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Appendix
Commentary on All Marginal
Variants in GA 274

1. Notation

The collation data in this appendix follows the conventions of the Editio Critica Maior (ECM),
using Gregory-Aland (GA) numbers for all manuscripts and the same shorthand for versional
and patristic witnesses found in the Nestle-Aland (NA) and United Bible Societies (UBS) edi-
tions, along with the following sigla:

* (e.g., 05*): Indicates the reading of the first hand in a manuscript where there is a correc-
tion.

A (e.g., 2A): Indicates an alternate reading to the main text in the given manuscript. In this
study, we will understand this to include any marginal reading that is not obviously a correc-
tion. All of the marginal readings in GA 274 will be listed as having support from 274A in the
textual apparatuses.

C (e.g., 892C): Indicates the reading of a corrector in the given manuscript. When there is
more than one corrector, the siglum may be further indexed (e.g., C1, C2a, C2b).

f (e.g., 032f): When following a witness’s siglum, indicates that that witness’s reading is an
error (Fehler) or, more specifically, a defective form of the reading under which the witness is
listed. For convenience, the defective form is provided in parentheses after the cited witness.

f(e.g., f): Represents the reconstructed archetype of a family of related witnesses. The su-
perscripted number is derived from a representative extant manuscript in the family.

K (e.g., 1424K): Represents the commentary in the given manuscript.

L (e.g., L36): Represents a lectionary manuscript. If the lectionary has multiple lections
with different readings for the given variation unit, then the lections will be indexed with dis-
tinct suffixes (e.g., L36/1 for the first lection and L36/2 for the second).

P (e.g., P75): Represents a papyrus manuscript.

P (e.g., f2P, sy" P, Eus”): When following a family, a version, or a patristic witness, this si-
glum indicates that only a portion of the manuscript tradition for that witness attests to the
associated reading.

S (e.g., 12008S): The associated witness is lacunose here, but another hand has supplemented
the material.

T (e.g., 2T): Indicates the text reading in manuscripts where there is an alternate or com-
mentary reading.

vid (e.g., P45"): Indicates that the given reading appears to have the support of the given
witness, though parts of the reading may be uncertain or lacunose in the witness.

2. Collated Witnesses

For the purposes of determining the textual affinities of certain marginal readings in GA 274, 1
have gathered collation data for the variation units that contain these marginal readings. I se-
lected 140 witnesses for the collation according to several guiding principles. First, due to their
demonstrable antiquity, I included all papyri and majuscules with accessible images whose text
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78 Appendix: Commentary on All Marginal Variants in GA 274

was legible and clearly identifiable.' For several palimpsests and discolored purple majuscules,
I used published transcriptions as they were available.” For the textual families f, 3, and f*, I
used existing critical texts, noting major inter-family divisions where they occurred.? For the
minuscules, I attempted to sample a roughly equal number of manuscripts (typically two to
four) from each of the textual groups determined by the Claremont Profile Method to have a
viable profile of readings in Luke.* For the groups whose critical texts I used in the collation,
I did not sample additional manuscripts. These were Wisse’s groups 1 (f'), 13 (%), and K* (f*).
The minuscules I sampled from the remaining groups were chosen on a balance of factors
like strength of representation (measured by Wisse’s application of the Profile Method), age

' I accessed images primarily through the INTFs Virtual Manuscript Room (http://ntvmr.
uni-muenster.de) and the Center for the Study of New Testament Manuscripts (http://csntm.
org). Manuscripts deemed illegible were generally palimpsests without published transcriptions.
Where these manuscripts had transcriptions available, I used them. Some manuscripts, like the
commentary majuscule GA 055, have incomplete contents and are not indexed in the Virtual
Manuscript Room, so I have opted not to use them.

> For convenience, I cite all of these sources below.

For GA o4: Constantin von Tischendorf, Codex Ephraemi Syri rescriptus sive fragmenta Novi
Testamenti e codice Graeco Parisiensi celeberrimo quinti ut videtur post Christum seculi (Leipzig:
Tauchnitz, 1843); and R. W. Lyon, “A Re-examination of Codex Ephraemi Rescriptus,” NTS 5
(1959): 260-72.

For GA o022: H. S. Cronin, Codex Purpureus Petropolitanus: The Text of Codex N of the Gospels
Edited with an Introduction and Appendix, TextsS 5.4 (London: Clay & Sons, 1899).

For GA 024: Constantin von Tischendorf, Monumenta Sacra Inedita, vol. 6 (Leipzig: Hinrichs,
1869).

For GA 026: Constantin von Tischendorf, Monumenta Sacra Inedita, vol. 3 (Leipzig: Hinrichs,
1860).

For GA o027: Constantin von Tischendorf, Monumenta Sacra Inedita, vol. 2 (Leipzig: Hinrichs,
1857).

For GA 035: Thomas Kingsmill Abbott, Par Palimpsestorum Dublinensium: The Codex Rescrip-
tus Dublinensis of St. Matthew’s Gospel (Z) (Dublin: Hodges, 1880).

For GA o40: H. A. G. Houghton, Panagiotis Manafis, and A. C. Myshrall, The Palimpsest Cate-
na of Codex Zacynthius: Text and Translation (Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias, 2020).

For GA o042: Oscar von Gebhardt, Die Evangelien des Matthaeus und des Marcus aus dem Codex
Purpureus Rossanensis (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1883).

For GA 043: Pierre Batiffol, Les manuscrits grecs de Berat d’Albanie et le Codex Purpureus @
(Paris: Imprimerie Nationale, 1886).

3 For convenience, these are cited below.

For Family 1: Kirsopp Lake, Codex 1 of the Gospels and Its Allies, ed. J. Armitage Robinson, TS
7.3 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1902; repr., Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2004).

For Family 13: Kirsopp Lake and Silva Lake, Family 13 (The Ferrar Group): The Text according to
Mark, with a Collation of Codex 28 of the Gospels, SD 11 (Philadelphia, PA: University of Philadel-
phia Press, 1941); Jacob Geerlings, Family 13— The Ferrar Group: The Text according to Matthew,
SD 19 (Salt Lake City, UT: University of Utah Press, 1961); Jacob Geerlings, Family 13— The Ferrar
Group: The Text according to Luke, SD 20 (Salt Lake City, UT: University of Utah Press, 1961); and
Jacob Geerlings, Family 13—The Ferrar Group: The Text according to John, SD 21 (Salt Lake City,
UT: University of Utah Press, 1962).

For Family 35: Wilbur N. Pickering, The Greek New Testament according to Family 35, 2nd ed.
(Wilbur N. Pickering, 2015).

+ These groups are described in Frederik Wisse, The Profile Method for the Classification and Eval-
uation of Manuscript Evidence as Applied to the Continuous Greek Text of the Gospel of Luke, ed.
Irving Alan Sparks, SD 44 (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1982), 91-116.


http://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de
http://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de
http://csntm.org
http://csntm.org
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(with earlier manuscripts prioritized before later ones), and completeness (with fully extant
manuscripts preferred to more lacunose ones). These witnesses, along with details of their age,
current location, and Wisse groups, are outlined in table A.

Table A: Manuscript witnesses collated for this study. The ID column contains each witness’s
Gregory-Aland number or family number. The Siglum column contains alphabetical sigla of-
ten used to identify certain majuscules. The Date column contains the century or centuries to
which the witness is dated. The Location column contains the current location of the witness.
The Group column contains the textual group to which Wisse assigns the witness in Luke
based on the Claremont Profile Method.

ID Siglum Date Location Group

P3 Sixth/Seventh Austrian National Library

P4 Third Bibliotheque nationale de France

P37 Third/Fourth University of Michigan Library

P45 Third Chester Beatty Library

P53 Third University of Michigan Library

Ps9 Seventh Morgan Library and Museum

P66 Third Bodmer Library

P69 Third Sackler Library

P7s Third Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana

P88 Fourth Universita Cattolica del Sacro Cuore

P120 Fourth Sackler Library

o1 b Fourth British Library B
02 A Fifth British Library I
03 B Fourth Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana B
04 C Fifth Bibliotheque nationale de France Mix
05 D Fifth Cambridge University Library B
o7 E Eighth Basel University Library Kx
09 F Ninth University Library, Utrecht Kmix
o11 G Tenth Trinity College K*
013 H Ninth/Tenth State and University Library, Hamburg Kx
017 K Ninth Bibliotheque nationale de France I
019 L Eighth Bibliotheque nationale de France B
021 M Ninth Bibliotheque nationale de France M2y
022 N Sixth Russian National Library Mix
023 (0] Sixth Bibliotheque nationale de France

o24 P Sixth Herzog August Bibliothek Mix
026 Q Fifth Herzog August Bibliothek Mix
027 R Seventh British Library Kx
028 S Tenth Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana K*
o29 T Fifth Bibliotheque nationale de France

030 U Eleventh Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana Kmix
031 A\ Eleventh State Historical Museum, Moscow Kx
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ID Siglum Date Location Group
032 W Fourth/Fifth Smithsonian Institution, Freer Gallery of Art ~ Mix
033 X Tenth Universitatsbibliothek Miinchen Mix
034 Y Ninth Cambridge University Library IT171
035 Z Sixth Trinity College

036 T Tenth Bodleian Library Kx
037 A Ninth Stiftsbibliothek, St. Gallen Kx
038 O Ninth National Center of Manuscripts, Tbilisi Mix
039 A Ninth Bodleian Library A
o40 E Sixth Cambridge University Library Mix
o1 II Ninth Russian National Library IT
042 z Sixth Museo Diocesano, Rossano

043 ) Sixth Albanian National Archives

044 v Ninth/Tenth Lavra Mix
045 Q Ninth Dionysiou Kx
050 Ninth National Library of Greece

053 Ninth Bavarian State Library Kx
054 Eighth Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana

063 Ninth Bibliotheque nationale de France

070 Sixth Bibliotheque nationale de France

083 Sixth/Seventh Saint Catherine’s Monastery

085 Sixth Russian National Library

0102 Seventh Bibliotheque nationale de France

0105 Tenth Austrian National Library

0115 Ninth/Tenth Bibliothéque nationale de France

0141 Tenth Bibliotheque nationale de France

0162 Third/Fourth Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York

0211 Ninth National Center of Manuscripts, Tbilisi Mix
0234 Eighth Unknown

0274 Fifth Coptic Museum, Cairo

0283 Ninth Saint Catherine’s Monastery

0287 Ninth Saint Catherine’s Monastery

0290 Ninth Saint Catherine’s Monastery

0292 Sixth Saint Catherine’s Monastery

0315 Fourth/Fifth de Hamel Collection, Cambridge

f 1

fe 2
r K
2 Eleventh/Twelfth Basel University Library K*

9 Twelfth Bibliotheque nationale de France Kx
16 Fourteenth Bibliotheque nationale de France 16
22 Twelfth Bibliotheque nationale de France 22°
27 Tenth Bibliotheque nationale de France M2y
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ID

33
71
75
114
119
157
161
164
184
199
217
269
274
291
371
372
431
449
461
517
544
545
565
579
585
700
726
740
804
892
954
1005
1071
1079
1093
1167
1192
1200
1216
1241
1243
1273

Siglum Date

Ninth
Twelfth
Eleventh
Eleventh
Twelfth
Twelfth
Tenth
Eleventh
Thirteenth
Twelfth
Twelfth
Eleventh
Tenth
Thirteenth
Tenth
Sixteenth
Twelfth
Thirteenth
Ninth
Eleventh/Twelfth
Thirteenth
Fifteenth
Ninth
Thirteenth
Eleventh
Eleventh
Thirteenth
Fourteenth
Eleventh
Ninth
Fifteenth
Fourteenth
Twelfth
Tenth
Fourteenth
Eleventh/Twelfth
Eleventh
Twelfth
Eleventh
Twelfth
Eleventh
Twelfth

Location
Bibliotheque nationale de France
Lambeth Palace

Public and University Library, Geneva

Bibliothéque nationale de France
Bibliotheque nationale de France
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana
Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana
Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana
Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana
Bibliotheque nationale de France
Bibliotheque nationale de France
Bibliothéque nationale de France
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana
Bibliothéque du Grand Séminaire
British Library

Russian National Library

Christ Church

University of Michigan Library
University of Michigan Library
Russian National Library
Bibliotheque nationale de France
Biblioteca Estense

British Library

Royal Library of Belgium
Bibliotheque nationale de France
Parliament Library, Athens
British Library

Dionysiou

Iviron

Lavra

Lavra

Panteleimonos

Ioannou

Saint Catherine’s Monastery
Saint Catherine’s Monastery
Saint Catherine’s Monastery
Saint Catherine’s Monastery
Saint Catherine’s Monastery
Auckland Public Library

Mix

1216

16
1519
K
291
291
Mix
1167
291
K
1675
Mix
585

585

Hb

Mix

1675
22°

Mix
T2

Mix
1167
22
g

1216

1216
Mix
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ID Siglum Date Location Group
1319 Twelfth Greek Orthodox Patriarchate, Jerusalem I°
1321 Eleventh Greek Orthodox Patriarchate, Jerusalem 1519
1325 Eighteenth Greek Orthodox Patriarchate, Jerusalem Mix
1342 Thirteenth/Fourteenth Greek Orthodox Patriarchate, Jerusalem Mix
1365 Twelfth Greek Orthodox Patriarchate, Jerusalem 222
1424 Ninth/Tenth Jesuit-Krauss-McCormick Library 1675
1519 Eleventh Lavra 1519
1574 Fourteenth Vatopedi Mix
1675 Fourteenth Panteleimonos 1675
2597 Sixteenth Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana

2786 Fourteenth Unknown (formerly Thira, Prophetou Iliou)

L63 Ninth Bibliotheque nationale de France

L387 Eleventh National Library of Greece

Ls47 Thirteenth Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana

L627 Eighth Dionysiou

L773 Eleventh Ecumenical Patriarchate, Constantinople

L844 Ninth Saint Catherine’s Monastery

1846 Ninth Saint Catherine’s Monastery

1848 Ninth Saint Catherine’s Monastery

L849 Ninth Saint Catherine’s Monastery

Lgso Thirteenth Uppsala University Library

L1126 Twelfth Vatopediou

L1602 Eighth Morgan Library and Museum

L2211 Tenth Saint Catherine’s Monastery

Because many of these manuscripts are fragmentary, no textual apparatus in the following
section contains all of them at once.

3. Commentary

For each marginal reading, I will list the folio number where it occurs, the name of the corre-
sponding siglum (if one was used),’ and an indication of the script in which the marginal read-
ing is written. For reasons of space, I do not attempt an exhaustive commentary on any read-
ing; instead, I focus on internal considerations that indicate the nature of the marginal reading
and external considerations of age, distribution, and support among manuscripts, versions,
and patristic citations where relevant. For all class-A readings (as defined in the main article),
I present a positive apparatus collating the textual witnesses listed in table A. For readings in
other classes, I list witnesses (in the form of a positive or negative apparatus, depending on the
need) wherever discussion of external evidence is warranted.

All images included in this commentary are derived from the Bibliotheque nationale de
France’s photographs of GA 274,° except where otherwise noted.

5 See the main article for further discussion of the sigla used in GA 274.
¢ Source: gallica.bnf.fr / Bibliothéque nationale de France. The photographs for GA 274 are acces-
sible at https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btvibi1oos077n.


https://gallica.bnf.fr
https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b11005077n
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Matthew

Matt 1:11

Page: 6v

Siglum: lemniskos

Text: omit

Margin: ¢éyévvnoev TOV lwakn waknp 8¢
Hand: 2a

Type: A

Collation:

omit Jehoiakim in genealogy o1 03 04 07 017 019 028 031 032 036 037 041 045 0211 f* 2 9 27 75
114 157 164 269 2747T 291 371 372 431 449 461 517 544 545 565 585 700 726 740 804 892 1005 1071
1079 1093 1167 1192 1200S 1241 1243 1273 1319 1321 1325 1365 1424 1519 1574 2597 2786 Ls547 L627
L773 1844 1848 L849 L1126 L2211 | add Jehoiakim to genealogy 021 030 038 042 f 16 33 71119 161
184 199 217 274A 954 1216 1342 L63

Comments:

While the omission of Jehoiakim in Matthew’s genealogy of Jesus could be explained as a
scribal accident (homoioarcton or homoioteleuton occasioned by the repeated phrasing of the
genealogy), the marginal reading is unlikely to be a simple correction for two reasons. First,
the longer reading is not well-attested in the Byzantine text-type to which GA 274’s text is most
closely aligned, so the manuscript is less likely to have inherited the reading from its main
exemplar. Second, the marginal reading is written in a minuscule hand that is clearly distinct
from the first hand and probably later. The simpler explanation is that the scribe or reader
responsible for the marginal reading was aware of the longer reading, either from memory or
from checking the manuscript against another copy.

The Text und Textwert volume for Matthew, which includes this variation unit as a Test-
stellen, lists 1246 manuscripts in support of the omission and 176 in support of the addition.
Among the relatively few surviving manuscripts that preserve the longer reading, there is fur-
ther variation in content. Some of this variation is significant in context. Manuscript GA 71, for
instance, places Jehoiakim (spelled takein) between Amos and Josiah, where virtually all other
witnesses to the longer reading place Jehoiakim after Josiah. For the most part, however, sub-
variation in the longer reading concerns the spelling of Jehoiakim’s name. Notably, the spelling
waknp found in the margin of GA 274 is an itacistic variant of the spelling iwaxeip found in
most of the manuscripts with the longer reading, which could indicate that the longer reading
was recalled from memory rather than copied.

In terms of versional and patristic support, the longer reading can be found in some early
witnesses. The apparatus of the UBS* critical edition notes that it can be found as an alternate
reading in the Harklean Syriac version (seventh century), the Palestinian Syriac version (c.
sixth century), a Latin translation of Irenaeus (second century), and Epiphanius (fifth cen-
tury).” The support from Epiphanius is not explicit but can be inferred in the absence of any
other known textual variants in the Matthean genealogy.®

7 Barbara Aland etal., eds., The Greek New Testament, 4th ed. (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschatft,

1994), 2.
8 Amy M. Donaldson, “Explicit References to New Testament Variant Readings among Greek and

Latin Church Fathers” (PhD diss., University of Notre Dame, 2009), 344-45.
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Matt 1:11-12
Page: 6v

Siglum: * (twice)
Text: ¢ (twice)
Margin: n (twice)
Hand: 2a

Type: C
Comments:

The marginal note changes petoikeoiag and petoikeoiav in these two verses to petownoiog
and petowknoiav, respectively. The spellings with epsilon appear to have been standard from
very early on and in many places, as they are found in earliest witnesses and in many of the
later ones, but the spellings with efa also have reasonably widespread support among later
manuscripts.® The fact that all corrections among the manuscripts examined change eta to
epsilon further supports the idea that at least some scribes of the time considered the epsilon
spelling the correct one.”

