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By comparing the newly available, high-resolution images of Codex Regius (Lo19) with
the IGNTP edition of John, this article shows that there is room for improvement in the
transcription of the edition. The improvements include corrections and additions to the
transcribed text, the scribal corrections, and the segmentation in the manuscript. In
particular, further clarification is needed with regard to the use of capitalization in the
current transcription. The comparison also suggests that the reasons for such shortcom-
ings can partially be attributed to the limitation of the inferior material that the IGNTP
collators had to work with.

1. Introduction

In the digital age that we live in, online transcriptions of New Testament manuscripts are
indeed very convenient. Concerning the Gospel of John, in particular, those provided by the
International Greek New Testament Project (IGNTP) often become the first place for textual
critics to consult. The electronic edition of the IGNTP offers not only a number of full-scale
apparatuses but also the transcriptions of all papyri and majuscules for the gospel, as well as
the transcriptions of many minuscules, lectionaries, and versions.' Among these is a transcrip-
tion of Codex Regius (Lo19), Grec 62 in the Bibliotheque nationale de France.?

This article originated from my master thesis, completed at Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam in July
2017. I thank my supervisors, Jan Krans and Bert Jan Lietaert Peerbolte, for their guidance from
the beginning to the end. Part of the research was presented at Institute for Textual Scholarship
and Electronic Editing of the University of Birmingham on 17 May 2016. I thank the participants
for their feedback. My thanks also go to the reviewers for providing many helpful comments and
to Dean Furlong for polishing the English text.

' http://www.iohannes.com/transcriptions (version 2.1 [last changed on 8 December 2017]). It was
first launched online in 2007 and then revised in 2013.

> Note that the printed edition—Ulrich B. Schmid, William James Elliott, and David C. Parker,
eds., The Majuscules, vol. 2 of The New Testament in Greek IV: The Gospel According to St. John,
NTTSD 37 (Leiden: Brill, 2007)—does not contain the transcription of the manuscript.
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The transcription of Codex Regius contains the complete text of the Fourth Gospel (i.e.,
John 1:1-21:15), including its layout and segmentation.’ Yet, despite these useful features, the
transcription has one particular limitation: it was made on the basis of a black-and-white
microfilm.* It is understandable that the collators made such a practical decision, for the tran-
scription had been prepared at the turn of the twentieth-first century, long before the arrival
of the digital tools we now have.

However, such barriers no longer exist: in 2013 the color images of the manuscript were
put online by the library’ and were subsequently incorporated into the New Testament Virtual
Manuscript Room (NTVMR). These high-resolution images allow us to take a fresh look at the
manuscript, and they also provide better grounds to detect some problems in the electronic
edition. Based on the digital images of Codex Regius, this article will (1) offer some corrections
and additions to the transcription in the IGNTP edition of John; (2) analyze the scribal correc-
tions in the manuscript; and (3) examine the segmentation of the manuscript and compare it
with the current transcription. Finally, some concluding remarks will be given.

2. Corrections and Additions to the IGNTP Transcription

First of all, there are some errors in the electronic edition that need to be corrected. In these
places the current transcription differs from the reading Codex Regius actually has.

John Folio  Line IGNTP reading Correction
1:46 2011 a1z QUATTTOG QUATITIOG

2:6 201V b3 AMOvau A0 vat

2:20 202V b12-13  tecoapakov|ta TEOOEPAKOV|TA
3:21 204V a20 epyaopeva gpyaoapeva
5:1 209r a9 nv nvn

7:41 2191 b8 ekeyov eheywv

8:52 2231 a17-18  vu|v eyvwkayuev VU | eyvokapev
9:41 226V a5-6 alv a (as)

10:10 227r bo exwotr L

10:12 22771 b1g npoPata npoPata ta
10:13 227V as npoPatw npofatw

10:24 228r b2 EITEV EITE

10:28 228v a3 alova atwva

12:25 2351 a1 Hnowv Untwv

3 Ff. 198r-257v; the last pages of the manuscript have been lost. It was the Swiss scholar Johann Ja-
kob Wettstein who first pointed out the lost part in John, though it must have gone missing much
earlier; cf. Johann Jakob Wettstein, Prolegomena ad Novi Testamenti Graeci editionem accuratissi-
mam, e vetustissimis codd. MSS. denuo procurandam; in quibus agitur de codd. MSS. N. Testamen-
ti, Scriptoribus Graecis qui N. Testamento usi sunt, versionibus veteribus, editionibus prioribus, et
claris interpretibus; et proponuntur animadversiones et cautiones ad examen variarum lectionum
N. T. necessariae (Amsterdam: Wettstein & Smith, 1730), 19—20.

