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          ἐνθυμουμένους ὅτι χαίρετʼ ἀκούοντες, ὅταν τις ἐπαινῇ τοὺς προγόνους ὑμῶν καὶ τὰ πεπραγμένʼ ἐκείνοις διεξίῃ καὶ τὰ τρόπαια λέγῃ. νομίζετε τοίνυν ταῦτʼ ἀναθεῖναι τοὺς προγόνους ὑμῶν οὐχ ἵνα θαυμάζητʼ αὐτὰ θεωροῦντες, ἀλλʼ ἵνα καὶ μιμῆσθε τὰς τῶν ἀναθέντων ἀρετάς.
 
          [R]emembering how gladly you hear a speaker praising your ancestors, describing their exploits and enumerating their trophies. Reflect, then, that your ancestors set up those trophies, not that you may gaze at them in wonder, but that you may also imitate the virtues of the men who set them up.
 
          Demosthenes, De Rhodiorum libertate 35, ll. 4–8 (LCL 238, pp. 432–433)
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          Introduction
 
        
 
         
           
            an ancient textual tradition has a 500-year printing history added to it, of which research must take account – David C. Parker1
 
          
 
           
            A certain history of the critics’ labours concerning this manuscript can be written – Constantin von Tischendorf2
 
          
 
          
            1 Backdrop and Research Question
 
            This book is not a study of the Codex Vaticanus per se. It is a study of the many stories surrounding this very manuscript, stories about accessibility and the dissemination of knowledge, authority and head-on collisions between the most learned critics, and of continuity and changing paradigms in scholarship, to name but a few. In other words, this is a book focusing on the perception and reception of Codex Vaticanus in the history of New Testament textual scholarship. In a way, this project can be seen as a reception history of one of the main manuscripts of the Greek New Testament.
 
            In recent years, the field of New Testament textual criticism has shown a growing interest in studying manuscripts themselves, often called the ‘material turn’.3 Instead of limiting their focus on the reconstruction of the ‘original text’, scholars began to appreciate different aspects of manuscripts, in matters codicological, palaeographical, paratextual, and the like. Numerous studies have been done on individual manuscripts, including not only papyri and majuscules but also minuscules and catenae.4 In addition, in the last two decades, a new appreciation of history has also become apparent. This ‘historical turn’ has drawn scholars’ attention to conjectures and their historical contexts, the transmission of particular passages and their scholarly history, and the modern history of some of the earliest papyri as archaeological artefacts.5 In the light of these two recent trends, the present study proposes a new approach by combining the reorientation of manuscripts with the recognition of the history of scholarship.
 
            Needless to say, a ‘history of research’ section is customarily offered at the beginning of any study of a given manuscript, but that kind of survey is often limited to the works directly related to the concerned manuscript. What seems missing is a thorough study of a manuscript’s historical use in scholarship.6 It is the hope that the approach proposed here will deepen our understanding of the manuscript under examination in particular and the history of New Testament textual scholarship in general.
 
            The following question then arises: Which manuscript is appropriate for this particular approach? Since our primary focus is the history of scholarship, the candidate manuscript should have a long and extensive reception in scholarly history. And the significance of the manuscript should also play a decisive role, because this factor influences the quality and quantity of discussions among textual critics. Based on these premises, Vaticanus Graecus 1209 of the Vatican Library, or Codex Vaticanus (B 03) as biblical scholars call it, is a perfect choice. This ancient majuscule manuscript is currently seen as one of the most important witnesses to the text of the New Testament. In fact, shortly after the editio princeps of the Greek New Testament was published by Desiderius Erasmus in 1516, this manuscript was made known to the textual scholarship of the New Testament. Hence it actually has a longevous, five-century history of scholarship.7
 
            Moreover, there is another noteworthy aspect regarding the historical use of this manuscript, that is, the changing perceptions there have been of it through the centuries. Compared to other candidate manuscripts, a concentrated study of Codex Vaticanus allows more stories to be discovered and narrated. One example may suffice. It is well known that Brooke Foss Westcott and Fenton John Anthony Hort regarded the manuscript as their ‘neutral text’, and thus used it as the foundation for their reconstruction of the Greek text of the New Testament.8 However, Erasmus and many followers of him had regarded the same manuscript as a typical ‘Latinised’ witness, and therefore as of no use in the establishment of the text. In fact, for more than two centuries, its value had been decidedly dismissed by the majority of New Testament scholars. In other words, there is a striking contrast between the historical and modern perceptions of this very manuscript. Given this particularly intriguing history and its prominent position now held, it is clear that Codex Vaticanus is the most suitable candidate for the present investigation. The contrast further leads one to ask: How did the scholarly evaluation of Codex Vaticanus by New Testament textual scholars change in the course of time, and how can these changes be accounted for?
 
           
          
            2 Current State of Research, Data, and Methodology
 
            Like other important majuscules, the scholarly concern with different aspects of the Codex Vaticanus has grown remarkably from the beginning of the twenty-first century onward. Although its text has long been studied and analysed, publications on this manuscript from various perspectives multiplied since the appearance of the colour facsimile at the very end of the twentieth century. The launch of the digital images of the entire manuscript in early 2015, furthermore, made detailed research possible on a much wider scale than ever before.9 Based on these newly available data, recent studies have focused on – among others – the manuscript’s codicology, palaeography, marginalia, scribal corrections, and segmentation.10 The results that have emerged from these studies have significantly deepened our knowledge of Codex Vaticanus, including its production, earliest corrections, medieval reception, and even early modern scribal activities. However, what is lacking is a full-scale and up-to-date investigation that concentrates on the history of its use by textual critics. In a few works that attempt to sketch the scholarly history of the manuscript, the scope is very limited, and no clear method is applied.11 In other words, to the present day there is still no satisfactory study that uncovers, traces, and explores the intriguing developments and changing perceptions of the most important New Testament manuscript in the history of scholarship. This is what this book aims to achieve.
 
            Since the purpose is to examine the ways textual scholars acknowledged the prominence of Codex Vaticanus, the primary data are text-critical works in the periods under consideration. Significant critical editions of the Greek New Testament in history are essential for the current examination; for a critical edition – especially its prolegomena – often represented the status quaestionis of the editor’s time, and the critical apparatus was usually the place where the editor presented their textual witnesses and decisions, often in refuting the opinions of others. Also important are the several remaining collations, published and unpublished, made of Codex Vaticanus through the centuries. In the periods when access to the manuscript was limited, these collations were the only means to know of its variant readings. Each collation will be analysed, and its reception will be traced. Moreover, relevant discussions and other traces in monographs, articles, reviews, and archives will be studied. Although there is an immense amount of data, much can now be accessed digitally. This is indeed the privilege to conduct this kind of historical research in the digital era.12
 
            Moreover, an analytical framework is applied to facilitate the present investigation of the various uses of Codex Vaticanus. Specifically speaking, the analysis of variant readings gathered by collations and editions will benefit from this tool. Its first component is a categorisation for assessing the quality of the recorded variant readings. Four categories are employed: (1) correct variants (abbreviated as ‘cor.’), denoting those places where the piece of information corresponds to the manuscript’s reading; (2) imprecise variants (‘imp.’), that is, although the variant is noted, it is imprecisely recorded due to orthographical differences or scribal corrections; (3) erroneous attribution (‘err.’), which means that the reading in question does not concord with that of the manuscript. In addition to these three categories focusing on different degrees of precision, (4) other variants (‘oth.’) are designated to those records concerning diacritics, paratextual features, punctuation, and word division.13
 
            In combination with the categories introduced above, a dataset consisting of a variety of samples are culled from each collation and other sources when applicable. In every collation, five sample chapters are examined in detail: Mark 5, John 18, Acts 2, Galatians 4, and Jude. This selection is made on the one hand to demonstrate the diverse textual character of Codex Vaticanus. On the other hand, the significant number of text-critical issues in these chapters is used to evaluate the accuracy of the sources.14 Furthermore, in each collation seven well-known passages where Codex Vaticanus ‘omits’ portions of the text as found in the Textus Receptus are inspected: Matt 6:13, Mark 16:9–20, Luke 22:43–44, John 5:3–5, John 7:53–8:11, Rom 16:24, and 1 John 5:7–8.15 In some cases, additional portions from the Gospels or the Pauline Epistles are selected to make sure that a sufficient amount of data is collected. The selection should be balanced and sufficient to observe significant patterns of the sources under examination.
 
            The second component of the framework is a flowchart constructed to analyse the causes of errors found in a certain critic’s use of Vaticanus (see Figure 1). Given the complexity of the data employed, it is better to visualise the analytic procedure once an error is detected.
 
            
              [image: ]
                Figure 1: Flowchart on the analysis of the causes of errors. Flowchart by author.

             
            As Figure 1 illustrates, in the first place, a series of questions concerning accessibility and dependence on sources can be asked:
 
             
              	 
                Access to the manuscript itself or not: If so, how did the error take place?

 
              	 
                Dependence on other sources: Did the critic depend on a collation or a secondary source? If the latter is the case, what kind of source was it, and where did the information originate?

 
              	 
                Dependence on a collation: Whether the critic had access to the collation itself? If so, in what way and where did the error occur?

 
              	 
                Dependence on a reproduction of a collation: What kind of reproduction was it, a printed version or a selected portion of the collation? Did the error originate from the reproduction progress, or was it more likely related to the critic themselves?

 
            
 
            Next to these questions comes the comparison between the error and the sources that were used by the given critic. Only after all these pieces of information are carefully gathered, can the questions such as why and in what way did a certain error happen be satisfactorily answered. This flowchart aims to trace and reconstruct the causes of errors in those periods when direct access to Codex Vaticanus was limited. Its purpose is to supplement the quantitative analysis mentioned above. In short, this twofold framework will help establish better grounds to investigate the way Codex Vaticanus was used and misused in the history of textual scholarship.
 
           
          
            3 Scope and Chapter Division
 
            An historical investigation such as the present one often needs to resist the temptation to delve into the boundlessness of data. In order to keep this project in manageable proportions, selectivity is unavoidable. As my primary concern is the perception and reception of Codex Vaticanus in the history of New Testament textual scholarship, several subjects – albeit interesting in their own right – naturally fall outside the scope of this book. First, the sixteenth-century scribal use of Vaticanus is not discussed, although historically the work of those scribes overlapped with the initial stage of textual criticism. The investigation of that subject belongs more logically to palaeographical and paratextual studies.16 Second, despite its indelible impact on the making of Greek Old Testament editions, the scholarly history of this manuscript in the field of Septuagint studies has to be excluded. It is simply a story distinct from the one to be told here.17 The last and perhaps the most subtle one is that the history of scholarship does not equal the actual use of the manuscript in history. That is to say, works that for whatever reason had no or very little influence on the scholarly world, notwithstanding that they might employ the manuscript extensively, are not the main concern of this book.18
 
            Concerning the frame of this book, it is structured by two watersheds in the scholarly history of Codex Vaticanus. The first time this manuscript was brought to the stage of New Testament textual scholarship can be dated to 1521, when Erasmus was informed by his friend in Rome about two passages from an ancient majuscule that is identifiable as ours. Therefore, the starting point of our investigation is settled without doubt. At what point the investigation should be closed, however, is somewhat debatable. As will become evident in the course of this study, one of the recurring themes is the quest for a comprehensive and reliable collection of the manuscript’s readings. Therefore, a logical end point is Cardinal Angelus Maius’s editio princeps of Codex Vaticanus that was released in 1857, representing the first complete dataset ever published.
 
            Given its nature as an historical enterprise, the present volume divides its chapters in chronological order. (1) The first chapter investigates two main figures of the sixteenth century as far as the use of Vaticanus is concerned, namely Erasmus and Franciscus Lucas Brugensis. Their encounters with the manuscript represent the two recurring themes in scholarly history: method and data. (2) In chapter 2, three Roman projects initiated in the seventeenth century are introduced and examined. The chapter also pays attention to several eyewitness accounts of the manuscript reported by travellers to Rome, as well as John Mill’s edition and his use of the manuscript. (3) Richard Bentley’s ambitious but unfinished project, which was prepared during the first several decades of the eighteenth century, is the focus of the next chapter. In order to understand his perception and use of Vaticanus, the chapter analyses his proposed scheme, the material and collations collected, the in-progress text and critical apparatus, and the project’s significant reception. (4) The fourth chapter discusses further the developments in the first half of the eighteenth century, concentrating on Johann Jakob Wettstein and his contemporaries and their involvement with the manuscript. The text-critical efforts Wettstein made and the legacy of his work are examined in detail. (5) Then in chapter 5, the formulation of the recension theory in the second half of that century is mapped as the background. On this basis, the first printed collation of the manuscript by Andreas Birch and its reception by Johann Jakob Griesbach and other contemporary scholars are investigated. (6) The sixth chapter investigates Johann Leonhard Hug’s account based on his personal inspection of Vaticanus in the first decade of the nineteenth century. The chapter continues with an exploration of Karl Lachmann’s groundbreaking edition, as well as a sketch of the text-critical atmosphere in the middle of that century. (7) Chapter 7 examines two of the most important textual scholars – Constantin von Tischendorf and Samuel Prideaux Tregelles – and their text-critical works up to 1857. Their endeavours and use of Codex Vaticanus are showcased and scrutinised. (8) Finally, the last chapter traces the genesis and preparation of Maius’s editio princeps and explores its purposes and content. The chapter also discusses the reception of and reaction to this edition, highlighted by Carolus Vercellone’s succeeding tasks, Tischendorf’s own edition of the manuscript, and the completion of Tregelles’s Greek New Testament edition.
 
            In a nutshell, this book inquires into the history of the Codex Vaticanus in New Testament textual scholarship, beginning with Erasmus’s first encounter with the manuscript and concluding with Maius’s editio princeps. The primary focus is clearly the reception of this manuscript within the scholarly community of New Testament textual critics. Transmission of data, textual observations, judgements, and argumentation thus play substantial roles in the explorations that begin in the next chapter. Furthermore, to situate those critics and their writings properly, broader questions about historical circumstances, personal situations, scholarly networks, and theological controversies are also addressed, providing they are relevant and appropriate. Notably, throughout the centuries the understanding of the manuscript was greatly influenced by (in)accessibility to it. As will become apparent over the course of this study, political contexts, religious conflicts, and academic prestige were all interwoven with text-critical and intellectual pursuance of a ‘better’ text. All in all, the current study aims to tell a series of stories surrounding Codex Vaticanus from Erasmus to Maius, over a time-period that spans 350 years.
 
           
          
            4 Textual and Translational Conventions
 
            Before moving to the first chapter, a number of textual and translational conventions need to be addressed in advance.
 
            Throughout this volume, translations of citations from the sources in Latin and the vernaculars – such as Danish, Dutch, and Italian – are my own unless indicated otherwise. Original texts are always given in the corresponding footnotes. For German and French sources, however, citations are directly given and the texts remain untranslated. Concerning Latin citations in particular, spelling and punctuation have been adapted according to modern editorial practice.19 Occasionally, works – especially literature prior to the twentieth century – do not use italics for emphasis. While citing passages therein, instead of the original forms of emphasis, the italics style is used, with explanatory notes if necessary. This is to maintain consistency within my text.20 In addition, while citing biblical passages, the English version that suits better the base text and context is chosen. If none of the versions is applicable, I offer my own rendering instead.
 
            Furthermore, the concentration on historical works has one notable consequence for the term ‘Codex Vaticanus’. In present-day textual scholarship, this term is usually used as denoting the fourth-century majuscule Greek Bible kept by the Vatican Library. In different periods of scholarly history, however, this manuscript was not necessarily understood as the Codex Vaticanus. Therefore, as long as text-critical works in history are concerned, it is often better to interpret and translate the Latin phrase ‘Codex Vaticanus’ according to living Latin as ‘a Vatican manuscript’. Citations and references have their own Sitz im Leben, which do not always accord with our modern critical perspective.
 
            As already noted at the beginning of this chapter, all the footnotes use short titles regarding bibliographical references.21 Folio, column, and line numbers in Codex Vaticanus are indicated in the following way: for instance, p. 1303 B 31 means page 1303, column B, line 31. Unless otherwise noted, all readings in the manuscript follow the New Testament Virtual Manuscript Room (VMR) transcription, and so do judgements of different hands.22 For the convenience of recognition, the transcription is given in minuscule script without accents, unless the context requires other information.
 
           
        
 
      
       
         
          Chapter 1 The Threshold: Erasmus and Lucas Brugensis
 
        
 
         
           
            Ich kann also nun nicht anders sehen, als diese Bedingung des foederis cum graecis ist eine blosse Conjectur Erasmi, und Nothhülfe im Disputiren – Johann David Michaelis1
 
          
 
           
            et Luc de Bruges a remarqué qu’on ne les trouve point dans l’Exemplaire du Vatican – Richard Simon2
 
          
 
          Historically speaking, Codex Vaticanus entered New Testament textual scholarship in 1521, only five years after Desiderius Erasmus (1466–1536) published the editio princeps of the Greek New Testament.3 In fact, it was Erasmus who introduced this manuscript to a field that was still in its infancy. As we will soon see, through the information provided by others, Erasmus was able to use some readings from the manuscript, and his evaluation of it would have significant influences on subsequent scholarship. Any exploration of the scholarly history of Vaticanus, therefore, should take Erasmus’s use as the point of departure. In addition to Erasmus, the current chapter also explores another important figure in this emerging period, namely Franciscus Lucas Brugensis (1548/9–1619). In 1580 Lucas Brugensis published a series of annotations on the Old and New Testaments, including some variant readings of our manuscript. Due to limited access to the manuscript in subsequent periods, the data provided by Lucas Brugensis became the main reference for those who wanted to know the text of Vaticanus.4
 
          Before turning to Erasmus and his use of Vaticanus, however, two relevant questions need to be addressed in advance: when did the Vatican Library acquire this codex, and had scholars already used it in matters text-critical before Erasmus? Concerning the first question, evidence can be found in one of the earliest library catalogues. The catalogue of 1475 recorded an entry of the only manuscript containing the whole Bible in the library at that time, described as follows: ‘Bible on parchment [bound] in red’.5 Later in 1481, another catalogue contained further information: ‘Bible in three columns on parchment [bound] in red’.6 According to the consensus, these two records probably referred to the same manuscript, the one nowadays known as Codex Vaticanus. Therefore most modern textual scholars believe that it was acquired by the Vatican sometime before 1475.7 Nevertheless, nothing else can be said with certainty of its history in the fifteenth century and especially its pre-acquisition stage.8 As for the second question, it is more likely that this manuscript had not been used in text-critical works prior to Erasmus. Although the most possible candidate – the editors of the Complutensian Polyglot – in the preface did give thanks to Pope Leo X for lending them some Greek manuscripts from his library, it is historically certain that the ancient manuscript we now call Codex Vaticanus was not sent to Spain for the preparation of the polyglot during the first two decades of the sixteenth century.9 In short, that Erasmus was the one who introduced Codex Vaticanus to the textual scholarship of the New Testament cannot be doubted. We will now turn to the story of his involvement with the manuscript.
 
          
            1.1 Erasmus’s First Involvement with Vaticanus
 
            Erasmus’s use and evaluation of Codex Vaticanus can be divided into two stages. At an earlier stage of his career as a New Testament textual critic, he mainly employed the manuscript to support his text-critical decision on one controversial passage, namely the Comma Johanneum.10 Later on, however, he turned to the opposite position in rejecting its value for reconstructing the Greek text of the New Testament. In what follows, attention will first be given to Erasmus’s earliest involvement with Vaticanus, followed by his use of the manuscript thereafter.11
 
            The information on Vaticanus appeared for the first time in a letter sent from Rome by one of Erasmus’s closest friends Paolo Bombace, curator of the Vatican Library.12 In this letter, dated 18 June 1521, Bombace provides two variant readings from a manuscript in the Vatican Library that can be identified as Codex Vaticanus, the first one on 1 John 4:1–3 and the second on 1 John 5:7–11. Before investigating the letter in detail, two aspects should be noted in advance. First, the reason for Erasmus’s request for these two passages could have come from his confrontation with Edward Lee in the previous year.13 Lee criticised Erasmus’s decision to omit the Comma Johanneum and modify 1 John 4:3 in his first two New Testament editions, and even accused the humanist of heresy. In response, Erasmus contested his opponent’s accusation and mentioned that his text-critical decision may be supported by searching for evidence in the papal library.14 Second, there is no clue indicating that Erasmus had already known of the existence of this very manuscript before hearing the news from Bombace. Instead, it is more probable that Erasmus simply asked his friend in Rome to examine some Greek manuscripts in the Vatican Library that contained such passages in 1 John.15
 
            Now back to the content of Bombace’s letter. In fact, most of its parts discussed things unrelated to text-critical matters, but the information concerning the two textual variants in 1 John was indeed mentioned at the end without any introduction. Bombace simply wrote, ‘I have at last found the First Epistle of John in the Vatican library, written in very ancient characters’,16 then he cited the two readings from that epistle. Because of their significance in terms of reception, these readings are reproduced at length below:17
 
             
              the verses in chapter four run as follows: [‘cuius versus capituli quarti hi sunt:’] Ἀγαπητοί, μὴ παντὶ πνεύματι πιστεύετε, ἀλλὰ δοκϊμάζετε τὰ πνεύματα, εἰ ἐκ τοῦ θεοῦ ἐστιν, ὅτι πολλοὶ ψευδοπροφῆται ἐξεληλύθασιν εἰς τὸν κόσμον. ἐν τούτῳ γϊνώσκετε τὸ πνεῦμα τοῦ θεοῦ. Πᾶν πνεῦμα ὃ ὁμολογεῖ ἰησοῦν χριστὸν ἐν σαρκὶ ἐληλυθέναι, ἐκ τοῦ θεοῦ ἐστι. καὶ πᾶν πνεῦμα ὃ μὴ ὁμολογεῖ τὸν ἰησοῦν, ἐκ τοῦ θεοῦ οὐκ ἔστιν. καὶ τοῦτό ἐστὶ τὸ τοῦ ἀντιχρίστου. ἀκηκόατε ὅτι ἔρχεται, καὶ τὰ λοιπά. And again in chapter five: [‘Item ex quinto:’] Ὅτι τρεῖς εἰσὶν οἱ μαρτυροῦντες, τὸ πνεῦμα, καὶ τὸ ὕδωρ, καὶ τὸ αἷμα. καὶ οἱ τρεῖς εἰς τὸ ἕν εἰσιν. εἰ τὴν μαρτυρΐαν τῶν ἀνθρώπων λαμβάνομεν, ἡ μαρτυρία τοῦ θεοῦ μείζων ἐστίν. ὅτι αὕτη ἐστὶν ἡ μαρτυρΐα τοῦ θεοῦ, ὅτι μεμαρτύρηκε περὶ τοῦ υἱοῦ αὐτοῦ. ὁ πιστεύων εἰς τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ θεοῦ, ἔχει τὴν μαρτυρΐαν ἐν αὐτῷ, ὁ μὴ πιστεύων τῷ θεῷ ψευστὴν πεποίηκεν αὐτόν, ὅτι οὐ πεπίστευκεν εἰς τὴν μαρτυρΐαν ἣν μεμαρτύρηκεν ὁ θεὸς περὶ τοῦ υἱοῦ αὐτοῦ. καὶ αὕτη ἐστὶν ἡ μαρτυρία ὅτι ζωὴν αἰώνιον, καὶ τὰ λοιπά.18
 
            
 
            Albeit in the briefest of mentions, from an historical perspective this is the first ever instance that the manuscript enters the stage of New Testament textual scholarship.19 As we will see, Erasmus would then make use of the information provided by Bombace on several occasions, notably in the fourth edition of his Novum Testamentum.20
 
            In 1527, Erasmus published his fourth New Testament edition with an expanded annotation on the Comma.21 Despite the fact that this passage was included in his main text – probably due to practical reasons22 – Erasmus’s real opinion on the Comma can only be found in the Annotationes. In his annotation on 1 John 5:7, he wrote the following:
 
             
              To this, Paolo Bombace, a learned and reliable man, on my request copied this place verbally from a very old manuscript in the Vatican library, in which the testimony of the Father, the Word, and the Spirit does not occur. If antiquity has any authority, the book was very ancient; if the Pope has any, the testimony was sought from his library.23
 
            
 
            From this comment it is clear that Erasmus employed this papal manuscript in support of his suspicion of the Comma, notably in two respects: it was a very ancient manuscript and was kept by the pope.24 The variant reading concerning 1 John 4:1–3, however, was treated in a different way. Although it was published – with Bombace’s letter and Erasmus’s reply – in 1521 as part of Erasmus’s correspondence collection, this piece of information never entered his Annotationes. His curious silence about this was probably due to the differences between his text and that of the manuscript.25 If he were to cite it at this point, his argument concerning the support from the papal library would have been weakened. In other words, by selectively using the available data Erasmus was able to avoid such an unfavourable situation.26
 
            In short, in the period between receiving the letter from Bombace and the publication of his fourth New Testament edition, Codex Vaticanus served as proof to confirm Erasmus’s text-critical decision on the Greek text. For him, its location in the papal library was an essential asset for answering (or perhaps better: refuting) his critics. A few years later, however, the manuscript would play an entirely different role in Erasmus’s text-critical enterprise.
 
           
          
            1.2 Vaticanus and Erasmus’s ‘Latinisation Theory’
 
            On 23 October 1533, a letter was sent to Erasmus by Juan Ginés de Sepúlveda, who was staying in Rome at that time.27 In this letter, Sepúlveda brings Codex Vaticanus to the fore against Erasmus’s New Testament editions.28 He criticises Erasmus for following inferior manuscripts that contain numerous errors. And he further comments – rightly so from a modern critical perspective – that the corrupted manuscripts have been widely spread and have influenced all the printed books. Then Sepúlveda refers to a very ancient manuscript kept in the Vatican Library as the proof of such a pivotal critique:
 
             
              For there is an extremely old Greek copy in the Vatican library that contains both Testaments conscientiously and carefully written in capital letters and much different from the usual copies. When I learned about it from Zúñiga, I took care to look into the matter and to compare texts. That this copy is the most correct of all is evident from both its antiquity and the carefulness of the scribe, and also because it agrees closely with our old translation, which undoubtedly also must have been translated from the most correct copy and handed down to us by our ancestors.29
 
            
 
            According to Sepúlveda’s description, this ‘extremely old Greek copy’ seems unequivocally to be the one we now call Codex Vaticanus. For him the value of the manuscript is proved not only by its old age, but more importantly also by its close agreement with ‘our old translation’, namely the Vulgate version. In other words, Sepúlveda uses Codex Vaticanus in support of the excellence of the Latin edition against Erasmus’s New Testament text, because according to Sepúlveda, Erasmus’s edition diverges significantly from those two ancient sources. To further prove his point, Sepúlveda says that he has noted 365 variant readings in that old Greek manuscript:
 
             
              This is how things stand: rarely does the common Greek edition differ from our old translation (though, as you know, it often does) without differing also from the Vatican copy. And not to detain you, I have noted 365 places where this text is different.30
 
            
 
            Since Sepúlveda’s list of variations in the ‘Vatican copy’ has unfortunately not been preserved, one may wonder whether he really sent it with his letter to Erasmus. As will be shown below, the four instances – in addition to the one at 1 John 5:7 which already appeared in the 1527 edition – where Erasmus clearly references to Codex Vaticanus in his Annotationes of 1535 indicate that he did receive this long list.31 To see his response we will now turn to Erasmus’s last edition of the Novum Testamentum.
 
            Table 1 sets out both Erasmus’s Greek text and his Latin rendering in comparison with that from Codex Vaticanus and the Vulgate.32
 
            
              
                Table 1:Additional occurrences of B 03 in Erasmus’s fifth edition.

              

                        
                    	 
                    	Erasmus’s Greek 
                    	Erasmus’s Latin 
                    	Reading B 03 
                    	Vulgate 
   
                    	Mark 1:2 
                    	ἐν τοῖς προφήταις 
                    	in prophetis 
                    	εν τω ησαια τω προφητη 
                    	in Isaia propheta 
  
                    	Luke 10:1 
                    	ἑβδομήκοντα 
                    	septuaginta 
                    	εβδομηκοντα δυο 
                    	septuaginta duos 
  
                    	Luke 23:46 
                    	παραθήσομαι 
                    	commendabo 
                    	παρατιθεμαι 
                    	commendo 
  
                    	Acts 27:16 
                    	Κλαύδην 
                    	Clauda 
                    	καυδα 
                    	Cauda 
 
              

            
 
            In all of these places, Vaticanus stands with the Vulgate in contrast to what Erasmus offers in his text. A close look at his annotations shows that he somewhat distances himself from the information on the manuscript. In Luke 23:46, the differences between Erasmus’s text and the Vulgate concern the tense of the verb παρατίθημαι (‘commendo’) in a citation of Psalm 31. Erasmus prefers the future tense παραθήσομαι (also reflected in his translation: ‘commendabo’) and even adds an argument in the 1527 annotation by referring to the agreement among the Greek manuscripts. Now, however, with the Vaticanus information at hand, Erasmus is forced to modify the sentence in a subtle way as the agreement only concerns those manuscripts ‘as far as I have seen them myself’. A few sentences later he mentions the Vatican manuscript without naming the opponent who provided this particular piece of information: ‘Here again that blessed manuscript from the Papal library is brought forward against us.’33 In the same way, in Acts 27:16 concerning the name of an island, the Vulgate and the Greek manuscripts known to Erasmus are diverse. The former has ‘Cauda’ and the latter Κλαύδην (‘Clauda’ in Erasmus’s Latin rendering). An addition is found in the 1535 Annotationes: ‘However some mention that in a Greek manuscript in the Papal library Καῦδα is written, that is “Cauda”.’34 Once again Erasmus’s text remains unchanged despite receiving the information from Codex Vaticanus.
 
