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PREFACE

Qodox Ephraond Reseripbus hus bean the neglected meubur of the
family of preat wwinle., Photographic faosimiles have besn produced of
s A By Dy and the othars, bub only a smuple puge or bwo of the valua~
ble palimpgest is avallable in textboolcss ALl the other important
codiees hawe boon studied move than onces Bub as regards Codex 0 only
Pachendory han labored soriouwsly over its In textbooks on boxtual
oritdeimn, Codex € has been jhven = almost without exception = lesn than
half the spaca of any of the other main unelalss To bo sure, it is a
diffioult manusoript to read, and many laownas exivts Yol because of
its age and the quality of its text, every possible plece of information
should be nocurately extractod from ‘his once beautiful codex. Due to
the wnwarranted neglact of Codex U, this study wan undortaken, Tho
auggestion for a ro-oxamination of the mauuseript criginated with Profess-
or 2. Kurt Aland of Halle in con with the & onal
oponsored by the American Bible Society, The Habional Rible Society of
Seotland and the Wirttenberg Bible Socloty in Germany.

During the study of the mmmseript the work by R Bs llll!lﬂmllll
connulted in the hape that some sclentiffe mews might be used to recover
mora of the lost text of €. Several publications by the Palimpaest~For-
schuny Institut of the Bouron were also Little bene-
fit was roaliged from theso refereicess Some of tho poswible solantific
aids wore not availsble at the Hibliothbouo Hatdonale in Pards, Others
which were wed proved to be of nepligible value. Idght filters and ulire-
violet photographs revealed nothing that could not be seen by the unaided
oys, Infra~red photographs were able 1o plerse the "Elobertit tinstuwre,
but thay did not recover what has been lost to time and the eraser. his
was rathar disconcerting, because at sevoral points the codex conld give
valuable asiis anos on troublosoms veadingss On the other hund 99% of the
writing on the extant follos has baen trandoribeds wa shall be satistied
that, move has not boen talken Lrom us. =i -
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This edition varies in poveral ways from that of Tischendorf. The
seriptio conbtinua text with uncial letters (used hy Tiechendorf to imitate
the codex, not to provide a facsimile) has been abandonsd in favor of
the mere.readable form used in modern editions of mmmsoripis, Word
divisions, when more then omo poggibility exists; sre pwely arbitrary
and not the witness of the codex. I have nob written the text of the
corTectora in the body of the text as Tischendorf did, but rather have

relsgated them entirely im the A SE Fur ™ fig

edition contained only one Appendix with all mecesssry notes. I have
sean fit o separate the work of the differemt seribss who have worked
on the codax. As a result separate Appendices are found containing motes
on the text of the originel seribe, the two corvectors, snd finally en
Aopenddx with notes on the odition of Tischendorf to point out where I
have corrected his text. In this wuy the work of each man has bam
poparated and can be referred to more sasily. Whersver nscespary, OIoss
references are noted, Appropriate remarks are always found whan and why
I have disagreed with Tischendorf.

I have now the pleasurs of expressing my gratitude io those who have
helped me 4n the process of editing this monuseriph: 10 Principal Matthew
Black of St. Mary's Collegs, 5t Andrews Unmiversity, for guidance and
helpful alvice throughout the cowrse of this stwly. Mo enthusiasm for
prire 15 ™ Bix Twuco My Metsger of Frincotan,
liew o ray for his general interest in the project and for saveral
eugestions in the line of bibliography, o Dr. A, Mel. jlson of Sbe
m'smm@mmmmmmmmauﬁm
criticimms and to Robert Wy, student of United Colloge, for proof-
reading part of the text of the codex. A specisl word of mppructation is
extandod to Professor Morril! ¥, Parvis of Muory Unlversity, Bwry Geargla,
for the use of the miero—fils of Godex C, nad to the Aserican Bible
Socisty for underwriting the cont of photoyrashs and for providing me
with a Oroek typ A word of uppts an 43 also dus to the stalf
of the Munwneript Depurtment of the Bibliothboue Nationale for their
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gqulet aszistance and encouragement gilven by my wifej to her also I am
grateful for her part in tyving the thesls., Finally, I must acinowledge
the Grace of the Sovereign Cod WMo intervened when oye disease threatened
to halt this projects Through His goodness and mercy alone is this
thosis presented as a finished works.
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IHTRODICTION

Oodex Ephraemi Rescriptus (Gregorys Obij von Soden: 3) has been
in its present home in Paris wince 1602 when it was brought from Italy
by Cathorine de' Medici, The manuscript belonged to the de' Medici femily
less than one hundred years, It was in the east, perhaps at Constanti-
nople; wtdl the beginming of the sixteenth cantury, at which time Andrew
Lascar appears to bave given it to his patron, lorengo de! Mediei, In
Paris the Codex originally was given the mmber 1905, but now is listed
as Gree 2 in the manuseript depariment of the Bibliotheque Hetionale.
Sqrivmerl denfed that this manuserint was among those bought by Marshall
Strozzi.

Until Setstein studied the menuscript it had been assumed that the
librarian Boivin first detected the partly erased text of the 0ld and
Yew Testements, '-!e‘-xuj.n,z howewver, credited this discovery to the Freuch
protestant Peter Allix, and his contention was varified by Tischendorf.
To this writer it seems difficidt to believe that the sarlicr writing
had reasined wmoticed or even that no one mew a biblical text once
existed uvier the thirty-eight sermons of Lphrasm of Syrias On many pages
from one to six lines stand out clearly at either the top or bottom of
the page whers the twelfth century text was not weitten. It is more
likoly that, because of the condition of the codex, very little signifi-
cance was aitached in pre~texi-oritical days to the partially hidden
taxt when other mors legible texts were available. It romains true,
nevertheless, mtwmﬁ:mmm&hubmmmﬂw
contents of the manuseript and thereby establish its valua. 7

Allix made no use of his discovery, Mo first to cite any readings

ey » 1894), pe 121,

2. Jud. Metatelin, Ho
1751), pe 21s In his
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from Oodex C was :-."uur: who in 1710 and again in 1723 published Mllfs
Oreok low Testsmemt and inclwded such remiings as were forwarded to hia
by Boivin, These citations of Codex C (listed in Kuster's edition as
Paris 9) were very sporadic ml in 5o way a complete or systomatic
presentation of the text of the d Furthar in the

eodex was aroused hy the btrisf deseription given by Wmaa and

more especially by his facsimile specimen of the soript. The first
serious atbmpt to study Codir O ond its text wms mode in 1716 by Juds
®etstain, thon in his sarly twentics, He first made semple oxtrasts

of its text and showed these o Richard Bentloy, the Casbridge philo-
lorian, who encouragad him to complets his collation. This he did while
on leave froz s chaplainey duties. For his work Bentley pald him Difty
pounts ster’ing. Although it 'was Seposited with Bomtiey in Cembridge,
this collstion, of course, was nevor incorporated into Baniley's project-
ed edition of the Greek Few The first of the
exact contents of the codex was made in Wetstein's Prologomena, issued
anonymously from Amsterdan in 1730, This was followed in 1751 amd 1752

by his Greek Hew " ughout whick the readings of the codex
are firat cited by its present symbol. Wetstein's collation was made
against the 2651 Amsterdan edition of the Textus Recestus, s cite~
tions of Oodex © res a Mghly 1 0 texi-
val studies althoush it was not completely satiefastory when judged by
later eritieal standards. Less slgnifieast varistions, swoh as addiidon
or omission of the article and differences in word order, were not noted.
Wetstein made no indication of slces where he was wnable to read the
text, b 5 his to dt dsh botweon the oricing
mmmmmmmhmwrrh‘bﬂa

1, Ludolph Tuster, Novum
Fil44 J, Fridoriei Gledifechii,
the unsold stocks of the first edition with a
g'ujmmmwmm

in the
mwmmmmmmﬁ.

3s Juds
damds B, & J. Metotenion
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not inelguificant number of ersors had beon fownd in hie collations
After i aoholars d the codmx and lestifiod

o the compatanay of his works More than one, however, volcad the
sontimont that more could yeb be garnered by enother eareful sbudy of
the texts Oriesbach dosired that as much as was still legible be
mhbml‘whbm.l ‘Thin concern on the part of Uriesbach was
probably helghtonod by what ho tiought was & savlod deterioration in
the condition of the manumoript. Ho was unablo to dotect muny places
which Wotatoln had reéads Although ho studied the manusorlyt to some
extont, ho sdded only two roadings (Mavle 6.2, i) to thoss cited by
tmu!.n.z A generation lator Loglmann indicated the fame that wan
walting for the ascholar who would undertale to oublish a complote odie=
u.nun:hhoﬂodu? Ho was the first, it appears, to suggest the ap-
plioation of a chemical ro-agent to bring out the latent texts

The next significant move was made by FuF. Flook of Leipsig who
stulled the manuscript in 183U-35. At his lnstanco the "gioberti"
tinetwre was applied by the lilwary to the vant
of foldos, This apnlication wiloubbedly facilitated the deciphering
of the eodex, and has restored previously illegible mections of the
texts In numerous pluces, howsver, the workers have betrayed Hm!.l'
lack of experience in this type of masuscript work by lesving large
black mpots whore the tineturw was almost splaghed on the folios. Ids
study dadlested certain facts relutive to the histowy of the sodex and
will be discussed later. Uo adied nothing to the ldst of varisnt read-
ngde  Ho left that tasle to another groator thws hinself who was o
coms after him,

de ofs John Devid Michas)is,
mu-,zm'.tu. m-«mwh%%

Ju krehdancan, 1793), ps 250
20 dods
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T 1040 G, Thechendorf gt the age of 25 and fresh from hds appodit-

ment to the faculty ot Leipsig cama to Paris to produce the first cou-

plete text of the eodex with a ugh Introductdon aad it noten
mmlmmdﬂx.l Almost without excention the scholarly world accordad
$ts nresorved praise and many séswmed that the codox need not be further
oxamined, Yot others did look at the manuseript, if for oo reason other
than to gain an adequate apprecigtion of Ti s T
Tragelles looked at the codex several times to satlsfy his own mind as

regards the varient reading in I Trothy 3416, bub he made no serious
atbempb to test the accuracy of Tischendorf. The learned Italian, As
Qeriani, however, did q the of Ti tn work, bub

his call for a new sxamination of the codox fell on deaf ears, It is
probable that no one folt the limited improvement on the text of Tischene
reading so difficult o menuseript, Hermann won Joden shows his acquies-
mw;:/nanhnndwx's edition and malkes no mention that either he or his
assistante looked at the codex, On the other hand he 1isty as Sehreibe
fehler readings in Tischendorf's foxt which are elearly wrong and which
mm%um.nmmmmhmtmwmwm-
realings,

Yore than one hundred years have passed since Tischendorf published
his edition of Codox O» This writer has not been gble to note a single

instance of a orfide finding any errors in this standerd edition. Wth
—_—
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the availability of new phetograchic techniqms ant the possibiiliy that
gmother eentury might have favorshly sffected the Hew Testament taxt,
the time sesmed right for a new and thorowgh exz=inabion of inds vesy
ﬂmmmﬂmﬂmmmmmumhm

II Description of the Codex
4. Con¥ition and Appesrance,

The sresent coadition of owr codex is far from its originsl glory.
mhl-mmmm-m?mumnm
wars, Tts besuty and fulness ars deported.® Tot westiges of its Jormesr
glory sre seen clearly in its sguave, s=ooth script = too lines of its
solid single coluan stretch soross the pege. Its ecrly eolor mas light
tan veilm with a dark brown ink, On a very few pages wnaffected by the
tineture, these colors are ssen to be only slightly modified by times
The first three lines of esch book of the New Testement were written in
a wery mon—durable vermilliom ink; of which oo tracss can be sesu, lost
of the nages, howewer, are a greenist blue with every shade from light
green to dork blwe. The original letters are mow dork blue or blue
grees and, st tises, alnost black., The upper iwelfth century seript is
Blasic ant often rives a blstied sprearance dms to the tincture. Ad
severzl coints where the tinetme zpesrs to have bees spilled, black or
Blue-black smudges hawe obscured the text. ¥

By those w70 have been abls to melko the comparisos, the wellmm is
ot considersd to hove as high s quality as the other primary lew Tsst~
mest wcisls, espoeially Codex 4. The present condition of the indtvide
ual folios variss eousidershly, Many are quite fims and do not show any
spreciabls ot of weer and tesr, These leaves have oo holes and
thelr aargias are si811 close 40 their origisal sise. Others have mt
fared = well, Goles have been coused siiber by ths



6
tranmparently thin, A very linited mmber me quito vitiated throughout
with holes and exreases or folds, md are held intact by tape. The
twelfth contury scribe who wrote the upper teit was not unduly conoermed
to orase the early taxt, bubt rathor he depended on his heavier pen snd
darker iuk to obsoure the biblical texts For this we can be thankfule.
Most of the text can be copled with absolute cortainty, On the other
Band nunerous significant readings sre quite indistinel or sven perma~
nently lost.