4 “Two collations were made from microfilm before we began using Collate. These were compared
and made into a transcription in 2001. A second transcription from microfilm was made in the
same year. These were compared automatically, and the differences reconciled” (IGNTP Majus-
cules, 11).

5 See http://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btvib53045883v for further information.

¢ The variant is also attested in 97 and 1128.
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John Folio  Line IGNTP reading Correction
12:33 235V a4 amofvnoker amoOnoxkel
14:13 240r bo VoInow TIOUN oW
17:20 2471 ai8 povo Hovw

18:1 247V az25 TV Tw

19:15 2521 ay Pacilea Baocilea
19:18 2521 a20-21 €6|EGpwGav £0|Gpwoav
19:30 253r b4 oLV ov

19:31 2531 b23-24 av|twv av|tw
19:37 253V bu ALY KA TTaALY
20:11 2551 a8-9 glklate g|lkAatev
20:31 256V b4 ALWVIOV awvnov
21:14 257V bis Tovto Tovto O¢

There are indeed several occasions that the use of microfilm has cost the preciseness of the
transcription. For instance, under such inferior conditions, the horizontal stroke above at the
end of a word—in replacing the final v—is easily confused with accents or breathing marks
(John 10:13; 19:15).7

In like manner, sometimes the microfilm could have misled the collators due to ink bleeds
of offset text from the other side of the folio. Notably, at 12:25 the IGNTP transcription reads
pnowv yet the manuscript actually has unuwv, with the uncial character | somehow looking like
an irregular C on the microfilm.® Similarly, the horizontal stroke of m at 14:13 is overshadowed
by the ink from the verso folio, which may explain the origin of the singular reading voinow
in the edition.
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Figure 1. John 12:25 (f. 2351, a1 [above]) and 14:13 (f. 2401, bg [below])

However, in the transcription a large portion of the errors cannot be attributed to the limita-
tion of the microfilm. Some of them are more probably due to the unawareness of the manu-
script’s bizarre orthography. As is well known, the scribe of Regius, who has penned a consid-
erable number of errors and thus created many nonsense words, is often blamed for his or her

Note that those marks are often put in unusual or even bizarre places: at 10:13 there seems an
accent above the w, although the possibility of a shortened (or faded?) stroke cannot be excluded;
at 19:15 the manuscript actually reads Baciled. Similar cases are found, e.g., at 1:5 (okotia [f. 1981,
a18]) and 4:21 (To|tevépol [f. 206v, bi4-15]).

It seems that the collators followed the reading of the base text puowv and interpreted unowv as
orthographical variation. In this article all high-resolution images are reproduced from Gallica of
the Bibliotheque nationale de France, and the microfilm images are from the digitization project
of the Institut fiir Neutestamentliche Textforschung.
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ignorance and carelessness.’ Five of these have not been observed: the omission or addition
of a letter in the medial position at John 1:46; 3:21; 12:33, and the dittography at 2:6 and 10:12.”
At another place the collators failed to observe is a unique form of a nomen sacrum: at 19:18
ecopwoav—stands for éotavpwoav—is found in the manuscript, but the transcription incor-
rectly repeats the first two letters.

There are also instances that the collators seem to follow the base text without noticing
the variant readings in the manuscript. Two textual variants should have been added to the
transcription (5:1; 21:14), as NA*® rightly does.” Moreover, a few orthographical variants are
not reflected accurately: medial € for a (2:20), medial n for 1 (20:31), medial w for o (7:41; 10:28),
and the presence or absence of the final v (10:10, 24; 18:1; 19:30, 31; 20:11).

Besides, twice (8:52; 9:41) the transcription mistakenly puts -v at the beginning of the fol-
lowing line where the manuscript actually has a horizontal stroke to end the line.

An interesting case is found on John 17:20, in which the transcrlptlon notes povo, a reading
in agreement with NA*® (u6vov). At this point the microfilm is some- & ]
what unclear, but the color image shows that the second o has been A ‘ 1 ri x
corrected, probably by the first hand, by adding an arc to make it an v
(irregular) w. Thus, a more precise record would be povo ] povw or  Figure 2. John 17:20
simply povw™ (if the corrections made currente calamo are not distin- (f. 2471, a18)
guished from the original readings).”

On the basis of the newly available images, some additions can also be made to improve the
current transcription. These additions are of several kinds. The first category concerns those
letters for which an identification is difficult, especially on the black-and-white microfilm.

