:11 (vu #7); 12:5 (vu #45); 12:9; 15:19 (vu #5); Luke 11:48 (vu #2); and 

John 8:24 (vu #25). The scribe o f 2886 was very careful not have a multiword omission
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due to haplography or harmonization by his or her own hand, as contrasted with the 

scribe of MS 209, who had six eye-jumps that each omits significant blocks of material 

(Matt 10:34; 11:17; 13:57 [vu #60]; 15:36 [vu #13]; 19:5 [vu #5]; Luke 1:58 [vu #30]).

Although when the MSS share VRs one cannot gain insights into the tendencies 

of the traits of the scribes of these particular MSS, together both MSS 205 and 2886 bear 

witness to a tendency to harmonize to other gospel accounts in the shared substitution 

VRs of Matt 20:21 (vu #23), 17:20 (vu #9), 20:22 (vu #36), and 24:6 (vu #25). Yet on 

their own, the scribes of MSS 205 and 2886 did not make substitutions for the purpose of 

harmonization, as again contrasted with the scribe o f MS 209, who harmonized to the 

immediate context twice (Matt 10:39 [vu #51]; 14:12 [vu #26]) and a parallel gospel 

context once (Matt 17:23 [vu #6]). The scribes of MSS 205 and 2886 also follow their 

ancestors in making additions for the purpose of harmonization to parallel gospels in 

Mark 6:36 (vu #34), Luke 11:2 (vu #35), and 11:4 (vu #27).

Overall the scribe of MS 2886 was very careful in following his or her exemplar, 

as made evident by the few, insignificant variations involving orthographical shifts, 

nomina sacra, transpositions, movable nus, and proper names. Yet the scribe of MS 2886 

did not blindly copy the text, but rather as an astute reader and copyist avoided tendencies 

evident in the exemplar. For example, on two occasions he or she avoided the omissions 

in MS 205 obviously due to haplography in Luke 5:26 (vu #3) and 8:18 (vu #20). 

Furthermore, the scribe of MS 2886 was prone to harmonize to parallel gospel contexts, 

particularly moving toward a Matthean context by substitution, than by omission or 

addition (as made evident by the VRs in Mark 13:9 [vu #32] to Matt 10:18; 15:30 [vu 

#10] to Matt 27:40). Similarly, though not harmonizing to the immediate context with
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any VRs of his or her own, the scribe of MS 2886 avoided one such effort in the 

exemplar reading of Matt 19:4 (vu #28). The scribe of MS 2886 engaged the text of his or 

her exemplar both responsibly and creatively. While having a tendency toward 

harmonizing to parallel gospel contexts, the scribe also knew that not all harmonizations 

were to be preferred and was selective in not following the exemplar on every occasion, 

though on most occasions staying true to the text that he or she was striving to pass on.

Manuscript 1 as a Descendant of Manuscript 1582

TABLE 4.727: SUMMATION OF WHERE IVIS 1 DIFFERS FROM ANCESTOR
TYPE OF VR 1 VRs NOT IN 1582 R e la tiv e  #  o f  VRs in  C o m p a ra b le  MS

O rthographical Shifts 78 486
Nomina Sacra 12 2,330
Omissions 37 593
Substitutions 77 (1 0 1,377
A dditions 23 (20 829
T ranspositions 6 475
Movable Nu 4 543
P roper Names 12 169

Orthographical Shifts

TABLE 4.8: ORTHOGRAPHICAL SHIFTS DISTINCT IN MSS 1 AND 1582
ORTHOGRAPHICAL SHIFTS28 FOUND IN 1 BUT NOT 1582

(O l Luke 10:16 s n Mark 6:31; 11:2; John 3:12
o> ou John 11:53 e at John 11:38
00 0 Matt 7:3; 8:4; 10:13; 16:28: Mark £ IE Mark 14:70

27 Numbers in parentheses with the “c” superscript represent the number of VRs 
by the hand of the corrector that are included in the number o f VRs for that particular cell 
in the summation table.

28 Fifteen shifts in MS 1 represent singular readings: u> *  o in Matt 10:13 (vu 
#83); Mark 6:21 (vu #29), 56 (vu #16); Luke 16:15 (vu #22), 25 (vu #40); p ^  o in Matt 
5:26* (vu #35); i rj in Matt 24:31 (vu #23); Mark 4:15 (vu #39); ie ^  i in Luke 12:35 
(vu #15); r) a in Matt 12:10 (vu #18); ei o in Matt 18:28 (vu #30); £ ^  r| in Mark
11:2 (vu #32); z ^  i£ in Mark 14:70 (vu #15); ou ^  oo in Matt 21:41 (vu #2); and zu +  a 
and Mark 16:13 (vu #14).
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O) 0 6:21,37, 52, 56: Luke 16:15,25: 

21:30; 23:47; John 2:14; 19:35
£ ■> IE

a  e Mark 10:16; Luke 21:9 o a Luke 4:28: 8:7
a  ei John 15:4 0 £ Luke 11:4; 12:49
£1 l Malt 20:22; Mark 16:5 o 4^ r) Luke 7:36; John 14:26
a  co John 19:35 o -■> CO Luke 2:40; 23:23; John 8:51; 14:12; 21:6
r) u John 12:43 ot 0 Luke 8:29
t] o Matt 5:26; Luke 24:39 0 0 - ^ 0) Matt 21:41; John 11:48
n * « Luke 4:38; 9:21; John 2:6; 8:57; 

15:8
oi n Luke 10:40

Matt 24:31; Mark 4:15; 15:14; 
Luke 4:24; John 12:14

eu a Mark 16:13

l El Matt 10:12, 25; John 6:30 T1 El Mark 10:15; Luke 4:25
iu> 0 John 11:47 ei r] Matt 5:38; 24:50; Luke 1:64; 9.24; 21:21
IE t Luke 12:35 V 01 John 21:16
1 * 0 Mark 6:41 T] 10 Mark 13:14
n ^  a Matt 12; 10; Luke 24:49 u r] Matt 6 :8; John 10:25
£t ^  0 Matt 18:28 o ou Matt 21:25
a i ^  e Matt 26:69 ................ - .........................................

Not all of the VRs involving orthographical shifts in MSS 1 and 1582 agree with 

one another, as demonstrated in Table 4.8. In MS 1 the oo *  o shift occurs 14 times. 

Other shifts in MS 1 that occur more than twice include the r| *  i shift (5x), the t ■* r) 

shift (5x), the si ■* r) shift (5x), the o to shift (5x), the i *  si shift (3x), and the s *  r| 

shift (3x). Given the prominence of the a  ■* o shift where MSS 1 and 1582 agree, the 

scribe of 1 generally preferred the omega over the omicron when shifting orthographies.

Nomina Sacra

TABLE 4.9: NOMINA SACRA FOUbID IN 1 BUT NOT IN 1582
iw (all from I«avv>]s) Mark 6:14, 17; Luke 

7:24
Aw Luke 13:34

XS Matt 20:8; Mark 2:28 is John 6:42
U? Matt 13:55; 26:64; Mark 2:28 uv Luke 1:31

uvaxa Matt 8:16

Regarding occasions the scribe of MS 1 differs from his or her ancestor, on 

twelve occasions nomina sacra VRs occur with nine different types of nomina sacra,
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2:28), and on three occasions Ico from the proper name of Iwavvyj? in Mark 6:14, 17; and 

Luke 7:24. As is demonstrated in the shared variations involving nomina sacra in MSS 1 

and 1582 discussed in Appendix 3B, a tendency to abbreviate uto? is evident where these 

two MSS stand apart from MSS 205, 209, and 2886.

Omissions

Manuscript 1 differs from its ancestor on a number o f occasions that involve 

multiword omissions. On nine occasions multiple words are omitted, two o f which are 

due to haplography on the part o f the scribe. In Mark 10:27 (vu #27) the scribe jumped 

from 8sw to 0ew and omitted an important part o f Jesus’ teaching concerning how all 

things are possible with God ( 7 to v to  y a p  Svvara napct tco 0eco). Similarly, in John 21:16 

(vu #51) the scribe jumped from Xeyei to Xeyei and embarrassingly omitted the words 

Xeyei avrco noi^iaive to  7r pofictTd go u from Jesus’ second of three admonitions to Peter. 

The other omissions by the hand of the scribe are much less significant and fail to support 

Anderson’s description of the scribe of MS 1 as generally “careless.”29 On 13 occasions 

he or she is responsible for multiword omissions, along with articles on eight occasions; 

verbs four times; pronouns four times; and conjunctions, nouns, particles, and 

prepositions twice each.

29 Anderson, Textual, 146.
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TABLE 4.103U: OMISSIONS IN 1 BUT NOT IN 1582

PRONOUNS MULTIWORD
pe Luke 24:39 craXjxpiwv 5e eyevv̂ aev Matt 1:5
fiOl) Luke 8:21 Kai vuxtos Tzcraepaxovra Matt 4:2
croi Luke 1:13 xai Xeyoucnv Matt 11:19
crou Luke 11:34 xai £7T£xa0icrev ercavw auTwv Matt 21:7

ART1CLHS EV OAYj Matt 22:37

4 Matt 12:25* »] 5iwypiou Sta tov Xoyov evBuq Mark 4:17
01 Matt 21:9, Luke 2:18 o Tzavru yap Svvara  Trapa tw 

Sew
Mark 10:27

t  a Matt 18:31 ouxeTt etptt afioc; xX>)0r)vai uio$
(TOV

Luke 15:19

0 Matt 18:9 ev tw Luke 17:14
TO John 7:50 outws xai tw uiw eSwxev £wr)v 

eyeiv ev eaurw
John 5:26

TOV John 3:26 on nopeuopai eroiptaaai tottov 
uptiv

John 14:12

TWV Luke 2:31 xai eTreTpeiĵ ev 0  II iXarog >)X6ev 
ouv rjpev to o-wpta autov

John 19:38

NOUNS Xeyei auTW 7ioipiaiv£ ta 
7ipo(3aTa piou

John 21:16

aSeAcpog Mark 12:19 PARTICLES
Sexa Luke 15:8 Eav Matt 28:14

CONJUNCTIONS John 10:38*
5e Matt 12:36 VERBS
xai Luke 1:18 Ei Luke 10:13

PREPOSITIONS Ernev John 12:39
a m Matt 8:11 Etarv Matt 22:30
6VW7T01V Luke 24:11 SwSrjoeTai John 11:12

Two of the multiword omissions that occur in MS 1 but not in MS 1582 are eye- 

jumps, and one omission is a harmonization to a parallel gospel context. In Matt 4:2 (vu 

#17) the scribe of MS 1 omits xal vuxto? Tecrcrepdxovra due to a jump from TEaaapaxovra 

to xeaaapaxovra. Similarly, in Luke 15:19 (vu #3) the scribe omitted the expression

30 Three of the omissions in MS 1 only are singular readings: the omission the 
article ot in Matt 21:9 (vu #12); twv in Luke 2:31 (vu #15); and the preposition cbro in 
Matt 8:11 (vu #18).
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ovxiti  dpt a|to$ x\y69jvai inog crov, which occurs because o f a jump from aov to <rov. 

Finally, in Mark 4:17 (vu #38) an omission of rj dtcoypou Sia t o v  Aoyov euGug results in a 

harmonization with Matt 13:21.

Substitutions

TABLE 4 .1 1 : SUBSTITUTIONS IN 1 BUT NOT 1 5 8 2 31
VERBS ADJECTIVES

5tXex6))crav] 5i>3V£;f8>]<rav Matt 9:34 7ToXuv] 7T0XXl»V Mark 6:34
ffVVETWv] SuvaTwv Matt 11:25 OTav] orxav Luke 16:4:21:9
a v v a y a y e n ]  ovva.ye.Te Matt 13:30 ttoXX>]5] noXrjg Luke 21:27
napexaXzaag] znapaxaXeaag Matt 18:32 NONSENSE
xa ra p  aprv  poucriv] 
xarriyopouaiv

Matt 27:13 ■nepiaaov] 7r£ptcrc7a>? Mark 6:51

rpICTTEiicroucriv] wjaTEUOUcriv Mark 2:20 oute] eictte Luke 14:45
ZpZpioBrj] [X£|i£piOTQ!l Mark 3:26 OVTOX;] OTOig John 8:36
Yjplgavro] rip^aro Mark 5:17 NOUNS
zm duazi]  avnSwaei Mark 7:9* Ji5pa^pa] SiSpaypia Matt 17:24
7rapa5t5ovT£?] irapaSiSSovTzg Mark 13:11 SouXog] ovvSovXog Matt 18:26
epyovrai]  EpyeTai Mark 14:32 yevvrjaaper] yevvrjoapzB Mark 6:53
7rposX0wv] TtpoaeXBtov Mark 14:35 7rpoc7xw|«]s] wpocDcorl'i? Luke 4:11
npoorjvlgcno] 7rpoo7]|aTo Mark 14:39 pjvas] pyjyai Luke 4:25
exaXouv] eXeXouv Luke 1:59 7rXoia] irXoiapta Luke 5:2
yaXaaw] £aX«(7a)[XEV Luke 5:5 pjjyjza] pW a Luke 6:49
£7I7]p£â 0VWv] ZTTTJpeU^OTCUV Luke 6:28 7ruXwva] 7ruXwv Luke 16:20
a'noXuETe] anoXuzere Luke 6:37 pcva] pvag Luke 19:20
7tpcra£ux£cr0at] npoaeu|a(j0ai Luke 9:29 0p£[xptaTa] OpEptaxa John 4:12
xf3aXwcriv] exfiaXXcomv Luke 9:40 ovopa] uiov John 12:28
£t7T£] E17T0V Luke 10:40 apifxaBaiag] apiparBaiag John 19:39
jxeXei] pzXXzi Luke 10:40 o'Tapiov] oipapia John 21:9
7rpoa£u^))(78£] •npoozvyecBe Luke 11:12 ADVERB
iropzvazrai] rcopevejai Luke 11:15 (xoyt;] ptoXi; Luke 9:39
StajXEptcrSEtcra] [XEpicrfiEtaa Luke 11:17

31 Singular readings in this table include the following substitutions: verbs— Matt 
18:32 (vu #57); Mark 13:11 (vu#10); 14:39 (vu #13); Luke 1:59 (vu #35); 6:28 (vu #20), 
37 (vu #27); 12:5 (vu #17); 13:24 (vu #4); 23:2 (vu #12); Conjunctions—Mark 6:51 (vu 
#12); Luke 14:45 (vu #3); 16:4 (vu #10); 21:9 (vu #3); nouns—Matt 18:26 (vu #13);
Luke 4:11 (vu #20); 4:25 (vu #72); John 19:39 (vu #34); 21:9 (vu #22); and pronouns— 
Matt 15:39 (vu #9); Luke 18:14 (vu #12).
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VERBS MULTIWORD

EptjSaXEiv] £p|3aX7]v Luke 12:5 £1? TOV ODCOV] £V TW 01XW Luke 9:61
ekjeXOeiv] SeieXSeiv Luke 13:24 CONJUNCTIONS
0eX>]o-avT£$] BtXotnag Luke 19:27 xai] Y] Malt 20:23
E'm’jptoT^a'av] t/ny]pmy)aaav Luke 20:27 Tl] 0T1 Matt 7:14°
ovvexpvreg] avve^oreg Luke 22:63 ECO?] xat Luke 10:15
5iacrrp£4>ovTa] SiatrrpEtfjovTa Luke 23:2 ok;] xai Luke 15:25
£y£V0VT0] £y£V£TO Luke 23:12 5exa] §e Luke 19:25
aTT£X>)Xu0£tcrav] aneXvBemav John 4:8 ARTICLE
ayaXXia0y;vat] ayaXXtaathjvai John 5:35 ou] 0 John 4:9
apyovrcov] ap^ovrwv John 7:48 PRONOUNS
(SaXsTu] (JaXXetw John 8:7 TOU$] ou$ Matt 15:39
eX«pij] exaprjv John 8:56 Tl] Tl? Matt 27:4
Eftmviaw] E^vnveiao)* John 11:11 TauTa] auTa Luke 17:34
)]5uvavTo] ^SuvaTO John 12:39 OUTOS] 0UCFT05 Luke 18:14
mpxpavra] nexpavra John 15:21 aurov] auTou John 1:10
pV>]ptOV£U>]T£J (XVrjpOV£U(J£lTE John 16:4 at/rov] auTwv John 4:31
anrjBtXri] akrjkoBiva John 19:35 PREPOSITION

PARTICLE cruv] erupt Luke 24:21
oux] ou Mark 6:46

The scribe of MS 1 stands apart from MS 1582 on 76 occasions where he or she 

supplies pronouns six times; adjectives on three occasions; conjunctions five times; and 

single occasions for particles, prepositions, adverbs, articles, and multiword exchanges. 

The most significant substitutions in MS 1 involve nouns (13x) and verbs (41 x). Two 

interesting substitutions of nouns that impact the text in a significant way occur in 

Luke 6:49 (vu #43) with the shift from pjyga (wreck, ruin, fall) to p%.a (word) involving 

the fate of a house without a foundation and the change from ovoga to uiov in John 12:28 

(vu #13), where Jesus prayed that the Father glorify his son rather than his own name. 

Four of the substitutions in MS 1 harmonize the text to parallel gospel texts. In 

Matt 11:25 (vu #73) the scribe shifted from cruvercov to Juvcctcov, which occurs in the 

Luke 10:21 parallel. In Matt 27:13 (vu #27) xctTagapTupoucnv was changed to 

xaTyjyopovaiv, harmonizing the passage to Mark 15:4. Similarly, ep^ovrai was changed to
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ep^eTai in Mark 14:32 (vu #5) to match Matt 26:36, while Siap.epiaQeiaa shifts to 

}xepi(T0£Tcra in Luke 11:17 (vu#  19) to fit with Matt 12:25.

Additions

TABLE 4.12: ADDITIONS 11Sf 1 BUT NOT IN 1582
PREPOSITIONS MULTIPLE WORDS

+ £15 Matt 9:26 + 7T a aa  r) Matt 3:5
+ £V John 17:23 + ev t w  Aaw Malt 9:35c

CONJUNCTIONS + y]X0ev yap o IU05 t o v  avov 
c rw re  t o  anoXuXog

Matt 18:10

+ $e Matt 23:18; John 4:3 + euXoyei aura Mark 10:16
+ xai Matt 5:45; 12:44; 15:6 + Tauxa Xeywv ejxavei 0 eywv 

coxa axoveiv axoerw
Luke 8:15C

+ ore Mark l:36(\v/205) + 7toXXoi yap eiatv xXrjxoi 
oXoyot d£ ejcXexxoi

Luke 14:24

+ ouv John 16:19 PARTICLE
+  T£ Mark 15:36 + i5ou Luke 12:5

ARTICLES PRONOUN
+ 0 Mark 14:36; Luke 19:8; John 10:40 + auxwv Luke 12:36
+  T>)5 John 10:17
+  TOV Luke 21:37

As indicated in Table 4.12, the scribe of MS 1 made 23 additions to the text not 

found in MS 1582. The most significant addition involves the phrase noXkoi yap eiaiv 

xA*]to'i 6 Aoyoi be ixlzxroi by the hand of a corrrector in Luke 14:24 (vu #30) in the 

parable of the messianic banquet, which harmonizes well with the parallel passage in 

Matt 22:14, where Jesus reminded his hearers that “many are called but few are chosen.” 

One addition by the hand of the scribe of MS 1 demonstrates a tendency toward 

harmonization to the immediate context when the expression rj\dev yap 6 u'to? tov avov 

crwTe to cbroAcoAo? is included in Matt 18:10 (vu #90) as paralleled to Matt 18:11.
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Transpositions and the Movable Nu

The scribe of MS 1 was creative only in the arrangement of his or her words on 

six occasions: Mark 10:10 (vu #10); 13:37 (vu #2); John 3:2 (vu #10); 10:8 (vu #13); 

16:12 (vu #10); and 16:23 (vu #49) where the scribe varies from MS 1582. Variation 

involving the movable nu provides no clear pattern from which to develop a better 

understanding of the tendencies of the scribe of MS 1, but some words that are more 

prone to this type of variation than others. The scribe of MS 1 stands apart from MS 1582 

only four times, including the removal of nu from eotiv in Mark 12:33 (vu #54);

John 12:31 (vu #13); 21:7 (vu #46) and etcrtv in John 4:35 (vu #70).

Proper Names

On 12 occasions the scribe of MS 1 shifted away from his or her ancestor with 

proper names, including the change from Iwva to Icovou in John 1:17. Other examples of 

variations are Iecrai (from Iecraat) in Luke 3:22, MeA^e't (from MeAx't) in Luke 3:24, 

Iacraax (from Icraax) in Luke 3:34, Aeuet (from Aeuet) in Luke 3:24, Xapoux (from 

Zepoux) in Luke 3:35, Payat (from Payau) in Luke 3:35, Iavvou (from Iwavvou) in 

Mark 6:25 and Luke 7:24, A£op (from A£wp) in Matt 1:14, Mwcreco? (from Mavaeox;) in 

Matt 23:2, and Mapta (from Maptap) in Matt 28:1.

The Scribe o f Manuscript 1 as Copyist 
of a Descendant of Manuscript 1582

Anderson’s assessment of the careful nature o f the scribe of MS 1582 was based 

on the reluctance of the scribe to harmonize as much as the scribes of other MSS. Perhaps
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a lack of harmonization reflects on the character of a MS that contains so many marginal 

corrections and at times seems to provide its own apparatus for comparatives to aid the 

reader as he or she works through the text of the gospels. Specifically, this case study has 

found 24 examples outside of those cited by Anderson that support the hypothesis that the 

scribe of MS 1 followed the corrector of MS 1582 on several occasions or at the least an 

exemplar whose scribe had followed the corrector. One should note that a scribe’s choice 

to follow a corrector does not indicate that he or she was necessarily “careless,” but rather 

this choice might have been based on an assumption that corrections to the MSS provided 

the best reading for the scribe to have followed. On 11 occasions in Matthew (12:3 

[vu #38]; 13:1 [vu #30]; 16:3 [vu #33]; 18:28 [vu #72]; 19:17 [vu #30]; 20:23 [vu #55], 

23:18 [vu #57], 31 [vu #9]; 26:35 [vu #42]; 24:42 [vu #22]; 26:28 [vu #40]), 3 in 

Mark (2:21 [vu#15]; 10:27 [vu #3]; 10:34 [vu #23]), and 9 in Luke (1:5 [vu #45], 74 

[vu #11]; 2:15 [vu #30], 33 [vu #9]; 6:20 [vu #33], 45 [vu #20, 23], 9:27 [vu #24], 30 

[vu#33]; 11:51 [vu #3]) the scribe of MS 1 did just that.

Although not as close as the relationship between MS 2886 and its exemplar MS 

205, the close relationship between MS 1 and its ancestor MS 1582 can be seen in the 

insignificant VRs involving orthographical shifts, nomina sacra, transpositions, the 

movable nu, and proper names. The common tradition of haplography in the ancestors of 

both MSS 1582 and 1 is demonstrated in the four shared VU omissions in Luke that 

resulted from haplographical errors in their ancestors (4:16 [vu #66]; 14:12 [vu #38];

23:2 [vu #15], 56 [vu #10]). The scribe of MS 1 commited the same error at least twice 

on his or her own in Mark 10:27 (vu #27) and John 21:16 (vu #51), while MS 1582 omits 

conjunctions, particles, and articles but never stands apart from the other MSS in this case
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study involving a major omission due to haplography. The examples o f harmonization 

and haplography found in MS 1 in Matt 4:2 (vu #17), Luke 15:19 (vu #3) are not found in 

MS 1582.

Yet the tradition shared by both MSS 1582 and 1 revealed that the harmonization 

of texts to their immediate or parallel gospel context was common, as demonstrated on 

thirty occasions.32 The scribe of MS 1 moved away from his or her ancestor by making 

substitutions in the text for the purpose o f harmonization on four occasions (Matt 11:25 

[vu #73]; 27:13 [vu #27]; Mark 14:32 [vu #5]; Luke 11:17 [vu #19]). The corrector of 

MS 1582 harmonized by substitution on three occasions (Matt 19:17 [vu #22]; 21:26 

[vu #26]; 24:49 [vu #24]), but the scribe of MS 1 chose not to follow the ancestor here.

On seven occasions both MSS 1582 and 1 harmonize the text to parallel gospels 

by means of addition, Matt 9:13 (vu #48), 11:16 (vu #27), 11:21 (vu #79), 19:29 

(vu #56), Mark 2:24 (vu #28), 7:24 (vu #13), and 13:18 (vu #20). Working independently 

from MS 1582 and his or her exemplar, the scribe o f MS 1 added to the text for the 

purpose of harmonization only in Luke 14:24 (vu #30). Although additions o f this nature 

are not common in MS 1582, the corrector of the MS did so on four occasions (Matt 5:44 

[vu #45]; 6:13 [vu #36], 35 [vu #20]; Luke 5:38 [vu #13]).

32 They harmonize to the immediate context in Matt 12:16 (vu #3); 16:27 (vu 
#74); Mark 9:37 (vu #37); and John 8:40 (vu #46), and to the parallel gospel contexts in 
Matt 10:33 (vu #32); 13:9 (vu #12), 13 (vu #34); 17:4 (vu#53); 18:8 (vu #34); 17:4 (vu 
#53); 18:8 (vu #24); 19:5 (vu #46), 29 (vu #37); 23:20 (vu #6); Mark 3:4 (vu #39), 26 (vu 
#33); Mark 4:5 (vu #15); 4:37 (vu #31); 5:10 (vu #4); 6:36 (vu #30), 45 (vu #21); 7:18 
(vu #4); 9:11 (vu #4), 31 (vu #42), 32(vu#17); 10:43 (vu #7); 12:4 (vu#23), 40 (vu #2); 
13:21 (vu #19); 14:35 (vu #10), 54 (vu #17); 15:36 (vu #33), 46 (vu #43); Luke 13:6 (vu 
#43); 14:16 (vu #21); and John 13:26 (vu #59).
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Globalization of Tendencies of Scribes in Case Study 3

The scribal hand of MS 2886 as compared to its exemplar and the hand of MS 1 

as compared to its ancestor reveal patterns of particular scribal habits in Case Study 3. 

First, scribes were aware of the tendency to skip blocks of material by means of 

parablepsis. While the scribe of MS 2886 is not known to do this on his or her own, he or 

she intentionally avoided these types of omissions, which are extant in the exemplar in at 

least two passages (Luke 5:26 [vu #3]; 8:18 [vu #20]). The scribe of MS 1 was more 

prone to this tendency in that on four occasions he or she omitted multiple words due to 

parablepsis (Matt 4:2 [vu #17]; Mark 10:27 [vu #27]; Luke 15:19 [vu #3]; John 21:16 

[vu #51]). Thus, the only tendency made evident by unintentional error common among 

the scribes of the third case study is due to parablepsis.

In regard to intentional changes evident in the text, the first tendency is a desire to 

harmonize their texts to the immediate context. The scribe of MS 2886 harmonized to the 

parallel gospel contexts by means of substitution in Mark 13:9 (vu #32) and 15:30 

(vu #10). The scribe of MS 1 differs from his or her ancestor in Mark 4:17 (vu #38) by 

omitting material for the purpose of harmonizing to a parallel gospel context while 

adding material for the same purpose in Luke 14:24 (vu #30). Similarly, on four 

occasions the scribe of MS 1 also substituted material for harmonizing texts to parallel 

accounts as in Matt 11:25 (vu #73); 27:13 (vu #27); Mark 14:32 (vu #5); Luke 11:17 

(vu #19). Though the scribe of MS 1 tended to supply material for the purpose of 

harmonization, in Matt 5:44 (vu #45); 6:13 (vu #36), 15 (vu #20); 19:17 (vu #22); 21.26 

(vu #26); 24:49 (vu #24) he or she avoids the same features appearing in the marginalia
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of the ancestor. Though some substitutions in MS 1 582 appear to be for the purpose of 

clarifying the meaning of the immediate context of certain passages, the scribe of MS 1 

did not follow this pattern in Luke 14:15 (vu #33) or John 19:38 (vu #96). Only with the 

addition in Matt 18:10 (vu #90) did the scribe of MS 1 attempt to harmonize a passage to 

its immediate context by means of addition.

In summary, while the scribe of MS 1 tended to skip material due to parablepsis, 

the scribe of MS 2886 had an awareness of the tendency that allows him or her to avoid 

this feature from the exemplar. Both scribes occasionally supplied words to harmonize 

passages to their parallel gospel contexts in particular settings. Both scribes actively 

engaged their forebearers as both readers and copyists, making decisions verse by verse 

as to whether they willfully included the errors of their exemplars or ancestors. 

Furthermore, the interaction of the scribe of MS 2886 with the material of MS 205 

demonstrates a willingness to engage the living text as both reader and copyist in a 

careful and deliberate manner.
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CHAPTER 5

CASE STUDY 4: MANUSCRIPTS FROMJ  n  
(13, 346, 543, 826, AND 828)

This chapter provides analysis of the five manuscripts that constitute the fourth 

case study of closely related MSS.1 In the table below, an overview of physical features 

including the date, material, folios, and important designations for each manuscript is 

provided.

TA13LE5.1: FEAT1JRES A N D DESIGNATIONS OF MS GROUP 4
Gregory - 

Aland 
Number

von Soden 
Designation

Date Material Folios Text-Type Aland
Category

13 83 682 XIII Parchment 170 Byz II
346 e226 XII Parchment 168 Byz III
543 8257 XII Parchment 184 Byz III
826 s218 XII Parchment 233 Byz III
828 8309 XII Parchment 176 Byz III

Manuscript 13 includes the four gospels arranged in two columns on each of its 

170 folios. The average line contains 28-30 characters and each folio averages 23.9 cm. x

1 A table containing the comparative collation information from f n  has been 
included in Appendix 4A. Supplemental information on the MSS in this group has been 
included in an excursus on this group of MSS in Appendix 4B.

2 Von Soden, ITie Text, 1:218.

128
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18.2 cm. Lake named the oldest known owner of MS 13 as Charles Maurice Le Tellier 

(1642-1710), Archbishop ofRheim s and Cardinal, who impressively collected fifty 

thousand volumes.3 In his evaluation of the text of Mark in the Ferrar group, Lake and 

Lake noted the “South Italian” ornamentation, p^para, and “added material” o f each of 

these group members.4 Manuscript 346 is a slightly smaller MS, averaging 22.3 cm. x

16.5 cm. in size and containing 168 leaves. Each folio contains one column of text, 

averaging 31-32 characters per line. Manuscript 346 was purchased in southern Italy for 

the Ambrosian library in 1606.5 Each folio of MS 543 contains two columns of gospel 

text with each line averaging 27-30 characters. Each page averages 28 cm. x 23 cm. in 

size. Manuscript 543 was purchased by the Baroness Burdett-Coutts (1814-1906) in 1864 

and eventually bought by the University of Michigan in 1922, where it has been housed 

ever since. The largest codex in the family is MS 826, which contains the four gospels on 

233 pages. Each folio includes two columns of text, averaging 25-26 characters per line. 

The average size of a folio in MS 826 is 22.8 cm. x 17.5 cm. Finally, MS 828 also 

contains the four gospels on 176 pages. Each folio presents two columns o f text with each

3 Kirsopp Lake and Silva Lake, Family 13 ( The Ferrar Group): The Text 
according to Mark with a Collation o f  Codex 28 o f  the Gospels (ed. Kirsopp and Silva 
Lake; SD 11; London: Christophers, 1941), 10.

4 Ibid., 4-11.

5 Ibid., 18.
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line averaging 27 characters per line. The average size of a folio in MS 828 is 26.5 cm. x

19.5 cm. Manuscripts 826 and 828 are said to “have identical stories.”6

In 1868, William Hugh Ferrar (1826-1871), “a professor o f Latin at Dublin 

University and Fellow of Trinity College in Dublin,” discovered four MSS (13, 69, 124, 

346) ranging in date from the twelfth and thirteenth centuries.7 F. H. A. Scrivener 

concluded, MS 543, which he numbered 556, was closely related as well. Kirsopp Lake 

and W. H. Simcox brought MSS 826 and 828 into the group. In Kirsopp and Silva Lakes’ 

analysis of the “Ferrar group,” they particularly examined their provenance and 

paleography, concluding that all the MSS come from Calabria and likely from the same 

monastery based on their possession of “a stichometric reckoning of pr^iara which 

occurs in series of Syriac mss.”8 Later von Soden added nine MSS to Lake’s group and 

divided it into three sub-groups, Ia (983, 1689), Ib (69, 124, 174, 788), and 1“ (13, 230,

346, 543).9 More importantly, the five MSS selected f r o m /°  are included among the ten 

MSS i n / 13 by Wisse and are accepted in standard introductions.10

6 Ibid., Family 13, 20. Additional information concerning the MSS in this 
paragraph is from Aland, Kurzgefassie, 47, 67, 79, and 95.

7 Lake and Lake, Family 13, 1.

8 Ibid., iii, liii.

9 Von Soden, Text, 1:133.

10 Wisse, The Profile, 107; Aland and Aland, The Text, 129; Metzger, The Text,
61.
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The reason these particular five MSS were chosen from the la rg e r /13 is because 

of Kirsopp Lake’s analysis of the group in M ark." Lake suggested these five MSS 

composed the “a-group” o f / 13 and made MS 826 lead member of stemma. Their 

distinction between MSS in the same family led Colwell to suggest that MSS be 

categorized by family, tribe, sub-text-type, or text-type.12 Although Parker suggested that 

f n  is “less clearly knit” t h a n / \  the group was narrowed to these five MSS in order to 

focus on MSS related more closely to one another within the larger family.13

Metzger suggested t h a t /13 actually includes about a dozen MSS (including MSS 

230, 543, 788, 826, 828, 983, 1689, and 1709) that date from the eleventh to the fifteenth 

centuries. Lake and Lake argued that often MSS of the Ferrar Group were dated too late, 

as evidenced by their dating MSS 826 and 828 to the first half of the eleventh century and 

the other three MSS included in this case study to the second half of the eleventh 

century.14 While Lake and Lake argued that all five of von Soden’s / °  “group a” MSS 

were closely related, the lead MS 826 differs from the reconstructed text of the exemplar 

in only “half a dozen readings.” 15

11 Lake and Lake, Family 13, ix-x.

12 See Colwell, “Method,” 15.

13 Parker, An Introduction, 319.

14 Lake and Lake, Family 13, 56-57.

15 Ibid., ix.
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Lake and Lake argued that evidence for the unity o f the relationship in Mark 

between these MSS can be connected to seventeen particular variations. They also noted 

the agreement between the group and the TR as compared to the rest of the family. 

Although they simply listed the verses and a partial explanation of the variations 

themselves, a further investigation reveals that they included eight orthographical shifts 

(2:17 [vu #30]; 4:32 [vu #9], 40 [vu #14]; 8:24; 9:11 [vu #6]; 14:60 [vu #10]; 15:43 [vu 

#45], 46 [vu #10]); four additions (5:40 [vu #16]; 6:45 [vu #6]; 9:12 [vu #17]; 12:23 [vu 

#18]); three substitutions (6:49 [vu #6]; 12:41 [vu #9]; 15:24 [vu #24]); one omission 

(9:21 [vu #27]); and one variation in their list that could not be verified (1 :40 [vu #23]). 

While not providing many details on the possibility of direct copies between these MSS, 

Lake and Lake did suggest that if  any of the five MSS are direct copies o f another, MSS 

543 and 828 are the most likely copies of MS 826. Furthermore, regarding Mark 14:1-41, 

Lake and Lake argued that the scribe of MS 828 used MS 174 (1052, gospels) as his or 

her exemplar.16

16 Lake and Lake, Family 13, 16, 24-25.
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FIGURE 5.1: PROPOSED STEMMA FOR FAMILY 13

Lake, Codex 13, xxiv

'X” A rchetype

826
13

543

828346

Lake and Lake referred to the archetype off u  as “X” and suggested that it was 

written no later than the tenth century, was associated with Origen and Eusebius, and 

likely originated in either Egypt or Palestine. Eventually “X” made its way to southern 

Italy, from which Lake and Lake believe all o f the MSS in / B originated within fifty 

years of one another, in part because of their “common writing and ornamentation.”17 

Fifty-three pages of the volume o n / 13 produced by Lake and Lake is devoted to 

reconstructing this archetype (63-116) while also collating the eleventh-century 

minuscule MS 28 (117-59). Metzger also followed Lake and Lake in suggesting that the 

MSS off u are descendants of an archetype which came either from Calabria in southern 

Italy or from Sicily. As evidenced in the collation data of Appendix 4 A, Metzger also

17 Ibid., 29, 58-59.
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noted that one of the peculiar features of /  13 is the pericope de adidfera included after 

Luke 21:38.18

Along with the proposed stemma by Lake and Lake, the CBGM has been used by 

the INTF to determine that the relationship between MS 13 and two of its descendants 

(MSS 346 and 543) is particularly close in test passages from the Synoptic Gospels with 

96.4% agreement between MSS 13 and 543 and 90.5% agreement between MSS 13 and 

346.19 Similarly, the CBGM determined that MSS 826 and 828 share at 93.5% 

agreement, which as it relates to MS 826 is only third in percentage ranking to their 

shared cousin MS 543 (97.2%) and ancestor MS 13 (95.4%).20 Given that no direct-copy 

relationships are known to exist i n / 13, in this case study the relationships shared between 

two groups of ancestors and descendants MSS 346 and 543 as descendants o f MS 13, 

along with MS 828 as a descendant of MS 826, will be evaluated for the purpose of 

surveying global scribal tendencies in the three MSS that descend from either MS 13 or 

MS 826.