At the present time the codex 1s made w of two bundred-eight leaves,
of which one hundred-forty—five are of the NWew Testament. When Lischen-
dorf studied the manuscript there was ono more folio, but for some une
@xplained reason folio 138 of the pressnt binding — the ono used for a
facsinile by T1 = hag 41 1 The present binding is
aceording to the upper texty the lowsr text has been thoroughly miwed,
lore than a few folios werc reversed when the later text was written so
that the top of a page of the sermons is the botiom of the vage of the
biblicel text. The folins are preceded by four modern lsaves, The
first, dated 23 1883, the notes Volume de
209 feuillets le fol, 13° mangue/ C. Mschendorf a déme dans son Oodex
Ephraenl Syri rescrintus (Lipsise, 1845,k ) wm fae-simile d'wie page ds
co feuillot, qui contonalt un fragment do 1'Ecclesionte, V,§ = VI, 10,
‘o others are indices for looating the biblical text. Oue has the folios
mubered consgcutively and notes the porfion of the biblical text conw
tained on ench folio, The other is a riverse indgx which lists the
chapters of the New Testwwnt and then given whe folio or folios which
contain the separate chapbers. The fowrth leaf contains notes on the
text and specimons of the script,




T

pagen the muber of lebtera por line is only 39 or 3. There mve genore
nuyhl]inuwpm|bubmumpmumumlhmhmmihn,1
wiile the two extant folios of I Pabar have b6 lines on all four pagens
On gix oconsions the soribe added twa to five lettors below the last
lettars of the last line. The lines wre evenly spaced, having boean
narked out by a sharp atylus whose imprint ean usually be seen quite
clearly. The soriboe has frowvly used the paragragh system, From four to
trolve linos per page have not bean filled, This characteristdie im seen:
much leas in Revelation and somewhat less in somo of the Paulire eplatles
than elsewhors, Large marginal lotters have boen used regulasly, bt ap-
parently not accoxiing to any patterns They we used at the beglunings of

he and Amsond bl but they have also been wsed in the
mddle of words, They probably provided a limited artistic touch in an
otherwise strajghtforward format,

Two punctuation marks are seen throughout the manuseript. The high
period 1a placed approximately at the top of tho letters and usually oo=
ouples a 1itile less space thon one letters The other sign is a maall
cross, From these puotuation marks two quostions srdses (1) Doos the
pariod one mark UK the codex, or more than one depend=
dng on its height sbove the 1ine? The latier proposition was defosded by
Hug vhio stated that a stop was placed at the foot of a letter for a come
mu; for a colon the stop was vlaced in the midils of the letter, This
contention was accepted by others, bub was rightly rejected by Tlschen-
dorf aa an invention of the eritics. lo ouch technieal mystom was used by
the origlnal seribe. (2) The second question is whether the original
sorlbe ever wsed the small eross, especially at the ond of a paragraph,
or whethor in every instsnce this oros- 1s to be eredited to a corvectors
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This problen camot be sebiled oo pevemptorily. In mesb places ‘the cross
umlyummmwmmmuummmm-
or added mbove the line. Only at the end of a major passage is there amy
questions mumdmmmmﬁedemmumm-m
at: . ko] wan ot d to ba a0 ic as in the pre-

vious quosbion regarding the high periods yet he did net hesitate to dif-
for again with Mug, Vory ofton this eross is quite indistinet, but whon
it 1s memn clearly, it doss not have the same nolld stroke charsoterisiic
of the first seribe. bven more duanging to Hug's position is the faoh
that at the end of a paragraph both the high perdod und the cross are of-
ten soon. It is highly unlikely that one sevibe would have placed two
different punctustion marks together. In the light of these observations
we can definitely reject the statements of Hug and accept the conclusions
of Tiochendorf that the first scribe used only ene pimotuation mavic,
naugly, the high periods

‘The wnofal writlng is continuous except for the limited use of the
high period. No accents or breathing marks were inclwded by the original
soriba, but were added by a later hand, For the diseresie over the
and v ab the bepinning of a syllable a sivaight 1dns is used rather than
one or o dots. In the margin the Amwonian seetions are fouwnd in all
fowr gospels, but at nresent the Busebian canona gre not seens It s
quite likely, as othors have unﬂmed,z that these were vrdlten with the
- same vermillion ink that wam used at the beginning of each book and have
Ukewise disaspoared. Thore ave mo xegadata on the pages of the texty
F \mtmu.-:lﬂol precaded the four gospels. Of theve Ti1TAOL , how-
#ver, only those for Lule and John mre now extant. The titles at the be—
~ Bluing of cach book and mubseriptions at the mnd ave exirensly slmple
Mwmmmmnnhmwmahanm-
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(the fivst page of Mark is miseing) sl are written with the more perme
anent browm ink in letters sligitly larger than those of tha texts The
subseriptions at the end of the gospels are identical to the titles, lo
trace 1n left of the title of Acts. For tho Pauline epistles the sube
seriptions are simply Xpog pwpatovg, and so forth. Thase for the
catholic eplstles are jaxwfoy EMtETOAT, and so forths

The piowing sacra written by the seribe are thooe goneraily use st
that time in New Testoment manuserintss

T, 1o, W
B, Tw, Bv
Xo, ¥@, XV

Tva, Tve, WV, Tvata

TVIR0G, TVIXTG, TVIXOV; TVikd, TVIXGY

ve, vu, b, UE

avog, @vov, Ive, avov, GVE, aVOl, AV@Y, AVOiIg, QVOUE

Tmp, TpC, Tpa, XEP, KPEC, NPWY, NPACIV, TPAE
wmp, BPC, BPT, BPa
amp, OGP, ORI

ouvog
BReep forpnoheey 4s used oncey in Mabthew 2.6, The word Qupavog
is shortensd very infrequently. _jopanh is always shertesed, usuaily to
T bub once n Tuke % TEK, and in Acts overybine bub once to _Toh
mﬁmuuwmmmmwhmmmm
Ugaturos, Oneo (in Homans 16,21) at the end of the line the oridnal
“eribe wrote WOV in the following fashiontf » The hordgontal line at
ﬂumu@*m;‘hwm mm hm
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JMatthow
1.2 = Xa1 T0U¢ aBeApoOle

18.48

23.17

24445

26.22
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Jark
1.17

13.19
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B.28
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5.15 = warovoiy Av

2 leaves missing

BOXOV. NTL TOTE

1726

1 leaf missing

KOV EL TI OpELAEIG

22.20

1 loaf miasing

n 0 vaog ayiraZwy

24.10

1 leaf missing

EavIoL 1oL Bovval

25,30

1 leaf missing

E1¢ EXACTOG LTI

27.1%

1 loaf niseing

Tiveg be Twy

28,14

1 leaf missing

vpag yeveodat

.31

2 leaves missing .

MOV ENTEL. Xal Rap

12.29

1 leaf missing

TAL yap 4l MEEpX

AL UATPETA L

to the ends (16,

1 lzaf missing

Avpa xate To efog

Sa 21

1 leaf missing

EXL £TN Tpla

6.4

1 loaf nlssing

RIL W) KPIVETE

74186

2 leaves nissing

V1) peyakn ELTMEV

12.4

9 leaves misming

GOy 0TI TEOLTLY

2027

auTw 0 1¢ apa

*at N ediypapn

TOAAOL ®ot aAkmAovg

= HovAov ExPakeTat

TOV 10VELILY

- MOLTIGOREV

- PAYEIV TUXALPOLYV

- MOV XC et eoTLV

20)

= ELVTOTEVREVT) QUTW

= anAVTL TOV Aaov

- tgayev uai ebuxe

= TOV Aa0V auTov
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25,25

8.4

11.8

13.8

16.21

20.26
Aots
1.2

S.80

1 leaf missing

TaTE 0L EV TN 22419 = MOLEITE E4C TNV
2 leaves missing

erg TNV gukaxny 24,7 - Tov UV TOp @vou OTI SEF
1 leaf misaing

%a1 EIMEV TUTOIC %o the end.

8E EV 0 yEYOVEV 1.40 - Wapa 1WAVVOU
2 locves missing
TNV papTupLay 5.16 - enoves eV oafpfatw
2 loaves missing
@ TO SeAMpa TO EpOV 7.3 = 10uSatav tva xail
2 leaves ml ¥
TAE O MOLWY 8.11 = ogBadpoug xat =ime

2 leaves missing

YOUOIY AUTW O Wa 11.46 - 0 EMOITOEV TG
2 icaves missing
AEYEI QUTW WETPOG T4.7 - auTov ®ai ewpaxaTe

2 leaves nissing

oT1 eyevnén avog 18.36 - ex TOV XOgGOU TOU
2 lesves wissing

xat ped mpepac to the ends

TV ayiou Oug eEeks 4.3 - £9evT0 auTOVE EIC TN
2 leaves misaing

Ei1TEY BE WPOG 10,42 - ZOVTOV Xa1 VEXPWY
2 leaves missing

0¢ wavany e




1 leaf misaing
24,15 = Mibae EXOV MPOC 2619 - aneiBng 1IN
1 teaf misaing
27.16 = gn¢ MV APAVIES 28.4 - Znv oux cragev
1 Leaf miosing
demms
Tl = MEPIMECTITE NOUIN. 4.2 = wzt 1!01!9.2118
1 2eaf missing
I Pever
1.2 = TVg E1¢ vAAXONV 4.5 = ZOVTA¢ Xat VEXPOUG
1 load missing
2 poter
1.2 = Xapig vpiv to the ends
2 dom
" igne m;mv' ®at papte 4.2 = eAmivfota ex Tov Bo
2 lsaves misaing
3 dohm
3 - exapmv vap to the ends
dule 5
3 = ayamnTot Magayv  to the end,
Bomans
1.5 - 0L YEVOREVOU ¢ 2.4 =~ peTavolav OB GYEls XG
1 loaf missing
.21 - xar TeY TEOQTTEY 9.5 - £i¢ TNV TIOVEC apmy

10,15 = p1 anogtahugiv

16.10 = ouw vopou.