9 See, e.g., Frederick Henry Ambrose Scrivener, A Plain Introduction to the Criticism of the New
Testament for the Use of Biblical Students, ed. Edward Miller, vol. 1, 4th ed. (London: Bell, 1894),
138: “[Codex Regius] is but carelessly written, and abounds with errors of the ignorant scribe”;
the comment is followed by Bruce M. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmis-
sion, Corruption, and Restoration, 3rd ed. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1992), 54; Bruce M.
Metzger and Bart D. Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and
Restoration, 4th ed. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), 77.

©  According to a spot check I have done on John 1-5 in Lo1g, these two kinds of errors are the most
frequent patterns, occurring five (1:30, 32, 46; 5:9, 33) and four times (1:13; 2:6; 4:21, 24) respectively.

" Although the inks on f. 257v (the last folio of the manuscript) is partially faded, the § and part of
the ¢ are still observable, even on the microfilm image.

> The judgement is supported by the first-ever published transcription by Constantin von Tischen-
dorf in Monumenta sacra inedita sive reliquiae antiquissimae textus Novi Testamenti graeci ex
novem plus mille annorum codibus per Europam dispersis eruit atque edidit ... (Leipzig: Tauchnitz,
1846), 385. This work is in fact a “textual facsimile,” which attempts to reproduce both the manu-
script’s text and its layout. Other instances of such an irregular w are f. 212v (33v), a24 (John 6:10):
Tw; f. 219V, 224 (7:49): ywwokw ; f. 2451, a18 (16:23): Tw; f. 246V, a10 (17:11): Tw; f. 249V, b1-2 (18:28):
npartw|ptov (all are given as w in the IGNTP edition). It should be noted that some of the folios in
Lo1g have been misplaced: ff. 32r-39v (John 5:29-7:36) should have been where now ft. 211r-218v
(Matt 14:8-18:10) are, and vice versa. A probable scenario may be as follows. When the folios were
numbered with pencils, the manuscript was bound in a form in which these two quires had been
exchanged erroneously. This error has apparently been occasioned by the similarity between the
kephalaia of feeding the five thousand in Matthew and in John. On both f. 33r and f. 2111, the same
kephalaion mept T@v £” dptwv kat TOV B ixOvwv is attested. The IGNTP transcription simply
numbers the corrected folios (f. 211r for John 5:29-36, etc.); in the NTVMR the corrected ones are
added between brackets, yet the pages still remain in the improper sequence. (In the library’s web-
page those folios can only be navigated by the current folio numbers [f. 32r for John 5:29-36, etc.].)
In this article I use the corrected numbers and put the current, inaccurate numbers in brackets.
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Generally speaking, Codex Regius has been preserved in good condition, but in a few places it
is a challenging task to pinpoint which letters the scribe actually wrote. Notably, the right side
of f. 253v has been covered by an additional piece of paper whose aim seems to be to bind the
leaves together. To put it more precisely, the last letter in the third line of the second column
is not visible. Thus, for the sake of preciseness the second 1 of &An6f should be put within
brackets.”

On the other hand, the color images occasionally show that additional letters are visible, es-
pecially with photo-editing reproduction. At John 8:44 (f. 222v, b1), in particular, there seems
to be two letters between -tiand kat to which the ink of the opposite folio (f. 223r) has adhered.
The first letter is clearly a v, but the second—after consulting the rotated image of the first
line of the first column on f. 223r (i.e., daipoviov ovk &-)—is more likely ink from the vertical
stroke of the second v of Satpoviov. As a result, the transcription should be corrected to eo|ttv
(f. 222v, a25-b1).

e AATRA PELRRARRNE SO
R GIRE0 125 P A/ I
s "!(“ :3:,%@!@;4@5%0‘&}"&,&,

Figure 3. F. 222v, b1 (left side); f. 2231, a1 (right side; original [above] and rotated [below])

As mentioned above, the IGNTP edition reproduces not only the text but also the layout of the
manuscript. Concerning Regius, in particular, it consistently contains two columns of twen-
ty-five lines on each page, and yet sometimes a column has a “twenty-sixth line” at the very
bottom.” But the current transcription does not always record these extra lines that one notic-
es in the manuscript. On f. 206v, for instance, at the bottom of the first column the electronic
edition simply records exeic, but the part -xeic is actually tucked below line 25. Therefore, in my
view, to record g|xetg (on a25-26 [John 4:18]) can represent the sense-lines of the manuscript
more accurately.'s
Moreover, occasionally line divisions are presented inaccurately:

John Folio Line IGNTP division Correction
9:11 224V a4-5 av|efreya ave|BAeya
9:21 225r  bs TepL ie|pt (b4-5)

3 Tischendorf gives “AAH®,,” here, indicating that the last character is undetectable. In 1. 5 of the
same column the last letter € was written by another hand with different inks, which may suggest
being a later correction. But Tischendorf records it as a normal character there (Monumenta
inedita, 393). To understand what really happened on this folio is a challenging task, since it has
to deal with the different layers of parchment and perhaps also binding of the codex. Instead of
relying on two-dimensional digital images, such issues can only be solved by means of autopsy.