Still, while a change to non-standard spelling seems like a sign of something more than just
a correction, it seems hard to believe that the reader or scribe responsible would find a matter
of orthography like this worthy of noting as an alternate reading. While the RP 2018 Byzantine
text reads petowkeoiag ... petokeoiav with most of the manuscripts collated for this study, this
does not imply that the Byzantine text-type uniformly adopted this spelling convention; RP is
not based on an exhaustive collation of Greek manuscripts, and as the preface states, the edi-
tion standardizes general orthographic matters (which, presumably, would include this issue)
throughout the text." Between these factors and the reasonably widespread support for the less
common spelling, the most plausible explanation of the marginal note is that it is correction of
two related misspellings to the spellings found in the manuscript’s exemplar.

Matt 2:13

Page: 8r

Siglum: arrow

Text: dvaywpnodaviwv 6¢ adT@®V
Margin: dvaxwpnoaviwv T@v u(d)y(wv)
Hand: 1

9 The following sixty witnesses use the epsilon spelling for both words: GA o1, 03, 04, 021, 024, 032,
036, 037, 038, 0287, f5, 5, 2, 9, 27, 33, 71, 75, 119, 157, 164, 217, 2747, 372, 431, 461C, 517, 544, 545,
579, 585, 700, 740, 892, 954, 1005, 1071, 1093, 1167, 1192C, 1200, 1216, 1273, 1321, 1325, 1365, 1424,
1574, 2597, 2786, L63, 1387, L547, L627, L773, L844, L849, L1126, L1602, and L2211. The following
twenty-eight witnesses use the eta spelling for both words: GA o017, 019, 028, 030, 031, 041, 042,
045, ozn,f, 16, 114, 161, 184, 269%, 274A, 291, 371, 449, 461%, 726, 804, 1079, 1192%, 1241, 1243, 1319,
and L848. There are also some witnesses exhibiting inconsistent spellings: GA o7 spells the pair
of words as petolkioiag ... HeTolknoiay, suggesting a reading with two eta spellings changed by
itacism; GA 199, 565, and 1519C have petowknoiag ... petotkeoiav; GA 269C has petowkeoiag ...
petotknoiav; and GA 1519* has petoiknoiog only and omits the beginning of v. 12, probably due
to a skip of the eye.

' Of the manuscripts sampled for this study, four are corrected here: GA 269, 461, 1192, and 1519.
Of these, GA 461 and 1192 correct both words to use the epsilon spelling. GA 269C corrects only
the first eta spelling to an epsilon spelling. GA 1519C supplies the omitted second word with the
epsilon spelling, but does not bother to make the spelling in v. 11 consistent with this correction.

" Maurice A. Robinson and William G. Pierpont, eds., The New Testament in the Original Greek:
Byzantine Textform 2018 (Niirnberg: VTR Publications, 2018), ix.
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Type: L
Comments:

While a minority of continuous-text manuscripts does attest to the longer reading here,”
the lectionaries that unanimously support it make its origin clear; the lection that begins at
this verse demands that something clearer be substituted for adt®v. The marginal note of GA
274 is either part of a lectionary incipit or the result of someone misreading a lectionary incipit
for an alternate reading.

Matt 3:6a

Page: or

Siglum: distigme (text only)
Text: omit

Margin: mavteg

Hand: 1

Type: A

Collation:

omit 01 03 04* 05 07 017 019 021 028 030 031 032 036 037 041 042 045 0211 f f1 52 916 22 27 71
75 114 119 157 161 164 184 199 217 269 274T 291 371 372 431 449 461 517 544 545 565 579 585 700 726
740 804 892 954 1005 1071 1079 1093 1167 1192 1216 1241 1243 1273 1319 1321 1325 1365 1424 1519 1574
1675 2786 163 Ls47 L627 L773 L844 1848 1849 L1126 L2211 | add mavteg 04C2 33 274A

Comments:

The addition of mavteg may have been a deliberate stylistic improvement, supplying the
preceding verb phrase with a subject, or it may have been a harmonization to the wording of
Mark 1:5. But the preceding context makes the addition of a noun here superfluous, and the
other Synoptic Gospels were more often harmonized to Matthew than vice-versa; the rarity of
this addition among other witnesses may serve as evidence for these points.

The scarcity of support for the addition in the manuscript tradition also means that the
marginal reading was not likely to be a correction to the text of a Byzantine exemplar. Rather,
it was more likely to have arisen from knowledge of a variant reading. It is unclear how far back
the variant reading goes. GA 33 is dated to the ninth century, but it preserves many readings
from the earlier Alexandrian witnesses.” GA o4 is dated to the fifth century, and its second
corrector is thought to be from the sixth century.*

Matt 3:6b

Page: gv

Siglum: distigme. The entirety of the marginal note, including the siglum, has been smudged
out (see image below), but the distigme above the corresponding location in the text remains
perfectly visible.

Specifically, GA 16, 119, 217, 517, 892, and 1675 have the longer reading as their main text; GA 2, 75,

and 461 join 274 in placing it in the margin; and the second corrector of GA o5 adds (and subse-

quently crosses out) Tov payov after the shorter reading.

B Bruce M. Metzger and Bart D. Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corrup-
tion, and Restoration, 4th ed. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), 87-88.

4 Metzger and Ehrman, Text of the New Testament, 69-70.
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-

topdap

Text: omit
Margin: [motapd]
Hand: unclear
Type: A
Collation:

omit 04C3 05 07 017 019 028 030 031 036 041 045 0211 f* 5 2 9 27 114 119 161 217 274T 274C 291
371 372 461 517 544 545 565 585 700 804 892 954 1071 1079 1241 1243 1273 1325 1675 2786 L63 L387
Ls47 L627 L844 1848 L849 | add motapw o1 03 04* 021 o32f (matapw) 037 042 f 16 22 33 71 75
157 164 184 199 269 274AY! 431 449 579 726 1005 1093 1167 1192 1216 1319 1321 1365 1424 1519 1574
L773 L1126 L2211

Comments:

Given the placement of the marginal note’s corresponding siglum after Topdavn in the text
and the diverse support for the addition of motau® in the same place, it is highly likely that
notap® (harmonizing again to Mark 1:5) is the now-erased marginal reading. If this note and
the previous one were both made on the basis of a text harmonizing to Mark, then it is likely
that both came from the same non-Byzantine manuscript and were added by the same hand
writing in majuscule script. Curiously, while that note was left intact, this one was erased.

Matt 3:8

Page: gv

Siglum: obelos (twice)
Text: ov ... ov
Margin: o0g ... 0vg
Hand: 1

Type: A

Collation:

Kapmov aflov 01 03 04 055 07 017 021 028 031 032 036 037 041 042 045 o211 f 3591622277175
114 119 157 161 164 184 199 217 269 274T 291 371 372 431 461A 517 544 545 565 579 700 804 892* 954
1005 1071 1079 1093 1167 1192 1216 1241 1243 1321 1365 1424 1519 1574 2786 L547 L773 L844 L1126
L2211 | KAPTIOVG a€lovg 019 030 2 33 274A 449 461T 585 726 740 892C 1273 1319 1325 1675 L63

Comments:

The marginal note lists the plural “fruits worthy [of repentance]” as an alternative to the
singular “fruit worthy [of repentance]” In contrast to the last two marginal notes, which in-
dicated harmonizations to the parallel in Mark, this one harmonizes to Luke 3:8. Such a har-
monization is rare, as the collation attests. Because the Byzantine text preserves the singular
here, the plural found in the margin is likely an alternative reading based on a non-Byzantine
manuscript.

Though the manuscript evidence does not make this clear, this textual variant has early ori-

gins. It has fourth-century attestation by Basil of Caesarea.” The fourth-century majuscule GA

5 Jean-Francois Racine, The Text of Matthew in the Writings of Basil of Caesarea, NTGF 5 (Atlanta,
GA: Society of Biblical Literature, 2004), 45.
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03 also features a distigme on the line containing this part of the verse, which could arguably
serve as further evidence of this variant’s antiquity.

Matt 3:11

Page: gv

Siglum: ancora (upward)? The entirety of the marginal note and the corresponding siglum
after vt dyiw are smudged out, as shown below.

= v

w a @

. - 7
1 £ Y Qo
; o | qcuvi y
~ e E ) . = n =

Text: omit
Margin: [kal upi]
Hand: unclear
Type: A
Collation:

omit 07 028 031 045 f* 2 27 75 164 199 269 274T 431 461 517 544 545 579 726 740 954 1167 1192 1243
1319 1321 1424 1519 1574 2786 L63 L773 | add kau TLPL 01 03 04 05S 017 019 021 030 032 036 037 041
042 0211 f 3 916 22 33 71C 114 119 157 161 184 217 274A" 291 371 372 449 565 585 700 804 892 1005
10711079 1093 1200 1216 1241 1273 1325 1365 1675 L547 L844 L1126 L2211

Comments:

Again, the placement of the corresponding siglum in the text (after év vt &yiw) and the
presence of a well-known variant in the same place serve as strong indications that kat mopi
was the original content of the marginal note. This continued harmonization to the parallel
in Luke gives us reason to suspect that the same person responsible for the last note was re-
sponsible for this one and likely derived the reading from the same source. Despite the relative
popularity of the longer reading here, the Byzantine text lacks it, which gives us another reason
to conclude that the marginal reading was derived from a source other than its main exemplar.

The manuscript evidence already dates the longer reading to no later than the fourth centu-
ry. Patristic citations from Basil of Caesarea and Cyril of Jerusalem add further support to this
dating.'® Finally, GA 03 contains a distigme on the line containing the longer reading, which
may indicate knowledge of this variant on the part of fourth-century scribes.

Matt 4:13
Page: 10v
Siglum: lemniskos
Text: omit
Margin: k(ai) katohmwv t(v) valaped
Hand: 1
Type: C
Comments:
No obvious mechanical cause lends itself to a simple explanation of this omission, but since
no other manuscript collated for this study omits this phrase, we would be hard-pressed to see
this marginal note as an indication of a reading found elsewhere. The best explanation seems

®  See Racine, Text of Matthew in the Writings of Basil of Caesarea, 46—47, and Mullen, New Testa-
ment Text of Cyril of Jerusalem, 73.
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to be that the scribe of GA 274 was copying a long sequence of locations in the surrounding
context (Galilee, Nazareth, Capernaum, the regions of Zebulun and Naphtali) from memory
and forgot this part of the sequence.” If this was the case, then the marginal note would be a
correction to an erroneous omission.

Matt 5:44

Page: 14r

Siglum: lemniskos

Text: omit

Margin: kaA®¢ ToLelTe TOIG HLoODOLY NUAG
Hand: 2b

Type: C

Comments:

There is a well-known textual issue concerning the two-part admonition evAoyeite Tovg
KATapwUEVOLG DUAG, KaA®G Totelte TOiG Hioodoty DuaG.® A few important witnesses (GA o1,
03, f, 22,1192, 2786*) omit both phrases, supported by an Old Latin manuscript from the fourth
or fifth century, the Curetonian and Sinaitic Syriac versions of the fourth century, the Sahidic
Coptic version of the fourth century, and the church fathers Theophilus of Antioch (second
century), Irenaeus (second century), Origen (third century), Adamantius (fourth century),
Cyprian (third century), and Faustus of Milevis (fourth century). The first phrase by itself is
found in GA 274T, 1071, 1325%, 1675, L866, and L1016, as well as in patristic citations from Clem-
ent of Alexandria (third century), Eusebius (fourth century), Theodoret (fifth century), and
Tertullian (third century). The Didache (1.3) also appears to support the inclusion of only the
first phrase,” and in his discussion of textual variation at this point, Peter of Laodicea appears
to have no knowledge of the second phrase.** Another reading that omits the first phrase and
includes the second is also preserved, though primarily by versional and patristic evidence.
This line in GA o3 is marked with an umlaut, so it is possible that one of the longer variants
was known at this point, though it is not clear which one. The longest reading, which includes
both phrases, is supported by the majority of manuscripts, including the Byzantine tradition.

Regardless of whether the omission in the text was due to contamination from an alternate
exemplar or the accidental result of homoioteleuton from one Opdg to the next, the Byzantine
support for the inclusion of the omitted phrase strongly suggests that the marginal reading
was intended as a correction towards the common text. The character of the minuscule script
in which the note was written and the itacistic substitution of nudag for dpag in the reading
suggest that the second phrase was supplied from memory by a later hand.

Matt 6:22
Page: 15v
Siglum: arrow
Text: omit
Margin: ovv
Hand: 1

7 My thanks to Stephen L. Brown for this suggestion.

¥ In what follows, I will selectively combine my collation data with data found in Aland et al., Greek
New Testament, 16.

¥ Michael W. Holmes, ed., The Apostolic Fathers: Greek Texts and English Translation, 3rd ed. (Grand
Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2007), 344.

> Donaldson, “Explicit References to New Testament Variant Readings,” 355 n. 8.
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Type: C
Comments:

While the omission in the text of GA 274 is also found in the fourth-century majuscule GA
o1 and a few versions (the Old Latin, Curetonian Syriac, and Middle Egyptian), the agreement
is more likely than not coincidental; given that the words surrounding odv in the manuscript
are ¢av and o, homoioteleuton or homoioarcton could easily explain the omission, and since
the rest of the manuscript tradition supports the word’s inclusion, the marginal note is surely
a correction.

Matt 7:6

Page: 16v

Siglum: arrow. The marginal reading, the sigla in both the text and the margin, and parts of the
text have been erased, as shown below.

3%
o a9

Text: t[a] Gyt[a] (corrected to 16 Gylov)
Margin: [10 dytov]

Hand: unclear

Type: C

Comments:

The choice of singular or plural for the phrase “what is holy” is the only well-known vari-
ant in the text found on the line where the marginal note is placed. A clearer indication that
the author of the marginal note had this variant in mind can be found in the clear signs of
editing in the text: a final stroke beginning at what is now the omicron in 16 has been erased,
and the last two letters of dytov are thinner than they are elsewhere on the page and appear
to have been written with a different pen than the one used everywhere else. The only other
well-known reading at this location, t& dyta, would explain both of these observations: a cor-
rector changed this reading to 16 dylov by removing the tail of the alpha in the article, erasing
the final alpha in dyia, and fitting -ov into the resulting space at the end of the word. In this
scenario, the marginal note, which originally provided the common reading without changing
the reading copied in the text, was subsequently erased, as it was no longer needed.

The reading t& dyta originally copied in the text of GA 274 is attested in a minority of man-
uscripts, being found in some members of Family 1, as well as GA 157, 431, 461, 544, 740, 1093,
1200, 1342, and 2786. Even so, the minority reading has earlier roots than its extant witnesses
might suggest. It finds fourth-century support in allusions made by Cyril of Jerusalem and in
multiple citations by Didymus the Blind.” It also appears in the commentary of GA 1424, at-
tributed to Chrysostom. If this attribution is correct and the commentary accurately preserves
the words of Chrysostom, then this church father could be counted as another fourth-century
witness to the plural reading.

2 See Mullen, New Testament Text of Cyril of Jerusalem, 78, and Bart D. Ehrman, Didymus the Blind
and the Text of the Gospels, NTGF 1 (Atlanta, GA: Society of Biblical Literature, 1986), 50. It is
worth noting that Didymus the Blind alternates between citing té &yia and 10 &ytov in different
writings.
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The remainder of the manuscript tradition, including the Byzantine text-type, overwhelm-
ingly favors the singular phrase 1o dytov, so it is highly likely that the primary Byzantine exem-
plar whose text is reproduced in most of GA 274 had this reading and not the reading found in
the text of GA 274. The scribe likely added 10 dytov to the margin to make a correction to the
text found in this exemplar or, if that exemplar was not available for some reason, to record a
more familiar phrase from memory. If the Byzantine exemplar indeed was not available (e.g.,
because it was lacunose here), then the scribe may have copied ta dyta from a supplementary
non-Byzantine manuscript. In that case, the marginal reading would not be a correction per
se, but it would be a note of a Byzantine reading, and one that probably was originally present
in GA 274’s Byzantine exemplar. Accordingly, it best fits the criteria of class C.

Matt 8:13

Page: 19r

Siglum: asteriskos

Text: omit

Margin: kai DmooTpéy(ag) O EKATOVTAPYOG €l TOV oikov avtod £v adTf Tfj dp(a) edpe TOV
naida adtod Lylaivovta

Hand: 2b

Type: A

Collation:

omit 01C1 03 07A 011 017 019 028 031 032 036 037 041 o45f13 Ptf35 2277175114157 164199 269 274T
291371372 431 461 517 565 585 579 700 726 804 892 954 1071 1079 1167 1192 1200 1243 1319 1321 1325
1342 142471 1519 1675 2786 L547 L627 L773 L848 Los0 L2211 | add longer reading o1* 01C2 04 07T
021 022 030 033 038 042 043 ozuflflspt 916 2233 119 161 184 274A 449 544 545 1005 1093 1216 1241
1365 1424A | add xau tavteg eBavpalov kat edo&alov tov Ov L844

Comments:

The classification of this marginal reading is difficult. The lack of mainstream Byzantine
support for the longer reading makes it less likely that this was a correction to an omission of
text from the manuscript’s main exemplar. The addition could be a harmonization to the par-
allel in Luke 7:10 or to a similar passage in John 4:52-53.>

On the other hand, a number of explanations exist for the omission. One is that the longer
reading was intentionally omitted for stylistic reasons, with some scribes considering it redun-
dant after the previous verse. Another is that the omission was occasioned by homoioarcton
from the kai at the start of the longer reading to the kai at the start of v. 14. A third possibility is
that the longer reading was omitted due to lectionary usage because it originally occurred be-
tween the end of the lection containing v. 13 and the beginning of the lection containing v. 14.

2 Philip Wesley Comfort, A Commentary on the Manuscripts and Text of the New Testament (Grand
Rapids, MI: Kregel Academic, 2015), 140. This may also explain why the asteriskos symbol (typ-
ically used to mark passages suspected to have been inserted from other locations or sources) is
used as the siglum for this marginal reading.

