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ABSTRACT

This thesis examines manuscript 2193 and its text of the Gospel according to John and
contributes valuable information to the ongoing studies in New Testament textual criticism.

The introduction (Chapter 1) defines the topic, surveys the status of the question, and ..

In Chapter 2 the manuscript and external criteria are described. Special attention is paid to
scribal conventions such as contractions, abbreviations, ligatures, punctuation, and nomina
sacra. A significant discourse classifying the minuscule script according to the work of
Thompson and Hatch is also provided. The chapter concludes with a subsection discussing the
presence of multiple correctors who have amended John’s text in manuscript 2193.

Chapter 3 explores the history of Family 1 label which was first applied to a group of
manuscripts by Kirsopp Lake in 1902. A historical survey reveals that no standardized criteria
were ever established for what constitutes a Family 1 manuscript. This resulted in a large
disparity among the manuscripts granted the Family 1 label by scholars in the ensuing years. The
inherent complications that accompany the Family 1 label were identified, and manuscript 2193
is examined in the light of these concerns.

Chapter 4 begins with a brief survey of scholars’ attempts to group manuscripts based on
their texts. The text of John in manuscript 2193 is then explored in detail with an emphasis of
clarifying the Family 1 label as it applies to John’s text in manuscript 2193.

Chapter 5 discusses the Pericope de adulterae. In manuscript 2193 the Pericope de
adulterae appears as a post-script to the Gospel of John. A relationship between the Pericope de
adulterae and the “second corrector” of John in manuscript 2193 is identified.

Chapter 6 provides a full collation of John’s text in manuscript 2193.

Chapter 7 concludes the thesis with a brief summary of the findings that resulted from the
research that was done to complete this project.

An appendix provides a shorthand description of the corrections that occur in manuscript
2193 and its text of the Gospel according to John.

vii



CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

The Thesis

This thesis will examine manuscript 2193 and its full text of the Gospel according to John,
and will prove that the Family 1 label placed on this manuscript is technically accurate but

woefully inadequate to describe its text.

The Current Status of the Question

The academic search for the relationship between Greek New Testament manuscripts and
their texts has a long and rich history.' The first scholar to publish any findings regarding
manuscript 2193 was von Soden. He was also the first scholar to give manuscript 2193 its
“Family 1” label. For this reason it is best to begin the exploration of the current status of the
question with his monumental work, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments.> Within this work von
Soden classified all manuscripts into three categories: (1) the 8 manuscripts contained the whole
New Testament, with or without Revelation, (2) the € manuscripts contained the Gospels, (3) the
o manuscripts contained Acts and the Epistles. These witnesses were then further divided into
“recensions.” The K (Koine) group contains most of what are today known as “Byzantine”

manuscripts. The H (Hesychian) group contains the manuscripts that are typically labeled as

! For an approachable history regarding this scholarly endeavor, consult Bruce M. Metzger and Bart D.
Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration (4th ed.; Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2005), 137-94.

% Hermann Freiherr von Soden, Die Schrifien des Neuen Testaments (2 vols.; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck und
Ruprecht, 1911).

? Metzger and Ehrman, Text of the New Testament, 187.



“Alexandrian.” The 7 (Jerusalem) group was not “preserved in substantial integrity in any
outstanding manuscripts but must be elicited from a number of authorities of mixed
characteristics.” Beyond this, the classification system grew even more complex as will be
shown below.

Von Soden labeled manuscript 2193 as € 1131 (1 ™). The ¢ indicates it is a Gospel codex.
The number 1131 distinguishes it from other Gospel codices, and the I ™ is differentiated from a
similar grouping of manuscript von Soden classified as I . Von Soden’s test passages which
were used to distinguish these two groups are located on 1055-60 in his magnum opus.’ The
accuracy of von Soden’s test passages is unreliable. For example, he lists the addition of adtdg in
1:34 as a singular reading in € 1131 but this is not correct.® The addition isn’t avtdg but adTov.

In addition to his suspect reliability, von Soden’s designation of manuscripts has been
described as “being intolerably complicated.”” The system of categorization that this thesis uses
is the Gregory-Aland designation which is designed for easier understanding.® An in-depth look
at the logic behind the categorization can be found in Gregory’s book Die Griechischen
Handshcriften des Neuen Testaments.” For a concise treatment in English on the same topic refer

to An Introduction to the Textual Criticism of the New Testament by A. T. Robertson.' For a

* Metzger and Ehrman, Text of the New Testament, 187.
3 von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments,1055-60
¢ von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, 1059,
7 Metzger and Ehrman, Text of the New Testament, 186n31.

8 “Bei dieser Umgestaltung der Liste haben Andere und habe ich gemeint,” Caspar René Gregory, Die
Griechischen Handschrifien des Neuen Testaments (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs Buchhandlung, 1908), 23.

® Gregory, Die Griechischen Handschriften, 1-31.

' A. T. Robertson, An Introduction to the Textual Criticism of the New Testament, (New York: George H.
Doran Company, 1925) 70-74.



conversion chart from von Soden’s system to the Gregory-Aland system, consult Kurt Aland’s
Kurzgefasste Liste."

There is a significant difference between a “manuscript” and a “text.” A manuscript is the
artifact that contains a text. A manuscript can be made out of different materials, such as papyrus
or parchment. D. C. Parker showcases the difference between manuscript and text when he
writes, “Visitors queue in the library of Trinity College Dublin to see this manuscript [The Book
of Kells] alone, although there are in the same place other copies of the same texts which are
textually much more significant.”'? Because of this difference between “manuscript” and “text,”
the Gregory-Aland designation system does not shed any light on the relationship of one text
with another because it solely a system for organizing manuscripts and not their contents."

The field of New Testament textual criticism is continually seeking to establish
relationships between texts. A dominant view of texts and their relationships has been that of the
four “text-types™: Alexandrian, Western, Caesarean, and Byzantine. Parker ascribes the origin of
the concept of text-types to J. A. Bengel. He shows that it was further developed by J. S. Semler,
J. J. Griesbach, and Westcott and Hort." These developed text-types became ubiquitous in books

and articles about New Testament textual criticism. They can even be found in 4 Textual

" Kurt Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste der Griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments (2d and enl. ed.;
Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1994), 390-427.

12D. C. Parker, An Introduction to the New Testament Manuscripts and Their Texts, (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2008) 3.

1 For example, look at the Family 1 manuscripts: 1, 22, 118, 131, 205, 209, 872, 884, 1192, 120, 1278, 1582,
2193, and 2542. Amy Anderson, The Textual Tradition of the Gospels: Family I in Matthew (NTTS 32; Leiden:
Brill, 2004) vi-vii.

' parker, New Testament Manuscripts, 172.



Commentary on the Greek New Testament,"” the companion volume to the United Bible
Societies’ Greek New Testament, 4™ edition.

However, the concept of ‘text-types’ has fallen from favor in recent studies. Parker lists a
number of grievances with the concept stating, “the theory of text-types does not apply at all to
the Apocalypse; is only applicable strictly in the Pauline corpus where careful research has
shown genealogical affiliation,...fails to apply to the Acts of the Apostles,...in the Catholic
epistles has never been easily applied,...and has been found inappropriate in the uniquely
detailed stemmatological researches undertaken by the editors of the Editio critica maior.”"
Parker recognizes Holger Strutwolf as promoting the view that it is “time to abandon the concept
of text-types altogether,” and agrees that “it is now possible to move on, abandoning the concept
of the text-type and, with the new tools and methods now available, retelling the history of the
text.”"

One of the tools that will be used in retelling the history of the text is the International
Greek New Testament Project (hereafter: IGNTP), which has partnered with the Miinster
Institute in the production of the Editio Critica Maior." The IGNTP, which “exists to produce a

comprehensive critical apparatus for the Greek New Testament,”" seeks to present the

manuscript and textual data in three ways: as transcription, as critical apparatus, and as image.?

' Bruce Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament, 2™ ed. (Stuttgart: Deutsche
Bibelgesellschaft, 1994).

16 parker, New Testament Manuscripts, 173-74.

'7 Parker, New Testament Manuscripts, 174. According to the footnote on the same page, Strutwolf advanced
this view “at the New Testament Textual Criticism Section of the Society of Biblical Literature Annual Congress in
Washington, DC in November, 2006.”

'® Ernest Cadman Colwell et al., “International Greek New Testament Project.”, Cited 25 April 2011. Online:
http://arts-itsee.bham.ac.uk/itseeweb/igntp/index.html.

'° Online. Cited 21 April 2011, http://www.igntp.org/

2 Parker, New Testament Manuscripts, 201.



Because there are over 2,000 manuscripts of John’s Gospel, volunteers are needed to help collate
the manuscripts and provide transcriptions. Thus, the collation of John that serves as the
foundation for this thesis will be used by the IGNTP and the Editio critica maior towards the
production of its edition of the Gospel according to John.”

New Testament textual criticism is not limited to its desire to produce a comprehensive
critical apparatus of a text. Matters of paleography, progeny of manuscfipt, use of manuscript,
and scribal tendencies are also studied at length. Currently, there is no published material to
suggest that manuscript 2193’s text of the Gospel according to John has been studied in depth.
Thus, the work done on this manuscript is original and will, it is hoped, serve as a platform for
continued research in this area. The limited information about this manuscript that is available in
published works is summarized below.

Manuscript 2193 has had some work done on it, mostly due to its inclusion in “Family 1.”
Von Soden evaluated this manuscript and labeled it € 1131, as stated above, but the most
extensive work done on this manuscript was done by Amy Anderson in collaboration with her
doctoral dissertation published under the title The Textual Tradition of the Gospels: Family 1 in
Matthew.”” There is still a significant amount of work to be done on this manuscript, however,
and the following thesis will work toward that end.

The thesis will examine the non-textual features of manuscript 2193 in chapter 2. Chapter 3
will examine the Family 1 label which has been applied to manuscript 2193 by previous
scholarship. Chapter 4 will focus on the text of manuscript 2193*. Chapter 5 will examine the

Pericope de adulterae as it is found in manuscript 2193. Chapter 6 will provide a full collation of

2! The present writer also collated the text of the Gospel according to John as preserved in manuscripts 994
1172 and 1424 in collaboration with the IGNTP project.



Gospel according to John as recorded in manuscript 2193. Chapter 7 will conclude with a brief

summary of the findings resulting from the current work.

2 Anderson, Family 1 in Matthew, 142-43.



CHAPTER TWO

MANUSCRIPT 2193

Description of the Manuscript

Manuscript 2193 is a 10" century' four Gospel parchment codex located at the Iviron
monastery of Mt. Athos, Greece.? In this manuscript each Gospel is preceded by a miniature
illumination of the author. In the instance of John, he is depicted as a balding man wearing light
colored robes. He is standing while holding open a codex, which is presumably his gospel. The
manuscript measures 23.5cm x 18.5cm. The text, which is in two columns of twenty-two lines
each, is written in minuscule script and is accompanied by musical notations which are written in
red ink.’

The text of manuscript 2193* is written continuously without separation.® There are
accents and breathing marks and diaereses. There appears to be an absence of mute iotas, but
there are a few instances where they do show up (1:1, 1:43). These mute iotas are most likely
additions by a later hand, but until the manuscript is studied in person or color images of this
manuscript are made available, a conclusive statement regarding this matter will remain

impossible. Old Testament quotations are indicated by diploi in the margins. There are lectionary

! The question of the manuscript’s date will be discussed below.
2 Athos, Iviron, 247 (22).

* S. M. Pelekanides et al., eds., The Monasteries of Iveron, St. Panteleimon, Esphigmenou, and Chilandari
(vol. 2 of The Treasures of Mount Athos: llluminated Manuscripts, ed. S. M. Pelekanides et al.; Athens: Ekdotike
Athenon, 1974), 331.

* There are spaces between some letters that falls within the purview of typical scribal conventions for
minuscule texts. The matter of spacing is discussed on page 11.



notes that may have been added by a later hand. Ammonian Section numbers® are also present.

The Pericope de Adultera is missing from the body of the main text, but it is added at the
end of the manuscript. It is written in continuous text, in a single column, by a later hand and will
be discussed at length in Chapter 5.

The text has been edited by at least two correctors.®

Abbreviations and Contractions

For the student of Greek who is only familiar with the printed text, encountering the
minuscule script of Greek NT manuscripts for the first time can present a host of problems. The
letters of Greek minuscule book-hand do not correspond directly to the moveable-type letters
used in printed Greek resources. To further complicate matters, the Greek minuscule book-hand
employed contractions, abbreviations, and ligatures.

Edward Maunde Thompson, whose book 4n Introduction to Greek and Latin
Palaeography is still the leading authority for Greek and Latin Paleographical studies in English
today, defines abbreviation and contraction in the following way. “Abbreviation is the shortening
of a word by the omission or suspension, as it is called, of the end (or of letters from the body, as
well as the end); contraction is the shortening of a word by omitting letters from the body and
leaving the beginning and end.”

The original hand of manuscript 2193* *employs both abbreviations and contractions. The

use of contractions is found exclusively in the use of the nomina sacra.’

3 «It seems that Ammonius had divided the Gospels into paragraphs for the sake of the reader.” Parker, New
Testament Manuscripts, 316.

® The discussion of the two correctors begins on page 30.

7 Edward Maunde Thompson, An Introduction to Greek and Latin Palaeography (Oxford: Clarendon, 1912),
75; italics original.

® The present writer only had access to the Gospel according to John from manuscript 2193. The present writer



The original hand of manuscript 2193* used three different types of abbreviations. The first
abbreviation to be discussed, and the most frequent abbreviation by far, is the kai-compendium.
Bruce Metzger identifies two different forms of the kai-compendium used in minuscule writings,
“Kai-compendium is in two forms, K and S." The one form looks like our modern English
S, and the other form looks like our modern English uppercase ‘K’ with a tail on the lower leg
extending below the line. The original hand of John in 2193 only used the ‘S’ koi-compendium,
though the ‘K’ xai-compendium is used twice by the corrector’s hand and again in the Pericope
de adulterae. The kai-compendium was in such frequent use by the original hand of manuscript

2193* that it outnumbered the plene spelling of kai at least ten-to-one.

Figure 1. The koi compendiums: The ‘S’ and ‘K’ koi-compendiums found in 2193.

The second abbreviation employed by the original hand of manuscript 2193* is the

abbreviation for the ending -ev. This abbreviation is only used twice throughout manuscript

is unable to use the blanket statement, “The original hand of manuscript 2193...” because the present writer is
unable to determine if the same hand was employed throughout all four gospels within that manuscript. It is,
however, cumbersome to repeatedly say, “The original hand of manuscript 2193*.” To eliminate this, the words
“manuscript 2193” will henceforth be followed with an asterisk, indicating that only the Gospel according to John
within said manuscript is meant.

? Because the use of nomina sacra in manuscript 2193’s text of the gospel according to John will be discussed
at length below, no further discussion about contractions will be explored at this time.

' Bruce M. Metzger, Manuscripts of the Greek Bible: An Introduction to Greek Palaeography (New York,
Oxford University Press, 1981), 30.

" Edward Maunde Thompson, An Introduction to Greek and Latin Palaeography (Oxford: Clarendon, 1912),
84, identifies the origin of this particular kai-compendium as a tachygraphical form that went through various stages
to reach the form employed by copyists in the 9"-15" centuries.



2193*. It looks like a modern day Nike swoosh and both times it occurs at the end of a line. It

occurs at 3:11 and 14:23 respectively."

Figure 2. The -ev Abbreviation: Placed on the word oidupev at 3:11.

The last abbreviation employed by the copyist of manuscript 2193* is the abbreviation for
the ending -ovv. Like the abbreviation for -ev, the -ovv abbreviation is only used twice and
occurs at the end of a line. The abbreviation has a pendent tail connected to the lowest point of

the omicron that extends below the line. It occurs at 18:37 and 19:2 respectively."

Figure 3. The -ovv Abbreviation: Placed at the end of the word mopevpodv found in 19:2.

Before concluding the segment on abbreviations in manuscript 2193*, something needs to
be said of the Pericope de adulterae."* The Pericope de adulterae is present in manuscript 2193

but it does not follow 7:52 and was not penned by the original hand. It is placed at the end of the

' See figure 2 below.
1 See Figure 3.
" The Pericope Adulterae found in 2193 will be discussed at length below.
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gospel, as is typical of Family 1 manuscripts.” Nine different abbreviations are found within the
Pericope de adulterae at the end of the gospel—ten if one counts the presence of both kinds of
koi-compendiums. Within the Pericope de adulterae the abbreviations for a, at, ng, kai, ov, og,

ov, m, and ov can be found. These abbreviations will be discussed and shown in chapter 4.

Ligatures

In addition to contractions and abbreviations, the Greek minuscule book-hand also employs
the use of ligatures. A ligature occurs when two or more letters are written in such as way as to
form a single character. If letters are joined together but fail to form a single character, then it
does not constitute a ligature. Even with this important distinction in place, it is difficult to
confidently label some combinations of letters as ligatures, because most letters are joined in
some way to a preceding or following letter by virtue of it being a minuscule script. There are at
least thirteen ligatures, or combinations of letters, found in manuscript 2193*, They are amne, €1,

€&, €0, €01, €T, 0G, OV, TT, OT, OTET, 6T, and w¢. A ligature that is used by the second corrector but

is never found in use by the original hand is 1.

Figure 4. Ligatures: The &1 ligature found at 14:7, the €€ ligature found at 5:10, the ov ligature
found at 8:28, and the w¢ ligature found at 9:5.

"5 “Characteristic of Family 1, the Pericope adulterae, is not found in the body of the gospel, but is included as
an appendix at the end of John.” Amy Anderson, Family | in Matthew, 9.
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Spacing
Though not hard and fast, there are general rules as to which letters can be joined together.
Bruce Metzger briefly summarizes these rules: “Most letters may be connected on both sides;
several, however may be joined only on one side. Thus, {; 1, 6, &, 0, p, @, and ® may be joined
only to the preceding letter, and &, 1, , and ¢ only with the following.”'® These rules are
typically observed in the script of manuscript 2193*. While it is not uncommon for spaces to
occur between words, it would be inappropriate to identify the spaces as an intentional effort by

the copyist to assist the reader in identifying individual words.

Classification of 2193’s Minuscule Script

Edward Maunde Thompson says, “Greek Minuscule MSS. of the middle ages have been
divided into classes, as a convenient method of marking periods in a style of writing.”'!” The
desire to classify the minuscule script of manuscript 2193* is met immediately with two
challenges.

The first challenge is that manuscript 2193 is sacred text. On three occasions Thompson
warned of the difficulty of dating sacred texts. He first writes, “sacred and liturgical MSS, which
custom had retained for special uses, were less tolerant of change.”'® He then writes, “It will be
seen...how, for example, century after century, copies of the Gospel continue to be written on
one pattern.”'® Finally he says, “It will be seen, from the later examples that will be submitted,

how conservative is the type of writing of sacred books. For this reason there must be always

'8 Bruce M. Metzger, Manuscripts of the Greek Bible: An Introduction to Greek Palaeography (New York,
Oxford University Press, 1981), 26.

17 Edward Maunde Thompson, An Introduction to Greek and Latin Palaeography (Oxford: Clarendon, 1912),
220.

'® Thompson, Greek and Latin Palaeography, 220-21.
% Thompson, Greek and Latin Palaeography, 221.
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some hesitation in attempting to fix the exact date of a MS. such as the present one, as it may not
be quite so old as it appears to be.”?’

The second challenge is that manuscript 2193 is listed in Kurt Aland’s Kurzgefasste Liste
as belonging to the 10™ century.?' The challenge this presents will be evident shortly.

Thompson classifies minuscule handwriting into four groups: “(1) codices vetustissimi, the
most ancient MSS. of the ninth century and to the middle of the tenth century; (2) codices
vetusti, those which range from the middle of the tenth century to the middle of the thirteen
century; (3) codices recentiores, from the middle of the thirteen century to the middle of the
fifteen century; (4) codices novelli, all MSS. of later date.”?

Based on this classification and without a more precise date than “10™ century” for
manuscript 2193, it could belong to either the codices vetustissimi or the codices vetusti class.
Now, Thompson was not the only individual who classified Greek minuscule handwriting.
William Henry Paine Hatch also provides a classification system. He dispensed with the Latin
terminology and settling for a simpler “First Period,” “Second Period,” “Third Period,” and
“Fourth Period” classification. Hatch’s four classified groups differ from Thompson’s four
classified groups only slightly with respect to their dates. For the purposes of this thesis the
differences are negligible, as Thompson and Hatch agree that the division between the first
classified group and the second classified group is the middle of the 10" century.

Manuscript 2193 will be evaluated on the basis of both Thompson’s and Hatch’s
classification systems. A survey of Thompson’s codices vetustissimi, will be followed by Hatch’s

“First Period” because they both concern the same time period ending in the middle of the 10™

2 Thompson, Greek and Latin Palaeography, 222.
2! Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste, 173.
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century. Then, Thompson’s codices vetusti will be surveyed followed by a survey of Hatch’s
“Second Period.” Finally, an evaluation of the minuscule script found in manuscript 2193* will

be made according to Thompson’s and Hatch’s observations.?

Thompson’s codices vetustissimi

Thompson provides the following assessment about this handwriting period.

The writing of the period of the codices vetustissimi, of the ninth century and to the

middle of the tenth century, so far as is shown by surviving examples, is very pure

and exact. The letters are most symmetrically formed; they are compact and upright,

and have even a tendency to lean back to the left. Breathings are rectangular, in

keeping with the careful and deliberate formation of the letters. In a word, the style

being practically a new one for literary purposes, the scribes wrote it in their best

form and kept strictly to the approved pattern.?