2 Corinthians
142 = %at e1pnvY ano Bu 10.8 = naBaipegiv vpwyv
3 leaves misaing
Salatispy
1.21 = enetta mAGov  to bhe end,
Roegang
1 leaf misaing
2.18 = 01 apgpoTEPCL 4.16 - eavTov eV ayann
2 leaves nissing
Philipplong
1,22 = pTOOPE OV YVOPIED 3.5 = THN puAne fBevia
1 leaf miosing
Golonsiang
1.2 = xapui vty b0 the ends
1 Thesvaloniang
1.2 = EUXAPIOTOVREY Tw B 2.8 = Muiv eyevmOnte
b loaves mﬁ
Hebrews
Zed = WEPIOKOIC. UATT TMV Tel6 0o0OLE axanOg
1 lenf uissing
9.15 = eoTIV ONWE fav. 10.24 = e1¢ MApOLooUOV ays
2 leaves missing

12416 = pn Tig MOPYOS 4o the ends

—_—

1. Sberhard Hastie, in his Intreduetion t.o Ehe 1
the Groglc laiw mtmmt’(mmmmw %
BousTy stated That the vhole of 1

2. In hig Prol (p.25) ﬂm oxplains
reasons for: ahﬁ%!’mM'W followed




U

I Daothy
1 leaf miscing
3.9 = pIOV TN MioTEWG 5418 = n Tpiwy paptvpuy
1 leaf wisaing
2 Dmobly
1.8 = ¥apiv £xw Tw Uo to the ends
Titus
1.2 = Tpo Xpovwv to the ends
Pl
3 = Yapl¢ LRIV to the end
Revelation
1.2 = 0¢ ERAPTUPTOEV 3.18 = Zmheve Oov KAl RETT
1 leaf missing
5414 - xpvnoav xai cidov Tal4 = ROV OUTOL ELOIV
1 1saf uissing
9.17 = wair ovTwe 150V 16413 = TVELRATA TPIA -uuaea.pi
1 leaf missing
18.2 - Wavio¢ 0pVEOD - 19.5 - avTOV O wixpoL
3 leaves missing

PBrom these contents we may prosent (he following tables i
Huber of leaves rweserveds us : :
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Tt 1s osslly ssen thabt a1l the Hew Testament beoks sre represented exsept
2 Thessalonians and 2 John, Several of the mualler oplotles ave extant
in tholr entirety except for tho firet tinwe colored linos. On the other
hand Iuke and, more especially, John ave somehat fragmentary. Iuks 12.4
= 19:h2 ig the largest lost section.
De Tho Seripte

The letters in this codex are larger than those of the other "big

three! Hew uwnciales In the lettors are more like
the Alexandrian Codex in the Dritish Musewns then sither the Vatdesn or
sinaitic manuseripts. The lebters most similar to Codex A ave jgy X
(although a 1ittle more erect in Codex G), 1) (the hovizontal streke is
ngh)y 85 %5 Ay By g (ab times tho body is almost dimsond-shapeds
<), ad @, ‘'The hooks on the enis of g, gy and T are quite pronounced,
Gamma 15 only fwo-thirds as wide es other square letters. The base of
delta extends beyond its two legs and sometimes to the next lettor. This
base has a maller hook than, for sample, the tame The disgonal otroke
of m joins the vertical strokes jJust short of the ends of wae strokes:
N . e tall of the ¥io cuwrls ot the ondtD o Tho e ams of wsllon

detail: begiming with 10.9, to 10.10,

eleayoy] s then 7.11’. eu ov %E w&% _‘x‘g&‘,
. EEW“BES or this phenomenon

by Haro! VO, ﬁ‘wﬁﬁm 1]1 Ml! G

PPs 233236, A !\.Irﬂur note might well of

R, He Charles on the

his commentary on
of C in *most cnrcduu;r wrdbtons
Vol. I (@dinburgny T
Cne

by homoictelsuton —
8 relationship 4o the conclusions mwoum, tlhn omigsions are
1isted heres {a)m.e-é;’g*’. vy (b) 10,8 (e) 22
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nest ab or very near the baso 1ine, One of the strokes of ghi curls
alightlyesc . The vertieal ummu!miswt-mmmamwnb
The impression of this soript is one of majesty and indicates that the
manuseript was almost certainly produced in a seriptorium or, at least,
by a professional seribes

1t 1s scarcely worthwhile to note the comment made by Wetolain as
vegards the date of Codex 0. e drew attention (o a rote added to the
text of Hebrews and concluded the manuscript was writben before A.D. Sh2.
Aside from the validity of the the on s Insignifi
aince no one is inclined to date the manuscript se late. The question
of tho date of Codex C is usually deeided largaly on paleographic grounds.
Our codex is later than both Codex Vaticanus and Codex Sinalticus, bub
not later than Codex Alexandrinus. In eddition %o the writing Tischendorf
cited the limited punetuation, the very simple subscriptions, and its
textual affinities s evidence of the mmnuseript's antiquitys The fact
that its single oolumn resresents, to a certain extent, a development from
thﬂwnmtowmmdnmﬁmlmhemm The absunce
of any inthalian aoparstus in the Pauline oplstles indicates a 1imit on how
late o codex may be placeds #hen all itoms are considered, we ses no
soason to reject the genera) conclusion that Codex C belongs to the fivst
Hatf o the #ibeks century,

liew oscansnt seotions of Jodsx Ca o less oartalnty remains w5 to
mm-nmnmmwmgmamugy;' >
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by other obsorvatiens, ul&mmwum,mmﬂw;
has the opelling Rilatog. Hut in John gejdatog is found every time.
A pacullarity found only, but regularly, in John is Z00EICAIOY In ﬁ?
of the other gospels is the mu ible omitied so as ia John.
mn,Juhn-mumpmnmmmmanm
ATpgopdls anmﬁmﬁ-ﬁﬂmﬂhwmhnm_&p The
cosbined welsht of these differsaces in Johm, if they camot be explainsd by

a difference in the history of ite text, suggest that another hand might
have writign the fourth gospel.

It has besn suggested by others that a different scribe wrote the
ook of Acks, The use of Tok dnstead of ITK for 1OpATA 1s taken as &
clear indlcation of a differsnt scribe. Talken by itself this is probably
not suffisient to substantiate the theory of another hand, Bub the more
than uwsual carclessness of the scribe is also impressive. One gots the idea
that the writer of Acts was not thoroughly at howe with the Oreelk language
— or at least with Lukan syntax and voeabulary. This fact of the cureless—
ness of the scribe, howsver, can be stressed too much. Any mmber of fastors
= guch az health, emotional problams, ldghiing — could explain & tempor=
ary lapse from the soribe's m\currm.s

Only one other possibility is worth meniioning as regards the differ-
several times. This orthepraphie errer is mot found elsewhers in the mame
soript. As in Acte the scriba has 3 5 3

-.—43.-:.!4_!113\'
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4a of doubiful value in assessing the possibllities of different scribes.
mﬂwdmmo:mwmmwmhmmmiw.

Fo othor variations have been found to suggest different seribes. The
wimmmrorlnmnmo:nmuummmmm
and is marked idontically throughout the eodex. The ciowdod letters at the
ends of the lines show no variation, Punetuntion docs not vary except in
the fourth gospel whare the suthor's styls probably explaine the increased
use of the high peried, Wo conclude by emphasizing that cases for differe
mtmmmtw-nmmmwmmfem.
and that elight evidence is also found in Revelation for umothar writer.

IIm P of the Ma ips
Our di ion of the pr of the Codex 0 might most profitably
begin with a v of Tischendorf's 13 rf traces the
travels of the codex backwards; noting first that it was probably brought
to Italy either from the area of or Constantinople itself,
Of this we may be fairly certein. To go beyond this Tischendorf rolied
mre on Ject ond a C interp: of ihe very limited evi-

dence in themanuseript {tself. Heo assumed that the ddfferente between the
first and third hands eould not be axplalned entirely by the lapse of time.
A difference in location wus also necessary, lis twned, thorefore, to

Alexandrin, This was probably ineviteble since more is known of the text
and manuseripts of this area than any other corner of the ancient worlds

e bases for elaiming Ugypt or Alexandria as the homeland of Codex O ave
mwwwmwﬂ.w-mmmm
mm:ywmun-—sum&. WW
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of ovidence must be used ocavtiouslys Attention should be dravm Lo words
of Tregelles writton more than a century ago M. « « the oceurance of
Alesandrian forws in a M5 of the Hew Testament doos not (n.snu
My‘umctobeﬂmmmﬁmhalﬂuwluoﬂml Sei1L
wsolved 1s the problem of how widely diffused Alemandrian Groek was in
Hew Testenent times and during the early history of the tranmuission of
the text, Until we lmow this we canmot sasign o mamuseript to Bgypt
ahaply becsuse it contains some igyptian forms. If Alexandrian eritics
mwamnmmmmm.m.mmm,zm
the strean of influence worked oub from Alexandria and our limited evie
dence remgina ambiguous. Hilne and Skeat should again ba quoteds Plnfor-
tunately we have no evidence to show how wiiform the scribal tradition of
the Graeco-foman worlds was ab this period, and wntil that is decided no
mumﬂnfﬂﬂluityemhuudtedso&d.wﬁgﬁn.'s There are no for-
tuitous spellings or éonfusion of proper names as hove been found in
Codex Sinaiticus to suggest a possible orlgin, Crities have genorally
wsudmmnmqwmhme.h Our examination adde nothing
0 = posszible solution, We wust be con.ent to pose the problen and pive
a likely solution,

IV e Correotors
e have already noted that two different corvectors have altered er
added to the text of Codex O, Hefore their work is discussed a few .
comsonts will be made concerning correetions made to his own text Ly the
original seribe.
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Ae Corroctiens by the Criginal Soribe.

The first scribe has raroly corrected his own Lext. Thess instances
are all noted in the appendices and need not be emmerated here, What
um;ﬁm‘iﬂwﬂ\ﬂdﬁ\mwﬂmumnhtwm
soribe to skow so litile concorm with his These

nay be divided into two classes according to the way they have been mads.
(1) Yost of the time the seribe has erased soms lotbers and written over
the argsures. This erasing has not been done so thoroughly as the eras-
ing done by the firet corrostor. The orlginal lotters can usually be
seon fairly casily under the present text. The eraswres are mot very
extensive. He never erased a full line tc add letters. The most he has
erased is about twolve letters; usually the eraswre is limited to three
or four lotters, (2) A limited mumber of corrections have been made,
not by erasing, but by adling a single smaller letier either between
letters or sbove a letter, In Revelation 13,15, for cxasple, the seribe
mmﬂmmmlmmm“gg&, Very selden are
wafmunmmwmmmammmmswm
eriticism. Usually they correct obwious scribal blunders,
B. The First Corrector.

Decause of the style of his script the first corrector is ueually
dated a century after the first saribe, or about the middle of the sixih
centwry, This need not be quasiloned, but it might be safer to be more

general and date him pnytime in the sixth centwry. The stroke of his pen
iz not oo hoavy as that of the origina) soribej noithor is his seript teo
elegant, though it is far Crom the slovenlinesa of the second correctors
hhtmmmmﬂmmhﬁm
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Totter to four or five complete lines. In this way the corrector has
trdod bo avoid writing in the marging, although from time to time he
does violate the right margin. Many times the correcior srased letters
or words without adling anything to the text, In these instances of
emissions he has left the place blank and has not attempted to space the
renaining letters evenly. It may woll bo asked how we loww that such
a;smmmmwtbﬂrﬂommmmhwmm
by which to identify him, To tiis we can only say that guch crasures
are not Imown to have been made by the second correcior whe eithor erossed
out or encireled with dots whot he wished to omit from tho text. These
erasures are not by the second eorrector, They are, therefors, either by
hnaﬂmwnwmﬂm*wmmmﬂumm
the eodex came into the hands of the second corrector. Some indeed have
questioned 4f there might not be more than two correctorss Bubt if gome
of the omissions are %0 be assigned to o ihird hypothetical ecorrector,
then this correecior's work was strlotly limited to erasing. Only two
hands other than the originsl soribe are seen io have worked an the manu-
script, Ve cannot believe a correetor did notiing but erase. ¥ endorse

without bion, fore, the two a8 ded R
Tischendorf, The tics of erasing by the first seribe has been dis-
cussed at length. At times, however, mm,ﬁinﬂ.ﬂﬁa text by adding

anall letters sbove the line much the sams way as the original scribe.
These mamll letters sre sufficiently different from those of the first

seribe so that they are not confuseds
mfhnmwmmwmmm




Book Follos (Carreotions Avorage per folio
Hatthew o4 91 3T
Harie 16 121 15

Tukte 184 100 647

Joln 10 70 Ts0

Acts 20 96 Le

Catite epistles 9% 6 740

Paul. eplsties 39 7 kS
fevelation 8 10 128

On the following page is given o more compleie and detailed breaidown of
the distriouiion of emSmdations made by both correctors. lio tendsucy is
ssen for the correctors to make fewer changes as they pei farther into
the manuscripts Although move scribal blunders ave found in icts than
elseshiere, the correcior has not beon more agtive here. He has mede no
effort io correct all sueh ervors.

