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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 of New Testament

and Greek

The question of scribal traits in New Testament MSS is hotly debated as different
scholars see varying levels of theological agendas entering into the copying processes. So
how can one ascertain the typical characteristics of scribal traits in the copying of NT
manuscripts? The purpose of 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 . p”, and B; 2)
the 6th-9th cent. Western Pauline bilingual uncials D?, EP, F?, and GP; 3) 10th-15th cent.
Byzantine gospel witnesses from ! (1582, 1, 205, 209, 2886/205™); 4) 12th-13th
Byzantine gospel witnesses from f'* (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: »* and p”°, p*and B, P” and B, D?

and F*/GP, 1582 and 1, 13 and 346/543, 826 and 828. The thesis of the dissertation was



that the traits that are determined to be a part of 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. The hypothesis was that traits that were determined to be a part
of 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 of 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 of scribal change
associated with the variants (orthographical shift, nomina sacra, the movable nu,
transposition, addition, substitution, omission) in the MSS. The consistent scribal traits

127

from this analysis formed a matrix through which P"“" (5th cent., portions of 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 of 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.



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.' 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.” 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

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

? Emest C. Colwell, “Method of Evaluating Scribal Habits: A Study of p* 9%
and P”,” in Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism of the New Testament (ed.
Bruce M. Metzger; NTTS 9; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1969); James R. Royse, Scribal
Habiis in Early Greek New Testament Papyri (NTTS 36; Leiden: Brill, 2007).

]



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 of the

second, fourth, or sixth centuries? Do we have any grounds for gauging the
fidelity of 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.”

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.* 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.” 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

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

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

> Kirsopp Lake and J. Armitage Robinson, eds., Codex 1 of the Gospels and Iis
Allies (Eugene, Oreg.. Wipf & Stock, 1902), xxiii.



case-study groupings of MSS are closely related based on both external and intemnal
evidence.

More specifically, this study;

(1) provides a full collation of 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);’

(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, p'*’

(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 of the

127

MSS groups will be compared to the text of P'*” as a means of testing the matrix.”

® 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 of Miinster Institute for New
Testament Textual Research (INTF), n.p. [cited 17 November 2011]. Online:
http://www uni-muenster.de/INTF/.

(9]
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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 of 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:

', 9, and B (Codex Vaticanus);

2) D (Codex Claromontanus), DP™/EP (Codex Sandermanensis), F” (Codex
Augiensis), and G” (Codex Boernerianus);

3) Family 1 (f') MSS 1, 1582, 205, 209, 2886 (205°™);

4) Family 13 (f°) 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



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

traditions, and time periods.



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 of 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



viewing scribes as simple copyists of the text.' 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 of internal evidence for evaluating MSS, they argued that a knowledge of the
MSS themselves (based on external and internal crteria) 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
(R 01, 4th cent.) and Vaticanus (B 03, 4th cent.). In their analysis of 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.” They determined that “no scribe can
make a text better than he found it; his highest merit is to leave it no worse.” Their

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

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

? 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.



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.’

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

3 But his seven canons of criticism demonstrate that he believed scribes

into the text.
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 of 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.

* 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 Schrifien des Neuen Testaments (Berlin: A.
Duncker, 1905), 1:906, 1965-67, and 1921-24. See also Frederik Wisse, The Profile
Method for Classifying and Evaluating MS kvidence (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 of MSS and concluded that
von Soden’s apparatus was “useless” and “untrustworthy.”

> Frederick Henry Ambrose Scrivener, 4 Plain Introduction to the Criticism of the
New Testament (2 vols.; n.d.; repr., Eugene, Oreg.. Wipf & Stock, 1997), 2:249.



”® Thus, in spite of incomplete data as

failed in her duty to be a “keeper of Holy Writ.
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 of 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
tmportance 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 Wéstem text of Acts.” 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

®Tbid., 2:251-53.

’ Eldon Jay Epp. The Theological Tendency of Codex I Cantabrigiensis 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.® 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 Aaov 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 mAfjfog, §xAog, and 67juog, 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 larly
Christian MS and Its Text (Cambridge, Mass.: Cambridge University Press, 1992), 191

® The information in the paragraphs above was derived from Epp, The
Theological, 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.” 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
111, who argued that a “reformation of the universal patriarchal structure” was occurring
within the Christian community but was met with resistance.’® For example,
Witherington argued that in Acts 17:12 in D, the text was altered from xai Tév ‘EAAnvidwv
yuvaudy T6v eboymuovey (and the Greek women of prominence) to xal év edoynubvwy
&vopeg xal yuvaixes (and the prominent men and women) to make the men as prominent
as the women, thus lessening the prominence of the women.'’

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

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

1 Ben Witherington 111, Women in the Farliest 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.

' Ben Witherington I1I, “The Anti-Feminist Tendency in the Western Text of
Acts,” JBL 103 (March 1984): 82. See also Ben Witherington I1l, “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

»'2 Although every extant MS contains ch. 15-

“Positions of Doxologies in Various MSS.
16 of Romans, Gamble used the doxology placements in a fourteen-chapter form in D”
(Codex Claromontanus, 4th cent., Paulines), F? (Codex Augiensis, 9th cent., Greek-Latin
Paulines), and G* (Codex Boernerianus, 9th cent., Greek-Latin Paulines) and in a fifteen-
chapter form in P* (A.D. 200, Paulines) as possible evidence for shorter forms of
Romans that circulated in the early church.'® Overall, Gamble challenged the Ephesian
hypothesis on the basis of 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 p*° (3rd
cent., Gospels, Acts), 6 (Codex Coridethianus, 038, 9th cent., Gospels), MS 565 (9th

cent., Paulines), MS 700 (11th cent., Paulines), and /' as pre-Caesarean. Through his

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

'2 Harry Gamble Jr., The Textual History of 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.

"> Gamble, 26-34. Gamble’s use of D, F*, and G” impact this study especially in
his acknowledgment that GF is the only MS that omits the Roman address in Rom 1:7, 15.



concluded that their agreement was less that his preferred 70%.'* He determined that
agreements with other MSS are mixed with leanings toward the Byzantine (especially in
f‘3) and Western witnesses (as in 6). While Hurtado concluded that W was not related to
other MSS 1n 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 of 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

" Larry Hurtado, Text-Critical Methodology and the Pre-Caesarean Text: Codex
W in the Gospel of Mark (ed. Irving Alan Sparks; SD 43; Grand Rapids, Mich.:
Eerdmans, 1981), 11. Hurtado determined that the definition of a text-type relationship
by QA would be an agreement of “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 of two MSS in comparison with their disagreement, and their
agreement in comparison with the agreement of other representative MSS one with
another.” "

Following the methodologies of Colwell and Royse, Juan Hemandez 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 “editonialize” more than the scribes of A and C, and to
conclude that scribes were prone to harmonization and omissions.'® 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.'’

In regard to possible causes of these early omissions, Head, along with M. Warren,
also analyzed " (3rd-4th cent., Hebrews) to demonstrate that the papyri revealed

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

S Hurtado, Texi-Critical, 67-84.

' 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.

"1bid., 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.”'® Head and Warren argue that given the
prominent use of 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 9" 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” of scribes. '
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

2% In part two of the

tradition had developed, and the way it was used in later generations.
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.

'® Peter M. Head and M. Warren, “Re-inking the Pen: Evidence from P. Oxy. 657
(P") concerning Unintentional Scribal Errors,” N7 43 (1997): 467.

¥ 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.”!

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.”
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

2 parker, Codex, 279-86.

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

3 Ibid., 35, 57-59, 83, 95. Jongkind allowed for the influence of exemplar here
also.
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the study of scribal habits. Jongkind’s work is most valued for demonstrating how
physical components of MSS and the interplay of scribes with writing materials and one
another all can impact the study of scribal traits.

In a more recent study of Sinaiticus, Parker suggested that the codex had four
scribes, which he labeled D, A, By, and B,.** 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.”” 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.?® 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 lditio, in which

*David Parker, Codex Sinaiticus: The Story of the World’s Oldest Bible
(Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2010), 65.

2 1bid., 67.

% 1bid., 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 1s his continuous effort to let the scribes of each MS stand on
their own. An example of Wassermann’s thorough analysis can be taken from his
commentary on the greeting eipnvy xal &ydmy in Jude 2. Although most witnesses support
this reading, Wasserman noted scribes impacted the text by means of the insertion the
phrase év xuplw, 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 xal @ydmy perhaps because of homoioteleuton or harmonization to 1 Pet 1:2 or

2 Pet 1:2.%" 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, 2886/205™, and 209, in his

analysis.”®

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 of Scripture.*® Unlike the studies described

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

% Ibid., 239; See also Philip P. Payne, “Fuldensis, Sigla for Variants in Vaticanus
and 1 Cor 14:34-5," NT§ 41 (1995): 240-62.



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.’’ In his first chapter, Ehrman used Walter Bauer’s (1877-1960)
perspective on the history of 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.”?
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

_  Bart D. Ehrman, The Orthodox Corruption of Scripture (New Y ork: Oxford
University Press, 1993), 3-5, 14.

3% 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 Colloguium on the Textual Criticism of the New Testanent (ed.
Hugh A. G. Houghton and David C. Parker; 3d ser.; TS 5, Piscataway, N.J.: Gorgias
Press, 2008), 4-S. Schmid noted the differences between the study of Epp, which was
narrowed to one MS, and the general study of Ehrman.

1 Ehrman, The Orthodox, xi.

3% Walter Bauer, Orthodoxy and Heresy in Iarliest 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 of “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 of canonical books.”* 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 1o shape the text.** Along
these same lines, with specific reference to vanations 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.®

Yet, even with the reservations of 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 of 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

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

3 Ehrman, The Orthodox, xiii.

** 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 of 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.*® 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.>’ 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 Schiisster Fiorenza argued that scribes
in general sought to suppress women because, like Enrman’s theologically embattied
scribes, Fiorenza’s scribes would have succumbed to the pressure of 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

% Wayne C. Kannaday, 4pologetic Discourse and the Scribal Tradition (ed.
James R. Adair Jr.; TCS 5; Atlanta, Ga.: SBL, 2004), 1, 23, 140.

bid., 9.
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their variant readings shows that such an active elimination of women from the biblical
texts has taken place.”*

Fiorenza’s primary example involved the variant in Col 4:15 as to whether the
proper name should refer to the household of Nvuda (Nympha in feminine) or Noudav
(Nymphan masculine). Metzger noted that the uncertainty of gender in this difficult

passage has led to a variant with the pronouns adtjs and adtov.” 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 Haines-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.* 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

3% Elizabeth S. Fiorenza, In Memory of Her: A Feminist Theological
Reconstruction of Christian Origins (New York: Crossroad, 1994), xv, 51.

* Bruce M. Metzger, 4 Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (2d
ed.; Stuttgart: UBS, 1994), 560.

%0 Kim Haines-Eitzen, Guardians of Letters: Literacy, Power, and the
Transmitters of 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.*’

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].”*
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 5;375, 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.** He observed that if readers could be

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

*' Haines-Eitzen, Guardians, 126-27.

2 Schmid, “Scribes,” 2-8, 13.
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product of scribes. Schmid successfully sounded a warning about making the history of
the transmission of 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
Larly Church, in which he suggested private networks were moved by “the motives and
interests of individuals and small groups.”** 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.** 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

B 1bid., 16-21.

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

4> Gamble, Books, 140-43.
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about the nature of scribes. In an essay co-authored with Ernest W. Tune, Colwell
developed a system for classifying and evaluating variant readings particularly from p*,
¢, and 97*.* 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.*” 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 of reading
deliberate intention into unintended error,” so one’s analysis s based on “the genesis of
readings.”*®

Colwell suggested that in p*°, 0% and 07 singular readings were especially
created by a lack of 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 " and 9*° intended to produce a
serious copy, while P indicates a less serious intent based on the number of nonsense
readings. In light of the 1,649 singular readings in the three Greek papyrn, 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

* Colwell, “Method.”

*7 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.

8 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.”” He pointed to
inconsistencies in the UBS® and NA? 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
1s 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.”>° 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

“ Elliott, Essays, 122-23.

%% yames R. Royse, “Scribal Tendencies on the Transmission of the Text of the
New Testament,” in The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research: lssays
on the Status Quaestionis (ed. Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes; Eugene, Oreg.:
Wipf & 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 (54345 , 5}346, . 4}.\66, 4;\72 , ’1\75). 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.”’

Similar to Royse, Barbara Aland also evaluated the nature of the scribes of P*°,
p* nY concluding that the scribe of *° was a Christian scribe due to his or her

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

>! The information in the paragraph above was derived from Royse, Scribal, 22,
55, 67,717, 81,91, 735.

*2 Barbara Aland, “The Significance of the Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri in Early
Church History,” in The Earliest Gospels: The Origin and Transmission of the Farliest
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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.” 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.”*

In regard to the grouping of MSS, Colwell also proposed a methodology for
determining the genetic group relationships of MSS. In the midst of nine suggestions for
grouping MSS, he argued that to demonstrate the existence of 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 of the Chester Beatty Gospel Codex P43 (rev. ed
LNTS; London: T&T Clark, 2005), 113.

Ibid., 117.

4 Ibid., 120.
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establishing of families of MSS. Colwell recognized that while early witnesses are
primary in NT textual cnticism, the key question (following Hort) is, Where do the MSS
fit into the M tradition?™

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.”® 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 of 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.

>3 Information in the paragraph above was derived from Emest C. Colwell,
Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism of the New Testament (ed. Bruce M.
Metzger, NTTS IX; Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1969), 1-95, 156 (especially p. 11, n. 2).



Finally, Gerd Mink’s Coherence-Based Genealogical Method (CBGM) was
generated from the INTF in Miinster in an effort to improve a stemmatic understanding of
the genealogical tradition.”” In response to the circular nature of the witness-variant
discussion, adherents of 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 of 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

* Wisse, The Profile, 33-46.

37 Gerd Mink, “Problems of a Hi ghly Contaminated Tradition: The New
Testament; Stemmata of Variants as a Source of a Genealogy for Witnesses,” in Studies
in Stemmatology Il (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, np. [cited 26 August 2012]. Online: http://www.unimuenster.de/INTF/
Genealogical method.html.


http://www.unimuenster.de/INTF/

ancestors available to explain variations in witness). All of 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.



TABLE 1.1: DETAILS OF FIVE MANUSCRIPT GROUPINGS

| GROUP MS | DATE CONTENTS FORMAT | LOCATION™
1 p’ I | Luke 1:58-59, 1:62-2:1;, 2:6- | Digital HCNTTS
7. 3:8-4:2, 4:29-32, 34-35;
5:3-%; 5:30-6:16
1 p” Il | Luke3:18-22;3:33-42,34- | Digital HCNTTS
(. Bod 42;4:44-5:10, 5:37-6:4:
14-15) 6:10-7:32 [6:10-16], 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
1 B (03) v Most of the NT Digital HCNTTS
2 D" (06) 1X Paulines Digital HCNTTS
2 D*™Y/EP IX-X | Paulines—Ilacks Rom 8:21- Digital INTF

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

2 FP (010) IX Paulines (Greek and Latin), Digital HCNTTS
Latin Hebrews

2 GP (012) 1X Paulines (Greek and Latin), Digital HCNTTS
Minus Hebrews -

3 F'—1 X1 Gospels, Acts, Paulines Digital HCNTTS

3 F'- 1582 949 | Gospels Digital HCNTTS

3 F!' - 205 XV OT, Gospels, Acts, Paulines, | Digital INTF
Rev

3 F'-209 XIV- | Gospels, Acts, Paulines, Rev | Digital HCNTTS

XV
3 F' — 2886 XV | Gospels, Acts, Paulines, Rev | Digital INTF
(205™™)

4 F®¥_13 X111 Gospels Digital HCNTTS

4 FB - 346 X1l Gospels Digital HCNTTS

4 F - 543 XII Gospels Digital HCNTTS

4 F¥ - 826 X11 Gospels Digital HCNTTS

4 F_828 X1l Gospels VMR INTF

5 1065 1576 | Gospels Digital INTF

5 1068 1562 | Gospels Digital INTF

*®As indicated in Table 1.1, thirteen of 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 Miinster, 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.
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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 varniants 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. Of
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
VARJANT READINGS ARE SINGULAR OR SUB-SINGULAR

Name of Source Particular Source Used in This Study
HCNTTS Haggard Center for New Testament Textual Studies. New Orleans Baptist
software Theological Seminary. Bibleworks Software.
IGNTP American and British Commiittees of the International Greek New
(For Luke Testament Project. The New Testament in Greek. The Gospel
and John) 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 | S. C. E. Legg. ed. Novum Testamentum Graece secundum Textum
Matthew) Westcotto-Hortianum: Evangelium secundum Marcum. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1935. Also Matthaeum (1940).

Nestle-Aland Barbara and Kurt Aland, eds. Novum Testamentum Graece. 27th ed.




Apparatus Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschafi, 2001.
Name of Source Particular Source Used in This Study
Novum Novum Testamentum Graecum- - Editio Critica Maior. American and
Testamentum German Bible Socictics (James, 1. 2 and 3 John, 1, 2, Peter, Jude),
Graecum—ECM 2005-2006.
Swanson Reuben Swanson, ed. Nine volumes on Matthew, Mark, Luke, John,
(For Gospels, Acts, Galatians, Romans, and 1-2 Corinthians. Pasadena, CA:

Acts, Galatians,
Romans, and

William Carev International University Press, 1995-2001,

1-2 Cor)
Tischendorf’s Constantin Tischendorf. Novum Testamentum Graece. 8th ed. 3 vols.
Apparatus Leipzig: Giesecke and Devrient, 1867.
United Bible Kurt Aland, Matthew Black, et al., eds. The Greek New Testament.
Society 4th ed. New York: United Bible Societies, 1994.
Apparatus
Von Soden Hermann von Soden. Text Mit Apparat. Die Schriften des Neuen
Apparatus Testaments in ihrer dltesten errcichbaren Texigestalt 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 NA?’ was used as a

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

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

their exemplars or ancestors.” The collations of the MSS against the NA? base text were

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

explored more carefully within each case study.

*® 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 varniants (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 '’ 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

27 demonstrates the overall value and accuracy of the matrix.

to the text of P

In regard to delimitations, analysis was limited to NT texts specifically defined by
the MSS and sources listed in Table 1.1 above. Of 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.”* 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 8edg, xbptog, "Tnools, Xptotée, vids, mvebpa, unmp, mamip, lopay,
dvlpwmog, and odpavés. Occasionally, scribes will be guilty of 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 of 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 of each MS.°!

““William F. Warren, “The Textual Relationships of p*, "°, and 9" in the
Gospel of Luke” (ThD diss., New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary, 1983), 12.

81 parker, Sinaiticus, 55. Haines-Eitzen, Guardians, 41-52. The genders of the
scribes involved with the transmission of the nineteen MSS in this particular study are
unknown.



CHAPTER 2

CASE STUDY 1. p* 9”°, AND CODEX VATICANUS

This chapter provides analysis of the three early manuscripts that constitute the
first case study of closely related MSS." In Table 2.1 an overview of physical features

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

supplied.
TABLE 2.1: FEATURES AND DESIGNATIONS OF MS GROUP 1
Gregory- von Soden Date Material Folios | Text-Type | Aland
Aland Designation Category

Number

! £34° 111 Papyrus 6 frag. Alex -

n- - 11 Papyrus 199 Alex I

03 81 v Parchment 144 Alex )|

The folios of * 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.

' A table containing the comparative collation information from $*, ", and
Codex Vaticanus has been included in Appendix 1A. 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 1B.

2 Von Soden, Text, 1:185-87, 198, 384, 386, 450, 480-81, 483, 521.
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The lines of text in p* average twelve-to-nineteen characters per line. Currently the MS

is housed at the Bibliothéque 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.” 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.*

For p” (Bodmer Papyrus XIV-XV) the folios have one column of text per page
with an average of 42 lines (varies from 38 to 45) per page, measuring 26 cm. high x
13 cm. wide.” Portions of Luke and John are contained within ", 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

* Vincent Scheil, “Archéologie, Varia,” RB 1 (1892): 113-15. Vincent Scheil,
Institut frangais d'archéologie orientale (Le Caire: Institut Frangais d’archéologie
orientale), 1902. Plates of p* are included, Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, The Tex( of
the New Testament (trans. Erroll F. Rhodes; rev. ed.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987), 96.
Philip W. Comfort and David P. Barrett, The Complete Texts of the Ikarliest 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 1V,” RB 47 (1938): 5-22 for the story.

* Comfort and Barrett, The Complete, 39.

> Rudolf Kasser and Victor Martin, Papyrus Bodmer XIV-XV, 1: XIV: Luc chap. 3-
24; 11: XV: Jean chap. 1-15 (Cologny: n.p., 1961); Kurt Aland, “Neue neutestamentliche
Papyri I11,” NTS 22 (1976): 375-96; Aland & Aland, Text, 101 (Plate 24), Comfort and
Barrett, The Complete, 492.



within the text of the MS. On occasion the text is divided through the use of short
horizontal lines. Currently " 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 of the text are noted
by horizontal dashes and first word extensions into the left margin.

Most textual critics assume that > and B are closely related to one another and
that both are representative of the Alexandrian text-tradition. ® Metzger’s
acknowledgment that B contains the “purest known example of Alexandrnan text,” which
is also preserved in ', is much in line with the conclusions of other textual critics about

these two MSS.” Although some disagreement exists as to how 9 and B are related,

® Bruce M. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission,
Corruption, and Restoration (3d ed.; New York: Oxford University Press, 1992), 41.
Also in Bruce M. Metzger, Manuscripts of the Greek Bible: An Introduction to Greek
Palaeography (New York: Oxford University Press, 1981), 68-69 he concludes that P’ is
“closer to B than any other MS.” The earliest text of Luke and one of the earliest copies
of John was preserved in . Metzger also called P> a “proto-Alexandrian” text (216),
while Aland and Aland simply used the adjective “strict” to describe the text, claiming
that " 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
"), 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*, B, and 1739 were bound by



40
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 ”°” he also suggested P’° and B
were derived from a second-century common ancestor and are “the most closely related

»® Graham Stanton argued that B was

of any two manuscripts of the New Testament.
possibly a direct descendant of ' in spite of the 150 years between them.” Likewise,
Fee suggested a common ancestor and compared their relationship to the closeness of that
of the members of f'.'® The closeness of the MSS led him to conclude that “the

[Egyptian] text of B existed in the second century” in the form of ™. Specifically in
gy p

comparing the text of " 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 (p*, B, and 1739) as “proto-Alexandrian” in Giinther Zuntz, The Text of
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.

* 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 ).

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

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

"' Ibid., 256. See especially his tables on 262-67.
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between P> and B than any of the other MSS included in his study.'? 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."* Philip Comfort also suggested that the scribe of Vaticanus used an
exemplar “very much like ”°.”'* Eldon J. Epp acknowledged the differences between
the MSS in this group yet affirmed that the texts of P’ and B are “virtually identical "'

75 «
5 “could

Likewise, Aland and Aland argued that 2" and B are so closely related that
almost be regarded as its [B] exemplar” where the two MSS are extant.'® Within the last

year David A. Kaden has suggested that 7 is a “possible exemplar” for B in his

evaluation of the addition VR in Rom 11:33." Finally, the relationship between > and

12 Gordon D. Fee, “Codex Sinaiticus in the Gospel of John: A Contribution to
Methodology in Establishing Textual Relationships,” N7 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 P°*®”, P*°, Aleph*, Aleph®, A, C, D, W, and the TR (chosen as
representative “major MSS” before the sixth century). Fee assumed that “the close
relationship of 7 and B has already been clearly demonstrated” (29).

13 Fee, Codex Sinaiticus, 44.

" Philip J. Comfort, The Quest for the Original Text of the New Testament
(Eugene, Oreg.: Wipf & Stock, 2003), 11.

" 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), 68.

' 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 '

So with the close relationship of P’ and B being established, what about their
relationship with 17*? Philip Comfort classified both * and 97" as “proto-Alexandrian.”"’
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 P and 7> In regard to their internal agreement, he notes that there is a 90%

17 David 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,” Nov7 53 (2011): 168.

'* According to Emest 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 of 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, /] problema della recensionalita del
codice B alla luce del papiro Bodmer XIV (AnBib 26; Rome: Pontificio Istituto Biblico,
1966), 84, found a 90% agreement. According to Gordon Fee, “P75, P’ and Origen: The
Myth of Early Textual Recension in Alexandria,” in Studies in the Theory and Method of
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.

' Philip W. Comfort, New Testament Text and Translation Commentary:
Commentary on the Variant Readings of 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 of the third century,
Y appears to have given the minority text.” See Bart D. Ehrman, Studies in the Textual
Criticism of the New Testament (Leiden: Brill, 2006), 366. He also called * “our lone
surviving manuscript from the earlier period” (350). Aland and Aland concluded that *
is one of the eleven papyri that exhibits the “normal” text as opposed to ", 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 9,\4 and 5})75 and the 93% between 9}>4 and B, concluding that

their agreement is remarkable. Although he dates P 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 p’° and P*, both of which are
fragmentary, lacking portions of Luke, including the first two chapters.”?' Comfort
argues that “the original text of Luke is largely contained in p*, 7, and B."?* While the
ongoing discussion regarding whether or not * belonged to the same codex as P** and
p°7 is relevant to the background of this discussion, P°* and p°*” were not included in this
study because they do not contain any Lucan text for comparison with the others. *’ Based
on the agreement between the VUs of the three MSS discussed in the excursus in

Appendix 1B, along with the conclusions of many scholars surveyed above regarding the

% Philip Comfort, “New Reconstructions and Identifications of New Testament
Papyn,” NovT 41, no. 3 (Jul 1999): 214.

21 Ehrman, Studies, 352.
2 Comfort, Quest, 108-9.

% For more, see Theodore Cressy Skeat, “The Oldest Manuscript of the Four
Gospels?” NT'S 43 (1997) 1-43. Peter M. Head, “Is P*, P and P* the Oldest Manuscript
of the Four Gospels? A Response to T. C. Skeat,” N7S§ 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,” N7.8 53 (2007): 604, examined the fibre
orientation of the papyri to conclude that p* and p*4p®’ came from different multiple-
quire codices (604). See also Philip Comfort, “Exploring the Common Identification of
Three New Testament Manuscripts p* % and p°’” 1ynBul 46 (1995). 443-55.
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close relationship between 9* and its descendants P’ and B, attention will be given to the

scribes of " and B as copyists of an exemplars very similar to P, as well as the scribe
of B as copyist of an exemplar much like .

The fragmentary nature of fp" (and to some extent even fp75 ) makes comparing
differences between the MSS in this case study more difficult. For example, the overlap
between " and P’ 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 ' 9" and B

Type of VR | " VRs Not B VRsNot | B VRs Not Relative # of VRs in
in p* in inp” Comparable MSS**

Orthographical 2 10 191 246

Shifts

Nomina Sacra 7 10 39 520

Omissions 2 3 65 146

Substitutions 2 3 49 125

Additions 2 0 32 187

Numenical 1 0 0 -

Abbreviation

Transpositions 0 3 23 154

Movable Nu 0 4 30 195

Consonantal 1 0 8 -

Exchange

Proper Names 2 17 29 70

2% The relative number of VRs in comparable MSS was calculated by searching
through the text-range of P°, ", and B using the HCNTTS apparatus software.
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75
as a Descendant of p*

P

There are only nineteen occasions where the scribe of 9" differs from the extant
text of P*. One of these VRs is an addition of the preposition € after am’ in Luke 4:35,
which serves to harmonize to the parallel in Mark 1:25. Also, in Luke 5:1 (vu #3) the
conjunction xat 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 P that are not found
in P*. The conjunction xali is omitted in Luke 3:20 (vu #15), which the scribe of B also
omits (the conjunction is in brackets in NA?"). The omission in Luke 3:36 (vu #3) of the
reference to Tol Kaivay can easily be explained by parablepsis given the frequent
occurence of the genitive singular article Tol in Luke’s geneaology. Just as there are two
additions and two omissions that are found in ’" but not in P*, two substitutions also
occur. As with the addition of the preposition € to an’ earlier in the verse, in Luke 4:35
(vu #63) the preposition an’ is replaced with €Z to again harmonize to the occurrence of
¢£ twice in the Marcan parallel. The substitution of Aeyeiv for Aaheiv in Luke 4:41" (vu
#63) 1s 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 P*and " 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 cuAdaféobfat. On seven occasions there are differences in nomina sacra, but
only two of these VRs are unique to P’ because of the nature of the shifts from

mvevdpaoty to mvaot in Luke 4:36 (vu #69) and mvevpdtwy to TVTwY 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 6uin Luke 4:41 (vu #45) and x€ in Luke 5:8 (vu #33). The other three nomina sacra
in P’ that are not in 9 are the three-letter Inc in Luke 4:35 (#35), which the scribe of B
shifts to a two-letter form, xv for yptotdv in Luke 4:41 (vu #72), and 60 in Luke 4:43

(vu #48). On a comparative basis, Skeat suggested that P* had a “much less developed
system of nomina sacra” than .

Finally, there is a numerical substitution in Luke 6:13 (vu #20) when dwdexa is
represented by t; two orthographical shifts from t = et occuring in Luke 4:35 (vu #39)
and 5:39 (vu #7); and two occurrences of the proper name "lwdavvny being spelled "Twdvyy
in Luke 3:20 (vu #26) and 5:10 (vu #7). The scribe of B followed the influence of p”°
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 P’ followed an exemplar much like P very
carefully as evidenced by the small number of 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 *
Interestingly while there is more chronological distance between * and B than

there is between * and P”°, there are only 50 VRs differences occurring between p* and

2 Skeat, “The Oldest,” 31.
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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

75 - - 6
"), 10 nomina sacra differences”®, 17 proper names”’, 4 occurrences of the movable nu,

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

substitutions, or consonantal exchanges found in P*and B.

TABLE 2.3: INSIGNIFICANT VRs FOUND IN BBUT NOT ¢*

ORTHOGRAPHICAL SHIFTS

a=Do Luke 1:61;6:2 1= el Luke 3:17.4:35 {3x], 39, 41, 5:33
av D Luke 4:41
NOMINA SACRA
© Luke 4:35 (three-letter Ing in %) w Luke 4:34
¥XE Luke 5:8 e Luke 1:67 (voc in p)
¢ Luke 3:8 & Luke 1:64
6v Luke 1:78; 4:41,43; 5:1
PROPER NAMES
dauid to Savetd Luke 1:69; 6:3 Apvi to Apvet Luke 3:33
lwawvou to lwavou Luke 3:15 MabBovoara to Mabbovaala Luke 3:37
Iwavvrg to lwavrg Luke 3:16 Kaway to Kavay Luke 3:37
lwavvny to lwavny Luke 3:20 Tadidatag to Talerdatag Luke 4:31
HAdto HAe Luke 3:23 Iwavwyy to Jwavyy Luke 5:10
Aegut to Hever Luke 3:24 Iwavvou to lwavou Luke 5:33
EgAt 1o Echet Luke 3:25 Twavwyy to lwavyy Luke 6:14
Marrada to Merrada Luke 3:31 Ti1dwvog to Setdwvog Luke 6:17
MOVABLE NU
Luke 4:33 (avexpagev), 6:2 (ekeotwv), 3 (emomoev), 9 (ebeottv)
TRANSPOSITIONS i
h,uke 3:8 xaprovs afloug] 2, 1 Luke 5:2 duo mAota) 2, |
Luke 4:43 pedet} 2, 1

% The scribe of B shares four of these VRs with "> including 65 in Luke 4:41 (vu
#45), 43 (vu #48); 5:1 (vu #24); and x€ in Luke 5:8 (vu #33).

?7 The scribe of B shares two of these VRs with 9’ including the change from
Twavvny to "lwdvyy in Luke 3:20 (vu #26) and 5:10 (vu #7).
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The substitution VRs are not significant in this pairing of 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 aoféotw; in Luke 5:6 (vu #17) the first rho is dropped
from dieppyooeto; and in Luke 5:38 (vu #3) &A)a is shortened to 4AX’. 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 %"°, omits the conjunction xai which does not fit with either the
parallel or immediate context. In Luke 6:16 (vu #15) xat is once again omitted by the
scribe of B perhaps because in Matt 5:17 the parallel passage contains the conjunction
instead. The final omission VR which occurs in B but not in " is found in Luke 3:33
when the reference to ol Apvada is omitted due to an eye-jump from 7od to Tod. Only
the omission VRs between 9’ and B indicate that harmonization to parallel contexts and

parablepsis were common even in the strict Alexandrian MS tradition.

B as a Descendant of p”°
As indicated in Table 2.2, there are more differences between P~ and B than the
VRs between * and P” or 9* and B combined. Such disparity exists in part because of
the fragmentary nature of P*, yet the types of VR differences between p’° 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 51\75 and B, this is small in comparison to the 1,643 VRé 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 "> and B in an effort to understand

the general nature of scribal traits in this case study.

Orthographical Shifts

TABLE 2.4%*; ORTHOGRAPHICAL SHIFTS FOUND IN VATICANUS BUT NOT "

wDe Luke 24:5 e il Luke 24:45

w20 John 9,37 I At Luke 15:10; John 7:23

a=>ce John 4:17 e A John 11:51

a0 Luke 1:61; 6:2; 23:2: I el Luke 14:29; 16:12; 17:22; 22:8:

John 6:60; 11:12, 46 23.28; 24:17: John 6:24, 53

o ¥ ov John 11:28 I X3 Luke 7:40

nPe Luke 13:28 N A Luke 7:37, 41; 14:10: 16:21;
John 6:64; 11:47

n=> el Luke 14:10 o= a Luke 5:30; 8:5, 13;11:15; 24:21

e 3 Luke 12:39; 23:6 P« Luke 4:6; 5:30; 10:22: 12:17, 21:
John 3:27; 5:19; 12:32; 15:7

(D el Luke 1:63,69: 3:17,22-24, 25,33 [1 of 2J; 4:14, 18, 25 [1 of 2], 26 [1 of 2], 27, 31,
35 [2x}, 39, 41; 5:33:6:3. 7, 17, 37, 44; 7:21, 33-34, 36[2x], 37, 39 [1 of 2]: 8:8, 26,
41;9:14-15, 42, 55, 10:11; 11:3, 17,26, 37. 38, 39, 42,43, 53; 12:1, 32, 42, 37, 13']
2,31; 14:1,26,31: 15:2, 23, 30; 16:14, 21: 17:2 [2x], 20, 27; 18:10-11, 15; 22:27,
30; 23:6, 14, 49, 55; 24:6. 14; John 2:1, 11: 3:1, 4,9, 17-18, 20, 23 4:1, 3, 6, 43-44,
45[2x]. 46, 47, 52, 54: 5:12, 23]4x]. 30: 6:1. 10, 13, 19, 30, 54: 11:8, 46, 57 7:1, 9.
24, 32[1 0of 2], 33, 41, 45, 47, 48, 52|2x]: 8:13, 15]2x], 16, 24, 26, 56: 9:13, 15-16.
40; 12:19, 21, 23, 24, 30 | 1 of 2], 42, 47 [2x], 48

% Fifty-nine of these orthographical shifts found only in B represent singular or
sub-singular readings: 1 = euin Luke 24:45 (vu #13); £ 9 « in Luke 15:10 (vu #30); ¢ 9
atin Luke 14:29 (vu #33); 22:8 (vu #14); 24:17 (vu #24); John 6:24 (vu #55); et > tin
Luke 7:37 (vu #13); John 6:64 (vu #7);, o & « in Luke 5:30 (vu #5); 8:13 (vu #25); 11:15
(vu #7); 24:21 (vu #5); ea = «in John 3:27 (vu #28); and « =» et 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); 11:17 (vu #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 1 to €1 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 ®apetoaiwy (Luke 5:30 [vu #10], 7:36 [vu #7, 30],

et al.), Newcodnuos (John 3:4 [vu #13], 9 [vu #7)), Zauapettév (Luke 9:52 [vu #36], et

al.), and Tadedaiav (Luke 4:14 [vu #36], 31 [vu #21], et al).”’ Interestingly, similar shifts

occur in P’ but not with as much frequency (shift to Newédnpos 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 (w to o, 9 to t, t to €, € T0 ) or to

similar appearance (o to a, & to ov).

Nomina Sacra

TABLE 2.5°%: NOMINA SACRA FOUND IN VATICANUS BUT NOT IN "

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

g Luke 1:67; 4:8, 12 XE Luke 7:6

oc Luke 3:8; 7:16 jan) Luke 4:18-19; 10:39; 16:15 (from Bcov)
Gv Luke 1:78; 4:3, 9, 6:4%,9:2 P73 Luke G:5*

1) Luke 17:18 Ay Luke 4:8, 12,7:19

9 Ve

Lutke [:67

Luke 4:34, 6:11%; 8:41

gl

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

» Agreements with p* are common with the shift to dapetcatwy as in Luke 5:33

(vu #35) and Luke 6:7 (vu #13).

