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ABSTRACT

Current text-critical methodology requires thorough
knowledge of manuscript documents. An application of this
principle shows Duke MS. GK. 1 to be a Greek minuscule MS
containing the entire NT with catenae for most bhooks. Done by a
skilled scribe, the palaeography of this parchment codex suggests
its origin at ca. 1100 AD.

1 Peter of Duke MS. GK. 1 contains several common scribal
variations and errors. Variants resulting from moveable nu,
itacisms, and manuscript traditions are common. These were
determined by comparison of Duke MS. GK. 1 with the critical
apparatuses of the following editions of the Greek NT:
Nestle/Aland 26, UBSZ, UBS3, Tischendorf’s eighth edition; and
von Soden’s three volume set.

Several variants appear to be uhique readings of Duke MS.
GK. 1. Errors of expansions of the text, one possible
intentional change( haplographies, and errors of the eye and
mental fatigue are present and at times result in nonsense
readings. Three errors in this letter have been corrected,
possibly by the scribe himself.

1 Peter of Duke MS. GK. 1 is part of the Byzantiné text
tradition. Collation of Duke MS. GK. 1, Pn, P”, ®, and B
against the Textus Receptus shows Duke MS. GK. 1 to be Byzantine
in nature. In places of variation, its text exhibits 85.5

percent agreement with that of the Textus Receptus.
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INTRODUCTION

Three fundamental issues face the New Testament scholar in

the study of the textual problems in the Greek New Testament: (1)
none of the autographs is extant; (2) no two extant documents
totally agree; and (3) important MSS of the NT remain
unpublished.1 These three issues require the application of
textual criticism to the available MSS of the NT. It is the
purpose of this thesis to examine the text of 1 Peter of an
unpublished manuscript, Duke MS. GK. 1, in light of contemporary
text-critical methodology and to show what this manuscript can

contribute to current text-critical studies.2

1Twenty—seven manuscripts of Greek NT portions are presently at Duke
University, Durham, N.C., none of which has been published (John L. Sharpe,
ITI, "The Kenneth Willis Clark Collection of Greek Manuscripts," Library Notes
51, 52 [1985] 51-67). See also Charlesworth’s comments concerning ten almost
complete and over fifty incomplete codices discovered on May 26, 1975 in St.
Catherine’s Monastery (James H. Charlesworth, "The Manuscripts of St
Catherine’s Monastery," BA [1980] 27-28). No catalogue of MSS in the United
States has been done since Kenneth W. Clark, A Descriptive Catalodque of Greek
New Testament Manuscripts in America (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1937). For a list of manuscripts available on microfilm, see John L. Sharpe,
IIT, "A Checklist of Collections of Biblical and Related Manuscripts on
Microfilm in the United States and Canada," Scriptorium 25 (1971) 97-110@.

2Duke MS. GK. 1 is currently located at Duke University, Durham, N.C.

The following work has been done on portions of Duke MS. GK. 1: Norman Ara
Huffman, "The Text of Mark in the Duke New Testament,” M.A. thesis, Duke
University, 1932; John Lemacks Stokes II, "The Text of Acts in the Duke New
Testament," B.D. thesis, Duke University, 1932; Ferrell Pledger, "The Text of
the Apocalypse in the Duke New Testament," B.D. thesis, Duke University, 1937;
and Louis F. Gough, "The Text of the Earlier Pauline Epistles in the Duke New
Testament," B.D. thesis, Duke University, 1949. Collations of small portions
of Duke MS. GK. 1 were provided by Kenneth Clark and used in Silva Lake,

1




2

Chapter One surveys the beginning and growth of NT textual
criticism by dividing its history into four periods. The final
period receives the greatest attention in order to set forth
contemporary text-critical understanding. Four modern
methodologies for locating an individual manuscript’s
relationship to other NT MSS are presented. Also, three
different approaches for deciding originality of variant readings
are discussed: rigorous eclecticism, reasoned eclecticism, and
the Majority Text method. Reasoned eclecticism is the method
presumed in this thesis.

Chapter Two focuses on Duke MS. GK. 1, a Byzantine minuscule
manuscript. Discussion of its history and of its codicological
characteristics is followed by a thorough paleographical

description. Using modern text-critical methodology, ff. 62%

Family IT and the Codex Alexandrinus SD V (London, 1937). In addition, Duke
MS. GK. 1 is listed in the following works: Hermann Freiherr von Soden, Die
Schriften des Neuen Testaments in ihrer &dltesten erreichbaren Textgestalt
hergestellt auf Grund ihrer Textgeschichte (1.1, Berlin: Verlag von Alexander
Duncker, 1902) 74, 113; Caspar René Gregory, Die griechischen Handschriften
des Neuen Testaments (Leipzig, Hinrichs, 1908) 102, 345; and idem, Textkritik
Des Neuen Testaments IIT (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1909) 1180, 1475. Portions of
Duke MS. GK. 1 on microfilm have also been examined by Frederick Wisse (The
Profile Method for the Classification and Evaluation of Manuscript Evidence as
Applied to the Continuous Greek Text of the Gospel of Luke [Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1982}); and Kurt Aland (Text und Textwert der griechischen
Handscriften des Neuen testaments 1: Die Katholischen Briefe Band 1: Das
Material [Berlin: Walter De Gruyter, 1987] 65-95, 407). Short descriptions of
this manuscript may be seen in: Bennett Harvie Branscomb, "A Rare Document is
Acquired in Germany by Duke University,” Duke Register 17/5 (1931) 147;
William Kenneth Boyd, Duke University Library Bulletin 5 (1931) 13; Kenneth
Willis Clark, "Greek Manuscripts of the New Testament in American Libraries,"
Duke Register 19/2 (1933) 39-41; and idem, A Descriptive Cataloque of Greek
New Testament Manuscripts in America 51-53. Duke MS. GK. 1 is also mentioned

in the catalogue of MSS by Seymour De Ricci and William J. Wilson, Census of

Medieval and Renaissance Manuscripts in the United States and Canada (New
York: H. W. Wilson, 3 vols. 1935-1940) II, 1910@.
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83’, 1®1r, and 1827-184' were examined. Paleographical studies
and study of art forms present in the manuscript were done by
comparison with other medieval manuscripts. Codicological
characteristics, signature and page numbering sequence,
collation, scribal corrections and scribal errors were determined
from the study of the manuscript itself. Codicologically, Duke
MS. GK. 1 is an unexceptional Byzantine codex. Paleographically,
this manuscript is a carefully written Greek minuscule MS whose
letter characteristics suggest the latter part of the eleventh
century as the time of its production.

Chapter Three completes the discussion of this manuscript by
presenting in summary fashion the differences between 1 Peter of
Duke MS. GK. 1 and its collating standards. The collation of ff.
1827-184' (1 Peter) against the TR, P'%, P!, ® and B reveals that
this is a Byzantine manuscript, and it has normal scribal errors.
Scribal errors of expansion of the text, intentional change,
haplography, and errors caused by fatigue are identified in the
text of 1 Peter. Also, errors that have been corrected in the

manuscript apparently by the original scribe are also found. The

chapter demonstrates that there is value in the study of alerT
Greek MSS regardless of their text-type.

Appendices are included as an important part of this thesis.
They include collations from which are drawn the conclusions of
the final two chapters along with a chart which presents the
basis for the conclusions concerning the text-type found in this

manuscript. Photocopies of the folios mentioned in this thesis
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are also included in the Appendices.

This thesis advances the text-critical study of the Greek NT
in the following ways: (1) It presents in summary form the
development of textual studies from the second century to the
present; (2) it summarizes the four major approaches followed
today for locating a single manuscript’s relationship to other
manuscripts; (3) it shows the strengths and weaknesses of
rigorous eclecticism, rational eclecticism, and the Majority Text
method, three methods used today for determining which variant is
probably the original; (4) it provides a codicological
description of Duke MS. GK. 1, an unpublished manuscript, which
reveals how some Byzantine NT codices were produced; (5) in
describing the paleographical features of this manuscript, this
study reveals the state of Greek minuscule script and writing in
the eleventh century; (6) it reveals that in Duke MS. GK. 1 Luke,
John, and 1 Peter were all written by the same hand; (7) it
provides a full collation of 1 Peter of Duke MS. GK. 1 with the
TR, P”, P”, ®, and B, which reveals several scribal weaknesses
Prominent in manuscripts; (8) it reveals that Duke MS. GK. 1 is a
Byzantine manuscript in 1 Peter; and (2) it demonstrates that
individual Byzantine manuscripts can include strains of early
manuscript tradition; and (10) it provides an extensive

bibliography of resources available to the modern text-critic.




CHAPTER I
THE INCEPTION AND GROWTH OF NEW TESTAMENT TEXTUAL CRITICISM

Introduction

Because textual criticism is an art as well as a science, a
thorough knowledge of the forces that shaped textual criticism is
indispensable. What determines which MS, if any, is the "best"?
Why is geographical distribution important? When dealing with
genealogical relationships, how is the value of a MS decided?
These questions concern what textual critics call external
evidence. The answers in part come from an understanding of the
development of textual criticism.

Internal evidence is no different. Why look for the harder
reading? Are there historical developments in New Testament MS
transmission that affect how the scribe would have copied a
Passage? Concerning the authors, did each writer have his own
writing style and vocabulary?

These questions illustrate the need for an understanding of
the historical development of textual criticism, part of a
Subfieldbof New Testament studies also called lower criticism,:

This chapter summarizes and gives examples of the major forces

1For a recent discussion of this lack of interest in the history of NT
textual criticism, see Eldon Jay Epp, "New Testament Textual Criticism Past,
Present, and Future: Reflections on the Aland’s Text of the New Testament,"”
HTR 82/2 (1989) 213-229,
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that contribute to the present status of New Testament textual
criticism.

Five of the early Church Fathers illustrate the growing
awareness of textual problems from the second to the fifth
centuries. Their critical canons and conclusions show that they
not only become more aware of textual variants, but were better
able to deal with these textual problems.

Textual criticism from the fifth through the fourteenth
centuries declined because of language changes and the changing
constituency of the early church. These two changes resulted in
a decreased need for Greek MSS and thus a decline in textual
criticism during the early Middle Ages. It was not until the
Renaissance and the invention .of printing with moveable type (ca.
1450) that Greek MSS began again to be an item of scholarly
concern.

From the fifteenth through the eighteenth centuries, text-
critical studies developed in two stages: the publication of
editions of Greek New Testaments, and the collection of MS
materials. During this period, critical theory began to advance,
and scholars increasingly recognized the existence of differing
text-types as well as the differences in the value of MSS.

The nineteenth century saw such advancement that it is
treated separately from other centuries. New MS discoveries and
Collations made it possible for scholars to do extensive study of
MS relationships and to develop canons of criticism that textual

critics still accept today.
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Refinement of nineteenth-century conclusions characterized
the twentieth century. Scholarly attention concentrated
primarily in two areas: the history of MS transmission and the
relationship of external to internal evidence. Methodologies

have now been developed that aid in finding an individual

manuscript’s place in the total MS transmission history. Most
modern textual critics consider this use of external evidence to
be an important factor in deciding the originality of a reading.
Thus, in the current state of textual criticism, most textual
critics rely on both external and internal canons of criticism to
aid in their search for authentic readings.

This historical overview of the development of textual
criticism will aid the researcher in understanding current text-
critical methodology. Also, knowledge of this history will make
the textual critic more skilled in the artful application of this

twentieth-century methodology to current MS problems.

Textual Criticism from the Second to the Fifth Centuries

While textual critics recognize that MS differences existed
early in the second century, how these differences were a problen
Lo the early church needs to be examined to understand the
development of the science of textual criticism. The writings of
e€arly church fathers give evidence that differences between MSS
Were recognized and analyzed. A discussion of five of these
Church fathers will show their growing awareness of textual

differences and the critical canons used to decide which reading

is most probably the original.
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The earliest report of critical work on the text of the New

Testament is recorded by Eusebius (Hist. eccl. 5.28.13-19).

Quoting a contemporary source of his day, Eusebius writes about

some who dared to challenge Scripture2

whom Pope Victor (AD 190-
202) excommunicated as heretics because they were denying the

divinity of Jesus (Hist. eccl. 5.28.6).3 A cobbler (exvtévg) named

Theodotus and his followers were given to the use of logic in
their study of Scripture, and the text that resulted from their
efforts was unlike any of their originals. Though certainty is
not possible from Eusebius’'s account, emendation seems to have
been included in Theodotus’'s methodology of editing a biblical

text.®

2Eusebius writes: "For this cause they did not fear to lay hands on the
divine scriptures, saying that they had corrected them. For they cannot even
deny that this crime is theirs, seeing that the copies were written in their
own hand, and they did not receive the scriptures in this condition from their
teachers, nor can they show originals from which they made their copies. Some
of them have not thought it necessary even to emend the text, but simply deny
the Law and the Prophets, and thus on the pretence of their wicked and godless
teaching have fallen to the lowest destruction of perdition (Hist. eccl.
5.28.13-19).

3For more information concerning the excommunication of Theodotus of
Byzantium, see Karl Baus, From the Apostolic Community to Constantine (New
York: Seabury, 1980) 209, 229, 255, 358. Concerning Theodotus Baus writes,
"He and his followers tried to prove from scripture, by means of philological
textual criticism, their fundamental thesis that Jesus, until his baptism in
Jordan, led the life of a simple but very upright man on whom the Spirit of
Christ then descended" (255). For a description of Theodotus’s heresy written
during that same time period, see Hippolytus Refut. 7.23; 10,18.

4Metzger believes that this included critical work on the text. He
writes: "In an attempt to introduce improvements in the methodology of
Scriptural interpretation, Theodotus and his followers seem to have undertaken
a critical recension of the Biblical text" (Bruce M. Metzger, The Text of the
New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration [3d ed.; New York
and Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1992] 150).
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Writings of some Church Fathers who were contemporaries of
Theodotus and writings of Fathers who followed him suggest an
increased awareness of textual variants. Four of the Fathers,
origen, Tertullian, Jerome and Augustine, mention variants and at

times reveal their choices between the variants. The different

locations and times of these men, their extant writings, and
their scholarly care make them the best representatives of early
text-critical work.®

Sincere efforts to deal with textual differences are
especially evident in the works of Origen of Alexandria and
Caesarea (ca. AD 185-254) as he began work on the Hexapla

(Busebius Hist. eccl. 6.16.1-—4).6 However, this study concerned

only the text of the 01d Testament, and he evidently did not edit

a New Testament text as such.7 Nonetheless, his writings

5Aland calls Origen "the most significant and widely influential Greek
theologian of the early Church" and Augustine "the most important of the
Western Church Fathers" (Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, The Text of the New
Testament: An Introduction to the Critical Editions and to the Theory and
Practice of Modern Textual Criticism [Trans. Erroll F. Rhodes; Grand Rapids
and Leiden: Eerdmans and Brill, 1987] 177, 211). Metzger says, "Among the
more scholarly patristic writers Origen and Jerome take first place in the
Bastern and Western Churches respectively" (Bruce M. Metzger, "St Jerome’'s
Explicit References to Variant Readings in Manuscripts of the New Testament,”
Text and Interpretation: Studies in the New Testament Presented to Matthew
Black [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979] 179). According to
Quasten, Tertullian is, "except for Augustine, the . . . most important and
original ecclesiastical author in Latin" (Johannes Quasten, Patrology 2: The

Ante-Nicene Literature after Irenaeus [Utrecht, Holland: Spectrum, 1950;
reprinted, Westminster, Maryland: Christian Classics, 1984] 247).

. fMuch attention has been directed toward Origen’s life and labors. For a
blbl109raphic essay of the most important works done on Origen from 197@-1988,
See Henri Cronzel, "The Literature on Origen 1970-1988," TS 49 (1988) 499-516.

.7To those who claim that Origen edited a NT text which resulted in a
Specific text-type, Fee replies with confidence that Origen was not
Tesponsible for any "creation or revision of the text of Egypt" (Gordon D.
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illustrate his interest in New Testament textual matters. For
example, in his discussion of Matt 27:16-17 he wrestles with the
variants "Jesus Barabbas" and "Barabbas." Origen chooses
"gBarabbas” because he thinks "Jesus"” would never be applied to an
evil-—doer.8

Origen’'s criteria for choosing between variants will not
meet contemporary text-critical principles, but his comments are
still valuable for several reasons. His identification of
variants present in the biblical texts used in the late second
and early third centuries helps scholars today identify local
texts and more accurately learn the evolution of alternate
readings. Also, his comments illustrate his own perspicacity in

choosing among variation units and reveal the attitude of some

scholars during this time toward the significance of MS

Fee, "Origen’s Text of the New Testament and the Text of Egypt,"” NIS 28 [1982]
358). 1In another article, Fee demonstrates that the Alexandrian text-type is
in fact not the product of a recension, nor was it created by Origen as
frequently claimed, but rather it is a carefully %resafved tradition, a
tradition maintained by careful copying (idem, "P'*, P, and Origen: The Myth
of Barly Textual Recension in Alexandria," New Dimensions in New Testament
Study [eds. Richard N. Longenecker and Merrill C. Tenney; Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 1974] 28). Metzger agrees with Fee and bases his position partly
on a statement by Origen himself that he did not labor on the NT as he had the
text of the OT (Bruce M. Metzger, "Explicit References in the Works of Origen
to Variant Readings in New Testament Manuscripts,” Biblical and Patristic
Studies in Memory of Robert Pierce Casey [eds. J. Neville Birdsall and Robert
W. Thompson; Freiberg im Breisgau: Herder, 1963] 8@).

8Metzger acknowledges Origen’s observations concerning "textual
Phenomena," but he notes that Origen "was quite uncritical in his evaluation
of their significance.” Metzger continues: "In the majority of cases he was
content merely to make the observation that certain other copies present a
different reading, without indicating his preference for one or the other
vVariants." Metzger has located twenty-two specific references by Origen to
textual variants (ibid. 78-95).
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differences.9
Tertullian (ca. 155-240), a contemporary of Origen, was
second only to Augustine in his Latin writings as church

10 His argument that Christ became flesh totally of

theologian.
his own desire shows his awareness of textual variants. Using
John 1:13 to support his thesis, he argues that the subject of

this verse was originally singular until some tampered with it,

wanting to apply it to themselves (Tertullian On the Flesh of

Christ 19). Tertullian does not suggest the number, age, or
language of those MSS that have the singular reading. Though the
situation may have been different in the second century than it
is today, and though several witnesses, mainly Latin, have the
singular subject, no currently extant Greek MSS have the reading
11

preferred by Tertullian.

Jerome (ca. 347-420) had a better understanding of textual

9In one instance, Origen laments the large number of variants present in
his day. He writes: "And now the differences in the copies have clearly
become numerous, whether from the unconcern of some scribes, or through the
audacity of others, or lack of skill for correction of what they are copying,
or even from their own considerations as they make additions or deletions
while editing” (vuvi 8¢ Sndovétt moAdf) yéyovev 1| tiv dvuiypadov Siadopé, efte dnod
Pelutiag tivav ypaditov, eite émo TOARNG TvéV poxbnpdg the SiopGdoeag tdv ypadopévev,
elte kel dno tdv i gavtoic Soxovvia &v i) Biopfdaer mpostféviev f| dpapoiviov.
Commentary on Matthew 15.14).

10Quasten, Patrology 247.

11Bruce M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament: A
Companion Volume to the United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament (Third

EQlElQE) (London and New York: United Bible Societies, 1971) 196-197.
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12 He says that he had done

problems than Origen and Tertullian.
work in the original languages of both the 0ld and New
Testaments, and he concludes that that is the only way one can
ascertain the true text (Jerome Letters 71.5).13

Like Origen, Jerome complained about careless scribes. He
felt that copies of his own works had suffered at their hands and
in at least one instance felt compelled to distance himself from
any error found by the reader.14
Metzger found twenty-seven times where Jerome mentioned
textual variants in copies of Scripture current in his day.15
Jerome’s discussions of variants in both testaments prove his

awareness of errors which can arise when transcribing MSS: errors

of homoeoteleuton, confusion over abbreviations, dittography,

12Metzger gives several examples of variants discussed by Jerome which
illustrate Jerome's prudence as a textual critic (Metzger, "St Jerome's
Explicit References to Variant Readings" 179-190).

13Concerning his work on the New Testament, Jerome writes: "The New
Testament I have restored to the authoritative form of the Greek original"
(Jerome Letters 71.5). A study of the life and work of Jerome may be seen in
J. N. D. Kelly, Jerome: His Life, Writings, and Controversies (New York:

Harper & Row, 1975).

14Jerome writes: "As for my poor works which, from no merits of theirs
but simply from your own kindness, you say that you desire to have; I have
given them to your servants to transcribe, I have seen the paper-copies made
by them, and I have repeatedly ordered them to correct them by a diligent
comparison with the originals. . . . If then you find errors or omissions
which interfere with the sense, these you must impute not to me but to your
own servants; they are due to the ignorance or carelessness of the copyists,
who write down not what they find but what they take to be the meaning, and do
but expose their own mistakes when they try to correct those of others”
(Letters 71.5).

15Bruce M. Metzger, "St Jerome’s Explicit References to Variant Readings”
180-187. Hulley sets forth many of these same conclusions concerning Jerome
(Karl Kelchner Hulley, "Principles of Textual Criticism Known to St. Jerome,"

Harvard Studies of Classical Philology 55 [1944] 89-1@9.
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haplography, metathesis, assimilation, transpositions, and
deliberate emendations by copyists. Jerome’s arguments for what
he believes to be the correct readings are variously based, some
on intrinsic concerns, others on transcriptional probabilities,

the age of a MS, or the superiority of a Greek text over a Latin

text.16 He rarely suggested which MS he considered

16Jerome discusses copyists’ errors in his commentary on Psalm 77 (78).
He is considering Matt 13:34,35 when he says,

Consequently, Matthew says: "All these things were done in
fulfillment of what was spoken through the prophet Asaph.” This is the
reading found in all the ancient scrolls, but men in their ignorance
changed it. As a result, to this day many versions of the Gospel read:
"In fulfillment of what was spoken through the prophet Isaiah, ‘I will
open my mouth in a parable, I will utter mysteries from of old.’" This
is not the utterance of Isaiah, but of Asaph.

Indeed, Porphyry, that unbeliever, exploits this very point in his
attack upon us and says: "Your evangelist, Matthew, was so ignorant that
he said: ‘What is written in Isaiah the prophet: I will open my mouth
in parables, I will utter mysteries from of old.’" Let us answer
frankly: There is a similar problem in Matthew [27:45] and in John
[19:14] where it is written that our Lord was crucified at the sixth
hour, whereas in Mark [15:25] it is written that he was crucified the
third hour. There seems to be a discrepancy here, but really there is
none. The error was on the part of the scribes, for originally in Mark
the sixth hour, likewise, was written, but many thought there was a
gamma instead of an émistue, the Greek number sign. Now, just as this
was the scribe’s error, it was, likewise, their error to write Isaiah
instead of Asaph. Hence, when the inexperienced (because the early
church was a congregation of ignorant peoples) were reading in the
Gospel: "In fulfillment of what was written in Asaph the prophet,” the
one who first transcribed the Gospel began to ask: Who is this Asaph
the prophet? He was not known to the people. And what did the scribe
do? While amending an error, he made an error.

Jerome sided with Greek MSS against the Latin when he chose "serving the

Lord" instead of "serving the time" for Rom 12:11 (Letters 27.3). According
to the old copies, Jerome says, Luke 14:27 includes the words "cannot be my

disciple” (Letters 127.6). He also mentions that many of the MSS, both Greek
and Latin, contain the pericope de adultera (Against the Pelagians 2.17). For
other e€Xamples, see Metzger, "St Jerome’s Explicit References to Variant

’Readings" 180-187; and Dennis Brown, "Saint Jerome as a Biblical Exegete," IBS
5 (1983) 142,
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authoritative. This silence causes some disagreement concerning

17

which text-type he relied on most. His revision of the Latin

text was not accepted for several years because he relied on

¢reek texts and abandoned 0ld Latin readings in many places.18

Augustine (354-43@), best known for his theological

19

pursuits, is considered "the most important of the Western

Church Fathers for his extensive writings and numerous works on

n 10 Augustine occasionally gave evidence of

biblical exegesis.
understanding sound text-critical principles. His preference for

the harder reading and the reading which best gives rise to

others is seen, for example, in his explanation of Matt 27:9
where Zechariah's prophecy is credited to Jeremiah in some MSS

(The Harmony of the Gospels 3.7.29). Augustine states that this

ascription to Jeremiah is not included in all the Gospel MSS, and
that some simply say that it was spoken "by the prophet." He
wants to follow those without the name of Jeremiah but is

troubled because Jeremiah’s name is in most codices.

17Kenyon believes Jerome’s work ends with an Alexandrian flavor which
suggests a reliance on texts from Egypt (Frederick G. Kenyon, The Text of the
Greek Bible [3d ed. revised and augmented by A. W. Adams; London: Duckworth,
1975] 159). Aland, however, says, ". . . the consensus today favors the view
that Jerome used a contemporary manuscript of the early Koine type" in his
Vulgate edition (Aland-Aland, The Text of the New Testament 188). The Koine
Lext-type (Hort’s Syrian text) is that text-type found in the majority of
extant Greek manuscripts. These terms will be defined more fully in the later
portion of the present chapter.

18Kenyon, The Text of the Greek Bible 158-159.

19For a good summary of the life and influence of this Latin theologian,

zse Edwin A. Blum, "Augustine: The Bishop and Theologian," BSac 138 (1981) 57-

2@Aland—Alancl, The Text of the New Testament 211.
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Furthermore, he learned from talking to others who spent much
time in the Greek MSS that the name of Jeremiah was present in

i He knows of no reason why this

the more ancient exemplars.
addition should have been made to the original text, but clearly
understands why it would have been removed when the scribe
realized that the words were not those of the writings of
Jeremiah. Augustine’s preference for Jeremiah in the text shows
his preference for the principle of the harder reading.

Theodotus, Origen, Tertullian, Jerome, and Augustine
jllustrate an increasing awareness of textual variants in New
Testament MSS during the second to fifth centuries. Theodotus
was mentioned because he is credited with the earliest recension
of the New Testament text. Origen, Tertullian, Jerome, and
Augustine, because of their extant writings and their scholarly
accomplishments, serve as the best representatives of the
attitudes of their times concerning textual criticism. Though
little of Theodotus’s work is extant, enough of the writings of
Origen, Tertullian, Jerome and Augustine remain to tell of their
increased recognition of differences between New Testament MSS.
Also, the critical skills of Jerome and Augustine are

demonstrably different from the other men mentioned and more

nearly match the principles of textual criticism accepted today.

21Although Augustine does not mention who these others were, this

reference does show that Augustine was not alone in his study of Greek
manuscripts.
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Textual Criticism from the Fifth through the Eighteenth Centuries

The Decline and Revival of Scholarly Interest in Greek
Manuscripts
The demand for Greek MSS gradually diminished after AD 260

due to the constituency of the Church.22

Christianity was
increasingly comprised mainly of common people who could not
understand Greek. This limitation necessitated the use of
regional languages as the medium for preaching the gospel and
eventually required that the Scriptures be translated into those

languages.23

These early versions in languages other than Greek
dominated from the third and fourth centuries in most of the
Church.

As seen above, Augustine mentions that some of his
contemporaries studied the more ancient Greek exemplars. Metzger
concludes that as many as nine correctors from the fourth through
the twelfth centuries contributed to the 14,800 alterations in

codex Sinaiticus (a fourth-century Greek uncial MS), which

illustrates that work continued on individual MSS at least on a

22Aland—Aland, The Text of the New Testament 52-53, 68; Philip W.
Comfort, "Texts and Manuscripts of the New Testament,"” The Origin of the Bible
(ed. Philip W. Comfort; Wheaton, Ill.: Tyndale, 1992) 188; Roger Omanson, "A
Perspective on the Study of the New Testament Text,” BT 34/1 (1983) 107.

23For an excellent discussion of the evidence, see Bruce M. Metzger, The
Early Versions of the New Testament: Their Origin, Transmission, and
Limitations (Oxford: Clarendon, 1977). For a more recent summary, see the
first two articles of a four part series in idem, "Important Early
Translations of the Bible," BSac 156/597 (1993) 35-49; and idem, "Theories of
the Translation Process,” BSac 150/598 (1993) 140-150.
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u However, along with the dominance of regional

jimited basis.
janguages the importance of Greek MSS declined because of the
versions of the NT produced in these regional languages. By the
middle of the third century the Church in the West predominantly
spoke Latin as the call for Jerome’'s Vulgate illustrates.ﬁ
Exceptions are found in a few Greek-speaking enclaves such as
those in Southern Italy whose work i1s recognized today in
families 1 and 13, MS groups that fqrm a part of the "Caesarean”

26

text-type. The church in the East was also reading its

24Hetzger writes concerning this codex, "In light of such carelessness in
transcription, it is not surprising that a good many correctors (apparently as
many as nine) have been at work on the manuscript, some contemporary (or
identical) with the original scribes . . ., and others as late as the twelfth
century. Tischendorf’s edition of the manuscript enumerates some 14,800
places where some alteration has been made to the text. By far the most
extensive of the corrections are those made by a group of scholars in the
geventh century. . . . "{Bruce M. Metzger, Manuscripts of the Greek Bible: An
Introduction to Greek Palaeography [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1981]
77).

25"A popular form of Greek was currently spoken in the trading quarters
of western cities, and for the first two centuries it was the language of the
scriptures and liturgy of the Western Church. Meanwhile, tutors from Greek
lands had long been engaged in imparting Hellenic culture to the youth of the
Roman upper class, some of whom completed their studies at the university of
Athens. These were, however, a small minority. Roman education down to its
last days remained bilingual, but a first-hand acquaintance with Greek thought
became rare, and use was increasingly made of translations and epitomes. The
causes of this cultural decline are obscure, but it seems to have been
accelerated by the disturbed conditions of the third century"” (H. St L. B.
Moss, "The Formation of the East Roman Empire: 330-717," The Cambridge

Medieval History Vol IV: The Byzantine Empire Part I: Byzantium and Its
Neighbours (ed. J. M. Hussey; Cambridge: University Press, 1966) 23.

26Metzger, The Text of the New Testament 214, 215. Recent studies have
shown the impropriety of labeling any group Caesarean (ibid. 292, 291). Aland

labels these MSS as Byzantine; he finds no Caesarean text-type incontestably
verified {Aland-Aland, The Text of the New Testament 51, 66-68). For a

thorough treatment of Greek Monasteries in Southern Italy during the Middle
Ages, see the four part series by Lake (Kirsopp Lake, "The Greek Monasteries

232?°Uth Italy: I," JTS 4 [1902-3] 345-368, 517-543; 5 {1902-3] 22-41, 189~
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geripture in regional languages such as Syriac and Coptic.27
However, according to Aland, "the main tradition of the Greek
text was preserved in the Greek-speaking East, of which Egypt was
an integral part . . . where the official Church remained
essentially Greek into the fifth century and later."28
Text-critical work done on Greek MSS declined from this
period until the Renaissance. Also, if extant MSS give an
approximate picture, copying of Greek MSS decreased from the
third century through the eighth century. The only exception was
the sixth century which showed a significant increase over the
fifth century. However, the seventh century again shows a
drastic decline in Greek MS production. Greek MS production

g

appears much greater in the ninth century2 and continues at

that level until the fourteenth century when decline is evident

27In the third-century Roman Empire, "Latin [was] the common tongue of
the Western Empire. . . ."

"It is not however to be supposed that Latin was imposed even in its
vulgarised forms on the entire population of the Empire. It is needless to
remind the reader of the fact that in the whole eastern half Greek was the
language of the educated classes. But both in the East and in the West there
were many backward regions in which vernacular speech held its own stubbornly
against Greek and Latin. The Copts, Arabs, Syrians, Armenians never gave up
their native languages, and the oriental undercurrents continued to play an
important part in the social life of Asia and Egypt. There are many vestiges

of a similar persistency of barbarian custom and speech in the West" (Paul
Vinogradoff, "Social and Economic Conditions of the Roman Empire in the Fourth

Century," The Cambridge Medieval History I: The Christian Roman Empire and the
Foundation of the Teutonic Kingdoms [eds. H. M. Gwatkin and J. P. Whitney;
Cambridge: University Press, 1911] 544-545). See also C. W. Previte-Orton,
The Shorter Cambridge Medieval History Vol I: The Later Roman Empire to the
Iwelfth Century (Cambridge: University Press, 1952) 24-25.

28Aland—Aland, The Text of the New Testament 68.

29This was about the time the Greek minuscule hand was modified so that
the Greek script could be written more rapidly and compactly (Metzger,
Manuscripts of the Greek Bible 25).
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again.m
The Renaissance beginning in the fourteenth century with its
renewed study of Greek led to the scholarly examination of Greek
MSS again. In particular, the invention of printing (ca. 1450)

contributed to a resumed study of Greek MSS in two ways: the

publication of editions of Greek New Testaments, and the
collection of MS materials.31 Scholarly concern toward finding
the original text of the New Testament revived after several
published editions of a Greek text that was supposed to
corroborate a new Vulgate translation. When some of these
editions began to include a c¢ritical apparatus compiled from
several different MSS, scholars became more serious about MS
collection and collation, about understanding of text-types, and
about developing text-critical principles. These advancements
offered a direct challenge to the text-type published with minor

changes from 1516 to 1775.

The Publication of Editions of the Greek New Testament

The first printed edition of the Greek New Testament

32

available to the public was edited by Erasmus. He published

3QFor a list of extant manuscripts by century, see Aland-Aland, The Text
of the New Testament 156-159.

i

“Gordon D. Fee, "The Textual Criticism of the New Testament,” The
Expositor’s Bible Commentary 1: Introductory Articles (ed. Frank E. Gaebelein;
Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1979) 426.

' 32Though the first printed Greek NT was the Complutensian Polyglot
Printed in 1514, it was not released to the public until 1522, six years after
Erasmus’s first edition was made available. In fact, Erasmus’s third edition
Wwas released in 1522, the same year as the Polyglot. Though the Complutensian
Polyglot was an important work, time has shown that the influence of Erasmus’s
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his Latin and Greek diglot in Basel in 1516. While the printer
Johann Froben of Basel was interested in the financial rewards of

1

this endeavor,” Erasmus was mainly interested in publishing a

Latin text to replace the Vulgate.34

The accompanying Greek
text, according to Erasmus, would substantiate the Latin
translation on which he had been working periodically for ten
years. His goal, therefore, was not to edit a Greek text as
such, but using existing Greek MSS, he sought to edit and improve
the Vulgate, the Latin text in use in his day.35

When Froben hired Erasmus to produce an edition of the Greek
New Testament, Erasmus went to Basel intending to use Greek MSS
there to print alongside his own Latin translation. Because the
only MSS at Basel required correcting, Erasmus did hasty text-
critical work as he prepared the Greek text for this edition. He
had been doing textual work in the classics for several years, so

36

text-critical work was not new to him. In his textual work,

Erasmus utilized certain principles accepted by modern textual

editions far exceeded that of the Polyglot. And even though Erasmus made use
of the Complutensian Polyglot for his fourth edition (1527) and introduced
several changes into his text, it was Erasmus’s text that later generations
copied, not that of the Polyglot.

33Metzger, The Text of the New Testament 98.

34Henk Jan De Jonge, "Novum Testamentum a Nobis Versum: The Essence of
Erasmus’ Edition of the New Testament,” JTS 35/2 (1984) 394-413.

35Ibid. 395-397. This is contra Metzger, The Text of the New Testament
98-101, and Aland-Aland, The Text of the New Testament 3.

36Erasmus had published his edition of Cicero’s De officiis in 1501. For
further study on Erasmus and his textual methodology, see John F. D'Amica,

ZEQQEX and Practice in Renaissance Textual Criticism: Beatus Rhenamus between
Conjecture and History (Berkley: University of California, 1988) 30-38.
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critics (such as the principle of the harder reading),37 but his
work was limited because he did not have today’s tools and

38

criteria. However, the Greek text he produced did serve as

corroboration of his Latin translation, which as mentioned above,

39

was his main intent. Erasmus published five editions of his

diglot, and the third and fourth editions (1522 and 1527) became
the primary bases of major printed editions of the Greek New
Testament for the next three hundred years.