% All but one of the lectionaries selected for this study end the lection with the shorter reading, and
the one remaining lectionary (L844) adds a common explicit. Of the manuscripts that contain the
longer reading and include lectionary notation, the following locate the longer reading between
the telog abbreviation marking the end of the lection and the apyn abbreviation marking the
start of the next lection: GA 04, 07, 038, 0211, 1, 184, 348, 545, 895, 983, 1190, 1194, 1216, 1528, and
1689. Many other manuscripts with the longer reading place the teAog marker after it, and a more
comprehensive study of the lectionary tradition may reveal that parts of the tradition include the
longer reading in the lection. Additionally, it is possible that the longer reading is a later addition,
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It is worth noting that GA o3 has a distigme on the line containing the shorter reading. If
the siglum can be understood to indicate knowledge of textual variation, then it could be a
fourth-century witness to this variant, although it could also refer to a variant concerning the
presence or absence of avtod after 6 maig, which occurs on the same line.

Matt 12:42
Page: 28v
Siglum: ®
Text: o
Margin: w
Hand: 1
Type: C
Comments:

A corresponding siglum does not appear in the text, but the marginal note surely refers to
the spelling of Solomon’s name in the middle of this verse (X0Aopovog). Throughout Matthew,
and even later in this very verse, GA 274 preserves the common spelling ZoAopdvog, and as
we have observed in the main part of this study, erroneous o-w interchanges were common for
the scribe of GA 274, so the marginal note is clearly intended as a correction here.

Matt 13:32

Page: 30v

Siglum: The alternate reading is not in the margin but is written above the text in a majuscule
script, as pictured below.

e A

Text: omit
Margin: mavtwv
Hand: 1

Type: C
Comments:

The RP margin does not note the addition of mdvtwv as a divided Byzantine reading, but
both the text reading and the marginal reading of GA 274 are attested by cross-sections of the
Byzantine tradition.”* Moreover, the omission could be explained as the result of homoioteleu-
ton following the word peifov, and the placement of the addition directly in the text, rather
than in the margin, would be unusual for a note about a known variant reading. The addition
of mdvtwv is therefore most probably a correction to the text found in GA 274’s Byzantine
exemplar.

and scribes merely placed the lectionary markings around it because they knew it was not part
of the existing lection.

¢ The omission is supported by GA o1, 03, 04, 05, 07, 09, 011, 019, 021, 022, 023, 028, 030, 031, 032,
033, 036, 037, 038, 042, 043, 045, 0211,f1,f13, 2,16, 22, 27, 33, 71, 119, 164, 184, 199, 274T, 461, 517, 579,
700, 740, 892, 954, 1093, 1192, 1216, 1241, 1273, 1325, 1342, 1675, 2786, and L773. The addition of
névtwv is found in GA 017, 034, 041, f5, 9, 75, 114, 157, 269, 274A, 291, 371, 431, 449, 544, 545, 565,
585, 726, 804, 1005, 1071, 1079, 1167, 1200, 1243, 1319, 1321, 1365, 1424, 1519, 1574, and Lg50. A rare
third variant is the addition of avt®@v, found in GA 372.
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Matt 15:28

Page: 35v

Siglum: ancora (rightward)
Text: ng

Margin: e1g

Hand: 1

Type: C

Comments:

The marginal reading changes the subjunctive 0¢Ang to the indicative 0¢Aeig. While the
subjunctive is viable and has diverse attestation here,” the majority of the manuscript evi-
dence, including the Byzantine text-type, supports the indicative, and as was noted in the
summary of the text of GA 274, itacism was a common error for its scribe. The marginal note
is therefore best explained as a correction of a common error.

Matt 19:27

Page: 43r

Siglum: ancora (upward)
Text: omit

Margin: d¢

Hand: 1

Type: L

Comments:

The corresponding siglum in the text is placed after Tote dmokpifeig; presumably, the in-
tended substitution is amoxpiBeig 6¢. The vast majority of manuscripts have the reading of
GA 274T, and the outside support for the marginal reading consists solely of the lectionaries
L387, Ls47, L627, L773, L848, and Lgso. Of the two other lectionaries selected for this study,
one (L1126) preserves the common reading, and the other (L844) has dmokpifeig by itself (a
reading otherwise only supported by GA 04). Moreover, the lection covering Matt 10:32-38 is
patched together with Matt 19:27-30 in many lectionaries, so the substitution can be explained
as a stylistic smoothing of the skip that takes place in the lection.

Matt 20:22
Page: 44r
Siglum: The alternate reading is not in the margin but is written above the text in a majuscule

script, as pictured below.
ot

Text: omit
Margin: v
Hand: 1
Type: C
Comments:
Given the placement of the additional letter directly in the text rather than through a note
in the margin, the transcriptional probability of an original mivelv being assimilated to the

» Tt is also found in GA ozl,f13 Pt2* 9,184, 199, 371, 565, 579, 1005, 1216, 1243, 1325, 1342, 1424, 1519,
and L63.
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previous mieiv in this verse, and the overwhelming attestation for miveiv in the manuscript
tradition (and especially among the Byzantine witnesses),* this note is best understood to be
a simple correction to a perceived error in spelling. In reality, given the relatively widespread
external support for mieiv, this reading may not have been an error on the part of the scribe but
a faithfully-copied reading from a non-Byzantine exemplar containing it.

Matt 20:23
Page: 44v
Siglum: ®

Text: omit
Margin: Tovto
Hand: 1

Type: A
Collation:

OVK €0TLV ELOV JOoLVaL 01 03 07 011 013 017 019 021 022 023 028 031 033 034 035 036 038 042 045 f*
f3f52922277175119% 157 161164 184 199 269 274T 291 372 431 449 461 517 544 579 700 740 804
892 954 1005 1071 1167 1192 1200 1241 1243 1319 1321 1325 1365 1424 1519 1574 1675 2597 2786 L63
L773 L9s0 ] Touto ovk 0TtV epov Sovvat 274A% 545 565 585 |

OVK €0°TLV TOVTO €[OV dovval 0211 | OVK E0TLV E[LOV TOVTO SOVVaL 04 05 030 032 037 043 085 16 33
114 119C 274AC 3711079 1093 1216 1273 1342 L844 | ovk €0Twv gpov Sovvat TOLTO 041

Comments:

This variation unit is complicated not just by the number of distinct placements of Todto
found in the manuscript tradition, but also by the fact that the hand responsible for adding
the marginal reading’s siglum to the text first placed it at the beginning of the phrase (274A*),
then crossed it out and placed it later in the phrase (274AC). Given that the majority of the
tradition, including the Byzantine text-type, favors the shorter reading, it is unlikely that either
form of the marginal reading was a correction to the primary exemplar of GA 274. Given the
sparse support for the former placement of todto, we might suppose that the reader or scribe
responsible for it first attempted to recall the reading by memory and ended up placing the
additional word in the place where it seemed most natural to them. If this was indeed the case,
then a check against a secondary exemplar containing the addition could have corrected the
marginal reading to the more common reading ovx €oTtv euov Todto dodvar. The early and
diverse support for this reading gives at least some probability to such a scenario.

While the earliest manuscripts containing ovk £€otiv epnov todto dodvat date to the fifth
century, patristic evidence can trace it a bit farther back.”” Some citations by John Chrysostom
(fourth century) support the placement of Tod7o in this location, though other citations sup-
port the reading without todto. Even the reading of GA 274A* finds fourth-century support
in an allusion by Macarius of Egypt.*® Finally, the absence of todto in the parallel text of

6 Qutside of GA 274, péAw miverv is attested in o1f (... miviv), 04, 07, 017, 019, 021, 022, 023, 028,
030, 031, 032, 033, 034, 035, 036, 037, 038, 041, 042, 043f (... Teivewv), 045, f, f4, 15, 2*f (... mivnv),
2C, 9, 16, 22, 27, 33, 71, 114, 157, 161, 184, 199f (... Tivvew), 371, 372, 449C, 461, 544, 565, 700, 804,
892, 1093, 1071, 1079, 1192, 1200, 1216, 1241, 1243, 1273, 1319, 1325, 1342, 1574, 2786, 1L.387, L773, L844,
Lg50; uéAw meiv is attested in 03, 05, 011, 013, 085, 0211, 164, 291, 449%, 545, 579, 585, 740, 1005,
1365, 2597, and L63; and mivw is found in 75, 119, 269, 431, 517, 954, 1167, 1321, 1424, 1519, and 1675.

7 Versional evidence would certainly offer other early witnesses for us to consider, but since trans-
positions of word order can easily be lost in translation, it seems safer to set aside versional evi-
dence so as not to risk a misinterpretation of the evidence here.

2 Aland et al., Greek New Testament, 77.
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Mark 10:40 has been taken as intrinsic evidence that one of the longer readings, and prob-
ably the one supported by GA 274AC, is earlier than the shortest reading found in most
manuscripts.”

Matt 23:9

Page: sor

Siglum: ancora (upward)

Text: omit

Margin: [vp]eilg 6e mavteg adedpot eote
Hand: 1

Type: A

Collation:

add vpeig de mavteg adeh@ol eoTe after 23:8 01 03 05 07 09 011 013 017 019 021 023 028 032 034
036 037 038 041 042 045 0102 0211f1f13f35 2916222733 71114 119 157 161 164 184 199 269 274 T 291
371372 449 461544 565579 700 740 804 892 954 1005 1071 1079 1093 1192 1200 1216 1241 1243 1273
1319 1321 1325 1365 1424 1519 1675C 2597 2786 L547 L773 L844 1848 Lgs0 ]| add vueig 6e mavteg
adeh@ot eaTe after 23:9 030 75 274A 431 517 545 585 1167 1342 | omit in both locations 1675%

Comments:

The marginal reading is probably best understood as marking a transposition rather than
an addition, since the text of GA 274 already includes this phrase at the end of the previous
verse, and no manuscript collated for this study includes the phrase in both places. Because of
this, and because of the overwhelming external support for the placement of the phrase after v.
8, the marginal reading is better understood as an indication of a known variant reading than
as a correction.

Less certain is how the transposition originated. Stylistic considerations offer one tran-
scriptional explanation: an explanation about the brotherhood of the disciples seems more
fitting after a statement about whom to call “Father” than after a statement about whom to
call “Teacher,” so the transposition would have been natural to some scribes. There does not
appear to be any early versional or patristic evidence supporting the placement of this phrase
at the end of v. 9, so the transposition may well have a later origin.

Matt 23:12

Page: sov

Siglum: The marginal reading has no siglum but is written after the end of the line of text and
into the margin, as pictured below.

. 4 = N e,
IS LlsC wiIe TAEI R el
g s I -y
~ - - » " ? as i |
Text: omit
Margin: kai 607G Tanetvwoet £av(Tov) OYwb(1))oeT(at)
Hand: 1
Type: C
Comments:

»  Bruce M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament, 2nd ed. (Stuttgart: Deut-
sche Bibelgesellschaft, 1994), 42.
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The shorter reading is obviously the result of omission by homoioteleuton. Since the only
other witness known to omit this phrase is GA 4, the error is common enough for two inde-
pendent occurrences to be unsurprising, and the marginal reading of GA 274 is found in all
other collated witnesses, there can be little doubt that the marginal reading is a correction.

Matt 23:18

Page: sov

Siglum: asteriskos

Text: omit

Margin: kai 6g éav opoon €v @ Bvotaotnpiw ovdév oty
Hand: 2c

Type: C

Comments:

Again, the simplest explanation for the omission is a haplography. A skip of the eye from 6¢
¢av opoon in this phrase to the similar phrase 6¢ 8" av opoon later in the verse led the scribe
to omit the first phrase. Supporting this conclusion is the observation that the scribe likely
succumbed to homoioteleuton to the same extent earlier on the page (see the discussion of the
previous marginal note). The marginal note is undoubtedly a correction.

Before we move on, it is worth observing that the scribe or reader responsible for this note
curiously chose to mark it with an asteriskos. As we have seen earlier, this sign traditionally
highlights text believed to be spurious or derived from another source or passage. It is hard to
see how this usage would apply in this instance. It is possible that the exemplar of GA 274 was
also missing this passage (presumably for the same transcriptional reasons argued above), and
if the author of the note was aware of this, then he or she might have marked the addition in
this way to point out that it was supplied from another copy. But even in this unusual scenario,
the classification of the marginal reading as a correction would still be correct, since the omis-
sion in the text can still be explained as a clear error, regardless of which scribe was responsible
for it, and since the supplied reading is otherwise ubiquitous in the manuscript tradition. It is
also perfectly plausible that the author of the marginal note was simply not aware of the func-
tion of the asteriskos symbol.

Matt 24:2
Page: 52r
Siglum: The alternate reading is not in the margin but is written above the text in a majuscule
script, as pictured below.
/'

e SO

oo oVv

Text: omit
Margin: un
Hand: 1
Type: C
Comments:
The pn written above the text is placed before the phrase o0 katalvOnoetal, but it was
surely intended to be read after o0. As was noted in the “Scribal Habits” section of the article,
omission of small words by oversight was a common error for the scribe of GA 274, so the
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longer reading could plausibly be considered a correction on transcriptional grounds. More-
over, the placement of un directly above the text, rather than in the margin with a siglum, also
seems more in line with the process of correction than that of noting variant readings. On the
other hand, if the exemplar of GA 274 had the shorter reading, then the scribe of GA 274 might
easily have considered the more emphatic parallel in Mark 13:2 to be the original wording of
Matthew and then corrected the shorter text of the exemplar after first copying it.

The likelihood of both scenarios outlined above may be why the external evidence is so
divided. The earliest witnesses support the shorter reading, but the longer reading has support
that is both widespread and as early as the sixth century.*® According to the RP edition, the
Byzantine text predominantly has the shorter reading here, but manuscripts and manuscript
families with strong Byzantine ties also support the longer reading.

Ultimately, whichever scenario we suppose gave rise to the addition of un in GA 274, we
can classify it, by virtue of the external evidence, as a correction towards a Byzantine reading.
Furthermore, we would expect knowledge of a variant reading to be indicated in the margin
proper rather than in the middle of the text. This note is best classified as type C.

Matt 25:19
Page: 55v
Siglum: * (margin only)
Text: €
Margin: at
Hand: 1
Type: C
Comments:

Here, a difference of a couple letters between the readings in the text and the margin effects
a subtle difference in the meaning of a verb in the Parable of the Talents—whether the mas-
ter “took up accounts” (cuvaipet) with his slaves or “had a word” (ovvepei) with them. Both
readings have early support, but cuvaipet is more widely attested in the manuscript tradition.”
Since we already know that phonetic confusion between at and € was common to the scribe of
GA 274, the text was most likely the product of a scribal error, which the marginal note sub-
sequently corrected.

Matt 25:29

Page: 56r

Siglum: There is no siglum in the margin or the text, but the marginal reading begins at the end
of the line of text and continues out into the margin, as pictured below.

3 The reading ov is found in GA o1, 03, 04, 05, 07, 019, 021, 028, 031, 032, 033, 036, 037, 038, 042, 045,
0102, 0211, 3 Pt,f“, 2, 16, 22, 27, 71, 75, 119, 157, 161, 199, 269, 2741, 291, 371, 431, 461, 544, 579, 700,
740, 892, 1005, 1093, 1167, 1192, 1243, 1273, 1321, 1342, 1365, 1519, 2786. The reading oV un is found
in GA 017, 030, 034, 041, 043, f, 3%, 9, 33, 114, 164, 184, 274A, 372, 449, 517, 545, 565, 585, 804, 954,
1071, 1079, 1200, 1216, 1241, 1319, 1325, 1424, 1574, 1675, L547, 1848, and Lgs0.

% The support for ovvepei includes GA 05, 019, 032, 038f (ouLvept), 043, 0211, 2747, 545, 579, 700,
1243, and L2211. The support for ocuvaipet includes GA o1, 02, 03, 04, 07, 017, 021, 028, 030, 031,
033, 034, 036, 037, 041, 042, o45,f1,f13,f35, 9,16, 22, 27, 33, 71, 75, 114, 119, 157, 161, 164, 184, 199, 269,
274A, 291, 371, 372, 431, 449, 461, 517, 544, 565, 585, 726, 804, 892, 954, 1005, 1071, 1079, 1093, 1167,
1192, 1200, 1216, 1241, 1319, 1321, 1325, 1342, 1365, 1424, 1519, 1675, 2786, L63, L547, L773, L844, 1L848,
L849, L9s0, and L1126. Further fourth-century support for this reading can be found in a citation
by Basil of Caesarea (Racine, Text of Matthew in the Writings of Basil of Caesarea, 214). Finally, the
first hand of GA 2 reads ovvépn, which a corrector has changed to ouvvrpet.



Appendix: Commentary on All Marginal Variants in GA 274 97

s T \)
TT'ANE "?dlﬁ t'UJHt \U|l:~!ll of"an
W Altn ’
u.a-?\ﬁ'ﬁ'q'cm f’ YHH;:

c“\ft'lwrh - 3
W VAL Ry el

Text: omit

Margin: tadta Aéywv épavet: O Exwv OT(a) AKoveLy, AKOVETW
Hand: 1

Type: L

Comments:

The longer reading is a common explicit used in several lections, and it is known to have
been incorporated into the text in different forms and at different places in a number of manu-
scripts.”” Since no siglum is supplied in the margin of GA 274 here, it is likely that the note was
understood to be for lectionary purposes only. Surprisingly, of the lectionaries collated for this
study, most lack the explicit, and in some that use this passage for two lections, the explicit is
found in one lection but not the other.

Matt 26:28

Page: 58v

Siglum: arrow
Text: éoT1
Margin: ydp éottv
Hand: 1

Type: C
Comments:

While both readings have early support,** the longer reading found in the margin is de-
monstrably more widespread, with support from Alexandrian witnesses, the Byzantine ma-
jority, and other textual families.” Because the omission of small words has been shown to be
a common mistake for the scribe of GA 274, it is highly likely that the shorter reading is the
result of an accidental omission and the marginal note is a correction.

2 The full lectionary explicit is added after v. 29 in GA 0211, 2%, 75, 269, 371, 431, 954, 1243, and 1519.
The shorter explicit 6 £xwv @Ta dkovety dkovétw is added after v. 29 in GA 1167*. The full explicit
is added after v. 30 in GA 034, 036, 045, f*, 804, and 1675.

% Specifically, GA L63, L844, 1848, L1126, and L2211 lack the explicit altogether, and each of GA
L773 and Lgs0 has one lection with the explicit and one without it.