            Erasmus’s opinion on the manuscript is even more evident in his annotation on Luke 10:1. There is a variant reading concerning the number of disciples sent by Jesus, which also recurs at 10:17. All the Greek manuscripts consulted by Erasmus have the number ‘seventy’ (ἑβδομήκοντα), but the Vulgate renders ‘seventy-two’ (‘septuaginta duos’) here, just as the attestation of Vaticanus.35 In arguing for his preference for ‘seventy’, at this point Erasmus emphasises the agreement of the Greek manuscripts, an argument already present since the first edition.36 However, similar to his modification in the annotation on Luke 23:46, in the 1535 edition Erasmus adds a remark concerning the Vatican manuscript, indeed a lengthy one:
 
             
              A single manuscript from the Papal library is brought forward against us, as if we do not know that, after the Greeks were accepted in the agreement with the Roman see, their manuscripts as well were corrected after the Latin copies. I have numerous reasons to conclude that among these belong this manuscript written in majuscules. Well: if the authority of the Papal library means anything to us, that manuscript the Roman Pope sent to Franciscus Cardinal of Toledo, was from the same library.37
 
            
 
            Several observations deserve our attention. First, Erasmus’s reasoning behind his evaluation of Codex Vaticanus surfaces here: that is, according to him the manuscript has been ‘corrected after the Latin copies’. As will be discussed more extensively below, his view of the manuscript would be based on this hypothesis. Second, in order to fight back against a contrasting source ‘from the Papal library’, he now refers to the Complutensian Polyglot – which indeed agrees with him at this point – to substantiate his decision as having an authoritative witness also from the Vatican Library.38 The third observation concerns his description of the manuscript, namely ‘written in majuscules’. Such a description corresponds to what he was informed by Sepúlveda but differs from that found in the 1535 annotation on the Comma (‘a very old manuscript’; similar in the fourth edition).39 In the light that one reading was recently sent by an opponent and the other by a close friend some time ago, it could be the case that in Erasmus’s mind these two readings actually come from two different manuscripts, though both of them are kept by the same Vatican Library.40 This can also explain why he can maintain a positive attitude toward the manuscript in his annotation at 1 John 5:7, but at the same time hold severe criticism against the same witness in four other instances.
 
            The last place concerning Erasmus’s use of the manuscript is a bit more complicated than the previous ones. In his annotation on Mark 1:2, there is a famous variant reading concerning the introductory formula of two Old Testament citations. Since verses 2 and 3 of the first chapter in Mark are a composition from Malachi and Isaiah, a great number of Greek manuscripts read ἐν τοῖς προφήταις, a reading seemingly accurate from the context. However, another reading is attested in some Greek manuscripts as ἐν τῷ Ἠσαΐᾳ τῷ προφήτῃ, in agreement with the Vulgate ‘in Isaia propheta’.41 Although the former reading was printed in his text, already in the first edition it is clear that Erasmus preferred the latter, more difficult reading, as indicated in his annotation.42 And now in the fifth edition, he adds a new paragraph with a few sentences concerning Codex Vaticanus:
 
             
              Some point out that there is a Greek manuscript in the Vatican library, written in majuscules, that agrees with the Latin edition. Small wonder that it agrees, if it has been corrected after Latin copies. Nevertheless I think the reading is authentic.43
 
            
 
            What is interesting is the way that Erasmus portrays the manuscript: on the one hand he downplays its value by pointing out that it was corrected according to the Latin text, but on the other hand he can still accept its reading as authentic. Interestingly, what is consistent in all these instances is that Erasmus’s text and translation remain unchanged.
 
            As shown in his annotations discussed above, Erasmus explicitly expresses his mistrust of Codex Vaticanus by suggesting that it was corrected after the Vulgate. Such a hypothetical reconstruction – known later as the ‘Latinisation theory’ – can be traced back to his work in the 1520s, albeit only as a preliminary version. It is in fact his confrontation with Sepúlveda that brings this to the centre of the debate.44
 
            In response to Sepúlveda’s letter concerning the excellence of the Vatican manuscript, Erasmus wrote back a few months later, on 17 February 1534. In its midst he provides a more expanded version of his Latinisation theory with a questionable historical basis:
 
             
              Concerning what you write about the Greek codex that you came upon in the papal library, which agrees in so many places with the common edition, see to it that you do not waste time on it. For it is an established fact that when the Greeks entered into a treaty with the Roman church, as is testified in the bull that is called ‘Golden,’ there was among the articles one requiring that the Greek codices, especially those containing the Gospels, be emended so as to agree with the Roman readings; and I came upon similar codices when I first edited the New Testament. Hence you cannot make any judgments based on this codex. Rather, Greek readings should be sought in Greek authors such as Athanasius, Basil, Origen, Chrysostom, Nazianzus, Cyril.45
 
            
 
            According to Erasmus, Sepúlveda’s comparison between Codex Vaticanus and the Vulgate was fruitless since that Greek manuscript must have been corrected according to the text of the latter. This is the real reason why they were so close to each other. Erasmus then strengthens his theory by pointing to a treaty between the Greek-speaking communities and the Roman Church, which led to these corrections taking place.46 Besides the proof from a (mistaken) historical source, Erasmus also declares that he personally encountered a manuscript of the same kind during the preparation of his first New Testament edition, that is, minuscule 1 in the current Gregory-Aland numbering.47
 
            Following the same line of thought, Erasmus further develops his Latinisation theory, given in an extensive introduction – ‘Contra morosos’ – to his last edition of the Novum Testamentum.48 There one can clearly find Erasmus’s perception of the Vatican manuscript:
 
             
              Here I should note in passing that some Greek manuscripts of the New Testament have been corrected from Latin copies. This was done as part of a treaty between the Greeks and the Roman church, a treaty that is witnessed by the bull called ‘golden’. For it was thought that this, too, would contribute to establishing concord. Once I also came across such a manuscript, and a manuscript of this sort is said to be still preserved in the papal library. … I wanted to give this warning because recently some persons have been boasting that they have noted hundreds of places in the copy in the papal library where it agrees with our Latin Vulgate and disagrees with my version. But if they wish to turn the authority of the Vatican Library against me, the manuscript followed for the New Testament by Francis, formerly the cardinal-bishop of Toledo, not only was from that same library but was sent by Leo X so that he could follow it as a trustworthy copy. But that manuscript agrees almost everywhere with my translation, disagreeing with the one written in majuscule letters, which some people are now casting at me. For it has to disagree if the Vatican manuscript agrees with the Vulgate.49
 
            
 
            In comparison with his letter to Sepúlveda, in the ‘Contra morosos’ Erasmus proposes a more sophisticated argumentation for his Latinisation theory. Not only does he mention the ‘Golden Bull’ and his personal encounter with a manuscript (minuscule 1), but he also refers to the manuscript used by the Complutensian Polyglot. As we have already discussed above in his annotation on Luke 23:46, the latter becomes an authoritative witness for Erasmus’s text-critical decisions, since according to him it ‘agrees almost everywhere with my translation’ (emphasis added), and at the same time disagrees ‘with the one written in majuscule letters’.50
 
            Interestingly, in a letter probably written after the completion of the ‘Contra morosos’, Erasmus’s attitude to the ‘Golden Bull’ treaty appeared to have become somewhat less certain. On 3 July 1534, in responding to Sepúlveda’s second letter, Erasmus declared the source of his knowledge concerning that treaty and admitted the uncertainty he now had about it:
 
             
              I would accept what you say about the authority of the pontifical library were it not that the copy that was followed by Francisco, cardinal of Spain, had been sent from the pontifical library as an authentic text. But it is generally in agreement with my manuscripts. I have not seen the Aurea Bulla. Cuthbert, bishop of Durham, a man of superb learning, told me about it and I accepted his word.51 He did not say there was anything in the bull about correcting the manuscripts, but he did state that changes in Greek manuscripts had taken place. I myself saw a codex of the Gospels from Reuchlin’s library, which agreed everywhere with our Latin edition, but it was more recent.52
 
            
 
            Compared to the polemical statement given in the ‘Contra morosos’, here Erasmus softened his expression to a certain extent. Although the general agreement with the Complutensian Polyglot was still emphasised, the other two arguments – the proof of the treaty and the evidence of the manuscripts being Latinised – were both being weakened, if not completely diminished. From an historical perspective, however, Erasmus’s Latinisation theory as declared in his final edition, not his letter to Sepúlveda, would become his final verdict on that ancient manuscript kept in the Vatican Library.
 
            To summarise, it was due to Erasmus’s involvement that Codex Vaticanus was introduced to New Testament textual scholarship. There were clearly two stages concerning his use of the manuscript. At first, he regarded it as a reliable and useful witness to confirm his text-critical decision on a controversial passage, the Comma Johanneum. However, at the later stage during his debate with Sepúlveda, the manuscript was dismissed as an inferior witness corrected according to the Latin version and thus was devalued as a witness to the authenticity of the Greek New Testament text. These two opposite opinions may well reflect the way in which Erasmus obtained the information on the manuscript: two sets of data sent by different persons – firstly his close friend and later his opponent – across a considerable period of time. Given the indirectness of his sources, it is possible that Erasmus never seriously considered those variant readings as coming from the same and single witness. All in all, no matter how few historical and text-critical grounds they had, Erasmus’s opinion and his Latinisation theory were to predominate scholarly discussions of this manuscript in the next two centuries or so. The influences and reception of his theory will be traced and analysed in the following chapters.
 
           
          
            1.3 Lucas Brugensis’s Annotations on Vaticanus
 
            In terms of Erasmus’s involvement with Codex Vaticanus discussed above, a significant factor surfaced, that is, that he had received the information from others. In fact, for more than a hundred years after him, lack of access to the manuscript would still be a situation that almost every textual critic had to face. The only way of obtaining information was to rely on indirect and incomplete sources. More precisely, during the seventeenth century the main source on the manuscript, except for those very few readings found in Erasmus’s annotations, was Lucas Brugensis’s Notationes of 1580. In what follows a concentrated analysis is offered on his comments concerning the readings of Vaticanus therein, as well as their reception in subsequent textual scholarship.53 In the first place, an introduction to the work’s context is in order.
 
            Born in 1548 or 1549 in Bruges, Francis Lucas – better known by his Latinised name Franciscus Lucas Brugensis – was an influential scholar in his time. Around the mid-1560s he left his hometown and moved to Leuven, where he studied humanities and theology. In the same city he also had the opportunity to learn Semitic languages, in particular Hebrew, Aramaic, and Syriac. Because of his competence in ancient languages, in 1570 this young scholar was assigned to revise the Biblia Vulgata Lovaniensis of 1547, edited by the Dominican John Henten.54 After several years of hard labour, Lucas Brugensis’s revision of the Vulgate appeared in 1574, published in Antwerp.55
 
            This 1574 revision contains the same text as in Henten’s with marginal notes written by Lucas Brugensis.56 Although he did compare it with other ancient versions in the preparation of this edition, the text was eventually left unchanged. This decision must have been deliberately made: in 1569 there had been a papal committee on the editing of the Vulgate, thus maintaining the previously approved text would have avoided any critiques from the Vatican authorities.57 Therefore, instead of correcting the Henten text in his revised Vulgate edition, Lucas Brugensis decided to compose his text-critical notes separately. The original plan was to complete the notes within three months and attach them to the 1574 edition as an appendix. However, the work kept growing and thus could not be finished in time: in fact it took him five more years to complete.58 During this period of preparation, Lucas Brugensis sent some pieces of his work to Rome for consultation with Cardinal Guglielmo Sirleto, the then Bibliothecarius of the Vatican Library.59
 
            Lucas Brugensis’s textual commentary of the Vulgate, entitled Notationes in sacra biblia, finally came to existence in 1580. Three years later, another revision of the Vulgate – also prepared by Lucas Brugensis – was released, which contains the same text as the previous one (thus also equivalent to the 1547 text) with the Notationes as its supplement.60
 
            
              1.3.1 The 1580 Notationes
 
              The purpose of the Notationes, as said, is to comment on the Latin text in the Henten edition. Lucas Brugensis begins with a letter dedicated to Sirleto, followed by a preface to the reader.61 In the preface he explains the way in which the Latin text was compared: he consulted both the original languages (Hebrew and Greek) and other ancient versions (Greek and Aramaic for the Old Testament and Syriac for the New) as his basis.62 It is against this background that Codex Vaticanus is introduced as one of the Greek sources for comparison.
 
              Lucas Brugensis’s hard work leads to an extensive commentary on the Vulgate. In total, there are 631 numbered comments across the whole Bible, some written only in a few lines but some lengthy notes requiring a few pages. The New Testament part contains 206 entries, and yet only eighteen of them refer to Vaticanus: Matt 5:23; 6:4, 6, 18; 11:23; 19:17; Mark 1:2; 13:14; 15:8, 47; Luke 2:38; 4:5; 10:1 (and v. 17); 11:3; John 1:28; 5:2; 7:39; 12:7 (see Appendix B.1 for an overview of these instances).63
 
              The distribution of the comments that mention Vaticanus deserves attention, for all of them belong to the four Gospels. The reason why Lucas Brugensis only cites the manuscript on such limited occasions can be explained by a close look at his ‘Catalogus eorum quibus usi sumus S. Scripturae librorum’.64 The catalogue lists all the sources he used for preparing his comments, and one entry particularly concerns our manuscript:
 
               
                Greek New Testament printed in Basel, with a Vatican manuscript collated in the Gospels, formerly of D. Werner, President of the Arras College in Leuven.65
 
              
 
              Accordingly, Lucas Brugensis did not examine the manuscript in person, but rather relied on a collation given by Werner Aerdt, a native of Nijmegen who held the position at the College of Arras from 1541 until he died in 1572. Since there is no further trace concerning this collation, one can only speculate on how it was made.66 With this remark in mind, we can now turn to the analysis of these comments.
 
              Let us start with the first occurrence concerning the phrase ‘sine causa’ in Matt 5:22 in the Vulgate.67 It concentrates on a commandment from Jesus in his teaching on the mountain: ‘omnis qui irascitur fratri suo, reus erit iudicio’ (‘every one who is angry with his brother shall be liable to judgement’ – RSV). In the Textus Receptus, however, the term εἰκῆ (without the iota subscript) is added, and the commandment thus becomes ‘everyone who is angry without cause …’, which is somewhat easier to obey. The differences between the Vulgate and the addition in the Greek are noted in the Notationes, indicating that the longer reading is attested by many Greek manuscripts, the Syriac version, and some Greek patristic authors. And yet, Lucas Brugensis refers to some Latin patristic sources, notably Augustine and Jerome, stating that the addition is lacking. Then he comes to the reference to a Greek manuscript in the Vatican:
 
               
                Augustine also testifies in the first book of his Retractationum, in the nineteenth chapter, that it is not added in the Greek books;68 with these the Vatican [manuscript] today agrees, according to which the manuscript was corrected, that formerly belonged to the most learned man and distinguished by piety, D. Werner of Nijmegen, Licentiate of Sacred Theology and President of the Arras College; I used that, and we were marvellously helped by it.69
 
              
 
              Two observations deserve particular attention. First, the manuscript referred to at this point is undoubtedly our Codex Vaticanus, since Lucas Brugensis must have not known other Greek witnesses lacking εἰκῇ.70 And the other observation is that he reveals where the information on the manuscript came from. It was the collation of ‘Werner of Nijmegen’ that contains this variant reading, as indicated above.71 As Werner Aerdt’s passed away in 1572, it could have been the case that Lucas Brugensis was able to consult this collation particularly for his revision work of the Vulgate after Aerdt’s death, for he spent time at the Arras College examining two Vulgate manuscripts for his project, permission for which was granted by Aerdt’s successor as president.72
 
              Another omission is given in Matt 6:4, as well as verses 6 and 18.73 These three verses all contain the same sentence καὶ ὁ πατήρ σου ὁ βλέπων ἐν τῷ κρυπτῷ ἀποδώσει σοι (‘and your Father who sees in secret will reward you’ – NRSV), and the Textus Receptus adds ἐν τῷ φανερῷ (‘openly’) at the end. But the Vulgate agrees with the shorter reading, omitting the phrase ‘in palam’, ‘in manifesto’, or the like. According to Lucas Brugensis, the omission is supported by many Greek patristic authors, as well as our manuscript: ‘Now likewise, it is not added in the Greek manuscript in the Vatican Library.’74
 
              An interesting example is found in the comment on Luke 10:1 (and verse 17). There Lucas Brugensis discusses the differing numbers of the disciples according to the Vulgate (‘septuaginta duos’) and the Textus Receptus (ἑβδομήκοντα).75 Here Codex Vaticanus also plays a role in the debate, as we have seen in Erasmus’s last edition. In contrast to Erasmus’s negative statement, however, Lucas Brugensis uses the manuscript to support the Latin reading: ‘For we find in D. Werner’s noted manuscript that the Greek copy in the Vatican Library reads ἑβδομήκοντα δύο “seventy-two” at the former place of this chapter.’76 Here again, Werner’s note is referred to as the source on the manuscript. Furthermore, although Vaticanus has the same reading in both verses 1 and 17, it seems that only the former one is noted.
 
              The closeness of Vaticanus and the Greek text underlying the Vulgate is mentioned once again in the case of Mark 15:8. There is a textual variation concerning the reaction of the crowd: whether they ‘cried aloud’ (ἀναβοήσας) or ‘came up’ (ἀναβάς) to Pilate in asking for the release of Barabbas. The former reading is attested in the Textus Receptus, but the latter is the one we now prefer.77 At this point Lucas Brugensis addresses the differences between the Vulgate reading ‘ascendisset’ and that of the Greek text. Although the majority of the Greek sources read ἀναβοήσας, he states, ‘the Vatican manuscript reads ἀναβάς’.78 Therefore, as expected, this manuscript is brought up as a distinctive Greek witness to support the Vulgate.
 
              Given the selective nature of any collation, it is not hard to imagine that Lucas Brugensis could have sometimes misinterpreted his data. In particular, when commenting on the name of Mary’s son in Mark 15:47, which the Vulgate renders ‘Ioseph’, a reference is given: ‘the Greek manuscript in the Vatican Library reads Ἰωσήφ “Joseph” in Matthew chapter 13’.79 Probably due to the limited scope of the collation, Lucas Brugensis did not refer to the reading of Vaticanus at Mark 15:47 but Matt 13:55 instead. However, although the information he provided is correct, the manuscript actually has a different reading here in Mark, namely Ἰωσῆτος.80 As a result, he not only misuses the data he has, but could even give the wrong impression to his reader that the manuscript also reads Ἰωσήφ in Mark 15:47.81
 
              Moreover, the variant readings of Vaticanus given in the Notationes are by no means without problems. A notorious example is found in Lucas Brugensis’s comment on Luke 2:38.82 In that verse the prophet Anna gave thanks to God and spoke about the child Jesus to her audience, namely πᾶσι τοῖς προσδεχομένοις λύτρωσιν ἐν Ἱερουσαλήμ (‘to all them that looked for redemption in Jerusalem’ – KJV). This is the reading according to the Textus Receptus. The Vulgate however has a different rendering: instead of ‘redemption in Jerusalem’ for the last part, the Latin renders ‘redemption of Israel’ (‘redemtionem Israël’).83 In his text-critical commentary, after introducing the Vulgate text, Lucas Brugensis addresses the variant as follows:
 
               
                This is the common reading of the Latin codices, which is supported by the Greek manuscript in the Vatican Library: for it has λύτρωσιν τοῦ ἰσραήλ, ‘redemption of Israel’.84
 
              
 
              But the reading of Vaticanus cannot be correct, since it actually reads λύτρωσιν Ἰερουσαλήμ (‘redemption of Jerusalem’) at this very point. The reception of this specific error is notable: it allows scholars to show how unreliable Lucas Brugensis’s information on this manuscript is.85
 
              By far in all the examples we have seen, be the information correct or not, Codex Vaticanus is used to support the Vulgate at every place. This is nevertheless not always the case. In the Notationes there are two occasions where the manuscript’s reading only partially agrees with the Latin. On the one hand, while discussing Jesus’s reply at Matt 19:17 to a rich man who is seeking the eternal life, Lucas Brugensis addresses the differences between the Vulgate and the Textus Receptus:86
 
              
                
                         
                        	Vulgate 
                        	qui me interrogas de bono? unus est bonus, Deus (‘why do you ask me about good? there is one who is good, God’) 
  
                        	TR 
                        	τί με λέγεις ἀγαθόν; οὐδεὶς ἀγαθός, εἰ μὴ εἷς, ὁ θεός (‘why do you call me good? there is none good but one, God’) 
 
                  

                
 
              

              He then notices that ‘certain Greek manuscripts, one of the Vatican and one of the Parisians’ (‘exemplaria quaedam Graeca, Vaticanum, et Parisiensium’) read similarly to the Latin, namely τί με ἐρωτᾷς περὶ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ; εἷς ἐστιν ὁ ἀγαθός (‘why do you ask me about good? there is one who is good’), albeit lacking ὁ θεός – the equivalence of ‘Deus’ in the Vulgate.87
 
              In John 7:39, on the other hand, the narrator of the Fourth Gospel explains Jesus’s teaching at the Festival of Booths by saying, according to the Vulgate, ‘nondum enim erat spiritus datus’ (‘for the Spirit was not yet given’). The Textus Receptus, in contrast, reads οὔπω γὰρ ἦν Πνεῦμα Ἅγιον (‘for as yet there was no Holy Spirit’).88 Although he knows that the Vatican manuscript reads somewhat differently, Lucas Brugensis still considers it as supporting the Latin text:
 
               
                The Greek manuscript in the Vatican agrees, although it also adds ‘holy’ to the second reading, thus its reading is indeed marked for us: οὔπω γὰρ ἦν πνεῦμα ἅγιον δεδομένον, ὅτι· that is, ‘for the holy spirit was not yet given, because’; …89
 
              
 
              In conclusion, in the Notationes Lucas Brugensis addresses numerous text-critical issues found in the Vulgate. For this reason, many materials were collected for comparison, including some notes on the Gospels in Codex Vaticanus made by Werner of Nijmegen. Since its readings are often close to the Greek text underlying the Vulgate, in Lucas Brugensis’s comments this manuscript usually functions as a special Greek witness that supports the Latin renderings. More precisely, only in two of the eighteen cases the manuscript partially disagrees with the Vulgate. The limited number of the occurrences of Vaticanus, furthermore, implies that Werner’s collation might have contained very few pieces of information on the manuscript. Otherwise, Lucas Brugensis could easily have many more references to its readings.90
 
              On the basis of the foregoing analysis, another remark can be made, namely, that in all the comments where the manuscript appears one finds a variety of references, such as ‘the Greek manuscript in the Vatican Library’, ‘our collation according to the Vatican’, or occasionally simply ‘the Vatican manuscript’.91 These different references indicate that for Lucas Brugensis this was one of the manuscripts belonging to the Vatican Library and the one collated by Werner. In other words, the manuscript’s ‘distinctness’ was still in its formation, and it has not yet become the Vatican manuscript tout court in that period. This kind of vagueness was in line with what we already noticed in Erasmus’s works.
 
             
            
              1.3.2 ‘Notarum ad Varias Lectiones’ (1606)
 
              In addition to his Notationes, there is another publication from Lucas Brugensis relevant to our discussion on his use of Codex Vaticanus, namely the ‘Notarum ad Varias Lectiones’ published in 1606. Although no further information on the manuscript is given within this publication, this work still deserves particular attention, especially from the perspective of its scholarly reception. In what follows I offer a comparison between the comments in this later work and those in the Notationes, and also trace some notable parts of their reception.
 
              Between 1606 and 1616, a series of commentaries on the four Gospels made by Lucas Brugensis were published, again in Antwerp.92 An appendix was attached to the first two volumes that appeared in 1606, with the title ‘Notarum ad varias lectiones in quatuor Evangeliis occurrentes libellus duplex: Quorum uno Graecae, altero Latinae varietates explicantur’. As the title already indicates, the purpose of this ‘Notarum ad varias lectiones’ was twofold, namely examining on the one hand variant readings found in the Greek text and on the other those attested in the Latin. In contrast to the Notationes, which had the Vulgate as its primary focus, now the main concern was the variant readings of the Greek New Testament. However, regarding Codex Vaticanus in particular, no further information was added to these 1606 annotations. Instead, the references to the manuscript were in fact less than those found in Lucas Brugensis’s earlier work, or more precisely, five of the references were absent: Matt 6:6; Mark 15:8; Luke 10:1; John 1:28; 5:2.93
 
              Some examples may illustrate the differences between this work and the Notationes. By comparison with the entry on Mark 15:47 discussed above, here in ‘Notarum ad varias lectiones’ the same information on Codex Vaticanus is found in Matt 13:55 in commenting on Ἰάκωβος καὶ Ἰωσῆς. There Lucas Brugensis says, ‘The Vatican manuscript reads Ἰωσήφ instead of Ἰωσῆς, just as the Latin books; see the Notationes Mark 15:47.’94 It is clear that rather than the Vulgate, his focus is now switched to the Greek text, and yet the similarity with the Latin rendering is still pointed out.
 
              Another example is the variant reading at Mark 1:2. At this point the Vulgate reads ‘in Isaia Propheta’, and in his Notationes Lucas Brugensis refers to Codex Vaticanus among some Greek witnesses as supporting the reading of the Vulgate. However, perhaps because of the main purpose here, the actual Greek reading of the manuscript as a comparison to the Latin text does not appear in the main text of the 1580 work but is merely mentioned in a marginal note. In his later work, on the other hand, Lucas Brugensis now turns to discuss the Textus Receptus reading of ἐν τοῖς προφήταις. The Greek reading of Vaticanus is immediately addressed this time. The differences between the two works can be seen as follows:
 
              
                1580 … finally some of the Greek books, evidently our collation according to the Vatican, agree with the Parisians’ second and eighth.95
 
                1606 The manuscripts of the Parisians, the eighth and the second read ἐν ἠσαΐᾳ τῷ προφήτῃ for ἐν τοῖς προφήταις, with which our collation according to the Vatican agrees.96
 
              
 
              Probably due to the imprecise reading given by the Parisians’ edition – viz. Stephanus’s 1550 Greek New Testament – where ἐν Ἠσαΐᾳ τῷ προφήτῃ is found, Lucas Brugensis’s information is not as precise as one would expect. In fact, both Codex Vaticanus and the ‘eighth manuscript’ read ἐν τῷ Ἠσαΐᾳ τῷ προφήτῃ, that is, with another τῷ before the name of the prophet.97
 
              As mentioned above, in ‘Notarum ad Varias Lectiones’ Lucas Brugensis provides fewer variant readings concerning Codex Vaticanus. A telling example can be found in his comment on the place of John the Baptist’s speech in John 1:28 concerning where the event took place; was it in Bethabara or Bethany? In the 1580 work, Lucas Brugensis comments that although ‘the majority of the Greek books’ (‘Graeci plerique libri’) read Βηθαβαρᾶ, the Latin has ‘Bethania’ and agrees with Syriac and some ‘Greek copies’ (‘Graeca exemplaria’), including Stephanus’s 1549 edition, the Complutensian text, all the manuscripts attested in Stephanus’s 1550 edition, and ‘the Vatican manuscript’ (‘Vaticanum manuscriptum’).98 In the 1606 annotations, however, the information on Vaticanus no longer exists:
 
               
                ταῦτα ἐν βηθανίᾳ ἐγένετο. Thus reads the Regia Bible, so do all the Greek manuscripts of the Parisians, besides other Latin and Syriac copies, noted by us, with the editions supporting it. Other books write βηθαβαρᾶ instead of βηθανίᾳ, which Chrysostom believes to be better copies, together with his disciples Theophylact and Euthymius. We have formerly extensively dealt with this variant in the Notationes.99
 
              
 
              As shown in the above examples, the comments found in ‘Notarum ad Varias Lectiones’ only provide essential information in a condensed way. Thus, it seems that – at least in Lucas Brugensis’s opinion – here the manuscript is not among the most important witnesses, so there is no need for it to be pointed out.100 For those who want to see further material, the suggestion is made to go back to consult the earlier publication, the 1580 Notationes. As a consequence, if one only has access to this later, condensed work, one would get less information on Codex Vaticanus. As will become apparent, several textual critics after Lucas Brugensis did not seem to have his Notationes at hand. Their knowledge of the manuscript was thus limited to those references given in the condensed version of the 1606 work.
 
             
           
          
            1.4 Early Reception of Lucas Brugensis’s Notationes
 
            Because most scholars were hindered from studying Codex Vaticanus themselves, Lucas Brugensis’s works became far-reaching in the next century and beyond. This section examines the reception of his annotations, in particular the references to the manuscript, in the course of the seventeenth century.
 
            In 1657, Brian Walton reproduced and printed Lucas Brugensis’s 1606 appendix in full in the sixth volume of his famous ‘London Polyglot’.101 The section in Walton’s Polyglot was entitled ‘Francisci Lucae Brugensis Notea ad Varias Lectiones Editionis Graecae’.102 It was actually a reprint of Lucas Brugensis’s text-critical notes with some typographical changes. As a matter of course, those variant readings that only occurred in the 1580 Notationes were omitted in Walton’s volume. Therefore, those who relied on the London Polyglot for getting the information about Codex Vaticanus were not able to see some of the manuscript’s readings.
 