For eritical pwposes Hort considered the text of the first correct-
muamnmmmuummmmml Tois st have
‘been because o few of the corrections agreed with Codex By But many more
of the omipndations agree with Codex A or other Bymantine wieials in the
gompels. Itr most frequant a'ly is probably Codex I, especially in
Yark wiiere the corrector agress with CodexIl on thirty-seven roadings in
wich the testimony is divided., Vhen ons cousidars the mmber of obvious
errors which have been corrected and the muser of singular or subwaingu-
lar readings of Codex G wiileh b made 0 aes Wlth the mass of
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Matthew L1 - 901 5 5.2 “eg
sal-138 % 18 3.0 U 2.8
13,2 - 17,26 § 16 %2 u 2.8
19,20 - 2410 § 17 N a a2
g - 28 b 17 La25 2 5.5
Mak L7~ 61 5 10 8.0 ‘18 2l
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ke Ll - &k 8 3 68 3 6.8
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o goamod to bu Batween the fivet ascrdbe in Bgpb and the seoond sorrestor
in Conslentinoplos Bub thin s without foundatdons The Lot that both
the seript and the text are betswen the fisnt and Usd hands doos nob
mean tha seribs must have beon goographically betwoon the other twos We
st ranaber, furthermore, thei we do not necessarily lmow the origias of
the codex dtselfs
C. The Secand Correctors

Tiig corroctor has done much to mu the beauty of Codex G, To made
o attempt to pr ihed the \mwmmmn—

mmerable notes in both margins as well as the tops and bo.toms of the
pages. His writing is far from elogant and can bo dated in the dying days
of wncisl weitings Tischendorf's ninth contury date is pood enoughs In
addition to the textsl m{Beuxiions the corrector hao added spirants
and accents as vell as the punetuation marks. The largest part of the
sacond corrector's work consistas of the regular 1iturgical notations
placed in the mavgin o asaist the roador in using the New Testament in
church sorsidp, ;mm;unuruansmmmhummgvms
Tischandorf's Prolegomenas e have not considored it nscsssary or
desirfable w0 reproduce all these notations, but have been conient to
1ist corrections and additions which should be mude to his list, Since

these sorrigenda et addends will be used only in conjunction with the
complote ist, the page mmbera given here refer to ihe pages of Machen-




=
Pago 172 = Tnstasd of whit Tuckarwiort has, resd the Polimdings gasg 3o
LY TEC TMTMANAOC. xak Booyafac DEOnPOY LY. AYSTMLS
0 173 = A Jittle over halfimy down the page in the right-hand marging
adt the followings xy s oy Teq Tuep eveveswy oo
226« gupp Te a0e)u0ys Napaxaho pusce Tids iu placed by Tlooh-
endorf on both pages 225 and 226. Puge 225 has nothing.
mumm\wrmwmctnmo-@dnmumwuarm
text exoopt Revelation; he has made no changss thurs, Hld coriections
tand ‘o bo moro oporadic than those of tha £irst corrector. In the cathe
oldc oplstles hin egPniations are 1imited to 1.7 per folic, while in the
fourth gospel thero are 13.3 corroctions psr £51io — mueh higher than
a0y avevage by the first corrector. ile note the following rosuliss

Bodk Leaves Corrections Zex Follo
Hatthow 2k 9 L0
Hark 1% 63 ]
Tukn 154 105 7.0
John 10 133 12.3
hets 20 [ 3.2
Cath. epistles % 15 L7
Paul, epistles 39 90 235
Zevelation 8 ] 0.0

A further broakdosn in the dsiefbution of corrections may be vsen in the
4 e
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of the sixbesnth oontury, bub thig s a long time afler the ninth ceniurye
Gortaln notes mid names may suggest Constantinople, but they are sufficl-
ontly ambiguus as to be apan o more than ono intarpretation., We should
bo nefe to point townrd Consbantinople and vieinity without closing the
door to other posaibilitios,

¥V BReoults of the Present Study

Yo ot immediately mention that the work of Plsghendorf, by and
large, has been verified by the present studys This is not to say that
errora have not baen found, @ven the most earoful collator will make
errors, The ervors we have found ore listed in Appondix As Many are ine
significant; but a significant mmber are important for the textual criti-
cigi of the New Testamont. For example, arrangemenuts will be made to
correct more than seventy citations of Oodex O in Bestle's edition of
the Greok Sext. d

This edition differs in a mmber of ways from that of Tischendorf,
He reproduced the largs marginal letters as they are fouwnd in the Codox.
fits bexs mus printed in soriptlo contimpd with the unclal letters. fe
have buen content o reproduce the text without any effort townrd imita-
tion, Then the text had been evaed and Tewwritben by e Livst sorvector, |
mmmmemmw'-mmmhwmmmm-wh
wag able to degipher some or all of 'he original letters., When the vellwm
wis torn or when nothing eould be seon, he left hio taxt blank snd dn-
dieated by commas the mumber of letters probably losts IThls editdon
adopts the move modern method of using brackets it wi
soen, s have Bado one modifications to di
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mmmmmubstmmdmapMmswu,memuﬂm
nade vhon, and why, we have disagrood with Tischendorf,

Only with preat hesitation is one encouraged to disagroe with Thache
cndorf in obsoure matters. He wes a gront paleograshor, Anyons who is
aoquainted with the story of how he disagresd with ull othors in declaring
that the last verse of John's gospel in Codox Sinaliicus was added later
and how Tio contentlon was verified by an infra-red photograph wlil lmow
the hesitanoy we felt whenever we had to depait from his conclusions. Yet
Tlachendorf was young when ha tackled Codex C. It ruprosents his first
work on an important menugoript. Even when possibls deterioration in the
mamuscript is consldeved, the impression in geined that on a few occasions
Hachendor? wrote more than he saw. One simiffcant ineidont is the taxt
in T Poter 2,03, Tischendorf wroter protawvnie Kagn xrigey Tvep s
bub I have written um. Taom guger avOp As far as wo have been
able %o find, gUOEL represents a singular reading of Codex C, #o that
Toachendory could no! have expected it, We did mot oxpect it elthers
But wo studied the reading in the mamuseript itself, in a natweal photo-
gragh, ad in an infra-red chotorraph. They all tended to confirm our ¥
firet impression. The lower holf of both phi and upsilon are seen, ihy }9
he irote xTiget 4F ho did not see 4t fs Jifficult o say. Ono word in | J
his defenss, however, ought 0 be said, Tn a manuseript'of this type
when 50 many words and lottors ave indistinet, aud when the reader knows
mmm_mm,mummmtwmmm
when he thinks ho seo and when ho actuaily scess
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Throughout tho text and notes of this edition we have tried to lkwep
in wind the needs and problms of the oditor of o Greek text aud the
oitations 4n his oritical apparatuss Ho faces diffievit probless in
citing a masuseript whiok has oo many lacunas as doss Codox Os 15 46
satiafactory, for examle, to dnslude our mamuseript mmeng others under
a comon aign? In Nestle's apperatus the Hosychisn syilol inclndes
Codex © anless gtated othewwise. In reality, however, who 'mows all the
placos where Codex O is miesing? ‘The Hogyehian spibol is otill used. It
is true that Festle's text only attampis to Indicate generally the wit-
nesses for and against different veadings, Yet it cammot afford to be
asbiguouss

A more serious and difficult problem arisse when the text has been
changed by the first correctors The original text is often lost perma~
nently. At other timee because of the naturs of the resding and the
amount of space available we can be quite csriain what the corrector
added, but we cannot mow if ho re-mote the original text after adding
something o the texts AL various places the corrector has crased be—
yond recovery several limes of the text to add a word or phrase. It
canwol; be assumed that the corrector re-mrote the original text. To
illustrate the problem we cite the text of iomans T.2Lff, A11 of the
text in Rommns 7.2l-8,2 is ro-sritten, Yothing in the re—wribten text
can bs said to reprosent the text of the originel soribe. In his eighth
edition Tischendorf hag made this mistake. Another exwmle where Tischen-
- dovf cites Codex O% for what was written by €2 is Romas .Se Do full
1ines have bean erased and re-vritten by the covrector.
Codex G as a witness for 0c pev yap rather than
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ve clearly credlt xat Aeyeiv o the corrector. Bub does o BagiAepc s
(instead of _Bagihey) which the oripinal seribe also wrote, reprosent &
eritical judgment on the part of the corractor? Or after adding xat
Aeygty did he simply veproduce the first text?
» fio are content to stress these problems in eiting Godex Gy In the
notes in the appendices we have iried to indicate clearly the condition
. of the text and conclusions we have reached so as to juide the eritics
and editors vwho alone must male the decisions for their own workss




AEpEIX
HOTS? O 14 8Xe 0F T oRtomiL summs

atthow

926 = Aftor gruy the original soribe wrote guto: , but corrected this
%639 = Tho original scribe hus added in the margin the vext of Tuke 22:13

matnaduuam-aumum.m&m_w

dark

L.1§ = Mo original soribe wrote 1oy Ao at the snd of the 1ine, but

failed to write yoy on the next line, Meither of the correctors
has supplied the nesded letters,

2,36 - The original soribs dld not write Ty oqy after yadrraig avioy
as Tischendorf has stateds 4 long hols in the vellum covers the
beginning of this line where taic _aytou was writien, Tischon—
dorf's edition 15 a5 £0110W8 « s o » « s » ¢ 0+ 107y (each Lot~
ter is represented by one dot)s I do not know how he oaw the u
uiless he assumed soms mark below the lins to be vastiges of it.
leither do I see an 1 before 07i . (It 1s, of course, possible
that Lids hole has been enlirged during the laot century.) Yet
4t 81411 Pemaine dnpossible for T to-have been written hecsuse
the spase sty 1u neb suffiotamts TnMne 18 suic avioy

ﬂ.ﬂsﬂﬂ . 2 3 DTS ey




Mark

—

323

3,2 - The original scribe mmﬂ;ﬂﬂ‘lﬂ.ﬂfﬂamm

EDAC » !:ntﬂiiumldnm,urhwitmmmmﬂthgg.
I eannot say. Except for the bottom of the secomd letter, this

is very clear,

9,15 = Tischendorf sald the original seribe wrote Xal I. pirXel Touc

Jobm

o5ovtag after gopy1rei. This is impossible. In the previous
line nine letters use the same amount of space taken by Tischen—

dorf's tmwenty-one lettersl It is mot likely that A wrote gg.
xay tpiZey - omitbing toyg ojoygag = because the second
corrector has aided gygouy at the end of the line, A correctlon
by the first corrector is precluded, since even his more crowded
writing would not fit in the limited space without extendin; inte
the margin, Codex 0, therefore, containad gooixey TOVC
ojovtag (with Codex X«

%,

21,13 - The original scribe wrote eoYeTai O 1Ce Tiserandorf rejected

this reading, largely on the basis of spacs, and suggestad either
COXETE ilumﬁ. I have been sble i detect the
article and apparently the __. anmlihuﬁthnlm
of uabmnraig easily fits into the space wwailable for tai 0 .
ﬂurt-ﬂn-d-mhmm*:wau-utdh

Codex C for either readings



APPBHDTX B
ALTERATIONS MADE BY [k VIRST CoRRmomoR

Esbthow

L8 - wpng (beee) for yupns (2)

10 - swoagar (twoe) for juggos. ki

113 -aEIODé (second) for - ¢ m-wwmuam. spelling is
Ry T S = P "”“9':‘& .4‘r

1.18 - add yap afteryuyvrgreuBigne s (o

3.6 = addgavec after epantizovro. d M2 5

bl -30%e o ¢ 2ymyOn mn VX9 .ﬁ&&u;

1,10 = add ox1ow J‘_...""".\.’J_“x&.- mv-nuza-iﬁa‘sd.t thig
pmmmngwmmacnbem But the text
dwuediumntnmmnn.

h.u-add_oLglfmagorgqgs 5« lYone of the original letters can
be seen, WMHMWMWWWM

419 - add o T after avToige

La2l - add x4 before Ba ng&wgcgtwug.