'+ Tischendorf also has the same reading (Monumenta inedita, 352).

s Exceptions are the first page of each gospel, where each has eighteen lines on every column be-

cause of the extensively ornamented superscription.

Other instances are f. 1981, a18-19 (John 1:5): @e|vey; f. 207V, b25-26 (4:38): eloeknhvBalte; f. 209v,

a25-26 (5:10): kpaPattov | oov; f. 246V, a25-26 (17:12): TANpw|On. It should be noted that those

extra lines written fully as a new line are recorded accurately: f. 234v, a25-26 (12:21): BeAopev

Tov | v 18ew; f. 2351, b25-26 (12:32): eAkvow TPOG |pavtov; f. 2401, b25-26 (14:17): To TVA TNG

ahn|Beiag; f. 2431, b25-26 (15:26): ToL TIPS ekMOpeL|eTat.
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John  Folio Line IGNTP division Correction

11:16  230r b8 Hag o Aeyopevwg Sidvpog  pag o Aeyope|voog Sidvpog (b8-9)7
1311 237v a16-17  ndelLyap ndet | yap

15:24  243r  bs-6 ovd|elg ov|deig

18:8  248r  a22-23  eyw glyu glyw eyt

At another place the layout of the whole page is incorrect: in f. 241v, the verse numbers are put
in odd places, and the line numbers of the first column are entirely missing.

A minor issue that also concerns the line numbers is found in f. 220r, a page that only con-
tains eleven lines, running from the middle to the end of the second column. In my view, a
more accurate representation would be from bis to b2s, not b8-18 as the current transcription
has.®

Besides, there are some additions concerning the consistency of the IGNTP edition.
Throughout the transcription nomina sacra are recorded as shown in the manuscript with one
exception: on f. 214v (35v), b2o (John 6:42), unrepa should have been ipa. In like manner, kai
is usually spelt out fully in the transcription despite the recurrence of the ligature K in Regius
(more than fifty times in John). However, three times (f. 2411, b22 [14:29]; f. 246V, a1 [17:10]; f.
253V, 220 [19:34]) the transcription gives k(at) in the place where the ligature occurs. Unless all
the occurrences are changed, I would suggest transcribing them simply as normal kat.

3. Scribal Corrections in the Manuscript

Codex Regius has been corrected in a number of places. In most cases the corrections were
made by a similar hand with the same inks, making it sometimes difficult to detect the scribal
corrections in the manuscript, especially when the only available material was the low-reso-
lution images.” But now by working with the new data, some additional corrections can be
spotted, and many other details can be discovered as well.

The rectification of the scribal corrections is divided into two categories. The first one con-
cerns those corrections that are not noted in the current transcription:

John  Folio Line IGNTP reading Scribal correction

3:8 203V b4 moBev novOev | moBev

311 203V b2o Aeyw yw ] Aeyw

5:35  2ur(32r)  bis-16  ayadnao|fnvar  ayad\\nao|Bnvat | ayadnao|fnval
6:17  213r (34r) a24-25 KAl erasure of a line and a half | xou

7:23 218r (39r) a9 nva nv | nva

7:43 219r b2o OXLIOHa oxwopat ] oxlopa

10:5 226V b2o aAloTplw [1]aA\oTtpuw | aAloTpiw

10:14 227V a6-y  mot|unv mot[3]|unv ] mot|unv

112 230r a13-14  KeKouun|tat Kekoun|toat ] kekotun|ta

7 Such wrong division further causes an inaccurate representation of the following lines (bg-24 ]
b1o-25). Besides, at this point I disagree with the IGNTP judgement on the correction; see below
for further discussions.

®  The above blank spaces on the page are the place where the pericope adulterae takes its place in
many manuscripts.

¥ Viewed in the light of the similarity of the features and handwriting, the manuscript could have
been checked either by the same scribe or another scribe in the same community shortly after it
had been produced.
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John  Folio Line IGNTP reading Scribal correction

11:42 231V b2s ELTOV ey ] etmov

11:57  233r ai4-15  dedwkel|oav ded[1]ket|oav | Sedwkel|oav
18:8  248r a24-25  a|pete a|petea ] alpete

On occasion the IGNTP collators were unaware of the erasure made by the correctors of Regi-
us: John 3:8; 5:35; 7:43; 10:5, 14; 11:12; 18:8.2° Some of these are indeed hard to spot on the micro-
film, but a few of them could have been detected even under that circumstance.