Though Erasmus gave primary emphasis to his Latin
translation, others were not so inclined. The Greek text almost
immediately became the primary object of interest. Those who
followed Erasmus’'s edition and exerted the greatest influence
were Stephanus, Beza, and the Elzevir brothers.

Robert Estienne (1503-1559), better known by his Latin name
Stephanus, published four Greek NT editions (1546, 1549, 1550,
1551).% The 1550 edition, the first edition printed with a
critical apparatus, relied heavily on Erasmus’'s text, and became
part of the traditional Greek text printed with very few changes
down to the nineteenth century. It included variant readings

from fifteen MSS, one of which was codex Bezae, a fifth-century

. 37Bruce Ellis Benson, "Brasmus and the Correspondence with Johann Eck: A
Slxteenth—Century Debate over Scriptural Authority,”™ Trinity J 6/2 (1985) 159.

v 38Jerry Bentley, "Biblical Philology and Christian Humanism: Lorenzo
alla and Erasmus as Scholars of the Gospels,” Sixteen Cent J 8 (1977) 16.

390y
9Ibld. 22; Jonge, "Novum Testamentum a Nobis Versum" 400.

4., .
Kirsopp Lake, The Text of the New Testament (6th ed. revised Silva New;
London: Rivingtons, 1928) 63.
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creek-Latin diglot.41

Theodore de Beza (1519-16@05) published nine editions of the
creek New Testament, which, because of their similarity to
stephanus’'s work, served to popularize that text-type. The
translation of the 1611 King James Version relied heavily on
Beza’'s 1588-89 and 1598 editions. In 1624, the Elzevir brothers,
Bonaventure and Abraham, published a Greek NT taken primarily
from Beza’'s smaller 1565 edition. Their 1633 edition contains in
its preface the words "You have therefore the text which is now
wil

received by all, in which we give nothing altered or corrupt.

From this statement the term, "Textus Receptus” came into use,

which, because of the similarity of text in these two editions,
when used today, refers to both the 1550 edition of Stephanus and
the 1633 Elzevir edition. All major Protestant translations in

the languages of Europe before 1881 were made from this text. Y

The Collection of Manuscript Materials
From 1550 on, collection of MS materials began to increase.
Stephanus had printed textual variants from at least fifteen MSS.

However, more extensive collection of MS materials and

41Kenyon, The Text of the Greek Bible 174; Metzger, The Text of the New
Testament 104.

42Textum ergo habes, nunc ab omnibus receptum; in ¢uo nihil immutatum aut
gorruptum damus (C. F. Sitterly and J. H. Greenlee, "Text and MSS of the NT,"
ISBE [ed. Geoffrey W. Bromiley; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1988] 82@). The
?‘extus Receptus is shown today by either TR or ¢ (final sigma) for the
lnitial of Stephanus (Jack Finegan, Encountering New Testament
Manuscripts [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1974] 58).

43Metzger, The Text of the New Testament 106.
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appreciation for the value of ancient MSS came when codex
alexandrinus (a fifth-century Greek uncial codex, also designated
with the letter A) reached England in 1627.44 Brian Walton,
using Stephanus’s third edition (155@0) as his text, printed

readings from Alexandrinus in the lower margins of his eight
volume polyglot (1655-57). In a supplement he also listed
collations from fifteen other MSS besides those given earlier by

5 With this publication of the first organized

Stephanus.
compilation of variant readings, Walton introduced the system of
cataloging uncial MSS by capital Latin letters and minuscules by
Arabic numbers.46
In 1675 John Fell printed the Elzevir text of 1633 with an
apparatus he claimed was drawn from over one hundred MSS. John
Mill’s edition of 1707 was, however, of more importance than

Fell’'s. Beginning with Stephanus’s text and MS sources, Mill

produced an apparatus drawn from seventy-eight additional MSS

“E1don Jay Epp, "Textual Criticism,” The New Testament and Its Modern
Interpreters (eds. Eldon Jay Epp and George W. MacRae; Atlanta: Scholars
Press, 1989) 77. (odex Alexandrinus was evidently brought from Alexandria to
Constantinople by Cyril Lucar in 1621. A note at the front of the MS states
that it had been a gift to the Patriarchal cell in Alexandria. Cyril Lucar
offered it to James I of England as a gift, but James died before receiving
the gift and so it was actually received by Charles I in 1627. Kenyon says
this manuscript went from Constantinople to Alexandria in the fourteenth
century and back to Constantinople in the seventeenth century. For further
information on the history and description of this uncial, see Frederick G.
Kenyon, Handbook to the Textual Criticism of the New Testament (London:
MacMillan, 1912) 72-77; and idem., Our Bible and the Ancient Manuscripts

iggndon: Eyre & Spottiswoode, 1895; reprinted New York: Harper & Row, 1958)
-202,

85
Kenyon, The Text of the Greek Bible 85, 174, 175.

464, ]
Finegan, Encountering New Testament Manuscripts 49.
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including Greek, 01d Latin, Vulgate, and Peshitta versions, and
whatever patristic sources he could secure which included
evidence on more than twenty-one thousand variation units. Mill
marks the beginning of the modern discipline of textual
criticism.47

Classification of MSS according to text-type began with J.
A. Bengel of Tiibingen (1687-1752). He divided the textual
witnesses into families and tried to corroborate their

4 He discovered two

correlation and textual characteristics.
major families of MSS which he called African and Asiatic, the
latter being less valuable though largest in number. Bengel then
subdivided his African family of MSS into two subgroups which he

& Thus,

found represented in Alexandrinus and the 01d Latin.
Bengel introduced for the first time the text-critical principle
of dividing MSS according to age and guality, of weighing
authorities instead of merely numbering them. Bengel printed the
TR as his text in his 1734 edition of the Greek New Testament,

but he placed his views concerning variant readings in the

margins.

47Metzger, The Text of the New Testament 107-108; Kenyon, The Text of the
Greek Bible 175; Epp, "Textual Criticism” 78. For a biographical study of John
Mill and an overview of his Greek NT work, see Adam Fox, John Mill and Richard
Bentley: A Study of the Textual Criticism of the New Testament: 1675-1729
(Oxford: Basil Black, 1954). For a good overview of contributions made to the
study of textual criticism during the 1700’'s, see Lyle O. Bristol, "New
Testament Textual Criticism in the Eighteenth Century,” JBL 69 (1950) 101-112.

|
ﬁKenyon, The Text of Greek Bible 176-177; J. Harold Greenlee,

igtroduction to New Testament Textual Criticism (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964)

49, . , ;
9Flnegan, Encountering New Testament Manuscripts 61.
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Johann Salomo Semler (1725-91), went farther than Bengel by
suggesting three groups of MSS.50 What Semler called his
Alexandrian text is that text that comes from Origen and his
disciples. This text-type is also preserved in the Syriac,
Ethiopic, and Bohairie. The text represented in the MSS of the
churches in Antioch and Constantinople (which he credited to a
recension prepared by Lucian of Antioch in the early fourth
century) Semler designated as his Eastern text. What he called
his Western text with its beginning in Origen was that found in
the Latin Fathers and versions. Semler considered the mass of
later witnesses to be mixed texts and of little significance.
Semler did not publish an edition of the Greek NT.

Semler’s student, J. J. Griesbach published his edition of
the Greek Testament in 1775-77. Following the same groupings as
his teacher, he agreed with Bengel and Semler that the mass of
late MSS was of inferior value. The Western text, though early,
was full of copyists’ errors. The Alexandrian text was an effort

to edit the Western.51

Following carefully stated canons of
criticism, which in essence had already been formulated by
Ben961,ﬂ Griesbach was the first scholar to produce an edition

of the Greek New Testament that did not follow the TR, but was

50Kenyon, The Text of the Greek Bible 177.

s .
Finegan, Bncountering New Testament Manuscripts 62.

?Aland—Aland, The Text of the New Testament 11. For a complete listing
gﬁ Grlesbach’s canons, see Henry Alford, The Greek Testament with a Critically
IdIlSEd'TeXt' a Digest of Various Readings, Marginal References to Verbal and
FOLlgmatlc Usage, Prolegomena, and a Critical and Exegetical Commentary I: The
=2Ur Gospels (rev. Everett F. Harrison; Chicago: Moody, 1958) 81-85.
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53

based on the published conclusions of his own studies. The

impact of Griesbach’s work was great in that other editors began

following his example of abandoning the TR in their printed

editions.54

Summary
Textual studies declined during the Middle Ages. With the
Renaissance and its revival of study in the c¢lassics, and with

the invention of printing and its ability to produce multiple

53Though Griesbach was the first German Scholar to produce an edition of
the Greek NT which did not follow the TR, some scholars in England had in
actuality led the way. One example is William Bowyer, Jr. from London who
published a critical edition of the Greek NT in 1763. Bowyer introduced some
readings into his text which he believed had better MS support than the TR and
other passages which he doubted as original he simply bracketed. Bowyer's
work is not discussed in detail in this study because even though his work was
important, its impact was limited due to the overpowering influence of the TR
and his fajilure to develop, as Griesbach later did, "a well-rounded theory of
textual criticism based on a study of families of texts." Further information
on Bowyer may be found in Bruce M. Metzger, "William Bowyer’s Contribution to
New Testament Textual Criticism," Chapters in the History of New Testament
Textual Criticism (Leiden: Brill, 1963) 155-160.

54Metzger says, "The importance of Griesbach for New Testament textual
criticism can scarcely be overestimated. For the first time in Germany a
scholar ventured to abandon the Textus Receptus at many places and to print
the text of the New Testament in the form to which his investigations had led
him" (Bruce M. Metzger, "History of Editing the Greek New Testament," Princ S
B 8/3 [1987] 42). Westcott and Hort agree with Metzger’s assessment saying
that they venerate his name above that of every other textual critic of the
NT. However, they point out that even though Griesbach made great advances
for text-critical studies, he still was unable to break from the TR totally.
They state, "Yet even Griesbach was content to start from the traditional or
revised Erasmian basis, rather than from the MSS in which he himself reposed
Most confidence” (B. F. Westcott and F. J. A. Hort, Introduction to the New
Testament in the Original Greek: With Notes on Selected Readings (New York:
Harper and Brothers, 1882; reprint, Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1988) 13,
185. Aland also offered reserved credit to Griesbach for his textual work
(Aland-Aland, The Text of the New Testament 9-11). For a good presentation
and discussion of Griesbach’s text-critical canons, see Eldon Jay Epp, "The
Eclectic Method in New Testament Textual Criticism: Solution or Symptom?" HTR
69/3-4 (1976) 225-229.
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copies of the Greek NT, scholarly interest was again directed at
gcreek MSS of the New Testament. Erasmus’s printed Latin and
greek digloﬁ for the first time had made a Greek text readily
available. The continued publication of this text by Stephanus,

Beza, and the Elzevir brothers illustrates its continued

popularity. With the assistance of the nomenclature "Textus
Receptus,” this Greek text became imbedded in the minds of the
day as the authoritative Greek text.

From the early sixteenth through the eighteenth centuries
textual studies became a scholarly concern. Clear advancements
were made in the number of MSS collated, in the understanding of
MS text-types, and in an understanding of text-critical
principles. These advancements laid the foundation for a
departure from the TR. This collection of older MSS of different
text-types served as the basis for beginning to challenge the TR.
Walton’s printing of Stephanus’s text with variant readings from
Alexandrinus opened the door to more questions concerning the TR.
Fell’s apparatus compiled from over one hundred MSS and Mill'’s,
from ninety-three Greek MSS in addition to readings from other
early versions and patristic writings, continued the movement
away from the TR. With Bengel and Semler came classification of
MSs according to age and type of text, but it was Griesbach who

became the first scholar to depart publicly from the TR and to

Print an edition of the Greek New Testament based on his own
Published conclusions. With these advancements, the TR

Ehcountered serious evidence that suggested it was not the text
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closest to the original.

Textual Criticism in the Nineteenth Century

Introduction

The advancements of the sixteenth through the eighteenth
centuries became the foundation of nineteenth-century text-
critical studies. Several more MSS were discovered and collated
with other extant MSS. Also, text-critical theory reached its
zenith in the nineteenth century. Because of the advancements,
text-critical work done in the nineteenth century has required
the attention of all subsequent scholarship concerned with lower
criticism. Therefore, special attention will be given to text-
critical theory developed during this period.

When the nineteenth century began, the TR, though
questioned, was still the dominant text. Griesbach’s
willingness, however, to depart from the TR in his printed text
and his willingness to publish his canons of criticism was a

harbinger of the end of the TR’'s dominance.

From Lachmann to Weiss
Karl Lachmann’'s revised text of 1831 proved that the work

from Mill to Griesbach could be taken seriously.55

Lachmann, a
recognized classical scholar, wished to apply the same principles

used in the texts of classical writers to the NT. He ignored

55KenYon, The Text of Greek Bible 177. Though Lachmann’s text was
Qublished in 1831, it was not until his second edition in 1842-1850 that he
included a full statement of his principles (Greenlee, Introduction to New
Testament Textual Criticism 75).
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60 He discovered eighteen unknown

py no other single scholar.
uncials and six unknown minuscules, edited twenty-five uncials
for the first time, made new editions of eleven others,

61

transcribed four more and collated thirteen. His most

important work was his eighth edition of the Greek New
Testament.62 Many of his text-critical princ¢iples are still
followed today, with the major exception being his strict lovalty
to codex Sinaiticus, a fourth-century uncial MS now designated
with the Hebrew Aleph (R).63

Tischendorf’s discovery of B and his edition of codex

Vaticanus--so called because it is in the Vatican Library at

6®Metzger says "the total number of his books and articles, most of them
relating to biblical criticism, exceeds 15¢ (Metzger, History of Editing the
Greek New Testament 40.

61Finegan, Encountering New Testament Manuscripts 63; Kenyon, The Text

oﬁ the Greek Bible 179. By way of comparison, Aland tells us Tischendorf used
sixty-four uncials where today there are two hundred and fifty-seven. He used

one papyrus manuscript fragment where today there are ninety-three papyrus
manuscripts. And, he knew of only a few of the two thousand seven hundred and

ninety-five minuscule manuscripts now known to exist (Aland-Aland, The Text of

the New Testament 13; and, idem, "The Greek New Testament: Its Present and
Future Editions," JBL 87/2 (1968) 182.

62Constantinus Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Graece: Ad Antiquissimos
Testes Denuo Recensuit Apparatum Criticum Omni Studio Perfectum Apposuit
Cgmmentationem Isagogicam Praetexuit (Editio Octava Critica Maior, 2 Vols.;
Lipsiae: Giesecke & Devrient, 1869-1872).

63

For a list and explanation of Tischendorf’s critical canons, see the
introduction to his seventh edition of the Greek New Testament (Constantine
Tlschendorf Novum Testamentum Graece: Ad Antiquos Testes Denuo Recensuit

Apparatum Cr1t1cum Omni Studio Perfectum Apposuit Commentationem Isagogicam

E{éQEQZElL [BEditio septima; Lipsiae: Sumptibus Adolphi Winter, 1859] xxxii-
xlv)
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64 Vaticanus, which is now

Rome--caused new excitement.
designated by the letter "B", is also a fourth-century uncial
codex MS. These two texts were obviously older than the MSS

supporting the TR, and they agreed with each other against the

7R. This gave impetus to the need for a new revised Greek text

and a new revision of the Authorized Version, the 1611 English

translation of the Textus Receptus. Brooke Foss Westcott (1825-

1901) and Fenton John Anthony Hort (1828-1892) addressed both
needs. In 1881, the Revised Version, of which they were part of
the team of scholars assigned to the task, was published.65 The
result was a translation with an estimated 5,788 readings which
differed from the 1611 Authorized Version of King James (KJV).

In that same year Westcott and Hort published in two volumes

The New Testament in the Original Greek on which they had both

been working for twenty-eight vears. The motivation of Westcott
and Hort to begin this work came from perplexities encountered

when reading the untrustworthy "Received” texts.66

Finding no
real satisfaction in the editions of either Lachmann or

Tischendorf to present "an approximation to the apostolic words

64The origin of this MS is unknown. Though believed by many to be from
Egypt, Aland says there is no proof of that and gives several reasons
Supporting his position. For a summary discussion of the origin of the New

Ti;tament in Egypt, see Kurt Aland, "The Text of the Church?" Trinity J 8/2
87) 138.

6
. 5Hort wrote in 1858 of his desire that his text-critical work would be
;ﬂcorporated into a new translation of the NT (Graham A Patrick, "F. J. A.
Ort, 1828-1898: A Neglected Theologian,™ ExpTim 9@/3 (1978) 7S.

66
Westcott and Hort, Introduction to "The New Testament in the Original
Greek" 16.
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as [they] could accept with reasonable satisfaction,” Westcott

and Hort began working to produce their own text.

The first volume of the two volume work contained the Greek

&7

text, but not a critical apparatus. The second volume,

written by Hort, contained an extensive explanation of their

68

methodology and text-critical principles. Their clear and

full discussions demanded that all subsequent text-critical work

69 Four major canons

take their stated conclusions into account.
are set forth for finding the original text: (1) The Internal

Evidence of Readings, (2) The Internal Evidence of Documents,

67See Brooke Foss Westcott and Fenton John Anthony Hort, The New
Testament in the Original Greek (New York: MacMillan, 1946). Aland points out
that neither Westcott nor Hort "ever collated a single manuscript but worked
completely from published material, i.e. critical editions (viz.,
Tischendorf)" (Aland-Aland, The Text of the New Testament 22). Aland also
remarks that this title seems somewhat presumptuous on their part since they
had no direct witness to the NT text earlier than the fourth century (ibid.
14). However, Aland is currently being criticized for feeling a bit
overconfident about his own work as well. See Ian A. Moir, "Can We Risk
Another Textus Receptus?" JBL 100/4 (1981) 614-618.

68Westcott and Hort, Introduction to "The New Testament in the Original
Greek" 1.

69This idea is expressed by Ernest C. Colwell in "Scribal Habits in Early
Papyri: A Study in the Corruption of the Text" The Bible in Modern
Sgholarship: Papers Read at the 100th Meeting of the Societv of Biblical
Literature December 28-3@, 1964 (ed. J. Philip Hyatt; Nashville: Abingdon,
1965) 370. Though many textual critics have stated this same idea, Aland
believes few have actually read their Introduction. He says, "Indeed we all
have grounds to be indebted to the work of Westcott and Hort, not least
through our work with Nestle’s edition of the Greek NT. But the number of NT
scholars who possess a copy of the Westcott-Hort NT edition of 1881--to say
nothing of their use of it--could be regarded as insignificant, and few of us
W111 presumably have read their Introduction to that edition, in spite of its
PFlmary importance. I do not believe that the situation will be much
different on the Buropean Continent” (Kurt Aland, "The Significance of Papyri
for Progress in New Testament Research"” The Bible in Modern Scholarship:
Papers Read at the 100th Meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature
December 28-3@, 1964 [ed. J. Philip Hyatt; Nashville: Abingdon, 1965) 325,
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(3) The Genealogical Evidence, and (4) The Internal Evidence of
Groups.
In the first canon of criticism, Westcott and Hort tried to
decide what the author probably wrote (Intrinsic Probability) by
considering which reading makes the best sense grammatically and

0 Second, Westcott and Hort tried to decide what

contextually.7
later copyists made it seem the author wrote (Transcriptional
Probability).71 These two determinations are both studied as
internal evidence of the text.

When Intrinsic Probability and Transcriptional Probability
failed to satisfy the question of originality between variants,
Westcott and Hort next looked to "The Internal Evidence of
Documents," their second critical canon. Hort wrote that
"knowledge of documents should precede final judgement upon

readings."72

He reasoned that the textual critic should study
not only individual readings in MSS, but he should also become
familiar with the MS document as a whole by continuous study of
the whole or considerable parts. The document that consistently

gives the better reading should be considered more probable to

have the correct reading in places where "Internal Evidence of

70Westcott and Hort, Introduction to the New Testament 22.

“Hort writes, "Internal Evidence of Readings is of two kinds, which
cannot be too sharply distinguished from each other; appealing respectively to
Intrinsic Probability, having reference to the author, and what may be called
Transcriptional Probability, having reference to the copyists. In appealing
to the first, we ask what an author is likely to have written: in appealing

t? Fhe second, we ask what copyists are likely to have made him seem to write”
(ibid. 19-20).

"Tphid. 30-33.
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Readings” do not clearly decide.

Determination of genealogical evidence is the third major
step in ascertaining the original reading. When good documents
contain different readings, the history of the individual texts
must be learned. Hort wanted to group MSS according to their
genealogy. He felt that the more precisely one can discern each
manuscript’s attributes and position on a genealogical tree, the
more secure the textual critic will be in locating the original

73

text from its consecutive corrupt texts. No stemma done by

Westcott or Hort, however, has ever been located.

7 Hort writes: "It may be laid down then emphatically, as a second
principle, that ALL TRUSTWORTHY RESTORATION OF CORRUPTED TEXTS IS FOUNDED ON
THE STUDY OF THEIR HISTORY, that is, of the relations of descent or affinity
which connect the several documents.” He suggests as an example ten MSS where
nine agree against one, but the nine have a common ancestor. In reality, the
critic is only dealing with two MSS (ibid. 39-41). Though this was the stated
method in theory, it was not their practice. Westcott and Hort did not follow
their own genealogical method. Once they were rid of the TR, they relied
almost exclusively on the priority of the neutral text-type as seen in
Vaticanus. Colwell offers as proof of this statement the following questions:
"Where are the charts which start with the majority of late manuscripts and
climb back through diminishing generations of ancestors to the neutral and
Western texts? The answer is that they are nowhere.” All of Westcott and
Hort’s work in charts was hypothetical. For a good critique of Westcott and
Hort’s genealogical method, see Ernest C. Colwell, "Genealogical Method: Its
Achievements and Its Limitations," New Testament Tools and Studies IX: Studies
in Methodology in Textual Criticism of the New Testament (ed. Bruce Metzger;
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1969) 63-7@. This chapter may also be seen in its
original publication as idem, "Genealogical Method: Its Achievements and its
Limitations," JBL 66 (1947) 109-133.

Epp has further shown that once Westcott and Hort used the genealogical
method to separate the Syrian text from the pre-Syrian lines, they then
abandoned it for internal evidence. Their reason for abandoning genealogical
evidence at this point was to prove the superiority of Vaticanus (representing
their Neutral text) over the Western text (found in D) which they admitted was
Probably older than B (Westcott and Hort, Introduction to the New Testament
126). In short, when the genealogical evidence stood in stark contrast to
internal evidence, the genealogical evidence was thrown out. For an excellent
Presentation of this weakness in Westcott and Hort, and its implications for
New Testament textual criticism today, see Eldon Jay Epp, "The Eclectic Method
In New Testament Textual Criticism" 232-242.
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The fourth step followed in this text-critical process is
what Westcott and Hort called "Internal Evidence of Grou}_:>s.“74
Being a mediating position between "Internal Evidence of

pocuments” and "Genealogical Evidence," this methodological
resource applies the method of the former to groups of MSS.
Textual critics should know not only the general characteristics
of a single document, but also the characteristics of groups of
documents.

Working on the assumption that "community of text implied on
genealogical grounds a community of parentage," Westcott and Hort

detected and discussed chronologically four text-types: the

Western text (designated 8§), the Neutral text (designated a), the

Alexandrian text (designated y), and the Syrian text {designated
B)jﬁ

Interlaced with examples, Westcott and Hort describe the
late second-century Western text as characterized by paraphrase
and embellishment. Scribal corruptions prevail: the tendency to
smooth out the text by insertion of objects, genitive pronouns,
and the insertion or expunging of conjunctions. The taste for

assimilation is also obvious in this textual family..’6 This

MWestcott and Hort, Introduction to the New Tesament 60.

BIhid. s2.

nHort says, "The chief and most constant characteristic of the Western
readings is a love of paraphrase. Words, clauses, and even whole sentences
were changed, omitted, and inserted with astonishing freedom, wherever it
seewed that the meaning could be brought out with greater force and
de?lniteness. They often exhibit a certain rapid vigour and fluency which .
is apt to ignore pregnancy and balance of sense, and especially those
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text is seen mostly though not exclusively in codex Bezae
cantabrigiensis (a fifth-century Greek-Latin diglot now
designated with the letter "D"),” the 01ld Latin version, and
the Latin fathers.

The neutral (a) text for Westcott and Hort was another of
thé Pre-Syrian texts.78 This text was the one most free from
Western corruptions and evident in both Alexandria and other
areas distant from Alexandria. Due to its preservation in
various regions separate from Alexandria, these men termed this
text neutral instead of Alexandrian. The neutral text was not
another local text. It was a text that theoretically could be
found in many local texts.

By historical chance, Sinaiticus and Vaticanus are the best
representatives of this group and usually should be followed.
Westcott and Hort believed that an agreement between these two
MSS should be viewed as the true reading until strong internal

79

evidence is found to the contrary. Also, no ® B readings can

meanings which are conveyed by exceptional choice or collocation of words.

.- Another equally important characteristic is a disposition to enrich the text
at the cost of its purity by alterations or additions taken from traditional
and perhaps from apocryphal or other nonbiblical sources"™ (ibid. 120-124).

”Though Westcott and Hort considered D "often invaluable for the secure
rec?Very of the true text" because of its ancient roots, they do not ascribe
Lo it the position of the text with "the highest quality” as stated by Aland
(Aland-Aland, The Text of the New Testament 18; Westcott and Hort,
Introduction to the New Testament in Original Greek 149.

RIbid. 127-130.

19

- 'Ibld. 225. Most modern textual critics no longer hold to the neutral

COXt 1de§- However, continued study has proven that Westcott and Hort were
Irect in viewing MS B as containing a very pure tradition of a very old
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pe totally rejected though sometimes it would be proper to
consider them as only another alternative reading, especially
where they receive no support from Versions or Fathers.

The third group of readings, according to Westcott and Hort,

4 These readings stem

deserves the designation Alexandrian.
from the other "Non-Western Pre-Syrian” readings and are found
mainly in Origen, Cyril of Alexandria, periodically in other
Alexandrian Fathers, and the Sahidic and Bohairic versions. When
taken together, these facts show that the readings under

discussion "belong to a partially degenerate form of the Non-
Western Pre-Syrian text, apparently limited in its early range,
and apparently originating in Alexandria."¥ It is
characterized by an almost entire absence of Western-type
corruptions. The changes that are evident were apparently done
to correct perceived grammatical errors. These editors were so

skillful that the corrections at first appear original.

form. The neutral and Alexandrian texts are today classified under the name
Alexandrian. For a summary of recent studies that support this conclusion,
see Omanson, "A Perspective on the Study of the New Testament Text," 115.

M1hid. 130-133.

81Martini uses Hort’s belief that the Alexandrian text-type originated in
Egyyt while the neutral text did not, to argue that Hort would object to the
§1v1sion of "proto- and later Alexandrian, where by proto-Alexandrian the
Neutral’ text is meant" (Carlo M. Martini, "Is there a Late Alexandrian Text
of the Gospels?" NTS 24/3 [1978] 285-296). According to Martini, readings
thQUght today to be late Alexandrian are really Hort’s Alexandrian readings,
Slightly revised readings which existed alongside not-revised readings, the
1at§r being Hort’s neutral text. Though he does not want to return to the
g?51gnation neutral, Martini does believe that Hort’s understanding of the
lStOFY of the text in Alexandria where a revised text existed alongside an
Unrevised text still explains current evidence better than proto-Alexandrian
and late Alexandrian designations (ibid. 295-296).
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The fourth and chronologically final text-type described by
82

westcott and Hort is the Syrian text. The three texts already
mentioned were for the most part exclusively divergent. However,
the scene changes drastically in the fourth century as the three
iines of text were brought together to form a new text.
Throughout the fourth century, mixture prevails everywhere and
the ancient texts disappear almost entirely. Westcott and Hort
see this mixture to be the result of an authoritative Syriac

8 This

revision, which took place in or near Antioch of Syria.
fourth century conflated text became the official text of
Constantinople and being widely disseminated throughout the
Byzantine Empire became the standard New Testament of the

g Westcott and Hort’'s Syrian text is today called the

East.
Byzantine or Majority text-type, or following the later
designation by von Soden (a twentieth-century textual critic),
the Koine text.%

These conclusions usually led Westcott and Hort to accept

the neutral text. The only exceptions were those instances when

82Westcott and Hort, Introduction to the New Testament 132-143.

. 83Ibid. 134-136. For Westcott and Hort’s well known description of the
Syr}an text-type, see ibid. Westcott and Hort cautiously suggested that
Lucianus may have contributed to this Syrian revision (ibid.). For a thorough
treatmgnt of the Lucianic recension, see Bruce M. Metzger, "The Lucianic
Recension of the Greek Bible," New Testament Tools and Studies IV: Chapters in

th? History of New Testament Textual Criticism (ed. Bruce M. Metzger; Leiden:
Brill, 1963) 1-41.

84
Westcott and Hort, Introduction to the New Testament 143.

85
Hermann Freiherr von Soden (1852-1914) did much work on Byzantine

mlggicule MSS. His work is discussed more fully on pages 43-45 of this
s.
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they felt the neutral scribes had indeed interpolated longer
portions into the text, while Western text scribes who would
normally have done the same had resisted the temptation.86
These instances they called "Western non-interpolations,”
evidently because they did not want to speak of the neutral text
as including interpolations. The only passages listed as c¢learly
in this category are Matthew 27:49 and portions of the last three
chapters of Luke. Eighteen other places drawn from all four
gospels are given as possible instances of omission of expected
interpolations.87
With these published explanations of their critical
methodology, Westcott and Hort completed what had begun in the
eighteenth century. For many in the scholarly world, the TR no
longer held its place of authority. However, for others, such
solid rejection of the Syrian text and thus the TR was denounced.

Different scholars rose to challenge Westcott and Hort’s critical

conclusions, but none was as adamant as John W. Burgon (1813-

86Ibid. 172-177. This almost total rejection of the Western text by
Westcott and Hort is not followed by most modern textual critics. Most modern
textual critics believe that all pre-Koine text-types deserve scholarly
attention for "any one of them may preserve original readings which have been
lost to other text-types" (Metzger, The Text of the New Testament 214.

87

Some textual critics since Hort have disagreed with him at this point.
Clark considered all of these "Western non-interpolations” as in the original
text. He says Hort was "misled by his principle that where B and D differed
and the later omitted the reading the omission represents the true text"
éK?HPEFh W. Clark, "The Theological Relevance of Textual Variation in Current
Titicism of the Greek New Testament,” JBL 85/1 (1966) 10.
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1888) who championed the MS tradition behind the TR.%¥ He
argued that if God dictated Scripture, then surely God would

rovidentially keep the texts from being seriously corrupted

89

P

during their transmission. Burgon was unable to stop the
movement of scholars as they changed alliance from the TR to the
text of Westcott and Hort.

Following Westcott and Hort’s publication of their Greek New
Testament, Bernhard Weiss (1827-1918) published the fruit of his
lifelong endeavor, a Greek New Testament in three volumes (1894-

% Weiss approached

1900), with a second edition in 1902-1905.
his study differently than Westcott and Hort in that he relied
solely on internal evidence. Using a critical apparatus to
identify variation units, he sought to learn from the context
which reading was most likely the original. After completing his
study, he categorized the different types of variant errors he

encountered: (a) harmonizations among the Gospels, (b) the

interchange of words, (¢) omissions and additions, (d)

88Burgon had been an ardent defender of Scripture for several years
pefore the 1881 Revised Version. For a recent recounting of one such
1pstance, see N. M. de S. Cameron, "Dean Burgon and the Bible: An Eminent
Victorian and the Problem of Inspiration,™ Themelios 7/2 (1982) 16-20.

' 89There are still a few who follow Burgon’s arguments. For an excellent
article which addresses the inspiration of Scripture and its relationship to
the providential care of Scripture texts, see Daniel B. Wallace, "Inspiration,
reservation, and New Testament Textual Criticism,” Essays in Honor of Homer
Kent (ed. Gary Meadors; Winona Lake: BMH, 1991 [69-102]; reprinted in GTJ 12/1
[1991] 21-50).

9%
_— D. Bernhard Weiss, Die Vier Evangelien im berichtigen Text mit kurzer
rlduterung zum Handgebrauch lei der Schriftlektiire (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1902).
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alterations of word order, and, (e) orthographical variation.91
Weiss then ranked the major MSS according to their comparative
freedom from such faults. He decided that Vaticanus was the best
of the MSS. The importance of this conclusion is that it is the

same as that reached by Westcott and Hort, but it was arrived at

from an entirely different procedure.

Summary
Nineteenth-century text-critical studies were ushered in by
Karl Lachmann, a classical scholar. Lachmann wanted to locate
the text used by the church during the fourth century. His work

was followed by the indefatigable textual critic, Constantin von

Tischendorf who collected and collated more MSS than any other
person. Tischendorf’s collation along with those done by others
in the previous era such as Fell and Mill, served as a solid
foundation for the work of the two men who forever changed the
study of textual criticism, Westcott and Hort. While Tischendorf
and Tregelles worked independently of each other and collated
many MSS, Westcott and Hort spent their lifetimes working
together to develop further text-critical theory. Their desire

to prove that the MS tradition behind the Textus Receptus was

corrupt and that Vaticanus represented the purest text-type was
Successful for most of the scholarly world. Some opposition
arose with men like Burgon, but the resistance was not successful

in withstanding the conclusions of these two men. Bernard Weiss

———

”Finegan, Encountering New Testament Manuscripts 66.
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closed the nineteenth century by showing that Westcott and Hort’s
assessment of codex Vaticanus was accurate. Using only internal

criteria, he arrived at essentially the same text as Westcott and

Hort.

Textual Criticism in the Twentieth Century

Introduction

Building on the conc¢lusions formulated in the sixteenth
through the nineteenth centuries, twentieth-century textual
critics further advanced and refined the conclusions of their
predecessors. The century began with the production of Greek New
Testaments with extensive c¢ritical apparatuses. Though
Tischendorf’'s eighth edition was monumental and is still a
necessary tool for modern textual critics, Greek New Testament
editions of the twentieth c¢entury went beyond his work by
including abundant testimony from the Church Fathers, extensive
evidence from Byzantine MSS, and toward the middle of the
century, evidence from the texts of newly discovered NT papyri.

Twentieth-century studies also have sought to develop a
method of discovering MS history. While Westcott and Hort
formulated the genealogical method, modern scholarship recognizes
some inadequacies in that method and is seeking to provide other
alternatives.

The criteria for locating the original readings from among
Variant readings have also been critigqued by this century’s
scholars. Though there are three approaches promoted today,

rigorous eclecticism, reasoned eclecticism, and the Majority Text
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method, most textual critics rely on a methodology not much

different from that developed by Westcott and Hort.

Production of Greek New Testaments with Extensive Apparatuses
The twentieth century began with the conmpiling of more MS
evidence. Alexander Souter advanced the study of textual
criticism with his 1910 critical apparatus which included

numerous testimonies quoted from Church Fathers.92

Concerning
textual theory, Souter felt that Westcott and Hort had made such
a major contribution that their work would be foundational to all
future studies in textual criticism.?®
However, all did not agree with Souter’s evaluation of
Westcott and Hort. One who disagreed with Westcott and Hort
especially in their treatment of the Syrian text was Hermann
Freiherr von Soden (1852-1914). Von Soden edited the most

massive Greek New Testament to be published in the twentieth

century (1902—1913).94 He did extensive pioneer work with Greek

92For a discussion of the value and appropriate use of patristic evidence
in textual criticism, see Bruce M. Metzger, "Patristic Evidence and the
Textual Criticism of the New Testament,"” NTS 18 (1972) 379-400.

93Souter was so impressed with the work of Westcott and Hort that he
wrote: "It appears to the present writer that a great advance upon the text
of Westcott and Hort in the direction of the original autographs is highly
improbable, at least in our generation. If they have not said the last word,
they have at least laid the foundations which make it comparatively simple to
fit later discoveries into their scheme. The discovery of further materials
will no doubt sometimes incline the balance towards the reading which on
deliberate inspection of the evidence available to them, Westcott and Hort
rejected, or put into the margin” (Alexander Souter, The Text and Canon of the
New Testament [New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1917] 138).