79 - gires for —oeic ().
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Jagthen

Bob = UOUOTIC. O Uloome

g_y-BmMMmm.mm.mmm"nm
T b TSSO NS e D e Do g
guaarslly anceptod Saxt very wells Oarbatnly there is nst room
mm-mm&m“d”&'

8,13 - xEYNOUE® £Or yewnue . Tischendort evred in orediting
to the original soribe, Koo Vil s L+ e

6,07 - 190100 £Or rguiaion. Tisehendort thought & duplisated g bad
boen eraseds But all of our lotters can be ooen.

8,25 - 1oogehBoviee ﬂ'm“’mmma
420:2uTov. Approxisately 1% 1ines have boen evased and in this
apeummhmmmmu Beud
xai TpooehBovieg Ot wadimmay . It 4a cortain that the original
soribe wrote more than this. Tischendorf's suggestion that the
corrector removed aytw after rpogehdovreg endgyzoy  after
uaf8ntay has a very sound foundation and fits the space falrly
well. I have tw modiffgntisns to maks, howevor, to his conjestura,
(1) Bo 514 1ine 33 probably ended with gy o and Mne 3 bogan
with Byrai _autops From mn infra-red photograph 1t is fairly
cloar that 1 (of o1 ) was the last letter oo the line, Lina 3

Mhmmmwﬁﬂmﬂ'ﬂuhﬁm.
(2) 14ne 33 then has several letters loss than the other lines in
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Jarthe®
oay what changs had boen made. It is clear, however, that A
wrote less thon B since the end of 1ine 37 has not been orased.
This reading of Godex O% 18 a singular roading and has no other
witnessed. I cannot say whethier A wrote yxohoude (g, N D)
or 1poAioudnoev(C. Bods B).

o1k~ padnrat for patauvs

9,27 = adduzy heyoviee after xpazoviee

20,3 = xai AeBPai0g O exixhndeic Babdauog for, probably, xay
AepPatog O xay 08abSa1og. At the end of the line Sa10¢ is
seen as well as a1 (of x31?) in g position vhich suggests our

text, This reading renrssents one of the possibilities put forth
by Tischendorf.

103 -y4cy 00 guxia for wev mv 1 oixia(f).

10,19 = wpa foryuepo o

10,23 - oty ey for oti. I cannot doubt that A omitted g1 rather than
STl This is based largely on the fact that a larger area has
been erased than that whish €t would occupys The letbers £1
would not even reach the margin, whersas A spparently extended
his first letter into the margin.

12,6 = peizwy for peixowy (B)s

120 -addyap eoriy after e

12,01 ~ add gggay _after Tige

1213 - gegneuvey, xai GEEXaTEOTAON UYING 8C T adhy for - T
nnmmum.ﬂmfﬁ'm..‘d- Holes pre-

ventt us from tolling whether the Muﬂn wrote more or

lwnmm!}(m ~Tioghsadar mEzes
thinga thut B m&k!‘mm“!!"“
hmumw T mo, the latter suggestion is

queationale, A ourved mark (forq 1) 14 seen under oy , but 1%



s

st
leaves some space betwemn o and Iuboxngev s I am fairly cer
tain, however, that I have detectad the L. of jopon an infra-red
photograph at a point that makes 1t impossible for Oodex ¢ to
have written other than jov ov NuSoxToEY »

12.22 = add Toghog  xay before wuwpog.

12,29 = §130TgO for apiagay.

12.Lly = omlt x33 before geoapupevoy o (7)

12,10 = 0dd wou, after ETp.  Hschendorf assused B SEEHuR R ac
A But A definitely wrote less than B. This place is quite

difficult, but the p is the most certain letter.

13.57 ~ add €1 after gTiuog « Tischendsrf thought this waa by the
original scribe.

1,19 - xoptoug for X0p10Y . The corrsttor has nmot complated his
change of the text, for _TOvhas not been mads to read 1ovg.

119 ~ omit xa 1 before Aapwv. :

125 = ey for gmmeey. (7)

1529 -~ erdery for, probably, xat  TABEV.

W33~ o4 e gy _zw mhoiw for, perhaps, o1 Se gv _nhoiws Hothing
can be seen, even with the infra-red photograph, of the ariginal
lotters. Two letters undoubtedly have boen added, but this is the
moet we san say with eny cerbainty.

Bk = add goy after zov Tpa-

.17 - ¢y ageBowva for = 7 The original soribe amitted parhaps one
or two letters, Oerbaisly oy was mat isoluded.

15,32 = guhayyvizope fory possibly, gEhyxv. Ona i Tirak aty
lstters was onitted by A ity s

|3 - suyupiougge. enhagey fars bl Cxdagey. Macheninrt




Jubthes

16,01 = add (pooEXerv  hefors m‘-’-‘-&ﬁlﬁ_‘

16,13 - omlt 58 befere o Tc .

16,19 = omlb xa1 before Hugg.

16,22 = ciatiuay Por gxyyyigy  (?). Machendorf d4id rob note that
u:s_l_bldhmemdmormmgnmhmn % =

1.8 = oddued gavtuy after yoyoy.

18,29 - add gig TOVE TOBag  avtou befora KAQEXGAEL o

16,29 = add tavia  before gois Thechendorf erred in thinking that the
corrector reversed the order of the original toxt when he added
Zivia » The letters can be sesn as indicated in the text.

160,35 - gueaviog foremovp o (7)

19,19 ~ add gou _ after THm

20,3 - omit duplieated zpy (?)s

20,6 - omit apyovg aftereoTuTdig «

20,10 = whe tova fermAELOV o

20,12 - omit 071 before 0uToL  (2)e

20,19 = ayagaroeral for gyepOToctale

2L1 - eddygy @n@gyigvafter Bndogyre This, I think, can be assumed
beoause of the space availsble. A wote lsss than B. Other than
thisy 1t s impossiblo to kmow if A wrote _gig oF Kpog bafore o
0pOC_ as 18 rightly says. Hestls is quostionable in quoting owr
US with Codex B as hawving €1G

D25 - giyey for pimeyie Hashendart fatled to mote thin, but it is
quite gbvious. The prosent X 1o not by A.

28 - mpwrw for mpme. 4 e el

ﬂ.?ﬂ_ﬂhmwr‘iﬂ e £pet o L

230 - thﬁhh = dhee o wisley

23426 -
aggigﬂll for
wiieh -*m MMM :

Acts Le2e 0 T S0 IRY S0’ lanpetaeligl vrtckcled st B Tast
.35 - aa gy artapamiis el TS Ll B PRt s




333

st

h§ = VDK befure ey aiiy ()e

2.5 = TUGY for puuv after exeoy

.20 - 838 TANIVTT before Eessmoas

2631 « JUNEITONCNDICE Y ; '

26,50 - £Ta1pe foregraipe (#)e

%,51 - T for 1o before yeta .

2,53 - Soxerg for Soxey goys

2,59 = B2VatWoouo iV for gugiy . I do ot kmow why Tischenderf
Besitated to eredit gog to the By every

.60 - addxa1_‘before TOMAWY o

2.60 - add QU upOY_ aftes Roogcivoviuy o

%.ﬂ-mm.mmm, This 43 based only on con-
siderations of space. Due to homolotsleuton the soribe confused
Sv_of tov for ov of viov. The only other possibility might be
yaoy FO, omitting gy « Ho other combination of letters fits
the space.

%465 - omit, porhaps, Ti after Aevov. Mechendorf sald the corrector
erased 911, but without doubt tha space is ot sufficient for

26,69 - mmmw_“‘;;- B

7.3 -mmwg uwmmnh




atthes

mm-.mnmmum_.mh,-
comon texts Swething ms udoubtedly dupltested,

15,10 = Because the vellum is m’-mmw.mm
EXSIOF xaxeis On the basis of space tha formr ia more
preferable. mmunm-mm.u.m,
sm-ﬁnammmmumm.

ark

L19 - add guTev after Suwtea.

L2~ gdcaroy for ZepeSaiou . Tischandorf did ot mote that the
text had been corrected and eredited -5110¥  to the original
soribes

Lk =3 for xaBwg before KpooETASEV .

115 - redundant 'y between £V and £omicice

B =

3,1% - omit Oty befors IOV gapioaiov .

222 - »dd o VEOG after QIEEL. 0. QL¥OC v

-1k - cwit g Rl aXORNOMIUCLREVINRE S ¥

- Sgeaxepeyy §ag Vogbug Mav expal. g Soue for expal o

;.x-mm_mhn%uw' AVEOTY.

‘-E‘-mwﬂ;ﬂ'w R

M-mm.mw




-
=
Lo

Yk
18 = ouptel for aihoi .

20 - omib eroLy b-frme_g_,__m)._m&_

}s20 = add gV 5 probablyy before EETMOVTZ, Something was omitted by Ae

1126 = omit ozt after eleyevs

26 = gov fior 1o before guopov .

1127 = voxza for VUXTOC.

2?7 - BAagzavy for BAaoTa «

b8 = mAmpon for, perhaps, XArpec. Msoh and T think
it is quite likely, that A wrote pec for pric. This helps ex-

plain why B erased more than the ¢, but dosan't explain why the
D, was also erased, Mo abtempt s made to i1l the space evenly,

1430 = Gogidegay Top for =¥ It fanot 1kely that A omitted Tov,
for 1t would merely have been addad by the corrector to the end
of the line, Two or thres letters of Baciheiay probably were
amitteds perhaps the seribe mistook gy forgy

430 - 1019 TgouBokn HacaBudeyey. gueny fors probably, Tivi
auiny RagapoAnyv  Bwpev. This line is hopelessly marred
and partially torn. Our text is the most likely conjecturs.

ka3l < og for wg before 9TaVe

hi3) = toMAaig ehakey for =7 Tischendorf in his sppendix wrote
Mquid—jm!aumm!,mu.ﬁhuﬂﬂoducml
with Codex I in omiting zoMiaic. This undoubiedly is wrong.
e space requires that godigig (or somsthing its “size") be
inoluded. Tt is possible that A reversed ths cosson order and
wrote gighey xOMAGYG 5 bub this i improbable.

U3 = add go befors wegpaiie s wt o ST

ba3s _mkmw iy A pared DLy,

k38 = 5yeveppon znmﬂcmmm >
mtdsw_mﬁ-_gwﬁ '

53 - Mmmmwm

R e e
dort gadd the prasent i [E60TOV AN by By bub T disagree DRdy

s nebeiBs

bapy T ierd
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LYy §_ 8re by By bﬂtﬂ:qmmtwhm-muw
suggest that A wrote gutoy instead of EXOTO Vs

5.3 - add ngay O¢ before we SioxiAre: .