3 The early manuscripts GA P45 (third century), P37 (third or fourth century), and o1 and 03
(fourth century) support the longer reading. Clement of Alexandria (second century) appears
to support the shorter reading with a citation that begins with todto pov éotiv 10 aipa (Carl
P. Cosaert, The Text of the Gospels in Clement of Alexandria, NTGF 9 [Atlanta, GA: Society of
Biblical Literature, 2008]). Of course, we must be careful in taking Clement’s words as evidence
for two reasons: first, the citation may be indirect or imprecise, since it already transposes the
phrase containing this variant to an order not found in any known manuscript, and it also shares
elements with some forms of Mark 14:23; second, the context of the citation in Clement’s com-
mentary may have led him to drop a ydp originally present in his lemma.

% Of the witnesses collated for this study, the only ones that support the shorter reading are Family
1and GA 22, 75, 274T, 291, 449, 700, 1319, 1519, L63, L627, L773, L848, Lgs0, and L1126.
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As the early support for both readings has already made clear, this variant appears to have a
very early origin. This line in the text has a distigme in GA o3, which may indicate knowledge
of this textual issue in the fourth century.

Matt 26:39

Page: 59r

Siglum: asteriskos (bottom margin)
Text: omit

Margin: kai dvaotag anod Tfig Tpooevyfig
Hand: 1

Type: L

Comments:

The lection that began in this passage would briefly skip to Luke 22:43-44 and back to Mat-
thew. As expected, a lectionary note in the margin next to Matt 26:39 tells the reader to skip to
the appropriate passage in Luke at this point. The marginal note under discussion is clearly in-
tended to inform the reader to use the phrase from the beginning of Luke 22:45 when skipping
back to Matt 26:40, with the asteriskos siglum correctly indicating that the text in question is
from Luke, not Matthew.

Mark

Mark 1:34

Page: 68v

Siglum: lemniskos
Text: omit
Margin: xv eivau
Hand: 1

Type: A
Collation:

aUTOV 01* 02 05 07 09 017 028 030 034 036 037 041 043 045 0130 2 9 27 71 114 119 157 161 269 274 T
291 371 372 449* 461 579 726 740 804 1071 1079 1093 1200 1319 1321 1325 1519 1574 | QUTOV XV €lval
03 019 032 038 042 0211]“]‘35 22 28 33 75 274A 431 565 585 1167 1192 1273 1342 1365 2542 1387 L773
Logso | avtov Tov XV etvat 01C2 011 021 /2 16 184 449C 545 700 954 1192 1216 1243 1424 2786 L2211
| tov XV QUTOV €LVaL 04 164 199 517 892 954 1005 1241 1675 | avtov ToVv v etvau 544

Comments:

The support for the marginal reading is widespread enough to make the marginal note dif-
ficult to classify. Indeed, the reading is found in Family 35 (which von Soden designated K", a
Byzantine subgroup), and it occurs in the margin of the RP edition, indicating that a substan-
tial portion of the Byzantine text-type supports it, so it is certainly plausible that the exemplar
of GA 274 attested to this reading and the marginal note merely indicates a correction back
to that text. Thankfully, since this variation unit was included as a Teststellen in the Text und
Textwert Mark volume, we have access to much more comprehensive data: specifically, 960
witnesses support the reading adtov, 477 support adtov Xv eivat, 148 support adTOv TOV XV
elvat, 49 support TOv xv adtov elvat, and 20 support avtodv elvat TOV V.

The strongest argument against the interpretation of the marginal note as a correction is
transcriptional probability: there is no obvious mechanical explanation for the omission of the
longer phrase. Lacking an explanation in terms of accidental omission, we would have to con-
clude that the first hand of GA 274 omitted xv elvau intentionally, but as Metzger argues, “there
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is no reason why it should have been altered or eliminated entirely”*® The Text und Textwert
data shows that about 58 percent of the surviving manuscript tradition supports the shorter
reading, so it is perfectly likely that the exemplar of GA 274 had the shorter reading in the first
place. The widespread support for the reading found in the margin makes it just as likely that
the reader or scribe responsible for that reading knew of it from elsewhere or had access to a
copy containing it.

Mark 2:16

Page: 7or

Siglum: arrow

Text: omit

Margin: €é\eyov 101G padnraig avt(od) Ti &1t peta T@(v) TeEAwvwv k(al) dpapTwA(wv)
Hand: first hand

Type: C

Comments:

While the omission is found in a few scattered witnesses,” its presence in these witnesses
can be easily explained as independent occurrences of haplography from one teAwvdv kal
apapTwA@v to the next. Since the passage is unintelligible without the omitted content, the
omission is clearly an error, and the marginal note is clearly a correction.

Mark 2:25

Page: 71r

Siglum: ancora (upward)
Text: omit

Margin: x(at) éneivao(ev)
Hand: 1

Type: C

Comments:

Since the only other witnesses known to omit here are GA 544 and 1241, there is no rea-
son to suspect that GA 274’s Byzantine exemplar would have omitted the phrase here. More-
over, since the omission is obviously explained by homoioteleuton following the phrase xpeiav
€oeV, there is no reason to doubt that the marginal reading was written to correct this error.

Mark 5:21

Page: 76r

Siglum: lemniskos
Text: omit

Margin: €ig yevijoapet
Hand: 1

Type: A

Collation:

omit P45 01 02 03 04 05 07 09 011 013 017 019 021 022 028 030 032 034 037 038 041 042 045 0211

F 252916 222733 7175 114 119 157 161 164 184 199 217 269 274T 291 371 372 431 449 461 517 544
545 565 579 585 700 726 740 804 892 954 1005 1071 1079 1093 1167 1192 1200 1216 1241 1243 1273
1319 1321 1325 1365 1424 1519 1574 1675 2786 L2211 | add eig yevvnoapet 274Af (... yevnoapeT) 1342

¢ Metzger, Textual Commentary, 64.
¥ It does not occur in any of the other witnesses collated for this study, but it is attested in GA 732,
803, 2106*, and 2206*.
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Comments:

The marginal addition is certainly not a correction to the Byzantine text of GA 274’s ex-
emplar, as only one other witness is known to preserve the longer reading.”® We also observe
that at least among the lectionaries collated for this study, the verse containing this variant
is skipped, with one lection ending at 5:20 and another beginning at 5:22. Thus, pending any
new discoveries in the lectionary tradition, neither the omission nor the addition could be
occasioned by a difference in wording from a lectionary incipit or explicit. The fact that the
variant occurs in a verse located between lections does not help explain it, either; if any omis-
sion occurred due to the placement of lections, we would expect it to involve the whole phrase
between the lections, as is the case in Matt 8:13. The marginal reading is therefore unlikely to
be a correction or a lection-related note; it is either a clarifying note imagined entirely by the
scribe, or it indicates knowledge of a variant reading.

How likely was the scribe of GA 274 to have added this phrase without knowledge of a
variant reading? Transcriptionally, the addition may be an imperfect harmonization to Matt
14:34, which mentions Gennesaret after the verb dianepaw; however, besides being imper-
fect, such an addition would be redundant, since the phrase &ig 160 mépav occurs a few words
later in the verse. With respect to narrative style, the addition creates more problems than it
solves. It is unlikely that the scribe of GA 274 would have independently invented it to clarify
anything.

A more parsimonious explanation, and one that coheres well with the other agreements
between the GA 274 margin and GA 1342 throughout the Synoptic Gospels (see the “Textual
Affinity of Alternate Readings” section in the main article for more details), is that the scribe
responsible for the marginal addition was aware of it from a source related to GA 1342.

Mark 6:55

Page: 8or

Siglum: lemniskos
Text: omit
Margin: ov

Hand: 1

Type: C
Comments:

The text, which reads nkov, is clearly defective. The margin simply corrects it back to
fikovov, the reading found in virtually all other manuscripts. The omission is easily explained
as homoioteleuton occasioned by the preceding ov in the word, since in the minuscule script
of GA 274, the final form of nu looks like an upsilon with a tail at the end.

Mark 7:2

Page: 8or

Siglum: lemniskos
Text: omit
Margin: 61t
Hand: 1

Type: A
Collation:

% While the Text und Textwert Mark volume covers this variation unit and correctly notes the sup-
port for the addition in GA 1342, it does not note its presence in the margin of GA 274.
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omit 02 05 07 09 011 013 017 021 022 028 030 032 033 034 036 038 041 042 043 045 0211 0292 f f4
2916 2227 7175 114 119 157 164 184 199 217 269 274T 291 371 431 449 461 544 545 565 585 700 726
804 954 1005 1079 1093 1167 1192 1200 1216 1243 1273 1319 1321 1325 1365 1519 1574 2786 1387 L773
L950 ] add ot1 01 03 019 037 0274 33 274A 372 517 579 740 892 1071 1241 1342 1424 1675

Comments:

The textual question is whether or not the phrase beginning with kotvaig xepoiv is intro-
duced with the conjunction 6ti. Most witnesses, including those of the Byzantine text-type,
omit it here, so there is a good chance that the primary exemplar of GA 274 did not have the
conjunction, either. For this reason, even though the omission could readily be explained as
a common error (as we have seen, the omission of small words was a common error for the
scribe of GA 274), it was more likely the result of faithful copying.

Considerations of context further challenge the idea that the marginal reading is a correc-
tion to a scribal mishap. The presence or absence of 6t is closely linked to another variant a
few words later between the participle ¢60iovtag and the indicative ¢é00iovotv. The only gram-
matically feasible combinations of these readings are 611 followed by the indicative (“seeing
some of his disciples, that they ate with unclean hands”) or the participle without 61t (“seeing
some of his disciples eating with unclean hands”). As a result, the majority of witnesses that
omit 411 above typically also have the participle, and the minority that add 67t typically also
have the indicative, though a surprising number of exceptional manuscripts (GA 517, 740, 1071,
1241, 1424, and 1675) add 61t while retaining the participle. Significantly, the text of GA 274 has
¢o0iovtag without 61t in agreement with the Byzantine text, but the margin only adds 61t and
does not comment on the other variant. If the marginal note were intended as a correction to
an error, then the proposed correction would actually make the text less intelligible.

In light of these considerations, the most likely explanation for the marginal reading is that
it was written to indicate knowledge of a variant at this location. The author of the marginal
note may have copied the conjunction from a manuscript that erroneously combined 61t with
the participle ¢00iovtag (as the exceptional manuscripts listed in the previous paragraph do)
or may have subsequently noted the first variant and overlooked the second one.

Mark 7:4

Page: 8or

Siglum: arrow (twice). The reading does not occur strictly in the margin, but it is written, after
a noticeable space, at the end of the line. The sigla are drawn around the phrase, as pictured
below.

Hoamt p lsn adXarmo nias del p. armapé
Aowo ¢ ko ar{y’ " i Lot 7y

warade pore wrohp ooy Ko dredy

Text: omit

Margin: thv kotAiav
Hand: first hand
Type: S

Comments:

The first hand adds tnv kothiav (“the belly”) between kparteiv and Bantiopovs. This reading
appears to occur in only one other witness collated for this study, the ninth-century Uspenski
Gospels (GA 461), and there, its presence can only be deduced from the size and shape of its
near-complete erasure (see the figure below).
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Mark 7:4 on folio 242" of National Library of Russia ®@. No. 906 Gr. 219 (GA 461), the
ninth-century Uspenski Gospels. The long space following kparteiv is actually an erasure that
has left only a small trace of the original reading; its size and the discernable penstrokes of the
underlying text would accommodate v kotAiav well. This image was used with permission
from the National Library of Russia (nlr.ru/eng).

In GA 461, the addition seems to have been part of the text originally, but in 274, it is unmistak-
ably separated from the rest of the line by a long space. We can infer from this that the scribe
of GA 274 had always intended to set the set the reading apart, even if the surrounding sigla
were the work of a later hand.

How did this reading originate? The phrase t1v kothiav seems unlikely to have been in-
tended as a heading for this passage for several reasons. First, its location at the end of a line
in the text is not the expected place for a heading; the top and bottom margins of the page are
usually used for this purpose. Moreover, if it were part of a heading, then we would expect it
to be in the genitive, not the accusative, as kephalaia are virtually always presented in a mept +
genitive construction. Besides, the common heading for this passage is nept g mTapaBaocewg
Tfig evToAfig ToD Bu.

It is far more reasonable to suppose that v kotkiav occurs in the same place in both
manuscripts because it was intended to be read at precisely that location. Without the added
phrase, the object of the infinitive kparteiv is understood to be the “many other things” that
the Pharisees have received by tradition. If Tnjv kotAiav is interpretively supplied as the object
of kpately, then the phrase could have the sense “and many other things, which they have
received by tradition [in order] to master the belly” Another possibility would be to treat v
KotAlav as the subject of kparteiv in an accusative-and-infinitive construction. In the context of
food, kpatéw can mean “to digest,”® so in this construction, the larger phrase would have the
sense, “and many other things, which they have received by tradition for the belly to digest.”
Both options admittedly require a stretch of the imagination, but presently, we have no better
explanation for the reading in its context.

In any case, one question remains: why did the scribe of GA 274 set the addition apart from
the text? One possibility is that the exemplar of GA 274 had a text like that of 461* in this place,
with the addition included as part of the text. The scribe considered this reading to be an er-
ror but was too conscientious to omit the text found in the exemplar altogether and therefore
opted to include the reading where it occurred but with added space to indicate its doubtful-
ness. Both GA 274 and 461 are considered Byzantine witnesses,* so their shared support for
the addition is not unthinkable. This hypothesis has in its favor the direct evidence of GA 461,
and it would also explain the reading’s subsequent erasure in that manuscript. Nevertheless,
it has two weaknesses. First, the usual text-critical siglum used in GA 274 to indicate spurious

» LS], s.v. “kpatéw.”

4 Hermann Freiherr von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments in ihrer dltesten erreichbaren
Textgestalt hergestellt auf Grund ihrer Textgeschichte (Gottingen: Vandenhoek & Ruprecht, 1911),
1.2:718-21, 765, assigns it to his K* group.
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readings (the asteriskos) is not used here. Second, in almost every other place where a spurious
addition occurs in this manuscript, the scribe or editor responsible for correcting it erases it
without a qualm.

An alternative explanation, and one that better accounts for the factors just mentioned, is
that the scribe of GA 274 understood the addition to be an interpretive gloss and deliberately
distinguished it from the text to avoid confusion. This hypothesis finds support in the point
that the one other reading marked this way, the addition of yeveai o{ in Luke 3:38, is more
clearly seen to be a scholion rather a variant reading.

Mark 7:13

Page: 8ov

Siglum: double lemniskos
Text: omit

Margin: tov fv

Hand: 1

Type: C

Comments:

The corresponding siglum in the text appears to have been placed one line too high by mis-
take; the phrase dkvpodvteg 1OV Adyov at the beginning of v. 13 is missing to0 6v at the end,
and since no other manuscript is known to lack the phrase there, we have reason to suspect
that this was an accidental omission and that the marginal note was written to correct it. A
short article followed by a two-letter nomen sacrum would have been easy enough for an ab-
sentminded scribe to omit, even without any additional mechanical cause, but in this case, the
first letter of the next phrase, Tfj mapaddoel, provides an occasion for homoioarcton.

Mark 7:26

Page: 81v

Siglum: arrow

Text: oOpa gowvikiooa
Margin: cvpo@oLvikiooa
Hand: 1

Type: C

Comments:

This spelling variation surely arose through the hands of multiple scribes independentlys; it
fractures virtually every textual family, including the Byzantine.* This is due, at least in part,
to its high transcriptional probability: the two readings both look and sound extremely similar.
While the widespread attestation of both readings would make knowledge of the other reading
perfectly plausible, the likelihood of the marginal reading being in GA 274’s Byzantine exem-
plar makes it just as plausible that it is a correction. As this is the simplest explanation of the
marginal note, it is preferable here.

4 Of the manuscripts collated for this study, GA 03, 07, 021, 022, 028T, 030, 032, 033, 034, 036, 042,
045, 0211, f5, f5, 2, 9, 16, 22, 27", 71, 75, 119, 157, 184, 199, 217, 274T, 291, 431, 449, 461, 517, 544,
700, 740, 804, 1005, 1093, 1167, 1192, 1216, 1243, 1321, 1342, 1365, 1675, 2786, L773 support cvpa
owvikiooa up to defective and orthographic variation; meanwhile, GA P45, 01, 02, 017, 019, 028A,
037, 038, 041, f', 114, 164, 269, 274A, 371, 372, 545, 565, 579, 585, 726, 892, 954, 1071, 1079, 1200, 1241,
1273, 1319, 1325, 1424, 1519, 1574, L387, L950, and L2211 support ovpogotvikiooa up to defective
and orthographic variation. Finally, GA o5* has the ambiguous reading puviooa, and the reading
@owiooa of its first corrector does nothing to clarify matters.
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Mark 8:26

Page: 83v

Siglum: The alternate reading is not in the margin but is written above the text with a common
abbreviation, as pictured below.

Fa A
- , A" """ -
d o o1 Ke
Text: omit
Margin: Tov

Hand: Unclear; the only letter written is majuscule, but given the darker hue of the ink and the
more informal appearance of the script, this was likely written by a different hand than the one
responsible for other majuscule marginal notes.

Type: C

Comment:

While the shorter reading eig oikov avtod has early and widespread support, the Byzantine
text preserves the grammatically fuller reading i TOv oikov avtoD.** Between that, the pres-
ence of this reading in the text rather than in the margin, and the observed tendency of GA
274’s scribe to make short omissions, we have no reason to doubt that this note was intended
to be a correction. The only other possibility is that the scribe originally copied the shorter
reading from an alternate exemplar because its Byzantine exemplar was unavailable, but even
in this case, the note would still be classified as a correction towards a Byzantine text.