94

. Hermann Freiherr von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments in ihrer
dltesten erreichbaren Textgestalt hergestellt auf Grund ihrer Textgeschichte
(1.1, Berlin: Verlag von Alexander Duncker, 1902; 1.2, Berlin: Verlag von
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minuscule MSS and like Westcott and Hort, did extensive study on
the history of the Greek text. Also, he was dissatisfied with
the nomenclature used to designate uncial and minuscule MSS and
designed a new method of designation intended to indicate the
age, content, and type of each MS. His system was so complicated
that it was never accepted into use by the scholarly

95

community. Many of his conclusions concerning MS history and

families also are fraught with difficulties and have not gained

Arthur Glaue, 1907; 1.3, Berlin: Verlag von Arthur Glaue, 1919; 2.1,
Géttingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1913).

95Kenyon viewed von Soden’s edition as "a serious obstacle to occasional
reference"” (Kenyon, The Text of the Greek Bible 65). For a good summary of
von Soden’s new nomenclature and a description of the main groups of MSS
discernable among extant MSS according to von Soden, see Kirsopp Lake,
"Professor H. von Soden’s Treatment of the Text of the Gospels," RevThPh 4
(19508-1909) 201-217. A second article by Lake provides a good review of von
Soden’s view of MS history behind his I, H, and K families. Lake disagrees
with von Soden’s use of the evidence and his conclusions (Kirsopp Lake,
"Professor H. von Soden’s Treatment of the Text of the Gospels," RevThPh 4
[1908-1909] 277-295). Another helpful summary of von Soden’s system can be
found in Greenlee whose remarks concerning von Soden’s work are shared by many
scholars. He calls it "perhaps the greatest disappointment in modern textual
criticism" (Greenlee, Introduction to New Testament Textual Criticism 83,
109). A more recent work also denounces von Soden’s edition (along with
Tischendorf’s and Augustinus Merk’s) as being so inaccurate that "all the
collating will have to be done again” (W. J. Elliott, "The Need for an
Accurate and Comprehensive Collation of All Known Greek NT Manuscripts with
Their Individual Variants Noted In Pleno," Studies in New Testament Language
apd Text: Essays in Honour of George D. Kilpatrick on the Occasion of His
Sixty-fifth Birthday NovTSup 44 {ed. James Keith Elliott; Leiden: Brill, 1976)
137-143, Royse has shown, however, that the problem is not with von Soden as
much as with Elliott’s inability to understand von Soden’s apparatus. There
are.inaccuracies in von Soden, but nothing of the magnitude suggested by
Elliott, For a limited discussion of von Soden’s accuracy and usefulness for
modern textual ¢ritics, see James R. Royse, "Von Soden’s Accuracy," JIS 30/1
(1979) 166-171. For a more detailed sample of von Soden’s inaccuracies, see
Sanders who found 1443 errors in von Soden’s collation of MS 22 alone in the

%23?2}5 (Henry A. Sanders, "A New Collation of MS 22 of the Gospels," JBL 33
92).
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% This does not mean that he

acceptance by most scholars.
wielded no influence in his field of study, for Aland proves that
yon Soden’s work exerted a controlling influence over Vogels,
Merk, and Bover, three Roman Catholic scholars who edited
separate editions of the Greek NT.97 Von Soden’s work continues
to influence text-critical work today, for his method of
classifying MSS gave impetus to the Claremont Profile Method
developed by Wisse and McReynolds.98

In order to keep von Soden’s system from being accepted,

96Metzger, The Text of the New Testament 139-143. Metzger lists several
of von Soden’s textual principles and the negative responses of various
scholars to this work. Von Soden’s work is noted by textual historians due to
the momentous amount of work done by him. However, because of its limited
impact on the text-critical studies, detail is omitted from this study.

Again, this must not be understood to infer that he has no worth to
contemporary textual work. Aland, who says "von Soden’s edition was
distinctly a failure”, also says it is a "necessary tool for textual critics.”
Much information available in von Soden, especially Part I of the four volume
work, is available nowhere else (Aland-Aland, The Text of the New Testament
23). Also, as the collation in Appendix I of this study illustrates, von
Soden’s apparatus contains information found in no other apparatus. Colwell
likewise strongly contends that von Soden deserves a hearing because further
study "has substantiated a number of his classifications” set forth in his
pioneer work in minuscule manuscripts (Ernest C. Colwell, The Four Gospels of

Karahissar I: History and Text [Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1936]
xi).

9.’Aland says the motivation for these three editions was the popularity
of the Nestle edition even among the Roman Catholics. To study the impact von
Soden exercised over Vogels, Merk, and Bover, see the chart and accompanying
discussion in Aland-Aland, The Text of the New Testament 26-27. Also, Metzger
discusses José M. Bover's edition of the Greek NT in Bruce M. Metzger, "Recent
Spanish Contributions to the Textual Criticism of the New Testament,"” Chapters

in the History of New Testament Textual Criticism (Leiden: Brill, 1963) 135-
41.

98The Claremont Profile Method utilizes some of von Soden’s manuscript
categories of Byzantine text-types. This will be discussed later in the
Present chapter. For a complete discussion, see Frederik Wisse, The Profile
Method for the Classification and Evaluation of Manuscript Evidence as Applied

;g the Continuous Text of the Gospel of Luke (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1982) 7-
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caspar René Gregory, the author of the "Prolegomena" to the eight
‘edition of Tischendorf’s Greek NT, conferred with textual critics
in Europe and America and constructed the modified form of
Wettstein’'s system of MS nomenclature still in use today.ﬂ
papyri are designated by a gothic letter "P" followed by a
superscript number. Thick (bold, Clarendon) numbers preceded by
a zero signify uncial MSS with the first forty-five retaining
their Latin or Greek capital letter denotation and Sinaiticus
retaining the only Hebrew designation (®). Eight letters have
double designations: D, E, F, G, H, K, L, P with the duplicates
being distinguished as Dzor DMM, etc. Minuscules are
represented by successive Arabic¢ numbers. Using Gregory’s
system, Kurt Aland is currently listing the new MSS and reports
that there are now 5,366 MSS on the official registry of the
Institute for New Testament Textual Research.100 However,

because of wars and natural disasters, many MSS were lost in the

nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Aland estimates 5,000 MSS

are probably in actual existence today.

99This nomenclature was set forth in the third volume of Gregory’s three
VQluwe work (Caspar René Gregory, Textkritik des Neuen Testamentes [Leipzig:
Hinrichs, I, 190@; II, 1902; III, 1909]).

' 100Aland--Aland, The Text of the New Testament 74-75. Because many of the
editors of Greek New Testaments used their own nomenclature for individual
manuscripts, it is difficult if not impossible for the textual critic to find
Quickly comments on the individual MSS in each of these works. Aland has
Satisfied a great need by supplying a reference tool to do this. To compare
and match Mg symbols used by Gregory and von Soden, see Kurt Aland,
Kurzgefasste Liste der griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments, 1:
%$§§EEEQ§£§lEhE (Berlin: Walter De Gruyter, 1963) 334-371. Gregory and
mlsChEndorf’s eighth edition of the Greek NT can also be consulted in the same
anner (ibid. 321-333).
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A desire to make the conclusions of nineteenth-century
scholarship available "instead of the still widespread cheap
editions of the so-called Textus Receptus, which goes back to
ErasmuS"MI led to the publication of what became the most
popular pocket edition of the Greek New Testament. Prepared by
Eberhard Nestle (1851-1913), the Nestle text was first published

in Stuttgart (1898) for the Wirttemberg Bible Society. Today the

102

Novum Testamentum Graece is in its twenty-sixth edition. To

produce the type of text he wanted, Nestle took the editions of
Tischendorf, Westcott and Hort, and R. F. Weymouth (1886 edition)

103

and constructed a resultant text. When there were

disagreements, the reading supported by two was put in the text
and the reading of the third was placed in footnotes. When all

three differed, Nestle would place "the mean reading” into the

1mD. Eberhard Nestle and D. Erwin Nestle, eds., Novum Testamentum Graece:

Cum_Apparatu Critico Curavit (15th ed.; Stuttgart: Privilegierte
Wirttembergische Bibelanstalt, 1932) 38-39; Epp, "Textual Criticism" 85.

1mKurt Aland and Barbara Aland, eds. Novum Testamentum Graece (post
_Eberhard Nestle et Erwin Nestle, communiter ediderunt Kurt Aland, Matthew
Black, Carlo M. Martini, Bruce M. Metzger, Allen Wikgren; 26th ed., 4th rev;
Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1981). This Nestle-Aland text will be
designated N/A 26 for the remainder of this paper.

' 103Weymouth had studied the critical texts of the most important printed
editions of Greek New Testaments since Lachmann. He wanted his Resultant
Greek Testament to "exhibit in a compact and intelligible form the latest
£§§BLE§ of textual criticism.” Weymouth’s text is the text agreed on by the
m?JOritY of those sources consulted. The sources are presented in the full
title of his work which was published in three editions (1886, 1892, 19@5),
the last being published posthumously (R. F. Weymouth, The Resultant Greek
lestament Exhibiting the Text in which the Majority of Modern Editors are
%?Eégd. and Containing the Reading of Stephens [1550]1, Lachmann, Tregelles,
WE:ihendorf, Lightfoot, Ellicott, Alford, Weiss, The Bale Edition [1880],
lgascoFt and Hort and the Revision Committee [3d ed.; London: James Clarke,
I ix-xxv). ‘
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text-w4 After the third edition of Nestle’'s text (1901),
pernhard Weiss, who was a noted exegete rather than a
paleographer or textual critic, replaced Weymouth.105 For the
most part, this overcame the partiality of Tischendorf toward R
and Westcott and Hort toward g 106

Eberhard’s son, Erwin Nestle, though limiting his research
totally to the critical apparatuses of other editions,
continually expanded the apparatus so independent judgment could
be made on the text. He produced the thirteenth edition (1927)

which included in its c¢ritical apparatus the readings of

Tischendorf, Westcott and Hort, Weiss, and von Soden. The

Wan example of this is Matt 6:8 where Tischendorf omits o6 8ed¢, Westcott
and Hort have it in their text in brackets, and Weiss has it in his text
without brackets. Nestle put 6 8gé¢ in the text in brackets because this is
the "mean" reading between Tischendorf and Weiss (D. Eberhard Nestle, Novum
Testamentum Graece: cum Apparatu Critico Curavit, [15th ed.] 41).

105For a good discussion of Weiss'’s life and work, see Caspar René
Gregory, "Bernhard Weiss and the New Testament," AJT 1 (1896) 16-37. For a
critique of Weiss’'s textual work, see Kirsopp Lake, "Dr. Weiss’s Text of the
Gospel’s: The Thoughts of a Textual Critic on the Text of an Exegete,” AJT 7
(1903) 249-258.

106Aland—Aland, The Text of the New Testament 18-20. The immediate impact
of Nestle’'s edition is debatable. Aland says that the result of Nestle’s work
Wwas clear. Where Tischendorf and Westcott and Hort had convinced the
sgholarly world to abandon the TR, Nestle convinced the church to do the same
(ibid.). Epp, however, is not convinced that Nestle’s impact is accurately
assessed by Aland since Nestle’s edition of the Greek New Testament presented
the conclusions of nineteenth-century scholarship. Furthermore, Nestle
Oﬁfered no canons of criticism, no theory of textual transmission, and paid
little attention to MSS as Tischendorf and Westcott and Hort had done. For an
€xcellent critique of Aland’s narrow view of the history of textual criticism,
See Eldon Jay Epp, "New Testament Textual Criticism Past Present, and Future"
216T223' For a less in-depth but helpful critique, see idem, "An
Ind1SPensable but Flawed Tool: (Book Review) The Text of the New Testament: An
Introduction to the Critical Editions and to the Theorv and Practice of Modern
IQKE!Ql_QELLiglgm by Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland (translated by Erroll F.
Rh°des; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987)," Int 44/1 (1990) 71-75.
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outcome of this extensive printed evidence was that scholarly
consensus at times disagreed with the resultant text followed by

87 The sixteenth edition,

Nestle and sometimes replaced it.
however, still says that its text "has remained as a whole
unchanged, particularly since the reséarch of recent years has
not yet led to the establishment of a generally acknowledged N.T.
text."108 It was in the seventeenth edition that Erwin Nestle
began to take readings into the text against the Westcott and
Hort, Tischendorf, and Weiss majdrity.109

Where Erwin Nestle had limited his study to the apparatus of
earlier editions, in 1952 Kurt Aland became associated with the
work for the twenty-first edition and began immediately to
collate the evidence in the apparatus against original sources
and to include readings from recently discovered papyri. Aland’s
work has continued up through the twenty-sixth edition of this
Nestle text, or as it is now called, the Nestle-Aland Twenty-Six
(N/A 26).110 The apparatus of this edition of the Greek NT

contains evidence from all available papyri, major uncials, and

important minuscules. Early versions are also cited where

Wyv/a 26, 40.

1
%Eberhard Nestle, ed., Greek New Testament (16th ed. revised by Erwin
Nestle; New York: American Bible Society, 1936) 41.

109
Metzger, The Text of the New Testament 144.

UN/a 26, 40, 48-62. Aland-Aland, The Text of the New Testament 20-22.
For a thorough review of the N/A 26, see James Keith Elliott, "An Examination
gg the Twenty-sixth Edition of Nestle-Aland Novum Testamentum Graece," JTS

/1 (1981) 19-49. A list of Aland’s canons of criticism may be seen in Aland-
Aland, The Text of the New Testament 275-276.
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relevant, followed by the witness of the Church Fathers.

Locating a Manuscript

Introduction

While Nestle and Aland were collecting MS evidence and

continually updating their editions of the Greek New Testament,

others were concentrating on better ways to study the history of

the Greek text. Von Soden’'s work, mentioned above as

unsatisfactory for many, was regarded by Colwell as accurate in

the location of certain text—types.111

Reconstructing the history of the text of the Bible is of
major importance because an accurate reconstruction of the text

at different times in history gives a picture of when and how

112

corruptions entered the text. Careful study of each MS must

be done to detect not only why each MS is the way it is, but also

to discover what its ancestors were like.113

Four approaches
have been developed in the twentieth century to determine MS

history.

111This was mentioned in footnote 94.

112David C. Parker, "Scripture is Tradition,” Th 94 (1991) 11-17. For an
excellent discussion concerning the necessity of MS history in text-critical
Studies, see Ernest C. Colwell, "Hort Redivivus: A Plea and a Program,” JBL 66
(1947) 109-133, reprinted in New Testament Tools and Studies IX: Studies in
Methodology in Textual Criticism of the New Testament (ed. Bruce M. Metzger;
Qrand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1969) 148-171; Eldon Jay Epp, "A Continuing Interlude
in New Testament Textual Criticism," HTR 73/1-3 (1980) 138-151; and, idem,

"The Twentieth Century Interlude in New Testament Textual Criticism," JBL 93
(1974) 390-401.

1
13An exXcellent overview of the historical development of the study of
?XtErnal evidence may be seen in Bart D. Ehrman, "Methodological Developments

;n the Analysis and Classification of New Testament Documentary Evidence,"
JQVT 29/1 (1987) 22-45.
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rThe Method of Quantitative Readings

Colwell was at first opposed to Westcott and Hort’'s

genealogical methodology as a way to locate a given reading in

114 He stated with frankness and

115

the history of the text.
frustration in 1947 that he had no alternative. However, in
1959, after working for several years on the International Greek

New Testament Project (I.G.N.T.),116 Colwell and M. M. Parvis

set forth what was first labeled the "method of Multiple

w117 n118

Readings and later the "method of Quantitative Readings.

Their goal was to be able to find gquickly the relationship of

114
63-83.

FE. C. Colwell, "Genealogical Method: Its Achievements and Limitations”

115"Our dilemma seems to be that we know too much to believe the old, we
do not yet know enough to create the new" (ibid. 83).

116The International Greek New Testament Project is the continuation of
the work begun by S. C. E. Legg at Oxford. Legg wanted to reproduce Westcott
and Hort’s text with an enlarged apparatus. After Legg’s death, concern was
raised about who would complete his work. Legg had finished Mark (published
1935) and Matthew (published 194@) and had begun on Luke. In 1949 the
International Greek Project was founded to continue Legg’s work (David Parker,
"Textual Criticism since B. H. Streeter,” NTS 24/1 [1977] 158).

117Kim remarks that Colwell was teaching the "Multiple Method" in 1945.
Kim used it to help erode the concept of a Caesarean text and to demonstrate
that Origen‘’s NT text was not a Neutral text (K. W. Kim, "The Matthean Text of
Origen in His Commentary on Matthew"” JBL 68 [1949] 129, 134-139).

118Metzger refers to Colwell’s method by the designation of the "method of
Mu}tiple Readings” (Metzger, The Text of the New Testament 180). Colwell
Writes, "I have never intentionally called the method of locating a newly-
found manuscript ‘the method of Multiple Readings’" (E. C. Colwell, "Method in
Locating a Newly-Discovered Manuscript,” New Testament Tools and Studies IX:
Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism of the New Testament (ed. Bruce M.
Metzger; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1969) 28; originally published in TUGAL 73
(1959) 757-777). 1In the appendix to his third, enlarged edition, Metzger
1aI?Els Colwell’s approach as the "Quantitative Method"” of textual analysis
Wwhich is a more accurate title since the quantity of readings determines text-
types for Colwell (Metzger, The Text of the New Testament 288).
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MSS.

Colwell’s methodology included three steps, the last one

peing the most important. First, he used multiple readings to
find related groups. A multiple reading was defined as

one in which the minimum support for each of at least three

variants forms of the text is either one of the major
strands of traditions, or the support of a previously

establispedigroup (such as Family I, Family II, the Ferrar

Group, K, K-, K”, or the su%port of some one of the ancient
versions (such as af, it, sy’, syc, bo, or sa) or the

sgppgrt gf some single manuscript ﬂf an admittedly
distinctive character (such as D).

Second, he developed a list of distinctive readings to show
relationship with known MS types noting that "a group is not a
group unless it has unique readings." These unique, or singular
group readings as he calls them, are readings unique to a group
of MSS, not readings unique to a single MS. Singular readings of
individual MSS have no genealogical significance for Colwell.
These unique group readings reveal relationship.”@

Third, Colwell wanted to corroborate the relationship found
in step one and demonstrated in step two. He did this by
counting the instances of agreement, looking for a high

Percentage of agreement (approximately 70 percent) in "the total

quantity of readings derived from a representative sample of all

119Colwell, "Method in Locating a Newly-Discovered Manuscript" 28-31. For
further explanation and application of Colwell’s method, see Ernest C. Colwell
a§d Ernest W. Tune, "The Quantitative Relationships between MS Text-Types,"
B1b3f-lcal and Patristic Studies in Memory of Robert Pierce Casey (eds. J.
Neville Birdsall and Robert W. Thomson; New York: Herder, 1963) 25-32.

120

E. C. Colwell and E. W. Tune, "Variant Readings: Classification and

QEL 83/3 (1964) 260-261; and Colwell, "Scribal Habits in Early Papyri: A
1n the Corruption of the Text" 387.

USe’ "
Study
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w121 The quality of

text groups in a specific block of text.
readings is of no concern at this point in the study. Colwell
tested his method on Mark 1, John 1:1-4:4@¢, and John 7:18-8:12,

Colwell argued that MS types cannot be learned by noting
only variants from an external standard such as the TR, 12
Agreements between several witnesses, whatever their relationship
to the TR or to any other standard, determine if a real group

123 which can bhe

exists. There must be a high level of agreement
tabulated and then converted to percentages before relationships

can be decided.124

121Ernest C. Colwell, "Hort Redivivus: A Plea and a Program" 163; idem,
"Method in Locating a Newly-Discovered Manuscript” 31.

122Colwell was not alone in this rejection of the TR for the purpose of
determining text-type. Metzger pointed out in 1945 that the discovery of P45
showed not only that the Caesarean text had to be divided into two subgroups,
but also that there was a methodological problem in textual studies. He said
that textual crities should have been able to see this division without the
Papyrus. He challenged the use of the TR to reconstruct ancient texts
pointing out that the later Byzantine MSS are many times conflated and if the
TR is used to point out non-Byzantine readings, what of those readings already
in the Byzantine text? How will they be discovered? Metzger called for a new
method of locating text-types which would "determine exactly what proportion
of the total number of variants of each type of text (and/or of each
manuscript) is present in the manuscript to be analyzed" (Bruce M. Metzger,
"The Caesarean Test of the Gospels,"” reprinted in New Testament Tools and
Studies 4: Chapters in the History of New Testament Textual Criticism [Leiden:
Brill, 1963] 70-72). :

123Colwell and Tune conclude that "the gquantitative definition of a text-
type is a group of MSS that agree more than 70% of the time and is separated
by a gap of about 10% from its nearest neighbors" (Colwell and Tune, "The
Quantitative Relationships between MS Text-Types” 29.
‘ 124Colwell rejects such ambiguous descriptions as "midway between D and B"
NOting that most MSS could fit in such a category. He says such descriptions
are "weasel words, too slippery, too vague and ambiguous to be used for the
100§tion of manuscripts. . . . The midway phrase has earned its right to
oblivion" (Colwell, "Method in Locating a Newly-Discovered Manuscript" 37).
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Colwell’s procedure enjoyed scholarly acceptance125 but was

reversed by researchers in later studies. Because the first two
steps could not determine how close one document represents the
other in its group tradition, textual critics began with

quantitative analysis (Colwell’s third step) and then followed up

with steps one and two to confirm their findings.126

The Claremont Profile Method

A second method of locating a text-type was developed from
Colwell’'s Quantitative Method. Called the Claremont Profile
Method (CPM), its goal is to classify MSS into groups only after

the total number of variants is considered in any specified

125Fee, using this method, shows that Codex Sinaiticus has a strong
Western ancestry (Gordon D. Fee, "Codex Sinaiticus in the Gospel of John: A
Contribution to Methodology in Establishing Textual Relationships,” NTS 15/1
[1968] 23-44); that Origen’s text was demonstrably Egyptian (idem, "Origen's

. Text of the New Testament and the Text of Egypt" 348-364); and that there was
no recension of theﬁNT E?Xt in Alexandria in either the second or fourth
centuries (idem, "P'°, P" and Origen: The Myth of Early Textual Recension in
Alexandria” 19-45). Also, Hurtado used this method to discredit the idea of a
pre~Caesarean text in Mark (Larry W. Hurtado, Text-Critical Methodology and
the Pre-Caesarean Text: Codex W in the Gospel of Mark [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1981]). This acceptance was in spite of the warning issued earlier by Zuntz
and followed by Parker that "supposing that some day, such a collection [of
all variants] should be made available, the first step in using it would still
have to be in discarding the overwhelming proportions of chaff which it must
QnaVOidably contain. Criticism begins with selection. Therewith it is
implied that the textual criticism of the New Testament cannot be carried out
by statistical methods. . . . None but commensurable entities can be reduced
to figures, and no two variants are strictly commensurable” (G. Zuntz, The
I§§E of the Epistles: A Disquisition upon the Corpus Paulinum [London: Oxford
University Press, 1953] 58). See also David Parker, "The Development of
Textual Criticism Since B. H. Streeter” 157.

126y -
5 This criticism is further explained in Bart C. Ehrman, "The Use of
JgOUP Profiles for the Classification of New Testament Documentary Evidence,"
JBL 106/3 (1987) 467.
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127 Colwell had called for MS grouping to be

portion of text.
done based on unique group readings. The CPM advances Colwell’'s
proposal by using the total amount of variation, including both
unigue group readings and readings shared by other MS groups.
charts were made to record the presence or absence of readings as
each MS was checked. Patterns of agreement and disagreement
(profiles) emerged from which a group profile was established. A
group needs to share two-thirds of all readings in question to be

considered a legitimate group.128

Once each group’s profile is
complete, individual MSS need only to be collated and checked
against the group profile in readings where membership in one
group or another is shown, to find the relationship of the
individual MS to a known group. Complete collation is
unnecessary and is a major advantage of this method.129

While CPM is widely accepted as a generally accurate means
of quickly learning a manuscript’s text-type, textual critics
continue to call for further refinement in its application not

1 130

only to individual MSS, but to MS groups as wel It has at

least three weaknesses. First, its call for limited collation

127For a complete explanation of the beginnings and method of the

Claremont Profile Method by one its developers, see Frederick Wisse, The

Profile Method for the Classification and Evaluation of Manuscript Evidence.

B1pid. 37,40.

129, .. . .
.9W1sse claims that "after some experience, it should be possible to
classify a Lucan MS within half an hour” (ibid. vii).

1

Excos 30Ehrman, "The Use of Group Profiles" 469-471; W. L. Richards, "An
TXamlnat;ion of the Claremont Profile Method in the Gospel of Luke: A Study in
€xt-Critical Methodology,"” NTS 27/1 (198@) 52-63.



56

can severely limit detection of block mixture of text-types.
Textual critics can overcome this by applyving the CPM to the

entire Ms.l!

Second, the CPM is limited by its restriction of
considering only those readings preserved in two-thirds of known
groups’ members. Continued studies have shown that more
extensive variant data changes some of the CPM’s original

classifications.132

Third, Ehrman and Richards have both shown
that Wisse’s failure to do a thoroughgoing quantitative analysis
led to some erroneous conclusions, such as placing B and D in the
same group.133 Colwell’'s quantitative analysis, if done first,
would show tentative groups which the CPM could more accurately

profile.

The Comprehensive Profile Method

To overcome the shortcomings of the Claremont Profile
Method, Ehrman has developed what he termed the "Comprehensive
Profile Method."134 His method for locating a MS in textual

transmission has three steps. It calls for full MS collation,

131Richards did this in his study of 1 John where he noted some of the

Weékpesses of the CPM (W. L. Richards, "A Critique of a New Testament Text-
Critical Methodology--The Claremont Profile Method," JBL 96/4 (1977) 555-566.

132Richards showed this to be the case when he reexamined passages used in
the original ¢PM studies (Richards, "An Examination of the Claremont Profile
Method in the Gospel of Luke" 52-63; idem, "Manuscript Grouping in Luke 1@ by
Quantitative Analysis,” JBL 98/3 [1979] 379-391). The 1979 article is a
Sequel to the 1980 article and explains the procedure followed to reach the
conclusions of the 1980 article.

133Ehrman, "The Use of Group Profiles” 469-470; Richards, "A Critique of a
New Testament Text-Critical Method” 555-566.

134
Bart D. Ehrman, "The Use of Group Profiles” 471.
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not sample passages (like CPM), a complete gquantitative analysis
(Colwell’s third step), and a set of group profiles that includes
both (1) "readings found extensively within a known textual
group,” and (2) "readings found only with any given group." This
final step of analyzing characteristics inside the group itself
further identifies subgroups more accurately than CPM alone and
better locates the manuscript’s place in textual

133 Ehrman’s method has added a significant amount

transmission.
of time reguired for locating a new MS over the gquantitative
method and the CPM. However, what is lost in time is gained in

accuracy of investigation.

In summary, Colwell classified a new MS according to an
agreement of its unigque readings with a known MS group’s unigue
readings. The CPM classifies MSS according to all readings,
unique or shared, when there is at least two-thirds agreement
between group members. The Comprehensive Profile Method does
both plus seeks to classify readings which are characteristic of
a4 group, both extensive readings present in a group which may
also be shared with other groups, and readings that are only in

the group bheing studied.

The One Thousand Readings Method

The final method currently being used to locate a MS in its

transmission history was developed by Kurt Aland and presented in

e ——

P llﬁFor a complete explanation and demonstration of the "Comprehensive
r?flle Method," see ibid. 465-486. BAn example of this method applied with
gllght_variation may be seen in T. R. Ralston, "The ‘Majority Text’ and
Yzantine Origins,” NTS 38/1 (1992) 122-137.
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1965.136 Believing that only two "text-types . . . may he

regarded as certain,” Aland selected one thousand passages where
the Alexandrian text-type and the Byzantine text-type ¢clearly
disagree. Aland selected test passages from the following NT
books:

Gospel of Mark - 199

Gospel of John - 338

Acts of the Apostles - 105

Catholic Epistles - 103
Epistles of Paul - 55
1000

His test passages were intended only to identify and eliminate
those MSS with the Byzantine text so he could concentrate on the
remaining MSS. He was content to allow someone else to study
these discarded MSS to find their histories and

relationships.137

Aland now finds three text-types which are "incontestably
verified," the Alexandrian, the Koine text, and the D text.138
Aland’'s D text is that text-type found in the uncial MS codex
Bezae Cantabrigiensis (D), a fifth-century Greek-Latin diglot.

Most modern textual critics view D as an example of the Western

text-type, a name Aland refuses to attach to it because it did

1
336 36Kurt Aland, "The Significance of Papyri for New Testament Research”
r 343.

Wipid. 34a.

138
Aland-Aland, The Text of the New Testament 51, 66-67.
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not come from the West. Also, Aland does not acknowledge the
existence of a Caesarean text-type saying its existence is purely
theoretical with no solid foundation. Some modern textual
critics disagree with Aland and believe that while it is no

Al

jonger acceptable to use the label "Caesarean,"” it is accurate to

say Pre—Caesarean.139
Aland is still working with test passages, and although he
makes no explicit statement concerning a change, the numbers

evidently have changed and test passages from all New Testament

d.140 This number change is seen in his

books are now include
recent study of the Catholic epistles where he used ninety-eight
test examples.141 In this study of the Catholic epistles, Aland
and his associates collated approximately five hundred and
seventy MSS and displayed through MS lists, statistical charts,

and profiles of non-Byzantine MSS, relationships between these

MSS.

139Mietzger, The Text of the New Testament 214-215. For a historical
survey of the development of the concept of a Caesarean text-type, see idem,
"The Caesarean Text of the Gospels" 42-72. A recent study done to disprove
the belief of a pre-Caesarean text in Mark may be seen in Larry W. Hurtado,
Text-Critical Methodology and the Pre-Caesarean Text. For a study which
illustrates the difficulty of labelling any text-type as purely Western or
Caesarean, see A. F. J. Klijn, "A Survey of the Researches into the Western
Text of the Gospels and Acts: (1949-1959)," NovT 3/1-2 (1959) 1-27.

1 L . .
40Aland promises to describe this system of determining MS relationship,

gg? S0 far he has failed to do so (Aland-Aland, The Text of the New Testament

14
T 1Kurt Aland, Text und Textwert der griechischen Handschriften des Neuen
z§§§§m§9ts I: Die Katholischen Briefe. Band I: Das Material; Band 2: Die
Uswertung; Band 3: Die Einzelhandschriften (Herausgegeben von Kurt Aland in

X;g??ndung mit Annette Benduhn-Mertz und Gerd Mink; Berlin: Walter De Gruyter,
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There are similarities between Aland’s methodology and that

of the CPM mentioned above. Percentages of agreement, actual
number of variations, and a profile section portray MS
relationships. The major difference between the two approaches
is that the CPM charts portray relationships based on actual
readings and actual percentages of agreement between MSS. Aland
portrays relationships as they relate to what he has already

decided to be the original reading.!

BRland is doing a
profile, but it is a profile based on his postulated (original)
text, not a profile based entirely on MS agreements as in the
CPM. This is a clear weakness of his approach.143

Another difference between Aland and the CPM is the type of
MSS profiled. The CPM was developed to deal with Byzantine MSS.
Aland, however, only collates Byzantine MSS to learn if they are
clearly Byzantine. Once that is decided, these MSS are excluded
from further study which shows that though the number of test

passages has changed, Aland’s basic methodology and goal are the

Same as when he first described it in 1964. Aland’s main

142Tobin writes, "The procedure has a certain circular character to it.
That circular character is probably inevitable, but it does call for
apPpropriate caution when one tries to draw conclusions about the history of

& New Testament text" (Thomas H. Tobin, "Book Review: Text und Textwert der
‘ driechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments I: Die Katholischen Briefe.
- Band 1. pag Material; Band 2: Die Auswertung; Band 3: Die Einzelhandschriften
(3eraUSgegeben von Kurt Aland in verbindung mit Annette Benduhn-Mertz und Gerd
Mink; Berlin: Walter De Gruyter, 1987)," BASP 25 (1988) 179-180).

. 143For a good critique of Aland’s methodology and its implications for

‘A§Xtual Studies, see Bart D. Ehrman, "A Problem of Textual Circularity: The
37§nds on the Classification of New Testament Manuscripts,” Bib 70/3 (1989)

~ -388. Colwell charges Aland with wanting to count early witnesses instead

:§f developing a history which will show their relationships (Colwell, "Hort
Sdivivus" 156-158).
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interest lies in the text-types found in the pre-fourth century

papyri .

The total dismissal of Byzantine MSS is unfortunate because,
as Zuntz has shown in his study of P46 in 1 Corinthians and
Hebrews, some readings once thought to be part of only the late
Byzantine tradition are clearly and demonstrably part of the
early (second century) text tradition. Note carefully Zuntz’'s

statement:

A number of Byzantine readings, most of them genuine,
whic& previously were discarded as ‘'late’, are anticipated
by P*. oOur inquiry has confirmed what was anyhow probable
enough: the Byzantines did not hit upon these readings by
conjecture or independent error. They reproduced an older
tradition. The existence of this tradition was in several
cases borne out by some versions or patristic quotations;
but where such evidence is not forthcoming, the inference
proved no less certain. How then--so one is tempted to go
on asking--where no Chester Beatty papyrus happens to vouch
for the early existence of a Byzantine reading? Are all
Byzantine readings ancient? 1In the cognate case of the
Homeric tradition G. Pasquali answers the same gquestion in
the affirmative; and, indeed, it seems to me unlikely that
the Byzantine editors ever altered the text without
manuscript evidence. They left so many hopelessly difficult
places unassailed! Their method, I submit, was selection
rather than conjecture. The essential question, however,
remains from what evidence they made their selection.

We are not going to resume the hopeless fight of Dean
Burgon. The Byzantine is the latest text and it is both
natural and evident that it contains the largest proportion
of corruptions. Most of the specially Byzantine readings
rule themselves out of court without ado. The chance that,
even so, they are far older than the manuscripts which
attest them is none the less great. Between, say, A.D. 200
and 80Q much new corruption could, and did, infect the
tradition upon which the Byzantine editors relied. They
evidently tended to adopt the smoothest among competing
readings and that, as a rule, meant the spurious ones. Even
S0, Wwe are now warned not to discard the Byzantine evidence
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en bloc.144

This is not an argument that the Byzantine text-type is

second century, but that Byzantine readings with Western support

(geographical) have a high claim to originality.
Locating the Original Reading

Eclecticism: Introduction

Following Westcott and Hort, an understanding that the
original text was not preserved in any particular MS or group of
MSS began to prevail.145 This conclusion coupled with a general
dissatisfaction with the text and methodology of Westcott and

Hort helped produce current methods of textual criticism.146

144Zuntz, The Text of the Epistle 55-56. According to Ehrman, Zuntz's
arguments have never been refuted (Ehrman, "A Problem of Textual Circularity”
385). A recent development which may strengthen Zuntz’s argument concerning
the date of these early Byzantine readings is the recently suggested redating
of P from the second centugg back to the first century (Young Kyu Kinm,
"Palaeographical Dating of P* to the Later First Century,” Bib 69/2 [1988]
248-257). Other corroborating evidence for early Byzantine readings may be
found in Metzger, "The Lucianic Recension of the Greek Bible" 35-39; Hurtado,
Text-Critical Methodology and the Pre-Caesarean Text; Harry A. Sturz, The
Byzantine Text-Type and New Testament Textual Criticism (Nashville: Nelson,
1984); and, J. N. Birdsall, The Bodmer Papvrus of the Gospel of John, (London:
Tyndale, 1960).

) 145A statement by Elliott illustrates the problem: "The recent printed
editions of the Greek New Testament give a text which never existed as a
maguscript of the New Testament. They are all reconstructions based on their
editors’ choice of readings from the manuscripts they had at their disposal,
Or which they elected to concentrate on. All these printed editions have a
conflate text drawn from various manuscripts. But although each in its own
Way, using its own methods, attempts to be a reconstruction of the original
Worgs of the New Testament authors, none is entirely satisfactory (James Keith
Elllott, "Can We Recover The Original New Testament?” Th 77 [1974] 341).
146Graham Patrick, "1881-1981: The Centenary of the Westcott and Hort
Text,” ExpTim 92 (1981) 361; and Frank Pack, "One Hundred Years Since Westcott
~ and Hort: 1881-1981," ResQ 26/2 (1983) 76.
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when scholars realized that the Westcott-Hort methodology did not
answer all questions and that their internal and external
evidence failed to point to a single conclusion, it became
obvious that either internal evidence or external evidence must

Wi This dichotomy of the evidence

cerve to decide originality.
encouraged the rise of eclecticism, the text-critical procedure
followed by most scholars today. As defined by Epp, eclecticism
can be broadly described as the method of NT textual criticism
used to locate the original reading that (1) treats each
variation-unit individually, (2) selects from accepted canons of
criticism those canons that are the most appropriate to the
variation-unit being studied, and (3) applies these selected
canons in such a way as to choose a reading from those provided
by the various MSS.148

There are different shades of eclecticism which manifest
themselves in the eclectic’s dependence upon or use of external
evidence. One common denominator between all advocates of this
approach is their desire to seek the original text without being
tied to any particular MS or group of MSS, as Westcott and Hort
Were to B and the neutral text and Tischendorf was to R.