*® The only singular reading involving nomina sacra found only in Vaticanus
occurs in Luke 16:15 (vu #37) where 0zov is replaced with xv.




to the lacunae in ' in many of 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 P* or 7>, No observable
pattern or unusual nomina sacra are found that would help to explain these divergences
from the exemplar. The most interesting vaniation occurs in the singular reading of

Luke 16:15 (vu #37) where the scribe changes eo¥ 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 "

PRONOUNS CONJUNCTIONS
auToL John 7:47; 8:28 0 John 3:18; 859
auTta Luke 18:16 ot Luke 5:39; 6:15; 9:28; 22:39,
23:11,50 (1 of 2)
QUTWV Luke 18:15 oTt John 3:28; 4:42; 10:7
ADIJECTIVE/ADVERB ouv Luke 13:7; John 841, 52; 12:29
eyang Luke 24:52 g Luke 6:4%*
tag Luke 17:34 PARTICLE
T John 4:3 av | Luke 12:39
Tag John 12:46 VERBS
PREPOSITIONS Aeyw John 107
Cam Luke 12:58 Aeywy Luke 23:39
£M1 Luke 4:25 oVTES Luke 6:3*
ave Luke 9:3

*! 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
£V Luke 13:21: John 2:19 oLdE £X John 1:13
BeApaTos avipog
ARTICLES ouv xal gvu{/a'ro John 9:7
xat nAfev
n John 8:9; 11:18 Ta TPOG Luke 14:32
0 Luke 4:8; 51]0; ()?3*, 9*‘, N MOTLG COU Luke 17:19
10:37; 18:10; John 3:24; TETWXEY O€
514, 7:1.16; 8:39, 42,
10:7,23, 34
7o John 7:50 oL TaTEPES Luke 6:26
QUTLV
Tou Luke 16:10; John 6:46 Toug aofevelg Luke 9:2
™ John 2:23 ABBREVIATION
TV John 12:53 aMha-aAX Luke 5:38
Tov John 11:21 Je-0 Luke 7:41; 8:13
TWY 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 "Inoobs 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
#41; "Inootv (John 11:21 [vu #16}); beds (John 8:42 [vu #13]); beol (John 6:46 [vu #28]);
and mam)p (John 8:39 [vu #371).>* The scribe of B omitted conjunctions on 16 occasions
and most frequently omitted the conjunction xai (Luke 5:39 [vu #3]; 6:15 [vu #15]; 9:28
[vu #27]; 22:39 [vu #23]; 23:11 [vu #5], S50 [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

32 The omission of the article in Luke 6:3 and 6:9 also occurs in .
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(vu #28) the reference to of maTépes abTdv 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 [toU¢ dabeveic] 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 9 wloTig cov ceocwxév o 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 0062 to o0dt and omitted the phrase o0d¢ €x
BeAnuaTog dvopos (which follows the phrase o0d¢ éx bedpatos capxdc) intended to
contrast the birth from above with the will of man from John’s prologue. In John 9:7 (vu
#43), théugh no indication is given of an accidental omission, the reference to the blind
man’s going away to wash and returning with vision (00v xal évipato xal RABev) is

omitted so that he just walks away seeing.

Substitutions

TABLE 2.7%*: SUBSTITUTIONS IN VATICANUS NOT INp”

VERBS — NOUNS
avantuus] avolfag Luke 4:17 oadues] ooduateg Luke 12:35
xplavylalovra] xpalovra Luke 4:41 Tnv ynv] Tov Tomov Luke 13:7
amexarotaby] amoxteotaby Luke 6:10 olxovoyov] otxovopous Luke 16:1
avTipetpyfnoetat] petpnbnoetal Luke 6:38 Ioxapuwrov] loxaplwing John 13:2
avexabioev] exabioey Luke 7:15 ADIJECTIVES
gofovreg] ecfovreg Luke 10:7 aoPeotw] aPeotw Luke 3:17
UTOTROOET ] UTOTROTETE Luke 10:20 el ndn Luke 9:12
amodeoag] amoleoy Luke 15:4 evos] odywy Luke 10:42

*> 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
ekovatalovres) ebouatalovrat Luke 22:25 TeETapTaLog] TETAPTEDS J John 11:39
amooTelw] ekamooTeEAw Luke 24:49 PREPOSITIONS
| €0TnxXEV] oTRXEL John 1:26 et Tv] ev John 4:46
TEPLOTEVTAVT R ] TIEPITTEVOVTY John 6:12 mpo] Tpog John 5:7
anofavn] amobvnoxy John 6:50 ec] &t John 7:38
VERBS PRONOUNS
{noet] {noerar John 6:51 ahov] eTepov Luke 7:19
dedwxev] edwxev John 7:19 avtng] avty Luke 8:54
eyevwnpeba] xeyevnonuevey John 8:52 avwTepov] a Luke 14:10
yevanrtal bavarov] Bewpnam John 8:52 avtov] eautou Luke 18:14
epyaleobu] epyaleobe John 9:4 ooa] o John 4:29
EpUYVEVET o] EpUNVEVETE lohn 9:7 epe] pe John 6:37
METMOTEURA] TLOTEVXQ John 11:31 auTog) auTo John 7:4
emAnpwly] emdnaby John 12:3 eoTv] TapeoTly John 7:6
eoTat] eoTv John 14:17 gpot] pot John 8:12
PARTICLES
ouyi] ouy Luke 17:17 DUPLICATION
oLdETIW ] OUTW John 7:39 Tappnota] mapyoia John 3:17; 11:59
ou] ouxe John 10:25

The scribe of 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 #371); or mood (John 9:4 {vu #52}). On a few occasions the prefix preposition of a
verb is omitted as with the change from dvmipetpndnoetat to petpnbnoetar in Luke 6:38
(vu #47) or avexabioev to éxabioev in Luke 7:15 (vu #4). In Luke 4:17 (vu #21) the
replacement of qvamtiéfas with dvoifuc maintains the same form (aorist active participle
nominative masculine singular) but changes the base verb from avantioow to avolyw.
The scribe of B did not harmonize to other passages by means of substitution as often as
the scribe of P”°. 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 yeboyrat
to Bewpnon in 8:52 (vu #61), as is the case with the change from éottv to Tapeativ in John

7:6 (vu #34). The shift from present to future tense in Luke 6:7 (vu #20) with bepamedoet



serves to harmonize the words of Jesus to Mark 3:2. Similarly, in Luke 7:19 (vu #17)

dAAov is replaced with €tepov, which harmonizes well with the language of Matt 11:3.

Additions
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TABLE 2.8**: ADDITIONS IN VATICANUS NOT IN p”°

ADVERBS VERBS

+ exet i John 7:34 Luke 6:7 + Depameut
PARTICLES Luke 11:25 + oxoiaovra

+ Y€ pot John 14:1] MULTIWORD

+ Uy John 6:25 John 5:45 + TPOg TOV MATEPX
ARTICLES Luke 10:42 + 1) €VOg

+0 Luke 7:39; John 3:5 Luke 11:9 + upuy O

+ TQ John 8:15 Luke 12:39 + EYPNYOPNTEY av Xat

+ TV Luke 10:19 Luke 13:22 + TopEIay

+ ToU Luke 10:15 Luke 14:10 + mpocavafBnfia

+ TV Luke 6:29; John 3:25 Luke 13:21 + OO0V ME WG EVE TWV

wabiwy gov
CONJUNCTIONS Luke 22:9 + oot dayety To maocya
+ xa Luke 7:47; John 12:10, 18; | John 5:45 + TIPOS TOV TATEP
+ 0Tl John 7:40 NONSENSE
INTERJECTION Luke 11:27 Baoracaca - Bactaca
+ @ ! John 6:19 Luke 7:43 EXpVIS
ABBREVIATIONS DUPLICATION
John 3:8; 11:52 | a2 - adda Luke 5:6 SteppnooeTo-OiEpNOUETO
Luke 23:8 U — VO

The scribe of B frequently added articles (2x) and conjunctions (4x) to the text.

Unlike as in SJ)75, harmonization seems to be responsible for a number of the verbal and

multiword additions to the text. The addition of oxoAd{ovta in Luke 11:25

* Additions that occur only in B that are singular or sub-singular readings include:

particles—John 6:25 (vu #4); articles—ILuke 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 éypyydpnoev &v xai 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 oot
dayeiv 10 maoyae 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

mpocavafrnbia since the aorist imperative form of the verb occurs in the same verse.

Transpositions
Twenty-three transpositions occur in B that are not in ", Thirteen of 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]).%’

Movable Nu
Thirty differences in the use of the movable nu are found between ° and B. The
most frequent variations of this type in B involve the shift from elmev to eine (John 4:29
[vu #16]; 7:36 [vu #19]). The change from mdav to méat occurs only once in B (Luke

9:43 {vu #30]). The only other word that occurs twice in B is the dropping of 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 é&eotv in Luke 6:2 (vu #17) and 6:9 (vu #17). Other words that drop their final nu in B

that differ from ” include dpoBaiv (Luke 4:11 [vu #13]); adtév (Luke 3:22 [vu #33]):
Siédetmey (Luke 7:45 [vu #15]); €6idagev (Luke 11:1 [vu #42]); émoinoev (Luke 6:3 [vu
#257); éwpaxév (John 6:46 [vu #14]); fpev (John 5:9 [vu #37]); xatédnoev (Luke 10:34

[vu #6]); ouvéyoualy (Luke 8:45 [vu #25]); and wépav (John 6:22 [vu #22]).

Consonantal Exchange
Outside of the proper names treated as part of 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

ua>v | Luke 23:48

y=<Vv | Luke 18:1; 22:55; 23:15; John 10:22

X >k | Luke 6:26; 7:22 42

Proper Names
In B consonantal exchange from 7 to 6 (Luke 3:24-25; 37) or i 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 VARIATIONS IN VATICANUS NOT IN p”

Iwavrg (from lwavvyg) Luke 3:16; 7:33; MabBoucaia Luke 3:37
9:54; John 1:28, {from Mafovoala)
32, 35;3:23-24;




41 10:40, 41[2]

lwavvou (from lwavov) Luke 3:15: 5:33; Martbat (from Mabfat) | Luke 3:24
John 1:40, 42; 3:25

Iwavvyy (from lwavyy) John 3:26: 6:14: Mabbabiov Luke 3:25
9:28 {from Mottafiov)

lwava (from lwavwa) Luke 8:3 MerTada Luke 3:31

(from Meattaba)
lwBed (from lwfnr) Luke 3:32 Ziedowt (from Zidwwt) Luke 10:13
Katvay {from Katvay) Luke 3:37 Tifeptados John 6:23

(from Tifetados)

The Scribes of P and B as Copyists
The scribe of ’° has been described as both “professional” and “Christian.”*®
The strong, Alexandrian text is comparable to late second-century MSS, including .
Royse suggested that %”° and B go back to a common ancestor at least in the second
century.”’ He found the error rate of the scribe of P’ to be lower than any of 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 7" 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).*®

%6 Comfort, Encountering, 493. Comfort based his conclusion that the scribe was
a Christian on his frequent use of nomina sacra, especially ctavpds. He also argued that
the sectional divisions with large text were intended for a congregation setting.

37 Royse, Scribal, 617.

 1bid., 656-59, 704.
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According to this collation and analysis, in regard to nomina sacra (the largest

area of disagreement) " follows P closely where the two MSS are both extant, yet
even with only nineteen occasions where the scribe of §° differs from the text of
some conclusions regarding scribal traits in " can be maintained. Regarding nomina
sacra, the scribe of " is most creative with the unusual form 7vast in Luke 4:36 (vu
#69) and mvTwv in 6:18 (vu #22), along with his or her three-letter I5¢ 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 P, as
compared to his or her ancestor %, 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 of a
substitution of ¢& for an’ in Luke 4:35 (vu #63). Similarly, the scribe of P’ harmonized
to the immediate context in Luke 5:1 (vu #3) with the addition of xal. On one occasion
the scribe of P 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 "> are more significant than the additions because of the tendency to omit
material due to parablepsts; yet this is a reversal of the trend one sees in B, where

omissions are minor and additions involve weightier words.”

3 1bid., 704.
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Although most of the tendencies that were used to describe the scribe of 7 could

be used to descnibe the scribe of B, a few outstanding tendencies of the scribe of B should
be noted. Unlike the scribe of ", 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 8eo to xU 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 p’°. As with 7°, in regard to orthographical shifts the 1 to et shift is by
far the most common. Regarding substitutions, the scribe of 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 o%0¢ to 000t 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 of 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 of the activity of the scribal hands of P’° 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 of their own. The largest impact the scribes of 7

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 ’* and 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 of 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 P> 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 rnisk 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.



CHAPTER 3

CASE STUDY 2: D*, EP/D™! FP, AND G°

This chapter provides analysis of the four manuscripts that constitute the second
case study of closely related MSS." In the table below an overview of physical features

including the date, matenial, folios, and important designations for each manuscript, are

provided.
TABLE 3.1: FEATURES AND DESIGNATIONS OF MS GROUP 2
Gregory-Aland | Von Soden | Date | Material | Folios | Text-Type | Aland
Number Designation Category
DP (06) 1026° VI | Parchment | 533 Western 11
EP/D*™™! (06™1) 1027 IX | Parchment | 177 | Western 11
F’ 010 01029 IX | Parchment | 136 Western 11
G’ 012 a1028 IX | Parchment | 99 Western 111

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/ D™ (06™', Codex

' Comparative collation information is included in Appendix 2A, while an
excursus providing more information on these MSS has been included in Appendix 2B.

? Von Soden, Texr, 1:124, 169, 488-89.

63
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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 D" is housed in Paris, while its copy,
EP/D™! i kept at St. Petersburg, Russia.’

D™ is the only uncial MS to have the “abs” superscript with the Gregory-Aland
number. The “abs” superscript is derived from the German word abschrifi, meaning
“copy, or duplicate.” Kurt and Barbara Aland described how D**' is the source of two

bs .
! was copied

copies, one of which is D**.* Even though Metzger concluded that since D
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, F¥ and G, most textual critics
assume these two uncials are closely related at the least from a common archetype,
descendants of 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 G* was the exemplar for F* while

? Information in this paragraph is from Kurt Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste der
Grieschen Handschrifien des Neuen Testaments (2d ed.; Berlin: De Gruyter, 1994), 19.

4 Aland and Aland, 7he Text, 110. D*? 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 D** has been
concluded that this MS has far less value than D™ See Parker, An Introduction, 259,
355.

> Metzger, The Text, 52-53, 56; Metzger, Manuscripts, 28-29.
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Wettstein argued that F” was the exemplar for G*.° 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 of the pen; 968 itacisms, or changes
of one vowel to another; 166 relate to the similar interchange of consonants; 71 1o
grammatical or orthographical forms; while the real various readings amount to 200, of
which 32 arise from the omission or insertion of the article.”’

Codex Augiensis (F? 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 of fine vellum with double columns in
which the Latin text was positioned on the outside of the page. Each page has 28 lines
and measures 23 cm. x 19 cm.® 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.” It is now housed in the Trinity College library in Cambridge,

® Westcott and Hort, An Introduction, 568-69. See also Joannis Jacobus Wettstein,
Novum Testamentum Graecum (2 vols.; 1751; repr., Graz: Aleademisch Druck, 1962),
2.1751-54.

” Frederick Henry Ambrose Scrivener, An Exact Transcript of the Codex
Augiensis (Cambridge, Mass.: Deighton, Bell, & Co., 1859), xxx, xxvi.

* Aland, Kurzefapte, 37. 3. K. Elliott, 4 Bibliography of Greek New Testament
Manuscripts (ed. G. N. Stanton; SNTSMS 62; Cambridge, Mass.: Cambridge University
Press, 1989), 44-45. See also Scrivener, An Ixact, xxiii; Metzger, The Text, 52; Aland
and Aland, 7he Text, 110.

? 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.'? 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 of the
manuscript and to label it F*. Bentley then purchased the MS for 250 Dutch Florins in
1718."" The Western text of F* was published by F. H. A. Scrivener (1813-1891) in
1859."

Codex Boernerianus (GP 012) 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 F?, 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."” It was previously owned by its namesake,
C. F. Borner, 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

' David Trobisch, Paul’s Letter Collection: Tracing the Origins (Minneapolis,
Minn.: Fortress, 1994), 12.

" Scrivener, An Exact, xxiii.
"2 Metzger, The Text, 52.

13 Aland and Aland, The Text, 110; Aland, Kurzefafte, 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.”'* 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.'® 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.'® 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.'” Today Codex Boemerianus is kept in the
Sachsische Landesbibliothek in Dresden, Germany.'*

Richard Bentley was the first to record the similarities between the F” and G”.
W. H. P. Hatch (1875-1972) recorded that Bentley bought F* from L. C. Mieg of

Heidelberg in 1718 and borrowed G from C. F. Bérner of Leipzig for about five years

1 Samuel Prideaux Tregelles, The Greek New Testament (2 vols.; London: n.p.,
1857), 2:1.

"> Metzger, The Text, 52-3.
16 Scrivener, An Ixact, xxix.
" Westcott and Hort, Introduction, 658.

'8 Trobisch, Paul’s, 12.
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until he made a copy and returned the original.'”” These two ninth-century manuscripts
have proven 1o be faithful representatives.” In regard to the punctuation in these codices,
in F' 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 G” the punctuation differs in
that space was left between the words rather than the use of 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.*'

Both F? and G” were affected by secondary hands. At the end of manuscript F?
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.”?? 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 of both were
examples of Greek writing in Western Europe as a “distinctly imitative” text “in Latin

223

miniscules and Greek bastard uncials.”“” The Latin of F” isin a cursive hand with a few

19 Hatch, “On the Relationship,” 188.
20 R,
Zuntz, The Text, 86.
2 Scrivener, An Exact, xxvii.
22 Ibid., xxix.

 Sir Edward Maude Thompson, An Introduction to Greek and Latin
Palaeography (Oxford: 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 F' is akin to the Vulgate, whereas G” is
related more to the Old Latin.

In regard to previous research on the scribal tendencies of F* and G, Parsons
noted that the scribes of F” and GP distinguished between odpxivés and caepxivois in Rom
7:14; 1 Cor 3:1; and Heb 7:16.** 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 F”, especially based on the letter y.”> He went on to
suggest that F” and G” represent two extremes: G” preserved an accurate copy, while F?

did not, especially in light of F”’s importation of a different Latin text.

" Mikeal C. Parsons, “SARKINOS, SARKINOIS in Codices F and G- A Text
Critical Note,” N1.5 34 (1988): 153.

** 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,?® 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.”?” 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 E* (D*™') as the copy of DF, Joseph Barber

Lightfoot (1828-1889) and Tregelles were not sure as to whether or not F" and G® were

% The top left image was adapted from Eshbaugh, “Theological,” 32. The bottom
right image was adapted from Hatch, “On the Relationship,” 196.

? David C. Parker, “The Majuscule Manuscripts of the New Testament,” in 7he
Text of 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. ™ What
would this exemplar have looked like? The exemplar would have been a Graeco-Latin
bilingual manuscript a century or two older than F? and P 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.”” 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.* Tregelles
dissented slightly from most of these others in that he argued that F* was probably from
the eighth century.”’

Wettstein favored the theory that G* was derived from F? but stated that he could
see how the priority of G” could be preferred as well. This suggestion was rarely favored
due to the greater frequency of VRs in FP. A third view is that F® was derived from G,
which seems more likely given that in many ways F? is inferior to G”. 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

% William H. P. Hatch, “On the Relationship of Codex Augiensis and Codex
Boernerianus of the Pauline Epistles,” HSCP 60 (1951): 193-94.

? parker, Codex, 270-78.
30 Scrivener, An Ixact, xxiv.

3 Tregelles, The Greek, 2:1.
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that the two shared a cousin-like collateral relationship.*® 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 G is a better representative of the ancestor
than FP. Yet Parker expressed doubt regarding the relationship between F* and G?
because of the vast differences in the two Latin texts.”® Given that E” is a direct copy of
DP, while F® and G” are related to D, 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 G” at the conclusion of the chapter.

Manuscript E? as a Direct Copy of Manuscript D*

TABLE 3.2: SUMMATION OF WHERE D™ DIFFERS FROM EXEMPLAR™ |

TYPE OF VR Dabs1 VRs NOT IN DP Relative # of VRs in Comparable 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

*? Hatch, “On the Relationship,” 196.
3 parker, Codex, 37.

** The relative number of VRs in comparable MSS was calculated by searching
through the text-range of D and D**' using the HCNTTS apparatus software. The same
methodology was used to calculate relative numbers of VRs for the FP/G” comparison to
DP discussed later in this chapter.



Orthographical Shifts
The scribe of D*™' shifted orthographies not present in D" on 67 occasions. When
standing apart from his or her exemplar, the scribe departed from the common t = e shift
predominant in many MSS, given that the MS most frequently shifts orthographies from
v 1 (14x) or t > v from (14x). Although 22 different categories of shifts occur in D*!

alone, only 16 have a single occurence in the entire MS. The only other significant shift

to note in D*™! is the £t = t exchange, which occurs 9 times.

TABLE 3.3: ORTHOGRAPHICAL SHIFT VARIATIONS IN D*™'

[T X Heb 10:38 w *» ov Heb 8:11
wPo Rom 5:21; 11:1; 5:14; 16:26 [2x], ad 2Tim 4:14
27;2Cor 7:8; 12:6; Heb 11:22

ade Heb 11:33 A Rom 7:17;11:19; 1 Cor 10:5, 27, 29 {2x];
Heb 3:3; 7:5;9:9

n2a Heb 11:34 0w Rom 2:1; 13:7; 1 Cor 14:16; Heb 11:31

2o Heb 9:9 11 Rom 15:26; 16:14

N1 Rom 3:3 e BV Rom 3:4,19;4:11-12, 14; 5:19; 6:16
2x],17;8:1,37;10:5; 11:9; 16:15

12w Heb 10:16 L 2Tim 2:7

NS Rom 4:3 L= el 1 Thess 3:9

0> 1Cor 10:33 v Rom 13:11

I A Rom 10:3 vV 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= ov Rom 14:11
Substitutions

The scribe of D*™' 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
"Inool Xprotod Tol xuplov is replaced with xv, which given the tendency to expand divine
names could result from parablepsis given the catenative string of genitive singulars. On

bs1

three occasions the careful scribe of D™ made substitutions for the purpose of

heightening meaning in the text. In 2 Tim 2:3 the adjective xaAds is replaced with the




preposition obv 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 mept is replaced with dmep in Heb 5:3 (vu #32) to make Christ’s action as

High Priest “in behalf of” the people even more explicit. Finally, in Heb 9:11 (vu #12)

the aorist participle yevouévwv is replaced with the comparative phrase péAlov tév to

emphasize the elevated nature of the tabernacle Christ entered.

TABLE 3.4°%. SUBSTITUTION VARIATIONS IN D**! ALONE

VERBS NOUNS
ETEPITTEVTEY | MEPLTTEVOEV Rom 3:7 Ir)o%u XptoTov Tou xuptov] Rom 1:4
X
eAOn] eXd Rom 3:8 ABpaau] ABpaa Rom 4:3, 9, 13
adebnoav] adpednoav Rom 4.7 yaptv] xapty Rom 4:16
Tebetxa] TeTerxa Rom 4:16 xpovov] xpovov Rom 7:1
Aafouga] Aafoug Rom 7:8 TIVELRATIXOG ] TVLRATIXOG Rom 7:14
napalniwow] napaninow Rom 11:14 Bavatoute] Bavatov Rom 8:13
eloeAln] etoedon Rom 11:25 xapal xapa Rom 14:17
exdueovvreg] exdixovvte Rom 12:19 omptiat] ompplat Rom 16:25
Aupovtat] Anppovrat Rom 13:2 embupnTag] emovuntag I Cor 10:6
vmexonv] umaxovy Rom 16:26* €00TTpOU ] EFONTP 1 Cor 13:12%
apea)] apom 1 Cor 7:34 dbopa] ¢bpa 1 Cor 15:42
QuapTavovTEs] auapTavovts 1 Cor 8:12 avayxn] avaxym 1 Thess 3:7
mpagow] mpag 1 Cor 9:17 AcAupatiav] AvApatia 2 Tim 4:10
Tpexw] TeEYW 1 Cor 9:26 yevea] yeveag Heb 3:10
TMPOTEUYOUEVY | TTPOTEUY OUEV 1 Cor11:5 Taura) exetvy Heb 3:10
xataxpbuwyev] xataxpitwiey 1 Cor 11:32 eAeos] edeov Heb 4:16
doxovvra] doxouta 1 Cor 12:22 Zednp] Zain Heb 7:1
mpodnTevopev] TpodnTeUY 1 Cor 13:9 ADJECTIVE/ADVERRB
amoxaivdbn] anoxaduon 1 Cor 14:30 oude) oute 1 Thess 2:3
XATAPYOUEVNY ] *aTaptovpevyy 2 Cor 3.7 unde] pyte 2 Thess 2:2
ovTeg] onteg 2 Cor 5:4 etepov] eTepo Heb 7:11
TAPAXEAOUVTOS ] TTAPIIAAOUVTO 2 Cor 5:20 guypnoTov] euxpnoTo Phlm 11
evexev] elvexev 2Cor 7:12, 20 | modwv] moddw Heb 9:28
1 Thess 3:2

emepauey] emevapey

** The following substitutions in D

1:8 (vu #28).

absl

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
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| VERBS PREPOSITIONS
evayyehw] evayyeiio 2 Thess 1:8 owv] ouv Rom 10:14
dwn) dw 2 Tim 2:25 umep ] uTept 1 Thess 3:2
dayovtes] Srayovte Titus 3:3 xahos] owv 2 Tim 2:3
a) wy Titus 3:5 xat] xata 2 Tim 4:1
yevnBupev] yevoueba | Titus 3.7 1] ta Heb 3:19
dteAniuBota] dredndutota Heb 4:14 mept] uMep Heb 5:3
YEVEQAOYOUEVOUS] YEVEXYOUEVOS Heb 7:6 PRONOUNS L
EMOVpaviwy] emoupaviw Heb 8:5 auTwy] avtw Rom 3:13
Aeywv] Aeyw Heb 9:20 nuetg] nuex Rom 6:4
uwobnoopat] pvnobneduw Heb 10:17 vuwv] vpw 1 Thess 3:6
PEPAVTIOUEVOL] EppaVITUEVOL Heb 10:22 pe] eue 2 Tim 4:9
Aedovouevot] Aedovusvor Heb 10:22 auTou] eauTou Heb 5:3
exduenong] exduxet Heb 10:30 autov] auTto Heb 5.7
Phrepmopevov] Bremouevay Heb 11:4 vpwy] vpw Heb 6:11
XAXOUYXOUHEVOL] XaXOYOUUEVOL Heb 11:37 Nuwv] npw Heb 7:14
MULTIWORD avtov] auto Heb 11:7
8t avtny] dia TavTyy Heb 5:3 avtwv] autw Heb 11:35
yevopevwv] peldov Twy Heb 9:11 vpwv] vpw Heb 12:3
ARTICLES eautov] equToug Heb 12:3
ot} o 1 Cor 15:6 CONJUNCTIONS
oln 2 Thess 2:16 alia] el Rom 9:8
wln Heb 7:11 oAA] adha Rom 9:32
og] 0 Rom 3:30 eav] oW | Thess 2:7
PARTICLES droti] Sto 1 Thess 2:18
ot} ou Rom 4:14 xabamep] xatanep | Thess 4:5
xabwonep] xabamep Heb 5:4
ouv] yap Heb 8:4

Nomina Sacra
The scribe of D*™' typically agreed with the nomina sacra in D, but on 28
occasions he or she stood apart from the exemplar. The most frequently occuring nomina
sacra VRs found only in D are x¢ and 6¢, which each occurred on four occasions. No
observable patterns were evident as to why the scribe of D™ differs from the exemplar
on these occasions, although the nomina sacra VRs in D**' did all occur in Romans,

1 Corinthians, or Hebrews.
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TABLE 3.5: NOMINA SACRA VARIATIONS IN D™' ALONE

avou Rom 7:1 XV 1 Cor 10:9

avog Rom 10:5 X5 Rom 5:6, 11; 1 Cor 10:4: Heb 3:6
Vv Rom 2:29 X9 Rom 5:15; 16:25

oad Rom 1:3 e Rom 1:4

fu Rom 1:1, 4; 3118, 206 e Rom 8:6

'3 Rom 8:3; 1 Cor 12:24; Heb 1.9 v Rom 1.8; 5:15; 16:25

[twice]
fw 1 Cor 14:2 xv 1 Cor 14:21 (from xuptou)
A | Rom 9:6 uu Rom I3
Additions

While the scribe of D*™ added material not found in D” 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 Aéyet yép 6 6¢ serves to harmonize the introduction of

the quotation to this formulaic expression elsewhere, including the phrase xabws eimev 6

Beds in v. 16 itself. Likewise, the addition of Aéyet %< in Heb 10:30 (vu #18) parallels a

similar expression that occurs in 10:16.

TABLE 3.6°®: ADDITION VARIATIONS IN D®' BUT NOT D”

ADVERBS/ADIECTIVES CONJJNCTIONS
+ axpny Heb 5:13 + yap ! Thess 2:9; Heb 7:11
+ aogmovdovg | Rom 1:31 + 0 2 Cor 8:13
+ TOAAY 2Cor7:4 + xat Rom 1:24; 11:26,: 2 Cor 1'5; 9:4;
1 Tim6:16;2 Tim 4:17; Heb
5:10; 9:10
+ TIpoTy) Heb 9:9 + 0Tt 1 Cor 7:29, 2 Cor 7:4
PRONOUNS PREPOSITIONS
+ QUTOUS 2 Cor 10:12 + dta Titus 3:5
+ QUTOU Rom 15:19; Heb 11:5 + gy 2Cor 3:9;7:11; 2 Thess 1:10;
Heb 11:34
+ NPV 1 Thess 3:2 + mEpt 1Cor 9:9

% The following additions in D***' alone are singular readings: the addition of the
pronoun adTobs in 2 Cor 10:12 (vu #8); the preposition év in 2 Cor 3:9 (vu #26); and the

multiword addition in 1 Thess 4:17 (vu #26).
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+ UE 1 Cor 15:51 VERRBS

+ {ou Phim 10 + ECTE I Thess 2:10

+ vpag 1 Thess 3:2 + EOTIV Rom 4:16

+ LYWy Rom 122 ]
PARTICLES NOUNS .

+apny J 1 Thess 5:28; 2 Thess 3:18; Phlm 25 +%5 1 Thess 3:11
ARTICLES +€ 1 Thess 3:12

+0 1 Thess 4:6; Heb 7:10; 9:24 + %0 2 Tim 4:1; Titus 1:4

|+ Heb 11:21 +xV Heb 3:1

+78 2 Thess 2:10 MULTIWORD

+TWw 1 Thess 2:4 + 0U oUoY 1 Cor 10:20

+ T Titus 3:8 + dta Tov 1 Cor11:8

+ TWv Rom 913', 1 Cor 14:10 +)\eygg yap o 9’;‘ 2 Cor 6:16 o
NONSENSE MULTIWORD

+ abupioa’ Heb 10:1 + % Staxovoy Tov BU° 1 Thess 3:12

+ EVOUVOLG Heb 10:34 + TR X@ I Thess 4:17

+ Atmapowxor | Heb 11:13 + OTL TEL ELOU OV TOS 2 Thess 2:5

MULTIWORD + TEMOG 1) 2 Tim 3:17
+Aeyet K& | Heb 10:30 + quv epot 2 Tim 4:11
Omissions

As demonstrated in Table 3.7, of the 15 occasions where D™ differs from D",
five conjunctions, five phrases, four articles, and one pronoun are omitted. Three of the
five multiword omissions are the result of parablepsis. The omission of the phrase ovx
EoTv 6 mOLV YproTéTYTa 0Vx EoTwy in the singular reading of Rom 3:12 results from a
jump from oVx €Tty to oUx €ativ. The skip from mv¢ to mvg in | Cor 12:7-8 results in the
singular reading omission of mpd¢ T6 oupdépov @ pév yap Sia ol wVE, while the omission
of the phrase €71 oTe év Talis auaptiag Hpév results from a jump from dudv to dudv in

1 Cor 15:17 (vu #20).

TABLE 3.7: OMISSION VARIATIONS IN D**' BUT NOT D°

PRONOUNS CONJUNCTIONS
EY® Rom 7:20 xal Rom 4:14; 11:33; 1 Thess 4:8;
Heb 11:20
ARTICLES Te Rom 16:26
1 | 2 Thess 2:22 MULTIWORD
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ARTICLES MULTIWORD
0 2 Thess 2:3 0UX ECTLY 0 TToLwV YpnoTotnra oux | Rom 3:12
EOTLY
oV Heb 9:19 Tou SoBevrog nutv Rom 5:5
Tou I Thess 4:3 eBvwv amoctoros* Rom 11:13

PO To CURPEPOY & ReY Yap Sia 1 Cor 12:7-8
TOU TIVEVHATOS

£TE ETE €V TOUG QUAPTIALS VLWV 1 Cor 15:17

Transpositions
Only 14 transpositional VRs are found in D™ 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 D*™' drops a final nu that was not moved in his or
absl .

her exemplar.’’ Three of the occasions are singular readings in D***' including the verbs

duvapeaty in Heb 2:4 (vu #24), ébayouev in 2 Thess 3:8 (vu #8), and uéidovoay in Heb

2:5 (vu #14).

3" These include dvumétaxtov in Heb 2:8; amoAvTpwaty in Heb 11:35; dméorodov
in Heb 3:1; dpwpov in Heb 9:14; afitov in Heb 3:2; adtédv in Rom 11:17 and Heb 2:10;
ynpdoxov in Heb 8:13; edopévny in 2 Cor 8:1; duvauéow in Heb 2:4; eiye in Heb 9:1;
€ipnxév in Heb 1:13; Exwuev in Heb 6:18; éddyopey in 2 Thess 3:8; épyduevov in Heb 6:7;
goynxapev in Rom 5:2; éotedavewpévov in Heb 2:9; ématody in 1 Thess 5:27; éopev in
1 Thess 5:5; ¢omwv in Heb 7:15; xateoxevaopévwy in Heb 9:6; xexowwvnxev in Heb 2:14;
uérdovoay in Heb 2:5; pévov in Heb 9:10; duvdovoty in Heb 6:16; méAv in Heb 11:10;
mpooédepey in Heb 11:17; dmepvixddpey in Rom 8:37; and owbiaoty in 1 Thess 2:16.
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Proper Names
The scribe of D*™! follows his or her exemplar with close precision with the
exception of the spelling of Mwiofjc in Heb 7:14 but since the same spelling occurs in D?
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 D*™'/EP as Copyist of D

The scribe of D*™! was generally careful in copying D”. On 67 occasions the
scribe of D**! 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 D and D™ as contrasted for example with the 12
omissions due to eye-jumps shared between FP and G* (Rom 8:17 [vu #12]; 12:3
fvu #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 D" and D*™', the
scribe of D**! 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 of Rom 1:4
(vu #30).

Another outstanding feature present in D***' is harmonization to the immediate
context of a given passage by various means. The MS D*! 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 D*™! 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 D™ 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 D” and D***' 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-wnting style.

The only other tendency of the scribe of D*

was a desire to simplify or clanfy
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 D*™*'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 F” and G” as Descendants of Manuscript D?

TABLE 3.8"% SUMMATION OF WHERE F? AND GP DIFFER FROM ANCESTOR D?
TYPE OF VR Fp VRs NOT INDYOR Gp | Gp VRs NOT IN DPOR Fr Relative #s from
Comparative MSS
Orthographical 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 Subst. 0 0 0

Orthographical Shifts

While the scribe of F? frequently differs from both D” and G in regard to
orthographical shift VRs, he or she also does not follow the typical patterns seen in D"

and its copy D™ The most frequent exchange in FP is the w 9 o shift which occurs 189
times, while the o - w shift (third most frequent shift in F*) occurs 40 times. The n D ¢
exchange occurs 98 times with the € ¥  exchange occurring 46 times, while only eight
of the remaining 33 categories of shifts occur ten times or more including: t = et (27x), et

20 (21x), > 1 (18x), u > 1 (17x), 1 > v (14x), t D n (13x), and the € > & shift (11x).

| TABLE 3.9”: ORTHOGRAPHICAL SHIFT VARIATIONS IN FP BUT NOT D? or G”

leedn [1Tim5:14 [en | Rom 9:4; 10:3; 1 Cor 4:19; 8:12; 2 Cor

3% Unlike the analysis of D” and compared to its copy D*™', the analysis of the

descendants of DP (F¥ and G”) will not include VUs from Hebrews, given that this text is
not extant in F¥ and G” as in DP.