            The comments of Lucas Brugensis on the Vatican manuscript were also referred to in some other scholarly works. For instance, in his 1672 publication on variant readings in Matthew, Johannes Saubert mentions the Bruges scholar several times while discussing this manuscript.103 Take his comment on Matt 5:22 for example. There Saubert states, ‘Yet Brugensis testifies that that word [εἰκῇ] is lacking in a certain Greek manuscript of the Vatican Library.’104
 
            Apart from such explicit references to Lucas Brugensis’s annotations, there is a probable reception found in Hugo Grotius’s Annotationes in libros evangeliorum, published in 1641. In this first volume of a series of his annotations on the New Testament, Grotius commented on the text of the Gospels, often discussing textual variants in detail.105 In his analysis of Mark 15:8, a reference to Codex Vaticanus occurs:
 
             
              Καὶ αναβοήσας] It appears that the Syrian and the Greeks read so. Therefore, because a Vatican manuscript has ἀναβάς, it agrees with those arguments, by which I am moved to believe that certain Greek manuscripts of Mark have been modified according to the Latin version.106
 
            
 
            Although he did not mention where the information on this manuscript came from, the only available source Grotius could have known of was Lucas Brugensis’s Notationes.107 If he indeed borrowed this piece of information from Lucas Brugensis, which seems very probable, an interesting contrast can be seen here. That is to say, for Grotius the manuscript was mentioned not because it was a superior witness but because he wanted to point out that it appeared to be corrected according to the Latin. In other words, here one can sense – albeit in a subtle way – the dominance of Erasmus’s Latinisation theory.
 
            Perhaps the most noteworthy reception of Lucas Brugensis’s Notationes and the references to Codex Vaticanus in the seventeenth century comes in the form of Richard Simon’s Histoire critique du texte du Nouveau Testament of 1689.108 In his comments on the text of the Gospels, there are several instances addressing an ancient Greek manuscript in the Vatican, which was made known to him through Lucas Brugensis.109 Let us again take Matt 5:22 as example:
 
             
              Chap. 5. v. 22. on lit dans tous les Exemplaires Grecs εἰκῆ, sans sujet, et il estoit aussi dans l’ancienne Vulgate conformément à l’Exemplaire Grec de Cambrige. Cependant St. Augustin qui l’avoit lû dans les Exemplaires Latins de son temps, s’en est retracté, parce qu’il ne le trouvoit point dans les Exemplaires Grecs. Codices enim Graeci, dit ce Pere, non habent sine causa, sicut hic positum est. Il a apparemment preferé à l’ancienne Vulgate le sentiment de St. Jerôme, qui a retranché de sa nouvelle Edition les mots sine causa, et qui a même observé dans son Commentaire sur cet endroit, qu’ils sont à la verité dans quelques Exemplaires, mais qu’on ne les lit point dans les véritables. C’est pourquoy il juge qu’il les faut ôter. Cependant de tous les Exemplaires Grec qu’on ait cités jusqu’à present, il n’y a que celuy du Vatican indiqué par Luc de Bruges où l’on ne lit point εἰκῆ.110
 
            
 
            At this point, Simon’s analysis is similar to what one finds in Lucas Brugensis’s annotation mentioned above. Both refer to the agreement among most of the known Greek manuscripts and the citation from Augustine. But Simon provides an additional aspect that this textual conformity is also supported by the Latin parallel of the Cambridge Greek manuscript, that is, Codex Bezae.111 The only exception is one single manuscript from the Vatican indicated by Lucas Brugensis.
 
            The case of John 7:39 is also worthy of note:
 
             
              Il en est de même du mot Latin datus, qu’on ne lit point dans le Grec, si ce n’est dans l’ancien Exemplaire du Vatican, où il y a, selon Luc de Bruges, δεδομένον. Il y a bien de l’apparence que ce mot a été ajoûté par l’Interprete Latin, qui a eu égard au fens de ce passage où il s’agit des dons du Saint Esprit. Il aura aussi été ajoûté de la même maniere à la marge de quelque Exemplaire Grec.112
 
            
 
            Here Simon notices the variant reading of the Vulgate and its sole Greek support, the Vatican manuscript. According to him, the Vulgate rendering was probably added by the Latin translator, and the addition could have been inserted into the margins of some Greek manuscripts. Based on this remark, however, it is somewhat unclear whether he regards Vaticanus as one of those Greek manuscripts corrected according to the Vulgate.
 
            Moreover, Simon’s opinion on Codex Vaticanus is clearly shown in the opening section of chapter 32 of his Histoire critique du texte du Nouveau Testament. There he addresses the issue of those ‘Latinised’ manuscripts. For our current discussion, the whole paragraph deserves to be cited in full:
 
             
              On trouve dans nos Bibliothèques un assez grand nombre d’Exemplaires Grecs du Nouveau Testament qui ont esté decrits par des Grecs, et qui ont servy à leurs usages. Quoy qu’ils different les uns des autres en plusieurs endroits, la pluspart de ces differences ne sont point importantes. Ils conviennent ensemble, on ce qu’ils sont tous fort éloignés de ceux que nous venons de marquer, lesquels ont été copiés par des Latins. C’est ce que j’ay observé en lisant plusieurs de ces Exemplaires qui sont dans la Bibliotheque du Roy, et dans celle de Mr. Colbert. Il est vray que je n’en ay trouvé aucun dans ces deux Bibliothèques qui fût aussi ancien que ces autres Exemplaires Grecs auxquels on a joint l’ancienne Version Latine qui estoit avant St. Jerôme. Ce n’est pas qu’il n’y en ait quelques-uns qui ayent une semblable antiquité; mais ils sont très-rares. Je croy qu’on doit mettre dans ce rang l’Exemplaire du Vatican, dont quelques Critiques ont fait mention, et dont ils ont même marqué quelques diverses leçons dans leurs Ouvrages.113
 
            
 
            Then, after briefly introducing Codex Alexandrinus and its closeness to the Latin text, he comes to the following conclusion: ‘Au reste je n’ose pas assûrer que ce Manuscrit appellé Alexandrin, et même celuy du Vatican, ne puissent estre mis au nombre de ceux qui ont esté decrits par des Copistes Latins dans ces anciens temps.’114 Accordingly, it seems that although he has some hesitations, Simon still considers that these two ancient majuscules – Codices Alexandrinus and Vaticanus – are among those manuscripts being Latinised. In other words, in the eyes of Simon and other scholars of his time, the variant readings of Vaticanus given in Lucas Brugensis’s Notationes in a way substantiate the Latinisation theory proposed by Erasmus. As a consequence, this speculative theory finds stronger grounds from a dataset that was made for the opposite reason.
 
           
          
            1.5 Conclusions
 
            This chapter has explored two important figures in the earliest period of the scholarly history of Codex Vaticanus, Erasmus and Lucas Brugensis. The former not only introduced the manuscript to the emerging field of New Testament textual criticism, but also established the Latinisation theory that has greatly influenced subsequent scholarship in perceiving the manuscript as an inferior witness. The latter provided the first published set of variant readings of the manuscript, which became the main reference for the century to come. The works of Erasmus and Lucas Brugensis can thus be regarded as foundational for the scholarly history of the manuscript.
 
            On the one hand, the current examination makes clear that contrary to the fame the manuscript would eventually acquire, the predominance of the Latinisation theory was evident in the period under discussion. First proposed by Erasmus, this theory disregarded all the manuscripts that assimilated to the Vulgate, and notably, Vaticanus belonged to that category. It then became the leading opinion on the manuscript thereafter. On the other hand, due to the fact that most scholars had no access to the manuscript, the pieces of information provided by Lucas Brugensis would serve as the main source for many decades – albeit still secondary and extremely limited. These two aspects – what theory was applied and what type of data was employed – will lead our explorations of the scholarly use of Vaticanus in the coming centuries.
 
            Moreover, a detailed analysis of Erasmus and Lucas Brugensis and their reception in the seventeenth century has shown a remarkable contrast. In order to use the manuscript as evidence for supporting the text-critical value of the Latin text, Lucas Brugensis’s annotations on Codex Vaticanus were intrinsically selective and even somewhat ‘biased’ in favour of its conformity to the Vulgate. However, in contrast to his intention, these pieces of information were employed to support Erasmus’s theory that the manuscript was corrected according to the Latin version. As we have seen, somewhat ironically, both Grotius and Simon were led by Lucas Brugensis’s annotations to confirm Erasmus’s opinion on Vaticanus, and in one way or another, their remarks on the manuscript influenced subsequent scholars.
 
            Another aspect merits particular attention. The term ‘Codex Vaticanus’, as we now call it, is anachronistic as far as scholarly works in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries are concerned. From an historical point of view, it was not the Vatican manuscript par excellence, but rather one of the many ancient manuscripts kept by the Vatican Library. As evidenced by the various references to the manuscript in the publications of that time, the technical term simply did not exist. Erasmus could even have thought of two different Vatican manuscripts – one mentioned by Bombace and the other by Sepúlveda – in the course of his writing. In other words, the ‘distinctness’ of the manuscript was still in progress, and it would need a few more centuries for this to fully emerge. This journey will be traced and discussed in the following chapters.
 
           
        
 
      
       
         
          Chapter 2 Early Attempts: Seventeenth-Century Roman Projects and Mill
 
        
 
         
           
            In 1669 indeed the first real collation of the manuscript had been attempted by Bartolocci, then librarian of the Vatican; from some accident, however, it was never published – Frederick Henry Ambrose Scrivener1
 
          
 
           
            Had Zaccagni not died prematurely, the criticism of the Gospels would have had a working instrument since the seventeenth century, which instead had to wait another 150 years – Carlo Maria Martini2
 
          
 
           
            Mill’s edition has been said to commence the age of manhood in the criticism of the Greek Testament. There is some truth in the remark; it might rather, perhaps, be termed a promise, the full accomplishment of which was delayed and deferred through many circumstances – Samuel Prideaux Tregelles3
 
          
 
          The previous chapter has shown just how few pieces of information on Codex Vaticanus scholars had access to in the seventeenth century. Despite all its deficiencies, Lucas Brugensis’s notes were the main source for knowing the readings of this manuscript. In contrast to the limited knowledge on the part of the scholarship outside Rome, however, the manuscript was employed by a number of New Testament projects initiated in the Vatican during the same period of time. The editors were privileged to make use of the manuscript for their editions. Had any of those editions been finished, an abundance of text-critical information on the manuscript would have become accessible to the scholarly world. However, in the end none of them were realised, so their use of Vaticanus can only be found in the remaining archives. This chapter will explore and analyse two of the unfinished seventeenth-century Roman projects that have had a significant impact on later textual critics. It will also touch upon the third project that has been almost neglected by the entirety of scholarship.
 
          Another factor to be addressed in the present chapter is the development of the scholarly perception of Vaticanus in the course of the seventeenth century. There was a growing awareness of a certain ‘very ancient manuscript’ kept by the Vatican Library. Based on several eyewitness accounts from travellers to Rome, scholars came to recognise some of that manuscript’s particular characteristics, though only secondarily and fragmentarily. John Mill’s monumental edition can be seen as the best representative of the scholarship of the century – albeit it actually appeared in the early eighteenth century – in which data were gathered from previous scholarly works. We will first explore those Roman projects and then investigate the way in which the outsiders encountered the manuscript, either directly or indirectly.
 
          
            2.1 Caryophilus’s ‘Codices Barberini’ (ca 1615)
 
            The first use of Codex Vaticanus within Rome in the seventeenth century was related to an unfinished edition of the Greek New Testament between 1615 and 1620.4 The person who took charge of this project was Cardinal Robert Bellarmine.5 To obtain variant readings from Greek manuscripts, a series of collations were made by Ioannes Mattaeus Caryophilus (1565/6–1635), a classical scholar from Chania in Crete who worked for the Vatican at the time.6 Caryophilus’s work has been preserved in the Vatican Library until the present day, currently under the shelf mark ‘Barb. gr. 505’.7
 
            The manuscript of Caryophilus’s collations consists of thirty-eight folios, including three folios with Roman numbers and thirty-two with Arabic numbers. The title of this work is found at the beginning of the manuscript (f. ir):
 
             
              Collationes Graeci contextus omnium librorum Novi Testamenti iuxta editionem Antverpiensem Regiam8 cum XXII codicibus Antiquis MS. Ex Bibliotheca Barberina.
 
            
 
            Accordingly, it seems that Caryophilus collated twenty-two Greek manuscripts against the Regia edition of Antwerp, which in fact is part of the ‘Antwerp Polyglot’ granted and supported by Philip II, King of Spain.9 After the title page, there are two prefaces that contain very similar content, one in folios iir–v and the other folios 1r–v.10 There, Caryophilus explains the way he prepared these collations and the plan for a new edition of the Greek New Testament which was under the authority of the pope.11 He then mentions the number of the manuscripts used (ten in the Gospels, eight in Acts and the Epistles, four in Revelation) and that five rules would be applied for the forthcoming edition. The rules are as follows:
 
             
              First: if the major part of the manuscripts agrees with the Vulgate Latin edition, the Regia text is made to agree with the manuscript according to the Latin reading.
 
              Second: if all manuscripts differ from the Regia and the Vulgate Latin edition, the text is read according to the testimony of the manuscripts, but the former reading at the end of the chapter is noted.
 
              Third: if the major part of the manuscripts differs from the Regia, and nothing with respect to that discrepancy answers to the text of the Latin Vulgate edition, the text is corrected according to the testimony of many manuscripts, and at the end of the chapter the corrected place is noted.
 
              Fourth: indeed if even one of the manuscripts supports the Vulgate Latin edition, it is omitted among annotations at the end of the chapter.
 
              Fifth: do not take into account those words that clearly appear to have been transferred from one Gospel to another; no such thing is added to a text, nor is any mention of them made in the annotations.12
 
            
 
            According to these rules, the planned edition would have changed its text when the majority of the manuscripts agree with the Greek text underlying the Vulgate but in contrast to the Regia edition.13 Variations of obvious harmonisation from different Gospels, however, would have been excluded from modification regardless of the number of manuscripts agreed upon.
 
            The two prefaces are followed by the collations themselves, starting from folio 2r to folio 32r.14 Although it does cover every book in the New Testament, to our modern critical eyes, Caryophilus’s work is not a real collation. It in fact consists of a series of brief notes on variant readings, in which the collated manuscripts are referred to anonymously. That is to say, in a given variant Caryophilus merely provides how many manuscripts agree, which means that witnesses are not named (thus cannot be weighed) but simply counted. Such practice makes identification a challenging task, but fortunately several relevant documents are preserved in the Vatican Library. Those records allow us to confirm that Codex Vaticanus was one of the manuscripts borrowed by Bellarmine in July 1615.15 In the light of this, Caryophilus could have prepared these collations shortly after the loan was granted. To date it to late 1615, therefore, is a well-informed guess.
 
            Before turning to the quality of Caryophilus’s collations, a few examples may show what his work looks like. In Matt 3:11, for instance, he indicates that ‘seven manuscripts do not read καὶ πυρί’ (‘mss. 7. non legunt, καὶ πυρί’; f. 2r). On the same page, a variant at Matt 4:10 is mentioned, though only in a few words: ‘three manuscripts, ὕπαγε σατανᾶ, with the Vulgate’ (‘mss. 3. ὕπαγε σατανᾶ, cum vulg.’; TR: ὕπαγε ὀπίσω μου σατανᾶ). Furthermore, as discussed above (see p. 29), in Matt 5:22 concerning the presence or absence of εἰκῇ the Vulgate differs from the Textus Receptus. Caryophilus notices this variant reading as shown in the following remark: ‘in one manuscript it does not have the expression εἰκῆ, with the Vulgate’ (‘in ms. 1. non habetur vox, εἰκῆ cum vulg.’; f. 2r).16 Given the rules that the Vulgate should be taken into account seriously in the making of the prospective edition, it is understandable that the note ‘with the Vulgate’ (‘cum vulg.’) recurs many times. Besides, the anonymity of the manuscripts prevents us from confirming their identity unless they have noticeable pieces of information, such as the ‘one manuscript’ at Matt 5:22, which must have been our Codex Vaticanus.
 
            Concerning the seven selected passages (see Introduction, § 2), Caryophilus only mentions two of them. On the one hand, under the heading of the eighth chapter in John, one can find the following note: ‘Two manuscripts omit the entire eleven verses of chapter eight; clearly from those words, Ἰησοῦς δὲ ἐπορεύθη, until those, ἀπὸ τοῦ νῦν μηκέτι ἁμάρτανε.’17 At 1 John 5:7, on the other hand, a note is given to show that the omission of the Comma Johanneum is present in all the manuscripts consulted.18 There is also a half-page paper sheet attached to the right margin of the page, indicating the Comma is supported by many patristic authors and the Vulgate.19
 
            The tendency of neglecting the Vaticanus variants in Caryophilus’s collations can be further confirmed by means of the examination of the sample chapters (Mark 5, John 18, Acts 2, Gal 4, and Jude). There are no less than 237 differences between his base text and our manuscript (excluding diacritics, orthography, and obvious scribal errors), and yet only sixty-seven of them are given (about 28.3 percent).20 Caryophilus not only neglects many variants, but he also makes a number of mistakes. To put it more precisely: six out of these sixty-seven readings are imprecise (abbreviated as ‘imp.’), and seven instances belong to the category of erroneous attribution (‘err.’; for the categorisations used, see Introduction, § 2).21 These inaccurate variations are given in Table 2.
 
            
              
                Table 2:Caryophilus’s inaccurate information on B 03 in the sample chapters.

              

                         
                    	 
                    	Regia 1571/1572 
                    	Caryophilus 
                    	Reading B 03 
                    	Remarks 
                    	Cat. 
   
                    	Mark 5:3 
                    	οὔτε ἁλύσεσιν οὐδείς 
                    	[οὔτε] ἀλύσεσιν οὐκέτι οὐδείς 
                    	ουδε αλυσει ουκετι ουδεις 
                    	1 ms. 
                    	imp. 
  
                    	Mark 5:14 
                    	οἱ δὲ βόσκοντες 
                    	οἱ δὲ βόσκοντες αὐτούς 
                    	και οι βοσκοντες αυτους 
                    	1 ms.; vulg. 
                    	err. 
  
                    	Acts 2:23 
                    	ἔκδοτον λαβόντες διὰ χειρῶν 
                    	ἔκδοτον διὰ χειρῶν 
                    	εκδοτον δια χειρος 
                    	1 ms.; vulg. 
                    	err. 
  
                    	Acts 2:31 
                    	οὐ κατελείφθη ἡ ψυχὴ αὐτοῦ εἰς ᾅδου 
                    	οὔτε ἐγκατελείφθη εἰς ᾅδην 
                    	ουτε ενκατελειφθη [B2 εγκατελειφθη] εις αδην 
                    	1 ms.; vulg. 
                    	imp. 
  
                    	Gal 4:15 
                    	τίς οὖν ἦν 
                    	ποῦ οὖν ἦν 
                    	που ουν 
                    	1 ms.; vulg. 
                    	err. 
  
                    	Gal 4:23 
                    	καί 
                    	ἀλλʼ 
                    	αλλα 
                    	8 mss.; vulg. 
                    	imp. 
  
                    	Gal 4:23 
                    	ὁ μὲν ἐκ 
                    	ὁ μὲν ἐκ 
                    	ο εκ 
                    	8 mss.; vulg. 
                    	err. 
  
                    	Gal 4:24 
                    	αὗται γάρ εἰσιν αἱ δύο διαθῆκαι 
                    	αὗται γάρ εἰσι δύο διαθῆκαι 
                    	αυται γαρ εισιν [B2 εισι] δυο διαθηκαι 
                    	8 mss. 
                    	imp. 
  
                    	Jude 5 
                    	εἰδότας ὑμᾶς ἅπαξ τοῦτο 
                    	εἰδότας ἅπαξ πάντα 
                    	ειδοτας υμας απαξ παντα 
                    	1 ms.; vulg. 
                    	err. 
  
                    	Jude 9 
                    	ὁ δὲ μιχαήλ 
                    	ὅτε μιχαήλ 
                    	οτε μειχαηλ [B2 μιχαηλ] 
                    	1 ms.; vulg. 
                    	imp. 
  
                    	Jude 9 
                    	ὁ ἀρχάγγελος, ὅτε τῷ διαβόλῳ 
                    	ὁ ἀρχάγγελος τῷ διαβόλῳ 
                    	ο αρχαγγελος τοτε τω διαβολω 
                    	1 ms.; vulg. 
                    	err. 
  
                    	Jude 23 
                    	μισοῦντες 
                    	μισοῦντες 
                    	μεισουντες [B2 μισουντες] 
                    	2 mss.; vulg. 
                    	imp. 
  
                    	Jude 25 
                    	δόξα καὶ μεγαλωσύνη 
                    	δόξα καὶ [μεγαλωσύνη] 
                    	δοξα μεγαλωσυνη 
                    	2 mss.; vulg. 
                    	err. 
 
              

              
                
                  Notes:

                

                 
                  Roll 7, Gal 4:23, the two variant units in this verse are given as one single unit by Caryophilus in his collation.

                

                 
                  Roll 11, Jude 9, the two variant units in this verse are given as one single unit by Caryophilus in his collation.

                

              

            
 
            Given the fact that Vaticanus often stands alone as the only witness, it is rather unsatisfactory to notice such a considerable number of discrepancies. Although he often detects the differences between the manuscript and his base text, Caryophilus is not able to record the variants precisely. Besides, in these sample chapters readings made by the corrector are followed four times (Acts 2:31; Gal 4:24; Jude 9, 23). These instances imply that Caryophilus seems to regard the corrected text as the one to be recorded.
 
            In short, Caryophilus’s work carries a poor quality of collations regarding our manuscript. It not only ignores some notable variants but also provides inaccurate information in many instances. Furthermore, given its anonymous nature, one can hardly confirm the origin of any variant, in particular at the time when the manuscript itself was still inaccessible.
 
            Bellarmine’s New Testament project was never realised, and thus the collations made by Caryophilus were kept on the bookshelves of the Barberini Library for decades.22 Some fifty years later, the French Jesuit Petrus Possinus discovered Caryophilus’s handwritten notes and published them as a section of his work Catena in Marcum in 1673, bearing the same title as given by Caryophilus.23 In fact, what Possinus did was simply make a transcription of Caryophilus’s collations without any changes, but he printed one preface only, the one apparently made at a later stage.24 As a consequence, it became Urban VIII, not Paul V, as the pope to whom the project was dedicated. Such imprecise information would mislead some scholars into dating Caryophilus’s collations to 1625.25
 
            The reception of Possinus’s reproduction is significant. Just two years later, John Fell included Caryophilus’s collations in the critical apparatus with the siglum ‘R’ in his New Testament edition.26 Because of Fell’s effort, this somewhat puzzling source, known as the ‘codices Barberini’, was introduced to textual scholarship. Then in 1707, Mill – who can be regarded as Fell’s successor – consistently cited this source in his influential edition of the Greek New Testament (see my discussion in § 2.5.2). In the mid-eighteenth century, this very source was put under doubt by Wettstein as a forgery. Since then, the topic has been contested among textual critics until being authenticated by Birch in the late-eighteenth century. We will return to this part of its reception in due course (see § 4.5.2 and § 5.3.2).
 
           
          
            2.2 Bartolocci’s Collation (1669)
 
            The second unsuccessful attempt took place half a century after Caryophilus had made his collations. In 1669, Giulio Bartolocci (1613–1687), Scriptor Hebraicus of the Vatican Library,27 made a collation of the New Testament part in Codex Vaticanus against the Aldine edition.28 Bartolocci’s collation appeared to be lost, but for reasons unknown a copy of it ended up in Paris, which has been preserved by the Bibliothèque nationale de France with the shelf mark ‘Supplément grec 53’.29
 
            Although the Vatican Library does not retain the autograph of this collation, some pieces of evidence still deserve our attention. Among the archive collections of the external loans of Codex Vaticanus, there is a petition from Bartolocci to Pope Clement IX. In it Bartolocci makes the request to borrow this manuscript for his personal use. The petition bears no indication of its date, but the pope did grant permission for Bartolocci to borrow the manuscript on 8 July 1669.30 The period of the loan seems to have been one month. And apparently the time was not sufficient for Bartolocci, since he made another petition to extend his loan for two extra months. But the request was only partially granted: he got a one-month extension from the pope.31
 
            Since the original collation is nowhere to be found, for those who want to know what Bartolocci did in those two months, the only remaining piece of evidence is in Paris: Supplément grec 53. This archive entry is a manuscript measured at circa 26 centimetres high and circa 20 centimetres wide.32 It contains a collation of Codex Vaticanus from Matt 1:5 to Heb 9:11, the last verse of the majuscule parts of the manuscript (ff. 1r–59v).33 The collation is followed by a collation against another manuscript Pal. gr. 171 (minuscule 149), including the rest of Hebrews, the Pastoral Epistles, Philemon, and Revelation (ff. 60r–69v).34 There is also a copy of part of a letter on the final page (f. 70r).
 
            An image may help to illustrate what the collation looks like (see Figure 2). Every page is arranged into two columns, each providing three types of data. The left column contains (1) variant readings of Vaticanus, (2) their location in the manuscript, and (3) the page numbers of the manuscript. Similarly, the right column provides (1) corresponding readings in the Aldine edition, (2) their chapter and verse numbers, and (3) the information to locate those readings in the printed edition, including column and page numbers. As the hand seems to have been different from that of Bartolocci, the Paris manuscript is probably a copy of the original collation made by someone else.35 The question why such a copy was made and sent is difficult to answer.
 
            
              [image: ]
                Figure 2: Copy of Bartolocci’s collation (Paris, Bibliothèque nationale de France, Supplément grec 53, f. 2v), containing Matthew 6–7. © Bibliothèque nationale de France.

             
            Unfortunately, not many clues can be found, even in the supplementary letter attached. It was copied from part of an Italian letter, originally sent from Rome by ‘M. R. P. D. Giulio of Saint Anastasia’ (‘M. R. P. D. Giulio di S.ta Anastasia’) – that is, Bartolocci himself – to a certain ‘P. SS. Henrico of Saint Joseph’ (‘P. SS. Henrico di S. Giuseppe’) on 11 November 1669:36
 
             
              These are 69 papers of manuscript and every slightest variation of the texts has been noted: and while it seems well that some things may have been left overlooked; nevertheless, in order to show that the utmost diligence has been used, everything has been noted. In the very ancient codex of the Vatican Library no. 1209, which we used to call the Septuagint by Antonomasia, and it has been written for more than 1000 years, part of the Epistle to the Hebrews with the rest up to the end is missing: and therefore we have selected another likewise very ancient codex of the Palatine Library no. 171, and the comparison was continued until the end. I have diligently searched in the Library of Barberini, of the Altemps, and of the Queen, and there was no codex older than these manuscripts of ours; therefore I believe that this Excellency Mr. Marquis will be satisfied with our diligence.37
 
            
 
            Accordingly, Bartolocci appeared to be satisfied with the quality of the collation, stating that ‘every slightest variation of the texts has been noted’ (‘stata notata ogni minima variatione de Testi’). He also considered the manuscript more than one thousand years old. In other words, it would have been written before 650 CE. Then he explicitly mentions the reason for choosing Pal. gr. 171 (viz. minuscule 149) as the supplement, because the manuscript was ‘likewise very ancient’ (‘pure antichissimo’). For Bartolocci, among several famous libraries, there were no other manuscripts more ancient than the ones used in his collation. From our critical perspective, however, his statement cannot be correct: the manuscript Pal. gr. 171 is by no means ‘very ancient’, since it is normally dated to the fifteenth century.38
 
            Concerning the quality of Bartolocci’s collation, on the one hand, all the selected passages (see Introduction, § 2) are observed and presented correctly. Five out of the seven omissions are noted with the remark ‘are wanting’ (‘desunt’) written on the left-side column, accompanied by the text of the Aldine edition on the right side.39 Similarly, at the end of the Markan Gospel there is a note commenting on the traditional ending of Mark 16:9–20: ‘The remaining parts in the manuscript are lacking from those words ἀναστὰς δὲ πρωΐ πρώτῃ σαββάτου until the end’.40 Furthermore, since the base text (the Aldine edition) omits the Comma Johanneum as Erasmus does in his first edition, there is no variant concerning the one at 1 John 5:7–8 in Bartolocci’s collation.
 
            On the other hand, based on the examination of the five sample chapters, there are no less than 228 differences between Bartolocci’s base text and our manuscript (excluding diacritics, orthography, and obvious scribal errors). He collated eighty-two variant readings, slightly beyond one-third of them. In the variants recorded, four of them are imprecise, and three errors are found, as listed in Table 3 (for the categorisations used, see Introduction, § 2).41
 
            
              
                Table 3:Bartolocci’s inaccurate information on B 03 in the sample chapters.

              

                        
                    	 
                    	Aldina 1518 
                    	Bartolocci 
                    	Reading B 03 
                    	Cat. 
   
                    	Mark 5:4 
                    	αὐτὸν ἴσχυσεν 
                    	[αὐτὸν] ἴσχυεν 
                    	ισχυεν αυτον 
                    	err. 
  
                    	John 18:5 
                    	Λέγει αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς· ἐγώ εἰμι 
                    	λέγει αὐτοῖς 
                    	λεγει αυτοις εγω ειμι ις 
                    	err. 
  
                    	John 18:29 
                    	καὶ εἶπεν 
                    	καὶ φησί 
                    	και φησιν [B2 φησι] 
                    	imp. 
  
                    	Acts 2:31 
                    	οὐκ ἐγκατελείφθη ἡ ψυχὴ αὐτοῦ 
                    	οὔτε ἐγκατελείφθη 
                    	ουτε ενκατελειφθη
[B2 εγκατελειφθη] 
                    	imp. 
  
                    	Acts 2:31 
                    	εἰς ᾅδου, οὐδέ 
                    	εἰς ἅδην οὔτε 
                    	εις αδην ουδε 
                    	err. 
  
                    	Gal 4:6 
                    	ἐξαπέστειλεν ὁ θεὸς τὸ πνεῦμα 
                    	εξαπέστειλε τὸ πνεῦμα 
                    	εξαπεστειλεν [B2 εξαπεστειλε] το πνευμα 
                    	imp. 
  
                    	Jude 22 
                    	διακρινόμενοι 
                    	διακρινομένους 
                    	διακρεινομενους
[B2 διακρινομενους] 
                    	imp. 
 