Agreement is not complete, however, for reasoned eclectics like

Fee still believe in the existence of reliable MSS which assist

147

For a thorough presentation of the development of eclecticism in New

Testament textual criticism, see Eldon Jay Epp, "The Eclectic Method in New

Testament Textual Criticism" 211-257.

148, .
Ibid. 212. Lists of currently accepted canons of criticism may be

;§OUnd in: ibid. 243; Metzger, The Text of the New Testament 209-210; idem,

€Xtual Commenta Xxv-xxviii.
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143 Thoroughgoing eclectic¢s, on the other

ijnternal criteria.
hand, totally reject even the idea of a reliable MS and trust
totally in their own abilities using exclusively internal
criteria to find the original.lw This approach to textual
criticism is seen almost exclusively in the writings of

13 Reasoned eclecticism, which favors

Kilpatrick and Elliott.
reliable MSS, is seen in the works of most other NT textual
critics today of which Fee, Epp, and Metzger are

representative.152

Rigorous Eclecticism

Elliott explains this methodology in his written defense of

thoroughgoing eclecticism or what Fee has called rigorous

149Gordon Fee, "Rigorous or Reasoned Eclecticism~--Which?" Studies in NT

Language and Text: Essays in Honour of George D. Kilpatrick on the Occasion of
His Sixty-Fifth Birthday NovTSup 44 (ed. James K. Elliott; Leiden: E. J.

Brill, 1976) 180-181.
150

Elliott says, "There is no such thing as a ‘good’ text, only
manuscripts with some ‘good’ readings" (Elliott, "Can We Recover the Original
New Testament?" 344).

151For a good summary of this position, see James Keith Elliott, "In

_ Defense of Thoroughgoing Eclecticism in New Testament Textual Criticism," ResQ
. ?1 (1978) 95-115. Other articles which promote thoroughgoing eclecticism are:
1d§m, "Can we Recover the Original New Testament?” 338-353; idem, "Textual
Crlticism, Assimilation and the Synoptic Gospels,"” NTS 26/2 (1980) 231-242;
George D, Kilpatrick, "Conjectural Emendation in the New Testament,” New
Testament Textual Criticism: Tts Significance for Exegesis: Essays in Honour
of Bruce M. Metzger (eds. Eldon Jay Epp and Gordon D. Fee; Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1981) 349-360; and J. M. Ross, "Some Unnoticed Points in the Text of
¢ New Testament," NovT 25/1 (1983) 59-72.

15
M ZEEE, "Rigorous or Reasoned Eclecticism™ 197; also, Epp, "The Eclectic
€thod in New Testament Textual Criticism" 215.
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153

eclecticism. Internal evidence is considered to the total

exclusion of external evidence. The age and number of MSS that
support a reading and the MS itself or the text-type it contains
are not considered when trying to find the original text. The

original reading is assumed to be in existence in a known MS,

154

therefore, conjectural emendation is unnecessary. An

original reading can be in either only one extant MS or in many,

133 Consequently, thoroughgoing

g 136

in an early MS, or a late one.
eclectics want complete collations of all MS
Questions concerning which variant best accounts for the
rise of the other variants, which readings most likely were

changed by the copyists, and which reading seems most like the

153Elliott, "In Defence of Thoroughgoing Eclecticism” 95-115. It should
be noted that Elliott’s internal criteria are the same as Westcott and Hort’'s
"Internal Evidence of Readings” mentioned above.

154Kilpatrick says this "rule of thumb"™ that the original reading does
gxist somewhere is, for thoroughgoing eclectics, given as a conclusion which
1s "probable and as one which cannot be proved from the knowledge we have"
(Kilpatrick, "Conjectural Emendation in the New Testament" 349). Arguments
favoring the use of conjectural emendation in NT textual criticism may be
found in John Strugnell, "A Plea for Conjectural Emendation in the New
Testament, With a Coda on 1 Cor 4:6," CBQ 36/4 (1974) 543-558. For a review
?f contemporary use of conjectural emendation, see Erroll F. Rhodes,
C?njectural Emendation in Modern Translations,” New Testament Textual
Criticism: Tts Significance for Exegesis: Essays in Honour of Bruce M. Metzger
(eds. Eldon Jay Epp and Gordon D. Fee; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1981) 361-374.

155

Elliott, "In Defense of Thoroughgoing Eclecticism" 98-103.

156Elliott, "Can We Recover the Original New Testament?" 347-348, 352.

Osh m Sﬁys this is currently being done for the book of Acts (Carroll D.

. urn, "The Search for the Original Text of Acts--The International Project
the Text of Acts," JSNT 44 (1991) 39-55.

Oshy
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157

author’s general style (all internal criteria) are asked of

every variation to the exclusion of questions of "weight,

provenance, and alleged authoritativeness of the MSS supporting

."IW In short, Elliott rejects what he calls

159

each variant.
the cult of the best MSS for internal criteria. He wants to
present decisive internal evidence so that the external evidence
is subservient to it. £Each variant is treated individually,
separately from external considerations.

The major weaknesses of thoroughgoing eclecticism are two.
First, its denial of any good MS is an unrealistic view of
textual witnesses. Contemporary text-critical methodology proves

168

that some MSS are better than others. The second major

weakness of thoroughgoing eclecticism is its subjectivity.
Without external MS considerations, there is no objective

l.MI

contro When internal considerations do not satisfy the

textual critiec and he cannot turn to external evidence for

. 15.’For a thorough critique of author’s style as a criterion for textual
Criticism, see J. H. Petzer, "Author’s Style and the Textual Criticism of the
New Testament,"” Neot 24/2 (1990) 185-197.

158Elliott, "In Defense of Thoroughgoing Eclecticism" 96.
159Elliott, "Can We Recover the Original New Testament?” 349. This phrase
may be seen in idem, "The United Bible Societies Greek New Testament: An
Evaluation,” NovT 15/4 (1973) 281, 292.

6 roof of this may be seen in Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles, and Fee,
» P7, and Origen: The Myth of Early Textual Recension in Alexandria.”

_lﬂFor the best and most complete analysis of the problems of this

‘gii%tio?, see Fee, "Rigorous or Reasoned Eclecticism--Which?" 174-197.

‘reSIOtt S article "In Defence of Thoroughgoing Eclecticism” was written in

‘metponse to this article by Fee and others who have written against Elliott’s
hod of textual criticism.
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_assistance, the decision must be made according to personal

preference, not objectively verifiable data.

Reasoned Eclecticism. For the reasoned eclectic (also

called rational eclectics), every area of text-critical studies
plays an important role in learning which variation-unit is most
1ike1y original.162 Intrinsic and transcriptional probabilities
and the date and nature of external evidence all contribute to
support a particular reading. As mentioned above, the major
division between thoroughgoing eclecticism and reasoned
eclecticism is the weight given to external evidence in textual

decisions.163

Rational eclectics like Fee begin with internal
considerations which inc¢lude intrinsic (what the author probably
wrote following his style and vocabulary) and transcriptional
(scribal patterns and mistakes, interpolations, conflations)

possibilities.164

When answers to these guestions are
indecisive, appeals are then made to the relative value of the
MS5S (external evidence). MSS that are the earliest and

consistently have the original readings are considered the best.

When these MSS have the reading which best accounts for the rise

162This discussion of reasoned eclecticism is a summary of Epp, Fee, and
Metzger. Epp calls the reasoned eclectic an eclectic generalist (Epp, "The
Eclectic Method in New Testament Textual Criticism™ 245-248). Fee, "Rigorous
Or Reasoned Eclecticism--Which?" 174-197; and Metzger, The Text of the New
Testament 209-219.

1

63 . .
. For a good treatment of the need for external evidence in textual
Criticism, see Ernest C. Colwell, "External Evidence and New Testament Textual

Criticism," Studies and Documents XXTX: Studies in the History and Text of the
§§W Testament in Honor of Kenneth Willis Clark (eds. Boyd L. Daniels and M.

ack Suggs; Salt Lake City: University of Utah Press, 1967) 1-12.
164

Fee, "Rigorous or Reasoned Eclecticism--Which?" 197.
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of the others, this reading is viewed as most likely the original
over readings that internally are also possible but which are
found in either late or normally not trustworthy MSS.

Reasoned eclectics like Metzger begin with external
evidence, follow with transcriptional probabilities and finally,
jntrinsic probabilities. When there is no apparent resolution of
the problem and the two types of evidence do not agree, then, the
weight of external evidence is generally trusted.165

The weakness of rational eclecticism is that the inclusion
of external evidence does not always satisfy textual questions
either. Sometimes external evidence contradicts internal

considerations. If this happens, the textual c¢ritic must decide

_which is going to be determinative, and according to Epp, this is

166

not immediately clear to modern textual critics. Epp calls

_this the "c¢risis of criteria" and points out that in reality

_textual critics have reached no consensus on the criteria for

‘originality of readings.167 Metzger’'s Textual Commentary with

168 There is no single

its record of decisions bears this out.
Criterion or list of criteria that will satisfy many textual

:problems facing the NT scholar today.

165

\ Metzger, The Text of the New Testament 209-219. An example of this
gppr0§ch may be seen in Juan B. Cortes, "The Greek Text of Luke 18:14a: A
-Ontribution to the Method of Reasoned Eclecticism,"” BQ 46/2 (1984) 255-273.

166

Epp, "The Eclectic Method in New Testament Textual Criticism” 242.

167
Epp, "Textual Criticism” 101-103.

168
. Metzger expresses this same idea (Metzger, The Text of the New
=SStament 218-219),
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Even with its problems, rational eclecticism is the most

commonly held method of textual criticism. Proponents believe it
ijs right because it considers both internal and external
factors.lﬂ While some of its adherents, like Epp, are looking

for a new method,170 and others, like Fee, simply want

implementation and refinement of rational eclecticism,171

it is
the one method that considers all the evidence available to the
textual critic. Therefore, it is the method that holds the most

possibility for locating the original text of the New Testament.

The Majority Text Method

The third approach for locating the original reading is

advocated mainly by Hodges and is seen in The Greek New Testament

169Metzger writes that "textual criticism . . . demands that each set of
variants be evaluated in the light of the fullest consideration of both
external and internal probabilities" (Metzger, A Textual Commentary of the
 Greek New Testament xxxi). Examples of other rational eclectics are: John
 Cristopher Thomas, "A Note on the Text of John 13:1@," NovT 29/1 (1987) 46-52;
Juan B. Cortes, "The Greek Text of Luke 18:14a: A Contribution to the Method
of Reasoned Eclecticism," 255-273; Pierson Parker, "Three Variant Readings in
Luke-Acts," JBL 83/2 (1964) 165-170; Bart D. Ehrman and Mark A. Plunkett, "The
Angel and the Agony: The Textual Problem of Luke 22:43-44 CBQ 45/3 (1983) 401-
416; Michael W. Holmes, "The Text of Matthew 5.11," NTS 32/2 (1986) 283-286;
David Alan Black, "Jesus on Anger: The Text of Matthew 5:22a Revisited," NovT
30/1 (1988) 1-8; and W. A. Strange, "The Sons of Sceva and the Text of Acts
19:14," JTS 38/1 (1987) 97-106.

170

For a good critique of this method, see Epp, "The Eclectic Method in
New Testament Textual Criticism” 256-257. Petzer mentions many of the same
weaknesses of reasoned eclecticism as Epp (J. H. Petzger, "A Survey of the
Developments in the Textual Criticism of the Greek New Testament since UBS3,"
Neot 24/1 (1990) 85-86. Clark also offers a good critique of the eclectic
_Method (Kenneth Willis Clark, "The Effect of Recent Textual Criticism,"
Xemneth Willis Clark: The Gentile Bias and Other Essays [ed. John L. Sharpe
HI; Leiden: Brill, 1980] 75-76; and idem, "The Critical Text of the New

ge§tament," Kenneth Willis Clark: The Gentile Bias and Other Essays [Leiden:
rill, 1980] 129).

m

Fee, "Rigorous or Reasoned?” 197.
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According to the Majority Text edited by himself and Farstad.172

These writers believe the original is preserved in the majority

of MSS by normal transmission of text, not by divine

providence.173 Hodges has worked hard to give his position an

identity separate from those who hold to divine preservation of

the original text. !t

172Zane C. Hodges and Arthur L. Farstad, The Greek New Testament According
to the Majority Text (Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 1982).

173

There is a group of Majority Text advocates which believes that the
original text is preserved in the majority of manuscripts by divine
providence. For adherents of this view, see Wilbur Norman Pickering,
"Contribution of John William Burgon to New Testament Criticism," Th.M. thesis
(Dallas Theological Seminary, 1968) reprinted in David Otis Fuller, True or
False: The Westcott-Hort Textual Theory Examined (Grand Rapids: Grand Rapids
_International Publications, 1978) 216-305; Donald L. Brake, "The Preservation
of the Scriptures,” Th.M. thesis (Dallas Theological Seminary: May, 1970)
reprinted in edited form in David Otis Fuller, Counterfeit or Genuine? Mark
167 John 87, (Grand Rapids: Grand Rapids International Publications, 1978)
177-217; Wilbur N. Pickering, The Identity of the New Testament Text (revised
edition; Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 1980); James A. Borland, "Re-Examining New
Testament Textual-Critical Principles and Practices Used to Negate Inerrancy,"
JETS 25/4 (1982) 499-506; and Arthur L. Farstad, The New Kings James Version
in the Great Tradition (Nashville: Nelson, 1989). The fallacies of this
position are conclusively answered by Daniel B. Wallace, "Inspiration,
Preservation, and New Testament Textual Criticism" 69-102. Also, for the
logical inconsistencies of this position, see D. A. Carson, The King James
Version Debate: A Plea for Realism (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1979) 55-56.
Kilpatrick, a thoroughgoing eclectic, also rejects the notion that some
Special providence watched over the text to guarantee that certain MSS contain
th? original wording and asks, "If this were the case, we might wonder why
th}s pProvidence has not exerted itself a little further to ensure that at each
Point of variation the original reading would be manifest and immediately
demonstrable?" (Kilpatrick, "Conjectural Emendation" 350).

174There has been considerable confusion at this point, and rightly so for

~ Hodges said in 1971 that the Scripture documents "cannot have had a history

~ Wholly like that of secular writings. As they cannot have avoided the attack

of SUpernatural principalities and powers of evil, so they cannot have lacked

=1e Superintending providence of the God who authored them" (Zane C. Hodges,

_ Rationalism and Contemporary New Testament Textual Criticism,” BSac 128/509
[1971] 30). Because of statements like this, some writers have understood

H°§9§s to be part of the movement which says God providentially preserved the

Original in the majority of MSS. Fee mentions Hodges as being in the same

‘Camp as the TR advocates (Gordon D. Fee, "Modern Textual Criticism and the
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Using human multiplication probabilities, Hodges believes

that the presence of many children strongly suggests the presence
of many parents. The reason the Byzantine text-type is preserved
in the majority of MSS is because the text-type found in the

_ Byzantine MSS has always been in the majority of texts. He finds
it mathematically improbable that eighty-percent of extant MSS
came from a single fourth-century MS recension as suggested by
Westcott and Hort and their followers. Many MSS require many
ancestors.175

One weakness of this theory of MS multiplication is the
absence of early extant MS support. Hodges explains this lack of
- MSS by appealing to the findings of Lake, Blake, and New. After
doing extensive study of MSS in several libraries, they concluded

that exemplars were intentionally destroyed after they were

copied.176 Hodges accepts this as a major factor for the

Revival of the Textus Receptus,” JETS 21/1 [1978] 23). Even after Hodges
wrote his "Response"” article and denied this association, Fee continued to
link him with those who believe in supernatural multiplication of the original
(Zane C. Hodges, "Modern Textual Criticism and the Majority Text: A Response, "
JETS 21/2 [1978] 143-145); and Gordon, D. Fee,"Modern Textual Criticism and
the Revival of the Textus Receptus: A Rejoinder,” JETS 21/2 [1978] 16@). In
his final answer, Hodges reaffirmed his position as distinct from those with a
theological agenda saying he personally believes in a normal transmission of
texts (Zane C. Hodges, "Modern Textual Criticism and the Majority Text: A
Surrejoinder,” JETS 21/2 [1978] 161-164).

175

. Hodges writes, ". . . a majority of extant documents presupposes a
Majority of ancestral documents at every stage of transmission reaching back.
Another way of putting this is that the majority text is a majority text in
the Surviving documents precisely because it has always been the majority text

iég?e the autographs themselves began to be copied” (Hodges, "A Response” 147,

176 . ,

. Lake, Blake, and New write: "This collation covers three of the great

‘ inclent collections of MSS; and these are not modern conglomerations, brought
Ogether from all directions. Many of the MSS, now at Sinai, Patmos, and
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absence of extant Byzantine text-type MSS dating before the

7 Other factors include the lack of favorable

fourth century.”
climate to preserve the Byzantine MSS as the Egyptian text-types
had in Egypt, and normal use and wear of MSS. Hodges feels the
Byzantine texts wore out the earliest because they were used
more.

Hodges’'s methodology for deciding which variant is most
likely original has two basic premises. First, those readings
with the most MS attestation are considered more probably
original. Second, development of a variation unit is followed

through a reconstructed history of MSS. He says, "Final

decisions about readings ought to be made on the basis of a

Jerusalem, must be copies written in the scriptoria of these monasteries. We
expected to find that a collation covering all the MSS in each library would
show many cases of direct copying. But there are practically no cases. What
does this mean?
Before answering the question, it may be well to put another. Why are
there only a few fragments (even in the two oldest of the monastic collection,
Sinai and St. Saba) which come from a date earlier than the 1@th century?
There must have been in existence many thousands of manuscripts of the
gospels in the great days of Byzantine prosperity, between the fourth and the
~ tenth centuries. There is now extant a pitiably small number. Moreover, the
~ amount of direct genealogy which has been detected in extant codices is almost
Negligible. Nor are many known MSS sister codices. The Ferrar group and
family I are the only reported cases of the repeated copying of a single
archetype, and even for the Ferrar group there were probably two archetypes
rather than one. . . . There are cognate groups--families of distant cousins--
but the manuscripts which we have are almost all orphan children without
_ brothers or sisters.

Taking this fact into consideration along with the negative result of
Our collation of MSS at Sinai, Patmos, and Jerusalem, it is hard to resist the
_ fonclusion that the scribes usually destroyed their exemplars when they had
SOpied the sacred books" (K. Lake, R. P. Blake, and Silva New, "The Caesarean
Text of the Gospel of Mark," HTR 21 [1928] 348-349).

17
Hodges, "A Response" 154-155,
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reconstruction of their history in the MS tradition."178 This

4as, of course, Hort’s third step.
Though much has been written concerning this modern revival
of the majority text, most textual critics reject it for several

reasons. Wallace has shown that Hodges violates both of his

stated premises in The Greek New Testament according to the

179

Majority Text. The readings placed in the text by Hodges are

supported by a minority of MSS in fifteen of thirty instances of

variant readings in the pericope adulterae (John 7:53-8:11)

alone. In Revelation, one hundred and fifty-two minority text
readings are adopted based on the evidence of his proposed
stemma. This violates his first premise.

The second premise is violated when the genealogical tree is

180 When internal criteria

built on feadings viewed as superior.
alone are used to decide which readings are best, subjectivity
reigns.

Hodges, then, has invalidated both premises and constructed

a critical text instead of the text present in most extant MSS as

the title suggests. For these and other reasons, most modern

textual critics reject the Majority Text method for locating the

178
Xi-xii,

1 . ..
79Danlel B. Wallace, "Some Second Thoughts on the Majority Text," BSac
146/583 (1989) 270-29@.

189

Hodges-Farstad, The Greek New Testament According to the Majority Text

. When describing how to build a stemma, Hodges writes that "there ought

0 be some readings treated as original which are noticeably superior to their
Flvals" (Hodges and Farstad, The Greek New Testament According to the Majority
Text xxv).
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original text in favor of reasoned eclecticism.181

gummary

Contemporary textual c¢criticism is the result of continuing
advancement and refinement of nineteenth-century methodologies
for studying both external and internal evidence of MSS.

gouter’'s extensive evidence from the Church Fathers and Gregory's
reactionary development of MS nomenclature against von Soden’s
gsystem set the stage early in the twentieth century for continued
advancement and refinement of nineteenth-century conclusions.
Greek New Testaments such as Weymouth’'s and Nestle’'s were edited
not to set forth the editor’s own text, but to make the
conclusions of nineteenth-century scholarship available.
Scholarly acceptance of this approach is seen in the Nestle text,
now in its twenty-sixth edition, that has beccome the most popular
hand-held Greek New Testament of all printed editions available
today.

Reconstructing the history of the text of the Bible also
claimed the attention of twentieth-century textual critics from
von Soden’s monumental work to the current Comprehensive Profile
Method. Aland’s One Thousand Readings Method has been

influential mainly because of his input into the Nestle-Aland

. 181Other articles which critique this approach are: Daniel B. Wallace,

The Majority Text and the Original Text: Are They Identical?" BSac 148/590
(1991) 151-169; Kurt Aland, "The Text of the Church” 131-144; Carroll D.
Osburn, "The Text of the Pauline Epistles in Hippolytus of Rome,"” SecCent 2/2
(1982) 97-124 (Osburn demonstrates that Hippolytus’'s text is not the Byzantine
tEXt‘tYPe as claimed by some Majority Text advocates such as Pickering in The

V%géﬁﬁlﬁx of the New Testament Text 64-75); and Marchant A. King, "Should
Onservatives Abandon Textual Criticism?" BSac 130/517 (1973) 35-40.
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edition of the Greek New Testament. However, most scholarship
discounts his approach as highly subjective because it is founded
on circular reasoning. Most contemporary studies concerning MS
histories and MS relationships are being done using some form of
the Claremont Profile Method or Ehrman’'s later development of
that method, the Comprehensive Profile Method.

Finally, textual critics continue to critique the canons of
criticism developed over the previous centuries. A total
dependance on internal criteria as suggested by thoroughgoing
eclectics and an over-dependance on the evidence of extant MSS as
seen in the Majority Text Method is rejected by most textual
critics today in favor of rational eclecticism which seeks to
balance internal and external criteria. Rational eclectics

consider both evidence essential for deciding which variant is

the original reading.

Conclusion

The science of studying New Testament Greek MSS has a long
and fruitful history. From the first recorded text-critical
efforts found in second- and third-century writers such as
Theodotus, Origen, and Tertullian, MS variants are shown not only
to exist but also to attract the attention of NT scholarship of
that early era. Evidence of continued interest is seen in the
Writings of Augustine and Jerome.

The language change in the church from Greek to the
Veérnacular languages of the people dgroups converted to

ChriStianity insured that work on Greek MSS was largely limited
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to Greek-speaking enclaves such as those in Southern Italy. An
apparent decline in Greek MS production is evident from the fifth
to the eighth centuries when the Greek minuscule script was
developed to facilitate faster writing. Limited interest in
maintaining a pure text continued and is evident in the work done
on codex Sinaiticus in the early Middle Ages.

With the invention of printing (ca. 1459), mass production
of a Greek text was made possible. The desire for monetary gain
by a Basel publisher led to the published edition of the Greek NT
which became accepted in the church as equivalent to the original
text. Erasmus, Stephanus, Beza, and the Elzevir brothers along
with the translation of the KJV of 1611 all contributed to the
popularizing of this text which became the text received by all,
the TR.

The discovery and collation of older and better MSS prompted
scholars of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries to begin
questioning and challenging the TR. Expanded collations and
formation of critical apparatuses by men like Walton, Fell, and
Mill, the discovery of text-types by men like Bengel, Semler, and
the development and printing of canons of criticism by men like
Griesbach laid the foundation for continued scholarly challenge
to the priority of the TR.

The nineteenth century saw the demolition of the TR if not

in reality, at least in theory. Lachmann proved that the text
Used by the church in the fourth century was not the text-type of

the TR, Tischendorf, with his amazing discoveries and
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_sollations, produced a text much like Lachmann’s and provided
_puch of the necessary MS material essential to the theoretical
advances of Westcott and Hort. Using collations done by others,
Westcott and Hort developed a theory of text transmission, their
genealogical method, which they felt proved the TR reéresented a
text-type which resulted from a deliberate Syriac revision. They
also decided that the neutral text-type was the purest of the
four known text-types, being the one most free from

interpolation. Westcott and Hort also developed and articulated
an extensive methodology for locating original readings using
both internal and external evidence. Both evidences were
necessary in Westcott and Hort’s procedure, the external evidence
serving as a guide for and a protector against the subjectivity
of internal evidence. The impact of their work was so extensive
that all subsequent textual criticism has to interact continually
with their conclusions.

Twentieth-century textual criticism built on the conclusions
of nineteenth-century scholarship. Several editions of the Greek
NT were published, but the most popular was the one that
encapsulated the conclusions of nineteenth-century scholarship.
This illustrates the continuing impact of Tischendorf and
Westcott and Hort.

One area of concern for twentieth-century textual criticism
has been the history of MS transmission. This is seen in von
Soden’s work on minuscule MSS and on Colwell’s work to develop

his Method of Multiple Readings. This interest in MS
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‘relationships and the historical development of text-types also
1ed to a further development of Colwell’s Method of Multiple
peadings into the Claremont Profile Method. Because of the CPM's
limited text base, it was further developed by its crities into
the Comprehensive Profile Method. Use of these methods allows
thé textual critic to obtain more closely an accurate and
objective determination and demonstration of MS relationships.
The proper use of external and internal criteria in locating
the original reading is another area of concern for twentieth-
century textual criticism. Strong disagreements have surfaced
concerning the importance of external evidence. Thoroughgoing
eclectics say it is not needed at all. Majority text advocates
rely heavily on external evidence, essentially counting MSS to
bolster their claims of originality for the Byzantine text-type
(Hort’'s Syrian text, von Soden’s Koine text). Rational eclectics,
who believe that external evidence should be used with internal
evidence, differ among themselves by not agreeing on where to
consider external evidence in their actual practice of textual
criticism. Fee and Metzger illustrate this. Even with its

problems, however, most textual critics today are rational

eclectics,
In brief, this historical overview has shown that modern

textual criticism is the result of nearly nineteen centuries of

textual work. As a science it has developed from the infantile
interest of the second century to the high level of scholarly

Concern today. Thorough understanding of the contemporary issues



79

of this science requires familiarity with the issues of the past
and the answers produced by former textual critics. Through
continued refinement of past and present textual critical
methodology, a more accurate assessment of the original text of
the NT can be obtained.

As seen in this chapter, according to Westcott and Hort and
many rational eclectics today, foundational to the study of
individual variants is the study of individual MSS. It has been
generally accepted since Westcott and Hort that knowledge of
documents should precede final judgment upon readings. In
keeping with this, the remainder of this study will concentrate
on identifying the characteristics and text-type of an

unpublished yvet important manuscript.



CHAPTER II

CODICOLOGICAL AND PALEOGRAPHICAL DESCRIPTION

OF DUKE MS. GK. 1

Introduction

In the previous chapter a survey of the history of textual
criticism was presented. At the heart of the development of this
field of study was the discovery of MSS older and different from
those which formed the TR. Each new discovery of another MS
required specific investigation to learn how the new MS would
contribute to the present understanding of the NT text.

In this chapter Duke MS. GK. 1 is introduced and a portion
of it examined. Though this MS includes all twenty-seven books
of the NT, only representative folios are examined. A general
description of the codex is followed by a paleographical study of
these folios. Folios 182" to 184% contain 1 Peter, the collation
of which is the topic of the next chapter. Folio 62" is the
beginning of Luke’'s Gospel, f. 88! is the beginning of John’s
Gospel, and f£. 101' contains John 14:31-15:24. These folios

serve as the objects of this study to determine the general
codicological and paleographical characteristics of this

manuscript. The chapter concludes with a suggested date for this

80
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, 1
panuscript.

Manuscript Historv and Present Identification

On February 19, 1931, B. Harvie Branscomb, a professor in

:Duke Divinity School, purchased a manuscript of the entire NT

from the shop of T&uber and Weil in Munich, Germany. After its

2

purchase, it became known as Duke MS. GK. 1. Kenneth Willis

clark came to teach at Duke Divinity School and began to study
this manuscript the same year. He discovered that the manuscript
had been seen by Kirsopp Léke as early as 1902 in the Monastery
‘of the Twenty Palms at Kosinitza in Northern Greece where it was
panuscript 60 in that library.®

Duke 1 is number 1780 in the Gregory-Aland catalogue and

4

- 8412 in von Soden’'s system of manuscript denotation. It is one

1Copies of the folios examined in this thesis are included in Appendix VI.

'ZDurham, N.C. Duke. MS. GK. 1. Hereafter Duke 1. The description of
_ this MS as described in the Duke Catalogue of Greek Manuscripts is included in
Appendix III of this thesis.

3John L. Sharpe III, "The Kenneth Willis Clark Collection of Greek
Manuscripts, " Library Notes 51, 52 (Durham, N.C.: Duke University Library,
1985) 51. Nothing more is known of the background of Duke 1. John L. Sharpe
 111. Academic Librarian for Research Affairs at Duke University, suggests that
; based on paleography and ornamentation it originated in one of the monasteries
of Southern Italy. The plausibility of this suggestion is evident from the
mangscript activity known to characterize this area. See the four article
Séries by Lake dealing with monasteries in south Italy and the manuscripts
_ they produced (Kirsopp Lake, "The Greek Monasteries in South Italy: I," JTS 4
[1902-3] 345-368, 517-543; 5 [1902-3] 22-41, 189-202). The presence of
iterlace, a form of Byzantine artwork found in this manuscript, also points
Yo a possible origin in Southern Italy. For a more complete discussion, see

€ excellent study by M. Alison Frantz, "Byzantine Illuminated Ornament: A
Study in Chronology," ArtBul 16/1 (1934) 51.

4
T Kurt Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste der griechischen Handschriften des Neuen
~SStaments 1. Gesamtilbersicht (ANTF 1: Berlin: Walter De Gruyter, 1963).
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of only fifty-eight known manuscripts of the entire Greek New

_pestament (all twenty-seven books) and is in remarkably good

condition.5

Binding Description6

The description of the upper cover is as follows: at the
fore edge the board measures 301 mm. from head to tail and is 13
mm. thick; the length of the gutter edge including the endband
measures 318 mm.; at the tail it measures 215 mm. from the spine
to the fore edge. X-rays of the board reveal six holes along the

gutter edge drilled toward the fore edge. Each hole enters the

5In 1981, Metzger counted thirty-four minuscules and Duke 1 is not
included in his list of MSS counted (Bruce M. Metzger, Manuscripts of the

Greek Bible: An Introduction to Palaeography [New York and Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1981] 54~55). In 1992 he reports fifty-eight minuscule MSS
which contain the entire NT, but gives no list of the MSS he counted (idem,
The Text of the New Testament (3d enlarged ed.; Oxford: University Press,
1992) 263. It is uncertain whether Metzger was aware of Duke 1.

6Current codicological methodology may be seen in the journal
Codicologica beginning 1976 to the present. Other sources are: John L. Sharpe
III, "The Dakhleh Tablets and Some Codicological Considerations,” Bibliologia
12 (1992) 127-148; Hans Quecke, Das Lukasevangelium sajdisch: Text der
Handschrift PPalau Rib. Inv. Nr. 181 mit den Varianten der Handschrift M 569
(Barcelona: Papyrologica Castroctaviana, 1977); and Hans Martin Schenke, Das
Matthaeus-Evangelium in mittel &gyptischen Dialekt des Koptischen (Codex

- Scheide), "Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristlichen
Literatur,” 127 (Berlin, 1981) 2-3. Though presented in a different order,
?hapters Two and Three of this study follow the descriptive method set forth
in Bentley Layton, Catalogue of Coptic Literary Manuscripts in the British
Libra;z Acquired Since the Year 1906 {(London: The British Library, 1987).
According to Layton’s work, "each catalogue entry has thirteen parts: I.
Short Title Entry; II. Physical Description of the MS; III. Related Fragments;
Iv, Analysis of Contents; V. Colophons; VI. Corrections, Marginal Apparatus,
Ancient Annotations; VII. Structure of the MS (Collation); VIII. Writing
M'c_‘tterials; IX. Layout of Text; X. Script; XI. Decoration; XII. Present Binding
(if in boards); XIII. Modern History of the MS (ibid. LIV). Each of these

:Egjects is discussed in the present study with the exception of numbers III
V.
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‘board at the center of the board edge at the gutter and is angled
to emerge on the inside surface of the board at approximately
55.5 mm. from the gutter. At the point where the tunnel emerges
on the inside of the board, another hole is drilled through the

poard (i.e., the board of the cover) from the inside to the

outside of the cover. These holes are spaced at intervals
(measuring from the head) of 23 mm., 52 mm., 117 mm., 188 mm.,
255 mm., and 279 mm. respectively along the gutter edge.

To prepare the board for the attachment of the signatures,
each board is "bridled” (i.e., threads are laced through holes in
_the boards providing a place of attachment for the thread). One
!half of the total number of signatures will be sown by linkstitch
to one cover and the remaining half to the other cover. The
board attachment thread follows a path from the gutter edge of
_the board to the point where it emerges on the inside of the
‘board. At this point it is passed to the outside of the board
(through the hole drilled 25.5 mm. from the gutter). The thread
 iuns along the outside of the board through a shallow channel to
 the point at the gutter where it entered the board and is looped
ia few times (running from the gutter to the hole through the
thickness of the cover) before being routed from the hole through
the thickness of the board to the next board attachment station

i

_lat the gutter) to begin the next loop. These somewhat loose

loops of threads together form a loop at the gutter edge of the

1
The number of loops is unknown because the cover obscures the board
attachments.
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poard which serves as the anchor point for the threads used to
attach the first and subsequent signatures to the cover.

The lower board has the same hole pattern as the upper
poard. The only major difference is that on the fore edge of the
lower board two triple braided tie clasps have been attached.
Though the clasps themselves are missing, the tie clasp
anchorages for each tie clasp are preserved on the inside of the
board.

When the book was put together, the binder attached the
first half of the signatures to the upper board and the last half
to the lower board, and then both halves were sewn together at

the spine.8

There are twenty-five signatures in this manuscript
each with eight leaves. All two hundred original folios are
present. The manuscript is not made of fine parchment: it is
thick and sometimes stiff and the edges of the leaves somewhat
irregular.
After the signatures were sewn and the two halves joined, a
linen cloth was then pasted over the spine, extending over the
outer surface of the boards as revealed by X-rays. Next the
Primary and secondary endbands were attached.

After the spine liner was placed over the spine and
onto the upper and lower board, the binder worked the
Primary endband at both the head and tail, beginning on the

edge of the board, continuing across the top of the head and
tail and finishing off on the other cover. After the

—————

8Again, since the cover is still intact, this part of the process must be
ESSumed. However this was the usual way Byzantine books were assembled (John
c. Sharpe III, interview by author, 12 December 1991). In keeping with what
~d?2 be seen in this manuscript, there is no reason to assume anything
ifferent was done in assembling Duke 1.
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primary endband was attached to the covers and the
signatures of the text block, the secondary endband was then
created by wrapping a warp around the primary endband and
then weaving (in a variety of patterns) a design through the
warp threads to create a kind of chevron effect using
several colors of silk threads. Simply put, the secondary
endband is woven over a warp which is wrapped around the
primary endband. Then the colored silk threads are drawn
through and over the supplement?ry warp that has been
applied to the primary endband.

Fore edge clasps were then attached by being laced through

the fore edge of the lower cover and clasping onto pins which
were inserted into the fore edge of the upper cover. These are
present but have been pushed into the fore edge of the board.

The leather cover was then stretched over and pasted to the
boards. The decorative tooling of the leather cover was the
final step.