18 Metzger, The Text, 61-62.

19 “Test Passages— Manuscript Clusters: 13, Simple Grouping, Showing Further 
Relations, Basis: Test Passages of Mt-Mk-Lk,” INTF, n.p. [cited 9 August 2012], Online: 
http://intf.uni-muenster.de/TT_PP/Cluster4.php.

20 “Test Passages—Manuscript Clusters: 826, Simple Grouping, Showing Further 
Relations, Basis: Test Passages of Mt-Mk-Lk,” INTF, n.p. [cited 11 August 2012],
Online http://intf.uni-muenster.de/TT_PP/Cluster4.php.

http://intf.uni-muenster.de/TT_PP/Cluster4.php
http://intf.uni-muenster.de/TT_PP/Cluster4.php
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Manuscripts 346 and 543 as Descendants of Manuscript 13

TABLE 5.2: SUMMAT1 ON OF W HERE 543 & 346 DIFFER FROM ANCESTOR21
TYPE OF VR 346 VRs NOT 

IN 13 OR 543
543 VRs 

NOT IN 346
543 VRs NOT 
IN 13 OR 346

346 VRs 
NOT IN 543

346 & 543 VRs 
NOT IN 13

Relative # ofVRs 
in Comparable MS

Orthographical
Shifts

241 32 87 158 15 807

Substitutions 153 35 48 91 18 1,560
A dditions 120 15 29 54 18 1,316
Nomina Sacra 11 0 12 12 9 2,320
Omissions 71 26 33 38 2 418
Movable Nu 39 11 33 17 14 375
Transpositions 27 0 10 16 6 511
Proper Names 10 1 3 5 1 167
Cons. Exchange 0 0 0 0 0 0
Num. Subst. 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL VR 
DIFFERENCES

Involving 346 = 792 Involving 543 = 646 Involving 
13 = 83

Total Relative 
V R# = 7,474

Orthographical Shifts 

More VRs involving orthographical shifts occur in this group of MSS than in any 

of the other types of variations.22 On 241 occasions the scribe of MS 346 was responsible 

for orthographical shifts that are not found in either MS 13 or MS 543. As indicated in 

Table 5.3, the most common shifts are from o co (93x), oo o (64x), ei r\ (56x), 

t r| (41x), ai e (31x), T] ei (30x), and £ ai (30x). Ninety-two of these shifts are

01The relative number of VRs in comparable MSS was calculated by searching 
through the text-range o f / ' 3 using the HCNTTS apparatus software.

22 The most common shift from totalling the 1,608 shifts in the comparative tables 
in the case study was the o oo shift (311 times, 19.34%), while the co o the shift 
occurred second most often (196 times, 12.19%). Regarding shifts involving diphthongs, 
the Ei r| shift was most common with 142 (8.83%) occurences.
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singular or sub-singular readings, which indicates that the scribe of MS 346 commonly 

made these types of shifts, especially from o to co and co to o.23

TABLE 5.3: ORTHOGRAPHICAL SHIFTS FOUND IN 346 ALONE
a  a i Luke 19:8 El £ Luke 1:74; 16:12; John 9:41; 20:26
ai z Matt 6:33; 11:12; 12:45; 13:55; 

18:5: 24:29, 34; 25:8; 27:12; Mark 
3:20, 24; 4:37; 10:31, 40 (2x); 12:9; 
14:64; 15:31; Luke 7:24; 8:39; 9:2; 
10:40; 13:33; 15:12; 16:13; 21:34; 
22:38; 23:51; John 2:17; 9:7; 10:18

£1 U John 20:22

co 0 Matt 9:2; 11:26; 12:45; 17:2; 18:3, 
17,23; 19:19; 20:5; 21:5, 19,37; 
22:12; 23:4, 17; 24:22; 27:27, 53; 
Mark 1:28; 3:10; 4:1; 6:56; 10:21; 
14:70; 15:12, 43; Luke 4:16*; 7:4; 
9:45 (2x); 11:24 (2x); 12:58; 14:2, 
29; 15:12,28; 16:4; 17:27; 18:16; 
21:34; 22:2 (2x); 23:24, 39; 24:24;

ei r| Matt 5:29, 42; 6:3; 6, 7:5; 8:28; 12:1; 14:9; 
18:8; 20:20, 21; 21:43; 22:30; 23:15; 25:33; 
26:25; Mark 1:31; 4:14; 10:7: 11:23; 14:12; 
15:44: Luke 1:64; 3:14; 4:25; 5:18; 6:2; 
8:16; 11:7,9; 12:1, 15, 27 ,39; 15:8; 19:11; 
23:27, 29, 44; 24:9, 49; John 1:38; 3:8, 23; 
8:46; 11:2,9,39: 13:14,32; 18:15, 26; 19:7; 
20:1,2; 21:4

23 Several of the shifts found in MS 346 alone are singular or sub-singular 
readings: at ^  s in Matt 27:12 (vu #5); Mark 3:20 (vu #33); 3:24 (vu #27); 4:37 (vu 
#39); 15:31 (vu #31); oo o in Matt 18:3 (vu # 12); 20:5 (vu #40); 21:37 (vu #23); 22:12 
(vu #24); 23:4 (vu #59); Mark 10:21 (vu #41); 15:12 (vu #27); Luke 12:58 (vu#3); ou 
oo in Mark 3:2 (vu #33); i u in Matt 19:28 (vu #15); t r| in Matt 13:55 (vu #69); 
Luke 2:37 (vu #30); 2:47 (vu #23); 8:3 (vu #4); 12:29 (vu #4), r| £ in Mark 5:19 (vu 
#54); 14.7 (vu #17); r\ si in Matt 4:20 (vu #20); 5:14 (vu #20); Luke 11:44 (vu #15); rj 

tin  Matt 13:32 (vu #83); Mark 6:33 (vu #27); 9:6 (vu #4); 14:31 (vu #30); Luke 2:25 
(vu #48); 7:42 (vu #22); 18:18 (vu #6); 20:3 (vu #2); r| -i> oi in Matt 26:5 (vu #42); Mark 
6:35 (vu #6); Luke 1:48 (vu #18); s a t in Matt 5:34 (vu #20), 5:35 (vu #31); 6:19 (vu 
#40); Mark 14:65 (vu #40); Luke 7:25 (vu #27); o s in Matt 11:8 (vu #50); Mark 6:29 
(vu #12); 6:53 (vu #18); 6:55 (vu #3); si ^  s in John 20:26 (vu #51); si r| in Matt 6:3 
(vu #23); 8:28 (vu #6); 12:1 (vu #63); 26:25 (vu #3), si i in Luke 5:4 (vu #25); John 
19:28 (vu #49); s o in Matt 11:10 (vu #50); Mark 8:13 (vu #13); Luke 14:27 (vu #12); 
John 18:26 (vu #49); o *■► oo in Matt 6:13 (vu #15), 16 (vu #84); 8:34 (vu #3); 9:33 (vu 
#36); 27:40 (vu #15), 42 (vu #5); Mark 10:45 (vu #25); 11:32 (vu #18); 12:10 (vu #10); 
Luke 3:15 (vu #18); 9:6 (vu #3); oi ^  p in Mark 6:15 (vu #12); 6:22 (vu #21); John 
12:26 (vu #18); oi si in Luke 1:62 (vu #21); r| o in Luke 8:16 (vu #16); u t in 
Mark 9:3 (vu #20); u r) in Matt 23:35 (vu #12); u ^  si in Luke 11:11 (vu #30); r| ^  u 
in Matt 19:21 (vu#31); 20:12 (vu #25); Mark 9:48 (vu #3); 12:1 (vu #32); 14:15 (vu 
#30); oi i in Matt 22:37 (vu #77); John 13:29 (vu #58); oo ^  ou in Mark 4:12 (vu 
#42); Luke 3:14 (vu #3); oi a  in Mark 10:48 (vu #7); and o *♦ a in  Matt 12:2 (vu 
#33).
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John 9:4, 24, 35; 10:40; 12:6, 8, 14, 
42; 13:18. 30; 16:4; 17:1 1; 18:22; 
19:9; 21:18

UE ^  £ Luke 3:29 £1 l Matt 23:17; Luke 1:39; 3.5; 5:4; 6:27; 11:7; 
12:42; 16:7 (2x); 18:1; 19:14; 22:24 (2x), 
35; John 8:10; 12:16,46; 19:28

i a Luke 17:7 £ ^  0 Matt 11:10: 16:24: Mark 8:13; Luke 6:32; 
9:13; 14:27; 16:2; 22:42; John 9:41; 11:30; 
18:26; 19:11; 21:18

OU U) Matt 7:6; Mark 3:2; Luke 16:30 o ou Luke 16:24
i u Matt 3:4; 19:28; Mark 7:28; 11:28; 

John 2:16; 15:19
0 O) Matt 3:15; 4:39; 5:15, 30, 31, 46; 6:2, 5, 13, 

16, 25; 8:34; 9:31, 33; 13:20; 15:3,5; 19:23; 
23:20; 25:29, 38; 26:23; 27:40, 42, 44, 54, 
58; 28:43; Mark 1:14; 7:5; 9:42; 10:45; 
11:7,32; 12:7, 10,28; 13:12; 14:44; Luke 
2:40; 3:8, 9, 11, 14, 15,20; 5:19; 7:3: 9:6; 
10:40; 11:4,33; 12:36; 14:32,35; 15:12,25; 
16:1 (2x), 2, 18; 17:7; 18.1; 20:26, 40; 21:7; 
22:49, 53, 23:41, 45; 24:37; John 1:33; 8:20, 
41, 48; 9:8, 15; 12:4,21; 15:2 (2x); 19:39

I t] Matt 3:11; 5:11, 42; 6:24, 27; 9:2; 
13:38, 42, 48, 50, 55: 20:23; 23:2, 
6; 25:35; 27:34; 28:7; Mark 1:25; 
4:7; 10:46; 13:19; 15:46; Luke 
2:37, 47, 44; 3:33; 4:24; 6:22; 7:15, 
42; 8:3; 11:10; 12:29; 13:29; 24:30; 
John 12:14; 19:13, 24 (2x), 39

oi r| Matt 14:44; 16:4; 22:4; Mark 6:15, 22; Luke 
18:9; 23:29; John 12:26; 15:4

L 01 Luke6:2; John 10:17; 18:11; 21:3 o t  CO John 13:2
r i * £ Matt 18:10; Mark 4:27; 5:19; 14:7; 

Luke 18:40
Ol £ I Luke 1:62

r) £i Matt 4:20; 5:14,23; 12:11; 17:20; 
22:16; 23:10; Mark 4:27; 9:31; 
10:35, 42; 13:3, 14; Luke 2:20; 
4:25,7:20; 9:3,24; 10:4; 11:34,44; 
20:36; 22:35, 36; John 1:50; 11:20; 
14:13, 27, 19:31; 21:18 (2x)

tl o Luke 8:16; 11:7; 13:7

n ■ *1 Matt 6:1; 11:27; 13:32; 16:25; 
19:10, 18: 22:3, 5; 23:16, 37; Mark 
2:26; 6:33; 9:6; 0:19; 12:20; 13:32; 
14:31, 33, 41, 44; Luke 2:25; 7:42; 
8:23; 9:13; 17:24; 18:3, 18; 20:3; 
24:14; John 1:41,45; 2:6; 10:28, 
35, 11:24; 13:2; 16:13; 17:12;
19:33 (2x)

t El Matt 5:14; 6:11: 7:2; John 1:5; 8:12, 35; 
11:31

T] ■> 01 Matt 6:25; 12:40; 26:5; 27:58; 
Mark 6:35; 16:11; Luke 1:48; John 
10:1; 15:12; 18:36 (3x)

u *  l Mark 9:3; Luke 4:7; John 20:7

£ ■> at Matt 5:34, 35 (2x); 6:19; 9:38;
16:2; 18:18; Mark 2:8; 13:7; 14:65; 
Luke 2:8, 10; 5:23; 7:25c; 9:4; 10:7; 
11:42 (2x), 46; 23:20, 28; 24:17; 
John 1:15; 13:9; 14:11,31; 16:20 
(2x), 22, 26

u T] Matt 13:33; 23:35; Mark 1:32; 11:25; Luke 
16:15; 24:38; John 15:20
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e a Matt 4:2 (2x); John 21:3 U £1 Luke 11:11; John 20:5
ea  a Luke 13:3 r] u Matt 19:21; 20:12: 24:3; Mark 9:48; 12:1; 

14:15; 16:11; Luke 21:34; John 8:5, 48. 
9:21

10 u John 13:27 01 l Matt 22:37; Luke 15:19, John 1:43; 13:29
0 £ Matt 11:8; 12:45; 20:10; Mark 

6:29, 5 3 ,5 5 ; Luke 11:28; 20:31; 
John 19:35

H *  a t Mark 14:30

o +  r| Luke 12:4 a  o Luke 21:14
l £ Luke 22:42 to ou Matt 12:10; Mark 4:12; 13:11; Luke 3:14
01 I) Luke 5:24; 7:10 oi a Mark 10:48
a  e Mark 12:22 o a Matt 12:2, Mark 9:38
0 0£ Matt 11:13 £ r] Matt 5:31

On 87 occasions MS 543 stands apart from MSS 13 and 346 in regard to 

orthographical shifts, but only the o ■* oo shift occurs ten times or more. The shifts from 

i ■* p and a  ■* r\ also occur on seven occasions each.

fABLE 5.4 ORTHOGRAPHICAL SHEFTS FOUND IN 543 ALONE
a  ^  e Luke 4:38 £ T1 Mark 9:39*; Luke 6:37
a  u Luke 6:18 £1 I Luke 19:14, 37
to 0 Matt 5:34; Luke 10:22; John 4:20; 

11:19
£1 T| Matt 27:47; Mark 8:32. 34: 10:21; Luke 

1:58,59; John 8:38
at £ John 1:43 £ +  t Mark 10:47; Luke 10:34
a  ■> at Mark 1:30 0 OU John 1:6
a  o Matt 1.3:18; Luke 5:33 w/ 13 0 to Matt 23:19; 27:47; Mark .3:2; 10:21: Luke 

4:22,38; 14:12; 16:13; 19:32, John 10:5
a t +  e Matt 27:41; Mark 2:12 01 to Luke 19:14; John 2:20
t ^  l] Matt 5:22; Mark 4:17; 5:4; 6:16; 

Luke 10:34; 19:17; John 2:7
01 I John 7:11

t u Matt 15:27, Luke 1:19 Ot U Luke 11:8
t £ Luke 1:79 I ^  £1 Matt 24:12; Mark 7:7; 12:43: 14:63; Luke 

3:24
r| +  £t Matt 23:37; 24:49 (2.x); 27:15; 

Luke 10:28 (2x); John 16:21;
I Ot Matt 4:13; John 7:32

q u Luke 7:37; John 13:37 ea a Mark 6:22
< 1*1 Matt 4:13; Mark 6:29; 15:43; Luke 

6:29; John 17:3
u q Luke 1:79

£ at Matt 6:7; 23:31; 28:10; Mark 9:43; ot r) John 2:4

24 Five of the orthographical shift VRs found in MS 543 alone are singular or sub­
singular readings, a t e in John 1:43 (vu #25); t ■* r| in Luke 1:19 (vu #18); t *  u in 
Luke 1:19 (vu #63); o ■* co in Luke 4:22; and oi ■* i in John 7:11.
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Luke 10:2; John 7:34; 12:36
£ a Matt 9:25 £ ■> at Mark 13:25
at a Mark 4:20 o a Matt 6:7; Mark 12:44; Luke 7:30

Manuscripts 13 and 543 often agree in regard to orthographical shift VRs to the 

exclusion of MS 346, while the shared readings between MSS 346 and 543 against their 

ancestor (MS 13) are not as impressive. Ten of the 32 occasions MSS 13 and 543 agree 

against MS 346 involve the to o shift, while the other fourteen categories o f shifts each 

occurs no more than four times.

TABLE 5.5: ORTHOGRAPHICAL SHIFTS FOUND IN TWO OF THREE WITNESSES
ORTHOGRAPHICAL SHIFTS FOUND IN 346 AND 543 (NOT IN 13)

a t -^  £ John 20:23 £ ^  a Luke 2:1
CO ^  O Luke 2:10 El t Luke 11:36
ou CO Matt 13:16 O CO Matt 5:34; John 15:8

John 11:11 ou 0 John 19:29
£ ^  a t Luke 16:12 £ IE Mark 7:14

ORTHOGRAPHICAL SHIFTS25 FOUND IN 3 AND 543 (NOT IN 346)
a t ^  £ John 10:20, 18:18, 25 £t n Luke 20:11
CO o Matt 8:5; Mark 6:39; Luke 11:14 

(2x); 12:57; 13:1; 16:7; 23:40; John 
13:34; 19:29

£t I Mark 5:4; Luke 20:2; John 13 3

a  e Luke 12:57 (OU ^  O Matt 19:7
a  -¥  o Luke 1:25 o CO Mark 14:60; Luke 11:27; 12:58: John 

2:12
i Luke 20:20 ot t Matt 28:43

O ■> £ Luke 8:15 I £1 John 8:48
u r| John 11:50 £ -> at Luke 11:48
n - »  u Luke 12:33; 16:20

ORTHOGRAPHICAL SHIFTS26 FOUND IN 13 AND 346 (NOT IN 543)
a  a t Mark 7:22 £ EU Mark 6:34; Luke 10:33; 15:20

25 The shift from a o in Luke 1:25 (vu #24), which occurs in all the MSS 
except MS 346, is a singular reading.

26 Singular and sub-singular readings involving orthographical shifts shared by 
MSS 13 and 346 include co oin Matt 27:20 (vu #30) and Mark 3:1 (vu #35); i oi in 
Mark 10:38 (vu #23); £ +  e u  in Mark 6:34 (vu #31); and o co in Luke 12:2 (vu #7) and 
14:31 (vu #72).
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ai e Matt 23:38; Mark 4:15; Luke 
10:26, 11:26; John 1:11;

£ ■> £1 John 15:4

(jy +  o Mali 7:13; 10:42; 13:24; 14:36. 
21:36; 22:2, 27:20; Mark 3:1; 6:35; 
7:3; 14:32; 15:32; Luke 1:74: 5:16; 
6:13; 11:21; 22:6; John 18:28 (2x): 
20:23

£1 t] Matt 14:9; 23:16; Mark 16:10; Luke 
2:49; 12:25; 1.3:7. 9; 14:30; 22:6, 42: 
23:18,39; John 8:20; 11:34; 20:14

a  -> £ Matt 11:9 £1 t Matt 25:39; Mark 7:22; 10:16; 16:5; 
Luke 16:5; John 1:48

a  o Matt 13:10; 16:14; Luke 9:19; 
20:24; 22:9; John 9:23;

r| oi Luke 4:22; 13:4

l * U Mark 9:7 0 -> £ Matt 12:4
l 01 Matt 20:22; Mark 10:38 0 Cl) Matt 5:19; 7:9; 10:5; 12:44; 15:2; 20:31; 

22:7; 23:19; 24:43; Mark 9:36; 11:18; 
13:13; Luke 1:2, 7, 23, 27*; 2:40; 12:2; 
14:31; 18:9; 21:3; 22:22; 23:52; John 
14:23; 20:5

i * n Matt 13:47; 20:9; 22:34; Mark 
14:32; Luke 2:36; 4:20; 9:14; 17:3; 
22:56; John 19:13

I £t Matt 24:21; Luke 11:31

n * i Mark 7:22; Luke 7:32; 10:35, 11:8; 
12:30; John 2:10; 13:21

£ O Matt 21:33

q a Matt 5:19; 10:10; 12:20, 50; Mark 
3:14,29, 35; 5:23; 11:28; 13:4; 
14:6; Luke 8:18; 11:22,39; 13:9, 
25; 17:33; 18:5; John 2:9, 25; 9:31; 
10:4; 11:10, 52; 15:16

i a t Mark 12:4

n v Mark 13:4; Luke 10:17; John 12:43 i u John 20:24
m * * i John 18:28 u r] Matt 19:14; Luke 5:22, 6:12; John 9:19
£ Oti Matt 2:9; 10:7; Mark 12:24; Luke 

3:13; 5:22; 8:3, 29; 11:2, 9; 13:31; 
19:13; 22:46

£ a Luke 7:22

00 01) Luke 1:5

In the 157 VRs shared between MSS 13 and 346 to the exclusion o f MS 543, the 

most common shifts involve the change from r| a , which occurs 25 times, and o oo 

on 24 occasions. The only other significant shifts in this grouping are oo ^  o eighteen 

times, ei r| on fourteen occasions, and the oo o shift on twelve occasions.

Substitutions

The scribe of MS 346 is responsible for more substitutions than any of the other 

scribes in this case study with 153 substitution VRs including 52 verbs, 23 multiword
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substitutions, and 25 pronouns. One creative substitution occurs in Luke 7:24 (vu #5) 

when a reference to the dyycAwv of John is changed to pictBy) twv. Similarly, in Matt 5:47 

(vu # 15) a reference to ddeA4>ou<; is changed to <p{Xovg. The scribe of MS 346 harmonized 

to the immediate context in Luke 10:22 (vu #2) when a phrase from v. 23 was included in 

v. 22 and in Matt 3:7 (vu #36) when in a singular reading the name Icoavvov is supplied 

for auTou to reflect the use of the name in 3:1,4. In Matt 20:34 (vu # 18) the noun 

64>0aA(xwv is supplied for dggdTwv to reflect the language of Matt 9:29.

The scribe of MS 346 also used substitution to parallel other gospel contexts as in 

Matt 13:4 (vu #40) when in a singular reading the scribe supplied xaTenaryjdyj xal 

ekBovra  for eXBovra to parallel the language of Luke 8:5. In Mark 4:15 (vu #63) the 

phrase ev raT? xapSiag aurcov replaced ei$ auToug to fit the language of Matt 13:19, just as 

with the replacement of o exei with o doxeT ex.eiv <n Mark 4:25 (vu #36) to match 

Luke 8:18. In Luke 3:7 (vu #40) the pronoun vpuv is replaced with the verb vniSei^ev to 

fit the parallel in Matt 3:7, while the reference to “sour wine” (ofos) for oTvov in 

Matt 27:34 (vu #13) harmonizes Luke 23:36 and John 19:30.
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TABLE 5.6: SUBSTITUTIONS27 IN 346 ALONE
VERBS ADJECTIVES/ADVERBS

Jetyjitmcrai] napaStiyyLariaai Malt 1:19 ttoXu] 7roXu? Mark 3:8
axovcavreg] axoucavroo Matt 2:9 XtoXov] sywXov Mark 9:45
^annoryjg] fianncBrig Matt 3:1 7tavT0T£] 7ravro Mark 14:7
ct7ro5ws] airoSco Matt 5:26 iracrrwv] naccov Luke 19:37
emopxy]C£i<;] eniopxcrrjg Matt 5:33 npiorog] 7rpwTov John 8:7
Em^Touaiv] eratypei Matt 6:32 psî ova] peî wv John 19:1 1
orpa^Eii;] ETiiorpatpeig Matt 9:22 MULTIWORD
xaaxpivEt] xcit axpivouaiv Matt 12:42 ^wpa xai oxia Bavarou] crxia 

Ta axia
Matt 4:16

em<TTpe\pco] vnocpEiparco Matt 12:44 o airoXucov] av anoXvar) Matt 5:32
XEyovca] XeyovTÊ Matt 13:14 coi] ev tco cfiavEpw Matt 6:18
cruvau|av£o-0ai] cuvauJgavecrai Matt 13:30 opoiw0̂ cr£Ttn] opoiaxrco aurov Matt 7:24
eX0EIv] a7T£X0£lV Matt 14:28 T0V XUpiOv] TOU KVplOU Matt 10:24
5uvac0£] cruviETai Matt 16:3 £X0ovTa] xaT£7raT))0>] xai 

EXBovra
Matt 13:4

eX0wv] e| eX0wv Matt 16:13 xar£<pay£v] xai KOTÊ ayev Matt 13:4
pETaPa] pETâ CTETE Matt 17:20 tEpov] TOU 0u Matt 21:12
7rpOCD]X0Ov] 7rpOCT£X0OVTEC Matt 17:24 Ex̂ aXsTE aurov] apare aurov 

xai epfSaXeTE
Matt 22:13

Xrjp̂ ovTat] Xy]\J;ovTai Matt 20:10 p>)] p»jy£ Mark 2:21
xa0̂ yy)Tai] xa&t)rai Matt 23:10 E15 hut ou;] ev rai; xapSiag 

aurwv
Mark 4:15

cjuvayw] cruvaywv Matt 25:26 0 Ê El] 0 SoXEt ÊEIV Mark 4:25
rjToipaaav] ETupacrav Matt 26:19 piyjrEpog] Tipag xa i ppag Mark 10:30
5ou?] eSiOou Matt 26:26 >)Ti;] ei T15 Luke 2:4
Xeyei] EXsyEV Mark 2:25 TO 7TV£Upa] TOV ouvov 7rva Luke 3:22
ÊETElVEv] e| eT7)V£V Mark 3:5 £ig to iaa0ai] ev tw iao0ai Luke 5:17
xaTapavTEj] xaT07ravT£c; Mark 3:22 too naXaiw] Ta maXaia Luke 5:36
auvayETai] cu>vayayeT«i Mark 4:1 7iavra] xai crrpa4>Ei? trpog 

roug paOiyra? auTOu eixev 
n avra

Luke 10:22

4pfaTo] >]p|avT0 Mark 6:2 too caftfiaroo] to aafifiarov Luke 13:14
5o0̂ crETai] 5w0>]cr£Tai Mark 8:12 £y£i] croxr] eyav Luke 19:26

27 Substitution VRs in MS 346 alone that are singular or sub-singular readings 
include Matt 2:16 (vu #78); 3:1 (vu #29), 7 (vu #36); 5:12 (vu #21), 26 (vu #30), 32 (vu 
#18), 33 (vu #24); 6:18 (vu #85); 9:2 (vu #50), 18 (vu #49); 10:13 (vu #15), 24 (vu #21); 
11:4 (vu #10); 13:4 (vu #40); 12:42 (vu #30), 44 (vu #9); 13:14 (vu #24); 30 (vu #5); 
14:28 (vu #42); 15:2 (vu #45), 17 (vu #46); 16:3 (vu #77); 21:7 (vu #6); Mark 2:10 (vu 
#31); 3 :5 (vu #51), 8 (vu #48), 22 (vu #12); 4:1 (vu #24), 27 (vu #48); 5:13 (vu #39); 
8:12 (vu #29); 9:45 (vu #40); 10:41 (vu#10); 14:7 (vu #3); 16:7 (vu #30); Luke 1:12 (vu 
#18); 2:36 (vu #33); 5:36 (vu #40); 12:37 (vu #30), 50 (vu #13); 13:11 (vu #24); John 
14:22 (vu #28); 15:24 (vu #17); and 18:1 (vu #34).
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VERBS MULTIWORD
y)p|avTo] yjp^aro Mark 10:41 Uptlv] Ei pl>)V John 8:24
evprjcrere] wpy)(j£ Mark 11:2 xayw] xai eyw John 8:26
acf»)] a<pr)<T£i Mark 11:25 oux EyvwxarE] ou yvcoxaTE John 8:55
tn tavSakujfyvovrai]
oxavbakicBricETtn

Mark 14:21 NOUNS

£7rtyEypa(Xfz£v>]] £7riyeypaptp£vr]v Mark 15:26 auTou] tcoavvou Matt 3:7
£7tX>) aDrjaav] enAr^Yjaai Luke 2:2 crifxwva] orpwv Matt 4:18
7ipo|3£|3r)xuia] Trpofkxuta* Luke 2:36 orayova] co iayu va Matt 5:39
e£>]T£ITe] ^TEITE Luke 2:39 aSsXcpovg] (piXovg Matt 5:47
upuv] U7Te5ei|;£V Luke 3:7 oixia] xoia Matt 10:13
5i5aax£iv] tSiSacncev Luke 6:6 cmeipag] aneipcov Matt 13:39
E7U7TOp£UO(Z£VWv] EmTTOpEUtoV Luke 8:4 Matt 15:2
X£XO(7fl»)frEVOv] XOC(Z)]ft£VOV Luke 11:25 a<j>£5pa)va] acppaiSuva Matt 15:17
VTEpl̂ OXJETai] 7T£p[£wCT£ Luke 12:37 xaicrapuag] xscrapia? Matt 16:13
Xpovi^Et] ypov^wv Luke 12:45 opparcjv] o4>QaXjiwv Matt 20:34
air^croucnv] aTravT^aoucriv Luke 12:48 yjpepa] copa Matt 24:2
teXe(j6>)] teXectt>] Luke 12:50 oivov] c^og Matt 27:34
auyxu7rrouo'a] ffvyxxmrovaav Luke 13:11 apapnag] apapnav Mark 2:10
ETDJptoT̂ O'Ev] Eyyî OVTO? Luke 18:40 xprjfivou] xpupivou Mark 5:13
EXayioTw] EAayiffSw Luke 19:17 ou] U10U Mark 14:21
))P^aTo] yjp̂ avTO Luke 19:45 Apipa6aiap] apipctSeag Mark 15:43
cruvEXoyuravro] ouvEXoyio'aTO* Luke 20:5 TaXiXaiav] yaXiav Mark 16:7
7rapa5i5ovr£c;] napaSovreg Luke 21:12 pop.<paia] pop4>aiav Luke 2:35
ETCEXpiVEV] TEXpiVEV* Luke 23:24 Iavvai] iwavvat Luke 3:24
TETEapayptEVOi] TEpaypevot Luke 24:38 4>o(3ou] <f>o|3ov Luke 5:26
£7ro[y]era] £7toi>]cravc John 15:24 ayyeXwv] (xa9r)rwv Luke 7:24

PRONOUNS i£pw] ispov John 19:47
auTTjs] auToip Matt 2:16 PREPOSITIONS
upicov] rj t̂tdv Matt 5:12 Sia] u7io Matt 3:3
auT7)v] aurrjs Matt 5:28 ex] a7to Matt 7:4
aUTWv] CtUTW Matt 9:2 u7ro] Sla Matt 27:35
apn] aur>] Matt 9:18 7rapacrr>]aai] napa Luke 2:22
aurot?] auTW Matt 11:4 £7T£l] E7TI John 13:29
auT>js] auTot; Matt 2:16 a7t] ano Mark 15:37
airrjj] auT>]v Matt 14:7 ARTICLES
>iptas] Matt 17:4 TYjV] TOV Matt 21:7
rjpuv] uptiv Matt 19:27 NONSENSE
auxw] aurov Matt 27:31 TEXVOV] TEXV Matt 12:41
auro$] auroi? Mark 4:27 iEpoaoXufxwv] EpoooXpwv Matt 15:1
aim)] auTw Mark 5:34 ev yaorpi] syyaorpi Matt 24:19
auro] aurov Mark 9:18 yjSsi] rjSev Matt 24:43
aurcd] auTov Mark 10:49 ev pEcrw] EpfXEcrco John 8:9
auT>]] auTr)g Mark 12:31 aXXos] aaXXo? John 15:24;
auTov] aura) Luke 1:12 aurou] auaurou John 18:1
croi] aov Luke 5:32 CONJUNCTIONS
auT ov] aurou? Luke 9:50 pyjTrore] p.Yi’norai Matt 4:6
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PRONOUNS CONJUNCTIONS
ev tco] aurov Luke 10:35 a>s] uoTtep Matt 5:48
auto ]  auroiv Luke 12:36 y]3 xai Matt 6:25
eauTov] saurcov Luke 18:14 av ] Eav Matt 10:14; Luke 

9:24
a w w ]  a t/ro v Luke 23:36 5e (ir)] p )5e Matt 17:27
IJjZlv] >]|X£IS John 14:22 t i] ori Mark 2:7
rjp )v ]  w iv John 17:12 vuv] ouv Luke 22:36

PARTICLES OJOEl] Luke 22:41
£av] av Matt 7:12

On 58 occasions the scribe of MS 543 stands alone, with 32 involving the 

addition o f verbs to the text by means of substitution. The scribe had the tendency to 

expand the words of Christ as with the singular reading in Mark 9:37 (vu #40) when the 

expression e7rl t& ovogct ri gou was added to Jesus’ teaching concerning how the Father 

would be honored by following the one he sent. Harmonization to the immediate context 

is evidenced by the substitution o f eig yap eariv o for o t i  in Matt 23:10 (vu #12), which 

parallels the same phrase used in vv. 8 and 9. The scribe was also creative with 

prepositional prefixes as with the replacement of the future active indicative geTa^creTat 

with xaT a^aera i in the singular reading of Matt 17:20.

TABLE 5.7 SUBSTIT UTIONS IN 543 ALONE
VERBS ADJECTIVES/ADVERBS

eXSovte?] eXOovtoj Matt 2:11 £U0US] EU0EW5 Mark 1:21
Xoprao-Orjaovtai] x_opraa6rjaovT Matt 5:6 an a vreg ] %avreg Mark 1:27
avot|a?] avoi| Matt 5:12 ou5 e] oute John 1:25 (2x)
euvow v] EVV0UV Matt 5:25 MULTIWORD
a n o o T a c n o v ]  un ooraa iov Matt 5:31 auTou?] auroig Matt 7:16

n] Matt 6:24 ekteXSovtes 5 e auTou] eicteXOovti Sz Matt 8:5

28 Singular or sub-singular readings involving substitutions in MS 543 alone 
include Matt 5:6, 31 (vu#33); 8:16; 17:20; Mark 9:37 (vu #40); 11:20; 14:3 (vu #10); 
and John 7:18 (vu #35).
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VERBS MULTIWORD
ETeXeCEv] CrUV£T£A£ff£V Matt 7:28 SojxovEt] 5i eixovei Matt 8:15
7rpoa7]V£yx;av] 7rpoy)V£yxav Matt 8.16 tous lepsig] T015 tEpEUCU Mark 2:26
£a7rXayxwu70>]] £ucr7rXaŷ toicr0>} Matt 9:37 cm] £15 yap £cmv o Matt 23:10
TrpoffeXGovre;] npoaeXBorei; Matt 13:27 oux] E7U Tto ovoua Tl uou Mark 9:37
pi£Ta(3>yrETai] x a r a ^ a s r a i Matt 17:20 NOUNS
OTpoTEuptaTa] crrpEupcrra Matt 22:7 MaySaXrjvr;] piaySaXivyj Matt 27:56
SficrpiEutnv] ^Eapiououcri Matt 23:4 ouxjjv] auxr] Mark 11:20
TrXyjpwaaTe] 7iXrjwo'aT£ Matt 23:32 aX£XTOpo4>a)vta5] aXExrpo(f>c<ma5 Mark 13:35
mpoEXScov] 7rpoa£X0cov Matt 26:39 Mark 15:37
Sieppyj^ev] Sispprjxe Matt 26:55 ovopian] ovopia Luke 1:61
anoXeccoaiv] anoXeacog Matt 27:10 Tpa^covtrtSog] orpaywvrnSop Luke 3:1
£CT>)X0T&)v] ECJTGJTWV Matt 27:47 N eovictxe] veaivicrxe Luke 7:14
eXeyov] £t7rav Matt 27:49 PRONOUNS
emavvyj-ypevr)] cnjv>]ypiEvoi Mark 1:33 Tl] T15 Matt 27:4
naprjyysiXev] 7rapr]yyeXX£v Mark 6:8 £V] £15 Mark 14:3
CTtXayyvi^opiai] anXayvi^opiat Mark 8:2 auTou] eoutou Luke 8:5
pcecrovvuxTiov] piEaovuxriou Mark 13:35 0UT05] auro5 John 9:19
a4>£VT£$) atpevreca Luke 5:11 oux] ou John 13:10
eXrjXU0OTE5] cruv£Xr)XuSoT£5 Luke 5:17
crufi7rviyovTat] ovvnviyovrai Luke 8:14 ARTICLES
>]5ftLC0©£ts] £r]pilW0£t Luke 9:25 twv] TCO Matt 24:50
£7ta[ayuv0>)a£Ta[] STTspxuvByasTa: Luke 9:26 xai] ai* Luke 7:4
ovpTtXrjpovaBai] avvTiXrjpouaBai Luke 9:51 4>lX.l7T7rOv] TOV John 6:5
exXacev] xXaaev Luke 22:19 NONSENSE
r)yay£T£] yjyare John 7:45 aXr)0>)5] aXrjyjg John 7:18
epKpaviau] ep<pavr)crco John 14:21

Manuscripts 346 and 543 agree against MS 13 on only 18 occasions, which 

include 11 verbal substitutions. Two of these substitutions involve harmonization 

attempts. In Mark 6:1 (vu #6) when sp^erai is replaced with yXQev, a connection to the 

parallel in Luke 4:16 is made explicit, while the immediate context of Luke 20:28 

(vu #18) is not harmonized by means of the addition of cnro&avY]. While the scribe o f MS 

346 avoided the substitutions of the others on 35 occasions, only one o f these is 

significant. In Luke 4:39 (vu #32) the scribe of MS 346 avoided a harmonization to the 

parallel in Matt 8:14 when he or she did not substitute nerpov for Sigcovo?.
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When MSS 13 and 346 agree against MS 543 in VRs involving substitutions on 

91 occasions many involve verbs (32x), while nouns (6x) and pronouns (6x) are also 

commonly substituted into the text. Many of the verb substitutions involve simply 

omitting or adding a prefix to the verb, but some represent significant changes. In Matt 

4:9 (vu #6) the substitution of Aeyet for emev fits with the context o f Matthew 4 where 

Aeyet occurs in verses 6 and 10 though et7rev is far more common in Matthew.29 On at 

least three occasions substitutions serve to harmonize the text to parallel gospels 

including the use of oi pev for o t i  in Mark 8:28 (vu #10) which fits well with Matt 16:14, 

the addition of o Be for xai in Luke 23:24 (vu #3) which matches Mark 15:15, and a 

harmonization to Matt 17:11 in Mark 9:12 (vu #6). Also, in Luke 5:17 (vu #10) the 

phrase ev pta t w v  cruvaywywv xai for xai points forward to the use of the same expression 

in Luke 13:10 which is similar to the harmonization to the immediate context in Luke 

20:24 (vu #22).