For instance, in the sixth line of the first column on f. 227v, some (three) letters have been
erased after the word mot-. Although the microfilm is somewhat uncertain at this point, the
erasure is clearly visible on the color image.

prewnnposiln lf!'!’wrm oml
‘Wemndnn. . §y TWHRIIINN

Figure 4. F. 227v, a5-6

Another correction is also visible on the high-resolution image: at 4
11:42, the original reading was eimwv, which was corrected to eimov by F l rl : a ; N
erasing the Q) first and then writing an O over the erased letter. e o

In some other places, however, there are no difficulties in detect-  Figure 5. John 11:42
ing corrections from the microfilm images. On f. 203V, b4, for exam- (f. 231v, b2s)
ple, the microfilm shows that there is an erased letter between 1o and

Oev (probably a N?).»
oo rivEN

Figure 6. ]ohn 3:8 (f. 203v, bg)

Apart from those letters being erased, sometimes the correctors have inserted letters to correct
the original readings. Some of these corrections seem to escape the attention of the IGNTP
collators. For instance, at John 3:11 a correction can be identified by its irregular location and
apparently different hand: AE (of Aéyw) have

been added to the left margin of the line.” ( 2
Another example is found on f. 213r (34r), ov M ; ‘QA’

a24-25, where a line and a half have been ' " =
erased and overwritten by the word xai.” “ ;
One would expect to find a correction such ;

as this in the transcription. Figure 7. John 6:17 (f. 213r [34r], a24-25)

20 A less certain case is found at John 3:25 (f. 204v, b15), where a letter preceding ek has been erased
(probably an I?).

2 ] thank Theodora Panella for suggesting the probable letter.

22 TJust one line above (b19g), another correction—which is also added beside the line—was noted by
the IGNTP collators: omitted ] aunv.

% The erased words are difficult to identify (the vague inks are from the opposite page). Could it be
something similar to the variant attested in o1 and Dos (i.e., katéAafev 8¢ adtovg 1} okotiq)? If
so, the correction as such may imply that the corrector might have consulted other manuscripts
in addition to the exemplar of Lo1g.
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Now comes the second category: in several places where a correction is present in the IG-
NTP edition, the new images allow us to reconsider the reading.

At John 6:38, the current transcription (as well as the NA*® appa- . ‘ .
ratus) notes the original reading as mowmow, corrected to moww by ‘ o 1% p {,\‘
erasing both the H and X. However, even on the color image it is dif- Il e s AR
ficult to identify what the original scribe actually wrote. Thus, it  Figure 8. John 6:38
would be better to change the first hand reading to a more uncertain  (f. 214v [35v], a13)
way as mot[2]w.*

At 7:23, a correction (Aappet | AaPet) is recorded, but an addition- 1 1 B g E f i
al remark can be added: the corrector not only erased the M but also #® #% = =
another letter after B (perhaps an A?). Figure 9. John 7:23

At11:16 (f. 2301,b8-9), the original reading seems to be Aeyopevoog, (f. 218r [39r], a8)
not Aeyopevwg as found in the transcription. It has been corrected to
Aeyopevog by removing the first O. (The microfilm may lead to the judgement that it was the
left part of an Q) being erased.)

At 11:38 (f. 231v, a23-24), there is a correction listed yet again in an imprecise way. As is
rightly noted in the IGNTP edition, the scribe originally wrote onn|A[1]aiwwv, but the correc-
tion should be omnAawwv (not omnAatov).

At 15:2, the microfilm gives the impression of an erased letter, cor- = T
rected to an O (of the first a010), so that the transcription gives avtw p r
] avto. But the color image shows that it is more likely a character ‘V"' . ‘
between T and o being erased. Thus the original reading should be 3
avt[1]o.» -4 r

At 19:32 (f. 253V, a2), a correction is noted in the transcription (n ] A & 7]'7 . o
[deleted]), yet the deletion actually does not exist. The collators seem \ o
to be confused by ink that has bled through from the other side of :
the folio. Figure 10. John 15:2

On the sixteenth line of the same column (19:34), similarly, the (f. 241v, a24)
electronic edition mentions a scribal correction, Aoyyn ] ehoyyn. But
the “erased” letter is simply a comma, which may be difficult to notice on the microfilm. In
T anothercotecton hat ean b ecifed is AT o T
found at 20:7, where the erased letter seems ’I: e TN 1\ l ] P w e %
to be a dittographic I' in évretvAtypévov. Figure 11. John 20:7 (f. 254v, b12-13)

4. Segmentation of the Manuscript

In addition to transcribing the text of the manuscripts, the IGNTP edition also contains the
layout of the manuscripts in the transcriptions. In the transcription of Regius, segmentation is
recorded by capitalizing the initial letter of new paragraphs, which seems to represent a partic-
ular scribal feature: ekthesis (“the projection of a character into the left margin, often en-

24 The letters w shown in the image are probably bled from part of the {wnv on the recto folio (f.
214r [351], b13). Besides, as elsewhere in his transcription, Tischendorf only indicates that there is
a correction but does not offer his judgement of the original reading (Monumenta inedita, 342).