The first twenty-five folios contain among other entries,
the Synaxarion (ff. 2r—4v), the Menologion (ff. 4r—5r), the letter
of Eusebius to Carpianus (ff. 5r_5v)’ and the Eusebian canon
tables (ff. 6r-8r).10 The order of the books for Duke 1 is

Matthew through Acts, James, the Pauline Epistles, Hebrews, 1 and

9John L. Sharpe III, personal correspondence with the author, 1@ January
1992,

IQThe Synaxarion (moveable feasts) is a lectionary of readings for the
Year which began at Easter and included readings for Saturdays and Sundays.
In some instances, schedules were even given for every day of the week. The
Menologion readings (the fixed celebrations) start on the first day of
September, the beginning of the year, with set readings for feast days,
saints’ days, etc. (Metzger, The Text of the New Testament 31). One example
of a reading marker is at f. 183", line 30 which reads:

TH T THC AF B .o T - -
I THC A’ BY- «xa ¢ ¢ emoet se’:+ This marks the reading for the third day
(T) of the thirty-third week (A'). For a good overview of the historical

development of lectionaries, see John Reumann, "A History of Lectionaries:
From the Synagogue at Nazareth to Post-Vatican II,” Int 31/2 (1977) 116-13@.
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2 peter, 1, 2, 3 John, Jude, and the Apocalypse. Each book was
pmarked with a fore edge marker which was a piece of sewing thread
10ooped through the fore edge of the leaf and tied off with a
1ength of thread left hanging to identify the place. The holes
for these fore edge markers are visible though fragments of some
remain. The scribe has numbered the signatures in Greek; a

modern hand has provided foliation in Arabic numbers.

Paleographical Description

General Description of Duke MS. GK. 1
The collation and paleographical study for this work was done
with folios 62r, 88r, 1®1t, and 182f to 184t, the latter two being

1 Measurements were taken

the beginning and ending of 1 Peter.
from £f. 185. Writing is on both sides of the parchment, the
arrangement being Hair-Hair, Flesh~Flesh. The recto of the first
folio of the signature is flesh.12 Artful ornamentation is
present on ff. 62' and 88’ where the scribe used brown (two
shades, one darker than the other), red and blue ink colors.

Ornamental penwork above the book titles and enlarged uncial

letters for the titles themselves and for the first letter of the

11For a general description of eight other minuscule codices, see Kenneth

?é Clark, Eight American Praxapostoloi (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
41) 6-38.

12This arrangement of Duke 1 is not unusual, for "A quire in a Greek
ménuscript of respectable family consists . . . of four double leaves or eight
S}ngle leaves. . ., . The eight leaves must begin with a flesh side and end
Wth a flesh side, and there must be two flesh sides in the middle of the
Quire, and every two pages that open out together must both be flesh sides or
both be hair sides.” The hair side is darker, rougher, and absorbs ink more
thoroughly than the flesh (Casper René Gregory, Canon and Text of the New
lestament [New York: Scribner’s, 1912] 323-324).
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13

pooks are present throughout. The rubrics are in red semi-

‘uncials. The brown ink is strong and very legible in the text
and the catenae.!!
Overall, f. 185 measures 3@ cm. (H) (at the gutter edge) and
22 em. (W) (at the tail).15 Ruling for the equipment was

included when the page was laid out; the measurements are as

13The opening letter for both Luke and John is an epsilon. The top line
of this epsilon in Luke is a blue floral ornament; the middle line (parchment
color) is a hand; the bottom line is a blue bird; the left vertical line is
curved with the bottom resting on a heart-shaped finial. This vertical line
is red and the finial is red and blue.

The opening epsilon in John’s Gospel is a snake. The top line is a
human hand turned down, the middle line is a serpent’s head, and the bottom
line is another serpent’s head turned up. The left side of the epsilon is a
snake body. At a point on the bottom line of the epsilon close to the back
line, the top of another snake head facing out toward the reader is pictured
biting the lower line snake. The snake is colored red and blue.

For an excellent study of the artwork in Byzantine manuscripts including
twenty-five plates of examples, see Frantz, "Byzantine Illuminated Ornament”
43-101. Frantz says drawings of animals and birds are uncommon and date
around the twelfth century (ibid. 61).

14For further study of early writing materials, scribal habits, and book
making, the following sources may be consulted with profit. Pliny’s Matural
History: An Account by a Roman of What Romans Knew and Did and Valued (ed.
Loyd Haberly; New York: Frederick Ungar, 1957) 78-84; Kenneth W. Clark, "The
Posture of the Ancient Scribe,” BA 26/2 (1963) 63-72; J. Harold Greenlee,
Introduction to New Testament Textual Criticism (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964)
18-26; idem, Scribes, Scrolls, and Scripture: A Student’s Guide to New
Testament Textual Criticism (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1985); Frederic G.
Kenyon, The Text of the Greek Bible (3d edition revised and augmented by A. W.
Adams; London: Duckworth, 1975) 6-11; Vincent Taylor, The Text of the New
Testament: A Short Introduction (2d edition; New York: St Martin’s, 1963) 8-
23; Gregory, Canon and Text of the New Testament 3@1-324; Colin H. Roberts and
T. c. Skeat, The Birth of the Codex (London: Oxford University Press for The
British Academy, 1987); C. C. McCown, "The Barliest Christian Books," BA 6/2
(1943) 21-31; Colin H. Roberts, "Books in the Graeco-Roman World and in the
New Testament," The Cambridge History of the Bible I (eds. P. Q. Ackroyd and
C. F. Bvans; Cambridge: University Press, 187@) 48-66; Metzger, The Text of
the New Testament 260-261; and T. C. Skeat, "‘Especially the Parchments’: A
Note on 2 Timothy iv.13," JIS 3@/1 (1979) 173-177. For a complete discussion
of Fhe papyrus plant and its uses, see Naphtali Lewis, Papyrus in Classical
Antiquity (Oxford: Clarendon, 1974).

15For a drawing of this folio layout see Figure 1.
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follows: measuring across the leaf from the gutter margin to the
first vertical rule is 18 mm. (W). Measuring from this ruling
1ine at 18 mm. from the gutter, the scribe has provided an
additional width of 7 mm. (or 25 mm. from the gutter edge) for
capital letters. The writing area begins at this second ruled
line and is 126 mm. (W), followed by an 8 mm. space which marks
the borders for the verso capitals, a 48 mm. space for
commentary, a 5 mm. open space, and a space of 8 mm. to the fore
“edge. The 5 mm. space provided marginal space for rubries and
canon table numbers. Where the 5 mm. horizontal space and the 8
mm. vertical space intersect at the tail section, f. 186° has the

signature number 1@ (eleven) in carmine color.16

From the top to the bottom of the leaf, the measurements are
as follows: From the edge of the leaf at the head to the first
ruled line is 35 mm.; from the first ruled line to the bottom of
the text space is 191 mm.; from the bottom of the text to the
next ruled line in 53 mm.; and 5 mm. below this line is the final

ruled line after which is a 16 mm. space to the tail edge of the

page.” There are forty-four ruled lines in the text section.?®

16This manuscript has a double numbering sequence. The scribe’s first
Séquence goes through ten, i.e. the first ten signatures number is from o
(alpha) through t (iota). The scribe’s second sequence also begins with « at
the Prologue to the Acts of the Apostles at f. 106". The first folio of
‘Slgpature ta (eleven) contains the ending of 2 Peter and the hypothesis
(bméBearc) for 1 John.

17This ruling form area is similar to Lake I, 5la in Kirsopp and Silva
Lake, pateq Greek Minuscule Manuscripts to the Year 1260 A.D. (Monumenta
PalaeOgraphica Vetera, First Series, Parts I-X; Boston, 1934-1939): Index
Olume (ed. Silva Lake; Boston, 1945) xxxv + 185pp.
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_The hair side of the parchment has a yellowish tone and the flesh

side has a cream tone. Folio thickness measures approximately

;19 mm.w The folio has been ruled with a dry stylus on the

| ir side. 20

21

The margins have catenae® on three sides of the single

22

column of text, with a varying number of lines. The writing

of the catenae is in a smaller hand than that of the scripture

‘ 18While this folio has forty-four lines of text, several others within
the vicinity of this folio have forty-three lines of text.

19The thickness of parchment depends upon the age of the animal. The
younger the skin, the thinner it is. The scrapers of the workmen can only go
50 deep. If they go too deep, the skin is spoiled. So age, not workmanship,
determines the thickness of parchment (Gregory, Canon and Text of the New
_Testament 325).

20Ruling is almost always done on the harder surface of the skin which is
the hair side. The groove, then, is on the hair side and the ridge is on the
flesh side (Edward Maunde Thompson, An Introduction to Greek and Latin
Palaeography [Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1912] 54, 55).

21These catenae were written by Theophylact (born around the middle of
11th century; date of death uncertain [Philip Schaff, History of the Christian
Church 4: Mediaeval Christianity: From Gregory I to Gregory VII, A.D. 590-1073
{Charles Scribner’s, 1910, reprint; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1985} 644]).
Theophylact’s commentary on 1 Peter may be seen in J. P. Migne, Patrologia
Cursusg Completus (Vienna: Tomus Tertius, 1864), vol. 125, beginning with

olumn 1189; and in John Anthony Cramer, ed., Catenae Graecorum Patrum in
Novum Testamentum 8: Catena in Epistolas Catholicas, Accesserunt Qecumenii et
Arethae Commentarii in Apocalypsin (Hildesheim: Georg Olms, 1967) 41-83.
famer’s work contains much material not included in Duke 1.

22Folio 101" (John 14:31ff) has commentary written in a cruciform shape.

i the fore edge side, the commentary ceases after thirteen lines. The

;f9Urteenth line has one word (xobhéyov) centered, and is 15 mm. wide. Lines

' lthED through eighteen are 43 mm. wide, the normal width of the scholia on

this folio, followed by seven lines of 15 mm. width. The next four lines are

gain 43 mm. wide, followed by three 15 mm. wide, followed by four more lines
. wide, followed by six lines 15 mm. wide, followed by six lines 43 mm.

-de, followed by ten lines each one of which successively tapers in until the
85t line is 5 mm. wide.
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text, though both entries are the work of one hand.23 Reference
marks from the text to the commentary are included. A Greek
jetter in red ink in the margin beside the text and an identical
letter next to the scholia guide the reader to the appropriate

comments.

Specific Description of ff. 181" - 184l
1 Peter begins with a short introduction, called the

{mdeemg,zq followed by section, or chapter, headings (xepdhoua).

According to Metzger, all of the books of the Bible have
traditionally been provided with section divisions;25 however,
in this manuscript the Apocalypse of John lacks them. As for 1

Peter these bear the title: Kepddhaia nétpov ématodig a (£f. 181'). The
scribe used a combination of uncial and minuscule letters to
label the section headings. The labels are: a, B, I, A (A includes

five subdivisions), E, and a digamma which marks the last

section. This last section has three subdivisions.26

The secribal hand of the text of the Epistle is a carefully

executed minuscule, evidencing a skilled, professional copyist.

23Folios mentioned earlier were considered. Each of these folios appear
to be the work of a single hand and have a full text with no lacunae.

24This YIIOOEZIE can be seen with minor variation in Cramer, Catenae

Graecorum Patrum in Novum Testamentum (vol. 8) 41; also Theophylact, in Migne,
vol. 125 column 1189.

25

Metzger, The Text of the New Testament 22-23.

. 26These are the same headings given in Cramer, they are simply labeled
dlfferently (Cramer, Catenae Graecorum Patrum in Novum Testamentum 41-83).
They may also be seen in Migne, vol. 125, columns 1189, 1192.
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Letter grouping suggests that letters were copied in groups of

21 Several

three to five, with the norm clearly being four.
mistakes are noticeable.?® on f£. 181", in the second line of the

headings, the letters cotnpt are left out. The line should read:

cai nepi sompiddovg k.tA. Instead, it reads: xai smepiddovg. Obviously
this haplography was encouraged by homoeoteleuton, where the
copyist’s eye went from the pi in mept to the p in ommptd)ﬁom;.zg

on f. 183% line 24, a corrector has used an inverted caret
to show the insertion of a missing g;g.m On £f. 183r, lines 17
and 18, six letters have been erased, and on f. 183v, line 22,
about half the line has been expunged. On £. 183" 1ine 5, a nu
has been changed to a sigma by writing the sigma over the nu.

Oon f. 1827, the title written in uncials reads MNETPOYEHNICTOAH

KH QTH. The four letters K@AH are written over the title

27This pattern seems to depend somewhat on the familiarity of the passage
being copied by the scribe. On £f. 88r, John 1, for example, there is a change
between the first few lines of the text and the last lines of the text. A
clearer difference is evident between f£.88" and £. 182r, 1 Peter 1. The more
familiar the scribe was with the text, the more material he copied without
taking his eyes off the copied text thus having more letters in each cluster.
Errors found in 1 Peter 3:1 and 4:14 support this conjecture. These errors
are discussed in Chapter Three of this work, pages 115 and 117.

28Errors found in the text of 1 Peter will be discussed more fully in
Chapter Three of this thesis.

29Variants are also evident between the headings in Duke 1 and those
recorded in Migne and Cramer. In Duke 1, A’s first subsection ends with

Soxn with a line over the . Migne has tiig Sia Xpiotév. Cramer omits the
article.

3@Unless otherwise noted, the line number will be from the first line of
Fhe text, not from the first line of the commentary which in this manuscript
18 sometimes above the text.
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jetters H KH. It is not uncharacteristic for this scribe to

omit letters in an ornamental title.

The writing pattern in Duke 1 is generally square in
appearance, i.e. it is mostly perpendicular with an occasional
glant to the right. Letters are pendant, i.e. they hang from the
ruling line with the top of the letter touching this scribed

1ine.31 The writing is scriptio continua (i.e., words are

written continuously, not separated). Words are provided with
preathing and accent marks. Both smooth and rough breathing
marks are used; for the most part they are round, but
occasionally strong square breathing marks are used as seen on f.
183% lines 7, 11, and 23. Acute, grave, and circumflex accent
marks are also utilized though sometimes they are found over the
consonant instead of over a vowel. At times an accent will give
the reader a clue that the last letters are not included as when

rempnpéy is written for tetmpnuévyv on £. 182r, line 8. Diaereses are
seen on f. 88Y lines 27 and 33 (Hoigac). No iota subscripts are

found on f. 887 or 182Y'. Though there are no occurrences of iota
adscript on f. 88!, two are found on f. 182" (lines 16 and 28).
The following punctuation is used: on the line -- . : :- ; and

above the line between words the high point - . Space is

 Sometimes left between sentences. 0ld Testament gquotations are

————

31According to Wilson, this is characteristic of MSS from the tenth
gentury on (Nigel Wilson, Mediaeval Greek Bookhands: Examples Selected from
\ EEQQK Manuscripts in Oxford Libraries: Text [Cambridge, Mass.: The Mediaeval
Cademy of America, 1973] 13).
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marked with a [ > ] as can be seen on f£. 183r.32

Nomina sacra are used and are listed in Table 1. When the
scribe used these abbreviations in the folios examined, he
usually placed a horizontal line over the abbreviated word or
sacred names to indicate their abbreviated form.

Abbreviations other than the nomina sacra are also common.
when a word was longer than space permitted at the end of a line,
the copyist either carried the remaining letters to the next
line, wrote them in smaller letters above the line, or omitted
the letter(s) entirely and showed this with a backward slash (\).
Sometimes no mark was used at all. Final sigma and nu are at
times omitted with no marking to suggest their absence, while at
other times final nu is shown with a horizontal line over the
final written letter of the word. Table 2 shows seventeen
instances of abbreviation other than nomina sacra that are found
in 1 Peter, f. 1827 - f£. 184'. 1In all but two occurrences, these

are the final letters of the word. Whereas the two exceptions,
Bedok pevy and B osvvyv in 1:8 and 3:14 respectively, are divided at
the end of a line, the other abbreviations are located at several
Places in the text line. The two exceptions are possible
examples of abbreviation by contraction (i.e., "the omission of

one or more letters in the central part of the word").33

wllson calls this mark a diple (ibid. 14. Other markers, such as % (f.
lo1! line 2) are also used, apparently to tie the text to the commentary.

Metzger, Manuscripts of the Greek Bible 31.
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TABLE 1

Nomina Sacra

1a 2a 3a ib 2b » 3b
&vepenos avepdnov Gvopdrav avoc avov avov
;;3 ed gv T
o wye
Xpiotov
xopiov Kv
odpavod 0DPOIVOV ovvVoV dvvov
Ratépa ROTPOC wpa fpc
VEVATIKGG | RVELRATIKGG A A 1] fVIKAC fVE,RVC BVaLY
Xpiatod
satnpi av Gpiav
vidg vic
Xprorg 10

Note that the lower case letter following the Arabic number in each column is
for reference purposes only, e.g., 1a = 1b, 2a = 2b, etc., the "b" columns
being the abbreviations found in Duke 1.



96

| —

TABLE 2
Abbreviations

FINAL INNER HOW ABBREVIATION IS NOTED

LETTERS LETTERS

ABBREVIATED OMITTED
£. 182! line 8 mark shaped like an arabic 7 over
1:4 Tetnpnpévs nv final letter
£, 182" line 16 mark shaped like a check mark
1:8 Bebok “évy as after xi at end of text line
f. 182 line 28 tau written above and between
1:15 xohéodv o final alpha and nu
£. 182" line 4 circumflex and two dots above and
1:22 op” v following the mu.
f. 182" line 24 superscript omicron for final og
2:8 gpoaxoppor” o¢
£. 182" line 30 raised theta with center extended
2:11 anéyes Bout for gm
£, 182 liqg 42 two apostrophes over =
2:18 Beonodrt oitg
£, 183" line 6 checkmark over sigma
2:22 Emoins ev
£. 183" 1line 20 mark like a backslash after iota
3:4 kvom\ ov
f. 183" ,Line 23 mu nu written above fov
3:6 $ofiod Bevon
£. 183" line 24 final nu shown with a line over
3:7 yvoot v the iota
£. 183" 1line 37 possible mistake or abbreviation
3:14 8, osdvyv at
183" line 6 raised tau followed by a
3:20 xifo’. T0v circumflex accent
183" line 14 mark like a backslash for final ov
4:2 ypov\ ov
183" line 24 enlarged tau over nu
4:8 Eyov Teg
184" line 14 superscript omicron for final og
538 &VTI’GIKO 0¢
184! _line 16 circumflex accent with a dot over
5:9 ¢ v the tau
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Dating the Hand of Duke MS. GK. 1

The characteristic letter forms used by the scribe of Duke 1

are shown in Table 3.“ The letter forms are clearly those of

3 However, specific dating of

the book hand of the middle ages.
panuscripts from this period is, as Colwell states, a well-known
difficulty.36 Lake hasz assisted the efforts of paleographers
greatly by providing a compilation of dated manuscripts to the

year AD 1200.3 a comparison of Duke 1 with handwriting

34Listing MS letter forms is commonplace in paleographical studies. For
an example of this, see Young Kyvu Kim, "Palaeographical Dating of P™ to the
Late First Century,” Bib 69/2 (1988) 248-257.

ﬁHanson says a dating technique consisting of three steps has developed
from the work of several paleographers. There are: "1. Tracing out the letter
forms from a given corpus of material, paying heed not only to the shape of each
letter but also to relative size and to the angle at which each one is ‘hung’
from the line. . . . 2. The laying out of similar lines of script from other
materials--of known date if possible--from both prior to and after the time of
the script concerned in order to see where the script best fits in the
evolutionary scheme. 3. Paying most careful attention to letter forms that were
obviously in transition at the time of the material concerned in order to
calculate as precisely as possible where it is to be placed chronologically
(Richard Simon Hanson, "Ancient Scribes and Scripts and the Clues They Leave,"”
BA 48 (1985) 83-84.

36Colwell writes: "This may be somewhat strongly stated, but it is not
too much to say that it is almost impossible to place a manuscript within
narrow limits between 1050 and 1350 A.D.
The conservatism of the Byzantine minuscule was strongest in biblical
manuscripts. The use of the uncial script in lectionaries until the end of
the tenth century is a well-known example of this biblical conservatism.
Here, more than in any other Byzantine area, questions as to date are hard to
answer" (Ernest C. Colwell, "Some Criteria for Dating Byzantine New Testament
Hanuscripts," Appendix in The Four Gospels of Karahissar, Vol I [Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1936] 225).
Metzger expresses this same sentiment (Metzger, Manuscripts of the Greek
Bible 50).

37Kirsopp Lake and Silva Lake, Dated Greek Manuscripts to the Year 1200
AD. Also see William Henry Paine Hatch, Facsimiles and Descriptions of
Minuscule Manuscripts of the New Testament (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University press, 1951).
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Table 3

Letter Forms of Duke 1

a o

ol |l

@

@ |= |ue

-

=

< = | »

//,V H

g

* Z 2

S E—
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characteristics seen in these dated manuscripts suggests that
puke 1 is possibly a mid eleventh-century to late twelfth-century
pmanuscript. The characteristics of the individual letters a (),
5 (=), 8 (8), ¥k (L), E (%), and ¢ (Cp ), and the ligatures ei (4 ,&), 5ek
(JT%),nv(uu),xl H% ), m:(ep) suggest this as the time of

qriting.38 Most if not all of these letter forms were used at
other periods. However, the use of each of these simultaneously
fits the characteristics of manuscripts known to be from the
eleventh and twelfth centuries.

Two examples of dated manuscripts which evidence this type

minuscule script can be seen in Lake’s Dated Manuscripts. They

are: Mt. Athos: the Aatpa. 61 (dated AD 1098), and Mt Athos: the
Aapa. 146 (dated 10847). Examples of non-dated manuscripts

(i.e., those without colophon dates) which also evidence this

script can be found in Hatch, Facsimiles and Descriptions of
39

Minuscule Manuscripts of the New Testament. These are:

Budapest. Universitidts-Bibliothek. V. Gr. 1 (olim 8)

(dated saec. X); Oxford. Bodleian Library. Cod. Laud. Gr. 33
(dated saec. XI); Oxford. Bodleian Library, MS. Cromwell 16.
(dated saec. XI); Vatican City. Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana,

Cod. vat. Gr. 756 (dated saec. XI or XII); Oxford, Bodleian

———

38Comparison of individual letters was made with paleographical charts in
Victor Gardthausen, Griechische Palaeographie, 2 vols. (2te Aufl.; Leipzig,
1911—1913) tafs. 6-10.

~ 39Hatch, Facsimiles and Descriptions of Minuscule Manuscripts 99, 145,
149, 159, 183, 207.
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1ibrary. Cod. Roe 1 (dated saec. XII); Paris. Bibliocthéque

fuationale, Cod. Gr. 50 (dated saec. XI or XII). Examples of non-

1ical manuscripts with this same script may be seen in

_bib
wilson's Mediaeval Greek Bookhands: Plates.! These are: Ms.
parocci. 50, f. 322" (dated 1@th ca.); MS. E. D. Clarke 12, f£.

¢6' (dated 10th ca.); MS. E. D. Clarke 12, f. 210" (dated 10th
ca.); and MS. Rawlinson G. 199, f. 17 (dated 1141). This last
folio mentioned has artwork which bears strong resemblance to
that of Duke 1, f. 62F (the opening of the Gospel according to
Luke) .

Other criteria contribute to identifying the date of Duke 1.
The xi has already been mentioned as tenth century. Also, there
is one instance of a minuscule eta ((. ; £f. 182f 1line 26) and two
uses of the iota adscript (f. 182 lines 16 and 28). The

complete absence of jota subscript and rare use of iota adscripts
are recognizable characteristics of ninth and early tenth century
manuscripts.“ The TR, an edition of the Greek KT compiled from
later MSS of the same textual tradition as Duke 1, has fifteen
words with iota subscripts on f. 88T and thirteen words with iota
subscripts on f. 182f.

Breathing marks also give some direction for deciding the

copy date for a manuscript. Citing work done by Gardthausen,

MWilson, Mediaeval Greek Bookhands: Examples Selected from Greek
HanuscriEts in Oxford Libraries: Text; and idem, Mediaeval Greek Bookhands:

Examples Selected from Greek Manuscripts in Oxford Libraries: Plates
(Cambridge’ Mass.: The Mediaeval Academy of America, 1972).

41Metzger, Manuscripts of the Greek Bible 28.
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Metzger notes that sguare breathing marks are found in
panuscripts dating prior to AD 1000, round breathing markers are
after AD 1300, with both round and square breathing marks being
found between these years.42
In summary, after reviewing all the materials collected for
this study, the scribal characteristics of Duke 1 appear to
conform mainly to manuscripts dated from ca. AD 1050 to AD

1100. %

Conclusion
In the previous chapter, the importance of studying
individual manuscripts to help determine text-type and
originality of readings was explained. This chapter has
presented the findings of a codicological and paleographical
analysis of a Byzantine minuscule manuscript, Duke 1. The
scripture text of representative folios has been thoroughly
studied and shown to contain characteristics normal for
manuscripts of that time. Several helps for readers are also
part of this manuscript. Commentary by Theophylact (Catenae),

chapter divisions (xe¢adaix) , punctuation, artistic adornment, and

lectionary egquipment are all present in Duke 1. Different colors

of ink and the legibility of the writing make the text attractive

——

Y114, a9.

43For a brief description and partial collation of another eleventh
century minuscule, see Harold S. Murphy, "On the Text of Codices H and 93,"
JBL 78/3 (1959) 228-237. For a thorough deﬁcription of an early papyrus
Manuscript, see Sarah Alexander Edwards, "P'° Under the Magnifying Glass,"
NovT 18/3 (1976) 190-212.
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and easy to read.

The carefully executed hand suggests that the scribe was a
professional, accomplished in the copying of NT MSS in the Greek
minuscule script. The handwriting characteristics and patterns
plus the occasional indicators of change (such as square
preathing marks and iota adscript) suggest that Duke 1 was
possibly copied near the end of the eleventh century.

This chapter has shown the importance of this Byzantine MS
for purposes of learning how these Greek NT MSS were made and
what they contained. With this information, efforts can now be
directed toward identifying the quality of the scribe’s copying

ability and the type of text which this manuscript contains.



CHAPTER III

COLLATING THE EPISTLE OF 1 PETER IN DUKE 1

Introduction

The f£inal chapter of this study presents the results of a
collation of Duke 1. Having introduced Duke 1 in the previous
chapter as a manuscript that deserves the attention of text-
¢ritics--a carefully written minuscule manuscript that dates
around the end of the eleventh century--attention is now directed
to the text of 1 Peter in Duke 1 and to the results of the
collation of that epistle in Duke 1. This collation of 1 Peter
is exhaustive, but the minor details such as itacisms are
presented in summary fashion only. The text itself is examined
to learn its value for contemporary textual criticism.1

The benefits of studying the texts of minuscule MSS are

2

becoming more recognized in text-critical circles. Aland

1For a summary of textual studies on the Catholic Epistles done prior to
1975, see the three article series by W. L. Richards ("Textual Criticism on
the Greek Text of the Catholic Epistles: A Bibliography, " AUSS 12/2 (1974)
103-111; "The Present Status of Text Critical Studies in the Catholic
Epistles,” AUSS 13/2 (1975) 261-272; and "The New Testament Greek Manuscripts
of the Catholic Epistles,” AUSS 15/2 (1976) 301-311.

2Examples of scholars who see the importance of minuscule studies are:
KuFt and Barbara Aland, The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to the
Critical Editions and to the Theory and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism
(Translated by Erroll F. Rhodes; Grand Rapids and Leiden: Eerdmans and Brill,
1987) 128; and Muriel M. Carder, "A Caesarean Text in the Catholic Epistles?"
NTS 16/3 (1970) 269.

123
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concludes that about 10 percent contain "a valuable early text
that can compete with even the best of the uncials."” 1In order to
determine the value of its text, all variants between the TR and
1 Peter of Duke 1 are examined. Those variants that suggest
scribal error are discussed first, followed by supporting
documentation for the type of text contained in 1 Peter of Duke

1.

Methodology

Duke 1 was collated with the TR, P”, P”, #, and B. The

collation with the TR used the accepted standard of the New

International Greek Project, the 1873 Oxford edition of the

3

Textus Receptus. This was a complete collation of 1 Peter

including itacisms, nu moveable, and corrections using the TR as

the standard. The collation with Pn, P”, ®, and B generally

3The text used for the collation is the 1873 reprint of the 1633 Textus
Receptus produced by the Oxford University Press especially for the use of
scholars collating texts for the International Greek New Testament Project in
the 1960s. The copy used was that owned by the late Professor Kenneth W.
Clark, one of the founding directors of the IGNTP (H_KAINH AIAZOQHKH
[International Greek New Testament Project, Oxford, 1873; reprint, University
of Chicago, n.d.]).

Even though all agree that collations are necessary and useful, all do
not acknowledge that agreement in error shows a common ancestry. Colwell
rejects this saying that "no one has been able to establish the existence of
even a small family of New Testament manuscripts by using agreement in error.
Error seems to have had a short life in the manuscript period” (Ernest C.
Colwell, "Method of Grouping New Testament Manuscripts,"” New Testament Tools
and Studies IX: Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism of the New
Testament [ed. Bruce M. Metzger; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1969] 20). Maas,
however, explains that if it can be shown that the variant common to two MSS
is of such a nature that it is highly improbable that the MSS committed the
error independently, then a relationship can be established (Paul Maas,
lextual Criticism [trans. Barbara Flower; Oxford: Clarendon, 1958] 43). Lake
agrees with Maas (Kirsopp Lake, The Text of the New Testament [6th ed. revised
by Silva New; London: Rivingtons, 1928] 6).
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ignored itacisms, nu moveable, and corrections. Additional
manuscript support was gathered from the apparatuses of the N/A

26, UBS% UBS3, Tischendorf’'s eighth edition, von Soden, and

4

clark’s collation of eight Praxapostoloi. These were consulted

e

v Yurt Aland and Barbara Aland, eds., Nestle-Aland: Novum Testamentum
Graece (post Eberhard Nestle et Erwin Nestle communiter ediderunt Kurt Aland,
Matthew Black, Carlo M. Martini, Bruce M. Metzger, Allen Wikgren; 26th ed.,
4th revision; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1981); Kurt Aland,
Matthew Black, Carlo M. Martini, Bruce M. Metzger, and Allen Wikgren, eds.,
The Greek New Testament (2d ed.; New York, London, Edinburgh, Amsterdam, and
Sstuttgart: United Bible Societies, 1968); Kurt Aland, Matthew Black, Carlo M.
Martini, Bruce M. Metzger, and Allen Wikgren, eds., The Greek New Testament
(3d ed. New York, London, Edinburgh, Amsterdam, and Stuttgart: United Bible
Societies, 1975); Constantinus Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Graece: Ad
Antiquissimos Testes Denue Recensuit Apparatum Criticum Omni Studio Perfectum
Apposuit Commentationem Isagogicam Praetexuit (Editio Octava Critica Maior.
Vol. II. Lipsiae: Giesecke & Devrient, 1872); Hermann Freiherr von Soden, Die
Schriften des Neuen Testaments in ihrer &ltesten erreichbaren Textgestalt
hergestellt auf grund ihrer Textgeschichte 2.1 (GSttingen: Vandenhoeck und
Ruprecht, 1913); and Kenneth Willis Clark, Eight American Praxapostoloi
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1941). Clark collated the following
eight minuscule Praxapostoloi MSS which date from the twelfth to the
fourteenth centuries: 223, 876, 1022, 1799, 196@, 24@1, 2412, and 2423. Each
of these MSS except 196@ still contains 1 Peter (ibid., 5). Evidence from von
Soden was included in the collation only when there was little or no
manuscript support found in the other sources consulted. Variants whose
support was Bound in von Soden are in 1:12, 1:20, 2:20, 3:4, 3:6, and 5:7. The
source for P'“ was Papyrus Bodmer VII-IX; VII: L'Epgtre de Jude; VIII: lLes
deux Epftres de Pierre; IX: Les Psaumes 33 et 44 (Publhé par Mickel Testuz;
Genéve, Switzerland: Bibliotheca Bodmeriana, 1959). P ° was collated using
Papyrus Bodmer XVII: Actes des ApOtres, Epjtres de Jaccues, Pierre, Jean et
Jude (Publié par Rodolphe Kasser; Genéve, Switzerland: Bibliotheca Bodmeriana,
1961). Sinaiticus was collated using Codex Sinaiticvs: Petropolitanvs; The
New Testament, Reproduced in facsimile from photographs by Helen and Kirsopp
Lgke with a Description and Introduction to the history of the codex by
Kirsopp Lake; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1911; reproduced Detroit: Brown &
Thomas, 1982. Vaticanus was collated using Bibliorum Sacrorum Graecus Codex
YéElEEEQ§ (Auspice Pio IX. Pontifice Maximo; Collatis studiis Caroli
Vercellone Sodalis Barnabitae et Iosephi Cozza Monachi Basiliani editus; 1868;
FeProduced Detroit: Brown & Thomas, 1982). The complete collation is included
in Appendix I of this thesis.
A recent publication of The Crosby-Scheyen Codex, a third-century Coptic
codex which includes 1 Peter, was not considered in this collation because its
;ﬁXt-type has not been conclusively determined. Though its ?femplar predates
__and though this Coptic 1 Peter shows some similarity to P'°, according to
Willis the Crgsby-Schoyen text agrees with only one of the twenty-nine unique
readings of P'* (William H. Willis, The Letter of Peter [1 Peter]: Coptic
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to learn which variation units were found only in Duke 1 and
which were part of a continuing manuscript tradition.

The results of this collation are treated in two major
discussions: all variants and scribal errors are identified,
which becomes the basis for the identification the text-type of 1
peter in Duke 1. The first section discussing variants is
divided into four separate discussions: (1) Variants that are
clearly the result of a manuscript tradition (i.e., there is
extant MS evidence to show that the variation-unit is present in
other MSS);5 (2) Variants that simply reflect contemporary usage

6 (3) Variants that are itacisms; (4) Variants

of nu moveable;
that may be readings unique to Duke 1 (i.e., those readings that
are presently known only from Duke 1). These unigque readings are
referenced with folio and line number followed by chapter and

verse number so printed Greek texts and the collation in Appendix

I can be compared as needed. A variant for this study is an

individual variant reading which differs from the collating base,

Text, Translation, Notes and Variant Readings [Extract from The Crosby-Scheven
Codex, ed. J. E. Goehring et al. {CSCO 521 Subsidia 85, Louvain 1990}] 137).

5The intent of this study is not to do a textual commentary on 1 Peter
nor to determine which reading is original. Rather the intent of this study
of 1 Peter of Duke 1 is to identify the type of text present in this MS, to
Show the variations between Duke 1 and the TR, and to identify scribal errors.
Because of this limitation, when the collation demonstrates manuscript
tradition as the reason for a reading, study of that particular variant was
discontinued. The collation of Duke 1 included in Appendix I of this paper
confirms that the variants given above are part of a manuscript tradition.

b . R . ;
Although the nu moveable is an insignificant part of textual studies, in

order to make the collation complete, the variations in the nu moveable will
€ noted. For other collations which include nu moveable and itacisms, see

Clark, Praxapostoloi 39.
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the TR.7

Variants and Scribal Errors

Variants Resulting from Manuscript Tradition

Variants that have MS support besides Duke 1 are found in

the following verses: 1:4, 1:7 (twice), 1:11, 1:12 (twice),

1:16, 1:2@,8 1:24, 2:3, 2:4, 2:6, 2:7, 2:12, 2:14, 2:17, 2:20,
9:21, 3:1 (twice), 3:4, 3:5, 3:6 (twice),’ 3:7, 3:12, 3:16,

3:17, 3:18 (three times), 3:20 (twice), 3:21 (twice) 4:6 (twice),
4:7, 4:8, 4:11 (twice), 4:17, 4:19, 5:7,% 5.8 (twice), 5:10
(twice), and 5:11. Evidence gathered from these variants will be

used later in this chapter to learn the text-type of Duke 1.

TFurther study on the term variant and its meaning in NT textual studies
may be found in E. C. Colwell and E. W. Tune, "Variant Readings:
Classification and Use,” JBL 83/3 (1964) 253-261; and Eldon Jay Epp, "Toward
the Clarification of the Term ‘Textual Variant,’" Studies in New Testament

Language and Text: Esgays in Honor of George D. Kilpatrick on the QOccasion of
his Sixty-fifty Birthday (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1976) 153-173.