5,20 - omdt OA1) before xn Sewunorer . (1)

5.21 = omit 0 before oxdoc . (2)

$.27 = omit Ta before Tepiy (1)

5u34 ~ add Bapoen ltw;u_-:_n_. 1 eannot tell whother Ammm&
or 1ep in Suvatep,

5.3l - xau 1081 for - 7 Tischendorf said that the original seribe

probably omitted xxi, but thers is no foundation for this
asousption. %ai 1081 easily fits in the available space. I
do not know how B changed the text, but I would suggest that the
corrector, in erasing 1dne 16 to sdd 8300¢) , Wnintentionally
affected the writing of 1line 17. To support this conjecture it
should be noted that the crowding of B's letters in lins 17
appears to be caused only by the hole in the vellum and not by
lack of space.

6.2 = Zavta for amavids

£42 —omitt 1 ya before xai Buvaperg o (1)

bl - omit zvTOD after OUYYEVEGIY o

611 - o501 eav un secwveay for ogav un DeENTAl .

615 - add ggr iy after poopming e

6423 - The correotor possibly added ya| WMOOEV GuTh OTi Hothing
can bo seen of the original text, bub this fits the space ednir-
ably. e camnot be cortain whether § and e were alded or
omitted. On line 10 under pe of the correctad text two lottiers

anpasr to be Ot . I this is part'of O cuv, thon the ordpinal

too mush to fite
626 ~ S0 Y3 VANE \EVOUE for = 7 Even with the
nothing ean be ssens
6% ~ a4 oy veforeymavovies « mmw i
s6un to make this eertain ] i
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park

ool = 2O0UROUS 9C DEVOQ Neps for TVOHZ 031 e ouy
200 ALpLe

8,26 = LREOTNEV for SuEs ,

8,26 = LyepNeyey Torgiegn o ,

8,25 = amayzag for ot .

6,20 = o pey fordevovieg 0%y . Tleshendorf erred in saying &
wrote 01 pcyy to me thers s no dowbt that be wrote omy after
REYOVIE o hmm.,ﬁ"rﬂmm‘ Purtharsors
thu correstor most likely would not have srased Ary. o1 uev
and then re-written 01 ytv. He han made no mttempt to £111 the
spuce svenly. 1 ocamnot doubb that A wrote Ao Uvieg otie

B3k = 0g mig for ex i before Oerel o

B3l - ghoeyv for guohoode ) ve

.35 = add outog 4 probably, befors guoes « Ab this place the vellum
bas several holes, It is certain, howsver, that A wrote lew

B e g S i T s
6.3 - AVOg for TVOV. m the meeond correstor wrote O

ivbg for oy GVOV beasuse 4t ds obvious that he wrote o for

0¥ 1 would, howsvor, reeonatruot the history of this varint

in this waye (1) A weote xoy Zygv (2) B changad V0V %0 4¥00s
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park
sugpest his change,

9,23 = add Tw_before LigTepovti . Tischandors mOts Kovia at the
and of line 19 and Bovata W on line 20, But this roprosonts

the corrected text of B. Ithnr:hlmﬂubnmu_r_tg:ﬂ

tho end of line 19, o horizontal line is quite olsar. e
letters Ta at the end of 1ine 19 are obiviously by B. At the
begiming of line 20 T (by A) can be ssen before a hole in the
vellum. There ir not sufficient room on 1ine 20 for T Buvatg
a0 im.tnmhhatobemnjmtwauuuﬁ_ug&;g_(u‘;
sindlar error) oF muyjgae I prefar the latter beoauss the 1
.:urdmhbleuppuarshba'bylmdy_nmbemmmd
after it.

9.2h - add XE_ bsfors jondet «

9.2 - add g1¢ epe after MicTeuoviwy. Tlschendorf was not certain

what A wrote, but preferred WioTi1V EXOVIWY to WIGTEVOVIWV
baganse he eould see no indication of the y under the line. The
letters oviwv are clearly apparent at the end of the erased
area. At the beginning of the line Twy X1 Gan be seen as well
25 the tep of T_. Botween this T and ovyyy A eovld not have
writien v eXe On the other hand gy fits wells Codex C,

therefore, agroes with Codex M.
0.1 - omit xa1 befors Tepave
10,12 - gane for gAhov befars OLXETXLe
1027 - add gg after cugheyacs
1°‘ET'MMLW‘W Wwammm

1032 = way o4 for oL 68 befor
10,33 =

e rw.u.mmmwmw e iz

W2 « yeyino for JaoINEISs
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uk

10,6 = 83d 2710 before iepe iy,

]o‘l,s-ldd LOooR L TWY ntmm.tﬂv 9soy.

1,3 = 30ut0 for T00TouTo. w () A mrots Touroyo s wet :

wal_ as both Tisch and e The

9. I8
bafore £ 1 LaTE mqu:u-oe!nrwrul-ﬁdm-utth-y_cm
be ‘seons The Tirst "y th erfased a

10 rather thanxat .

m.3 = omib mahiv after auzov o

1M1 - add 0 Tg after eig 120000hupt. Tischendorf has entirely
overlooked this correction.

1113 - pOVOV O y3p My Xaipoc Poro  vap yaipoc pux Ty e

1,2 - ggiete foragETe.

1,31 - add ouv befere opx ENICTEUGD »

12,1 = addptw before pooyiov «

126 -eixev forexwv.

12,9 = add zopmoug after yewoyougs

12,0 =g yne ouy for gyme. Mechendorf said s wrote gygoyouy and
that B simply changed £1n0v %o gixe. Thevs can be mo doubt
that A omitted Quv. OConcerning cine, the sscond g is not
unmmku;,utui;munmmmmi
at the end of 14ne 17 (in Texva Yo T am quite sura that 4
wrote gile.

1200 = omit £1 before EEEQTIV,

12,20 - a8d goy after ciide

12,20 = “HEM i‘ ‘before | !ﬁE Ve Tis
mm“wﬂﬂmﬂmmhlﬁ

dorf noted that a

.-.m-un\-‘-“-‘ s
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ark

1229 = Elg for €1 after o Be yuwy Hg.

1319 = Ne for TV bafore entigev.

13,91 = tapehevoetal  for —goviail . W erred in 1ting

-0£T3 1 to the original seribe. 'nn_a_l.nnn ke the seript
of A Furthermore, the area has been srased and tho }
stroke for the bu can be ssen.

1k = addygy before pigqy «

2 = e TOF yape

b - addyas  heyovice after ga JTOUE o

16 = gyvepoipwvto For uovvTo .

1.6 =3yt for, probablyavn s Mschendorf sald A wrotsqitn, but I
su quive certain it was gure The g and 4 are cloar., Hemins
of the U eppsar 1o suwvive. The letiers 1T between o and v
would be crowded.

Ud0 =0 _1ouapiwing for ygxapiwd O .

1413 = pravete  foromave s The letters are barely visivle and Tisch-
endorf assumed they ware by 4. But the present yewe is coviously
quite crowisd, The available space allows only Ui -—or
eome sbsurd spelling.

1,20 = omit £v_ before TpuBAiov

.27 - add ey guoy £V TN YORTL _Tgyrn efter gxavSahigBngegBe

1,30 = 2dd 5ig after gwvnozl

1,15 ~ add ya1pe  before 01BBEL.

Uisl - ypatroavieg  STOY 01 yeavigxor for xpiTOuoLY ANTOM.

1,72 — xa1_ex bevsepou for nai EUJEHC femspu0ogiv Rhnchenidort
noted that xai was at the end of M 37 ad £x Dcutepoy 3¢
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BE nclusively verify our texts (1) xa g at the end of 14n0 37 18
by B rather than Ag (2) at the bopinning of l4ne 38 ex is elearly
far out in the marging (3) tHe & *n and L'sof Deyrepoy indie
cate that it also is by Bs Tho text of A; Yerefors, musi have
fiited in the place cceupied by Devtepoy (without the marginal
g ) MHenee, xai cubew: (or £v8ug)e Codex €, then, unites
with Codde ML dn writdngyg)  euoeqpe (or E08yc ) adevtwp .

1,72 = add, probably, Big ofter gwvieay « This is the solitien pro-
posed by Tischandorf, Something has been added to the text. I
consider 1% less likely that gpvrgy wis changed to STIoVNgn «

18,7 = £RoiTxigay. for “ Jenoinuigav  (siod)s :

15,10 = add xa1 heyerv after 2utov .

1509 - eventooy, for, probably, eventvoav e

15:22 - add 70V befors Iulxoea .

15.23 = add miery after auto »

15.0 = omit a1 before papian 7 pay.

15,16 =eSnrey  for natedmrev.

156 = npogexvAioev for-ge.

1.1 - amit xop before gapazoli. (?)

1.7 = omit, probably, xai before ginas

1,9 = add 5e after zvaozag e Tiscleadorf erred in noting that B
changed xai Avagtac 0 avagtag Bes The words way gvagtic
would be orowdeds Eves gvagrag fe s orouded, Gur text cammot
be doubteds It is based on ona clear facts the area that has been
erused can be seen and 4t does mot includs wheru B wrote the imit-
ial g of gyagToge Originally nothing was written here. Lioe 32
appears now as followss BOUVTO Y3p e GYIOTEC D2 KpWLe « »




a2
ok
16,10 = onlt pe_ afterexeivn o (2)
16,17 = RapaxohovBnge  for axos
1617 = addyevaig after Jmimﬂuulv.
16,20 = 12¥TAXOV for - ? The surface has been permsnently rubbed
X sway.

Probably A omitted one latter,
16,20 = amit guny after grpe v,
Luke

143 = auomi, for OTi.

116 - 1oy zyyehov for, perhaps, gyvelovs This is a conjecture
based largely en the space available. Tachendorf sald A wrote
200g auiove I do not think this will £111 all the spacs,
while RpO¢ avyYEAOV fite admirably. Ons camnot, however, be
dognatic.

L34 = paprap IM‘M.

1,30 = papiay for papia,

1,39 - omit duplisated gu after papiop o

LI~ 1 edig. Jov gom. AMg pap. for Tov gonj Tne usp: 1.
EANT-P

LU3 - yvs eAOm m pnp TOou xuptov (not U as Tischendorf said)
oy for - 7 Tischendorf said something was previously omitted.
1 am certain this is not so, Tischenderf failsd to note that
¥up10y is spelled out by B. Both lines ¥ and 11l over the same
area have an equal mmber of letters. If Awrote XU instead of
M(uuummmmmm»ﬁ-nmh
less, not more, than Ae

LS = add yqy after gogs
M ~yaoign  for papiae
1‘50-:(( veag  yev !Ww

LA~y o w&mw

03 - gy ngu. fee e S S
L85 - nep 0 xonyiag. fare B The 1o 10 parsamently osts &

Probably epronsously omitted two or three lettera.
166 ~ antt gzp vefore XE10s
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1400 = ayaGeLiRue, For gyaligeus . ks oormotion (an Loserted g
abovo the 1ine) may be by aither B or 0,
paleographieally vho ndded it.

25 - LEMVNOTe for guyron s

2.6 = Tiechendorf seld A wrote 4030, and B cormsated the Lext by adding
xovaikis Loonfasw that I oan sée nothing exsept that the
socond 1etter de 0. The codex 4s W ghtly bound and T onmot ses
the margin.