TABLE 5.8: SUBSTITUTIONS IN TWO OF THE THREE WITNESSES
SUBSTITUTIONS IN 34 6 AND 543 (NOTIN 13)

VERBS AI XiLCTlVHS/AD VERBS
)]yep6rj] ijyepev Matt 9:25 n a vra ] anavra Matt 17:11
ytvYjrai] yevcovrai Matt 18:12 710105] 7io6ev Luke 5:19
tpyETca] >5X8 ev Mark 6 :1 aov] ecrov John 18:35
orfevei?] acrSevouvra; Luke 9:2 NOUNS
ava7recr£] ava m a a i Luke 14:10 eXeo;] eXeov Matt 9:13
3cexXi]xoTi] xexXarn Luke 14:12 Luke 10:13

r)] UTZoQavr] Luke 20:28 epyojv] Texvwv Matt 11:19
eyvwcrav] eyivcoaxov John 10:6

29 The verb ei7rev occurs 110 times in Matthew as compared to 54 occurrences of
Aeyei.
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e|3Ar]0r)] £(jAr)Gr]T£ John 15:6 p a r t ic l e ;
SeJwjca] iOijjxa John 17:22 av] Eav Jolm 20:23
ê ASev] eiceAGev John 18:6

SUBSTITUTIONS30 TN 13 AND 543 (NOT IN 346)
VERBS MULTIWORD

xaTafiovrog] xarafiaivovroq Matt 8:1 auT0(]>ajpto] auTw tw 4>ovw Jolm 8:4
SieyepGeis] ey£p0£is Mark 4:39 KpecrfiuTepcov] ecos tcov Exacmov* Joint 8:9

CONJUNCTIONS
EIS] w Luke 4:16 n] xat Joint 8:14
EtVEXEv] EVEXEV Luke 4:18 NOUNS
£1?] £1 Luke 4:26 XlfiCdVOs] LlETpoV Luke 4:39
si;ehXyi<tovto] Ê ET:Xrr)acroma Luke 4:32 ADJECTIVES
xcm'n’Xe.vtrm] xazanXevaavjec. Luke 8:26 ETEpOg] EpOS* Luke 14:20
anayaywv] avayaycov Luke 13:15 TauTa] 7tavra Luke 14:21
Jo?] Jots Luke 14:9 ARTICLES
Se £A0wv] SieXGmv Luke 15:17 ov] 0 Matt 7:9
emptvBrjcrm] wrn̂ X6ev John 7:53 PRONOUNS
apwâ Etv] ap7raffai John 10:29 K'JTtjs] EaUTTJC Matt 6:34
ema] Ei7rov John 10:34 airrov] aurous Matt 6:49
a7ro0avwpi£v] avvaixoBavuyiev John 11:16 CEaUTOv] EaitTOV Luke 10:35
EiJcos] iScov Joint 18:4 Eaurcov] auTcov Luke 12:36

PREPOSITIONS EaUTOv] EailTWV Luke 15:17
5ia] utto Matt 21:4 aurtjs] £auT7)s John 11:2
ex] 0710 Mark 16:3 PARTICLES

MULTIWORD Eav] av Matt 5:32
>)5>)] yj5i xai John 15:3 P)] ou John 10:38

NONSENSE
xapirjAov] xaAiptov Mark 10:25

SUBSTITUTIONS31 IN 13 AND 346 (NOT IN 543)
VERBS MULTIWORD

Ei7T£v] Xeysi Matt 4:9 Tag Trapâ oAas] to rj 
napafioXy) amYj

Mark 4:10

£X£Te] e|£TCII Matt 5:46 JwJExa] JExaJuo Mark 5:42
anoxcopeire] ava^wpeite Matt 7:23 xai AEyoucrtv auTw] o Oe

ElTtOV
Mark 8:20

TiapaSouc] napeSuxsv Matt 10:4 OTl] 01 ptEV Mark 8:28
eotiv] EICIV Matt 10:12 e<py\] a7roxpi0£is £t7tev Mark 9:12
<£o(3eiO0>]] <f>o(3»)0>)T£ Matt 10:31 Eyvwaav ot yovEis] Eyvat 

icocrr)<p
Luke 2:43

30 Three of the readings not included in MS 346 are singular or sub-singular, 
including Matt 6:34 (vu #15), Luke 14:21 (vu #9), and John 15:3 (vu #7).

31 Singular readings involving substitution VRs in MSS 13 and 346 are Matt 
12:18 (vu #31) and Mark 8:11 (v u # ll) .
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VERBS MULTIWORD

xExoopjptEvov] xoayirjfiEvwv Matt 12:44 xat] ev pta toiv 
truvaywycov xai

Luke 5:17

au|»]0y)] au^oi] Matt 13:32 xai] o Se Luke 23:24
TrapaSoatv] TrapaSaxrtv Matt 15:6 emav ouv] xat emov John 4:52
7rpocr>]veyxa] irpocryjveyxav Matt 17:16 JZE0] piEVEl p£0 John 14:16
rjXoXouSouv] >)xoXou6r)crav Mark 2:15 CONJUNCTIONS
ancoTsXXei] e^anooreXXei Mark 4:29 xa0a] xa0w$ Matt 27:10
7rpoy]X0ov] 7rpoa>)X0ov Mark 6:33 o 5e] ovSe Luke 4:40
itpoaev^aaBai] 7rpo£u|acr0at Mark 6:46 av] eav Luke 9:48
axoucrars] axousrE Mark 7:14 te] Se Luke 14:26
7rapayy£XX£t] napriyyeiXev Mark 8:6 xav] xat John 8:14
>]p|avro] r)p|aT0 Mark 8:11 NOUNS
av^TEtv] OXIV̂ TEIV Mark 8:11 yaSaprjvwv] yepyeoivuv Matt 8:28

ElpjVEyxsv] £|>]yay£v Mark 8:23 otxtatxot] oixEtaxoi Matt 10:36
PXE7T£t?] (3X£7l£l Mark 8:23 tou?] apTou; Mark 6:41
a7T£xaT£OT>)] a vex a reo i aBrj Mark 8:25 a m o n a ] a7rtaT£ia Mark 9:24
X>]p|/ovTai] Xijtf/ovrat Mark 12:40 Katfiapvaoup] 

xa7TE pvaoup.
Mark 9:33

£XyUWO[Z£VOv] EyKUVOjXEVOV Mark 14:24 Maptap] papia Luke 10:42
£X7T£picrcrw5 fiXaXst] 7T£Tpo? 
ptaXXov nepicrcrctic eXeyev on

Mark 14:31 [xva] pva; Luke 19:20

ov'XXrjp.ipBrjvai} cruXXr]4>0r]vai Luke 2:21 ARTICLES
T£0pa(X(I£VO?]
avaT£0paptpevo;

Luke 4:16 xat] T)]v Matt 10:28

v|vajyovT£5] 4»wyovT£5 Luke 6:1 F)] >1 Matt 11:23
^yytcrev] )]yyi^£v Luke 7:12 ov] 0 M att 12:18
EVÊ UCraro] EV£§l$UCTX£TO Luke 8:27 ano] ot Matt 15:21
Pocrxo(x£V))] (3oCTxopt£vr)v Luke 8:32 PREPOSITIONS
£»)T£l] £m?l)T£l Luke 11:29 £15 ] E7TI Mark 4:8
eicteXOeiv] SieXOeiv Luke 18:25 Ev] EX Mark 9:37
Ot] a7TOXpi0£VT£; Luke 20:24 ouvT£X£oa5] cruv Luke 4:13
Epc)]vu(r£v] EjiuvrjcrEV Luke 20:37 am] airo Luke 21:11
£CT0»)Te] Etr0[)]T£ Luke 22:30 UTTEp] TTEpt John 1:30
£f*4>o|3fc)v] £V<J>o|3wV Luke 24:5
rjaav] yjv Luke 24:40 ADVERBS
a7T£0aV£v] £TE0)]X£l John 11:21 EXEt] W0E Luke 17:23
teteXeut^xoto?] te0v>)xoto? John 11:39 xat] ou5 Mark 13:19
EmaTEUOv] ETTlOTEUCraV John 12:34 W5] WffEt John 4:6
£ip)]X£v] evteXeiXoto John 12:50 ex^es] x M John 4:52

NONSENSE PRONOUN
EyxaxEiv] EvxaxEiv Luke 18:1 aurou] EauTou Mark 6:4

PRONOUNS ou5e] ovdev Mark 6:31
aurou] EauTou Luke 15:5 Eptou] pou Luke 4:7
atmov] eavtov Luke 22:66 rrrtg] T15 Luke 7:37
eoutov] ai/rov Luke 23:2 auTou;] airra Luke 12:24
auTw] awwv Luke 23:40 aurat?] Taurat? Luke 13:14
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ADJECTIVE PARTICLE
[wyiXaXov] [aoyyiXaXov Mark 7:32 eav] av Matt 12:32
€15] eva Mark 8:38 4] m S e Luke 12:47

Additions

As compared to the scribe of MS 543, the scribe of MS 346 was more creative in 

regard to additions. On 120 occasions he or she added to the text, with the majority of 

these additions being multiword (34x), conjunctions (23x), or articles (20x). 

Harmonizations to the immediate context were frequently the motivating factor, as with 

the addition of the verb ytvogeva in Mark 13:29 (vu #17), which was already used in the 

verse; the addition of 7rpoaixevv in Matt 16:11 (vu #32), which uses the same expression 

that occurs in 16:12; the addition of o fSaatAeus to a description of David in Matt 1:6 

(vu #35), which picks up on a similar description from earlier in the verse; the addition of 

eauTov xai dparw in Mark 8:34 (vu #25), though the addition repeats a phrase already in 

the verse; and the addition of the pronoun uguv in Matt 5:16 (vu #33), though it already 

occurs in the verse three times.

At other times the scribe harmonized texts to gospel parallels by means o f 

addition. Verbs were added in Luke 4:7 (vu #8) to parallel Matt 4:9; Luke 18:22 (vu #27) 

to harmonize with Matt 19:21 and Mark 10:21; and to the singular reading of Mark 12:38 

(vu #32) to fit with Luke 20:46. When Jesus rebuked Satan, the scribe used the phrase 

om'o-co |xou in Matt 4:10 (vu #21) just as was used when Jesus rebuked Peter in Mark 8:33 

and Matt 26:23. The additional reference to drinking (tou 7rt'vaxo$) in Matt 23:25 (vu #50) 

parallels Luke 11:39, while the additional reference to the chief priests xat ypaggaxecov in
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Matt 27:12 (vu #28) fits with an expression used earlier in the gospel account in 16:21. 

Jesus’ use of the words o vioc, in Mark 2:22 (vu #39) by the hand of the scribe harmonizes 

with Luke 5:37, while the singular reading addition of yj aXky) in Mark 3:5 (vu #63) 

matches the wording of Matt 12:13. Five more examples of harmonization by the hand of 

the scribe of MS 346 occur with the addition of xai a7rexTeivav in Mark 12:3 (vu #8) to 

harmonize Matt 21:35; t m  t)pipav exdvcov in Mark 13:24 (vu #12) to parallel Matt 24:29; 

ou t o ? ge 7rapa5wcrei in Mark 14:20 (vu #20) to fit with Matt 26:23; the long addition in 

Luke 11:15 (vu #17) matches the phrase in Mark 3 :23; and the reference to “righteous” 

( t o u  Jtxatou) Abel in Luke 11:51 (vu #5) harmonizes with Matt 23:35. Finally, the 

addition of the phrase ivdmiov twv ga0»)Ta>v avrov in John 21:25 (vu #19) matches the 

wording of the doxology at the end of John 20 in v. 30.

TABLE 5.932: ADDITIONS IN 3 4 6  ALONE
PARTICLES VERBS

+ FI Matt 24:2 + 7rp00-£X£UV Matt 16:11
+ ou Mark 4:12 + 5 oxyj Matt 25:29
+ av Matt 6:5; John 8:39 + ytvopiEva* Mark 13:29

NOUNS + Troieiv Mark 15:23
+ 1? Matt 12:3; 24:2 + 7I£ffWV Luke 4:7
-t u7roxpiTai Matt 16:3 + wnayt Luke 18:22
+ rjpajSrjc Mark 6:26 + (pAouvrwv Mark 12:38

32 Singular and sub-singular readings in MS 346 alone are the addition o f f)pdb§y)$ 
in Mark 6:26 (vu #9), Soxyj in Matt 25:29 (vu #46), <f)iAo8vTcov in Mark 12:38 (vu #32), 
rijg in Matt 23:34 (vu #98); the conjunction yap in Matt 11:19 (vu #2) and xai in Matt 
8:34 (vu #3); the pronoun avrco in Luke 9:34 (vu #33), t)g«v in Mark 12:7 (vu #32), uglv 
in Mark 11:31 (vu #20), and ugwv in Matt 5:16 (vu #33); and the following multiword 
additions: Matt 10:12 (vu #21); Mark 3:5 (vu #63); 4:11 (vu #30); 6:12 (vu #3); and Luke 
7:47 (vu #30).
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ARTICLES MULTIWORD

+ >} Luke 4:29; 17:24 + o (3acriXeu? M att 1:6
+ 0 Luke 4:22; 11:17; John 12:1; 

19:38; 20:8
+ omaa) ptou (w / 828) M att 4:10

+ 01 Mark 14:29; John 19:12 + XeyovTeg Eip^vrjv ev tw oixw
TOUTO

Matt 10:12

+ t  ag Matt 6:26; John 2:14 + rjXBev yap  o vtog tou avou 
£>)T»]crai xai awcrai to 
anoXcoXog

Matt 18:10

+ t>k Matt 23:34; Luke 1:80; 8:16 + tou mvaxoc; Matt 23:25
+ TWV Mark 2:18; Luke 1:64 + xai ypapipiaTewv Matt 27:12
+ T OV Luke 9:48 + a7t auTou Mark 1:42
+ TOU Mark 2:26; Luke 2:36; 4:16 + E7T0VT0? av TOU Mark 1:42

+ o veoc; Mark 2:22
CONJUNCTIONS MULTIWORD

+  5 e Mark 10:28; 14:25; Mark 
9:41; Luke 7:21; 8:45; John 
10:16

+ cog r) aXXrj Mark 3:5

+ yap Matt 11:19; Mark 12:36; Luke 
18:17; 21:10

+ ou 5£?wTai Mark 4:11

+ iva Mark 6:2 + oi pia07]Tai Mark 6:12
+ OTi Matt 27:64; Luke 7:22 + EauTov xai aparco* Mark 8:34
+ ouv Luke 20:5 + evXoyei aura Mark 10:16
+ xai Matt 8:34; 15:9; 20:2; Luke 

7:22; 18:5; 23:48; John 2:16; 
17:2; 20:28

+ em  t  rpi yrjv Mark 10:34

PREPOSITIONS + Xfiyco 5e upuv aiTEiTE xai 
5o07]O'£Tat upuv ^ teite xai 
£Up7](7£TE XpOUETE Xai 
avoiyjjaETE upuv 7Ta? yap o 
aiTwv Xapi(3avEi xai co £>jtwv 
eupiaxov xai o xpouwvri 
avuyrjaETai

Mark 11:25

+  £V Luke 11:48; John 19:37 + xai anexTeivav Mark 12:3
+ TTpO? John 16:22 + TWV >5pt£pwv EXEIVWV Mark 13:24

ADVERBS/ADJECTIVES + auTo? pt£ TrapaSwaei Mark 14:20
+ 7taVTtt Luke 11:41 +  TOU 017 Mark 14:61
+ 7iaoa Luke 4:6 + xai XsyEiv Mark 15:18
+ 710 Luc Mark 14:43 + xai oux E7noT£uaav Mark 16:14
+ fiuOuc John 21:3 + TOV 0v Luke 2:2*
+ OJIOUOC Mark 4:16 + w Se yjyanyjae iroXv ttoXv 

ayam jaei
Luke 7:47

+ OUK Matt 21:16 + xai a7ioxp0£i; enrsv ircog 
Suvarai traravag catavav 
exfiaXXeiv

Luke 11:15

+ ou John 19:15 +  t o u  Jixaiou Luke 11:51
+  jtoXXa Luke 4:41 + o I? Matt 8:3; Luke 

21:37
+ xai ypapipiaTEucriv Luke 22:4
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PRONOUNS MULTIWORD
+ aurog Mark 2:25 + xai uno Tty; auveiSqcreco; 

eAeyoptev oi
John 8:9

+ avrov Mark 10:34 + xai pt^Jeva 8eacrafxevog ttXijv 
TY]g yuvaixo;

John 8:10

+ avrou Matt 19:25; Mark 8:38; Luke 
18:15

+ ei; TOV ouvov John 11:41

+ auTOi; Matt 9:24 + crupi|3ouXtov enoirjaav xaT 
aurou xai

John 12:19

+ avrou; Mark 9:18 + evejmov Tcov piaf^rwv aurou John 21:25
+ aurw Matt 4:3; Luke 8:47; 9:34 PRONOUNS
+ eyco John 12:48 + uptlV Mark 11:31
+ exsivo; Luke 14:21 + UpiWV Matt 5:16
+ y^iuv Mark 12:7

Only 29 additions can be credited to the hand of the scribe of MS 543. The 

majority of these additions are either multiword (7x), articles (6x), or conjunctions (6x). 

Two of these additions serve to match the immediate context, as with the addition of 

£covTog in John 4:14 (vu #67) to describe the water which matches the language of Jesus 

in 4:10-11 and the phrase xat emev being added to John 8:19 (vu #19) to fill out familiar 

formula “Jesus answered and said” in the midst of his dialogue with the Pharisees. 

Finally, by means of the addition of a7roxpt0etg in Mark 14:20 (vu #4), the scribe of MS 

543 harmonized with the parallel context in Matt 26:23, while the addition of uytvjg cog rj 

aXXrj in Mark 3:5 (vu #63) fits well with the wording of Matt 12:13 and Luke 8:9.

TABLE 5.10: ADDTriONS IN 543 ALONE
NOUNS VERBS

4-yyjv John 4:3 (w/13) + IjMVTOg John 4:14 (w/13)
+ Tg Luke 7:43 + arroxpiSeig Mark 14:20
+ teXo; Matt 2:12 + repetv Matt 23:3

PARTICLES MULTIWORD
+ {OJ John 8:46 + a m  ptou Matt 26:42
+ (rev Matt 3:12 + xat 7rivei Mark 2:16

ARTICLES + uyivy wg r) a'kkt] Mark 3:5
+ 0 Luke 1:11; 5:5 + pia0)]Tai auTou Mark 4:10
+ T>5V Luke 13:16 + eXeucreTai xai rroAewg tou; Luke 20:15
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ARTICLES MULTIWORD
+  TO Matt 26:27 + xai 617TEV John 8:19
+  TOU Mark 1:16 + t«v nuEpav John 8:56
+  TOV Mark 1:16 CONJUNCTIONS

PRONOUNS + yap John 10:32
+  CtUTOU Luke 19:29 +  ou v Matt 11:22
+  a u T o v Mark 6:45 + OTE Mark 1:36
+  crou John 17:1 + 0)? Matt 15:38 (\v/828)

+ xai Matt 15:31 (\v/828); John 14:3

On 18 occasions the scribes of both MSS 346 and 543 do not share the same 

addition VRs as MS 13. Most of the additions involve conjunctions (4x), multiword 

additions (4x), or verbs (3x). Interestingly, harmonizations to parallel gospel contexts 

occur in MSS 346 and 543 on at least three occasions that are not found in their shared 

ancestor. In Luke 11:25 (vu #10) the addition o f the verb o^oAd^ovTa is parallel to 

Matt 12:44, while adding Aeyovreg to Mark 7:5 (vu #13) results in a parallel to Matt 15:1. 

Finally, the multiword addition o I? in Mark 7:31 (vu #7) is a harmonization to 

Matt 15:29. Regarding the addition of xai cuvetcrijASov 7rpos auTov in Mark 6:33 (vu #51), 

Lake and Lake suggested that MS 13 omits the phrase because of “an obvious 

homoioteleuton.”33

Beginning with where MSS 13 and 346 agree but the scribe of MS 543 did not 

follow, one can see that 54 addition VRs are shared between MSS 13 and 346, but not 

MS 543. Most frequently articles are added to the text (16x) with conjunctions (12x) and 

multiword additions (lOx) also being common in the MSS. One of the additions of the

33 Lake and Lake, Codex 13, 49.
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article serves to harmonize Matt 22:44 (vu #5) with the LXX text o f Ps 109:1.

Similarly, a tendency to harmonize to gospel parallels leads to the addition of the 

adjective eva in Luke 12:25 (vu #17), which parallels Matt 6:27. The same motivation 

leads to the addition of the noun 7rapaf3oAy)v in Mark 4:30 (vu #18) to harmonize with 

Matt 13:31 and the pronouns crov in Matt 9:2 (vu #74) to match Luke 5:20, while t o u t o  in 

Mark 14:9 (vu #13) was changed to read like Matt 26:13. At other times the additions 

serve to fit with the style of the author or the immediate context, as with the addition of 

r a 5txn>a in Mark 1:16 (vu #35) to parallel vv. 18-19 and the addition of xa\ irarpiag in 

Luke 121  (vu #29) as a means of phrasing the reference to the house o f David in the 

same way it was phrased later in Luke 2:4. In Matt 23:13 (vu #1) the long addition of Sk 

viroxpnai xareaOiETS rag olxiag x*}Pav xctl 7rpo<f>dcrei piaxpa t o u t o  XjjgvpecrQe nepicraoTepov 

xpipia brings in language similar to Mark 14:20 and Luke 20:47 in the context of Jesus’ 

rebuke of the Pharisees.

The scribe of MS 543 avoided twenty additions to the text found in both MSS 13 

and 346, two particles, one article, three conjunctions, three pronouns, one verb, and ten 

multiword additions. Two of the multiword additions he or she avoided serve to parallel 

other gospel contexts: the addition of eig (xemvoiav in Matt 9:13 (vu #48), which fits with 

Luke 5:32, and the addition of agr;v Aeyco croi in Mark 13:2 (vu #18), which parallels Matt 

24:2. Four of the multiword additions the scribe of MS 543 avoided are complete verses 

of the Byzantine tradition, Mark 7:15-16 (vu #43, 45); 9:43 (vu #50), 45 (vu #51), and 

15:27-28 (vu #22).
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TABLE 5 .11 : ADDITIONS IN TWO OF THE THREE WITNESSES
ADDITIONS IN 346 AND 543 (NOT IN 13)

PRONOUNS VERBS
+ UDTCO Mark 14:62 + oyoXatovTa Luke 11:25
+ tu; Malt 21:33 + XayovTES Mark 7:5

ADVERBS + wv Mark 14:43
+ euSsws Matt 8:16 MULTIWORD

ARTICLES + xai ovveiayjXBov 7rpo? auTov Mark 6:33
+ TO Luke 1:25 + o I? Mark 7:31
+ TtoV Luke 16:30 + Ta yei/yjfiara piou xai Luke 12:18

CONJUNCTIONS + xat napYjyev outw$ John 8:59
+ Se Luke 20:32 PREPOSITIONS
+ yap Luke 7:27 + EV Luke 21:23
+ OTt Mark 11:31 CONJUNCTIONS
+ OUV John 20:18 + xai Mark 2:11

ADDITIONS SHARED BETWEEN 13 AND 346 (NOT IN 543)
ADVERBS VERBS

+ piaAAov Matt 12:12 + opioiwpum Luke 13:18
ADJECTIVES/ADVERBS + AaXw Luke 8:10

+ Eva Luke 12:25 MULTIWORD
ARTICLES + 0‘4>aAy)(r£TE xai Matt 15:14

+ 0 Matt 22:44; John 2:19 + Se unoxpirai xareaBiere 

t a ;  ooaas XWav 5cal 
■^po^acEi ptaxpa touto 
X»)fiipeotie TrepiaaoTepov 
xpip.a

Matt 23:13

+ 01 Matt 22:23 + Ta Socrua Mark 1:16
Luke 1:45; 2:2; 22:8; 23:54 + napafioXopiev kut^v Mark 4:30

+ TO Luke 1.63 + Taura y£tptwvo? Mark 13:18
+ TOU Mark 1:16; Luke 3:2; 5:3 + xai naTpta? Luke 1:27
+ TOV Mark 1:16; John 1:45 + ripos aurov John 1:19
+ T>}V John 2:11 + auTO? EOTIV John 1:27
+ ra Matt 12:35 + oux axoXovBei upuv Mark 9:38
+ TtoV Matt 24:31 + o I; John 19:12

CONJUNCTIONS NOUNS
+ 5e Luke 11:22; John 1:26 + 7iapa(3oA?)v Mark 4:30
+ yap Matt 6:2 PRONOUNS
+ xai Matt 15:31; 22:27; Mark 2:16; 

8:15: Luke 23:51
+ auTot? Mark 11:6

+  T£ Luke 3:1 + auTou Luke 17:22
+ tog Matt 15:38 + aurov Matt 27:2
+ OTt Matt 6:5; Luke 18:14 + auTwv Matt 11:16; 21:7

PREPOSITIONS + upiac; Mark 1:8
+  £V Mark 9:48 + upuv John 1.30
+ 8i Luke 19:4 + aou Matt 9:2

+ TOUTO Mark 14:9
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ADDITIONS IN 13 AND 543 (NOT IN 346)
ARTICLES MULTIWORD
Mark 12:2.3 + ite p i h u t»)5 John 8:5

+ T>]V Luke 2:39 +  tyjv 'PuXylv a u ro u Luke 17:33
+ TOU? Mark 9:14 +  x a i  twv  7rpo4»jTa)v Matt 5:18

CONJUNCTIONS + tois apxatot? Malt 5:27
+ 5e John 9:31 + aptEv Xeyco u p tv  avexroTEpov 

ecnrai croSopoi? Y) yopoppoi? ev 
rjgspa xpiuEwg >5 t >3 ttoXei
EXEl VY]

Mark 6 :11

+ x a i Matt 24:27 PRONOUNS
PRONOUNS + au ro i? John 10:7;

+ avTco Matt 28:17 + auTou Matt 14:15: John 11.7
+ UfilV Luke 6:25

Nomina Sacra

Thirteen VRs involving nomina sacra are shared between MSS 13 and 346 to the 

exclusion of MS 543. Four of these shared VRs involved the abbreviation of ulog (Matt 

10:23 [vu #90]; 11:27 fvu #79, 95]; John 8:36 [vu #7]), while two involved the noun 

ovpavot; (Matt 18:4 [vu #40]; 22:2 [vu #12]). Twelve unique nomina sacra VRs occur in 

MS 543 including one interesting exchange from ’bjcxoCsto 0gin Matt 8:10 (vu #12). The 

only nomina sacra unique to MS 543 that occurs more than once is tXtjfl as used in Luke 

17:11 (vu #18). Similarly, there are eleven nomina sacra unique to MS 346, but u? is the 

only one that is used more than once (Luke 4:3 [vu #22], 9 [vu #51]).

TAB1LE 5.12: NOMINA SACRA VRs SHARED BY 13 AND 346 (NOT IN 543)
avou Mark 2:10 XU Matt 25:23
avuv Matt 21:26 ouvwv Matt 18:4; 22:2
AaS Matt 21:15 TtVaTCt Mark 5:13
irjX Matt 15:31 Matt 10:23; 11:27; John 8:36

‘5 Matt 16:21
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On nine occasions MSS 346 and 543 agree on nomina sacra not found in their 

ancestor, including two occurrences of nva (Matt 12:43 [vu #15]; Luke 11:26 [vu # 17]) 

and two occurrences of 7rvara (Matt 8:16 [vu #25]; 12:45 [vu #27]). All but five of the 

VRs involving nomina sacra that are shared by MSS 13 and 346 to the exclusion of MS 

543 involve abbreviations of av0 pco7ro$ (6 x) or oupavoi<; (8 x) in their various lexical forms.

TABLE 5.13: NOMINA SACRA VRs IN 346 AND 5433 4

NOMINA SACRA VA1R1ATIONS N 346 ALONE
avoq Malt 27:57 ouvou Luke 22:43
avwv Mark 7:20 ouvo? Matt 16:2
0u Luke 13:29 ouvwv Matt 3:2
Iv Malt 1:16 orpouvrat Matt 27:38

X5 Matt 1:16 u? Luke 4:3, 9
NOMINA SACRA VAJUATIONS IN 543 ALONE

avou Matt 25:31 ouvou Matt 16:3

05 Matt 8:10 (from lijcou?) ouvog Matt 16:3
8u John 5:42 ouvw Matt 28:18

iXyfu Matt 23:27; Luke 17:11 7rp? John 5:43
i? Matt 28:10; John 4:6 uv John 4:47

NOMINA SACRA VARIATIONS FOUND 3̂ 16 AND 543 (N O TIN  13)
0u Luke 9:62 ifva Matt 12:43; Luke 11:26

P3P Matt 12:46 Trvara Matt 8:16; 12:45
ouvov Luke 24:51 apiav Luke 1:71
ouvou John 1:32

NOMINA SACRA VARIATIONS 7OUND IN 3 AND 543 (NOT IN 346)
avov Matt 27:32 xs Matt 2:4
avcov Mark 1:17 ouvou Luke 20:5; John 3:27
6w Luke 16:13 mjp Mark 13:12
lU Mark 9:5

NOMINA SACRA VARIATIONS FOUND IN 13 AND 346 (NOT IN 543)
avov Matt 10:17; 22:11 X? Matt 18:34
avog Mark 13:34 OUVOi? Matt 7:11; 10:32; 15:13; 18:10

avou<; Matt 5:19 ouvwv Matt 8:11; 13:47; 19:14
avwv Matt 16:23; Mark 3:28 ouvou Matt 6:26

05 Matt 1:23 ...BP .. Matt 18:35

3 4  The nomina sacra from Mark 7:18 in MS 13 and Mark 7:20 in MS 346 are 
singular readings.
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Omissions

The scribe of MS 346 commonly omitted conjunctions (17x), multiwords (17x), 

pronouns (13x), and articles ( 1 2 x). The most common motivation for omissions in MS 

346 is parablepsis, including two singular readings that result from this tendency. In 

Matt 10:8 (vu #30) the words dwpedv elafieTE were omitted because o f a jump from 

Scopeav to dwpeav, while the phrase tva em OTopaTog Svo was omitted in Matt 18:16 

(vu #38) because of a jump from Svo to Svo. Seven other examples of parablepsis occur, 

including leaps from xai to xai in Matt 4:24 (vu #72) to eliminate xai eA^via^opivoug, 

while a similar leap led to the omission o f xai t  £> era ovogaTi daipdvta elje(3dAopEV in 

Matt 7:22 (vu #59). The words xai MiicreT pu'av were omitted in Matt 17:4 (vu #71) when 

the scribe jumped from puav to piav. A jump from xocrpiov to xdapog in John 15:19 

(vu #46) led the scribe to omit the phrase diet touto picreT upag o xocrpog, while a leap from 

toutou to toutou in John 18:36 (vu #43) resulted in a similar omission. Finally, 

significant omissions occur in Luke 11:19 (vu #3) because of a leap from aioova to ai&va 

and from dacpovia to daipovta in John 8:35 (vu #22) because o f the same tendency.

TABLE 5 . 1435: OMISSIONS IN 3 4 6  ALONE
PRONOUNS PREPOSITIONS

auTwv Matt 7:29: John 12:40 ex John 11:19

35Singular and sub-singular readings involving omissions in MS 346 alone are 
eotiv in Matt 1:20 (vu #97); upcov in Matt 6:14 (vu #48); ot in Matt 20:9 (vu #9); xai in 
Matt 20:32 (vu #21) and 22:25 (vu #21); etin Mark 1:11 (vu #21); aurd) in Mark 13:1 (vu 
#8 ); p iya in Mark 14:15 (vu #15); OTroyyov in Mark 15:36 (vu #13); and multiword 
omissions in Matt 10:8 (vu #30); 11:22 (vu #38); 18:16 (vu #38); and Luke 12:11 (vu 
#25).
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eyw John 16:4* a7ro Luke 13:29
upi«5 Luke 13:27 £15 Matt 27:30
ou Luke 2:50 VERBS
avrov Luke 7:15 rp Luke 9:4
a urco Matt 4:3; 25:21; Mark 13:1 eotiv Matt 1:20
01 Matt 10:16 £1 M att 5:30; 11:23; Mark 1:11
atrrou Matt 3:12 3 o S a Mark 9:3
UflO)V Matt 6:14, 32

ADJECTIVE/ADVERB MULTIWORD
(xeya Mark 14:15 xai aeXy)via^opievovg Matt 4:24

o avri5ixo5 tco xpiTy] xai o xpiT>]5 Matt 5:25
ARTICLES xai tw crw ovopian 5aiprovia 

£̂ £|3aAo(X£v
Matt 7:22

0 John 12:12, 17; 18:24* Scopeav eXafieTE Matt 10:8
TYjV John 10:6* rj upuv Matt 11:22
T Yjq Mark 12:30 xai 7rpa)i, Zrjpepov ^£ipa)v, nvppa^ei 

yap  oruyw^wv o oupavo5. to  pisv 
•npoo’umov tou oupavou yivcoaxeTE 
5iaxpiv£iv, Ta Se cojpiEia tojv xaipcov 
ou 5uvao#e

Matt 16:3

Matt 24:50; John 19:31 xai Mojuoei puav Matt 17:4
01 Matt 20:9; John 9:39 iva E7U oropiaT05 Svo Matt 18:16
TOU Luke 17:37 £15 t»)v (3aaiX£iav tou 9eou Mark 10:29
TO Matt 12:20 E7T E0VO5 Luke 21:20
T0l»S Matt 5:12 Sia touto ptioEi upia5 o xoopog John 15:19

CONJUNCTIONS El EX tou xoapiou TOUTOU John 18:36
5e Matt 10:2, 17*; 28:1; Luke 

9:12; 21:7; John 11:5*
ov Yjyana John 19:26

xai Matt 20:17, 32; 22:25; 
23:35; 26:1; John 16:17

o U105 piEVEi £15 tov aicova John 8:35

ouv Mark 11:31; Luke 13:7; 
John 19:5

tov Epiov Xoyov John 8:51 *

yap Luke 16:28 £i 5e Eya) ev BeeA£e|3ouX Ex(3aXXw Ta 
Saipiovia

Luke 11:19

OTl Matt 5:32 r| ti Luke 12:11
NOUNS

arroyyov Mark 15:36 rpa<|)y) John 19:36

The most significant tendency in MS 543 involves the role of parablepsis in seven 

of the multiword omissions in the MS. In Mark 8:38 (vu #35) the singular reading 

involves the omission of the verb eTxaiajvvYia-erai because o f an eye-jump from the 

nomina sacra ctvov to the pronoun avrov. In Matt 10:19 the phrase ixSx; yj t(  XaXrjarjre is
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omitted because o f a jump from p.Epipv>)cr>jTe to XodtapTjre, while the similar endings of 

7rana and X^Pa are foundational for the omission of rj ’Iou era id in Mark 1.5 (vu #18). The 

other four examples of parablepsis result from a jump from vy)<tteov<jiv to vjjoreoucnv in 

Mark 2:18, dp0r)Tt to (SX^yjTt in Mark 11:23 (vu #20), o 0? to o 6g in Mark 12:26, and 

ctvrco to clvtSi in John 4:14 (vu #28). On one occasion the scribe of MS 543 also 

eliminated redundancy in the text by omitting rj iopri] from before “ the Jews” with 

reference to Passover in John 6:4 (vu #14).