              

              
                
                  Notes:

                

                 
                  Roll 3, John 18:29, interestingly, Bartolocci neglects a transposition variant right before this one: Aldina πρὸς αὐτοὺς ἔξω; B 03 εξω προς αυτους.

                

                 
                  Roll 4, Acts 2:31, the two variant units are given as one single unit by Bartolocci in his collation.

                

                 
                  Roll 5, Acts 2:31, the error of the wrong substitution (οὔτε for οὐδέ) could have been influenced by the similarity between ουτε and ουδε in the manuscript.

                

              

            
 
            Based on the analysis of these instances, the tendency is apparent that Bartolocci prefers the corrected hand instead of the original hand of the manuscript (John 18:29; Acts 2:31; Gal 4:6; Jude 22). His preference for the corrected, more familiar readings is in line with what we have noticed above in our analysis of Caryophilus’s collations. To sum up, the quality of the collation made by Bartolocci is not perfect but in a way still useful. However, since a great number of variants are neglected by him, the quantity of Bartolocci’s collation dissatisfies many critics who use it in order to obtain precise information about Codex Vaticanus.42
 
            As said, Bartolocci’s project never materialised. And although the Paris copy has been kept in the Bibliothèque nationale de France at least from the middle of the eighteenth century onward,43 it was completely ignored by textual critics for a considerable period of time. Only in the early nineteenth century, was the collation then ‘rediscovered’ and used by editors of the Greek New Testament, to which I shall return later (see § 6.2.3).
 
           
          
            2.3 Zaccagni’s Unpublished Transcription and Collectanea (1698)
 
            In addition to the aforementioned collations, another work initiated by the staff of the Vatican Library deserves attention. Probably at the turn of the eighteenth century, a transcription of Codex Vaticanus was made by Lorenzo Alessandro Zaccagni (1657–1712), the then curator of the library.44 Zaccagni must have had the plan to use this transcription for making an edition of the New Testament, but, regretfully, during his lifetime he did not see the project finished, and nothing emerged after his death in 1712. As a result, although the transcription has been well preserved by the Vatican Library for more than three centuries, his endeavour is almost unknown to New Testament scholarship.45
 
            Nevertheless, Zaccagni’s name does appear in many text-critical works, not because he made the transcription but because he published the collection of the Euthalian Apparatus in 1698.46 Based on the examination of several manuscripts in the Vatican Library, he offered the first critical edition of this set of paratextual materials, which became the point of departure for all studies on this subject even up to the present day.47 In addition to the rich information about the Euthalian Apparatus, this work also reveals Zaccagni’s knowledge of our manuscript. In the prolegomena he describes and compares the New Testament divisions of Codex Alexandrinus (A 02) with Vaticanus.48 After indicating that the former manuscript gives a division system similar to that of Stephanus’s editions, Zaccagni mentions that the latter contains a different system. In his own words:
 
             
              On the other hand, the Vatican manuscript, also written down in square letters, undertakes a very diverse division of the sacred books of the New Covenant. For the Gospels neither have the titles nor are adapted to the headings of the Eusebian Canons, but merely red notations of numbers in the margin indicating a certain division of the text.49
 
            
 
            Zaccagni then describes that the last portions of the New Testament in this ancient manuscript are missing, thus lacking the data of its divisions therein:
 
             
              Yet in this manuscript the part following the Epistle to the Hebrews is missing, together with other Pauline letters – to Timothy, Titus, and Philemon, and the entire Revelation, some quires undoubtedly damaged on account of the old age of the manuscript; whence one cannot know how many of those sections of the Pauline epistles have been absolutely, and whether Revelation, if it was once found in that manuscript, was similarly divided into parts.50
 
            
 
            As will be shown in the following exploration, this brief description was to become an essential piece of information on Vaticanus for subsequent scholarship. At the time when the manuscript was still unavailable to many, Zaccagni’s report was the standard reference. Somewhat ironically, due to historical circumstances, it was not the comprehensive transcription but this concise description that was known to textual critics in the years to come.
 
           
          
            2.4 Eyewitness Accounts and Toinard’s Failed Attempt
 
            As we have seen in the previous chapter, in Erasmus’s time, scholars outside Rome could only obtain secondary information about Codex Vaticanus. By relying on the selective and limited sets of data, the scholarly perception of the manuscript was not only incomplete but also inaccurate. Moreover, within the discussions about the manuscript an important aspect appeared to be missing, that is, the issue of the manuscript’s age. It was often referred to as ‘a very ancient manuscript’ (‘codex vetustissimus’) – at that time an almost standard reference to manuscripts – but discussions of its age were seldom found.51 This kind of silence is understandable, since most scholars had no access to the manuscript and since Greek palaeography was still in its formation.52 However, it seems that in the last decades of the seventeenth century this manuscript was somewhat accessible, at least to those who could visit the Vatican Library in person. In fact, in some travel diaries of scholars at that time, one can find accounts of their encounter with Codex Vaticanus, including proposals as to its age.53 The following discussion approaches these eyewitness accounts with a certain amount of care.
 
            The first account of Codex Vaticanus was found in the French Benedictine Jean Mabillon’s records of his travels in Italy, published between 1687 and 1689.54 According to Mabillon’s own words, he stayed in Rome from June to October 1685.55 In the Vatican Library he met Zaccagni and the principal curator Emmanuel Schelstrate,56 who introduced various collections therein to him, including our manuscript:
 
             
              Parchment manuscripts are counted up to sixteen thousand, of which not a few are very ancient; … From Greek manuscripts is a very ancient Bible manuscript of great value, in which the testimony of the three persons in the epistle of First John is wanting. According to this manuscript the Septuagint edition was prepared.57
 
            
 
            Although his description was somewhat vague, Mabillon seems to highlight our manuscript among the Greek collection in the Vatican Library. It is also interesting to note that for him the most noteworthy element was the omission of the Comma Johanneum, and yet the same omission is found in almost every Greek manuscript.58
 
            Some months after Mabillon’s visit, Gilbert Burnet, who would later become the Bishop of Salisbury, also visited the Vatican Library as part of his academic journey in France, Switzerland, and Italy. He travelled to different countries with a particular plan, that is, searching for evidence against the Comma and the doctrine of Trinity.59 In Rome he was treated with civility and was able to consult manuscripts in the Vatican Library. In his printed letter that contained an account of his travel, Burnet provided an impressive account of his first encounter with Codex Vaticanus:
 
             
              It seem’d strange to me, and it is almost incredible, that in the Vatican Library there are no ancient Latin Bibles, where above all other places they ought to be lookt for: but I saw none above 400 years old. There is indeed the famous Greek Manuscript of great value, which the Chanoine Shelstrat, that was Librarie-keeper, asserted to be 1400. years old, and proved it by the great similitude of the Characters with those that are upon S. Hippolites Statue, which is so evident, that if his Statue was made about his time the Antiquity of this Manuscript is not to be disputed. If the Characters are not so fair, and have not all the marks of Antiquity that appears in the Kings Manuscript at St. James’s, yet this has been much better preserved, and is much more entire. The passage that has led me into this digression, is not to be found in the Vatican Manuscript, no more than it is in the Kings Manuscript.60
 
            
 
            Burnet’s account deserves to be somewhat elaborated here. In it we find a very clear statement of the manuscript’s age, namely 1,400 years old from his day. Given the time of his visit (1685), it would give a date in the late third century. From our modern perspective this dating is of course an overestimate, but it is still extraordinary to see the manuscript being dated to such an early age. Perhaps even more intriguing is the way Burnet came to this conclusion. Instructed by Schelstrate, he compared the majuscule letters of Vaticanus with the inscriptions on the statue of Hippolytus of Rome. For Schelstrate (and Burnet), the letters of the manuscript and those of the statue were so similar that they must have been produced in the same period. Given the fact that Hippolytus died before the mid-third century, it would have been likely that his statue was made shortly after his death.61 Persuaded by the library’s curator, Burnet further claimed that because of its completeness the Vatican manuscript was superior to ‘the Kings Manuscript’, that is, Codex Alexandrinus (A 02).62 Interestingly, just as with Mabillon’s remark cited above, Burnet also focused on the matter of the Comma. This Vatican manuscript indeed supported his objection to that controversial passage.63 As will be shown below (§ 4.1), Burnet’s remark would play an important role in the debate about the age of the manuscript in the century to come.
 
            At the turn of the eighteenth century, Codex Vaticanus was again viewed by a critic from outside of Rome. This time it was Bernard de Montfaucon – regarded by many as the father of Greek palaeography – who stayed in Italy from 1698 to 1701 to consult many manuscripts.64 After returning from Italy, he composed his diaries and published them in 1702 as Diarium Italicum, in which a description of our manuscript is found:
 
             
              A Bible manuscript in Greek square uncial script, as they call it, without accents, of the fifth or sixth century. Although I have seen codices of similar antiquity before, yet I have not seen ones that are complete with respect to their quantities and parts, as that one in the Vatican.65
 
            
 
            Given his abundant experiences with manuscripts, de Montfaucon valued Vaticanus to the highest degree. According to him, however, it should be dated to the fifth or sixth century, considerably later than the consensus of modern textual critics. His opinion remained unchanged in his later work, a catalogue of Greek manuscripts kept in the main European libraries.66 As we will see, de Montfaucon’s judgement – a later dating of Vaticanus – was to become influential in subsequent scholarship.
 
            Apart from the travel diaries discussed above, another work should be added to this section. In 1707, a Gospel harmony was published at Paris: Evangeliorum Harmonia Graeco-Latina, prepared by Nicolas Toinard.67 Since he had died a year earlier, this was in fact a posthumous volume. Known as a lifelong friend of John Locke, many of Toinard’s letters have been preserved until today. For present purposes, it is his Harmonia that deserves attention. For he did not use the Textus Receptus as his harmony’s base text, but, as he claimed, his text was based on two certain Vatican manuscripts. In the ‘Prolegomena’, Toinard reveals the origin of his source:
 
             
              The Greek text was printed according to two very ancient manuscripts belonging to the Vatican and also the ancient Latin version: because this certainly agrees with those manuscripts. Furthermore, the famous Caroles Caton de Court collected variant readings of those Vatican manuscripts from the Vulgate text, which – to my knowledge – have not been examined anywhere else.68 He was the secretary of Lord Duke of Maine,69 and while he was still alive, he enthusiastically discussed with us.70
 
            
 
            Apparently, Toinard acquired some collations made by his friend de Court, and used them for preparing the Greek text of his Harmonia. As will be shown immediately below, one of his two Vatican manuscripts was probably our manuscript. Another intriguing aspect of this citation is that, in contrast with the dominating Latinisation theory, Toinard regarded the Greek text underlying the Vulgate as indispensable for his reconstruction.
 
            In the following paragraph, Toinard states the first step of his method: ‘I reckoned that the common Greek text should be corrected according to the mutual consensus of those Vatican readings and the old version’, and the results were compared to variant readings recorded by Fell’s 1675 edition.71
 
            Toinard’s Harmonia is based on the narrative presented by the Gospel of Luke, accompanied by the three other Gospels. Each page has both the Greek and the Latin texts, as well as some marginal notes.72 However, except for the text reconstructed, few of the notes concerns the manuscripts employed. The only trace is found in a note on Matt 12:20, a citation from Isaiah, where Toinard begins with the following words: ‘In one Vatican manuscript, as de Court showed to me, reads νεῖκος here’ (‘In codice Vaticano, ut indicavit mihi D. Decourt, hic legitur νεῖκος’). Instead of the Textus Receptus reading νῖκος, he is intrigued by this variation and interprets it as ‘quarrel’ or ‘courts of disputation’ (‘jurgium vel contentionem judicium’).73 This is indeed a singular reading of Codex Vaticanus, albeit probably due to a common itacism.74 It might therefore be safely concluded that de Court’s collations do contain some pieces of information about our manuscript, although the scope will have to remain uncertain.75
 
            A few more traces of the Vatican variant readings Toinard had can be found in his correspondence with Locke. The latter travelled to France between 1675 and 1679, and in Paris he met Toinard. We know from Locke’s diaries that in 1678 at least, Toinard’s Harmonia was already printed and circulated among a small, private circle.76 Also very interesting are the several letters between these two scholars in the following years. In a letter dated 5 March 1681, Toinard tells Locke that he is willing to contribute to a new edition of the New Testament: ‘Si lon faisoit une nouvele edition grecque du N. T. j’y pourois ajouter des Var. Lect. d’un mss tres ancien qui est au Vatican, et que lon n’a conferé que depuis peu.’77 The description of the variant readings corresponds to what we noticed above. Locke seemed enthusiastic about Toinard’s plan and would have informed Fell about the collation thereof, who at that time had just published the New Testament edition of 1675. Some good news was sent back from Locke to his friend some months later:
 
             
              On a dessein de faire une nouvele edition graeque du N T à Oxford in fol: et Monsieur l Evesque d’Oxford78 temoigna bien de reconnoissance quand je lui parlois des var: lect du MSS du Vatican que vous avois promis avec tant de bontè.79
 
            
 
            Nevertheless, the plan did not go as smoothly as Locke and Toinard wished. About three years later, in May 1684 Toinard once again wrote to his close friend concerning his Vatican collation, and yet this time with disappointment: ‘Vos messieurs d’Oxfort m’en ont refusé les Variae Lectiones, quoique je leur eusse fait tenir un exemplaire lavé en eau d’alun sur lequel ils n’auroient eu qua les ecrire une fois.’80 Had Fell decided to use this collation, his successor Mill would have known of it and referred to Toinard’s work.81 In actuality, however, textual critics in the years to come would pay little attention to Toinard’s Harmonia. As a consequence, it almost has had no impact on the scholarly history of the Vatican manuscript.82
 
           
          
            2.5 Mill’s Novum Testamentum (1707) and Vaticanus
 
            In 1707, a folio edition of the Greek New Testament was published in Oxford. The editor was John Mill (1645–1707), Principal of St. Edmund Hall, who died shortly after the release of his Novum Testamentum.83 This magnum opus was in fact the result of continuous hard work across almost thirty years. For the present discussion, two aspects of its background are relevant. First, this enterprise originated from the awareness of the shortcomings of Fell’s New Testament edition of 1675. In the ‘Prolegomena’ of his edition, Mill states that it was his friend Edward Bernard who suggested that he should prepare a larger edition, since Fell’s was too small to contain all the important pieces of information.84 Mill decided to accept this task and spent the rest of his life editing such an extensive edition. Viewed in this light, he was Fell’s successor, and – as will be shown below – many sources attested in the 1675 edition were included in his own edition, notably the Barberini collection. The second relevant aspect is the timeline of the preparation of this edition. Based on Mill’s descriptions and his correspondence, there were probably three stages in making his edition: (1) the text and the critical apparatus (1678–1686), (2) the appendix (1691–1696), and (3) the ‘Prolegomena’ (1698–1705).85 This time frame will help us to investigate some details related to his sources on Codex Vaticanus.
 
            
              2.5.1 Mill’s Sources on and Use of Vaticanus
 
              Just as the majority of the scholars in his day, Mill did not see Codex Vaticanus himself. Thus, he could only rely on the information from others regarding the manuscript. As far as the readings of Vaticanus are concerned, there are twenty-four instances in his critical apparatus according to my examination (see Appendix B.2 for the entire list). Unsurprisingly, his primary sources on Vaticanus were Erasmus and Lucas Brugensis.
 
              First of all, Mill paid attention to Erasmus’s annotations, which were frequently referred to in his apparatus.86 Among the five instances of Vaticanus found in Erasmus’s 1535 edition (Mark 1:2; Luke 10:1; 23:46; Acts 27:16; 1 John 5:7–8), four of them occurred in Mill’s apparatus. In the cases of Luke 10:1 and Acts 27:16, he explicitly mentions Erasmus’s name, indicating that the information was from the famous humanist.87 It is not hard to imagine that by the same means he noticed the omission of the Comma Johanneum in the manuscript.88 Concerning the variant reading at Mark 1:2, however, it is likely Mill obtained this piece of information from Lucas Brugensis, since Erasmus did not provide the exact reading of Vaticanus.89 Apart from the few readings taken from Erasmus’s Annotationes, Mill must have looked into Erasmus’s other works to search for further information. In fact, in the 1707 edition there are several instances clearly culled from Bombace’s letter. More precisely, five variant readings of Vaticanus in 1 John 4–5 are listed in Mill’s edition, all of which are found in the letter sent to Erasmus (see pp. 14–15 above). The clearest example is the one at 1 John 4:2 on ἐληλυθότα:
 
               
                ἐληλυθέναι: a very ancient manuscript in the Vatican Library (of which – at Erasmus’s request – Paolo Bombace collated some verses with editions).90
 
              
 
              Indeed, Mill closely followed what had been provided by Bombace, therefore he even copied the erroneous omission of the omicron before ἀκηκόατε in 1 John 4:3.91
 
              The notes of Lucas Brugensis were the other main source for Mill to obtain the readings of Codex Vaticanus. Many pieces of information given by Lucas Brugensis were included in his Novum Testamentum, although some were missing. In Matt 5:22, for instance, Mill gave the information that εἰκῇ is omitted in ‘the Vatican manuscript, according to Lucas Brugensis’.92 It might also be the comment of Lucas Brugensis that allowed Mill to know the reading of the manuscript in Mark 1:2, albeit only in an imprecise way.93 An even more telling example is found in Luke 2:38, where the reading of the manuscript was mistakenly given by Lucas Brugensis as λύτρωσιν τοῦ ἰσραήλ (see pp. 31–32 above). Since he had no advanced knowledge of the accurate reading, Mill simply repeated such a wrong piece of information: ‘τοῦ Ἰσραήλ: the ancient manuscript (which Lucas Brugensis has used)’.94 Another occasion where an imprecise reading occurs shows that Mill could probably have built up his apparatus on the basis of Fell’s. In John 7:39, there is a variant reading of Vaticanus in his apparatus, but not in the correct form δεδομένον as recorded by Lucas Brugensis. Instead, the variant is given as διδόμεμον, an imprecise reading actually introduced by Fell in his critical apparatus.95
 
              Concerning the quantity of the comments originating from Lucas Brugensis, an interesting tendency can be observed. On the one hand, all but one of the Vaticanus readings in ‘Notarum ad Varias Lectiones’ – eleven in total – are included in Mill’s edition.96 On the other hand, among the five instances that solely occur in the Notationes, three of them are lacking in the critical apparatus and the remaining seem to have been taken from other sources.97 In the light of his precise way of using Bombace’s ad hoc transcription, one may wonder why there is no trace of some of Lucas Brugensis’s information. A probable explanation is that Mill could have had no access to Lucas Brugensis’s earlier work but relied on the later and more abridged comments, perhaps even in the reprint version as found in the London Polyglot, a convenient repository he consistently consulted.98
 
              Besides these two main sources on Codex Vaticanus, a comprehensive examination of Mill’s apparatus shows that he must have had other sources containing the information of the manuscript, though some of those are difficult to trace. First, while addressing the textual variants in Mark 15:8, Mill mentions that ‘the manuscript in the Vatican Library’ (‘Cod. ΜS. in Bibl. Vaticana.’) reads ἀναβάς instead of the Textus Receptus reading ἀναβοήσας. As already shown above, this piece of information is given in Lucas Brugensis’s Notationes, but Mill refers to the name of Grotius instead: ‘This reading agrees with those arguments, by which Grotius was moved to believe that certain manuscripts of Mark have been modified according to the Latin version.’99 This comment undoubtedly derives from Grotius’s Annotationes, since it is almost identical to what Grotius said there (see § 1.4).
 
              Similarly, in the case of Matt 13:55, where Vaticanus reads Ἰωσήφ for Ἰωσῆς, Mill does not include this piece of information in the critical apparatus but rather in the appendix, stating the reading of Ἰωσήφ is attested in ‘the very ancient manuscript in the Vatican Library, according to Simon’.100 The circumstances might be reconstructed as follows. This particular reading, although attested in both of Lucas Brugensis’s works, was overlooked by Mill during his preparation of the apparatus. Then while reading Simon’s annotations on this verse, he noticed the piece of information and inserted it as part of the appendix. Somewhat ironically, Simon actually obtained this specific reading from Lucas Brugensis.101
 
              In addition to the annotations of Grotius and Simon, both of whom most probably obtained the readings from Lucas Brugensis, several other places where the references to Vaticanus appear in Mill’s edition came from elsewhere. In his lengthy notes on the pericope adulterae, Mill listed all the witnesses known to him that omit the passage, among them ‘the manuscript in the Vatican Library’.102 Since neither Erasmus nor Lucas Brugensis mentioned such an omission, it raises the question of the origin of this piece of information. The answer is not found in the apparatus, but rather in the appendix: ‘according to Maldonatus (who also states that very many manuscripts consulted by him this pericope was not found in any of them except one)’.103 Here Mill reveals that it was Maldonatus who noted that the Vatican manuscript does not contain this pericope. Indeed, in his commentary on the Gospels posthumously edited by his students, Joannes Maldonatus – a sixteenth-century Jesuit – offered the information that a very ancient Vatican manuscript omits that famous passage.104 He in fact provided no fewer than nine variant readings of the manuscript in John,105 and yet only the one concerning the pericope adulterae was given by Mill. The absence of the other valuable information makes one wonder whether Mill really consulted Maldonatus’s commentary himself, or whether he relied rather on secondary literature. The fact that at this very verse Simon also referred to Maldonatus in a way supports this hypothesis.106 One thing is for certain: Mill knew that a Vatican manuscript omits John 7:53–8:11, either directly or indirectly, because of Maldonatus’s annotation.
 
              There are two remaining instances in Mill’s apparatus that seem to refer to Codex Vaticanus. The first one is found in 2 Cor 11:28, where Mill mentions that instead of ἐπισύστασις of the traditional text, the variation of ἐπίστασις is attested in some manuscripts:
 
               
                Ἐπίστασις: Claromontanus [D 06], Sangermanensis [Dabs1], the Vatican manuscript, and a certain other made in Constantinople, according to Isaac Casaubon.107
 
              
 
              Although a source is given here, however, it appears that in Casaubon’s works nowhere refers to Codex Vaticanus and that there is no reference in his annotations on the New Testament, the only work from Casaubon discussed in Mill’s ‘Prolegomena’.108 The other instance concerns a substitutional variant in Luke 21:25. The Textus Receptus reads the participle ἠχούσης in the clause ἠχούσης θαλάσσης καὶ σάλου (‘the sea and the waves roaring’ – KJV). But in his apparatus Mill mentions that the nominal form ἠχοῦς is attested in several witnesses: Codex Alexandrinus, Colbertinus 8 (that is, minuscule 33), and ‘one manuscript in the Vatican Library’ among the others.109 It is curious that no source is provided, either in the apparatus or in the appendix. Hence one can only speculate on its origin.110
 
              Regarding the information on Codex Vaticanus found in Mill’s edition, there is another aspect that should be taken into account. In the critical apparatus he consistently listed the variant readings from the Barberini manuscripts, just as his predecessor Fell.111 As we have seen above, Vaticanus was one among the Barberini manuscripts, but this fact was unknown to early-eighteenth-century textual critics, including Mill. As a matter of course, in those places where the information of Vaticanus was available, he simply placed the Barberini readings alongside it. An example may show what is at issue. In Matt 5:22 – the first occurrence of the manuscript in the apparatus – after the reference to Vaticanus, Mill mentioned ‘Barb. 1’ to indicate that one manuscript in the Barberini collection also omitted εἰκῇ.112 According to my examination, there are fourteen places where Vaticanus and the Barberini manuscript both occurred in support of the same variant, all of them in the scope of the four Gospels (see Appendix B.2). Besides those ‘double references’ listed in his apparatus, in some other places Mill refers to the reading from one of the anonymous Barberini manuscripts without knowing that it actually originates from Codex Vaticanus. In the case of Col 1:12, for instance, a unique variant for ἱκανώσαντι was recorded: ‘One manuscript in the Barberini Library connects both readings: καλέσαντι καὶ ἱκανώσαντι’.113 This piece of information undoubtedly concerns Vaticanus, since it is the only witness known to have this particular reading. In other words, the anonymity of the Barberini manuscripts caused Vaticanus sometimes to be cited twice in Mill’s critical apparatus and on other occasions prevented him from identifying its uniqueness.114
 
              To summarise, since the manuscript was not available to him, Mill had to rely on others in order to obtain some pieces of information on Codex Vaticanus in his New Testament edition. Those from Erasmus and Lucas Brugensis were the main sources for making his critical apparatus, but it seems that he could have only consulted the latter’s 1606 work. In a few other cases Mill appeared to depend on other scholars for their knowledge of the manuscript, although the origin of two is difficult to trace.
 
             
            
              2.5.2 Mill’s Opinion on Vaticanus
 
              As shown above, Mill’s information on Vaticanus is scarce. All his knowledge is secondary, fragmentary, and even biased. More than half of the manuscript’s variant readings he knows are derived from Lucas Brugensis’s annotations, which were used to demonstrate the similarity between this Greek manuscript and the Latin text. As a consequence, as someone who relies on Lucas Brugensis for the readings of this manuscript, Mill intrinsically considers that its text is close to the Greek text underlying the Vulgate. In fact, following the line of thought firstly proposed by Erasmus, he believes that the most plausible explanation for such a textual phenomenon is that the Vatican manuscript must have been corrected according to the Latin tradition.
 
              Concerning Vaticanus as a Latinised witness, the most evident statement Mill makes can be found in the ‘Prolegomena’ of his edition. At one point he particularly indicates Lucas Brugensis’s comment in Matt 5:22 as an indisputable proof:
 
               
                [A]mong the manuscripts from which we have noticed that at Matt 5:22 the word εἰκῆ is missing in the famous Vatican manuscript, to which Lucas Brugensis often refers. Moreover, concerning this it is necessary to say a few things here. That very manuscript, which provides the final volume of the Sixtine Septuagint Bible, is written in square or uncial characters. And while on the one hand the manuscript has certainly been copied by a certain Latin scribe for the sake of the Westerners (see Simon, Histoire critique du texte du Nouveau Testament, part 1, chapter 32); on the other hand, from its quotations it is apparent that the scribe had followed a text extraordinarily agreeing with the ‘versio Itala’. As a consequence, I had estimated without hesitation that the manuscript was to be placed among the manuscripts that were either created or at least corrected according to a Latin copy, and therefore I did not consider it worth comparing variations that were comparable only with so much difficulty.115
 
              
 
              Of note are the arguments Mill provides in favour of the hypothesis of Latinisation. From the theoretical perspective, on the one hand, he fully embraces Erasmus’s theory and the confirmation given by Simon. Although Simon actually expresses some hesitation in putting Vaticanus among those Latinised manuscripts (see p. 40 above), Mill nevertheless references him as one of the strongest supports for that theory.116 On the other hand, from the perspective of the data used, the references given by Lucas Brugensis become the main source for arguing for the text of Vaticanus being ‘extraordinarily agreeing with the “versio Itala”’ (‘cum Italica Versione mirifice congruentem’; emphasis added). Based on the combination of these two factors, Mill comes to the verdict without hesitation (‘incunctanter’), despite the scarcity and selectivity of the readings known to him. In other words, one could even say that he is misled by Lucas Brugensis’s notes into believing that the best explanation can only be found in the Latinisation theory of Erasmus. Mill’s confidence in that theory evidently shows its predominance in the early-eighteenth-century New Testament scholarship.
 
              In addition to his preference for the Latinisation theory, in this very paragraph Mill also cites Zaccagni’s description of Vaticanus. In fact, right after his judgement on the manuscript, Mill continues by saying ‘take the description of this manuscript by the famous Zaccagni’, then a long citation from the recently published Collectanea is given.117 Given Mill’s influences on subsequent scholars, it is likely that Zaccagni’s knowledge of the manuscript was introduced to the world of New Testament textual scholarship through this citation.
 
              Another issue needs to be addressed here, namely the different ways Mill refers to our manuscript in his edition. In the ‘Prolegomena’, he speaks of ‘the famous Vatican manuscript’ (‘Codex celebris Vaticanus’), which may give the impression that it was already called Codex Vaticanus, the Vatican manuscript par excellence. But a close look at various references to the manuscript shows that it is not the case. First, unlike his usual practice of introducing manuscripts, the treatment of Vaticanus is not found in a separate section but only in the middle of his treatment of the Latin version, as we have just seen.118 Second and perhaps more evidently, Mill never refers to the Vatican manuscript in the abbreviated form, which is the standard way he denotes other majuscules (such as Alex. [A 02], Cant. [D 05]). Instead, numerous variations are used throughout his critical apparatus.
 
              For Mill, there seem to be two distinct ways of referencing our manuscript: (1) ‘the Vatican manuscript’ (‘Cod. Vatican.’) or ‘the Vatican Greek manuscript’ (‘Cod. gr. Vatican.’), on occasion followed by the information on his sources;119 (2) ‘the manuscript in the Vatican Library’ (‘Codex in Bibl. Vaticana.’).120 But two exceptions are found, both of which have already been discussed above. The first one is the case of Luke 2:38, where Mill simply mentions ‘the ancient manuscript’ (‘Cod. vet.’) with the reference to Lucas Brugensis. And the second one concerns Acts 27:16, in which the information ‘a certain manuscript in the Vatican Library’ (‘Cod. aliq. in Biblioth. Vaticana.’) is given, together with the indication of Erasmus as the source. In the light of the variety of references, it is very probable that in Mill’s mind the technical term ‘Codex Vaticanus’ – as it now stands – does not exist. He may even wonder how many ancient Greek manuscripts in the Vatican Library are used by his sources. From our privileged position, it is very easy to check whether a given reading belongs to Vaticanus, but Mill can hardly verify this. What he has are only somewhat vague references to a certain Vatican manuscript, given by different authors in the course of time. However, the recurrence of the simple usage ‘the Vatican (Greek) manuscript’ might imply the growing awareness of this manuscript’s distinctness. He seems to consider that many of his sources, if not most of them, in mentioning an ancient Greek manuscript in the Vatican indeed relate to the very same one. Since there is no article in Latin, one has to rely on the context and prior knowledge to determine whether an object is meant as definite or indefinite. As a consequence, sometimes it is hard to confirm – given the brevity of Mill’s references – whether he is speaking of a Vatican manuscript or the Vatican manuscript. Based on the data gathered and analysed here, it is more likely that the definite article is implied in most of the cases. In other words, perhaps the various types of references in Mill’s edition can be seen as a transitional period moving away from ‘indefiniteness’ towards ‘definiteness’ regarding the identity of our manuscript.
 