Manuscript 2193 appears to follow all the characteristics listed by Thompson for this
writing period with the exception of the “breathings are rectangular.” While most of the
breathing marks are rectangular, a few of them are curved, which will be a characteristic of the
next period. Figure S showing John 7:19-20, 23-24 from manuscript 2193 is provided below. A
rectangular breathing mark can be seen on the article 6 which is the first word of the second

column, and a curved breathing mark can be seen on the word ¥yiij which is located on the third

line of the second column.

22 Thompson, Greek and Latin Palaeography, 220.

# Comments in the order of evaluation of the script will be sprinkled throughout the initial surveys of
Thompson’s and Hatch’s work.

* Thompson, Greek and Latin Palaeography, 221.
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Figure 5. Breathing Marks: 0v poofig §édwkev | DUV TOV vopov kot | o0deig € dudv ot | €1 TOV
vopov tipe | {nteite dmokteivat | amexpidn o oxrog |

0 VOO HOoEMS | £pol yordte 0TL O | hov dvov vyt €nol | noa €v covPPato | un kpivete kat
Oy | GG TV Sikaiay.

Hatch’s First Period

William Henry Paine Hatch discusses the minuscule script in his book Facsimiles and
Descriptions of Minuscule Manuscripts of the New Testament. He lists Thompson’s four
classifications for minuscule script, and then lists the three classifications that Professor
Gardthausen recognizes before offering up his own “classification of Greek minuscule
manuscripts: (1) First Period — from the beginning of the ninth to the middle of the tenth
century.. B

Hatch’s description of the “First Period,” much like Thompson’s description of the
codices vetustissimi, is short and worthy of full citation.

In the First Period the writing is for the most part on the line, and it is usually clear
and legible. The letters are sometimes upright and sometimes they incline slightly to

the left. In many codices they are carefully formed, and they are often connected with
each other. The letters I', H, N, and C frequently have the uncial form; and A, A, I1,

= William Henry Paine Hatch, Facsimiles and Descriptions of Minuscule Manuscripts of the New Testament
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1951), 20.
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and Y are occasionally of the uncial type. Only square breathings are used, and iota in
the so-called improper diphthongs is sometimes adscript.?

According to these observations by Hatch, the minuscule script found in manuscript
2193* can hardly belong to this “First Period” because it does employ the occasional use of
curved breathing marks from time to time. Furthermore, the use of uncials in manuscript 2193*
does not correlate very well with Hatch’s classification for this period.”

On the basis of Thompson’s and Hatch’s classifications and due to the sporadic use of
curved breathing marks it is unlikely that the script of the Gospel according to John found in
manuscript 2193 belongs to either codices vetustissimi or the “First Period.” This conclusion is
further supported when the sacred character of the text is taken into account, because as it has
been shown, sacred texts are “less tolerant to change.” One would not expect a sacred text to be
on the cutting edge of new scribal conventions—such as the introduction of curved breathing
marks—but rather lagging behind. For this reason, the script in manuscript 2193* must be

evaluated on the basis of the next classification systems of Thompson and Hatch.

Thompson’s codices vetusti

Whereas Thompson offered a concise description of the codices vetustissimi
classification, he does not offer a similarly concise description for codices vetusti, but sprinkles
characteristics throughout his evaluations of ten facsimiles that appear in his monograph.
Characteristics of the codices vetusti classification must be gleaned from these descriptions.
Thompson’s methodology of evaluating ten facsimiles is beneficial for the current study of

manuscript 2193*, because each of the facsimiles is dated, and only two of the ten are from the

% Hatch, Facsimiles and Descriptions, 20.

27 The presence of uncials in the script found in the text of the gospel according to John as recorded in
manuscript 2193 will be discussed at length below.
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tenth century. Thompson evaluates this codices vetusti period diachronically as is seen in his
language such as, “Passing into the eleventh century...””® and, “In the twelfth century the
minuscule book-hand maintains.””

Thompson makes only two measurable observations about the two facsimiles belonging
to codices vetusti which are also dated to the 10" century. The first observation is “a good

3930

instance of upright minuscule™” and the second observation is “uncial forms of letters begin to

make their appearance by the side of the pure minuscules.”"

Thompson does not explain what “upright minuscule” looks like, but it likely refers to the
loss of “rounded letters™ which are prevalent in the codices vetustissimi period. Manuscript 1172,
which the present writer collated in collaboration with the IGNTP, is pictured in Figure 6.%* It
has rounded letters of the finest hand. Manuscript 1424, also collated by the present writer in
collaboration with IGNTP is pictured in Figure 7 and has an “upright” character. * Manuscript

2193* is pictured in Figure 8, and has an even mixture of both rounded and upright

characteristics.

2 Thompson, Greek and Latin Palaeography, 234.
% Thompson, Greek and Latin Palaeography, 246.
3 Thompson, Greek and Latin Palaeography, 232.
3! Thompson, Greek and Latin Palaeography, 234.
32 Only the gospel according to John was collated from manuscript 1172, not the entire manuscript.

%3 Only the gospel according to John was collated from manuscript 1424, not the entire manuscript.
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Figure 6. Rounded Letters of Manuscript 1172: John 6:33. 6 yap dptog 1od 6v £otv O kata
Batvov €k tod ovvov kal (o | v 5180V¢ Td KOGHO.

Figure 7. Upright Letters of Manuscript 1424: John 3:15-16 dndlettar GA €xé Lonv didviov.
Ovtwg yap | Nyarecev 6 B¢ TOV KéGHOV GoTE TOV LV AOTOD | TOV povoyevii Edwkey Tva g O
TOTELOV E1G | aOTOV P Amdrettar Al Exel Loy aildviov.

Figure 8. Mixture of Upright and Rounded Letters in Manuscript 2193: John 6:52-53, 6:56-57.
Aéyovieg mdg 00 | vatan Nuiv 0Btog | dodvar TV odpko. | payelv ey 0dv ad
Kay® v autd Katog | Anéoteiréy pe 6 (dv | mnp kayd {d dult tov mpa Kai O Tpdymv .
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Thompson’s observation about the appearance of uncial forms of letters is worthy of
extended discussion. It is clear from Thompson’s statement that the presence of uncials alongside
minuscules is a characteristic to consider when evaluating the paleography of manuscripts from
the 10™ century. Furthermore, the presence of uncials is also discussed at length in Hatch’s work
and will be addressed shortly.

It is the present writer’s opinion that both Thompson’s and Hatch’s discussions about
uncial letters in minuscule manuscripts are inadequate to the student who wishes to evaluate the
date of a manuscript based on these indicators.

Thompson’s evaluation of uncials will be critiqued first. As shown above, Thompson
observes that “uncial forms of letters...by the side of the pure minuscules” is a characteristic of
codices vetusti manuscripts. However, Thompson does not follow his own rules. In Thompson’s
book, Facsimile No. 55 is of a gospel text from the early 10™ century. Even though Thompson
places this particular gospel text in the codices vetustissimi period, the following uncial letters
can be found: ' E HK AN C, and Y. The presence of these uncial letters is not discussed by
Thompson at all. When Facsimile No. 58—a writing of a Plutarch attributed to the early 10"
century and also placed by Thompson into the codices vetustissimi period—is discussed
Thompson acknowledges that uncial letter forms are present but dismisses their presence with
these words, “It will be observed that in this MS. uncial forms are freely introduced. Their
employment, however, appears to be rather an affectation of the scribe than the intrusion referred
to above which marks a deterioration of style; for all such forms are kept to the scale of the
minuscules.”** This is a subjective argument. When should the scholar call the presence of uncial

letter forms an “affectation of the scribe” and when are they indicative of a manuscript belonging

34 Thompson, Greek and Latin Palaeography, 228.
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to the codices vetusti period? Thompson provides no way for the scholar to answer that question.
Because Hatch also discusses the presence of uncials in greater detail, his classification of the

“Second Period” will now be evaluated.

Hatch’s Second Period
Hatch writes, “The Second Period is characterized by a great variety of handwriting.
Some of the specimens are clearly and legibly written, and others are much less carefully

d.”* Regardless of this great variety, Hatch identifies four Second Period specific

execute
characteristics. The first is letter formation: “letters are generally pendent. Sometimes they are
upright, and sometimes they slant toward the right.”*® The second area is the presence of uncials
alongside minuscules, “The letters H and N, especially the former, are often made in the uncial
manner; and less frequently I, A, and C have the uncial shape. E and ® have the uncial form in
manuscripts of the twelfth century.”” The third area concerns the presence of the so-called mute
iota, “Iota adscript occurs, especially in the first half of the period; and iota subscript is found in
codices of the twelfth century.”*® And the fourth area concerns breathing marks, “The breathings
are sometimes square and sometimes round, both forms being employed not infrequently in the
same manuscript. Round breathings seem to have made their appearance in the latter part of the
tenth century, but they were not much used until the first half of the eleventh century.”*

It has already been shown that the script of manuscript 2193* employs both rounded and

rectangular breathing marks. The letters are certainly “upright” but they have rounded

35 Hatch, Facsimiles and Descriptions, 20.
% Hatch, Facsimiles and Descriptions, 20.
37 Hatch, Facsimiles and Descriptions, 20.
38 Hatch, Facsimiles and Descriptions, 20.

% Hatch, Facsimiles and Descriptions, 20.
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characteristics and so could not be classified as “slanting to the right.” There are no subscript
iotas or adscript iotas in the text of manuscript 2193*, with the very unlikely but possible
exception of an iota adscript in the word dpyn found in John 1:1—the black and white photos of
manuscript 2193 available to the present writer make the matter uncertain.

The matter of uncial letters is of great interest when evaluating the script of manuscript

2193*, and will now be discussed at length.

Uncials in Minuscule Manuscripts

Hatch listed I', H, N, and C as “frequently [having] the uncial form; and A, A, IT,and Y

[being] occasionally of the uncial type’™*

when discussing his First Period. When characterizing
his Second Period he writes, “The letters H and N, especially the former, are often made in the
uncial manner; and less frequently I', A, and C have the uncial shape. E and ©® have the uncial
form in manuscripts of the twelfth century.”*! These two lists are inadequate for the following
two reasons.

First, when Hatch uses the words “frequently” and “occasionally” is he referring to the
frequency of an uncial letter within a single manuscript (such as the nu in manuscript 2193) or
spanning multiple manuscripts (so that if given thirty manuscripts from the First Period many of
them would have uncial etas but not all of them)? Though paleography is not a precise science, it
would be helpful if Hatch had given some indication as to how often an uncial letter needed to

appear before he would move it from an “occasionally” designation to a “frequently” designation

and vice versa? And what happens if an uncial appears “rarely” such as the uncial B in

 Hatch, Facsimiles and Descriptions, 20.

1 Hatch, Facsimiles and Descriptions, 20.
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manuscript 2193*?* [s that an “occasional” appearance, or is that not taken into account at all?
Hatch’s descriptions answer none of these questions.

Second, Hatch does not clarify what happens to the letters A, I1, and Y between the First
Period and the Second Period. Do these letters go from appearing “occasionally” in the First
Period to not appearing at all in the Second Period? Or is it assumed that they retain their status
as “occasional” appearance from one Period to the next? Or do they develop into a more frequent
use as the minuscule script evolves?

The original hand of manuscript 2193* employs the following uncial letters: B, I, A, E, K,
A, N, I, C, and Y.* The first thing to notice when comparing this list to the lists and details
provided by Hatch is the presence of uncial betas, epsilons, and kappas. Two of these letters—B
and K—do not appear in Hatch’s assertions about the First Period or Second Period, and the
third letter—the E—he explicitly relegates to the 12" century and later. The second thing to
notice is the lack of uncial etas in manuscript 2193*. Given the prevalence of uncials in 2193, we
might expect the eta to be present, but it is not.

To better explain the uncial presence in manuscript 2193*, a brief comment will be made
about each uncial letter.

B-  Rare use. Occurs only seven times in manuscript 2193*.4 This is the least
frequently used uncial and is only found at the end of a line.

-~  Sporadic use. In John 6:1-10* the uncial gamma never occurs, but in 6:52-61 it
occurs seven out of a possible seventeen times. It can be found anywhere on the

line.

“2 In manuscript 2193*, the uncial beta occurs only seven times.
*> This list is excluding the ekthesis letters which are discussed in the section titled “Punctuation” below.
“ John 1:49, 4:5, 5:9, 5:18, 7:23, 9:16, and 11:8.

* These passages, along with John 6:52—61 were selected to evaluate the presence of uncials because of the
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A - Rare use. Only the B occurs less frequently. It does not occur in 6:1-10 or 6:52—
61,% it can be found anywhere on the line.

E-  Frequent use, though the minuscule epsilon is much more prevalent. The uncial is
found eleven times in 6:1-10 and five times in 6:52—61. It can be found anywhere
on the line.

K- Frequent use. The uncial form is preferred over the minuscule form. In 6:1-10 the
uncial form is found ten times and the minuscule is not found once. In 6:52—-61
the uncial form is found fifteen times out of a possible twenty-one times. It can be
found anywhere on the line.

A - Frequent use. The uncial and minuscule forms occur about the same amount of
times. In 6:1-10 the uncial form is used fourteen times while the minuscule form
is used nine times. In 6:52—-61 the uncial form is used five times and the
minuscule form us used eight times. It can be found anywhere on the line.

N - Frequent use. This is the most frequently used uncial letter. This is aided by the
Greek language as the nu is used more frequently than any other Greek consonant.
In 6:1-10 the uncial form is found fourteen times and the minuscule form is found
thirty-seven times. In 6:52-61 the uncial form is found sixteen times and the
minuscule form found fifty-two times. It can be found anywhere on the line.

II-  Frequent use. In 6:1-10 the uncial form is used five times and the minuscule form
is used twenty-two. In 6:52—-61 the uncial form is used five times, and the
minuscule form is used twelve times. It can be found anywhere on the line.

C - Occasional use. The uncial form is found once in 6:1-10 and twice in 6:52-61.
All three times it is found at the end of the line. Though the uncial form can be
found anywhere on the line, it is most frequently found at the end of a line.

Y -  Rare use. The uncial form is not found in 6:1-10 and is found four times in 6:52—

61. The uncial form occurs only at the end of a line.

clarity of the images of the manuscript at these points.

46 1t does occur in 11:25.
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Final Evaluation of Classification of Script

After evaluating all the data provided by Thompson and Hatch, there is nothing present in
this manuscript to indicate that the 10™ century date assigned to it in the Kurzgefasste Liste is
incorrect. As stated above, due to the tendency of sacred texts to be “less tolerant of change” and
because the breathing marks are usually square but betray a curved nature from time to time, it is
reasonable to place this manuscript to the latter half of the 10™ century, within the codices vetusti
categorization of Thompson and the Second Period categorization of Hatch. The presence of the
uncial epsilons would indicate an even later date yet, but Hatch’s observations are not without
their flaws.

Thompson’s statement about the affectation toward uncial letters by an individual scribe
could be used to explain away the presence of any uncial letters that appear earlier than they
“ought to.” There are no parameters by which a scholar can determine between an “affectation”
or the natural evolution of the script through time. This subjective judgment will be frustrating to
many scholars, including the present writer, but it does highlight the limitations of dating
manuscripts based solely on the paleographical indicators. Hatch recognized this limitation as
well, stating at the beginning of his discussion about the minuscule periods that, “in many
cases...it is impossible to determine the date of a text closely; and one must then be content to

place it anywhere within a period of 150 or 200 years.”*’

Nomina Sacra

The form of contraction that was most frequently used by the copyist of manuscript
2193*—and used by all copyists of Christian texts—is the convention of nomina sacra. Larry

Hurtado offers a concise definition of nomina sacra. “The nomina sacra are a collection of
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words (ultimately, fifteen became common) written in special abbreviated forms in Christian
sources to indicate their sacred character.” Nomina sacra are all written with a horizontal bar
placed over the contracted form of the word. The nomina sacra are prevalent throughout
manuscript 2193*, occurring forty-seven times in the first chapter of John alone.

Larry Hurtado lists the fifteen words that were frequently written as nomina sacra. They
were 'Incolig, Xptotdg, kbprog, Beog, mvedpa, dvBpwmog, otavpds, Tatip, vVidg, cwTp, URP,
ovpavog, Topani, Aavid, and Tepovcainu.” Of these fifteen listed by Hurtado, fourteen of them
appear as nomina sacra in manuscript 2193*. The only one that is not written as a nomen sacrum
is Tepovoournp. There are, however, sixteen words found in manuscript 2193* that are written as
nomina sacra. The two additional words that are not part of Hurtado’s list are érovpdviog and
cwmpia, though these two words could be said to fall under the auspices of 0Opavdg and comp
respectively. It should also be mentioned that the name John is written as a nomen sacrum at the

top of every left hand page throughout manuscript 2193*. A corrector also inserts a nomen

sacrum of the name John at 1:29.

Figure 9. Nomina Sacra: A portion of John 20:31 (o X3 o ug Tov 8T ka1 1va) in manuscript 2193
showing the nomen sacrum of Christ, Son, and God.

*" Hatch, Facsimiles and Descriptions, 19.
* Larry W. Hurtado, “The Origin of the Nomina Sacra: A Proposal,” JBL 117 (1998): 655.
* Hurtado, “Nomina Sacra,” 655-56.
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A brief glance at the list of words contracted as nomina sacra will show that some of these
words can have multiple references and therefore can lack their “sacred” meaning. One might
expect in these instances that the word would be written out plene. For example, the word
“father” appears three times in 8:44 which reads, “You are of your father the devil, and your will
is to do your father’s desires. He was a murderer from the beginning, and has nothing to do with
the truth, because there is no truth in him. When he lies, he speaks out of his own character, for
he is a liar and the father of lies.” It is obvious from this context that “father” not only lacks the
“sacred” character, but it possesses the opposite of sacred character: profane character. However,
in 8:44 of manuscript 2193, the word “father” is written out npg, 7pg, and wrjp respectively. It is
likely that the convention of writing out certain words as nomina sacra was so firmly embedded
in tradition and in the mind of the copyist that the “sacred-ness” of the referent was not taken
into account.

There are a few instances where words that are normally written as nomina sacra are
written out plene. Within manuscript 2193* this happens ten times. Eight times it happens to the
word “son”, once it happens to the word “heaven,” and once it happens to the word “God.” The
occurrence of “God” written out plene is found in 1:2 (accusative), the occurrence of “heaven”
written out plene is found in 3:27 (genitive case), and the occurrences of “son” written out plene
are found in 3:36 (dative), 4:5 (dative), 4:12 (nominative), 5:23 (accusative), 6:53 (genitive),
10:36 (nominative), 12:23 (nominative), and 14:13 (dative). Of these plene occurrences, only the
word “son” in 4:5 and the word “sons” in 4:12 lack the “sacred” meaning. No discernible reason
was discovered for these plene occurrences.

The presence of nomina sacra in John’s text found in 2193 is expected because it was a

common scribal convention among Christians. The use of the nomina sacra convention for
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grovphviog and cwtnpia is moderately unexpected, and their presence in 2193 could be used to

develop a more nuanced understanding of the development of this scribal convention.

Punctuation

Having addressed the matter of the script at length, the matter of punctuation and
paragraphing must be discussed. Punctuation is present in manuscript 2193*, but there are three
factors, not unrelated to each other, that complicate its study.

The first factor is the presence of musical notations. The text of manuscript 2193* was first
penned by a copyist, and at a later date—whether days, weeks, months, years, or hundreds of
years later, it is impossible to determine—musical notations were added with red ink.*

The second complicating factor is that no color images of this manuscript are available for
study. Consequently, it is difficult—and often times impossible—to distinguish between the red
ink and the non-red ink based on the black and white photographs in which this manuscript is
available.

The third complicating factor is the presence of a corrector(s). On multiple occasions, a
corrector marked the omission of words and letters by placing small dots above them. In other
instances erasures have been employed. In still other places, the corrector used his stylus and ink
to manipulate an already existing letter into a different letter. Sometimes these ‘manipulations’
obscure the work of the original hand, making the identification of punctuation tenuous at best.

Unlike English’s modern punctuation system, Greek’s punctuation system was
considerably less complex, often consisting of nothing more than a single point. The single point

had different functions based on its location. Bruce Metzger identifies three “positions” for the

%0'S. M. Pelekanides et al., eds., The Monasteries of Iveron, St. Panteleimon, Esphigmenou, and Chilandari
(vol. 2 of The Treasures of Mount Athos: llluminated Manuscripts, ed. S. M. Pelekanides et al.; Athens: Ekdotike
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single point: (1) the high point, which was equivalent to a full stop; (2) the point on the line,
which was assigned different values by different scribes; (3) the middle point, which likewise
functioned differently depending on the scribe and eventually disappeared.’’ Of these three
positions, manuscript 2193* exhibits two of them: the high point and the point on the line.

The high point punctuation, which Metzger described as being equivalent to a “full stop’
is frequently employed throughout the text of manuscript 2193* and is always followed by a tiny
cross. It should be noted that these tiny crosses also frequently appear where there is no high
point punctuation.

The presence of these tiny crosses was first noted by Amy Anderson who briefly studied
the gospel according to Matthew within manuscript 2193.*> Anderson posits that the tiny crosses
were added by a later hand but offers no support for her conclusion. However, this thesis agrees
with her conclusion that the crosses were added at a later date for the following three reasons. *
First, the crosses often extend further into the margin than the original hand ever did (1:23).
Secondly, sometimes the tiny cross is placed above the line because it did not fit between the
words (1:23). And thirdly, sometimes the tiny cross is placed between words even when it did

not fit between them (2:4).