8The absence of the prefix appears to be an accidental omission. The TR
along with most other MSS consulted reads, tmo &av@pbnev pév anodedoxipaspévov,
napa 8¢ Qed éxhextév ("on the one hand rejected by men, but on the other hand
chosen by God"). Duke 1 and 2401 read Sedoxipacoapévov, i.e., the stone was
simply "tested"” by men. In all other manuscripts the stone was "rejected”
(‘Anodedoxipagpevov). - This variant illustrates that textual variants can have
theological significance. Two good articles which argue that textual variants
do have theological significance are Howard Eshbaugh, "Textual Variants and

- Theology: A Study of the Galatians Text of Papyrus 46," JSNT 3 (1979) 60-72;
and Kenneth W. Clark, "The Theological Relevance of Textual Variation in
Current Criticism of the Greek New Testament,” JBL 85/1 (1966) 1-16.

The TR reads ¢yevignte, Duke 1 reads éyevviignte. This same error of
dittography can be seen in John 1:13.

10The TR has nepi, Duke 1 in agreement with several other MSS has imép.

Metder says the substitution of these synonyms was a common scribal error of
€ mind (Bruce M. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission,
§9££u2tion, and Restoration (3d enlarged ed.; New York and Oxford: Oxford

University Press, 1992) 193.
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Variants Resulting from the Use of Nu Moveable

A second group of variants is caused by the scribe’s use of
moveable nu. There are at least fifteen examples, where the
presence or absence of the nu varies between the TR and Duke 1.
These are: 1:24, 2:7, 2:12, 3:7, 3:18, 3:20, 4:5, 4:6 (twice),
4:7, 4:10, 4:11, 4:13, and 5:14. One of these has no other
manuscript support (3:7) and one has only P72 agreeing with Duke
1 (2:12). The presence or absence of the nu at the end of a word
has little significance for this study and these fifteen examples

are listed only for completeness.11

Variants that are Itacisms
The third group of variants--itacisms--is commonplace in

Greek literature.12

The full collation in Appendix I shows that
this is true in all of the MSS consulted for this study including
Duke 1. The frequency of itacisms may be illustrated by the

epsilon and alpha jiota interchange common in several MSS collated

11Epp says, "nu-movables . . . are ‘insignificant’ as here defined; they
cannot be utilized in any decisive way for establishing manuscript
relationships, and they are not substantive in the search for the original
‘text” (Epp, "The Term ‘Textual Variant’" 169).
12F. Blass and A. Debrunner, A Greek Grammar of the New Testament and
Other Farly Christian Literature (A translation and revision of the ninth-
tenth German edition incorporating supplementary notes of A. Debrunner by
Robert W. Funk; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1961) 13-15; A. T.
Robertson, A Grammar of the Greek New Testament in the Light of Historical
Research (4th ed., Nashville: Broadman, 1934) 72, 178-208; B. F. Westcott and
F. J. A, Hort, Introduction to the New Testament in the Original Greek: With
Notes on Selected Readings (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1882; reprint ed.,
EeabOdY, Mass: Hendrickson, 1988) 302-31@; B. F. Westcott and F. J. A. Hort,
Notes on Orthography: With Orthographical Alternative Readings,” Introduction
Lo the New Testament in the Original Greek: With Notes on Selected Readings
(New York: Harper and Brothers, 1882; reprint ed., Peabody, Mass: Hendrickson,
1988) 150-155; and Metzger, The Text of the New Testament 190-192.
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(see in Appendix I: 1:16, 2:11, 2:13, 3:1, 3:6, 3:7, 3:14, 4:12,

4:14, 4:16, 4:17, 5:1, and 5:1@).13 This epsilon and alpha iota

interchange is only one of several classes of itacisms in Duke

1-M

Examples of itacisms in 1 Peter of Duke 1 that have little

15

or no other extant MSS support are: alpha iota and epsilon

interchange--ytvesde] yeveaor (1:16); vrotiynte] bmotayntas (2:13); and

Gptacbon] Gpyecte (4;:17);16 epsilon jiota and iota interchange--

todoyiav] edhoyeiav (3:9); eta and epsilon iota interchange--freidei]

fneiin [P72 has nmniei] (2:23); xAnpovopnciye] xAnpovopfigeite (3:9); eta and

13Disagreements between the TR and P.’2 are plentiful in this particular
itacism.

14It is important to notice itacisms. According to Lake, "
nmistakes in spelling, especially if repeated, often give a hint as to the
pronunciation, and so nationality, of the scribe"” (Lake, The Text of the New
Testament 4). However, itacisms are normally not considered important for
determining textual relationships. Examples of studies which set itacisms and
other textual trivia aside in the first stages of study may be seen in the
following: Carder, “"A Caesarean Text in the Catholic Epistles?" 252-270;
Ernest C. Colwell, "Scribal Habits in Early Papyri: A Study in the Corruption
of the Text,” The Bible in Modern Scholarship: Papers Read at the 10@th
Meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature, December 28-30, 1964 (ed. J.
Philip Hyatt; Nashville: Abingdon, 1965) 370-389; Epp, "The Term ‘Textual
Variant’" 169; Thomas C. Geer, "The Two Faces of Codex 33 in Acts," NovT 31/1
(1389) 39-47.

15Some of these may be little more than nonsense readings. Classifying
them as nonsense readings instead of itacisms will make no difference for the
Stated purposes of this study, for as Epp writes, "This category, the nonsense
reading, is clearly established, and the arguments for excluding such readings
are sound; few will argue for their originality or even for their retention in
the critical apparatus, though the grounds for this exclusion may be variously
formulated” (Epp, "The Term ‘Textual Variant’™ 158). Colwell defines nonsense
readings as "words unknown to grammar or lexicon, words that cannot be
construed syntactically, or words that do not make sense in the context”
(Colwell, "Scribal Habits in Early Papyri" 375).

16Metzger mentions that the diphthong ai1 and the e came to be
Pronounced the same (Metzger, The Text of the New Testament 190).
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iota interchange--g¢ipotv] ¢nuodv (2:15); viwyate] viyate (4:7); mowidngl
iota

gotcfporg (4:10); kAéntng] xAéntig (4:15); omega and omicron
interchange--axpoyoviaiov] axpoyoviaiov (2:6); ALoiBopovpevog] Aoidapodpevog

(2:23); vedrtepot] vedtepor (5:5); and avtd] avtod (5:11).17

Variants Unigue to Duke MS. Gk. 1
The fourth type of variant is the reading that may be unique
to Duke 1. Also called‘singular readings, these are readings
that are present in a single Greek manuscript and therefore have

18

very little value in the determination of text-type. At this

point the apparatuses of The Greek New Testament According to the

Majority Text and von Soden’'s edition of the Greek NT were also

consulted to learn if the Byzantine text tradition supported ény

19

of these variation units. The absence of extant manuscript

support shows that these readings are probably unique readings

and are mainly useful for discovering "scribal patterns,

w2l

purposes, and characteristics. Sometimes, there are readings

1.’For a contemporary discussion of this problem and how it affects
textual studies, see Ian A. Moir, "Orthography and Theology: The Omicron--
Omega Interchange in Romans 5:1 and Elsewhere,” New Testament Textual
Criticism: Its Significance for Exegesis: Essays in Honour of Bruce Metzger
(ed. Eldon Jay Epp and Gordon Fee; Oxford: Clarendon, 1981) 179-183.

18Huston makes the same observation in his study of P45 that unique
readings are unimportant f°ﬁ the study of textual affinities (Hollis W.
Huston, "Mark 6 and 11 in P* and in the Caesarean Text,"” JBL 74/4 (1955) 265.

19Zane C. Hodges and Arthur L. Farstad, eds., The Greek New Testament
According to the Majority Text (Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 1982).

_ MEpp, "The Term ‘Textual Variant’" 161, 17@-171. For a thorough
discussion of scribal errors present in NT MSS, see Metzger, The Text of the
New Testament 16-19, 186-206.
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gith l1ittle extant MS support, a fact that suggests the

ibility of scribes committing the same error independent of

A

posS

each other. For this study, however, only manuscripts with no

pmanuscript support will be considered unique readings.

Errors of Expansions of the Text!

F. 1827 line 5; 1:2 Xépi¢c opiv xai elpiivn] + éno 6eod matpo. This
khas every appearance of an expansion of the text. Since no Greek
text consulted records this variant, this portion of the
salutation was possibly accidentally added in keeping with the
customary Pauline salutations. See Rom 1:7, 1 Cor 1:3, 2 Cor
1:2, Gal 1:3, Eph 1:2, Phil 1:2, Col 1:2, I Thess 1:1, 2 Thess
1:2, 1 Tim 1:2, 2 Tim 1:2, Titus 1:4, and Phlm 1:3 where the TR
includes this phrase. However, in all except Gal 1:3 of the TR,

fpdv follows natpég, which is in line with the MS tradition of Duke

21Concerning singular readings, Colwell writes, "Since corruption was
universal, identical singular readings with only minor scattered support
elsewhere should be assumed to be coincidental in these agreements--unless
other external evidence establishes relationship” (Colwell, “"Scribal Hahits in
Early Papyri" 387). Ehrman also discusses separate scribes making the same
mistake. He writes, "In only one circumstance can MSS share a reading that
does not derive from a common archetype; that is when individual scribes
Wworking independently happened to introduce the same corruption of a text.
Such ‘accidental agreements in error,’ while not altogether uncommon, can be
expected only where the change of a text seems logical or natural--as in fact
happens in other textual modifications of 1 Joh 4 3" (Ehrman, "1 Joh 4 3 and
the Orthodox Corruption of Scripture,” ZNW 79/3-4 (1988) 225).

. 22Some of these readings could be the result of several factors present
in the copying process. For this study, errors are discussed under the
 heading thought to be the major contributing factor to the cause of the error.
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23

F. 183" line 24; 4:7 Tpogevyag] + dpdv. This text expansion is

a common NT variant, especially in the Byzantine family.24

npoawx(xg opdv is seen in 3:7. Also, the presence of the personal

pronoun with npodevyfiy is uncontested in several places in the NT

(Acts 10@:4, Rom 1:1@, Eph 1:16, 1 Thess 1:2, Phlm 4, 22).

an BError of Intentional Change

F. 1837 line 18; 3:3 Kéopog] xéspo[;] or [t]. A supralinear

omicron is followed by what appears to be two pen efforts, a dot

and a comma, which resembles a gquestion mark (;). A question

mark makes no sense in this passage.25

23Concerning expansion of common phrases in the book of Acts, Elliott
writes that "with theological and other terms, such as ‘the grace of God’,

‘the word of God’, one may assume that an author’s practice would attain a
fixity of usage. Textual variants deviating from that norm could then be
described as due to scribes’ having conformed the original expression to a
differing version of the formulae, possibly under the influence of liturgical
practice” (J. K. Elliott, "The Text of Acts in Light of Two Recent Studies,”
NTS 34/2 [1988] 252). Other types of expansion are also common. For example
of supposed textual expansions, see Ernst Bammel, "The Cambridge Pericope: The
Addition to Luke 6.4 in Codex Bezae," NTS 32/3 (1986) 404-426; Bart D. Ehrman
and Mark A. Plunkett, "The Angel and the Agony: The Textual Problem of Luke
22:43-44," CBQ 45/3 (1983) 401-416; Peter M. Head, "A Text-Critical Study of
Mark 1.1: ‘The Beginning of the Gospel of Jesus Christ,’" NTS 37/4 (1991) 621-
629; Mikeal C. Parsons, "The Text of Acts 1:2 Reconsidered,” CBQ 50/1 (1988)
58-71; and Zane Hodges, "The Critical Text and the Alexandrian Family of
Revelation," BSac 119/474 (1962) 129-138.

24Westcott and Hort, Introduction to the New Testament 135. Metzger says
the tendency of the scribes was to add pronouns (Bruce M. Metzger, A Textual
Commentary on the Greek New Testament: A Companion Volume to the United Bible
chieties' Greek New Testament (Third Edition) (London and New York: United
Bible Societies, 1971) 565.

251’: punctuation mark here seems rather trivial. However, such is not
always the case. One example where punctuation determines the meaning of the
Passage is in John 1:3, 4. Does & yéyovev go with the last part of verse 3 or
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If the omicron is followed by an iota, the subject number of

the relative clause in this verse apparently was made to agree

with the yvvaixeg of verse one and the v of verse three. The
presence of the plural &v makes this change grammatically
unnecessary and the singular tsto makes it grammatically

incorrect. The absence of extant manuscript evidence supporting
the plural ending strengthens the conjecture that this change was
intended to correct a perceived grammatical error.26 The

meaning would be unaltered: "whose outward adorning is not to be
." (TR) as opposed to "whose outward adornings are not to be

." (Duke 1).

the first part of verse 47 Another example is found in Rom 9:5. Is Paul
calling 6 Xpieté¢ God? For a summary review of the evidence for both of these,

see Metzger, Textual Commentary 195, 196, 520-523.

26For evidence that scribes made intentional changes, see Jerome’s
comments quoted in chapter one, page 13 of this thesis. Other evidence may be
- seen in Kenneth W. Clark, "The Theological Relevance of Textual Variation in
Current Criticism” 6-7; and Metzger, The Text of the New Testament 195-196.
Examples of suggested deliberate changes may be seen in J. H. Petzer,
"Contextual Evidence in Favour of KAYXHEQMAIin 1 Corinthians 13.3," NTS 35/2
(1989) 229-253; Alexander Globe, "Some Doctrinal Variants in Matthew 1 and
Luke 2, and the Authority of the Neutral Teﬁt," CBQ 42/1 (1980) 52-72; Mikeal
C. Parsons, "A Christological Tendency in P'’," JBL 105/3 (1986) 463-479;
Ehrman, "1 Joh 4 3" 221-243. Ehrman believes that Abet was introduced into
this text as a defense against certain heretical teachings about Christ.
: Concerning the determination of deliberate changes, Hurtado writes, "It
1s sometimes difficult to determine whether a variant has been created
intentionally or unintentionally. . . . As a basic working principle, we may
8ay that when a variant cannot be attributed to the common scribal mistakes in
Cogying, and especially when the variant can be attributed to a reasonable
editorial intention, it is very likely that the variant is an intentional
Change." Hurtado lists one hundred thirty-four instances where he believes
there wags deliberate change in W (Larry W. Hurtado, Text-Critical Methodology
and the Pre-Caesarean Text: Codex W in the Gospel of Mark [Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1981] 68, 81).
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Errors of Haplography

F. 182" line 1; 1:20 [Tpoeyvospévon] poeyvospévor. The scribe

jnadvertently omitted the pi. The rho is the first letter of the
text on 182", The last line on the previous folio used only one

half the space available. Apparently the scribe intended to add

an ornamental uncial pi in red ink. This is a clear scribal

error.

F. 182" 1line 43; 2:19 Tovt] tod. There is no recognizable
abbreviation mark present. Tob is the last word of text on £f.
182", and the text line on the next folio begins with yap. Toéto
is required for grammatical reasons. Todto yap xapi¢ ("For this
[is] grace, etc.") requires the nominative demonstrative instead

of the genitive article. This apparently is another accidental
omission.
F. 183" line 29; 3:9 omit] Tobvavtiov 8¢ edroyodvieg, elbdreg 611 eig

tovt0 ékAf@nte. This error apparently resulted from parablepsis.

Forty-nine letters are missing from Duke 1, the approximate
number of letters included in each line of this manuscript’'s
text, which suggests that this may also be the same number of
letters in each line of the exemplar. It appears that the scribe
omitted one whole line of text. Aoibopiag ended the preceding line
of text, so when the scribe’s eyes went back to the text he

Picked up the line beginning with iva instead of the one
beginning with totvavtiov. As copied in this manuscript, the verse

Would translate, "Not recompensing evil for evil or insult for
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insult, that you might receive a blessing.”
F. 183" line 35; 4:13-14 omit] abtod yopiite @yadlidpevor. 'Ei
pveidileade ev évopatt Xpiotod paxdpiot &t 16 tig 86En¢. The scribe

accidentally omitted these seventy-three letters when he took his
eyes off the exemplar. When he looked again at the exemplar he

saw the 1fig 86kn¢ in verse 14 instead of the tij¢ 868 in verse 13.

This haplography was clearly caused by homoeoteleuton, a very
common scribal problem.ﬂ Though some corrections were made in
Duke 1, this omission and the one in 3:9 were not corrected.

28 Or this

Perhaps the corrector was fatigued or just careless.
might suggest an uncontrolled setting, not a scriptorium where
someone other than the scribe himself would have checked his

work. Also, the cause of this error strongly suggests that the
exemplar of Duke 1 did not have «xai dvvapeng following the second

tig 86kn¢ as in found in many minuscule Mss.?

Errors of the Eve or Mental Fatigque

F. 183" line 14; 3:1 ‘rrotaccoépevai] 4m6 tacodpevar. The accents

27Clark notes that "the most fertile and most insidious” of all copyists’
errors is "omissi ex homoeoteleuto” (A. C. Clark, The Descent of Manuscripts
[Oxford: Clarendon, 1918; reprinted, Great Britain: Fletcher and Son, 1969]
1). For an article cautioning against the overuse of homoeoteleuton as a
Teason to adopt a longer reading, see James R. Royse, "The Treatment of
Scribal Leaps in Metzger’s Textual Commentary,” NTS 29 (1983) 539-551.

28Colwell observed that "correctors did their most intensive work in the
beginning of a manuscript” (Colwell, "Method of Grouping New Testament
Manuscripts” 23).

29See the textual evidence in each of the editions of the Greek New
Testaments mentioned above.
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suggest that the Duke 1 scribe accented #m0 before realizing

these three letters were part of one word. This supports the
conjecture given in Chapter Two that this scribe was copying in
letter groups of three to five.m

F. 183" line 12; 4:1 ‘OnlicacBe] onhigapevor. Possibly due to
carelessness, the imperative was changed to a participle because
of the influence of two aorist participles in both the preceding
verse and in this verse. Peter’'s regular use of the participle
k3|

would make the presence of this participle unobtrusive.

F. 183" line 17; 4:3 Métorg] tbémorg. This is an error of
metathesis. The scribe transposed the letters pi and tau. Tonroy

makes no sense in this verse that lists six sins of the
Gentiles.32

F. 183" line 27; 4:10 Towikng] mow#rorg. The change from the

feminine ending to the masculine was possibly caused by
carelessness or fatigue. Duke 1 says, "as good administrators

Wwith the diversified grace of God" (d&¢ xoloi oixovéver moikidoig yapitog

3O)Thoug;h this improper letter division is in this passage insignificant,
such is not always the case. An example where letter division affects the
understanding of a passage may be seen in Col 4:3 where for two hundred years
text-critics have debated between 8io and §i 6. A good discussion of this may
be seen in Markus Bochmuehl, "A Note on the Text of Colossians 4:3," JTS 39/2
(1988) 489-494.

31Nida remarks that "not a few changes in manuscripts result from
c?nscious or unconscious adjustments to the immediate context” (Eugene A.
Nida, "The ‘Harder Reading’ in Textual Criticism: An Application of the Second
Law of Thermodynamics, "™ BT 32/1 (1981) l1le4.

. 32Epp contends that such nonsense readings are of little value for text-
Critical tasks (Epp, "The Term ‘Variant Reading’" 159, 168).
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geod) . This gender change suggests the scribe unthinkingly

carried over the omicron iota from the two previous words. This

is a common itacism, which is perhaps another reason the scribe

inadvertently made the change.33

The masculine ending on this
adjective 1is grammatically unsound.

F. 183" line 35; 4:14 xata pév] Kai ta pév. Evidently, as the

accents suggest, a misreading of the first minuscule alpha in

kot caused the scribe initially to understand these letters as
two words. The unaccented ta may suggest he realized his error
after copying and accenting xai. This would add support to the

conjecture mentioned in Chapter Two and above in the discussion
of 3:1 that the scribe of Duke 1 copied in letter groups of three
to five.

There is no extant manuscript evidence for xai ta pév other
than Duke 1. The alpha [ ] form can be identical to the alpha

iota pattern [y ]. The TR reads, xatd pév adtovg Praspnueitar ("on the

one hand for their part, he is blasphemed”). The reading of Duke

1 ("and on the one hand, the things blaspheme them") makes no

sense, i

33Metzger writes that "in Koine Greek the vowels 4, t, and v, the
diphthongs et, o1, and vt all came to be pronounced alike" (Metzger, The Text of
the New Testament 191).

34This is a variant where there is no variation of letters. BAn example
where meaning is determined by letter division may be found in Mark 10:490. A
Summary discussion of this variant may be seen in Aland-Aland, The Text of the
EQH_E§§EQEQQE 277. Another instance of this was seen on page 116, footnote 30
of this thesis.

Concerning the more important variation-unit in the latter portion of
this 1 Peter verse; see Peter R. Rodgers, "The Longer Reading of 1 Peter
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gErrors that have been Corrected

F. 1837 lines 17 and 18; 3:3 nepibéaeag] + tpeydv xai.
Apparently the scribe misread the w¢ before tpexdév as o¢ and copied
wexdv kai a second time and then erased it. This dittography is

evident because the erasure is not clean.

F. 183" line 24; 3:6 IItonawv] gmidéswv. This error was

corrected in the manuscript. An insertion mark and an eta stand
above the omicron and sigma.35
F. 183" line 22; 4:6 Zapxi

tastv. This is a corrected error of dittography caused by

homoioteleuton. Apparently this erasure was by the scribe
‘himself. Portions of his original writing are still legible.

After writing eap at the end of line 21, the scribe’s eyes went

back to the first part of the same line. Thinking he had just
copied the alpha rho in yép, he recopied xai vexpoi¢ evnyyehisdyn.
Though the scribe erased his mistake, the erasure is not clean,

which is perhaps why he did not write in this space again.
These variants may be summarized in the following manner.

1) Two expansions of the text: 1:2, 4:7.

2) One apparent intentional change: 3:3.

3) Four examples of haplography: 1:20, 2:19, 3:9, 4:13-14.

—r——

4:14," CBQ 43 (1981) 93-95; and Bruce M. Metzger, Textual Commentary 695.

35According to Metzger, evidence of a corrector should be noted when a
mE‘muscript is collated (Metzger, Manuscripts of the Greek Bible 53). For a
1scussion of correctors found in various papyri, see Colwell, “"Scribal Habits
In Early Papyri" 382.
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4) Five errors of the eye or mental fatigue: 3:1, 4:1, 4:3,
4:10, 4:14.
5) Three errors that have been corrected: 3:3, 3:6, 4:6.

Though several types of variants appear in this copy of 1
peter, three are very common: itacisms, haplographies, and
errors caused by fatigue. The frequency of the first is
consistent throughout the epistle. The second and third,
however, are worse toward the end of the letter. As previously
mentioned, these errors suggest that the scribe may have become
weary or careless when he copied portions of 1 Peter.

The multiple errors of haplography suggest that the scribe
of Duke 1 regularly lost his place. Of the seven instances of
this (four instances of haplography, three corrections), in all
but two (3:3, 4:6) the scribe’s loss of place resulted in loss of
36

text.

In summary, the scribe of Duke 1 apparently strove for a
good copy of his exemplar. However, he regularly succumbed to

the weaknesses of scribes who had copied for long hours.”

The
Substitution of synonyms, the expansions of the text, the
nonsense readings, and the regular haplographies point to a

Sleepy or tired mind that forgets what is to be written in the

36Ross notes that "carelessness would tend to shorten rather than enlarge
the text" (Ross, "Some Unnoticed Points in the Text of the New Testament” 60).

_ 37The importance of understanding a manuscript’s scribe through his
Writing habits, both good and bad, has long been recognized. For an example
Of a text critic who views this as important, see Ernest C. Colwell, "Hort
BediVivus= A Plea and a Program,” New Testament Tools and Studies IX: Studies
l&.ﬂéthodologx in Textual Criticism of New Testament Tools and Studies (ed.
Bruce M, Metzger; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1969) 161.
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_ghort time the eyes travel from the exemplar to the copy.38

Determining the Text-type of Duke 1

The type of text in 1 Peter of Duke 1 was learned by
initially examining all units of variation where the TR and
accepted Alexandrian witnesses differed.” fThree MSS were

chosen to represent the Alexandrian text-type and fully collated,
two fourth-century uncials--Sinaiticus (R) and Vaticanus (B)--and
a third/fourth-century papyrus——Pn.40 Readings were considered
where at least two of the three Alexandrian MSS agreed against
the TR. There were sixty—nine units of variation between the
Alexandrian text-types and the TR in 1 Peter.

Second, Duke 1 was classified based not on how often it
disagreed with the TR, but on how often it agreed with the TR in

comparison with how often it agreed with the Alexandrian MSS.

38For a summary description of Byzantine scribes, their work, and

constant weaknesses, see Ernest C. Colwell, "The Complex Character of the Late
Byzantine Text of the Gospels,"” JBL 54 (1935) 211-221.

39Colwell contends that for accurate relationships to be established
between manuscripts, all variants must be considered, not just those taken
from a prescribed "norm" (Ernest C. Colwell and Ernest W. Tune, "Method in
Establishing Quantitative Relationships between Text-Types of New Testament
Manuscripts,” New Testament Tools and Studies IX: Studies in Methodologv in
Textual Criticism of the New Testament [ed. Bruce M. Metzger; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1969] 56). While this is true, it is not the purpose of this study
t? consider Duke 1 and its relationship to all other MSS. This collation is
Simply to demonstrate the relationship of Duke 1 to the text-type found in the
i1 This can be done without collating against every other manuscript as

ell,

WThe full collation of these MSS is part of the collation mentioned
JOVe as being in Appendix I of this paper. The collection of these sixty-
Nine units-of-variations may be seen iﬁ Appendix IV of this thesis. For
SUpport of the Alexandrian nature of P, see F. W. Beare, "The Text of 1
Peter in Papyrus 72," JBI 80 (1961) 253-260.
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puke 1 agreed with the TR fifty-nine times (85.5 percent) and
with the Alexandrian ten times (14.5 percent) showing that the
text of 1 Peter in Duke 1 is Byzantine.

This conclusion was checked two ways. The text of 1 Peter
was compared with fifty-nine units of variation in 1 Peter where
the TR and four MSS proven to be Alexandrian (@1, 02, 03, 04)
disagreed. These units of variation were gathered by Richards

it Using Richards’'s 1list,

for his study of Gregory 1175.
comparison was made with the collation of 1 Peter of Duke 1.
omitting the times the Alexandrian witnesses split two and two,
fifty-two units-of-variation remain. Duke 1 agrees with the TR
forty-four of the fifty-two times (84.62 percent). In all seven
instances the Alexandrian witnesses split, Duke 1 also agrees
with the TR.%

Bland’'s findings concerning Duke 1 were considered also. He
found that in ninety-five test examples from all the Catholic
Epistles together that this MS disagreed with the majority text
once, and agreed with what he considered the original reading
nine times. In 1 Peter alone, all thirteen test examples contain

the majority text reading.4‘1

41W. Larry Richards, "Gregory 1175: Alexandrian or Byzantine in the
Catholic Epistles?™ AUSS 21/2 (1983) 153-168.

42The table by Richards is included in Appendix V. One column has been
added to show the readings of Duke 1 (MS1).

43Aland's work is much too expansive to duplicate here. The verse
§Ef9r§nces and portions of the Greek text will alert the reader concerning the
Ocation of Aland’s thirteen test examples in 1 Peter. These are: 1:22 fia

Tvevpatog; 1:22 kabapag; 1:23 eig tov oiova; 2:21 enafev vrep vov vpiv; 3:8
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Using the collation of Duke 1 and evidence gathered from the
apparatuses of the N/A 26, UBSZ, UBSB, and Tischendorf’'s eighth
edition of the Greek NT, other corroboration supporting the
Byzantine nature of Duke 1 is also evident. Where Duke 1
diverges from the TR, it agrees with R A B C in about one-half
the variants cited. Strongest disagreement is seen between Duke

1 and ¥, an eighth/ninth-~century codex which according to

Metzger is an Alexandrian witness in the Catholic epistles.44

Strongest agreement is seen between Duke 1 and @49, a ninth-

43 Eleven of the

century manuscript with a Byzantine text-type.
thirteen times where 9049 is cited, there is agreement with Duke
1. Other manuscripts checked for their agreement with Duke 1
were: (The first number is the number of times the manuscript
agreed with Duke 1 against the TR. The second number is the

number of times this manuscript disagreed with Duke 1.) K

(23/11), L (20/16), P (25/9), 33 (1@/6), 69 (6/6).% Aland

tanetvogpoveg; 3:9 evhoyovvieg oTi eig tovto exAndnie iva; 3:16 xotalaleigfe; 4:1
nofoviog sapkl; 4:3 apKetol yop NPV o mopelnlufag xpovog; 4:14 Bofng xar to; 5:2
erigkonovvieg; 5:5 wdAnloig; and 5:11 avie to xpato¢ (Kurt Aland, Text und
Textwert der Griechischen Handscriften Des Neuen Testaments 1: Die

Katholischen Briefe Band 1: Das Material [Berlin: Walter De Gruyter, 1987] 65-
95, 407).

44Metzger, The Text of the New Testament 216.

B1pid. 213.

46These numbers must be qualified for two reasons. (1) At times more
than two variations occur within a variation unit. To say then, that a
certain manuscript disagrees or agrees with Duke 1 does not mean that there
are only two variants. At times there are three and four. (2) Since this
Study relies totally on the apparatuses of others, there is no guarantee of
tQtél and consistent citing of manuscript evidence in every instance where a
_ Variant is mentioned. In other words, since the combined textual apparatuses
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classifies K L P and 69 predominantly Byzantine in the Catholic

47

epistles. Manuscript 33, however, the "Queen of the

v

is mainly Alexandrian in the Catholics. 1 Peter of

48

minuscules,’

puke 1 is clearly a Byzantine text.

Conclusion

The collation of Duke 1 reveals that this is an
unexceptional Byzantine codex. Most remarkable are the unique
readings that show Duke 1 to be normal in scribal habits, good
and bad. Itacisms characteristic of minuscule manuscripts are
commonplace. Other types of mistakes are also seen in this text

that reveal the writing and copying habits of Byzantine scribes.

Errors caused by faulty memory and fatigue are most common,
followed by accidental omission of letters and whole words (1:8,
1:20, etc.). At times letters and words have been added (1:2,
2:20, 3:6, 4:7) and endings changed (3:3).

The collation also reveals that Duke 1 is part of the

of Tischendorf’s 8th edition, UBSZ, UBS3, and N/A 26 illustrate that none of
these gives a complete collation, or cites the reading of witnessing MSS for
every variation unit, it is also clear that all four together do not supply
the reader with a complete collation.

47Aland, The Text of the New Testament 106-135.

48These findings do not cover other portions of this manuscript, for as
Kenyon notes, "It cannot be assumed that the text type of any manuscript is
uniform throughout, since it may vary not only from book to book, but even
Within individual books (Frederic G. Kenyon, The Text of the Greek Bible [3d
ed. revised and augmented by A. W. Adams; London: Duckworth, 1975] 29). The
Study cited earlier by Richards showed that 1175 changed text-types in the
Catholic Epistles. James and 1-2 Peter are Alexandrian, and 1-3 John and Jude
are Byzantine. See Richards, "Gregory 1175" 161. Geer found the same to be
true in his study of Codex 33 in Acts (Geer, "The Two Faces of Codex 33" 39-
47). Colwell found this to be characteristic of certain MSS he collated as
} well (Colwell, "The Complex Character of the Late Byzantine Text" 214-216).
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Byzantine text tradition. Its high percentage of agreement with
+he TR and its low percentage of agreement with known Alexandrian
manuscripts are evidence of the Byzantine nature of this
manuscript. While this study shows that Duke 1 is part of the
tradition, it does not show whether the readings of the TR or of
the other text-types are closest to the original. Determination
of the original text remains to be done and regquires the
attention of another study. However, in keeping with Westcott
and Hort’'s premise that knowledge of documents should precede
final judgment upon readings, it is now clear that Duke 1 is part
of the Byzantine tradition of MSS and therefore not a serious
contender for originality in most textual variants. This does
not mean it has no value, for as was shown above by Zuntz, some
Byzantine readings are strong contenders for originality. The
value of Duke 1 is mainly in what it can tell about Byzantine
codicology and scribal habits, more so than in the type of
scripture text it contains.

Finally, sﬁudy of this manuscript has underscofed the need
for full collations of all MSS as suggested above.49 This is
essential if MS relationships and accurate MS history are to be
learned. The grouping together of all Byzantine MSS into one
Category as in N/A 26 and UBS® does little to help identify
relationships between individual MSS. The only way an accurate

HS history can be determined is through thorough and accurate

Collations of all MSS.

D

4
9See Chapter One, pages 56, 57, 60, 61, 65.



CONCLUSION

This study has offered a historical overview of the field of

NT textual criticism and has applied the findings of modern text-
critical methodology to a small portion of Duke 1. Chapter One
surveyed the beginnings and growth of NT textual criticism. From
the second to the fifth centuries, early church fathers displayed
through their writings an appreciating understanding of textual
criticism, noting the presence of variations between NT MSS, and
offering solutions. Scholarly interest declined from the fifth
century until the Renaissance, the time of the invention of
printing and of the printing of Greek New Testaments.

Printed editions of the Greek New Testament and renewed
interest in the languages of the classics during the early
sixteenth century provided the needed stimuli for a revived study
of Greek NT MSS. The next two hundred years produced extensive
collations and collection of MS materials. It was especially
during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries that modern

textual ceriticism was born, and scholars began to identify and

classify MSS according to textual families. Bengel’s studies led
him to conclude that MSS ought not be merely counted, but instead
divided by age and quality. Following Bengel’'s findings,
Griesbach published the conclusions of his own studies and
Published an edition of the Greek NT that did not follow the TR.

125
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rhe efforts of men like them laid the groundwork for the
dethronement of the TR in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.

During the nineteenth century, Tischendorf and Tregelles
discovered other MSS, and Westcott and Hort advanced and refined
the science of textual criticism. Using the collations of
others, Westcott and Hort sought to develop text-critical theory
that would prove that the TR was corrupt and that Vaticanus
represented the purest text-type. Most of the scholarly world
accepted their conclusions, so much so that the twentieth century
has served mainly to refine further the conclusions of Westcott
and Hort.

The twentieth century began with the production of editions
of the Greek New Testament with extensive apparatuses. While the
most massive edition was done by :von Soden, the most popular was
the Nestle’s. Today in its twenty-sixth edition, the Nestle-
Aland text is still the most popular Greek NT for scholars.

Considerable work has also been done in the twentieth
century in the area of manuscript relationships. Four approaches
have been discussed: The Quantitative Reading Method, the
Claremont Profile Method, the Comprehensive Profile Method, and
the One Thousand Readings Method. The Comprehensive Profile
Method results from further development of the first two methods
and is the most thorough and objective of the four methods
discussed. Most modern text-critics use some form of either the
Claremont Profile Method or the Comprehensive Profile Method.

In the final section of the first chapter, current methods
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for deciding originality of variants were presented. Most
contemporary text critics desire balance in the use of internal
and external criteria. They reject the overemphasis on internal
criteria by thoroughgoing eclectics and the overemphasis on the
external by Majority Text advocates. Reasoned eclecticism, an
approach that views both internal and external criteria as
essential to the discovery of the original reading, is the
approach followed by most today.

Chapter Two pursued a subject introduced in the first
chapter: the examination of individual MSS to learn their
relationships to other extant MSS. Representative folios of Duke
1 were examined codicologically and paleographically. Duke 1 is
a Byzantine codex whose carefully written Greek minuscule letter
characteristics suggest the latter part of the eleventh century
as the time of its production. The excellent condition of this
manuscript gives a clear presentation of the way Byzantine
codices were made and what they contained in the way of helps for
readers.

Chapter Three continued the examination of Duke 1 by a
collation of its text of 1 Peter. All variants and scribal
€rrors were given with the scribal errors grouped and discussed
according to the type and cause of the error present. Second, a
Collation against the TR and known Alexandrian texts showed that
Duke 1 has a Byzantine type of text.