3? The shifts in F? from et S e in 1 Tim 5:14 (vu #12); n > ¢ in | Thess 1:10 (vu
#42); 0 1in 2 Cor 10:7 (vu #24); t > etin 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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16:9; 2 Cor 1:6,16; 5:8; 8:14; 9:4;

e 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;
1Thess 1:1,4,5[3x]},7,8[2x], 9; 2:2
[2x},3,5,7,19[2x]; 3:1; 4:5,15; 2
Thess 2:3; 3:15; 1 Tim 2:2; 3:16; 5:5,
17;2Tim 1:9; 2:19,21; 3:14
U 1Cor 15:29;2Cor 12:20; Gal 2:6; | c1=> ¢ Rom 7:18; 2 Cor 3:10; Phil 1:2; 1 Tim
n Eph 5:28; 2 Tim 4:3 5:14;2Tim 4:14
w=2o Rom 3:20; 4:2,17,19; 5:20; 6:11; | et = « 1Cor11:16
7:4,23;8:26;9:13,17,19-20;
11:2,5;12:2-3,8;15:8,26; 1 Cor
1:3,12 (12,16, 24, 28), 14, 19;
2:3,9, 14, 16; 3:1, 18, 21; 4:4, 16,
17 [2x}; 5:1; 6:15-16; 7:5, 7, 26,
34,36;8:2,4,9,12,26;10:6 {2x),
w=>o 7,11; 11:18, 24-25,28,32; 12:3,
8,18; 14:12,18; 15:1,3,7-8, 18,
21,29-31, 41, 45, 52,57 [2x];
16:2-3,11;2Cor 1:4,12; 2:4,9,
14;3:1;5:2,4,6,15{2x], 19;
6:11;7:4,5[2x]; 8:5;9:3,10,13-
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 1:6,12,14; 2:1,9; 3:13 [3x],
17,21-22; 4:5,12; 5:23; 1 Thess
1:5,9,10{2x]; 2:4 [2x], 6,10, 13,
18; 3:5; 4:16-17; 5:6, 8 [2x], 23; 2
Thess 1:3-4; 3:1,2,4,15;1 Tim
1:2,6,14;2:1 [2x], 4 [2x]. 5-7,9;
3:5,8-9,10-11; 4:2; 5:2,19; 6:12
[2x]; 2 Tim 1:3,10, 17; 2:14; 3:11,
13; 4:13,16, 18; Titus 2:3; Phim 6
n=>et 1 Tim 5:16 LDt 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
a2 2Tim 1:4 £Do0 1 Tim 2:14
a=do Rom 9:33; 1 Cor 7:8; 1 Thess e Rom 15:29; 2 Cor 10:10; Phil 4:8
5:13,15
a =P at Phil 4:22; 2 Tim 4:7 0P w 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; 8:10, 14, 19; 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, 14;1 Tim 4:1;
5:22;6:20; 2 Tim 2:6
t>n Rom 4:12-13; 6:21; 8:31; 1 Cor w P ov Eph 1:9
1:7,30; 4:17; 5:24; 2 Cor 9:5;
11:10; Gal 3:1; Eph 1:15; 3:9;
i Rom 1:26; 10:6, 8; 1 Cor 15:12; ov=> v 1 Cor 11:28; Eph 4:23




Eph 1:3; 3:5; 6:18, 22; Phil 2:1;
4:1;Col 1:9; 1 Tim 1:19

n2e Rom 5:2; 7:10; 9:13, 31; 10:9; o=2>a 1Cor16:7;1Thess 2:13; 2 Tim 3:8;
11:3;12:10; 15:4-5; 1 Cor 2:8; Titus 3:7
3:3,6,18;12:28; 2 Cor 1:15; 2:4;
3:10; 4:1; 6:20; 7:11; 8:7, 9; Gal
1:10, 22; 6:6; Phil 2:11, 29; 3:20;
4:2-3,11,17; Col 1:8,10, 18, 21,
23;2:10; 3:15-16, 22; 4:9-11, 14;
1 Thess 1:8,9, 10, 11; 2:2, 10, 13,
20;3:18; 4:8-9; 5:2,6,8,9,11,
18-20; 2 Thess 1:3-4; 3:1, 3, 7, 8,
11[2x}; 1 Tim 1:14, 15 [3x), 18;
2:1,11, 14-15; 3:6,13; 4:1: 5:2,
11,15-16; 6:2,10[2x],12,20; 2
Tim 1:12; 3:14; 4:15-16; Phim 9
n2a 1 Cor 7:8; Titus 1:2 el 2 Cor 10:7
n=2v 2 Cor 7:2,4-5,13-14; 8:23; e 23 Rom 4:14;7:11,13-14,23; 11:38;
n2v Gal 1:26; Col 1:2; Phim 3, 6 e Z3i 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;1Tim 4:14; 2 Tim 3:11; Phlm 3
12v Rom 15:1,27;16:18; 1 Cor v 2 Cor 7:10; 10:8; Gal 1:8; 2 Thess 1:3
14:22;2 Cor 8:6; 10:15; Col 3:13;
4:16; 1 Thess 1:9; 3:3,7; 4:1;
5:27,1Tim 2:6
£ al 1Cor8:12;9:7;11:2; 2Cor 13:5; |v=>ev 1 Cor 14:39
Phil 3:2; Col 1:6; 3:15; Phim 20
e 01 Rom 4:18; 11:23; 14:13; 1 Cor VI Rom 9:17;11:23; 15:31; 1 Cor 7:3;
11:14; Eph 5:25; 1 Thess 3:3; 2 14:35; 2 Cor 2:4; 7:11; Eph 1:22; Col
Thess 2:4; 1 Tim 3:15; 2 Tim 4:3, 3:19; 4:7; 1 Thess 2:7; 2 Thess 3:2, 6; 1
8[2x] Tim 1:11; 3:16 [2x]; Phlm 20
> a 2 Cor 8:4 EDW 1Tim 5:17
oL I Rom 8:28 ouv=>v Eph 4:25; Phim 13
oD Rom 6:1; Phil 4:18 e el 2Cor 1:21; Phim 7

On 83 occasions the scribe of GP differs from both D” and F?, with over half of

these occurrences being represented by the 1 9 et shift (29x) and the €t = 1 exchange

(15x). Over half of the twenty types of shifts that occur in G” 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 D*™, the scribe of G is not as creative as the scribe

of his or her ancestor D” or near kin FP.
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TABLE 3.10": ORTHOGRAPHICAL SHIFT VARIATIONS IN G” BUT NOT D” or F

o> at Rom 10:3; 1 Cor 9:17; Phil 4:22 w=2o0 Rom 1:16; Eph 1:13

at=» e 1Cor10:11 o => ol Rom 14:18

adr 2Thess 2:17 R Rom 1:6,7,11, 18,23, 28; 1 Cor 13:6;
14:26;2Cor 13:11; Gal 3:16; Phil 1:17;
4:7;1 Thess 5:3; Titus 1:1-2

w P Ot 1 Thess 5:15 oU =0 Col 3:22

o> ca Col 2:15 L o9 a Rom 1:29; Eph 5:27

o> 0 Eph 2:15 e ot Rom 1:6,15; 1 Cor 8:12; Col 4:15; Eph
4:26; 6:5,17; 1 Thess 4:9;5:14,22

127 Rom 1:27 [2x]; 1 Cor 1:7; 19 u Titus 1:11

S ] 2 Cor 12:6; Eph 5:10

n=>1 Rom 11:28 1= £l Rom 1:11, 14, 16, 20, 21, 24, 29, 32 [2x];
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;2Cor 13:13; Eph 1:5, 18; 3:13

n=>e Rom 7:22; Phil 2:25; 1 Tim 6:1 V=7 1Cor 5:8

n=> e Col 2:19 £ a Rom 14:13; Phil 2:15

nJv Col 1:23 ]

Substitutions

The scribe of F* made 316 substitutions not found in D or G. Most frequently

the scribe replaced verbs (110x) and nouns (100x), with adjectives and adverbs being

replaced on 40 occasions. While the vast majority of the exchanges such as the shift from

AaA@v to AaAel 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 ayiois to dmootorots, 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 cwyuatog rather than

oroparos. In Rom 8:26 (vu #14) a harmonization attempt was made to the immediate

et in Col 2:19 (vu #40) are singular readings.

“ The orthographical shifts in G® from 1 &  in 2 Cor 12:6 (vu #28) and from % 9
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context when ¥ acfevela is replaced with s denoews 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 F are interesting, most of the time the scribe simply replaced words or phrases

already found in the immediate context, as with the replacement of w¢ 8oiws in

I Thess 2:10 (vu #12) with the synonymous expression wpog &ytés.

TABLE 3.11*": SUBSTITUTION VARIATIONS IN F’ BUT NOT D’ or G

B VERBS NOUNS
dueatouvt ] Suxatuvta Rom 4:5 Sucatauvny] Baxaioouvny Rom 4:3
peMhet] peAheig Rom 4:24 EMAYYEALQY] enQyYEAnTQY Rom 4:20
xatasTabnoovrat] Rom 5:2 xaTeA Ry} xatadiayey Rom 5:11
xateoTabnoovTat
xauywueba] xauywyeta Rom 5:2-3 avlpwmoug ] avBpomoug Rom 5:18
TapanTWraTt ) Rom 5:15 VEXPWV] VEXWY Rom 6:4
TapPaAMPOUAT!L
avebavopev] avebavopey Rom 6:2 vraxonv] umoxovn Rom 6:16
erebfepor] erevbnpol Rom 6:20 Sovhot ] douAbi Rom 6:20
odauev] tobapev Rom B8:26 avBpos] avapos Rom 7:2
ayanwotv] ayavwatg Rom 8:28 vTavOpos] uTavapog Rom 7:2
ouvepyet] otvepyet Rom 8:28 avipt] avapt Rom 7:3
avabepa] avlepa Rom 9:3 avdpog] avapog Rom 7:3
TOTEVWY] EMOTEVWY Rom 9:33 apopunv] adopunv Rom 7:11
QVTITRToOUEVOS] Rom 13:2 exBpos] e£Bpos Rom 12:20
QVTITaoOUEVOS
dwoet] andwoet Rom 14:12 umopovg ] uTopvrg , Rom 8:25
exetlg] exet Rom 14:22 ayamng] ayamy Rom 8:35
xavyacfw] xavyapiodw I Cor 1:31 apyai] apyia Rom 8:38
ovpPiBacer] ovvBefacor | 1 Cor 2:16 Papaw] dpaw Rom 9:17
epuTevaa] edtrevon 1 Cor 3:6 Dopoppa) youppa Rom 9:29
€0Te] eTal 1 Cor 3:17* ayamnrot] ayamitol Rom 12:19
yeypamrat] yeypmurat 1 Cor 3:17 uTaxonv] vmaxovy Rom 15:18
amreobat] anteoTat 1 Cor7:1 xowwviav] xopwviay 1 Cor 1:9

*! The following substitutions in F? alone are singular or sub-singular readings:
Rom 8:26 (vu #34); 9:33; 1 Cor 1:8 (vu #14); 1:9 (vu #14); 1:19 (vu #24); 1:24 (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 #06); 5:18
(vu #14); 5:26 (vu #18); Phil 3:7 (vu #4); and 1 Tim 6:12 (vu #26).
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VERBS NOUNS
xataxelvnTeotw] I Cor 11:6* oodta) o 1 Cor 3:19%* |
xat wdunpechu L
Aadwv] AaAet 1 Cor 14:4 olxovopols] oLxovopoug 1 Cord:2
EVXapPIOTELS] EUyaplaTEYg 1 Cor 14:17 xogjtou] xouou } Cor 4:13%*
owodopettan] otxodopet 1 Cor 14:17 $baprov] aprov 1 Cor 15:53
npodmTEVLOLY] 1 Cor 14:24 Souhog] dou* 1 Cor 7:21
TpoPNeEVWaLY
mpodprrevery] npopnrevow | 1 Cor 14:31 ouveLdnoig] noeis 1 Cor 8 7% ]
pavlavwov] pavbvwoty 1 Cor 14:32 amooTorol] ancoToAt 1 Cor 9:5
vroTacoeTal] 1 Cor 14:32 CUYNOLVWYOS ] TUYXOLWYOS 1 Cor 9:23
UTOOTACTETAL
evat] eipat 1 Cor 14:37 ToTYpLov] TOITNPLOY 1 Cor 11:27
yveohw] ywveobo I Cor 14:40 auaptial agaptiag 1 Cor 15:56
QNEWEYXELY] ameEVEYXIY 1 Cor 16:3 20105 ] 30VOG I Cor 15:58%*
TAPAYPEVW] TIRPATIEYEVE 1 Cor 16:5 Axvlag] axvla 1 Cor 16:19
EYEVETO] ETEVETO 2Cor 119 xapdiatg] xapdiag 2Cor3:3,4:6
yeyovev] yevousev 2 Cor 1119 dobng] doxns 2 Cor 3:18
owlopevoig] cwaouevog 2 Cor 2:15 Lon] Ly 2 Cor4:4
XQTEVAVTL] XATEVWVIOV 2 Cor 2:17 unaxon] imaxon 2 Cor 10:6
exdvpovvTes] 2 Cor 5:9° atoyuvBnoopa] aoymvbnoopa | 2 Cor 10:8
EXONUOUVTES
Exolenow] exowxyowy 2 Cor 6:16 %0Toi] xovoLog 2 Cor 11:23
eypaga] epyaja 2Cor 7:12 KO ] xovo 2 Cor 11:27
Agyw] Ayw 2 Cor 8:8 nuepa) nueptuv 2Cor 11:28
TOAUWUEV] ToAwpey 2 Cor 10:12 avayxatg] avyxalg 2 Cor 12:10
edpbacapev] opbagayey 2 Cor 10:14 amoAoyouvpeba] amodoyovuera | 2 Cor 12:19
eote] etat 2 Cor 13:5 xothiag ] xouliag Gal 1:15
eunyyedoapeba) Gal 1:8 eAeubepog] eAeuTepog Gal 3:28
EVYYEMTQUETA
Tapacoovre] napasoovres | Gal 1.7 ¢Bovov] dpov Phil 1:15
loudatops ] eoudatoun Gal 1:13 Nuepav] npepag Phil 2:16
guvumexpifnoav] Gal 2:13 gvayyeAlov] evayyeitwy Phil 2:22
suvuvexpiinoay
edpoupoupeba] Gal 3:23 Avayxaiov] avaxatov Phil 2:25
edpOUPOVHETE
elg ™v] eoTiv Gal 3:23 adeddot] aberdot Phil 3:1
eAnpovopot] xhypovopat Gal 3:29 £0TWV] €0TIS Eph 4:9
0wn] dwv Eph 1:17 avagTpopnv] actpodny Eph 4:22
ewnpynoev] evnpyns Eph 1:20 otxodopny] otxodoun Eph 4:29
eMovtt] pearhovTt Eph 1:21 €0TIv] EtoTty Eph 5:10
edwxev] doxev Eph 1:22 eoTwv] oTY Eph 5:18
emotxodounbevres) Eph 2:20 pnuatt] Tipatt Eph 5:26*
enotxodopuiBevreg
evayyehoaohat] Eph 3:8 Tapepes] matepag Eph 6:4
guayyeMoaoTat
npobeotv] mpueoy Eph 3:11 Suxcatoovvng] Bueatvvng Eph 6:14
ayabwouvy] ayaboouvny Eph 5:9 Tappnoia] mapnota Eph 6:19
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VERBS NOUNS

avBpwmapeoxot] Eph 6:6 elpnvn] etpny Eph 6:23
avdpwTapeaxol

UTEpEY OVTaS ] UTIEPEY OTES Phil 2:3 aytoig] anooTodots Col 1:26
opotwpatt] opotpopatt Phil 2.7 axpofuoTia) axpomuoTia Col 3:11
oxnpatt] xonuartt Phil 2:7 eAeuBepog] eAeutepog Col 3:11
emnobwy] emtmophwy Phil 2:26 exhoynv] exhotny I Thess 1:4
nyywev] nyyetoes Phil 2:30 Axaia] ayayla 1 Thess 1:8
Ywoews] yvooews Phil 3:8 nuepag] nunpag I Thess 2:9
UETQOYNUATLOEL] Phil 3:21 aderdous] aberdoug 1 Thess 4:10, 13;
UETUOYEUATLOEL 1 Tim 4:6; 5:1
evepyoupevnv] Col 1:29 mapovalav] mapovola 1 Thess 4:15
EVEPYOUREVNY

Bpwoet] Bpoot Col 2:16 aderdor] abeddo 1 Thess 5:1, 12;

Phil 3:17; 4:1, 21

ebedobpnorie] Bpeoxia Col 2:23 adeAdov] aberdov Phil 2:25
npakeov] nafeoty Col 3:9 oplag] coTnpiag 1 Thess 5:9
npocwToANuLa] Col 3:25 HuoTnplov] pUoTEpLoV 2 Thess 2:7
TpogoToAN L
upaptipw] mapTipw Col 413 oTouaTos] CWUATog 2 Thess 2:8
uelhopev] eEXhopev 1 Thess 3:4 mapovaiag] mapavaias 2 Thess 2:8
emmoBouvres] emmobevvres | | Thess 3:6 emTaynv] emraye 1 Tim 1:]
gquyyeAloapevou] ! Thess 3:6 Tiun} Teipe 1 Tim 1:17
EVRYYEALTaLEVOL

duvapeba)] yuvapeba 1 Thess 3:9 nouxta] eotyta 1 Tim 2:]2
xotpnfevrac] xoymdevrag | | Thess4:15 xphoiw] yproeiw 1 Tim 2:9
EvoXpvw ] exoxpivw | Thess 5:27 aAnbetav] alndiav I Tim 4:3
EpwTWUEY] TPWTWUEY 2 Thess 2:1 TAPALTOV ] TPAITOU 1 Tim 4.7
amoxaivddnomwat] 2 Thess 2:6 mpogevyats} MpogeEUXepis 1Tim 5:5
amoAugbnvat

maperafooav] 2 Thess 3:6 exdnoia] exinotag I Tim 5:16
mapnraPerat

epyadopewot] epyalopet 2 Thess 3:8 druwoeig] dpwoetg } Tim 5:18
dwyev] dopew 2 Thess 3:9 dvvavrat] duvatat 1 Tim 525
epyalegbat] epyal{ecdat 2 Thess 3:11 opEYopevoL] opyopevor 1 Tim 6:10
eketpammoay] ekerparmoav | 1 Tim 1:6 exAnfng] exdobng I Tim 6:12
avfevtew] AuBevrely 1 Tim 2:12 ainbetav] alebiav 2Tim 2:18
aneyeofat] aneyeodat 1 Tim 4:3 oxevn] oTeun 2 Tim 2:20
eumeon)] evieon 1 Tim 4:10 BAaadnuot] Bracdyot 2Tim 3:2
aywvilopeba) aywvilopeda | 1 Tim 4:10 owTnpog] gwrnoog Titus 1.3
XOLVWVEL] XOWwYEL 1 Tim 5:22 owTEPOs] TTNPOS Titus 3:6
{ymnoeis] ymoe 1 Tim 6:4

elonveyRapey] 1 Tim 6:6

ELTVY)YXQUEY

oxenaopata] oxenaxpara | 1 Tim 6:8 ADJECTIVES/ADVERBS
yxaxonabnoov] 2Tim 23 Tadatos] maAlatog Rom 6:6
ouvxaxonabecov

oTPATOAOYNOaVTL] 2 Tim 2:4 aveyrdnmous] aveyrATou 1 Cor 1:8

OpaTOAOYNTAVTL
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VERBS ADJECTIVES/ADVERIS
drapapTupopevos] 2Tim 2:14 embavartiovs] embavariov 1 Cord:9
OLapPTUPOUEVOS
elc) et Taviag] Tavta I Cor7:7

eknpriopevos] eEnpyrpevog

2 Tim 3:6
27Tim 3:17

ouy ] oux

Rom 5:16; 1 Cor R

7:28.35.2 Cor
1:24; Eph 4:20;

Phil 3:12;
peAdovros] peAdovreg 2Tim 41 paxaplwrepa) paxaploTepa 1 Cor 7:40
emrayny] emlayny Titus 1:3 dBaprov] daprov 1 Cor 925
aveynAnmov] avyyAnmov Titus 1.7 TotouTot] TotouTt 1 Cor 15:48 ]
xataotyuer] Titus 2:3 TAVT WG] MaVTwW 1 Cor 16:12
XQT Aoy AT
Aadet] AeAet Titus 2:15 TOLOUTOLS] TOLOUTIC I Cor 16:16
E0WOEV] EWOEY Titus 3:5 adpoval adpov 2 Cor 11°16
{umnoer] {yrioe Titus 3:9 Tacwv] Taow 2Cor 11:28
XEXPLRA] XEXPLTX Titus 3:12 outws] ovTog Eph 5:24
yevnrat] TevyTal Phlm 6 atwvae] Tva Phil 3:7
EMTATTEW ] ENITRTELY Phlm 8 vy Ta] peye Col 3:2
PARTICLES nvopog] vepos 2 Thess 2:8
eun] py 1 Cor 9:3 avoyTous] avonTou ! Tim 6:9
™Y Euny] v 1 Cor 11:24% evdwvupou] Pevdwpou ! Tim 6:20%
r“117')1"5] unde 2 Thess 2:2 [2x] TavTwv] TaTwy 2 Tim 3011
MULTIWORD auveTwy] aoeTwy 1 Cor 1:19
X0gpw] T6 xopw Rom 5:13 ayamrot] ayapnrot* 1 Cor 10:14
v acBevela] Trg Senoewg Rom 8:26 ou} ouy P Cor 10:21 {2x}];
11:8: 12:15

Ta peAn] ea pere

| Cor 6:15

aypumviaig] aypimvialg

2Cor6:5

nuwv] 1 vpe

1 Cor 153

dudaxaig] pvixaig

2Cor 6:5

ovopuia] pety avoptas 2Cor 6:14 ducatoanyns] Suxatouwng 2 Cor 67
wg 0ot Tpog ayLog 1 Thess 2:10 TapwAAnTews] mapaxnoeow 2Cor 84
emL waoy] Ny nace 1 Thess 3.7 emrerson] embeleoe 2 Cor 8:6
™) ayan] Trs ayameg 1 Thess 3:12 emTereomn] embereay 2 Cor 86

TOIG TOTOUCROV] Toug
TUOTELTRTLY

2 Thess 1:10

avBpwmwv] avlpwmwy

2Cor&:21

pn aubadn] n Avdadnv Titus 1:7 adeddoug] adidorg 2Cor9:3
CONJUNCTIONS oute] ouye ! Thess 2:5
yap] yaop Rom 8:24 TpToc) TPWTO 1 Tim 2:15
aAia] aAd 1 Cor 3:2; 2 Tim 2:9 PRONOUNS
e} adra Rom 4:2; 1 Cor 7:21; un] ue 1 Cor6:15
10:20
wal v 1 Cor 9:20; 2 Cor 13:7 | moic] otc 1 Cor 7:10
ws] w 2Cor 9:5 avtou] avto 1 Cor 7:12
xal] xa I:ph 2:16; Titus 1:16 pou] uot I Cor9:18
NONSENSE EQUTOUG) eauTov 1 Cor 11:31
ou] pv 1 Thess 4:13 TouTo] TOUT 2 Cor2:3
ev] eev 2 Thess 1:4 Toutov] TouTo 2 Cor 4:7
er] pet 2 Thess 1.7 eavToug] equTuog 2 Cor 64
eyw] eTw 2 Cor 10:1
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ARTICLES PRONOUNS
V] ™) 1 Cor 13:2 £auTolg] auTolC 2 Cor 10:12
Te6] Tat Rom 8:27 eue] pa 2 Cor 12:6
il n 1 Cor 13:3 ToUTOV ] TauTou Eph 6:12
To] Te Gal 1:11 TouTou] autou Eph 3:1
Twv] T Eph 2:19 TouTOU] QuToy Titus 1:5
Toug] oug Titus 1:6 avtowv] autov Titus 1:12 :
Twv] Tw 1 Cor 4:5;1 Tim 3.7 Tou] cou Titus 3:4
Tolg] Toug I Cor 5:1 PREPOSITIONS
Tw] To 1 Cor5:3;9:18 nv] ev 1 Cor 15:31 .
Twv] Tov 1 Tim 1:16 npos] mpo 2Cor 1:12
PREPOSITIONS eic) e 2Cor 1116
peyea] peta 2 Cor 11:15 8] da 2 Cor 1116
ueta] pata Phil 4:6 €] wpo 2 Cor 9:5 o
eumpoofev] evmpoabey 1 Thess 2:19° %0T0t5] xovotg 2 Cor 10:15

The scribe of GP differs from the texts of D" and F” 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 ywéadw for €otw in Rom 3:4 (vu #6) is

very common and does not reflect any attempt at harmonization to the immediate context.

TABLE 3.12*: SUBSTITUTION VARIATIONS IN G” ALONE BUT NOT D” or F

VERBS NOUNS

deopevag] datopaivos Rom 1:10 EAAnvoc] eAdnwn Rom 2:9
ampixbnvat] ornpeyfvat Rom 1:11 Aapbng] Aapuv Rom 3:13
emnobw] emmow Rom 1:11 yuvaixog ] ayvvaixos 1Cor1l:11
ovpmapaxAnbyvai ] ouvrapadnnvar | Rom 1:12 ayyehog] avyedog 2Cor 12:7

w] exw Rom 1:13 ETTPOTOVS | EMTTPOTOUS Gal 4:2
edavepwoev] ebawepwoey Rom 1:19 yiwooa] yrwoa Phil 2:11
ayvouw] auvewy Rom 2:4 xevoduwviag | xavodoviag I Tim 6:20
OULLULaPTUPOUCY)S] CUVLAPTUPOUTHS Rom 2:15 ADJECTIVE/ADVERRBS
exdetvowtal} evduouvrat Rom 2:13 exBpos] e&bpog Rom 12:20
Aoyiouwv] Stadoytopwy Rom 2:15 TpwTov] TpwvToV Rom 15:24

“2 Three substitutions occuring in G alone are singular readings: 1 Cor 10:5 (vu

#10); 11:20 (vu #22); and 12:22 (vu #4).
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VERBS ADIJECTIVES/ADVERBS

Sucawpata] Sixawwa Rom 2:26 moAAw) ToAAwy 1 Cor 12:22
ywveobw] eotw Rom 3:4 oAtyov] oAdtyov 2Cor 815
QVTITROOOUEVOS ] avTiTagoevag Rom 13:2 umepAtav] urepdiay 2Cor 1155
dayewv] ¢payew* 1CorI1:20 vuv] pwv Col 1:26
Aaietv] addew 1 Cor 14:5 mavra] maviag 2 Tim 4:17
otxodopettat ] oixodopet 1 Cor 14:17 ARTICLES
ouveAbn] eAdy 1 Cor 14:23* Tou] TouT [ Gal 3:13
aXQTACTACIRS | AXACTOOTATES 1Cor14:33 CONJUNCTIONS
EVAYYEA®] evayyereiw 2Cor 8:18 yap] 3¢ Rom 2:14
XOUYWREVOL] xatuyopevo 2Cor 10:5 de] yap Rom 3:4
mpnow] Tpmoe 2Cor11:9 MULTIWORD
xatouenoat ] xataoyoat Eph 3:17 To XaT) 0 X Rom 1:15
InAwoag] SnAwg Col 1:8 ouTot] ot TououTo! Rom 2:14
EppuoaTto] evpaoato Col 1:13 oov] eov Tw un eobiey Rom 14:10
ooTyTa} tosotrpa Col 4:1 PRONOUNS

ev] og ] Rom 2:29

Additions

The scribe of F” adds material not found in D" or G” on only 11 occasions with the

only significant addition VR being the phrase u&Ahov tév Huepac xai david 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 G differs from D® or F" 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 6 k¢ which are already

present in the verse. Finally, the repetition of the phrase % dpa 00v T& uéln 1ol XU woiang

HEAN Topns wy) yévorto 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.




91

TABLE 3.13%: ADDITION VARIATIONS IN F? BUT NOT D° OR G°

ADVERBS/ADIECTIVES CONJUNCTIONS
+ Tag Col 1:11 + xat 1 Cor4:12
+ 8¢ Phil 3:4
PRONOUNS MULTIWORD
1 npwy | Eph2:5° +ov mpogyvew | Rom 1111
NOUNS + padiov Twv | Rom 11:12
NuUEPas xat
dautd
+ dweatovvyg | Rom 9:31 + eyw pev Phil 1.3
+ T Gal 5:24 ARTICLES
+o [ 1Cor9:12; 1 Thess 5:24

ADDITION VARIATIONS IN G* ALONE BUT NOT D? OR F"

PRONOUNS CONJUNCTIONS
+a 1 Cor 15:15 + yap Rom 6:2; 14:10%*
+ auTou 2 Cor 7.6% + xat 1Cor4:12
MULTIWORD NOUNS
+ dtaxopevot 2 Cor 4:8 + XU 1Cor1l:3
+0v Phil 3:6
+ mapa 0w Rom 12:13 PREPOSITIONS
+ % apa 0UY T UEAN TOU XU I Cor 6:15 +ev Rom 2:28: 2 Cor 11:27
TOLON5 (HEAY) TTOPNS N YeEvoLTe™
+ kata 1 Cor 10:33
+0 Kt 1 Cor 7:17 ARTICLES
+ xat Tou evog aptov motnpov | 1 Cor 10:17 + IV Rom 9:30
+ £ pepoug* 1 Cor 13:12 +Ta Rom 1:32; 2:14
+ oTt eav eAbw TaAty ou 2Cor 12:18 +0 1 Tim 6:10
toopat®
+ TRVTOTE 0LV Xt £00Ueby 1 Thess 4:14 + TN Rom 1:12; 2 Cor 9:13
+ TOUTW GTOLYOUTLY Gal 6:16 VERBS
+ X0l Q70 TWV YEVEWV* Eph3:9 +goTv | Phil 1:21
Omissions

The scribe of F” omitted material that is included in D” and G® on 44 occasions.

Most frequently these omissions involved articles (14x), conjunctions (7x), and articles

* The following four additions in F? 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 G 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 Ruépag in Rom 11:8 (vu #42) which follows #juepov. Similarly, the
omission of the phrase dafeveiaig év Hfpeatv in 2 Cor 12:10 (vu #6) resulted from a jump
from €v to év, while another eye-jump from xa7éfy to xatatepa led the scribe to omit éig
Ta xatwtepa in Eph 4:9 (vu #22).

On 30 occasions the scribe of G differed from F” and D in regard to omission
VRs, which includes six omissions of conjunctions and articles respectively and five
multiword omissions. One multiword omission in G” was a result of parablepsis when the
phrase 7} Stavéia vtes amnAAoTpiwpévol is omitted because of an eye-jump from
EoxwTwyuevot to amnpAiotptwpévol in Eph 4:18 (vu #6). In particular to Romans, the scribe
of G” seemed interested in generalizing the epistle by removing the noun ‘Payy in
Rom 1:7 (vu #10) and the phrase 1ois év ‘Pwwy in Rom 1:15 (vu #20). While Gamble
correctly noted that the generalization of Romans was a tendency made evident in all of
the MSS in this case study, the scribe of G is especially prone to generalize Paul’s letter

to the Romans.**

4 Gamble, Books, 124-25.



TABLE 3.14*: OMISSION VARIATIONS IN F° BUT NOT D or G

PRONOUNS CONJUNCTIONS
auTy) 1 Cor 8:9* Tap I Thess 4:10
pou Rom 16:8 Kat Rom 4:21:11:9: 1 Cor 1:22, 9:5:
1 Thess 3:2:5:25; 2 Thess 1:5*%
ADIECTIVE/ADVERB wg Rom 15:24
r—EVl 1 Cor 12:13; Gal 3:28% NOUNS -
OUTWS Gal 1:6 NUEP TS ]Tlom 11:8 ‘_J
o Phlm 14 MULTIWORD
PREPOSITIONS o Bavarog Rom 5:12 O
£lg Iiph 2:15 QMo ROAAWY ETWY W§ av Rom 15:23
£V 1 Tim 2:2 TToAAwy Rom 15:23
mEpL I Thess 1:22 acfevelals ev LBpeaty 2 Cor 12:10
EI5 T KATWTEPR Liph 4:9
ARTICLES
” Rom 4:3:2 Cor 7:8;, 11:28*, Gal 3:21; ™ Gal 2.7 Titus 1:10
2 Thess 2:9
0 1 Cor 1:18%,7:3-4,39, 11:22; 2 Cor To 2Cor3:13:Col 1:19
8:18; Gal 3:8;
T 1 Cor 15:27 Tou Rom 5:10;7:2
™my 1 Thess 2:1
OMISSION VARIATIONS IN G? BUT NOT D or FP
VERBS CONJUNCTIONS
TULOTEVELY ] Phil 1:29* Tap Gal 5:6
PARTICLE Ae I Cor 12:21; 2 Tim 3:5%*
auny T(}al 6:18* Kat Rom 1:13;4:21; Col 2:11; 1 Thess 5:25
PREPOSITIONS O Rom 3:8
ev T Rom 1:12; 1 Cor L:10* NOUNS
ARTICLE Qay 2 Cor 10:9
B Rom 3:1 Pwuy Rom 1:7
0 Rom 3:11 [2x], 13 MULTIWORD
TO Rom [:16 Totg ev Poun Rom §:15
ToU Rom 2:29 EI5 owTRpLaY Rom 1:16
™ 2 Tim 3:10 70 avabov Rom 2:10
™ Titus 1:10 ex pudews axpofuotia Rom 2:27
ADJECTIVE/ADVERB o Bavarog Rom 5:12
EVL 1 Cor 12:13 ) Sravowa ovres amfAdotpiwpever* | Eph 4:18
OUTWS Gal 1.6

** In F? the following omissions are singular or sub-singular readings: the

omission of the pronoun adt# in 1 Cor 8:9% (vu #16), the adjective évi in Gal 3:28* (vu
#22), the article % in 2 Cor 11:28%* (vu #40), the article To¥ in Rom 5:10 (vu #16), and the
noun Npépag in Rom 11:8 (vu #42). In G” the singular or sub-singular omissions are the
particle aunv in Gal 6:18* (vu #26), the conjunction étt 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 F’ on ten occasions the scribe differs from D" and G” 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 I 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 F?, the scribe of G” differs only from D" and F”, in

Phil 1:20 (vu #26), which is also a singular reading.

Nomina Sacra
The MSS F? and G” find an unusual number of agreements with nomina sacra
because of their large number of three-letter form nomina sacra. Of the 59 occasions
where F? differs from D" and GP, 33 of them involve three-letter form nomina sacra as
found with xpv (5x), xpv (7x), xpt (2x), xp< (6x), v (2x), ;v (5x), while xpo, XpiL, Xpw,
v, 195, and xpw occur on one occasion each. Similarly, of the 52 occasions where the
scribe of G" is the only witness of the three to include a nomina sacra VR, 30 involve the

three-letter nomina sacra including ypv on 18 occasions, as well as xpw (6x) and 7y (4x),

while xp< and mpg occurred once.

TABLE 3.15: NOMINA SACRA VARIATIONS IN F? BUT NOT IN D’ or G*

aVoIC Gal 1:10° ¥po 1 Cor 1:4
avov Col 1:28 [twice]; 3:9; Eph 2:15; 4:22, XPE 1 Cor 2:2* (from Xptorov)
24

avou Gal 3:15 XV 1 Cor 2:2%,9:1;, 2 Cor 11:4; Eph 4:20;,
5:32

avoc Gal 2:16; Eph 5:31; Phil 2:7 Xp@ I Cor 1:8

avous Gal 1:10* XPU Rom 9:1; 1 Cor 10:16; 2 Cor 2:15; Gal
6:14, 18; Eph 2:12; 2 Thess 3:5

avev Col 2:22; Eph 4:14 xpt I Cor 10:16; 2 Cor 2:15

v 2Cor4:5 XPS Rom 14:15; 15:3; 1 Cor 10:4; 12:12;
2Cor 13:5,Eph 2:5
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oy 1 Cor 2:2° Phim 5 xS 1 Cor 11:3°
mu 1Cor2:2% 12:3: 1 Tim 1:14: 4:.6: 2 XU Rom 16
Tim 11
75 1 Tim 1115 Va 2 Thess 2:2%*
© Rom 16 TVt I Cor 15:24: Col 1:8
fu 1 Cor 1:6 (from yprotov) e Fph 2:2
7P Rom 4:16 TpoE 1Corl3 i
xpw | 2 Thess 111 oovee | Col 1:20 o
*0 Rom 16:20 |
NOMINA SACRA VARIATIONS IN G°PBUT NOT D? or F?
4oV Col 1:28 {twice]. 3.9, Eph 2:15, 4:22, o Rom 1:6
24
Vo Gal 2:16: Eph 5:31; Phil 2.7 6o 1 Cor 1:6 (from yprotov) ﬂ
avav | Col 2:22; Eph 4:14 X Rom 16:20 “
Xp@ 1Cor 1:4;15:18,22: 15:31: Eph 13, XpU Rom 1530, 1 Cor 1:9, 16:23, 2 Cor
Phil 3:3 3:3:4:11; 8:9; 12:10; Gal 1:3,7: Eph
1:2,5,17,4:13; 5:21. Phil 111 Col
1:7;1 Tim 5:21; Titus 1:1
v Rom 1:7;1 Tim 4:10 X% Rom 15:7 ) o
Mo 1 Cor 15:31:; Eph 2:20: 2 Tim 2:1; npg Rom 1.7
Titus 1:1
T Col 1:8 (374 Eph2:2
uu Rom 1:9 Tpog 1 Cor 1:3 ]
opiey | Rom 1:16 0pa@ Eph 2:5 (from ypiotw)

The scribe of F’ did not supply nomina sacra on seven occasions where G” does

without the agreement of DP, but none of these are particularly significant. The scribe of

G? differs on eight occasions from FP, including three occasions which involve the

nomina sacra xv.