24 = qperpag 000V fory undoubbedly, 1uioacs Tashondorf failn to
comment, on. thin varlant 10 his sppendix, but noten thatip st
the ond of 1ine k 40 1ot by A But be moten that A wrote gag
ooy on e § (A=gpag 000V ) At the end of 1ine L, however,
et 4o a1l by By A wrotepuppac  whthout gfoy on lins 5, In
aupport of thin the vestigom of the p meem £o appsar bulow the
— :

2,016 = gurovg for ayTove Techendorf dhd nob note that gyioyg was
n correetion.

2.l = With Techendorf I wrote the glven bext buewusm I know of uot
other possibdlity which will £111 the ldne, At the baginning of
lne 1600y wiyw s certain, Our toxt still leaves the Line
about, i lettars shorter than amy other full line on the pai.

Thers 4o mo wiy to Judge

2l = g Lor yal E40 .

%51 = ndd ues gty probebly, afber xuteius Tlechmndort ws
wrong; o assune that A Wrote Aptoig Xl MATCUT. JWET GUTWVe
mummwhnwmm The omipsion of




£ )
T .

.5—*';- s Laans dal agBe Coees 3.,0..1\1

he2¥ = MataxpIMVIga) for < bnmmh-n-m-m
four letters fuvi o Mmgw‘m‘u B changed
it to Iuvie But o me the 1attars of B are slighily orowded —
only enough te suggest that | was omitted by A. s is, of

atp

course, only & 's DUt Tischendo: 2 reading must also
unm I-t-na-h-m
f [/ .rnu\. T3t aadient o0 e Tooita iy Fropefeiss
110 = Jutuy for . .

512 - omit wau after xodewve (1)

%15 - add yx guToL  afber Bepamevegdai..

.28 - Zavta for RIvEce ()

5.30 - zuzoy Meyoviecfers t . Mechendorf said A owittedapiov
bub Aevyovieg does mot £111 the space. The text of A wndoubtedly
was faulty, but there is no way of knowing what be wrote. Perhaps,
second U in _avmouy Our text represcnts an attespt to £i11 the
space with the musber of lettars it originally contatned. In any
event Codex G 1s mot a witness to the emission of gutop

530 - mid o 47 TR AR o) vy Machendsrt semed 1d sip-
ing the present 1gteof ggdiete ds by A. Parts of aTl the
lotters can ba seens

5.39 - add evfewg before Sehel . eeon, 39
61 - blimgtug.gu.“.ﬂimr s A3 vt
Tl = excibe for gREION e .

Td - cmit wmw s




s

)

gty - omis 5 before onigBEv,

8.7 = oalt IVTL after anyyyeiey . Bathing omn be recovered of the
taxt of A Mh’“ﬂ-’?mn-MMdemmwc_
This solution as praposed by Tischendorf i¢ most iy e
first correstor bogan lins 35 with anng

B.5U = exerpe TOF gygipepes

9.5 =gexwvray forgeywrg - Tschendorf did not eredit B with
adding the v_.

9,0 - add, probzbly, Eyw before axoyw . T wo the only lstters
wvisible are gyw andZnte) $ theso sre by B. The corrector
probebly erased the last part of the linz to insert gy

9.12 - Tischendorf said A appavently omitted xggadpqugiy xare It
is impopsible to kmow whab A wrote; but I think there is too much
spacs for simply TOVC 1YpOUL _€U0WQLY EXlTitiguoye THe
text of A was more likely inepts.

9.31 - omit 6e_ nftergheyov o (2)

9ul1 - add amoxpi18erg Se after nSuvnongave

9,49 = add O bafore Leivvige B baswritten o e .mavyncs It 1s
more ikely that A emitted O rather than G bocsusa of the
space. To omit e  would leave oo muoh root.

9,49 =enigrata for §ibacyake s he lstters at i bogluning of 1ino
2 aroAe  whtlo tha lest lsttar dn linod was g The remaining
letters cannot be ssels

9:58 - adwnexec fory M.&.m

10,22 - add, porhaps; GuToy SHter LaOUIRCS

10.30 - add ge, probably, after yrolaguve i i
suggest owr texts :

10.% - omty g after EEENOWVS

10,30 - a2a after | e il
e W et satn e A te

tations of space
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o2
““”W“‘“u&-muumkw

10,0 = g for I ATter gxiguggq

10,12 = QR EOW, imezL&._umgmm‘m_m

CELT «

n.7 = edd yoy after o510 .

1123 = odd ye  after ouopmizes . Tschendorf failed to note this
addition.

.24 - Lveopa fory probably, TVa Tischendorf sald enly that the
text of A was inepbes o lelter £ of c£eAOy is discornable
-tnpuhtwmwmwmmﬂmuinummpmm
theses in this edition. mmrmommmmw
sagra for unclean spirits,

10,26 - exey xar viveray ga fer - ? The original seribe rrobably
wrote six to elght more letiers than the corrector, tut it is
ispossible to koow what he wrote.

11,4k = The redundant ou_ before Oux is eraseds (7)

1,52 — add xa1 after E1gTABATE o

1913 — mepigak. for mapepBad.

17,16 = yarongeTa) for egTiy,

19-&6-M§_E_MIWWMMWWB' He may have thought

ha would need room when he wrote)\rovgeta)  for goriv at the
ond of the preceding linay but having put all ef »\18rgetay on
that 1ine he merely re-mvute the text of A, Ceriainly this fits
nﬂu—un#nm~m3_arm_x_s_mnmp
letter in the margin.

@5 - omit yuivarserconis (8)

@6 - onit o) befare gE TVEW

P11 -y5ic0y ooy gudee = 1, B b of ot o et

Y mummy It




iy

Jake
w&mm._“-‘-m e
abjeated that the noming nuora for R W24 Gt mat
vhen roferring to Jamin I nesd only vater 1o 14 2 vhare g
in mo uned,

20,3 = IL BANOURTAAY 5% 10vigIape

20,05 = omdt 1w bofere xaigapis (1)

23k = Loy 0106 PorpshibleC001 000, + e Jatiere yin, ar
alightly eromled, and 4f any letter othor than i were omitbed,
thare would be oo much Epaoe.

2730 = jepn for gopg. ;

H.u-mmm.

72,16 = Qi) QUKETL. (0N JIL G Gh 0ROV £OF oy D) u. anig.
Tachondart pald nothing dn his appendie about 01i, bub in 10
remarin that the originsl soribe apparently omitted it. It 1e
now certaln that A onitbed 93y :

22,10 - add ) bofore dugiApig s T s reasonably certain of this.
Pachendorf noted that A emitted Oy rather than n, Bt g ab
the begimaing of the 1ine 4s by A Al the latters exsept § in
ugyAcig oan ba neens Unfortutely small holes prevent the
artgiaal lattern fron bolng ness. Datwoa g¢. snd 42 AL Lde
bowever, thros lettars (viss, 00 ) £46 mioh better than two
(A404p 1) P)s Roudy thovefors, &g 9y fagiheig dnstead of

-‘-E’-i-.Liﬁ‘M'EP
23.20 = m“”m‘ Ve oot
2329 = peyOogyan, for | gl cleer

2130 = yeguvgy for
200040 -
20h0 - gy |
24l =
02 - 5o
238 - aid



3

e
by Tischendorf,
correct.

and thars ssems 144t1s resson to dewbt that 1t 4s

.k - 844 pavtoy after tumioyiec .

2% - gEBaoxevn_ pad. TOF gyrunc wgy gan.

2,55 - A0TO, EX TNG A 0P £x Tuc vad. puzys Msel i
in saylag the original soribe cmittedqyru. The lstier U can
m.mubimummhz-m:wﬂm
abidaiag « The writdng of B is not eramped.

23.56 - add ya, before grogto

h.2 = ano for gx.

2.7 - oni Ses 5oy TV zou GV0W for 1o¥. 3. oy FVET o Dot
This 1s the best conjscture since nothing om be seen of the text
of A The space is suffisient.

2ali6 - add, probablyy xai OuTwg gbgy wfter yeypiftai . Ths entire
14ne hus been erased and only the initisl X and the final z are
certain, : Under ¢beq vertical strokes are spparent, tut whether
Mm_u-umm:—!am‘-m. 1 see no
roason to doubt this text mince it adequately fills the line,

2l - aad e after peig e b tesfons

2h,l? = add TAYp after mOAEis

2halp - bg&xvﬂmﬂﬁg‘_%
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dn

16 - a8d 9 TC after Aover norme

125 = Zaviz for amaviae

.35 = XETOLRTIVOC egqyy gy for- ¢ Nothing can be seen of the
originel text. With Tischondorf I believe tw or three letters
may have been omitted,

L.47 - xatadn  xau gogn for - T The eriginal ¢ i i
1ost. Our text is the oF L aea i 3

but nol necessarily the only ome. It is cortain that A wrote
lesa than B,

b.Sh - omlt 3¢ before ;maNiv. (2)

5.7 - vai %€ TV0V e 00X c¥@ ivi for E avov oux exo svit

5.7 - fBaxn for gugaan e (%)

59 = gutop for pgproue

6,40 - after gvp gn either  or y has been erased, probubly by B.
It appears to me to have been g .

64T - add g ¢ gue after qigrepgw Tischendorf erred in axying A
wrote g1¢ eue s The page is torn at this point, but the let-
Mrs,!&'_!f_.tha%ﬁnd:mﬂorfmhdnt\hmﬂofmnumm
mwnbywnmmmmmmmm
The original text, which has been orased, contained less than

exet Zomye T camet dowbt that & emitted Lig cuc

&l Eke
, o, ond that Bfuna-d EXEL gmnvbmﬂ £1g EuEe
4 co Y fon TR

5-57-MdunduM!5_l__é£m;me; . Tischendorf thought A
wrote 4y forZmoel s He erred in saying that the letters
wore by B. The Isttersxa ere by &) B added xe1 and

Sut singe A mote xz ab the end

sgsis
then began 1ine § with vOc.
of line k4, line 5 must ﬁphbi;if'l-huﬂnth waysy (L) xeivog
f0 50 ety (haivec Emap 51 el ©O) xewved Qe
(U) xe.1vog %+ The Sirst twe are rejesiad heosuon of 300
\intbablons, s fouth doss not $111 the spees, Lizes L sad

6 ovar this asss spaco have 9 and 10 lattars resmctivly. I
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de iy mvu‘““‘*‘mlﬂmumﬁuumu
vays

the taxt of A dia b nlstakenly omit the verb
altogother and write KELVOC g,_mg_.

6,71 = add gy after gic,

71 = mlt_)&_.}_lbmrﬂ&. (2)

7.1 - KEQIMATELY for = 7 A must have omitted 2 or 3 lstters,

8,15 - omit piivefter Xeyw. (%)

8,5k = D0fasw for BOLacw,

9.7 - add gutou after gemexproev . In Mg 1 sch:
nothing sbout EMEXpioev but in 16 says A apparently wrote
enedTkev. I am far from certain,

9,9 - add Ot after EXEIVOC,

says

11,12 - gozoy_ for autw after jpabnTai.
1,17 - add g1c Budaviav afier o Tc. The corrsctor his written
eASwv ouv_ © Tg at the end of the previous line. Tischendorf

guessed badly on this variant. Hs thought the firat writer wrote

TABEV Ouv xai £vpev but doss nol explain what was placed in
the space occupied by these words when the corrector changed the
text. m];trmnnfmmunaltmmhanun.mm
surest svidence for our text is the horigontal line for the
Doming sacra before gopeVe

1418 ~ sexanevre  for GEXIEVIEs

10,21 - add perhaps Toy. after pog. Thisds based entirely on tha spaca
available.