TABLE 5 .1 5 : OMISSIONS3 6  IN 543 ALONE
PRONOUNS NOUN

auTov Matt 27:37; Mark 9:22 avfipwiro5 John 7:23
kutolk; Matt 20:12 VERBS
avrov Mark 3:31 Ei Matt 11:21
ou Mark 2:19 Micei John 7:7
aVTYjV Mark 6:26 EicreXScov Mark 1:21

ADJECTIVE/ADVERBS Enaia^uvQrjcreTcii Mark 8:38
naatv Luke 2:20 E(r)Touv Mark 14:55

ARTICLES MULTIWORD
0 John 1:46 7r&)5 y\’rt XaXyjOT)te Matt 10:20
TO Luke 22:2 eotiv £15 Matt 23:10

>1 Matt 24:20 Iouircua Mark 1:5
CONJUNCTIONS oi $e pa0)]Tai ou a»5crT£p£UouoTV Mark 2:18

ouv John 7:15; 8:24 xai pXr)0>)Ti Mark 11:23
xai John 7:26 o 0eo5 Xeycov, tyaj Mark 12:26
5e Luke 9:20 Kai ex(3aXovT£5 avrov e|w tou 

ag7teXwvo5 a7rexr£ivav. Ti ouv 
TOnyra auroi5 o xupio5 tou 
ap7ieXwvo5

Luke 20:16

PREPOSITIONS ou pr) JnJnjo-ei ei5 tov aiwva aXXa to 
u5wp o Suau  auTu

John 4:14

£15 Matt 14:34; Mark 10:17 »] £0pTY) John 6:4
ex Mark 15:46

36  The omissions in MS 543 alone that are singular or sub-singular readings are ov 
in Mark 2:19; enaioxuvByjaETCti in Mark 8:38 (vu #35); etytow in Mark 14:55; £e in Luke 
9:20, and the multiword omission in Luke 20:16.



www.manaraa.com

161

The scribe of MS 346 stands alone by including material that both MS 13 and the 

scribe of MS 543 omit on 26 occasions. Most commonly MSS 13 and 543 omit 

multiword expressions (lOx), conjunctions (7x), articles (4x), and pronouns (3x). On four 

occasions the scribe of MS 346 corrected the parablepsis shared by MSS 13 and 543 

including thejump from t o  to t o  in Luke 5:36 (vu #47), as well as aneipovaiv to Bepi^ovmv 

in Luke 12:24 (vu #13); 8v to &o in Luke 13:28-29; and auTov to auToT? in 

Luke 22:6 (vu #18).

TABLE 5.16: OMISSIONS IN TWO OF THE THREE WITNESSES
OMISSIONS IN 346 AND 543 (NOT IN 13)

PRONOUNS ARTICLES
<70D Luke 6:42 TaiS Mark 6:55; Luke 21:23

OMISSIONS IN 3 AND 543 (NOT IN 346)
PRONOUNS NOUNS

crou Luke 16:7 7I£Tpo; Luke 5:8
[1011 Luke 7:45 VERBS
auTov Mark 4:16 Aeywv Luke 15:3

ARTICLES MULTIWORD
01 John 11:48 t >55 daXacarjs Mark 5:1
0 Matt 20:17; Mark 6:17 7ipog aXXyjXou; Mark 15:31
TWV Matt 9:11 £V TO) Luke 5:12

CONJUNCTIONS to £Tnj3X>5ga Luke 5:36
xai Matt 4:24; John 3:12 7Tpoq auTov Luke 7:3
aXk Luke 13:5 ouSe 0£pi£oucnv Luke 12:24
§£ Matt 18:14; Luke 21:20; 

23:18
7rpoc auTou; Luke 13:23

OTl Mark 5:23 upas 5e ExjJaXXogEvous eh). Kai 
Y)%ov(Tiv ano avaToXwv xai Sucrpov 
xai ano (3oppa xai votou xai 
avaxXiBrjaovrai ev rrj |3ac-iX£ia tov

0£OU

Luke 13:28-29

aTEp oyXou Luke 22:6
oxpQq St aurcd ayysAoc a7t oupavou 
evict^uwv auTov. xai yevogEvo? ev 
aywvia exteveotepov 7TpoarjuyETO xai 
EyEVETO o i5pw? aVTOV wctei 0pop(3oi 
aigarog xara(3aivovT£? etti ty]v yrjv

Luke 22:43-44
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OMISSIONS IN 3 AND 346 (NOT IN 543)
PRONOUNS NOUN

Tt John 12:5 KuOIE Matt 21:30
aVTYj John 8 :10 VERBS
avrov Luke 2:33 (reTa[X£ky)0 £i<g Matt 21:29
avrov Matt 21:9 xeigevai John 2:6

AD JliCTIVES/AIXVERBS VERBS
ODTO)$ Mark 2:7 jcaraXmwv Mark 12:21
TrXepetg Mark 8:19 aXOUOVTÊ Mark 4:12

Luke 23:44 MULTIWORD
ARTICLE djw Eor^xaciv Matt 12:47

0 Matt 18:9; Mark 15:32 jj.y) aneXOyjTi Luke 17:23
01 Matt 9:15; 17:26; 

Mark 6:16
xa0w$ jjyanrjaa ugas iva xai ugeis 
aya7raT£ aXXr)Xoug

John 12:34

Tais Matt 11:16 xai £0)]xa vjzag John 15:16
CONJUNCTIONS eyw 5e oiSa auTov John 8:55

St Matt 20:22, 23; Luke 
22:69; John 11:29

sXsyov ouyi aXXa John 9:9

ouv John 12:2 PREPOSITIONS
xai Matt 19:14; 20:10; Mark 

4:12; 6:41; 15:36; Luke 
7:22

EV Matt 27:14

OTl Mark 8:28

The MSS 13 and 346 share, to the exclusion of MS 543, 37 omission VRs with 

conjunctions ( 1  lx), multiword (lOx), and articles omissions (6 x) occuring most often. 

Four of these omissions were motivated by a desire to clarify the passage by eliminating 

redundant language (Matt 12:47 [vu #40]; 21:9 [vu #19], 29 [vu #27]) or vocative 

addresses (Matt 21:30 [vu #40]). The omission of the adjective outco? in Mark 2:7 (vu #9) 

helps the passage to harmonize with the parallels in Matt 9:3 and Luke 5:21.

Furthermore, six of the omissions resulted from parablepsis in the ancestors of these two 

MSS. The verb cocovovreg was eliminated since it is followed by axouwcnv in Mark 4:12 

(vu #24). A more significant multiword omission occurs in Luke 17:23 (vu #27) when the 

words y.Yj drnXdyjre were eliminated because of an eye-jump from gr) to y.y\5k. In John



www.manaraa.com

163

13:34 (vu #25) the scribes jumped from aAA^Aoug to dAA>)Aou$ and eliminated the words 

xaGcb? y)ya7n]CTa up.a? iva xai v[i£ig dya7raT£ aXXyXovg. In John 15:16 (vu #25) the words 

xai e'0))xa v[aag were eliminated because of a jump from uptd$ to ugap. Because oi'a move 

from avTov to auTov in John 8:55 (vu #35), the words eyw 5e ot5a avrov  were excised 

from the text. Finally, in John 9:9 (vu #35) a leap from aAAot to dAAa resulted in the 

phrase eAeyov ovy} aAAa being omitted.

Movable Nu

In all five of the MSS of this case study, the most frequently occurring words 

where the nu is removed are ecmv (67x) and erTrev (29x). On 17 occasions the MSS 13 

and 346 agreed without MS 543 in movable nu VRs . 3 7  Six o f the agreements involved 

ecmv in Matt 10:24 (vu #5); 11:10 (vu #4); 12:30 (vu #25); 19:24 (vu #22); Luke 13:19 

(vu #4); and John 1:41 (vu #46), while elTrev is found in Matt 26:1 (vu #39) and John 

12:38 (vu #28).

On 39 occasions the scribe of MS 346 stands alone with many of the movable nu 

VRs involving the verb ecmv in Matt 5:34 (vu #26); Mark 2:19 (vu #32); Luke 10:42 (vu 

#6 ); 18:27 (vu #33), 28 (vu #3); John 11:39 (vu #46); 12:31 (vu#13); 13:10 (vu #34); 

16:18 (vu #15); ei7rev in Matt 4:4 (vu #12); 15:32 (vu #21); Mark 8:7 (vu #20); Luke 4:23

3 7  Other occurrences in this group, ))xpi(3wcrev in Matt 2:16 (vu #89); d7ro5 d>croi)criv 
in Matt 12:36 (vu #39); £7re<Tev in Matt 13:4 (vu #21); cocnv in Matt 13:15 
(vu #28); e&wxev in Matt 21:23 (vu #83); e|ecmv in Matt 22:17 (vu #24); e^wvjjcrev in 
Luke 8:54 (vu #15); ap^iepeucriv in Luke 22:4 (vu #11); and evnj/ev in John 13:12 (vu #7).
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(vu #6 ); 16:31 (vu#3); 17:1 (vu #3); and 18:21 (vu #9) . 38 Two of the remaining VRs 

involving the movable nu in MS 346 are singular readings, including the occurrences of 

i'dcocri'v in Matt 5:16 (vu #29) and iTredyjxev in Mark 3 .16 (vu #18). Similarly, on 33 

occasions the scribe of MS 543 stands alone with thirteen of these occurrences involving 

the verb ecmv as demonstrated in Matt 12:7; 24:26 (vu #18); 26:48 (vu #33); 27:42, 46; 

Mark 2:27; Luke 13:21 (vu #4); John 4:18 (vu #22); 6:55 (vu #25); 7 :7(vu#43), 18 

(vu #52); 17:17 (vu #28); and 21:24 (vu #28). Although 17 other words are affected by 

this type of change in MS 543, none of these are singular or sub-singular readings or 

occur more than twice in the text. 3 9

Finally, MSS 346 and 543 agree against MS 13 fourteen times including ou£ev in 

Matt 6:32 (vu #21); £6augacrev in Matt 8:10 (vu #15); Eyvvaiv in Matt 8:20 (vu #20);

3 8 The other words in MS 346 that involve movable nu VRs, nape^aXev in Matt
1:24 (vu #42); etexev in Matt 1:25 (vu # 2 2 ); exoXecrev in Matt 1:25 (vu #27); eicrtv in Matt 
2:18 (vu #34); dpoucriv in Matt 4:6 (vu # 6 6 ); ept7rpocrGev in Matt 18:14 (vu #15); exovaiv in 
Mark 2:19 (vu #54); e0 epd7reuaev in Luke 7:21 (vu #13); etteitev in Matt 7:27 (vu #57); 
Luke 8:5 (vu #23); e'Xeyev in Matt 9:21 (vu #3); Luke 16:1 (vu #3); etoTfXGev in Mark 
15:43 (vu #35); Luke 24:49 (vu #29); and 7r6 Gev in John 1.48 (vu #12).

3 9  Other occurrences o f the movable nu in MS 543 alone include xaXicrovcnv in 
Matt 1:23 (vu #41); e'Gvecnv in Mark 10:33 (vu #40); i^E^aXsv in Matt 21:12 (vu #25), 
7roioucr[v in Matt 23:3 (vu #65), 5 (vu #17); nXav^crovaiv in Matt 24:5 (vu #49), 1 1  (vu 
#15); x £Pa‘v in Luke 6:1 (vu #43); eXeyev in John 6 : 6  (vu #10); enoirjaEv in John 6:14 (vu 
#18); rjXdsv in Matt 28:1 (vu #25); Mark 10:45 (vu#13); dcjn^dv in John 10:12 (vu #43); 
Gecopoucnv in John 6:19 (vu #25); eicrtv in John 10:8 (vu #25); expa^EV in John 12:44 (vu 
#10); voYjcruaiv in John 12:40 (vu #39); eupaxev in John 14:9 (vu #49); £%yjX9ev in John 
18:1 (vu #19); and pyjpacriv in John 5:47 (vu #28).
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dĉ opioOcriv in Matt 13:49 (vu #37); exj3dXwcnv in Mark 9:18 (vu #37); emev in Luke 13:23 

(vu #2); eXeyev in Luke 14:12 (vu #6 ); enoirjcrev in Matt 12:3 (vu #25); e7rei'vaaev in Matt 

12:3 (vu #39); iireaTpetyev in Luke 8:55 (vu #5); yjX0ev in Luke 10:33 (vu # 1 2 ), 50 (vu 

#13); eortv in Luke 8:17 (vu #17); and eaxI'pTrjtrev in Luke 1:41 (vu #33). The texts of 

MSS 13 and 543 agree against MS 346 on 1 1  occasions, with the occurrence of ecmv in 

Matt 10:37 (vu #10) and Luke 24:49 (vu #20) being the only word occurring more than 

once . 4 0  Jn contrast to MS 346, the scribe of MS 543 failed to follow the others only once 

when the nu was not dropped from ecr^ev in John 4:52 (vu #40).

Transpositions

Manuscripts 13 and 346 agree with transposition VRs on only nine occasions to 

the exclusion of MS 543, and eight of the transpositions involve the reversal of the 

ordering of only two words, including the VRs in Matt 25:2 (vu #30); Mark 5:3 (vu #25); 

14:59 (vu #10); Luke 9:13 (vu #50), 21:34 (vu #30); 22:44 (vu #13); John 10:19 

(vu #10); 12:37 (vu #15), and 50 (vu #12). In regard to when the MSS stand alone with 

transposition VRs, MS 346 contains 27 VRs of this type, with one-third of the VRs 

involving the reversal of a pair of words. Four of the variations of MS 346 in Luke are 

singular readings, the VRs in Luke 1:30 (vu #9); 5:6 (vu #13); 11:14 (vu #7); and 18:11

4 0  Other VRs involving the movable nu not occurring in MS 346 alone include 
cbreSavev in Matt 9:24 (vu #13); 7rapa§dxrov<nv in Matt 10:17 (vu #15); aafifictaiv in Matt 
1 2 : 1 2  (vu #31); eupcocnv in Luke 6:7 (vu #25); d7reareiXev in Luke 7:3 (vu #10); f3 Xe7rwcnv 
in Luke 8:10 (vu #35); eXeyev in Luke 13:14 (vu #18); inoiYjcev in Luke 1: 6 8  (vu #30); 
xaredyjaev in Luke 10:34 (vu #6 ); and opecnv in Luke 23:30 (vu #7).
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(vu #69).41 Of the ten transposition VRs occurring only in MS 543, three of them involve 

the reversal of a pair of words . 42

Finally, on six occasions the scribes of MSS 346 and 543 agreed in their variation 

from their ancestor in failing to reorder words like the other members of the case study. 

Three of the six occurrences involve the reversal of a pairings of words, with all of the 

variations including Matt 5:36 (vu #33); Mark 6:3 (vu #18); 11:13 (vu #20); 14:40 (vu 

#27); 15:12 (vu #10); and Luke 9:22 (vu #35). Manuscripts 13 and 346 agree against MS 

543 variations on seven occasions (Matt 23:10 [vu #12]; Mark 9:22 [vu #7]; 12:37 [vu 

#16]; 14:30 [vu #55]; Luke 4:9 [vu #3]; 19:23 [vu #20]; John 13:8 [vu #10]). Each 

includes a variation involving a pairing of words on only one occasion. No instances of 

MSS 13 and 543 agreeing on transpositions to the exclusion o f MS 346 are known.

Proper Names

On a few occasions proper names VRs occurred in this case study as a result of 

something other than orthographical shifts or nomina sacra. Although they are few in 

number as compared to the other VU categories and in general are less significant, the 

specific variations need to be discussed.

41 The rest o f the variations in MS 346 include Matt 2:3 (vu #10) w/828, 8  (vu 
#28); 3:11 (vu #9), 16 (vu #3); 4:16 (vu #23); 5:20 (vu #25), 25 (vu #26); 18:26 (vu #34); 
21:1 (vu #11); Mark 3:3 (vu #15); 4:37 (vu #18); Luke 4:29 (vu #54); 6 : 6  (vu #12); 9:34 
(vu #42); 12:35 (vu #7); 14:23 (vu #48) w/ 543, 826; 17:10 (vu #33); 21:34 (vu#15);
22:44 (vu #13); John 10:39 (vu #4); 13:33 (vu #43); and 21 : 6  (vu #43).



www.manaraa.com

167

TABLE 5 17: PROPER NAME VRs in 13 AND 346 (NOT IN 543)
Mapiav (from Mapiapt) John 11:31 EAee£ap (from EXirtep) Luke 3:29

(from M couotjs) John 3:14 Na£apivou (from 
Na^apy)vou)

Mark 14:67

MaySaXct (from 5aAptavou0a) Mark 8 :10

Manuscripts 346 and 543 agree against their ancestor on only one occasion, while 

most VRs occur by the hand of the scribe of MS 346. Ten variations occur in these MSS 

with the reading Iwvvav (from Icuavav) in Luke 3:26 qualifying as a singular reading. 

Interestingly, the majority of variations in each MS come from the genealogy lists in 

Matt 1 and Luke 3. On five occasions MSS 13 and 346 agree in VRs without MS 543. 

The most frequent variations involve the names of Mapiapi and Mcovaei with almost 25% 

of the variations in these subgroups involving these two names. The scribe o f MS 346 

differs from MSS 13 and 543 on only one occasion (Bappa from Bapa in Luke 3:34). 

According to Lake and Lake in their comments on Mark 1:41, the variation in Luke 4:23 

(vu #51) regarding the spelling of Ka4>apvctoupi as Ka7repvaoup. is common in all MSS 

(Mark 1:21 2:1; 9:33). They also suggested that the scribe of MS 543 spelled it this way 

by memory in 9:33 . 43

TABLE 5.18: PROPER NAME VRs IN SINGLE & GROUPED WITNESSES
PROPER NAME VUs IN 346 ALONE

Iwvvav (from luavav) Luke 3:26 MarraGav (from 
MaTraQa)

Luke 3:31

4 2  These VUs include Matt 26:53 (vu #13); Mark 1:5 (vu #24), 8  (vu #4); 13:6 (vu 
#26); 21:8 (vu #18); Luke 9:35 (vu #36); John 2:1 (vu #4); 7:46 (vu #25); 8:16 (vu #4); 
and 19:33 (vu #22).

43 Lake and Lake, Family 13, 45.
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MaySaArjvi (from May5aArjv>]) Luke 8:2 o>P>)5 (from Iw(3r]5) Matt 1:5 (2x)
A|3iou5 (from Apia) Matt 1:7 (2x) HAiav (from HAia) Malt 17:4 (2x)
HAeta (from HAia) Mark 9:5

PROPER NAME VUs IN 543 ALONE
Muot]5 (from Mwumjs) John 1:45 Ma90TaT (from Ma06aT) Luke 3:29
Mwuo7]c; (from Mojotjs) John 7:23

PROPER NAME VUs IN 13 AND 543 (NOT IN 346)
Bappa (from Bapa) Luke 3:34

The Scribes o f Manuscripts 346 and 543 
as Copyists of a Descendant of Manuscript 13

In evaluating the scribes of this case study, attention will first be given to MSS 

346 and 543 as descendants of MS 13. Manuscript 543 does not follow MSS 13 and 346 

on eight occasions where harmonizations to parallel gospel contexts occur by means of 

either addition (Matt 9:2 [vu #74]; 23:13 [vu #1]; Mark 4:30 [vu #18], 14:9 [vu #13]), 

omission (Mark 2:7 [vu #9]) or substitution (Mark 8:28 [vu #10]; 14:9 [vu #13]; Luke 

23:24 [vu #8 ]). On four occasions harmonizations in MSS 13 and 346 that the scribe of 

543 does not follow are related to the immediate context of the passage in Matt 4:9 

(vu #6 ) and Luke 5:17 (vu #10) by substitution, while the harmonizations in Mark 1:16 

(vu #35) and Luke 1:27 (vu #29) occur by means of addition. On the six occasions that 

these two MSS share significant omissions due to parablepsis (Mark 4:12 [vu #24];

Luke 17:23 [vu#27]; John 8:55 [vu #35]; 9:9 [vu#35]; 13:34 [vu #25]; and 15:16 

[vu #25]), the scribe of MS 543 again did not follow suit. These occasions of parablepsis 

can be compared to four examples o f this type of agreement shared between MSS 13 and 

346 (without MS 543) and five occasions where MSS 13, 346, and 543 all agree.
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In regard to individual scribes, according to Lake and Lake the scribe of MS 13 

was “somewhat careless, but made few if any deliberate changes. ” 4 4  Not knowing the 

exemplar of MS 13, Lake and Lake still described the scribe of MS 13 as a “careless 

scribe with a tendency to mis-spell [sic] . ” 4 5  Manuscripts 346 and 543 agree on one 

occasion where harmonization to the immediate context occurs by means of substitution 

in Luke 20:28 (vu #18). Harmonization to parallel gospel contexts seems to have 

happened occasionally by the hands of these scribes, or through a shared witness between 

them and MS 13, given that harmonization occurs seven times, twice by means of 

omission (Matt 22:44 [vu #48]; 26:3 [vu #6 ]), once times by means of substitution 

(Mark 6 :1 [vu #6 ]) and four times by means of addition (Mark 7:5 [vu #13], 31 [vu #7]; 

Luke 11:25 [vu #10]). Omissions are frequent within MS 13 (101 occasions) that are not 

shared by its descendants, especially by means of parablepsis (Matt 7:4 [vu #42];

Luke 4:22 [vu #54]; 6:28 [vu # 10]; 12:52 [vu #29]; 19:22 [vu #34]; 21:16 [vu # 10];

John 6:32 [vu #38]; 7:19 [vu #19]; 9:39 [vu #44]; and 11:24 [vu #19]).

The scribe of MS 346 most frequently added to the text (120x), not including the 

54 shared with MS 13 to the exclusion of MS 543. On five occasions the scribe of MS 

346 added to the text to harmonize passages to their immediate context (Matt 1: 6  

[vu #35]; 5:16 [vu #33); 8:34 [vu #25]; 16:11 [vu #32]; Mark 13:29 [vu #17]) while 

doing the same thing by means of substitution on three occasions (Matt 3:7 [vu #36];

44 Ibid., 25.

45 Ibid., 36.
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20:34 [vu #18]; Luke 10:22 [vu #2]). Most frequently the scribe of MS 346 attempted to 

harmonize to parallel gospel contexts on 19 occasions by means of addition (Matt 4:10 

[vu #21]; 23:25 [vu #50]; 27:12 [vu #28]; Mark 2:22 [vu #39]; 3:5 [vu #63]; 12:3 [vu #8 ], 

38 [vu #32]; 13:24 [vu #12]; 14:20 [vu #20]; Luke 4:7 [vu #8 ]; 11:15 [vu #17], 51 

[vu #5]; 18:22 [vu #27]; John 21:25 [vu #19]) and substitution (Matt 27:34 [vu #13]); 

Mark 4:15 [vu #63], 25 [vu #36]; 13:4 [vu #40]; Luke 3:7 [vu #40]). On only four 

occasions the scribe of MS 346 avoided this tendency demonstrated in the other four 

MSS in this case study through additions to the text in Matt 5:18 (vu # 6 8 ); Mark 6 : 1 1  (vu 

#44); and Luke 17:33 (vu #31) or a substitution in Luke 4:39 (vu #32). As seen in the 

content of MS 13, the scribe of MS 346 omitted sections of material because of 

parablepsis on nine occasions (Matt 4:24 [vu #72]; 7:22 [vu #59]; 1 0 : 8  [vu #30]*; 17:4 

[vu #71]; 18:18 [vu #38]*; Luke 11:19 [vu #3]; John 8:35 [vu #22]; 15:19 [vu #46];

18:36 [vu #43]), which include the singular readings o f Matt 10:8 and 18:18. Four times 

he or she avoided the parablepsis shared by MSS 13 and 543 by including omitted 

material in Luke 5:36 (vu #47); 12:24 (vu #13); 13:28-29; and 22:6 (vu #18).

On three occasions the scribe of MS 543 harmonizes passages to their immediate 

context by means o f both substitution (Matt 23:10 [vu #12]) and addition (John 4:14 [vu 

#67]; 8:19 [vu #19] while also avoiding a harmonization found in MSS 13 and 346 by 

means of a subsitution in Luke 20:24 (vu #22). The scribe was not as prone to harmonize 

to parallel gospel contexts as to the immediate context, given that harmonization only 

occurs twice (Mark 3:5 [vu #63]; 14:20 [vu #4]), and on three occasions the scribe 

avoided this type of harmonization contained in MSS 13 and 346 by means of avoiding 

additions (Matt 9:13 [vu #48]; Mark 13:2 [vu #18]) and substitution (Mark 9:12 [vu #6 ]);
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13:2 (vu #18). Yet on seven occasions the scribe of MS 543 omitted material due to 

parablepsis on his or her own accord (Matt 10:19; Mark 1:5 [vu #18]; 2:18; 8:38 [vu 

#35]; 11:23 [vu #20]; 12:26; John 4:14 [vu #28]).

Manuscript 828 as Descendant of Manucript 826

TABLE 5.19: SUMMATION OF WHERE 828 DIFFERS FROM ANCESTOR
TYPE OF VR 828 VRs NOT IN 826 Relative # of VRs in Com parable MS

O rthographical Shifts 214 807
Substitutions 99 1,560
Additions 67 1,316
Omissions 69 418
Nomina Sacra 59 2,320
Transpositions 32 511
Movable Nu 20 375
Proper Names 1 167
Consonantal Exchange 0 0
Numerical Substitutions 0 0
TOTALS 561 7,474

Orthographical Shifts 

The scribe of MS 828 has a large and varied number orthographical shifts as 

evidenced by the 201 times this type of VR occurs in this MS. The most frequently 

occurring type is the o go shift, which occurs 32 times. The only other types o f shifts 

that occur more than ten times are r| £t (30x), oo +  o (25x), r\ el (20x ), r| i (16x), 

£i i] (15x), and at £ ( 1  lx). While MSS 826 and 828 share a close relationship, they 

vary most widely in regard to orthographical shift VRs.

TABLE 5.20: ORTHOGRAPHICA1L SHIFTS IN 828
ou -■> a Matt 13:50 e a Matt 17:7; 19:14
a t -■> e Matt 5:13, 18; 6:27; 9:6; 10:19; 

12:22, 29; 19:22; 23:28; Luke 4:13; 
24:27

£1 I Matt 5:13; 6:24; 16:20; Mark 9:11

U) 0 Matt 4:3; 5:17: 6:5; 9:21; 11:5; 
12:43, 44; 13:37; 15:2; 16:14, 20,

£1 T] Matt 5:43; 7:10; 9:24; 12:11; 13:34,47; 
14:5,9; 15:25; 16:9,24; 18:21,26;
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22; 17:12; 19:6, 10; 20.8: 21:21; 
22:2, 7; 24:9, 15: 25:44: 26:59: 
Luke 6:13; John 4:6

19:21; 23:16; Luke 1:31; 7:38

a e Malt 11:7 £ l Matt 19:22; John 4:9
a ei Luke 8:18 £ 0 Matt 1:21; 9:36; 17:25
a  o Matt 21:7, 16; Luke 8:1; 22:9 co ou Matt 4:4: 12:10
l El Malt 11:21; 13:33 O CO Matt 2:6; 4:22; 5:7; 8:28: 9:9. 35: 10:1, 

37; 11:24; 12:6, 23, 45; 13:20, 44, 54; 
14:2, 5, 15; 16:28; 18:19. 19:8, 21; 20:8, 
18, 28, 31; 22:2, 34; 23:19; 26:15, 73; 
Luke 1:18; 5:25; 9:43; 15:4; John 5:20

l ^  £ Luke 3:29 O -> £ Luke 7:45
i - M Matt 5:1, 24; 8:16: 9:31; 10:17, 31: 

12:18; 13:57; 14:13; 18:27; 19:12, 
28; 20:10; 22:34; 24:10; Luke 1:18; 
John 5:2

Ol ^  I Matt 9:8; 13:47

T] ^  01 Matt 13:34; 17:13; 20:20 o ou Matt 13:52
r| \> Matt 20:9; John 7:35 ou 0 Matt 19:22
r) e i Matt 5:18, 19, 23, 30; 6:25; 12:11, 

2 0 ,37 ,40 ,50 ; 13:11; 16:25; 18:7; 
24:15; Luke 8:18; 8:31: John 1:33, 
50; 5:6; 21:18

ai co Matt 20:26

n * i Matt 3:12: 6:32 : 16:12; 17 15,23; 
18:12; 18:22; 20:13; Luke 1:14

10 0 Matt 10:11

l  O l Matt 2:16; 16:18 U £1 Matt 18:10
e a t Matt 5:12, 44; 6 :16 ,  20 (2x); 7:20; 

10:16; 11:29; 14:27: 16:8; 17:7, 17; 
18:3; 19:28; 20:4, 13, 22, 32: 21:2; 
22:9; 24:9, 32, 43; 25:6, 30; 26:40, 
45, 64; John 5:38

U *  I Luke 2:27; 7:38

£ - ^  a Matt 6:26; 13:7, 8 U Ol Matt 5:12
n  £ Matt 23:23 n ^  co Luke 23:20
o e Matt 20:6; 21:33 OU ^  CO Matt 15:23
ea a Mark 14:9 i

Substitutions

The scribe of MS 828 added material by his or her own hand 99 times. Twenty- 

eight of the substitutions avoided by the hand of the scribe of MS 828 involve verbs, 

while eleven interact with adjectives and adverbs. The substitution VR in Luke 9:45 

(vu #27) provides evidence of harmonization to the immediate context when the 

preposition an’ was replaced with Trap to reflect the language of v. 57.
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T A B L E  5 .21 : S U B S T IT LJTIONS IN  8 2 8  A L O N E
VERBS MULTIWORD

ao0£vouvra?] aBzvovraq Matt 10:8 ex Ti); cruyysveici?] £v rjj ouyyeviB Luke 1:61
VERBS MULTIWORD

apvr(07)Tai] airapvrjcryjTS Matt 10:33 EVCOTUOv] 7rp0 7tpOCTCOTtOU Luke 1:76
xriera?] noir\aaq Matt 19:4 auTov] TO TTOlSlOV Luke 2:21
ArjpiJigTai] Arj^ETai Matt 19:29 xayco] xai eyco Luke 2:48
7tap0evoi] itapvoi Matt 25:11 EV TY) EpYj[l(x)] El? T>]V EpYjpLOV Luke 4:1
7ravTo0ev] TravTa^oSsv Mark 1:45 Ta SixTua] to J ixtuov Luke 5:5
s.u'x_api(rrrjcrciq] Eu^apiaT>)$ Mark 8:6 ETTEpV̂ Ev] amaTElXe Tlpoq 

aurov
Luke 7:6

xaQe^q] xa0£f>) Luke 1:3 EKTeAÔ Te] 7toAlV eicteAS^te Y) Luke 10:5
EWEiSev] ErpldEV Luke 1:25 TaUTa] EV EXElVYj Luke 17:34
auXArjpijn]] ovXAqipy Luke 1:3 1 ei? tyjv (BaciAsiav] ev tr] 

(3aorAeia
Luke 23:42

avetpcovrjcrev] ave^oyjcrev Luke 1:42 TTpOCrETTOlYjaaTO] 7rpOCT£7rOlElTO Luke 24:28
oixoup£V))v] otxopEV Luke 2:1 CONJUNCTIONS
EprjVOTEUOEv] p£pV>]fjTEUp6V>] Luke 2:5 >]] Matt 20:15
i5>]] i5eiv Luke 2:26 ou] 07T0U Luke 4:16
ava|3aivovTa»v] avafJavTcov Luke 2:42 NOUNS
ovyyeveucnv] auyyEVEorv Luke 2:44 ovopa] ovopaTa Mark 3:17
eiY}] £i Luke 3:15 larpcov] laTpco Mark 5:26
xcitexAeioev] xaTExArjOE Luke 3:20 xpauyjj] 4>cov>5 Luke 1:42
JieppyjcrcrETo] JiEpprjyvuro Luke 5:6 vocrcou?] VEOcrcrou; Luke 2:24
Skviotjte] SaVl̂ ETE Luke 6:34 0 narrjp] icoar)<p Luke 2:33
SieAiwev] SieXeiiTE Luke 7:45 tycrou?] xupio? Luke 4:12
•nctpYjyyei'Xev] 7rapr)yy£iAe Luke 8:29 yEpacnjvcov] y£py£cr>]vcov Luke 8:36
napaA>3p4)6>]cr£Tai]
7iapaxA»]cj>0)]cr£Tai

Luke 17:34 PRONOUNS

Ep̂ OpEVOv] Ep;£Op£VOU Luke 23:26 £t? EOTIV 0] OU0EI? Matt 19:17
axoucravTE?] axoucravte John 5:25 epfi] p£ Luke 1:43
upiv] AaAco John 14:10 auro] aurov Luke 2:28

ADJECTIVES/ADVERBS airrov] autou Luke 2:47
OUTCO?] OUT CO Matt 3:15 auTOu] TauTa Luke 7:1
ou] ov% Matt 5:37 E7T a'JTOU?] aUT)]C Luke 9:5
xaxuq] xaxcoi Matt 9:12 auTov] auTco Luke 18:351O1o Matt 13:56 NONSENSE
EU0U?] EU0ECO? Mark 1:12; 

4:29; 5:2
ayavaxTcov] ayavax Luke 13:14

EauTou] i5iav Luke 2:3 PARTICLES
7iavTa] anavra Luke 2:39 Eav] av Luke 4:6
CO?] COCTEC Luke 3:22 PREPOSITIONS
ETEpO?] ETEpO Luke 7:41 U7l] U7TO Matt 8:9

ARTICLES a7i] nap Luke 9:45
T>]$] TJ] Matt 18:17 ARTICLES
TOl?] TOC Mark 6:52 TCOv] TCO John 15:13
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Additions

In contrast to his or her ancestor, the scribe of MS 828 made additions to the text 

that stand alone twice as often (51x). The majority of these additions are multiword 

(14x), though the additions of conjunctions (8 x), prepositions (6 x), pronouns (6 x), and 

articles (6 x) are common as well. On two occasions the scribe reflected the immediate 

context by means of addition when he or she added the verb tyvkaacrovTei; in Luke 2:8 (vu 

#33) and when o fSacnAeug was added in Matt 1. 6  (vu #35) though already in the Davidic 

context. The scribe also harmonized to parallel gospel contexts on at least four occasions. 

In Matt 5:25 (vu #34) the phrase cte 7rapa5&> was added to match the wording of Luke 

12:58, while the addition of the longer phrase in Matt 5:44 (vu #45) harmonizes with 

Luke 6:28. Jesus’s words regarding adultery are reinforced in Matt 19.10 (vu #40) when 

a parallel is brought in from Matt 5:32, while the additional pronoun avtw in Luke 22:51 

harmonizes with Matt 26:52. The scribe o f MS 828 added a harmonization in Luke 4:2 

(vu #52) when he or she added the adverb vcrrepov, which parallels Matt 4:2 or in Matt 

20:23 (vu #24) where by means o f a longer addition a harmonization to Mark 10:39 

occurs. The majority of additions by the scribe of MS 828 are either multiword additions 

(7x) or pronouns (5x).
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TABLE 5.22: ADDITIONS4 6  IN 828 ALONE
ADVERBS VERBS

+ i5ia? Matt 14:8 + iJuxiwv Luke 16:21
+ 7ioAu John 5:3 + t̂ uXacaovTe? Luke 2:8
+ piaAAov Matt 12:12 + ecmv Luke 18:5
+ UOTCpOV Luke 4:2

PARTICLES MULTIWORD
+ y-n Luke 16:16 + o (iacriXeug Matt 1:6

PREPOSITIONS + omoco pi ou Matt 4:8
+ £X Luke 9:19 + ere napaSco Matt 5:25
+ £7Tl Matt 16:23; Luke 24:44 4- Xai ■JipOO'EUyEOtte U7tEp TtoV 

£7D]p£a£ovTwv vpiag xai 
SuoxovTcov uplag

Matt 5:44

+ ev Luke 8:14 + xav ex Tamrjg Sicoxcocriv 
upta; cpevyere eig t yjv aAÂ v

Matt 10:23

+ ouv Luke 23:46 + t to oropiaTi aurwv xai Matt 15:8
+ UTrep Mark 10:39 + o I; Matt 18:2; 20:23; 

John 1 43
CONJUNCTIONS + piaxpoSupirjoov ene pioi Matt 18:26

+ Se Luke 9:31: 10:1 + xai o a7roA£Aupi£vyv yapiwv 
ptoî aTai

Malt 19:10

+ yap Luke 9:45 + xai to pauTiapia o eyco 
(3a7TTî opiai (3a7TTio-9>)cr£a0£

M att 20:23

+ OTl Matt 20:12; Luke 4:20 + xai Siioxov xai tojv uio? Luke 6:28
+ ug Matt 15:38 + o 7raXi t rjg Luke 15:15
+ xai Matt 15:31; Luke 5:12; 22:25; 

23:51
+ o Se Luke 16:7

ARTICLES + xai ovpevog Luke 19:2
+ 0 Matt 8:15; 22:44
+ Ol Matt 19:3; 22:23 + ew auTto Luke 19:45
+ Ta Matt 12:35 + eyai Yj eig Luke 20:21
+ TWV Matt 24:31 + xupiov Irjirovg Luke 20:41
+ TO Luke 8:22 + cog aurog Luke 22:19

ADJECTIVES + xai ev Ig Luke 22:21
+ ev6vg John 21:3 NOUNS

+ Iv Luke 22:62
PRONOUNS

+ auTov Luke 19:29 + piou Matt 21:28
+ auTou Matt 10:24; 19:5 + ere Mark 9:47
+ aurw Matt 26:17; Luke 22:51 + CTOV Luke 19:42
+ aUTWV Matt 11:16; 21:7 + uptiv John 1:30

4 6  Additions in MS 828 that are singular or sub-singular readings include i&as in 
Matt 14:8 (vu #10); xiat Stancov xai twv ulo? in Luke 6:28; and the pronoun auTw in Luke 
22:51.
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Omissions

The scribe of MS 828 omitted material on 59 occasions that is included in MS 

826. Most common are multiword omissions (15x) with the omissions of conjunctions 

occurring thirteen times and articles on eight occasions. One of the multiword omissions 

in MS 828 leaves readers wondering why John’s reference to the one coming after him 

baptizing ev 7rveup.aTt ay{a> xai 7rupt is left out of Matt 3:11 (vu #80).