% Note the tail of the p above o has also been shortened, perhaps due to the erasure by the corrector.
Yet Tischendorf has no correction at this point (Monumenta inedita, 378).
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larged”).>s However, as will be shown below, the use of capitalization in the current electronic
edition creates some confusion to its users.

First and foremost, there is a need to explain the ways in which the manuscript divides its
paragraphs. Generally speaking, segmentation can be noticed by detecting some of the follow-
ing features: spacing, punctuation (especially the symbol -+-), ekthesis, paragraphus, and orna-
mental letter(s).”” An example may illustrate
how it works: On f. 199r, the first line of John
1:18 (a10; OV ovdelg e-) has been ornamented 337
in vermillion and green inks, and the first
letter of the line @ is enlarged and marked as
ekthesis. Besides this, the previous line is di-

WPAKEHRTTW ne
vided by a punctuation with some three-let-

YIY 6 - il :
ter space, and the Eusebian number “H” and !ve *’. -m‘.,,l (H ? IiEw ﬂ c
a lectionary mark tek (stands for té\og) are Figure 12. E 199r ag-12
also put alongside.

It is understandable that these features could occasionally escape the notice of the collators
who were working with the microfilm material, especially those letters with different inks.
However, although the ornamental initials are not always visible on the black and white imag-
es, their unique location and remarkable handwriting should have been noticed without much
difficulty. Hereby I list all the places where the new paragraph units are not recorded in the
current transcription.

- ”

EITENET( - ve
G

NOVAEGICE

John Folio Line IGNTP reading Correction
1:15 198v bis Lwavvng Iwavvng

4:35 207V a20-21  OVY LYELG | AeyeTta Ovy vueg | Aeyetar®
6:15b 2131 (341) ai3 AVEXWPT|OEV Avexwpnoev
8:41b 2221 bi4 £Imov Eutov

9:1 223V b6 Kot Kat

10:2 226V a24 o O

11:39C 231V b3 Aeyel Agyel

11:49 232V a1 E1g Ei¢

13:13 237V b6 VHELG Yuelg

15:20 2431 a1 LVI|LOVEVETE Mvnpovevete
18:16b  248v bio eEn\Bev E&n\Oev

18:33 2501 a12-13  ewonA|Bev Ewon\|Bev
18:38¢ 250V ai4 Kalt Kau

19:1 250V bio TOTE Tote

19:18b  252r az22 Kat Kau

In a number of other places, there are no enlarged initials or other features in the manuscript
and thus no segmentation:

% W. Andrew Smith, A Study of the Gospels in Codex Alexandrinus: Codicology, Palaeography, and
Scribal Hands, NTTSD 48 (Leiden: Brill, 2014), 190.

7 Additionally, the kephalaia and the Eusebian Apparatus are often useful in navigating the para-
graph units in Lo1o.

8 The \ of Aeyetau is ekthesis and the o of ovy has been ornamented. As will be discussed below, I
suggest that only the first letter needs to be capitalized in a normalized transcription.
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John Folio Line IGNTP reading Correction
12:31 2351 b16 Nvv VoV

19:14 251V b1y Hv nv

19:20€ 2521 b21 EXnviott eAANVIOTL
20:5 254V aig Kat Kat

Furthermore, the function of ekthesis deserves particular attention. At first sight, to observe
such a feature is straightforward: the first letter of a new paragraph is put in an enlarged and
ornamented form. But, in fact, it is not equivalent to the capitalization of a sentence’s first letter
as some may presume. In Regius, ekthesis is applied to the first letter of the first full line in a
given unit. Therefore, when a paragraph starts in the middle of a line, the feature is attributed
to the first letter of the next line, even if the letter itself is the middle of a word.® In other
words, ekthesis does not occur at the exact location of the beginning of a new unit but func-
tions as a visual sign to it.