1120 - ;ynovga for, probablyy £1RACE = TMsohendar? wrote in his
appendix nIngpte erasse videtus A,-mng_d.muadnnuta
Codex B as having originally contained £1130c. The original

seribe definitely )
1129 - ontt pe_after EXELVILs
31 - drvouneg for QOSaVEECE
32 - qy Tg for JT ¥
39 - 100umionee. O




kL
doba
1.bh - 105010 O 1S, PROBRblY, for TT ququc, I an quite certain
of this although Ihmuml.nmwhthr-nnwb

place thom without bracksts, To includs the articls would crowd

the text. um,nbnmnmmmummz,m
cates the text has been s although T4 f notes

nothing of the corrector's hand. Furthermore the horigontsl line

for the nomins saora 13 seen et both the bagiming wd end of the
space. The former is almoat certainly by the oripifal soride.

1Lk - omit gurov after ggete s

11,45 - add gruciov o Tg before ciigtevoay o Tschendorf stated
that B also omitted £1g auTOv and that it wes later added by
0. But this £1¢ 3UTOV ia by B, The second correstor has not
worked over ths text at this point.

13,12 - oult X3¢ pefore £haBev. (7)

1Bl -g xg Xay 0 818, foro 310 xai O KC .

13,23 - add 5e_, probably, after qv.

13,24 - add _OUY, perhapa, after VEOE!, It is more 1ikely that A
omitted Opy than TOUTG . HNothing, howswer, is certain.

13.31 = ypy for _yp.

13.32 = add g1 0 B¢ £505300T E_"_.-M‘:'Wﬂd_“..i‘lw
£V quTw. mhﬂg;mlu_nﬂ-bedmorw-rnﬁma
is apparent. Though nothing dsamhuu,svmmnddemmn
supports our texte ﬁﬂlﬂtu!hmﬂldalmthlhﬁlld
1ine 13. Shothar A wrote gurw OF ciuge befere k1. £udug is
2ot kaown. Tt Gamat a asgused that By after axpendiag the tazt,
re-wrote the original bext,

1.2 ot ori after ppive (1)

Ues = yay mwg buvapedd XUV 080V gubEval forgog o\OpEV




a2

y;

1.3 - Xiveoxwgiy fer gy o

17,12 - omit xa1 before sovhae

17,23 = The redundant ¢ ¢ 1s srased after ki

.10 - U110V foF LT3010V. (1) Phoshendorr satd thin 2
- rm“m”"mm—m Tho letbers ap
m-tﬂmunmm‘“]_‘“ =
mmmhbm

18,1k - 1noheoBay for amodiveiw.

16,15 - &8 TV for avtoig.

18,16 - 9¢ TV yvwoTog -'E-“AEEX'BEI !In o
mmw’w“mlhm‘hwu_mﬂ
mmhm ]

16,25 = u&ummﬁr%g £xeivops

10,27 = 0 [ETPOL for a': u‘

15.2{5-51____}_!@'&.

132 = ciney For gixeive Te _ sppears to have besa partdally erased.
ﬂwﬂd.amﬂamuﬂh;-ﬂmwm
ummdm

16,33 - omit Xakiy ‘after 00V .

18,34 - 20 £a0TOD hr&_‘lﬁ GELUTOU,

20,31 - The original scribe wrote a redundant Z1BVIOY. ifter thia,
becsuse the vellum is torn it is fmsossible o kuow what was
n:m,mﬁé—dn&wnw&m B arasid

i sarey gm:m-u-m-a




ERRORS IN TTS0H “NDORF 'S EDITTON Of THE
ORIGINAL TEXT OF CODEX. @
piatithaw

2 2423 - BHia, not vmo.
1y Tel2 - KOJWIIV, not HOL0vgLY. See Anbendix B,
V86 - Birvwgs not Servwe .

Ba13 - yevnTO, not yevninTo. o Rl fy

VAT - moaia1ov, not ngaiouy.

8.31 - not Sepoveg, but, probably, seu oveg.

4 Bu3l - e£MABOV, not eETABev.

V9.2 - 1av, mob ypeiave

1/10.33 - 5 av govromtar , mot p amapvionta L

128,45 ~ movmpotepa s N0t TOVEPOTEpT.
212,46 - i, not GTp pou  See Appendix B

713.33 - eig, mot gv, befors ghevpou. LTIt s
V1349 - ayveror wov BU, not ayyeAor (without oy By)s
v13.57 - aTiuog , nobaTiuog €1,

¥15.36 = not gyxaploTTgeV ; bub exAagew. A he O
v 16,22 -~ gLy , NOL EMLTIUAV.

V18,29 - go an0bwow, not _anobwow oot See Appendix B.
1 1916 - gxw, TOb £xw.

#19.28 - ypengegBe » Mot xabigeofe.

V20,32 = gedeyg s NOb BereTE.

42110 - gg1gOn, not coetodn.

V21421 - pper, TOL WpElL.

_—2L.23 — gABovrog, not eAdoviec

720,28 ~ gumev, notEIXEV.

L2128 - npw, not mowiw

o 248 - pBe pvwV, not WHILVWY.

V26,88 < not oTiephagws , but, perhaps; 'E-Lm'

/2148 = aveywprigey, meb ALY
is is quite claar. What the

L27.88 - exevhevoey, not EXCAEVOEY

seribe thought he was writing is eertainly not clears



28.5 - goflegBat , not =8¢,

28,10 - 20Be1g8at , not =8¢,

dark

2.20 = Ze@eba10v , not *egr_-quv See Appendix B,

2:16 - OT1, mob 11 Oty after 187y G
—_— —_—— a0 —_—
Taic _avioy See Anpandix A.

3.16 - Tischendorf omitted a £ :
ull lina; LIXOFOV OV 10y alpaiow
xa1 8365310V Xai.

3.20 = apparently Suvaafai, not BuvaaBay.

b.31 - xouxw, notxouxow, Ses Aspendix 4.

b33 - not ghader , but mOAAz 1g Edakey or e\. Tok. See Appendix B.
53k - xa1 1084, not 1581, See Appendix B.
6. - a0uLg, not NG, before OUYYEVEG V.
6,13 = TA1p0V, not EXI©OV.
¥B8.6 - ovameoiV, not AVATEQEIVe
8.2~ Tou, not Toug, before TVODG. i Tiefe Pollb N itega e
" 8.20 - 0Ty, mot 01 pev, after Xevoyreg See Appendix B.
9.2 - not g& after mpepac , but 06 (or gh ). Ses Apoendix A.
9.18 - Toug obovrag, ot xzL Tpi €l TOug OHovIag  See Apsendix B.
9.18 - eama, not £1mOV.
9.23 — WipTEVOWTY, MOt T WISTEVOVEI. See Appendix B.

2.42 - xigrevoVTYY, POt KIGTIV EXOVIWY . See Appendix B

10.12 - apgng before yaumon, not 1UTOU.
10,39 = BantigBrigecOat, not —Be.
1.3 - toptouro, Mot TOLTO Xat. e Appendix B,
2B - zi¢ 001, BOLITL OOLS

12.1h - ¢ymg nob _g1MOV OUV.

13,31 -gapehevpoviaL Mot gETR L.

UW.H - ot guam but avy
U3 - ywaye, nob yrIYETE

Wbl = _go1veray not pLivETEs
lk’?z'zu-l cuBewg , ot WAl ﬁx_étu‘\:agﬂu

See Appendix B.

See Appendix B.



oG
ark
1510 = Raoadeduiagy s nob S8
15.21 = xupn ML 1ot Wypeyg,
16.7 = Apoaye ul't,mrﬂl’ not ya, L
169 = avadarag, not XA avagrae,

Luke

fee Appendiz B,

1.1:5 = mob Avtoy , but perhaps WEYEND
2.k - not mugoqe Qfoy, but _y epag
2.6 = aygov, mobgugope , after E"E' e
251 = not xaven uer avrev, bus Havefn. <
3.13 = mAeoy , net AAE 1OV,
31l - ennpwtwy Se; not ELTpwingay
3,16 = pou, not guov, after lgxggoﬁgug.
4 he?9 - not XATanpipvTeatl s but, perhaps, HETANOTIVGE . Y66 Appendix B.
5430 = 0w, N0t qoug, hefora L2 OnTac .
5.30 - not hevovreg, but [avroy] Aeyoveec, See Apperdiz B.
Tl = zov T, not gproy  after apog.
7.9 - gupav, not gupov.
Ba3l = ypa, nob qva.
Buliz - gyveBhipov, not =prOV.
8.3 = v oubevog, nok VIO OVBEVOC.

9.5 - be; wrd t, not Mzmv'\:a. .

910 - \gig ., mot Biavs

942 - qou, Mot 10V, before TVe

933 - pwugi, Nob LWUCEL.

942 ~ mpogevKopEvOv ; nob KPOTLPX:
10,39 - ayrou, not zov X, aftor tobag
10,42 - ahkg, not Ak, before ovd e
1LU6 - gyy , not EwL, bafore DanTOADY.

800 Appendix B.

WLLB - amewrivay, Dot GNEXTEIVIV:

10,53 - _evexeuy, not EREXEiIV.
20,19 - gag geipas MY AELHALT



Lot

Tuke
20,20 = @avToy, not ' 4 ¥
s 2uzoy  before g OV,
22,8 - pwywpew, not PAYWLEY
22,18 - ewg

WG OV s MO gwe 15 before 310\ ke 1

See Appendix B.
23.30 - Meca1Tal, not NEGaT®

23.L43 - mapadiow, not TApaBe 1gW.
2 -

23.52 = Me1NaTO; Mot MiNATw.

23,55 = yahihaiag auTw, not Yah. See Appendix B
John

1.25 - 0 ®WpoomTINC , not LDOPTITTC »

1.L0 - Twy axovgavIwy , not anoug.

Li.39 - 1 6ray not Hia, before tov AOyOV,

b5 - €V aM E0pTN , ot E1g TNV eopTny after TABov.

V 617 = TioTELV®Ys NOot Ti1gT. €1¢ gue. See Appendix B.

/6453 - apmv apnw not aunv,
Vv 6.56 - ta, not to before gipa
6.57 - not Zm 51 _epe, but €1, See Appendix B.
8,38 - nxovoate, NOYL ~Ta 1.
1.hk - 3¢ avzoirg s mot _avTOI¢ O Tg-.
13.26 - ywpi1ov, not ywuw. This, apparently, is eorrected in T8,
17.7 = eyvwoav, not eyvexav.
17.13 - not xapdilaile €avTWY , but, Derhans, xao81a1¢ CEIUTOY.

18,1k - guwoept, NOt gULOEPEL.

18,32 - eumeiv, not gimev. See Appendix B.
21.13 ~ gpxeTal O tg s DOb EpXETAl ic.
2.2l - 0 Mai papTupwy, not 0 papTupWV.



	80470.jpg
	80471.jpg
	80473.jpg
	80474.jpg
	80475.jpg
	80476.jpg
	80477.jpg
	80478.jpg
	80479.jpg
	80480.jpg
	80481.jpg
	80482.jpg
	80483.jpg
	80484.jpg
	80485.jpg
	80486.jpg
	80487.jpg
	80488.jpg
	80489.jpg
	80490.jpg
	80491.jpg
	80492.jpg
	80493.jpg
	80494.jpg
	80495.jpg
	80496.jpg
	80497.jpg
	80498.jpg
	80499.jpg
	80500.jpg
	80501.jpg
	80502.jpg
	80503.jpg
	80504.jpg
	80505.jpg
	80506.jpg
	80507.jpg
	80508.jpg
	80509.jpg
	80510.jpg
	80511.jpg
	80512.jpg
	80513.jpg
	80514.jpg
	80515.jpg
	80516.jpg
	80517.jpg
	80518.jpg
	80519.jpg
	80520.jpg
	80521.jpg
	80522.jpg
	80523.jpg
	80524.jpg
	80525.jpg
	80526.jpg
	80527.jpg
	80528.jpg
	80529.jpg
	80530.jpg
	80531.jpg
	80533.jpg
	80534.jpg
	80535.jpg
	80536.jpg