On seven other occasions the scribe jumped words due to parablepsis, which 

include three singular readings. In Matt 3:16 when the scribe moved from xai to xai and 

omitted the words xai ep^ogevov in ’ avrov. In Luke 5:21 the reference to Ttg eortv ourog og 

XaXeT (3Xacr<!>y]piag was omitted because of a jump from xtg to Ttg, while in Luke 17:20 the 

move from 0u to 0u resulted in the omission of a7rexp(0>) auTotg xai el7rev, oox ep^erai t) 

fiaaiXeia t o u  0u . Lengthy omissions that are not singular readings also resulted from the 

eye-jump from vuxrag to vuxrag in Matt 12:40 (vu #60), £t£avia to £t£avta in Matt 13:25 

(vu #43), avrob to auxw in Matt 21:32, from 7rpog to 7rpocrju^ETO in Luke 18:11, and avrcov 

to aurwv in Luke 23:1 (vu#17).

TABLE 5.23 47: OMISSIONS FOUND IN 828
PRONOUNS NOUNS

CTOV Luke 14:8, 12 1 W e p a i Luke 1:80
[TOU Matt 22:4; Luke 14:24 yvvai Luke 22:57
o u T o g Luke 23:38 npô jjTJjs Luke 24:19
T 0 U T 0 Matt 20:23 uiog Luke 4:41

4 7  The omission of an’ in Matt 9:15; ouv in Matt 10:26; and the multiword 
omissions in Matt 3:16; Luke 5:21; and 17:20 are singular or sub-singular readings 
occurring in MS 828 alone.
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ADJECTIVE/AD VERBS NOUN
7ToXXa>V Matt 8:30 XUplE Matt 21:30
naXiv Matt 13:45 VERBS
ovx Matt 21:25 piETapeXyjSei? Matt 21:29
ovx Luke 17:22 5ieX6a)V Luke 4:30
Svo Luke 23:32 ceaaXevpevov Luke 6:38

<f»]0TV Luke 7:40
ARTICLES Eivai Luke 8:38

0 Matt 18:4 MULTIWORD
01 Matt 17:26: Luke 1:58; 

16:8
ev Trvevpari ayiw xai 7rupi Matt 3:11

TtoV Luke 1:70 xai epyopevov ett auTov Matt 3:16
xa Luke 10:8 eotat o uto? tou av9pw7iou tt; xapSia 

rrjg yy\g rpeig r)pepag xai TpEi? vuxTa?
Matt 12:40

Tn? Luke 21:18 ava p.e<rov tou ottou xai arojXQev. 
O te Se ef}Xacrr]trev o X°PT0? xal 
xapnov enoirjaev, to te  e<j?avr\ xai r a  
£i£avia. 7rpoa£X0ovTE? Se oi SouXoi 
tou oixoSecnrorov enrov avrco, Kvpie, 
ov%i xaXov cmeppa ecmeipag ev rio 
crw aypu'-no&ev ouv e%ei avia

Matt 13:25

Tyjv Matt 12:23: Luke 4:23 oi paBrjrai avrov yjpav to nrcopa xai 
eBaxpav avrov xai eXBovreg

Matt 14:12

TO Malt 15:39 oijaa; yevopevrjg Xeyere, evSia, 
iwppa^ei yap  o ovpavog xai npcoi 
creptyjpov yeipcov irvppa^ei yap  
OTuyva^cov o oQpavo? to  pev 
npo<jumov tou oupavou yivwcrxsTE 
Staxpiveiv ra  5e cryjpeia tcov xaipaiv 
ou 5uvaff$£

Matt 16:2

TOU? Matt 21:15 cmXayxiaBeig e o Irjcovg yyJ)aTo tojv 
ofifiarcov avrcov, xai evBecog 
avefSXeipav

Matt 20:34

CONJUNCTIONS oi Se reXcovai xai ai m pva i  
em orevoav a v ru

Matt 21:32

xai Matt 20:10; Mark 5:22; 
Luke 2:50; 24:21; John 
20:29

EV TY) Luke 2:52

T£ Luke 12:45; 15:2 rig eotiv oirro? og XaXei (IXacr^rjpia? Luke 5:21
yap Matt 26:28; Luke 7:33; 

18:32; 22:37
anexpidrj avw ig  xai einev, ovx 
epy_erai ») (3aoiX£ia tou 6eou

Luke 17:20

Se Matt 9:13: 20:5; Mark 1:8; 
Luke 22:69; 23:45

7rpo? EauTov Taura Luke 18:11

ouv Matt 10:26 E17TEV 7Tpog Luke 19:5
PREPOSITIONS Yjyayov avrov Luke 23:1

an Matt 9:15 ev TYj Luke 23:19
El? Luke 10:1 ayie, rrjpYjaov auTou? ev tco ovoptan 

oou co SsScoxag pioi, iva axriv ev 
xaBug

John 17:11
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PREPOSITIONS

£7t j Matt 21:7 Ev Matt 17:12

Nomina Sacra

Manuscript 828 contains 59 nomina sacra not found in MS 826, 78% of which 

involve the abbreviation of in0 5 , ufou, and tuov. Two unique readings in MS 828 also 

involve a shift from u'105 to I? in Matt 1:20 (vu #42) and Luke 22:69. Furthermore, on two 

occasions in MS 828 the proper name Iwavvyjv is unusually abbreviated as Iw (Matt 3:13 

[vu #43]; 4:12 [vu #9]), perhaps because the scribe confused the name of John with that 

of Txjcrou?. Overall, while no VRs involving nomina sacra reveal patterns that are 

particularly helpful for determining scribal tendencies, the rarity of variation in this 

regard does point to the unique relationship shared between these particular MSS.

TABLE 5.24: NOMINA SACRA VRs IN 828 ALONE
avcov Luke 14:24 (from avSptov) ouvw Luke 15:7
Act? Matt 21:15 ouvwv Matt 3:2
Bv Luke 23:51 lipa Matt 19:19
irjA Matt 15:31 lipa Matt 26:53; Luke 9:59

1? Matt 1:20 (from dux;): 9:27 (from 
Ir|CTor>); 16:21; Luke 22:69 (from moc)

u? Matt 4:3; 8:20; 9:6; 11:19, 27; 12:8, 23; 
13:41, 55; 17:22: 19:28; 20:28; 22:42; 
24:36, 44; 25:31; 26:2, 24, 45, 63; Luke 
7:34; 9:26, 35, 58; 10:6; 17:30; 18:8: 
19:9; 22:70

Iw Matt 3:13 (from Icoawijv), 4:12 ul Matt 13:38
xq Matt 18:32 uv Matt 10:37; 16:28; 17:5; 21:38; 24:30; 

26:64; Luke 3:2; 9:22, 38; 20:13;
21:27; John 1:57

XV Matt 21:9

Transpositions

When the scribe o f MS 828 transpositions words on his or her own, only 17 of the 

30 VRs involving a simple pairing of words. These examples occur in Matt 10:33 (vu
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#36); 18:8 (vu #32); Luke 1:10 (vu #15), 30 (vu #9); 3:16 (vu #4, 21); 4:1 (vu #6 ), 3 (vu 

#2), 4 (vu #2), 20 (vu #33); 4:41 (vu #72); 5:12 (vu #25); 10:12 (vu #8 ); 16:27 (vu #7); 

18:33 (vu #18); 22:22 (vu #2), 27 (vu #28); and 23:27 (vu #5). The other transposition 

VRs in MS 828 include Matt 2:3 (vu #10); 6:22 (vu #30); 13:56; 14:28-29; 18:6 (vu #40); 

22:13 (vu #22); Luke 2:48 (vu #18), 49 (vu #54), 51 (vu #39); 7:45; 9:35 (vu #36), 15:21 

(vu #3); and 19:40 (vu #18).

Movable Nu and Proper Names 

On twenty occasions the scribe of MS 828 stands alone regarding movable nu 

VRs. The VRs that are singular readings include gerevorjcrav in Matt 12:41 (vu #50), 

mrev in Luke 1:38 (vu #3); and e^oucrtv in Luke 15:8 (vu #9). The only example of this 

type of VR in MS 828 that occurs more than once is the verb ecmv in Matt 13:32 (vu #15) 

and John 5:2 (vu #6 ) . 4 8  On only one occasion did the scribe of 828 vary from his or her 

ancestor in regard to proper name VRs. In Matt 10:2, the name Aspect? is supplied rather 

than AvSpeap as extant in MS 826.

4 8  Other VRs of this nature in MS 828 are eyevvyjcrev in Matt 1:9 (vu #21); 
gsydXjjv in Matt 2:10  (vu #25); avafiXenovcriv in Matt 11:5 (vu #5); Txiirpaxev in Matt 
13:46 (vu #26); (3Xe7rou<nv in Matt 18:10 (vu #65); ekeyev in Luke 3:7 (vu #3); etcobjcrev 
in Luke 3:19 (vu #58); dvexpa%ev in Luke 4:33 (vu #36); i\ip.aa<5zv in Luke 7:38 (vu 
#33); aitekvatv in Luke 8:38 (vu #23); rjiĴ ixvev in Luke 2:40 (vu #14); 7rpoE3co7rrev in 
Luke 2:52 (vu #9); yjxovcrev in John 3:32 (vu #16); yjyakklaaev in Luke 1:47 (vu #4); and 
EgEivsv in Luke 1:56 (vu #3).
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The Scribe o f Manuscript 828
as Copyist o f a Descendant o f Manuscript 826

While the MSS 826 and 828 are closely related, they share VRs that include 

harmonizations to the immediate context on only two occasions (Mark 14:22 [vu #20]; 

John 14:29 [vu #34]). The most outstanding feature o f these closely-related witnesses is 

that they do not share any examples of parablepsis. Based on the nature o f the text in MS 

826, Lake and Lake’s conclusion that this MS should be an ancestor o f MS 828 is 

supported. 4 9 As detailed in Appendix 4B, the text of the MS harmonizes to the 

immediate context by means of substitution (Luke 9:25 [vu #47]) and addition 

(Luke 12:28 [vu #17]; John 7:20 [vu #10] on three occasions, while harmonizing to a 

gospel parallel only once (Matt 5:44 [vu #45]. Furthermore, MS 826 avoids the gospel 

harmonization of other group members (including potential ancestors) twice by means of 

leaving out their additions to the text in Matt 20:23 (vu #24) and Luke 4:2 (vu #52). No 

known examples o f omissions due to either parablepsis or attempts at harmonization to 

the immediate or parallel gospel context exist within the text of MS 826.

On the other hand, the scribe of MS 828 was not as careful as the scribe of 

MS 826 might have been. Lake and Lake described the scribe of MS 828 as “quite 

uneducated” because of confusion by his or her hand between avro, avrco, and aurov as 

well as the use of the nonsense word xpa^avTov. 50 One might describe the scribe as

4 9  Lake and Lake, Family 13, ix-x.

50 Ibid., 32.



www.manaraa.com

181

“careless” because of the many omissions that occur in the MS. On three occasions the 

scribe of MS 828 harmonized passages to their immediate context by means of either 

addition (Matt 1:6 [vu #35]; Luke 2:8 [vu #33]) or substitution (Matt 21:29-30). Attempts 

to harmonize to parallel gospel contexts by addition (Matt 5:25 [vu #34], 44 (vu #45); 

19:10 (vu #40); Luke 22:51) or substitution (Luke 20:41) occur five times in the MS. 

Finally, on eight occasions omissions occur by the hand of the scribe of MS 828 because 

of parablepsis (Matt 3:16; 12:40 [vu #60]; 13:25 [vu #43]; 21:32; Luke 5:21; 17:20;

18:11; 23:1 [vu#17]).

Globalization of Tendencies of Scribes in Case Study 4

The scribal hands of MSS 346 and 543 as compared to their ancestor and the hand 

of MS 828 as compared to its ancestor reveal patterns of particular scribal habits in Case 

Study 4. First, parablepsis is fairly common. The scribe of MS 346 omitted material due 

to eye-jumps on nine occasions (Matt 4:24 [vu #72]; 7:22 [vu #59]; 10:8 [vu #30]; 17:4 

[vu #71]; 18:16 [vu #38]; Luke 11:19 [vu #3]; John 8:35 [vu #22]; 15:19 [vu #46]; 18:36 

[vu #43]), while the scribe o f MS 543 did the same thing seven times (Matt 10:19;

Mark 1:5 [vu #18]; 2:18; 8:38 [vu #35]; 11:23 [vu #20]; 12:26; John 4:14 [vu #28]). Yet 

both scribes shared agreement in avoiding ten occasions of parablepsis in their ancestor 

MS 13 (Matt 7:4 [vu #42]; Luke 4:22 [vu #54]; 6:28 [vu #10]; 12:52 [vu #29]; 19:22 

[vu #34]; 21:16 [vu #10]; John 6:32 [vu #38]; 7:19 [vu #19]; 9:39 [vu #44]; 11:24 

[vu #19]), which might result from an intermediate witness, although the proposed 

stemma would not allow for too many witnesses in this regard. The scribe of MS 346 

omitted material by parablepsis nine times but on his or her own avoided the parablepsis
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of MS 13 on four more occasions in Luke’s gospel (Luke 5:36 [vu #47]; 12:24 [vu #13]; 

13:28-29; 22:6 [vu #18]), while the scribe of MS 543’s seven occasions of parablepsis 

must be balanced by the six occasions he or she avoided copying the results of this same 

tendency from his or her ancestor (Mark 4:12 [vu #24]; Luke 17:23 [vu #27]; John 8:55 

[vu #35]; 9:9 [vu #35]; 13:34 [vu #25]; 15:16 [vu #25]). Similarly, the scribe o f MS 828 

omitted material by parablepsis on eight occasions, including three singular readings 

(Matt 3:16; 12:40 [vu #60]; 13:25 [vu #43]; 21:22; Luke 5:21; 17:20; 18:11; 23:1 

[vu #17]), yet also avoided the one occasion of parablepsis present in his or her ancestor 

(Luke 22:18 [vu #10]). Thus, the only tendency made evident by unintentional error 

common among the scribes of the fourth case study is due to parablepsis. Ironically, 

while they fell prey to this tendency to omit material by their own hands, they also were 

aware of the omissions of their ancestors that occured for the same reasons. A knowledge 

of this type of mistake in their ancestors was not a guarantee that these scribes would not 

repeat the same mistakes.

In regard to intentional changes evident in the text, the first tendency was a desire 

to make these gospel texts read more like the parallels of other accounts. The scribe of 

MS 346 harmonized texts to their parallels by means o f substitution three times 

(Matt 20:34 [vu #18]; 27:34 [vu #13]; Luke 3:7 [vu #40] and addition eight times 

(Matt 23:25 [vu #50]; 27:12 [vu #28]; Mark 2:22 [vu #39]; 3:5 [vu #63]; 4:18 [vu #2 1 ]; 

12:38 [vu #32]; 13:2 [vu #18]; Luke 4:7 [vu #8 ]; 18:22 [vu #27]). The scribe of MS 543 

revealed the same tendency as he or she harmonized the text by substitution three times 

(Matt 8:28 [vu #10]; Mark 9:12 [vu #6 ]; Luke 23:24 [vu #3]), addition nine times 

(Matt 9:2 [vu #74], 13 [vu #48]; 23:13 [vu #1]; Mark 4:30 [vu #18]; 6:11 [vu#44]; 14:9



www.manaraa.com

[vu #13]; Luke 12:25 [vu #17]; 17:33 [vu #31]), and once by omission (Mark 2:7 

[vu #9]). The scribe of MS 828 demonstrated the same tendency toward harmonization to 

parallel gospel contexts once by means of substitution (Luke 20:41) and six times by 

means of addition (Matt 5:35 [vu #34], 44 [vu #45]; 19:10 [vu #40]; 20:23 [vu #24];

Luke 4:2 [vu #52]; 22:51). The scribe of MS 828 did not blindly follow his or her 

ancestor in this regard, given that two harmonizations to parallel gospels by means of 

substitution in MS 826 (Matt 19:17 [vu #38]; Luke 4:1 [vu #46]) and five by means of 

addition (Matt 5:44 [vu #45]; 15:6 [vu #20]; 19:17 [vu #38]; Mark 9:30; Luke 3:16 

[vu #3]) were not copied.

The final definite tendency determined to be applied by the scribes of MSS 346, 

543, and 828 is harmonization to the immediate context. The scribe o f MS 346 

harmonized to the immediate context on thirteen occasions by means of addition eleven 

times (Matt 1: 6  [vu #35]; 5:16 [vu #33]; 8:34 [vu #25]; 16:11 [vu #32]; Mark 12:3 

[vu # 8 ]; 13:21,29 [vu #17]; 14:20 [vu #20]; Luke 11:15 [vu #17], 51 [vu #5]; John 21:25 

[vu #19]) and substitution twice (Matt 3:7 [vu #36]; Luke 10:22 [vu #2]). On five 

occasions the scribe of MS 543 harmonized to the immediate context by means of 

addition (Mark 3:5 [vu #63]; 14:20 [vu #4]; John 4:14 [vu #67]; 8:19 [vu #10]) and 

substitution (Matt 23:10 [vu #12]). The same pattern is apparent with the scribe of MS 

828, who harmonized to the immediate context by substitution in Matt 21:29-30, and 

addition in Matt 1: 6  (vu #35) and Luke 2:8 (vu #33). Yet he or she also avoided the same 

patterns within MS 826 on seven occasions, including four harmonizations to the 

immediate context by means of substitution (Luke 1:42 [vu # 8 ]; 2:21 [vu #24], 33 

[vu #9]; 9:45 [vu #27]) and three by means of addition (Luke 6:45 [vu #23]; 12:28
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[vu #17]; John 7:20 [vu #10]). Interestingly, even agreement among the scribes shows the 

same pattern of accidental parablepsis and intentional harmonization to parallels and the 

immediate context. Even where MSS 346 and 543 agree against MS 13, they share a 

tradition of harmonizing to the immediate context by means of substitution in Luke 20:28 

(vu #18) and gospel parallels on four occasions (Mark 6:33 [vu #51]; 7:5 [vu #13], 31 

[vu #7]; Luke 11:25 [vu #10]). In summary, all three scribes (both individually and 

collectively) who in some measure depended on either MS 13 or MS 826 demonstrate the 

tendency to skip material because of parablepsis, to “improve” the reading of the text by 

supplying words to specify the items needed in particular contexts, and to harmonize 

passages to their immediate context.
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CHAPTER 6

CASE STUDY 5: MANUSCRIPTS 1068 AND 1065

This chapter contains analysis o f the two sixteenth-century manuscripts that 

constitute the fifth case study of closely related MSS.1 In the table below, an overview of 

physical features including the date, material, folios, and important designations for each 

manuscript are given.

TABLE 6.1: FEA1fURES AND DESIGNATIONS OF MS GROUP 5
Gregory-

Aland
Number

von Soden 
Designation

Date Material Folios Text-Type Aland
Category

1068 86212 1562 Paper 200 Byz -

1065 8622 1576 Paper 199 Byz -

The folios of MS 1068 consist o f two columns with an average o f 25 lines per 

column and measure 30 cm. high x 20.5 cm. wide. For MS 1065, the folios have two 

columns of text per page with an average of 24 lines per column, and measure 29 cm. 

high x 19.8 cm. wide. Both MSS are housed in Kutlumusiu, Athos.3 Neither MS contains

1 A table containing the comparative collation information from MSS 1068 and 
1065 has been included in Appendix 5A.

2 Von Soden, The Text, 1:57, 133.

3 The images of MS 1068 are available when one logs in to the NT Virtual 
Manuscript Room in “Expert Mode.” Access can be requested in the “NT Virtual

185
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any major lacunae. As indicated by the lack of category information in Table 6.1, Aland 

and Aland did not specifically categorize MSS 1068 and 1065, concluding that MSS of 

this kind are “irrelevant for textual criticism, at least for establishing the original form of 

the text and its development in the early centuries.’'4

The appearance of these two manuscripts is strikingly similar. The cursive 

handwriting and ligatures present in both MSS reveal that they were copied by the same 

scribe. The cursive scripts of both are written with accent marks, smooth and rough 

breathing marks, and umlauts. Throughout both, Eusebian canon tables, frequent 

kephalia, titloi, markings to signify OT quotations, and occasional commentary have 

been included as aids to the reader, both in line with the text and as marginal notes.5 The 

scribe of MS 1065 included the majority of these reader aids when copying MS 1068,

Manuscript Room,” 1NTF, n.p., [cited 3 January 2012], Online: http://intf.unimuenster.de 
/vmr/NTVMR/IndexNTVMR.php. Plates of MS 1068 are also available in M. Vogel and 
V. Gardthausen, Die griechischen Schreiber des Mittelalters und der Renaissance (1909; 
repr., Hildesheim: n.p., 1966), 124. Images of MS 1065 were obtained by means of 
traveling to the INTF  in Munster, Germany, on June 13-26, 2010.

4 Aland and Aland, 'Die Text, 142. Wasserman differed from the sentiments of 
Aland and Aland when he stated that “the textual value for MS 1627 is a good example 
of the fact that MSS dated as late as the 16th century (probably postdating the first 
printed Greek texts of the NT), can still be valuable.” Tommy Wasserman, “The Patmos 
Family of New Testament MSS and Its Allies in the Pericope of the Adulteress and 
Beyond,” TC: A Journal o f  Biblical Textual Criticism 7 (Oct 2002), n.p. [cited 28 Dec 
2011], Online: http://rosetta.reltech.org/TC/vol07/Wasserman2002/ Wasserman2002- 
u.html.

5 Readers of the MSS are benefited by the fact that the ti't A o i  appear to have been 
written with a different thickness of the stroke of the pen so that these sections are 
generally easy to recognize.

http://intf.unimuenster.de
http://rosetta.reltech.org/TC/vol07/Wasserman2002/
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with the only major exclusion being the illuminations of the evangelists provided at the 

beginning of each gospel in MS 1068.6 Part of this phenomenon can be seen in the 

enlarged letters that often begin particular sections of material. Sometimes the letters of 

MS 1065 are the same letters enlarged by the scribe of MS 1068, but rarely are more than 

ten characters removed when the enlarged letter is not the same. In MS 1065 the enlarged 

letters are the same as the exemplar with the z of e A S o v t e ? in Matt 27:337 or the t  of rf) in 

Luke 24:1, but matching the enlarged letters in an exact manner is not his or her usual 

practice.8 The scribe of MS 1065 appears to have copied the text o f MS 1068 by eye 

rather than ear, and this copying method in part is evidenced by the concern with 

matching the styling of the actual words on the page of the MS. Even though the scribe of 

MS 1065 seems to have followed the exemplar and the cursive script o f both is the same, 

folios between the MSS do not usually contain the same amount o f text.9

6 References to the pages of the MSS are indexed by the folio number written on 
each opening of the codex and the number assigned to the images of the MSS as scanned 
by the /A/TFand referenced in their Virtual Manuscript Room. The folios o f MS 1068 
that include the illumination of the evangelists are 8a/l 70 (Matthew), 64a/l 290 (Mark), 
98a/l 940 (Luke), and 155a/3110 (John).

7 In MS 1068 this enlarged letter can be found in col. 1 of 59b/1200 and in MS 
1065 in col. 2 of 56b/l 140.

8 In MS 1068 this enlarged letter can be found in col. 1 of 15 lb/3040 and in MS 
1065 in col. 2 of 149b/3000.

9 Image 83a/1670 o f MS 1065, which begins in Mark 11.15, starts within three 
characters of 86b/1730 of MS 1068. Also, folio 99b/2000 of MS 1068 (which starts in 
Luke 1:19) begins within ten characters of image 97b/1960 of MS 1065. Both MSS begin 
the Gospel of Luke on a new folio—MS 1068 on 98b/1980, MS 1065 on image 96b/1940 
but those particular folios end 24 characters apart.
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Tommy Wasserman published a comparative study o f MSS 1068 and 1065 in 

which these two MSS (along with 34 others) were examined because of their agreement 

in the VUs of John 8:8b-9a, “He [Jesus] wrote on the ground the sins of each” (evoc 

exaorou aiirfiv rag apiapriag).10 Wassermann specifically looked at six sets of test 

passages: Matt 19:13-26; Mark 11:15-26; Luke 13:34-14:11; John 6:60-7:19; 7:53-8:11; 

and 10:1-13. His findings demonstrate that the genealogical relationship between MSS 

1068 and 1065 is closer than the relationships between any of the other MSS used in his 

study. In the test passage of Matt 19:13-26 and 64 others, he noted that MSS 1068 and 

1065 are identical even in distinctive readings, but they are also in 94% agreement with 

the MT. The two MSS were determined to be identical in 40 other test passages. 

Furthermore, he determined that these two MSS are identical in John 6:60-7:1 and are in 

94% agreement in John 7:53-8:11 (which also included the adjacent verses and 57 total 

test passages). Wasserman concluded that MSS 1068 and 1065 form a closely related pair 

and that “if their datings are correct (1576 and 1562) then MS 1068 is the exemplar of 

1065.” 11 Wassermann’s study prompts consideration o f what sort of disagreements would 

exist in these two MSS whose dates and textual affiliations are virtually identical (and 

they share the same location).

10 Wasserman, “The Patmos,” 2.8. This particular VU is #16 in John 8:8. This 
reading is shared by the ninth-century Cosex Nanianus (U) and several Byzantine 
minuscule MSS of later dates.

11 Wasserman, “The Patmos,” 6.3. Wasserman went on to write, “Since they 
[MSS 1068 and 1065] are practically identical (also in terms of external characteristics 
and present location), it is difficult to confirm this on the basis of textual data.”



www.manaraa.com

189

As detailed in Appendix 5B, 88.5% (5602) of the VUs in MSS 1068 and 1065 

agree with one another. In accordance with Wassermann’s conclusion regarding 

agreement with the MT, an evaluation of 61 test passages revealed a strong correlation 

between the two.12 This special relationship can be established by the singular or sub­

singular readings that these witnesses share in agreement.

Manuscript 1065 as a Direct Copy of Manuscript 1068

When one compares the nearly 90% overall agreement between MSS 1068 and 

1065 with the 116 VUs where the scribe of MS 1065 differs from 1065, the close nature

of this relationship is made even more evident.

Table 6.2: VR DISAGREEMENTS BETWEEN 1 0 6 8  AND 1 0 6 5 13
VR Types 1065 VRs N otin  1068 Relative # of VRs in Com parable MS

Substitutions 1714 458

12 Given the late nature of these MSS and their close association with the 
Byzantine text tradition, a part of the methodology of establishing singular readings was 
to compare the variations of MSS 1068 and 1065 to the MT. See Maurice A. Robinson 
and William G. Pierpont, The New Testament in the Original Greek: Byzantine Textform 
2005 (Southborough, Mass.: Chilton Press, 2005). Sixty-one of the readings initially 
suspected to be singular or sub-singular readings (because they could not be found in the 
variation lists of other resources) were determined to be in agreement with the MT and 
were no longer considered to be singular readings. These 61 passages include
Matt 4:3 (vu #10); 5:22 (vu #29), 36 (vu #39); 9:4 (vu #30), 9 (vu #46); 10:4 (vu #4); 
11:16 (vu #11); 12:14; 15:36; 17:21; 18:25; 20:10, 12, 23 (vu #24), 29; 26:3, 22; Mark 
1:11, 17; 4:6 (vu #2, 15), 31 (vu #26), 40; 5:10 (vu #20); 6:16 (vu #26); 7:16, 30 (vu 
#28), 31; 9:7 (vu #4), 42, 43; 10:10; 11:15 (vu #50); 12:4 (vu #17), 8 (vu #26), 28, 30 (vu 
#33), 33; 14:4; Luke 2:44; 4:11 (vu #6), 18(vu#36), 22 (vu #70); 6:2 (vu #17), 41, 7:42 
(vu #5); 10:2 (vu #38), 4; 11:11; 17:11 (vu #18), 23 (vu #23); 19:5 (vu #22), 27; 22:34, 
46, 55; 24:15; John 5:44; 6:14 (vu #20); 14:28; 16:25; and 21:22.

13 The relative number of VRs in comparable MSS was calculated by searching 
through the text-range of 1068 and 1065 using the HCNTTS apparatus software.



www.manaraa.com

190

VR Types 1065 VRs Not in 1068 Relative # of VRs in Com parable MS
Additions 31)5 382
Movable Nu 2 340
Omissions 37if> 139
Orthographical
Shifts

3 17 267

Nomina Sacra 20 1,661
Transpositions 6>« 146
Cons. Exchange 0 0
Numerical Subst 0 0

Nomina Sacra and Orthographical Shifts 

Interestingly, as demonstrated in Table 6.3, there were only twenty places o f 

disagreement between the two MSS involving nomina sacra, as compared to the 1,722 

places where MSS 1068 and 1065 agree in this regard. On the occasions where 

disagreements did occur, no observable pattern was detected as to why the scribe of MS 

1065 did not follow MS 1068 in these particular places.

14 Singular readings and sub-singular readings involving substitutions in MS 1065 
include: Mark 1:18 (vu #18), 20:6 (vu #24); Mark 2:1 (vu #20), 2:4 (vu #57), 6:49, 8:36 
(vu #19), 10:5 (vu #3), 14:8 (vu#23); John 7:53 (vu #7).

15 Singular and sub-singular readings involving additions found only in MS 1065 
include Matt 5:30 (vu #9); 9:11 (vu #51); 26:26 (vu #55), 75 (vu #27); 27:30 (vu #20); 
Mark 2:10 (vu #3); 11:4 (vu # 15); Luke 22:19, 42.

16 Singular and sub-singular readings of MS 1065 involving omissions include 
Matt 1:7 (vu #33); 14:28 (vu #40), 30; 21:35; 26:43; Mark 1:7 (vu #13), 29; 5:8; 7:5;
9:31; 14:69; Luke 2:2; 5:30,35; 14:11 (vu#21); 15:4; 21:3; John 7:32 (vu #7); 8:14.

17 The only singular reading involving orthographical shifts in MS 1065 was in 
Matt 12:42 (vu #85).

18 Singular and sub-singular readings in MS 1065 include Matt 10:14 (vu #42) 
and John 21:5.
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TABLE 6.3: NOMINA SACRA DIFFERENCES BETWEEN 1068 AND 1065
NOMINA SACRA BY THE HAND OF THE SCRIBE OF 1065

avo? Mark 10:7; Luke 19:21 x? Luke 12:46
avcov M att 21:26 ouvov Matt 13:31; John 1:51
5aS Matt 20:31 Trva Mark 5:8
0v John 20:17 [2x] 7TV5 Matt 12:31
6v Matt 19:24; Luke 8:28 Tipa Luke 1:73

AW Luke 9:51; 24:18 irpi John 4:44
i? Matt 9:28; John 11:20 xe Matt 20:31

The text of MS 1065 varies from MS 1068 only in regard to orthographical shifts on three 

occasions when shifts occur from co ov (Matt 12:42 [vu #85]), yj et (Matt 9:6 

[vu #9]), and o co (Matt 12:42 [vu #82]).

Additions

The scribe of MS 1065 can be credited for adding the article on three occasions to 

his or her text, while on five occasions the scribe added conjunctions.19 Interestingly, 

both MSS supply xai more than any other conjunction. Disagreements between additions 

to the text in MS 1068 and 1065 are much more significant than the other types of 

variants discussed thus far. The scribe of MS 1065 omitted an additional adjective 

(7rdvxa) that harmonizes the text of Luke 12:31 (vu #10) to Matt 6:33. The scribe of MS 

1065 never added an adjective or adverb outside of the context of a longer addition. 

Omissions of adjectives are not always toward harmonization, as the omission of 7rdvrwv

19 The scribe of MS 1065 added the article o in Luke 9:20; t o  in John 7:22; and 
t o v  in John 13:32. Conjunctions added by the scribe of MS 1065 include yap (John 13:18 
[vu #13]), Si (John 7:29 [vu #4]), xai (Matt 15:6 [vu #3], 26:26 [vu #55]), and o t i  (Matt 
5:31 [vu #10]).
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in Luke 21:3 indicates when the widow is no longer credited for giving more than “all” 

the others, which is discordant from the parallel in Matt 12:41.

The scribe of MS 1065 preserved none of these additional pronouns, but on eight 

occasions he or she supplied pronouns that made the implicit more explicit.20 These 

additional pronouns in MS 1065 do not serve to harmonize the text to other gospel 

contexts and, with the exception of the doubling o f the pronoun aov in Matt 5:30 (vu #9) 

and gou in Luke 22:19, 42, do not suggest an attempt to harmonize to the immediate 

context by means of these additions.

TABLE 6 4: ADDITIONS BY TH E HAND OF THE SCRIBE OF 1065
ARTICLES PRONOUNS

+ 0 Luke 9:20 + a Luke 14:3
+ T>3 Mark 11:4 + carrot Matt 26:75
+ TO John 7:22 + auTov Luke 8:21
+ TOV John 13:32 + o? John 11.46

CONJUNCTIONS + gou Matt 27:30; Luke 22:19, 
42

+ y ap John 13:18 + ou Mark 2:10
+ Se John 7:29 + crou Matt 5:30
+ xai Matt 15:6, 36; 26:26; Luke 

10:25
PREPOSITIONS

+ OTl Matt 5:31 + npog Matt 19:5
VERBS MULTIWORD

+ eye v e t o John 7:43 + EX VEOTYjTOg flOU Malt 19:20
+ xai t >]v  BvyaTEpa t o  7rai5tov 
(3e(3X)](i.£vov £7ii rrjg xhvyji

Mark 7:30 + KCtI 01 (XETa TCtVTOV Luke 8:45

+ pirj (fioveuoT)? Mark 10:19 + xai ElUEV John 7:20
+ lacracrSai t o u ?  ovvrETpipipiEvog 
ty)v xapSiav

Luke 4:18

20 Added pronouns in MS 1065 include Matt 5:30 (vu #9), 26:75 (vu #27); 27:30 
(vu #20); Mark 2:10 (vu #3); Luke 14:3 (vu #30); 22:19,42; and John 11:46 (vu #32).
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Although the scribe of MS 1065 did not follow MS 1068 in all harmonization 

attempts, on three occasions he or she made similar changes to the gospel text. In 

Matt 19:20 (vu #18) the rich young ruler suggested to Jesus that he had kept the 

commands ex veo-njro? gou, which is a parallel to Mark 10:22. In Matt 19:5 (vu #46) the 

scribe harmonized the language of the passage to coincide more perfectly with Mark 10:7 

by supplying the preposition 7rpo$. In Mark 10:19 (vu #5) an initial reading suggests a 

nonsense reading since the first command listed by Jesus (gy) cfyoveuo-yjc:) was added after 

the command against committing adultery, but a more careful comparison reveals that the 

addition is a harmonization to Luke 18:20. The scribe of 1065 also creatively harmonized 

readings to parallel gospel contexts but generally does not seem to be as creative with the 

text as his or her exemplar.

In a similar fashion, on one occasion both MSS expand upon a LXX quotation of 

Isa 61:1 in Luke 4:18 (vu #36). The addition occurs where Jesus is elaborating in his 

synagogue sermon that he would “bind up the broken hearted” (tacracrQai t o 6 c  

cruvreTpiggevog t))v xapSiav). Although the text of MS 1068 includes an unknown 

addition at the beginning of the quotation (Iw$ ge XiSdcrflai dnecraixe ge) that is not 

reflective of the LXX text, both MSS appear to harmonize the quote of Isaiah to a more 

exact wording of the LXX text. The scribe of MS 1065 deleted the longer addition of MS 

1068 and caused the reading to reflect the original wording o f the Isaiah passage. The eye 

of the scribe of MS 1065 could have possibly jumped from Xi9dc6ai to idaaadat, but an 

eye-jump does not explain the inclusion of the first two words of the quotation (eco$ ge).
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The most likely explanation is that the scribe of MS 1065 made the decision to shorten 

the reference, although still allowing for some measure o f harmonization.

Omissions

TABLE 6 .5 :  OMISSIONS BY THE HAND OF THE SCRIBE OF 1 0 6 5
PRONOUNS ARTICLES

aurov Mark 9:31 *1 Mark 5 :18-Luke 21:3
auTcuv Luke 5:30 0 Luke 5:37

F Matt 14:28 01 John 7:32
cou Mark 7:5 TO Mark 5:8

ADJECTIVES/ADVERBS CONJUNCTIONS
TiavTcov Luke 21:3 yap Matt 26:43; Luke 21:35
UglV Luke 13:35 Se Luke 5:36; 22:24

NOUNS CONJUNCTION
napapoia Mark 7:13 xa i Matt 14:30: Luke 8:23; 15:4
xai o HpwS^c Luke 23:11 VERBS
CRipia? Luke 2:2 Xiflaaai John 11:8

MULTIWORD
afiia, A p ia  5 e  e y e v v ^ c rev  t o v Malt 1:7 twv 4>apicraiwv Luke 12:1
ov 5e eXi6oPoA>]<xav* Matt 21:35 X ai 0 Ta7T£lVC0V EaUTOV 

u\kw0)]CTETai

Luke 14:11

omaco gou Mark 1:7 y vuoy) Se piera ra o r a John 13:7
av5psou g £ T a Mark 1:29 xayw  ev ugiv John 14:20
orav avaoTworv Mark 12:23 £ipv)vrjv actnrjui ug iv John 14:27
eXeucrovTat Se Y)p.epai Luke 5:35 iro0£v >]X0ov xai 7rou unayco vpieig 

Se oux oiSare
John 8:14

Tvy jcapSia? crou xa i ev oXv) Luke 10:27 oi Se axovaavreg John 8:9

The scribe of MS 1065 avoided some apparent omissions in MS 1068 by not

following his or her exemplar and only on one occasion seemed to omit a significant

* 21statement due to parablepsis. On the other hand, the omissions of MS 1065 more easily

21 In Matt 1:7 (vu #33) the scribe likely jumped from afiia to afiia in the 
genealogy of Jesus, which accidentally omits one of the references to Abijah. Likewise, 
though not the general scribal pattern found in the MS, at least one omission in MS 1068 
seems to have been motivated by harmonization. The elimination of the perfect active 
participle ecmjzoTO in Mark 13:14 (vu #11) seems to harmonize well to Daniel’s
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can be recognized as probable harmonization to parallel gospel contexts. The reference to 

the one that the vine-growers stoned (ov Sk eAi0of3oAv]crav) in Matt 21:35 was omitted as 

the scribe harmonized the passage to the language of Mark 12:3 and Luke 20; 10, where 

this allusion is lacking. The simple deletion of oniaco gou from Mark 1:7 (vu #13) serves 

to eliminate the spatial reference regarding Jesus’ disciples following after him, just as 

the text is worded in Luke 3:16. In Mark 12:23 (vu #2), the bracketed UBS4 text [orav 

avacrr&criv] is omitted, which serves to eliminate the reference to the resurrection, as is 

the case in Luke 20:33.