Take John 1:21 for example. The current transcription notes a new paragraph begins at
Tnoav (f. 1991, by). But such division does not make any sense since it is the second part of
the word fpwtnoav. The new paragraph actually starts at the previous line (b6) right after

the punctuation mark, denoting the begin- . o p e, A
ning of verse 21. In my opinion, therefore, 'L' | o \‘ c S ]\‘ Al I‘iF w
for a normalized transcription without ren- ~ !
dering punctuation—such as the IGNTP H(A NAN" UL B !

| 2 7

edition—it is better to present the first letter
P B OVHHAIACE I —

of paragraphs as capitals. In the case under
discussion the modified transcription would Figure 13. F199r, b6-8
be Kau npw|tnoav.®

»  This particular use of ekthesis was already found in 8oz1 (e.g., Luke 19:16; cf. Dirk Jongkind, Scribal
Habits of Codex Sinaiticus, T&S 3.5 [Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias, 2007], 96) and Aoz (e.g., Luke 4:37-
38; cf. Smith, Codex Alexandrinus, 205-6). On the other hand, Bo3 generally used paragraphus in
indicating new lines (e.g., John 1:6 [p. 1349 C 13-14]). Thus, the practice as such was visible at least
from the fourth century onwards. It became more frequently attested in the manuscripts from a
similar age to that of Lo19: e.g., Fog (ninth century; cf. Jan Krans, “Codex Boreelianus [F og] and
the IGNTP Edition of John,” TC 15 [2010]: 6-7) and WYo44 (cf. Bruce M. Metzger, Manuscripts of
the Greek Bible: An Introduction to Greek Palaeography [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1981],
98-99, attributing the manuscript to the eighth/ninth century, a century earlier than the date
given in the Liste).

> Examples of this kind of segmentation are very many: f. 201r, b18-19 (John 1:51); f. 201v, b2-3
(2:6); f. 2051, a4—5 (3:27); f. 2061, a7-8 (4:9); f. 206V, b3—4 (4:19), b21-22 (4:22); f. 207V, a3—4 (4:32);
f. 2081, bg—10 (4:44); f. 208v, a18-19 (4:48), b8—9 (4:51); f. 2091, a3—4 (4:54); f. 2101, b1o-11 (5:20); f.
210V, b7-8 (5:26); f. 211r (32r), a15-16 (5:31); f. 211v (32v), b19—20 (5:44); f. 213r (34r), b7-8 (6:19); f.
2141 (351), a2—3 (6:28), a24-25(6:32); f. 2161 (37r), a10-11 (6:61b), b1-2 (6:64b); f. 2171 (38r), a15-16
(7:8); £. 218v (39V), a2—3 (7:30); f. 2191, a18-19 (7:39), b1o-11 (7:41¢); f. 2231, a9—10 (8:51); f. 223V,
a16-17 (8:58); . 2251, a14-15 (9:20); f. 2261, a24-25 (9:36), b21-22 (9:40); f. 226V, a3—4 (9:41); f. 227V,
a11-12 (10:15); f. 2281, a20-21 (10:24), b3—4 (10:25); f. 230V, b7-8 (11:25); f. 2311, a8—9 (11:29); . 2321,
a3—4 (11:43); f. 2371, a4—5 (13:2b), b20-21 (13:8¢); f. 240V, b2—3 (14:21); f. 241v, a2—3 (14:30), b4—5
(15:3); f. 242V, b2—3 (15:16b); b15-16 (15:19); f. 2431, b13-14 (15:25); f. 252V, a6-7 (19:22); f. 2541, a5-6
(19:39); f. 2561, a9—10 (20:24); f. 257v, b2—3 (21:12).
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F. 199r IGNTP reading Correction

b6 UL o X6 * Kat npw uto X6 *' Kat npw
b7 Tnoav avtov Tu TNoav auToVv TL
b8 ovv nAtag €t kat ovv nAtag €L kat

In some other instances, the electronic edition records two capitals in a new unit, the initial
and the letter in ekthesis. For instance, at the beginning of John 3:9 (f. 203v, bg-10) the first
word amnexpin is rendered as Amekpt|®n. But, if we take the above discussions into account,
a more accurate transcription is simply Anexpt|On.® In like manner, the presence of double
capitals at John 12:1 (O ovv 1§ | IIpog [f. 2331, a21-22]) and 21:15 (Ote ov” | Hpiotnoav [f. 257v,
b19-20]) should be modified as well. Although both capital letters have been ornamented in
these two cases, I would suggest simply transcribing the first ones as capitals.

In short, there is a lack of clarity in the use of capitalization in the current electronic edi-
tion.”” If the transcription aims to represent the function of ekthesis, the first letter of para-
graphs should be capitalized, not the ekthesis ones. Such modification would reflect the manu-
script’s segmentation more precisely. But, if the editors intend to reproduce the exact location
of ekthesis (which in my view makes less sense), the inconsistency as indicated above calls for a
further examination of the particular scribal feature. In addition, it would be better to inform
the users—preferably under the “transcription information”—how the convention of capital
letters functions.