Athenon, 1974), 331.
3! Metzger, Manuscripts of the Greek Bible, 32.
32 Anderson, Family 1 in Matthew, 142.

%3 See Figure 10 for an image of the following three examples.
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Figure 10. Tiny Crosses: The first image is John 1:23. In the second line a tiny cross is placed
above the line because it does not fit. At the end of the verse, a tiny cross is placed further into
the margin than the original text would go. The second image is John 2:3-5. In the middle of the
fourth line a tiny cross is placed between the words yovar and obnw even though it doesn’t fit.

The point-on-the-line punctuation is also frequently employed but the present writer was
unable to identify its specific purpose by the copyist.

Not unrelated to punctuation is the matter of paragraphing. Paragraphing is used in
manuscript 2193*. It is most notably signified by the presence of an enlarged letter in the left
hand margin, which is called “ekthesis.”** This occurs approximately 533 times. The reason for
the “approximate™ qualifier is because sometimes the ekthesis was added by a later hand, and
sometimes it was unclear if it was truly a later hand that added it, or if it was the original copyist
accommodating a mistake.

The ekthesis in manuscript 2193* is employed for at least two identifiable reasons. The
first reason is that it marks a new paragraph according to the Ammonian Section numbers.

According to D. C. Parker, there are 232 paragraphs in the Gospel of John,** and though he

* Greg Goswell, “Early Readers of the Gospels: The Kephalaia and Titloi of Codex Alexandrinus,” JGRChJ 6
(2009): 134, defines ekthesis as “‘a letter protruding into the left margin.” An example of ekthesis can be seen in
Figure 10.

= Parker, New Testament Manuscripts, 315.
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acknowledges the manuscripts are not wholly consistent, all 232 paragraphs are noted in
manuscript 2193* and are numbered accordingly in Greek.* The second reason that ekthesis is
employed is to indicate a change in the subject of a sentence. This is most easily seen in John
12:1-8. An ekthesis appears at John 12:2 where Ammonian paragraph ninety-eight is located.
Another ekthesis appears at 12:3 where, unlike 12:1-2, Mary is the sole acting subject. An
ekthesis appears at 12:4 where Judas Iscariot becomes the new subject. He continues to be the
subject through verses five and six, where no new ekthesis is found. Jesus becomes the new
subject in verse seven when he responds to Judas’s incredulity, and it is at this point that a new
ekthesis is found. The next ekthesis to be found is in 12:9 which indicates a new Ammonian
paragraph. These two reasons for the presence of an ekthesis do not, however, account for all
their occurrences in manuscript 2193*. There is an ekthesis at the beginning of 11:43 that does

not fit either of the two previously described reasons.

The Corrector(s)

Manuscript 2193* has been subject to considerable correction. This thesis will distinguish
between two types of corrections: “script” and “non-script” corrections.’” Because “script”
corrections required the composition of additional words by the corrector, the handwriting could
be examined and the examination of these “script” corrections suggests that there are at least two

correctors.

%6 Greek letters could be used as numerals, and this is witnessed in the numbering of these paragraphs as
paragraph number one is designated with the letter A and paragraph number 232 is designated with the letters CAB

57 “Script” corrections are corrections that required the composition of additional words or letters by the
corrector. “Non-script” corrections are corrections such as erasures, strikethroughs, or any other method that did not
employ the use of letters or words.
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The corrector that is labeled “C1™ made corrections in the margin and did so with mostly
uncial letters™. There are only two corrections at the hand of this corrector. The corrections are
located at 5:15 and 6:40 respectively. It appears as though this corrector is the same copyist who
added the “lectionary notes™ in the margin. This conclusion is based on the fact that the letters
are all uncial in character, similar to the letters used to compose the lectionary notes, and—
though admittedly far from conclusive when black and white images are the only available
means for studying the manuscript—the ink used is of the same shade as the ink used for the
lectionary notes. This corrector has been assigned “C1” to indicate the working hypothesis that

this copyist’s corrections appeared first.

-

Figure 11. Corrector 1: A correction at 6:40 by “C1” placed between the two columns of text.
The correction is supposed to replace the text on the right that is demarcated by the presence of
markers, often called lozenges, which look like four dots in the shape of a baseball diamond. The
correction reads tovto £oTt TO BEANHO TOD TELWYATOG pE TIPS

The corrector that is labeled “C2” in the collation made his corrections with a somewhat
rushed and sloppy minuscule hand. This corrector made corrections not only in the margins, but

also in between lines of text. This corrector is far more prevalent than “C1,” accounting for 142

*® The letters mu and upsilon are not written in uncial form.

** This correction immediately follows a lectionary note that ends with the word lovdatovg.
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“additions” to the text.”” This corrector has been assigned “C2” to indicate the working

hypothesis that this copyist’s corrections appeared later than those of the first corrector.®

Figure 12. Corrector 2: A correction at 5:9 by “C2” placed in the left hand margin. The
correction supplies kol e00emg éyevetd Dy O avog kai Npe OV kpdPPutov adTod Kol mepimdtel,
which was omitted by the original hand due to haplography.

The second type of correction is the non-script correction. These corrections are marked
with a single “C.” These are corrections that have been made without the use of any letters.
Because the “C1” and “C2” correctors were identified on the basis of the script that was used, it
was impossible to assign these other non-script corrections to any particular corrector.

There are three types of non-script corrections. The first and substantially more
commonplace correction is the use of what the present writer calls “omission dots.” These are

dots that are placed over a word or words to indicate that they do not belong in the text. These

% An appendix at the end of this thesis will organize all the corrections made to manuscript 2193*.

°! The primary reason for the hypothesis that this corrector is later than the other is because of the lack of
uncial letters. Palaeographically, the later the date, the less frequently writing consisting primarily of uncial letters if
found.
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dots occurred fifty-six times to mark the omission of entire words. These dots, however, are not
confined to indicate only the omission of words, but they are also used to indicate the omission
of letters, particularly the nu-moveable. The use of these dots to indicate the omission of a nu-

movable occurs 155 times.

Figure 13. Omission Dots: Omission dots are observed in 9:15 over the words énoincev (kai),
and over the nu-moveable on €nébnkev.

This leads to the second type of non-script correction: erasures. Erasures occur
considerably less often than the omission dots. Whereas the omission dots occur 212 times, the
erasure is employed a modest forty times. These erasures are used almost exclusively to omit
undesired letters, though in one instance it was employed to erase an entire word: ot (11:4).
Figure 14 shows that in verse 11:4 omission dots were erased along with the undesired word,
lending support to the possibility that the omission dots preceded the erasures. It is possible that
the omission dots were copied over from the exemplar and that the erasures were not, but this is

only speculation.
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Figure 14. Omission Dots and Erasure: The presence of an erasure after dcOéveuw is obvious. The
presence of the word abtn in 11:4 is barely visible. Also observable is the presence of omission
dots, which were placed over abtn and were erased along with the word.

The last type of non-script correction is the strikethrough. While this type of correction was
frequently observed in the collation of the Gospel according to John in manuscript 1172, it only
occurs once in manuscript 2193*. This single occurrence is located at John 20:16, and the word

éPpaiott is crossed out.

Figure 15. Strikethrough: The word éBpaiott is struck through in 20:16. The gray line that spans
the image located between the second and third line is a defect in the photograph of the
manuscript.
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CHAPTER THREE

FAMILY 1

Family 1 Introduction

In 1902 Krisopp Lake published the book Codex 1 of the Gospels and Its Allies, wherein he
detailed the close relationship between the texts found in manuscripts 1 118 131 and 209.!
Because of the textual affinity these manuscripts share, New Testament textual critics often refer
to them as a collective, and the label used to discuss this collective is “Family 1.”

The number of manuscripts that are included under the canopy of the Family 1 label has
increased as more studies were and are continually conducted in the field of New Testament
textual criticism. Manuscript 2193, the manuscript under study for this thesis, is one of those
manuscripts added to the Family 1 label that was not discussed in Lake’s seminal work. Because
2193 is often listed among the Family 1 manuscripts,’ a discussion about Family 1 is warranted
at this time.

This chapter will examine the history of the use of the Family 1 label. It will be shown that
no standard criterion or criteria has been identified before a manuscript can be labeled as a
Family 1 manuscript. The absence of a standard criterion or criteria resulted in a lack of
uniformity regarding which manuscripts were added to Family 1 and which manuscripts were

not. This chapter will also point out that this problem persists to the present day, and that there is

! Krisopp Lake, Codex 1 of the Gospels and Its Allies (vol. 7 of Text and Studies: Contributions to Biblical and
Patristic Literature; ed. ). Armitage Robinson; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1902).

2E.g. James K. Elliott, A Bibliography of Greek New Testament Manuscripts (2d ed.; Cambridge: Cambridge
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a need for continued scholarship in the area of Family 1 studies to hammer out the disparities.
Finally, this chapter will raise questions as to the usefulness of the label “Family 1” in light of its

non-uniform characteristics.

Kirsopp Lake and the Beginnings of the Family 1 Label

As previously stated, Krisopp Lake detailed the close relationship between the texts of
manuscripts 1 118 131 and 209 in his book Codex I of the Gospels and Its Allies. Lake begins by
reflecting on an “inconvenience to the student of the Text of the New Testament.” The
inconvenience was articulated with these words: “the absence of any short method of quoting
groups of manuscripts which are known to represent a common original.”* He continues, “It is
very cumbrous to have to write 13—69—124-346—-543—788-826-828 every time that one wishes
to quote the consensus of all the Ferrar MsS. I have ventured to make a slight addition to the
usual critical notation in order to reduce this inconvenience, and...have used fam'? to express the
Ferrar group which is headed by cod. 13, and fam' to express the group headed by cod. 1.”
Thus, the Family 1 label has its origins in a scholar’s effort to “reduce [an] inconvenience.”®

In order to reduce the inconvenience, Lake placed four manuscripts 1-118—-131-209 into a
single family and collectively called them Family 1.” His criterion for placing these manuscripts

into that family is singular: “there is no doubt as to the reading of the archetype which they

University Press, 1969), 95.
* Lake, Codex 1 of the Gospels, v.
4 Lake, Codex I of the Gospels, v-vi.
5 Lake, Codex 1 of the Gospels, vi.
® Lake, Codex I of the Gospels, vi.

7 Lake, Codex I of the Gospels, xxi—xxii. Manuscript 205 also belongs to Family 1, but did not warrant
individual discussion because Lake believed it was a direct copy of 209, and therefore did not provide any unique
evidence or information on the subject of Family 1.
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represent.”® Lake’s criterion for including a manuscript into Family 1 was clear, but it was hardly
concise. This criterion’s lack of conciseness continues to be the source of many troubles in
determining which manuscripts belong to Family 1 and which manuscripts do not. To articulate
the troubles this criterion fosters the following questions are put forth: (1) How much reading of
the archetype did a manuscript need to represent in order to receive the Family 1 label? For
example, could a manuscript be included in Family 1 if it had only a single archetypical reading?
(2) If a manuscript is included among Family 1 on the basis of some readings reflecting the
archetype, how does a New Testament textual critic know which readings within that manuscript
are legitimate Family 1 readings and which ones are not?

Using Lake’s own writings from Codex I and Its Allies, the first question raised will now
be addressed. How much reading of the archetype did a manuscript need to represent in order to
be included in Family 1?

Even though Lake’s singularly articulated criterion that “there is no doubt as to the reading
of the archetype which they represent” is imprecise, the operative words are “no doubt.” Lake is
aware of other manuscripts that share Family 1 readings, but he does not label them as Family 1.
Lake acknowledges this relational awareness when he writes that there is “a close connection
between fam' and fam' 22 28 565 700” in the Gospel according to Mark.? This indicates, at the
very least, that manuscripts 22 28 565 and 700 share at least some Family 1 readings. So, why
were these manuscripts are not included in Family 1 by Kirsopp Lake? Answer: because there is

“doubt,” regarding their archetype. Lake admits as much when he hypothesizes that “no one of

¥ Lake, Codex I of the Gospels, Vi.
® Lake, Codex I of the Gospels, 1.
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the group may be a faithful representative of the original text, but all may have suffered mixture
with more ordinary types.”"

This “close connection between fam' and fam' 22 28 565 700 indicates that a manuscript
could not be included into Family 1 on the basis of a single archetypical reading. A single
archetypical reading does not remove the necessary amount of doubt for a manuscript to receive
the Family 1 label, because that reading could be derived from the archetype, or could be
coincidence, or it could be a reflection of a “pre-Antiochian recension in variously corrupted
forms.”"!

How many readings, then, were necessary before inclusion was granted? Lake never
clarified the matter and to this day that question has never been adequately answered. Current
scholarship regarding Family 1 reflects the absence of such a rule or criterion.

The second question is related to the first. If a manuscript is included in Family 1, how
does a New Testament textual critic know which readings within that manuscript are Family 1
readings and which ones are not?

The only way to know is for the scholar who adds a manuscript to the Family 1 label to
delineate exactly where the Family 1 readings are located. Lake initially created the Family 1
label to “reduce [an] inconvenience”'? but in reducing one inconvenience he created another. The
second inconvenience is that there is no convenient way to know which readings from any given
Family 1 manuscript actually represent the Family 1 archetype, or even if an archetype can be

reconstructed.

1 Lake, Codex I of the Gospels, \.
"' Lake, Codex I of the Gospels, lii.

12 See footnote 5.
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Lake posited in Codex I of the Gospels and Its Allies that four manuscripts could be
conveniently indicated with the siglum fam': they were 1 118 131 and 209. However, these four
manuscripts were not all created equal. Thus, Lake spills a significant amount of ink explaining
which readings from 118 131 and 209 are actually reflective of the Family 1 archetype. For
example, he writes, “There are four passages in the Fourth Gospel where 118 and 209 leave the 1
type of the text :— (1) viii 28-viii 43. (2) x 4—x 18. (3) xi 33—xi 48. (4) xiii 24—xviii 3.”" After
his discussion on these passages from the Fourth Gospel Lake continues, “In the case of the other
Gospels there are several passages where the type of 1 is deserted... (1) Mt x 34—xxi 46. (2) Mc
xvi 9—xvi 20. (3) Lc i 1-ii 43. (4) Lc iii 7-iii 20. (5) Lc xxiv 19-xxiv 34.”" After this
clarification, Lake continues:

It is therefore necessary to examine the readings of the type of 1 found in the
five passages mentioned above.

(1) Mt x 34—xxi 46.

In this passage there are 310 variants from the T.R. found in 1 and of these 41

are also found in 118 209. The question is whether these 41 readings imply that a Ms

of the same type as 1 was used, or not. Twenty-six out of the 41 may be dismissed as

readings which belong either to the genuine Antiochian text, or to a text so common

as obviously to need no explanation, i.e. they are readings which Tischendorf quotes

as found in more than 50 MSS, or even in a greater number.
The following remain :—..."

Lake proceeds to list the remaining fifteen readings and their support in other manuscripts.
This complicated process is then repeated for the four remaining blocks of Scripture “where the

type of 1 is deserted.”"

1* Lake, Codex 1 of the Gospels, xxviii.
' Lake, Codex I of the Gospels, xxx.
15 Lake, Codex I of the Gospels, Xxxi.
16 Lake, Codex I of the Gospels, xxx.
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After Lake concludes this complicated yet necessary procedure, he then focuses on
manuscript 131, as this manuscript is unlike 118 and 209 because “131 only preserves the text of
the family of 1 in Mc i—v and Lc¢ i—xxiv; elsewhere it has a text which in the main is Antiochian
though it has a certain number of variants.”"’

Manuscript 131 clearly shares fewer Family 1 archetypical readings than 118 and 209, thus
indicating that Lake allowed a certain amount of flexibility regarding the quantity of required
archetypical readings when assigning the Family 1 label to manuscripts. It will be shown below
that subsequent scholars have followed Lake’s lead and allowed this flexibility to apply to other
manuscripts as well. This has resulted in a great disparity of the quantity of group readings
between current members of Family 1.

One might question whether Lake succeeded in “reducing an inconvenience.” Especially
considering his admission that, “it is therefore not easy to give a list of readings found in 131 or
118-209 which probably ought to be regarded as those of the archetype.”'® Lake, quite literally,
needed an entire book to articulate which readings from 1 118 131 and 209 were actually
representative of the Family 1 archetype.

The fact that Lake did articulate these readings proves that such articulation is necessary.
Thus, as the list of manuscripts belonging to Family 1 expanded following the publication of
Codex 1 of the Gospels and Its Allies, similarly specific documents should have accompanied the
manuscripts added to Family 1 to clarify which readings within each manuscript actually

represented the “Family 1” archetype. This happened only sporadically.

' Lake, Codex I of the Gospels, xxxiv.
'8 L ake, Codex I of the Gospels, xlii.
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Current Status of Disparities of Family 1 Members

The great disparity in Family 1 members is best demonstrated by comparing 1582 with
2542. Consider first manuscript 1582. Manuscript 1582 has supplanted Codex 1 and is now
recognized as being the leading member of Family 1. This happened when Amy Anderson’s
research on 1582 proved that 1582 represented an earlier form of the Family 1 archetype than
Codex 1."” Manuscript 1582, therefore, is a Family 1 manuscript in all readings of all four
gospels.

Consider now manuscript 2542, which was unilaterally added to Family 1 by Paul R.
McReynolds on the basis of its “agreement” with Family 1 in only nine chapters of Luke.?
McReynolds defined Family 1 “as agreement of all six manuscripts 1, 118, 131, 205, 209,
1582.”%' Scare quotes were added to the word agreement because in these nine chapters of Luke,
manuscript 2542 only “agreed” with Family 1 forty-nine percent of the time. So, on the one
hand, Family 1 now includes 1582 (which was not only added to Family 1, but became the new
leading manuscript of the Family based on its affinity to manuscript 1’s exemplar) and on the
other hand, Family 1 also includes 2542 which was added to Family 1, but only on the basis of
its agreement with Family 1 forty-nine percent of the time in only nine selected chapters from a
single gospel: Luke.

This disparity of the quality and quantity of a manuscript’s Family 1 reading has resulted in
the previously mentioned “lack of uniformity” among scholars. Paul McReynolds considered

manuscripts 1 118 131 205 209 and 1582 to be the members of Family 1 when he proposed

' Anderson, Family I in Matthew, 97.

2 Paul R. McReynolds, “Two New Members of Family One of the New Testament Text: 884 and 2542” in
Texte und Textkritik: eine Aufsatzsammlung (ed. Jurgen Dummer; Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1987), 397-403. The
nine chapters are Luke 15-23.

! McReynolds, “Two New Members of Family One,” 400.
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adding two new members: 884 and 2542. Frederick Wisse’s list of Family 1 members included
ten manuscripts: 1 118 131 205 205 209 884 1582 2193 and 2542.2 But this list is
accompanied with the following clarification, “[These] ten manuscripts are members of Gr 1 in
at least part of Luke:...”” Reuben Swanson listed a reading as a Family 1 reading if it agreed
with 1 118 and 1582.* Bruce Metzger does not even list the members of Family 1 in his popular
Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament. This is particularly unhelpful, especially
when one considers his methodology for citing Family 1:

The citation of the siglum /' and f'* may, in any given instance, signify a minority of

manuscripts (or even only one) that belong to the family.” The Greek New Testament

that Metzger’s Textual Commentary supplements lists some manuscripts as belonging

to Family 1, but even this introductory note lacks any semblance of specificity. It

reads “Manuscripts are always named individually, with the exception of two groups

which conventionally have been known as /' (manuscripts, 1, 118, 131, 209, 1582,
and others)....”

How do the word “and others” help clarify the Family 1 label? Answer: They do not.

The same imprecise list is provided in the forward to the Nestle-Aland Novum
Testamentum Graece®' *

Bruce Metzger and Bart Ehrman’s treatment of Family 1 in their introductory text to
textual criticism is worthy of full citation because it highlights how all this disparity creates

problems:

2 Frederik Wisse, The Profile Method for Classifying and Evaluating Manuscript Evidence (SD 44; Grand
Rapids: Eerdmanns, 1982), 106.

¥ Wisse, Profile Method, 106.

% Reuben J. Swanson, ed., New Testament Greek Manuscripts: Variant Readings Arranged in Horizontal
Lines Against Codex Vaticanus: John (Sheffield, UK: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995), ix.

25 Barbara Aland et al., eds., The Greek New Testament (4th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1993),
5-6".

% Barbara Aland et al., eds., Nestle-Aland Novum Testamentum Graece (27th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche
Bibelgesellschaft, 1993), 58"
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Early in the twentieth century, Kirsopp Lake identified a family of witnesses that
includes manuscripts 1, 118, 131, and 209, all of which date from the twelfth to the
fourteenth centuries. Textual analysis of the Gospel according to Mark indicates that
the type of text preserved in these minuscules often agrees with that of Codex ® and
appears to go back to the type current in Caesarea in the third and fourth centuries.
Recently, it has been argued that 1582 should be seen as the leading member of the
group in Matthew.”