Differing from MS 1068, in Luke 23:11 (vu #5) the scribe o f MS 1065 omitted 

xai o which removes an explicit reference to Herod himself mocking Jesus and

treating him in the same manner as his soldiers. In Luke 2:2 the specific reference to 

Quirinius serving as governor of Evpia^ also serves to eliminate a reference that is 

historically difficult. In John 13:7 (vu #31) Jesus’ reference to the disciples coming to 

understand his act of service at a later time (yvcootj Sk gera ravTct) is eliminated, perhaps 

because o f an apologetic motivation. The Lord’s reference to his dwelling (xayw ev ugTv) 

in the disciples in John 14:20 (vu #43) is eliminated by the scribe of MS 1065. Finally, a 

possible contradiction is eliminated when the scribe deleted the references to the disciples 

knowing but really not knowing (7t60ev rjXSov xai tcov 07rayw upeT$ Sk oux oiSare) where

language regarding the “abomination of desolation” and avoids a reference to how this 
abomination was still standing in the Temple.



www.manaraa.com

196

he had come from in John 8:14. The scribe of MS 1065 both intentionally and 

unintentionally removed text with accidental errors being more common.

Substitutions

The scribe of MS 1065 also used substitution to harmonize passages to the 

immediate context and to parallels in other the other gospels. Regarding the immediate 

context, the scribe replaced y îcov with ugcov and with upas in Luke 16:26 (vu #12, 

45) with both pronouns occurring again within a two-verse range In John 8:14 (vu #64) 

the shift from the present middle indicative first-person singular form of epyopat to the 

aorist active indicative third-person plural form yjXQov helps to harmonize the verb to the 

same form that occurs earlier in the verse.

On three occasions substitutions in MS 1065 help to harmonize passages to their 

parallels in other gospel contexts. In Mark 4:38 (vu #30) the scribe shifted from Jesus 

“raising” (eyeipovaiv) from his sleep to his “waking up” or “arousing” (JteyeplavTeg), an 

interchange that fits well with the parallel expression used in Luke 8:28 (Jo)yeipav). In 

Mark 8:36 (vu #19) the scribe dropped the nu and helped to shift the verb £>)picodrjvai to a 

form much closer to the £y]puw0yj o f Matt 16:26. Finally, by deleting the prefix ava from 

the verb avexpa^av in Mark 6:49 the scribe of MS 1065 harmonizes with Matt 14:26.

TABLE 6 . 6 :  SUBSTITUTIONS BY THE HAND OF THE SCRIBE OF 1 0 6 5

PRONOUNS CONJUNCTIONS
t o v ] avrov John 12:11 h i] xai John 13:32
yjp-tov] ugwv Luke 16:26 sya) [ev]] on John 6:40

ufxa? Luke 16:26 NOUNS
PREPOSITIONS eorairag] aypovg Matt 20:6

07iou] 7Tapa Mark 2:4 yevetng] yevycng Matt 1:18
VERBS

eve(3 p ip )8 y }] Matt 9:30 evra4nacr|iov] Tacjnaupov Mark 14:8
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£V£ppi[zy)craT0
E yapoucnv] J ieyeipavT e? Mark 4:38 Pap^Swuiv] reSwcriv Luke 2 1:34
av£xpa|av] Expa£ov Mark 6:49 eTropeuOrjaav] ajreXBev John 7:53
[p]pua)0>3vcu] Mark 8:36 ep^opat] »]A0ov John 8:14
£7rt(3aAAou(7iv] £7re(3aXov Mark 11:7

Transpositions

On six occasions, the scribe of MS 1065 varied the word order of the text,

Matt 3:16 (vu #18); 10:14 (vu #42); Mark 7:20 (vu #12); Luke 5:37 (vu #23); 7:38 

(vu#15); and John 21:15. Yet none of the transpositional VUs follow a particular pattern 

of variation.

The Scribe of Manuscript 1065 as Copyist o f Manuscript 1068

Perhaps a common assumption is that Byzantine MSS from a later date would fail 

to generate any helpful conclusions regarding the habits of scribes. Yet when one can 

discern where the exemplar MS 1068 disagrees with MS 1065, certain scribal tendencies 

can be detected. From the observable activity of the scribe of MS 1065, he or she had a 

good command of the Greek language and understood the flow of the narrative well. 

Copying by eye at a time well beyond the reach of oral tradition allowed for some 

creative interaction as the scribe copied the exemplar MS 1068, an exemplar based on the 

characteristics of its calligraphy alone, this scribe likely had copied originally. Moving 

from folio to folio, he or she attempted to copy the text and the reader aids embedded 

within the text but still made errors and perhaps perpetuated some of the errors of his or 

her exemplar. What specific scribal tendencies does the scribe of MS 1065 demonstrate?

First, the scribe of MS 1065 omitted portions of the text due to parablepsis. He or 

she committed an eye-jump on one occasion (Matt 1:7 [vu #33]). Second, the scribes also
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made an effort to harmonize the contents of their work to gospel parallels. In MS 1065 

harmonization to parallel gospels occurs eleven times: four times by means of addition in 

Matt 19:5 (vu #46), 20 (vu #18); Mark 10:17; 10:19 (vu #5); four times by means of 

omission in Matt 21:35; Mark 1:7 (vu #13); 12:23 (vu #2); Luke 12:31 (vu #10); and 

three, by means of substitution in Mark 4:38 (vu #30); 6:49; and 8:36 (vu #19). With the 

running canon tables and commentary in the MSS, this temptation would have been ever 

before the scribe but the creative use of additions, omissions, replacements, and 

transpositions to create more definite parallels between the passages is evident in both 

MSS.

The scribe of MS 1065 was also interested in making parallels to the immediate 

context more explicit. In MS 1065 these types o f harmonization occur six times, although 

the scribe did not follow his or her exemplar with the ten examples from MS 1068 listed 

above. Examples o f this kind of harmonization by the hand o f the scribe of MS 1065 

include three by means o f addition in Matt 5:30 (vu #9); Luke 22:19, 42; and three by 

means of substitution in Luke 16:26 (vu #12, 45) and John 8:14 (vu #64). Unlike the 

scribe of MS 1068, on at least five occasions the scribe of MS 1065 also is motivated by 

apologetic interests to clarify the meaning of the text or to eliminate potentially 

problematic passages, as in Luke 2:2; 23:11 (vu #5); John 8:14; 13:7 (vu #31); and 14:20 

(vu #43).

One should also note that the scribe of 1065 was not a part of a widespread scribal 

emendation. Befitting a period where the NT text was already well standardized, 

theologically motivated variations are rarely evidenced in the text. Disagreements 

between the MSS and the MT demonstrate that these scribes occasionally added or
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omitted conjunctions, prepositions, and articles from the text. Some grammatical 

tendencies also stand out, such as the scribe of MS 1065 adding pronouns not found in 

MS 1068 on eight occasions. In general, longer additions usually resulted from 

harmonization, while longer omissions resulted from parablepsis. The scribes were 

consistent in their pattern of orthographical shifts, deletion o f the movable nu, and 

frequent use of the nomina sacra, but no pattern can be observed in this regard. The scribe 

of MS 1065 was competent and clearly devoted to the task at hand, yet creatively 

engaged in the work of copying the text.
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CHAPTER 7

ANALYSIS OF GLOBAL SCRIBAL TRAITS

The groupings o f MSS evaluated in this study are all closely related based on 

both their external and internal features. The data from the full collations o f the five 

groups of MSS, demonstrate common traits by the hand of scribes who were using 

common exemplars or ancestors closely related to one another. Furthermore, the 

diverse nature of these MSS which span thirteen centuries and represent various MS 

types (papyri, uncial, minuscule), text-traditions (Alexandrian, Western, Byzantine), 

and genres (Gospels, Paulines), while also including some MSS more closely 

connected to the influence o f oral tradition (Group 1), familial influences (Groups 2, 3, 

4), or the Byzantine text (Group 5), can provide a number of helpful variables in 

establishing a set of controls that can be applied globally to all scribes. While 

Colwell’s emphasis on singular readings is particularly helpful in seeking to identify 

what particular scribes were doing in particular MSS, a broader picture emerges when 

direct-copies or descendant MSS are evaluated, as one can see precisely what content a 

scribe chose to add, omit, or substitute from his or her exemplar or ancestor.

Scribal Variations

When analyzing data from these five case studies, one first must examine the

types of VRs in order to understand which VRs are most relevant to the discussion of

200
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scribal tendencies. All of the MSS in the five case studies contain certain types of 

variation, but these VRs are limited to a limited amount o f variation. Furthermore, 

this discussion must be kept in the assumed framework that early Christianity lacked 

the scribal controls of other periods or that scribes were editorially creative in their 

handling of the NT text. The fluidity of the text, the mystery surrounding both scribal 

training and the historical context, and the lack of actual MS evidence lead to the 

conclusion that the copying of the text was wild and free. The content of the MSS 

within each case study demonstrates remarkable consistency across thirteen centuries, 

in various text-traditions, involving various genres of the text and levels of scribal 

training.

TABLE 7.1: NUMBER OF ACTUAL VS. POTENTIAL VRs IN CASE STUDIES
MSS WITH EXEMPLAR-COPY RELATIONSHIP

MSS PAIRINGS ACTUAL VRs POTENTIAL VRs % OF VARIATION
205ab72886 (from 205) 94 7,145 1.32%

1065 (from 1068) 116 3,393 3.42%
Ep/Dabsl (from Dp) 312 6,896 4.52%

MSS w n rH ANCESTOR-D ESCENDANT RELATIONSHIP
MSS PAIRINGS ACTUAL VRs POTENTIAL VRs % OF VARIATION

T75 (from tp4) 19 1,643 1.16%
543 (from 13) 135 7,474 1.81%
B (from 9>4) 50 1,643 3.04%

1 (from 1582) 249 7,145 3.48%
Gp (from Dp) 241 6.896 3.49%
346 (from 13) 281 7,474 3.76%
828 (from 826) 561 7,474 7.51%
Fp (from Dp) 1,002 6.896 14.53%

As noted in Table 7.1 above, when the actual VRs in each of the pairings and 

groupings discussed in this study is compared to the potential VRs (from comparative 

MSS of the same genre, date, and text-type) the percentage of variation is quite low.
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Given that the table is sorted from the least percentage of variation to the greatest in 

the two types of MS relationships (direct-copy, ancestor-descendant) evaluated in this 

study, one can observe that two o f the three direct-copy MS pairings and six of the 

eight ancestor-descendant groupings have less than 4% total variation. The closest 

relationship exists between g>75 and (p4 with only 1.14% variation, while Fp as a 

descendant of Dp varies the most at 14.53%. Yet, even though the careful nature of 

the scribe of T 75 can be contrasted with the wilder style of the scribe of Codex 

Augiensis, the agreement that exists between the majority of these pairings or groups 

demonstrates remarkable consistency in the preservation of the text of their ancestors 

or exemplars.

Consistency can be also demonstrated by the number of the types of VRs that 

result from the scribal hands in each of the five case studies. Some types o f VRs, such 

as numerical abbreviations and consonantal exchange, are more common among the 

earliest MSS (Group 1). For example, while 1 example of numerical substitution and 

9 examples of consonantal exchange VRs disagree in the MSS of Case Study 1 (see 

Table 2.2) these VRs are not common variations in Case Studies 2 -5 .1 Furthermore, 

not all VRs can be neatly categorized given that VRs involving the spelling o f proper 

names often result from orthographical shifts or harmonization. Yet VRs involving 

the spelling of proper names are common across all of the case studies with two

! Interestingly, numerical substitution is also a type of VR in T>122 (4th-5th 
cent, fragment).
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proper name VRs occurring in MS 2886, seven combined in Fp and Gp, 12 in MS 1, a 

handful in Group 4, and a few in MS 828.

Orthographical shifts were the most common type of variation across the case 

studies. In the three direct-copy MSS (Dabsl/Ep, MS 2886, and MS 1065), 63 shifts 

were added by the hand o f the scribe of Dabsl/Ep (Tables 3.2-3), 11 in MS 2886 

(Table 4.3), and 3 in MS 1065. Though these types of VRs were common in these 

direct-copies, the most frequent type of shift in each case study was inconsistent with 

u i being most common in Dabsl/Ep, while a  o is most common in MS 2886. 

Regarding the MSS in these case studies that were not direct-copies, 203 total 

differences were found between ip4, \p75, and B (Tables 2.2-4) with the i a  shift 

being most common (184x); Fp and Gp combined for 627 orthographical shifts with 

the oo o and i e shifts, being most common (Tables 3.9-10); MS 1 shifted away 

from MS 1582 on 78 occasions (Table 4.8), with the go o shift being most 

common; MSS 346 and 543 combined differed from MS 13 on 328 occasions, with 

the o ^  oo shift being most common (Tables 5.3-5); and MS 828 differed from MS 

826 on 214 occasions, with o o> being most common (Table 5.20). Thus, while this 

type of VR is common, no consistent pattern of variation was determined to exist 

with the possible exception of the common interchange between omicron and omega. 

Future studies could explore the most common orthographical shifts in particular time 

periods with attention being given to patterns of orthographical variations as related 

to particular genealogical relationships.
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Frequent VRs involving nomina sacra reveal more diversity among the earlier 

MSS in this regard, especially when involving unique three-letter nomina sacra 

forms. In the MSS that are direct-copies, on 28 occasions the scribe of Dabsl/Ep varied 

from his or her exemplar (Table 3.5), 7 in MS 2886, and 20 in MS 1065 (Table 6.3). 

Interestingly, a few unique three-letter forms are found in these direct-copy MSS as 

compared to the nomina sacra found in and ?p75 (6jg, oju) or Fp and Gp (xpv> Xfio, 

Xpp, X P, xpi, xpg, xp&r, trjv, of?, iyju, tuv, jcpw). In the other MSS that qualify as 

descendants but not as direct-copies, 56 differences in nomina sacra exist within the 

9>4, $>75, and B group (Tables 2.2-3, 5); 120 in Fp and CF (Tables 3.15-16); 12 VRs in 

MS 1 (Table 4.9); 23 occasions in MSS 346 and 543 combined (Table 5.12), and 59 

occasions in MS 828 (Table 5.24).

While VRs involving the movable nu are not as common in these case studies 

as orthographical shifts or nomina sacra, these types of variations are related to a few 

words in particular. In the direct-copy MSS, only 29 examples occurred by the scribal 

hand of Dabsl/Ep, 7 in MS 2886, and 2 in MS 1065. In the MSS better described as 

descendants, 34 examples were found in the Tv i£75, and B group; only 2 in Fp and Gp 

combined; 4 in MS 1; 72 in MSS 346 and 543; and 20 in MS 828. While no 

consistent pattern involving movable nu VRs was observed, many occur with either 

E?7rev (four in Group 1 and one in MS 1065) or ecrnv (four in MS 1, several in Group 4 

and MS 828).

Transpositional VRs are also common in each of the case studies but generally 

do not indicate attempts at harmonization to the remote or immediate context as
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additions, substitutions, or omissions. In the direct-copy MSS, 14 transposition VRs 

occur in Dabsl/Ep, while 6 of these types of VRs occur in MS 2886 and 6 more in MS 

1065. With the other MSS that descend from leading group members, 26 differences 

were found in the ?J>4, $p7\  and B group (Table 2.2); 11 from Fp and Gp combined 

(Table 3.8); 6 in MS 1 (Table 4.7); 37 in MSS 346 and 543 (Table 5.2); and 32 in MS 

828 (Table 5.19). While these VRs are common to all groups, they are not helpful in 

revealing any real traits or tendencies on the part of the scribes.

Across all five case studies the most theologically significant types of 

variation are substitutions, additions, and omissions. These types of variation were the 

most helpful in demonstrating consistent patterns of scribal tendencies. Substitutions 

were a frequent type of variation in the direct-copy MSS with 96 being added by the 

hand of DabsI/Ep (Table 3.4), 23 by the scribe of MS 2886 (Table 4.5), and 17 by the 

copyist of MS 1065 (Table 6.6). Furthermore, regarding the descendant MSS, 54 

substitution VRs were found in the *p4, q>75, and B group (Tables 2.2, 2.9-10); 362 in 

Fp and Gp combined (Tables 3.11-12); 77 in MS 1 (Tables 4.11); 201 total 

substitutions in MSS 346 and 543 (Tables 5.6-7), and 99 in MS 828 (Tables 5.21).

Similarly, the scribes of the direct-copy MSS frequently added material to the 

text as demonstrated on 61 occasions by the hand of Dabsl/Ep (Table 3.6), 20 times in 

MS 2886 (Table 4.6), and 31 times in MS 1065 (Table 6.4). Among the descendant 

MSS, 34 addition VRs occur in the q>4, tp75, and B group (Tables 2.2-3, 8); 34 total in 

Fp and G11 combined (Table 3.13); 23 additions in MS 1 (Table 4.12); 149 in MSS 346 

and 543 (Tables 5.9-10), and 67 in MS 828 (Table 5.22).
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Finally, omissions are evident in the direct-copy MSS on 15 occasions by the 

hand of Dabsl/Ep (Table 3.7) and 18 times in MS 2886 (Table 4.4), with 37 additions 

occurring in MS 1065 (Table 6.5) as well. With the descendant MSS, 70 omission 

VRs occur in the '3>4, ?p75, and B group (Tables 2.2-3, 2.6), 74 in Fp and G11 combined 

(Tables 3.14); 37 omissions in MS 1 (Tables 4.10); 104 in MSS 346 and 543 

combined (Tables 5.14-16); and 69 in MS 828 (Tables 5.23).

Why count all the VRs in the direct-copy and descendant MSS? Because the 

types of VRs consistently detected across this longitudinal study demonstrate a global 

consistency by scribes with regard to the types o f intentional or unintentional changes 

made in the copying of the text. Yet the variations themselves cannot speak to what 

motivated the scribes to act in this way. With regard to VRs involving orthographical 

shifts, nomina sacra, the movable nu, and transpositions, no particular pattern could 

be detected in these VRs that indicated global tendencies on the part o f the scribes. 

However, variations involving additions, substitutions, and omissions did reveal 

patterns that consistently pointed to a series o f motivating factors on the part o f all the 

scribes that can form a global matrix through which other scribes can be evaluated. 

One of the three global tendencies results from an unintended error on the part of 

each the scribes, while the other two traits are the product of the intentional additions, 

omissions, and substitutions by the scribal hands.

A Matrix of Scribal Traits

The matrix of global scribal traits will be constructed from both the direct- 

copy MSS and the MSS that have been classified as descendants (called “descendant
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MSS” below), but for the sake of clarity the two groupings will be analyzed 

separately with direct-copy MSS being given priority.

The first consistent trait to be noted among the scribes of the closely-related 

MSS involved in this study was an unintentional tendency to omit material due to 

parablepsis. Regarding direct-copy MSS, the scribe o f Dabs] skipped material in Rom 

1:4 (vu #30) and 1 Cor 15:17 (vu #20) while even providing singular readings by 

means of his or her unintentional errors in Rom 3:12 and 1 Cor 12:7-8. While the 

scribe of MS 2886 is unique in not committing an eye-jump on his or her own, he or 

she intentionally avoided these types of omissions extant in his or her exemplar in at 

least two passages (Luke 5:26 [vu #3]; 8:18 [vu #20]). Finally, even the scribe of the 

sixteenth-century MS 1065 omitted material due to an eye-jump in Matt 1:7 (vu #33).

In regard to descendant MSS, in his seminal study on scribal traits, Royse 

noted that the scribe of «p75 commonly committed parablepsis, which led to three 

significant multiword omissions (Luke 3:36 [vu #3]; John 12:8 [vu #25]; 12:34 

[vu #68]).2 In the comparison of fp75 to ?p4 in this study, the example of parablepsis in 

Luke 3:36 (vu #3) was confirmed. The careful scribe of Vaticanus unintentionally 

committed the same error in Luke 3.33 as compared to the text of ip4 and in John 1:13 

(vu #17) as compared to «p75. The scribe of Fp jumped material due to parablepsis in 

Rom 11:8 (vu #42), 2 Cor 12:10 (vu #6), and Eph 4:9 (vu #22), while the scribe of Gp 

did the same in Eph 4:18 (vu #6).

2 Royse, Scribal, 666-70.
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On the other hand, the scribe of MS 1 was more prone to omit for this reason 

in that on four occasions he or she omitted multiple words due to parablepsis 

(Matt 4:2 [vu #17]; Mark 10:27 [vu #27]; Luke 15:19 [vu #3]; John 21:16 [vu #51]). 

The scribe of MS 346 omits material due to eye-jumps on nine occasions (Matt 4:24 

[vu #72]; 7:22 [vu #59]; 10:8 [vu #30], 17:4 [vu #71 ]; 18:16 [vu #38]; Luke 11:19 

[vu #3]; John 8:35 [vu #22]; 15:19 [vu #46]; 18:36 [vu #43]), while the scribe o f MS 

543 unintentionally did the same seven times (Matt 10:19; Mark 1:5 [vu #18]; 2:18; 

8:38 [vu #35]; 11:23 [vu #20]; 12:26; John 4:14 [vu #28]). The scribe o f MS 828 

omitted material by parablepsis on eight occasions, which include three singular 

readings (Matt 3:16; 12:40 [vu #60]; 13:25 [vu #43]; 21:22; Luke 5:21; 17:20; 18:11; 

23:1 [vu #17]). While dittography might be considered another unintentional error 

common among NT MSS, only one such error presents itself in all o f these case 

studies where the scribe o f Gp stands alone by repeating material in 1 Cor 6:15 

(vu #40).

A second global tendency resulted from an intentional effort on the part of 

each scribe to harmonize material to its immediate context in either the same section 

of text or within the context of the same book. In regard to direct-copy MSS, the 

scribe of Dabsl harmonized material to the immediate context by means of substitution 

in 1 Cor 1:23c (vu #18); 2 Cor 11:15 (vu #32); Gal 6:15c (vu #10); Col 2:10(vu#24); 

by supplying nomina sacra in 2 Cor 10:8 (vu #26); Col 4:20 (vu #50); 1 Tim 6:1 (vu 

#34); and by means of addition in 1 Cor 6:16 (vu #34) and Heb 10:30 (vu #18). On 

two occasions the scribe of Dabsl uniquely harmonized to the immediate context by
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means of omission (Rom 16:16 [vu #4); 1 Cor 15:39 [vu #12]). Twice more the scribe 

of Dabsl uniquely harmonized to the immediate context by means o f additions to the 

text (2 Cor 6:16 [vu #34]; Heb 10:30 [vu #18]). The scribe of MS 2886 also avoided 

one such effort in the exemplar reading of Matt 19:4 (vu #28). The scribe o f MS 2886 

is the most careful scribe evaluated in the third case study and perhaps in the whole 

study. His or her avoidance o f parablepsis and harmonization to the parallel context 

certainly shows that not every scribe was necessarily prone to the global tendencies 

noted in this study, although his or her avoidance of these types of patterns in the 

exemplar at the least shows an awareness of the traits. Finally, the scribe o f 1065 was 

also interested in making parallels to the immediate context on six occasions, 

including three by means o f addition in Matt 5:30 (vu #9) and Luke 22:19, 42, and 

three more by means of substitution in Luke 16:26 (vu #12, 45) and John 8:14 (vu 

#64).

Regarding descendant MSS, the scribe of B harmonized material to the 

immediate context twice: once in Luke 6:16 (vu #15) as compared to the text of 

and once in Luke 14:10 (vu #51) as compared to p 73. The scribe of ̂ p75, working with 

an exemplar much like ?p4, did the same in Luke 5:1 (vu #3). Although perhaps not as 

prevalent as might be expected among gospel MSS, the scribes of Pauline texts in 

Group 2 were also very interested in harmonizing their texts to the immediate context. 

Similarly, the scribe of Fp harmonized texts to their immediate context by means of 

substitution in Rom 8:26 (vu #14) and 1 Thess 2:10 (vu #12), along with an addition 

in Rom 11:12 (vu #30). Finally, the scribe of Gp did so by mean of addition in 1 Cor
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7:17 (vu #20). The scribe of MS 346 harmonized passages to their immediate context 

on thirteen occasions by means o f addition VRs eleven times (Matt 1:6 [vu #35]; 5:16 

[vu #33]; 8:34 [vu #25]; 16:11 [vu #32]; Mark 12:3 [vu#8]; 13:21,29 [vu#17];

14:20 [vu #20]; Luke 11:15 [vu #17], 5 1 [vu #5]; John 21:25 [vu#19])and 

substitutions twice (Matt 3:7 [vu #36]; Luke 10:22 [vu #2]). On five occasions the 

scribe of MS 543 harmonized to the immediate context by means of addition (Mark 

3:5 [vu #63]; 14:20 [vu #4]; John 4:14 [vu #67]; 8:19 [vu #10]) and substitution (Matt 

23:10 [vu #12]). The same pattern is apparent with the scribe of MS 828, who 

harmonized materials to their immediate context by substitution in Matt 21:29-30 and 

addition in Matt 1:6 (vu #35) and Luke 2:8 (vu #33). Even where MSS 346 and 543 

agree against their ancestor MS 13, they share a tradition of harmonizing to the 

immediate context by means o f substitution in Luke 20:28 (vu #18) and gospel 

parallels on four occasions (Mark 6:33 [vu #51]; 7:5 [vu #13], 31 [vu #7]; Luke 11:25 

[vu #10]).

The third global tendency consistently applied throughout all five case studies 

was the tendency on the part of the scribes to harmonize the text to parallel contexts. 

Regarding direct-copy MSS, in the second case study, while the scribe of Dabsl/Ep 

was not as prone to harmonize passages to parallel Pauline texts as was demonstrated 

in the gospel MSS, he or she avoided sharing the harmonizations found in the text of 

his or her exemplar in 1 Cor 3:18 (vu #2) and Gal 3:1 (vu #12). As already mentioned 

the scribe of 2886 did not harmonize to the parallel gospel contexts like he or she did 

to the immediate context, though MSS Dabsl and it’s exemplar share one VR that
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indicates a harmonization in 1 Thess 1:1 (vu #34). Finally, in Group 5, the scribe of 

MS 1065 harmonized the text to parallel gospel accounts on eleven occasions: four by 

means of addition (Matt 19:5 [vu #46], 20 [vu #18]; Mark 10:17; 10:19 [vu #5]); four 

by means of omission (Matt 21:35; Mark l:7[vu#13]; 12:23 [vu #2]; Luke 12:31 [vu 

#10]); and three by means of substitution (Mark 4:38 [vu #30]; 6:49; and 8:36 [vu 

#19]).

Regarding descendant MSS, the scribe of ?p75 harmonized material on two 

occasions to parallel passages by means of both addition and substitution in Luke 

4:35 (vu #30, 63) as following $>4and was followed by the scribe o f B who agrees in 

these VRs. The scribe of B as compared to g54 harmonized passages to parallel 

contexts by omission in Luke 6:16 (vu #15). The scribe of B also harmonized to 

parallel gospel accounts by means of omission (Luke 7:19 [vu #17]) and addition 

(Luke 11:25 [vu #10]; 12:39 [vu #20]; 22:9 [vu #14]) as compared to the text of T'75. 

The scribe of was motivated by generalizing Paul’s letter to the Romans by 

omitting references to the destination of the epistle in Rom 1:7 (vu #10) and 1:15 (vu 

# 20).

In Group 4, the scribe of MS 346 harmonized texts to their parallels by means 

of substitution three times (Matt 20:34 [vu #18]; 27:34 [vu #13]; Luke 3:7 [vu #40] 

and addition eight times (Matt 23:25 [vu #50]; 27:12 [vu #28]; Mark 2:22 [vu #39];

3:5 [vu #63]; 4:18 [vu#21]; 12:38 [vu #32]; 13:2 [vu#18]; Luke 4:7 [vu #8]; 18:22 

[vu #27]). The scribe of MS 543 harmonized the text to parallel passages by 

substitution three times (Matt 8:28 [vu #10]; Mark 9:12 [vu #6]; Luke 23:24 [vu #3]),
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addition nine times (Matt 9:2 [vu #74], 13 [vu #48]; 23:13 [vu #1]; Mark 4:30 

[vu #18]; 6:11 [vu #44]; 14:9 [vu #13]; Luke 12:25 [vu #17]; 17:33 [vu #31]), and 

once by means of omission (Mark 2:7 [vu #9]). The scribe of MS 828 demonstrated 

the same tendency toward harmonization to parallel gospel contexts once by means of 

substitution (Luke 20:41) and six times by means of addition (Matt 5:35 [vu #34], 44 

[vu #45]; 19:10 [vu #40]; 20:23 [vu #24]; Luke 4:2 [vu #52]; 22:51).

While these global tendencies are helpful in determining the general nature of 

scribes, no substitute can be found for examining the scribal traits o f the singular or 

sub-singular readings in particular MSS, especially when genealogical relationships 

are unknown. These genealogical relationships between MSS of particular stemma 

are foundational to the study of scribal traits, given that the more that is known about 

the relationship between copy and exemplar, or descendant and ancestor, the more 

certain will be the comparison between the source of the scribe’s material and the 

product of the scribe’s handiwork. Thus, the matrix described above in coordination 

with Colwell’s approach to singular readings and the results from the CGBM to 

reconstruct MSS stemma can provide a foundation by which the study of scribal 

habits can be approached.

While much can be said about what the scribes of these closely-related MSS 

tended to do based on the changes evident within the text, one should note types of 

changes that are not evident in these early MSS. None of the case studies 

demonstrates a manner of widespread emendation based on theological agendas, but 

rather reveal a careful and deliberate approach to the text, that led scribes to engage
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the text as both copyists and readers. Furthermore, no indication is given that a 

particular text-tradition made scribes immune from sharing the same types o f VRs as 

scribes associated with other text-traditions or that the scribes of certain text- 

traditions were above parablepsis or harmonization. Generally scribes were both 

careful readers and careful copyists. They engaged the text in such a way so as to 

produce similar types o f VRs across the centuries, regardless of the nature of which 

text they copied or the tradition in which they copied. Such care and attention was 

made evident by the constant desire to harmonize to other passages, while the 

frequent parablepsis also brings the human element and fallibility o f these scribes into 

view.

An Application of the Matrix to $p127 

According to the analysis from the data of the MSS involved in the 

longitudinal case studies in this study, parablepsis and harmonization (to immediate 

and parallel contexts) are the only features that are consistent enough to be considered 

“global traits” of all scribes. Now that a matrix for global tendencies of scribes from 

various text-types and genres from the third through sixteen centuries has been 

constructed, the matrix needs to be tested. The matrix will now be applied to the most 

recently discovered NT papyri, sp127 The reason this particular witness was chosen 

goes back to the commonly held idea that the early Christian period was the most free 

and volatile time frame for copyists of the NT text. If the patterns of scribal traits 

discussed above can be discerned among this early witness, then perhaps the matrix
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can be helpful in settings where not much is known about the background of 

witnesses or their scribes.

TABLE 7.2: TYPES OF VRs IN >Tl 2 7

TYPES OF 
VARIATION

NUMBER OF VRs OBSERVATIONS

Substitutions 1 0 2 Fifteen involve harmonization to the 
parallel context and five to the immediate 

context
Transpositions 38 Only five of these interchanges involve the 

reordering of two words
Omissions 36 Six omissions result from parablepsis, five 

harmonize to parallel or immediate 
contexts

Additions 25 Five harmonizations to immediate context 
& five to parallels within Acts

Nomina Sacra 13 Most commonly connected to divine name 
of Jesus with both tyaov and Xptcrro;

Orthographical
Shifts

5 The i ei shift is only orthographical 
exchange that occurs more than once

Movable Nu 1 Occurs in Acts 12:9 (vu #18) with eanv

As indicated in Table 7.2, 20 of the 102 total substitutions in ij>127 serve as a 

means of harmonizing texts to either the immediate context or the remote context 

(particularly within Acts). In Acts 10:33vid (vu #48) wro tou xuptou is shifted to a m  

tou 0u for the purpose of matching the same expression (tou 0u) used earlier in v. 33. 

In Acts 10:40vid (vu #20) e'Scoxev auTov is replaced with inoiqcrev, which matches the 

language Luke used in v. 39. In Acts 12:7',d (vu #40) the replacement o f xa\ with i5ou 

might go unnoticed by some readers, but this substitution serves to reiterate an 

interjection that already appeared once in v. 7. The final example of harmonization to 

the immediate context comes in Acts 16:17v,d (vu #40) when the pronoun vy.iv is



www.manaraa.com

215

replaced with the pronoun f)(J.Tv for the purpose of remaining consistent since i)puv 

previously occurred once in the verse. One example of harmonization to a remote 

context occurs in ip127 when exTapaacrovmv is replaced with Tapaa-crcucriv, which more 

perfectly matches the wording o f the source of this quotation in Isa 3:12.

127On 14 occasions in ^  substitutions occur for the purpose of harmonizing 

passages to a parallel context within the book o f Acts. In Acts 10:33vld (vu # 2 0 ) the 

phrase 7rapayevogevop vuv ovv is replaced with the common expression xa\ vuv i$ov, 

which is used more frequently in Acts (13:11; 20:22, 25). In Acts 16: lvid (vu #2) 

xaT>)VT7 )crev is excised and replaced with a phrase beginning with the phrase <5ieX0wv 

$e to , which is an exact match to the words of Acts 20:2. When p.aQy]Tcov replaces 

tWeX^wv in Acts 16:2vld (vu #18), the exchange better fits the common reference to 

disciples in Acts (6:1, 2; 17:15, 19; 18:12; 20:12; 23:31). The long expression xotp 

T0 7T0 1 5  exei'vog rjckicav yap ctnctvreg on "EXXrjv o irar^p avrov uTryjp̂ ev is replaced with 

too T07ru in Acts 16:3Vld (vu #34) to match the wording of Acts 7:7. Similar exchanges 

occur in Acts 16:13vld (vu #36), with eXaXougev being replaced by the more familiar 

iXakovv (Acts 4:31; 1 1 :2 0 ; 19:6; 26:31) and with the replacement of XaXougevo 15 by 

Xeyogevot? in Acts 16:14vid (vu #36) to coincide better with Acts 8 :6 , 27:11, and 

28:24.

Other examples include the substitution in Acts 16:16v,d (vu #42) of ai>T% 

with 81a tovtov, harmonizing to Acts 13:38; the exchange of l'|eX0e for e|eX0etv in 

Acts 1 6 : 1 (vu #42) to fit with Acts 7:3 and 22:18 in Acts 16:19vid (vu #36)
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eiXxvaav being replaced with yjyayov (a term that occurs only once in Acts) to yjyayov, 

an expression which is found in Acts 6 :12: 17:15, 19; 18:12; 20:12; and 23:31; the 

shift from einav to Xeyovreg in Acts 16:20vld (vu # 1 2 ), which matches up with the 

word used 23 times in Acts, including 16:35; exchanging npocrayayovreq avroijg for 

ivetpdvtactv in Acts 16:20vld (vu #4) to fit the language of Acts 24:1; 25:2, 12; the 

substitution in Acts 16:24ud (vu #2) o f yjs mxpayyeAi'av rotauTyjv Aa|3wv efiaXev ainovg 

for o 5k SecrpLocpvXat, 7rapaAaj3 «v avrovg efiaXev, which coincides with v. 33 along with 

Acts 21:24, 26, 32; and 23:18; the exchange in Acts 16:34 (vu #26) o f too 0ew for em 

tov 0v as reflecting the wording of Acts 15:19; 26:18, 20; and finally, in Acts 16:35 

(vu # 8 ) when amareiXav has ovvyXQov substituted in its place to fit the language of 

Acts 10:23 and 21:16. In accordance with the proposed global scribal matrix, the text 

ofq> 127 demonstrates that harmonization to the immediate, remote, or genre-specific 

context is a tendency common among most of the scribes who handled the NT text.