In summary, according to modern text-critical methodology,

the value of Duke 1 lies not in its text-type and the support of
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various readings it can provide, but in the information it
contains about Byzantine codices. The way codices were produced,
helps that were provided for readers; and weaknesses of scribes
evident in their errors all make this a very valuable manuscript
from the perspective of the information it contains. Continued
sﬁudy of this and other MSS is necessary to an enduring growth in
understanding of scribal habits. The study of already known MSS
must proceed, while the recent discovery at St. Catherine’s
Monastery illustrates that work will be necessary on newly
discovered MSS, work that each succeeding generation will

continue.1

1According to Charlesworth, on May 26, 1975 ten almost complete and over

fifFY incomplete codices were discovered making this the largest collection of
Uncials in the world" (James H. Charlesworth, "The Manuscripts of St
Catherine’s Monastery,"” BA (198@) 27-28.



APPENDIX I

COLLATION OF DUKE MS. GK. 1, P?, p, ®», AND B

Introduction: Methodology

Duke MS. GK. 1 (Duke 1) will be shown as MS1. N/A is

Nestle-Aland Novum Testamentum Graece, twenty-sixth edition.

UBSZis The Greek New Testament, second edition (1%968). UBS3 is
The Greek New Testament, third edition (1983). T-8 is

Tischendorf’s eighth edition the Greek Nt.! Clark is Kenneth

1Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, eds., Nestle-Aland: Novum Testamentum
Graece (post Eberhard Nestle et Erwin Nestle communiter ediderunt Kurt Aland,
Matthew Black, Carlo M. Martini, Bruce M. Metzger, Allen Wikgren; 26th ed.,
4th revision; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1981); Kurt Aland,
Matthew Black, Carlo M. Martini, Bruce M. Metzger, and Allen Wikgren, eds.,
The Greek New Testament (24 ed. New York, London, Edinburgh, Amsterdam, and
Stuttgart: United Bible Societies, 1968); Kurt Aland, Matthew Black, Carlo M.
Martini, Bruce M. Metzger, and Allen Wikgren, eds., The Greek New Testament
(3d ed. New York, London, Edinburgh, Amsterdam, and Stuttgart: United Bible
Societies, 1975); Comstantinus Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Graece: Ad
Antiquissimos Testes Denuo Recensuit Apparatum Criticum Omne Studio Perfectum
Apposuit Commentationem Isagogicam Praetexuit (Editio Octava Critica Maior,
Vol. II; Lipsiae: Giesecke & Devrient, 1869-1872); Hermann Freiherr von Soden,
Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments in ihrer Hltesten erreichbaren Textgestalt

hergestellt auf Grund ihrer Textgeschichte (1.1, Berlin: Verlag von Alexander

Duncker, 1902; 1.2, Berlin Verlag von Arthur Glaue, 1907; 1.3, Berlin: Verlag
von Arthur Glaue, 1910; 2.1, Gdttingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1913;
Kenneth W. Clark, Eight Ameriggﬂ Praxapostoloi (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1941). The source for P'* was Papyrus Bodmer VII-IX; VII: L’Epgtre de
Jude; VIII: Les deux Epgtres de Pierre; IX: Les Psaumes 33 et 44 (Publié par

HiCheh Testuz; Genéve, Switzerland: Bibliotheca Bodmeriana, 1959). The source
for P" was Pa 8 Bodmer XVII: Actes des ApOtres, Epttres de Jacques

Plerre, Jean et Jude (Publié par Rodolphe Kasser; Genéve, Switzerland:
Bibliotheca Bodmeriana, 1961). Sinaiticus (R) was collated from Codex
Sinaiticvs Petropolitanvs: The New Testament (Reproduced in Facsimile from
ph°t°9raphs by Helen and Kirsopp Lake with a Description and Introduction to
the history of the Codex by Kirsopp Lake; Oxford: Claredon Press, 1911;
reproduced Detroit: Brown & Thomas, 1982. Vaticanus (B) was collated from
Bibliorum Sacrorum Graecus Codex Vaticanus (Auspice Pio IX. Pontifice Maximo,
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w. Clark’'s Eight American Praxapostoli. V-§S is von Soden’s Die

schriften des Neuen Testaments. TR is the 1873 Oxford edition of

the Textus Receptus used as the collating standard.

The project was a complete collation of Duke 1 including

itacisms,  nu moveable, and corrections. P* pd

r

; R, B were also

collated, but itacisms, nu moveable, and corrections were

generally not included. Additional manuscript evidence was
obtained from the five Greek NT editions mentioned above and is

listed in the collation with its source. Errors and

disagreements between the apparatuses of these editions of the

Greek New Testament are noted throughout the collation.

Evidence from Clark’s collation of eight medieval minuscule
Praxapostoloi (originally included Acts Plus the Epistles) was
used to help identify variants found in Duke 1 that appear to
have only medieval MS support. Examples are as follows: ARNYYELY
(1:12), Beboxypaspévov (2:4), vprotayntay (2:13), ¢mpodv (2:15), vyop
(2:20), etec. Evidence from von Soden was included only when
there was little or no MS evidence found in the other sources
tonsulted. Variants whose support was found in von Soden are in:
1:12, 1:20, 2:20, 3:4, 3:6, and 5:7.

This collation was intended to show which Duke 1 variants
are part of an obvious manuscript tradition and which variants
appear to be scribal errors. Manuscript support for a given

Variation unit was recorded in the following order: Duke 1, P”,

e ———cape

Collatis studiis Caroli Vercellone Sodalis Barnabitae et Iosephi Cozza Monachi
Basiliani editus; 1868; reproduced Detroit: Brown & Thomas, 1982.
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P”, #, and B. Information found in N/A 26 was then recorded,
followed by additional manuscript support found in UBS% UBS3,
rischendorf’s eighth edition, evidence from Clark’s collations of
223, 876, 1022, 1799, 2401, 2412, and 2423, and last, von
Soden. The manuscript evidence inc¢luded in this collation is
quoted from the apparatuses mentioned above, i.e., each apparatus
is cited according to its own style. For example, von Soden
lists MSS by group. So, 1 equals a type of text. The MSS which
follow are witnesses from that group which support the variant.
Comparison of Tischendorf’s and von Soden’s nomenclatures with
Gregory’s system may be seen in Appendix II. Tischendorf
followed the older system of numbering and von Soden developed
his own system, which means that references to many MSS must be
changed to the Gregory number for present day use.

Though the collations of Duke 1, P”, P”, ®, and B are
complete, evidence from the editions of Greek NT editions was
included only when variants appeared between Duke 1 and TR. All
collated MSS agree with TR unless otherwise noted. The only
exceptions are those frequent itacisms which were found in all
the MSS collated. Itacisms found in Duke 1 were included for
completeness and as examples for the discussions of Chapters Two
and Three of this paper. Most itacisms from the other MSS have
been omitted.

Underlined superscript letters followed by an asterisk were

————————

2The eighth manuscript collated by Clark, MS 1960, is now
laCking among other portions 1 Peter (Clark, Praxapostoloi, 5).
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superscript in the source material (as in 3:7 (copmﬂiw.' The
computer program used for this project was unable to do a double
superscript, so underlining followed by an asterisk was used in
these few instances where it was required. Normally in text
critical nomenclature, a single asterisk indicates the first hand
of the MS. 1In these few instances in this collation it does not.
The following verses contain these special asterisks: 2:21, 3:7
(two times),’3=16, 3:18, and 4:14. Also, Clark shows the
corrector’s hand by asterisks as well. Thus, two asterisks show

the reading to be the work of the first corrector, i.e., the

second hand of the manuscript.

Collation

1.1 éxhextoig] + Kot

N/A ®* [kt is not visible
in the facsimile of ®
used for this
collation.]

napemidigolg] X napeneidnporg
yohatial kaggadorxiag 'Adug] p' yahateia; xagadoreiag Aderad
B - Adwag

B - kot Bioviog

L2 qyapy] P72 LOPELS
elpfivy] + MS1 éno Geod matpod
1.3 P -

avtod Edeog] p eleog avTov



R B

T-8 162

tAxiba]
1.4  duioviov xoi Gpdipoaviov]
B
tetnpnpevyv]
obpavoig]
fpag]
P72
N/A pc vg®

T-8 cum minusc ut vdtr
vix mu(ut 5. 38* 42.

¢’) harlcop Thphyl
1.5
nigteag ]
£toipnv]
B
Koupd]
16  &v § ayohhiGase dAiyovl

eaTi]

133
N/A ©048. 33. 69. 323. 614. 630.
1505. 2495 al.
T-8 13. 31. 38. 68. 1e@. 177.
180. 151ect aSCT o8¢ pser cyractds
Clark 1799
P - fuég

P eAmbav

R oPUJUVIOV Kal OiiavIov

MS1 tetnpnuév

R ovpavo

MS1 B B dpéag

T-8 cum A C K L P al longe

plu cat s vg(et. Hier Aug etc)
syr -~ arm

Clark 223 2412 2423
P72 - Beod

P72 RELGTEQRG

P72 etTOpnV

B etopag

P72 KEPO

pt ayaAAELOGAVIES OALYO

P72 egiv
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¥ B - ean
Avnndevies] R Avmnfeviag

Clark 1799 2412

goixidoig] p't foAdoig
1.7 ival P.’2 glva
Soxipiov] P.’2 P74 Soxeipov (N/A txt Soxipov)
®RB N/A 429. 1852 pc
UBS! A C K P ¥ 048 049 uBs? 429 it? vgh®
@56 @142 33 81 88 104
181 326 330 436 451 614 UBS3 206 (omits P74)

629 630 945 1241 1505
1739 1877 2127 2412 2492
2495 Byz Lect it™Cdediv,lps

vg arm
Clark 2423
wov 1 micteag] p TN¢ NEITIERE DUDV
P! R B N/a  oas™, 1241 1 s vg',; c1
‘ Beda
1prciov] B ypuvoov
ROAD TIjIdTEPOV] MS1 ® molvtipidtepov
T-8 K (L) al plu cat Thphyl T-8 A B C P al plus®
Oec, item ut editi sunt
Clem Or Clark 876
P’ B HOADIELPOTEPOV
aroldvvévov] + P km
P - §e
" » B
¢nouvov] P2 P & enevov
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B
kot tupfv xai 66Eav] MS1 wai upfv kai el 5bEav
N/A 1. 945. 1241. 1739, N/A P Maj.
2298, al
T-8 al plu (syr’™ ') T-8 sed K L P a?
Thphyl Oec
Clark 223 1022
2 4
P'“ P" R B xan Sofav wo Tijive
N/A C ¥ 33. 69. 81. 614,
630. 2495 al lat syh co
T-8 A alm cat vg cop syr“ arm
0 1,300
r
Clark 1799 2412
elbore p't plt ;
¢l P’ B B eibovieg (N/A iBoveeg)
N/A AP ¥ Maj bo; Cl (Aug) N/A C 323. 630. 945. 1739 al
latt sy sa; Irlat
UBs! K 049 056 0142 33 81 88 uBst 048"? 330* 451 945 I
104 181 326 33¢° 436 614 a0 CERATR 8L o gp Bl
629 1241 1505 1877 2127 cop™ arm eth Polycarp
2412 2492 2495 Byz Lect Irenaeus™
cop° Clement Euthalius
Augustine Cyril Ps-0ecumenius
Theophylact
-8 L al lon?e plu cat T-8 (1bovieg) 7. 27. 29. 66**
cop Clem“ Cyrnm 76. 8@** llect jscr ot al Eauc s s',yr“tr
Euthal®™ arm aeth™ polycl 1t 48 3
~ 12
dpdvreg] P'° opectes
P4 B
ayadlibsde] R ayarliasto

B ayaliiase




1.9

1.10

1.11

1api]

avexdodirg]

KB

debobaspuévy]
tpov]

N/A A C P ¥ 048 Maj
latt sy

T-8 K L al fere omn

oi]
epevvavieg ]
Kapov]

® B

ebfihov 6]

npoliaptupdiievov]

R B

tadta]

boEag ]
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MS1 yapal
P yapa

p't aveyAudnio

MS1 ObeboEpevn

P2 B - iudv

N/A 1 pc sa; Cl Hier Aug

T-8  45. Clem® orpitt 3% ppplii2
T I

Py

P? R B EPUBVOTES

P72 Kepov

MS1 P2 R B* ibnhobto

N/A L ¥ 049. 33. 69. 1243.
1852. 2464. al sy (sine
acc. PP R A B* C K P 048)

B - Xpiaton
P72 RPOUAPTVPOVEVOY

N/A A P @49. 1 al; Cyr

Clark 223 1799

P72 TAVTOG

"MS1 bo&ng




1.12  fwiv]

1.14

N/A  945. 1241. al vg® (sy?);
Hier

T-8 K al plu syr™ cop arm
c:Yrglaph 164 etnest 142
Thphyl Oec

pag]

avnyyehn)

R

N/A C P Maj (s7)

UBS! K 049 056 0142 81 88 104
181 326 330 451 614 629
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MS1 opiv
R B

T-8 ACL P al¥ cat vg
syrp aeth“tr [Note: N/A shows

syr? for fipiv]
Clark 223 1022 2412 2423**
p' bpew
l"72 TN

MS1 annyyéin

Clark 1022 2423

V-5 783 5254; 1¢ §299, 258

l=‘72 B - ev
N/A A ¥ 33. 623*. 1852. 2464.
pc lat
UBs! 436 Didymus Cyril

630 945 1241 1505 1739 1877

1881 2127 2412 2492 2495

Byz Lect Vigilius Ps-Oecumenius

Theophylact

UBS® omits 2495

T-8 L al pler cat cop Vig
geaynpasiiopevor ]

®

Taig |

varia 751

T-8 13. 73. 133. vg Did"! b
cyeet 142

n

P svvaynuanlopevor

B gvaynunlopeva

p't e
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B’ P72 - gV T
1.15 xdhédavial MS1 xedéoal
1.16 Sot] ® 8o

yeypuntai] + B ou

yeveate] MS1 vyeveaBan

N/A K P @49. 1. 322. 323. )

945. 1241. 1739. al P2 R B esesae
N/A A C ¥ 33. 81. 614. 630.
15@5. 2495 al s vg; Cl Cyr
T-8 plu T-8 5. 13. 36. 37. 65. 66**, 69.
133, 137. 2 & cat syr?
aeth Clem?®:
Clark 1799 2412

ém] P2 Brom

B N/A ® 81 pg; Cl

T-8 ACKL P al pler ca T-8  26. 40. Clem™:

Thphyl Oec :
®B - euu’

1.17 émxakeicﬁei P xexheste (N/A shows P with xaAeige)

B B ezwaleidal

aRpoSAROANT0G ] ! B anposonoLnURIas

oife]  + P ovv
118  ¢8aproic] Pt gaprotg

B R* ¢0aptov

Bataiog ] pt poteog
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1.20 TPOEYVOGUEVOD] MS1 poeyvocpévon

P72 TPOEYVOGGIEVOD

7po] MS1 émo

vV-§ Ia2 175
tayfmov tiw ypovov) R* egyatov Tov Ypovov
N/A P Maj latt sy’ B esypatov tov ypovev

[N/A txt taydmov 1OV Ypovav ® A

C 33. 81. 323. 614. 945, 1241.
1739. 2495 al sy co]

Clark 876 2412
12

P - OV
1.21 matedoveag] B migtoung
lca‘tz] + P 11\Y
N/A 1243.
1.22 P’ R B - ha Mvedpatog
N/A P Maj 1™ vg®;Prisc Spec N/A A C y 33. 81. 323. 945,
1241. 1739. al vg sy co
UBS: K 249 956 0142 88 104 181 uBs! 436 629 945 1241 1739
326 330 451 614 630 1505 1881 2492 syt
1877 2127 2412 2495 Byz Lect cop®™P clement

it:1 arm Priscillian Vigilius
Gildas Ps-Oecumenius Theophylact

UBS' adds vid after it! (it'%d)

B - xoabapog
- 12
extevix] + P ¢
1.23 Gvayeyevvnpévot ] MS1 &vayeyevlnuéuot

E’72 - B¥




onopas]

1

N/A P Maj 1 vg™ syP; Prisc

1.24 Bious]

Gvéponov ]

N/A P y Maj; Aug®

N/A C P Maj 1™ ¢ vg! co

tkeneae]

1.25 denu]

ebayyeliafev elg dpag]
PY w B
2.1 gévta]

tmoxpiaeig ]

$86voug ]

2.2 abknedee] +
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R ¢8opag
P® B - EIC TOV OlOvVo

N/A A C ¥ 33. 81. 323. 945.
1241. 1505. 1739. 2495. al vg®™
syh co; Hier

P.’2 (1311

P.’2 R B aving

N/A A C 33. 81. 614. 945.
1241. 1739. 2495. al lat sy bo
Clark 1799 2412

P.’2 - jopTov

P.’2 R B - avtov

N/A A y 33. 81
al vg® sy

1505, 2495.

Clark 876 1799

MS1 B éEéseaev

Clark 1022*

P.’2 i B eotv

Clark 1022

n

P'“  eig vpag evayyeleisfev

N/A 1 vg"™®

P.’2 ROV

B wuroxpicty
B ¢ovong

P.’2 el GaTnpLav
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Clark 223 876 1799 2401 2412 2423

R B ey gvinpiay

N/A Maj N/A° A CKUP ¥ 33. 69. 81.

323. 614. 630. 945. 1241. 15@5.
1739. 2495. al latt sy co; Cl

einep] P R* &1

N/A R C P ¥ Maj 1 vg™; N/A A C pc t vg®™ co?; Cl
Cyr

UBS' K 049 056 0142 (33 eionep) uBs! B ith" (gyr? cophtd?
81 88 104 181 326 330 436 Clement

451 614 629 630 945 1241
1505 1739 1877 1881 2127

2412 2492 2495 Byz Lect
itar,c,del,p,(z) vg syﬁ Cyril

Ps~-Oecumenius Theophylact

tyedoache] pl gyevoacfol exeicTensate

7oM6%6 ] Ms1 P Xpiot6¢

BB

N/A A C ¥ Maj sy N/A K L 049. 33. 69. 614. 1241.

1243. 1852. 2298. 2464. al

T-8 K L a¥® clem!® T-8 sed L 13. 31. al’®f
[Note: K L are given

as evidence for both

readings.]
anobeboxipacpevov] MS1 Beboxipasuevov
Clark 2401
BB p' anobeboxeipasyevov
owcobopeicte ] ® enowoboperaBon

Rveojaticdg] + P’ R B 14
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N/A P Maj vg; Cl N/A A C ¥ 33. 81. 323. 945.
1241, 1739. al 1 s vg™ sy'; Hil
Ambr Aug

Gvevéyka ] Pt avevexxa

] - mvespatixog

plt - gvcrag
R* B - %0
2.6  bib xai] Ms1 P'* R B i &
T-8 cum minusc ut vdtr pauc T~-8 ACKULZPhal fere80 cat
Oec vg cop syrp arm aethlltr Thphyl
Clark 223 876 19022 1799 2401 2412
2423
P2 ® B -
N/A P Maj N/A ®BABY 33 pc
écpoyoviaiov éxieEtov] MS1 dxpoyoviaiov éxAextov
® pl GKPOYOVELEOV EYAEKTOV

B exAexiov GKpoOYOVIGIOV

avtp) ®* avtov

Clark 2401 2423

2.7 duv] PL o petv
B ®B* quwv
Gnergovo ] . MS1 dre@oSory

N/A A P Maj syP

T-8 K L al pler cat Thphyl Oec

1?12 GREIGTODELL
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1?74 B B amgtoveiv

N/A C ¥ 81. 630. 945. 1241. 1739.
2495. al sy! co

T-8 {arictovaiv) 68. 69. a*t

Clark 1799 [-v]

Aigov] P’ B Aer@og

B " Clark 876

N/A C!P W Maj 1 N/A (AiBoc) B A C* 630. 1505.

vg"® sa 2495. al lat bo?

2.8 - mpocxoupatog] MS1 npoGxoupato

®B 1?72 RPOCKOUGTOG

Betpa) R metpav

B

REPOGKORTOVG1 ] MS1 B spocudmtovaiv

anertotveeg] B anigiovvieg
2.9  exhextov] pL eyhextov

®B

Aadg ] Ms1 Aa®

Gpesi | R oapetx

B

72
P“ - avtov

N/A  bo®

2.10  mapoixone] P napokovg
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2.11 anéyecdai] MS1 dnéyeqd
®B P.’2 areypeale
N/A ¥ 045 Maj lat sa N/A° A C L P 33. 81. 623. 1241.
1243. 1852, 1881. al vg™® sy'?
bo?; Cyp
T-8 K plu ut™ cat vg clem™® -8 al® syr™ cop aeth™ pidtid!
Dam’!! Thphyl Oec Cyr#ia 15 cypll ¥ zeno Leo
Clark 2401
2.12 h,lﬁv} ev toig Egveaqiv MS1 p‘mﬁv] txovies xodnfv év toi¢ éGveav
[Exovug koAqv]
8 (vpv)
- _ k] rsch
T-8 A C 13 al sat mu vg T-8 KL P al sY cop Oec

clem® Thphy

Clark 223 876 1022 2401 2423
2

P [mmv] eV toig edvediv xaAnv ejoveeg
B wov ev toig efvediv xalnv
tRORTEDSAVIE] P? R B enentenbvteg
Sokdsno ] MS1 BoEaoaaiv] (P"2 + DYPOV)
®* BoBagovip . . . . . . emvld
2.13  tmotaynte] MS1 dgotayntal
Clark 1799
PR B - ovv
N/A P Maj vg® sy' N/A A C ¥ 33. 69. 81 pc lat
sy? co
Clark 2401
avlpoxrivy] pl avepaRetv




2.14

N/A C P 049°. 323. 614. 630.

945. 1241. 1505. :.-1‘739'
2495. al sy® ; or®

r-8 c™ a1 plu™ cat syd
¢.* Dam 358 Thphyl Oec

gxaivov]

®B

2.15 ¢wpoiv]

ayvogiav]
RB

2.16 Sovhot 8205 ]

N/A A P Maj lat; Cl

217 wuphoate]
®B
Gyoantie]
#B

T-8 A C P etc

145

® - avépomivy

MS1 P R B - pév

P'IZ

T-8 AKLh alm vg m% sy;:"ich
et ™ cop arm Ant

Clark 1022 2423

EREVOV
MS1 énpoiwv
Clark 876
P.’2 gepoty
B égdeyiony
I-"-’2 oyvolaV

P-’2 R B @eov Sovhot

MS1

MS1

N/A  C K ¥ 69. 81, 323, 945
1241. 1739 al vg®

tupigase

Gyanhcate
N/A K L 049*. 69. 2464 Maj

T-8 K L h 31. 40. 6** a¥?

Clark 10622** 2401 2423
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tov] + P.’2 be
N/A Spec
2.18 tmotmeadpevor &v mavili $ofo] ® ev mavtr ¢oflec vrotaoaopevol
Beanbdraig] MS1 beonox
bexmérang] + 8 opov
B
P.’2 - tmz
N/A 69, 8l. 614. 2464 pc
2.19 Towto] MS1 <od
cuveibnaiv] + plt oyadny
®B
N/A A° P 049 Maj lat co N/A  (A* 33 8eov ayalnv). 81
2.20 P - kel
N/A 1241
xoAadilopevor ] P xohalopevor
®B
N/A A C Maj vg co N/A Rz P ¥ 322. 323. 630. 945.
1241. 1739, 2138. 2298 al sy’
(it; Ambr)
Clark 1799
'hsoueveftell pt DRONEVETE
8B
N/A A C P 049 Maj lat N/A Rz ¥ 69. 323. 614. 945. 1241.

1505. 1739. 2495. al




2.21

mopevel vt ]
BB

N/A P! A C P @49 Maj

lat (C illeg., L 323.

1241 h. t.)

tout0 ]+

yop] +

fipdv fpiv]

N/A 614. 1243. 1505. 2495.

al r syp bo; Aug

uBs?
cop® Augustine
John-Damascus

T-8 2. 4. 18. 45. 47. 69. 93.
99, 105. 137. d*T al ali
sericx: cop Damnest 561 Aug

629 1505 2412 2495 syr?

ioh 21

147

Clark 876 1799 2412

P.’2 DROMEVETE

N/A ¥ 69. 945. 1739. 1881. 2298.
pCc

MS1 yap
Clark 2412

v-g i M T bo pat mit, 2, 2526
789 172, M7, 72 364 470

P.’2 Kot

N/A  323. 630. 945. 1241. 1505.
1739, 2495 al

Clark 2401

R oameboavev

P.’2 REPEL

N/A  (mep1) A
n
PR B opov spiy

N/A A C ¥ 69. 81. 945. 1241.
1739 al lat syh gat?

UBSZ 2127 1‘.'at,c,clel,diw,z vg“ syrh
cop®® arm eth Ambrose John-
Damascus Ps-0Oecumenius

P-8 31. ¢®T K% al sat mu'l am
fu*”T demid tol harl sah syr?
arm aei:hm"t Damf™® gec Amb



uBs® it! [Note:
from UBS!]

tmolipnavev]

2.22 tmoingev]
2.23 LowBopobuevog]
BB

fineide ]

This is a

148
MS1 fpdv dpiv
N/A P Maj vg"1 sa“; Tert

UBS2 K P 049 056 0142 33 88 104
181 326 330 436 451 630

1881 Byz Lect ith¢ vg®
cop T Tertullian Cyprian

Theophylact

T-8 K L P 13. al fere® cat vg™t
fu* Tertfost 12 Cypm' 259 (al
ap Sab) Thyphl [Note: T-8
has these witnesses following
a second vpov vpwv. This fact
plus the comparison of
witnesses with UBS2 suggests
an error in T-8, i.e. that
those witnessses really
support fvev sviv instead of

opev o, ]
Clark 876 1799 2461 2423
MS1 érolipnavev
Clark 876
l='72 CROGEIPRAVOVY

MS1 ¢émoing

MS1 Aoiwbapovpevog

MS1 #meilq

Clark 2412

1

P nmnier

® amier

p”—s:
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N/A  049*. 614 sa® bo®

2.24 Hpédv] P2 B wpov
PR
A P! Ac P wos N/A  pc
Maj latt sy co
1?14 - gv
P.’2 B - amooz
_*
P 049 Maj N/a PMT et A ¢k w 33, 81.
323. 614. 630. 1241. 1739. 2495
lat(t)
Clark 876 1799 2412
2.25 B - nte yap
shavapeva] B mlavopevos

B (not -vou as N/A records)

1

3.1 ai] P g
#* B - aa
N/A ® CP ¥ 093 N/A P! A 81 pc
Maj vgst

T-8 K L al omn'™ cat Thphyl
Qec

imotasadpeva ] MS1 ©%0 tacadpevon
P.’2 DROTUGTONEVE

MS1 B - xai

P n
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N/A A P ¥ Maj vg; Cl N/A  614. 630. al r z vg™® sy!
co; Spec
T-8 C K L al all plu cat T-8 57. 69. 164. arm cop

ps-ath!? 8 pyig
Clark 1799 2412

kepbndfsovear] MSi R B xepbybfigovean

Clark 223 1022** 2401 2412

¢nontevoavies] Pl j» ERORTEDOVEE]
B
NJA ®°ACPVY Maj N/A 945. 1241. 1243. 1739.

1881. 22%8. al

Clark 1799
Pt - pryev
®B
N/A APMajlr N/A C ¥ 1852 pc sa; Cl
vg'" 8y bo
xoapeg] MS1 «xoéopot
RB
R* - @
a486pte] P 4oapre
®B
R* - xon
RPOEDE KOl figoyiov] B noovyiov Kol EPUERd
¢vémiov) MS1 ¢vémi\

MS1 -~to®




3.5

3.6

obto)

yovaixe¢ al éizilovel

tov Bedv éxoéapowv]
B
éxi tov Beov]

N/A 2464 pc

T-8 69 a*T T a] plu cat Oec

micovae]

tmtfixovoe w6 'ABpaog]

tyevigne]

151

Clark 2423*

v-s 3% §156, B180f, 205, B254f ¢l 353;

°
?

P74 R B ovtag

Clark 876 2412

B yovaices exocpovy eaviag ot eAmifoveo
ERt 0V 8eov

MS1 B -~ gov

N/A P Maj

T-8 A C K L al fere pam’
Thpyhl

972 P74 B eic Geov

N/A A C ¥ 33. 81. 945. 1241.
1739. 2495. al

T-8 13. 15. 27. 36. 69. 104. a*f
T G5 cat pamtt® Thphyl

Clark 876 1799 2412
MS1 P72 Ygbcovdey

P e APpaa) vrexovdev

B onrnxovev t@ ABpaal
Ms1 Pt tyevvidye
Clark 223 876 1022 1799 2412

V-S ?
743 64, 06, 10, Rsd, 97, Ees

M8, ME_ qal 264f a2 MS3H, 175, M59,

gt

?
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ol §602f, 398 el 11GE
162 364, 0299, WE, g1 e BTG

?

¢oPodpevan ] MS1 éofod

R B Pl goPovpeve

zTonGIv] MS1* giésiv (corrected to =wtonswv)
BB N/A =mteawv P 33 pc

T-8 szegiv P 13. 18. 49.

B - ot
govolKoweg ] ®R* covojiAovvieg
B
R* - xatac yoveciv
yvéaiv] MS1 yvaés
anovépovieg Tpfv] plt PNV EROVEROVIES
guykAnpovopot ] R* goyxdnpovopong ROWIANG
1”72 soyxAnpovopolg (B* sov . . . instead of
av . . o)
N/A A C P ¥ Maj; Hier N/a  PY w? 33 69. 323. 1241
1739. al vg; Aug
uBs? k 049 056 0142 81 88 104 uBs? B° 1881 2492 jibCdm LT etz
181 326 330 436 451 614 vg sy (cop”™) arm eth
629 630 945 1505 1877 Ambrose Augustine
2412 ﬁgss Byz Lect syrh Cassiodorus Ps-0Oecumenius
cop®®™ Jerome Theophylact

UBS3 Ambrose has been placed in
parenthesis (Ambrose)

GUYKANPOVOROL ROUCIATG

Clark 876 2412
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tofic] + P-’2 gavior (amevioy N/A sypp)

txxontesdon ] MS1 éyxodmtiaban

P-8 C! K L al sat mu cat'™
et*® Thphyl

Pn gkxontecle
Bm- eyxonteada
8 eveomtegfal

3.8 $raogpoveg] P2 R B tarewodpoves

N/A A C ¥ 33. 81. 323. 614.
630. 1241. 1739. al latt sy co

(2495 h.t.)

N/A P 049 Maj

Clark 876 1799 2401 2423**

3.9 Alowboping] piL Avboprag
MS1 - totvaveiov b¢ edhoyodvieg, eibdteg
de elg tobto ExAn@nte
PPrRB - giboteg
N/A P Maj sy® ¥ N/a P A c Kk w33 81. 323
945. 1241. 15@5. 1739. 2495. al
latt sy co
ebhoyiav xAnpovopnafre] MS1 evAoyeiav xAnpovopfiseite

pit evhoyeiav KAnpovopncnte

3.10 gavamo E‘72 ROVEUTHo

®B

tilv yAéagcav] plt N yiecav
BB

P72 B - amonl
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R
N/A P Maj lat sy N/a P A C w 33, 81. 323. 945.
1241. 1739. al vg®
kol geidn] R wandn
P.’2 RB - amouz
N/A P Maj lat sy’ N/A A C K ¥ 33. 81. 323. 614.
630. 945. 1241. 15@5. 1739. 2495
al vg® sy!
Clark 876 1799 2412
Aadfoa ] P’ Addew
3.11  éxxdivare] + PL B Be
R
N/A c™ p w Maj vg™® N/A A C* 69. 81. 614. 630.
sy? co 1505. 2495 al lat sy!
Clark 876 1799 2412
3.12 MS1 P2 R B - ol
T-8 Czalsat mu cat Oec T-8 AC*KLPhal
plus® arm Thphyl
Clark 223 876 1799 2401 2412 2423
3.13  ¢av] B e
pipntail PR B {yieta

N/A K L P 69 Maj vg®

Clark 876 1799 2412

yevnade] pl (8*) yevesle

N/A & A C P Maj lat N/A pc
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B yevoidage

MS1 Buwogdvay

3.14 bixatogdvnv]

P Buceosvvyy
poaxdpiot] + R eota
P B - pnbe tapaylnte
]
N/A A C P ¥ Maj lat sy N/A L; Hier
3.15 @eov] Pl R B Xpigtov
N/A P Maj N/A A C ¥ 33. 614. 630. 945.
1739. al latt sy co; Cl
UBS! K @49 @56 0142 81 838 104 uBs? 326% 1881 2412 iil/Cdendivpt.e
181 326" 330 436 451 1241 vg syr®? cop™® arm Clement
1505 1877 2127 2492 2495
Byz Lect Ps-Oecumenius
Theophylact
uBs® L
Clark 1799 2412
li’72 B - 6:2
N/A P ¥ Maj; Cl N/A A C 33. 81. 323. 614. 630.
1241. 1739. 2495 al latt s co
Clark 1799 2412
3.15, 16 tAnibog] + PP RB ala
N/A P 049 Maj syp; Spec N/A A C ¥ 33. 81. 323. 614.
630. 1241. 1739. 2495. al lat
sy" co
Clark 876 1799 2412
MS1 smpabinto

d.16 spaitntog]
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retehaldoiv] MS1 8 xotaladodaiv
N/A L pm N/A A C P Maj it vg"™ sy bo;
Beda
UBS? @56 @142 88 104 181 UBS! K @49 33 81 330 451 629 945
326 436 1877 2127 Byz 11 2492 Lect itled div(m)
T-8 al pler cat tol harl cop T-8 K alzs
syr¥ aeth Thphyl Oec
Begl?!
Clark 223

P.’2 B wazadodeiche

N/A ¥ 614. 630. 1241. 1739.
2495. al {vg) sa; Cl (Spec)

UBS' 1505 1881 2412 2495 (sy:l.j)

cop®

7-8 69, 137. a¥f c*T gyr? Wt ot
Clement:5

Clark 876 1799 2412

Pt B - Wav o¢ KuKoRoIeY

®
N/A A C P Maj it vg™® sy N/A ¥ 614. 630. 1241. 1739. 2495.
bo; Beda al {(vg) sa; Cl (Spec)
UBS! K P @49 33 81 330 ups® 1505 1881 2412 2495 (syrh)
451 629 945 2492 Lﬁct cop® Clement
s syrp.h !1? ol
eth Bede Ps-0Oecumenius
Theophvlact
Clark 876 1799 2412
ratuigyovidaiv] plt eayvviocsiy (N/A amoyxovieaiv?)

1y

ayaldfy év Xprotd) P'“ ev Xpisto ayadnv



B

N/A R! A P ¥ Maj lat

3.17 8é&ket]

T-8 cum minusc vix mu

3.18 xai]

B
wepi] +

papridv] +
B

N/A P Maj

UBS2 K 0495 056 @142 181 326*
33@ 451 1877 2127

Byz Lect vg™ cop®
Cyprian Cyril
Ps-0Oecumenius
Theophylact

trade]

157

N/R K L 323. 614. (6308). 945.

1241. 1505. 1739. 2495, al vg™
Clark 876 17992 2412 2423
B ayabnv eig Xpigtov

MS1 PP R B e&dor

T8 ACKLFPh al cat
ClemS Thphyl Oec

Clark 223 1822 1799 2401 2412 2423
P ¢
B - ko

® zev

l=’.'2 DRED DOV

N/A A 1241. 2495 al

uBs? 1505
uBs® 206 429 441 1241 1505 2495
arm [Note: The apparatus for

thig variation unit has
been thoroughly redone.]

Clark 1799
R omep npev
Clark 876 2423

MS1T B Exafev
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N/A P Maj 81 pc

UBS! K 049 056 0142 104 181 326
330 451 1877 2127 2492 Byz
lect Augustine Ps-
Oecumenius Theophylact™®

T-8 L al pler cat AugP ¥
Thphylm Oec

P’ 2 R arebovev

N/a A c™ 1 w 33 614. 630.
945. 1241. 1739. (2495) al sy
bo ([Note: T-8 and N/A
differ concerning "L".]