             
           
          
            2.6 Conclusions
 
            This chapter started by examining the three Roman projects on the Greek New Testament initiated in the seventeenth century: Caryophilus’s collation work of the Barberini manuscripts, Bartolocci’s collation, and Zaccagni’s work. Despite their different scopes and plans, each of them made advanced use of Codex Vaticanus as part of their sources. Whatever the reasons for their failures may have been, in actuality no edition was ever materialised. Such unsuccessful attempts prevented their contemporary scholarship from knowing more precise information on the manuscript. In fact, among these projects only the Barberini collection – through its reproduction – would have some influence on seventeenth and eighteenth-century textual critics, notably Mill and his New Testament enterprise.
 
            In the world outside Rome, discussions about a very ancient manuscript in the Vatican Library gradually appeared during the last decades of the seventeenth century, although they were not found in standard text-critical works. There were several travel diaries made by those who were able to see the manuscript during their stay in Rome. These eyewitness accounts raised the issue of its age, and different proposals of dating were given by various means. Among them Burnet’s account was noteworthy. By comparing the manuscript’s letters with the characters inscribed on the ancient statue of Hippolytus, he dated Vaticanus to a very ancient age, namely around the late third century, and hence appreciated its superiority. Besides, the high appreciation of the manuscript was also found in the case of Toinard’s Harmonia. Although it seems to have had some certain readings from Vaticanus and to have used it in a critical way, this edition never played a role in the history of New Testament textual criticism.
 
            Mill’s monumental Novum Testamentum reflected the scholarship of his time. Concerning our manuscript, he tried to collect as much information as possible, but the results were very limited. Moreover, without knowing the identity of the manuscripts in the Barberini collection, he also included them in his critical apparatus. Consequently, in some places the reading of Vaticanus was erroneously counted twice. Interestingly, by examining all the Vaticanus readings in Mill’s edition it shows that he seems to have relied on Lucas Brugensis’s later and more abbreviated work, thereby limiting his repository of the readings of the manuscript. Further, the dependence on secondary sources also made Mill unable to specify his references to a single ancient Greek manuscript in the Vatican Library. As examined above, the various ways of referring to this manuscript imply that he was in a way struggling with acknowledging its ‘distinctness’. Despite all his efforts, Mill embraced the hypothesis of Erasmus’s Latinisation theory to dismiss the value of Vaticanus without a second thought. And the main reason for his confidence was the data mainly culled from Lucas Brugensis’s notes, which usually show the similarity between the Vatican manuscript and the Latin text. In other words, the theory of Erasmus and the data provided by Lucas Brugensis in combination have persuaded many critics – including Mill – to firmly believe Vaticanus as a Latinised witness.
 
            Besides the several stories concerning the use and misuse of Vaticanus investigated above, an underlining narrative in the course of the seventeenth century can also be observed. That is, the contrast between the acceptance of the Latinisation theory and the declaration of the superiority of the Vulgate progressively surfaced. The former position was generally followed by Protestant scholars, such as Mill. They disregarded any manuscript showing conformity with the Latin text, including the ancient manuscript in the Vatican. On the contrary, the latter position was mainly supported by those with a Catholic background, for instance shown in the principles of Bellarmine’s project and Toinard’s prolegomena. For them, the ancient Vatican manuscript was used to substantiate the excellent quality of the Vulgate. In other words, our manuscript was not studied independently, but it was generally examined in the light of the Latin renderings.
 
            From those unfinished Roman projects and Toinard’s unsuccessful attempt, to Mill’s significant edition that was unable to comprehend the value of Vaticanus, in one way or another, they were all stories of failure regarding this manuscript. In the next chapter, we will explore a young colleague of Mill and his use of Vaticanus, whose theory and data were both far advanced in comparison with his contemporaries.
 
           
        
 
      
       
         
          Chapter 3 The Precursor: Bentley and His Proposed Edition
 
        
 
         
           
            It was the very view, that possessed me with this thought which has now so engaged me, and in a manner inslaved [sic] me, that vae mihi unless I do it. Nothing but sickness (by the blessing of God) shall hinder me from prosecuting it to the end – Richard Bentley1
 
          
 
           
            May it happen to us to be so happy, that we lay eyes on Bentley’s edition, a most longed-for treasure, brought into light from the darkness! – Johann Jakob Wettstein2
 
          
 
           
            [Bentley] has an incomparable apparatus, but is oppressed by certain prejudice which threatens the received reading greatly; as to this I hope that I will remedy in a thorough way – Johann Albrecht Bengel3
 
          
 
          As the previous chapters have shown, in the course of time between Erasmus and Mill, access to Codex Vaticanus was the main barrier for textual critics who intended to examine the manuscript. Most of them had to rely on the reports of others, for instance from Bombace and Lucas Brugensis. Scholars were therefore unable to verify those variant readings they obtained, and thus imprecise information was copied and transmitted. In fact, the scholarly world would still have to wait for a published collation of this manuscript even several decades after Mill’s edition of 1707.
 
          However, a noteworthy exception in early-eighteenth-century scholarship deserves particular attention. In the 1720s, two collations of Vaticanus were made and sent to Cambridge to the famous classical scholar Richard Bentley (1662–1742). At that time, he was preparing a fresh edition of the New Testament, and collations of majuscules were among his primary targets. Unfortunately, his edition was never published, but many of his materials remain until the present day. For the current purposes, Bentley’s Vaticanus collations will be analysed in detail. There are other reasons that call for a close examination of the way Bentley employed the manuscript. Our examination will provide solid grounds for further comparison with the remarkable reception of the method he proposed and of the collations made at his request. It will also allow us to verify a hypothesis favoured by modern scholarship, that is, that Bentley’s abandonment of his New Testament enterprise was exactly due to his advanced knowledge of Vaticanus.
 
          Because of his fame and legacy, primary sources of Bentley and secondary literature are vast.4 Discussions focusing on him as a textual critic of the New Testament are also many, and a number of studies are particularly devoted to his use of Vaticanus.5 However, a comprehensive examination of the relationship between Bentley’s proposed edition and our manuscript is still missing. This chapter aims to fill this gap by incorporating all materials traceable, including Bentley’s intellectual background, his methodological framework, his two collations of Vaticanus, and also many of his handwritten notes as found in his archive collection.
 
          
            3.1 Intellectual Background
 
            The present section does not aim to provide a general picture of Bentley’s life, which is satisfactorily made by some of his biographers. Instead, in what follows the wider background of his New Testament edition is discussed, in particular his text-critical methods and his opinion on majuscule manuscripts.
 
            Still in his youth, Bentley’s brilliance already shined across textual scholarship through his ‘Epistola ad Millium’, a work published in 1691.6 In it Bentley formulated a series of comments upon an edition containing a Latin translation of John Malalas’s (ca 490–ca 575) Χρονογραφία (Chronography),7 a project then overseen by Mill.8 As its title shows, Bentley’s essay was written in epistolary form, which ended with a lengthy remark on Mill’s forthcoming edition of the Greek New Testament.9
 
            This last part is particularly relevant for our present purposes. First, we know from Bentley that Mill once planned to compose an edition consisting of the texts of several ancient manuscripts.10 The plan was acknowledged by Bentley and, although it was never realised, could have inspired him to prepare an edition solely based on ancient witnesses at a later stage of his career. Second, Bentley suggested improving Gal 4:25 by emending the text.11 Such a bold proposal showed not only this rising classic scholar’s interest in the text of the New Testament but also the way in which he dealt with difficult issues, namely by applying advanced text-critical methods. These features would become more evident in a heated dispute raised some twenty years later.
 
            In 1713, a controversial work A Discourse of Free-Thinking appeared, published anonymously and promoting deism. Its author – identified afterwards as the philosopher Anthony Collins – argued for the right of ‘freethinking’, that is, the impartial use of reason to determine all issues, including religious affairs such as Christianity.12 For Collins, a true ‘freethinker’ should have the duty to think freely about theological topics, for instance the nature of God, the authority of the Bible, and the meaning of the biblical text. The second section of this book was devoted to seven arguments against the conduct of the clergy at the time, and in particular within the last of these arguments, on the uncertainty of the Scripture.13 His argumentation was mainly based on the great number of variant readings in the New Testament text – more than 30,000 in total – as assembled in Mill’s edition. Borrowing from Daniel Whitby’s statement, who made the criticism that the variant collection as presented by Mill would tamper with the authoritative status of the sacred text, Collins further asserted that this must lead to a corrupted and faulty text.14
 
            This provocative book immediately raised many reactions.15 Among them Bentley’s work Remarks upon a Late Discourse of Free-Thinking was notable, especially concerning the issues related to the New Testament text.16 In the first part of the Remarks, Bentley wrote a whole section replying to Collins’s attack on the certainty of the Scripture.17 There we see how a first-rate classicist tackled this challenging issue. Unlike his contemporaries, who generally kept their responses on a theological level, Bentley provided his answers in matters text-critical. First of all, he reminded his opponent that the phenomenon of variants does not merely belong to the New Testament but occurs in every classical work. In fact, this is simply the nature of textual criticism: any examination of manuscripts would bring us an increasing number of variant readings.18 Then he assured his reader that compared to the texts of classical authors, the New Testament text is in a better condition. The reason was that diverse geographic distribution among the manuscripts of the New Testament showed, in Bentley’s words, ‘that there could be no Collusion, no altering nor interpolating One Copy by another, nor All by any of them’.19
 
            After refuting Collins’s argument, Bentley went one step further to point out what the real issue at stake was. For him, the existence of the huge number of the variants was due to the fact that the commonly used edition of the time, Stephanus’s 1550 Greek New Testament edition, was mistakenly seen as the original text. Such a perception was held by most people, including Whitby whose work was cited and used by Collins. However, Bentley argued that the real text, written by the first-century apostles, could not lie within any single manuscript or printed edition.20 He then mentioned four examples to illustrate his point. The first one concerned Acts 27:14, where Codex Alexandrinus (A 02) corrected the Stephanus text by changing the wind’s name from εὐροκλύδων to εὐρακύλων.21 In the following examples, 1 Tim 6:3, Jude 18, and Jas 5:6 respectively, Bentley corrected the text by offering conjectures.22 After these he turned to the conclusion:
 
             
              [I]t is Fact undeniable, that the Sacred Books have suffer’d no more alterations than Common and Classic Authors; it has been the common Sense of Men of Letters, that numbers of Manuscripts do not make a Text precarious, but are useful nay necessary to its Establishment and Certainty.23
 
            
 
            In short, in his Remarks, Bentley demonstrated the advantage of studying the New Testament text in the same way as classical texts. His work not only provided an intellectual response to Collins’s challenge, but the remedy he offered also raised a new request from many. For instance, the Bishop of Chichester Francis Hare soon published a booklet anonymously, in which he acknowledged the brilliant solution given by Bentley. Furthermore, Hare requested a new edition of the sacred text or at least a critical study with those proposals of conjectures.24 It is hard to know whether Bentley was persuaded by such an eager request. In any case, a few years later he did announce his plan for making a new edition of the New Testament.
 
           
          
            3.2 Towards the Proposals for Printing (1720)
 
            In a letter dated 15 April 1716, Bentley writes to William Wake, the then Archbishop of Canterbury, to ask for his support in preparing an edition of the New Testament.25 As noted above, the initiation of this plan stemmed from Collins’s recent book, in which Collins stated that Scripture was under attack due to the appearance of numerous variant readings. That occasion led Bentley to examine several ancient manuscripts of the Greek New Testament as well as some Latin manuscripts. The primary results were promising and made him consider that an edition containing the text at the Council of Nicaea – that is, from 325 CE – could be restored.26 But how might such an ambitious goal be achieved? By comparing the texts from the most ancient manuscripts, Bentley stated. Notably, he had already collated some parts of the Pauline Epistles in Alexandrinus, a manuscript that he valued as ‘the oldest and best now in the world’.27 He also obtained hundreds of readings of Codex Ephraemi (C 04) from a skilled person, who must be the young Wettstein.28 Those readings were almost in agreement with the text of Alexandrinus, so Bentley was confident that there would be less than two hundred variants in the text to be produced.29 Moreover, the examination of some Latin manuscripts further confirmed his theory that, in his words, ‘the old Greek copies and the old Latin so exactly agree’.30
 
            In the latter part of the letter, Bentley continues by expressing his disappointment with the current editions. Stephanus’s Greek text has retained its dominance for more than 150 years despite containing numerous errors. So does the Latin text: the Clementine Vulgate of 1592 has been used for decades without any improvements. Those errors should be removed from his new edition, Bentley promises the archbishop, which would present Greek and Latin in two columns closely in agreement with each other. Probably foreseeing potential opponents from conservative circles who would be averse to a plan for revising the authoritative text, Bentley ends his letter by stating his purpose theologically. That is to say, he hopes with God’s help that the prospective edition would become a treasure for future generations against ‘Atheists and Infidels’.31
 
            Despite the fact that it was a personal letter, Bentley’s plan must have been divulged, perhaps among leaders of Anglican churches. At the end of 1716, a hostile letter was sent to Cambridge directly against this plan. The anonymous author wrote to defend the authenticity of 1 John 5:7, since that person had heard that the verse would be omitted in the proposed edition.32 In his brief reply, dated 1 January 1717, Bentley pointed directly to the way in which he planned to reconstruct the text: a comparison between ancient manuscripts of Greek and Latin New Testament. He concluded by commenting on the Comma Johanneum, and his comment showed that critical thinking and historical knowledge should outweigh theology and tradition:
 
             
              But by this you see, that in my proposed Work, the Fate of that Verse will be a mere Question of Fact. You endeavour to prove (and that’s all you aspire to,) that it may have been writ by the Apostle, being consonant to his other Doctrine. This I concede to you; and if the Fourth Century knew that Text, let it come in, in God’s Name: But if that Age did not know it, then Arianism in its Height was beat down, without the Help of that Verse: And let the Fact prove as it will, the Doctrine is unshaken.33
 
            
 
            A recurrent theme in the aforementioned letters is the manuscript basis for the promised fourth-century text. Hence those manuscripts that Bentley had access to merit particular attention.
 
            On the one hand, Bentley has obtained collations of a number of majuscules in England, for instance Codices Alexandrinus and Bezae.34 In 1718, he even bought from abroad a ninth-century Greek-Latin bilingual manuscript of the Pauline Epistles, Codex Augiensis (F 010).35 Another ninth-century bilingual on Paul, Codex Boernerianus (G 012), was borrowed from Leipzig, and a copy of it was made.36 Further, collations of two ninth-century majuscules, Codices Wolfii A and B (now G 011 and H 013 respectively), were sent to Cambridge at his request.37 On the other hand, several assistants were assigned to collate manuscripts preserved in Continental Europe, especially in Paris. On Bentley’s behalf, Wettstein was first sent to collate Codex Ephraemi and some other manuscripts between July and October 1716.38 After Wettstein went back to Switzerland later that year, Bentley requested John Walker, a young fellow at Trinity College, to succeed Wettstein as his assistant collator.39
 
            Several letters between Bentley and Walker are preserved, but only one is from Bentley.40 This letter, dated 13 September 1719, deserves notice here. In it he first expresses his gratitude for Walker’s collations of some classical texts and Latin manuscripts of the New Testament, and he requests further inquiries into them. Next, he instructs Walker in making judgements on the age of a given manuscript:
 
             
              If Baluze’s MSS.41 are true Capitals, sine accentibus, such as you have seen here, in the Alexand. Beza, Oxon. Act. Apost.,42 pray collate them through: But I have seen Great Letters, especially in Church Codices, with accents, and no great antiquity.43
 
            
 
            In other words, according to Bentley a majuscule manuscript without accents (‘true Capitals’) should be given higher priority if it was made by similar hands to those of Alexandrinus, Bezae, and Laudianus. As will be shown below (§ 3.3.2), the criterion plays a crucial role in his evaluation of the age of Vaticanus.
 
            Walker has indeed worked very hard in the course of 1719 and 1720. During this period, he stayed in Paris to collate numerous Latin texts.44 After coming back to England for a short while, Walker went across the English Channel again. This time his main task was to make collations of Greek manuscripts in Paris and Brussels. He returned in 1723 and held several ecclesiastical positions but kept collating manuscripts probably until the late 1730s.45
 
            Bentley’s proposed edition reached its climax in 1720 when a pamphlet was published to announce his plan for a new edition of the New Testament in Greek and Latin.46 This four-page booklet had three remarkable features. First, the applied method – as mentioned above – was to compare ancient Greek and Latin manuscripts. For Bentley believed that the Greek exemplars of Jerome’s Vulgate must have corresponded to the text used by Origen. Therefore, by examining the best manuscripts available, the text at the time of Nicaea should be retrieved, which would differ from the original text only to the smallest extent. Second, the sources under examination would also include ancient versions (Syriac, Coptic, Gothic, and Ethiopic) and patristic citations within the first five centuries. The third notable feature was that, although known for his welcome attitude towards emendation, there would be no place for conjectures in the text. Instead, those would be given separately in the prolegomena if necessary.47
 
            The second part of Bentley’s famous Proposals contained a specimen on the Greek and Latin texts of the last chapter of Revelation. According to my examination, there are forty-seven places where this fresh text differs from Stephanus’s 1550 edition.48 It is not surprising to find such a large number of changes, since the textual quality of Revelation in the traditional text is considerably inferior and since Bentley had Codex Alexandrinus – one of the few majuscule witnesses containing this book – nearby. To use Alexandrinus as his basis also makes his text close to the text we now prefer.
 
            There was also a practical side behind these theoretical aspects and the specimen chapter, namely the issue of funding. By indicating the great expense of examining manuscripts and the fine paper to be used, Bentley requested subscriptions in advance (smaller paper for three guineas and great paper five guineas). The sum was told to have been more than 2,000 guineas.49 In this respect, the Proposals appeared to be very successful.
 
           
          
            3.3 Bentley’s Sources on Vaticanus
 
            
              3.3.1 Mico’s Collation (ca 1721)
 
              Despite his possession of a considerable number of collations, Bentley must have been aware that the readings of the ancient manuscript kept in Rome was still lacking in his repository. He would probably have known of the several variants from Mill’s edition, but how about the rest of the New Testament? It is not inconceivable that Bentley requested a collation of the manuscript, just as he did for other manuscripts abroad. Although no letter remains concerning such a request, the fact is that he did receive a collation of Codex Vaticanus consisting of almost the whole New Testament.
 
              Among many archive entries preserved in Trinity College, Cambridge, where Bentley was its master for more than four decades (1700–1742), there is an annotated edition of the Greek New Testament published at Strasbourg in 1524.50 On its front page a note clearly states that the annotations therein were ‘collated with the Roman manuscript, that is, the Vatican’.51 There is also an inserted letter, written on 28 July 1722 by the collator Apostolo Mico to Bentley’s close friend Richard Mead.52 Based on the content of the letter, one could suggest that Bentley must have received Mico’s collation after the publication of his famous Proposals for Printing, probably sometime in 1721.53
 
              In the 1524 edition, Mico collates Codex Vaticanus against the base text, usually writing variant readings in the margins. His collation contains every New Testament book that was written in majuscules in the manuscript, but in Hebrews variant readings continue until the last chapter. Notably, we find an insertion mark preceding the word καθαριεῖ at Heb 9:14 and also a remark at the bottom of the page: ‘from καθαριεῖ onward more recent characters begin, therefore the remaining part of Paul’s Letter to the Hebrews has not been written in squared letters’.54 Moreover, at the beginning of 1–2 Timothy, Titus, and Philemon, Mico makes notes indicating that all these books are lacking in the manuscript.55
 
              The quality of Mico’s collation can be shown by conducting two sets of examination. First, the selected datasets (the seven omissions and the five sample chapters) allow us to have a general impression of how accurate this collation is. All the selected passages of omission were noticed by Mico. At the end of Mark, for instance, he wrote down a brief note: ‘from ἀναστάς until σημείων is wanting in the manuscript’. That is, the last twelve verses of the Gospel are not found in Vaticanus.56 Based on the five selected chapters, moreover, some statistics on the collation’s quality are given. In the proportions under examination, there are at least 261 differences between the manuscript and the base text, and 245 of them were noted by Mico (about 93.9 percent). The accuracy rate is also high: in 211 places the variant reading was recorded precisely. The information about the instances other than the correct ones is listed in Table 4 (see Introduction, § 2 for the used categorisations).57
 
              
                
                  Table 4:Mico’s inaccurate information on B 03 in the sample chapters.

                

                          
                      	 
                      	Strasbourg 1524 
                      	Mico 
                      	Reading B 03 
                      	Cat. 
   
                      	Mark 5:3 
                      	μνημείοις 
                      	μνήμασι 
                      	μνημασιν [B2 μνημασι] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Mark 5:3 
                      	ἠδύνατο 
                      	ἠδύνατο 
                      	εδυνατο [B2 ηδυνατο] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Mark 5:5 
                      	ὄρεσι καὶ ἐν τοῖς μνήμασιν 
                      	μνήμασιν καὶ ἐν τοῖς ὄρεσι 
                      	μνημασιν [B2 μνημασι] και εν τοις ορεσιν 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Mark 5:28 
                      	κἂν τῶν ἱματίων αὐτοῦ ἅψωμαι 
                      	ὅτι ἐὰν ἅψωμαι κἂν τῶν ἱματίων αὐτοῦ 
                      	οτι εαν αψωμαι [B2 add. καν] των ιματιων αυτου 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Mark 5:33 
                      	ἦλθεν 
                      	ἦλθε 
                      	ηλθεν [B2 ηλθε] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	John 18:3 
                      	φαρισαίων 
                      	φαρισαίων 
                      	φαρεισαιων [B2 φαρισαιων] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	John 18:7 
                      	αὐτοὺς ἐπηρώτησε 
                      	ἐπηρώτησε αὐτούς 
                      	επηρωτησεν αυτους 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	John 18:11 
                      	μάχαιράν σου 
                      	μάχαιραν 
                      	μαχαιραν [B2 μάχαιραν] 
                      	oth. 
  
                      	John 18:28 
                      	ἀλλʼ ἵνα 
                      	om. ἵνα 
                      	αλλα 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	John 18:35 
                      	εἰμι 
                      	εἰμί 
                      	ειμι [B2 εἰμί] 
                      	oth. 
  
                      	John 18:36 
                      	ἂν οἱ ἐμοὶ ἠγωνίζοντο 
                      	οἱ ἐμοὶ ἠγωνίζοντο ἄν 
                      	οι εμοι ηγωνιζοντο [B1 add. αν] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	John 18:37 
                      	οὐκοῦν 
                      	οὐκ οὖν 
                      	ουκουν [B2 οὐκ οὖν] 
                      	oth. 
  
                      	John 18:40 
                      	Βαραββάν … Βαραββάς 
                      	Βαραββᾶν … Βαραββᾶς 
                      	βαραββαν … βαραββας [B2 βαραββᾶν … βαραββᾶς] 
                      	oth. 
  
                      	Acts 2:9 
                      	ἐλαμῖται 
                      	αἰλαμίται 
                      	αιλαμειται [B2 αιλαμιται] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Acts 2:22 
                      	ἰσραηλῖται 
                      	ἰσραηλεῖται 
                      	ιστραηλειται [B2 ισραηλειται] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Acts 2:30 
                      	ὀσφύος 
                      	ὀσφῦος 
                      	οσφυος [B2 ὀσφῦος] 
                      	oth. 
  
                      	Acts 2:31 
                      	περὶ μὲν ἀναστάσεως 
                      	om. μέν 
                      	περι της αναστασεως 
                      	err. 
  
                      	Acts 2:31 
                      	οὐ κατελείφθη 
                      	οὔτε ἐγκατελείφθη 
                      	ουτε ενκατελειφθη [B2 εγκατελειφθη] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Acts 2:34 
                      	Εἶπε ὁ κύριος 
                      	εἶπεν ὁ κύριος 
                      	ειπεν [B2 add. ο] κ̅ς̅ 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Acts 2:38 
                      	λήψεσθε 
                      	λήψεσθε 
                      	λημψεσθε [B2 ληψεσθε] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Acts 2:43 
                      	ἐγένετο 
                      	ἐγίνετο 
                      	εγεινετο [B2 εγινετο] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Acts 2:45 
                      	χρεῖαν 
                      	χρείαν 
                      	χρειαν [B2 χρείαν] 
                      	oth. 
  
                      	Gal 4:4 
                      	Οτε [without diacritics] 
                      	ὅτε 
                      	οτε [B2 ὅτε] 
                      	oth. 
  
                      	Gal 4:6 
                      	ἐξαπέστειλεν 
                      	ἐξαπέστειλε 
                      	εξαπεστειλεν [B2 εξαπεστειλε] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Gal 4:7 
                      	οὐκ ἔτι 
                      	οὐκέτι 
                      	ουκετι [B2 οὐκέτι] 
                      	oth. 
  
                      	Gal 4:8 
                      	μὴ φύσει 
                      	φύσει μή 
                      	φυσι [B2 φυσει] μη 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Gal 4:12 
                      	κᾀγώ 
                      	καγώ 
                      	καγω [B2 καγώ] 
                      	oth. 
  
                      	Jude ins. 
                      	Ἰούδα ἐπιστολὴ καθολική 
                      	Ἰούδα 
                      	om. [B1 ιουδα] 
                      	oth. 
  
                      	Jude 4 
                      	κρῖμα 
                      	κρίμα 
                      	κριμα [B2 κρίμα] 
                      	oth. 
  
                      	Jude 9 
                      	ἐπενέγκειν 
                      	ἐπενεγκεῖν 
                      	επενεγκειν [B2 ἐπενεγκεῖν] 
                      	oth. 
  
                      	Jude 14 
                      	προεφήτευσε 
                      	ἐπροεφήτευσε 
                      	επροφητευσεν [B2 επροεφητευσε] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Jude 22 
                      	διακρινομένοι 
                      	διακρινομένους 
                      	διακρεινομενους [B2 διακρινομενους] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Jude 23 
                      	μισοῦντες 
                      	μισοῦντες 
                      	μεισουντες [B2 μισουντες] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Jude 24 
                      	κατενώπιον 
                      	κατʼ ἐνώπιον 
                      	κατενωπιον [B2 κατʼ ἐνώπιον] 
                      	oth. 
 
                

                
                   
                    Note: Roll 8, John 18:11, in addition to the omission of σου, Mico also notes the different diacritics between the printed text and those of the manuscript.

                  

                

              
 
              The most notable aspect of our analysis is that Mico very seldom makes errors, in fact only one among these 211 instances: in Acts 2:31 the omission of μέν should be the substitution of τῆς. However, the collation does have a considerable number of imprecise readings, mainly due to Mico’s tendency to follow the corrections, instead of the readings by the original hand.58 In addition to those discrepancies, in several places he differentiates between the diacritics of his base text and those found in the manuscript. Again, here the corrections of the medieval scribe are followed.
 
              The second set of data – Paul’s Letter to the Galatians – was selected to further analyse the patterns of Mico’s collation.59 This analysis also sheds light on the issue of Bentley’s knowledge of the manuscript. By applying the same categorisations, the variants that belong to the imprecise and erroneous categories are presented in Table 5.60
 
              
                
                  Table 5:Mico’s inaccurate information on B 03 in Galatians.

                

                          
                      	Gal 
                      	Strasbourg 1524 
                      	Mico 
                      	Reading B 03 
                      	Cat. 
   
                      	1:4 
                      	τοῦ ἐνεστῶτος αἰῶνος 
                      	τοῦ αἰῶνος ἐνεστῶτος 
                      	του αιωνος του ενεστωτος 
                      	err. 
  
                      	2:2 
                      	ἔθνεσιν 
                      	ἔθνεσι 
                      	εθνεσιν [B2 εθνεσι] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	2:4 
                      	καταδουλώσωνται 
                      	καταδουλώσωσιν 
                      	καταδουλωσουσιν [B2 καταδουλωσωσιν] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	2:11 
                      	ἦλθεν 
                      	ἦλθε 
                      	ηλθεν [B2 ηλθε] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	3:10 
                      	εἰσίν 
                      	εἰσί 
                      	εισιν [B2 εισι] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	3:10 
                      	ἐν πᾶσι τοῖς γεγραμμένοις 
                      	πᾶσι τοῖς ἐγγεγραμμένοις 
                      	πασι τοις ενγεγραμμενοις [B2 εγγεγραμμενοις] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	3:16 
                      	ἐρρέθησαν 
                      	ἐρρήθησαν 
                      	ερρεθησαν [B2 ερρηθησαν] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	3:23 
                      	συγκεκλεισμένοι 
                      	συγλειομένοι 
                      	συνκλειομενοι [B2 συγκλειομενοι] 
                      	err. 
  
                      	3:28 
                      	Πάντες 
                      	ἅπαντες 
                      	παντες [B1 απαντες] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	4:6 
                      	ἐξαπέστειλεν 
                      	ἐξαπέστειλε 
                      	εξαπεστειλεν [B2 εξαπεστειλε] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	4:8 
                      	μὴ φύσει οὖσι θεοῖς 
                      	φύσει μὴ οὖσι θεοῖς 
                      	φυσι [B2 φυσει] μη ουσι θεοις 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	5:1 
                      	οὖν ᾖ χριστὸς ἡμᾶς ἠλευθέρωσε 
                      	ἡμᾶς χριστὸς ἠλευθέρωσε 
                      	ημας χ̅ς̅ ηλευθερωσεν [B2 ηλευθερωσε] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	5:17 
                      	ἄν 
                      	ἐάν 
                      	αν [B1 α εαν] 
                      	err. 
  