Mark 9:11

Page: 85r

Siglum: lemniskos

Text: omit

Margin: k(at) ol gapioaiot
Hand: 1

Type: A

Collation:

AEYOLOLY OL YPAUATELG 02 03 04 07 09 011 017 021 022 028 030 032f (... YPAUHATIS) 033 034 036
037 041 042 045 0211 f 3 5 2 9 16 22 27 33 71 75 114 119 157 164 184 199 217 269 274T 291 371 372
431 449 461 517 544 545 579 585 700 726 740 804 892 954 1005 1071 1079 1167 1192 1200 1216 1241
1243 1273 1319 1321 1325 1365 1424 1519 1574 1675 2786 L387 L773 Loso*f (... ypapparng) LosoC
] ot ypappatelg Aeyovoty 05 038f (... ypappatis ...) | A€yovotv oL gaploatot Kat ot YPapHATELS
o1f (... YpaUHaTIS) 019 1093 1342 | AEYOLOLY OL YPAHATELG KAt OL paploatol 274A | replace entire
phrase with TL e5TIV TO €K VEKPWV avaoTNnvaL 565

Comments:
Here, the margin preserves not only a rare longer reading but an evidently singular transpo-
sition of such a reading. Based on the external evidence, GA 274’s Byzantine exemplar almost

# The collated witnesses that support &ig oikov avtod include GA o1* (as part of a larger transpo-
sition), 02, 03, 04, 05, 07, 017, 019, 022, 028, 031", 034, 036, 041, 042, 9, 27, 33, 71, 114, 157, 164, 199,
269, 274T, 461, 804, 1079, 1216, 1319, 1321, 1342, 1519, and 2786. Those that support €ig TOV Y
avtod include 01C2, 021, 030, 032, 033, 037, 038, 043, 045, 0211, f}, f3, f%, 2, 16, 22, 75, 119, 184, 274A,
291, 371, 372, 431, 449, 517, 544, 545, 565, 579, 585, 700, 726, 892, 954, 1005, 1071, 1093, 1167, 1192,
1200, 1241, 1243, 1325, 1365, 1424, 1675, L387, L773, and Lgso0.
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surely did not contain this addition, so the marginal note is unlikely to represent a correction
toward the text of this exemplar. Yet because we lack an extant witness to the word order of GA
274A, we can only consider some conjectures. The scribe or reader responsible for this margin-
al note may have written it down from memory and accidentally transposed the word order in
the process. Alternatively, the scribe or reader responsible may have had access to a now-lost
manuscript related to those bearing the addition in the more common order, but having the
addition in the alternate word order now preserved in the GA 274 margin.

The common reading and the reading Aeyovotv ot gapioaiot kat ot ypappatelg both have
fourth-century support from Greek manuscripts. The latter reading, according to the NA*® ap-
paratus, finds support from the Vulgate and part of the Old Latin tradition.# On the grounds
of homoioarcton, a transcriptional argument could be made that it predates the common
reading, but its scant external evidence makes this argument a difficult one to accept.

Mark 9:42

Page: 86v

Siglum: lemniskos
Text: omit
Margin: Tovtwv
Hand: 1

Type: L
Comments:

The question is whether the phrase is €va T@v pukp®v TOV TIOTEVOVTWY OF EVa TOV PIKPDOV
TodTwV TOV Totevovtwy. The shorter reading can be explained transcriptionally as the result
of homoioteleuton or homoioarcton, while the longer reading can be explained as a harmo-
nization to Matt 18:6 or Luke 17:2. Both readings are widely attested,* but the Byzantine wit-
nesses (as represented in our collation and by the text of the RP edition) are gathered behind
the shorter reading. For this reason, we can conclude that the text of GA 274 was probably
copied faithfully from its exemplar and that the marginal reading was probably not intended
as a correction.

Several of the manuscripts containing the longer reading agree with the GA 274 margin in
numerous places elsewhere in Mark, so the marginal note here could well reflect knowledge
of a variant reading from a non-Byzantine continuous-text manuscript. But since a lection be-
gins at this verse and all of the collated lectionaries that contain this lection feature the longer
reading, the explanation of lectionary influence seems just as plausible and even simpler here.

Mark 9:44

Page: 86v

Siglum: asteriskos (bottom margin)
Text: omit

Margin: mag yap €v mopi dhioBnoetal

# Barbara Aland et al.,, ed. Novum Testamentum Graece, 28th ed. (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelge-
sellschaft, 2012), 139.

4+  The omission of TodTwv is attested by GA, 07, 09, 011, 013, 017, 021%, 028, 030, 032, 033, 034C, 036,
041, 042, 044, 045, 0211, f%, f%, 2, 9, 22, 27, 71, 75, 114, 157, 164, 199, 2747, 291, 371, 431, 449, 461, 544,
545, 585, 726, 740, 804, 892, 1005, 1079, 1167, 1192, 1200, 1273, 1319, 1321, 1325, 1365, and 1519. The
addition is attested by GA o1, 02, 03, 04, 05, 019, 021C, 022, 034%, 037, 038, 043, f}, 16, 119, 184, 217,
269, 2744, 372, 517, 565, 579, 700, 954, 1071, 1093, 1216, 1241, 1243, 1342, 1424, 1574, 1675, 2786, L387,
L773, and Logso.
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Hand: 1
Type: L
Comments:

The typical location of this concluding phrase is in v. 49, and there, the majority of witness-
es, including GA 274, have a longer form that adds kal néoa Ovoia aAt aliobrjoetat. No other
Greek manuscript is known to contain the margin’s addition after v. 44, but one lectionary
among those collated for this study, GA L387, skips from v. 44 to v. 49 in the lection containing
this passage. Further study is needed to determine if this is a common occurrence in other
parts of the lectionary tradition, but for now, the best (if not the only) available explanation is
that the marginal reading reflects a transposition related to lectionary usage, with the asteris-
kos siglum clarifying that the addition is transposed from its usual position several verses later.

Mark 11:26

Page: 91v

Siglum: arrow

Text: omit

Margin: dA\ov evayyeh(iov) aiteite kai Sobnoetar Ouiv {nreite k(ai) evprjoete kpoveTaL Kai
avorynoet(at) dp(iv) mag yap 6 ait@(v) Aappdver k(ai) 6 {nt(@v) evpioket k(ai) TG KpovOVTL
dvotynoetat

Hand: 1

Type: L

Comments:

A well-known textual variant in this location concerns the addition or omission of the en-
tire verse. An early and diverse minority of the manuscripts collated for this study, consisting of
GA o1, 03, 019, 028, 032, 037, 044, 2, 157, 184, 565, 700, 892, 1093, 1216, and 1325, omits the verse,
while all other collated witnesses, including GA 274, include it. Based on its placement in the
text, however, the marginal note refers to a different textual variant: an addition at the end of v.
26. The “other gospel” (GAAov edayyeAiov) mentioned in this note probably refers to Matt 7:7-
8 and not another copy of Mark.# The same addition to v. 26 is found in GA 021, 034A, 274A,
579, 804, 1200A, L63, L387, L773 (in the second of two lections containing v. 26), and Lgso. Its
presence in lectionaries,* manuscripts like GA o021 with detectable lectionary influence, and
the margins of other manuscripts strongly suggests that its source is the lectionary tradition.

Mark 12:26
Page: 93v
Siglum: ®
Text: ToD
Margin: t(f{g)
Hand: 1
Type: A

4 Johann Martin Augustin Scholz, Biblisch-kritische Reise in Frankreich, der Schweitz, Italien,
Paldstina und im Archipel, in den Jahren 1818, 1819, 1820, 1821, nebst einer Geschichte des Textes
N. T. (Leipzig: Friedrich Fleischer, 1823), 35, notes that the heading d&A\ov edayyehiov is written
in red ink, and he describes the marginal reading as an addition from Matt 7:7-8, although he
erroneously indexes this variant to Mark 6:26 rather than 11:26.

4 Further collation data is needed to determine how common the addition was in the lectionary
tradition. Besides the lectionaries collated in this study, the following lectionaries also feature the
addition: GA L46, L182, and L563.
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Collation:

€TL TOV BATOV 01 02 03 04 07 09 011 013 017 019 028 030 031 033 034 036 037 041 043 044" 045
o211 f 3 52 9 2227 7175 114 119 161 164 199 217 269 274T 291 371 431 449 461 544 545 579 585 740
804 892 1005 1071 1079 1167 1192 1200 1241 1273 1319 1321 1325 1365 1519 1574 1387 L773 Lgso | emt
NG Patov 05 021 032 038 042 044C 16 33 184 274A 372 517 565 700 726 954 1093 1216 1243 1342
1424 1675 2786 | emt Tw fatw 157

Comments:

A minority of witnesses treats the word Patog (bush) as feminine, where the majority,
including the Byzantine text-type and the lectionaries, treats it as masculine. Based on the
external evidence, then, the marginal note is unlikely to represent lectionary influence or a
correction towards the manuscript’s main exemplar; it either indicates knowledge of a variant
reading from another manuscript or constitutes an independent proposed emendation on the
part of the scribe or reader responsible.

In the Greek text of the passage referenced here (Exod 3:2-4), the word Batog is masculine,
but the author of the marginal note may have been aware that the feminine Bartog is attested in
Luke’s usage, both in the parallel passage Luke 20:37 and in Acts 7:35, where the same episode
from Exodus is referenced. The marginal reading in question could therefore be a harmoniza-
tion to a more popular gospel. Nevertheless, this seems like too minor and obscure an issue for
a scribe or reader to bother addressing with harmonizing, so the classification of this marginal
reading as a text-critical note remains compelling.

Mark 13:2

Page: 951

Siglum: looped lemniskos
Text: omit

Margin: ©de

Hand: 1

Type: C

Comments:

The textual question is whether @J¢ is added or omitted between o0 pr| age6i) and AiBog. On
the one hand, the word in question is short enough to make accidental omission plausible, and
on the other hand, the addition could be a harmonization to the parallel in Matt 24:2. Both read-
ings have widespread and early attestation,* and according to the NA*® apparatus, the support of
the Byzantine text-type is divided between the addition and the omission.#* Because both read-
ings have Byzantine support and either could easily have been changed into the other inadver-
tently, the marginal note could be classified as a probable correction towards GA 274’s Byzantine
exemplar in either case. At the same time, since many of the witnesses supporting the addition
also support GA 274’ type-A marginal readings elsewhere in Mark, and since several type-A

4 The collated manuscripts in support of the omission are GA 02, 07, 09, 013, 017, 021%, 028, 033,
034, 036, 041, 043, 045, 0211, 2, 9, 16, 22, 27, 71, 75, 114, 119, 157, 161, 164, 184, 199, 217, 269, 274 T, 291,
371, 431, 449, 461, 544, 545, 585, 726, 740, 804, 1005, 1079, 1093, 1167, 1192, 1200, 1216, 1241, 1243,
1273, 1319, 1321, 1325, 1365, 1519, and 2542; those in support of the addition of @S¢ are GA o1, 03, 05,
o011, 019, 021C, 030, 032, 037, 038, 042, o44,f,f‘3,f35, 28, 33, 274A, 372, 517, 565, 579, 700, 892, 954,
1071, 1342, 1424, 1574, 1675, 2786, L387, L773, and Lgso0.

4 Aland et al., Nestle-Aland Novum Testamentum Graece, 158. This variation unit is also covered as
a Teststelle in the Text und Textwert volume for Mark, which cites 1294 witnesses in favor of the
omission and 254 in favor of the addition (although it does not note the support for the addition
in the margin of GA 274).
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marginal readings appear throughout this section of Mark, including the only other marginal
reading marked with the looped lemniskos siglum, we cannot rule out the possibility that this
note was intended to convey knowledge of the variant from an outside source. For now, the most
conservative judgment, classifying the marginal reading as a correction, seems the best option.

Mark 13:18

Page: 96r

Siglum: looped lemniskos
Text: omit

Margin: punde cappdatov
Hand: 1

Type: A

Collation:

omit 01 02 03 05 07 09 011 013 017 021 028 030 032 033 034 036 037 038 041 043 044 045 083 0211 f
f2 % 22227 7175 114 157 161164 199 269 274T 291 371 372 431% 449 461 545 565 579 585 700 740 804
1005 1079 1093 1167 1192 1241 1273 1321 1325 1519 1574 1387 L773 Los0 ] unde capPatov 042 9 75C
217 274A 1071 1243 1342 | 1 caPPatov 019 | unde caPPatw 16 119 184 1216 1365 | unde ev cafPatw
431C 544 2786 | un ev oaPPatw 1675 | nev oaPPatw 517f (... capPatwt) 726 892 954 1200 1319 1424

Comments:

Various additions harmonize this passage by degrees to Matt 24:20. The best-attested of
these, which happens to be the one found in the margin of GA 274, is an imperfect harmoni-
zation. Most manuscripts, including those of the Byzantine text-type and the lectionary tradi-
tion, agree on the disharmonizing omission, so this note is unlikely to represent a correction
towards GA 274’s Byzantine exemplar or a variant found in the lection containing this passage.
With these two possibilities excluded, the remaining options are that the margin preserves a
known variant reading from a non-Byzantine source or that it contains a harmonizing remark
independently innovated by the scribe or reader responsible for it. The latter choice seems
unlikely for two reasons: first, as has already been noted, the harmonization is not precise; and
second, the small handful of witnesses to the marginal reading includes some manuscripts
(GA 1342 in particular) known to agree with GA 274’s marginal readings elsewhere in Mark.

Mark 14:27a

Page: 98v

Siglum: diple periestigmene
Text: omit

Margin: peig

Hand: 1

Type: A

Collation:

TIAVTEG 01 02 03 04 07 09 011 013 017 019 021 022 028 030 032 033 034 036 037 038 041 042 043

044 045 0211 f f5 2 9 22 27 71 75 114 119 157 161164 199 269 274T 291 371 372 431 449 461 517 545 565
585 700 726 740 804 892 954 1005 1071 1079 1093 1167 1192 1200 1241 1273 1319 1321 1325 1424 1519
1675 2786 L387 L773 Lo50 | mavteg el 05 f2 16 184 217 274A 544 579 1216 1243 1342 1365 1574

Comments:

On transcriptional grounds, the shorter reading could have resulted from the longer by
homoioteleuton, but the addition could have arisen through a desire for clarity in the sub-
ject or through harmonization to Matt 26:31. The shorter reading is found in the majority of
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manuscripts, including the Byzantine text-type and the lectionaries, so the marginal reading
is probably not a correction towards the text of a Byzantine exemplar or an indication of a
lection-related variant. The marginal reading therefore seems to be a variant reading known to
the scribe or reader responsible for the note.

Mark 14:27b

Page: 98v

Siglum: lemniskos

Text: omit

Margin: 1(f|g) moipv(ng)
Hand: 1

Type: A

Collation:

omit 01 02 03 04 05 011 013 019 022 028 030 032 033 036 037 038 042 043 044 045 f 3 216 22
27 7175 119 157 161 164 184 199 217 269 274T 371 372 431 461 517 544 545 565 585 700 726 740 892
954 1005 1167 1192 1200 1216 1241 1243 1273 1319 1321 1325 1365 1424 1519 1675 L773 | TG motuvng
07 09 017 021 034 041 0211 9 114 274A 291 449 579 804 1071 1079 1093 1342 1574 2786 1387 Lgs50

Comments:

The omission of Tfig moipvng has no obvious mechanical cause, and while the addition has
support from a small number of Byzantine witnesses, the Byzantine text-type at large attests
to the shorter reading, so the marginal note is unlikely to be a correction. Both readings are
found in the lectionaries, so we have no indication that lectionary influence was the source
of the marginal reading. The addition could be explained as an independently-proposed har-
monization to the parallel in Matt 26:31, but since other manuscripts (including some that
demonstrate consistent agreement with the GA 274 margin) are known to support the addi-
tion here, it is simpler to assume that the scribe or reader responsible for the note was aware of
the reading from one of these sources. Again, the evidence commends the classification of the
marginal note as an alternative to the majority reading preserved in the text.

Mark 14:47

Page: 99v

Siglum: ancora (rightward)
Text: €

Margin: at

Hand:1

Type: C

Comments:

The marginal note changes the text from €neoe to €nauce. As the early and widespread
manuscript support for both readings suggests,* either reading is viable; we could say the
disciple “struck” (¢mouoe) the high priest’s servant with the sword or “fell upon” (¢neoe) him,
in the sense of attacking him. Of course, while the viability of both readings explains why

4 Of the manuscripts collated for this study, those supporting éneoe(v) include GA o1, 04, 05, 019,
032, 036, 037, 038, 0211,f13, 179, 217, 2741, 346, 349, 371, 382, 472, 543, 579, 700, 726, 788, 826, 828,
1071, 1241, 1253, 1319, 1321, 1342, 1365, 1424, 1519, 1546, 1675, 2766, 1387, and Lgs0. Meanwhile, sup-
port for énaioe(v) includes GA 02, 03, 07, 017, 021, 022, 028, 030, 033, 034, 041, 042, 044, 045, f,, f*,
2,9, 16, 22, 27, 71, 75, 114, 119, 157, 161, 164, 184, 199, 269, 274A, 291, 372, 431, 449, 461, 517, 544, 545,
565, 585, 804, 892, 954, 1005, 1079, 1093, 1167, 1192, 1200, 1216, 1243, 1325, 2786, L773.
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they are both well-preserved, the explanation of how either arose is simple: aural confusion
between at and € would have made both words sound identical. The susceptibility of the scribe
of GA 274 to this type of error, combined with the apparent prevalence of émaioe(v) among
Byzantine witnesses, suggests that the marginal note was most likely a correction towards the
manuscript’s Byzantine exemplar.

It is worth noting that the same textual issue barely took root in the parallel text of John
18:10. Thanks to Morrill's comprehensive collation work in John 18,° we can see that the vast
majority of manuscripts preserved the reading énaioe(v), but €neoe(v) seems to have arose
once early on, being preserved by the papyrus GA P66 and a few times independently later on.

Mark 16:1
Page: 103v
Siglum: arrow
Text: avtov
Margin: TOv v
Hand: 1

Type: L
Comments:

The manuscript tradition variously alters the wording here for the purposes of clarity and
piety. The majority of the tradition, including the Byzantine text-type, supports the reading
avtov preserved in the text of GA 274. The next-best attested reading is Tov tv, found in the
margin of GA 274. Smaller minorities support TOv kv, T0 o@pa 100 , and TO o@pA TOD KV (.
While the manuscript evidence clearly supports adtov as the earliest and most widely attested
reading, TOv v finds support from several distinct textual groups, including f3, ¥, part of the
tradition of the Vulgate, and, perhaps most importantly, from the lectionary tradition.”" It is
also worth noting that this verse occurs at the start of a lection, where clarification of this sort
would be most expected. Given these factors, the best explanation is that the note indicates a
variant derived from lectionary usage.

Mark 16:8

Page: 104r

Siglum: asteriskos (bottom margin). The marginal note is bordered on the left by a column of
asteriskoi, as pictured below.