TABLE 3.16: NOMINA SACRA VARIATIONS IN G BUT NOT F’

6u 1 Cor 10:32 XV 1 Cor 9:1
U 1 Cor 12:3 x5 1 Cor 12:12
T 2 Cor 3:3 mpt 1 Cor15:24; Col 1:3
NOMINA SACRA VARIATIONS IN FP BUT NOT G”
) 1 Cor 15:31 Y& 1 Cor 15:18,22, 31 ]
XV 1 Cor 9:12; 16:23; Gal 2:16 D] Eph 13




Proper Names
The scribe of F” was the most creative in this regard with six proper name VRs
g prop

that do not occur in either D” or G'. 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 varnation types, the scribe of G” was
less creative than the scribe of F* and varied from the others only in regard to proper

names in the singular reading Phil 1:1* (vu #28).
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TABLE 3.17: PROPER NAME VARIATIONS IN F" BUT NOT D’ OR G”

Metpo (from Terpos) Gal 2:7 (vu #22) lepouoainu Rom 15:25*
(from lepovoadnu)
Movoetag 2 Cor 3:7 (vu #48) | lepuoanyu Rom 15:31
(from Muwuoewg) (from lepouoadny) (vu #30)
Movorg (from Muwuoyg) 2 Cor 3:13 (vu #8);
3:15 (vu #14)

PROPER NAME VARIATIONS IN G’ BUT NOT D" OR F?

Puhimono (from Prarmmols) LPhil F:1* (vu #28)7 ]

Movable Nu
The scribes of F' and G” differ from DP and one another on only one occasion

each. In F? the nu is dropped from mpoeipnxev in the singular reading of Rom 9:20 (vu

#6), while the scribe of G” made this change only with éyevnjuev in 1 Thess 2:10.

The Scribes of FP/G" as Copyists of a Descendant of D?

Although one cannot be certain as to the nature of the exemplar(s) of F* and G®

(unless one MS is the exemplar for the other), several observations can be made based on

their relationship to their archetype D”. Generally the scribe of G” was more careful than

the scribe of FP. With the exception of VRs involving additions, F* more creatively
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handled the text as evidenced by the 44 occasions omissions occur as compared to 30
times in G” or the 316 substitutions in F? as compared to 46 in G*. 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 D™,

The scribe of G” 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 D" and D*™*!| twelve
omissions due to eye-jumps not found in D® were shared between F” and G” (Rom 8:17
fvu #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 F¥ 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 G” 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 F” and G" 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 F? 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 of an addition

(Rom 11:12 [vu #30]). The scribe of G” 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 F” and G® 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
F" and G" (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 #421). Similarly, in the shared VR in 2 Cor 12:13 (vu #40) the
scribes of F” and G appear to harmonize the reading to the context of the particular

epistle as a whole.

Globalization of Tendencies of Scribes in Case Study 2

The scribal hand of D*™' as compared to its exemplar and the hands of F* and G
as compared to their ancestor reveal patterns of particular scribal habits in this second
case study. First, parablepsis is fairly common. The scribe of D*™' 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 F? jumped material in Rom 11:8 (vu #42); 2 Cor 12:10 (vu #6); Eph 4:9
(vu #22), while the scribe of G” 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 G” 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 D***' clarified the reading
of particular texts in 2 Tim 2:3; Heb 5:3 (vu #32); 9:11 (vu #12). Similarly, the scribe of
F? differs from his or her ancestor in Col 1:26 (vu #30). The clearest evidence of 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 D*™' did so by means of substitution in 1 Cor 1:23°
(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 of 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 of the scribe
of D*™' with the material of D” demonstrates a willingness to engage the living text as

both reader and copyist in a careful and deliberate manner.



CHAPTER 4
CASE STUDY 3: MANUSCRIPTS FROM f*
(1, 1582, 209, 205, AND 2886/205™*)
This chapter provides analysis of the five manuscripts that constitute the third
case study of closely related MSS." In the table below an overview of physical features

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

provided.
TABLE 4.1: FEATURES AND DESIGNATIONS OF MS GROUP 3
Gregory- Von Soden Date Material Folios | Text-Type | Aland
Aland Designation Category
Number
] 5254° X1 | Parchment | 297 Byz nr
1582 €183 948 Parchment 287 Byz 111
205 5500 XV  { Parchment 80 Byz 111
209 0457 XIV | Parchment 411 Byz 111
2886 - Parchment 54 Byz -
(Zosabs)

' 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,

? 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 of 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 of 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 of the tiny writing in
MSS 205 and 2886, these MSS might have been personal copies.’ 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 of /> 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 of text,
averaging 24-27 lines per 19.5 cm. x 11.5 cm. folio. Finally, MS 2286 (formerly

identified as 205°™) is a fifteenth-century copy of MS 205 that contains the entire NT on

* Amy S. Anderson, Textual Tradition of the Gospels: Family 1 in Matthew
(Letden: Brill, 2003), 116.

* 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 of small cursive script per folio.®

Kirsopp Lake is credited with establishing /' (or the “Lake Group”) with his
discovery in 1902, connecting the MSS to one another on the basis of both their
agreements and shared variants repeating the dictum “community of error implies unity
of origin.”” 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.® Lake
evaluated selected texts from gospels, including Matt 1-10, 22-Mark 14; Luke 4-23; and
John 1-13, 18.” 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.”'® On account of Lake’s conclusion that the MSS were associated
with Origen, he called the group “Caesarean,” concluding that /' represents “a text that
stands alone.”"’ Von Soden called this group H and added MSS 2886 and 1582 to Lake’s

grouping. Wisse also claimed that these particular MSS belong together, including the

® Information in this paragraph is from Aland, Kurzgefasste, 47, 137, 336, 394,
and 420.

7 Lake and Robinson, Codex 1, xxiii.

¥ Lake and Robinson’s analysis of the four MSS falls on the following pages: 1
(x-x1v), 118 (xiv-xvii), 131 (xvii-xix), 209 (xix-xxii).

? 1bid., xxvii.
10 1o - . .
Ibid., xxiv-xxxi.

" bid,, lv.
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five MSS from /' that were a part of this particular case study.'? 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.”

More recently, Amy Anderson examined /"' 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 of /' and to describe MSS 1 and 1582 as core members of /1.1
Anderson supports the accuracy of Lake’s stemma of /' but suggests that, since the
discovery of MS 1582 was concurrent with his work, /' needs to be reconfigured with
MS 1582 as the leading member instead of MS 1."° She argued that MSS 1582 and ]
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.
P Metzger, The Text, 61.

'* 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 of an American
Ireasure Trove (ed. Larry W. Hurtado; Leiden: Brill, 2006), 261-72, for an analysis of
scribal characteristics in MS 1.

'S 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 of a new edition of Family 17 (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)."® While most reject the date provided, Anderson supported the
identification of the scribe and built her argument on the known traits of 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 of 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."’

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.'"* Anderson limited her study to Matthew because of the
focus of Origen’s commentary on this particular gospel.'” While this study is not

delimited to Matthew, the study has been narrowed to focus on the gospels. The studies

' Anderson, Textual, 6, 95.

7 1bid., 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).

¥ Anderson, Textual, 86, 96, 111.

' 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, /' does not have

the same level of coherence. According to Anderson, Lake’s classic study of 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 "%

Regarding Anderson’s subgroup, Parker argued that MSS 209, 205, and 2886
were copied from oldest to youngest.”' 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 9°™ (14th cent., Gospels), 30 ™™ (15th cent.,
Gospels), 1160™ (14th cent., Gospels), 1909 ™™ (16th cent., Romans), 1929 ™ (14th
cent., Paulines), 1983 ** (13th cent., Hebrews), and 2036 ™ (16th cent., Revelation).
Parker argued that because of this classification, one can know the MSS are copies of 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 of /' is that the pericope de adultera 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 of 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 of /'

on a number of unusual readings from Matthew. For example, in Matt 1:4 (vu #15), the
proper name Apwadap is replaced with duwvadap in MS 1, which indicates that the scribe
of 1 mistook the minuscule script beta for a mu.?* In Matt 1:5 (vu #42), the phrase
Zaluav, Tahpav 08 eyévvnoey 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 of xui
vixTog Teaoepdxovta in Matt 4:2 (vu #17) and xal émexdbioey éndvew adTév in Matt 21:7
(vu #40) as the basis of the conclusion that the scribe of MS 1, and presumably those of
MSS 205, 209, 2886, was prone to omission. In MS 1, xal Aéyovaiv 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 8¢ led Anderson to conclude that the scribe of 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

. 3
tlme.2

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.

2 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 Aca¢ is replaced

with Aoa 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 of 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 d¢; in Matt 13:52
(vu #64) when éxfBaAXet is replaced with mpodépet; in Matt 16:13 (vu #48) when e is
added after Tve; and in Matt 20:23 (vu #47) when xat is replaced with 77in 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
&1 (from Té xvplw) is not shared by MS 1582 but is by all others.** Similarly, in Matt
5:37 (vu #39) the shift from TobTwy to TodTov is a shared singular reading that does not
have the support of MS 1582. Anderson also argued that the shift from the article & to 76
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 cvvaydyete to cuvdyete might
reflect an older reading, Anderson suggested the substitution was likely another careless

error by the scribe of MS 1. In Matt 23:10 (vu #12), with the omission of eig 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 of /' is referred to, the writer is referencing
these three MSS.
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argued ¢oTwv was not deleted in the exemplar but /' MSS other than MS 1582 mistakingly

deleted it. Regarding the replacement of éavtols with avtols 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 Alwp to Alop 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 of /' 'were
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 of MS 1582 or
where the MSS uniquely agree in variation units. In Matthew, the influence of marginal
corrections was made more evident by the following variations not mentioned by
Anderson: the addition of adTés in Matt 12:3 (vu #38); the addition of &m ¥ in
Matt 13:1 (vu #30); the addition of dmwoxpital in Matt 16:3 (vu #33); the addition of pot in
Matt 18:28 (vu #72); the addition of ¢t u els 6 65 in Matt 19:17 (vu #38); the shift from
ebwvipwy to pou 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 %uépa to dpa in Matt 24:42 (vu #22); and the

shift from éxyuvvdyevov to Exxuvduevoy in Matt 26:28 (vu #40).%

** References to Anderson from this paragraph came from Textual, 88, 91, and 94.
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The same tendencies can be detected outside the range of Anderson’s study,

particularly in Mark 2:21 (vu #15) when étipanet is replaced with étippantet, the
addition of 0¢ in Mark 10:27 (vu #3), and the addition of the pronoun adtév 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 % in Luke 1:5 (vu #45); the
multiword addition of Tév eBpwv Nudv in Luke 1:74 (vu #11); the addition of xai of avet
in Luke 2:15 (vu #30); the shift from 6 ma)p to twone in Luke 2:33 (vu #9); tol Oeol
being replaced with T&v obpavéy in Luke 6:20 (vu #33); the addition of the nomina sacra
avog in Luke 6:45 (vu #20); the addition of Onoavpol Tiic xapdias adtol in Luke 6:45

(vu #23); the shift from adTod to wde in Luke 9:27 (vu #24); &xieAéyuevos being replaced
with dyamnTosin 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 of /"'
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



not directly related to the others, it will be evaluated in the excursus on /' in Appendix

3B, along with disagreements between MSS in this group that are not particularly

relevant to the discussion of scribal tendencies.
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FIGURE 4.1: PROPOSED STEMMA FOR FAMILY 1
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Lake's Stemma (Codex 1, xxiv)

209

Anderson’s Stemma (Family 1, 101)

HA_-' 1
with marginalia
1582 e
no margmaha
B
llX 1!!
1582¢ / ,
209
205
2886
( 205abs)

Manuscript 2886 (205") as a Direct Copy of Manuscript 205

TABLE 4.2: SUMMATION OF WHERE 2886 DIFFERS FROM EXEMPLAR?**

- TYPE OF VR 2886 VRs NOT IN 205 Relative # of VRs in Comparable 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

% The relative number of VRs in comparable MSS was calculated by searching
through the text-range of /' 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 o =» 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.

TABLE 4.3: ORTHOGRAPHICAL SHIFTS FOUND IN 2886 BUT NOT 205

w=2o0 | Luke22:9 I X Mark 7:14

a=»o Mark 4:8; Luke 19:25; 20:24; odPw Mark 4:32
22:71: John 11:46

e X Matt 4:15 oL w Luke 4:34

e Al 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: avov (Mark 8:31; Luke 22:22), avoc (Mark 4:26;
8:36), avawv (Luke 19:30), v (Mark 14:53), ic (Luke 18:24; John 8:12), 6v (Luke 20:37),
00 (Luke 22:70; John 6:69), 6 (Mark 10:18), ¢ (Matt 16:2; Luke 18:6), xU (Luke 1:15),
ouvog (John 3:13), ovvev (Matt 24:30), maps (John 6:40), and 7%p (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.




Omissions
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TABLE 4.4: OMISSION DIFFERENCES BETWEEN 2886 AND 205

i ~ ADIECTIVES/ADVERIZS MULTIWORD
e N Matt 13:27 eAefev autny Mark 12:21 ]
arTiov Luke 23:14 £V Ty Luke 2:52
Tiva Luke 10:38 PRONOUNS
£0W Mark 14:54 auTol Luke 23:20
CONJUNCTIONS AvuTov Luke 5:13; John 11:44
o€ Luke 11:42 Avtov Mark &:12
xat Luke 23:50 Auvtw Mark 9:17
NOUNS VERBS
Inoovg | Mark 9:39 eyevero Mark 9:7
PREPOSITIONS EXOUTLY Mark 2:19
gV 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 of MS 2886 omits material found in MS 205 by omitting

four adjectives or adverbs; five pronouns (adTév 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 of 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 ADIJECTIVES
ebnveyxev] ebnyayev Mark 9:23 TAELw] TAELOUG jMaﬂ 26:53
eTtbecav] ettbouy Mark 6:56 CONJUNCTIONS
xat Aeywv] Aeyel Mark 8:33 wg] womep Mark 13:34
otabnoeobe] aybnoeode Mark 13:9 Xl quUTog] Xaxetvog Mark 14:15
eAeyev] emey Mark 15:12 adha] oAk John 6:39
xatafas] xatafinbt Mark 15:30
anexateoraln] anexateoty Luke 6:10 MULTIWORD
exPaddovov] exfarovoty Luke 11:19 TNV TPWTOXALTIAY] Tag Matt 23:6

TPWTOXAN TG
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VERBS

MULTIWORD

UETaVOYTE] UETAUONONTE

Luke 13:3

oudev] oude ev

| Luke 20:40

ovyxaret] ouyxadeiTal

Luke 15:9

NOUNS

Aeywv] eimwy

Luke 19:30

yeveoet] yevveoet

Luke 1:14

dwoovoiy] dwaty Luke 20:10 uva] pvag Luke 19:16
goovratl] eoTat Luke 21:25 PRONOUNS
YWWoxouat] yivwoxopat John 10:14 Tauta)] TolRuTa | 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 ay8»oecOe for

otabyoesbe 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 xatafag

with xatdfndt to help it conform to Matt 27:40.

Additions

TABLE 4.6: ADDITION DIFFERENCES BETWEEN 205 AND 2886

MULTIPLE WORDS

+ eAePev autny Mark 12:21 + AEYOVTEG ELPYNVNY TW 0LXW Matt 10:8
TOUTO
+ £V ool Mark 14:29 + T [upov Matt 26:9°
PRONOUNS CONJUNCTIONS

+ quTw Matt 25:44; 27:22° | + xat Matt 26:71
Mark 14:47

+ QUTOU Matt 26:55 + yap Mark 12:36

+ U Luke 11:59; 15:4 + 0¢ John 6:23

+ auTYg Luke 12:53 PREPOSITIONS

+ CoU Luke l9:42 + EX Mark 14:20

NOUNS ARTICLES
+ pnpa Matt 5:11 +0 Matt 22:44
+ Xavng Matt 26:28 + TOU 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 of 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 yoyyv{odowv and with &Aeyev 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: eimev in Luke 19:8 (vu #8);
20:3 (vu #5) and éoTw 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 (205*™) 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 2057) 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 of 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 of 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 #06]). 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 vaniations 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 4.7°” SUMMATION OF WHERE MS | DIFFERS FROM ANCESTOR

TYPE OF VR 1 VRs NOT IN 1582 Relative # of VRs in Comparabie MS
Orthographical Shifts 78 486
Nomina Sacra 12 2,330
Omissions 37 593
Substitutions 77 (19) 1,377
Additions 23 (29 829
Transpositions 6 475
Movable Nu 4 543
Proper Nanmes 12 169

Orthographical Shifts

TABLE 4.8: ORTHOGRAPHICAL SHIFTS DISTINCT IN MSS | AND 1582

ORTHOGRAPHICAL SHIFTS28 FOUND IN 1 BUT NOT 1582

w2 Luke 10:16 edn Mark 6:31; 11:2; John 3:12
w=>ov | John 11:53 ) €D John 11:38
w>o Matt 7:3; 8:4; 10:13; 16:28: Mark L Bt Mark 14:70

77 Numbers in parentheses with the “c” superscript represent the number of VRs
by the hand of the corrector that are included in the number of VRs for that particular cell
in the summation table.

28 Fifteen shifts in MS 1 represent singular readings: w = oin Matt 10:13 (vu
#83); Mark 6:21 (vu #29), 56 (vu #16); Luke 16:15 (vu #22), 25 (vu #40); n = o in Matt
5:26* (vu #35); 1= n in Matt 24:31 (vu #23); Mark 4:15 (vu #39); & =& vin Luke 12:35
(vu #15); 1= ain Matt 12:10 (vu #18); et = o in Matt 18:28 (vu #30); ¢ 9 n in Mark
11:2 (vu #32); € = 1e in Mark 14:70 (vu #15); ov & w in Matt 21:41 (vu #2); and eu & «
and Mark 16:13 (vu #14).
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W= 0 6:21, 37, 52, 56: Luke 16:15, 25: I T3
21:30; 23:47; John 2:14; 19:33
e & Mark 10:16; Luke 21:9 o= a Luke 4:28; 8.7
a=>el John 15:4 e X Luke 11:4.12:49
i A Matt 20:22. Mark 16:5 o Luke 7:36; John 14:26
a=>w John 19:35 02w Luke 2:40; 23:23; John 8:51; 14:12; 21:6
n2u John 12:43 ot>o Luke 8:29
n2o Matt 5:26; Luke 24:39 oV = w Matt 21:41; John 11:48
e A Luke 4:38; 9:21; John 2:6; 8:57, ot=»n l.uke 10:40
15:8
L=>n Matt 24:31; Mark 4:15; 15:14; U2 o Mark 16:13
Luke 4:24; John 12:14
T X3 Matt 10:12, 25: John 6:30 ndet Mark 10:15; Luke 4:25
w > o John 11:47 LN Matt 5:38; 24:50; Luke 1:64; 9.24; 21:21
B A Luke 12:35 U =» oL John 21:16
t=>» o Mark 6:41 2w Mark 13:14
n2a Matt 12:10; Luke 24:49 e A Matt 6:8; John 10:25
3 o) Matt 18:28 0 *¥» ovu Matt 21.25
o s 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 w = o shift occurs 14 times.

Other shifts in MS 1 that occur more than twice include the n = v shift (5x), the 1 = 7

shift (5x), the eu =& 1 shift (5x), the 0 = w shift (5x), the t = eushift (3x), and the £ =

shift (3x). Given the prominence of the o =» 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 FOUND IN 1 BUT NOT IN 1582

w (all from lwavvng) Mark 6:14, 17; Luke g | Luke 13:34
7:24
¥ | Matt 20:8; Mark 2:28 e John 6:42
e Matt 13:55; 26:64; Mark 2:28 i Luke 1:31
avare | 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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including multiple usages of »x¢ (Matt 20:8; Mark 2:28), u¢ (Matt 13:55; 26:64; Mark

2:28), and on three occasions Iw from the proper name of Iwavvye 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 vids is evident where these

two MSS stand apart from MSS 205, 209, and 2886.

Omissions

Manuscript 1 differs from its ancestor on a number of occasions that involve
multiword omissions. On nine occasions multiple words are omitted, two of which are
due to haplography on the part of the scribe. In Mark 10:27 (vu #27) the scribe jumped
from Bed) to Bed and omitted an important part of Jesus’ teaching concerning how all
things are possible with God (wavta yap dvvata mapa @ 6eéd). Similarly, in John 21:16
(vu #51) the scribe jumped from Aéyet to Aéyet and embarrassingly omitted the words
Aéyet adTé Tolpatve Ta wpoPata pov 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.”® 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.

2 Anderson, Textual, 146.



TABLE 4.10°": OMISSIONS IN 1 BUT NOT IN 1582

S
PRONOUNS MULTIWORD
HE Luke 24:39 gaAppwy O EyEVVNTEY Matt 1:5
pou Luke 8:21] Kat yuxtog Tegoepaxovra Matt 4:2
oot Luke 1:13 xat AeyouoLy Matt 11:19
oov Luke 11:34 xat enexabloey ETavw auTwy Matt 21:7
ARTICLES £V 0AY) Matt 22:37
" Matt 12:25* 7 Stwypov te Tov Aoyov evBug | Mark 4:17
ot Matt 21:9; L.uke 2:18 o mavta yap Suvate mapa Tw Mark 10:27
Bew
Ta Maitt 18:31 ouxett gLt aflog xAnbnvat viog | Luke 15:19
gou
0 Matt 18:9 &Y TW Luke 17:14
To John 7:50 oUTWS Xat Tw i edwxey {wny | John 5:26
EYEWV EV £QUTW
Tov John 3:26 oTL Topevopar etotpncat vomov | John 14:12
ULy
TWY Luke 2:31 xat emetTpeey o [Tthatog nAfev | John 1938
UV Y)pEV TO TWUA QUTOU
NOUNS AEYEL QUTW TIOLRAIVE T John 21:16
npoPara pov
aderdog ‘Mark 12:19 PARTICLES
dexa luke 15:8 Eav Matt 28:14
CONJUNCTIONS My John 10:38%*
Je Matt 12:36 VERBS
xal Luke 1:18 Et Luke 10:13
PREPOSITIONS Etrev John 12:39
ane Matt 8:11 Eww Matt 22:30
EVWTIOWY Luke 24:11 Swhnoeral 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 vixTog Tecoepaxovra due to a jump from Tecoapdxovta

to Tesoapaxovta. Similarly, in Luke 15:19 (vu #3) the scribe omitted the expression

%% Three of the omissions in MS 1 only are singular readings: the omission the
article ot in Matt 21:9 (vu #12); t@v in Luke 2:31 (vu #15); and the preposition amd in
Matt 8:11 (vu #18).
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ovxéTt eipi d&tog xAnbijvat vics sov, which occurs because of a jump from gov to cov.

Finally, in Mark 4:17 (vu #38) an omission of 7} dtwypol 0t tév Adyov e060¢ results in a

harmonization with Matt 13:21.

Substitutions

TABLE 4.11: SUBSTITUTIONS IN 1 BUT NOT 1582"

napexaAecag] emapaxaieoag

VERBS ADJECTIVES
dthexbnoav] dmvexbnoav Matt 9:34 moAvv] TOAALY Mark 6:34
guveTwy] Suvatwy Matt 11:25 otav] otTay Luke 16:4; 21:9
TUVRYRYETE] CUVAYETE Matt 13:30 moAAs] o Luke 21:27
Matt 18:32 NONSENSE

XQT QUapTLPOLTLY | Matt 27:13 MePLoTOV] MEPLTTLG Mark 6:51
XATAYOPOUGLY
NOTEVTOVTIY] VNATEUOVTLY Mark 2:20 ouTe] eloTe Luke 14:45
Lepepwﬂr)] HEpEpLOT L Mark 3:26 oVTwS] 0TwWS John 8:36
npEavro] npato Mark 5:17 NOUNS
eMOwoeL] avTidwoet Mark 7:9* ddpayual didpayua Matt 17:24
nwapadidorres] mapadiddovreg Mark 13:11 doulog] ouvdourog Matt 18:26
epyovTal] epyerat Mark 14:32 yevvnaapet ] yevwnoaped Mark 6:53
npoeAbwv] TpooeAfwy Mark 14:33 mpoaxung] mpooxoyis Luke 4:11
mpoanviaro] mpoontato Mark 14:39 pnvac] pyya Luke 4:25
exaAouv] ehadouy Luke 1:59 TAola] mAotapLa Luke 5:2
yehaow] yadaowpey Luke 5:5 pryual pnua Luke 6:49
empealoveov] emmpealoTwy I.uke 6:28 muAwva] TuAwy Luke 16:20
OMOAVETE] ATOAVEETE Luke 6:37 pval pvag Luke 19:20
npaaeuyesbat] mpoceuaciat Luke 9:29 fpeppatal fpepata John 4:12
xBadwov] exfaiiwory Luke 9:40 ovoya] viov John 12:28
Elme ] emov Luke 10:40 aptuabuas] apipardatag John 19:39
pehet] peAdet Luke 10:40 oyaptov] opapta John 21:9
npogevynobe] mpogeuyeade Luke 11:12 ADVERB
TOPEVTETAL] MOPEVET AL Luke 11:15 poyis] ol Luke 9:39
Suzpepiobeton] peplobeioa Luke 11:17

3! 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).




VERBS MULTIWORD

eyBa?xsw] ep.ﬁakr}v Luke 12:5 ELG TOV omov] €V TW 01w J Luke 9:61
eloeABetv] SeteAfewy Luke 13:24 CONJUNCTIONS
bednoavreg] Bedovrag Luke 19:27 xat] Matt 20:23
EMPWTRTav] EMNpLTNRILY Luke 20:27 Tt} ott Matt 7:14°
TUVEXOVTES] TUVEXOTES LLuke 22:63 ewg] xout Luke 10:15
deatpedovral Stacpedovia Luke 23:2 we] xat Luke 15:25
EYEVOVTO] EYEVETO Luke 23:12 dexa] de lLuke 19:25
aneAniubetoav] aneAvbeiocay John 4:8 ARTICLE
ayaladyya] ayedhechnvat John 5:35 ov] o | John 4:9
apyovTwy] apxoviwy John 7:48 PRONOUNS
Baretw] Baddetw John 8.7 Toug] oug Matt 15:39
exapn] exapny John 8:56 T} 118 Matt 27:4
ebumviow] ebunvelow® John 11:11 Tavte] auta Luke 17:34
nduvavto] nduvato John 12:39 oUTOG] CUOTOS Luke 18:14
meUPavTa] meYavra John 15:21] avtov] avtou John 1:10
LVNUOVEUNTE | UVYILOVEVTELTE John 16:4 autov] avtwy John 4:31
amBidn] aAniobiva John 19:35 PREPOSITION

PARTICLE ouv] qup 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 (41x). Two
interesting substitutions of nouns that impact the text in a significant way occur in
Luke 6:49 (vu #43) with the shift from pijyua (wreck, ruin, fall) to pfjua (word) involving
the fate of a house without a foundation and the change from §vopa to diov 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 cvvetév to duvatév, which occurs in the
Luke 10:21 parallel. In Matt 27:13 (vu #27) xatapaptupolioty was changed to

xatyyopolioty, harmonizing the passage to Mark 15:4. Similarly, épyovrat was changed to



EpxeTat in Mark 14:32 (vu #5) to match Matt 26:36, while dwepepiadeion shifts to

peptobeion in Luke 11:17 (vu #19) to fit with Matt 12:25.

Additions
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TABLE 4.12: ADDITIONS IN 1 BUT NOT IN 1582

PREPOSITIONS MULTIPLE WORDS
+ El§ Matt 9:26 + Taoa Matt 3:5
+ &y John 17:23 + 8V TW Aaw Mait 9:35¢
CONJUNCTIONS + %ABev yap o viog Tov aVoy Matt 18:10
OWTE TO ATMOAWAOS
+ de Matt 23:18; John 4:3 + EUAOYEL aUTH Mark 10:16
+ xat Matt 5:45: 12:44; 15:6 + TauTte Aeywy edpwvet o exwy | Luke 8:15°
WTQ IXOVELY XXOETW
+ 0TE Mark 1:36 (w/205) + TOAROL Yap €01V }AYTOL Luke 14:24
oloyol Je exdextol
+ oV John 16:19 PARTICLE
+ TE Mark 15:36 + 1dou Luke 12:5
ARTICLES PRONOUN
+0 Mark 14:36; Luke 19:8; John 10:40 + qUTwWY Luke 12:36
+ TS John 10:17
+ TOV Luke 21:37

found in MS 1582. The most significant addition involves the phrase moAXot yap eigw

xAntol 6 Adyot O éxAextot 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 nA8ev yép 6 blog ol VU

odite TO @modwAos is included in Matt 18:10 (vu #90) as paralleled to Matt 18:11.

As indicated in Table 4.12, the scribe of MS 1 made 23 additions to the text not

]




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 éotiv in Mark 12:33 (vu #54);

John 12:31 (vu #13); 21:7 (vu #406) and €iow 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 lwva to Iwvou in John 1:17. Other examples of
variations are legat (from leooat) in Luke 3:22, Mehyet (from MeAxi) in Luke 3:24,
Ingaax (from Ioaax) in Luke 3:34, Acvet (from Acvet) in Luke 3:24, Zapoux (from
Yepoux) in Luke 3:35, Payat (from Payav) in Luke 3:35, Iavvou (from Iwavvov) in
Mark 6:25 and Luke 7:24, Alop (from Alwp) in Matt 1:14, Mwoews (from Mwugews) in

Matt 23:2, and Mapta (from Maptap) in Matt 28:1.
The Scnibe of Manuscript 1 as Copyist
of a Descendant of Manuscript 1582
Anderson’s assessment of the careful nature of 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
208, 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 of 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 | revealed that the harmonization
of texts to their immediate or parallel gospel context was common, as demonstrated on
thirty occasions.” The scribe of MS 1 moved away from his or her ancestor by making
substitutions in the text for the purpose of 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 of MS 1 added to the text for the
purpose of harmonization only in Luke 14:24 (vu #30). Although additions of 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 |
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 1582 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.



CHAPTER 5
CASE STUDY 4: MANUSCRIPTS FROM /"
(13, 346, 543, 826, AND 828)
This chapter provides analysis of the five manuscripts that constitute the fourth
case study of closely related MSS." In the table below, an overview of physical features

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

provided.
TABLE 5.1: FEATURES AND DESIGNATIONS OF MS GROUP 4
Gregory- von Soden Date Material Folios | Text-Type | Aland
Aland Designation Category
Number
13 £368° Xl | Parchment | 170 Byz 11
346 €226 X1l Parchment 168 Byz 1
543 €257 X1 Parchment 184 Byz 111
826 €218 X1I Parchment 233 Byz 111
828 €309 X11 Parchment 176 Byz 11

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

' A table containing the comparative collation information from f'* 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, The 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 of Rheims and Cardinal, who impressively collected fifty
thousand volumes.” In his evaluation of the text of Mark in the Ferrar group, Lake and
Lake noted the “South Italian” ornamentation, pnuata, and “added material” of each of
these group members.’ 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.° 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 of text with each

* Kirsopp Lake and Silva Lake, Iamily 13 (The Ferrar Group): The Text
according 10 Mark with a Collation of Codex 28 of the Gospels (ed. Kirsopp and Silva
Lake; SD 11; London: Christophers, 1941), 10.

“1bid,, 4-11.

>Tbid., 18.



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.”®

In 1868, William Hugh Ferrar (1826-1871), “a professor of 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.” 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 prpata which
occurs in series of Syriac mss.”* Later von Soden added nine MSS to Lake’s group and
divided it into three sub-groups, I* (983, 1689), 1" (69, 124, 174, 788), and I° (13, 230,
346, 543).° More importantly, the five MSS selected from /' are included among the ten

MSS in /' by Wisse and are accepted in standard introductions.'®

®Ibid., lzamily 13, 20. Additional information concerning the MSS in this
paragraph is from Aland, Kurzgefasste, 47, 67, 79, and 95.

7 Lake and Lake, FFamily 13, 1.
8 . vee gees

Ibid ., i1, hit.
® Von Soden, Text, 1:133.

1 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 larger £ is because
of Kirsopp Lake’s analysis of the group in Mark."' Lake suggested these five MSS
composed the “a-group” of '? 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.'? Although Parker suggested that
/" is “less clearly knit” than /', the group was narrowed to these five MSS in order to
focus on MSS related more closely to one another within the larger family."

Metzger suggested that /' * 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

13 «

century.'* 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.”"

" ake and Lake, Family 13, ix-x.
12 See Colwell, “Method,” 15.

13 parker, An Introduction, 319.

' Lake and Lake, Family 13, 56-57.

P Ibid., ix.



Lake and Lake argued that evidence for the unity of 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 of 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.'®

1 Lake and Lake, Family 13, 16, 24-25.



FIGURE 5.1: PROPOSED STEMMA FOR FAMILY 13

Lake, Codex 13, xxiv
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Lake and Lake referred to the archetype of /' as “X” and suggested that it was

828

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 southemn
Italy, from which Lake and Lake believe all of the MSS in /' originated within fifty
years of one another, in part because of their “common writing and ornamentation.”’
Fifty-three pages of the volume on f** produced by Lake and L.ake 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 of /' are descendants of an archetype which came either from Calabria in southern

Italy or from Sicily. As evidenced in the collation data of Appendix 4A, Metzger also

7 1bid., 29, 58-59.
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noted that one of the peculiar features of /' is the pericope de adultera included after
Luke 21:38."

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." 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%).%° Given that no direct-copy
relationships are known to exist inf”, in this case study the relationships shared between
two groups of ancestors and descendants MSS 346 and 543 as descendants of 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.

1% «“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 «Tegst 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

Manuscripts 346 and 543 as Descendants of Manuscript 13

TABLE 5.2: SUMMATION OF WHERE 543 & 346 DIFFER FROM ANCESTOR”'
TYPE OF VR | 346 VRsNOT 543 VRs 543 VRs NOT 346 VRs 346 & 543 VRs | Relative # of VRs
IN130OR543 | NOTIN346 | IN130R346 | NOTINS43 NOTIN 13 in Comparable MS

Orthographical 241 32 87 158 15 807
Shifts
Substitutions 153 35 48 91 18 1,560
Additions 120 15 29 54 18 1,316
Nomiina 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 Involving 346 =792 Involving 543 = 646 Involving Total Relative
DIFFERENCES 13=83 VR#=7474

Orthographical Shifts
More VRs involving orthographical shifts occur in this group of MSS than in any
of the other types of variations.”> 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 =¥ w (93x), w =P 0 (64x), et = N (56x),

t=> n (41x), o =» £ (31x), n <> €1(30x), and £ = a1 (30x). Ninety-two of these shifts are

2! The relative number of VRs in comparable MSS was calculated by searching
through the text-range of /' using the HCNTTS apparatus software.

?? The most common shift from totalling the 1,608 shifts in the comparative tables
in the case study was the 0 =¥ w shift (311 times, 19.34%), while the w = o the shift
occurred second most often (196 times, 12.19%). Regarding shifts involving diphthongs,
the gL =¥ n 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 w and wto 0.23

TABLE 5.3: ORTHOGRAPHICAL SHIFTS FOUND IN 346 ALONE

o> al Luke 19:8 S X Luke 1:74;16:12; John 9:41; 20:26

aL=P ¢ Matt 6:33; 11:12; 12:45; 13:55; L= v John 20:22
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; L.uke 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

w=20 Matt 9:2; 11:26; 12:45; 17:2: 18:3, I A1 Matt 5:29,42; 6:3; 6, 7:5; 8:28; 12:1; 14:9;

17, 23: 19:19; 20:5; 21:5, 19, 37, 18:8; 20:20, 21; 21:43: 22:30; 23:15; 25:33;
22:12,23:4, 17, 24:22;, 27:27, 53; 26:25; Mark 1:31; 4:14; 10:7: 11:23; 14:12;
Mark 1:28; 3:10; 4:1; 6:56; 10:21; 13:44; Luke 1:64; 3:14; 4:25, 5:18; 6:2;
14:70; 15:12, 43; Luke 4:16*; 7:4; 816, 11:7,9;12:1, 15, 27,39, 15:8; 19:11;
9:45 (2x), 11:24 (2x), 12:58; 14:2, 23:27. 29, 44; 24:9, 49; John 1:38: 3:8, 23:
29:15:12,28; 16:4; 17:27; 18:16; 846:11:2,9,39: 13:14,32; 18:15, 26 19:7;
21:34;22:2 (2x); 23:24, 39; 24:24; 20:1,2: 214

23 Several of the shifts found in MS 346 alone are singular or sub-singular
readings: at =» € in Matt 27:12 (vu #5); Mark 3:20 (vu #33); 3:24 (vu #27); 4:37 (vu
#39), 15:31 (vu #31); w =» oin 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); ov =»
w in Mark 3:2 (vu #33); 1 = v in Matt 19:28 (vu #15); t = 1in Matt 13:55 (vu #69);
Luke 2:37 (vu #30); 2:47 (vu #23); 8:3 (vu #4); 12:29 (vu #4), n =» €in Mark 5:19 (vu
#54), 14:7 (vu #17), 1 =¥ etin Matt 4:20 (vu #20); 5:14 (vu #20), Luke 11:44 (vu #15); n
=» 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); 1 = ot in Matt 26:5 (vu #42); Mark
6:35 (vu #6); Luke 1:48 (vu #18); € =» atin Matt 5:34 (vu #20); 5:35 (vu #31); 6:19 (vu
#40); Mark 14:65 (vu #40); Luke 7:25 (vu #27); o = ¢ in Matt 11:8 (vu #50); Mark 6:29
(vu #12); 6:53 (vu #18); 6:55 (vu #3); et =» €in John 20:26 (vu#51); et =» 1 in Matt 6:3
(vu #23); 8:28 (vu #6); 12:1 (vu #63); 26:25 (vu #3); et =» vin Luke 5:4 (vu #25); John
19:28 (vu #49); € =» o in Matt 11:10 (vu #50);, Mark 8:13 (vu #13); Luke 14:27 (vu #12),
John 18:26 (vu #49); 0 =@ w 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); ot =>» nin Mark 6:15 (vu #12); 6:22 (vu #21); John
12:26 (vu #18); ot => etin Luke 1:62 (vu #21); = oin Luke 8:16 (vu #16); u => tin
Mark 9:3 (vu #20); v =» 1 in Matt 23:35 (vu #12); v =» etin Luke 11:11 (vu #30);n = v
in Matt 19:21 (vu #31); 20:12 (vu #25); Mark 9:48 (vu #3); 12:1 (vu #32); 14:15 (vu
#30); ot=» tin Matt 22:37 (vu #77); John 13:29 (vu #58); w =@ ov in Mark 4:12 (vu
#42); Luke 3:14 (vu #3); ot *=» o in Mark 10:48 (vu #7); and 0 = ain Matt 12:2 (vu
#33).