                      	6:9 
                      	ἐκκακῶμεν 
                      	ἐγκακῶμεν 
                      	ενκακωμεν [B2 εγκακωμεν] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	6:10 
                      	ἐργαζώμεθα 
                      	ἐργαζόμεθα 
                      	εργαζωμεθα [B2 εργαζομεθα] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	6:11 
                      	τηλίκοις 
                      	πηλίκοις 
                      	ηλικοις [B2 πηλικοις] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	6:12 
                      	ἵνα μὴ τῷ σταυρῷ τοῦ χριστοῦ 
                      	ἵνα τῷ σταυρῷ τοῦ χριστοῦ μή 
                      	ινα τω σταυρω του χ̅υ̅ ι̅υ̅ μη 
                      	err. 
 
                

              
 
              Several aspects deserve our attention. First, in the scope of Galatians around two-thirds of the variants are precisely recorded as attested in the manuscript. But there are also four errors (Gal 1:4; 3:23; 5:17; 6:12). A close look at these errors can reveal some patterns of Mico’s collation. For instance, although he correctly recorded the transposition αἰῶνος ἐνεστῶτος for ἐνεστῶτος αἰῶνος in Gal 1:4, Mico failed to notice that the manuscript actually has an additional τοῦ between these two words. Similarly, in the case of Gal 6:12, where another transposition variant occurs, Mico gave ἵνα τῷ σταυρῷ τοῦ χριστοῦ μή for the base text ἵνα μὴ τῷ σταυρῷ τοῦ χριστοῦ. And yet, Vaticanus actually has χριστοῦ Ἰησοῦ here. This error was possibly made due to the fact that in the manuscript the last letters ΙΥΜΗ are located at the beginning of the next page (p. 1493 A 1). And the misspelling of συγλειομένοι at Gal 3:23 seems to have been a scribal error by Mico himself. The last mistake, the imprecise information of ἐάν at Gal 5:17, could have resulted from his confusion over the scribal correction in the manuscript.61
 
              Second, all thirteen instances belong to the imprecise category concerning the different hands in the manuscript. As already shown in the foregoing analysis, Mico apparently tends to follow later hands instead of the original scribe’s writing. The same tendency is clearly found in his collation in Galatians. As far as this epistle is concerned, Mico slavishly follows those readings made by the correctors, particularly the ‘retouched’ ones.62 Unlike modern critics who try to distinguish different layers between the original hand and the later correctors, Mico seems to have seen the manuscript as a holistic product and have thought that the corrections were always ‘correct’. As a consequence, what Bentley would receive was a mixture of original readings and corrections, but for him it was impossible to distinguish between these two.
 
              The third remarkable feature is that Mico’s collation consists of a considerable number of instances in the last category (‘other variants’). Mico sometimes notices variations concerning diacritics, paratextual features, and also word division.63 Looking at the collation, it can be easily observed that Mico constantly writes down variant readings with their accents, which according to modern consensus were added by a later hand. Occasionally a variant is given solely due to the different accents between the manuscript and the based edition. For instance, at Gal 2:7 τοὐναντίον is replaced by τουναντίον, which corresponds to the retouched text of Vaticanus. Similarly, the 1524 edition starts Galatians 3 with the phrase Ω ἀνόητοι γαλάται, but Mico gives the alternative of γαλᾶται, that is, a circumflex instead of an acute above the medial alpha.64
 
              A related issue is the division of words, which highly depends on the accents and breathings of the words under discussion. In his collation in Galatians, Mico records the change of word division five times. At every place the division is given based on the diacritics of the manuscript, actually added by the later hand who retouched the entire manuscript. In particular, in Gal 1:8 and 1:9, the used edition has παρ’ ὅ but the variant παρό is given by Mico.65 Moreover, three times (Gal 2:20; 3:18, 25) does the Textus Receptus read οὐκ ἔτι, and yet the manuscript has οὐκέτι each time, just as the Modern Critical Text. Besides the features discussed above, paratextual elements are occasionally offered. The inscriptio ΠΡΟϹ ΓΑΛΑΤΑϹ is given, which is commonly attributed to the first corrector of the manuscript. Three of the four chapter divisions in Galatians are also recorded,66 as are the extant titloi.67 To illustrate his way of noting variant readings, in particular those diacritic variants therein, an illustration of Mico’s collation in part of the second and third chapters in Galatians is inserted (see Figure 3).
 
              To sum up, Mico’s collation contains all the New Testament proportions of Vaticanus, as well as the supplement part written in minuscule scripts. Many paratextual features are also given, such as inscriptiones, subscriptiones, and titloi. Concerning scribal corrections in particular, this collation almost always records the corrected readings instead of those from the first hand. Although it is not of the best quality according to the standard of modern critical scholarship, this is an indispensable source for Bentley in making his edition, as will be demonstrated later (§ 3.4).
 
              
                [image: ]
                  Figure 3: Mico’s collation (Cambridge, Wren Library of Trinity College, Adv.e.2.2, p. 41r), containing Gal 2:17–3:14. © The Master and Fellows of Trinity College, Cambridge.

               
             
            
              3.3.2 Thomas Bentley’s Letter (1726)
 
              A few years after Mico’s collation had arrived at Cambridge, in the second half of 1726 Bentley received a letter about Codex Vaticanus from his nephew Thomas Bentley, who was himself also a classicist and a fellow of Trinity College. From the winter of the previous year onward, Thomas stayed in Rome to examine Greek and Latin manuscripts.68 Probably not long before writing the letter, he saw Vaticanus and made some ad hoc collations of it. His description of some of the manuscript’s characters and a three-chapter sample collation, together with some other matters, were sent to his uncle on 2 August 1726.69
 
              For the present discussion, Thomas’s description deserves particular attention. In his words:
 
               
                The writing is not unlike that of the Alexandrian MS., only there’s a gentle division of words. As to the Accents, I can answer you with certainty, that they are added by another hand, but an old one. The person that added them has also taken a strange piece of pains, to retouch every letter in the Book; one side only sometimes, when he thought the other side very plain; also, when he thought a letter superfluous, as in εσθειετε, ρειψαντες, etc. he leaves the ε untouched. … The first writing is very white, but ’tis very legible.70
 
              
 
              Three aspects need to be discussed. First, the whole citation is mostly in matters palaeographical. Thomas correctly notices the manuscript’s similarity with Codex Alexandrinus, another ancient majuscule he could have personally seen before. Second, he observes that in Vaticanus the accents were not from the first hand but have been added by a later scribe, who also retouched the entire manuscript. These two aspects – especially the second one – are important for Bentley the senior to evaluate the antiquity of a given majuscule manuscript, as mentioned above. Given that Mico’s collation consistently contains variants with accents, it is likely that Bentley could have wondered whether Vaticanus was written in – in his own term – ‘true Capitals’. But now after the confirmation from his nephew, he would have probably assigned an early age to this manuscript.71 The last aspect addressed by Thomas, however, fails to reach the text-critical standard of current scholarship. That is, he regards the later hand as ‘an old one’.72
 
              In addition to his description of the palaeography of Vaticanus, Thomas also collated three chapters (Acts 27, Galatians 6, and Ephesians 4) in the manuscript against Stephanus’s 1550 edition (see Figure 4). He admitted that these chapters were chosen at random, since his purpose was to allow his uncle to assess the quality of the previous collation. In total Thomas’s specimen collation contains fifty-seven verses in these three chapters. About one-half of them have the same information as given by Mico, but there are also a significant number of differences between Mico’s collation and that of Thomas. Those differences call for further examination.
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                  Figure 4: Thomas Bentley’s specimen collation (Cambridge, Wren Library of Trinity College, B.17.20, f. 2r). © The Master and Fellows of Trinity College, Cambridge.

               
              On several occasions where Mico gives a variant, Thomas is silent in his collation. Most of these are due to the fact that Thomas pays little attention to those paratextual features, differences of diacritics and word division that often catch Mico’s eyes. Conversely, there are many places where Thomas records a variant that is absent in the previous collation. The main reason appears to be their different points of view on scribal corrections. As said, Mico generally collates the corrected readings, but Thomas clearly prefers those from the first hand. Consequently, sometimes we find conflicting information in a given reading between their collations. To put it more precisely, twenty-one variant readings concerning the original scribe are given by Thomas but absent in Mico’s collation.73 The following discussion takes Galatians 6 as illustration.
 
              In this chapter the total number of Thomas’s variants is sixteen, nine of them in agreement with those of Mico. At one place (Gal 6:1) Thomas provides a fresh variant based on the first hand, and on another occasion, he corrects Mico’s imprecise variant (Gal 6:12). Furthermore, in five other places additional information about scribal corrections is given (see Table 6).
 
              
                
                  Table 6:Differences between Thomas Bentley’s and Mico’s collations in Galatians 6.

                

                          
                      	Gal 
                      	Thomas Bentley 
                      	Mico 
                      	Reading B 03 
                      	Remarks 
   
                      	6:1 
                      	προλημφθη 
                      	προληφθῇ 
                      	προλημφθη [B2 προληφθη] 
                      	Thomas B✶; Mico B2 
  
                      	6:3 
                      	ειναι τι μηδεν ων 
                      	s. 
                      	om. [B2 τι] 
                      	Thomas B✶.2 
  
                      	6:9 
                      	ενγκακ- 
                      	ἐγκακῶμεν 
                      	ενκακωμεν [B2 εγκακωμεν] 
                      	Thomas B✶.2; Mico B2 
  
                      	6:10 
                      	εχωομεν 
                      	ἔχομεν 
                      	εχωμεν [B2 εχομεν] 
                      	Thomas B✶.2; Mico B2 
  
                      	6:10 
                      	εργαζωομεθα 
                      	ἐργαζόμεθα 
                      	εργαζωμεθα [B2 εργαζομεθα] 
                      	Thomas B✶.2; Mico B2 
  
                      	6:11 
                      	πηλικοις 
                      	s. 
                      	ηλικοις [B2 πηλικοις] 
                      	Thomas B✶.2 
  
                      	6:12 
                      	ινα τω σταυρω του Χυ̅ Ιυ̅ 
                      	ἵνα τῷ σταυρῷ τοῦ Χριστοῦ 
                      	ινα τω σταυρω του χ̅υ̅ ι̅υ̅ 
                      	Thomas B✶; Mico err. 
 
                

                
                   
                    Note: Superscript characters in column 2 (‘Thomas Bentley’) indicate the corrections recorded by Thomas.

                  

                

              
 
              By comparing his nephew’s collation with the one he already had, Bentley must have noticed that the manuscript contains different hands, but such a far-reaching textual phenomenon seems left unnoticed in most of the places in Mico’s collation. Moreover, Bentley could have become curious to know more about those corrections that were considered by Thomas as made by ‘an old one’. Therefore, it is not inconceivable that another collation of Vaticanus would be requested by Bentley, this time focusing on its scribal corrections alone.
 
             
            
              3.3.3 Rulotta’s Collation (1729)
 
              In the library of Trinity College, one of Bentley’s archive entries consists of miscellaneous materials related to his New Testament project. We find an eight-folio collation of Codex Vaticanus therein, accompanied by a letter dated 9 July 1729 from Rome, written by Philipp von Stosch.74 It is exactly this letter that allows us to reconstruct some backgrounds of the collation. Von Stosch began the letter by saying, ‘Voyez les dernières feuilles de la Collation de l’Abbé Rulotta des interlineaires et marginales du MS. Vatican du Nouveau Testament.’75 Accordingly, this collation was made by an abbot Rulotta,76 and it focused on the interlinear and marginal notes of Vaticanus. He then requested the sum of forty Italian scudi from Bentley, an amount that he had already promised to give as Rulotta’s reward. He also recommended the abbot as a suitable candidate for Bentley’s future collation plans. In the light of this, von Stosch is most likely to have been the one who communicated between Bentley and the collator.
 
              Now let us turn to the content of Rulotta’s collation. In a total of eight folios, the first five consist of variant readings from Matthew 1 to Hebrews 9 in Vaticanus. Each folio contains three columns, in which variants are written in minuscules with accents. As indicated above, all of his notes concern scribal corrections without exception. These notes are followed by von Stosch’s letter, a brief paragraph of remarks,77 and the cover page indicating the recipient as Bentley.
 
              Rulotta did indeed closely follow the instructions given by the Cambridge scholar to concentrate on corrections in the manuscript. Every reading contains both the original reading and the correction, but the problem is that Rulotta simply recorded the corrections regardless of the different layers of the correctors in Vaticanus. A remarkable example is found in Matt 5:25, where a lengthy correction on the phrase εὐνοῶν τῷ ἀντιδίκῳ σου is given, in fact across some twenty-seven lines. But this correction actually belongs to a very late minuscule hand (see Figure 5; the correction starts from the last four lines of column A).78
 
              
                [image: ]
                  Figure 5: Rulotta’s collation (Cambridge, Wren Library of Trinity College, B.17.20, f. 150r), containing Matthew 1–11. © The Master and Fellows of Trinity College, Cambridge.

               
              Furthermore, an examination of the variant readings in Galatians also shows that Rulotta did not distinguish an ancient corrector from a later one. In a total of thirteen variants recorded in this portion, two of these were made by the first corrector (B1), and the rest were by the second corrector (B2) (see Table 7).79
 
              
                
                  Table 7:Rulotta’s collation in Galatians.

                

                         
                      	Gal 
                      	Text (reproduced verbatim) 
                      	Correction 
                      	Correctors B 03 
   
                      	1:19 
                      	ἕτερον δὲ τῶν Αποστόλων οὐχ εἶδον, εἰ μὴ ἰάκωβον 
                      	οὐκ 
                      	B✶; B2 
  
                      	2:1 
                      	Ανέβην εἰς Ἱεροσόλυμα μετὰ βαρνάβα συνπαραλαβὼν καὶ τίτον 
                      	συμπαραλαβὼν 
                      	B✶; B2 
  
                      	2:4 
                      	Ἐν χῳ̅ Ἰησοῦ ἵνα ἡμᾶς καταδουλώσουσιν· οἷς οὐδὲ πρὸς 
                      	καταδουλώσωσιν 
                      	B✶; B2 
  
                      	2:16 
                      	ὅτι οὐ δικαιοῦται ἀν̅ος ἐξ ἔργων νόμου ἐὰν μὴ διὰ πίστες 
                      	πίστεως 
                      	B✶; B2 
  
                      	3:10 
                      	πᾶς ὁς [sic; B2 ὅς] οὐκ ἐμμένει τοῖς ἐνγεραμμένοις ἐν τῷ βιβλίῳ 
                      	ἐγγεραμμένοις 
                      	B✶ ενγεγραμμενοις; B2 εγγεγραμμενοις 
  
                      	3:16 
                      	τῷ δὲ Αβραὰμ ἐρρέθησαν αἱ ἐπαγγελίαι καὶ τῷ σπέρμα 
                      	ἐρρήθησαν 
                      	B✶; B2 
  
                      	3:28 
                      	οὐκ ἔνι ἄρσεν καὶ θῆλυ παντες [sic; as B✶] γὰρ ὑμεῖς εἷς ἐστὲ ἐν χῳ̅ 
                      	ἅπαντες 
                      	B✶; B1 
  
                      	4:8 
                      	ἐδούλευσατε τοῖς φύσι μὴ οὗσι θεοῖς νῦν δὲ γνόντες θν̅ 
                      	φύσει 
                      	B✶; B2 
  
                      	5:14 
                      	πᾶς νόμος ἐν ἑνὶ λόγῳ πεπλήρωται ἐν τῷ ἀγαπήσις τὸν πλησίον σου ὡς σεαυτὸν 
                      	ἀγαπήσεις 
                      	B✶; B2 
  
                      	5:17 
                      	ταῦτα γὰρ ἀλλήλοις ἀντίκειται ἵνα μὴ ἂν θέληται ταῦτα ποιῆται 
                      	α ἐὰν 
                      	B✶; B1 
  
                      	6:3 
                      	εἰ γὰρ δοκεῖ τις εἶναί μηδὲν ὢν φρεναπατᾶ ἑαυτὸν 
                      	εἶναί τι μηδὲν 
                      	B✶; B2 
  
                      	6:9 
                      	τὸ δὲ καλὸν ποιοῦντες μὴ ἐνκακῶμεν καιρῷ. 
                      	ἐγκακῶμεν 
                      	B✶; B2 
  
                      	6:10 
                      	ἄρα οὖν ὡς καιρὸν ἔχωμεν ἐργαζώμεθα τὸ ἀγαθὸν 
                      	ἔχομεν ἐργαζόμεθα 
                      	B✶; B2 
 
                

                
                  
                    Notes:

                  

                   
                    Row 1, Gal 1:19, B 03 actually reads without the punctuation (p. 1488 C 5–8).

                  

                   
                    Row 3, Gal 2:4, B 03 actually reads χ̅ω̅ ι̅υ̅ (i.e. both written in nomina sacra) and without the punctuation (p. 1489 A 1–4).

                  

                   
                    Row 4, Gal 2:16, the scribe actually penned ανθρωπος, i.e., written in plene (p. 1489 B 23–24).

                  

                   
                    Row 7, Gal 3:28, however, the NA28 apparatus gives απαντες ℵ A B2 (see further discussion below).

                  

                

              
 
              Among these instances one can find an error at Gal 3:10, where Rulotta failed to notice the πᾶσι before τοῖς and also misspelt the word ἐνγεγραμμένοις (p. 1490 A 7–9). Another instance worth noting in particular is at Gal 5:17, where the original hand of the manuscript actually reads ταυτα γαρ αλληλοις αντικειται ινα μη αν θελητε ταυτα ποιητε (p. 1492 A 41–B 2). It is difficult to determine whether these imprecise readings reflect the base text or simply a sloppy error. In addition, the correction Rulotta makes is in the form αεαν (that is, the insertion of epsilon and alpha above the original reading αν), apparently attempting to imitate the corrector’s hand (p. 1492 B 1). Not only does the collation contain some deficiencies, but its quantity is also unsatisfactory: only about one-fourth of the corrections in Galatians was recorded by Rulotta. A close look at those neglected variants shows that apparently Rulotta ignored all the corrections that had been retouched.80
 
              In short, this collation did provide some pieces of detailed information on Vaticanus – especially concerning its corrections – but the manuscript’s readings and its multiple hands were only reproduced partially. Therefore, although he received a second collation consisting of the whole New Testament, Bentley’s knowledge of this ancient manuscript was still imprecise and incomplete.
 
             
           
          
            3.4 Bentley’s Use of Vaticanus
 
            The previous sections have demonstrated that Bentley’s collations of Codex Vaticanus were extensive but not without errors, yet these were the only sources to which he had access. This section further examines the way in which he made use of the manuscript. Despite the fact that the proposed edition was never materialised, an invaluable archive entry sheds fresh light on the present issue.
 
            Trinity College has preserved an interleaved copy of a New Testament edition in Greek and Latin (published at Paris in 1628), filled with numerous notes in Bentley’s own hand.81 This must have been the one that Bentley mentioned in a letter to Wettstein, dated 1716: ‘I have got the folio Paris edition of Greek and Latin Vulgate, 2 column [sic]; and having interleaved it, I have made my essay of restoring both text and version.’82 It is very probable that Bentley employed this interleaved edition to prepare his own edition, using its text as the basis for his critical text and writing down selected variant readings on the corresponding interleaves.83
 
            In order to make further detailed exploration, the text of Galatians has been selected as a case study.84 In the first place, some statistics can give an overview of Bentley’s ‘Galatians-in-progress’. According to my examination, there are no fewer than eighty textual changes in comparison to his base text, a slightly modified text of Stephanus’s 1550 edition.85 In the light of the method Bentley applied and the sources he obtained, one should not be surprised by such a great number of changes. Among these changes, around two-thirds agree with the Modern Critical Text (see Appendix B.3 for the overview).
 
            The resemblance between Bentley’s text and ours can be best explained by his clear preference for majuscule manuscripts. A close look at his critical apparatus, which is always found on the interleaf of a given page, confirms this tendency. Almost every variant entry therein concerns the attestation of majuscules. Not infrequently does Bentley follow the texts of Codices Alexandrinus, Ephraemi, and Vaticanus for correcting the Textus Receptus. He also regularly refers to patristic citations and early versions, especially the Latin renderings. However, probably on the grounds of the applied method, readings from minuscules are rarely cited, despite his access to plenty of collations prepared by Walker.
 
            Among all the changes Bentley makes in Galatians, references to our manuscript occur fifty-four times.86 He chooses a reading identical to the manuscript’s text forty-five times, but in the rest of the cases different readings are given. These statistics lead to the following questions: Are there any observable patterns in Bentley’s textual decisions? In what way does he use the Vaticanus readings known to him? Below I will discuss some of the most noteworthy examples, through which a number of possible answers can be drawn.
 
            As is well known, in the Proposals for Printing Bentley declares that his edition would be solely based on ancient manuscripts. This is evident everywhere as far as his text of Galatians is concerned. For instance, at Gal 3:1 two omissions are found in comparison to the Textus Receptus: the omission of τῇ ἀληθείᾳ μὴ πείθεσθαι and the removal of ἐν ὑμῖν. Bentley’s critical apparatus reveals that these changes are made according to the best sources available to him. The first omission is made by means of Alexandrinus, Vaticanus, and Augiensis (and also Coptic and Syriac versions), although Ephraemi supports the presence of the phrase. Similarly, on the second occasion Alexandrinus, Vaticanus, and Ephraemi all omit the reading ἐν ὑμῖν.87
 
            A telling example is found in Gal 3:28, where Bentley gives the strengthened form ἅπαντες instead of πάντες as given by the Textus Receptus and the Modern Critical Text. The apparatus uncovers the reason why he makes such a change: both Alexandrinus and Vaticanus read ἅπαντες. However, at this point the imprecise nature of Mico’s collation could have played a significant role in the decision Bentley made. The original reading in Vaticanus is πάντες, corrected to ἅπαντες by a later hand (p. 1490 C 12), but the collation only gives the corrected reading.88 If Mico were aware of the differences between the first hand and the corrector, Bentley would have been at least less confident in making the change or would have even retained the received reading. More intriguingly, the accurate information is in fact given by Rulotta, but this cannot be found in Bentley’s apparatus. This may imply that while preparing the text of Galatians he has not yet included the second collation of Vaticanus into his apparatus.89 In any case, the current instance – in its imprecise form – shows the importance of the Roman manuscript in preparing his text.
 
            What if these majuscules contradict each other? As noted above, Bentley once considered Codex Alexandrinus as the best witness among all, but such an assertion had been made prior to the arrival of Mico’s collation. Did Bentley change his mind after receiving sufficient information from Rome? Although he did not explicitly state so, in Galatians there are not a few instances where the text of Vaticanus appears to be considered superior to that of Alexandrinus. In Gal 4:26, for example, despite knowing that the Textus Receptus reading μήτηρ πάντων ἡμῶν is supported by Alexandrinus, Bentley omits the word πάντων by means of Vaticanus (together with Ephraemi and Augiensis).90 In like manner, at Gal 2:4 he chooses the subjunctive form καταδουλώσωσιν for the ἵνα clause, instead of the future indicative (καταδουλώσουσιν). According to his apparatus, the former reading follows Vaticanus (and also Ephraemi and Augiensis) and the latter is supported by Alexandrinus.91 However, once again what Bentley prefers is in fact a later correction: the original scribe of Vaticanus wrote καταδουλώσουσιν (p. 1489 A 2–3), equal to Alexandrinus’s text.92 Furthermore, although Rulotta did offer the first hand’s reading in his collation, Bentley seemed unaware of that at this point, as shown in the examples above.
 
            On some other occasions, the preferred readings are supported by Vaticanus alone. The verbal form of κληρονομέω at Gal 4:30 is a good example. There the Textus Receptus has κληρονομήσῃ, but the future tense κληρονομήσει is given as the corrected text in Bentley’s edition. The apparatus once again reveals how the evidence is weighed by him: the former, traditional reading is supported by not only Alexandrinus but also Ephraemi and Augiensis; the latter is attested in Vaticanus alone.93 Another example confirms the impression that the Roman manuscript is favourable to Bentley. He makes a textual change in Gal 1:15 by correcting the verb εὐδόκησεν into ηὐδόκησεν because of its attestation in Vaticanus. This piece of information is nonetheless inaccurate, since the only manuscript containing such a reading that would have been available to him is Alexandrinus.94 Notwithstanding that it contains imprecise information, this very instance shows that Vaticanus is regarded as invaluable by him.
 
            However, the text emended by Bentley is by no means identical to Codex Vaticanus in all places. Occasionally variants of this manuscript are cited but then rejected. Two occurrences are particularly relevant for the present discussion. First, a transpositional variant is found in Gal 2:14, where καὶ οὐκ ἰουδαϊκῶς ζῇς stands for ζῇς καὶ οὐκ ἰουδαϊκῶς. In his apparatus a handful of witnesses are cited (Alexandrinus, Ephraemi, and Augiensis), with an additional remark on Vaticanus, indicating that it gives a slightly different wording (οὐχί for οὐκ).95 Second, another transposition takes place in Gal 3:21: the clause ὄντως ἂν ἐκ νόμου ἦν ἡ δικαιοσύνη is changed into ὄντως ἐκ νόμου ἂν ἦν ἡ δικαιοσύνη by means of Codices Alexandrinus and Ephraemi. The variant of Vaticanus, having ἐν νόμῳ instead, is cited in the apparatus only.96
 
            On yet some other occasions, the reading chosen as Bentley’s text is not supported by most of the majuscules that he frequently follows. The substitution at Gal 5:9 is a good example. At this point Bentley prefers the reading δολοῖ, supported by Claromontanus and a few Latin manuscripts (rendering ‘corrumpit’). The Textus Receptus reading ζυμοῖ, however, actually has superior textual support from the Greek witnesses (Alexandrinus, Ephraemi, and Augiensis), especially in the light of Bentley’s preference for older manuscripts.97 Similarly, instead of πρόσωπον θεὸς ἀνθρώπου as found in the Textus Receptus, he chooses θεὸς ἀνθρώπου πρόσωπον in Gal 2:6. Again, neither Alexandrinus (πρόσωπον ὁ θεὸς ἀνθρώπου) nor Vaticanus (πρόσωπον θεὸς ἀνθρώπου) is favoured, but the reading from the two ninth-century bilingual manuscripts (Augiensis and Boernerianus) makes its way into his text here.98 Another remarkable example is found in Gal 6:15: the Textus Receptus reading ἰσχύει remains as the text, yet no Greek attestations are given in the apparatus. Actually, only one version source is provided, namely ‘valet’ attested by the Latin side of Augiensis. By contrast, all the important Greek manuscripts are listed in the apparatus under the variant ἐστιν.99
 
            A pattern is found in the two examples of Gal 5:9 and 6:15 discussed above. That is to say, the Greek-Latin bilingual manuscripts – including Claromontanus, Augiensis, and Boernerianus – or even only the Latin renderings of these manuscripts are favoured.100 This pattern echoes one of the underlying premises of Bentley’s bilingual edition: the reconstructed Greek and Latin texts should agree with each other to the closest extent.101 Thus it is understandable that harmonising attempts are occasionally found in his edition. This kind of harmonisations more often than not betrays his general tendency of following the agreement of the ancient manuscripts; it in fact even leads to many distinctive changes.102 Notably, at Gal 4:3 the clause ὑπὸ τὰ στοιχεῖα τοῦ κόσμου ἦμεν δεδουλωμένοι is changed into ὑπὸ τὰ στοιχεῖα τοῦ κόσμου ἤμεθα δεδουλωμένοι. In other words, instead of the imperfect active ἦμεν, Bentley prefers the imperfect middle ἤμεθα at the place in question. The apparatus only mentions one witness, namely Augiensis.103 What makes this change interesting is that the Modern Critical Text agrees with Bentley by having P46, Codex Sinaiticus (ℵ 01), and minuscule 33 among other witnesses in support of such a decision.104
 
            With this in mind, the underlying reason for Bentley’s change at the well-known crux of this epistle – the initial words at Gal 4:25 – can be understood more easily. The differences between some important editions and the text given in his interleaved edition are shown in Table 8.105
 
            
              
                Table 8:Gal 4:25a in different editions.

              

                      
                    	Edition 
                    	Gal 4:25a 
                    	Other editions 
   
                    	Stephanus 1550 
                    	τὸ γὰρ Ἄγαρ, Σινᾶ ὄρος ἐστὶν ἐν τῇ Ἀραβίᾳ 
                    	Paris 1628; Mill 1707; Bengel 1734; Wettstein 1752; Tregelles 1869; Tyndale House 2017 
  
                    	Bentley 1716–1729 
                    	τὸ γὰρ σινᾶ ὄρος ἐστὶν ἐν τῇ ἀραβίᾳ 
                    	Lachmann 1831/1850; Tischendorf 1872 
  
                    	Westcott and Hort 1881 
                    	τὸ δὲ Ἅγαρ Σινὰ ὄρος ἐστὶν ἐν τῇ Ἀραβίᾳ 
                    	NA28 [τὸ δὲ Ἁγὰρ Σινᾶ … ] 
 
              

            
 
            Unsurprisingly, the Textus Receptus reading was present in every edition up to Bentley’s day, although the difficulties have been well observed. For instance, Mill discussed this variant extensively in his apparatus.106 As mentioned above, in his earlier work Bentley himself had tried to solve this issue by means of conjectures. But now for an edition where the practice of emendation was limited to the promised prolegomena, the critical text τὸ γὰρ σινᾶ was given, based on the Greek attestation of Ephraemi and Augiensis as well as the Vulgate.107 At first sight, this change seems unexpected, especially given that the alternative reading τὸ δὲ Ἄγαρ Σινᾶ (following the breathings and accents of the Textus Receptus) was supported by both Alexandrinus and Vaticanus. Yet, in the light of his harmonistic attempts it is somewhat understandable that Bentley decided to choose a reading suitable for both Greek and Latin: for the Latin renders ‘Sina enim mons est in Arabia’. In fact, Bentley’s text anticipated the editions of Lachmann and Tischendorf, two great textual critics of the next century.108
 
            To summarise, the detailed analysis of Bentley’s text of Galatians shows that he generally follows the readings of majuscule manuscripts. It is especially evident that both Codices Alexandrinus and Vaticanus strongly influence his textual changes. When conflicts occur between these two manuscripts, there seems to be no observable pattern. On some occasions the readings of Vaticanus are favoured, but on others those of Alexandrinus, although the imprecise report of Mico’s collation could have misled his judgement in a few places. Furthermore, in a number of instances we find that Bentley follows a variant with less – or even no – Greek attestation. This tendency may be explained by one of his methodological premises, that is, the Greek and Latin texts should have agreed with each other.
 