TANTAALT \n.\rht‘t‘t\ui H&TGLCHW ON
nt't'rou:\;uvruuwu f.,“”"" AA uc'rx.h.i"h\y"r.u\

deey

ANTOOIEATIRANATONWN ﬁa\\“&\{ttwc t;&m 4

"‘H\ .‘.Luv'rww'?ou oN\i.\ =\{"t‘onuupvru.&
~ ’Y"nt.\twutew r-.Ac ] \

I,,_

Aam

5 Michael Bruce Morrill, “A Complete Collation and Analysis of All Greek Manuscripts of John 18”
(PhD diss., University of Birmingham, 2012), 496-97.

' The lectionaries that support this reading include GA Lé6o, Li142, L211, L387 L563, L680, Ly7o0,
L773, 1848, Lg50, L957 and L1126. Those that support the common reading include GA Li2, L627,
and L1692. Meanwhile, GA Ls47 is a rare witness to the reading tov xv. Further investigation into
the distribution of these readings among the lectionaries may be necessary to confirm my judg-
ment on this marginal reading.
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Text: omit

Margin: névta 6¢ & mapnyyelpéva toig me(pt) tov IEtpov ovvtopws E&Nyyetav- petd 8¢
Tabta k(o) avtog O 1§ 4o dvatoddv k(al) dyxpt Svoewg, éEaméatet(ev)- St avT@V TO igpOV
K(ai) dpBaptov knpuyHa TG aiwviov oplag aunv

Hand: 1

Type: A

Collation:

omit 01 02 03 04 05 07 011 017 021 028 030 032 033 036 037 038 041 042 0211f1f13f5s 2916222733
7175 114 119 157 161 164 199 217 269 2747T 291 371 372 431 449 461 517 544 545 565 585 700 726 740
804 892 954 1005 1079 1093 1167 1192 1200 1216 1241 1243 1273 1319 1321 1325 1342 1365 1424 1519
1574 1675 2786 1387 L627 L773 L844 1846 1848 L849 L1126 L2211 | add intermediate ending o019
044 083 099 274A 579 L1602

Comments:

Since the only portion of text marked with asteriskoi is the intermediate ending, and since
every Greek manuscript containing the intermediate ending includes it in addition to the long
ending, the above collation does not concern itself with the sparse but early manuscript sup-
port for the short ending (GA o1 and 03). As the introduction and main part of this study
have reiterated, the primary reason GA 274 has received any scholarly attention at all is the
presence of the intermediate ending of Mark in its margin at this location. The intermediate
ending is well-known and has received ample treatment in the literature,” so we will not detain
ourselves with further discussion here. It will suffice to say that the rarity of the intermediate
ending makes the classification of the marginal note virtually certain. The use of asteriskoi
suggests that the author of this note considered the intermediate ending to be spurious, al-
though worthy of mention in the margin.

Mark 16:9
Page: 104r
Siglum: arrow
Text: omit
Margin: 0 1g
Hand: 1

Type: L
Comments:

The addition of 6 g after &vaotdg 8¢ has the effect of clarifying the subject of the action
described later in the verse. As Jesus is not introduced before this point, the transition from v.
8 to v. 9 is awkward without such an addition, even in continuous-text manuscripts.?* The same
is doubly true of the lectionaries that contain a lection starting at this verse.>* While we could
view this marginal note as a reference to a variant reading found in other continuous-text
manuscripts, the greater need and the consequent ubiquity of the addition in the lectionaries
makes a slightly stronger case that the margin is referring to a reading borrowed from the
lectionary tradition.

52 See the sources cited in the introduction.

5 This is supported by the continuous-text manuscripts known to make the addition; these include
GA 045C (which places 6 g before 8¢), 0211, fiP, f3, £, 2C, 27C, 274A, 517, 545, 585, 740, 954, 1005,
1071, 1200C, 1216C, 1241, 1273, 1342, 1365, 1519C, 1574, and 1675.

s+ Most, such as GA L63, 1387, Ls47, L627, L773, 1848, L849, and L1126, add 6 1g; others, including
GA 1844, 1846, and L2211, add 6 kg fjudv 15 6 .



12 Appendix: Commentary on All Marginal Variants in GA 274

Luke

Luke 2:21

Page: 131

Siglum: ancora (upward)
Text: avtov

Margin: 16 moudiov
Hand: first hand

Type: L

Comments:

The readings in GA 274’s text and margin are both early and widely attested.”® The earliest
manuscript support for adtov comes from the fourth-century majuscules GA o1 and 03, while
10 moudiov finds fifth-century support in GA os. In terms of versional and patristic evidence,
we can push these dates a bit farther: avtov has early support from the Old Latin tradition, and
10 oudiov has third-century support from Origen, at least according to some Latin copies of
his works. The majority of the manuscript evidence, including that of the Byzantine text-type,
is divided between the two readings, so the main exemplar of GA 274 could plausibly have
preserved either variant.

Turning to transcriptional probabilities, 10 maidiov could have been shortened to avtov by
a scribe copying the larger phrase absentmindedly from memory, or adtév could have been
expanded to 10 maudiov for the sake of narrative clarity. Since either reading could have been
the text of GA 274’s Byzantine exemplar, it follows that the marginal reading could be a correc-
tion towards the text of this exemplar in either case.

Ultimately, however, the hypothesis that requires the fewest auxiliary assumptions and co-
heres best with external and transcriptional evidence is that the marginal reading indicates a
lection-based variant. Although two of the lectionaries collated for this study, L627 and L1126,
preserve the reading of the GA 274 text, the lectionary tradition at large reads 16 maudiov here.>
The transcriptional argument for expanding adtov to 10 maudiov for the sake of narrative clari-
ty is particularly relevant to the lectionary context, as the lection containing this passage begins
one verse earlier, and that verse offers no clarification on the referent of adtov in this verse.

Luke 2:51

Page: 114v
Siglum: arrow
Text: kai i}
Margin: 1} 8¢
Hand: first hand

 The reading avtov is found in GA o1, 02, 03, 017, 019, 027, 028, 030, 031, 033, 034, 037, 038, 039,
040, 041, o44,f,f35, 16, 22, 27, 114, 161, 27471, 291, 371, 449, 461, 545, 565, 579, 585, 700, 726, 804,
892, 954, 1005, 1071, 1079, 1192, 1200, 1241, 1243f (avTWV), 1319, 1321, 1365, 1424, 1519, 1675, L627,
and L1126, with the more grammatically correct reading adt6 occurring later in GA 9, 184, 1216f
(avTtw), and 1342. Meanwhile, 10 maudiov is attested in GA 05, 07, 011, 013, 021, 045, 053, f5, 2, 33,
71, 75, 119, 157, 164, 199, 217, 269, 274A, 372, 431, 1093, 1167, 1325, 2786, 163, L387, L773, L848, L849.
The apparent conflation a0t T0 aidiov appears to be a later development, appearing only in GA
036.

¢ This can be deduced from The Gospel according to St. Luke: Part One, Chapters 1-12, ed. the
American and British Committees of the International Greek New Testament Project (Oxford:
Clarendon, 1984), 43, where the “LECT” siglum is not listed after any of the variants to 16 maudiov
in the negative apparatus.



Appendix: Commentary on All Marginal Variants in GA 274 113

Type: L
Comments:

The textual contest is between the phrase kai 1} unp adtod and 1) 6¢ unp avtod. Transcrip-
tionally speaking, it would not be unreasonable for a scribe to have changed 1 8¢ to kal 1
subconsciously following a sequence of several phrases beginning with kai, so if the Byzantine
exemplar of GA 274 had read 1| 8¢ originally, then the marginal note could be explained as
a correction back to this reading. The external evidence for the marginal reading, however,
appears to be slim, although it is surpsingly well-supported by the lectionaries.” It is unclear,
even with additional collation data, how much of the Byzantine tradition supports the mar-
ginal reading. Of the sixteen K* witnesses included in the IGNTP collation of the first half
of Luke,”® three read 1) 8¢, and the corrector of one changes xai 1) to 1} 8¢. This sample is too
small to be conclusive, but thankfully, the IGNTP collation does confirm that the lectionary
tradition as a whole supports 1| 8¢. Since this body of witnesses is far more abundant than a set
of three manuscripts and a correction, we can tentatively conclude that the marginal note in
GA 274 was meant to record a variant either read or remembered from the lection containing
this passage.

Luke 3:38

Page: 117r

Siglum: chi, asteriskos. The note is technically not in the margin, but it fills in the space left
over at the end of the second column of the Lukan genealogy.

\’ o e S
A\ ,fw & o> o

Text: omit
Margin: yeveai o{
Hand: first hand
Type: S
Comments:

Given its surrounding sigla, the note is surely intended to be a scholion on the genealogy.
It offers a total count of seventy-seven generations, which can be reached by including Jesus
as the first entry or including God as the last. (Based on the two-column layout of the gene-
alogy, the scribe of GA 274 followed the latter procedure.) Similar notes appear in two other
manuscripts collated for this study: GA 9 (which adds a running count before each generation,
placing o{ with o0 Bv) and 461 (which adds opov yevear ol, “seventy-seven generations in all,”
in its margin).

7 The following collated witnesses read kai 1: GA 01, 02, 03, 04%, 017, 019, 022, 028, 030, 031, 032,
033, 034, 036, 037, 038, 039, 041, 044, 0211,f,f3 Pt,f”, 16, 22, 27, 33, 71, 114, 157, 161, 164, 184, 199, 269,
2747, 291, 371, 372, 449, 544, 545, 565, 579, 585, 700, 726, 804, 892, 954, 1005, 1071, 1079, 1093, 1192,
1200, 1216, 1241, 1243, 1273, 1319, 1321, 1342, 1365, 1424, 1519, 1574, and 2786. The following collated
witnesses read 1 8¢: GA 04C3, 05, 07, 021, 045, 37, 2, 9, 75, 119, 217, 274A, 431, 461, 517, 1167, 1325,
1675, L63, L387, Ls47 L627, L773, L848, L849, and L1126.

8 Gospel according to St. Luke: Part One, ix-X, lists the following minuscules as having the K* pro-
file: GA 2, 60, 123, 158, 343, 475, 577, 669, 1195, 1203, 1247, 1338, 1351, 1352, 1452, and 1458.

% The specific witnesses are GA 2, 475C, 1338, and 1452.
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Luke 4:24-25
Page: 118v
Siglum: ancora (upward)
Text: omit
Margin: 61t 008elg TpoPNTNG: OekTOG E0TLv. £V T TaTpidt avTod- €m” aAnOeiag 6¢. Aéyw vy
Hand: 1
Type: C
Comments:
The omission in the text is an obvious case of homoioarcton from one Aéyw Opiv to the next.

Luke 5:19

Page: 121r

Siglum: No siglum appears next to the marginal note or the corresponding place in the text.
The reading appears by itself in the margin, as pictured below.

-~
) o
Text: molag
Margin: n@g
Hand: 1b
Type: A
Collation:

TIOLAG 01 02 03 04 05 07 017 019 021 022 028 030 031 032 033 034 036 037 038 039 040 041 044
045 ozuf1pt 16 22 27 33 71 114% 119 161 184 199 T 217 269 274T 291 449 461 544 545 565 579 585
700 804 8921071 1079 1192 1216 1243 1321 1342 1424 1519 1574 1675 2786 L773 L844 ] motag odov
726 1200 1319 | St TOLAG 164 372 1325 | Sl Totag 0dov 740 954 | Mwg 022C fP 52 9 75 114C
157 199A 274A 371 431 517 1093 1167 1241 1424C L547 | oG 045C L387 | moBev f* 1005 1273 1365
L848 Lgs0

Comments:

The reading with the earliest attestation from Greek manuscripts is clearly moiag. It is also
the reading with the most Byzantine attestation, but the support in this case is far from unan-
imous. The reading n@c, found in the margin of GA 274, is supported by a significant bloc of
the majority text, including £, and it has fifth-century support from two Old Latin witnesses.

The marginal reading is unlikely to be a correction to the text for two reasons: first, the
mainstream Byzantine text-type supports the reading of the text, so the main exemplar of GA
274 most likely preserved this reading; and second, while moiag and n@g are similar words in
appearance and sound, no single mechanical error explains them both, so the odds of the scribe
of GA 274 changing n@g to moiag by mistake are low. Likewise, lectionary influence is unlikely
to be the culprit, because the lectionary tradition supports the reading noiag. The most likely
explanation, then, is that the marginal reading arose from a scribe or reader’s knowledge of a
well-attested variant reading.

Luke 5:39

Page: 122v
Siglum: lemniskos
Text: omit
Margin: oivov



Appendix: Commentary on All Marginal Variants in GA 274 115

Hand: 1
Type: A
Collation:

omit P4 P75 01 02 03 04 07 09 017 019 021 027 028 030 031 032 033 034 036 037 038 039 041 044
045 0211f1f13ﬁs 2916222733 7175114 119 157 161 164 184 199 217 269 274T 291 372 431 449 461 517
544 545 565 579 585 700 726 740 804 892 954 1005 1071 1079 1093 1167 1192"¢ 1200 1216 1241 1243
1273 1319 1321 1325 1365 1424 1519 1574 1675 2786 L387 L773 | add owvov 274A 371 1342 Lgso

Comments:

The classification of this marginal reading leaves little room for doubt. The clarifying ad-
dition of oivov after malatov is remarkably rare, being preserved in only a few other Greek
manuscripts. Yet in spite of its rarity, the marginal reading is also demonstrably ancient on the
basis of versional evidence: the Syriac Peshitta (fifth century) and both the Arabic and Persian
translations of the Diatessaron (which itself is dated to the second century) attest to it.

Luke 6:2
Page: 122v
Siglum: arrow
Text: omit
Margin: moletv
Hand: 1

Type: C
Comments:

While the omission of motetv after €€eotiv has very early support,® the sparsity of its wit-
nesses compared to the unanimous Byzantine support for the addition, the general textual dis-
similarity of GA 274 to its witnesses, and the easy transcriptional explanation for the omission
in terms of homoioteleuton from -tv to -tv all come together to support the classification of the
marginal note as a correction to a common scribal error in the text.

Luke 6:10

Page: 1231

Siglum: ypagetat abbreviation
Text: 6 0¢ émoinoev

Margin: k(ai) ¢§étevev

Hand: 1

Type: A

Collation:

o 8¢ emonoe(v) 02 03 07 019 021 028 030 031 034 036 037 038 039 044 045 2 22 27 33 71119 161T
164 199 217 269 274T 291 371 449 461 545 579C 585 700 892 954 1005 1192 1273 1321 1325f (...
emotnoat) 1342 1365 1519 1574 2786 L773 1848 ] o O¢ ETOLNOEV OVTWG 017 o41]‘35 916 75 114 184
372 431 544 565 726 804 1079 1167 1200 1216 1241 1243 1319 L547 | o¢ evbewg emotnoe(v) 740 | Kat
eetewve(v) 05 032f (... e€eTivev) 274A 517 1424 1675 Loso | o Se efetetve(v) oif (... eketivev) 033
0211 f 3157 161A 1071 2542 | 0 8¢ eune(v) 579*1

Comments:
The majority of manuscripts, including the Byzantine text-type, supports the reading found
in the text of GA 274, with a small group smoothing the reading further with the addition of

6o Tt is found in GA P4, P75", 03, 05, 019, 027, 274T, and 700, as well as several versions, including
the Old Latin, Latin Vulgate, and Sahidic Coptic.
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oVtwg. Meanwhile, two small groups of manuscripts, both with early manuscript support,
harmonize the text to the parallels of Matt 12:13 and Mark 3:5 to varying degrees by changing
the verb to é&étevev.

The support of the Byzantine text-type for 6 8¢ émoinoe(v) and the support of the lectionary
tradition for ¢ 8¢ émoinoev oVtwc, combined with the relative rarity of the marginal reading,
would already make a strong case that the marginal note is an indication of a textual variant.
Moreover, since the siglum is a common one used to indicate an alternative reading, there is
no room for uncertainty on the classification.

Luke 6:29

Page: 124v
Siglum: lemniskos
Text: €

Margin: at

Hand: 1

Type: C
Comments:

A few scattered manuscripts (GA o7, 032, 371, and L387) join GA 274 in reading €povtog
where the vast majority of witnesses have aipovtog. It seems unlikely that the scribe had any-
thing other than the common reading in mind at this location; while ¢pwt@®@vtog would be
viable in the context (changing the sense of the phrase from “the one taking your coat” to “the
one asking for your coat”), the scribe would have had to make a compound error involving two
types of aural confusion and haplography to end up with €povtdg. A far simpler explanation
is that the reading of the text was an error due to confusion between the sounds at and ¢ (a
mistake common to the scribe of GA 274), with the correction to the common reading being
supplied in the margin.

Luke 8:15

Page: 130r

Siglum: ancora (upward)

Text: omit

Margin: tadta Aéywv €paver O EXwVv OTA AKOVELY AKOVETW
Hand: 1

Type: L

Comments:

While this addition at the end of the verse has reasonably diverse support,* the omission
has the earliest and most widespread attestation. The most notable support for the addition
comes from the lectionary tradition, which employs it as a standard explicit to lections cen-
tered on Jesus’s parables. The reading found in the margin of GA 274, therefore, likely ended
up there, as it did in many other continuous-text manuscripts, by way of lectionary influence.®

' Gospel according to St. Luke: Part One, 169 lists most of its collated manuscripts, as well as many
correctors, adopting one of ten forms of this addition.

62 Alternatively, the addition could also be explained as an assimilation to the appearance of the
same phrase in 8:8, but given its coincidence with the end of a lection and its presence throughout
the lectionary tradition, the explanation of lectionary influence lends itself much more readily to
the classification of this marginal note.
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Luke 8:41
Page: 132r
Siglum: ancora (upward)
Text: omit
Margin: eioeAOeiv eig T0(v) oikov avt(od)
Hand: 1
Type: C
Comments:
The omission is not known to occur in any other manuscript, and it can be plausibly ex-
plained as an instance of homoioteleuton from the preceding avtov to avtod. The marginal
note is surely intended as a correction to this common scribal error.

Luke 9:12

Page: 133v

Siglum: ancora (upward)

Text: omit

Margin: 1) 8¢ nuépa fip&ato khivery

Hand: first hand or 1 (the note is written in bolder weight and in a much darker ink than the
text and most of the paratextual elements are, but it shares many elements with the first hand
and hand 1; curiously, the script shifts from the minuscule of the first hand to the majuscule of
hand 1 and back over the course of three lines)

Type: C

Comments:

No other continuous-text manuscript collated for this study omits this phrase at the begin-
ning of the verse. The immediate context does not provide an obvious mechanical explanation
for the omission, but the lectionary tradition does: the incipit T® kap® éxeivw takes the place
of the phrase in question in most lectionaries. The most straightforward explanation for the
omission is that the scribe of GA 274 was copying from or consulting a lectionary at the begin-
ning of this verse and, in the process of copying the text after the incipit, left out the original
beginning of the verse. The corrector (who was likely the same scribe working at a later stage of
the manuscript’s production, given the similarity of the script and the change in pen and ink)
then noticed the omission and added it back in the margin as a correction.