The first problem is that Metzger and Ehrman are not clear on where they got their
information. Who did this “textual analysis” of Mark among Family 1 manuscripts to connect it
to ®? The second problem is that they momentarily limit their Family 1 discussion to the Gospel
of Mark when discussing Codex ®.% This focus on the Gospel of Mark prevents them from
including 884 or 2542 which McReynold’s included in 1987. This exclusion should be expected,
because as shown above, manuscripts 2542 and 884 were not included in Family 1 based on
readings from Mark’s Gospel, but on readings from Luke’s Gospel. Could it be that Metzger and
Ehrman, whether intentionally or unintentionally, are letting Mark’s Gospel serve as their litmus
test for a manuscript’s inclusion into Family 1?7 Another problem with Metzger’s and Ehrman’s
treatment of Family 1 is that they make no reference to manuscripts 22, 1192, 1210, 1278, or
2193, which J. K. Elliott says are “normally...considered as members of family 1.”*

Elliott’s language is as generous as his list is revealing of the Family 1 labeling problems.
In his bibliography of New Testament manuscripts he provides the most comprehensive list of
Family 1 members yet. He writes, “Normally the following manuscripts are considered as

members of family 1: 1, 118, 131, 205, 209; 22, 1192, 1210, 1278, 1582, 2193, 2542 and others

%" Bruce M. Metzger and Bart D. Ehrman. The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and
Restoration (4th ed.; New York: Oxford University Press, 2005), 86—87.

% Whereas Metzger and Ehrman focused their attention on the gospel according to Mark, Frederik Wisse—as
shown above—focused on the gospel according to Luke, Amy Anderson focused on the gospel according to
Matthew, and the present writer is doing Family 1 work in the gospel according to John.

% James K. Elliott, A Bibliography of Greek New Testament Manuscripts (2d ed.; Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1969), 95.
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have sometimes been included as members for certain parts of the New Testament, especially by
von Soden.” He is generous in using the word “normally,” especially considering that
manuscripts 1192 1210 and 1278 have not been included in any list of Family 1 manuscripts
mentioned above. Furthermore, Frederick Wisse goes so far as to place some of them into their
own family: Family 22.%' Elliott’s list shows how fickle the label “Family 1” truly is. He
acknowledges that other manuscripts “have sometimes been included as members for certain
parts of the New Testament™* but he does not list them. It is possible he may have had in mind
565 which was listed as a Family 1 member—only in the Gospel of John—by George
Kilpatrick,” or 872 which von Soden listed as a Family 1 member only in Mark.* Yet, he
included 2542 in his list though it has less agreement with Family 1 than 565 or 872.
Furthermore, he omitted manuscript 884, which was included in Family 1 at the same time, by
the same author (McReynolds), and in the same article as 2542.%

It is obvious by now that labeling a manuscript as Family 1 can be misleading, because
not all Family 1 manuscripts have equal status or characteristics. As it stands, the only criteria for
admission into Family 1 is some evidence—the amount of evidence required can be surprisingly
minimal: such as 2542, where only 49% agreement with Family 1 in nine chapters from Luke

was needed to make the cut—that the manuscript’s text represents the archetype of codex 1582.%

% Elliott, Bibliography, 95.

*! Frederik Wisse, The Profile Method for Classifying and Evaluating Manuscript Evidence (vol. 44 of Studies
and Documents; ed. Irving Alan Sparks; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993), 107-8.

32 Elliott, Bibliography, 95.
3 George D. Kilpatrick, “Codex 565 of the Gospels” TZ 25 (1969): 130.

3 Hermann Freiherr von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments (pt. 2 of vol. 1; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck
und Ruprecht, 1911), 1042,

35 McReynolds, “Two New Members of Family One,” 397—403.
% Anderson, Family I in Matthew, 97. Until recently, codex 1 was the leading member of Family 1. Though it
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Consequently, the amount of information conveyed to the student of textual criticism by the label
Family 1 is surprisingly sparse, and more likely: misleading. Based on the usage of the label
Family 1 in textual criticism resources published today, perhaps the best definition of “Family 1
would be something like this: “At some point in any given Family 1 manuscript there are
readings—the amount of which varies widely—that represent the archetype that was used in the
production of codex 1582.” Ideally this definition would be accompanied by a corresponding list
of which passages within any given manuscript actually reflect the Family 1 reading.”’

The need to distinguish which passages from which manuscript actually belonged to the
Family 1 label has always been recognized, even if never explicitly articulated. From the Family
1 label’s conception Kirsopp Lake felt the need to indicate that 131 only had Family 1 readings
in Mark 1-5 and Luke 1-24.*® Paul McReynold’s delineated parameters for 2542, which has
already been discussed, and Amy Anderson made major advancements in this area in her book

The Textual Tradition of the Gospels: Family 1 in Matthew.

Inherent Problems with Family 1 Label: A Case Study of Manuscript 565

In 1969 George Kilpatrick wrote an article titled “Codex 565 of the Gospels.” In this article
he indentified 565 as a member of Family 1 “somewhere between Jn. i. 42 and ii. 5 to the end of

John....”” This observation by Kilpatrick has been substantially confirmed. According to the

is doubtful that Family 1 will be successfully renamed Family 1582, this thesis will reflect that 1582 is the leading
member of Family 1 in accord with recent scholarship.

*” Though it would be beneficial to have a list of all Family 1 manuscripts listed along with what passages
reflect Family 1 readings, no such textual critical tool is currently available. This observation highlights the need for
ongoing research and work in the area of Family 1 manuscripts.

3% Lake, Codex 1 of the Gospels, xxiv.

% George D. Kilpatrick, “Codex 565 of the Gospels” TZ 25 (1969): 130. There is a significant typo in
Kilpatrick’s essay immediately where the quote in the body of the paper cuts off. Kilpatrick mistakenly typed 566
instead of 565. Thus, at first glance, it appears as though 566 is a member of Family 1 from around John 2 to the end
of John. This, however, is impossible as 566 does not contain the gospel of John.
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Text und Textwert volume V.I on John 1-10, 565 has a closer relationship to 1582 among
chapters 1-10 than any other manuscript—including manuscript 1.* Kilpatrick’s article, unlike
McReynold’s article on 884 and 2542, did not propel manuscript 565 into any list of the
members of Family 1. The closest 565 comes to making a list of Family 1 members is in the
updated version of Vanagay’s Initiation a la critique textuelle du Nouveau Testament, wherein
Family 1 is described as being “closely related...to certain uncials and some of the other
minuscules:...28, 565, 700.”*' Being “closely related” to Family 1 is quite different than from
being listed among its members. Manuscript 565°s exclusion from Family 1 has had significant
consequences in recent scholarship.

In 2007 the United Bible Societies published a critical edition of John’s Gospel in the
Byzantine tradition. * The introduction to the volume states that, “the editor of this work sought
to present a representative sample of witnesses to the broad historical richness of the Byzantine
textual tradition across a long span of time, from the fourth to the fourteenth century.”* The title
of the volume and the words in the introduction make it clear that this volume is a Byzantine
text. As the introduction elaborates on the process of selecting witnesses, a footnote makes the
following acknowledgment: “Non-Byzantine textual traditions of the Gospels known to have

been in circulation within the area influenced by the Byzantine Empire at its height and

“0 «This means there is at least one manuscript to which 565 is more closely related than to 1. It is obviously a
good guess that this manuscript may also be grouped with 1, and indeed it is 1582 to which 565 is even more closely
related than to 1.” Kurt Aland, Barbara Aland, and Klaus Wachtel, eds., Handschriftenliste und Vergleichende
Beschreibung (no. 1 of Teststellenkollation der Kapitel 1-10, pt. 1 of Das Johannesevangelium, vol. 5 of Text und
Textwert der Griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments eds. Kurt Aland, Barbara Aland, and Klaus
Wachtel; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2005), 53.

*! Leon Vaganay, An Introduction to New Testament Textual Criticism (2d ed. rev.; Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1991), 22.

42 Roderic L. Mullen, Simon Crisp, and David C. Parker, eds., The Gospel According to John in the Byzantine
Tradition (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2007).

3 Mullen, Crisp, and Parker, Byzantine Tradition, iii.
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afterward include the texts of Family 1 and Family 13.”* The footnote makes plain that Family
1, and by association its archetype, are not part of the Byzantine tradition. And yet, included
among the witnesses for this Byzantine volume is manuscript 565, a manuscript that has not only
been acknowledged as a Family 1 member in John in 1969, but has also been recognized as
sharing a text closer to 1582 than even the manuscript from which Family 1 derives its name:
manuscript 1. The obvious conclusion, then, is that 565 has no business belonging to the list of
witnesses used to construct a critical edition of John among the Byzantine tradition.

When this matter regarding the inappropriate inclusion of 565 among the witnesses for The
Gospel According to John in the Byzantine Tradition was presented to editor Roderic Mullen, he
responded in an e-mail on April 28, 2011 with the following rationale:

The broad criteria (which I began considering in 2001) for including minuscule
manuscripts in the Byz[antine] edition were that they be, for the most part, older than
13th century and that films be readily available in Birmingham. Following that, a
cull was made on the basis of von Soden's classifications. Klaus was kind enough to
share some of his data, though that does not by any means implicate him in my
choice of witnesses. In fact, my understanding of what constitutes
Byz[antine] witnesses is somewhat broader than the criteria used by INTF. I would
still want to give some weight to Colwell's 70% threshold for including
witnesses within the long run of a text-type; hence, as I note in the introduction to the
Byz[antine] edition, Ms Koridethi stands at the border of what might broadly be
considered Byz[antine] insofar as overall percentages of agreement with the majority
textform are concerned.

Do 994 and 565 stand within the parameters just noted? Certainly they are
both old, and we do have access to films of them.... Without ready access to the INTF
volume on John at the moment it's difficult for me to say anything about the
percentages of agreement. Had I known Kilpatrick's article on 565 at the time, I
probably would have been less inclined to consider 565 as a candidate for the Byz
edition. Looking at my notes from 2001, certainly von Soden classed 565 as type
Ia, a type which was later shown to be mixed. von Soden also knew of 994, as we see
from vol.1, pp.259 & 598-608 of his magnum opus, though so far as I can tell he did
not classify it textually. I compared von Soden's classification of 994 and related mss

*“ Mullen, John in the Byzantine Tradition, vn3

%5 See note 16 above.
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with Reuss's classification, though the notes I've reviewed so far don't reveal why I
might have thought it was Reuss type B.

Still, while 565 and 994 might not fit a strict definition of Byz[antine], I
think I would argue that they do have some comparative value if one takes a broad
view of the Byz[antine] text.

The label “Family 1” does not appear in Mullen’s rationale, and yet had the label been
consistently applied to 565, Mullen might not have included it. A brief acknowledgement of
Kilpatrick’s essay is offered with the teaser that, had foreknowledge of it been available, The
Gospel of John in the Byzantine Tradition might boast a different manuscript or two in its
“witnesses list.”

The specificity that Kilpatrick offered in his brief article on 565, that Krisopp Lake
exhibited regarding 131, and that Paul McReynolds exercised regarding 884 and 2542 is exactly
what is needed in Family 1 studies, even if this information does fall through the cracks from
time to time, as 565 has since 1969. Thankfully, the type of specificity that is needed for a
clearer definition of what it means to be Family 1 has been appearing in recent studies.

David Parker’s introductory monograph to New Testament textual criticism offers a
definition for “family of manuscripts.” He states that a “family of manuscripts” is “at least two
but generally more manuscripts which may be shown to be related to each other and derived
from a common archetype, it being possible to illustrate this relationship by means of a
stemma.”*® He does not posit a definition for Family 1 specifically, but he also does not make the
error of letting the label “Family 1” say too much. Near the end of his book he talks about the
gospels among New Testament manuscripts and he addresses each gospel individually.

Throughout this process he makes frequent mention of Family 1, but always on a specific gospel-

4 David C. Parker, An Introduction to the New Testament Manuscripts and Their Texts (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2008), 351.
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by-gospel basis. Consequently, when he speaks about John, he notices the peculiarity of Family

1 at this point, “One of the most interesting features of the test passages analysis in John is the
results for Family 1. Here again 1582 and 1 are closely related....But the two also show a strong
measure of agreement with 565, a purple manuscript of the ninth century, certainly never thought
before to be a family member....”"

Another recent study on Family 1 offering further clarity regarding the label is Amy
Anderson’s work The Textual Tradition of the Gospels: Family 1 in Matthew. The title of the
book promises specificity regarding Family 1, and Anderson delivers. Anderson does not try to
reinvent the Family 1 wheel, nor does she try to impose criteria on how much agreement with
1582’s exemplar is needed for inclusion into the family. Anderson simply studies thirteen
manuscripts believed to be Family 1 and makes collations of Matthew from these manuscripts.
Based on these collations she made the following conclusions.

The manuscripts tested for membership in Family 1 can be categorized as follows for
the Gospel of Matthew:

e Core members of Family 1 =1 1582
e Closely related members, but with variation = 118 205 209
e Showing significant relationship =22 1192 1210

e Byzantine in textual complexion, but possibly having a Family 1 ancestor = 131
872 1278 2193

e Purely Byzantine = 2542%

This summary for Family 1 in Matthew is helpful and is a step in the right direction, but

more specificity is still needed. Anderson’s categories fail to answer the question this chapter

4 parker, New Testament Manuscripts and Their Texts, 325; italics mine. Once again, the pertinent contents of
Kilpatrick’s article were unknown to the author.
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raises, “what readings are Family 1 readings and what readings are not?” To be fair, answering
such a question likely fell outside the purview of Anderson’s research and goal, and the data that
was provided is helpful. In the categorization for manuscripts 131 872 1278 2193 and 2542
Anderson explicitly states that these manuscripts are not members of Family 1 in Matthew, but
does not prematurely remove these manuscripts from membership in Family 1 altogether. In the
case of manuscript 2193, Anderson makes the following acknowledgement, “the testimony of
2193 promises to become more important when research is extended to the other three

2949

Gospels.

Manuscript 2193 and Family 1

Von Soden is responsible for including 2193 among the members of Family 1. Frederik
Wisse succinctly summarizes the process by which he did that with these words, “Von Soden
called Lake’s Gr 1 ‘H" in the first volumes of Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments. He added
MSS 205™%, 1582, and 2193 to the members discovered by Lake.... MS 2193 has been lost since
von Soden consulted it and could not be profiled.”® Von Soden may have included manuscript
2193 among the manuscripts belonging to Family 1, but it wasn’t until this statement by Wisse in
1987 that any published work acknowledged von Soden’s discovery.

The next work to include 2193 among its list of Family 1 manuscripts was Elliott’s A
Bibliography of Greek New Testament Manuscripts. That he lists 2193 as “normally”' being
considered a Family 1 manuscript is misleading, as he is only the third person—von Soden and

Wisse being the others—to do so.

8 Anderson, F. amily 1 in Matthew, 145.
9 Anderson, F. amily 1 in Matthew, 143,
50 Wisse, Profile Method For, 105-6.
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Amy Anderson is the latest scholar to acknowledge that 2193 belongs to Family 1 and
she attributes its inclusion among Family 1 manuscripts to “Elliott and von Soden.”*? Because
Anderson’s research was focused on the Gospel of Matthew, her conclusion was that manuscript
2193 does not belong to the Family 1 tradition in Matthew, but that it “promises to become more
important when research is extended to the other three Gospels.” This statement is based on her
test collations from the other three gospels which were, “Mk 6:1—44 and 13:1-14:3, Lk 8:140
and 22:31-71, and Jn 4:1-42 and 13:1-14:3.”*

When von Soden labeled 2193 as a Family 1 manuscript he did an appropriate thing.
2193 does reflect Family 1 readings, but its inclusion in Family 1 manuscripts carries with it all
the challenges and limitations that come with the label as discussed above.

Thanks to the work of Amy Anderson, scholars now know that 2193 does not belong to
Family 1 in Matthew. However, based on the test collations of Anderson and those of von Soden
in other gospels, manuscript 2193 appears to exhibit readings of the Family 1 archetype. The
present writer, having done a complete collation of manuscript 2193*, will provide detailed
analysis to show where manuscript 2193* follows the Family 1 tradition and where it deviates

from it. This analysis will be discussed at length in the next chapter.

! Elliott, A4 Bibliography of Greek, 95.
32 Anderson, Family I in Matthew, 142.
3 Anderson, Family 1 in Matthew, 104.
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CHAPTER FOUR
THE TEXT OF MANUSCRIPT 2193*

Grouping Manuscripts Based on Their Texts

David Parker warns, “It is not so easy to describe the text contained in a manuscript.”'
Parker also warns, “When we begin to compare the forms of text as they are found in different
manuscripts, we are always in danger of confusing the two.”? For this reason, the present writer
has separated the text found in John of MS 2193 from the manuscript which contains the text—
discussed in chapter 1. The complications that arise from confusing the text and the manuscript
have been discussed in chapter 2. For all of Kirsopp Lake’s efforts to “reduce an inconvenience,”
his idea of organizing manuscripts based on their texts was doomed from the outset. To put a
textual label such as “Family 1” on a manuscript is a recipe for confusion and frustration.

Scholars have long tried to identify ‘texts’ and group the manuscripts that contain these
texts. Ernest Colwell assesses this enterprise with his essay “Method in Grouping New
Testament Manuscripts.” Colwell proposes nine ‘suggestions’ to tidy up the methodological
procedures in grouping manuscripts. Colwell does not dismiss out of hand the text types such as
Hort’s Neutral, Western, Alexandrian, and Syrian, but he argues for more specificity by

distinguishing between different kinds of groups (suggestion #1), of which a “family” is the

! Parker, New Testament Manuscripts, 159.
2 parker, New Testament Manuscripts, 160.

3 Ernest Cadman Colwell, Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism of the New Testament (NTTS IX; Grand
Rapids, Eerdmanns, 1969).
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“smallest identifiable group,* and beginning “from the beginning” (suggestion #8), rather than
starting with late text and working backward.’

Colwell’s intentions are good, but his results are flawed. He admits this may be the case
with the caveat that these suggestions are “not as the Law from Sinai, but as a possible working
basis, to be revised and improved by scholarly criticism.”®

Colwell’s language about textual “families” is disastrous because he falsely assumes the
existence of a relationship between manuscripts on the basis of their texts. In discussing
“families” he writes, “[A family] can be defined as that group of sources whose genealogy can
be clearly established so that its text may be reconstructed solely with reference to the external
evidence of documents. In the family there is seldom any gap in the generations, and its members
come from a narrow span of time and a limited geographical region.””

Almost everything Colwell said regarding families is no longer recognized as true. First, it
is a methodological death sentence to try to reconstruct any fext solely on the basis of the
external evidence of manuscripts, but this is precisely what Colwell has proposed textual critic
scholars do. Second, the most recently constructed stemma for Family 1 by Amy Anderson®
spans five hundred years between extant manuscripts which contradicts Colwell’s claim that
Families belong to a “narrow span of time.” Finally, Colwell asserts that Families take place

within a “limited geographical region” but this assumes that manuscripts are incapable of being

4 Colwell, Methodology in Textual Criticism, 11.
3 Colwell, Methodology in Textual Criticism, 23.
¢ Colwell, Methodology in Textual Criticism, 9.
7 Colwell, Methodology in Textual Criticism, 11.
% Anderson, Familyl in Matthew, 101.
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widely distributed, and it far too optimistically assumes the modern scholar can locate the origin
of any given Family manuscript with certainty.

It is necessary to describe the text that is contained in any given New Testament
manuscript. While a clear distinction between a text and a manuscript must be made, a complete
divorce of the text and the manuscript which contains it will never place because manuscripts are
the medium by which the texts exist. This chapter will provide an extensive picture of the text
found manuscript 2193*, while properly maintaining a distinction between the manuscript and
the text.

One of the most recent attempts to identify groups of manuscripts based on their texts was
the Text und Textwert series. This series sought to distinguish “manuscripts differing more
frequently from the Byzantine text from those that witness to it predominantly, i.e. 90% or
more.” In Volume V.1 of the series collations of all available Greek continuous text manuscripts
at 153 test passages within John 1-10 were organized to assist the scholar—among other
things'>—in identifying manuscripts with similar texts. "'

In many respects, the Text und Textwert series succeeded. Thus, the scholar is now able to
determine with only a quick glance that manuscript 2193 shares a similar text to manuscripts 1,

1582, and 565, with the percentage of agreement between them being 94%, 93%, and 92%

® Kurt Aland, Barbara Aland, and Klaus Wachtel, eds., Text und Textwert der Griechischen Handschriften des
Neuen Testaments V. Das Johannesevangelium 1. Teststellenkollation der Kapitel 1-10 (Berlin: Walter De Gruyter,
2005), 7*.

1 The Text und Textwert series also identifies the percentage of agreement any given manuscript has with the
Majority text. It also lists the manuscripts with which a higher percentage of agreement is shared than shared with
the Majority Text, and these percentages are also listed.

! Aland, Aland, and Wachtel, Text und Textwert, VII.
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respectively.'” While this resource is helpful, it is not comprehensive, and still presents a few
problems for the scholar.

First, the data provided in the Text und Textwert series is not comprehensive, though it
should be noted that it does not claim to be. It is not comprehensive in the fact that it uses test
passages and not all passages. Also, in the case of its volumes on John, it only provides data for
John 1-10. As will be shown below, John’s text in 2193 is subject to block mixture. Thus from
John chapter twelve through the end of the gospel, 2193 exhibits zero uniquely Family 1
readings. That is important information about manuscript 2193 and its text that the Text und
Textwert series is unable to supply. Like all tools, Text und Textwert works the best when
students and scholars use it while recognizing its limitations.

This chapter will serve as its own tool in the study of John’s text in manuscript 2193.
Manuscript 2193 was first given the Family 1 label by von Soden. Frederik Wisse, Keith Elliott,
and Amy Anderson have all continued to use the Family 1 label when discussing manuscript
2193, and for this reason this chapter will primarily deal with Family 1 readings. This chapter
will offer specificity regarding Family 1 readings within John’s text recorded in 2193 that is

lacking from current scholarship.

Family 1 Readings
The present writer’s methodology for identifying a “Family 1” reading in the text of John
in MS 2193 is as follows. After a collation of John in manuscript 2193 was completed, all the
variants were compared to the readings listed in Reuben Swanson’s book New Testament Greek

Manuscripts: Variant Readings Arranged in Horizontal Lines Against Codex Vaticanus: John."