           
          
            3.5 Vaticanus as the ‘Death Knell’?
 
            We have already explored the two collations of Vaticanus and Bentley’s use of them in his interleaved edition, but there is another aspect that needs to be explored. That is to say, the relationship between his knowledge of this manuscript and the termination of the whole project still remains unsolved. To put it another way: did Bentley abandon his making of the edition particularly due to his findings on the manuscript? Indeed, this hypothetical line of thought has had a notable reception in modern critical scholarship.
 
            Before moving on to a detailed analysis of this topic, a piece of historical information is relevant for us here. Immediately after releasing the Proposals for Printing in 1720, Bentley received widespread and severe critiques from his own college and beyond. It was unthinkable for most people to find their New Testament edition altered, let alone that so many places would have been changed.109 Except for the specimen chapter of Revelation 22, nothing on Bentley’s proposed edition was published during his lifetime. Then after he died in 1742, according to his will all his literary materials were left to one of his nephews, who eventually bequeathed most of them to Trinity College several decades later.110
 
            Given its pioneering method, ambitious scope, and the materials Bentley had access to, subsequent critics have long been amazed by his proposed edition, and have often regretted his abandonment of such a great project. Why ever did he give up this project? Many have pondered this question. As there seems to have been no clues given by Bentley himself, one can only speculate based on indirect evidence. Among many possibilities, a mainstream hypothesis is found among the publications of modern scholars, namely that Codex Vaticanus must have played a decisive role in this affair. This hypothesis can be summarised as follows: (1) In the light of its superior value, the manuscript must have had a great impact on Bentley’s reconstructed text. (2) Because Codex Alexandrinus was regarded as the best source for the making of his edition but Vaticanus differed considerably from that manuscript, the Vaticanus collations must have forced Bentley to modify his text in its entirety. (3) Therefore, the prime text of Vaticanus not only prevented him from completing his proposed edition, but it was this very manuscript that eventually caused him to abandon the whole enterprise. Our manuscript is even regarded by Eldon Epp as the ‘death knell’ for Bentley’s New Testament project, a term which will be addressed later. However, a dramatic narrative such as this one calls for an examination of its origin and development.
 
            To the best of my knowledge, the conjecture that Codex Vaticanus was actually one of the main factors for the abandonment of Bentley’s project was first proposed by Richard Jebb in 1882.111 In his biography of Bentley, Jebb states that the classical scholar’s failure may have been due to a combination of two factors: the litigation he was involved in his later years, and ‘a growing sense of complexity in the problem of the text, especially after he became better acquainted with the Vatican readings’.112 In the following pages, the second factor is discussed at length. Based on his contemporary text-critical scholarship, Jebb applies the text-type theory of Westcott and Hort to the three great majuscules Bentley had access to (Alexandrinus, Ephraemi, and Vaticanus). By means of the remarkable differences between the ‘Syrian’ and the ‘Pre-Syrian’ text-types, Jebb concludes his reconstruction of Bentley’s encounter with Vaticanus by stating,
 
             
              The reader will now be able to imagine the effect which must have been gradually wrought on Bentley’s mind, as he came to know the Vaticanus better. With his rare tact and insight, he could hardly fail to perceive that this was a document of first-rate importance, yet one of which the evidence could not be satisfactorily reconciled with the comparatively simple hypothesis which he had based on the assumed primacy of the Alexandrine.113
 
            
 
            Turning into the twentieth century, Adam Fox seems to have been the first one who elaborated on Jebb’s hypothesis. In 1954 he published a monograph on Mill and Bentley, in which a chapter is devoted to Bentley’s edition of the New Testament.114 Accordingly, several closely related factors might have caused Bentley to abstain from the project. In particular, it was the second collation of Vaticanus that apparently became the determining point:
 
             
              [T]he new collation, which was presumably more accurate, would make it unavoidable for Bentley to modify very materially the standpoint from which he had started to form his text. We have no reason to think that he attempted such a modification, which would virtually mean beginning the work all over again at the age of sixty-seven. He gave up, and practically undertook no more direct services to the cause of Greek Testament studies.115
 
            
 
            A similar reconstruction was offered by William L. Petersen in the late twentieth century. In an article posthumously published in 2012 on Bentley and New Testament textual criticism,116 Petersen proposes that for Bentley there were three significant obstacles when he announced his ambitious project in 1720: (1) the age issue (Bentley was already fifty-eight at that time), (2) its extensive scope, and (3) the impact of the ‘newly discovered’ variants on his theoretical basis.117 For the present discussion, the third obstacle is particularly relevant. According to Petersen, since Bentley’s plan was to reconstruct the text at the time of the Council of Nicaea, his theory presumed that there should have been only one single recension in the fourth century. However, in light of the fact that modern textual critics discern at least three recensions back to the second century, Petersen assures his reader that it was impossible for Bentley to achieve this goal. More specifically, Petersen’s reconstruction requires Vaticanus to play a vital role: it was the readings of this very manuscript that made Bentley aware of his theory’s inadequacy. In Petersen’s words,
 
             
              It was clear that Vaticanus, a very ancient manuscript, did not fit into Bentley’s stemma; indeed, its readings led him to realize that the whole basis for his edition was flawed. He would have to redraw his stemma, allowing for at least two major recensions in the fourth century, and this effectively rendered unachievable the goal of his edition: to recover a single recension in the fourth century.118
 
            
 
            Based on Fox and Petersen’s works, Epp’s recent article can be seen as the latest representative of the Vaticanus hypothesis as such. In a 2015 article that describes the text-critical environment in the mid-nineteenth century, the time when Codex Sinaiticus (ℵ 01) appeared in European scholarly communities, one can find an excursus entitled ‘Bentley’s Surrender in Face of Codex Vaticanus’.119 The section tells a dramatic narrative of why Bentley abandoned his New Testament project. According to Epp’s reconstruction, the story goes as follows. In 1726 Bentley already had a collation of Vaticanus. But in that year he received information from his nephew Thomas, who sent him from Rome a collation of three chapters in the manuscript, which indicates the first collation to be less than accurate. Bentley therefore requested another thorough collation, hoping that the new one would show Vaticanus to be closer to his expected text, a text that tallied with Alexandrinus and the Latin manuscripts. However, it was indeed this second collation – which arrived at Cambridge in 1729 – that forced him to give up the whole project. Epp states confidently,
 
             
              Occasioned by the fuller collation of Vaticanus, Bentley’s moment of resurgent interest in his languishing project was sent crashing to the ground, and that became the fate also of his entire scheme. … Ironically, then, Codex Vaticanus, a premier manuscript for text-critical work ever since its full availability, became the death knell for the most ambitious and systematically ordered project of early modern times.120
 
            
 
            However, did Vaticanus really serve as the ‘death knell’ for Bentley’s edition as suggested by Epp? By tracing its origin and development in the past two centuries, there seem to be few historical grounds for establishing this now-popular hypothesis. On the contrary, this hypothesis appears to have been based on the perception of late-nineteenth-century textual scholarship, notable after Westcott and Hort established the prestigious status of this manuscript.
 
            As we have noticed above, the way in which Bentley made text-critical decisions was not an either-or mechanism as the supporters of this hypothesis suggest. Instead, rather than slavishly accepting the text from a ‘superior’ source – be it Alexandrinus or Vaticanus – he weighed the available witnesses much more subtly.121 In other words, our analysis of Bentley’s interleaved edition serves as another counterpoint against the Vaticanus hypothesis as such.
 
            Instead of seeking a purely text-critical explanation, it is more plausible to explain Bentley’s abandonment as the result of many, varied factors. First of all, a practical aspect could have played an important role. As said, his 1720 Proposals immediately raised serious attacks, which were actually part of endless quarrels that occupied him in the last decades of his life. Such a series of unpleasant events constantly interrupted him from his preparation of the proposed edition, as the words of his biographer James Henry Monk illustrate:
 
             
              [T]he contest which he waged with his prosecutors allowed him but little intermission for several years; and in those short intervals other literary objects were pressed upon him, and when at length greater leisure arrived, it found him disabled by age for the exertion requisite to complete the work.122
 
            
 
            There is another reason from real-life situations that needs to be taken into consideration. That is, John Walker’s premature death in 1741 could have prevented the project from being continued. As discussed above, as a long-time and reliable assistant of this project, Walker kept collating manuscripts until the late 1730s. If he – who was some thirty years younger than Bentley – had lived longer, the classical scholar would have not left his New Testament materials to his nephew but to this close fellow and assistant, who would have been more likely to finish the proposed edition.123 In reality, however, the edition was never realised, and those invaluable materials still remain on the bookshelves of Trinity College.
 
            There may be yet a final reason, originating from Bentley’s personality and the way in which he used to prepare critical editions. It is illuminating to refer to one of his classical works at this point. In 1722, Bentley made a complete revision of the Hellenistic medical poet Nicander’s Theriaca. He went through an older edition and wrote down his notes in the margins of that edition. However, after giving this annotated edition to his friend Mead, it remained unpublished for many decades. Only in 1814 – roughly a century later – after Monk discovered this material in the British Museum, was it published to let Bentley’s contribution be known to classical scholarship.124 This example shows two notable features. First, Bentley’s working method as shown in his annotated edition of Theriaca is almost identical to what we have noticed in his interleaved New Testament edition. The second feature is that – rather than making a final, publishable version – Bentley seems to have been more stimulated by solving riddles among texts and variants. A look at his interleaved edition of the New Testament may confirm such an impression (see Figures 6 and 7). There we encounter a ceaseless spirit in searching for questions and providing solutions. Therefore, instead of pursuing the final form of the New Testament text, it is not unlikely that Bentley is simply intrigued by the progress of preparing it and offering ingenious answers. In a way one could even say that regardless of all the historical circumstances, his edition might always remain unfinished and in progress.
 
            
              [image: ]
                Figure 6: Bentley’s working edition (Cambridge, Wren Library of Trinity College, Adv.a.2.2, p. 280), containing Gal 4:26–5:21. © The Master and Fellows of Trinity College, Cambridge.
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                Figure 7: Bentley’s working apparatus (Cambridge, Wren Library of Trinity College, Adv.a.2.2, p. 280 supplement), showing text-critical notes in Bentley’s hand on Gal 4:26–5:21. © The Master and Fellows of Trinity College, Cambridge.

             
           
          
            3.6 Conclusions
 
            This chapter has offered a comprehensive examination of Bentley’s involvement with Codex Vaticanus, focusing on the archive entries that directly relate to his New Testament enterprise. In contrast to the limitations of textual scholarship up to his time, Bentley had far more advanced knowledge of this manuscript. In particular, the two collations made at his requests contained variant readings in all the remaining parts of the New Testament, thus providing him with an extensive – albeit not perfect – picture of the manuscript’s text. Moreover, despite the dominance of the Latinisation theory in his day, as shown in the previous chapters, Bentley regarded our manuscript as one of the pillars to reconstruct the text. This accurate judgement was based on his pioneering methodology and his critical thinking as a well-trained classicist. From an historical point of view, Bentley’s recognition of the manuscript’s value anticipated the opinion of critical scholarship that would only be seriously considered in the nineteenth century.
 
            However, there are still shortcomings in Bentley’s use of Vaticanus. Concerning the data he obtained, on the one hand, the two collations did not always distinguish the original hand and the different correctors in the manuscript. This clearly reflected the restricted knowledge of Greek palaeography those early-eighteenth-century collators had. Consequently, this sort of imprecise information occasionally prevented Bentley from making accurate decisions. As for the method employed, on the other hand, he sometimes disregarded the Vaticanus readings due to his methodological preference. That is, he tended to favour readings that are supported by both Greek and Latin traditions. This tendency can be explained in the light of one of his premises: the reconstructed Greek text should have coincided with the Latin version. A remarkable twist can be noticed here: for Erasmus the conformity with the Vulgate is the main reason for disregarding Vaticanus, but for Bentley its agreement with the Latin tradition rather proves its superiority. And yet, some readings of Vaticanus are rejected because of their dissimilarity to the Latin renderings.
 
            In addition to Bentley’s New Testament project and his use of Vaticanus, the present chapter has also discussed a now-popular hypothesis that proposes the manuscript was in fact the vital factor for Bentley to abandon his project. By tracing the origin and development of this ‘Vaticanus hypothesis’ back to the text-critical atmosphere of the late nineteenth century, I have argued that this hypothesis seems to be engaged in speculation. In other words, somewhat ironically, our concentrated analysis of Vaticanus has diminished the plausibility of a hypothesis that exclusively promotes this manuscript’s superiority. Although the exact reason for Bentley’s abandonment is impossible to reconstruct, the alternative explanations given above – two practical ones and one that considers his personality – are rooted in actual facts. Indeed, the last one has directly arisen from the investigation of the many materials of his New Testament project.
 
            Despite the fact that he never finished his edition, Bentley’s text-critical legacy and his Vaticanus collations would have great influences on the following generations of scholarship. We will now turn in the next chapter to focus on Wettstein – once a protégé of Bentley – and his contemporaries in the first half of the eighteenth century.
 
           
        
 
      
       
         
          Chapter 4 Contestation and Polemics: Wettstein and His Contemporaries
 
        
 
         
           
            These can suffice with regard to the Greek New Testament Vatican manuscript, to which applies in every court and rightly so, as spread by the common proverb: He is praised by some, blamed by others. For in fact not even Jupiter pleases all, and its pleasure attracts every possible critic – Johann Adam Osiander1
 
          
 
           
            [Wettstein] observed certain phenomena very accurately; but he accounted for them with as little accuracy as the inventors of some of the old systems of astronomy explained the motions of the heavenly bodies – Samuel Prideaux Tregelles2
 
          
 
          In the previous two chapters, we have examined the scholarly perception of Codex Vaticanus up to the time of Mill and considered the insights offered by Bentley. The present chapter will continue to explore textual scholarship in the first half of the eighteenth century, notably that of Johann Jakob Wettstein (1693–1754) and his two influential works. First, based on previous scholarship, in his 1730 Prolegomena Wettstein offered an overview of Vaticanus, one of the few majuscules that he never had the opportunity to examine with his own eyes. Second, in his 1751–1752 Novum Testamentum Graecum, he established a numbering system for the Greek manuscripts of the New Testament, including the denotation of the siglum ‘B’ to this manuscript.3 In addition, a considerable amount of data on its readings was collected and stored in the critical apparatus of his edition. By focusing on the development in Wettstein’s thought and the changes he made in the course of time, as well as analysing important text-critical works from his contemporaries, this chapter will provide an integrated examination of his use of and opinion on Vaticanus.4
 
          
            4.1 Vaticanus in Early-Eighteenth-Century Scholarship
 
            To better locate Wettstein’s contributions, it is important to start with an analysis of relevant text-critical works concerning Codex Vaticanus published in the first decade of the eighteenth century. Alongside our discussion of Mill’s remarks found in the ‘Prolegomena’ of his 1707 edition, this analysis provides a sketch of the scholarly consensus on the manuscript at that time, thereby forming the point of departure for Wettstein’s exploration.5
 
            While Mill’s New Testament edition was still in its final stage, a piece of information on the manuscript was found in Johann Georg Pritius’s long-standing handbook Introductio in Lectionem Novi Testamenti, published in 1704.6 In the chapter on New Testament manuscripts, Pritius places Vaticanus as one of the three ancient manuscripts, alongside Codices Bezae and Alexandrinus.7 In his second edition of 1722, he further adds a footnote on Vaticanus, indicating that some doubt has been raised: ‘That manuscript was written in square letters, which nevertheless do not always prove the antiquity of manuscripts, because books with the character of this kind are found written in eighth and tenth centuries.’8 This remark illustrates that the antiquity of Vaticanus was questioned in the first decade of the century.
 
            A fuller description of the Vatican manuscript was given in 1709 by Jacques Lelong, who in his first volume of the Bibliotheca sacra collected many citations about this manuscript from previous scholarship.9 Most of them concerned its use in the critical study of the Septuagint, and the letters from Sepúlveda and Mill’s recent published edition were also mentioned.10 Among those citations a remark by Lelong himself deserves particular attention:
 
             
              This manuscript, in which many corrections by a very recent hand are found, is not so ancient nor reliable, since the scribe often made mistakes, as an eyewitness (E. R.) wrote to me who inspected it and diligently examined it.11
 
            
 
            This remark is noteworthy in two aspects. First, Lelong indicated that the Vatican manuscript has been corrected by a ‘very recent hand’ (‘manu recentiori’) to remedy the many errors made by the scribe. Second, such a negative impression came from someone who examined the manuscript in person. The abbreviated ‘E. R.’ seems to have referred to Eusèbe Renaudot, who went to Rome in 1700.12 As will become apparent, Lelong’s remark that Vaticanus contains numerous recent – and presumably more accurate – corrections would play an important role in Wettstein’s judgement on the value of this manuscript.
 
            However, not every scholar in that period disregarded the value of our manuscript. A notable exception is found in the work of Christoph Matthäus Pfaff. Published in the same year as Lelong’s volume, Pfaff offered an opposite opinion in his Dissertatio critica.13 For him, Vaticanus was not only one of the ancient New Testament manuscripts, but it was in fact the most important one. He stated, ‘Among the manuscripts of the New Testament that are now extant, I do not reckon any other manuscript of the same age that should be awarded the same rank and the same authority.’ Then the mainstream point of view as shown in Mill’s ‘Prolegomena’ was challenged as he further claimed, ‘But the Roman manuscript of the New Testament is superior and is more ancient than all the other manuscripts.’14 How did Pfaff reach such a remarkable conclusion? In the following pages, he made clear that his judgement was based on Burnet’s eyewitness account: the apparent similarity between the letters of this manuscript and the characters engraved on the ancient Hippolytus statue was brought to the fore.15 However, Pfaff lamented that despite its great value, the last portions of this ancient manuscript have been lost and its text has been thoroughly retouched:
 
             
              This one thing is to be entirely lamented, partly that the manuscript has been worn away due to antiquity, so that the final part of the Epistle to the Hebrews, together with other Pauline letters – to Timothy, Titus, and Philemon, and the entire Revelation, so described by L. A. Zaccagni, is lacking; partly, indeed, that it was so handled and corrupted by those who published it, that fresh ink has generally been superimposed on all the lines, before it went to press. Certainly for this reason, the genuine reading of the Roman manuscript cannot be distinguished anymore, if perhaps the editors were negligent, which could easily happen, and these men should rather have given a transcript of this manuscript, but they did not consider this matter properly.16
 
            
 
            What is notable is Pfaff’s comment on the Roman Septuagint edition. According to him, the Roman editors were responsible for retouching the entire manuscript with ‘fresh ink’ (‘novum … atramentum’), and they introduced many corrupted readings due to their lethargy.17
 
            There is another place where Vaticanus is mentioned by early-eighteenth-century scholars, albeit merely in passing. In his first edition of the Greek New Testament, published in 1711, Gerhard von Mastricht referred to the manuscript three times while discussing textual variants, all from Lucas Brugensis’s comments.18 In short, together with Lucas Brugensis’s notes as well as Simon and Mill’s works at hand, the references discussed above were perhaps the only available pieces of information on Vaticanus that Wettstein could have found when he was a theological student in his hometown of Basel.19
 
           
          
            4.2 Vaticanus in Wettstein’s 1730 Prolegomena
 
            Apart from the publications of his time, some personal connections might also have influenced Wettstein’s impression of our manuscript. The first one concerns his connection with Bentley. As mentioned above (§ 3.2), between his first meeting with the Cambridge classical scholar in 1715 and his return to Basel in late 1716, Wettstein worked for Bentley to collate New Testament manuscripts, most of which were kept in Paris. At that time Bentley had not yet requested the first collation of Vaticanus, so Wettstein was not able to have advanced knowledge of it. Yet, the method proposed by Bentley – namely to favour ancient majuscules – has undoubtedly influenced this young critic’s way of thinking, as will be shown below in the discussion of his Prolegomena.
 
            After he left England, Wettstein still paid attention to Bentley’s New Testament project. Notably, he must have been aware that his former patron had successfully received a certain collation of Vaticanus. The information did not come directly from Bentley, but from his friend Johann Daniel Schöpflin, in a letter dated 28 June 1729.20 Currently kept in the University Library of the University of Amsterdam, this letter deserves to be discussed at some length. First of all, in it, Schöpflin informs his friend that, as current rumours in England indicated, Bentley’s New Testament project is not realised. He then reports that Bentley’s nephew Thomas recently consulted the Codex Vaticanus in Rome. In Schöpflin’s own words:
 
             
              Monsieur Bentlej m’a rompu la tete de son vaste dessein; qui sera reduit a rien, a l’aveu meme des Anglois. Son neveu etoit a Rome peu de tems avant que j’y fus, arrivé pour y conferez le fameux MS. dont vous parlés.21 La medisance a dit qu’il etoit obligé de retourner en son pais pour se faire guerir d’un mal, qui est regardé comme presqu’incurable en Italie; on s’en delivre plus viste en France et en Angleterre; il y sera retourné presentement suivant ce que l’oncle m’a dit luy meme.22
 
            
 
            Accordingly, it seems that in their previous correspondence Wettstein had mentioned our manuscript (‘le fameux MS. dont vous parlés’), but regrettably no trace remains.23 In a later part of the letter, Schöpflin further offers his first-hand impression of this manuscript:
 
             
              J’ai vû a differentes reprises le MS. grec de la Bible au Vatican, et j’en ai copié un echantillon, dont je vous enverrai une copie quand vous voudrés; les corrections n’y sont pas frequentes, il sen faut bien qu’il y en ait tant comme dans le MS. de la Biblioth. du Roy d’Anglet. que le Patriarche d’Alexandrie luy a envoié.24
 
            
 
            What is interesting is the remark on the manuscript’s corrections, which, according to Schöpflin, are not very frequent and similar to what one finds in Alexandrinus. He also mentions a sample collation that he made and is willing to send a copy to Wettstein.25
 
            He further supposes that Thomas Bentley would have probably gone back to Rome to examine Vaticanus, which means that it would be then unavailable to others:
 
             
              Comme le jeune Bentlej s’est saisi probablement pour le present du vieux MS. du Vatican, dont vous souhaiteriés une collation, on aura peut etre de la peine a en tirez quelque chose jusqu’à ce qu’il aura achevé ses variantes. Cependant si vous voulés j’ecrirai pour cela a Rome.26
 
            
 
            It is indeed true that our manuscript was engaged at Bentley’s request around that time, but it was Rulotta – not Thomas – who made the collation for Bentley.27
 
            In short, this letter allows us to glimpse a particular source on Vaticanus that Wettstein received right before the publication of his 1730 Prolegomena. Although he did not get direct access to it, he did try his best to obtain some pieces of information about the manuscript through Schöpflin’s eyes.
 
            Based on previous scholarship and his personal connections, Wettstein offered an overarching description of Codex Vaticanus in the Prolegomena, a work anonymously published in Amsterdam in 1730. In the chapter on the first class of ancient manuscripts, Vaticanus is introduced as the third manuscript, following Alexandrinus and Ephraemi.28 In this three-page introduction, Wettstein summarises the scholarly discussions of this manuscript up to his time. He starts with a long citation from Zaccagni, mentioning the chapter division of Vaticanus and the lack of the last portions of its New Testament part.29 He then addresses the issue of dating by stating that, although the editors of the Roman Septuagint considered it preceded the time of Jerome, there are many recent corrections:
 
             
              In it many corrections by a recent hand are found, as the author of Bibliotheca sacra declares that he discovered from eyewitness testimony, who examined it accurately and diligently; nevertheless the corrections are far less than those in the Alexandrine, as I learned from another trustworthy witness.30
 
            
 
            The first piece of information is from Lelong, as we have seen above. In the light of the aforementioned letter from Schöpflin, it is very likely that he is the other ‘trustworthy witness’ referred to here. More importantly, this citation is followed by Wettstein’s critique of the Latinisation theory, as proposed by Erasmus and supported by Simon and Mill. He writes,
 
             
              It [the Vatican manuscript] often agrees with the ancient Latin translation, whence Simon and Mill have judged after Erasmus that it has been noted down by a Latin scribe and corrected according to a Latin exemplar. Nevertheless, I am unwilling to stand by their judgement, for Erasmus has attempted to declare all other manuscripts suspicious in order to gain authority of his own manuscripts, which were neither the best nor the most ancient. But influenced by the man’s authority, Mill and Simon followed Erasmus too carelessly and rashly, nor did they keep in mind that parts of the disputing judgement in this controversy do not support them.31
 
            
 
            What is remarkable is the way Wettstein criticises Erasmus’s dominant theory: the humanist simply rejected all the manuscripts that disagreed with those supporting his editions.32 Mill and Simon’s endorsement of the theory is also invalid in Wettstein’s opinion. As will be further demonstrated, Wettstein’s criticism is based on his preference for ancient manuscripts. After this comment, another argument is added to debunk the Latinisation theory, that is, since the consensus agrees that the Old Testament part of this manuscript is very venerable and accurate, it is difficult to presume its New Testament part to be thoroughly distorted and corrupted.
 
            A related issue is then addressed, concerning whether Vaticanus was used by the editors of the Complutensian Polyglot. Although Erasmus constantly referred to those Vatican manuscripts used by the Complutensian editors to support his text-critical decisions,33 Wettstein cogently questions this presumption. According to Wettstein, the polyglot edition has too many errors, so it is not possible to trace the evidence of any Vatican manuscript used therein, let alone the one currently under discussion.34
 
            In his last paragraph on Vaticanus, Wettstein refers to several citations from Erasmus and his correspondence with Sepúlveda, Bombace, and Stunica.35 These are followed by a reference given by the philologist Johann Heinrich Hottinger.36 Next to this, Wettstein lists several names who have provided first-hand information on the manuscript, including Werner, Agellius,37 and Maldonatus.38 Despite all their efforts, Wettstein concludes this section by regretting that ‘this manuscript has not yet been collated accurately enough with the editions’.39
 
            In conclusion, in his 1730 Prolegomena Wettstein offers a helpful overview of Codex Vaticanus. Although exclusively relying on secondary literature, he challenges the presumption of the Latinisation theory. For him, this manuscript is a valuable witness for reconstructing the Greek text of the New Testament. In fact, that he introduces Vaticanus right after Alexandrinus and Ephraemi – at that time regarded by him as two of the best manuscripts – may also reflect well his preference for ancient manuscripts.40 There is a good illustration of his opinion on these manuscripts in the last part of the Prolegomena, namely the eighteenth principle of the ‘Animadversiones et cautiones ad examen Variarum Lectionum N. T. necessariae’.41 In this set of nineteen text-critical principles, Wettstein offers a holistic theory for examining variant readings of the New Testament text.42 The penultimate principle is the following: ‘The reading of the majority of the manuscripts, the rest being equal, is to be preferred.’43 Nevertheless, the rule should not be applied to every circumstance, as Wettstein warns his reader:
 
             
              Yet, this rule does not shed much light on doubtful and controversial passages: first, because of the clear restriction that the rest is not equal; second, because the ancient manuscripts, that should be granted the highest authority, reached us in a very reduced number, and compared to them the younger ones do not have any weight. And indeed, manuscripts should be weighed on the basis of their authority, not of their number.44
 
            
 
            Here we find Wettstein’s conviction on the value of ancient manuscripts, as well as the famous maxim ‘manuscripts should be weighed on the basis of their authority, not of their number’.45 Indeed, this maxim in a way summarises his opinion on Codex Vaticanus at the time when he published the Prolegomena.
 