5. Concluding Remarks

The present article provides a fresh look at Codex Regius on the basis of the newly available
images provided by the Bibliotheque nationale de France. By taking the IGNTP edition of
John as the point of departure, I have demonstrated that some corrections can be added to the
current transcription. The high-resolution images allow a more precise representation of the
manuscript, including the text, the scribal corrections, and the segmentation.

A comprehensive comparison between the manuscript and the transcription—as indicated
above—also shows that a portion of the errors can be attributed to the limitation of working
with the black-and-white microfilm. Other drawbacks require rectification and further classi-
fication, especially regarding the issue of segmentation in the manuscript. Given the deepen-
ing interest in the segmentation issue, an updated transcription will definitely become invalu-
able data for future research.**

% Other instances in John are the following: 4:13 (f. 2061, b16-17): Amekpt|®n | Amekpt|On; 5:36 (f.
211r [32r], b18-19): Eyw 8¢ | Exw | Eyw 8¢ | exw; 6:1 (f. 212r [33r], a18-19): Meta tav|Ta ] Meta
tav|ta; 12:2 (f. 2331, b3—4): Enomnoa” | Ovv | Enomoa™ | ovv; 13:7 (f. 2371, bg-10): Ane|Kpin |
Ame|kpiOn; 13:36 (f. 2391, b2-3): Aeyet av|Tw | Aeyet av|tw; 14:5 (f. 239V, a24-25): Aeyel | Avtw |
Aeyet | avtw; 15:11 (f. 2421, b14-15): Tavta | Aehalnka | Tavta | Aehainka; 16:4b (f. 243v, b3—4):
Tavta | Ae | Tavta | 8¢; 21:5 (f. 2571, a17-18): Aeyer | Ovv ] Aeyet | ovv; 21:9 (£. 257v, a5-6): Qg ovv
a|lTefnoav ] Qg ovv a|nefnoav.

2 Unlike other textual features (paratextual numbers, corrections, abbreviations, etc.), there is no
explanation for the practice of capitalization on the website.

% In this case the preceding punctuation marks should be recorded as well. In Regius it is usually
the location of the punctuation that tells us exactly from which point a new paragraph begins;
ekthesis merely indicates the presence of textual division.

3 Some recent studies on the segmentation of New Testament manuscripts are Charles Evan Hill,
“Rightly Dividing the Word: Uncovering an Early Template for Textual Division in Johns Gos-
pel,” in Studies on the Text of the New Testament and Early Christianity: Essays in Honor of Michael
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Although this article has pointed out that there is certainly room for improvement on the

current transcription, I do not intend to disqualify the efforts and labors of the collators. On
the contrary, what I hope to demonstrate is how we can benefit from the new material of Codex
Regius, which was unavailable a decade ago. As the IGNTP has already shown vividly through
its product, the best way to contribute to the field of New Testament textual scholarship is by
collaborative work. From this particular perspective, I consider my small contribution as an
addition to the standard transcription of the manuscript and hope it will be useful for prepar-
ing the Gospel of John in the forthcoming volume of the Editio Critica Maior.»

35

W. Holmes on the Occasion of His Sixty-Fifth Birthday, ed. Daniel M. Gurtner, Juan Hernandez Jr.,
and Paul Foster, NTTSD 50 (Leiden: Brill, 2015), 217-38; Sean A. Adams, “Sense Units and Man-
uscript Families: A Test Proposal,” in The Language and Literature of the New Testament: Essays
in Honor of Stanley E. Porter’s Sixtieth Birthday, ed. Lois K. Fuller Dow, Craig Alan Evans, and
Andrew W. Pitts, BibInt 150 (Leiden: Brill, 2016), 174-204; Jesse R. Grenz, “Textual Divisions in
Codex Vaticanus: A Layered Approach to the Delimiters in B(03),” TC 23 (2018): 1-22; and also
the “Tyndale House Edition” (Dirk Jongkind and Peter J. Williams, eds., The Greek New Testa-
ment [Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2017]), which follows the paragraphs informed by the manuscripts
from the fifth century or earlier.

See the introduction via http://www.igntp.org; also see the paper presented by Klaus Wachtel and
David C. Parker at Annual Meeting of the Studiorum Novi Testamenti Societas in Halle, 2 August
2005 (“The Joint IGNTP/INTF Editio Critica Maior of the Gospel of John: Its Goals and Their
Significance for New Testament Scholarship,” http://epapers.bham.ac.uk/754).
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