12 Aland, Aland, and Wachtel, Text und Textwert, 85.

1> Reuben Swanson, ed., New Testament Greek Manuscripts: Variant Readings Arranged in Horizontal Lines
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When a variant identified in 2193 was listed as a “Family 1” reading by Swanson in his volume
then it was listed as a Family 1 reading by the present writer.

A word about Swanson’s criteria for identifying a reading as a Family 1 reading is in order.
Whenever a reading has agreement in manuscripts 1, 118, and 1582, Swanson listed this as a
“Family 1” reading." Swanson also consulted manuscript 565 for his volume. As mentioned in
the previous chapter, George Kilpatrick identified 565 as a Family 1 manuscript as long ago as
1969. Furthermore the Text und Textwert also recognizes a close relationship between the texts
of 565 with manuscripts 1, 1582, and 2193 (at least in John chapters 1-10), going so far as to
say, “It is obviously a good guess that [5S65] maybe also be grouped with 1, and indeed it is 1582
to which 565 is even more closely related than to 1.”"* For these reasons, if Swanson identifies a
“Family 1” readings that is also shared by manuscript 565, the present writer will consider it a
Family 1 reading, rather than a Family 1 reading plus an additional attestation.

One of the advantages of using Swanson’s resource for this study is that it helps show the
uniqueness of a Family 1 reading. For example, the omission of the word tod in John 1:19 is
unique to Family 1 and is not attested by any other manuscripts that Swanson consulted for his
study. John 1:3, however, has the reading 008év instead of ovd¢ &v. This reading is found in P66,
L, ©, and Q, in addition to Family 1. Thus, it is easily shown that this reading, while a Family 1
reading, is not exclusively a Family 1 reading.

Most Family 1 readings are usually attested by other manuscripts as well. On the few
occasions that a reading is uniquely Family 1 with one or zero other manuscript attestation, these

readings are preceded with an asterisk.

Against Codex Vaticanus: John (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995).

4 Swanson, Variant Readings, ix.
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The Family 1 readings are as follows:

Chapter 1

1:3  ovde ev] ovdev'

1:19 *tov]OM

1:221  *kon anexpiBn] anekpidn

1:22  *avtw) OM

1:26  *Aeywv] OM

1:27  autog €0TLV O OTIOW HOV EPKOUEVOG OG EHTPOGOEV UOU YEYOVEV] O OTILOW UOV EPXOMEVOS
1:32 €] ek tov

1:38  Aeyetar] OM

1:39  1dete] odeobe

1:42  ka] ovtog

Chapter 2

2:12  katePn] +o &
2:15  e€exee to keppa] To kepua €exeev

2:23  Bewpouvreg avtov] BewpouvTe(

Chapter 3

3:2  *powewv a ov nOLELG) Totnoat

15 Aland, Aland, and Wachtel, eds., Text und Textwert, 53.

' This reading is not shared by 118, and for that reason Swanson does not call this a Family 1 reading.
However, taking the Text und Textwert data into consideration, manuscript 2193 is a more closely related to 1582
and 1 than 118, therefore the testimony of 2193 should carry more weight than the testimony of 118, and for this
reason the present writer feels comfortable listing this as a Family 1 reading.
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3:19  otavor paAAov] paAAov ot avol

3:20  ta epya avtov] avTov T £pya

Chapter 4

4:3  1ovdaiav] + ynv

4:6  ovtwg] OM

4:9  ouvv]OM

4:25 mavrtoa] anovra

4:35  1d0v Aeyw vpiv] OM

4:39  *£1G AUTOV TWV CAMAPEITWV] TWV CAHAPELTWY EIG AUTOV
4:47 amnABg] nA\bev

4:49  *uov] OM

4:51 avtov] OM

4:53 o)1t

Chapter 5

5:2  emAeyopevn] Aeyousvn

5:5  aoBevewa] + avtov

5:6  *ndn xpovov] xpovov ndn

5:15 avtov] ue

5:16 ko g{ntovv avtov armokteval] OM
5:19  *anev] Aeyar

5:36 aegyw]a

5:38  UEVOVTA EV UULV] EV LULV HEVOVTA
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5:44 Tmapa) wap

5:46 pwon] pwoel

Chapter 6
6:3 8¢ ovv
*ekel exadnro) exadnro kel
6:9 ev]OM
6:10 o1)OM

6:11  ehafe d¢] ko Aafwv
pabnraig o de pabnrar toig) OM

6:12  evenAnobnoav] enAnodnoav

6:15 avtov] OM

6:19  wg] woet

6:21 1O TTAOLOV EYEVETO] EYEVETO TO TAOIOV

6:22  ekewo €16 o evefnoav ot padnrar avtov] OM
10 TAolapiov] To mholov

6:24  evePnoav ki) avePnoav kat

6:29 motevonte] moTELNTE

6:31  *eomi yeypappevov] yeypantat

6:39 *aAA avastnow avto v tn] aA\ avactnow auto

6:40  touto d¢ eott To BeAnua Tov Teppavtog pe] Tovto yap otiv To BeAnua Tov TPG pov
gyw ]

6:41  Tpa KAl TNV PPA TWG OVV AEYEL OUTOG OTL EK] TIPAL KAL TV HPX TIWG OLV AEYEL OTL €K
6:46 *napa) ex

6:52  mpog aAAnAoug ot ovdaiot] ot 1ovdatot tpog aAAnAoug
OUTOG NULV] NULV OUTOG

60



6:54 ko1 gyw] Kayw
6:55 aAnbwg] aAnbng
6:59 *anev] ehaAnoev
6:60  ovtog 0 Aoyog] o Aoyog ovtog
6:66 annABov Twv padbntwv avtov] ek Twv padntwv avtov atnAbov
6:68 ouv]OM
6:69 tov {wvtog] OM
Chapter 7
7:1  mEPIENATEL O 1§ HETK TAUTA] META TAUTA TEPIERATEL O IC
73 ocovalaocv
7:9  de emmwv autolg] E1mwy aUTog
7:14  peoovong] pesadovong
7:15  xou] OM
7:28  ev tw 1epw didackwv 0 5] 0 i€ eV T 1Epw Nidackwy
7:30  tnv xe1pa] Tag XELPAg
7:31 moAMo1 3¢ ek Tov oxAov] ek Tov oxAov ouv TtoAAot
oti] OM
Ty pn
Tovtwv] OM
7:32  tavta] OM
Ol PAPIOALOL KL OL APXLEPELG] OL APXLEPELG KAL OL QAPLOAIOL
7:36  outog o Aoyog] o Aoyog ovutog
EVPNOETE] + E
7:40 moA)oi ovv] OM

oxAov] + ouv
ToV Aoyov] Twv Aoywv tovtwyv
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7:41  aM)ot eheyov] aA)ot 8 eeyov
yap] OM

7:42 tov] OM
onov nv dafid] oM

7:49  EMKATAPATOL £10L] ENAPATOL ELGLV
7:50  autov] + To mpoTEPOV
7:51 mpotepov] mpwrtov

7:53 *owkov] tomov

Chapter 8

8:13  *gimov ovv AUTW Ol PAPIGALOL] O1 OUV PAPLOAILOL ELTTOV AVTW

8:21  *ug] + ko ovY EVPNOETE UE
amoBavelobe] + ko

8:25 saika]er
8:28 avtoig] OM

8:33  *avtw] + ka1 euov
oti] OM

8:38  swpakate] nrovoate

8:41 *uueig] + d¢
ouv] OM

8:48 ouv]OM
ov] OM

8:49 (] + ko simev

8:50 *3o&av pov] do&av tnv eunv
8:51 Bewpnon] Bswpnoel

8:55 vuwv] vy

8:58 enev] +ovv
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Chapter 9

9:3  *01T] 1T KAl EINEV AVTOLG
9:5 &V TW KOOUW W] W EV TW KOOHW

9:6  *emexpioe Tov TNAOV ML TOUG 0POAAUOUG TOV TUPAOU] EREXPLOEV AUTOV TOUG
opBaApoug

9:8  tuglog] mpoocaitng
9:9  *3e ot1 opotrog] de ouxr aAA opolog
9:11 «ai emev] OM
koAvuPndpav tov] OM
3] ovv
9:12 emov ovv] ka1 e1mov
9:15 mnhov] + emonoev kat

9:16 aMAoi] + 8¢

9:17  Aeyouot] Aeyouvatv ovv
nvoi&e] avewéev

9:18 *tov avaPAspavroc] OM
9:21  mept avtov] Mept EauTov

9:25 ouv]OM
Kat eimev] OM

9:26  d¢] ovv
nvoi€e] avewéev

9:28  eAowdopnoav ovv] o1 de eAodomnoav
9:29 upwon)] pwoet
9:31 Jdc]OM

9:32  nvoile] avewéev
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9:34  oMog] oAwg

9:40 *ka1nkovoav] nkovVGXV oLV
Ol OVTEG MET AUTOV] OL MET AVTOV OVTEG

Chapter 10

10:3  kaher] pwvel

10:4  xon otav Ta] oty Tl

10:7 maAwv] OM

10:12 dc]OM

10:16 pe de1] der pe

10:19 *raAwv eyevero] eyevero maAtv
10:20 &¢] ovv

10:21 avoryewv] avoréo

10:23  coAopwvTog] coAopwvog
10:26 ov yap] oti ouk

10:32 kaAa epya] epya koo

10:38 ka1 moTEVONTE] KAL YIVWOKNTE

10:39 naAwv avtov] avtov maAv
*ng xepog] twv xepwv

10:41 onueiov enoinoev] enotnoev onuelov
ovdev] ovde ev

10:42 emotevoav ToAAOL KEL £1¢ AUTOV] TOAAOL EMGTEVGAV £1§ AVTOV EKEL

Chapter 11

11:3  adehpa] + avtov

11:8  AiBaoat ot 10vdanot] ot 1ovdaior Mbasat
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11:9  aov wpat] wpat giotv

11:19 *noAloi] + ovv

11:21 o adeAgog pov ovk av etebvnkel] ouk av anedavev pov o adeApog

11:22 aAAa] OM

11:25 eimev] + 8¢

11:30 nv]+ent

11:31 Aeyovreg] dofavteg

11:32 enecev £1g TOUG TOdAG AVTOV] ENEGEV AVTOV TIPOG TOUG TTOSAG

11:33 *evePprunoaro tw nvt kot etapaev eavtov] etapaxdn tw VL WG EUPPIUWHEVOS

11:41 o teBvnkwg ketuevog] OM
d¢] ouv

11:44 keiproug] knpraug; kewpraig
11:45 *ex] OM

11:49 *avtwv] +ovouatt

11:50 Swxhoyilecde] Aoyileade

11:51 oAla] aAA
o] OM

11:54 ouv]oouvvic
aAa] aAA

*nv] OM
autov] OM

Chapter 12

12:3  papua] papiop.
OlK1a] + OAn

12:4  *owwvog] OM
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12:6  cixe ko ta] Exwv ™

12:13 expadov] + Aeyovreg

12:14 avrto] avtw

12:20 tiveg eAAnveg] eAAnveg Tiveg

12:21 npwrtwv] npwtnoav

12:26 epor Srakovn Tig] T1g gpot Srakovn
EYW E1U1] ELYL EYW
Kot €av] av

12:28 to ovopa] tov LV

12:29 eotw(g] eoTNKWG
*akovoag] akovwv

12:30 avtn n wvn] n wvn avty
12:33 nueAAev] eueldev
12:35 peb vuwv €ot1] ev vuiv gotiv
gwg] wg
unl+n
12:47 motevon] euiaén

12:49 *€] an”
edwke] dedwkev

12:50 AaAw eyw] eyw AaAw

From this point on the number of non-Byzantine readings drops dramatically, and when the
non-Byzantine readings are examined according to Swanson’s text, only rarely do they agree
with Family 1, and even then, the large number of additional witnesses makes a reliance on

Family 1 entirely uncertain. A good example of this would be the reading found in 13:25 where

17 This is the last distinctively Family 1 reading found in manuscript 2193’s text of the gospel according to
John. According to Swanson, this reading is attested by Family 1, Family 13, and 565 only.
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8% is replaced with obv. Swanson lists the witnesses as: P66 XL M D W A f' £ 33 69 157 565

788 and 1071." John 17:20 in manuscript 2193 has a reading that is attested by only IT f' 565
700." This is the closest “uniquely Family 1” reading found after chapter twelve, and IT is likely
to carry more influence, based on the proclivity of readings from manuscript 2193* to be in
agreement with IT after chapter twelve.

Based on these readings, the most reasonable conclusion is to identify that block mixture
has taken place. It is difficult to identify the exact location where the change from a Family 1
exemplar is replaced with a non-Family 1 exemplar. However, there is a té\og lectionary mark at
the end of 12:50. This is a natural stopping location within the text, and it would not be
unreasonable to tentatively locate the point of change between exemplars there.

Manuscript 2193 has rightly been given the Family 1 label, but that label, as has been
advocated in chapter 3, does not say enough. A more precise label would be, “Manuscript 2193
belongs to Family 1 in the first twelve chapters of the Gospel according to John,””

The text of manuscript 2193 after chapter twelve in the Gospel according to John resists
simple categorization. Whereas the first twelve chapters were easily identified as Family 1
readings because of its affinity with the Family 1 archetype, the last nine chapters are not so
easily labeled. As stated above when discussing 17:20, numerous readings follow the text found
in I,*' but about the time a pattern is established, a reading which radically varies from IT is

found.

18 Swanson, Variant Readings, 193.
1 Swanson, Variant Readings, 235.

2 The present writer reminds the reader that Amy Anderson did not consider manuscript 2193 to be a faithful
Family 1 manuscript in the gospel according to Matthew. Until scholarly work is done on the gospels according to
Mark and Luke within this manuscript the question of 2193’s faithfulness to Family 1 in these gospels remains open.

2! In places such as 17:22 (IT A N ©), 18:29 (IT and 700), 18:32 (TIN Y S 2), 19:2 (IT A G U), and 19:12 (1T K)
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Singular Readings

A number of singular readings from manuscript 2193* present themselves when 2193’s*
collation is compared with Swanson’s text. The singular readings are listed as follows:
1:34  ewpaxa] + avtov?
2:11 enoinog] emonoeyv o 1<
6:17  eyeyovei] yeyovev
7:34  evpnoete] evpnostan
7:41  yoap] OM
11:7  aywpev] ayopuev®
11:45 a enonoeV 0 I EMOTEVOAV] O EMOLNGEV GNUELOV EMICTEVOAV
11:54 nappnolx mEPIERATEL] MEPLENATEL TAPPNOIA
12:13 evhoynuevog] + €1
13:4  eyaipetan] eysipete
13:7 i Kol EMEV AUTW] AVTW O IT
13:19 mpo tov] mprv
13:21 aunv aunv] aunv*
13:38 aunv aunv] aunv
14:13 touto] OM

18:33 PaaiAevg] Barevg?

the 2193 follows IT and only a select few other manuscripts.

22 Two manuscripts (G 124) read &6paxa adtév, but no manuscript with the omega spelling of 86paxa (i.e.
émpaka) is followed with adtov.

2 This is the second unique reading involving the difference between an w and an o.
% This could be attributed to a simple haplography, but it happens again in 13:38.

% This is a spelling error resulting from a line break. In the manuscript o concludes one line and Aevg begins
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Other Textual Features

A brief glance at the collation of 2193’s text of the Gospel according to John will reveal
some textual features that cannot be categorized by Families, Text-Types, or recensions. The
most frequently cited “variation” in the collation is an orthographical one involving the presence
of a nu-movable. As mentioned in chapter 2, a corrector has employed what the present writer
refers to as “omission dots.”?® Exploring the hypothesis that the corrector using omission dots
was also the corrector identified in this thesis as “C2” and was working with an exemplar text
akin to manuscript K,”’ the omission dots placed over nu’s-moveable were compared to a
transcription of manuscript K but no correlation between the omission dots and the nu’s-
moveable in manuscript K was discovered.

The second most prominent “variation” listed in the collation was the nomina sacra
forms of words that the IGNTP project reckons should be written plene. Technically, this isn’t a
textual variant at all, but a variant in scribal convention. The 1873 H KAINH AIA©OHKH, which
is the standard text all New Testament manuscripts are collated from, does not make a distinction
between a word written as a nomen sacrum or plene.

A third common “variation” is the presence of itacisms which David Parker defines as,
“strictly speaking, a spelling variation involving the letter iota, it is also used more generally for
any kind of spelling variation were vowels or diphthongs are exchanged.”” The most common

occurrences in 2193’s text of the Gospel according to John are the &1 changed to n, the € changed

the next line.
% See Figure 11.

%7 The hypothesis that the corrector had an exemplar akin to manuscript K is the result of the discussion found
in Chapter Five,
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to an n, and the o and ® being used interchangeably.

A final “variation” that occurs occasionally is the haplography, when a scribe’s eye skips
from the occurrence of one word to a different occurrence of the same word, thus unintentionally
omitting all the text in between. These usually account for large omissions of text. One such
haplography occurs at 21:22-23. John 21:22 contains the phrase £av adtov 8éAo péve 8ng
gpyopat, Ti pdg o€. This same phrase concludes John 21:23. In manuscript 2193, the original
copyist appears to have confused the first occurrence of this phrase at John 21:22 with the second
occurrence of this phrase in John 21:23, thus omitting the last two words of John 21:22 and the
entirety of John 21:23. The other haplographies discovered in manuscript 2193* are found at

3:19-20, 5:9, 8:35, and 9:21.

2 parker, Manuscripts and Their Texts, 352.
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CHAPTER FIVE

PERICOPE DE ADULTERAE IN MANUSCRIPT 2193

The Pericope de adulterae is not included by the original hand of manuscript 2193.
However, typical of Family 1 readings, the Pericope de adulterae does appear at the end of
John’s Gospel.' In this particular manuscript it is written in 22 lines—the same number of lines
the original hand used on the other pages of the manuscript—in a single column. The Pericope
de adulterae is given a heading at the top of the page which is difficult to make sense of. Perhaps

“the lacking works of the Lord of the Gospel according to John™? See Figure 16 below to

appreciate the difficulty in making sense of this heading written in apparent shorthand.

Figure 16. Pericope de Adulterae Heading in Manuscript 2193: The heading begins with a cross
and concludes with a cross (the concluding cross is difficult to see). The transcription of the
words/letters is as follows: T tov Aewn [space] t@ m kot ke ToD KoTo 1o g0ayy .

After the heading, the Pericope de adulterae’s text is preceded by the words £pedvnoov kai
1de 0Tt TpoPNTNG €K TG YaMhaiog ovk £ynyeptar. These words are from John 7:52 and the
copyist is indicating that the Pericope de adulterae belongs after these words. A larger than

normal space is placed after these supplied words from 7:52. After the text of the of the Pericope

" Anderson, Family I in Matthew, 9.
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de adulterae is concluded, a similar “larger than normal” space is found and then followed by the
words i oBv adToig 6 1g EMdAnoe Aéyav éyd éyut T pdc Tol kdopov, which are the words of
8:12 indicating that these words are to follow the Pericope de adulterae. All this can be observed
in Figure 20 at the end of the chapter.

The presence of the Pericope de adulterae provides significant information for the study of
manuscript 2193* in at least three areas not unrelated to each other: (1) the Pericope de
adulterae’s relationship with the corrector, (2) the text of Pericope de adulterae, (3) the insight

which the text of the Pericope de adulterae offers in identifying the corrector’s exemplar.

Pericope de adulterae’s Relationship with Corrector

One of the greatest assets the Pericope de adulterae provides toward the study of
manuscript 2193* is regarding the corrector. An evaluation of the handwriting used by the
copyist labeled C2 reveals that this same copyist penned the text of the Pericope de adulterae
found at the end of Codex 2193. This conclusion is supported by the following evidence.

First, is the presence of the abbreviations. The copyist, as explained in chapter 2, used
abbreviations that are foreign to the main text. The abbreviation for the word npdg was used in
the margin by the corrector at John 1:19. That abbreviation is never employed by the original
hand of manuscript 2193*. However, this abbreviation used by the corrector at 1:19 is found
again in the body of the Pericope de adulterae. The full correction at John 1:19 in the margin is
7pog adtdv. The same prepositional phrase is located in the Pericope de adulterae at 8:2.

Second, not only is the abbreviation here the same, but the handwriting is the same as well.
A side by side comparison of these two instances shown by Figure 17 shows the striking

similarity of the hand of the corrector and the copyist of the Pericope de adulterae.
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Figure 17. Comparison of Script: A comparison of the correction mpdg avTov in the margin at
John 1:19 (left) and the words mpog avtov as they appear in the Pericope de adulterae at 8:2
(right).

The similarities of this correction and the occurrence in the Pericope de adulterae include
(1) the way the pi is connected to the rho. (2) The way the rho has a line crossed through its leg,
like one might cross a ‘t” in modern English. (3) The placement of the omicron is nearly identical
in each instance, as is the accent up and to the right of the omicron. (4) The alpha is formed the
same way in both instances, and (5) thé abbreviation line indicating the letters -ov is nearly
identical in each instance. The npdg avtov found in the Pericope de adulterae appears to have
been written with a slightly more careful hand. Notice the exactness of the letters. The upsilon is
left unconnected from the tau, and there is a slight flourish granted to the “crossbar” in the rho.
The “more careful hand” can be explained by the following observation. The Pericope de
adulterae is not the same as a correction. In a correction the corrector supplying a correction to
an already existing text, but in the Pericope de adulterae the corrrector is serving as the “original
hand” for these omitted verses. Given the sacred nature of the text itself, a more careful hand
than a correction is to be expected.