John 9:4, 24,35, 10:40; 12:6, §, 14,
42 13:18. 30, 16:4;, 17:11. 18:22:
19:9.21:18

vEDE Luke 3:29 S Matt 23:17; Luke 1:39. 3.5: 5.4, 6:27, 117,
12:42, 16:7 (2x): 18:1, 19: 14, 22:24 (2x),
35, John 8:10; 12:16, 46; 19:28
e el Luke 17:7 £=20 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
oV w Matt 7:6; Mark 3:2; L.uke 16:30 o-»ou | Lukel6:24
t>v Matt 3:4; 19:28: Mark 7:28, 1128 | o= w Matt 3:15; 4:39; 5:15, 30, 31, 46, 6:2, 5, 13,
John 2:16; 15:19 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
17 Matt 3:11; 5:11, 42; 6:24, 27, 9:2. oL=n Matt 14:44; 16:4; 22:4;, Mark 6:15, 22; L.uke
13:38, 42, 48, 50, 55: 20:23; 23:2, 18:9: 23:29: John 12:26; 15:4
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
e Xolt Luke 6:2; John 10:17; 18:11; 21:3 o= w John 13:2
nd>e Matt 18:10; Mark 4:27: 5:19: 14:7; | ot et | Luke 1:62
Luke 18:40
n=> et Matt 4:20; 5:14, 23; 12:11; 17:20; n=>o Luke 8:16:11:7; 13:7
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 (2%)
n21 Matt 6:1: 11:27; 13:32; 16:25; 1= £l Matt 5:14; 6:11; 7:2; John 1:5; 8:12, 35;
19:10, 18: 22:3, 5; 23:16, 37; Mark 11:3]
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)
n->ot Matt 6:25; 12:40; 26:5; 27:58; e Mark 9:3; L.uke 4:7; John 20:7
Mark 6:35; 16:11; Luke 1:48; John
10:1: 15:12; 18:36 (3x)
£ at Matt 5:34, 35 (2x); 6:19; 9:38; vy Matt 13:33; 23:35; Mark 1:32; 11:25; Luke

16:2; 18:18; Mark 2:8; 13:7; 14:65,
Luke 2:8, 10; 5:23; 7:25% 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

16:15; 24:38; John 15:20
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e o Matt 4:2 (2x); John 21:3 e X l.uke 11:11; John 20:5
I Nel Luke 13:3 n2>v 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>V John 13:27 oLt Matt 22:37; Luke 15:19; John 1:43; 13:29
o X3 Matt 11:8; 12:45; 20:10; Mark n=2a Mark 14:30
6:29,53,55; Luke 11:28; 20:31;
John 19:35
el Luke 12:4 ado Luke 21:14
e X Luke 22:42 w=P»ov | Matt 12:10; Mark 4:12; 13:11; Luke 3:14
oLy Luke 5:24: 7:10 oL=> o Mark 10:48
Ve X3 Mark 12:22 o~ a Matt 12:2; Mark 9:38
o= o¢ Matt 11:13 £2n Matt 5:31

orthographical shifts, but only the o = w shift occurs ten times or more. The shifts from

On 87 occasions MS 543 stands apart from MSS 13 and 346 in regard to

t=» n and &L =¥ 1 also occur on seven occasions each.

TABLE 5.4%* ORTHOGRAPHICAL SHIFTS FOUND IN 543 ALONE
a=2¢ Luke 4:38 e Mark 9:39%; Luke 6:37
a=Dv Luke 6:18 LDt Luke 19:14, 37
w=2o Matt 5:34; Luke 10:22; John 4:20; e A Matt 27:47; Mark 8:32.34: 10:21: Luke
11:19 1:58, 59; John 8:38
a=d>e John 1:43 X X Mark 10:47; Luke 10:34
a2t Mark 1:30 o»ou | Johnl:6
a0 Matt 13:18; Luke 5:33 w/ 13 o2 w Matt 23:19; 27:47, Mark 3:2: 10:21; l.uke
4:22.38; 14:12:; 16:13: 1932 John 10:5
at=d e Matt 27:41; Mark 2:12 oL w Luke 19:14; John 2:20
e B Matt 5:22;, Mark 4:17; 5:4; 6:16; oLt John 7:11
Luke 10:34; 19:17; John 2:7
I &Y Matt 15:27, Luke 1:19 oLy Luke 11:8
e &> Luke 1:79 > X3t Matt 24:12; Mark 7:7; 12:43: 14:63: l.uke
3:24
n=>e Matt 23:37; 24:49 (2x); 27:15; L= oL Matt 4:13; John 7:32
Luke 10:28 (2x); John 16:21;
n2v Luke 7:37; John 13:37 ca?a | Mark 6:22
e A Matt 4:13; Mark 6:29; 15:43; Luke [ v=> q Luke 1:79
6:29; John 17:3
£=at Matt 6:7; 23:31; 28:10; Mark 9:43;, | o1 John 2:4

singular readings, ot =¥ £in John 1:43 (vu #25); t =» njin Luke 1:19 (vu #18); 1 > vin
Luke 1:19 (vu #63); 0 =» win Luke 4:22; and ot =» vin John 7:11.

* Five of the orthographical shift VRs found in MS 543 alone are singular or sub-




Luke 10:2; John 7:34; 12:36

e>a Matt 9:25 BREE X1 Mark 13:25

ada | Mark 4:20 0 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 w = o shift, while the other fourteen categories of 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)

g X John 20:23 I 2t Luke 2:1

w=>o T.uke 2:10 I N Luke 11:36

ou =D w Matt 13:16 o= w Matt 5:34; John 15:8

Bl John 11:11 ovdo John 19:29

£ al Luke 16:12 I 13 Mark 7:14
ORTHOGRAPHICAL SHIFTS™ FOUND IN 13 AND 543 (NOT IN 346)

aPe John 10:20, 18:18, 25 et Luke 20:11

w20 Matt 8:5; Mark 6:39; Luke 11:14 IS B Mark 5:4; Luke 20:2; John 13.3

(2x); 12:57; 13:1; 16:7; 23:40; John
13:34; 19:29

a2z Luke 12:57 wv Do Matt 19:7

a=>o Luke 1:25 0w Mark 14:60; LLuke 11:27; 12:58: John
2:12

Nt Luke 20:20 oLt Matt 28:43

o=>¢ Luke 8:15 1> John 8:48

v2q John 11:50 edal Luke 11:48

n2v Luke 12:33; 16:20

ORTHOGRAPHICAL SHIFTS* FOUND IN 13 AND 346 (NOT IN 543)

ada [ Mark7:22 [ed>ev | Mark 6:34; Luke 10:33; 15:20

2% The shift from o = o in Luke 1:25 (vu #24), which occurs in all the MSS
except MS 346, is a singular reading.

?% Singular and sub-singular readings involving orthographical shifts shared by
MSS 13 and 346 include w = oin Matt 27:20 (vu #30) and Mark 3:1 (vu #35); t 9 otin
Mark 10:38 (vu #23); ¢ = =v in Mark 6:34 (vu #31); and 0 ® w in Luke 12:2 (vu #7) and
14:31 (vu #72).
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aL=dP e Matt 23:38; Mark 4:15; Luke e X3 John 15:4
10:26; 11:26; John 1:11; o
w0 Matt 7:13; 10:42: 13:24; 14:30; R ¢ Matt 14:9: 23:16;, Mark 16:10; 1Luke
21:36: 22:2, 27:20: Mark 3:1; 6:35; 2:49; 12:25, 13:7. 9. 14:30; 22:6, 42:
7:3; 14:32; 15:32; Luke 1:74: 5:16: 23:18,39: John 8:20; 11:34; 20:14
6:13; 11:21;, 22:6; John 18:28 (2x).
20:23
a=>e Matt 11:9 S 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: n=>ot Luke 4:22; 13:4
20:24; 22:9; John 9:23;
12y Mark 9:7 o=¢ Matt 12:4
e Xl Matt 20:22; Mark 10:38 0= w 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
L=y Matt 13:47; 20:9; 22:34; Mark e X Matt 24:21; Luke 11:31
14:32, Luke 2:36: 4:20, 9:14: 17:3.
22:56; John 19:13
ke A Mark 7:22; Luke 7:32; 10:35, 118, | e=> o Matt 21:33
12:30; John 2:10: 13:21
n=>et Matt 5:19: 10:10; 12:20, 50: Mark 1= at Mark 12:4
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
n=v Mark 13:4; Luke 10:17; John 12:43 | (<> v John 20:24
S il John 18:28 v=>n Matt 19:14; Luke 5:22, 6:12; John 9:19
= at Matt 2:9; 10:7; Mark 12:24: ].uke £ Qa Luke 7:22
3:13:5:22: 83,29, 11:2,9: 13:31;
19:13; 22:46
w=Pov |Lukel:S

In the 157 VRs shared between MSS 13 and 346 to the exclusion of MS 543, the

most common shifts involve the change from 1 =» et, which occurs 25 times, and 0 = w

on 24 occasions. The only other significant shifts in this grouping are w = o eighteen

times, €L *» 1 on fourteen occasions, and the w = 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 dyyéAwv of John is changed to pantév. Similarly, in Matt 5:47
(vu #15) a reference to adeAdole is changed to $ihovs. 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 Iwavvou is supplied
for avTod to reflect the use of the name in 3:1, 4. In Matt 20:34 (vu #18) the noun
dpBaiudv is supplied for dppatwy 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 xatema )00 xai
eAbovTa for eABovTa to parallel the language of Luke 8:5. In Mark 4:15 (vu #63) the
phrase v Taic xapdiag adTév replaced el adrols to fit the language of Matt 13:19, just as
with the replacement of & €xet with & doxet Exetv in Mark 4:25 (vu #36) to match
Luke 8:18. In Luke 3:7 (vu #40) the pronoun 0uiv is replaced with the verb dmédeiéev to
fit the parallel in Matt 3:7, while the reference to “sour wine” (6%o¢) for oTvov'in

Matt 27:34 (vu #13) harmonizes Luke 23:36 and John 19:30.
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TABLE 5.6: SUBSTITUTIONS?” IN 346 ALONE

VERBS ADIJECTIVES/ADVERBS

detypatioat] mapaderypatioa Matt 1:19 moAv | woAvg Mark 3.8 o
aXOVTAVTES ] axouTavTw Matt 2:9 xwAov] eywiov Mark 9:45
Bamtioryg] Bantiodng Matt 3:1 TavToTe] TaVTO Mark 14:7

anodws] amodw Matt 5:26 TaoTwWY] Taowy Luke 19:37
eTopxnaets] emiopxamng Matt 5:33 TpwTos] MpwToV John 8:7 ]
emlnrovow] emdyre Matt 6:32 uelova] pelwy John 19:11

orpade] emoTpader Matt 9:22 MULTIWORD

KARXPIVEL] XT uxplvovoty Matt 12:42 ywpa xat o bavatov] oxie | Matt 4:16
Ta oxa
eMoTpeyw] uToopeYatw Matt 12:44 0 amoAuwv] av amoAvady) Matt 5:32
Aeyouoa] Aeyovreg Matt 13:14 oot €v Tw dpavepw Matt 6:18
swvavkaveobal] cuvavkaveotal Matt 13:30 opotwdnoeTar] opotwow autoy | Matt 7:24
eABerv] ameAbev Matt 14:28 Tov xuptov] Tou xuptov Matt 10:24
duvacbe] ouvietat Matt 16:3 eAfovra] xatemaryfn xal Matt 13:4
eAbovTa
eABwv] eberfwv Matt 16:13 xatepayev] xat xatedayev Matt 13:4 o
uetaBa] petafnoete Matt 17:20 tepov] Tou Bu Matt 21:12
mpoonAbov] mpooeAfovres Matt 17:24 exPadete autov] apate autov | Matt 22:13
xat epfarete
Anudovrat] Anpovrat Matt 20:10 un] unye Mark 2:21
xabyyntar] xabyrat Matt 23:10 elg quToug] ev Tal xapdiag Mark 4:15
auTwy
ouvayw] ouvaywy Matt 25:26 0 gxet] o doxel exety Mark 4:25
nroipacav] etvpaoay Matt 26:19 wnrepos] mpag st ppag Mark 10:30
doug] edidou Matt 26:26 nrig] € TIg Luke 2:4
Aeyet] edeyev Mark 2:25 T0 TVEUp] TOV oUVOV TV Luke 3:22
ekeetvev) efetnvey Mark 3:5 eig 7o tacbat] ev Tw 1aobat Luke 5:17
xataPavres] xatamavreg Mark 3:22 Tw TeAaw] Ta Tehaw Luke 5:36
ouvayerai] cvvayayetal Mark 4:1 mavTa] xat oTpadeLs Tpog Luke 10:22
Toug pabntag avtov eimey
mavTa
np&aro] nptavro Mark 6:2 Tw cafBatw] To caPPatov Luke 13:14
dobnoerat] dwhnoera Mark 8:12 exet] goxy exev Luke 19:26

%7 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

nptavro] npfato Mark 10:41 vpv] el pyy John 8:24 B
EUpNTETE] EVPNOE Mark 1]:2 xayw] xai eyw John 8:26
adn] adnoet Mark 11:25 OUX EYVWXUTE] ou yvwxaTe John 8:55 ]
oxaviaoByoovral] Mark 14:21 NOUNS
oxaviahiobnoetat
EMYEYPAUUEVY] ERMLYEYPAUUEYNY Mark 15:26 auTou] wavvou Mait 3:7 |
emAnobnoay) eminobyoar Luke 2:2 atuwva) olpwy Matt 4:18
npoPefrnxuia] mpoPexuvia* Luke 2:36 glayove] colaywva Matt 5:39
edyrewte] Oyrerte Luke 2:39 adeAddous] drioug Matt 5:47
vuv] unedetfey Luke 3:7 ovdta] xota Matt 10:13
didaoxetv] edtdaoxey Luke 6:6 omelpag] onelpwy Matt 13:39
ETITOPEVOUEVWY ] EMITOPEVLY Luke 8:4 xetpag] xepaty Matt 15:2
xexoounpevov] xoopnpevoy Luke 11:25 adedpuva] apudwva Matt 15:17
mept{woerai] mepilwoe Luke 12:37 xatoapeias ] xeoapias Matt 16:13

oviled] ypovidwy Luke 12:45 oupatav] odpbaipwy Matt 20:34
airnoovaty] anavtyoovay Luke 12:48 nuepa] wpa Matt 24:2
TeAeahn] TeheoTy Luke 12:30 owvov] ofog Matt 27:34
oUYXUTITOUTR] JUYXURTOVT QY Luke 13:11 apapriag] apapriay Mark 2:10
emmpwmoev] eyyilovrog Luke 18:40 xpyuvov] xpupvou Mark 5:13
eAayiotw] ehayxtobw Luke 19:17 ov] utou Mark 14:21
npkato] npkavro Luke 19:45 Apipabaias] aptuabeas Mark 15:43
ouvedoytoavto] ouvekoytoato® Luke 20:5 FeAdaiav] yahiav Mark 167
napadidovres] mapadovreg Luke 21:12 poupata] poudatay Luke 2:35
eMEXPIVEV] TEXpVeV® Luke 23:24 Tavvai] wavvat Luke 3:24
TETEQPAYREVOL] TEPRYUEVOL Luke 24:38 $ofou] poPov Luke 5:26
emomaa] emomoay’ John 15:24 ayyeAwv] pofntwv Luke 7:24

PRONOUNS 1epw] tepov John 19:47

avtyg] avtowg Matt 2:16 PREPOSITIONS
upwv] nuwy Matt 5:12 Sta] vmo Matt 3:3
autnv] autng Matt 5:28 ex] amo Matt 7:4
auTwV] auTw Matt 9:2 vno] it Matt 27:35
apti] avry Matt 9:18 nepacTNoaL] mapa Luke 2:22
autols] avtw Matt 11:4 emet] em John 13:29
avts] autorg Matt 2:16 an] amo Mark 15:37
avty] avmy Matt 14.7 ARTICLES
Npas] vieag Matt 17:4 nv] Tov | Mau21:7
nuv] vy Matt 19:27 NONSENSE
autw] autov Matt 27:31 Texvov] Texv Mait 12:41
autos] avtolg Mark 4:27 lepogodupwy] eposodpwy Matt 15:1
avm] avtw Mark 5:34 &v yaoTpt] eyyaotpt Matt 24:19
auTo] auTov Mark 9:18 nde] ndev Matt 24:43
autw] avtov Mark 10:49 €V neow] eppEcw Jobn 8:9
avty) autyg Mark 12:31 airog) aairog John 15:24;
autov] autw Luke 1:12 autou] auauTou John 18:1
goL] gou Luke 5:32 CONJUNCTIONS
autov] autoug Luke 9:50 pnmote] unmotat | Matt 4:6
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PRONOUNS CONJUNCTIONS

eV Tw] autov Luke 10:35 ws] womep Matt 5:48

autw] auTwy Luke 12:36 7] xat Matt 6:25

EQUTOY] EQUTWY Luke 18:14 av] eav Matt 10:14; Luke

9:24

avtw] autov Luke 23:36 e pun] unde Matt 17:27

nuv] nueg John 14:22 7] ot Mark 2:7

nunv] nuiy John 17:12 vuv] ouv L.uke 22:36
PARTICLES wo’e;] WS Luke 22:41

eav] av LMatl 7:12

On 58 occasions the scribe of MS 543 stands alone, with 32 involving the

addition of 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 émt T évopa Tt pov was added to Jesus’ teaching concerning how the Father

would be honored by following the one he sent. Harmonization to the immediate context

1s evidenced by the substitution of ei¢ yap éotwv 6 for 871 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 petaBcerat

with xatafoetat in the singular reading of Matt 17:20.

TABLE 5.7%: SUBSTITUTIONS IN 543 ALONE

VERBS ADJECTIVES/ADVERBS
eABovteg] eAbovrw Matt 2:11 eubug] eudews Mark 1:21
xopTachnoovrat] yoprachnoovt Matt 5:6 QMAVTES] TAVTEC Mark 1:27
avotEag] avolf Matt 5:12 oude) oute John 1:25 (2x)
ELVOWV ] EVWOWY Matt 5:25 MULTIWORD
amoCTACIoV] UTTOaTAULOY Matt 5:31 avTous] auTolg Matt 7:16
n] e Matt 6:24 eloeAbovtes de autov] etoeAfovtt 0 | Matt 8.5

2% 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).




145

VERBS MULTIWORD
ETEAECEV] OUVETEAEDEY Matt 7:28 Sinxovet] Ot etxove! Matt 8:15
TpognVEYXQY] TIpoNvEYXaY Matt 8:16 TOUg 1EpELS] TOLS LEpEVTL Mark 2:26
somAayywiohy] evemAayywiobn Matt 9:37 oTL] €15 yap €Tty o Matt 23:10

mpooeAbovreg] mpogeAforeg

Matt 13:27

oux] emt Tw ovouar Tt pov

Mark 9:37

petaBroerat] xarafnoetat Matt 17:20 NOUNS

oTpatevpata) oTpevUaTY Matt 22:7 Maydanvn] paydaiivy Matt 27:56
deopevotv] decptovouat Matt 23:4 ouxnv] ouin Mark 11:20
TANpwoate] TANwoaTe Matt 23:32 adextopodwytas] arextpodwviag Mark 13:35
mpoeAbwv] mpooeAfwy Matt 26:39 dwwnv] dudny Mark 15:37
dieppnkev] Seppnxe Matt 26:55 ovouatt] ovopa Luke 1:61
ATOAECWTLY ] ATTOAETHS Matt 27:10 Tpaywvirtdos] orpaywyiridog Luke 3:1
ECTROTWV] ETTWTWY Matt 27:47 Neavioxe] veawioxe Luke 7:14
eAeyov] ermay Matt 27:49 PRONOUNS

EMOUVNYpEVY] guvnyUevol Mark 1:33 ) Ti¢ Matt 27:4
mapnyYetAev] TapyyyeAiev Mark 6:8 ev] e Mark 14:3
emhayyvilopat] omhayvilopat Mark 8:2 auTou] eauroy Luke 8:5
UETOUVUXTIOV] HETOVUXTIOU Mark 13:35 oUTOS] QuUTOg John 9:19
adevreg) adevreoa Luke 5:11 oux] o John 13:10
eAnAufores] cuvelnivbores Luke 5:17

OULLTIVIYOVT QL] oUVTIVLYOVT &t Luke 8:14 ARTICLES

népiwderc] npiwbet Luke 9:25 Twv] To Matt 24:50
enatoyuvbnoetat] emepyvvlnoerar | Luke 9:26 xar] a* Luke 7:4
ovumAnpovodat] ouvrAnpousBat Luke 9:51 $rhummov] Tov John 6:5
exhacev] xhaoey Luke 22:19 NONSENSE

nyayere] nyate John 7:45 alnbne] ainng John 7:18

sudaviow] epdavnow

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 £pyetat is replaced with %Afev, 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 amobavy. While the scribe of MS

346 avoided the substitutions of the others on 35 occastons, only one of 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 ITétpov for Zipwvos.
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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 Aéyet for eimev fits with the context of Matthew 4 where
Myet occurs in verses 6 and 10 though elmev is far more common in Matthew.”” On at
least three occasions substitutions serve to harmonize the text to parallel gospels
including the use of ot uév for 6Tt in Mark 8:28 (vu #10) which fits well with Matt 16:14,
the addition of 6 0¢ 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 v ula T6v suvaywydv xal for xat 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 346 AND 543 (NOT IN 13)

b

VERBS ADJECTIVES/ADVERBS
nyepbn] nyepev Matt 9:25 navTa] anavia Matt 17:11
yewrat] yevovral Matt 18:12 motag] mobev Luke 5:19
epyetan] nhbev Mark 6:1 oov]} ecoy John 18:35
aoBeveig] aoBevouvrag Luke 9.2 NOUNS
avaneoe] avamecal Luke 14:10 eheog] edeoy Matt 9:13
XEXANKOTL] XEXAWTL Luke 14:12 Bndoadal Luke 10:13

Brboaiday

n] amobavy Luke 20:28 epywv] TEXVWY Matt 11:19
eyvwoav] eytvwoxov John 10:6

% The verb elmev occurs 110 times in Matthew as compared to 54 occurrences of
A€yet.
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eBAnbn] ePAnbrre John 15:6 PARTICLE
dedwxal edwxa John 17:22 av] eav John 20:23
eEnAfev] etoehfev John 18:6 -

SUBSTITUTIONS™ IN 13 AND 543 (NOT IN 346)

VIERBS MULTIWORD
xatafovros]) xatafBatvovtog Matt 8:1 auTodwp ] aUTw Tw Povw John B8:4
dteyepbets] eyepdeig Mark 4:39 npeoPurepwv] ews Twv exactwv® | John &:9

CONJUNCTIONS

g1¢] nv l.uke 4:16 y)] xe ' John 8:14
EWVEXEV] EVEXEY Luke 4:18 NOUNS
eg] et Luke 4:26 Zrpwvos] Merpoy | Luke 4:39
ekendyoovro] efemirnooovia Luke 4:32 ADIECTIVES
XATEMAEVTUV] XATATAEUTAVTES Luke 8:26 eTepos] epoc* lLuke 14:20
anayaywv] avayaywy Luke 13:15 Tauta] navia Luke 14:21
do¢] Sewg Luke 14:9 ARTICLES
¢ eABwv] dierbwy Luke 15:17 ov]o | Matt 7:9
emopeulnaav] amnAbey John 7:53 PRONOUNS
apralew] apracal John 10:29 auTys] eautyg Matt 6:34
erma) etmov John 10:34 avtov] autoug Matt 6:49
anofavwuev] cuvanobavwey John 11:16 oequTov] gautov Luke 10:35
edwg] v John 18:4 £QUTWY] QuTwY Luke 12:36

PREPOSITIONS EQUTOV] EQUTVY Luke 15:17
dwa] umo Matt 21:4 avTyg] eauTrg John 11:2
ex] ano Mark 16:3 PARTICLES

MULTIWORD eav] av Matt 5:32
ndn] ndt xai | John 15:3 un] ov John 10:38

NONSENSE

xauniov] xaipov | Mark 10:25 | l

SUBSTITUTIONS IN 13 AND 346 (NOT IN 543)

VERBS MULTIWORD

emev) Aeyet Matt 4:9 Tas mapafBoias] Ts Mark 4:10
napafoly avty

exete] eberan Matt 5:46 dwdexa] dexaduo Mark 5:42

anoywpelTe] vy WpeLTe Matt 7:23 xat Aeyovotv autw] o 8¢ | Mark 8:20
ELTTOV

mapadous] mapedwxey Matt 10:4 o] ot pev Mark 8:28

€0TwY] ElOW Matt 10:12 £dm] amoxptbeig eimey Mark 9:12

$oPetabn] doPnbnte Matt 10:31 eyvwoay ot yoveg] eyvw | Luke 2:43
wone

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).

*! Singular readings involving substitution VRs in MSS 13 and 346 are Matt

12:18 (vu #31) and Mark

8:11 (vu#11).
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VERBS MULTIWORD
xexoounpevov] xoounuevwy | Matt 12:44 xat] ev pla Twy Luke 5:17
ouVaywywy xat
avinin] avbnoy Matt 13:32 xat] o 3¢ Luke 23:24
mapadooy] mapadwoty Matt 15:6 eimay ouv] xat eimov John 4:52
TPoTNVEYX Q] TpouYVEYXAY Matt 17:16 ueb] pever peb John 14:16
nuoAovBouvv] nxoroubnouy Mark 2:15 CONJUNCTIONS
ancoreAdet] efamooTeA el Mark 4:29 xaba] xabuwsg Matt 27:10
nponAbov] mpoonAboy Mark 6:33 0 0g} oude Luke 4:40
nposevacial] mpoevgachar | Mark 6:46 av] eav Luke 9:48
axovaare] axovete Mark 7:14 1¢] d¢ Luke 14:26
napayyeAiel] mapnyyethey Mark 8:6 xav] xat lohn 8:14
npkavro] npkato Mark 8:11 NOUNS
ovlnrew] owintey Mark 8:11 yadapyvwv] yepyeotvwy | Matt 8:28
ebpveyxev] ebyyayev Mark 8:23 olelaIxoL] OLXELAXOL Matt 10:36
Bhremeig] BAemet Mark 8:23 Tous] apToug Mark 6:41
amexateoty] anexateorafy | Mark 8:25 amoTia] amoTey Mark 9:24
Anupovrat] Anovrat Mark 12:40 Kadapvaouy] Mark 9:33
XQTEPVROUY

exyuvvopevov] exxuvopevov | Mark 14:24 Mapiap] papia Luke 10:42
EXTIEPLOTLS EABLAEL] TETpOg Mark 14:31 pva] pvag Luke 19:20
paAAov TEPIToWS EAEYEV OTL
ouludbnvat] cuAndbyvar | Luke 2:21 ARTICLES
Tefpaypevos] Luke 4:16 xat] Ty Matt 10:28
avarebpapyevos
Ywyovres] Pwyovres Luke 6:1 unl n Matt 11:23
nyyroev] nyyev Luke 7:12 ov] o Matt 12:18
eveduoaro] evedlduoxeto Luke 8:27 amo] ot Matt 15:21
Booxouevn] Boaxouevny Luke 8:32 PREPOSITIONS
{yrel] emintat lLuke 11:29 eg] emt Mark 4:8
etoerbewv] Stedbety l.uke 18:25 ev] ex Mark 9:37
ot] amoxpbevreg Luke 20:24 ouvterecag] ouv Lukec 4:13
eunvuoey] epvvnoey. Luke 20:37 an} ano Luke 21:11
eadnte] eobuyre Luke 22:30 umep] Tept John 1:30
eudofwv] evdoPuwy Luke 24:5
noavl pv Luke 24:40 ADVERBS
amebavev] etebnier John 11:21 exet] wie Luke 17:23
TeTeAeUTRX0TOs ] Tebwyxotog | John 11:39 xat) ovd Mark 13:19 ]
EMOTEVOV] EMIOTEVOQY John 12:34 wg] woet John 4:6
etpnxev] evieAetrato John 12:50 ex0es] xes John 4:52

NONSENSE PRONOUN
EYKAXEWV] EVIUXEY I Luke 18:1 avtou] eautou Mark 6:4

PRONOUNS oude] oudev Mark 6:31
avrou] equtou Luke 15:5 gpov] pov Luke 4:7
autwy] eautov Luke 22:66 ntig] TS Luke 7:37
gautov] quov Luke 23:2 avtoug] auta Luke 12:24
autw] auTwy Luke 23:40 avtalg] Tautaig Luke 13:14
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ADJECTIVE 1 PARTICLE
oytAahov] poyyriaiov Mark 7:32 gav] av Matt 12:32
etg] eve | Mark 8:38 n] unde 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 ywépeva in Mark 13:29 (vu #17), which was already used in the
verse; the addition of mpoo€xevv in Matt 16:11 (vu #32), which uses the same expression
that occurs in 16:12; the addition of 6 faciieds 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
€quToV xai dpatw in Mark 8:34 (vu #25), though the addition repeats a phrase already in
the verse; and the addition of the pronoun Oué@v 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 of
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
émiow pou 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 wivaxog) in Matt 23:25 (vu #50)

parallels Luke 11:39, while the additional reference to the chief priests xat ypappatéwy 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 6 véog in Mark 2:22 (vu #39) by the hand of the scribe harmonizes
with Luke 5:37, while the singular reading addition of tg % &A% 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 dwextetvay in Mark 12:3 (vu #8) to
harmonize Matt 21:35; Tév Nuepav éxeivewy in Mark 13:24 (vu #12) to parallel Matt 24:29;
oUTos pe mapadwoet 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”
(to¥ Sixatov) Abel in Luke 11:51 (vu #5) harmonizes with Matt 23:35. Finally, the
addition of the phrase évamiov T@v padntéy adTol in John 21:25 (vu #19) matches the

wording of the doxology at the end of John 20 in v. 30.

TABLE 5.9°% ADDITIONS IN 346 ALONE

PARTICLES VERBS
N un Matt 24:2 + TIPOGEYEVY Matt 16:11

+ oU Mark 4:12 + Joxy) Matt 25:29
+ av Matt 6:5; John 8:39 + ytvoueva® Mark 13:29

NOUNS + TIOLELY Mark 15:23
+Ic Matt 12:3; 24:2 + TECWY Luke 4:7
+ UToXpiTal Matt 16:3 + UTQYE Luke 18:22
+ Npwdng Mark 6:26 + dLAoUVTWY Mark 12:38

*? Singular and sub-singular readings in MS 346 alone are the addition of Npwong
in Mark 6:26 (vu #9), doxj in Matt 25:29 (vu #46), bthoBvTwy in Mark 12:38 (vu #32),
T¥is in Matt 23:34 (vu #98); the conjunction yap in Matt 11:19 (vu #2) and xal in Matt
8:34 (vu #3); the pronoun avté in Luke 9:34 (vu #33), Hudy in Mark 12:7 (vu #32), duiv
in Mark 11:31 (vu #20), and Op@v 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
+7 ) Luke 4:29; 17:24 + 0 Bagtheus Matt 1:6
+0 Luke 4:22; 11:17: John 12:1; + omow pouv (w/ 828) Matt 4:10
19:38; 20:8
+ ol Mark 14:29; John 19:12 + AEYOVTES ElpnWNV £V Tw otxw | Matt 10:12
TOUTO
+Tag Matt 6:26; John 2:14 + nAbBev yap o utog Tov avou Matt 18:10
ymoat xat cwoat To
) amoAwhog
+TNg Matt 23:34; Luke 1:80; 8:16 + TOU TIVAX0S Matt 23:25
+ TV Mark 2:18; Luke 1:64 + X0l YPOUURTEWY Matt 27:12
+ Tov Luke 9:48 + am auToY Mark 1:42
+ TOU Mark 2:26; Luke 2:36; 4:16 + ETIOVTOS QUTOU Mark 1:42
+ 0 VEOG Mark 2:22
CONJUNCTIONS MULTIWORD
+ 0¢e Mark 10:28; 14:25; Mark + G ) aAAY Mark 3:5
9:41; Luke 7:21; 8:45; John
10:16
+yap Matt 11:19; Mark 12:36; Luke | + ou 8edwral Mark 4:11
18:17; 21:10
+ e Mark 6:2 + 0t yaenfrm Mark 6:12
+ 0Tt Matt 27:64; Luke 7:22 + EQUTOV Xl apaTw® Mark 8:34
+ oUV Luke 20:5 + EVAOYEL quTa Mark 10:16
+ xat Matt 8:34; 15:9; 20:2; Luke + EML TNV YNV Mark 10:34
7:22: 18:5; 23:48; John 2:16:;
17:2:20:28
PREPOSITIONS + Agyw O€ LYY QITELTE xal Mark 11:25
dobnoetar upty MTeLTe xcat
EUPY|UETE XPOVETE Xaxt
QVOLYNOETE UMY TTag Yap o
artwv Aapfaver xat & (rwy
EUPLOKOV XaL O XPOUWVTL
avwynoeTat
+ €V Luke 11:48; John 19:37 + Xl QATMEXTEWVAY Mark 12:3
+ PG John 16:22 + TWY YUEPWY EXEWVWY Mark 13:24
ADVERBS/ADJECTIVES + auTog pe TapadwoEel Mark 14:20
+ TavId Luke 11:41 + Tou B Mark 14:61
+ naca Luke 4:6 + Xot AeYEw Mark 15:18
+ oA Mark 14:43 + Xal 0UX ETILOTELT QY Mark 16:14
+ gvlug John 21:3 +Tov §V Luke 2:2*
+opowwg Mark 4:16 + w 8¢ nyamoe ToAv moAU Luke 7:47
ayamoel
+ ovk Matt 21:16 + xat anwoxpbels emey muwg Luke 11:15
duvatal catavas catavay
exfBaldey
+ov John 19:15 + Tou dixaiou Luke 11:51
+ nolha Luke 4:41 +0l¢ Matt 8:3; Luke
21:37

+ XAl YpayuaTeVgty

Luke 22:4




- PRONOUNS MULTIWORD

+ QuTog Mark 2:25 + Xat UTO TYG CUVEISNoEWS John 8:9
eAeyopevol

+ aQUTOV Mark 10:34 + xat undeva Beaoapevos Thny | John 8:10
TG yuvancos

+ QUTOU Matt 19:25; Mark 8:38; Luke | + ei¢ Tov oUvov John 11:41

18:15

+ aurolg Matt 9:24 + oupPovhiov emotnoay xaT John 12:19
auTou xat

+ auToUg Mark 9:18 + evwTiov Twv pabyrwy autou | John 21:25

+ auTw Matt 4:3; Luke 8:47; 9:34 PRONOUNS

+ EYw John 12:48 + upy Mark 11:31

+ EXELVOS Luke 14:21 + UpwY Matt 5:16

+ NV 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
{&vos in John 4:14 (vu #67) to describe the water which matches the language of Jesus
in 4:10-11 and the phrase xal eimev 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 amoxpifeic in Mark 14:20 (vu #4), the scribe of MS

543 harmonized with the parallel context in Matt 26:23, while the addition of Dyng g 7

dAAn in Mark 3:5 (vu #63) fits well with the wording of Matt 12:13 and Luke 8:9.