TABLE 7.3: SUBS!riTUTIONS IN ^ ,27
ere) irapaxaXcov eXdeiv 7rpog f]pag A cts 10:33v,d TrpoaayayovTE? avrou g]  

Eve^avicrav

A cts 16.20v,d

cru re] x a i  cru A cts 10:33vld napaSsxEotiai  o u 5 e ] napaSe^aaBai
OUTE

A cts 16:21vid

irapayevopevog vuv ouv] x a i vuv 

lOou

A cts 10:33vid ouaiv] u irap^ouotv A cts 16:21v,d

U7T0 TOU XUplOu] 01TO TOU 0U A cts 10:3 3v ld x a i]  TOTE A cts 16:22v,d
a v o i |a g ]  anoxpiBeig A cts 10:34vld e a m e p a v  cpuXax^v] 2, t»jv 

ECWTEptO
A cts 16:24v,d

aXX] aXXa A cts 10:35 og 7rap ayy£X tav TOiaurrjv Xa(3wv 

£j3aXav auToug] o St 5ecrpocj>uXaf 

7iap aX a |3wv, 6 , 5

A cts 16:24v,d

eS&jxev auTov] ETroirjaEV A cts 10:40vld SEoyuoi] Secpctrtai A cts 16:25v,d
Xaco] xocrpw A cts 10 :4 T ld to ptEtrovuxTtov] ixecr/jv vuxto A cts 16:25
•napyjyyeiXEv] eveteiXhto A cts 10:42vid acpvu St creiapos eysvETo] x a i 

e^am v^g, 4, orapog

A cts 16:26v,d
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tou? axouovxa? tov Xoyov] autou? A d s  K):43v,d t>)? 4>uXax>]? OTraaapEvo? t>]v 
pa^aipwv yjpeXXcv eavrov  

avaipEiv] Traoa?, 3, 4, 5, Yi&eXr)aev, 
7, xaTaxEvrrjaai

A d s  16:27vld

£t? IepouaaXxjpl 7Toioupv£vo? 5ia 
tcjv ^wpcov 5i5aaxwv auTou? o? xai 
xaTr)VTr)cev e i ?  lEpoaoXupa xai 
cnrqyyeiXev autoi? t»}v x a Plv tou 
0u

A d s  1 l:2 v,d pyjSev 7ipa|>)? c e o u t w  xaxov] p'/j 
Tapaaaou

A cts 16:28

auToi?] auTwv A d s  11:3"d y£vop£vo?j umapwv A d s  16:29
£U77]X0£?] ekxeXGcov A d s  1 l:3 v,d 7rp00-£7T£0-£V] £71171ECTCiiV A cts 16:29
ap|ap£vo?] airoxpideig A d s  11:4v,li xa i 7rpoayaya)v] n p o a y u v * A cts 16:30
e| eT10£To] £17T£V A d s  11:4vld auTco] auroi? A cts 16:32
paxaipq] pa^aipa A d s  12:2v1d oi auTou 7ravT£? irapaxprjpa] 

7ravT£? oi 7rap auTou
A d s  16:33

■7rpocr£0£To auXXa(3eiv] rj 
emx£ip>J(n? auxou £7ri tou? m o zo vg  
>)0£X»)O'£V

A d s  12:3vld avayaycov te] xai avayayovTE? A d s  16:34

eXaptxpev] £7r auTou A d s  12:7vld yjyaXXiaoaTo] rjyaXXiaTo A cts 16:34
7iaTa|a?] vu|a? A d s  12:7vld TW 0£W] E7TI TOV 0V A d s  16:34
xai] iSou A d s  12:7v,d axEaTEiXav] cruw]X0ov A cts 16:35
£7rou]CT£v Se outw? xau X£y£i auTco 
7repi|3aXou to tpaTiov oou xai] xai 
7T£pi(3aXou to ipaTiov crou xai 
Xa{3op£vo? tov 7i£Tpov 7rpo>]yay£v
e£w E17TWV

A cts 12:8v,d 7rpo? tov ITauXov] auxoi? A cts 1 <3:36

aavSaXia] uTToSrjpaza A d s  12:8vid axrearaXxav] a7r£oraXxacriv A cts 16:36
7tpO? aUTOv] TCO 7T£TpW A d s  12:8v,d iva a7toXu0r)T£ vuv ouv ê eXovte? 

7ropEU£o0£ ev Eip>)vr]] enroXuGrjvai 
up a?, 2

A d s  16:36

xai e|eX0cov >]xoXou0ei xai oux 
>}5ei OTl] o 5e 7TETpo?, 3, P ] £1§W? £1

A d s  12:9v,d xai E^ayayovTE? >)pwTwv 
a7T£X0£lV] £^eX0£IV E17T0VTE? 
r]yvo»yrap£v x a  xaG upa? oti eote 
avSpeg S ixa io i xai

A cts 16:39

t>jv £7noToX>]v] Ta ypappaTa A cts 15:3()vid xai E^ayayovTE? >)pwTiov 
a7l£X0£lv] e| eX0£IV E17T0VTE? 
vjyvoiyrapEv x a  xa0 upa? oti eote 
avSpeg S ixa io i xai

A d s  16:39

oi psv ouv a7roXu0£VTE?] ev oXiyai? 
Se »jp£pai?

A d s  15:30vid xai eXGovte?] irapayEVopEvoi te  
pETa ixavwv cfuXwv £7n t t jv  

< pv\axr)v

A cts 16:39

a n o a r a v r a ]  anocnuTr]cravTa A cts 15:38v,d Eicr>)X0ov] )]X0ov A cts 16:40
per) oup7tapaXap(3av£iv toutov] e<p 

o empLtp&ricrm toutov prj oxiv Eivai
aUTOl? £X TOUTOU

A d s  15:38v,d 7ipO?] El? A cts 16:40

>)|iou] oux >](3ouXeto Xfiywv A d s  15:38vld ■napexaXeaav tou? aSeX^ou?] 2, 3, 
Ju]y^aavTo oaa eiroiyjcev x? auToi? 
xai TrapExaXEcravTE? auTou?

A cts 16:40
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tv)v Xuptav xa i xyjv KiXixiav] 
oupocpoivixyjv

A cts 15:4 l v,d xai E|yjX0av] e\er\<rav A cts 16:40

xax^vxrjaev] SieXBcov Be xa [...] A cts 16:1'"' e%ekBovxeg Se arco t Y)g 4>uXaxyj5] 
a7roXu0£VT£5, 2

A cts 16:40

AuoTpois] Aucrrpyj A cts 16:2v,ir SioJeuaavTEO JeJ xai xary)>]X0ov 
(con*. xaT>]X0ov)

A cts 17:1

U7T0] 7 t£ p l A cts 16:2VKl tyjv A p4>t7roXiv xai tvjv 
A7toXXo)viav y)X0ov| eig 
anoXXuviSa exeiBev

A cts 17:1

a5eX4>cov] paBrpvcov A cts 16:2v,d TO) IlauXo)] 7100X05 A cts 17:2
toi? xonoig exeivoig YjSeicav yap  
anavxeg oti EAAyjv o n a ryp  auxov 
uirypyev] xu> xomo

A cts 16:3vid 7tp05 auxoug xai] £15 rrjv 
ovvaycoyyjv t rjv lovSaicov

A cts 17:2

napeSiScaav avroig /pvXaaaeiv xa  
Soypaxa xa  xexpipeva uttoJ 
exyjpuaoov per a nappr](jiag t o v  x v  

iv y y  apa  napaSiSovxeg xai xag 
evxoXag

A cts 16:4V“ SieXeSgaxo] SiaXeyopevoc A cts 17:2

a)? Be Sienopevovxo] Biepyppevoi Be A cts 16:4v,d anc] ex A cts 17:2
eXaXouptev] eXcXouv A cts 16:I3vld Siavoiyotv] xai Jiavoiyoiv A cts 17:3

cruvEXOouoaig] auv£A>jXu0uiai5 A cts 16:13v,d to) IlauXo) xai to) EiXa] ttj BiBayjj 
ttoXXoi

A cts 17:4

XaXouptEvoi?] XeyoptEvoi? A cts 16:14v,d yuvaixo)v te] xai yvvaixeg A cts 17:4
TrpooEyeiv] iv a moTEuo] A cts 16:14vld oXiyat] oXiai A cts 17:4
eig ty\v npooeuyrjv TraiSiaxrjv n v a  
eyoaav nveupa  ttu0o)va vnavTr)aai 
yjpitv] ev TYj TTpotjevyjj i\xig eyouaa 
nva  [...]

A cts 16 :16v,d novrjpoug xai oyXoTroiYjaavregj 
noXXovg

A cts 17:5

aurr)5] 5ia toutou A cts 16:16v,d npoayayeiv] efayayeiv A cts 17:5
uptiv] yjpuv A cts 16 :17v,d avaoxaxuaavxeg] avaoxaxovvTeg A cts 17:6
xcrraxoAouSouaa] xaxaxcAcuSuoa A cts 16:17v,d u7io5E5£XTai] vnoSeSexaxog A cts 17:7
to) FlauXo) xai rjpuv] xroXXa yjgoyv A cts 16:17v,d ixpaaoovoiv] npaaao* 

(conr. base reading)
A cts 17:7

e|eX0eiv] e|eX6e A cts 16:18vid exepov Xeyovxeg Eivai] 2, Tiva ttote A cts 17:7
arr] e \ A cts 16:18v,d etap a |av  5e] evenXyyxav te Oupiou A cts 17:8
EiXxuaav] yjyayov A cts 16:19' xai XapovTE? to  ixavov] 01 gev ouv 

noXixapyai ixavov Xafiovxeg
A cts 17:9

Ernav] XEyovTEo A cts 16:20v,d xe n  auXov xa i tov XiXav] 2, ouv 
to) aiXea

A cts 17:10

EXTapaaaoucrv] xapaacroucriv A cts 16:20vid EU0EO)?] a7reXuov A cts 17:10

While 38 transpositional VRs occur in ip127, no observable pattern or any 

apparent scribal trait (like harmonization) underlies the changes. Interestingly, 27 of
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these VRs involve multiple words, while the remaining 11 only interchange pairs of 

words as in Acts 12:2vid (vu M2), 3vid (vu #2), 7vid (vu #30); 16:3v,d (vu #14), 16vid 

(vu #2 and 32), 18vid (vu #2), 21vid (vu #12), 23v,d (vu #4), 24 (vu #28), and 37 

(vu #40).

TABLE 7.4: TRANSPOSITIONS IN g> 127

E7r£7T£crev to  T iv e v j ia  t o  ayiov] 2 , 

7rva, 4 , 5 , 1

A c ts  10 ;4 3 Vid 7TEpip»)|avTES au rw v  T a i g a n a  
exeXeuovJ 3, 4, 1 ,5

A c ts  16 :2 2 vid

OisxptvovTO n p o g  a u t o v  oi e x  
7r£piTopyj?] 4 , 5 , 6 , ovte? a5£X<]>oi, 
1 , 2 ,3

A c ts  1 1:2vid cntveTieoTY] o o y X o g  x a T  au rw v ] 

7toXu?, 3 , E7TE0D], 4 , 5 ,  

E7rixpa^ovT£5

A c ts  1 6 :2 2 v,d

Hpwfo)? o f i a o i k e v g  t a? x .e ip u c \  4, 
5, i ,  2, 3

A c ts  12 :1v,d 7roXX a? te ]  x a i, 1 A c ts  16 :2 3 v,cl

a v e iX e v  Se) x a i ,  1 A c ts  1 2 :2 v,d Y ]o< puA ia tt7o  aurw v] 2 , 1 A c ts  16:24

i5wv 5e] x a i,  1 A c ts  12 :3 vid w ote aaXEU0>)vai Ta 0Eg£Xia tou  
?Eo-gwT>)piou ^vEj^rjcrav Se  
7rapayp7)gaJ x a i  e o a X e v B y j. 3 ,4 ,  

TravTa x a i,  7

A c ts  16 :2 6 v,(i

y\y e i p e v  a w o v ] a u ro u , 1 A c ts  12 :7vld am jo-a?  S e  <f>wra] 3 , 2 , 1 A c ts  16 :29

e ig e n e a a v  a v r o v  aB  a X u o e ic , e x  twv  
Xapcov] 3, 4 , 5 , 6 , 7 , 2 , 1

A c ts  12 :7vld 
A c ts  1 2 :7 v,d

7rapaXa(3wv auTou? ev exeivj] t y )  

copa  TYjg vuxto?] 4, 5 , 6 , 

7iapaXa|3ovTEC 2

A c ts  16:33 
A c ts  16:33

IlauX o? 5e] o, 2 , 1 A c ts  1 5 :3 5 v,d ypiepag Se yevopevYjg] 3 , 2, 1 A c ts  16:35

a v tw  e|eX0eiv] 2 , 1 A c ts  16 :3vid a7r>)yy£Xi£v S e  o S e a p io tp u X a |]  

£icteX0wv, 2 , 3 , 4 , 1

A c ts  1 6 :3 6 v,d

A uS ia  7top4>upo7rwXic toXewc 
0uaT£ipwv CTEPogEvy] tov 6eov 
>]xouev] 6 , 7, 0v, 1 ,2 ,  3, 

0uyar>]pwv, [ |c

A c ts  1 6 :1 4 v,d OEipavTE? Y /pag  J^ g o o ra  

axaT axpiT ou?] axaTamaoTOU?, 1, 
2 ,3

A c ts  16:37

El? TOV 01X0V gOU gEVETE] 5, 1 ,2 ,  
7 ,4

A c ts  1 6 :15vid av0pw7rou? Pw gatou? v n u p x p v r a g  
e f i a l a v  £i? t])uXax>]v] 4 , 5, t>jv, 6, 
3 ,2

A c ts  16:37

EyEVETO S e  7TOp£0Og£VWV] 3 , 2 A c ts  1 6 :1 6 v,d >)ga? ExfJaXXoucrv] 2, 1 A c ts  16:37

Epyacriav 7ioXX)jv] 2 , 1 A c ts  1 6 :1 6 VKi auToi )]ga? E^ayayETwcravj ouv, 1, 
3 ,2

A c ts  16:37

5ia7rov>]0£i? 5e 7rauXo? xa i 

EmoTpEif/a? tw  7rvEugaTi] 5, 2 , o ,
3 ,6 ,  7 , 4, 1

A c ts  1 6 :1 8 v,d e4>4 7rpo? aurou?] 2 , 3 , eitiev A c ts  16:37

Em 7roXXa? Yjgspa?] 3, ixavai? A c ts  1 6 :1 8 v,d E4>o(3r]0>5o-av S e  a x o v a a v te ?  o ti  

P w gaio i eiotv] oi, 2, 3 , 1 ,4 , 5, 

au ro u ?  (c o rre c to r  h a s  P w gaiou?)

A c ts  16 :38

TOUTO 5eJ KOll, 1 A c ts  1 6 :1 8 v,d to i?  orpaTrjyoi? oi p a ^ Jo u ^ o i r a  

pY jp ia T a  T a u ra ]  3, 4 , 5 , p>]0£v t o

A c ts  16:38
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u7ro tou iravXov, !. 2
[5ovt£? 5e] w$. 2, ei5ov A c ts  16 :1 9 v,d tw v  ayopaiw v avSpag riv a? ] 4 , 4. 

1,2
A c ts  17 :5v,d

ouTot oi av8pu7rot] oti, 2, avoi, 1 A c ts  1 6 :2 () ',d ZyjXcoaavreg 5e  o i  louSaiot xai 
7rpocrAa(3o(xevoi] 3, 2, a7ret0ouvT£$, 

4, ovvcrrpeipavTsg

A c ts  17:5

eI eotiv uptiv] 2 , 1 A c ts  16 :2 1 vld tov o)(Xov xai tou ; 7ro2uTap^a?] 4, 
5, 3 , 1, 2

A c ts  17:8

On 36 occasions, the text of >p127 contains omissions. Six (or possibly seven) 

of these omissions result from parablepsis, while five of them are harmonizations to 

either parallel or immediate contexts. In Acts 10:33v,d (vu # 4 0 )  7rdvT<x is followed by 

m , which gives rise to an eye-jump in this particular context. Similarly, ra p ^ a r a  is 

followed by ravra, which likely caused the scribe to skip over the words in Acts 

10:44v,d (vu # 8 ). The words cm’ ctuTcov are deleted in preceding another occurrence of 

an’ in Acts 15:38 (vu #14), and later in the same verse avroig (vu #26) is omitted as 

followed by eig leading, to two more occasions of parablepsis here as well. In Acts 

16:17v,d (vu #20) av0 pw7roi is sandwiched between oi and douAoi, causing the noun to 

be omitted in this context. Similarly, in Acts 16:17 (vu #26) ro£i Qeov is omitted 

because of a jump to tou uvpi'crrou, which follows tou 0u. Another possible but less 

certain example of parablepsis occurs in Acts 16:23 (vu #26) when avrovg is omitted 

perhaps because of a jump to the og, which follows in this context.

Sometimes omissions result more from attempts at harmonization to the 

remote or immediate context than parablepsis. In Acts 10:34v,d (vu # 6 ) to aTopia is 

omitted because of a similar phrasing in Acts 18:14. In Acts l l :5 vid (vu#12)the 

wording of Acts 10:30 is matched with the omission of 7rpoaevxppievog. In Acts 16:28
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(vu # 6 ) the phrase geyaXa 4>a)vyj o is omitted to fit the wording of Acts 14:10, while 

the omission of ex vexp&v in Acts 17:3 (vu #20) results from an assimilation to the 

wording of v. 31 nearer the end o f the chapter. Finally, on two occasions the text of 

9> 127 reveals an attempt to harmonize passages to their immediate context. In Acts 

12:7vld (vu #30) the words tou IleTpou are omitted to read similarly to v. 14, while in 

Acts 17:9 (vu #24) the pronoun avTovg is excised from the text for the possible 

purpose of reading more like v. 6 .

TABLE 7.5: OMISSIONS IN ip127

navxa] om Acts 10:33vld avBpwrnn] om Acts 16:17v’a
to oropa] om Acts 10:34v,d tou 8eou] om Acts 16:17
papTuoiv] om Acts 10:41 xai e|>)X8£v aurrj ty\ wpaj om Acts 16:18
toutw xavTE?] om Acts 10:43vld Em tous apyovTa;] om Acts 16:19v,d
xa8s%rj<; Xeywv] om Acts 11:4v,d auTcud om Acts 16:23
7rpoaeuyoptEvo$J om Acts 11:5vlrt auToisJ om Acts 16:23
7toXei] om Acts 11:5vld to] om Acts 16:24
eotiv] om Acts 12:3 ptEyaXr) cfjcuvrj o] om Acts 16:28
ad om Acts 12:3 cruv Traorv toi? ev t r] oixia auTou] 

om
Acts 16:32

tou rieTpouJ om Acts 12:7v,d tou? Xoyou? toutou?] om Acts 16:36
Eppwofe] om Acts 15:29 ou yap aXXa] om Acts 16:37
a x  auTGJvj om Acts 15:38 07rou r\v cruvaywyr) twv JouSaiwv] 

om
Acts 17:1

auToi? J om Acts 15:38 ex vExpwv] om Acts 17:3
yuvaixo?] om Acts 16: lvid te] om Acts 17:4
o] om Acts 16:3v,d e£] VIII Acts 17:4
Twv ev IspoooXupoic] om Acts 16:4v,d auTou?] om Acts 17:9
xai] om Acts 16:13v,d Ê £7tEpw]>av] om Acts 17:10
tw xupiw] om Acts 16:15vid

As indicated in Table 7.5, 25 additions to the base text occur in ?p127, which 

include the addition of four articles, with two conjunctions, two pronouns, and two 

verbs being added to the text of Acts as well. In Acts 16:14v,d (vu #2) the possible
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addition of the verb yjv is a harmonization to the immediate context, since the verb is 

associated with t i ?  (which also occurs in verse 14) in 16:1, 9. Similarly, the addition 

of the conjunction 51 in Acts 17: l v,d (vu #20) parallels the usage of the same 

conjunction earlier in the immediate context within the same verse.

Fifteen of these addition VRs are multiword additions, which include among 

them eight attempts at harmonization to either the larger context of Acts or to the 

immediate context of the passage. The possible addition of the phrase [o? 

7rapayevo]ge[vo? AaAjjcret] croi in Acts 10:32vld (vu #36) parallels the familiar phrase 

which is used in similar contexts in Acts 11:23; 18:27. In Acts 10:33vld (vu #18) the 

phrase ev ra^ei (“with speed”) is added after inoiyjaa? to parallel similar usages in 

Acts 12:7; 22:18; and 25:4. Likewise, the addition in Acts 10:42v,d (vu #18) of t fj 

|3ouAvj xai Trpoyvwcrei after wpio-pivo? parallels same expression minus the article in 

Acts 2:23. In Acts 16:18v,d (vu #36) the addition of the article tw before ovogaTt 

helped to signify the name par excellence which is associated with power and 

authority throughout Acts (2:38; 3:6; 4:18; 5:40; 9:27-28, 10:48). Finally, in regard to 

harmonizations to parallel contexts in Acts, in Acts 16:35 (vu #18) tw Secrgo^uAaxi is 

added after Aeyovre? just as twelve verses earlier in Acts 16:23.

Five harmonizations to the immediate context also occur in g>127. In Acts 

10:42vld (vu #16) the addition of tw Aaw after SiagapTupacGai parallels the same 

expression used in v. 42 where the other aorist infinitive is linked to a coordinate 

conjunction. Likewise in Acts 12:7vid (vu #10) tw IleTpw is added after krcecxTrj to



www.manaraa.com

make the one to whom the angel appeared more explicit in the text, though his 

articular name is mentioned later in the verse. In Acts 16:25 (vu #10) the addition of 

the article o before the name IlaOXog fits with the same type of addition made in 

brackets in v. 28. Finally, although not an attempt at harmonization, the addition of 

7rapa5 t5 ou$ rac ivroXac cpyXdaaeiv t £ j v  d7roor6 X&)v x a i tc o v  7rpecrj3t)Tepcov in Acts 

1 5 :4 rid (vu #18) after ixxXrjaiag recalls the language of orthodoxy with an added 

emphasis on “guarding and keeping the commandments of the apostles and elders” 

supplied in the text of 5p127.

TABLE 7 .6 :  ADDITIONS IN £ 127
ARTICLES CONJUNCTIONS

irerpog] o 7tetpog Acts 11:4vld >}X0ov] + Se Acts 17:1
ovofxati]  tw  ovopcrn Acts 16:18vld BaaiXea] cog BaaiXea Acts 17:7
irauXo?] o navXog Acts 16:25 PRONOUN
laaw v] o lacrwv Acts 17:7 5 e] +  auTov Acts 16:28

MULTIWORD PRONOUN
BaXaaaav] + [o? 7rapay£vo]p£ |vo?  

XaX>)cretj co i

Acts 10:32v,d Eirrav] +  auTw | Acts 16:3 l v 1,1

£7roir]cra?] + ev ta y z i Acts 10:33v,d VERBS
auTw] +  x a i cruvav£OTpa<J»)[Z£v 

au rw

Acts 10:41v,d x a i]  +  Y)\> Acts 1614 '"1

V£xpwv] +  fi >]g£pa? Acts ] 0:41vld OUTOl] + EICTIV Acts 17:6
5iapapTUpacr6ai] + tw Xaw Acts 10:42v'd MULTIWORD
wpicrgEvo?] + rr\ jiovXrj x a i  

7rpoyvwa£i

Acts ]0:42vld £<}»j] + tou? Xoirroug aatpaXicag 
7rpo£X0wv ecpYj

Acts 16:30

7TETpov] TOV 7t£TpOV +

upoaXa^eaBai*
Acts 12:3vld orpaT rjyoi] + etci to  au ro  ei? t>]v 

a y o p a v  x a i  avapv^aQ evte? tou 
y£vop£vou aEicrpou e<po(3>)0y)crav 

x a i anooTEXXouai

Acts 16:35

enearr}] + tw 7i£Tpw Acts 12:7vicl XeyovTE?] + tw 5ecrpo<j>uXaxi Acts 16:35
a u rou ] +  povo? Se louSag ereopevBrj Acts 15:34v,d exeivou?] + ou? eyBeg napciXafteg Acts 16:35
exxkrjGiag] + napaSiSovg rag 
evtoXag <pvXaceeiv twv
aTIOOToXwV Xai TWV 7lp£(j]jUT£pWV

Acts 15:41v,d ]3owvt£?] + x a i XEyOVTE? Acts 17:6vld
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While there are thirteen nomina sacra VRs in q>127, as indicated in Table 7.6, 

only two of these (iv and xu) occur more than once. While no pattern for variation 

exists among these nomina sacra, one should note that eight of the eleven different 

nomina sacra represented among these VRs involve the divine name of the Lord Jesus 

Christ in its various forms. Similarly, the VRs involving orthographical shifts in ip127  

are not significant enough to generate much information about scribal traits, but the i 

£t shift that is so prominent among the case studies examined occurs more than 

once in this fragmentary papyrus.

TABLE 7.7: NOMINA SACRA AND ORTHOGRAPHICAL SHIFTS IN <p127

NOMINA SACRA IN $ 127
avow; Acts 16:35 Xu Acts 16:18VKi
iu Acts 16:18vld Xv Acts 17:3
IV Acts 16:3 l vld; 17:7 X? Acts 17:3

i? Acts 17:3 ©T7 Acts 10:4 lv,a
XU Acts 15:35vld; 16:32 ©V Acts 16:25
XV Acts 16:31

ORTHOGRAPHICAL SHIFTS 1N ^ ;
a  ea Acts 16:29 t El Acts 16:19, 25
a  o Acts 10:45vid £ a Acts 16:34

What can be observed once the global scribal matrix is applied to seven of the 

most recently discovered NT papyri? The same three tendencies found to be a part of 

the global matrix of scribal tendencies in the five case studies of closely-related MSS 

are supported by textual evidence in (p127. By means of seventeen substitutions (Acts 

10:33vid [vu #20 and 48], 40vid [vu #20]; 12:7 [vu #40]; 16:1 [vu #2], 2 [vu #18], 3 [vu 

#34], 13vid [vu #36], 14vid [vu #36], 16vid [vu #42], 17 [vu #40], 18v,d [vu #42], 19vid 

[vu #36], 20v,d [vu #20], 24vid [vu #2], 34vld [vu #26], 35v,d [vu #8 ]), six omissions
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(Acts 10:34vid [vu #5]; 1 l:5vid [vu #12]; 12:7vid [vu #30]; 16:28 [vu # 6 ]; 17:3 

[vu #20], 9 [vu #24]), and eleven additions (Acts 10:32v,d [vu #36], 33v,d [vu #18], 

42vid [vu #16 and 18], 12:7vid [vu#10]; 15:41vid [vu#18]; 16:14v,d [vu #2], 18vid 

[vu #36], 25 ',d [vu #10]; 35 [vu #18]; 17:1v,d [vu #20]), the scribe of i f 1 27 attempted to 

harmonize passages to the immediate context in particular or the context of Acts in 

general. On six occasions in ip127, extended omissions result from parablepsis within 

the text of«p127 (Acts 10:33v,d [vu #40], 44v,d [vu # 8 ]; 15:38 [vu #14]; 16:17vid [vu #20 

and #26], 23 [vu #26]). The application of the global scribal traits matrix to the most 

recently discovered NT papyrus supports the validity of the model of omission by 

parablepsis and harmonizations to immediate and remote contexts as being qualities 

of all scribes.

A longitudinal study o f closely-related NT MSS has revealed on the basis of 

the types of VRs discovered that most scribes were Christian scribes. Barbara Aland’s 

assessment of the scribes of T>45, T*46, and $p4 7  appropriately applies to most NT 

scribes. 3 Their general familiarity with the text and desire to make the text more 

readable are both evident in each of the case studies evaluated in this study. The 

statistical data from these comparative studies do not support a widespread “orthodox 

corruption” of the text. Some scribes were more prone to errors and improvements 

than others, but all scribes were human.

3 Aland, “The Significance,” 108-21
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How can one move forward in the midst of a scribal interlude towards a 

consistent method for the evaluation of scribal traits? Any study of scribal traits must 

begin by focusing on the relationships that MSS share with one another. As 

demonstrated in the case studies in this study, one must begin with a stemma perhaps 

adopting the strengths of CBGM in this regard. Second, if  the exemplar is unknown 

one must give attention to singular and sub-singular readings for the purpose of 

noting particular traits o f the scribe. Finally, attention must be given to the matrix o f 

global scribal traits since scribes typically made the same types of errors and 

improvements, regardless of their setting.

While nothing will replace the study of particular scribes in particular MSS, 

the general pattern of scribes has been consistently demonstrated across the five case 

studies evaluated in this study. The scribes o f the NT were predominantly Christian 

and sought to give careful attention to the sacred task before them. Their familiarity 

with the text is evident based on their tendency to harmonize not only to the 

immediate context, but also to parallel contexts. They desired to copy the text for 

accuracy and readability Human error was inevitable (as with parablepsis) but in 

general NT scribes were trustworthy in the task set before them. Readers should be 

thankful for their devotion to the task and the apparent success with which they 

handled the Word of God.
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CONCLUSION

Many evaluations of scribal traits are delimited to single MSS assorted by various 

dates, genres, or text-traditions or generalized to a level that leave claims made 

concerning the nature of scribal traits or textual transmissions lacking real textual or 

contextual evidence. This study demonstrates that MSS within each of the five case study 

groupings are connected by both context and content, but the study also reveals common 

traits by the hand o f scribes who used common exemplars or ancestors closely-related to 

one another. By means o f a full collation and analysis of the scribal traits in this control 

group, a matrix was formed through which the general nature of scribal traits could be 

understood. The analysis of the patterns of scribal traits in closely related MSS from the 

second to sixteenth centuries demonstrates that scribes from various centuries amended 

the text in similar ways. Some of the scribal traits in the MSS have demonstrated a 

common longitudinal pattern among all types of scribes (non-professional or 

professional), genres of NT literature, text-traditions, and time periods.

The types of VRs across this longitudinal study demonstrate a global consistency

by scribes simply by the types of intentional or unintentional changes made to the text.

Variation units involving orthographical shifts, nomina sacra, the movable nu, and

transpositions reveal no particular patterns that could be detected in these case studies

that were helpful in discerning global tendencies on the part of the scribes. In

coordination with Colwell’s approach to singular readings and the CGBM aiding in the

227
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reconstruction of MS stemmas, the proposed global scribal matrix can provide a 

foundation by which the study o f scribal habits can be approached.

Any method of evaluating scribal traits that fails to consider global tendencies of 

scribes, along with genealogical relationships between MSS and singular readings where 

those relationships are unknown, falls short of fairly representing the roles that scribes 

typically played in the transmission of the NT text. Furthermore, methodologies that 

consider certain text-traditions, MSS containing a certain genre or from a certain time 

period, or perhaps theological, political, or apologetic agendas, without taking into 

consideration the global patterns o f scribes begins with a set of presuppositions that 

potentially ascribe inaccurate qualities to the men and women who copied the NT text.

While much can be said about what the scribes of these closely-related MSS 

tended to do based on the changes evident within the text, one should note types of 

changes that are not evident in these early MSS. None of the case studies demonstrate a 

manner of widespread emendation based on theological agendas, but rather reveals a 

careful and deliberate approach to the text, that led scribes to engage the text as both 

copyists and readers. Furthermore, no indication is given that a particular text-tradition 

makes scribes immune to sharing the same types of VRs as scribes associated with other 

text-traditions or that the scribes of certain text-traditions were above parablepsis or 

harmonization. They engaged the text in such a way so as to produce similar types o f 

VUs across the centuries regardless of the nature of which text they copied or the 

tradition in which they copied. Such care and attention are made evident by the constant 

desire to harmonize to other passages, while the frequent parablepsis also brings the 

human element and fallibility o f these scribes into view. Through the 19 diverse MSS of
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five closely-related groups evaluated in this study, scribes were both copyists and readers. 

Globally, scribes tended to interact with the text as carefully as possible, yet in their 

diversity these scribes consistently shaped the text of the NT by their intentional efforts to 

harmonize passages to immediate and remote contexts and by means o f unintentional 

omissions of material due to parablepsis.

For future research, more attention needs to be given to possible patterns of 

variation within less significant VRs in NT MSS. For example, throughout the case 

studies, the o w and to o shifts are prevalent but more attention must be given to the 

frequency of these types of changes within the MS tradition and the reasons for their 

occurrence. The same type of analysis could be applied to the inconsistent use o f the 

movable nu or the flexibility evident within the universal system of nomina sacra 

(occasional three-letter forms, unusual abbreviations, etc.). Second, whereas parablepsis 

was noted as a global trait, further study needs to be done on the specific nature of these 

eye-jumps. Are certain words, concatenative phrases, or contexts more prone to cause 

this type of omission than others? Are certain patterns of parablepsis more common in 

early MSS as compared to later in the transmission of the text? Finally, other closely- 

related MSS need to be evaluated for the purpose of adding more data to determine if  the 

global pattern of scribal traits supported by this study can continue to be maintained.

Other groupings could include other exemplar MSS and their abschrifts, including 9abs, 

30abs, 1160abs, 1909abs, 1929abs, 1983abs, and 2036abs; additional second-generation MSS 

within / 1 a n d / ,3; or other MSS family groupings such as families 330 (12 cent.), 453 

(11th cent.), 1739 (10th cent.), 2127 (13th cent.), and 2138 (11th cent.).
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APPENDIX 1A

COLLATION OF GROUP 1 MANUSCRIPTS 
(g>4, T'7S, and Vaticanus)

The data from Appendix 1A are available by request from the HCNTTS at the 

New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminaiy in New Orleans, La.
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APPENDIX IB 

EXCURSUS ON GROUP ONE MANUSCRIPTS

In Chapter 1 on the MSS of Case Study 1 many allusions were made to the close 

relationship between g>4, and B. To explore the unity and coherence of this MS 

group, as demonstrated in Table 1B.1 in the collation of>T*4, 'T7\  and B detailed in 

Appendix 1A, MSS were found to be in agreement in 718 of the 1,776 total VRs for the 

MS group. Where only tp4 and B agree, ip75 is generally not extant and the same applies 

in regard to the agreements between 'J>75 and B since ip4 is not extant in these passages 

either. For example, ip4 and T'75 agree on seven occasions without Codex B . 1

Table 1B. 1: 718 VR AGREEMENTS BETWEEN <p\ <p75, AND B
Type o f  Agreement All Three T4 & T 75 only tp4 & B only T 75 & B only

Additions - - - 8
Consonantal Exchange - - - 2
Numerical Abbreviations - - 1
Movable Nu - - 1 9
Nomina Sacra 6 6 4 403
Omissions - - 1 72
Orthographical Shifts - - 17 127
Proper Names - - - 19-
Substitutions 1 - - 29
Transpositions - - - 11

1 These seven occasions involve a lack of nomina sacra in B in Luke 3:22 (vu #9), 
Luke 4:1 (vu #12, 40), Luke 6:4 (vu #10), 5 (vu #10), and 9 (vu #7), along with B’s 
failure to use a numerical abbreviation in Luke 4:2 (vu #6 ).

2 Not involving an “orthographical shift.” All but one of these (Maptap] Mapia in 
John 11 :20) involve the name of John himself.

231
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William Warren sought to determine the textual relationships of ij>4, '"p43, and ?p75  

in Luke by means of QA . 3 In comparing the texts to one another, rather than an external 

base text, Warren found 102 significant variants in ij>4.4 He also found that the texts of ?p4 

and 5 >7' were in 83.3% agreement, while an 87.5% agreement exists between the texts of 

<J> ' 5 and B . 3 The relationship between 9 >4  and B was also strong with an 87.1% agreement 

without the influence of correctors and an 87.1% agreement where correctors were 

known to have influenced the text.6  Furthermore, the MSS shared a close relationship 

with at least 2 0 % of their significant variants with most of the disagreements between <p4  

and B being considered minor (mostly genealogical).

TABLE IB.2: AGREEMENT BETWEEN 143 ORTHOGRAPHICAL SHIFTS
BETWEEN T4, $ 7\  AND B7

a o Luke 3:12*; John 9:22; 11:37
a +  on John 14.11
i Cl 

l £1

Luke 1:71*: 3:9*. 16*, 24*, 27-28|2x]*, 29[2x]*, 30-31*; 5:30, 33|2x]*. 36; 7:28; 
8:16, 42,45; 9:12, 19, 30, 36, 39, 48, 58; 9:7-8; 10:7. 13-14, 26, 30. 33; 11:28, 30. 32; 
12:40,46,54-55; 13: l[2x]; 14:8,31; 15:10, 14-15, 17; 16:13; 17:6, 11. 16,27-28,34; 
22:24, 30-31,42,66; 23:1,3-4,6, 8 , 11-13, 20, 24, 45,51-52:24:5, 15; John 1:21,25. 
38, 47-49; 2:8, 9|2x); 3:2, 10, 22, 26; 4:9[2j, 13, 31, 39-40; 6:25, 56; 7:7[2x], 25, 27.

3 Calvin Porter, “Papyrus Bodmer XV (p75) and the Text of Codex Vaticanus,” 
.IB1, 81 (1962), 363-76. Porter’s study of the relationship between ty75 and B was limited 
to the text of John (365).