There are other characteristics found only in the corrections spread throughout manuscript
2193* and the Pericope de adulterae. Consider the correction located at 1:39. The corrector

replaced the word 6yecg with the word dete by writing i6ete in the margin. This one word with
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five Greek letters has two unique features that are found only in the corrections and the Pericope
de adulterae. An image of {dete from 1:39 has been supplied for referencing convenience in

Figure 18.

Figure 18. More Similar Script Features: The correction idete found at 1:39 in the margin, along
with the nomen sacrem for Jesus as written in the Pericope de adulterae with the iota that
extends below the line, and the word daxtvlm as found in the Pericope de adulterae.

The first unique feature found in idete is that the iota extends below the line. This does not
happen with the original hand, but in the Pericope de adulterae the iota drops down below the
line every time it is the first letter of a word. This is observed in the words iep6v, 1g, and iva. The
second unique feature from idete to notice is the upraised crossbar on the tau. The crossbar of the
tau has been raised above the line. This appears again in the Pericope de adulterae in the word
daxtorlm. For these reasons, it is reasonable to conclude that the corrector labeled “C2” is the

same copyist who penned the Pericope de adulterae at the end of the Codex 2193.

The Text of the Pericope de adulterae

The text of the Pericope de adulterae in 2193 was collated and has eleven variants. To
evaluate the text of the Pericope de adulterae each variant is listed individually and accompanied

by a brief commentary.
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7:33 owov] tormov. This is a reading that is shared by Family 1 manuscripts alone.? This
creates a conundrum. The original hand of manuscript 2193* is the one accountable for the
Family 1 readings. The corrector on the other hand corrects the text toward the Byzantine
standard, and yet, in this one instance, the same hand that provides the corrections away from the
Family 1 text provides a reading that is found only among Family 1 manuscripts. The present
writer was unable to provide even a working hypothesis as to how this could happen.

8:3 xatetinpupevnv] katadnedeioav. This form is a reading that is only shared with E K IT
and 2.’

8:4 avtw] + mepalovreg. This reading is attested by the Majority and is also shared by K I1
2579 and 1346.*

8:5 pwong] pwvong. The word following pwioiig is uiv. There are only three manuscripts
that have the potofig spelling followed by fpiv in this verse; they are K IT and M.*

8:6 ynv] + un mpogroovpevog. This reading is attested by the Majority and is also shared
by K2 579 and 1346.°

8:7 tov MBov en avtn BaAeto] en avtny tov Mbov Baietw. This reading is only supported
by Westcott and Hort’s reconstruction of the text as represented in The New Testament in the
Original Greek (New York: Macmillan), 1935. Because Westcott and Hort’s Greek New
Testament is a reconstruction, this reading found in manuscript 2193 is a singular reading, as the

only other attestation is a reconstruction. However, there is a manuscript that is only one letter

2 Reuben Swanson, New Testament Greek Manuscripts: Variant Readings Arranged in Horizontal Lines
Against Codex Vaticanus: John (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995), 105.

? ibid., 106.
* ibid., 106.
% ibid., 107.
¢ ibid., 107.
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removed from this singular reading found in manuscript 2193, that is manuscript K. Manuscript
K changes the tense by adding an additional lambda to the word Balétw so that it reads éx’
avtiv Tov Aifov Barrétm.’

8:9 ewg twv eoyarev] OM. This omission is supported by the Family 1 readings, the
Majority, EK M 2 and 579.%

8:9 eotwoa] ovoa. This variant is noteworthy because, according to Swanson’s text, the
only manuscripts that read £otdoo are the Family 1 manuscripts. Even with this limited support
this is also the reading that was adopted by the 1873 TR. Because 2193 is labeled as a Family 1
manuscript, one would expect this manuscript to read ot@®oco. rather than oboa, but it does not.
Manuscript 2193 differs from other Family 1 witnesses in this unique feature of having the
Pericope de adulterae after John 21:25.°

8:10 1 yovn] OM. This omission is supported by EF G HK 2 and 579."

8:11 avtn] OM. The omission of this word is not that uncommon, but the existing text
found in 2193 at this point reads, k0 ewev 8¢ o 1. This reading is attested in Family 1, the
Majority, K M 2 and 28."

8:11 xatakpwm] xpwvo. This reading is supported only by the Majority, K and 579."

This overview of the variants from the Pericope de adulterae in manuscript 2193 reveals
that there is an affinity between this text and the text of manuscript K. Aside from the variant in

7:53, the only other place of non-agreement with K is technically 8:7, but even in this instance

7 ibid., 108.
¥ ibid., 108.
® ibid., 108.
% ibid., 109.
" ibid., 109.
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the difference is only a single letter. Pragmatically speaking, ten out of the eleven variants found
in manuscript 2193 agree with K.

Because the variants align so closely with the text of K, it was prudent to collate the
Pericope de adulterae from 2193 against K’s text.” The collation follows:

7:53 owov] tomov. This variant was already discussed above and was shown to be a unique
reading to Family 1 manuscripts.

8:2 npyeto] + mpog avtov

8:2 xabnoog] xabicag

8:5 10] T

8:7 ewnev] eine

8:7 avapoptitog] avapoptnTog

8:7 BarAetow] Poreto

8:9 ka1eAneon] xatehewpbn

A quick survey of these variants when the Pericope de adulterae of 2193 is collated against
the Pericope de adulterae of K shows that three of eight are itacisms, one is a variation of a nu-
movable, one is a tense change that could just as easily be a copying error as the difference is the
omission of a single lambda, and one is a difference between 1o and t®. Thus, there are only two
variants of great significance. The first is the reading of Tomov instead of owov, and the other is

the addition of the words mpdog adtov in 8:2.

2 ibid., 109.

'* The text for Manuscript K was taken from the transcription of K that can be found on the IGNTP website at
http://www.iohannes.com/XML/017.xml. (Accessed 11/15/2012)
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The Corrector’s Exemplar

Another way that the Pericope de adulterae provides significant information for the study
of manuscript 2193* is that it may offer insight into the exemplar that was used by the corrector
to make his corrections. It has already been demonstrated that the Pericope de adulterae follows
a text closely aligned with that of manuscript K. It has also been demonstrated that the corrector
labeled “C2” and the copyist of the Pericope de adulterae are one and the same. Most of the
corrections made to manuscript 2193* are moves toward the Byzantine text, which makes
identifying the exemplar difficult, if not impossible. Thirty-seven corrections made to manuscript
2193* do not move to a Byzantine reading. The four instances of haplography are included
among these, as well as the six corrections to the spelling of the name Moses. These corrections
might shed light on the possible exemplar the corrector used, especially if a correlation can be
found between these non-Byzantine oriented corrections and those found in the Pericope de
adulterae. In fact, there are sixteen non-Byzantine corrections to the original hand of manuscript
2193* that are in agreement with manuscript K. Two additional variants are in agreement with
manuscript I, a manuscript from which K is supposed to have descended."

Some of these corrections, when considered collectively, are only consistently found in
manuscript K. Consider the variant at 11:48. The omission of the word kai is shared with K Y IT
and ©. The addition of the word o0yi at 7:12 is a reading only shared by K and I1. The addition
of the word avot in 6:10 is a reading shared only by A K and Y. The addition of the phrase &ic 6
m\olov in 6:17 is found only in K and Family 13, and finally, the addition of the word pev in 1:28
is a reading that only has support in K and I1. The only manuscript that is common to all these

readings is manuscript K.

' Jacob Geerlings, ed., Family IT in Luke (SD XXII; Salt Lake City: University of Utah Press, 1962), 9.
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Abbreviations

Because the Pericope de adulterae was written by a different hand than the original hand
of manuscript 2193*, this chapter could parallel chapter 1. Much could be said about the
presence of uncials and abbreviations and Thompson’s or Hatch’s classification system, but this
is outside the purview of this thesis. A brief survey of the abbreviations unique to the Pericope
de adulterae —and also found in many of the corrections—will be sufficient in discussing this
script foreign to the original hand.

As stated above in chapter 2, there are nine abbreviations to be found in the Pericope de
adulterae that are not found in the original hand. They are o, a1, 1, xoi, ov, o¢, ov, , and wv.
They are as follows: (1) The abbreviation for a is an abbreviation that is only used when the
alpha follows a kappa and precedes a tau. This abbreviation can be observed in the words
xotnyopeiv (8:6) and katnyopoi (8:10). The abbreviation is a diagonal line that extends below
the lower leg of the kappa and reaches up to the top of the tau. This abbreviation also appears in
the heading which can be viewed in Figure 16, but that same diagonal line extending from the
lower leg of the kappa can be seen in the word yvvauwog in 8:10, and it clearly does not indicate
any other letter. (2) The abbreviation for a1 is found frequently. This abbreviation is easily seen
in Figure 1 in chapter 1 as it is part of the K shaped kai-compendium. In addition to its use as a
kai-compendium in the Pericope de adulterae, the abbreviation can also be found in the words
yuvaikae and yuvaikog. (3) The ng abbreviation is found twice, both times in the definite article
Tiig. The sigma is placed directly over the tau and the circumflex accent is placed over the sigma.
This can be observed at 8:9 and 8:10. (4) The kai is abbreviated with both forms of koi-
compendium that were discussed in chapter 1. (5) The ov abbreviation is used frequently. It is a
diagonal line shaped like a grave accent placed directly over the letter which ov is to follow. It is

used eight times in the Pericope de adulterae. See Figure 19. (6) The og abbreviation operates
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exactly like the ov abbreviation except the omicron is located diagonally up and to the right of
the preceding letter. (7) The ov abbreviation is shaped like the lowercase gamma in modern
printed texts. The upsilon is literally placed directly upon the omicron. (8) The w abbreviation is
a single line that is shaped like a modern-day tilde. The abbreviation is placed directly over the
letter the omega is supposed to follow. This abbreviation is used seven times in the Pericope de
adulterae. (9) The wv abbreviation looks like two circumflex accents with one placed directly

above the other. The mark on top is smaller than the mark below.

Figure 19. Pericope de adulterae Abbreviations: The first image is £Eeyov with the ov
abbreviation shown. The second image shows the words pécw ovoo with the abbreviations of @
and ov. The third image is dudv npodrog, with the abbreviations for mv and og.
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Figure 20. The Pericope de adulterae: The entire Pericope de adulterae found in manuscript
2193, including the preceding text drawn from 7:52 and the following text drawn from 8:12.
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CHAPTER SIX

COLLATION OF MANUSCRIPT 2193*

Gospel Heading o kata iwavvny ayiov evayyeAiov] evayyeAiov kata 1wavvny
1:22  06V]Beov
1:3  ovde ev] ovdev; ovde ev?

119  owtle] pwt[2]e
KOOUOV] .K.00HOV

1:10 tw].tw

1:11  nABg] nABe.v. nAOe*

1:15  kexpaye] kekpayev; KEKpaye®
ot o[1]..
pov nv] p[2] [1}v

1:17 & pwoewg] 3[2] [1]woeswg

1:18  ewpake] EwPAKEV; EWPAKES

1:19 tov] OM; Tov®
Aevitag] + mpog avtov®

1:20  wpoloynoe] wpoloynoev; wpoAoynoe®
1:21 ko anekpibn] anekpiOn; ko anekpion
1:22  avtw] OM; avtw®

1:25 avtov] [3]ov

1:26  Aeywv] OM; Aeywv®

1:27  avtog eotiv] OM; avtog eotiv?
0¢ euntpocBev Hov yeyovev] OM; og eumpooBev pov yeyovev®™
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1:28

1:29

1:31

1:32

1:34

1:38

1:39

1:41

1:42

1:43

1:45

1:46

1:51

2:1

2:3

2:5

2:8

2:11

TAUTA] +HEVS
ev pnbaPapa) ev fnbavia

0 wavvrg] OM; o 1%

EV Tw)] €Vv; eV T

e&] ex Tov; &

gwpaka] + autov; avtov is omitted by corrector.

Aeyetai] OM; Aeyeton™
EPUNVEVOUEVOV] EpunVev [3]; epunvevopev

10¢ete] oPeode; 16ete™
d¢] OM

Tpwtog] npwto[1]; tpwtov®
peootav] peotoy
0 X5 X5

Kat] ovtog
€1neE] E1MEV; EIMES

0 1] OM
aQUTW] +0 i€

eypape] eypapev; eyparpe’
Hwong] pwuong®

valapet] valape.t.; valaped®
valapet] vadap[2]; valaped™
oUPAVOU] OLVOU

untp] pfip

pntnp] uiip
£X0VG1] EXOVaV; EXOVOI

untnp] pip

apxXitpikAvw Kat] apxitpikAtvw ot de

EMOLNGE] EMONOEV O 1T
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2:12

2:15

2:17

2:21

2:22

2:23

3:2

3:3

3:4

3.5

3:6

3:10

3:12

3:13

3:16

3:19

™V apxnv] apxnv; T apxnv®
0 1] OM

EQAVEPWOE] EQAVEPWOEV
katePn] +o 1§

unenp] pfip
EUELVAV] pELveY

e€exee To keppa) to kepua e€exeev; To keppa e€exee’
aveoTpee] aveoTpePey; aveoTpee

Kate@aye] katepayev; k[2-4][1-3]y[1]ar pe
eheye] eAeyev; eheye’
avtoig] OM; avtoig®

nv ev] + toig
Bewpovvteg avtov] Oewpovvreg

nAOg] nABev; nABe°

TOV 1V] avtov

TIOLELV A OV TOLELG] TOINOAL; TTOLELY O OV TOLELG™
o] OM

unTpos] upg

o] OM
1G] + Ko E1MEV AUTW®

gotl] eotiv; soti’
eot1] eotiv; eoti’

o) €

gnovpavial erovvia
TIOTEVCETE] MOTEVONTE

ovpavov] ovvov
ovpavou] ovvov
ovpaVW] LV

oUTW] OUTWG

ot avot paAAov] yaAlov ot avol
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NV Yap TOVNPR auTWV Ta Epya] OM; NV yop movnpa autwy T Epyac

3:20  mag yap o @avAa TPASCWV UICEL TO PwG] OM; TTag Yap 0 QUUAX TPAGOWY HIGEL TO QWG
T EPYQ AUTOV] AUTOV T EPYA

3:22  derpiPe] derpifev; dierpPe’
3:224 tmv]OM
3:30  ehartovobai] eAatyovobat
3:31  eoti] eomiv; g0t
oupavov] ovvov
gotl] eoTiv; eoT1’
3:32 kot o] o; ka1 0%
EWPAKE] EWPAKEV; EWPAKES
1KOUGE TOUTO] NKOVUGEV; NKOVGEV TOUTO™
3:34  Sdwatv o 65) didwot; Sdwotv o 6T
3:36  v@]vw
43  a@nKe] aQnKev; aQNKe*
1ovdatav] + yrv; ynv omitted by corrector
annAOe] annABev; annAOe
4:5  v@]vw
4:6  ovtwg] OM; ovtwe™
4:8  ayopaowol] ayopaswoly; Ayopaswot’

4:9  ovv] OM; ovv®

4:12  eme] emev; emes
ot] OM; o1

4:13 o
4:18 eon1] sotiv; eotl”

4:20 matepeg) mpEg
£V TOUTW TW OPEL] EV TW OPEL TOUTW

4:21 motevoov] motev[0-1]; motevoov®
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4:22  cwtnpua] opia

4:23  TPOGKUVNOOUGL] TPOGKUVNGOUGIV
Kl Yop O TP TOLOUTOUG {NTEL TOUG TPOSKUVOUVTAG auTov] OM; Kat yap O Tifip TOLOUTOUG
{NnTeL TOUG TPOSKLVOLVTAG AUTOV

4:25 ueooiag] yeorag
navTa) anavro; Tovias

4:27  ebavpaocav] 6[4]ov; Bavualov”
EIME] E1MEV

4:29 ane] emmev; eime’
4:35  teTpapnvov] TETPAUNVOS

goti] eotiv; eomt®

18ov Aeyw vpiv] OM; 180v Asyw vy
4:37 o aAnbivog] aAnbivog; o aAnOivoc®

4:38  KEKOMAKAGL] KEKOTILAKAOLY; KEKOTILAKAGL®

4:39 €1 AUTOV TWV CAPAPEITWV] TWV CAUAPELTWYV E1§ AUTOV
gine] eimev; eme’

4:42  cwtnp) ofip
4:44 o]OM
4:45 a]ooa

4:46 o I maAv] TaAv o i
ETOLNCE] ETOINOEV; ENOINTES

4:47 annAOg] NABev; annAOe”
4:49  pov] OM; pov®
4:51 avtov] OM

4:52  goye] eoxev; eoXE”
E1TOV] + ovV

4:53 5ot 1g; § onr”
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5:1  nvl+n
o] OM

5:2  emAeyopevn] Asyouevn
5:4  yap] + kb

5:5  TPLOKOVTAOKTW] TPLAKOVTA KAl OKTW
aobevera] + avtov; avtov is omitted by corrector

5:6  ndn xpovov] xpovov ndn
5:7  PaAAn] fain
5:8  eyepai] eyeip[0-2]; eyerpan

5:9 ka1 evBewg gyevero vying o avog kat npe tov kpaPParov avtov kai nepienatel] OM; kat
€VBEWG EYEVETO VYING O AVOG KAl NpE TOV KpaBPaToV aUTOL KAl TEPLENATEL?

5:10 eotv] + ko
g€eott] e€eoniv; e€eont’
kpappPatov] + sov

5:15  avnyyethe] avhyysidev; avnyyeiAe
avtov] ue; avtov

5:16 ko e{ntouvv avtov amoktetval] OM; Kat {nNTovy QUTOV aTOKTEIVIL®

5:18 eAve] ehvev
eheye] eheyev; eAeyes

5:19 emnev] Aeyer
5:22  Jdedwke] dedwkev; dedwke’
5:23  vv] viov

5:25 axovgovtal] akovoo|2-3]; akovcovroan®

Inoovtat] {noo[3-4]; {ncovra®

5:26  edwke] edwkev; eSwke"
V@] viw

5:27  ut]uiog
goti] got1v; 0T1°
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5:30  mpg) OM; mpg
5:31  epavtov] eu[1-3]; spavrov®
5:33  pEpAPTUPNKE] HEHAPTUPNKEV; HEHAPTUPNKE
5:35  ayaAaoOnva] ayaAAabnvat
5:36  £dwke] edwkev; edwre
o eyw] o; o eyw®
aneotalke] aneotelAev; aneotaAke?
5:37 HEUAPTUPNKE] HEUAPTUPNKEV; HEUAPTUPNKES
5:38  MevOVTA £V UMIV] EV UULY HEVOVTA

5:44 motevoat] motev[2]; motevoo
napa] map; mapa

5:46  yap emiotevete] yap emotev[1]te

pwon] pwoet; pwuoet”
emoteveTe av] emotev[1]te av

5:47 pnuact] prpacty; pnuact®

6:2  kai] OM; ko
nkolovbei] + d¢; d¢ is omitted by corrector
avtov] OM

6:3 3] ouv; e
ekel ekadnro] ekabrnto ekel

6:5 01 Toug o@baAuoug] tovg o@baiuovg o i
6:6  eheye] eheyev; eheye’
6:7  avtw] +0; o is omitted by corrector
69 ev]OM
6:10 eamne] einev; e’
ot OM

avdpeg) avor®

6:11  ehaPe O] kar AaPwv; eAafe de the “kat Aafwv” is omitted by corrector
edwke] diedwkev; dredwke’
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6:12

6:14

6:15

6:17

6:19

6:21

6:22

6:23

6:24

6:28

6:29

6:31

6:32

6:33

6:35

Hadnraig ot §e pabnran toig) OM; pabnraig o1 & pabdnrat toig™
evenAnobnoav] emAnodnoav; evenAnodnoov

ETMOLNGE] ENOINCEV; ENONOE

TONOWOLY] ToINoWoL

avtov] OM; avtov®

AVEXWPNOE] AVEXWPNOEV; AVEXWPNOES

€yeyovet] yeyovev'
0 1¢] + €1 T0 TAOLOV?

wc] woet
70 TAOLOV EYEVETO] EYEVETO TO TAOLOV

EKELVO €1G 0 EVEPNoaV o1 pabntat autou] OM; eketvo 16 0 evefnoav ot padnrar avtov
10 mAotapiov] to mAotov

NAOg] nAOe.v.; nAOe
kD] 10 kO

evefnoav] avePnoav; evefnoav
TIOLOVHEV] HOLWHEV

£0T1] £0TLV.; E0TIC
TIOTEVONTE] TOTEVNTE

TATEPES] TIPES

E£0TL YEYPAMMEVOV] YEYpATTTAL
ovpavou] ovvou

Hwor] pwoong™
ovpavou] ovvou
ovpavov] ovvou

ovpavov] ovvou

eine] ewmev; eine’
TELVAOT]] TELVAO.T].; TELVAOEL

' A corrector made a mark indicating that yeyovev needs to be replaced, there appears to be the faintest

correction in the margin. Perhaps .€.y.£.y....e1. A UV image would be extraordinarily helpful in determining this.
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6:38

6:39

6:40

6:41

6:42

6:44

6:45

6:46

6:49

6:50

6:51

6:52

6:53

6:54

6:55

6:57

6:58

dupnon) dupno.n.; Sipnoer®

ovpavov] ovvov

got1] eoTIv; €011

dedwke] dedwkev; dedwke®

gv] OM

tovto O eoti To BeAnpa Tov meppavtog el Tovto yap £oTiv To BeAnua Tov THG pov;
TOUTO £0TL TO OeANpa Tov TEUPATOC ME PG

£yw] OM; eyw v

ovpavov] ovvou

pntepal ppa

Aeyer outog] Aeyet
ovpaVOoU] ouVoU
QUTOV TN AUTOV £V TN

Tov OU] 60

napa) ek
EWPAKE] EWPAKEV; EWPAKE

TUTEPES] TPES
ovpavov] ovvou

0VPaVOU] OLVOU

1tpog aAAnAoug ot 1ovdator] o1 ovdaiot tpog aAAnAouvg
0UTOG NULV] ULV 0VTOG

vD] viov

KAl EYW] KAYw

aAndwg] aAndng

anesteINE] aneoTeIAEV; ANMESTEIALS
ovpavov] ouvvou

TATEPEG) TPEG
{ecetan] {noel
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6:59

6:60

6:63

6:65

6:66

6:68

6:69

6:71

7:1

7:3

7:8

7:9

7:10

7:12

7:14

7:15

7:16

7:18

ginev] ehaAnoev; eAaAnoev is omitted by a corrector.?

outog o Aoyog] o Aoyog outog

AaAw] AedaAnka

eheye] eheyev; eheye’

annABov Twv padntwy avtov] ek twv padntwv avtov annAbov
ovv] OM

tov {wvtog] OM; tov {wvtog™

eAeye] eheyev; eheye’

TEPLENATEL O I UETA TAUTX] HETA TAUTK MEPLENATEL O I

oov a] & ov; & GOV

£Yw OUTW avafaivw 1§ THY £0pTNV TAVTNV] OM; £YW OUTW AVAPAIVW E1G TNV EOPTNV
Tavtnv®?