TABLE 5.10: ADDITIONS IN 543 ALONE

NOUNS VERBS

+ YNy John 4:3 (W/13) + Lwvrog John 4:14 (w/13)

+1Ig Luke 7:43 + amoxptbetg Mark 14:20

+ TEAOG Matt 2:12 + TEPELY Matt 23:3
PARTICLES MULTIWORD

+ un John 8:46 + QTE oV Matt 26:42

+ {Lev Mait 3:12 + xai TVel Mark 2:16
ARTICLES + UYING WS 1) Al Mark 3:5

+0 Luke 1:11; 5:5 + padntat autou Mark 4:10

+THY Luke 13:16 + EAEUTETQL X0l TOAEWSG TOUS Luke 20:15




ARTICLES MULTIWORD
+ 70 Matt 26:27 + X0l ELTIEY John &:19
+Tou Mark 1:16 + TV NUEPQY John 8:56
+ TOV Mark 1:16 CONJUNCTIONS
PRONOUNS + yap John 10:32 B
+ QuToV Luke 19:29 + oUY Matt 11:22
+ auToy Mark 6:45 + OTE Mark 1:36
+ oov John 171 + g Matt 15:38 (w/828) T
+ xat Matt 15:31 (\&'/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 of the verb oxoAd{ovta is parallel to
Matt 12:44, while adding Aéyovtes to Mark 7:5 (vu #13) results in a parallel to Matt 15:1.
Finally, the multiword addition ¢ Isin Mark 7:31 (vu #7) is a harmonization to
Matt 15:29. Regarding the addition of xal guvelgHABov mpdg attév in Mark 6:33 (vu #51),
Lake and Lake suggested that MS 13 omits the phrase because of “an obvious
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homoioteleuton.

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 (10x) also being common in the MSS. One of the additions of the

3% Lake and Lake, Codex 13, 49.



article serves to harmonize Matt 22:44 (vu #5) with the LXX text of Ps 109:1.

Similarly, a tendency to harmonize to gospel parallels leads to the addition of the
adjective €va in Luke 12:25 (vu #17), which parallels Matt 6:27. The same motivation
leads to the addition of the noun mapaBoAyv in Mark 4:30 (vu #18) to harmonize with
Matt 13:31 and the pronouns gov in Matt 9:2 (vu #74) to match Luke 5:20, while ToUito 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
Ta otxtua in Mark 1:16 (vu #35) to parallel vv. 18-19 and the addition of xal matpiagin
Luke 1:27 (vu #29) as a means of phrasing the reference to the house of David in the
same way it was phrased later in Luke 2:4. In Matt 23:13 (vu #1) the long addition of 6¢
bmoxprral xatecdieTe Tag oixlag xNpav xai mpoddaet poxpd Tolito Aueche mepioadTepoy
xpiua 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 petavoiav in Matt 9:13 (vu #48), which fits with
Luke 5:32, and the addition of aunv Aéyw oot 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
+ uvte Mark 14:62 + oyoAalovia Luke 11:25
+ TG Matt 21:33 + )\eyovrag Mark 7:5
ADVERBS + Wy Mark 14:43
+ eubewg [ Matt 8:16 MULTIWORD
ARTICLES + xai guvetanAbov mpog autov | Mark 6:33
+17T0 Luke 1:25 +0l¢ Mark 7:31
+ TWY Luke 16:30 + TO YEVYUATA U0V XAl Luke 12:18
CONJINCTIONS + Xat TUPYYEY OUTWS John 8:59
+0¢ Luke 20:32 PREPOSITIONS
+ yap Luke 7:27 + gy [ Luke21:23
+ 0Tt Mark 11:31 CONJUNCTIONS o
+ ovy John 20:18 + xa | Mark 2:11
ADDITIONS SHARED BETWEEN 13 AND 346 (NOT IN 543)
ADVERBS VERBS
+ pakdov | Matt 12:12 + opolwyart Luke 13:18
ADIECTIVES/ADVERBS + AoAw Luke 8:10
+ eva | Luke 12:25 ~ MULTIWORD
ARTICLES + o aAnoEeTE xai Matt 15:14
+0 Matt 22:44; John 2:19 + e vmoxpttat xatecbiete | Matt 23:13
Tag obelag YNpav xat
TpodavEL UaAKPE TOUTO
Aqupecsde mepocoTepoy
xpLLa
+ ot Matt 22:23 + Ta OteTua Mark 1:16
+7 Luke 1:45; 2:2; 22:8; 23:54 + mapafolouev autny Mark 4:30
+T0 Luke 1:63 + TAUTE YELUWVOS Mark 13:18
+ TV Mark 1:16; Luke 3:2; 5:3 + Xl TRTPLAS L.uke 1:27
+ 7oV Mark 1:16; John 1:45 + TIPOg QUTOV John 1:19
+ T John 2:11 o + QUTOG ECTLY John 1:27
+TQ Matt 12:35 + oux axorovlel vy Mark 9:38
+ TWY Matt 24:31 +0 ¢ John 19:12
CONJUNCTIONS NOUNS
+ O J.uke 11:22; John 1:26 + mapaBorny | Mark 4:30
+yap Matt 6:2 PRONOUNS
+ xat Matt 15:31; 22:27, Mark 2:16; | + autou Mark 11:6
8:15; Luke 23:51
+ 7€ Luke 3:1 + QUTOU Luke 17:22
+ g Matt 15:38 + aQuTov Matt 27:2
+ o7l Matt 6:5; Lukc 18:14 + QUTWY Matt 11:16; 21:7
PREPOSITIONS + Upag Mark 1:8
+gv Mark 9:48 + VU John 1:30
+ 8t Luke 19:4 + OoU Matt 9:2
+ TOUTO Mark 14:9




ADDITIONS IN 13 AND 543 (NOT IN 346)

ARTICLES MULTIWORD
+ Mark 12:23 + TEPL QUTNG John 8:5
+ TNV Luke 2:39 + Ty Juxnv auTou Luke 17:33
+ Toug Mark 9:14 + XaL TWY TPodNTWY Matt 5:18
CONJUNCTIONS + TOIG apyalolg Matt 5:27
+ 0 John 9:31 + apev Aeyw upty avextotepov | Mark 6:11
E0TaL GOBOLOIS Y] YOLOPPOIS EV
NUEPR XPLTEWS 1) TY) TOAEL
EXELVY]
+ %ot Matt 24:27 PRONOUNS
PRONOUNS + QuTolg John 10:7;
+ QUTW Matt 28:17 + aurov Matt 14:15: John 11:7
+ VLY 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 vids (Matt

10:23 [vu #90]; 11:27 [vu #79, 95]; John 8:36 [vu #7]), while two involved the noun

obpavog (Matt 18:4 [vu #40]; 22:2 [vu #12]). Twelve unique nomina sacra VRs occur in

MS 543 including one interesting exchange from "Ingotc to 65in Matt 8:10 (vu #12). The

only nomina sacra unique to MS 543 that occurs more than once is (A7 as used in Luke

17:11 (vu #18). Similarly, there are eleven nomina sacra unique to MS 346, but vC s the

only one that is used more than once (Luke 4:3 [vu #22], 9 [vu #51]).

TABLE 5.12: NOMINA SACRA VRs SHARED BY 13 AND 346 (NOT IN 543)

avoU Mark 2:10 XU Matt 25:23

g Matt 21:26 oUVEY Matt 18:4; 22:2

Awd Matt 21:15 TVETE Mark 5:13

A Matt 15:31 4 Matt 10:23; 11:27; John 8:36

i

Matt 16:21




On nine occasions MSS 346 and 543 agree on nomina sacra not found in their

ancestor, including two occurrences of mva (Matt 12:43 [vu #15]; Luke 11:26 [vu #17])

and two occurrences of mvata (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
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543 involve abbreviations of dvBpwmog (6x) or odpavois (8x) in their various lexical forms.

TABLE 5.13: NOMINA SACRA VRs IN 346 AND 543

NOMINA SACRA VARIATIONS IN 346 ALONE

Luke 22:43

VoG Matt 27:57 0UVOU
avey Mark 7:20 ouVOS Matt 16:2

fv Luke 13:29 oUVGV Matt 3:2

| Mau 116 oTpouvial | Malt 27:38

X< Matt 1:16 ug Luke 43,9

NOMINA SACRA VARIATIONS IN 543 ALONE

ovoU Matt 25:31 OUVOU Matt 16:3

6 Matt 8:10 (from Inoous) e Matt 16:3

60 John 5:42 oUVw Matt 28:18
AN Matt 23:27; Luke 17:11 L John 5:43

i< Matt 28:10; John 4:6 w John 4:47

NOMINA SACRA VARIATIONS FOUND 346 AND 543 (NOT IN 13)

bv Luke 9:62 ™va Matt 12:43; Luke 11:26
unp Matt 12:46 TVaTA Matt 8:16; 12:45
oUVoV Luke 24:51 oplav Luke 1:71
ooveu | John 1:32 T

NOMINA SACRA VARIATIONS FOUND IN 13 AND 543 (NOT IN 346)

avov Matt 27:32 xXC Matt 2:4
avwy Mark 1:17 SUVOU Luke 20:5; John 3:27

6o Luke 16:13 THp Mark 13:12

v Mark 9:5

NOMINA SACRA VARIATIONS FOUND IN 13 AND 346 (NOT IN 543)

avov Matt 10:17, 22:11 *< Matt 18:34

avog Mark 13:34 OUVOIC Matt 7:11; 10:32; 15:13; 18:10
avoug Matt 5:19 oUVEV Matt 8:11; 13:47; 19:14
eV Matt 16:23; Mark 3:28 oUVOU Matt 6:26

& Matt 1:23 g Matt 18:35

34 The nomina sacra from Mark 7:18 in MS 13 and Mark 7:20 in MS 346 are
singular readings.



158

Omissions

The scribe of MS 346 commonly omitted conjunctions (17x), multiwords (17x),
pronouns (13x), and articles (12x). The most common motivation for omissions in MS
346 1s parablepsis, including two singular readings that result from this tendency. In
Matt 10:8 (vu #30) the words dwpeav ¢Adfete were omitted because of a jump from
Owpeay to dwpedv, while the phrase wa et oropatos duo was omitted in Matt 18:16
(vu #38) because of a jump from d0o to d0o. Seven other examples of parablepsis occur,
including leaps from xal to xai in Matt 4:24 (vu #72) to eliminate xat eAnvialopévous,
while a similar leap led to the omission of xai 7@ ¢& dvépatt dapuovia eéefdiopey in
Matt 7:22 (vu #59). The words xai Mucei piav were omitted in Matt 17:4 (vu #71) when
the scribe jumped from piav to piav. A jump from xdéopov to xéopos in John 15:19
(vu #46) led the scribe to omit the phrase ot TobTo poel duds 6 xoopos, while a leap from
TovTOU to TovTov 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 aidva to aidve

and from Satwévia to dartpdviz in John 8:35 (vu #22) because of the same tendency.

TABLE 5.14”°: OMISSIONS IN 346 ALONE

PRONOUNS PREPOSITIONS

auTwY | Matt 7:29: John 12:40 ex | John 11:19

»Singular and sub-singular readings involving omissions in MS 346 alone are
eoTv in Matt 1:20 (vu #97); Oudv in Matt 6:14 (vu #48); of in Matt 20:9 (vu #9); xai in
Matt 20:32 (vu #21) and 22:25 (vu #21); el in Mark 1:11 (vu #21); a0 in Mark 13:1 (vu
#8); uéya in Mark 14:15 (vu #15); amoyyov 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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) John 16:4* amo Luke 13:29
vpag Luke 13:27 €tg Matt 27:30
ov Luke 2:50 VERBS
autoy Luke 7:15 nv Luke 9:4
auTw Matt 4:3; 25:21: Mark 13:1 | eoriy Matt 1:20
ot Matt 10:16 €L Matt 5:30; 11:23; Mark 1:11
auTou Matt 3:12 atABovra Mark 9:3
QWY Matt 6:14, 32
ADJECTIVE/ADVERB MULTIWORD
EyQ Mark 14:15 xat oeAnvtalopevoug Matt 4:24
0 avTIOOE T HPLTY) XAl 0 XpLTNS Matt 5:25
ARTICLES xal Tw 0t ovopaTtt datuovia Matt 7:22
ekeBatopev
0 John 12:12, 17; 18:24* dwpeav eAafete Matt 10:8
™y John 10:6* n v Matt 11:22
™ Mark 12:30 xat Tpwt, Trpepov xetuwy, toppaler | Matt 16:3
yap oruyvalwy o ovpavoes. To Uev
TMPOGWTIOV TOU OUPAVOY YIVWOXETE
JLaxplvety, Ta O€ OVRELR TWY XALPLY
ov Suvacle
n Matt 24:50; John 19:31 xat Mwuoet ptav Matt 17:4
ol Matt 20:9: John 9:39 v eMt oTopaTos duo Matt 18:16
TOU Luke 17:37 eig T Bactdetav Tou Beov Mark 10:29
T0 Matt 12:20 em ebvog Luke 21:20
Toug Matt 5:12 0La TOUTO [LOEL VRAS 0 XOTHOS John 15:19
CONJUNCTIONS £L €3 TOU XOTLLOV TOUTOU John 18:36
O Matt 10:2, 17*; 28:1; Luke | ov nyana John 19:26
9:12; 21:7; John 11.5*%
xa Matt 20:17, 32; 22:25; 0 ULOG MEVEL EIS TOV Qiwva John 8:35
23:35; 26:1; John 16:17
ow Mark 11:31; Luke 13:7; TOV ELoV Aoyov John 8:51*
John 19:5
yap Luke 16:28 et 3¢ eyw ev BeeAlefoul exPariw ta | Luke 11:19
daipovia
0Tt Matt 5:32 N Tl Luke 12:11
NOUNS
omOYyoV | Mark 15:36 | Tpady | 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 ématoyuvioetal because of an eye-jump from the

nomina sacra avou to the pronoun adTov. In Matt 10:19 the phrase més 7 i AaAnonte is
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omitted because of a jump from pepipuvnoyte to AaAnante, while the similar endings of
nitoe and ywpa are foundational for the omission of 1y lovoata in Mark 1.5 (vu #18). The
other four examples of parablepsis result from a jump from vyereodoty to vyoteodow in
Mark 2:18, &pByti to BA#bnttin Mark 11:23 (vu #20), 6 6¢ to 6 6 in Mark 12:26, and
avTé to adTé in John 4:14 (vu #28). On one occasion the scribe of MS 543 also
eliminated redundancy in the text by omitting 7 éopty from before “the Jews” with

reference to Passover in John 6:4 (vu #14).

TABLE 5.15: OMISSIONS™ IN 543 ALONE

PRONOUNS NOUN
avtov Matt 27:37; Mark 9.22 avbpumos [ John 7:23
QUTOUS Matt 20:12 VERBS
QuToY Mark 3:31 Et Matt 11:21]
ou Mark 2:19 Mioet John 7:7
autny Mark 6:26 EtgeAbwv Mark 1:21
ADJECTIVE/ADVERBS Enatoyuvdnoerat Mark 8:38
nagty | Luke 2:20 Efyrowy Mark 14:55
ARTICLES MULTIWORD
0 John 1:46 TWE NTL AaANoNTE Matt 10:20
To Luke 22:2 EOTIV E£IG Matt 23:10
" Matt 24:20 n lougata Mark 1:3
CONJUNCTIONS ot 3¢ pabntal ou wnoTepEVOLaLY Mark 2:18
ouy John 7:15; 8:24 xat BAnbnte i Mark 11:23
xat John 7:26 0 8e0g Aeywy, eyw B Mark 12:26
0e Luke 9:20 Kat exBalovres avrov eiw Tou Luke 20:16
apmeAwvos amextewvay. Tt owy
TOWTEL CUTOLS 0 XUPLOG TOU
apTEAWYOS
PREPOSITIONS ou un dudnoet g Tov atwve alra To | John 4:14
viwp 0 dwow auTw
£lg Matt 14:34; Mark 10:17 7} £0pTY John 6:4
X Mark 15:46

%% The omissions in MS 543 alone that are singular or sub-singular readings are ov
in Mark 2:19; énaioyuvBioetat in Mark 8:38 (vu #35); é{ntouv in Mark 14:55; 8¢ in Luke
9:20; and the multiword omission in Luke 20:16.
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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 (10x), 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 the jump from 70 to 70 in Luke 5:36 (vu #47), as well as ometpovow to Bepilovoty
in Luke 12:24 (vu #13); 6u to §u in Luke 13:28-29; and a0tév to adtols 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
gou | Luke 6:42 Taig | Mark 6:55: Luke 21:23
OMISSIONS IN 13 AND 543 (NOT IN 346)
PRONOUNS NOUNS
gou Luke 167 TETPOS | Luke 5:8
pou Luke 7:45 VERBS
QuTOV Mark 4:16 Aeywy l Luke 15:3
ARTICLES MULTIWORD
ot John 11:48 115 Padaoang Mark 5:1
0 Matt 20:17, Mark 6:17 Tpog_ aAAnAoug Mark 15:31
TWY Matt 9:11 £V TW Luke 5:12
CONJUNCTIONS 70 emPnua Luke 5:36
xal Matt 4:24; John 3:12 TIpOg AUTOY Luke 7:3
aAA Luke 13:5 oude Bepilovarv Luke 12:24
O¢ Matt 18:14; Luke 21:20; TPOg AUTOUG Tuke 13:23
23:18
ot Mark 5:23 vpag 0 exBarlopevous efw. Kat Luke 13:28-29
néovotv amo avatodwy xai Jugpov
xat amo Boppe xat voTou xat
avaxAibnoovral ev Tn facideta Tou
feov
aTep oyAou Luke 22:6
wdbn de autw ayyelos am oupavou Luke 22:43-44
EVIOYVWY QUTOV. XAl YEVOUEVOS EV
AYWYLA EXTEVECTEPOV TIPOTNUYXETO XLt
eYeveTo o0 1dptug auTou woet BpopBot
QupuaTos xaTaPatyoyTes e THY YNy




162

OMISSIONS IN 13 AND 346 (NOT IN 543)

PRONOUNS NOUN ]
Tt John 12:5 Kupte } Matt 21:30
auTty, John 8:10 VERBS
auTou Luke 2:33 peTapelndel Matt 21:29
auTov Matt 21:9 XELEVQL John 2:6
ADJLECTIVES/ADVERBS VERBS
oUT WG Mark 2:7 AT AALT WY Mark 12:21 ]
TAEpELS Mark 8:19 aXOUOVTEC Mark 4:12
ndn l.uke 23:44 MULTIWORD
ARTICLE efw eomyxaoty Matt 12:47

o Matt 18:9: Mark 15:32 uy ameAbyre l.uke 17:23
ot Matt 9:15; 17:26; xabws nyanmyoa vpag e xat VEELS John 12:34

Mark 6:16 QyamaTe aAAAoug
Talg Matt 11:16 xat efnxa vpag John 15:16

CONJUNCTIONS £y 0t otda auTov John 8:55

3 Matt 20:22, 23: L.uke eAeyov ouyt adda John 9:9

22:69; John 11:29
oLV John 12:2 PREPOSITIONS
Xl Matt 19:14; 20:10: Mark eV Matt 27:14

4:12,6:41: 15:36; Luke

7:22
oTt Mark 8:28

conjunctions (11x), multiword (10x), and articles omissions (6x) occuring most often.

The MSS 13 and 346 share, to the exclusion of MS 543, 37 omission VRs with

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 obtws 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 dxovovtes was eliminated since it is followed by dxodwotv in Mark 4:12

(vu #24). A more significant multiword omission occurs in Luke 17:23 (vu #27) when the

words w) améAdynte were eliminated because of an eye-jump from p1) to undé. In John
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13:34 (vu #25) the scribes jumped from aAA%Aoug to dAANAous and eliminated the words
xafag Nyamoa Opds va xat Duels dyantte dAMAovs. In John 15:16 (vu #25) the words
xal €0nxa Huds were eliminated because of a jump from dpds to pés. Because of a move
from adTév 1o aTév in John 8:55 (vu #35), the words éyw 3¢ oida duTdv were excised
from the text. Finally, in John 9:9 (vu #35) a leap from dAAot to dAAa resulted in the

phrase €Aeyov oUxi @AAa 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 éoriv (67x) and eimev (29x). On 17 occasions the MSS 13
and 346 agreed without MS 543 in movable nu VRs.?’ Six of the agreements involved
éotw 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 eimev 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 €otiv 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); exmev in Matt 4:4 (vu #12); 15:32 (vu #21); Mark 8:7 (vu #20); Luke 4:23

*7 Other occurrences in this group, Axp{Bwaev in Matt 2:16 (vu #89); dmoddgouaty
in Matt 12:36 (vu #39); &mecev in Matt 13:4 (vu #21); @owv in Matt 13:15
(vu #28); €dwxev in Matt 21:23 (vu #83); &eotwv in Matt 22:17 (vu #24); édwvyoey in
Luke 8:54 (vu #15); apytepetiow in Luke 22:4 (vu #11); and &vuev in John 13:12 (vu #7).
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(vu #6), 24 (vu #3); 5:24 (vu #30); 10:37 (vu #24); 11:2 (vu #5); 12:22 (vu #3); 15:21

(vu #6); 16:31 (vu #3); 17:1 (vu #3); and 18:21 (vu #9).** Two of the remaining VRs
involving the movable nu in MS 346 are singular readings, including the occurrences of
Owoiv in Matt 5:16 (vu #29) and énebnxev 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 éov 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.”

Finally, MSS 346 and 543 agree against MS 13 fourteen times including o002v in

Matt 6:32 (vu #21); efadpacey in Matt 8:10 (vu #15); €xovotv in Matt 8:20 (vu #20);

¥ The other words in MS 346 that involve movable nu VRs, mapéBadev in Matt
1:24 (vu #42); Etexev in Matt 1:25 (vu #22); éxadegey in Matt 1:25 (vu #27); eiow in Matt
2:18 (vu #34); apoliocw in Matt 4:6 (vu #66), Eumposdey in Matt 18:14 (vu #15); &ovow in
Mark 2:19 (vu #54); éBepamevaey in Luke 7:21 (vu #13); €meaev in Matt 7:27 (vu #57);
Luke 8:5 (vu #23); €Aeyev in Matt 9:21 (vu #3); Luke 16:1 (vu #3); elo#Abev in Mark
15:43 (vu #35); Luke 24:49 (vu #29); and mébev in John 1:48 (vu #12).

*? Other occurrences of the movable nu in MS 543 alone include xaAéoovaw in
Matt 1:23 (vu #41); €bveawy in Mark 10:33 (vu #40); é£éBarev in Matt 21:12 (vu #25);
motobot in Matt 23:3 (vu #65), 5 (vu #17); mAavioouaty in Matt 24:5 (vu #49), 11 (vu
#15); xepotv in Luke 6:1 (vu #43); €\ eyev in John 6:6 (vu #10); émoinoev in John 6:14 (vu
#18), nABev in Matt 28:1 (vu #25); Mark 10:45 (vu #13); ddinoilv in John 10:12 (vu #43);
bewpolow in John 6:19 (vu #25); eiotv in John 10:8 (vu #25); &xpaev in John 12:44 (vu
#10); voyowowv in John 12:40 (vu #39); écpaxev in John 14:9 (vu #49); é£5Abev in John
18:1 (vu #19); and prjuacty in John 5:47 (vu #28).
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adoprodoy in Matt 13:49 (vu #37); éxBaAwowy in Mark 9:18 (vu #37); eimev in Luke 13:23
(vu #2); EAeyev in Luke 14:12 (vu #6); émotjoev in Matt 12:3 (vu #25); énetvacev in Matt
12:3 (vu #39); eméarpeev in Luke 8:55 (vu #5); #A0ev in Luke 10:33 (vu #12), 50 (vu
#13), éotwv in Luke 8:17 (vu #17); and éoxiptyoev in Luke 1:41 (vu #33). The texts of
MSS 13 and 543 agree against MS 346 on 11 occasions, with the occurrence of éotwv in
Matt 10:37 (vu #10) and Luke 24:49 (vu #20) being the only word occurring more than
once.* In contrast to MS 346, the scribe of MS 543 failed to follow the others only once

when the nu was not dropped from &ayev 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

% Other VRs involving the movable nu not occurring in MS 346 alone include
amébavey in Matt 9:24 (vu #13); mapadwoovay in Matt 10:17 (vu #15); oafBasy in Matt
12:12 (vu #31); elpwoty in Luke 6:7 (vu #25); dméoteirev in Luke 7:3 (vu #10); fAénwoty
in Luke 8:10 (vu #35); €\eyev in Luke 13:14 (vu #18); émoincey in Luke 1:68 (vu #30);
xatédnoey in Luke 10:34 (vu #6); and 8peatv in Luke 23:30 (vu #7).
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(vu #69).*" Of the ten transposition VRs occurring only in MS 543, three of them involve
the reversal of a pair of words.*?

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 #557; 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 of 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.

*! The rest of 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).
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TABLE 5.17: PROPER NAME VRs in 13 AND 346 (NOT IN 543)

Mapiav (from Mapiay) John 11:3] EAeelap (from Ehielep) | Luke 3:29

Muwoyg (from Mwuong) John 3:14 Nalapvou (from Mark 14:67
Nafapyvov)

Maydaia (from Saipavoufa) 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 lwvvay (from Iwavav) in Luke 3:26 qualifying as a singular reading.
Interestingly, the majonity 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 Mapiay and Mwuoel with almost 25%
of the variations in these subgroups involving these two names. The scribe of 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 Kagapvaoby as Kamepvaoby 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."

TABLE 5.18: PROPER NAME VRs IN SINGLE & GROUPED WITNESSES

PROPER NAME VUs IN 346 ALONE

lwway (from lwavay) Luke 3:26 Meartabay (from Luke 3:31
Martraba)

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).

* Lake and Lake, Family 13, 45.
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Maydadqyt (from Maydadnpn) | Luke 8:2 wfrnd (from lofind) Matt 1:5 (2x)
ABoud (from Afia) Matt 1:7 (2x) HAtav (from HAte) Matt 17:4 (2x)
H2eta (from HAw) Mark 9:5

PROPER NAME VUs IN 543 ALONE
Muwoys (from Mwuoyg) John 1:45 MaB8tar (from Mabbar) | Luke 3:29
Muwvorg (from Mwomg) John 7:23 ]

PROPER NAME VUs IN 13 AND 543 (NOT IN 346)

Bappa (from Bapa)

| Luke 3:34

|

In evaluating the scribes of this case study, attention will first be given to MSS

The Scribes of Manuscripts 346 and 543
as Copyists of a Descendant of Manuscript 13

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

etther 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 of 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.”** Not knowing the
exemplar of MS 13, Lake and Lake still described the scribe of MS 13 as a “careless

»* Manuscripts 346 and 543 agree on one

scribe with a tendency to mis-spell [sic].
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 #06]), 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];

“ Ibid | 25.

* 1bid., 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 #68); Mark 6:11 (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]; 10:8 [vu #30]*; 17:4
fvu #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 of 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 of 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 Comparable MS
Orthographical 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 Y
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 0 = w shift, which occurs 32 times. The only other types of shifts
that occur more than ten times are 1} = £t (30x), w =¥ 0 (25x), = € (20x), n => 1 (16x),
et = 1 (15x), and ar = € (11x). While MSS 826 and 828 share a close relationship, they

vary most widely in regard to orthographical shift VRs.

TABLE 5.20: ORTHOGRAPHICAL SHIFTS IN 828

o> a Matt 13:50 e a Matt 17:7; 19:14

o> e Matt 5:13, 18, 6:27; 9:6; 10:19; I Matt 5:13; 6:24; 16:20, Mark 9:11
12:22,29; 19:22: 23:28: L.uke 4:13;
24:27

w0 Matt 4:3; 5:17: 6:5;9:21; 11:5; L= Matt 5:43; 7:10; 9:24; 12:11, 13:34_ 47
12:43,44; 13:37; 15:2; 16:14, 20, 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. 19:21. 23:16; Luke 1:31: 7:38
22:2.7,24:9, 15:25:44: 26:59:
L.uke 6:13; lohn 4:6
a=de Matt 11:7 o £ Matt 19:22; John 4:9
adel | Luke8:18 e £do Matt 1:21; 9:36; 17:25 B
a=>o Matt 21:7, 16; Luke 8:1; 22:9 w ¥ ou Matt 4:4; 12:10
L= et Matt 11:21; 13:33 o= w 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
e X Luke 3:29 o=>e Luke 7:45 B
i A Matt 5:1, 24: 8:16: 9:31;, 10:17. 31, | ot D« Matt 9:8:; 13:47
12:18; 13:57: 14:13; 18:27; 19:12,
28: 20010, 22:34; 24:10; Luke 1:18;
John 5:2
n=>ot Matt 13:34; 17:13; 20:20 0 = ou Matt 13:52
n2v Matt 20:9; John 7.35 ovo Matt 19:22
nde Matt 5:18, 19, 23, 30, 6:25; 12:11, o> w Matt 20:26
20, 37,40, 50; 13:11; 16:25: 18:7;
24:15; Luke 8:18; 8:31; John 1:33,
50; 5:6; 21:18
Nt Matt 3:12:6:32: 16:12: 171523, jw = o Matt 10:11
18:12; 18:22; 20:13; Luke 1:14
1= ol Matt 2:16; 16:18 s A Matt 18:10
£ ol Matt 5:12, 44; 6:16, 20 (2x). 7:20; e B Luke 2:27. 7:38
10:16; 11:29, 14:27. 168, 17:7, 17-
18:3:19:28. 2004, 13, 22,32, 21:2;
22:9;, 24:9,32, 43, 25:6, 30, 26:40,
45, 64; John 5:38
£ a Matt 6:26; 13:7, 8 u=> ol Matt 5:12
n=e Matt 23:23 2w Luke 23:20
o=)e Matt 20:6; 21:33 e X0 Matt 15:23
a2« Mark 14:9
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 map to reflect the language of v. 57.
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TABLE 5.21: SUBSTITUTIONS IN 828 ALONE

Vi:RBS MULTIWORD
aoBevouvtag] abevovrag l Matt 10:8 £x T oUyYevetas | ev Ty ovyyevia _l Luke 1:61
VERBS MULTIWORD
apwnontail] anapynoyTe Matt 10:33 EVWTILOV] TTPo TPOTWTOU Luke 1:76
xTioag] momaag Matt 19:4 avtov] To Taidtov Luke 2:21
Anpgeta] Anperal Matt 19:29 xayw] xal eyw Luke 2:48
napfevot] mapvor Matt 25:11 EV TV Epw] ElS TV EpYLoV Luke 4:1
navrofev] mavrayobev Mark 1:45 Ta duerval To StxTuoY Luke 5:5
EUYaPLOTYOAg] EVYapLoTYS Mark 8:6 enepev] ameGTELAE TPOS Luke 7:6
auvrov
xabBebnc] xabeky Luke 1:3 etoeAinTe] moAty e10eNdnTe 9 Luke 10:5
emetdev] edrdev Luke 1:25 TaUTA] €V EXELVY) Luke 17:34
GUAAY Y] ouAdnm Luke 1:31 eig ™V Pacidetav] ev Luke 23:42
BagAeta
avepwwnoev] aveBonoey Luke 1:42 mpogeTomoare] mpocenoterro | Luke 24:28
ouxoupevnY] olxopev Luke 2:1 CONJUNCTIONS
EUNVOTEUTEV] UEUVNOTEVUEVY] Luke 2:5 n] et Matt 20:15
1B} ety Luke 2:26 ov} omou Luke 4:16
avaPatvovtav] avaPavtwy Luke 2:42 NOUNS
OUYYEVEUTIY] GUYYEVETLY Luke 2:44 ovopa] ovopatra Mark 3:17
em] &l Luke 3:15 aTpwy] taTpw Mark 5:26
xaTeXAELOEV] xaTEXANGE Luke 3:20 xpavyn] dwwn Luke 1:42
depproceto] Sieppnyvuto Luke 5:6 VOoOOoUg ] VEOTTOUS Luke 2:24
davignre] davi{ete Luke 6:34 o matnp] wand Luke 2:33
diedimev] Siedeine Luke 7:45 Incoug] xuptog [uke 4:12
napnyyethev] mapnyyehe Luke 8:29 yepaonvwv] yepysonvwv L.uke 8:36
napainudbnoeral] Luke 17:34 PRONOUNS
nepaxAndbyoeTal
EPXOUEVOV] EPYOUEVOY Luke 23:26 £t £0TIv 0] ouderg Matt 19:17
aXOUTAVTES] axouoavTe John 5:25 eue] ye Luke 1:43
vpv] Aedw John 14:10 avto] autov Luke 2:28
ADJECTIVES/ADVERBS autov] autou Luke 2:47
ouTwg] oUTW Matt 3:15 avutov] TauTa Luke 7:1
| ov] ouy Matt 5:37 €T aUTOUS] auTng Luke 9:5
xaxws] xaxwt Matt 9:12 avtov] autw Luke 18:35
ouxt] ov Matt 13:56 NONSENSE
ubug ] evlewg Mark 1:12; ayavaxtwv] ayavax Luke 13:14
4:29; 5:2
gavtou] dtav Luke 2:3 PARTICLES
navra] anavia Luke 2:39 eav] av | Luke 4:6
ws] woEl Luke 3:22 PREPOSITIONS
€Tepos] eTepo Luke 7:41 vn] umo Matt 8:9
ARTICLES an] Tap L.uke 9:45
™s] Matt 18:17 ARTICLES
Totg] ot Mark 6:52 Twv] Tw | 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 (8x), prepositions (6x), pronouns (6x), and
articles (6x) are common as well. On two occasions the scribe reflected the immediate
context by means of addition when he or she added the verb ¢purdooovtes in Luke 2:8 (vu
#33) and when ¢ Paotdeds 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 ge mapad® 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 ad7é in Luke 22:5]
harmonizes with Matt 26:52. The scribe of MS 828 added a harmonization in Luke 4:2
(vu #52) when he or she added the adverb Uotepov, which parallels Matt 4:2 or in Matt
20:23 (vu #24) where by means of 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° ADDITIONS* IN 828 ALONE

ADVIRBS VERBS
+ 10tag Matt 14:8 + Yryiwv Luke 16:21 ]
+ TOAU John 5:3 + GUARTTOVTES Luke 2:8
+ paddov Matt 12:12 + EOTWV Luke 18:5
+voTEpOy Lukc4:2
PARTICLES MULTIWORD I
+ U l Luke 16:16 + oﬁao’[)\eug Matt 1:6
PREPOSITIONS + OTTW UOU Matt 4:8
+ EX Luke 9:19 + CE 7rap(,z6w Matt 5:25
+ Mt Matt 16:23; Luke 24:44 + ot Tpoceuyeche vTEp TWY Matt 5:44
empealovrwy vpas xat
JL0XOVTWY VpAG
+ €V T.uke 8:14 + XQV EX TAUTYS OlwXwoty Matt 10:23
vpag GEVYETE El5 THY aAAYY
+ oLV Luke 23:46 + TW CTOUAT! QUTWV Xal Matt 158 ]
+ umep Mark 10:39 +okk Matt 182 2023
John 1:43
CONJUNCTIONS + paxpobupnoov ene uot Matt 18:26
+ 0¢ Luke 9:31: 10:] + XQL 0 QTOAEAVUEVYY YLty Matt 19:10
potyatat
+ yap Luke 9:45 + %t To BanTIoNUE 0 £YW Matt 20:23
Bartifopa BantioByoesbe
+ 0Tl Matt 20:12; Luke 4:20 + et SLwxoV Xl TWV VLS Luke 6:28
+ g Matt 15:38 + 0 TaAL TNG Luke 15:15
+ xat Matt 15:31; Luke 5:12; 22:25; +0 ¢ [.uke 16:7
23:51
ARTICLES + X0 GULLEVOS Luke 19:2
+0 Matt 8:15; 22:44
+ 0l Matt 19:3; 22:23 + £ QUTW Luke 19:45
+TQ Matt 12:35 + EYQL ) €5 Luke 20:21
+ Twv Matt 24:31 + xuptov Inooug Luke 20:41
+ T0 Luke 8:22 + WG AUTOog Luke 22:19
__ ADJECTIVES +xatev Ig Luke 22:21
+ eubug John 21:3 NOUNS
+ | Luke 22:62
PRONOUNS
+ autov Luke 19:29 + [ou Matt 21:28
+ QUTOU Matt 10:24; 19:5 + 0€ Mark 9:47
+ QUTW Matt 26:17; Luke 22:51 + o0V Luke 19:42
+ QUTWY Matt 11:16; 21:7 +upty John 1:30

22:51.

% Additions in MS 828 that are singular or sub-singular readings include idtds in
Matt 14:8 (vu #10); xal Stwxov xai Tév vids in Luke 6:28; and the pronoun adtd in Luke
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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 év mvedpaTtt ayiw xai wopt 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 xal to xat and
omitted the words xai épyduevov én’ adTév. In Luke 5:21 the reference to Tic éorv oBTog 8¢
Aadel BAacdruias was omitted because of a jump from tis to Tig, while in Luke 17:20 the
move from 8 to U resulted in the omission of dmexplfn adTois xal eimev, odx Epyetat %
Bacieia Tob 6U. Lengthy omissions that are not singular readings also resulted from the
eye-jump from vixtag to vixtag in Matt 12:40 (vu #60), {lavia to {ildvia in Matt 13:25
(vu #43), adté to adéd in Matt 21:32, from mpog to mpooydyeto in Luke 18:11, and adtév

to atTdv in Luke 23:1 (vu #17).