4 Warren, “The Textual,” 90.

5 Ibid., 98.

6 Ibid., 101. Here Warren described this agreement as “ surprisingly strong.”

7 In Table IB.2 and those that follow in this appendix, verse references marked by 
an asterisk indicate a reading which with ^ 4 agrees.
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42[2x], 49-50; 8:48-4912x1. 50; 9:2, 6, 23; 10:14|2x]. 15|2x], 27, 38; 12:15. 25.35; 
14:17 [2x|, 19

o a Luke 8:5; 24:22-23; John 3:26; 9:12
O OL John 7:9
O) 01 Luke 17:28

This level of agreement can also be contrasted from other MSS where the 

percentages are much lower. Based on this high level of agreement Warren concluded 

that ip4, ip7'"', and B should be regarded as a “distinct group within the Alexandrian text- 

type” or at least a sub-group. Though likely not direct descendants because of their 

chronological distance from one another, these MSS represent a close-knit textual group 

that was prevalent in Egypt around 200 . 9

TABLE IB.3: AGREEMENT BETWEEN 413 NOMINA SACRA 
BETWEEN ^ 4, <p75, AND B

avoi$ John 6:10; 7:23
avojv John 8:40
0v Luke 7:16, 29; 10:27; 12:21; 13:13; 17:15; 18:2, 4; 23:40, 47; John 1:1-2, 18, 33; 5:18; 8:41; 

10:33; 11:22; 13:3
fis Luke 1:68*; 8:39; 12:20, 24,28; 1318; 18:7, 11, 13: John 1:1, 18:3:2, 16-17; 3:33-34; 4:24; 

6:27; 8.54; 9:29, 31; 11:22
Su Luke 3:38; 4:34; 6:12, 20; 7:28, 30; 8:1, 10, 11, 21, 28; 9:11, 20, 27, 43, 60, 62; 10:9, 11; 11:20 

|2x], 28, 42, 49; 12:6, 8; 13:20; 14:15; 15:10; 16:16; 17:20-21; 18:16-17; 22:16, 18,69-70; 
23:51; 24:19; John 1:6, 12-13, 29, 34, 36, 49, 51; 3:2-3. 5, 18, 34, 36; 4:10; 5:25, 42; 6:28-29, 
33, 45-46, 69: 7:17; 8:40, 42, 47[3xJ; 9:3, 16, 33; 10:35-36; 1 l:4[2x], 27, 40, 52; 12:43; 13:3, 
28-29

6co Luke 16:13; John 3:21; 5:18; 9:24

. . .  l* W Luke 10:30; 13:4
IV Luke 7:4, 8:28, 35, 40; 9:33; 10:29; 23:8, 20, 25, 28; John 1:29, 42, 45; 5:16; 6:19, 24; 11:21, 

56; 12:9, 11,21
i? Luke 3:23*; 4:1; 5:1*, 8, 34*; 7:6; 8:30, 39, 45, 50; 9:36, 41-42, 47, 62; 10:30, 37; 13:12, 14;

8 According to Warren, agreement between ip75 and A, W, or the TR is below 29%
(145).

9  Ibid., 149, 162-63.
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17:17; 18:16; 22:52; 23:46; John 1:38, 42-43, 47-48, 50: 3:5: 5:6: 8:28: 10:23, 25: 6:29: 10:6-7; 
3 2 .3 4 ,2 :2 ,4 .7 , 10-11,22 ,24:3 :3 , 10, 22; 4:2, 6-7. 13. 17. 2 1. 26. 34. 44. 48, 50-51, 53- 5 1 7- 
8, 13-15; 6:10, 24, 32, 35, 42-43, 53, 61, 64,67; 11:4, 5, 9, 1.7-14, 17, 22, 20, 23, 25, 30, 32-33, 
35, 38, 40, 41, 46, 51-52; 6:11, 15, 17, 25, 70; 7:1, 6, 14, 2 1, 28, 33, 37, 39; 8:12, 14, 19, 25, 31, 
34 ,39,42, 49, 54,58-59:9:3 , 11, 14 ,35 ,37 ,41 ; 12:l[2x], 12, 14, 16, 23: 12:35,36. 44; 12:7; 
13:1,7-8, 10; 14:9,23

Ill Luke 3:21; 7:3; 8:35: 17:13; 23:42, 52; 24:3, 19; John 1:17, 36, 37; 2:1, 3; 3:5; 4:1; 12:3
x l Luke 9:54, 59,61; 10:21,40; 11:1; 12:41; 13:8; 14:22; 22:33, 38, 49; John 4:15, 19; 11:3, 12. 

27 ,49;6:34; 11:32, 34; 4:11; 6 :68; 9:36; 11:39; 12:38: 13 :6 ,9 ,23 ,25; 14:22; 17:37
XV Luke 10:27, 36; John 11:2
X? Luke 1:58*; 7:13; 10:1 ,37,41; 11:39; 12:42 (2x], 43, 45-46; 13:15; 14:23; 16:8; 17:6; 18:6; 

22:61; 24:34; John 4:1 [from lr)oouc|
XU Luke 1:66*; 10:2; 13:35; 22:61; 24:3; John 1:23; 6:23; 12:13, 38. 47
xw Luke 14:21; 16:5; 17:5

X* Luke 9:20; John 9:22; 23:2; 24:26

X? Luke .3:15*; 22:67; 23:29; John 1:20, 25, 41; 3:28; 4:25, 29; 7:26-27, 31, 41 [2x1, 42; 10:24: 
11:27; 12:34

X^ John 1:17
7rva John 4:24; 6:63
mjp John 14:31
TTpa John 14:31

US Luke 10:22; John 5:19; 6:27; 8:36; 11:4
uv John 3:34

Whereas orthographical shifts are the second largest category of agreement 

among the three MSS (second only to nomina sacra), orthographical shifts are also the 

area in which they vary most widely. Interestingly, all of the orthographical shifts in 

are repeated in ip75 and B where they are extant. Yet as indicated in Table IB .4, on 90 

occasions in p̂75 the scribe of B does not follow his or her ancestor. Represented in these 

90 occurrences are 17 different categories o f shifts, including eight shifts from singular 

vowels to diphthongs and seven shifts from diphthongs to singular vowels.
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TABLE 1B.410: ORTHOGRAPHICAL SHIFTS FOUND IN q>75 BUT NOT B
co l Luke 11:39 e  r| Luke 9:16. 48
CO o u John 1:19 £ at Luke 14:18; 16:17
CO ^  O Luke 7:4; 10:13; 14:9; 17:28; 

22:22; 23:2; John 1:34; 3:11
£ - ^  £1 John 4:27

a e Luke 10:1 £1 I Luke 8:38; 23:10
a +  £a Luke 9:5 o ^  a Luke 8:7
a o John 4:14. 27; 7:33; 9:12 O 1] Luke 23:25
a o u Luke 24:5 o  CO John 7:46
a r| Luke 14:1; John 1:40 o t  CO Luke 6:48
a co John 4:13 OU to Luke 23:35; John 10:5
T) E l Luke 9:40 OU T) John 2:6
T| O Luke 7:6 £a ^  a John 5:19; 9:22
I £1 Luke 4:35; 5:39; 6:36, 38, 44; 

7:22; 8:35; 9:33; 10:27,31-32; 
12:42; 13:4; 22:61; 23:1, 14; 
John 1:5 [2]: 2:24-25; 3:1; 4:25; 
5:22; 8:46; 9:7; 10:33; 11:1,38; 
13:5121, 6 ,1 2 1 , 8 , 1 0

£L I Luke 23:35; John 5:20; 8:7. 43; 
11:33

ICO CO Luke 7:33 £i r| John 1 1:44
V *  I Luke 10:37; John 10:29 U *  I John 7:3C
e  a Luke 24:50; John 4:35; 6:18, 

24; 7:34,49
u  O l John 2:20

What leads to a difference in nomina sacra in the MSS? One might suggest that 

the references in <p>7? that are not abbreviated as nomina sacra in B generally do not refer 

to divine personages. For example, in Luke 22:58, 60, Peter’s address to one who accused 

him of being with Jesus, along with many of the generic references to humankind in the 

teachings of Jesus (cf. Luke 6:22; 8:29; John 2:25), is not abbreviated. Yet this

10 Sixteen o f these orthographical shifts found only in ip75 represent singular or 
sub-singular readings: a ^  ou in Luke 24:5 (vu #26), i etin Luke 5:39 (vu #7); 6:38 
(vu #13), 44 (vu #10); 23:1 (vu #24), 14 (vu #40); John 5:22 (vu#16); 11:38 (vu #19); ico 

co in Luke 7:33 (vu #15); e a  in Luke 24:50 (vu #18) and John 4:35 (vu #49); e ei 
in John 4:27 (vu #49); £t tin  Luke 8:38 (vu #5); o r) in Luke 23:25 (vu #20); ot to 
in Luke 6:48 (vu #47); and ou to in Luke 23:35 (vu #41).
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also make reference to the Son of Man (Luke9:22; 12:8; 22:22; John 1:51; 12:23), along 

with the name of God (Luke 24:53; John 8:42), and the Holy Spirit (Luke 3:22; 12:10; 

John 1:32; 14:26). No observable pattern allows for a scribe to overlook nomina sacra 

due to parablepsis although the brief nature of nomina sacra would perhaps allow for 

occasional accidental omissions.

TABLE 1 B.5: NOMINA SACRA FOUND IN 
'■p4 AND <p75 BUT NOT IN VATIC ANUS

C£V£ Luke 22:58, 60 XV Luke 4:41; 24:46;
dvol Luke 6:22, 26; John 3:19: 6:14 X ? Luke 23:35
avot? Luke 12:36; 14:10; John 4:28 m a Luke 3:22*; 8:55; 9:39; 11:13, 24: 

12:10, 12; 13:11; 23:46; 24:37, 39; 
John 1:32-33; 3:6, 8 , 34; 6:63; 7:39: 
14:17; 14:26;

ctvov Luke 6:22; 8:29; 9:22, 26, 44, 58: 
11:24,26,30; 12:8, 10, 16,40: 17:22, 
24, 26, 30; 22:22, 48, 69; 24:7: John 
1:51; 2:25; 3:13-14; 5:27, 34: 6:27. 
53, 62; 8:28; 9:35; 12:23

m a m Luke 4:36

avow; Luke 11:46; 13:4 im Luke 4:1: 8:29; 9:42; 10:21: John 1:33; 
4:23-24; 11:33

avov Luke 7:8, 25; 8:35; 23:14; John 1:9; 
4:29; 5:7; 7:22-23, 51; 9:24: 18:2

m oq John 7:39;

ccvog Luke 6:45; 10:30, 1.3:19; 14:2, 16; 
15:4, 11; 23:6, 47; John 2:10: 3:1, 4; 
4:50; 5:5; 7:23, 46; 9:24; 11:47, 50; 
5:12

me, Luke 4:1; 10:22; John 3:5-6, 8

avo) Luke 6:48; 22:22; 23:4, 14: John 2:25 7TVTCZ Luke 11:26
avaJv Luke 9:44; 12:8-9: 18:11; 24:7; John 

1:4; 5:41; 8:17
TTVTtoV Luke 6:18

0v Luke 24:53 m jp Luke 10:2212]; 11:13; 12:32, 53: John 
4:23; 11:13; 14:28

fis John 8:42 7ip John 13:3, 14:11, 13
9 u Luke 4:41, 4.3; 5:1; 8:21; 9:11; 12:9; 

16:15; 23:35
7 rp a John 5:45; 6:46; 8:19; 14:12, 16

opt Luke 7:9; 22:30; 24:21; John 1:31, 49; 
3:10. 12:13

7rpr John 4:21, 23; 14:11; 14:20

_
Luke 4:35; 22:48 ifpog Luke 24:49; John 2:16; 5:43

i)^U Luke 6 :11 7rp? Luke 9:26; 10:22; John 6:45
Luke 9:51, 53; 13:33, 34[2]; 23:28: 
24:13, 18, 33,47, 52

arpov Luke 9:23; 14:27; 23:26
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Luke 24:15; John 2:19; 4:54; 14:3 , Luke 24:715 OTpcotly)vai
tu Luke 10:39 (from KDpion) U5 Luke 9:44; 10:22: 14:10; 22:70; John 

1:34; 3:13
xe Luke 5:8: 6 :46 |2 |; 9:59; John 11:21; 

12:21
vv John 3:18

XV Luke 16:5 vv Luke 9:41

In regard to omissions ip4 stands alone from \p75 and B on only two occasions 

(Luke 3:9 [vu #54]; 6:15 [vu #25]). Although typically in ?p4 articles are omitted before 

proper nouns, especially at nomina sacra, most find agreement with the other MSS in 

Case Study I . 11 On two occasions in Luke 6 , q> 4 omits the monadic article before ’fycrous, 

which though not included in (p7 5 is paralleled in B (vv. 3 [vu #5], 9 [vu #7]). Only two 

other occasions serve as the setting for <:p4 and B to agree without the support of ip73  

(Luke 6:3 [vu #46], 4 [vu #3]).

TABLE 1B.612: OMISSIONS IN p 75 NOT IN VATICANUS
PRONOUNS ' NOIJNS

a u T O u ? Luke 8:22 A exxioktw Luke 13:4
[ a u T o u ] Luke 11:22, 12:31; John 

6:52
Auo Luke 10:1 (2)

Autov John 2:24 flpa John 5:25
Autw Luke 14:25; 23:3 VERBS
[eyw] John 1:27 Epam] crate John 9:16
Autw Luke 13:1 Ectte Luke 6:34; 11:48
Hptv John 2:18 Eotiv John 9:8
M oi John 3:28 Asywv John 1:26

11 Warren, “The Textual,” 107.

12 The following omissions in ' ]>7 5  are singular or sub-singular readings: 
pronouns—Luke 9:9 (vu #29); 11:27 (vu#10); 12:24 (vu #50); 13:1 (vu#16); 14:25 (vu 
#9); John 10:17 (vu #40); articles—Luke 10:39 (vu #18), 13:2 (vu #32); 15:12 (vu #36), 
30 (vu #5); John 7:33 (vu #13); conjunctions—Luke 9:42 (vu #31); 13:14 (vu #4); 15:12 
(vu #36), 30 (vu #5); 22:24 (vu #4); nouns— Luke 13:4 (vu #8 ); verbs— John 7:17 (vu 
#16); 9:8 (vu #47); and multiword omissions—Luke 6:22 (vu #13), 13:34 (vu #42).
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f10V John 10:17 | floiev John 7:17
ovroq Luke 9:9 MULTIWORD
vy.£iq Luke 12:24 ci? y  a p to u s Luke 14:8
V{JL0)V Luke 11:46 [E7ravw vravTcov ecm v] John 3:31
Sou Luke 8:20; 14:8 [ ou5 e  U7T0 T0V [io S tO v] Luke 11:33
retina Luke 11:27; 17:6 [TTpO? au ro v ] John 1:19; 4:47

ADJECTI'VE/ADVERB ev y a p  t o u t co o Aoyo? ecttiv aX>)0ivo$ o t i  

aXAo; Etrnv o a7tEiwv x a i aXXoc o 0£pi(cov
John 4:37

7raXiv John 1 :35 ra  Trpo; Luke 14:32
ARTICLE t o u  K aiv a p Luke 3:36

H John 11:24 ■njv So^av John 7:18
[o] Luke 15:12, 30; John 7:28, 

33; 12:9
o St ecpyj 7U0TEUW x u p iE  x a i npoaexuvrjCTEv. 
Kai eittev o Irjcrou?.

John 9:38-39

you Luke 10:39 o 5e Irjcovt; zk ty tv  m m ,  a<pe<; a u r o i ? ,  o u  

y a p  o iS a c n v  t o  mioucriv
Luke 23:34

TOU? Luke 15:6 orav acpopicrwoiv u p a s  x a i ovtiSicruaiv x a i Luke 6:22
Twv Luke 13:2; 14:1 [7rpo Epou] John 10:8

CONJUNCTIONS pE0 EaUTWV, £pE St ou TTCtVTOTE E/ETE John 12:8
[aXXa] John 11:22 t >)v eauT))? v ooa iav  w ro  Tas OTEpoyas Luke 13:34
A e Luke 6:41, 46; 9:42; 13:14; 

15:12,30; 22:24; John 9:16
n ?  e o t i v  o u to ?  o uio; t o u  av0pw7rou John 12:34

T a p Luke 10:24; John 6:40 OV E17TEV John 12:38
[x a i j Luke 3:20; 14:21, 34; 23:5; 

John 2:4
DUPLICATION

OTl John 11:13 mtpprjma-napycrict John 10:24
T e Luke 14:26 U 7T E pE )cyuw opE vov-uT rE pE )cyuvopE vov Luke 6:38

PARTICLE ABBREVIATION
!5ou Luke 23:29 aXXa-aXX John 14:31

As indicated in Table IB.6 , the text of 9> 75 frequently omits pronouns (19x) with 

the most frequently omitted pronoun being auTou (Luke 11:22 [vu #7]; 12:31 [vu #10]; 

John 6:52 [vu #49]). Conjunctions are omitted eighteen times with eight of those 

occurrences involving Sk. O f the 1 0  omissions of the article, 4 are closely related to the 

use of nomina sacra (’bjaofl? in John 7:28 [vu #13], 33 [vu #13], xupiou in Luke 10:39 [vu 

#18]; uld$ in Luke 15:30 [vu #5]).

Some of the omissions in *p75 can be explained by parablepsis. In Luke 6:22 [vu 

#13] a singular reading is created by a jump from xal to xal, which omitted part of Jesus’
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description of the suffering his disciples would endure. Yet, the omission of orav 

dc^opi'awtv upa? xat oveiSiVcocnv xat neither creates a nonsense reading nor does it not 

contain any content that would have motivated the scribe to have excised the words. Two 

other occasions of parablepsis in sf 75also occur in John 12. In John 12:8 (vu #25) the 

phrase piefi’ eaurav, epe §e ov Travrore e^ere is missing from the text, though it is included 

in the parallel passages of Matt 26:11 and Mark 14:7. The text indicates an eye-jump 

occurred from exeT£ to £/CeTe’ which turned Jesus’ words regarding how his disciples 

always would have the poor but would not always be blessed by his physical presence 

among them into a nonsense reading. Likewise in John 12:34 (vu #6 8 ) the text jumps 

from dvSp&OTOu to avQpojnov deleted an important question from the lips of Jesus’ 

questioners: “Who is this Son of Man” ( t ( $  ecrrtv ovTog o uto? t o u  dvBpomou)?

On other occasions material seems to have been intentionally omitted from 'jY'. The 

response of the man born blind in John 9:38-39 (vu #4) when he believed the Lord and 

worshipped him is omitted. Perhaps the scribe jumped from emev to to omit this text, 

but the content of the passage in a polemical religious context leads one to favor an 

intentionally motivated variation in this passage. In Luke 13:34 (vu #42), the reference to 

the hen gathering her chicks under her wings in Jesus’ lament over Jerusalem is deleted, 

though the phrase is present in the parallel text of Matt 27:37. There is no apparent 

reason for a scribe to omit the section of the verse, as one has difficulty seeing why the 

description of the hen’s activity would be omitted while the reference to the hen remains 

in the verse.
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In q>4only ten examples of substitution are found that lack the support o f ^ 7", 

which is not extant for seven of these passages. In ?p75, unlike with the frequent omissions 

of conjunctions and articles, verbs and nouns are the most frequent objects of 

substitution. Several of the verbal substitutions simply change the lexical form of the verb 

without any real impact on the meaning of the text. For example, in the singular reading 

in Luke 4:41 (vu #63), the substitution keeps the verb in the present active infinitive form 

but changes the lexical form from XaXew to Xeycu. On four occasions the prepositional 

prefix of a verb is omitted as with the shift from e7reX0 cbv to eXOwv in Luke 1 1 : 2 2  (vu 

#13), dire7regv(/ev to £7T£v^ev in Luke 23:11 (vu #33), e|eveyxar£ to eveyxare in Luke 

15:22 (vu #24), or eiaepxpy-tvog to ep^ogevo? in John 10:2 (vu #4).

TABLE 1B.71’: SUBSTITUTIONS IN <p7i NOT IN VATICANUS
VERBS ADJECTIVES

XciXeiv] Xeyeiv" Luke 4:41 TravTa] an avra Luke 1 1:41
e5ixotw8>)] 5ocaico6>]* Luke 7:35 awry)] exsivyj Luke 23:12
Sir\yrjaavTo] Sujcavro Luke 9:10 a£ 105] ixavoc John 1:27
|2£V£T£] |I£VT£ Luke 10:7 TiXsiovg] nXsiov John 4:41
eneXBcov] eXOwv Luke 11:22 ttXeiov] nXeiova Luke 11:32
cntop7u £ei] oxopm au Luke 11:23 CONJUNCTIONS
aurous] auiTjV Luke 11:31 xai] ^ Luke 12:29
paprvpeq] papTUp£iT£ Luke 11:48 >]] xai John 8:14
exxexvpsvov] exxuvopevov Luke 1 1:50 5e] ouv Luke 16:27

13 The following substitutions that occur only in (£ 7 5  qualify as singular or sub­
singular readings, verbs—Luke 4:41 (vu #63); 7:35 (vu #4); 9:10 (vu #12); 11:23 (vu 
#20); 12:46 (vu #25); 16:30 (vu #20), 31 (vu #20); 17:14 (vu #15); 23:21 (vu #7); John 
4:17 (vu #8 ), 18 (vu #43), 36 (vu #44); 6:39 (vu #28); 8:56 (vu #31); 10:2 (vu #4); 11:12 
(vu #25); 14:21 (vu #31), 27 (vu #58); adjectives—Luke 11:32 (vu #32); 23:12 (vu # 18); 
conjunctions—Luke 16:27 (vu #3); nouns—Luke 7:24 (vu #15); 9:12 (vu #3), 13:25 (vu 
# 8 ); 24:1 (vu#10), 26 (vu #12); John 2:6 (vu #37); 10:7 (vu #46); 11:5 (vu #24); 13:2 (vu 
#32); and article—Luke 24:18 (vu #42).
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St^oToprjcrEi] S oxocrop ir jae i Luke 12:46 NOUNS
c o c ra u ru g ]  opotto? Luke 13:5 t o u ?  oyXou?] t o u  oyXou Luke 7:24
mon)?] noirjcryjg Luke 14:13 oyXov] o y X o v g Luke 9:12
cruvayaycov] auvaywv Luke 15:13 o ix o S e tm o r r ig ]  §£<m<nrjg Luke 13:25
e lg e v e y xc iT e ]  e v e y x a r s Luke 15:22 aXa?] aXa Luke 14:34
7iopeu8>)] e y ep B rj'" '1 Luke 16:30 aprw v] ap-roig Luke 15:17
a v a tn Y j]  eyep8rj Luke 16:31 ^etpa?] XEipa Luke 23:46
a<|>7)cr£t?] a<pY)ae.i Luke 17:4 pvrjpa] pv>]p£tov Luke 24:1
•n o p e u B e vre g ]  e t t o p e u Oe v t e ? Luke 17:14 Jo(jav] PacnXfiiav Luke 24:26
7rpocT7)uy£To] n p o c e v£ ,£ T O Luke 22:41 t j a p x a ] c a p x o g Luke 24:39
aV£7T£p\Jt£v] E7l£ptt)/£V Luke 23:11 fzE T Jjpa?] p>)Tpa? John 2:6
XsyovTE?] Xsyov Luke 23:21 y) 8upa] o n o ip iy jv John 10:7
E p y o v r a i ]  E p x e T a i Luke 23:29 a?£X<t»)v] a5eX4»]? John 11:5
apfapsvot] ap|apt£vov Luke 24:37 lcxapiwTou] IxoapiwTou John 13:2
EOTyjXEv] lOT^XEl John 1:20
£17T £V ] XsyEl John 4:17 PREPOSITIONS
a p r jx a g ]  e m a g John 4:18 am] Luke 4:35
Xatpq] yatpwv John 4:36 tva] iv Luke 16:4
ETIOlEl] ETtOlT)(JEV John 5:16 £ 7u] £V Luke 24:27
Ttp&xn] Ttpwcnv John 5:23 Et?] E7T John 3:16
cnjptEtov] crypteta John 6:14 PRONOUNS
daXaacnjg] daAaaaav John 6:19 upa?] upiv Luke 6:38
eiSev] t5rj John 8:56 auTou?] auxov Luke 8:21
y v o ilg e v]  rjveco^ev John 9:26 PE] £p£ Luke 14:26
r jv ewxev] av£w|£v John 9:32 pe] r\\iw g John 9:4
7)XSov] eX rt\ v 6 a John 9:39 auTou] auTov John 9:6
ElCTEpXOfXEVO ?] E pyO fX E V O ? John 10:2 auTou] EauTou Luke 15:22
axououdiv] axuoEt John 10:27 auTou] (TEaurou John 9:17
J e J e j x e v ]  e S w x e v John 6:39; 

10:29
auTwv] auToi John 10:8

TTEplCaOv] mEplOTTOTEpOV John 10:10 auxov] Xa£apov John 1 1:15
t7w9r)(7ETai] Ey£p9>](T£T«l John 11:12 PARTICLES
So^avTE?] 5o|a£ovTE? John 11:20 £av] av John 10:9
E vefip ipLY icaTo] E ^ p E ip ty jc r a T O John 11:38 ARTICLES
a y a 7 i> 5 0 > ) O - £ T a i]  T Y jp ^d r ja e T a i John 14:21 Tat?] i y \ Luke 24:18
SEtXiaxw] SeXiote John 14:27 t r)v] TO John 6:54

DUPLICATION
mXrjppup)]?] mX^pupa? Luke 6:48 EyEvv>]0>3?] Eyev>]0>]? John 9:34

More frequently, substitutions involve a shift in the verb tense (Luke 14:13 [vu 

#9]; 15:13 [vu #18]; John 4:17 [vu #8], 18 [vu #43]; 9:39 [vu #27]); voice (Luke 16:31 

[vu #20]); gender (Luke 23:21 [vu #7]); number (Luke 17:14 [vu #15]; 23:29 [vu #7];
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John 6:14 [vu #20]); or mood (John 8:56 [vu #31]). Verbs are exchanged for the purpose 

of harmonizing passages to their immediate contexts. Although the verbs have the same 

meaning, in John 9:26 (vu #28) the verb rjvoiljev is replaced with rjveco^ev, which likely 

harmonizes the passage to the occurrence of the verb in the same form in 9:17. A few 

verses later in John 9:32 (vu #16) the same things occurs again when yjvicoxev is replaced 

with avewfev, which also was used earlier in the chapter (9:14). In a similar way, in Luke 

13:5 (vu #18) the adjective &aamco<; is replaced with the more familiar form ogoi'ws, 

which occurs just two verses earlier in 13:3. Similar replacements occur with pronouns 

being replaced with the equivalent word in a different case (John 9:6 [vu #24]; 10:8 [vu 

#46]); gender (Luke 15:22 [vu #18]); or number (Luke 8:21 [vu #10]; John 9:4 [vu #20]). 

On one occasion the scribe of ?p75 even specified whom Jesus and his disciples were 

going to see in Bethany when he replaced amov with Aa.tp.pov (John 11:15). Similar 

changes occur with nouns, which are replaced with the same word in a different case. For 

example, in Luke 11:31 (vu #25) the accusative masculine plural amove, is replaced with 

the accusative feminine singular avryjv, which is paralleled in Mark 12:42.

Often these replacements move toward harmonization to the immediate context or 

to a parallel gospel account. In Luke 9:12 (vu #36) the accusative singular o^Aov is 

replaced with the accusative plural o'xXovg, which also serves to harmonize the passage to 

Matt 14:15. In a similar fashion the replacement of a%ioq with ixavo<; harmonizes John 

1.21 (vu #40) to the baptism language of Matt 3:11, while the shift from gvyjga to 

gvyjgeiov in Luke 24:1 (vu #10) serves to harmonize the passage to Mark 16:2 and John
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or she encountered a reference to the realm o f Christ’s influence in Luke 24:26 (vu #12); 

but even with this singular reading, theologically motivated variations are rare in the 

“strict” text of tj>7' \ 14

The text of q>4 contains only four additions that are not shared by sp75 and B. 

Twice the text of (p4 includes an additional conjunction xat (Luke 1:64 [vu #48]; 6:5 [vu 

#15]). An article is added before the nomina sacra xuin  Luke 1:76 (vu #12), and the 

article tw is added in Luke 6:6 (vu #15).

TABLE 1B .8‘\- ADDITIONS IN q>7S NOT IN VAT1CANUS
ADVERBS/ADJECTIVES CONJUNCTIONS

+ T|5r| John 6:17 + 8/tk Luke 11:24; John 1:42; 4:31; 
9:30.48

+  JtpCOTOV Luke 14:28 + KCtt Luke 5:1; 7:22; John 9:41; 14:19; 
24:49

PERSONAL PRONOUNS + 0X1 John 2:17; 8:52
+  a u T o u Luke 14:23; 23:18 PREPOSITIONS
+ GU John 1:22 + r4  | Luke 4:35
+ (.101) Luke 11:7; 12:18; John 10:32 VERBS ...........
+ a John 3:2 John 4:42 -+ et7tav
+  up.iv Luke 6:25; John 8:55 John 6:17 ■+ r.vr.yovei

PARTICLES VERB ENDINGS
+ ox John 2:15 John 3:3 y e v \ t |0t i + v

14 Royse characterized this change as “intentional” as well, though he did not 
suggest that the change tells readers anything about the supposed theological motivation 
of the scribe (Scribal, 702-3).

15 Singular and sub-singular readings involving additions that occur only in (p75 
include, adverbs/adjectives— Luke 14:28 (vu #27); pronouns— Luke 11:7 (vu #15); 23:18 
(vu #5); John 3:2 (vu #55); 8:55; conjunctions—Luke 5:1 (vu #3); 9:48 (vu #24); John 
2:17 (vu #13); 8:52 (vu #40); 9:30 (vu #4); verbs—John 3:3 (vu #30); 4:42 (vu #6); 6:17 
(vu #40); multiword—Luke 12:11 (vu #13); 16:19 (vu #7), 22 (vu #5); John 8:18 (vu 
#16); nonsense—John 4:5 (vu #7); and duplication— Luke 11:22 (vu #35).
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PREPOSITIONS MULTIWORD
+ s :k Luke 13:13 Luke 12:11 + pi] p c p i p \ i i

Luke 16:19 +  OVOpUTl V!;UT)C

ARTICLES MULTIWORD
Luke 6:42 Luke 16:22 +  i ; v  t c o

+ 0 John 12:36 John 8:18 +  j r e p i  c p o o

+  TT)Y Luke 6:49; 14:35; 23:25 NONSENSE
+  TO Luke 7:21 John 4:5 c p x u T a i- c f ip j r n x a i

DUPLICATION
Luke 6.49 7 ip o o e p r ) m '- 7 ip o o e p p T ) ^ e v Luke 11:22 O K u X a - r s K u L L a

The text of 9>75 indicates that conjunctions are most frequently added to the text 

(12x), followed by pronouns (9x) and articles (6x). Sometimes by means of these 

additions the scribe makes the text too repetitive as in John 6:17 (vu #46) where the 

addition of iyeyovei repeats the same verb that already occurs once earlier in the verse. In 

a similar manner, three of the multiword additions in ?p75 simply repeat something that is 

already present either in the verse or the immediate context. In Luke 12:11 (vu #13) the 

addition of p.?) geptpvyj simply repeats what is already there, as with the addition of ev tw 

in Luke 16:22 (vu #6) or irepl egou in John 8:18 (vu #16).

Of the transpositions o f $p4, only one is not shared with ?p75and Vaticanus. The 

transposition of the words t o  aropia o o it o u  7rapa%p>jpa xal Yj yl&craa avrov in Luke 1:64 

(vu #18) is a reading found only in *p4, although ^ 75is not extant here. Twenty-six 

changes occur in g>75 that are not found in B. Nine of these VRs involve the simple 

reversal of a pair o f words (Luke 1:37 [vu #10]; 7:6 [vu #43]; 13:31 [vu #30], 35 [vu
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#26]; 14:10 [vu #60]; 16:27 [vu #7]; John 5:6 [vu #28]; 8:17 [vu #25]; 9:17 [vu #31]).16 

Interestingly, *p4 is not extant for any of these word-order variations.

As indicated in Table IB.9, 49 differences exist between the MSS of Case Study 1 

involving Greek numerals. All but one of these occurs in >p75 with tp4 being extant for 

three of the number VRs and one of these tp73 is not extant for (Luke 3:23 [vu #23]). By 

the time the scribe o f B copied the great work, this system had fallen out of use, and thus 

one can understand why so many o f these abbreviations are lacking in the M SS.17

TABLE IB.9: NUMBER ABBREVIATIONS ONLY IN sp4 AND q>7S AND NOT IN B1S
Juo (P) Luke 9:16,32; 10:1, 35; 

12:52; 15:11; 22:47; John 
2:6; 4:40, 43; 6:9; John 8:17

r p t a x o v r a  (X ) John 5:5; 6:19

Tpt£5  (y) Luke 9:33; 12:6, 25; John 2:6 T E f fa a p a x o v T a  ( p .) Luke 4:2*; John 2:20
7TEVTE ( e ) Luke 12:52; 16:28; John 

4:18; 5:2; 6:9, 13
e^do(iy]xovra (op) Luke 10:1. 17

E 7 rra  (£ ) Luke 11:26 7TEV'D]X0VTa (v) Luke 9:14
0XTW (>]) Luke 9:28 E v e v rjx o v T a  e v v e a  ( e 6 ) Luke 15:4, 7
evJ e x c  (la) Luke 24:9, 33 e ^ x o v r a  (|) Luke 24:13
5e5coxcc ( i]3 ) Luke 6:13; 8:42; 9:1, 12; 

John 6:13, 67, 70-71
e x a T o v  ( p ) Luke 15:4; 16:7

SexaoxTU ( d j ) Luke 13:11

16 Transpositional variations in fp73 only that qualify as singular or sub-singular 
readings include Luke 7:6 (vu #43); 10:18 (vu #14); 11:11 (vu #10); 14:10 (vu #60); 
24:27 (vu #23); and John 8:17 (vu #25).

17 Metzger, Manuscripts, 9.

18 Ibid. Due to the nature of this type of variation, 27 o f these abbreviations 
qualify as singular or sub-singular readings.
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The only proper name in p 75 that cannot be explained by an orthographical shift 

and that is not paralleled in p 4 (not extant here) or B occurs with the singular reading of 

T5aiwv (from TouSai'wv) in John 2:6. As demonstrated in Table IB. 10, many of the 

variations involving differences in the spelling of proper names in p 4 are related to the 

genealogy of Luke 3. Four of the five variations in p 4can be explained by a consonantal 

exchange from t  to 0, u to 8, or t  to 8.

TABLE 1B.1019: PROPER NAMES ONLY IN qP4
EXgaSap 
(from  EXgaaag)

Luke 3:28 M a00a0  
(from  M a00aT)

Luke 3:24

(from  Iwj3e5)
Luke 3:32 MaT0a0iou 

(fro m  MctTTaOiou)
Luke 3:26

M a a r  (from  M aa5) Luke 3:26

Philip Comfort described the scribe of p 4 as the best o f all early Christian 

scribes.20 While the exemplar of p 4is unknown, some observations can be made about 

the nature o f the text. In regard to substitutions, the text of p 4 stands alone on ten 

occasions, but seven of those readings are not extant in p 73. The orthographical shifts of 

p 4lay the foundation for p 75, which follows its exemplar every time the opportunity is 

presented.

19 The names in Luke 3:26 (vu #9), 28 (vu #21) are singular readings.

20 Philip W. Comfort, Encountering the Manuscripts: An Introduction to New 
Testament Paleography and Textual Criticism (Nashville, Tenn.: Broadman & Holman, 
2005), 72. The characteristic features of the text of p 4 led Comfort to claim that the MS 
was likely the exemplar for p 75 and indirectly B (33).
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When the text of is expanded by addition, adds two conjunctions (Luke 1:64 

[vu #48]; 6:5 [vu #15]) and two articles (Luke 1:76 [12]; 6:6 [vu #15]). The text also 

contains one transposition that is not shared with the other Case Study 1 witnesses 

(Luke 1:64 [vu #18]). Words are more likely to be substituted than to be added or 

omitted. Furthermore, the substitutions involve words that impact the meaning of the text 

more than the articles and conjunctions that are added or omitted. Other than the 

orthographical shifts, perhaps made most evident by the variation of the spelling of 

several proper names in Luke 3, the substitutions are the most notable feature of ?p>4. 

Wassermann’s summary o f the character of the transmission of ̂ 4 as “strict” based on the 

types of variation apparent within the text was correct.21

21 Wassermann, “A Textual,” n.p.
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APPENDIX 2A

COLLATION OF GROUP 2 MANUSCRIPTS 
(Dp, Dabs!/Ep, Fp, Gp)

The data from Appendix 2A are available by request from the HCNTTS at the 

New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary in New Orleans, La.
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APPENDIX 2B

EXCURSUS ON GROUP 2 MANUSCRIPTS

The information from Appendix 2B is available by request from the HCNTTS at 

the New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary in New Orleans, La.
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APPENDIX 3A

COLLATION OF GROUP 3 MANUSCRIPTS 
(/■' - I, 1582, 205, 209, 205abs/2886)

The data from Appendix 3A are available by request from the HCNTTS at the 

New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary in New Orleans, La.

250



www.manaraa.com

APPENDIX 3B

EXCURSUS ON GROUP 3 M ANUSCRIPTS

The information from Appendix 3B is available by request from the HCNTTS at 

the New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary in New Orleans, La.
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APPENDIX 4A

COLLATION OF GROUP 4 MANUSCRIPTS
<fn -  13, 346, 543, 826, 828)

The data from Appendix 4A are available by request from the HCNTTS at the 

New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary in New Orleans, La.
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APPENDIX 4B

EXCURSUS ON GROUP 4 M ANUSCRIPTS

The information from Appendix 4B is available by request from the HCNTTS at 

the New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary in New Orleans, La.
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APPENDIX 5A

COLLATION OF GROUP 5 MANUSCRIPTS 
(1068 & 1065)

The data from Appendix 5A are available by request from the HCNTTS at the 

New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary in New Orleans, La.
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APPENDIX 5B

EXCURSUS ON GROUP 5 MANUSCRIPTS

The information from Appendix 5B is available by request from the HCNTTS at 

the New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary in New Orleans, La.
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