0 KALPOG O EHOG] O EUOG KALPOG

ds] oM
autolg] avtog

autov] + £1G TNV €optnv®
£1G TNV goptnv] OM*

ov] OM; ouvxt®

ueoovong] pecaovong
edidaoxe] eddaokev; edrdaoke”

Ka1)] OM; ko
gbavpagov] + ovv; ouv is omitted by corrector.
ypappata oide] odev ypappata

anexpn] + ovv

goti) eomv; g0l

2 There is a marker here indicating that something should be in the margin, but there is nothing (perhaps

erased?).
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7:19

7:20

7:21

7:22

7:23

7:26

7:28

7:30

7:31

7:32

7:34

7:36

7:37

7:39

7:40

7:41

c2

Hwong] pwuong
£1mE] E1MEV

0] OM

c2

Hwong] pwvong
TATEPWV] TPV

HWOEWS] PWUoEWG™

Aeyova] Aeyouvetv; Aeyovat©
gotv aAndwg] eotiv

£V Tw 1Epw Ndaokwv o i) 0 1€ ev Tw 1£pwW ddaokwy
TNV XEpa] Tag XE1pag

noAAot 3¢ ek tov oxAou] ek Tov oxAov ovv ToAAot
oti] OM; o1

unoy pn
TovtwV] OM

tavta] OM; tavta®
Ol (PaPLOAIOL KA O APXLEPELG] Ol APXIEPELG KAL O PAPLOALOL

EUPNOETE] EVPNOETAL; EVPNOETE™

outog 0 Aoyog] o Aoyog outog

eine] ewnev; eines

EVPNOETE] + Ue; Ue is omitted by corrector.

ekpae] expaev; expale’

EITE] EIMEV; EIME
o] OM

moAAo1 ovv] OM; ToAAot ovv®
oxAou] + ovv; ouv is omitted by corrector.
ToV Aoyov] Twv Aoywv toutwv

aMot eheyov] aAot 8¢ eAeyov; d¢ is omitted by corrector
aM)ot de eheyov] ot 8¢ eAeyov
yap] OM; yap®
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7:42

7:49

7:50

7:51

7:53

8:3

84

8:5

8:6

8:7

8:8

89

8:10

8:11

8:12

8:13

8:19

8:21

8:25

8:26

Tov] OM

dapPid] dad

amo] ek

omov nv dapid] OM

EMKATAPATOL £101) EXAPATOL ELGLV; ENKATAPATOL E101%
aUTOV] + TO TPOTEPOV

TPOTEPOV] TPWTOV

o1Kov] Tomov

KateAnpuevnv] kataAngdeioav

avtw] + TelpalovTeg

Hwong] pwuong

YNv] + Un TPOGTOLOVUEVOS

tov Abov ent avtn PaAetw] en avtnv tov Afov fadetw

oAy katw kupag eypagev] [1]A[2] k.[1]tw ko.a.g. g.y.pagpey

£WG TWV EoYatwV] OM
£0TWoN] ovoa

n yovn] OM

avtn] OM
KATAKPIVW] KPLvw

0 15 avtoig eEAaAnoe] eAaAnoev avtolg o i
TEPINATNOEL] MEPIATNON; MEPIRATNOEL

ELTIOV OV QUTW O PAPLEALOL] OL OUV PAPLGALOL ELTTOV AUTW
0] 1§

ue] + ko ovy evpnoete pe; pe is omitted by corrector.
amoBavelode] + ko

gL ko] €1

got1] eotL.V.; g0TIC
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Kayw] OM*
Aeyw] AaAw

8:28 avtoig] OM
eddae] edrdatev; edrdae’

8:29  agnke] agnkev; apnke
o mijp] OM; o wtijp™

8:33  autw) + Kot g1TOV
oti] OM

8:35 o ug pevel £1g Tov alwva] OM; o UT HEVEL £1¢ TOV Alwva
8:38  eyw o0 ewpaka] a yw swpaka

EWPAKATE] NKOVoATE

Tw TPL] TOL NPG

8:39 eoni] eonv; eott’

8:41 vpeig] + 8¢; 8¢ is omitted by corrector
ouv] OM; ovv®

8:42  ouv] OM; ovv®
aneoteINe] aneotelAeV; anesTEINES

8:44  vpeigex] + Tov
goti] eotiv; eott’

8:46 d¢] OM; b

8:48 ouvv]OM
ov] OM

8:49 1]+ Kk eimev
8:50 dofav pov] do&av tnv unv; do&av pov. tnv gunyv is omitted by corrector.
8:51 Bewpnon] Bswpnost

8:52 ameBave] ancbavev; ancdave
yevoetat] yevontat; yevoeton®

8:53 ancBave] ancbavev; ancdave®
ov] OM
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8:54  vpwV £0TL] NUWV ECTLV; NUWV £0TIC
8:55  vuwv] vy
8:56 18] e1dev; e1d¢¢
8:58 ewmev] +ouv
8:59  ovtwg] ovtw.G.; oVTWS
9:1  yevetng] yev.v.n.tng; yeverng®
9:3  01g] 1§ Kat EmEV AUTOIG
9:4  derepyalecBu] der epyalecde
9:5 £V TW KOOUW W] W EV TW KOOUW
9:6  EMTUGE] EMTUGE.V.; ENTVOE
EMEXPIOE TOV TNAOV ETL TOUG OPOAALOUG TOV TUPAOV] ETEXPIOEV AUTOV TOUG 0POAAMOUG;
ENEXPIOEV AUTOL TOUG opBaApovg was omitted by corrector.
9:7  nABg] nABev; nAOe°
9:8  tueAog] npocarthg; TupAog™
9:9  &¢ott opo10g] de ouxt aAA opotog; S ott opo10G
9:11 kot eumev] OM; ko e1ev®
EMOLNOE] ENOINCEV; ENOLNOES
ENMEXPLOE] ENEXPIOEV; ENEXPLOES
gine] emnev; eune’
koAuupnOpav tov] OM; koAvpupnepav Tov
3] ovv; de

9:12  &wmov ovV] Kat E1TOV; EOV UV

9:15 mnhov] + emonoev kat; emonoev Kot is omitted by corrector
eneOnkev] eneOnke

9:16 eom] eotiv; ot
aAAot] + &g

9:17  Aeyovai] Asyovatv ouv; the moveable nu and ovv omitted by corrector.
nvoiée] avewéev; avewée
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9:18  tov avaPAePavrog] OM*

9:21  owapev n Tig NVorgev avtov Toug oPBAAHOUG NUELG OUK O1XUEV] AUTOV EPWTNOATE;
odapev 1 tig nvoigev avtov Toug 0@BaApovg NUES OUK o1darueve
aUTOG NAIKIAV EXEL AUTOV EPWTIOATE] AVTOV EPWTNOATE NALKIAV EXEL, AUTOV EPWTNOATE

auTog nAkiay gxel
TEPL AUTOV] TEPL EAVTOV
9:23 01 YOVELG KUTOU ELTTOV] ELTTOV O1 YOVELG AUTOV

9:25 ouv]OM
K E1mev] OM

9:26 d¢] ovv
ENOLNOE] EMONOEV; ENMONOES
nvoiée] avewéev
9:28 eAowdopnoav ovv] o1 8¢ eAodonnoav; ot 8¢ is omitted by corrector.
9:29 uwon] pwoel
9:30  eott kot avewée] eoTiv Kat avewev; £0TL KL aveWEEV®
9:31 d¢) OM; 8¢
9:32  nvoile] avewéev
9:34  olog) oAwg

9:36 ene] simev Ko EINE KOS
goti] eoTIv

9:37 eamng] einev
9:39  BAenwot] PAenwary; PAenwor®

9:40 ka1 NKOVOAV] NKOVGAY 0LV
Ol OVTEG MET AUTOV] O1 HET AUTOV OVTES

9:41 av]OM®
ouvv] OM; ovv®

3 There is a marker here indicating there needs to be additional text, but there is no additional next in the
margin.
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10:3  kaAel] pwvel

10:4 «aotav ta] otav ta; otav de T
npoParta) mp[1-2]ta; mpoPata
odaot] otdaotv

10:5 owdaot] otdaoctv; ordact

10:7  maAv] OM; maAve

10:12 8¢) OM; de

10:15 yivwokw][2]vwokw

10:16 pe der] de1 pe
(KOUGOUGL] AKOUGOVGLY; AKOUGOUGL®

10:17 eyw] OM; eyw®
10:19 maAw eyevero] eyevero naiv
10:20 d¢] ovv

10:21 eom] eotiv; g0’
avoryewv] avoia

10:22 toig] OM

10:23  goAopwvtog] cohopwvos; coAopwvTos™

10:24 ewne] ewne.v.; eot1’

10:26 ov yap] oti ouk; oti ouk is omitted by corrector.*
10:27 axoAovBovot] akoAovBovoiv

10:29 Jdedwke] dedwke.v.; dedwres
goti] eotv; eoti”

PG pov] Tpg*

10:32 xaAa epya] epya kaAa

4 A marker indicates additional words should be supplied, but if they were supplied in the margin, it looks as
though they have been erased.
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10:33  Aeyovteg] OM
10:34 eot] sot1v; ot
10:35 cng] einev; eine’

10:36 nywaoe] nyaoev; nyaoe*
ug] viog

10:38 ka1 moTEVONTE] KA YIVWOKNTE; KL TIGTEVGNTE™

10:39 maAwv avtov] avtov naiv
NG XEIPOG) TWV XELpWV

10:40 annABe] annAbev; annAOe*

10:41 onuelov enNONGEV] EMOLNGEV GNUELOV
ovdev] ovde gv; ovdev

10:42 emotevoav toAAol ekeL £1¢ autov] TOAAOL ERIGTEVOAV E1G AUTOV EKEL
11:3  adeAgat] + avtov; avtov omitted by corrector.

11:4  aoBevela] aobevera .a.v.1.1.; acbevera’
got1] eoTv; g0T1

11:7  aywpev] ayopev

11:8  ABaoat o1 1ovdatot] ot ovdaror Aibaocat
11:9  giowv wpat] wpat g6ty

11:11 emne] einev; ene’

11:12 ovv] + avtw®
avtov] OM®

11:14 anebave] ancbavev; ancbave
11:19 moAAot] + ouv; ovv is omitted by corrector.
11:20 o]OM

11:21 o adeAgog pov ouk av eTeBvnket] ovk av anedavev pov o adeA@og; ovk av amebave pov
o adeAgog
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11:22 aAAa] OM
11:25 emev] + 8¢; eime d¢°

11:28 annAdc] annABev; annAOe®
EQWVNOE] EPWVNOEV; EQWVNOE®

11:30 nv]+en
11:31 Aeyovreg] dofavrec’

11:32  emeoev €1 Toug Todag avtov] enesev auTov TPog Toug Todag
anedave] anedavev; anebave

11:33  evefprunoato tw nvi kan etapadev eavtov] etapaxdn tw TV WG EUPPLUWHEVOS
11:34 ene] einev

11:39 eomi] eotiv; somi€

11:41 o teBvnkwg KEIueVOS] OM; 0 TEBVNKWE KELMEVOCT

d¢] ovv; de
npe] npev; npe*

gine] eumev; e1me’
natep) nEP
11:43  expavyaoE] EKPAVYNOEV; EKPAVYXOES

11:44 keipng] knproug; kerprang™

11:45 ex]OM
0 1¢] onuetov; 0 18?2

11:48 nuwv kat] nuwv .(kat).; quwve
11:49 avtwv] +ovopart
11:50 Sadoyilesde] Aoyileobe; SrahoyilecOe™

11:51 oaAla] aAA; aAha®
o] OM

11:54 Couvv]oouvic

3 There is a marker placed here by a corrector, but whatever was placed in the margin has been scratched out.
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TOPPNOLX TMEPIEMATEL] TEPIENATEL TAPPNOLA
oaAAa] aAA

tnv] OM; tnv®

dietpife] dierpifev; Sietpife’

avtov] OM; avtov®

11:57 &e ko] d¢
gott] eoTv; eoTi’

12:2  GUVAVAKEIMEVWV] AVAKEILEVWV GUV

12:3  papia] yapra.p.; papia©
e&epade Tong Opi&iv avtng toug nodag avtouv n 8 owkia] tang Op&v avtng anepagev n e
otkix oAn; oAn is then omitted by a corrector.

12:4  owpwvog] OM; oipwvog™

12:6 eing] eimev; e1mes
E1XE Kat Ta] EXwV Ta

12:9 eon] eotLv.; eoTi”

12:12 o1®] g

12:13 vravtnowv] anavinev
gkpalov] + Aeyovteg
guhoynuevog] + €1; £1 omitted by corrector.
0 faciAeuc] PaciAeug

12:14 avto] avtw

12:18 nxovoe] nkovoav

12:20 tiveg eAAnveg] eAAnVeg Tiveg

12:21 npwtwv] npwinoav

12:22 Aeyovet] Aeyovotv; Aeyovotr©

12:23 uc viog

12:26 epot draxovn Tig] TIG EMOL dakovn

¢ Above the word eywv there is a marker indicating a change. It appears as though the change took place in the
right margin, but whatever was in the margin has since been erased.
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eyw ] et eyw
Kol gav] gav; ko eave

12:27 matep)] nEp

12:28 marep] nEp; nEP ayre™
TO OVOd] TOV UV; TO OVopa®
ovpavov] ovvou

12:29 eotwg) eothkwg
AKOUOAG] AKOUWV; AKOVGHC
eAeye] eleyev; eheye

12:30 avtn n ewvn] n wvn avty

12:33 eleye] eheyev; eheyes
nueAAev] epedev

12:35 e vpwv gott] v LULY £0TLV; £V LULY €0TI
£wg] wg; £wg™

pnl+n
o1d¢] o1dev; 018¢°

12:38 ene] einev
EMOTEVOE] EMOTEVOEV

12:39 nduvavto] eduvavro

12:40 memwpWKEV] ENWPWOEY; ENWpPWoeY is omitted by corrector
Wwot] dworv; dwaer
Vonowaet] vonowotv
EMOTPAPUWOL] EMIOTPAPWOLY; ENOTPAPWOTS

12:41 &e1d¢] e1dev; 18¢°
ehaAnoe] eAaAnoev; eAaAnoe®

12:44 expade] expatev; expale’
12:47 motevon] uAaén’

12:49 €€ an
edwke] dedwkev; dedwres

7 There is a marker indicating a correction, but if there was a correction in the margin between the two columns
of text, it appears to have been erased.

101



12:50

13:1

13:2

13:3

13:4

13:7

13:8

13:9

13:10

13:11

13:12

13:13

13:16

13:18

13:19

13:20

Tt AaAnow] [2] AaAnow
Aadw eyw] eyw AaAw
ELPNKE] e1pnkev

OVTW)] OVTW.G.; OVTW'

eAnAvBev] nABev

1ovda] OM
avtov rapadw] napadw avtov

e&nAoe] e€nABev; EnABe°

gyelpeta] yelpete; eyipeTon
T10no1] Tidnov

IS KOl EIMEV AUTW] AUTW O 1T

QUTW TETPOG] AVTW O TETPOG

vipng] vup.n.g; vipeig?

Toug Todag Hou] pov toug modag

olHwV] OM

£0T1] €0TIV

gumev] + ot

evipe] evidev; evipe’

kai] OM

ehafe] edaPev; eAafe’

avaneowv naAv] [1-2]aveneoev kat; kot aveneoe ko™
o Sdaokalog kat o K] 0 KC kat o didackaog
goti] eotiv; eomt®

UET €UoV] pov

TPO TOV] TPLV
E1U] E1TOV LULY

gav] av

eue AapPavel] + ko
de] OM
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13:21

13:23

13:25

13:26

13:28

13:29

13:30

13:31

13:33

13:34

13:35

13:36

13:38

14:2

14:3

14:9

14:10

14:13

14:15

14:22

EMOPTUPNOE] EUAPTUPNOEV; EMAPTUPNOES
auny apnv] apnv

€1g] + €K
d¢] ovv

emdwow] dwow avTw; emdwow
Ywptov] + AapPaver kay Aapfaver kar omitted by corrector

de] OM; d¢°
0 10vdag] 1o0vdag
gvBews eENABev] eEnABev cvbswg

ouv] OM
eENABe] eEnABev; eENAOE®

Hikpov] + xpovov; xpovov is omitted by corrector
aAAnAoug kabwcg] aAAnAoug [1].a. kaBwg?

exNte] exete

akoAovOnoeig pot] akoAouvdnoeig; akolovbnoeig por

avtw o] OM
aunV apnv] apnv

av] OM; av®
av vuv] + ott

VULV TOTOV] TOTOV UULY
EWPAKE] EWPAKEV; EWPAKE®
goti] eoTLV.; €0TI

Touto] OM
V@) VW

TG epag] pov

KE] + ko
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14:23 o1g]ig

14:28 ot gimov] ot1; ot 1oV
£0T1] goTIV; E0TI°

14:29 moTEVONTE] + OTL EYW ELTOV UKLY; OTL EYW ELTOV LMLV is omitted by corrector.
14:30 tovtov] OM
15:1 eon1] eotiv; eott’
15:6 avta] avto
e1¢] + to
BaAAovat] BaAlovorv.; BaAlover®
15:9 nyamnoe] nyannoev; nyannoe’
15:11 vuv gewvn Kat) VLY N KaL; VMLV HELVH Ko™
15:13 uelova] yel[2-3]; uerlova®

15:15 vpag Asyw] Asyw vpag
o1de] o1dev; o1d¢°

15:16 pevn] u[1-3]; uevn®
15:20 eot] eotv; eott’

15:24 memoinkev] enonoev
EWPAKAGL] EWPAKAGLY; EWPAKATL

15:26 mwpg] + pov
16:3  vuv] OM

16:4  wpa] + avtwv

16:7  Aeyw vpv] vy Asyw
yap] + eyw

16:10 ovk 1] ov; ovk €11

16:13 av] eav
AaAneet] AaAno.n.; AaAnoer®

16:15 eot1] otiv; ott’
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g1mov] + vuwv; vutv is omitted by corrector
16:16 eyw] OM

16:17 eom] eotiv; eott’
£yw] OM

16:19 ovv] d¢

16:21 tiktn] tikt.e.l.; TikTn®
Yevvnon] yevvng..1.; yevvnon®

16:22 exete] g[1]ete; exete™

16:23 oca av] o sav

16:27 tov] OM; touv®

16:29 autw] OM

16:32 eott] eoti.v.; €0t

16:33 e&ete] exete

17:1  ovpavov] ovvov
eine] ewmev; e1mes
TateP] TEP

17:2  dedwkag] edwkag
dwon] dwoer

17:3  YIVWOKWOl] YIVWOKWOLV; YIVWOKWOLS
17:4  Jdedwkag] edwkag

17:5 matep] nEp

17:6  tetnpnkact] tetnpnKaoLy; TETNPNRKAOL
17:7  eyvwkav] eyvw[1]av; eyvwoave

17:9 &o1] ewotv; €101

17:10 eoni] eotv; g0t

17:11 OUKETL E1JL €V T KOOHW)] OUKETL EV TW KOOUW ELWL
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Tatep) nEp
oug] W

17:16 i01] erotv

17:17 eon] eotwy; eott’

17:19 wa kat auTol WoLv] VX WLV KAl AUTOL; VO WOl KAl XUToL:
17:20 mept TwV] TEPL RAVTWY TWV

17:21 wot] worv; wot
Tatep] TEP

17:22 dedwkag] edwkag
dedwka] edwka

17:23 wot] wowv; wat
17:24 matep] nEp
KAKELVOL] KOl EKELVOL
wot] wov; wor
17:25 matep] nép
18:1  €&nA0e] e€nABe.v.; eEnAOe”
18:7  ennpwtnoe] ENNPWINTEV; ENNPWTNOE®
18:8 o]
18:9  Jedwkag] edwkag

18:10 emaioe] emouoev; EMAoE”

18:11 ocov] OM; gov®
dedwke] dedwkev; dedwre’

18:14 avOpwnov] avov
18:15 ovuveionABe] suvelonABev; cuvelonAOe®
18:16 ene] exnev; ewne’

18:20 t]OM
navrote) navt[2]; navtotes
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18:22

18:26

18:29

18:31

18:32

18:33

18:34

18:36

18:38

18:39

18:40

19:1

19:2

19:4

19:5

19:6

19:7

edwke] edwkev; edwke*

apyiepews] apxiep[1]wg
anekoPe] anekoPev; anekoPe®

mAatog] + &w
gine] E1meV; EME”

g1mov ovv] s1mov d¢

€Ime] e1mev
nueAAev] epelev

EQWVNOE] EQWVNOEV; EQWVNOE
BaoiAeug] aAeug

anekpidn autw] anekpivato

aAlot] aAlog

£1mov] elmev; e1me’

o] OM

eENABe] eEnABev; eEnAOe

£0T1]) €0TLV; £6T1C

EVA VMLV ANOAUOW] EVA AOAVOW UMV
0LV VMLV aOAVoWw] oLV VA ATOAVOW VPV
noAv] OM

EMAOTIYWOE] EQAOTIYWOEV; EUAOTIYWOE
avtov] + emy; em is omitted by corrector.
™ KePaAn] TN.v. KEQAAN.V.; T KEQAAN™

QUTOV] + KA1 |PXOVTO TTPOG AUTOV

e&nAOev ovv] ka1 e€EnABev; kot ENAOE
ev autw ovdeptav] ovdepiay ev autw

oigeéw] €wo 1T
STAVPWOOV AEYEL] GTAVPWOOV AUTOV AEYEL

TovV] OM
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19:11 eixeq] [3-5); exec”
peova] uelov; uetlova

19:12 o mAarog anoAvoat autov] anoAvsal autov o mAATOg
ekpalov] expavyalov
BaciAsa avtov] faciAea eavtov

19:13 toutov tov Aoyov] tov Aoyov toutov; Twv Aoywv toutwv®
Tov] OM; Tov®

19:14 wpa de] wpa nv
woel] wg; woel?