Luke 9:35

Page: 1351

Siglum: ypagetat abbreviation
Text: 6 dyanntog év @ e08OKnoQ
Margin: 6 éxheleypévog

Hand: 1

Type: A

Collation:

0 AYATNTOG 02 04* 07 011 013 017 022 024 027 028 030 031 032 033 034 036 037 039 041 045 0211f
(... ayamtog) fiP f5 £5 2 916 22A 33 114 119 157 161 184 199 217 269 291 371 372 431 449 461 545 565
585 700 726 740 804 954 1071 1079 1093 1167 1192 1200 1216 1243 1273 1319 1325 1424 1519 1675 2542
L63f (... ayamrtog) L844 ] o ayanntog ev w evdoknoa / nudoknoa 04Csf (... evdokioa) o5 021
044 27 7175164 274T 544 1574 1387 L627 L773 1848 L849 | 0 exheleyuevog P45 P75 01 03 019 040
274A 579 (... ekK\eypevog) 892 1241 1342 2786 L1126f (... exhelekpevog) | o ekhektog 038 fi7 22T
1005 1365 L547 (ovtog eottv aAnBwg o ekAekTog pov viog)
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Comments:

The reading preserved in the margin of GA 274 is rare and demonstrably ancient,* but even
if this were not the case, the classification of the marginal note would be easy in this case; the
siglum used proves that the note is meant to indicate knowledge of a variant reading.

Luke 9:39
Page: 1351
Siglum: arrow
Text: poyig
Margin: poAig
Hand: 1

Type: A
Collation:

poyts P75 o1 02 04 05 07 011 013 017 019f (LOYYELG) 021 028 030 031 033 034 036 037 039 041 044
045 o115flpt 13f5 2916 22 27 33 71 75 114 119 161 164 184 199 217 269 274T 291 371 372 431 449 461
544 545 565 579 726 740 804 892 1005 1079 1093 1167 1192 1200 1216 1241 1243 1273 1319 1325 1342
1365 1519 1574 2786 L773 L848 Loso L387f (noyng) ] poAig 03 027 032 038 o211f (pwAng) f 7 157
274A 700 954 1071 1424 1675 L547f (Lohvg)

Comments:

Both readings are synonymous, sharing the meaning “with great difficulty”; uoyig dom-
inates both the early and late branches of the manuscript tradition of Luke, while pohg is
known to occur more frequently in post-Homeric writings.® The sparsity of manuscript sup-
port for poAig makes a sufficiently strong case for the classification of the marginal note as
indicating knowledge of a variant reading.

Luke 9:50

Page: 136r

Siglum: whisker (upward)

Text: omit

Margin: ov ydp éoTtv kad” du@v
Hand: 1

Type: A

Collation:

omit P75 01 02 03 04 05 07 09 011 013 017 021 028 030 031 032 033 034 036 037 038 039 041 045 0211
F 125209162227 71 75C 114 119 157 161 164 184 199 217 269 274T 291 371 372 431 449 461 544 545

% Besides having third-century support from GA P45 and P75 and fourth-century support from
GA o1 and 03, it finds indirect support in the fifth century from Cyril of Alexandria, who offers
the conflation 6 dyanntog 6 éxAeheypévog. Textual critics also consider it to be authorial on in-
trinsic and transcriptional grounds. Metzger asserts, “The original Lukan reading is undoubtedly
ékAeheypévog, which occurs in a quasi-technical sense only here in the New Testament” (Textual
Commentary, 124); Comfort goes into greater detail, remarking on the connection of this reading
to the context and Luke’s broader narrative goals: “The reading of the [critical] texts, supported
by the four earliest manuscripts ... is without question the one Luke wrote. The wording in Luke
reveals the twofold position of Jesus as both God’s Son and the chosen One—that is, the Father
chose his Son to be the Messiah. Luke’s wording is reminiscent of Ps 2:7 and especially of Isa. 42:1
(LXX), which speaks of the messianic Servant.... This entirely suits the context which speaks of
Jesus’s ‘exodus from Jerusalem™ (9:31) (Commentary, 219-20).

64 LSJ, s.vv. “poytg,” “pog”



Appendix: Commentary on All Marginal Variants in GA 274 119

565 579 585 700 726 740 804 954 1005 1071 1079 1093 1167 1192 1200 1216 1241 1243 1273 1319 1321
1325 1365 1424 1519 1574 1675 2786 1387 Lgs0 | add ov yap eoti(v) kab vpuwv 019 040 044 33 75%
274A 892 1342 | substitute ov yap eoti(v) kab vuwv ovde viiep vuwv for next phrase P45

Comments:

Here, the margin of GA 274 preserves a rare Alexandrian reading. As P45 indicates, vari-
ations in this saying have an early and widespread history: GA 7, 60, 267, 1630, 1654, and L211
and L1642 (both in their second lections containing this passage) feature the same addition,
but with fu@v in place of b(u@v; GA L184, in its first lection containing this passage, adds only
oV yap éotv; GA Li2, L80, and L1642 make no addition in their first lections containing this
passage, but include the addition with either bu®v or udv in the second lection. Moreover,
GA L1642 substitutes o0 yap oty kad’ Huav- dnép U@V éotty for the next phrase in its first
lection containing this passage. As these clarifications regarding the lectionary support make
clear, even within the lectionary tradition, many witnesses with two lections containing this
passage transmitted different readings in each lection.

The omission could easily be explained as an omission by homioiarcton; the added phrase
starts with o0 ydp and the next phrase with the similar-looking 6¢g yép. The transcriptional
probability of such an error supports the classification of the marginal note as a correction, but
the external evidence does not. The Byzantine text is unanimous in omitting here, so the main
exemplar of GA 274 almost surely did, too. That said, even if a scribe or reader did write the
marginal note as a correction to an easily explained scribal error, the source of the correction
was probably a manuscript distinct from GA 274’s primary Byzantine exemplar.

Luke 9:52

Page: 1361

Siglum: No siglum appears in the margin or text. The marginal reading is written at the end of
the line of text, barely extending into the margin. The reading is pictured below.
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Text: omit

Margin: tomov

Hand: 1, although the ink appears identical to that of the first hand
Type: A

Collation:

omit P45 P75 01 02 03 04 05 07 09 011 013 017 019 021 028 030 031 032 033 034 036 037 038 039 040
041 044 045 0211 f f3 f5 2916 2227337175114 119 157 161 164 184 199 217 269 27471 291 371 372 449 461
544 545 565 579 585 700 726 740 804 892 954 1005 10711079 1093 1167 1192 1200 1216 1243 1273 1319 1321
1325 1365 1424 1519 1574 1675 2786 L387 L773 Loso | add tomov 274A (after avtw) 1342 (before avtw)

Comments:

The addition is exceedingly rare, being found in only one other manuscript, and there one
word earlier. Since no other Byzantine witnesses or lectionaries are known to preserve it, it is
highly unlikely that the scribe of GA 274 was correcting the text to a longer reading found in
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the Byzantine exemplar of GA 274 or in any lection containing this passage. This leaves two
possibilities: the addition of Tomov was an innovation independently made by this scribe and
the scribe of GA 1342 to fill in a phrase lacking an object, or this scribe supplied the addition
from a non-Byzantine exemplar.®

A few factors favor the proposal that the addition was made independently. First and most ob-
viously, the addition is made in slightly different places in both GA 274A and 1342. Second, tomov is
a general term that lends itself well to the context, and after étopdoai, it could have come to mind
readily for anyone familiar with John 14:2-3. Finally, the addition is not offered as a formal marginal
note; no sigla are used, and the addition’s placement is more at the end of the line than in the margin.

On the other hand, the addition is written in a noticeably different script than the rest of the
text when it could just as easily have been written in the usual minuscule hand. One might ar-
gue that if the scribe had made the addition hastily, then the majuscule script might have been
the result of absentmindedness or a judgment that the word would be more quickly written
in majuscule than in minuscule, but the same scenario would also explain why the scribe did
not write tomov distinctly in the margin and add sigla in the appropriate places. Meanwhile,
the strongest argument against the hypothesis that GA 274 and 1342 made the addition inde-
pendently is that when the GA 274 margin departs from the Byzantine text to agree with a mi-
nority of manuscripts in Luke, GA 1342 is typically found in that minority (see 5:39, 9:35, 9:50).
Thus, while the independent emergence of this variant remains a possibility, a classification of
this marginal reading as type A is preferable given our current knowledge.

Luke 10:36

Page: 139r

Siglum: omega (inverted, dot above)
Text: omit

Margin: TodTwv

Hand: 1

Type: C

Comments:

There are several shorter readings in this unit: tiva 0dv, found in GA os; tig 00V T@V Tpiwy,
found in f'7', 16, 164, 274T, and 804; tig 0OV TOUTWYV TpiwV, found in GA 036; Tig TODTWYV TpiwV,
found in GA o1* and 372; and tig TodTtwV TOV Tpiwy, found in GA P45, P75, 01C1, 03, 019, 040,
044, 070, f'?, 892, 1342, and L2211.% In contrast to these shorter readings, the most common
reading by far is the fuller reading tig 00v ToOTWV T@OV Tpiwy, preserved in the margin of GA
274 and in virtually all other witnesses.” Furthermore, the word tobtwv is in double jeopardy
of omission by haplography, with the preceding o0v furnishing an occasion for homoioteleu-
ton and the following t@v for homoioarcton. Based on these considerations, it is perfectly
reasonable to conclude that the marginal note was a correction to a very probable scribal error.

% GA 1342 is dated in the Liste to the thirteenth or fourteenth century, so it could not have been a sec-
ondary exemplar for GA 274. Possibly, the scribe of GA 274 had access to an exemplar of GA 1342.
Such an exemplar could have added tomov in either of the positions found in GA 274 and GA 1342.

6 According to Houghton et al., Palimpsest Catena of Codex Zacynthius, an unattributed scholion in
the commentary catena (302-1) of GA o040 paraphrases the question without the obv. Meanwhile, a
scholion attributed to Origen (302-2) directly quotes the text in the same form as that of the lemma.

7 The exceptions among the witnesses collated for this study include GA o17 and 038, with the de-
fective form tig o0V TodTOV TOV Tpiwv; GA 1325, with the similar defective form tig 00V TodTWYV
1OV Tpiwv; Lgso, with the slightly fuller tig odv éx TodTtwV T@OV Tpiwv; L773, with ti¢ odTwv T@V
Tpiwv; and 700%, with €ig o0V TobTWV TOV TpiwV.
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Luke 11:29

Page: 141v

Siglum: omega (dots above and below)
Text: omit

Margin: yevea

Hand: 1

Type: L

Comments:

The majority of the manuscript tradition, including the Byzantine text-type, omits here,
but the addition has early and widespread support.®® While this makes a classification of the
marginal note as a correction unlikely, it does make it more likely that a scribe or reader could
have come across the addition in another source and noted it in the margin. In this case, how-
ever, a simpler explanation for the marginal note exists: a lection begins in this verse, and the
lectionary tradition uniformly attests to the addition. It seems most likely that a scribe made
a marginal note of this change in the lectionary text after accounting for the usual changes
involving the incipit at the very beginning of the verse.

Luke 12:21
Page: 144r
Siglum: whisker (stroked)
Text: omit
Margin: tadta Aéywv €paver 0 £xw(v) OTA AKOVELY AKOVETW
Hand: 1
Type: L
Comments:
As the discussion of the same marginal note in Matt 25:29 and Luke 8:15 has already estab-
lished, this was a common explicit for lections involving parables. This is the most probable
explanation for the marginal note.

Luke 12:49
Page: 145v
Siglum: ancora (upward)
Text: €ig
Margin: £mi
Hand: 1
Type: L
Comments:
The readings eig trjv yfjv and éni tr|v yfjv both have early and widespread support,® and
the Byzantine text-type is divided between them, so the marginal note could plausibly be a

¢ Tt is found in GA Pys5, 01, 02, 03, 05, 019, 033, 038, 040, 044, 070, f, 3, 22, 33, 157, 164, 274A, 700,
892, 1005, 1071, 1192, 1241, 1342, 1365, 2786, L387, and Ly73. Gospel according to St. Luke: Part
One, 257 indicates that the lectionary tradition and various versions (both the Old Latin and the
Vulgate, the margin of the Harklean Syriac, the Sahidic and Bohairic Coptic, the Armenian, the
Georgian, and some manuscripts of the Ethiopic) also attest to the addition.

% The support for ig trv yfjv includes GA P4s, 05, 07, 027, 028, 031, 034, 036, 037, 039, 045, f*, 2, 9,
16, 22, 75, 119, 161, 164, 184, 199, 217, 274, 291, 371, 372, 431, 449, 461, 545, 565, 585, 740, 954, 1005,
1093, 1167, 1192, 1216, 1243, 1325, 1342, 1365, 1574, and L387. The support for éntt v yijv includes GA
P75, 01, 02, 03, 017, 019, 021, 022, 030, 032, 033, 038, 041, 044, 070, 0211, f,, f2, 27, 33, 71, 114, 157, 269,
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correction or an indication of known textual variation. Two other factors, however, together
make a stronger case for its classification as a lectionary-related note: first, a lection begins at
this verse, so this variation unit would be especially vulnerable to lection-related rewording;
and second, the lectionary tradition is united in reading &ni instead of eig. While this does
not necessarily imply that the éni reading originated in the lectionary tradition, it does offer
a compelling case for how it ended up in the margin of GA 274, since, as we have already
observed, the manuscript features many other marginal notes best explained as arising from
lectionary influence.

Luke 14:24

Page: 149v

Siglum: whisker (downward)

Text: omit

Margin: moAloti yap elotv kAntot OAiyot 8¢, ékhektol
Hand: 1

Type: L

Comments:

While the earliest manuscripts and a wide variety of later manuscripts support the omis-
sion,” the Byzantine text-type is closely divided between both readings. It is also worth noting
that GA 03 has a distigme on this line, which could potentially indicate that the variant was
known to scribes around the time GA o3 was produced. Again, the evidence allows for the
possibilities that the marginal note was a correction or that it was an indication of a known
variant reading. But the placement of the addition right after the t¢éAog marker on this line in
GA 274, coupled with the predominance of the addition in the lectionary tradition, makes a
compelling case that, at least in GA 274, the addition was intended for lectionary usage.

Luke 17:35

Page: 155v

Siglum: asteriskos

Text: omit

Margin: £oovtau p dAfnBovoat €mi 1o avt(6)- 1) pia tapainednoeta, k(ai) f tépa dpebnoet(at)
Hand: 1

Type: C

Comments:

The only other collated manuscripts that omit this verse are GA o1*, 032*,7" 1216, and 2786.
The IGNTP Luke collation adds only GA 123 and 1352 to the list. Versional evidence for the
omission is equally sparse, consisting of one Old Latin manuscript, one Vulgate manuscript,
one copy of the Arabic Diatessaron, and the Persian Diatessaron. Even more curiously, the
addition of verse 36 (a parallel of Matt 24:40) by a minority of witnesses is a better-attested
variant than the omission of verse 35, but GA 274 omits verse 36 without comment. All of this

274A, 579, 700, 726, 804, 892, 1071, 1079, 1200, 1241, 1319, 1321, 1424, 1519, 1675, 2786, L63, L773,
and Loso. Gospel according to St. Luke: Part One, 294-95 lists the lectionary tradition and over a
dozen patristic citations as supporting émtt Tiv yiv.

7o These include GA P45, P7s, 01, 02, 03, 05, 07T, 017, 019, 021%, 022, 024, 027, 028T, 0317, 030, 032,
037, 038, 041, 0447, f, ¥, 22%, 114, 119, 157, 217, 269, 2747, 291, 372, 545, 565, 585, 461T, 726, 892T,
1005, 107971, 1093, 1192, 1200T, 1241, 1319, 13217, 1325, 1342, 1365, 14247, 1519T, 1675T, and 2786.

7 The first hand of GA 032 started to write v. 36 after v. 34 but then erased the beginning of v. 36,
added v. 35 at the start of the next page, and added v. 36 afterwards.
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indicates that the omission of verse 35 in the text was likely a scribal mishap caused by homo-
ioteleuton following verse 34 and that the note in the margin was written to correct it.

The only remaining uncertainty is why the scribe or reader responsible for the marginal
reading marked it with asteriskoi. Did this person truly consider Luke 17:35 to be spurious?
This seems unlikely, since by the tenth century the inclusion of the verse would have been so
widespread as to be present in most, if not all, of the manuscripts available to the author of the
marginal note. Alternatively, the explanation offered for the use of asteriskoi in our discussion
of Matt 23:18 might apply here; if GA 274’s exemplar also lacked verse 35, then the asteriskoi
might indicate that the reading was not originally present and had to be supplied from another

copy.

Luke 18:1

Page: 155v

Siglum: arrow

Text: mpooéxewv

Margin: npoogvy(e0)Ba
Hand: 1

Type: C

Comments:

The verb npooéxw (to be cautious), while viable in the context, is not known to occur in any
other manuscript at this location and can be explained as arising from the common reading
npooevyeobat due to two factors: the similarity in both words” beginnings and the frequen-
cy with which both Matthew and Luke employ the verb npooé¢xw.”> An absentminded scribe
could easily make such a substitution. For this reason, the evidence seems to favor the classifi-
cation of the marginal note as a correction to an error in the text.

Luke 20:19

Page: 161r

Siglum: ancora (downward)
Text: omit

Margin: Tov Aadv

Hand: 1

Type: L

Comments:

The external evidence here is divided. The earliest manuscripts, part of the Byzantine text-
type, and the lectionary tradition add tov Aaov after kat épopndnoav.”? A much smaller group
of manuscripts adds Tov dxAov instead.” The remainder of the manuscript tradition, including
a substantial part of the Byzantine text-type, adds nothing.

Transcriptionally, the omission could have arisen from any of the three longer readings
by homoioteleuton following the previous phrase, and since the longer reading featuring tov

72 Matthew uses it six times, while Luke uses it four times in his account of the gospel (not including
the variation unit in question) and six times in Acts.