TABLE 5.23*: OMISSIONS FOUND IN 828

PRONOUNS NOUNS
oou Luke 14:8, 12 Nuepag Luke 1:80
pou Matt 22:4; L.uke 14:24 yuvat Luke 22:57
oUTOg Luke 23:38 TpodNTNG I.uke 24:19
TOUTO Matt 20:23 ULog Luke 4:41

4" The omission of &7’ in Matt 9:15: o0v 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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ooU w Sedwias oL, Ve Wty gv
setBeog

ADIJECTIVE/ADVERBS NOUN
ToM WY Matt 8:30 XUPLE J Matt 21:30
TaALY Matt 13:45 VEERBS
oux Matt 21:25 uetaueinberg Matt 21:29
oux Luke 17:22 SteAbov Luke 4:30
duo Luke 23:32 OECAAEUUEVOY Luke 6:38
oy Luke 7:40
ARTICLES gvai Luke 8:38
0 Matt 18:4 MULTIWORD
ol Matt 17:26: Luke 1:58; EV TVEULATL ZYWw Xat TUpt Matt 3:11
16:8
TWV Luke 1:70 ML EPYOUEVOV ET QUTOV Matt 3:16
Ta Luke 10:8 0T at 0 vtog Tov avBpwrov ™) xapde | Matt 12:40
NG Y5 TPEIS NUEPRS XAl TPELS VUXT S
™s Luke 21:18 ave HETOV TOU OIToU xat arvABev. Matt 13:25
Ore 3¢ efhactroey o yopros xal
XQPTOV ETMOLYTEY, TOTE edavy) xat Ta
{ilavia. mpogeABovTeg Be ot Joulot
Tov otxodeomoTou LoV autw, Kupte,
OUX L XQAOV OTIEPULA ECTIELPOS EV Tt
ow aypw'mobev ouv gxet {llavia
™V Matt 12:23:; Luke 4:23 ot wabntat autou npav To TTwpa xat | Matt 14:12
ebapav aurov xat eAfovreg
7o Matt 15:39 oWag yevopevc AeYeTe, evdia, Matt 16:2
Tuppalet yap o cupavos xat Tpwl
oepnpov yetpwy muppalst yop
otuyvalwy o ofpavog To pev
TPOTWTIOV TOU QUPLVOU YIVWTKETE
Jraxpvety Ta 0 ONUELR TWY XAPWY
ou Juvaobe
Toug Matt 21:15 omhayxiobes € o Inoous nbato Twy | Matt 20:34
ORUATWY QUTWY, xat eulews
avefrepay
CONJUNCTIONS ol 0 TeEAwvar xal at mopval Matt 21:32
ETOTEVOAY QUTW
xat Matt 20:10; Mark 5:22, vy Luke 2:52
Luke 2:50; 24:21; John
, 20:29
T€e Luke 12:45; 15:2 TIg €0TLY 0uTog 0§ Aaket fAacdnuag | Luke 5:21
yap Matt 26:28; Luke 7:33; amexptdy auTolg Xat ELTEY, OUX Luke 17:20
18:32; 22:37 epxeTal v Baciiela Tou feou
O€ Matt 9:13; 20:5; Mark 1:8; TPOG EQUTOV TAUTH Luke 18:11
Luke 22:69; 23:45
ouv Matt 10:26 ELTIEV TPOS Luke 19:5
PREPOSITIONS nyayov autoy Luke 23:1
an Matt 9:15 &v T Luke 23:19
E1¢ Luke 10:1 aYLE, THPNOOV QUTOUG EV TG OVOUATL John 17:11




178

PREPOSITIONS

en Matt21:7 | Ev Matt 17:12

Nomina Sacra

Manuscript 828 contains 59 nomina sacra not found in MS 826, 78% of which
involve the abbreviation of vids, vio¥, and vidv. Two unique readings in MS 828 also
involve a shift from viog to Is in Matt 1:20 (vu #42) and Luke 22:69. Furthermore, on two
occasions in MS 828 the proper name lwavvny is unusually abbreviated as I (Matt 3:13
[vu #43]; 4:12 [vu #9]), perhaps because the scribe confused the name of John with that
of "Inoolis. 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

VY Luke 14:24 (from avdpov) o@D Luke 157
AT Matt 21:15 oUVEY Matt 3:2 |
60 Luke 23:51 upe Matt 19:19
HA Matt 15:31 TR Matt 26:53; Luke 9:59
19 Matt 1:20 (from viog);, 9:27 (from g Matt 4:3; 8:20. 9:6; 11:19, 27, 12:8, 23;
Inoov); 16:21; Luke 22:69 (from wog) 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

%) Matt 3:13 (from loavwnv); 4:12 ul Matt 13:38

73 Matt 18:32 v 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

X0 Matt 21:9

Transpositions
When the scribe of 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 petevonoav in Matt 12:41 (vu #50);
eimev in Luke 1:38 (vu #3); and #youctv 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 éottv in Matt 13:32 (vu #15)
and John 5:2 (vu #6).* 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 Adpeas is supplied rather

than Avopeag as extant in MS 826.

*® Other VRs of this nature in MS 828 are gyévvnoey in Matt 1:9 (vu #21);
peyainy in Matt 2:10 (vu #25); avafAémovo in Matt 11:5 (vu #5); mémpaxev in Matt
13:46 (vu #26), BAémovowy in Matt 18:10 (vu #65); Eheyev in Luke 3:7 (vu #3); énolnoey
in Luke 3:19 (vu #58); dvéxpagev in Luke 4:33 (vu #36); ¢£épagoev in Luke 7:38 (vu
#33); amélvoey in Luke 8:38 (vu #23); nliavev in Luke 2:40 (vu #14); wpoéxomTev in
Luke 2:52 (vu #9); #ixoucev in John 3:32 (vu #16); AyaAriagev in Luke 1:47 (vu #4); and
guetvey in Luke 1:56 (vu #3).
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The Scribe of Manuscript 828

as Copyist of a Descendant of 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 of these closely-related witnesses is
that they do not share any examples of parablepsis. Based on the nature of the text in MS
826, Lake and Lake’s conclustion that this MS should be an ancestor of MS 828 is
supported.” 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 of 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 aito, ad7@, and adTév as

well as the use of the nonsense word xpdBavrov.”® One might describe the scribe as

4 | ake and Lake, Family 13, ix-x.

0 1bid., 32.
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“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
fvu #43]), while the scribe of 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]; 12:32 [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 of 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 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
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
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[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 #457; 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 of 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



184

[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.



CHAPTER 6

CASE STUDY 5: MANUSCRIPTS 1068 AND 1065

This chapter contains analysis of the two sixteenth-century manuscripts that
constitute the fifth case study of closely related MSS." In the table below, an overview of
physical features including the date, matenal, folios, and important designations for each

manuscript are given.

TABLE 6.1: FEATURES AND DESIGNATIONS OF MS GROUP 5

Gregory- von Soden Date Material | Folios | Text-Type Aland
Aland Designation Category
Number
1068 £621° 1562 Paper 200 Byz -
1065 €622 1576 Paper 199 Byz -

The folios of MS 1068 consist of two columns with an average of 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.’ Neither MS contains

" A table containing the comparative collation information from MSS 1068 and
1065 has been included in Appendix SA.

2 Von Soden, The Text, 1:57, 133.

* 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
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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.”*

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.” The

scribe of MS 1065 included the majority of these reader aids when copying MS 1068,

Manuscript Room,” IN7F, 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 /IN7F in Miinster, Germany, on June 13-26, 2010.

4 Aland and Aland, The 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,” 7C: A Journal of Biblical Textual Criticism 7 (Oct 2002), n.p. [cited 28 Dec
2011], Online: http://rosetta.reltech.org/TC/vol07/Wasserman2002/ Wasserman2002-
u.html.

> Readers of the MSS are benefited by the fact that the Tithot 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.° 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 € of eEA86vteg in Matt 27:337 or the 7 of 7%} in

Luke 24:1, but matching the enlarged letters in an exact manner is not his or her usual
practice.” The scribe of MS 1065 appears to have copied the text of 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 of both is the same,

folios between the MSS do not usually contain the same amount of text.”

¢ 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 INTF and referenced in their Virtual Manuscript Room. The folios of MS 1068
that include the illumination of the evangelists are 8a/170 (Matthew), 64a/1290 (Mark),
98a/1940 (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/1140.

8 In MS 1068 this enlarged letter can be found in col. 1 of 151b/3040 and in MS
1065 in col. 2 of 149b/3000.

? Image 83a/1670 of 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 of 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” (évog

éxdaTov altév Tag duaptiag).'® 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.”"" Wassermann’s study prompts consideration of what sort of disagreements would
exist in these two MSS whose dates and textual affiliations are virtually identical (and

they share the same location).

" 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.

" 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.”
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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.'” 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 1063, the close nature

of this relationship is made even more evident.

Table 6.2: VR DISAGREEMENTS BETWEEN 1068 AND 106513

VR Types 1065 VRs Notin 1068 Relative # of VRs in Comparable MS

Substitutions 1714 458

'2 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 1extforni
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.

" 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.
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VR Types 1065 VRs Not in 1068 Relative # of VRs in Comparable MS

Additions 3115 382
Movable Nu 2 340
Omissions 3716 139
Orthographical 31 267
Shifts

Nomina Sacra 20 1,661
Transpositions 618 146
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 of

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.

' 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).

'* 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.

' 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.

"7 The only singular reading involving orthographical shifts in MS 1065 was in

Matt 12:42 (vu #85).

' 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

avog Mark 10:7; Luke 19:21 % Luke 12:46
vy Matt 21:26 oUVOY Matt 13:31; John 1:51
3ad Matt 20:31 T Mark 5:8 '
6v John 20:17 [2x] TVE Matt12:31
6u Matt 19:24; Luke 8:28 npa Luke 1:73
| W Luke 9:51; 24:18 _apt John 4:44
4 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 w = ov (Matt 12:42 [vu #85]), n > et (Matt 9:6

[vu #9]), and o =» o (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." Interestingly,
both MSS supply xal 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
vanants discussed thus far. The scribe of MS 1065 omitted an additional adjective
(ravta) 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 wavtwy

" The scribe of MS 1065 added the article ¢ in Luke 9:20; 76 in John 7:22; and
Tov in John 13:32. Conjunctions added by the scribe of MS 1065 include ydp (John 13:18
[vu #137]), 8¢ (John 7:29 [vu #4]), xai (Matt 15:6 [vu #3], 26:26 [vu #55]), and 871 (Matt
5:31 [vu #10]).




192

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.?’ These
additional pronouns in MS 1065 do not serve to harmonize the text to other gospel

contexts and, with the exception of the doubling of the pronoun cov in Matt 5:30 (vu #9)
and pov 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 THE HAND OF THE SCRIBE OF 1065
ARTICLES PRONOUNS
+0 Luke 9:20 +a Luke 14:3
+T Mark 11:4 + auTol Matt 26:75
+ 70 John 7:22 + auTov Luke 8:21
+TOV John 13:32 + 06 John 11:46
CONJUNCTIONS + pov Matt 27:30; Luke 22:19,
42
+ yap John 13:18 + 0U Mark 2:10
+ 0¢ John 7:29 + gov Matt 3:30
+ xat Matt 15:6, 36; 26:26; Luke PREPOSITIONS
10:25
+ 0Tt Matt 5:31 + pog ] Matt 19:5
VERBS - MULTIWORD
+ EYEVETO John 7:43 + EX VEOTYTOS [0V Matt 19:20
+ xat v Buyatepa To Tatdiov Mark 7:30 + %0t oL PETE TRUTOU Luke 8:45
BeBAnpevoy emt Tn¢ xAvng
+ P povevoyg Mark 10:19 + XQl ELTEY John 7:20
+ tacaodat Tovs guvteTpippevos | Luke 4:18
v xapdiav

2 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 éx veoT)Tés pov, 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 mpog. In Mark 10:19 (vu #5) an initial reading suggests a
nonsense reading since the first command listed by Jesus (w3 povedons) 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” (iaocagfat Tobg
auvTeTpippévos T xapotav). Although the text of MS 1068 includes an unknown
addition at the beginning of the quotation (Ews pe ABdoBat dméoaixe pe) 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 of the Isaiah passage. The eye

of the scribe of MS 1065 could have possibly jumped from AbasBat to idoasbat, but an

eye-jump does not explain the inclusion of the first two words of the quotation (Ews ue).
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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 of harmonization.

Omissions

TABLE 6.5: OMISSIONS BY THE HAND OF THE SCRIBE OF 1065

PRONOUNS ARTICLES
auTov Mark 9:31 Y Mark 5:18: L.uke 21:3
aQuUTwWY Luke 5:30 0 Luke 5:37
I3 Matt 14:28 ot John 7:32
oou Mark 7:5 To Mark 5:8
ADJECTIVES/ADVERBS CONJUNCTIONS
| mavtay Luke 2133 vap Matt 26:43; Luke 2135
vuL T.uke 13:35 3¢ Luke 5:36; 22:24
NOUNS CONJUNCTION
Tapayoia Mark 7:13 xat | Matt 14:30; Luke 8:23; 15:4
xat 0 Hpwdne Luke 23:11 B VERBS
guplLag Luke 2:2 AMbacat ] John 11:8
MULTIWORD
aPra, APla de eyevvroev Tov Matt 1:7 Tov Paploaiwy Luke 12:1
ov ¢ eAboBornoav® Matt 21:35 Xdt 0 TAMEVWY EQUTOV Luke 14:11
wwhnoeral
OTUOW YoV Mark 1.7 Ywoy e et TauTa John 13:7
avdpeou peta Mark 1:29 XQYW €V ULV John 14:20
oTav AVASTWIL Mark 12:23 eV adnut vty John 14:27
eAevoovral 0e Nuepat Luke 5:35 mobev nAbBov xat mou uTayw vy | John 8:14
Jde oux otdate
T xapdiag Tou xat £V OAY Luke 10:27 ol 3 wroVTAVTES John 89

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

statement due to parablepsis.?' On the other hand, the omissions of MS 1065 more easily

' In Matt 1:7 (vu #33) the scribe likely jumped from &1 to 4Ptd 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 éomnxéta 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 (8v 0¢ éAiBofdAnaav) 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 émiow pov 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 UBS® text [§tav
avaort@otv] 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 of MS 1065 omitted
xat 6 ‘Hpwdng, 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 Zupiag 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 (yvwoy 6¢ peta talta) is eliminated, perhaps
because of an apologetic motivation. The Lord’s reference to his dwelling (xayw év Ouiv)
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 (m6ev %A8ov xai wod dmdyw Ouels 0¢ odx oidate) where

language regarding the “abomination of desolation” and avoids a reference to how this
abomination was still standing in the Temple.
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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 Nuév with dpév and Hpdc with duds 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 €pyopat to the
aorist active indicative third-person plural form %A8ov 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” (£yelpovatv) from his sleep to his “waking up” or “arousing” (Steyepiavtec), an
interchange that fits well with the parallel expression used in Luke 8:28 (dt}yetpav). In
Mark 8:36 (vu #19) the scribe dropped the nu and helped to shift the verb {nutwdsjvar to a
form much closer to the (w63} of Matt 16:26. Finally, by deleting the prefix ava from

the verb dvéxpalav 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 1065

PRONOUNS CONJUNCTIONS
Tov] autov John 12:11 et} xat John 13:32
Nuwv] vpwy Luke 16:26 eyw [ev]] o1t John 6:40
)“,Lag] vpag Luke 16:26 NOUNS
PREPOSITIONS E0TWTAg] aypous Matt 20:6
omou] mapa | Mark 2:4 Yeveaig] yewnotg Matt 1:18
VERBS

evefpiunn] [ Matt 9:30 | evradiaopov] Tadraopoy | Mark 14:8
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evePplunoato

eyetpovawv] Steyelpavteg | Mark 4:38 Bapnbwatv] tebwoty Luke 21:34
avexpakav] expalov Mark 6:49 enopeudnoay] ameAbev John 7:53
Ouwbnvar] Djpwbny Mark 8:36 epxopat] nAlov John 8:14

emPalovov] enefarov | Mark 1137

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 of 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 of harmonization occur six times, although
the scribe did not follow his or her exemplar with the ten examples from MS 1068 listed
above. Examples of this kind of harmonization by the hand of the scribe of MS 1065
include three by means of 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 of 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.



CHAPTER 7

ANALYSIS OF GLOBAL SCRIBAL TRAITS

The groupings of MSS evaluated in this study are all closely related based on
both their external and internal features. The data from the full collations of 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 of 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 /ypes of

variation, but these VRs are limited to a limited amouni of 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
205™°/2886 (from 205) 94 7,145 1.32%
1065 (from 1068) 116 3,393 3.42%
EP/D™' (from Dp) 312 6,896 4.52%

MSS WITH ANCESTOR-DESCENDANT RELATIONSHIP

MSS PAIRINGS ACTUAL VRs POTENTIAL VRs | % OF VARIATION
2" (from %) 19 1,643 1.16%
543 (from 13) 135 7474 1.81%
B (from %) 50 1,643 3.04%
I (from 1582) 249 7.145 3.48%
G® (from D") 241 6,896 3.49%
346 (from 13) 281 7,474 3.76%
828 (from 826) 561 7,474 7.51%
F? (from D) 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 of 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 ’ and ° with only 1.14% variation, while F” as a
descendant of D varies the most at 14.53%. Yet, even though the careful nature of
the scribe of P”° 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 of 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. ' Furthermore,
not all VRs can be neatly categorized given that VRs involving the spelling of 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 '?2 (4th-5th
cent. fragment).
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proper name VRs occurring in MS 2886, seven combined in F¥ and G, 12inMS 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 (D*™'/E”, MS 2886, and MS 1065), 63 shifts
were added by the hand of the scribe of D*™'/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
v > 1 being most common in D**'/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 ', 1", and B (Tables 2.2-4) with the t < et shift
being most common (184x); F” and G” combined for 627 orthographical shifts with
the w = o and « =¥ ¢ shifts, being most common (Tables 3.9-10); MS 1 shifted away
from MS 1582 on 78 occasions (Table 4.8), with the w =» o shift being most
common; MSS 346 and 543 combined differed from MS 13 on 328 occasions, with
the o ¥ w shift being most common (Tables 5.3-5); and MS 828 differed from MS
826 on 214 occasions, with 0 = w 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 D*®'/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 p* and p' (g, &) or F* and G” (xpv, X6,

descendants but not as direct-copies, 56 differences in nomina sacra exist within the
', ", and B group (Tables 2.2-3, 5); 120 in F* and G” (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 D*™'/EP, 7 in MS 2886, and 2 in MS 1065. In the MSS better described as
descendants, 34 examples were found in the %, ?"° and B group; only 2 in F® and G
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
eimev (four in Group 1 and one in MS 1065) or éotwv (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 D™!/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 p*, P, and B group (Table 2.2); 11 from F" and G* 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 D*™*'/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 5}.\4, 3;375, and B group (Tables 2.2, 2.9-10); 362 in
F? and G® 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 D*™!/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 p*, 9’ and B group (Tables 2.2-3, 8); 34 total in
F? and G” 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 D*™'/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 1, 51\75, and B group (Tables 2.2-3, 2.6); 74 in F" and G” 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 of 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 of the scribes.
However, variations involving additions, substitutions, and omissions did reveal
patterns that consistently pointed to a series of motivating factors on the part of 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 of D*™' 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 matenal 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 > commonly committed parablepsis, which led 1o three
significant multiword omissions (Luke 3:36 [vu #3]; John 12:8 [vu #25]; 12:34
[vu #68]).7 In the comparison of P’ to P*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 9 and in John 1:13
(vu #17) as compared to ">, The scribe of F? 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 G*

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 | 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
fvu #727; 7:22 [vu #59]; 10:8 [vu #30]; 17:4 [vu #71]; 18:16 [vu #38]; Luke 11:19
fvu #3]; John 8:35 [vu #22]; 15:19 [vu #46]; 18:36 [vu #43]), while the scribe of 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 of 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 of these case
studies where the scribe of G” 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 D! harmonized material to the immediate context by means of substitution
in 1 Cor 1:23° (vu #18); 2 Cor 11:15 (vu #32); Gal 6:15° (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 D**! 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 D™ 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 of MS 2886 also avoided
one such effort in the exemplar reading of Matt 19:4 (vu #28). The scribe of MS 2886
is the most careful scribe evaluated in the third case study and perhaps in the whole
study. His or her avoidance of 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 of 1065 was
also interested in making parallels to the immediate context on six occasions,
including three by means of 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
#04).

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 . The scribe of P, working with
an exemplar much like *, 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 G” 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 of 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], 51 [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 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]).

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 D**!/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 D™ 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 1.7 [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
#197).

Regarding descendant MSS, the scribe of > harmonized material on two
occasions to parallel passages by means of both addition and substitution in Luke
4:35 (vu #30, 63) as following P* and was followed by the scribe of B who agrees in
these VRs. The scribe of B as compared to P* 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 P’
The scribe of G” 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 of 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 of 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 of 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 of these scribes into

view.

An Application of the Matrix to P>’

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, p'?”. 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 discemed among this early witness, then perhaps the matrix



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 p™7

TYPES OF NUMBER OF VRs OBSERVATIONS
VARJATION
Substitutions 102 Fifteen involve harmonization to the
parallel context and {ive 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 Inoov and Xptotog
Orthographical 5 The t = et shift is only orthographical
Shifts exchange that occurs more than once
Movable Nu 1 Occurs in Acts 12:9 (vu #18) with eotiv

As indicated in Table 7.2, 20 of the 102 total substitutions in ﬂ,\m serve as a
means of harmonizing texts to either the immediate context or the remote context
(particularly within Acts). In Acts 10:33"" (vu #48) Hmd To¥ xvpiov is shifted to &md
ToU 63 for the purpose of matching the same expression (10U Ov) used earlier in v. 33.

In Acts 10:40"™ (vu #20) #dwxev Gutdv is replaced with émolnoey, which matches the

language Luke used in v. 39. In Acts 12:7" (vu #40) the replacement of xat with iSod

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 16:17" (vu #40) when the pronoun dyuiv is



215

replaced with the pronoun Huiv for the purpose of remaining consistent since Huiv
previously occurred once in the verse. One example of harmonization to a remote
context occurs in P'2’ when éxtapdaoovow is replaced with tapdocovoty, which more
perfectly matches the wording of the source of this quotation in Isa 3:12.

On 14 occasions in D'’ substitutions occur for the purpose of harmonizing
passages to a parallel context within the book of Acts. In Acts 10:33" (vu #20) the
phrase mapayevépevos v otv is replaced with the common expression xat viiv idod,
which is used more frequently in Acts (13:11; 20:22, 25). In Acts 16: ]¥id (vu #2)
xaTvTyoev is excised and replaced with a phrase beginning with the phrase dteA6v
¢ Ta, which is an exact match to the words of Acts 20:2. When pabntdv replaces
&3eAd@y in Acts 16:2°9 (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 Toic
Témotg exelvolg fidetgay yap dmravres 8t "EAAny 6 mamip adTol dmijpxev is replaced with

vid

T Tomw in Acts 16:37 (vu #34) to match the wording of Acts 7:7. Similar exchanges

occur in Acts 16:13"¢

(vu #36), with éAatoluev being replaced by the more familiar
éAdAouv (Acts 4:31; 11:20; 19:6; 26:31) and with the replacement of Aahouyévois by
Aeyouevolg in Acts 16: 14V (vu #36) to coincide better with Acts 8:6, 27:11, and
28:24.

vid

Other examples include the substitution in Acts 16:16™° (vu #42) of adTijs
with 8t& TodTov, harmonizing to Acts 13:38; the exchange of &e)be for ¢£eAbeiv in

Acts 16:18" (vu #42) to fit with Acts 7:3 and 22:18 in Acts 16:19" (vu #36)
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elAxvoav being replaced with #yayov (a term that occurs only once in Acts) to Hyayov,
an expression which is found in Acts 6:12: 17:15, 19; 18:12; 20:12; and 23:31; the

shift from eimav to Aéyovtes in Acts 16:20"¢

(vu #12), which matches up with the
word used 23 times in Acts, including 16:35; exchanging mpooayaydvres dutods for
éveddvioay in Acts 16:20" (vu #4) to fit the language of Acts 24:1; 25:2, 12; the

Y4 (vu #2) of fic mapayyeiay Toladmyy AaBhv EBakey adTode

substitution in Acts 16:24
for 6 0¢ deopodVrat maparafiv adrovs EBadev, which coincides with v. 33 along with
Acts 21:24, 26, 32; and 23:18; the exchange in Acts 16:34 (vu #26) of 7 6eé for émi
Tov OV as reflecting the wording of Acts 15:19; 26:18, 20; and finally, in Acts 16:35
(vu #8) when ameotetdav has suvnABov 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

of p'*7 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: SUBSTITUTIONS IN %7

o] mapaxadwy eADewv Tpog Mg Acts 10:33" | npooaryayovres avroug] | Acts 16.20™

evedavicav

ov Te| xal ov

Acts 10:33"4

Tapadeyeobat oude) mapadetachat
ouTe

Acts 16:2174

TP CYEVOREVOS VUV GUV] Xl VUV
ov

Acts 10:33"

ouUgtV| UTTapPYoUGLY

Acts 16:21%9

uTo Tov xuptov] amo Tou §U

Acts 10:33"9

xat] Tote

Acts 16:22°9

avorkag] amoxptBel

Acts 10:34™

gawTepay Gulanyv] 2, Ty
ETWTEPW

Acts 16249

aAr] adde

Acts 10:35

0§ TapayyeAay TotauTny Aafwy
efaev auToug) o B¢ deopodural
napaiaBwy, 6, 5

Acts 16:24"9

edwxey auTov] emomaey

Acts 10:40"4

deopot] Seqpwral

Acts 16:25"9

Aaw] xo0uw

Acts 10:41'9

TO UEGOVUXTIOV] UEGNY vuxTa

Acts 16:25

Tapnyyethev] evetethato

Acts 10:42%49

advie Ot TEIOROG EYEVETO] Xat
ekamvrg, 4, owapos

Acts 16:26"
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TOUS aXOUOVTHG TOV AOYOV] auTOUS

Acts 10:43"9

™6 duAaxrng oTacapevos THY

RO ALPWY VUEANEY EQUTOY
avaipewv| maceg, 3, 4, 5, nheAnoey,
7, xataxevtyoat

Acts 16:27°9

et lepovoadnu] motovpvevos dta Acts 11:2%9 undev mpakng ceauTw xaxov] uy) Actz 16:28

TWV Xwpwy SI0aoxwy auTous of xat Tapacooy

XATYVTNOEY €IS LEPOTOALUA Xat

QTMYYYELAEY QUTOIS TYY XQptV TOU

6v

avtolg] autwy Acts 11:3¥9 yevouevos| unapwy Acts 16:29

elonAfes] etoebuwy Acts 11:39 TIPOUENETEV | ETMEC WY Acts 16:29

apbapevos] amoxpiberg Acts 11:4%9 | ym Tpoayaywv] npoaywv* Acts 16:30

ekeribeto] etmey Acts 11:4"™ | qutw] auvtotg Acts 16:32

payatpn] payatpa Acts 122" | o1 qutou mavres mapaxpyual Acts 16:33

TQVTES oL Tap QUTOU

npoaebeto oudkafey] n Acts 123" | avayaywy te] xat avayeyovre Acts 16:34

ETMYELPYTIS QUTOU ETTL TOUG TLOTOUG

nbeAnaey

eAauev] em avtov Acts 127 | yyadhaoaro] nyadhato Acts 16:34

maraag] vubag Acts 127" | 1 Bew] emt Tov 69 Acts 16:34

xat] tdou Acts 127" ameatetdav] suvnAfov Acts 16:35

emotnoe de outwg xau Aeyel autw | Acts 12:8%° wpos Tov TavAov] autolg Acts 16:36

meptBahov To rattov oo xai] xat

neptBaAov To LHaTIoV ToU Xat

AaPoyevos Tov meTpov mpoyyayey

ekw etmwy

caviaAle] umodnpata Acts 12:8™ | greoradxay] aneoctalxaoty Acts 16:36
Acts 12:8™ | e amoluByte vuv ouv efehovreg Acts 1636

PO AUTOV] Tw TETPW

mopeveade ev etpnvn] amodudyvat
vuas, 2

xat eeMBwv yxohovber xat oux
N0t o1] 0 8 meTpog, 3, ) erdwg el

Acts 12:9

xat e§ayayovTes NpwTwy
aneAbew] ebedbewv ermovreg
nyvonoapev ta xab vag 0Tt ECTE
avdpeg dixatot xat

Acts 16:39

TV eMOTOMY] Ta Ypappata Acts 15:30"9 |yt ekayayovres npwTwy Acts 16:39

aneABewv] efeABetv etmovreg

Nyvoreapey Ta ko ujag 0Tt EoTE

avdpes Suxatot xat
ot pev ouv amoluBevrec] ev ohtyats | Acts 15:30™ | xat eABovres] mapayevopevor Te Acts 16:39
e yuepaig UETA tXavwy LAWY ML TNV

$uiaxny
amooTavTa] anoTaT|oavTa Acts 15:38" | eiomrBov] yABov Acts 16:40
wn cuumapaiauBave Toutov] ed | Acts 15:38% mpos) eig Acts 16:40
0 emepdBnoav Toutov wy oLV etvat
QuTOLg EX TOVTOL

Acts 15:38" | napexakecay toug adeddoug] 2,3, | Acts 16:40

nétou] oux nBovdero Aeywv

Supymoavto oow ETOCEY X QUTOLG
XAl TRPEXAAECAVTES AUTOUG
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v Suptav xar v Kidixay)

gupodotvixny

Acts 15419

xat eknABav) ebenoav

Acts 16:40

xaryvTnoev) SieAbwv 0e Ta |...] Acts 1611 eEeMfovreg de amo Ty¢ duhwoys) Acts 16:40
amoAuvBevres, 2

Avotpoig] Auotpy Acts 162" | 8i08evoavres de) xat xatnmAfov Acts 1701
(corr. xatnAfov)

vmo) mept Acts 162 Ty Apdimoty xat ™V Acts 17:1
AnodAwviay NMov] ek
amoAAwvida exetfev

aderdwy] pabyrwy Acts 162" | 74 Mavdw] maviog Acts 17:2

Acts 163" | mpog autous xat] 15 Ty Acts 17:2

TOLG TOTOIG EXEWVOIG NOEITAY Yaap
anavtes ot EAAny o Tatnp avtovu
vmpxev] Tw Tomw

oVVRYWYNY TNV Loudaiwy

napedidooav autols GUARCTELY Ta
doypata Ta xexpipeva vTo)
EXNPUTTOV UETA TapPYOLIS TOV XV
tv XV ape TapadtdovTes xal Tag
£VTOAGS

Acts 16:4"

dterefaro] Sraheyopevog

A
Acts 17:2

wg de diemopevovro] Siepyopevot 3 | Acts 16:4"™ | amo] ex Acts 17:2

eAalovpev] eEdadovy Acts 16:13™ | Siavorywy] xat dtavorywy Acts 17:3

ouveABouoais] ouveAnAulutaig Acts 16:13™ | 16 Tavhw xat T Sha] ™ ddayy | Acts 174
ToAAOL

Aadoupevois] Aeyopevols Acts 16:14™ | yyvancwy Te] xar yovaixes Acts 17:4

TPOGEYEWY ] tVa TLOTEVAY Acts 16:14™ | odyai] o Acts 17:4

elg TV mposeuy v madtowny Tve | Acts 16:167 TOVNPoUS xat OYAOTIONTAVTES ) Acts 17:5

exooav nvevpa mubwva vavTnoat moMoug

nuty] ev ) mpogevyy NTIS ExoUTR

wa .. ] i

autys] Sta TouToU Acts 16:16% npoayayew] ekayayety Acts 17:5

vy} nuw Acts 16:17" | ayaorarwoavres] avaotatouvres | Acts 17:6

xataxohouBouoe] xaraxohoubuoe | Acts 16:17 | yroSedescrar] umodedexarog Acts 17:7

1w Tlavw xat nuv] moMka quwy | Acts 16:17™ | mpaceovow] mpaceo* Acts 17:7
(corr. basc reading)

ekeABev] ebedbe Acts 16:18"" eTepov Aeyovres etvar] 2, Ttva mote | Acts 17:7

an] e Acts 16:18™ | erapatay de] evemdnoay e fupov | Acts 178

Acts 16197 |yt AaBovres To ixavov] ot uev owv | Acts 17:9

elAxuaav] Ryayov

moMTapyat txavov Aafovreg

eimav) heyovreg

Acts 16:20"9

Te Tavlov xat tov Tidav] 2, ouv
TW CLALQ

Acts 17:10 |

EXTapacaovaiv] Tapagoousty

Acts 16:20"9

gubews] amelvov

Acts 17:10

While 38 transpositional VRs occur in '’, 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 12:2%¢ (vu #2), 3" (vu #2), 7 (vu #30); 16:3" (vu #14), 16"

(vu #2 and 32), 18" (vu #2), 21" (vu #12), 23" (vu #4), 24 (vu #28), and 37

(vu #40).

TABLE 7.4: TRANSPOSITIONS IN p'7

ETETIETEY TO MVEVA TO aytov] 2,
mva, 4,5, 1

Acts 10:43"9

TEPIPNEQVTES QUTWY TR LLRTLA
exeAevov] 3,4, 1,5

Acts 16:22¥9

LEXPLVOVTO TIPOG AUTOV OL EX Acts 11:2%9 CUVETIECTY) 0 OYAOS XAT aUTWY) Acts 16:22°7
meptroune] 4, 5, 6, ovieg adeAdot, ToAvg, 3, eneoty, 4, 5,

1,2,3 emxpalovreg

Hpwdg o Baoihevs Tag xetpas] 4, | Acts 12:17° | modhag 7e] xa, 1 Acts 16:23™

15,1,2,3

avehey dg] xat, |

Acts 12:2'9

nodaicare autwy) 2, |

Acts 16:24

Wwv Oe] xat, | Acts 12:3" | wore cadeubyvat Ta bepehia Tou Acts 16:26""
decuwtyprov Nvexbnoav de
napaypnpal xar ecadevdy. 3, 4,
Tavta xal, 7
NYetpev avrov] autov, | Acts 1271 arrnoeg 0e pwra] 3,2, | Acts 16:29
ebemeoay autou ab ahvoer ex wy | Acts 127 | mapadaPuv autoug ev EXEWVY) TY) Acts 16:33
xewpwv] 3,4,5,6,7,2, 1 Acts 12:7 wpe TNg vuxtos] 4,5, 6, Acts 16:33
mapaiafovreg, 2
TTavhog 0¢] 0, 2, 1 Acts 15:35™ | nuepag 3¢ yevouevys] 3, 2, 1 Acts 16:35
aute egebewv] 2, | Acts 163" | amyyyehtev e o deapopural] Acts 16:36™"

etoerbwy, 2, 3,4, 1

Auvdia mopdupomwits Todews Acts 16:14™ detpavres nuag dnpoota Acts 16:37
Buatetpwy cePopevn Tov Beov axataxpitoug] axataitiactous, |,
peovev] 6,7, 6y, 1,2, 3, 2,3
buyatnpwy, |...J¢
EIS TOV Otxov pou peveTe] 3, 1, 2, Acts 16:15'1 avlpwmoug Pwuatous uapyovtag Acts 16:37
3.4 efaday erg puAwap] 4, 5, Ty, 6,
3,2
eyeveto Oe mopefopevay] 3, 2 Acts 16:16™ | nuag exBardovawv] 2, | Acts 16:37
gpyagtay oAy} 2, | Acts 16:16™ | qutol nuas ekayayetwoav] ouv, 1, | Acts 16.37
3,2
Semovnbetg 6e maviog xat Acts 16:18" ey mpog aurous) 2, 3, ermev Acts 16:37
emoTpeyas Tw Avevpant] 5, 2, o,
3,6,7,4,1
em moAAag npepag) 3, eavaig Acts 16:18™ | edofnyoav 3¢ axousavres ort Acts 16:38
Pwpatot etow] o, 2,3, 1,4, 5,
avtoug (corrector has Pwyatous)
Acts 16:18"™ | 115 gtparyyoi ot paBdouyot Ta Acts 16:38

TouTo 0€] ka, 1

pnpeta Tavtal 3,4, 5, pnfev Ta
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uTo Tou maviov, 1. 2

Wovtee e we. 2. e1ov B Acts 16:197 [ oy ayopatwv avipas Tvag) 4, 3. Acts 17:59
1,2
outot o1 avBpwmot] o1, 2. avot, | Acts 16:20°4 Znhaoavres 8¢ ot lovduior xat Acts 175

mpooAafouevor] 3, 2, anetbovvreg.
4, cuvotpeavreg

ekeotiv upv) 2, 1 Acts 162177 | 7oy oxhov xat Toug ToAltapyas) 4, | Acts 17:8
53,1,2

On 36 occasions, the text of P'?” contains omissions. Six (or possibly seven)

of these omissions result from parablepsis, while five of them are harmonizations to

Yid (vu #40) mdvta is followed by

etther parallel or immediate contexts. In Acts 10:33
&, which gives rise to an eye-jump in this particular context. Similarly, Ta pHuata is
followed by Taiita, which likely caused the scribe to skip over the words in Acts
10:44"¢ (vu #8). The words an’ adTév are deleted in preceding another occurrence of
am in Acts 15:38 (vu #14), and later in the same verse ad1ois (vu #26) is omitted as
followed by eis leading, to two more occasions of parablepsis here as well. In Acts
16:17" (vu #20) &vBpwmot is sandwiched between of and do¥ot, causing the noun to
be omitted in this context. Similarly, in Acts 16:17 (vu #26) 10U Oeo¥ is omitted
because of a jump to ToU VigTou, which follows Tol 6u. Another possible but less
certain example of parablepsis occurs in Acts 16:23 (vu #26) when adtodg is omitted
perhaps because of a jump to the ¢, which follows in this context.