19:15 expavyacav] exkpavya[1-4]; ekpavyaocav®
19:16 amnyayov] nyayov

19:17 tov otavpov autou] EAUTOL TOV oTPOV

19:19 eypape] eypadev; eypape’

g0nkev] enebnkev

oTAVPOV] oTPOV
19:20 tng TOAEWG O TOTOG] O TONOG TG TOAEWS
19:21 ene] emnev; emne’

19:23  appagog] apagog

19:25 otavpw] otpw
unTnp] uiip
unTpos] ups

19:26 untepa] ppa
HnTe pp

19:27 untnp] piip
avtnv o padnng] o padnng avtnv

19:28 navta ndnj ndn navea
19:30 ovv] 8¢
eAaPe] ehaPev; ehafe’

EITE] EIMEV
napedwke] napedwkev; napedwke
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19:31 otavpov] otpov

19:34  evu€e] evuEev; evuke’
gubug] evb[2); evbewc™

19:35 wa] + ko

19:38 peta 3¢] peta
0 1wone] wWwone
appaboiag] apipadiag
npe] npev; npe*

19:39 nABg] nABev; nABES
woel] wg

20:4 mpoedpape] npoedpapev
nAOg] nABev; nAOs°

20:8  c1onABg] s1onABev; 1onADE®
10¢] e1dev; €1d¢°

20:11 TPOG TO UVNUELOV] TTPOG TW HVIHELW

20:14 o]OM
got1] eoTv; g0t

20:15 eomi] eotv; ot

20:16 avtw] + fparoty; efparott is omitted by a corrector.®
papBouvi] papouvi

20:18 cwpaKe] EWPAKEV; EWPAKE®

20:19 upabnran] + avtov

20:21 omeotaAKe] ANECTAAKEV

20:22 eveQUONOE] EVEQUONOEV; EVEQUONOE
20:28 o Bwpag] Bwpag

20:29 ewpakag) EwpoKag®

8 This is the only place in the text of John in manuscript 2193 where the corrector crossed out the word that is
to be omitted.
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Bwua)] OM
20:30 eomi] eomiv; gomi®
20:31 oi{ S
21:1  €QavePWOE] EPAVEPWOEV; EQAVEPWOES
21:4  eom1] eonrv; eoti

21:6 7o diktvov] OM®
avto eAkvoat] eEAkvoal auto

21:7  eon] eotiv; g0t
£0Tl] E0TLV.; £0T1°

21:14 avtov]OM; avtov™

21:19 ewne] emnev; emes

21:20 ene] einev

21:22 ov akoAovbet pot] OM (the beginning of a large haplography)
21:23 is entirely omitted due to haplography

21:25 eom] eotrv.; o1t
ovde] ovd

Gospel Closing TO KT LWAVVIV Y10V EVAYYEALOV] EvAYYEAIOV KATA 1WAVVIY
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CHAPTER SEVEN
CONCLUSIONS

The following conclusions can be drawn after the intensive study of manuscript 2193*.

While all manuscripts are unique in their own way, manuscript 2193* contains many
features that the student would expect of a 10" century gospel codex, such as the presence of
abbreviations, contractions, ligatures, spacing, and punctuation. The abbreviations, contractions,
ligatures, and spacing all generally conform to what has been observed in other manuscripts and
written about in books by Thompson, Hatch, and Metzger.' The punctuation also conforms to
what would be expected of paleography from that time, although, the use of the ekthesis varies
widely from manuscript to manuscript. The observation in this study that the ekthesis marked a
change in the subject of the narrative has not—to the best knowledge of the present writer—been
observed before.

The extensive study of the minuscule script used by the original hand of the text of
manuscript 2193* revealed that this document could very well belong to the latter half of 0™
century. The sporadic use of curved breathing marks combined with the reticence of sacred text
to be innovative in scribal conventions leads one to believe this script belongs to Thompson’s
codices vetusti classification and Hatch’s “Second Period” classification.

The nomina sacra that were observed within the manuscript also conformed to what has

! Edward Maunde Thompson, 4n Introduction to Greek and Latin Palaeography (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1912). William Henry Paine Hatch, Facsimiles and Descriptions of Minuscule Manuscripts of the New
Testament (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1951). Bruce M. Metzger, Manuscripts of the Greek Bible:
An Introduction to Greek Palaeography (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1981).
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been written about them by previous scholarship. Should a more extensive survey be conducted
to observe a more nuanced development of this scribal convention, the presence of émovpéviog
and compia as nomina sacra in this manuscript would likely be a valuable observation.

The correctors and their corrections within manuscript 2193* provide insight into the use
of this document. Because John 1-12 in manuscript 2193 adheres to the Family 1 readings, many
of the corrections found are a move from the Family 1 readings to a more “Byzantine” text.
These changes suggest that there may have been such a thing as an ecclesiastical standard and
that it was job of scribes and copyists to make sure their manuscripts adhered to this standard.

The types of corrections exhibited in manuscript 2193* were standard fare with the
exception of the “omission dots.” These dots were placed conspicuously over the words and
letters that were supposed to be omitted. The dots may indicate a respect for the sacredness of the
text. Other options were available to the corrector, such as erasing the text and re-writing it.
Though this did take place from time to time in the text of manuscript 2193*, it was not nearly as
frequent as the use of the omission dots.

The study of Family 1 in chapter 3 revealed that applying the fexrual label “Family 1” to
manuscripts has created problems for recent scholarship. The label “Family 1” to describe the
text of a manuscript does not provide the scholar with enough information. It is not enough to
call a manuscript a “Family 1” manuscript. The label ought to be accompanied with a list of the
readings within the designated manuscript that reflect the Family 1 reading. Chapter 4 provides
precisely this type of information in relationship to the text of manuscript 2193*. Manuscript
2193 is a Family 1 manuscript in chapters 1-12 in the Gospel according to John. The text after
chapter twelve was not easily defined.

The text of manuscript 2193* was subject to typical textual features such as itacisms,
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fickle use of the nu-movable, and haplography. There were also a number of singular readings
which are listed in chapter 4.

Chapter 5 addressed the issue of the Pericope de adulterae. Typical of “Family 1”
manuscripts, this pericope in manuscript 2193 occurs as a “post script” after the conclusion of
the Gospel according to John. There is no indication in the body of the main text at 7:52 that
there is any missing text.

The pericope was penned by the same copyist that made numerous corrections to the text
of manuscript 2193*. This corrector was labeled “C2.” The conclusion that the corrector and
copyist of the Pericope de adulterae were one and the same was reached on the basis of
paleographic similarities.

The text of the Pericope de adulterae follows closely to the text of the Pericope de
adulterae found in manuscript K. This observation led to speculation that perhaps a text similar
to that found in manuscript K was used to make the many corrections that are found within
manuscript 2193*. No conclusive assertion about this possible relationship between the
corrections and manuscript K can be made, but the data that led to this initial speculation was
provided. More work could be done on this area with future studies.

Finally, a full collation of the text of manuscript 2193* was provided in chapter 6. This
collation was done in collaboration with the IGNTP and its assistance in compiling the Editio
Critica Maior. The corrections that are observed in full detail within the collation are organized

in the appendix below.
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APPENDIX ONE

CORRECTIONS ORGANIZED

This appendix attempts to give some organization to the corrections that are observed in
manuscript 2193*. Though all the corrections can be observed in complete detail in the
collation provided in chapter 6, this appendix seeks to provide information at a glance that is
not immediately discerned from the collation.

Abbreviations are as follows:

B = Byzantine

BR = Byzantine Replacement'

EFI = Erasure is filled in.

HR = Haplography Replaced’

MS = Moses Spelling*

NBPO = Non-Byzantine Phrase omitted.’

NBWO = A non-Byzantine Word is omitted by the corrector.®

NM = nu-moveable,

OBPS = Omitted Byzantine Phrase is Supplied’

! A non-Byzantine reading is replaced by a Byzantine reading. For example. In 1:39 the non—Byzantine
reading oyeaOe is replaced with the Byzantine reading of 15ete.

2 The ending —opev is written over an obvious erasure. Often time the corrector tries to connect the correction
with the text of the original hand.

3 A haplography of the original hand is replaced by the corrector.
* Often times the corrector changed the spelling of Moses’ name.

3 A phrase that is not part of the usually Byzantine readings is entirely omitted. This happens in 9:6 when the
entire phrase enexpiosv avtov tovg o@BaApoug is omitted with omission dots.

¢ In 1:34 the word abtév is the word that is omitted. It is omitted by “omission dots”
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OBWS = An Omitted Byzantine Word is Supplied by the corrector.?
1:3 — BR ovdev with ovde gv
1:11 -NM
1:15-NM
1:18 -NM
1:19-OBWS
1:19.2 — + wpog avtov ATTW @ f13 124 157 579
1:20 -NM
1:21 - OBWS
1:22 - OBWS
1:26 - OBWS
1:28 —+pev K11
1:28.2 — replacement Pnbapopa with fnBavia
1:29 - OBWS
1:31 -OBWS
1:32 - BR &k tov with €§
1:34 -NBWO
1:38 - OBWS
1:38.2 — EFI

1:39 — BR oyec0s with 1dete

" The entire phrase ka1 yap o Ttfjp TO10UTOUG {NTEL TOUG TPOCKUVOLVTAG avToV is supplied.

® In 1:22 it is the word abt®. To learn what word is supplied...consult the collation in Chapter 6. When a word
is added and the added word does not conform to the Byzantine standard, Swanson’s text was consulted and the
witnesses of that particular reading are then listed.
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1:41 — EFI

1:42 -NM

1:45 -NM

1:45.2 - MS

1:45.3 — Spelling change
1:46 — EFI

2:3-NM

2:11-OBWS
2:15-NM

2:152-NM

2:17 — indecipherable
2:22-OBWS

3:2-NM

3:2.2 - BR momoar with mowewv a ov motelg
3:5 -+ xon ewmev avto K M II f13 579 1424
3:6 -NM

3:6.2-NM

3:19-HR

3:20-HR

3:22-NM

3:31-NM

3:31.2-NM

3:32-0OBWS
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3:322-NM
3:32.3-0BWS
3:34 —NM and OBWS
4:3 -NM

4:3.2 -NBWO
4:3.3 -NM

4:6 — OBWS
4:3 -NM
4:9-OBWS
4:12-NM
4:12.2 - OBWS
4:18 -NM

4:21 - EFI

4:23 — OBPS
4:25-OBWS
4:27 - EFI

4:29 -NM
4:35-NM
4:35.2 - OBPS
4:37-OBWS
4:38 - NM
4:39 -NM

4:46 —NM
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4:47 - BR nABev with axnAOsv
4:49 - OBWS
4:52 - NM

4:53 - OBWS
5:4-+k0AAKITY f13
5:5-NBWO

5:8 — EFI

5:9 HR

5:10-NM
5:10.2 —+ cov P P Aleph CD © L A N TI W™ ¥ £13 124 69 1071
5:15-NM
5:15.2-OBWS
5:16 - OBPS

5:18—NM

5:22 -NM

5:25 — EFI

5:25.2 — EFI

5:26 - NM

5:27-NM
5:30 - OBWS

5:31 - EFI

5:33 -NM

5:36 -NM
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5:36.2 - OBWS

5:36.3 -NM

5:37-NM

5:44 - EFI

5:44.2 -BR mop with mopo.
5:46 — MS

5:47-NM

6:2 - OBWS

6:2.2 -NBWO

6:3 — BR ovv with 8¢

6:6 - NM

6:7-NBWO

6:10 -NM
6:10.2-+0ovotAKY

6:11 — BR ka1 Aofwv with ehafe ¢
6:11.2-NM

6:11.3 - OBPS

6:12 — BR emhnobnoav with evemAnednoov
6:14 -NM

6:15-0OBWS

6:15.2-NM

6:17 — + g1 o mhowov K f13

6:22 - OBPS
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6:23 -NM

6:23.2 — The addition of “Jesus” is a singular reading.
6:24 — BR avepnoav with evefnoav

6:29 - NM

6:32 - MS

6:35-NM

6:35.2 - EFI

6:35.3 — EFI

6:39 -NM

6:39.2 -NM

6:40 — BR tovto yop £oTv T0 OeAnpa T0V PG pov with T0VTO £0TL TO BN TOV TEPYO.TOG
HE PG

6:40.2 - OBWS and + ev

6:46 —NM

6:57 -NM

6:59 -NBWO

6:65 -NM

6:69 — OBPS

6:71 -NM

7:3 -BR a ov with a cov

7:8 —-HR

7:10 — The omission of ONLY &g v goptrnv would create a singular reading.

7:12 — Negation particle ovyt supplied. K IT
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7:14 - NM

7:15-OBWS

7:15.2-NBWO

7:16 — + ovv This is a Byzantine reading not reflected in 1873 TR.
7:18 -NM

7:19-MS

7:22 -MS

7:23 - MS

7:26 - NM

7:31 - OBWS

7:32 - OBWS

7:34 — BR gvupnoeton with evpnoete

7:36 -NM

7:36.2-NBWO

7:37-NM

7:39 -NM

7:40 — OBPS

7:40.2-NBWO

7:41 -NBWO

7:41.2 - OBWS

7:49 — B replacement enapatol ictv with emkatopatot g1t
8:12 — B replacement nepinatnon with nepimatnoet

8:21 — ue from ko1 ovy evpnoete pe (which is an addition all its own) is omitted by omission
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dots. This omission would account for a unique reading.
8:26 - NM

8:26.2 — Omission of kayw by corrector.’
8:28 - NM

8:29 -NM

8:29.2 - OBWS

8:35-HR

8:39 -NM

8:41 -NBWO

8:41.2 OBWS

8:42 - OBWS

8:42.2 -NM

8:44 -NM

8:46 - OBWS

8:50 — BR 80&av v eunv  with do&av pov
8:52 -NM

8:52.2 — BR ygvonrar with yevoetan

8:53 —-NM

8:54 -NM

8:56 -NM

8:59 — EFI

9:1 - EFI

® This would account for a singular reading,
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9:6 -NM

9:6.2 - NBPO

9:7-NM

9:8 — BR mpocartng with TvgAog

9:9 — BR 8¢ ovyt oA\ oporog with 8¢ ot opotog
9:11 - OBPS

9:11.2-NM

9:11.3-NM

9:11.4 -NM

9:11.5- OBPS

9:11.6 - OBWS

9:12 — BR ko emov with euov ovv

9:15 -NBPO

9:15.2-NM

9:16 -NM

9:17 - NM and NBWO

9:17.2-NM

9:21 — BR awtov gpotoate with owapev 1 Tig nvoiev avtov Tovg oPBaApovg Nue ovk
owapev

9:21.2 - BR avtov gpwtnoate nhikiov £XeL With auTov EpOTNCATE AVTOG NALKIOY EXEL
9:26 -NM

9:28 -NBWO™" 9:30 - NM

1 This omission results in a reading that is only attested by Family 13 and the 1873 TR.
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9:31 - OBWS

9:36 -NM

9:39 -NM

9:41 — Omissionof av D Y K @ f13 1346
9:41.2 - OBWS

10:4 — Replacement otav ta with otav ée ta K II
10:4.2 - EFI

10:5-NM

10:7 - OBWS

10:12 - OBWS

10:16 - NM

10:17 - OBWS

10:21 - NM

10:23 — BR colopwvog with colopwvtog
10:24 -NM

10:26 —-NBWO

10:29 - NM

10:29.2 - NM

10:29.3 — pov omitted B P P Aleph L u w
10:34 - NM

10:35-NM

10:36 - NM

10:38 — BR ywvowoknte with motevonte
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10:40 - NM

10:41 — BR ovde ev with ovdev
11:3 -NBWO

11:4 — Erasure

11:11 -NM

11:12 - + avto Aleph D' K W II
11:12.2 — Omission Aleph D' K W IT
11:14—-NM

11:19-NBWO

11:21 -NM

11:25 -NM

11:28 -NM

11:28.2 -NM

11:32 -NM

11:39 NM

11:41 — OBPS

11:41.2 - BR ovv with 8¢
11:41.3 - BMN

11:41.4 - NM

11:43 -NM

11:44 - BR xmpung with keprang
11:45 — BR onpewyv with o 1g

11:46 — Omissionof kt K YII ®
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11:50 — BR AoyilecBe with Siohoyileods
11:51 — BR oA\ with oAl

11:54 - OBWS

11:54.2 - NM

11:54.3 - OBWS

11:57-NM

12:3 — erased letter

12:3.2 -NBWO

12:4 - OBWS

12:6 -NM

12:9 -NM

12:13-NBWO

12:22 - NM

12:26 - OBWS

12:28 — BR 7ov v with 10 ovopa
12:29 — BR axovwv with akovcag
12:29.2 - NM

12:33 -NM

12:35 -NM

12:35.2 — BR g with gwg
12:35.3 -NM

12:40 — Omission by omission dots.""

' This omission (with no replacement words) would create a singular reading.
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12:40.2 - NM

12:40.3 - NM

12:41 -NM

12:41.2 -NM

12:44 - NM

12:49 - NM

12:50 — erasure

13:2-NM

13:3 -NM

13:4 — BR eyepete with eyeipeton
13:8 — spelling change vuyyg o viyelg
13:12-NM

13:12.2 -NM

13:12.3 - EFI

13:16 - NM

13:21 -NM

13:26 — BR dwow avtw with emdwom
13:26 -NBWO

13:28 - OBWS

13:31 -NM

13:33 - NBWO

13:34 - Illegible addition

13:36 - OBWS
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14:2 - OBWS
14:9 - NM
14:10-NM
14:28 - OBWS
14:28.2 -NM
14:29 - NBPO
15:1 -NM

15:6 -NM

15:9 -NM

15:11 — BR vpv 1 won with vy pewvn ko
15:13 — EFI
15:15-NM
15:16 — EFI
15:20 - NM
15:24 -NM
16:10 — BR ov with ovk eT
16:13 - EFI
16:15 -NM
16:15.2 -NBWO
16:17-NM
16:21 — EFI
16:21.2 - EFI

16:22 — EFI
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16:27 - OBWS
16:32 - OBWS
16:32.2 -NM
17:1 -NM
17:3 -NM
17:6 -NM
17:7 - EFI
17:9-NM
17:10-NM
17:17-NM
17:19-NM
17:21 -NM
17:23 -NM
17:24 -NM
18:1 -NM
18:7 -NM
18:10 -NM
18:11 - OBWS
18:11.2 -NM
18:15-NM
18:16 —NM
18:20 — EFI

18:22 -NM
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18:26 - NM

18:29 -NM

18:33 - NM

18:34 - NM

18:38 - NM

18:39 -NM

19:1 -NM
19:2-NBWO

19:2.2 -NM

19:4 -NM

19:11 - EFI

19:11.2 — BR peov with pelova
19:13 - BR 10v Aoyov tovtov with tov Aoyav tovtwv
19:13.2 - OBWS

19:14 — BR wg with woet
19:15 - EFI

19:19 - NM

19:21 - NM

19:30 -NM

19:30.2 -NM

19:34 -NM

19:34.2 — EF1

19:38 - NM
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19:39 -NM

20:4 -NM

20:8 -NM

20:8.2 - NM

20:14—-NM

20:15-NM

20:16 - NBWO

20:18 - NM

20:22 -NM

20:29 - corrector changed spelling to swpokag,”
20:30 -NM

21:1-NM

21:4-NM

21:6 — omission of to diwctvov."
21:7-NM

21:8—NM

21:14 - OBWS

21:19-NM

21:25-NM

2 This would be a unique spelling.

'3 This omission would result in a singular reading.
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