]

uBs! w 88 326" 436 629 1505 1739
1181 2412 2495 1 1pin.c.der,div,p,z
vg syr.l"h cop"a'W arm eth

Cyprian Didymus Augustine

Cyril Severus Theophylactm'

T-8 5. 7. 11. 13. 27. 29. 68. 69.
73. 137, 1t BT RECT o

syrm'r cop arm aeth Didmz";'6

et,_2,7,2 cyractS'l Sevcat n
Thphylm' cypzss Augeplss

Clark -v 876 1799 2412
1

fpég] MS1 P“ B Opég

N/A ®W A C K L 33. 81, 614. N/A P ¥ Maj z va®™® sy
630. 945. 1739. al vg
sy™; cyp Cyr

UBS2 256 9142 88 104 436 629 UBS2 049 181 326 330 451 1241
1881 2127 2412 Byz* Lect 1505 1877 2492 2495 Byz'* 1°
120/, de, 80Dt o g AT it? syr®! arm
cop"'b" Clement Cyprian Peter-

Alexandria Didymus Cyril
Ps-Cecumenius Theophylact

T-8 al longe plu cat vg cop T-8 3. 31. 33. 69. 95, 1l¢t T
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sy ¥ cgpzss Petriit al¥ser syrm et 1 orm
Did" 2 oy ™S phpnyl [Note: N/A also shows 33 with
Oec fag. ]
R - npag
B - to 8eo
Pt - pev
®B
N/A A° C P Maj vo'l N/A A+ gyt
8y €O
T-8 Petr Didm Aths'm T-8 Epiph“' 448, 1826 et2,49. 97
cyract
8¢ 9] MSL®RB -
N/A 8174
T-8 cum minusc vix T-8 ACKLPhal lon?e plu
Epiph 448, 1026 cat arm Or" 13 tr" 35
Didt'ri 2,1,2 Aths'm Epiph“
etz, 4. 97 cyract 5 etqlaph kLY
Clark 223 876 1799 2401 2423
P e ev
N/A oritt
3.19  gvhexciy] MS1 ¢vhaxi
REveigast | Pt RVEDPAT
B rmvespjagiv
Clark 1622
3.20 dxerdfigact] MS1 P R B anefioaciy

Gimof tEebeyeto] MS1 &maf ébéyeso



T-8 sine cod ut vdtr

1]

ifiotod]

dAiye ]
N/A C P ¥ Maj vg® shl
T-8 K L al pler cat syrp

Cyrqlaphis Damz' 386
Thphyl Oec

T0DTeGTIV]

BB

321 @]

N/A 2417. 630 al

160
N/A K 69"l a1

T-8 2. 29. 31. 33. 47. 59. all ar?

Pr B oanekebeyeto

- 80
T-8 31_-2? Sh. f,lﬁ cal fere™ cat

Clark 223 876 1022 1799 2401 2412
2423

8’ v

MS1 wifec
Pl tnfoton
Pl B oAiyol
N/A A 049 pc lat

T-8 3. 5. 8, 17. 73. 95* vg Or
etitt 1, 8. 3, 2’ o 12, 15

ep 165. 164

Aug
P"2 T00%T0 EATIV
Pn - OKE®
MS1 B &

uBs! RACKEP ¥ 049 056

9142 33 81 88 104 181 326 330
451 614 945 1241 1505 1739
1877 1881 2127 2412 2492 2495
Byz Lect itiI/&@BdnR2 oo
(sy??®) arm Cyprian Origen!®
Didymus Augustine Cyril
John~Damascus Ps-Oecumenius
Theophylact



3.22

4.1

UBS® 69 206 216 241

T-8 cum minuxc ut'd

(ut 104. b:;cr a14scr)

Kol wpde dveitozov
viv goler Barniopa]

®B

T-8 A C L P aliﬁttsgn
Cyr &lﬂl Dam
Aug

N/A {fpéc} C L 614. 630.

1241. 2495* al vg® Maj

]

B

RuBOVIOE VREp fpév]

N/A ® A P Maj sy’ bo;

mu

Bl

161

T™-8 L h al feress cat vg arm
Didm 2,14 Cyrglaph 36 otttt 18
Thphly Osc orilt ! 8 oy li2. 19

Clark 876 1022 1799 2401 2423

P.’2 R* - @

N/A pc sa

UBS! 436 eth

uBs® 255

T-8 73. aeth

MS1 Gvsitomov vov wai fpag goler Bantegpa

50

T-8 K al fere™ cat Oec

Clark 223 1022 2423

P’ R B DRGG
N/A A P ¥ 649. 69. 81. 945,
1739. 2495° al vg sy’
P72 ov
BB - 100

R* oxofavoviog vRep MUV

Plp - vRep Hudv

N/A C ¥ 323. 1739 pc sa?; Nic



4.2

4.3

Cyr Did Augpt
UBS! K 056 0142 33 81 88
104 181 326 436 614
1241 1877 2127 2412
2492 Byz Lect syr’
arm eth Athanasius
Basil Didymus

162

uBs! 049* 330 451 1739 1881

n:ar,(:,del,div,p,.". vg cop’a
Athanasius®™ Ambrose Niceta
Augustine Theodoret
Fulgentius John-Damascus
Ps-Oecumenius®®™®

Ps-Athanasius Epiphanius

Jerome Augustine Cyril

Theodoret
UBS3 Augustinept
onlicuade]

BB

N/A K P 69 Maj z vg'™
opaptiag]

o

a8pémav]

Beod]

Bidoan]

1pdvov]

npiv]

N/A C KL P 049. 69. 623°
2298 pm; Hier

UBs! @56 @142 181 326 1877

MS1 drhcapevorl

P72 RB - egv
Clark 1799 2412 2423

B apaptiong
N/A ®
#* avBpoxov
R aviporov
P! sesm
MS1 gpdv\
R*  opwv
Clark 223 2412
5’72 B - guw

N/A ¥ A w 81, 323. 614. 945.

1241. 1505. 1739. 2495 al latt
sy sa; Cl (33 ileq.)

UBS! 436 629* 1881 2412 2495
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2492 _ngpt _1_141 Jerome itar,c,del,div,p,z vy syrp'h cop“?
Ps-Oecumenius arm Clement Augustine
UBs® copf?
Clark 876 2412
wapedniodéx ] p mapednivfove
%pivog] MS1 zypovo
P'®B - to0 fiow
N/A P 049 Maj N/A A C ¥ 33. 81. 323. 614.
63@. 1241. 1739. 2495 al lat(t)
8y co
Clark 1799 2412
sednpa] p' BovAnpa
N/A P Maj N/A R A B C ¥ 81. 323. 630. 945.
1241. 1739 al; Cl
Clark 1799
xatepyaoaadoe | P2 B xaspyusdan
Katepyasdot
Clark 1799 2412
BEROPEUVILEVOuS ] R ropevojevong
B Clark 876
olvodloyiang] p' 0tVoHpUKEI NG
B owvodlvyiong
gmdto14 ] MSs1 16*01;
4.4 B - o‘

avigvov] + B* xen
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4.5 Gmobésovar] Ms1 P! anobasovety
Clark 2401*
P - ALoyov

N/A WABCPY

latt sy co
®* - ov agobagovsr Aoyov
etoipeg] pit eToIe
1?72 B - epovel
®
N/A A C2 P Maj | N/A 945. 1241, 1739. 1881. pc co?
upiven | B xpewovel
4.6 upiBdm] MS1 xpigédaiv
®B
T-8 L - T-8 P
Léan] MS1 (aauw,
®B
T-8 L T-8 P
P Loae:
4.7  fyywe] MS1 P* R B fiyyucev
Clark 1022
viyase] MS1 viyase
8B

PnRB - 70

N/A P @49 Maj N/A A ¥ 33. 81. 323. 614. 630.




T-8 KL P al pler
cat Thph Oec

Rpogevyi) +

BB
4.8

N/A P Maj t vgel syh satlt
bo; Spec

tavtoig ]

éxovieg]

T-8 cum minusc permu Cyr"“riﬂ 676
Ant:ioch1180 Thphyl

Kadoyel]

4.9  yoyyvopdv]

N/A P 049 Maj vg®

4.10  #\ofe]

ROIKIANG ]

165

1241. 1739, 2495. al

T-8 5. 29. 69. 137. M gpf %r

cyrtrin 676

Clark 876 1799 2412

MS1 opév

PP BB - 5e

N/A A™M ¥ 33 pe lat sa®

l"72 aAVTOVE

N/A 623. 2464 pc
MS1 éyov
MS1 P2 R B - 4

T-8 B®ABKLP al plu cat

Clem™ :9 Clgerslxﬁ' 613 it:em‘63
Chr* U3 at” Qec

B xalemter

Clark 876 1799 2401 2412 2423
P! yoyvlpon
BB yoryvopon

N/A A ¥ 33. 81. 323. 614. 630.
1241. 1739. 2495, al lat sy

Clark 1799 2412 2423

MS1 PP R B #haPev

MS1 mownloig
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®B
piL ROIKEIANG
4.11  f#¢l MS1 ég
®B
N/A A (¥) 33. 323. N/A P Maj

945. 1241. 1739. al lat
T-8 plu vg T-8 K L h al plus®
Clark 223 1022
iva] P e

Rt | MS1 B =maoswv

Clark 1799 2412

boEilntan ] R SoBalnze
B
'y P o
PP - 4
PL - %
Pn - GV aIavov
BB N/A 69. 614. 630. 945. 1505. 1739.

2495 al r vg™ (sy?) sa¥® pbo't

Clark 1799 2412

4.12 Eevileode] , MS1 EevileaBat
R B
. 12
Eevileale] + P gxel

N/A pc




i AR oo e s

covBaivoviog ]
4.13 mabfpas)

4.13, 14

4.14 obveibileste]

Kai] +

Gvagabeto |

R* B

N/A P Maj lat; Tert Cl

uBs? os6 0142 436 629*Vid 1739

it den, div, (qiq) rp?h9
copb° arm eth Tertul.l.lan
Origen

Katd pev])

N/A P ¥ Majr t Z vg
8 sa (bo }: Cvp

167
Clark 2423~

MS1 ouviaivoveo

Ms1 P2 B madfigadiy

MS1 - avtod yapiite dyadlidpevor. Ei{
ovelbileaBe tv dvépan Xapisto9,
Boaxépior én 0 tijg Sokng

R ovvhileadaco

R - ev

B ¢ Svvapeag avtov xoan

Pn ERUVURERGVTE

N/A ®
Ms1 Kal T pév
PPR B - xata pev abdtode PAacénueiton, watd

8¢ tpdg Bobalervan

N/A A 049. 33. 81. 323. 614.

630. 945. 1241. 1739. al vg sy’

bo; Tert

UBS! K 104 181 326™ 330 451 uBs! ese 0142 436 6291 'l 4439
629° (1877 Wac) 2127 Byz i jecoden div,(glg) el o 0Th?
iAOR AL G W o b vtk cop® arm eth Tertullian
cop 82, (bogs*) Cyprian Ps- Origen
Oecumenius Theophylact

uBs! 1

T-8 L al longe plu am harl tol T-8 3. 4% 13. 17. 27. 29. 65. 66**
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sah syr’ c.* cyp™ ¥ Thphyl 68. 69. 73. 76. 101, 137. a¥T
Qec ast vy syrwh et et cop arm
aethm art Ephrm Tertqnost 12

Clark 1799 2412

4.15 ‘hl] + Pt ¢

#B

N/A AKL P ¥ 33. 81. N/A Maj bo
323. 614. 630. 1241.
1739, 2495. al latt
syr sa

xhéming ] MS1 «xlésrnig

B’

]+ P’ e

RB

N/A AKL P ¥ 33. 81.

323. 614. 630. 1241.

1739. 2495. al latt

sy::Jl sa
adAotproeniononog ] pie cALOTPION EREIGLOROG
B B ollotpienicronrog
N/A P Maj
4.16 Pr - e
Hpraniavég) 8 Xpuetnavog
aigyovéade] MS1 aleyvvaicte
®B P.’2 egyovedfe
pépet] PirB ovopatt

N/A P 049 Maj

N/A A ¥ 33. 81. 323. 614.



4.17
P B
N/A P ¥ Maj

T-8 K L al pler Basl' ¥

Antloch i

tpEaada ]

ah)
fuév]

@] +

a.18 o] +

62] +

Goefng xai dpaptodég)

N/A B! P ¥ Maj vg sa

(N/A shows P’ with both
readings. E‘.’2 has the reading

given in this collation.)

xaiz] +
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1241. 1739. 2495 al latt sy co
Clark 876 2412

MS1 R -6

N/A A 33. 81. 1852 al

T-8 104, T KT 4T

Clark 2401

MS1 Gpyece

B agro

R syeov
8 Adoyo
P7 2 pev

N/A h vg8

Clark 2412

& apaptorog xol adgefing

N/A 945 pc hr t w bo

Clark 1799

R

Clark 2423
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4.19 PPRB -
sopusiféalogay 6] MS1 =sapanifesiecavial
tavtav] MS1 P w avTdv

N/A . 69. 945. 1241.
(1852). 1739 al

T-8 cum minusc mu T-8 AKLP h al fere® cat
Thphyl Oec
Clark 223 876 1022 1799 2481 2412
2423
B - exutov
Gyadonorig] L ayadonoLeimig
B
N/A A ¥ 33. 81. 323. 945. 1241.
1739. al lat
5.1 so0ig] P2 B owv
N/A P ¥ Maj N/AR R 614. 630 pc; Hier
Clark 1799 2412
# ovv <o
N/R 623. 2464. pc h vg
Clark 876
Xpetod] p'L 8eov
RB
Pt - 11’3
axoxalonteadon ) P! amoxalvmteate 1113

® B
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5.2 Wiv goipviov] B*  spviov
Roijviov] pt ROBVIOV
# B - emiGromovVIE]
txoveiag] + PP R xata 8eov
B
N/A Mai N/A .‘2 A P ¥ 33. 69. 81. 945,
1241. 1739 al lat sy!? bo
uBs! syd K 049 056 UBs! 104 181 326Y 436 614 630
@142 88 326m' 330 451 1505 1881 2412 2495
629 1877 2127 2492 By jelar) e den, divh, (8),p,0,6,2, o
Lect [N/A lists syr'® syr! cop™® arm eth
as supporting the inclu- Antiochus (John-Damascus)
glon of kxazx Geov. The Theophyvlact
parenthesis signals a sm?.l.l
variation. However, UBS Clark 1799
and UBS’ show sy omits
rata geov.]
5.3 B omits entire verse
ToRo1 ] pi {01%OL
R zovmon
5.5 opoieg] + R Be
vediepoi ] MS1 vedésepor
Be] + Pl ey
N/A pc vgh®

l="'2 ® B - orotucdojecverl

N/A P Maj N/A A 33. 81. 323. 945. 1241.
1739. al lat sy’ co

Plp -4




N/A A P ¥ Maj

bmepngdvorg] +

5.7 taypivavieg)

5.8

nepi ]

mév]

N/A ® L ¥ 049, 33. 69.

323. 614. 63@. 945.
1241. 1505. 1739. 2495.
al latt sy co

T-8 13. 31. a*F & al permu

utr
vg syr cop arm aeth
och“m Damz,cso Oec

Orlnt 2,164, 195 CYPZSG cassll?

Gvsibucog )

wav] +

#B

ratagig)

N/A A (33). 614. 630. 945.
2298 pm

172

N/A 33 pc
Pn [a'41]
plt GROPEIYAVIES
MS1 imep
Clark 223 1799 2412

v-s pHe, 2l 76 w0 a2 BSY
Imies B 7 bl 62, 355; o1 106,
7¢2 364, 099, 258

B* nueov

MS1 8* B - én

N/A A P 049" Maj

T-8 K h al fere® Thphyl

Clark 876 1022 2401 2423

MS1 aveibuco
PR %
N/A 33

B - twa

MS1 B xosamieiv
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uBs! @56 436 2412 2492 Byz uBs? ® (P 1% giva) (K 049 tvé)
_lsae:,uun,lsm 1tar,«:,den,dlv,h,p,q,t:,z. 81 88 181 326 629
vg sy arm eth Origen?i® 1241 1505 1739 1881 2127
Euseblus Lucifer Ephraem 2495 copho Origen Cyprian
Cyril-Jerusalem Chrysostom Hilary John-Damascus

Cyril Theodoret John-Damascus

uBs® (1739 siva) ByzM*

T-8 al sat mu cat OrY 1 g¢ils T-8 L 3. 5. 6. 8. 10. 14** 15.
Bug® Y ppnet¥ cypdr 1236 19. 22. 23. 26. 27. 29. 31.
chrl/™¥ et 0. 510 o malach 832 33*%. 40. 42. 44. 45. 47. 56.
Thdrt!! pam?t® 57* §9. 63. 64. 66. 67* T3.

76. 78. 95* 96. 97. 98. 191.
113. 142, 177. ™ n*" al pauc
cop Ora, 162 cod DamPiris
(ante ‘¥ ed) cyp Hil®

Clark 2423

®* xoatamv
Pl - §
otepeoi] pl e8peot
N/A (P ebpaton)
elboreg] + P! om
N/A 614. 630. 1505. 2495. pc

Clark 876 1799 2412

¢v] + P2 B xe

N/A ®! A P ¥ 0206 Maj N/A R* pc
¢mitedeioBo ] P ezertedersan
N/A B! P ¥ Maj latt sy N/A pc

2 B* egitedeigie

Clark 1799 2412
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o 12 |
5.10 #pég] MS1 P“ ® B Opdg
N/A 0206. 1881. al t vg
sy? bo™t
ch 59
T-8 K al plu vg syr’ T-8 A L P al” cat demid cop
DidMH 2 gec ayct™e %t syp’ arm aeth Thphyl
Clark 223 876 1@22 2412 2423
gv] + B %o
RB -~ Ingov
Clark 1799 2412
xatapticon opag, otnpifan MS1 vatapticon udg gwnpifa
elevéoal, Qepelidaa] agfevéce: Geplidoer
N/A (-tpag) 614. 630. 1505. N/A (otnpiBes) P Maj
2495 al
uBs? [c8evéaso, Bepelidaon] uBs? [s8evacel, epelibaet] B K 049
2412 Ps-Oecumenius @56 0142 88 164 181 326 330
Theophylact 436 451 629 945 1241 1739
187? Jh881 21%07 2492 Byz Lect?
syr? "t cop®™¥ arm
T-8 L P al cat
pit roatapteigel ainpeiler Gepelioan
(Note: — wpag & afevecat)
N/A 81 r t vg™ (sy?)
8 xatapticer ainpifer oeveot Gepelioce:
(Note: UBS2 iz not entirely accurate
concerning #8)
B kataptiger otinpifer cfevecel
5.11  avtp) MS1 avto
f BoBa wai 0 xpatog) MS1 4 BéEa wpisec
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N/A B P Maj vg® (sy?) sa N/A K 049 al
uBs®! 88 104 181 326 1877 UBS! 056 0142 330 (436 omit 1)
2492 Byz itoiendinnz gl 451 2127 Lect®

ct:\p'a ethf? (Ps-0Oecumenius
omit ¢6) Theophylact

T-8 L al plu cat vg®® demid T-8 al’ Oec (Oec adds xam)
harl tol aeth® Thphyl
Clark 1022 2423
Pt B (+%0) - n Bofa wa %o
N/A (+ t0) A ¥ pc vg™
uBs? it vg¥ eth®
T-8 23. am fu aeth®™

PH

alévag sov alévav] eOVaL

R B aievog

N/A A P ¥ 0206 Maj N/A [edéveg] pc bo
latt sy sa bo®™

UBS! K 049 @56 0142 33 81 88 us? 1158 oop% arm
104 181 326 330 436 451
614 629 630 945 1241 1585
1739 1877 1881 2127 2412
2492 2495 Byz Lect®
AT XS 2 o R
cop®™M® oth Ps-Oecumenius
Theophylact

5.12 ZIidkovavod] B IuBavow
odiyov] pit Bpayeav
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N/Aa ¥ 02060, 33. 81. 323. 94s.
1241. 1739. al

totixate] PlRrB gente
N/A P Maj h r vg® N/A A 33. 81. 323. 945. 1241.
1739. al vg®™
5.13 Pl - aonalesat
B # oadggalete
Bofolévon] + 8 exxdyoia
B
5.14 mas) MS1 ® sdowv
B
I"’.I2 - eipnvey oiiv mact toig ev Xpigte Ingov
&

N/A P Maj h vg®t sy’

sa bo

uBs! K 049 056 @142 81 88
104 181 326 330 436 451

614 630 945 1241 1505
1739 1877 1881 2127 2412

2492 2495 Byz Lect!
iR ol gy cop®
arm Ps-Oecumenius

Theophylact

UB 53 cop“ 828

B - Incov
P.’2 B - apgyv
R
N/A P Maj h vg™ sy bo™® N/A A w 3314 g3 M4 373 945,

1241 pc vg’t co
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UBS! K 049 056 0142 88 104 uBs® 629 1881 1ti(H)E oo fao
181 326 330 436 451 614 eth
630 1505 1739 1877 2127
2412 2492 2495 Byz Lect'
i bo g8

1tcfdelld1'!hlp!q vg SYIP' cop
arm Ps-Oecumenius
Theophylact




APPENDIX II

COMPARISON BETWEEN VON SODEN AND GREGORY

This material was gathered from Kurt Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste der

griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments 1: Gesamtiibersicht (ANTF 1;
Berlin: Walter De Gruyter, 1963) 350-371.

von Soden MS % Gregory # von Soden MS# Gregory #
84 02 8258 122
648 33 5259 330

8260 440
6261 1315
8262 1359
6264 536

6265 1390
8266 1673
8267 1646
5268 431

8269 1251
8270 1127
8298 76

6299 2147

178




von Soden

MS#

8300

8376

6453f

6457

6459

8505

beo2f

7£
55
62
64
74f
11le6f
170
172

175

205

Gregory #

218

483

209
489
69

522

049

1874
920

1891
1845
1175
2138
1311
436

1838

337

179

von Soden MS #
397
398
470f
wpll

®p40d

Gregory#
460
429
913

307

453




APPENDIX III

COMPARISON BETWEEN TISCHENDORF AND GREGORY

This material was taken from Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste der griechischen

Handschriften des Neuen Testaments 321-333. Note: These manuscript numbers

are for the Acts of the Apostles and the Catholic Epistles only.

Tischendorf Gregory Tischendorf  Gregory
plect 16 19 a8
2 2 22 312
3 3 23 314
4 4 26 321
5 5 27 322
6 6 29 323
7 2298 31 69
8 - 33 326
16 82 36 36
11 302 37 327
13 33 38 328
14 35 40 181
15 307 42 42
15iect 1 1311 44 -
17 93 45 336
18 94 47 %0

180




181

Tischendorf Gregory Tischendorf Gregory

56 378 133 611

57 234 137 614

59 384 142 618

63 404 162 629

64 421 177 122

65 218 180 431

66 424 R o1

67 425 A 02

68 441 B 23

69 429 c 04

73 436 K 218
% 76 142 L 020

78 450 P 225

80 452

93 205

95 209

96 460

97 97

98 101

99 102

100 103

101 462

104 241

1@5 242

113 18




APPENDIX IV
DUKE MS. GK. 1. AS DESCRIBED IN THE DUKE CATALOGUE
OF GREEK MANUSCRIPTS

Manuscript Description: Duke MS. Greek 1. The
complete New Testament. Order of books: Gospels, Acts,
James, Pauline Epistles, General Epistles except for James,
Apocalypse. Commentary on all books except the Apocalypse.
Parchment; ca. A.D. 1206. 198ff.; 1 col. (251 x 186 mm.),
41-52 lines. 306 x 227 mm. Gregory-Aland 1780. Formerly
manuscript no. 69 in the Monastery of Eikosiphoinesis in
Drama in northern Greece.

Contents: f. 1r-v: unidentified (free endsheet); £f.
2v-4r: Synaxarion; ff. 4r-5r: Menologion.; £ff. 5r-v:

The Letter of Eusebius to Carpianus; ff. 6r-8r: Eusebian
Canon Tables; ff. 9r-25v: Unidentified commentary on
Matthew; ff. 26r-46v: Matthew with chapter list, prologue,
verses, and full commentary; ff. 47r-61lr: Mark with
chapter list, prologue, verses, and full commentary; ff.
61r-87r: Luke with chapter list, prologue, verses, and full
commentary; ff. 87r-165v: John with chapter list,
prologue, verses, and full commentary; ff. 166r-124v: Acts
of the Apostles, with chapter list and prologue of
Euthalius, and commentary on selected verses; £f£f. 124v-
127r, 181v-190v: Catholic Epistles, with Euthalian prologue
to the corpus, prologues for each epistle, chapter lists and
marginal commentary which varies with each epistle; (ff.
125v-127r: James. At the end of the epistle the scribe
commences the materials associated with the Pauline corpus;
see the note below on the end of Hebrews at f. 181v.); £ff.
127v-181v: The Pauline Epistles, with Euthalian prologue to
the corpus, prologues for each epistle, chapter lists, and
marginal commentary. The Euthalian prologue includes the
Vita, the Peregrinatio, the De Epistulis, and the
Chronotaxis.(ff. 174r-181v: Hebrews with prologue, chapter
list, and full marginal commentary. At the end of the
Epistle to the Hebrews on f. 181v, the scribe has inserted a
note between the subscription to Hebrews and the prologue to
the Epistle of Peter which instructs the reader where to
find the Epistle of James.); ff. 191r-192r: De Sanctis 7
Synodis; £f£f.192r-260v: The Apocalypse of John, with
prologue.




APPENDIX V

DUKE MS. GK. 1 COMPARED TO ALEXANDRIAN AND BYZANTINE TYPE TEXTS

The following table shows a list of sixty-nine variants where
the TR, representing the Byzantine text-type, and accepted
representatives of the Alexandrian text—type-—Pn, ®, and B--
disagree. Parentheses indicate the presence of minor differences.

A8 in the collation found in Appendix I of this paper upon which this
table is based, Duke MS. GK. 1 (Duke 1) is shown as MS1l. Readings
were considered where at least two of the three Alexandrian MSS
agreed agalinst the TR.

The variant readings are in the center column with the support
for each given on each side. The TR reading is given first, followed
by the reference, and last by the reading found in the Alexandrain
MSS. Duke 1 agreed with the TR fifty-nine times (85.5 percent) and
with the Alexandrian ten times (14.5 percent) demonstrating that the

text of 1 Peter in Duke 1 is Byzantine.

Byzantine 1 Peter - Units of Variation Alexandrian
TR MS1 aupfv ol §6kav 1.7 Bokav xai tpfv PR B
TR MS1 eiboteg 1.8 elboveeg (1Boveec) P¢ R B
TR MS1 R 1.9 - dpov P% B
TR fmdv 1.12 dpev Ms1 P R B
TR MS1 R 1.12 - ev P’ B

183
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Byzantine 1 Peter - Units of Variation Alexandrian
R Ms1 yéveste 1.16 écecte P B
TR MS1 B gl 1.16 Bibn P
TR Ms1 P'* é¢oyatov 1.20 égyatov ® B
TR MS1 1.22 - Bwa fvedpatog P’ R B
TR MS1 1.23 - elg tov aibva Pt R B
TR MS1 avBphmov 1.24 avtig (R* avtov) P? B
TR MSi avindiite 2.2 + ey cotyprav P2 R B
TR MS1 einep 2.3 &1 P R* B
TR MS1 RVEDPOATIKOG 2.5 + eig PR B
TR 810 xai 2.6 81 671 (Biom B B) MS1 P R B
TR MS1 2.6 - PL R B
TR MS1 » arelovodiv 2.7 areigtovcel (giv) P! R B
TR MS1 R AiGov 2.7 ABog P? B
TR MS1 2.13 - owv Pl B
TR 2.14 - pév Ms1 P ® B
TR MS1  Sobhot Beod 2.16 Beod SodAor P’ ® B
TR MS1 R hmév 2.24 Spév Pt B
TR MS1  R* 2.24 - abeodt P’ B
TR MS1 3.1 - ai (P72 ¢) ®* B
TR MS1 B énontedoavie; 3.2 EéxoRievovie] P2+
TR (R) éri tov Beov 3.5 elg Geov P2 B
| Ms1 - gbv

EMSI ovychnpovopor 3.7 SuvyKAnpovopoig pit (B)
TR MS1 frhddoves 3.8 ameivoppoves P’ R B
TR MS1 3.9 - eiborec P ® B
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Byzantine 1 Peter -~ Units of Variation Alexandrian
TR MS1 R 3.10 - abvrod’ P2 B
TR MS1 3.10 - abtodt Pl ® B
TR MS1 R éxxMvéato 3.11 + B¢ P2 B
TR 3.12 - ot MS1 P ® B
TR MS1 pipntat 3.13 [nlotal P’ ® B
TR MS1 R 3.14 - pnbe zapaybite P2 B
TR MS1 geov 3.15 Xpigtov P’ R B
TR MS1 3.15 - b¢ P’ % B
TR MS1 éAxibog 3.15,16 + @A P2 g B
(TR)MS1 R 3.16 ~ POV O¢ KEKOROIDY P B
TR , gtder 3.17 BEhor - |Msi P mB
TR MS1 B duaptiéy 3.18 + dmép Hpdv PIi(R)
TR MS1 B trae[v] 3.18 dnébavev P R
TR Apée  3.18 b MS1 P? B
TR 3.18 - @ Ms1 P"* ® B
TR MS1 diyar  3.20 briyor PZ R B
TR MS1 awég 3.21 dpég Pl R B
TR MS1 R 4.1 - orép hpév P? B
TR MS1 4.1 - &v P2 R B
TR MS1 4.3 - piv P2 B
TR MS1 4.3 - 10 Piov Pl & B
TR MS1 géAnpa 4.3 BobAnpa Pl B
| TR Ms1 B 4.5 - Abyov Pt n
TR MS1 R 4.5 - Eyovn P2 B
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Byzantine 1 Peter -~ Units of Variation Alexandrian
R MS1 4.7 - P’ & B
7R Ms1 4.8 - Bt P’ ® B
TR MS1 yoyyeapdv 4.9 yoyyvapod ®B
(P yoyvlpov)
TR(MS1) 4.14 - xata pev avtovg Plasdiuertan, P’ R B
kata b6¢ opog SoEaleta
TR MS1 . pepes 4.16 dvopatt P2 R B
TR MS1 4.19 - @ P’ % B
TR taxvtov 4.19 adtdv Ms1 P ®
TR MS1 tobg 5.1 odv P2 B
TR MS1 B ¢xovoing 5.2 + xata fedv P &'
TR MS1 5.5 - dmotudaéyevol Pl R B
TR MS1 R 5.5 - b P’ B
TR P 5.8 - éu MS1 R* B
TR MS1 v 5.9 + PR B
TR e 5.10 tpéc Ms1 P ® B
TR MS1 B aidvag tov aldvev 5.11 eovag [aldvag] P2 B
TR MS1 éotfixate 5.12 atie P2 R B




APPENDIX VI
DUKE MS. GK. 1 COMPARED TO ALEXANDRIAN AND BYZANTINE TYPE TEXTS

USING RICHARDS'S TABLE!

Ref. Unit of Variation TR (MS1 | 1175 01 02 23 04

1. 1:7 apnv xar SoBav X 1 (X)

BoBav xon Tpnv X X X X X
2. 1.8 eibotec X X X

1bovreg X X X X
3. 1:12  ev X X X X X

OM X X
4. 1:16  yeveabe X X

eseade X X X X X
5. 1:22 & rvevjpatog X X

oM X X X X
6. 1:122 Kabopag X X X X X

oM X X

1With the exception of the column showing the readings of Duke MS. GK. 1
(MS1), this table is taken in its entirety from W. L. Richards, "Gregory 1175:
Alexandrian or Byzantine in the Catholic Epistles?” AUSS 21/2 (1983) 163-
165. Richards compared manuscript 1175 to four key MSS known to be
Alexandrian: MS @1 (Sinaiticus), MS @2 (Alexandrinus), MS @3 (Vaticanus), and
MS @04 (Ephraemi). Wherever two of these agreed against the TR, the reading
wag considered. Of the fifty-two times the Alexandrian witness did not split
two and two over a reading, 1175 agreed with the Alexandrian witnesses thirty-
five times (67 percent agreement). Out of the seven times the Alexandrian
witnesses split, 1175 agrees with the TR five times, which, however, did not
change Richard’s classification of 1175 as Alexandrian in 1 Peter (ibid. 158,
163-165). ("OM" in Richards’s table means "omit.")

Duke 1 agrees with the TR forty-four of the fifty-two times (84.62
Percent) the Alexandrian witnesses do not split two and two over a reading.
In all seven instances where the Alexandrian witnesses split, Duke 1 agrees
with the TR. Duke 1 is clearly a Byzantine MS.
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Ref. Unit of Variation TR | MS1 | 1175 a1 @2 a3 04

7. 1:23  aropag X X X X

$8opag X X X
8. 1:23 e Tov aieva X X X

oM X X X X
9. 2:2 avfninse X X

+ eI FOTNPIHY X X X X X
10. 2:3 EIRED X X X X

el X X X
11. 2:5 Ador Loveeg X X X (X)

Abov Leovia X X X
12. 2:5 owcoSopeirade X X X X X

exoixoboyeiade X X
13. 2:6 B0 xon X

Bions X X X X X X
14, 2:6 GKPOYOVIRIOV EKAEKTIOV X X X

EKAZKTOV OKPOYOVIXIOV X X X
15. 2:12 egomtevEovieg X X X

ERORTEDOVIEG X X X X
16. 2:13 ovwv X X X

oM X X X X
17. 2:14  pev X X X

OM X X X
18. 2:16  8Bowkot geow X X X

geov Sovdot X X X X
19. 2:24 awtov X X X

oM X X X X
20. 2:25 gmlavepeva X X X

wAavapevol X X X X
21, 3:1 o X X X X

OM X X X
22, 3:5 exL tov Qeov X | (X)

eiwg Beov X X X X
23, 3:7 GVYKARPOVOROL X X X X

+ FOUWCIANG X X
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Ref. Unit of Variation TR | MS1 | 1175 @1 @2 83 o4

24. 37 EXKORTeaBm X X X

eYKoRTesBal X X X
25. 3:8 1A odpoves X

tagelvodpoveg X X X X X
26. 3:9 eiboteg X X

oM X X X X X
27. 3:16 avtown (1) X X X

oM X X X X
28. 3:1@ avion (2) X X

oM X X X X X
29. 3:11  exxAwvato X X X X

+ Be X X X
30. 3:112 ol X X

oM X X X X
31. 3:13 puyenian X

{ndosoa X X X X X
32, 3:15 be X X X

oM X X X X
33. 3:15 geov X X

Epratov X X X X X
34. 3:17 geder X

gehor X X X X X
35. 3:18 exude X X

vRep fNpov anefuvev X X X X
36. 3:20 dmaf eEebeyeso X (X)

agebebeyeto (X) X X X X
37. 3:20 ol X X X X

oAlyol X X X
38. 4:1 ORep fjov X X (X) X X

oM X X
39. 4:1 ev X X

oM X X X X X
40. 4.3 z02 Biov z0 fednua X X

%0 BovAnpa X X X X X
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Ref. Unit of Variation MS1 | 1175 21 Q2 @3 o4

41. 4.4 BLacénpovveeg X X X X

ko Bhacinpovaiv X X X
42. 4:7 tog X X

oM X X X X
43. 4.8 be X X X

' oM X X X

44. 4:8 f} X X

oM X X X
45. 4.8 kalvyet X X

koA vRtel X X X
46. 4.9 yOoyYooleV X X

yoyYuaRov X X X X
47. 4:14  BoBwg X X X

+ kot Sovapeng (X) (X) X
48. 4114 xazta pev aviovg Prasnperton X

kot be opog BoBaletan X

oM X X X X
49. 4316  peper X X

ovopati X X X X
50. 4:17 ¢ X X X

oM X X
51. 4:19 ¢ X X X

oM X X
52. b5:1 wpeafutepog X X

+ ooV X X X
53. 5il t0u¢ X X

oM X X
54. B5:2 EXOVELEG X X

+ Kata feov X X X
55. 5:5 YROTAGTOEVOL X X

oM X X X X
56. 518 ém X X

oM X X X X
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Ref. Unit of Variation TR [ MS1 | 1175 o1 02 @3 04
57. 5:11 1 Boka xeu X | (X) (X)
oM X X
58. 5:12 éotnkate X X
gtyte X X X
59. 5:14 apyv X X
oM X X X

Note: From 4:5 to the end of 1 Peter, textual evidence in MS 04 is lacking.




APPENDIX VII

MANUSCRIPT FOLIOS FROM DUKE MS. GK. 1.
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