Sometimes omissions result more from attempts at harmonization to the

Yid (yu #6) 10 oTépa is

remote or immediate context than parablepsis. In Acts 10:34
omitted because of a similar phrasing in Acts 18:14. In Acts 11:5"™ (vu #12) the

wording of Acts 10:30 is matched with the omission of mpogeuyduevos. In Acts 16:28
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(vu #6) the phrase peyaia ¢wvij 6 is omitted to fit the wording of Acts 14:10, while

the omission of €x vexp@v in Acts 17:3 (vu #20) results from an assimilation to the

wording of v. 31 nearer the end of the chapter. Finally, on two occasions the text of

' reveals an attempt to harmonize passages to their immediate context. In Acts

12:7 (vu #30) the words Tofl TTétpou are omitted to read similarly to v. 14, while in

Acts 17:9 (vu #24) the pronoun adTods is excised from the text for the possible

purpose of reading more like v. 6.

TABLE 7.5: OMISSIONS IN p'%/

Tavral om

Acts 10:339

avbpwmot] om

Acts 16:17°

70 oTopa] om Acts 10:38™ | 7oy Beov] om Acts 16:17
paptuotv] om Acts 10:41 xat €EnhBev aury ) wpal om Acts 16:18
TOUTW TRVTES] oM Acts 10:43™ | emi Toug apyovras] om Acts 16:19
xabebne Aeywv] om Acts 11:4™ | qurous) om Acts 16:23
TPOTEUYOLEVOS] Om Acts 11:5"7 | quroig) om Acts 16:23
moAel] om Acts 11:5" | 0] om Acts 16:24
£0TWvV] om Acts 12:3 peyaAn dwvy o] om Acts 16:28
at] om Acts 123 ouY TRy TOIS €V TY) otxta qutou] | Acts 16:32
om
Tov Ietpov] om Acts 127 | zoug Aoyouc TouToug] om Acts 16:36
Eppwofe] om Acts 15:29 ou yap adia] om Acts 16:37
am autwy] om Acts 15:38 omov Ny ouvaywyy Twv Jovdaiwy] | Acts 17:1
om
auTolgj o Acts 15:38 €x vexpwy] om Acts 17:3
yuvaixoeg] om Acts 161" | rejom Acts 17:4
o} om Acts 16:3"7 | ¢t om Acts 17:4
Twv ev lepooociupo] om Acts 16:4"™ | qurouc] om Acts 17:9
xai] om Acts 16:13" | efemepyav] om Acts 17:10
TW xvUpiw]} om Acts 16:15"

As indicated in Table 7.5, 25 additions to the base text occur in P2, 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 16:14

vid

(vu #2) the possible
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addition of the verb #v is a harmonization to the immediate context, since the verb is
associated with Tig (which also occurs in verse 14) in 16:1, 9. Similarly, the addition

of the conjunction 8¢ in Acts 17:1""

(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 [8¢

¥id (vu #36) parallels the familiar phrase

mapayeve jue[vog AaAnaet] oot in Acts 10:32
which is used in similar contexts in Acts 11:23; 18:27. In Acts 10:33"" (vu #18) the
phrase év Tayet (“with speed”) is added after émoinoag to parallel similar usages in
Acts 12:7; 22:18; and 25:4. Likewise, the addition in Acts 10:42" (vu #18) of Tjj
Boudjj xai mpoyvwoe: after kpiopévog parallels same expression minus the article in
Acts 2:23. In Acts 16:18" (vu #36) the addition of the article 76 before dvopat
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) 76 deopodddaxt is
added after Aeyovteg just as twelve verses earlier in Acts 16:23.

Five harmonizations to the immediate context also occur in 9?7 In Acts
10:42" (vu #16) the addition of 7 Aad after dapapripacdal paraliels the same
expression used in v. 42 where the other aorist infinitive is linked to a coordinate

conjunction. Likewise in Acts 12:7"¢ (vu #10) 7 Ilétpw is added after éméoty) to



)
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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 ¢ before the name Ila¥Aog fits with the same type of addition made in

brackets in v. 28. Finally, although not an attempt at harmonization, the addition of

Tapadtdods TS EvTohds GUALTTEY TGV AToaTéAwY xal Tév TpecfuTépwy in Acts

15:41% (vu #18) after éxxAnaias recalls the language of orthodoxy with an added

empbhasis on “guarding and keeping the commandments of the apostles and elders”

supplied in the text of ',

TABLE 7.6: ADDITIONS IN p'?’

ARTICLIES CONJUNCTIONS

TeTpog] 0 METpOg Acts 11:4"™ | y)Bov] + 8¢ Acts 17:1
ovopatt] Tw ovouaTt Acts 16:18™ Bagirea] w¢ Pacihea Acts 177
Tavos] o Taviog Acts 16:25 PRONOUN
tacwy] o Leowy Acts 1717 Jd¢] + autov [ Acts 10:28

MULTIWORD PRONOUN
Badaooav] + [og mapayevoluelvos | Acts 10:32" | amav] + avrw Acts 16311

AaAyoet] oot
emomoag] + ev Tayet Acts 10:337¢ VERIS
auTw] + xat CUVaVESTpadYUEY Acts 10417 | wea] + oy Acts 167149
avTw
vexpwv] + p nuepag Acts 10:41 | ourar] + 1oty Acts 17:6
dapaprupachai] + Tw haw Acts 10:42° MULTIWORD
wptopevos] + 7y Bovdn xat Acts 10:42°° €] + Toug Aotmous nodaiioag Acts 16:30
TPOYVWOEL mpoeAbwy ey
meTpov] Tov meTpov + Acts 12:3" | orparyyot] + emt To avto e Y Acts 16:35
mpocAaPerar* ayopay xat avapvnodevies Tou
Yevopevou oetapov ebofnbinoay
X0l ATOCTEAAOUOL

eneoTy] + Tw METPW Acts 12:7° | Xeyovreg] + Tw degpoduraxt Acts 16:35
autov] + povog Oe toudug emopevdy | Acls 1534 | exevoug] + oug exbec mapadaBeg Acts 16:35
exxAnotag] + napadious Tag Acts 15:41 Bowvreg] + xat Aeyovreg Acts 17:6"9
evToAas GuAnocely Twy
amooToAWY Xal Twv TpecBuTepwy
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127 as indicated in Table 7.6,

While there are thirteen nomina sacra VRs in
only two of these (v 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 '’
are not significant enough to generate much information about scribal traits, but the

=> & 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 '’

NOMINA SACRA IND™”

GVOUT Acts 16:35 XU Acts 16:18"9
U Acts 16:18"9 Xy Acts 17:3
v Acts 163179177 X< Acts 17:3 ]
3 Acts 17:3 ov Acts 10:41¥
¥ Acts 15:35%%16:32 oV Acts 16:25
Y} Acts 16:31
ORTHOGRAPHICAL SHIFTS IN '~
a=P:ca | Acts 16:29 e F3 Acts 16:19, 25
ad>o | Acts 10:45" eda 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

127 By means of seventeen substitutions (Acts

are supported by textual evidence in P
10:33" [vu #20 and 48], 40" [vu #20]; 12:7 [vu #40]; 16:1 [vu #2], 2 [vu #18], 3 [vu
#34], 13¥9 [vu #36], 14" [vu #361, 16" [vu #42], 17 [vu #40], 18" [vu #42], 19"

[vu #36], 20" [vu #20], 24" [vu #2], 34" [vu #26], 35" [vu #8]), six omissions
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(Acts 10:34" [vu #5]; 11:5V [vu #12]; 12:7" [vu #30]; 16:28 [vu #6]; 17:3

[vu #20], 9 [vu #24]), and eleven additions (Acts 10:32" [vu #36], 33" [vu #18],
42" [vu #16 and 18]; 12:7*" [vu #10]; 15:41%" [vu #18]; 16:14"™ [vu #2], 18"

[vu #36), 25" [vu #10]; 35 [vu #18]: 17:1"¢ [vu #201), the scribe of ' attempted to
harmonize passages to the immediate context in particular or the context of Acts in
general. On six occasions in P'?’, extended omissions result from parablepsis within
the text of P'*7 (Acts 10:33"™ [vu #40], 44" [vu #8]; 15:38 [vu #14]; 16:17"" [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 of 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 P*, p*, and p*’ appropriately applies to most NT
scribes.’ 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.

? 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 of the scribe. Finally, attention must be given to the matrix of
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 of 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.



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 of scribes who used common exemplars or ancestors closely-related to
one another. By means of 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 of 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 of 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 of
VUs across the centuries regardliess 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 of 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 of 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 9 w and w = 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 of 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 9*,
30 1160°%, 1909, 1929" 1983%* and 2036 additional second-generation MSS
within /' and /' *; or other MSS family groupings such as families 330 (12 cent.), 453

(11th cent.), 1739 (10th cent.), 2127 (13th cent.), and 2138 (11th cent.).



APPENDIX 1A

COLLATION OF GROUP 1 MANUSCRIPTS
(P4, P75, and Vaticanus)

The data from Appendix 1A are available by request from the HCNTTS at the

New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary in New Orleans, La.

230



APPENDIX 1B

EXCURSUS ON GROUP ONE MANUSCRIPTS

In Chapter 1 on the MSS of Case Study 1 many allusions were made to the close
relationship between *, ”°, and B. To explore the unity and coherence of this MS
group, as demonstrated in Table 1B.1 in the collation of p*, ", 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 1 and B agree, P is generally not extant and the same applies
in regard to the agreements between P’ and B since P* is not extant in these passages

. 75 . .
either. For example, P* and p”° agree on seven occasions without Codex B.'

Table 1B.1: 718 VR AGREEMENTS BETWEEN 9, p”, AND B

Type of Agreement All Three p* & " only p'& Bonly | " & Bonly
Additions - | - - 8
Consonantal Exchange - - - 2
Numerical Abbreviations - i - ]
Movable Nu - - t 9
Nomina Sacra 6 6 B 4 403
Omissions - - 1 72
Orthographical Shifts - - 17 ]22 N
Proper Names - - - 197
Substitutions 1 - - 29
Transpositions - - - 11

' 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 (Mapiap] Mapia in
John 11:20) involve the name of John himself.
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William Warren sought to determine the textual relationships of p*, p*, and p”°
in Luke by means of QA In comparing the texts to one another, rather than an external
base text, Warren found 102 significant variants in * * He also found that the texts of 1"
and 0" were in 83.3% agreement, while an 87.5% agreement exists between the texts of
" and B.® The relationship between P* 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.® Furthermore, the MSS shared a close relationship

with at least 20% of their significant variants with most of the disagreements between P*

and B being considered minor (mostly genealogical).

TABLE 1B.2: AGREEMENT BETWEEN 143 ORTHOGRAPHICAL SHIFTS
BETWEEN p°, 9”*, AND B’

a0 Luke 3:12*; John 9:22; 11:37

a=ov |John 14.11

L e | 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, 38: 9:7-8: 10:7, 13-14, 26, 30, 33; 11:28, 30, 32:
12:40, 46, 54-55; 13:1[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
LD e | 38,47-49; 2:8, 9]2x]: 3:2, 10, 22, 26: 4:9]2], 13, 31, 39-40: 6:25, 56: 7:7[2x], 25. 27.

? Calvin Porter, “Papyrus Bodmer XV (p75) and the Text of Codex Vaticanus,”
JBI. 81 (1962), 363-76. Porter’s study of the relationship between " and B was limited
to the text of John (365).

4 Warren, “The Textual,” 90.
> Ibid., 98.
% Ibid., 101. Here Warren described this agreement as “surprisingly strong.”

7 In Table 1B.2 and those that follow in this appendix, verse references marked by
an asterisk indicate a reading which with * agrees.
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42[2x], 49-50; 8:48-49|2x]. 50; 9:2. 6, 23: 10:14[2x]. 15[2x]. 27, 38: 12:15, 23. 35
14:17 [2x], 19 7 “

W Xl Lukc 8:5; 24:22-23; John 3:26; 9:12

oot |John7:9 B )

w =P ol 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 p*, p”, 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.”

TABLE 1B.3: AGREEMENT BETWEEN 413 NOMINA SACRA
BETWEEN 9, 9™, AND B

avorc | John 6:10; 7:23
avwv John &8:40

v 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
o Luke 1:68%; 8:39; 12:20, 24,28, 13-18; 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
6o 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, 1§, 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[3x]; 9:3, 16, 33. 10:35-36; 11:4[2x], 27, 40, 52; 12:43. 13:3,
28-29

6w | Luke 16:13; John 3:21; 5:18; 9:24 T
AR Luke 10:30; 13:4

] 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
< 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;

¥ According to Warren, agreement between ”° and A, W, or the TR is below 29%
(145).

91bid, 149, 162-63.
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717, 18:16: 22:52; 23:46: lohnl'§8 4"43 47-48, 50: 3:5; 5:6. 8:28: 10;27
2, 4 2:2,4.7. 10-11, 22, L 10,2 42()~7l>l7712 .3
-15,6:10, 24, 32, 35, 424» Sa 61, ()4 67, 11:4,5,9, 13-14, 17 2
S, 38,40, 41, 46, 51-52; 6:11, 15, 17, 25 70:7:1,6, 14, 21, 28,33, 37, 3¢
4,39,42,49, 54, 58-59: 9:3. 11, 14, 35, 37, 41; 1" 1251 l" 14, 16, 23:
13:1,7-8, 10, 14:9, 23

1
3
8,1

-
Rl
-
D

,2",25 3()
12,14, 19, 5 ’il,
2.‘,:6‘ 44 127

~
D
~
D
-
2
-
3

) Luke 3:21: 7:3: 8:35: 17:13; 23:42, 52, 243 | 19; John 1:17, 36, 37. 2:1, 3; 3:5; 4:1; 12:3

KE Luke 9:54, 59, 61; 10:21, 40 BN \"41 13:8; 14:22; 22:33, 38, 49; k)hn415 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

%V Luke 10:27,36; John 11:2
€ 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 Inooug]

Luke 1:66*; 10:2; 13:35; 22:61; 24:3: John 1:23;6:23; 12:13, 38,47

]
') Luke 14:21;16:5, 17:5

XV Fuke 9:20; John 9:22; 23:2; 24:26

X3 Luke 3:15%; 22:67; 23:29; John 1:20, 25, 41; 3:28; 4:25, 29, 7:26-27_ 31, 41]2x}, 42; 10:24:
11:27;12:34
XU John 1:17

mwa John 4:24: 6:63

™p John 14:31

mpa John 14:31
3 Luke 10:22; John 5:19.6:27. 8:36. 11:4

w 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 P
are repeated in P and B where they are extant. Yet as indicated in Table 1B.4, on 90
occasions in P the scribe of B does not follow his or her ancestor. Represented in these
90 occurrences are 17 different categories of shifts, including eight shifts from singular

vowels to diphthongs and seven shifts from diphthongs to singular vowels.
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TABLE 1B.4"": ORTHOGRAPHICAL SHIFTS FOUND IN " BUT NOT B

W=D Luke 11:39 A1 Luke 9:16. 48
| w*=>ov | John 1:19 £ al Luke 14:18; 16:17
w"Do Luke 7:4: 10:13: 14:9. 17:28; 3 1 John 4:27
22:22; 23:2; John 1:34; 3:11 L o
ade | Luke 101 eLd Luke 8:38; 23:10 N
a=»ea | Luke 9:5 o= a Luke 8:7
a=»o John 4:14. 27:. 7:33: 9:12 o2 Luke 23:25
a=>»ov | Luke 24:5 0w John 7:46
a=2y Luke 14:1; John 1:40 oL w Luke 6:48
adw John 4:13 ov D w Luke 23:35: John 10:5
N2> e | Luke 9:40 oV Dy John 2:6
20 Luke 7:6 £a =« John 5:19:9:22
e Zl Luke 4:35:5:39; 6:36, 38, 44; e Luke 23:35: John 5:20; 8:7_43;
7:22; 8:35:9:33; 10:27, 31-32; 11:33
12:42: 13:4; 22:61; 2 1, 14:
John 1:5[2); 2:24-2 .1, 4:25;
5:22: 8:46. 9:7: 10:33; 11:1, 38;
13:5[2], 6.42). 8. 10
w=> w | Luke 7:33 LN John 11:44
vt Luke 10:37: John 10:29 PE A John 7:3¢
I 0 Luke 24:30; John 4:35; 6:18, U= ol John 2:20
24: 7:34, 49

What leads to a difference in nomina sacra in the MSS? One might suggest that
the references in " that are not abbreviated as nomina sacra in B g 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

' Sixteen of these orthographical shifts found only in " represent singular or
sub-singular readings: a = ov in Luke 24:5 (vu #26); 1 9 euin 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); w
2 win Luke 7:33 (vu #15); ¢ 9 ain Luke 24:50 (vu #18) and John 4:35 (vu #49), ¢ = a1
in John 4:27 (vu #49), et 2 v1n Luke 8:38 (vu #5); 0 = nin Luke 23:25 (vu #20); 0t 2 w
in Luke 6:48 (vu #47); and ov 2 w in Luke 23:35 (vu #41).
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hypothesis cannot be supported given that many of the nomina sacra included only in "
also make reference to the Son of Man (Luke 9:22; 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 1B.5: NOMINA SACRA FOUND IN
' AND " BUT NOT IN VATICANUS

GVE Luke 22:58, 60 xv Luke 4:41; 24:46;
avot Luke 6:22, 26; John 3:19:. 6:14 X5 L.uke 23:35
VoK Luke 12:36; 14:10; John 4:28 ™vE Luke 3:22%; 8:55: 9:39; 11:13. 24:
12:10, 12; 13:11; 23:46. 24:37, 39,
John [:32-33; 3:6, 8, 34, 6:63. 7:39:
14:17; 14:26;
avou Luke 6:22; 8:29, 9:22 26, 44, 58: VG L.uke 4:36
11:24, 26, 30, 12:8, 10, 10, 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; 828. 9:35; 12:23
avoug Luke 11:46: 13:4 ™ 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, VoL John 7:39;
4:29; 5:7,7:22-23,51.9:24: 18:2
avog L.uke 6:45; 10:30; 13:19; 14:2, 16; e Luke 4:1; 10:22; John 3:5-6, &
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
oo Luke 6:48; 22:22; 23:4, 14; John 2:25 R Luke 11:26
Ay Luke 9:44. 12:8-9: 18:11: 24:7: John VTV Luke 6:18
1:4;5:41; 8:17
v Luke 24:53 P Luke 10:22[2]; 11:13; 12:32, 53: John
4:23; 11:13; 14:28
6 John 8:42 np John 13:3; 14:11, 13
v Luke 4:41,43:5:1:8:21: 9:11, 12:9: T John 5:45; 6:46; 8:19; 14:12, 16
16:15; 23:35
ﬁ)‘f Luke 7:9; 22:30; 24:21: John 1:31, 49; npt John 4:21, 23; 14:11; 14:20
3100 12:13
g Luke 4:35; 22:48 Mpog Luke 24:49; John 2:16; 5:43
MU Luke6:11 i g Luke 9:26; 10:22; John 6:45
rom Luke 9:51, 53; 13:33, 342]; 23.28; oTpov LLuke 9:23; 14:27; 23:26
24:13, 18, 33, 47,52
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< Luke 24:15: John 2:19; 4:54: 14:3 otpwbnvar | Luke 247
) .uke 10:39 (from xvprow) ug 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: W John 3:18 T
12:21] o
pay) Luke 165 Uy L.uke 9:4] |

In regard to omissions " stands alone from 9> and B on only two occasions
(Luke 3:9 [vu #547]; 6:15 [vu #25]). Although typically in " articles are omitted before
proper nouns, especially at nomina sacra, most find agreement with the other MSS in
Case Study 1. On two occasions in Luke 6, P omits the monadic article before "Inoot,
which though not included in p’*is paralleled in B (vv. 3 [vu #5), 9 [vu #7]). Only two
other occasions serve as the setting for 11 and B to agree without the support of $'

(Luke 6:3 [vu #46], 4 [vu #3)).

TABLE 1B.6'": OMISSIONS IN p” NOT IN VATICANUS

PRONOUNS NOUNS
QauToug l.uke 8:22 Aexaoxtw Luke 13:4
[auTou] Luke 11:22; 12:31; John Avo Luke 101 (2) “
652
AvTov John 2:24 Qpa John 5:25
Avtw Luke 14:25; 23:3 VERBS
[eyw] John 1:27 Epwmoate John 9:16
Auvtw Luke 13:1 Eote Luke 6:34; 11:48
Hpw John 2:18 Eomtv John 9:8
Mot John 3:28 Aeywy John 1:26 o

" Warren, “The Textual,” 107.

'2 The following omissions in " 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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pou John 10:17 Motey [ Jobn 7:17
| ouTog lLuke 9.9 MULTIWORD
el L.uke 12:24 €15 YAUOUG - ~ l.uke 14:8
Upwy Luke 11:40 [emave mavtwy eoTv] John 3:31
Jov Luke 8:20; 14:8 {oude umo Tov podiov] Luke 11:33
| TavTae Luke 11:27; 17:6 [mpos autov] ~ John 1:19; 4:47
ADIECTIVE/ADVERB £V Yap TouTw 0 Aoyos 0Ty aAnbivog ot John 4:37
L adhog £0TIV 0 oEwwY xm ahhog o Beprlwy
TaALY l John 1:35 T TPOS Luke 14:32
ARTICLE Tou Kavay Luke 3:36
H John 11:24 v dofav John 7:18
[0} Luke 15:12, 30; John 7:28, o 0 edv mOTEVW XUPLE xat Tpogexvvyoey. | John 9:38-39
33;12:9 Kat eumev o Ingoug.
Tou Luke 10:39 0 de Iyoous eAeyev mate, ades auTorg, oV Luke 23:34
yap o1daoty To Totouaty
Toug Luke 15:6 otav adopiowaty vpas xat oveldiowot xat | Luke 6:22
Twv L.uke 13:2; 14:1 ['npo epov] John 10:8
CONIJUNCTIONS ued eauTwy, epe Je oU TAVTOTE EXETE John 12:8
[aAa] John 11:22 TYV EQUTY)S VOOOLRY UTIO Tag TTEPUYNRS Luke 13:34
Ae Luke 6:41, 46, 9:42; 13:14; | 71¢ e0mtv outog 0 vtog Tou avlpwmou John 12:34
15:12, 30; 22:24; John 9:16
Uap Luke 10:24: John 6:40 OV EITTEY John 12:38
{31} Luke 3:20; 14:21, 34; 23:5: DUPLICATION
John 2:4
oTt John 11:13 mappyoie-napyola John 10:24
Te Luke 14:26 UTTEPEXYUVVO LEVOV-UTIEPEICY UVOREVOY Luke 6:38
PARTICLE ABBREVIATION
130u | Luke 23:29 ha-aAd | John 14:31

As indicated in Table 1B.6, the text of ' frequently omits pronouns (19x) with

the most frequently omitted pronoun being avtod (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 de. Of the 10 omissions of the article, 4 are closely related to the

use of nomina sacra ("Incol¢ in John 7:28 [vu #13], 33 [vu #13], xvpiov in Luke 10:39 [vu

#18]; vids in Luke 15:30 [vu #5]).

Some of the omissions in §p”° can be explained by parablepsis. In Luke 6:22 [vu

#13] a singular reading is created by a jump from xai to xai, which omitted part of Jesus’




o
(o)
O

description of the suffering his disciples would endure. Yet, the omission of §tav
adoplowaty Huds xal bvedicwaty xal 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 7’ also occur in John 12. In John 12:8 (vu #25) the
phrase ued’ éautév, ué 0¢ od mavtote Exete 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 &xete to €xete, 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 #68) the text jumps
from qvBpaymou to dvBpwmou deleted an important question from the lips of Jesus’
questioners: “Who is this Son of Man” (ti¢ éoTwv 0bT0g 6 Vids Tob dvbphymon)?

On other occasions material seems to have been intentionally omitted from ', 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 eimev to eis 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 9 only ten examples of substitution are found that lack the support of '~
which is not extant for seven of these passages. In ", 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 AaAéw to Aéyw. On four occasions the prepositional
prefix of a verb is omitted as with the shift from éneAbav to €Ay in Luke 11:22 (vu
#13), amémepey to Emevev in Luke 23:11 (vu #33), égevéyxare to évéyxate in Luke

15:22 (vu #24), or eloepyouevos to épxéuevos in John 10:2 (vu #4).

TABLE 1B.7"°: SUBSTITUTIONS IN 9" NOT IN VATICANUS ]
VERBS ADIECTIVES

Aahew] Aeyen™ Luke 4:41 mavie] anavta Luke 11:41
educatwdn] Sucatwbn® Luke 7:35 autn] exevy Luke 23:12
Suyymaavro] dmoavro Luke 9:10 | afiog] ixavog John 1:27
MEVETE] pevre Luke 10:7 TAgloug] TAglov John 4:41
eneABuwv] eAfwv Luke 11:22 mhetov] mAelove Luke 11:32
oxopmilet] oxopmigel Luke 11:23 CONJUNCTIONS
autoug] avtny Luke 11:31 xai] uke 12:29
papTupes] paprupelte | Luke 11:48 0] xat John 8:14
EXXEYUUEVOV] EXYUVOULEVOV Luke 11:50 €] ouv Luke 16:27 |

" The following substitutions that occur only in P’ 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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dryotouncet] doyooouyoet Luke 12:46 NOUNS
WoaUTWS | opotwg Luke 13:5 Toug oxAous] Tov oyAou Luke 7:24
motys] moomg Luke 14:13 oxAov] oxAous Luke 9:12
guvayaywv] ouvaywv Luke 15:13 otxodecmotys] Seanoryg Luke 13:25
ekeveyxarte] eveyxare Luke 15:22 aras] aha Luke 14:34
nopeudn] Eyeper)“d Luke 16:30 apTwv] aproig Luke 15:17
avaoty] eyepbn Luke 16:31 xewag) xewpa Luke 23:46
adnoei] adnoet Luke 17:4 pvypal pvnpetov Luke 24:1
mopeubevtes] emopevdevteg Luke 17:14 dofav] factretay Luke 24:26
mpognuyeto] mpocevketo Luke 22:41 gapxa] caprog Luke 24:39
avemeppeyv] emepey l.uke 23:11 uetnpag] uytpas John 2:6
Aeyovreg] Aeyov Luke 23:21 7 bupal o morpny John 10:7
epyovrat] epyerat Luke 23:29 adeAdpny] aderdns John 11:5
aptapevot] aplapevov Luke 24:37 loxapiwtou] Incapustov John 13:2
EOTYXEV] LOTNXEL John 1:20
imev] Aeyet John 4:17 PREPOSITIONS
elpnxag] etmag John 4:18 an] €& Luke 4:35
xaipn] xapwy John 4:36 wae] v Luke 16:4
ETTOLEL] ETOLYTEV John 5:16 £mi) ev Luke 24:27
TIWOL] TLLWGELY John 5:23 gic] em John 3:16
anuetov] anpete John 6:14 PRONOUNS
Badaooyg] Baracoay John 6:19° upag] vty Luke 6:38
etdev] 10y John 8:56 avtoug] autov Luke 8:21
nveifev] nvewkey John 9:26 ue) epe Luke 14:26
vewxev] avewkey John 9:32 pel nuas John 9:4
nABov] eAniuvba John 9:39 autou] autoy John 9:6
ELTEPY OUEVOS ] EPXOUEVOS John 10:2 autov] gautou Luke 15:22
axovougiv] axvoet John 10:27 autou] geautou John 9:17
dedwxev] edwxev John 6:39, autwv] avtot John 10:8
10:29
TEPLToOV] MEPLTGOTEPOV John 10:10 avtov] Aadapov John 11:15
owlnoerat] eyepbnoerai John 11:12 PARTICLES ]
dofavreg] dokalovreg John 11:20 eav] ay [ John 10:9
eveBprunoato] efpeiunoarto John 11:38 _ ARTICLES ]
ayamBnoeral] TnpnbyoeTal John 14:2] Ta] ™ Luke 24:18
dethiaTw] dehtate John 14:27 ™v] T0 John 6:54
DUPLICATION
TANpups | TAYUpaS | Luke 6:48 | eyevumting] eyevnng | John 9:34

More frequently, substitutions involve a shift in the verb tense (Luke 14:13 [vu

#97; 15:13 [vu #18]; John 4:17 [vu #8], 18 [vu #43]; 9:39 [vu #27]); voice (Luke 16:31

[vu #207); 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 #voi§év is replaced with Avéwgev, 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 Rvéwxev is replaced
with dvéwgev, which also was used earlier in the chapter (9:14). In a similar way, in Luke
13:5 (vu #18) the adjective wcadTws is replaced with the more familiar form épolwg,
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 P even specified whom Jesus and his disciples were
going to see in Bethany when he replaced ad7év with Aalapov (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 adtods is replaced with
the accusative feminine singular ad™)v, 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 xAov is
replaced with the accusative plural 8xAoug, which also serves to harmonize the passage to
Matt 14:15. In a similar fashion the replacement of &§ios with ixavés harmonizes John
1:27 (vu #40) to the baptism language of Matt 3:11, while the shift from pvijua to

pwnueiov in Luke 24:1 (vu #10) serves to harmonize the passage to Mark 16:2 and John
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20:1. The scribe of b possibly was motivated to replace d¢Eav with Bacidelav when he
or she encountered a reference to the realm of 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 '~

The text of ° contains only four additions that are not shared by % and B.

Twice the text of P includes an additional conjunction xai (Luke 1:64 [vu #48]; 6:5 [vu
#15]). An article is added before the nomina sacra »U in Luke 1:76 (vu #12), and the

article @ is added in Luke 6:6 (vu #15).

TABLE 1B.8"": ADDITIONS IN @7 NOT IN VATICANUS

R ADVERBS/ADJECTIVES CONJUNCTIONS
+nom John 6:17 +6/d¢ Luke 11:24; John 1:42;4:31;
9:30, 48
+ mpoTov Luke 14:28 + Kot Luke 5:1; 7:22; lohn 9:41; 14:19;
24:49
PERSONAL PRONOUNS + 011 John 2:17; 8:52
+ quToY Luke 14:23; 23:18 PREPOSITIONS
+ov John 1:22 +e& | Luke4:35
+ pou Luke 11:7;12:18; John 10:32 VERBS
+a John 3:2 John 4:42 | +ewmav
+ oy Luke 6:25; John 8:55 John 6:17 | +oysyover
PARTICLES VERB ENDINGS
+ o | John 2:15 John 3:3 [ yenmon +v

' 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).

** Singular and sub-singular readings involving additions that occur only in p”°
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—1John 4:5 (vu #7); and duplication—Luke 11:22 (vu #35).
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PREPOSITIONS MULTIWORD
| tem | Luke 13:13 Luke 12:11 + un pepyny
Luke 16:19 + OVOHUTLVEVIG
| ARTICLES MULTIWORD
+1 Luke 6:42 Luke 16:22 +evTm
+0 John 12:36 John &:18 + mEpLELIOL
+ v Luke 6:49; 14:35; 23:25 NONSLENSE
+ 10 Luke 7:21 John 4:5 1 CPYETAL-LEPYETAL
DUPLICATION
Luke 6:49 j TPOCSPNEEV-TPOCEPPTEEY | Luke 11:22 | oxvha-oxvhia

The text of P 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 #40) where the
addition of éyeydvet repeats the same verb that already occurs once earlier in the verse. In
a similar manner, three of the multiword additions in " simply repeat something that is
already present either in the verse or the immediate context. In Luke 12:11 (vu #13) the
addition of uy pepiuvy simply repeats what is already there, as with the addition of év 1
in Luke 16:22 (vu #6) or wept éuol in John 8:18 (vu #16).

Of the transpositions of *, only one is not shared with "> and Vaticanus. The
transposition of the words 70 oTépa adtol mapaypfiua xat » yAdooa attol in Luke 1:64
(vu #18) is a reading found only in °, although 7 is not extant here. Twenty-six
changes occur in " that are not found in B. Nine of these VRs involve the simple

reversal of a pair of words (Luke 1:37 [vu #10]; 7:6 [vu #43]; 13:31 [vu #30], 35 [vu
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#261; 14:10 [vu #60]; 16:27 [vu #7]; John 5:6 [vu #28]; 8:17 [vu #25]; 9:17 [vu #31])."°
Interestingly, p*is not extant for any of these word-order variations.

As indicated in Table 1B.9, 49 differences exist between the MSS of Case Study 1
involving Greek numerals. All but one of these occurs in > with p* being extant for
three of the number VRs and one of these P’ is not extant for (Luke 3:23 [vu #23]). By
the time the scribe of B copied the great work, this system had fallen out of use, and thus

one can understand why so many of these abbreviations are lacking in the MSS."’

TABLE 1B.9: NUMBER ABBREVIATIONS ONLY IN 9* AND $” AND NOT IN B®

dvo (B) Luke 9:16, 32; 10:1, 35: Tptaxovra (A) John 5:3; 6:19
12:52; 15:11; 22:47; John
2:6;4:40, 43; 6:9: John 8:17

Tpigg (y) Luke 9:33; 12:6, 25; John 2:6 | tecoapaxovra (1) Luke 4:2%; John 2:20

mevte (g) Luke 12:52; 16:28; John efBdounxovra (of8) Luke 10:1, 17
4:18;5:2;6:9, 13

emta ({) Luke 11:26 mevrnxovTa (v) Luke 9:14

oxtw (1) Luke 9:28 evevnxovta evvea (e6) | Luke 15:4,7

eviexa (1a) Luke 24:9, 33 ebnovta (£) Luke 24:13

dedwxa (1B) Luke 6:13; 8:42; 9:1, 12 exatov (p) Luke 15:4; 16:7

John 6:13, 67, 70-71

dexaoxtw (17) Luke 13:11

'® Transpositional variations in ' 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.

' Ibid. Due to the nature of this type of variation, 27 of these abbreviations
qualify as singular or sub-singular readings.
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The only proper name in " that cannot be explained by an orthographical shift
and that is not paralleled in P (not extant here) or B occurs with the singular reading of
‘Toatéiv (from "Tovdaiwv) in John 2:6. As demonstrated in Table 1B.10, many of the
variations involving differences in the spelling of proper names in p* are related to the
genealogy of Luke 3. Four of the five variations in * can be explained by a consonantal

exchange from 7106, 0t0 J, or Tto 4.

TABLE 1B.10": PROPER NAMES ONLY IN p*

EApadap Luke 3:28 Mab6a6 Luke 3:24
(from EApaoay) (from MabBbat)

lofyr Luke 3:32 MatBabiou Luke 3:26
(from lwfed) (from Mattabiov)

Maat (from Maad) Luke 3:26

Philip Comfort described the scribe of p° as the best of all early Christian

% While the exemplar of *is unknown, some observations can be made about

scribes.
the nature of the text. In regard to substitutions, the text of * stands alone on ten
occasions, but seven of those readings are not extant in . The orthographical shifts of

1 lay the foundation for 2”°, which follows its exemplar every time the opportunity is

presented.

" The names in Luke 3:26 (vu #9), 28 (vu #21) are singular readings.
% 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* led Comfort to claim that the MS
was likely the exemplar for "> 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 .
Wassermann’s summary of the character of the transmission of P* as “strict” based on the

types of variation apparent within the text was correct.”’

21 Wassermann, “A Textual,” n.p.



APPENDIX 2A

COLLATION OF GROUP 2 MANUSCRIPTS
(D°, D*™™Y/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.

248



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
(f' -1, 1582, 205, 209, 205™%/2886)

The data from Appendix 3A are available by request from the HCNTTS at the

New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary in New Orleans, La.
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EXCURSUS ON GROUP 3 MANUSCRIPTS

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
(/7 - 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 MANUSCRIPTS

The information from Appendix 4B is available by request from the HCNTTS at

the New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary in New Orleans, La.



APPENDIX SA
COLLATION OF GROUP S MANUSCRIPTS
(1068 & 1065)
The data from Appendix SA are available by request from the HCNTTS at the

New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary in New Orleans, La.
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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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