75 The manuscripts collated for this study that support this addition are GA o1, 02, 03, 04, 05, 07, 09,
013, 017, 019, 021, 027, 030, 037, 038, 041, 0211, f, f5, 2, 16, 27, 33, 71, 75, 114, 119, 157, 161, 217, 274A,
291, 371, 372, 431, 449, 579, 700A, 726, 804, 892, 1071, 1079, 1093, 1167, 1200, 1241, 1325, 2786, L387,
L773, and Logso.

74 This group includes GA 022, 032, 044, 063, 22, 545, 585, 1005, 1192, 1273, and 1365. A single manu-
script, GA 1319, features the longer addition dmavta tov dx\ov.
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Aaov is supported by part of the Byzantine tradition, it is certainly possible that the marginal
reading is a correction based on a Byzantine exemplar. In this case, however, the lectionary tra-
dition, which is united in its support for the marginal reading, offers an even more compelling
explanation: since this verse is the start of a lection, the addition of tov Aadv would provide
clarity and context following the verb. Thus, while there is reasonable internal and external
evidence for the claim that the marginal reading is a correction, there is stronger evidence that
the marginal note is a reference to a lection-related change.

Luke 21:4
Page: 162v
Siglum: ancora (upward)
Text: omit
Margin: tadt(a) Aéy(wv) épwver 6 €x(wv) dT(a) dkovely dkovéT(w)
Hand: 1
Type: L
Comments:
Again, the best explanation for the marginal note is lectionary usage, the marginal reading
being a common explicit for lections involving parables.

Luke 21:24

Page: 163v

Siglum: lemniskos
Text: €

Margin: ai

Hand: 1

Type: C
Comments:

The marginal note changes paxépag to paxaipac. Since the former is obviously a misspell-
ing of the latter due to the aural similarity of at and € (a common mistake for the scribe of GA
274), and since no other manuscript collated for this study attests to this spelling, the marginal
note undoubtedly indicates a correction.

Luke 22:43-44

Page: 166v

Siglum: asteriskos. Both verses are bordered by a column of asteriskoi in the margin, as pic-
tured below.
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Text: vv. 43-44

Margin: omit
Hand: unclear (any hand could be responsible for the sigla)
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Type: L
Comments:

The textual question of the authenticity of these verses has been the subject of much study.”
The addition and omission both possess widespread and early support from manuscript, ver-
sional, and patristic evidence. Thankfully, for the purposes of this study, we need only focus
on how the omission arose in the margin of GA 274 and not in the rest of the manuscript tra-
dition, and we have multiple clues that point to the lectionary tradition as the culprit here. The
first and most obvious is the presence of the lectionary markings and notes surrounding the
marginal sigla: the ap€. abbreviation indicating the start of a lection occurs on both sides of
the first marked line, and underneath the last marked line, there is a lectionary note that reads
vrootpéyov gig T(0v) Math(aiov) ke(pdhatov) ogg k(at) Aéyet EpxeTal TPOG TOVG HAONT(AC).
An earlier lectionary note in Matt 26:39 tells the reader to jump to this section of Luke; this
note indicates that the reader, after having read Luke 22:43-44, should return back to the pas-
sage in Matthew and pick up at Matt 26:40. The second clue is that the lectionaries (and some
non-lectionary manuscripts, presumably as a result of lectionary influence) actually transpose
these Lukan verses between Matt 26:39 and 26:40, adding them there while excluding them
from Luke 22. Third, asteriskoi are used elsewhere in GA 274 to note transpositions in connec-
tion with lectionary usage (see Matt 26:39 and Mark 9:44). For these reasons, the marginal sig-
la are more likely intended to highlight a text patched together with another text for a lection
than to indicate a corrective omission or dubious textual status.

Luke 24:1

Page: 170v
Siglum: arrow
Text: omit
Margin: yvvaikeg
Hand: 1

Type: L
Comments:

The marginal reading has sparse support from continuous-text manuscripts,’® but it and
similar additions (like ai tipan yvvaikeg in GA L2211) abound in the lectionary tradition. This
is likely because a lection begins at this verse, and without the context of Luke 23:55, a clarifica-
tion of the sentence’s subject is necessary. For all of these reasons, the marginal reading is best
classified as lectionary-based.

75 See, for instance, Metzger and Ehrman, Text of the New Testament, 286; D. C. Parker, The Liv-
ing Text of the Gospels (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997), 157-59; Metzger, Textual
Commentary, 151; Comfort, Commentary, 235-36; Bart D. Ehrman, The Orthodox Corruption of
Scripture: The Effect of Early Christological Controversies on the Text of the New Testament (Ox-
ford: Oxford University Press, 2011), 219-27; Bart D. Ehrman and Mark A. Plunkett, “The Angel
and the Agony: The Textual Problem of Luke 22:43-44,” CBQ 45 (1983): 401-16; Claire Clivaz,
“The Angel and the Sweat Like ‘Drops of Blood’ (Lk 22:43-44): 9% and f3” HTR 98.4 (2005):
419-40; and Lincoln H. Blumell, “Luke 22:43-44: An Anti-Docetic Interpolation or an Apologet-
ic Omission?,” TC 19 (2014).

76 Of the manuscripts collated for this study, GA o11, 013, 038, 0211, 274A, 461A, 544, 892*, 1005,
1093, and 1365 add yvvaikeg, 04C3 adds yvvekeg, and GA 199 and 1241 add ai yvvaikeg. Notably,
the addition yvvaikeg has fourth-century support from Eusebius and fifth-century support from
Hesychius of Jerusalem, and ai yvvaikeg has fourth-century support from Cyril of Jerusalem.



126 Appendix: Commentary on All Marginal Variants in GA 274

John

John 1:21

Page: 174r

Siglum: ancora (upward)

Text: omit

Margin: kai Aéyet- o0k eipi- 0 TpoPnTNG €l ov;
Hand: 1

Type: C

Comments:

Two points favor the classification of this marginal reading as a correction to the omission
in the text: first, the only other witness known to make a similar omission is GA 565, a man-
uscript with no significant textual relationship to GA 274 observed thus far; and second, the
omission is easily explained by homoioteleuton following the previous exchange, which in GA
274 ends with &i o0.

John 1:28

Page: 174r

Siglum: whisker (downward)
Text: év fnbavia

Margin: v fnfafapd

Hand: 1

Type: A

Collation:

ev fnBavia P66 P75 01* 02 03 04* 07 09 o11f (... ftBavia) 013 019 021 022 028 031 0325 033f (...
BOavia) 034 037 (... PeBavia) 038 044 045 063 0211 fF' 2* 9 16 22A 27 71 75 114C 119 157 161 184
199*f (... pnOnvia) 217 269 274T 291 371 431 449 461 544 545 565f (... POavia) 579 585T 700 726
740T 804* 892T 954 1005 1071f (... PBavia) 1167 1192Af (... PBavia) 1200 1216 1241 1243 1273
1319 1321 1325f (... PBavia) 1342 1424 1574 1519f (... POavia) 1675 2786 1387 L547S L627 1848
(... BBavia) Loso L1126f (... fnbavewa) ] ev fnbaPapa 01C2f (... Pnbapafa) 04C1 017 029 o30f
(... BBaPapa) 036 039f (... PnOePapa) 041 083 o141f (... fBaPapa) f7 f3f (... PnOePapa) £ (...
BOaPapa) 2C 22T 33 114* 164* 164Cf (... PnOapa) 199C1 199C2f (... pBafapa) 274A 372 585A
740K 804C 892A 1079 1093 1192T 1365f (... iBaPapa) L773

Comments:

This variant has a rich history. The textual issue is mentioned in early patristic sources,”
and the variant readings divide the manuscript and versional evidence. While GA o3 reads év
BnBavia without any correction, the line containing the reading features a distigme, which
could very well indicate scribal knowledge of the alternate reading. Because both readings
have substantial Byzantine support, we might plausibly argue that the marginal reading is a
correction, but the biggest problem with this argument is that there is no obvious explanation
for either reading in terms of scribal error. The change, in whichever direction it occurred,
seems more deliberate than accidental. Besides this, we note that, at least among the manu-
scripts collated for this study, the marginal reading of GA 274 is more often found as a correc-

77 As Donaldson notes, Chrysostom considered “Bethabara” to be the reading found in the most
accurate manuscripts but kept “Bethany” as the base text for his commentary; Epiphanius read
“Bethabara” but noted in passing that some copies had “Bethany”; and Origen, while remarking
that most copies known to him read “Bethany;” preferred “Bethabara” on intrinsic grounds. (“Ex-
plicit References to New Testament Variant Readings,” 426-28).
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tion, alternate reading, or commentary reading than as a first-hand reading. In other words,
many scribes, editors, and readers were aware of the textual variant here and took note of it
accordingly, and the one responsible for the marginal reading of GA 274 was probably no dif-
ferent.

John 2:12

Page: 1761

Siglum: ancora (upward)

Text: omit

Margin: k(at) ot pad(n)tat avt(od)
Hand: 1

Type: C

Comments:

The larger phrase found in the common text reads adT0g kai 1} pRTNP A TOD Kal oi adehgoi
avtod kal ot padnrat advtod. Of the manuscripts collated for this study, only GA o1 and the text
of GA 274 read adTog kai 1] purtnp avtod kai ol adeAgol avtod, with versional support from the
Armenian version and part of the Old Latin tradition and patristic support from Epiphanius
and Jerome. Since the Byzantine exemplar of GA 274 most likely had the marginal reading as
its text, and since the omission can be easily explained by the common scribal error of homo-
ioteleuton, the marginal reading is best classified as a correction to the text.

John 3:2

Page: 177r
Siglum: arrow
Text: avtOV
Margin: TOv v
Hand: 1

Type: L
Comments:

While the reading tov v is somewhat widespread, finding support from £, 5, and several
other scattered witnesses, a large part of its support comes from the lectionaries, and it is not
hard to see why. John 3:2 is the start of a lection, and without the preceding context, a clarifica-
tion for the referent of adtov would be necessary in these witnesses. For this reason, the mar-
ginal reading is best explained as an adjustment to be made following the lectionary incipit.

John 6:24

Page: 185v

Siglum: lemniskos

Text: omit

Margin: ig (written twice with what appear two different shades of ink but the same hand)
Hand: 1

Type: C

Comments:

Of all the manuscripts collated for this study, GA 274 is alone in omitting ¢ig before
kamepvaovp. Since the text makes little sense without this preposition, and since omissions of
short words were a common mistake for the scribe of GA 274, the omission is surely an error
that the marginal reading is meant to correct.
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John 7:19

Page: 188v

Siglum: ancora (downward)

Text: omit

Margin: k(ai) o0deig €€ DUV TOLET TOV VOUOV
Hand: 1

Type: C

Comments:

While it would be tempting to view the omission as a theologically motivated excision
intended to soften the force of Jesus’s question, it is far more likely that the omission resulted
from homoioteleuton following another phrase that ends in tov vopov. The marginal note is
clearly a correction.

John 10:12-13

Page: 196r

Siglum: ancora (upward)

Text: omit

Margin: kai 6 Aokog apndlet avtd k(ai) oxopmiln ta npoPat(a) 6 8¢ wob(wtodg) eedyn
Hand: first hand

Type: C

Comments:

Since the marginal note seems to have been written by the same hand responsible for the
main text, no other manuscript is known to omit this portion of vv. 12-13, and the omission
is easily explained by haplography from one @e0yet to another,”® the marginal reading is best
explained as a correction to an obvious error in the text.

John 11:13
Page: 198r
Siglum: ®

Text: avtol
Margin: éxeivol
Hand: 1

Type: C
Comments:

Here, the first hand of GA 274 substitutes a more common pronoun for a less common one,
changing the éxeivot 6¢ €80&av found in all other collated manuscripts to avtot 8¢ £€5o&av.
Based on the absence of any external support for the text reading, the simplest explanation is
that the substitution was a subconscious alteration towards more common wording that the
scribe made while copying a line from memory. Accordingly, the marginal reading is a correc-
tion towards the common text.

John 12:1
Page: 200r

7 One might object that the marginal reading has the subjunctives okopmiln and &0y in place of
the indicatives okopmiCet and @evyet found in the common text, making haplography less likely.
A reasonable explanation for this is that the exemplar of GA 274 originally had the indicatives,
but the scribe or reader responsible for the marginal reading supplied it from memory or from a
poorly copied exemplar, with itacism resulting in the changed spellings.
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Siglum: arrow
Text: omit
Margin: 0 1g
Hand: 1

Type: L
Comments:

The lectionaries that contain the lection starting at this verse transpose the chapter’s intro-
ductory phrase, 6 00V 1g, Tp0 EE fiuep@v T0D TMAoX, RAOeV €ig Bnbaviav, to mpo E§ fuep@v o0
naoxa, NA\Oev 0 1§ €ig Bnbaviav. The tradition appears to have influenced a handful of contin-
uous-text manuscripts, including GA 013, 038C, 045C, 69*, 109, 333, 1009, 1093, 1241, 1561, and
1788. For this reason, the marginal note probably indicates a transposition, not an addition,
and is based on the standard lectionary incipit for this verse.

John 13:9
Page: 203v
Siglum: obelos
Text: omit
Margin: pov
Hand: 1

Type: C
Comments:

The omission of pov between ur Tovg modag and povov has early and diverse attestation
in GA P66, 05, 07, 2, 9, 27, 71, 27471, 1005, 1365, L547, L.848/1, and L1126, as well as in some Old
Latin witnesses and in commentary by Gregory of Nazianzus, but the vast majority of witness-
es includes pov. The tendency of the scribe of GA 274 to omit small words or the possibility of
homoioarcton from pov to pov- would easily explain the omission by the first hand, and the
mainstream Byzantine support for the addition makes it likely that the exemplar of GA 274
included it. The marginal reading is therefore likely to be a correction.

John 19:11-13

Page: 214r

Siglum: whisker (upward), once before di ToDT0 in verse 11, once before a lectionary note on
the same line indicating a skip to the next marked location, and once at the start of verse 13
Text: 6 0OV TAGTOG

Margin: 10te 6 TA&TOG

Hand: 1

Type: L

Comments:

The placement of the multiple sigla already hint that the nature of the marginal reading is
lection-related. In the lection containing this passage, the lectionary tradition omits part of
John 19:11, starting with 81 todto, and all of 19:12. The change in conjunction from ovv to Tote
is occasioned by the omission of verse 12; Pilate’s response logically follows from the crowd’s
accusation in that verse, but not from Jesus’s words in the first half of verse 11, so Tote produces
a smoother transition.

John 19:35
Page: 215v
Siglum: arrow
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Text: avtod €0TLv 1| papTupia
Margin: éoTiv 1] paptupia avtod
Hand: 1

Type: C

Comments:

Nearly every placement of avtod in this phrase has support in some part of the manuscript
tradition, and three of the possible word orders of the phrase avtod éotiv 1§ paptvpia have
substantial support, dividing the Byzantine tradition.”” In addition, many of the lectionaries
collated for this study that feature this verse in multiple lections have different word orders in
different lections; some, like GA L773, feature all three of the best-attested variants. While this
may point to lectionary influence as the cause of the marginal reading, such an explanation
would fail to account for other important facts. First, the lectionary tradition is not the only
part of the manuscript evidence divided by these readings; each major reading has diverse
support from many continuous-text manuscripts. Second, we do not know of any reason why
scribes involved in the transmission of the lectionary tradition would deliberately change the
word order of this phrase for different lections. It seems more likely that the various word
orders we observe were incorporated into the lectionary tradition from an already-fractured
tradition of continuous-text manuscripts.

That leaves two remaining explanations for the marginal reading: correction and knowl-
edge of a textual variant. The latter option is difficult to justify here, as all three of the major
variants claim Byzantine support. GA 274’s Byzantine exemplar could have had any of these
readings, and this, combined with the transcriptional probabilities for the error, makes a cor-
rection to a Byzantine text plausible in any case. Ultimately, we must be resigned to the fact
that the evidence still leaves open the possibility that the scribe knew of a variant word order
from a distinct source, but we can at least be assured that even if the marginal reading were in-
tended to convey knowledge of a variant reading, it would offer little information concerning
its source, due to the widespread manuscript support for the marginal reading.

John 19:38
Page: 2161
Siglum: ancora (upward)
Text: peta TadTa
Margin: 7@ x(ap)d
Hand: 1
Type: L
Comments:
Since this verse begins a lection and the marginal note appears to be an abbreviation for
the common lectionary incipit 7@ kap® €xkeivew, the note is surely related to lectionary usage.

79 The order avtod éoTiv 1] paptupia is supported by GA o1, 02, 03, 05S, 019, 021, 032, 033, 036, 038,
041, 044, 0141, 0211,f‘, f3 P29, 16, 33, 114, 157, 184, 2741, 449, 461, 565, 1071, 1079, 1200S, 1243,
1273, 1342, 2786, L63/3, L63/4, L63C/1, L627/1, L773/2, L844, and L1126/2. The order £¢otiv avtod
1] paptupia is supported by GA P66, o7, o11, 017, 022, 028, 030, 034, 039, 045, 0290, 22, 71, 75,
119, 164, 199, 269, 291, 371, 431, 700, 8925, 954, 1167%, 1192, 1216, 1675, L387f (... paprupr]a), Ls47,
L773/1, L773/3, L848/2, and L1126/3. The order éotiv 1} paptupia avtod is supported by 013, 054,
3P 5,278, 217, 274A, 544, 545, 579f (eotny ...), 585, 726, 740, 1005, 1093, 1167C, 1241, 1319, 1321,
1325, 1365, 1424, 1519, 1574, L63/2, L63/5, L627/2, L627/3, L773/4, L848/1, 1.848/3, L849/3, L950/3,
and L1126/1. Finally, L63*/1 features the shorter reading €otiv 1 paptvpia, probably due to an
accidental omission.



Appendix: Commentary on All Marginal Variants in GA 274 131

John 21:19
Page: 219v
Siglum: ®
Text: €
Margin: ai
Hand: 1
Type: C
Comments:

The marginal note changes the defective spelling onuévwyv in the text to onuaivwv. While
the defective spelling is found in a few other witnesses (GA 05, 022, 038, and the first lection
of L63), the vast majority of the manuscript tradition, including the Byzantine text-type, has
the common spelling. For this reason, and because we know that at-¢ interchanges were a
common mistake for the scribe of GA 274, we can confidently conclude that the marginal note
is a correction.
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