           
          
            4.3 Developments in Scholarly Discussions of Vaticanus
 
            
              4.3.1 Bengel’s Contributions
 
              Wettstein’s Prolegomena were intentionally prepared for his planned Greek New Testament edition, but it actually took him more than two decades to materialise that edition, which was eventually published in two volumes in 1751 and 1752.46 During the span of these twenty years, his opinion on ancient manuscripts – including Codex Vaticanus – dramatically changed. As will become apparent, the change was probably influenced by his reaction to Johann Albrecht Bengel (1687–1752), a contemporary textual scholar and Lutheran clergyman. Therefore, before moving to the examination of Wettstein’s use of Vaticanus in his magnum opus, it is necessary to sketch the development of scholarship between 1730 and the appearance of Wettstein’s edition. In what follows, Bengel’s contributions to the scholarly discussions of this manuscript will be first introduced.47
 
              A few years after the appearance of Wettstein’s Prolegomena, Bengel published his Novum Testamentum Graecum in 1734.48 Alongside the text and the accompanying apparatus containing significant variant readings, he also provided a five-hundred-page ‘Apparatus criticus’ as the clearest demonstration of his text-critical judgement both in theory and in practice.49 In the first part ‘Introductio’, Bengel’s famous ‘rule of thumb’ for determining the value of textual variants is explicitly given.50 In order to understand his opinion on Vaticanus, it is worth introducing this text-critical principle here:
 
               
                The Prodromus of this work had proposed to comprehend the whole textual criticism in one single very concise rule: and we have set the previous discussion so that it would provide this rule explicitly unfolded … Yet we have changed the discussion of the rule, that reads the harder reading is superior to the easier.51
 
              
 
              Moreover, this so-called ‘harder reading principle’ can and should be applied to a broader context, as shown in his explanation of the word ‘proclive’:
 
               
                Certainly, proclive is the fact that a scribe changes what should not be changed either by chance, or by intention, or both by chance and intention; but proclive is also the fact that recent manuscripts hesitate compared with ancient ones; [proclive are] Greek or Latin manuscripts (compared with) the Greek and the Latin together, few manuscripts compared to many, and manuscripts close to each other to manuscripts of different regions, languages and centuries.52
 
              
 
              In other words, according to Bengel, readings of ancient manuscripts are harder than those of the recent ones, and readings with attestation from both the Greek and the Latin texts are harder than readings only supported by either Greek or Latin. As will be demonstrated below, he does apply these guidelines to evaluate readings from Codex Vaticanus. Indeed, this manuscript is among the group of very ancient manuscripts (‘antiquissimi’), mentioned in another place in the ‘Introductio’.53
 
              Nevertheless, unlike his full-scale analysis of Alexandrinus,54 throughout Bengel’s ‘Apparatus criticus’ our manuscript is never highlighted but only mentioned in passing. It is even absent from the lists at the beginning of each New Testament book in the ‘Tractatio’, where he was accustomed to place all the witnesses under consideration.55 Due to the limited data available, he merely refers to the manuscript twenty-six times among the thousands of variant readings he discusses across the whole New Testament.56 Most of its references are from Erasmus and Lucas Brugensis, probably culled from Mill’s edition. A typical example is found in Bengel’s comment on the textual variations of ἡ ἕως τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ὑψωθεῖσα, ἕως ᾅδου καταβιβασθήσῃ in Matt 11:23:
 
               
                from μή up to ὑψωθήσῃ; and then for καταβιβασθήσῃ, καταβήσῃ: Ethiopic, Latin, and thence Barberini 1, and also – perhaps the same one – the Vatican manuscript, …57
 
              
 
              Bengel probably knew this Vaticanus reading from Lucas Brugensis’s note. More important is his remark on the Barberini manuscript, namely the identification of Vaticanus with one of the manuscripts collated by Caryophilus. Remarks of the same kind – ‘perhaps the same one’ (‘idem fortasse’) – recur in thirteen other places where the attestation contains one ‘Barberini codex’ and Vaticanus.58 In other words, despite only having very few pieces of information, Bengel was still able to observe their resemblance and offer a bold and correct judgement. This identification was indeed ahead of his time, especially in the light of Mill’s confusion about these two sources.59
 
              A fuller statement given by Bengel on the Barberini manuscripts can be found in his later work Gnomon Novi Testamenti of 1742. In a comment on the variant reading ἕως οὗ ἔτεκεν τόν υἱόν in Matt 1:25, he indicates that, instead of the Textus Receptus reading τὸν υἱὸν αὐτῆς τὸν πρωτότοκον, attention should be given to the alternative:
 
               
                The same reading [ἕως οὗ ἔτεκεν τὸν υἱόν] is found in the manuscript Barberini 1, by which name we suppose that the celebrated Vatican manuscript to be meant in this place; and we have been aware that the same reading was once a Latin translator’s, not by means of an uncertain trace afterwards. … If Barberini 1 and the Coptic drew this reading from Greek manuscripts, then they have great weight, but if on the other hand they received it from the Latin, they greatly corroborate the genuine reading of the very ancient Latin translator.60
 
              
 
              Apart from the identification with Vaticanus, his way of evaluating this Barberini manuscript is also interesting: its textual value should not be disregarded, even if it could have originated from the Latin.
 
              In another place of his Gnomon, Bengel mentions the contrasting quality of the collations from Codices Alexandrinus and Vaticanus:
 
               
                those which are known to have been carefully collated, see the Greek Alexandrine [manuscript]; from those which are not known to have been carefully collated, or which are known to have been carelessly collated, see the Greek [manuscript] from the Vatican, which otherwise would be hardly equal.61
 
              
 
              Also noteworthy is a lengthy remark on the comparison between these two manuscripts found almost at the end of this work, where Bengel deals with the reading of πάντων in Rev 22:21, the last verse of the entire New Testament:
 
               
                Some add, ὑμῶν, and ἀμήν. … One copyist that omits is better than ten that add it as it pleases them. Up to the last line the Alexandrine maintains its own excellent simplicity. The learned dispute whether this or the Vatican is a superior manuscript, as the recent Orationum Triga by the famous professor of Tübingen Johann Adam Osiander sufficiently shows.62 First of all, whatever there is, either of antiquity in each or of opinions concerning the different age of each, it is not so great as to change the purity of the reading, in which the natural quality of every manuscript is situated. Second, in the Old Testament Grabe has demonstrated that the Alexandrine is superior;63 the same is certainly more advantageous in the New Testament, because we know its readings, having been accurately examined, and because it has Revelation and many other sections, which the Vatican has lost. In other sections of the New Testament which both retain, which one is better cannot be defined, inasmuch as either there are almost no extracts from the Vatican, or we by no means have separate extracts from its corrections and from other manuscripts’ extracts.64
 
              
 
              From this remark two elements deserve attention: the general superiority of Alexandrinus and the lack of accurate collations of Vaticanus. On the one hand, Bengel relies on consensus to rank Alexandrinus above Vaticanus in the Septuagint text, and regards the former to be superior because a higher proportion of the New Testament has been retained therein. On the other hand, it is interesting to note that he seems somewhat ambivalent on deciding which manuscript is the better one, especially given the limited access to the variant readings of Vaticanus.65
 
              Some more additions were found in the second edition of Bengel’s Apparatus criticus, posthumously published in 1762.66 In his comment on Jas 1:3, discussions of the classification of ‘text-types’ are added and some guiding rules are given, including a particular rule concerning Vaticanus:
 
               
                Where the Vatican manuscript or Barberini 1 agrees with the Latin reading unfamiliar nowadays as this place [omission of τῆς πίστεως],67 it is evidence of the most ancient reading, whether it has followed Greek or Latin copies.68
 
              
 
              A few pages later, while he addresses the Latin version, the name of our manuscript recurs:
 
               
                The Latin version is from the African family: if any single Asiatic Greek manuscript could be associated with it, it would be easier. Now since none of this type is at hand, the Alexandrine, which must be accepted for the time being, has come. I see all the time that the Vatican manuscript alone is brought against this, but I have shown in Gnomon, p. 1207, that it is a vain judgement.69
 
              
 
              According to Bengel’s emerging classification theory, Codex Alexandrinus almost stands alone as the only Greek witness in his ‘African family’, together with the Ethiopic, Coptic, and Latin versions. The other witnesses mostly belong to the ‘Asiatic family’.70 Here he also states that despite the fact that Codex Vaticanus is often brought against his text-critical framework, any such refutation on the basis of this manuscript is in vain, as the above remark attests, the Alexandrine is superior to and more complete than the Vatican manuscript.
 
              To summarise, due to the lack of accurate information, Vaticanus was never fully treated in Bengel’s several text-critical works, and its readings were only mentioned in a few places. Nevertheless, for him the manuscript was still very valuable, perhaps second only to Alexandrinus. Another contribution Bengel offered was the identification of Vaticanus with one of the Barberini manuscripts. Through his text-critical intuition, he was able to make such an accurate judgement even though only very little data was available to him. As will become apparent, Bengel’s edition and his approach – in particular the ‘harder reading principle’ – would become vital for Wettstein to formulate an opposite criterion for the evaluation of ancient manuscripts.
 
             
            
              4.3.2 Other Works Between 1730 and 1751
 
              Apart from Bengel’s contributions, in the period between Wettstein’s 1730 Prolegomena and his New Testament edition, there were some other publications worthy of consideration regarding our manuscript.
 
              The first relevant work appeared in 1734, just a few years after Wettstein’s Prolegomena. In his Exercitatio critica qua antiquitas Johann Samuel Hichtel argued that the Roman manuscript (that is, Codex Vaticanus) is superior to Codex Alexandrinus.71 Based on Burnet’s account and notably the dating of the statue of Hippolytus, Hichtel attempted to prove that the former manuscript is far better than the latter regarding their age and quality. According to him, Vaticanus would be dated to the third century or the beginning of the fourth, which is much earlier than Alexandrinus.72 Following Pfaff’s opinion, he questioned the Latinisation theory by challenging Mill’s point of view, the main antagonist in his Exercitatio.73 Hichtel further demonstrated the reason why the Vatican manuscript should be very ancient, even with the possibility of it having been partially transcribed from the autographs.74 Nevertheless, although he should be remembered as one of the first scholars who was entirely convinced by the superiority of Vaticanus, Hichtel’s reasoning was based on less solid ground. Not only did he rely on secondary literature and imprecise information, but he also neglected those works containing the data of the manuscript. In fact, throughout the book he almost never addressed any single variant reading, except for the famous Comma.75 In other words, Hichtel merely considered the issue in theory, but not in practice.
 
              In addition to Hichtel’s singular work was a concise description given in the revised edition of Pritius’s Introductio, continued by Karl Gottlob Hofmann in 1737.76 Somewhat surprisingly, unlike Pritius, who questioned the antiquity of Vaticanus, Hofmann valued this manuscript highly. By referring to several well-known sources, he sketched some of the manuscript’s characteristics including its scripts, content, and the debate on its text-critical quality. Concerning its dating, in particular, he considered it to be written in around 380 CE.77 For present purposes, it is important to note that Hofmann heavily relied on Pfaff’s opinion:
 
               
                Let the Vatican manuscript be set forth with the highest praises. It is very difficult to deny the antiquity of this manuscript, since it carries infallible signs of antiquity, as cited above. However, it is lamented that now the manuscript has been diminished in many places to such a degree that those who edited it introduced fresh ink upon its lines: by bad counsel, if I am not mistaken, for in such a way the authority of the manuscript depending on autopsy has been destroyed. For how easily could the one who superimposed black ink above to deviate from the truth?78
 
              
 
              Here Hofmann moved one step further to be suspicious of the intention of those who had retouched the manuscript. That is to say, the work was made in order to destroy the use of all first-hand examinations, since the genuine text of the Vatican manuscript has been covered by the retouched and corrupted readings.79
 
              Pfaff’s insight into the age of Vaticanus further influenced Johann Adam Osiander, once a student of Pfaff. In the first speech of his Orationum academicarum triga of 1742, similar argumentation was given to address this hotly debated issue of the manuscript.80 Regarding the content of the speech, nothing new was brought to the fore. Osiander referred to Zaccagni’s descriptions, the statue of Hippolytus as mentioned by Pfaff, Hichtel’s arguments, and also remarks from Sepúlveda in his letter to Erasmus.81 In short, through Pfaff’s effort the account of Burnet seems to have gradually been noticed by textual scholarship, thereby becoming a strong argument in favour of the antiquity of Vaticanus.
 
              Up to this point, all the publications mentioned above were based on indirect and secondary sources, but there were two noteworthy exceptions. In 1741, a polemical work concentrating on 1 Tim 3:16 was published by John Berriman, in which he argues for the received reading θεὸς ἐφανερώθη ἐν σαρκί (‘God was manifested in the flesh’), instead of the controversial alternative ὃς ἐφανερώθη ἐν σαρκί (‘who was manifested in the flesh’).82 In fact, Berriman’s antagonist was Wettstein, who doubted this particular clause based on his personal examination of Codex Alexandrinus.83 In his 1730 Prolegomena, Wettstein considered the reading ΟϹ therein as authentic and suspected that a second hand has corrected this to the ‘orthodox’ reading Θ̅Ϲ̅, the nomen sacrum form of θεός.84 In order to refute Wettstein’s position, Berriman tried to assemble as many witnesses as he could. For present purposes, it is instructive to note that he received collations of the Greek New Testament manuscripts in Rome:
 
               
                I have received an account of twenty MSS. at Rome, sixteen whereof are in the Vatican Library; the other four in that of Cardinal Barberini: The latter were collated by the Librarian, and the Readings communicated to that learned Gentleman, who collated those in the Vatican himself, and from whom an account of both has transmitted to me.85
 
              
 
              Yet, it was unfortunate for Berriman, since two of the collated manuscripts were deficient in the Letters to Timothy, let alone the very verse he was pursuing. More importantly, one of the two Vatican manuscripts was called ‘Sixtus Quintus’s MS.’, since it was the base text for the Septuagint edition issued by Pope Sixtus V in 1587.86 In other words, that manuscript is without doubt our Codex Vaticanus.
 
              In other parts of his book, Berriman provides further remarks on this manuscript, which were based on the eyewitness account of ‘that learned Gentleman’. The manuscript is introduced as follows: ‘The Vatican MS. eminently so called, as being the most known, and most ancient in the Vatican Library.’87 Berriman’s description makes clear that the manuscript is the definite one in the Vatican, without the need for any clarification.88 Then, after some pieces of basic information, he turns to the issue of corrections:
 
               
                It has been retouched throughout, … as I have been lately informed, by a Gentleman who examined it himself: Only, this Gentleman observes, that some Passages are to be excepted, which by mistake had been written twice over; which serve for a Specimen of the original Character, as well as a proof that the rest of the MS. has been faithfully renew’d. He adds, that the Corrections (which are many) are so managed, that for the most part they leave the original Reading still discoverable.89
 
              
 
              Given the difficulties to get direct access to the manuscript in the first half of the eighteenth century, such a description is remarkable. Indeed, from an historical perspective, an examination focusing on scribal corrections in Vaticanus was very rare.90 Interesting is the comment on those passages that have not been retouched, which – according to ‘this gentleman’ – can serve as specimens for glimpsing the manuscript’s original hand, an observation shared by present-day textual critics.91
 
              The obvious question then raised is who is ‘this gentleman’ who had the privilege to enter the Vatican Library to examine this invaluable manuscript? Although Berriman rigorously kept the source anonymous in his work, fortunately several traces have remained. A collation currently preserved by Lambeth Palace Library, London, with the shelf mark ‘Sion L40.2/E13’, was made by Thomas Wagstaffe during the time of 1738 and 1739 at the request of Berriman.92 Indeed, this collation was the very source Berriman repeatedly referred to. In it Wagstaffe collated nine specific passages from numerous Greek New Testament manuscripts in the Vatican Library and the Barberini Library.93 He also provided some descriptions of every manuscript collated, including ‘the MS. From which Sixtus V’s Septuagint was printed’.94 However, except for the part on 1 Tim 3:16, in his book Berriman did not discuss any other variant readings in the remaining passages. Consequently, all the readings collated from Vaticanus were unable to find their way into a scholarly network that was longing for further data on this manuscript. Wagstaffe’s collation was then donated to Sion College by Berriman in 1749, and later in the twentieth century it was transferred to Lambeth Palace Library where it is still kept.95
 
              Lastly, just two years before the appearance of Wettstein’s edition, Giuseppe Bianchini reproduced a page from Codex Vaticanus in his Evangeliarium quadruplex, published in 1749.96 Although it only contained a single page, taken from the upper part of the manuscript’s page 1349, this was the first-ever printed facsimile of its New Testament part (see Figure 8).97 A title was given to this image, which dates the manuscript to the fifth century: ‘The Vatican Greek manuscript marked no. 1209, which contains the Sacred Bible of the Septuagint version and the New Testament. It seems written in the beginning of the fifth century after Jesus Christ.’98 Besides the facsimile page, Bianchini collected a considerable number of citations from previous scholarship.99 For the present discussion, more important is that Wettstein must have been aware of the facsimile page, which enabled him to have a few more readings of Vaticanus included in the critical apparatus of his edition (see § 4.5.1 for further discussion).
 
              
                [image: ]
                  Figure 8: Bianchini’s reproduced facsimile (Evangeliarium quadruplex 1.2 [Rome 1749], the third page between pp. cdxcii and cdxciii). Reproduced by kind permission of the Utrecht University Library.

               
              In conclusion, two kinds of publications on Vaticanus can be distinguished in the text-critical works that appeared in the two decades between 1730 and 1751. On the one hand, some argued for the superiority of this manuscript, and one of their arguments was based on Burnet’s account of the similarity with the characters found on the Hippolytus statue. For those critics, the manuscript could probably be dated to the third century and thus surpassed the age of Alexandrinus. On the other hand, two works contained first-hand information on Vaticanus, one including an eyewitness report on the manuscript and the other a facsimile page of it. As will become apparent, Wettstein did make use of the second type of publications, notably the readings as given in the facsimile, but he seems to have dismissed the line of thought that highly appreciated the manuscript’s value.
 
             
           
          
            4.4 Wettstein’s Sources on Vaticanus
 
            Between his 1730 Prolegomena and the appearance of his New Testament edition of 1751 and 1752, not only did further scholarly discussions of Vaticanus emerge, but Wettstein himself was also busy with the preparation of his edition. Before turning to his use of the manuscript therein, it is important to delve into his work-in-progress, that is, the papers and handwritten notes he left concerning the making of his Novum Testamentum Graecum. The current investigation will shed fresh light on the way in which he culled the variant readings of Vaticanus from secondary sources.
 
            Many of Wettstein’s materials remain until the present day in various European libraries.100 Among these, one particular archive entry is of vital importance for present purposes. In the University Library of the University of Amsterdam, there is an interleaved copy of von Mastricht’s 1711 edition, with the shelf mark ‘Hs. III H 8–10’.101 This tailor-made edition was divided into three volumes, and each volume was interleaved throughout with blank pages: the first volume containing von Mastricht’s ‘Prolegomena’, critical canons, and critical notes; the second volume the Gospels; and the third from Acts to Revelation.102 Throughout these volumes one can find extensive notes in Wettstein’s own hand, written over the course of several decades.103
 
            In most of the interleaved pages in the second and the third volumes, Wettstein records variant readings noticed by him, either from manuscripts he personally collated or from secondary sources he relied on.104 All the information on Vaticanus belongs to the latter category, since he never had the opportunity to examine this manuscript with his own eyes.
 
            Throughout this interleaved edition, it seems that the standard reference Wettstein used for Vaticanus is an abbreviated term ‘Vatic.’, but other ways of referencing also occasionally appear. For instance, in the case of Matt 5:22, Wettstein writes ‘Vatic. ap Luc. B.’ in his comment on the omission of εἰκῇ. Another reference is found at Matt 6:4 on the omission of ἐν τῷ φανερῷ: ‘Vatic. ap. Brug.’, and a similar note occurs at Matt 6:18 as ‘ap. Br. Vatican.’105 In all these cases, he refers to Lucas Brugensis as his source for the Vatican manuscript. In still another place where the name of Lucas Brugensis occurs, at Luke 10:1 concerning the variant reading of the ‘seventy(-two)’, Wettstein also mentions Erasmus: ‘Vatic. a. Brug. et Erasmus.’106 It is interesting to note that Wettstein is not always consistent with the use of reference, as shown in these examples.
 
            Apart from the well-known sources of Lucas Brugensis and Erasmus, in Wettstein’s notes some other publications containing information about our manuscript can also be found. A notable one is Maldonatus, whose name occurs several times in Wettstein’s interleaved edition. Perhaps informed by Mill’s annotations,107 Wettstein became aware of Maldonatus’s commentary on the Gospels and mentioned some of the Jesuit’s comments on his interleaved pages. In the case of John 5:2, for instance, a remark is found on the preposition ἐπί: ‘Vatic. ut Ed. t. Maldon.’ (‘the Vatican manuscript as the edition, according to Maldonatus’ [‘t.’ stands for ‘teste’]), followed by a citation from Maldonatus:
 
             
              I have consulted many ancient manuscripts, and especially that most ancient and most correct Vatican manuscript, written in majuscule letters, and the most celebrated one in the whole world.108
 
            
 
            Later on, Wettstein refers to the same piece of work again on the word μένειν at John 21:22:
 
             
              v. 23 [should be v. 22 though] as the edition: ‘that reading I can read in all the Greek manuscripts, and also that most celebrated Vatican manuscript, and it is found in all the Greek explainers to the highest consensus’. – Maldonatus109
 
            
 
            In both cases Maldonatus’s information on Vaticanus is identical to the Textus Receptus, and these handwritten notes would later be transferred as text-critical entries in the critical apparatus of Wettstein’s edition (see further in § 4.5.1).110
 
            More revealing are Wettstein’s remarks on Denis Amelote, a priest of the Oratoire who was preparing a French translation of the Vulgate New Testament between 1666 and 1670.111 In fact, the name Amelote is mentioned in Wettstein’s interleaved copy more than thirty times, all related to the Vaticanus readings. It therefore deserves to be discussed in more detail.
 
            Amelote’s edition has three parts but is bound into four volumes: volume one being his translation of the Gospels; volume two on Acts, following with his comments on Matthew; volume three on the Pauline Epistles; and the last volume on the Catholic Epistles and Revelation.112 More important are the sources used by him, as he claims (or better, exaggerates) in the preface of the first volume:
 
             
              Mais quoy que la seule pureté du Latin tiré sur le plus ancien Grec, soit une preuve manifeste de l’alteration du Grec vulgaire, j’ay apporté neanmoins outre cela une diligence dont on n’avoit point oüi parler jusques icy, pour montrer la conformité du Latin avec le Grec ancien et avec le premier original. J’ay fait une exacte recherche de tous les Manuscrits Grecs d’audessus de mille ans, qui se conservent dans toute la Chrestienté, entre lesquels plusieurs sont de douze et de treize cens ans, et plusieurs approchent de ce mesme âge: et j’ay obtenu des extraits de tous.113
 
            
 
            Several aspects should be mentioned here. First, Amelote makes clear that his reason for striving for ancient Greek manuscripts was to show the conformity between Latin and ancient Greek manuscripts. The second is that he was able to collate all the Greek manuscripts over a thousand years, some of them even older.114 Later in the same paragraph he mentions that he studied manuscripts in many places, including France, Spain, Italy, England, Greece, and notably all those in the Vatican (‘tous ceux du Vatican’).
 
            Indeed, many of Amelote’s annotations do concern variant readings in Greek manuscripts, particularly those in favour of the Greek text underlying the Vulgate. Among all his comments, the one on the Comma Johanneum has drawn particular attention not only from his contemporaries but also scholars in later generations. In his comment on 1 John 5:7, Amelote claims that, in contrast to Erasmus’s annotation, he found that the Comma is attested in the most ancient manuscript in the Vatican Library:
 
             
              Elle manque dans trois MSS. du Roy, dans celuy de S. Magloire, et dans six de ceux d’Estienne. Elle manque dans le MS. d’Alexandrie, et en trois autres d’Angleterre. Elle manquoit, dit Erasme, dans un ancien MS. grec du Vatican, (mais je la trouve au contraire dans le plus ancien de cette Bibliotheque).115
 
            
 
            It is not difficult to imagine that such a statement has been cited and referred to many times, notably by those who argued the Comma as part of the genuine text.116 Many others have criticised him for providing erroneous information. However, as will be shown below, although he should be held responsible for his carelessness, the reason for Amelote’s claim may well have been more complicated than simply neglecting the fact that the Comma is absent in Vaticanus.
 
            Probably regarding his report as being completely unreliable, most textual critics did not use Amelote’s annotations at all for discovering the text of Vaticanus. However, in order to collect as much text-critical information as possible, Wettstein must have gone through all the comments of Amelote to garner relevant data.117 For instance, in the case of the words μικρῶν τούτων (‘of these little ones’) at Matt 10:42, in Wettstein’s interleaved edition a note is given on the variant reading ἐλαχίστων τούτων (‘of these smallest ones’): ‘Vatic. t. Amelott.’ (‘the Vatican manuscript, according to Amelote’).118 Further, in Matt 16:8 one can find a note in the same wording (‘Vatic. t. Amelott.’) on the Textus Receptus reading ἐλάβετε, indicating that – according to Amelote – the Vatican manuscript supports the reading ἔχετε.119 Both pieces of information can indeed be found in Amelote’s notes on Matthew, which appeared at the end of the second volume of his translation. On the former, Amelote comments,
 
             
              The common Greek has only ἕνα τῶν μικρῶν τούτων. ‘One of these little ones’. But in two very ancient manuscripts of Beza and Stephanus,120 and in the Spanish Marquis Velesian [readings], and in the most ancient Vatican [manuscript], ἐλαχίστων ‘the smallest’ is read.121
 
            
 
            On the latter, a similar formula for the attestation of witnesses is given:
 
             
              Greek οὐκ ἐλάβετε, ‘you have not obtained’. But in two very ancient manuscripts of Beza and Stephanus, and the Vatican [manuscript], and the Marquis Velesian [readings], and in like manner the Latin translation of the Cambridge manuscript, οὐκ ἔχετε, ‘have not had’; with which Arabic, Ethiopic, and Hebrew versions agree.122
 
            
 
            However, concerning Vaticanus only the second note is correct: the manuscript does read ἔχετε at Matt 16:8,123 but its reading is not ἐλαχίστων but μικρῶν in Matt 10:42. In fact, Amelote referred to our manuscript twelve times in Matthew, and yet half of the readings were incorrectly given. Among them, three inaccurate pieces of information were copied by Wettstein.124 As a matter of course, by using Amelote’s annotations Wettstein inevitably brought some of the errors into his notes, which also found their way into his critical apparatus at a later stage.
 
            Besides the inconsistent quality of Amelote’s information, another element that should be discussed here is the so-called ‘Velesian readings’, one of the sources to which he often refers in his annotations. In short, around 1570 this set of variant readings was collected by Pedro Fajardo and written on the margin of a copy of the 1550 Stephanus edition. That edition was then received by Juan Luis de la Cerda, who printed those collected readings in his Adversaria sacra in 1626.125 What is surprising is that in about two thousand readings in this collection almost every single one agreed with the Greek text underlying the Vulgate, but many readings were so unique that no attestation could be found in any known Greek manuscripts. Despite its unusual character, de la Cerda’s collection was soon included in many critical editions of the Greek New Testament, for instance Mill’s and von Mastricht’s. As someone who has tried his best to find Greek manuscripts in support of the Latin, Amelote simply embraced the Velesian readings as proof of the superiority of the Vulgate, and even considered the collection beyond all valuation.126 Yet, the authenticity of this collection would later be challenged, especially by Wettstein (see § 4.5.2).
 
            Interestingly, Amelote’s annotations on Vaticanus are not found in the other three Gospels, Acts, and the Pauline Epistles, but in the Catholic Epistles his comments of this kind occur again. In fact, in Wettstein’s handwritten notes there are at least twenty-eight references to Amelote in this small part of the New Testament.127 Some examples may show what is at stake. Among his many notes on 2 Pet 1:12, Wettstein wrote down a brief line at the end of the variant reading διὸ μελλήσω: ‘Vatic. t. Amelot’, indicating that the Vatican manuscript differs from the Textus Receptus reading διὸ οὐκ ἀμελήσω.128 Indeed, Amelote gives this piece of information on our manuscript in the note on this verse:
 
             
              je commencerai, dans le grec οὐκ ἀμελήσω, non negligam, je ne negligerai pas. Estienne a trouvé dans un de ses MSS. 9 οὐ μελλήσω, non differam, je ne differerai pas. Dans l’Alexan. et dans celuy du Vatican, διὸ μελλήσω. Il semble, dit Grotius, que l’Auteur Latin ait lû ainsi, mais paice que cette phrase n’estoit pas en usage, il est probable que l’Ecrivain qui avoit fait une ou plusieurs copies de celles que le Marquis a examinées, l’avoit expliqué par une licence commune aux Grecs par ces paroles, διὃ [sic] ἄρξομαι, c’est pourquoi je commencerai. Les Saints agissent toûjours comme s’ils ne faisoient que commencer.129
 
            
 
            Another example is found in the case of 1 Pet 1:24. Instead of the Textus Receptus reading καὶ πᾶσα δόξα ἀνθρώπου (‘all the glory of man’ – KJV), the variant reading καὶ πᾶσα δόξα αὐτῆς (‘all its glory’ – NRSV) is present in Wettstein’s handwritten notes, supported by Alexandrinus, Ephraemi, and ‘the Vatican manuscript, according to Amelote’ (‘Vatic. t. Amelot’).130 Our manuscript does read αὐτῆς, a reading we now prefer. In fact, at this point Amelote only provides a vague description that the ancient copies of Italy read καὶ πᾶσα δόξα αὐτῆς.131 It seems that Wettstein considers Vaticanus among the ancient Italian copies mentioned by Amelote, and fortunately his judgement is correct this time.132
 
            One may ask how Wettstein confirmed that Amelote’s Vatican manuscript was the same one mentioned by the previous critics such as Erasmus and Lucas Brugensis. It appeared that he made the comparison in the places where the information given by Amelote corresponds to other well-known sources. In 1 John 4:3, for instance, two handwritten notes on the omission of χριστὸν ἐν σαρκὶ ἐληλυθότα are found in Wettstein’s interleaved copy: one at the top of the page as ‘a. Vatican.’, culled from Bombace’s letter to Erasmus, and the other ‘a. … Vatic. ap Amelott’ at the upper middle of the page, likely written in different ink.133 Therefore Wettstein could have identified this with that famous Vatican manuscript, our Codex Vaticanus.
 
            However, Amelote’s comments on this manuscript in this portion are not always correct, just like his notes on Matthew. A telling example is found in Jude 5, one of the most challenging text-critical issues in the New Testament.134 In this single verse Wettstein recorded three variant readings in Vaticanus from Amelote, and the first one concerned the omission of the second ὑμᾶς, given as ‘Vatic. t. amel.’, that is, according to Amelote the Vatican manuscript does not have the ὑμᾶς after εἰδότας.135 But Vaticanus actually does have ὑμᾶς and reads εἰδότας ὑμᾶς ἅπαξ πάντα, which would later become the Modern Critical Text.136 Amelote comments on this verse by giving the impression that the manuscript actually omits the pronoun ὑμᾶς:
 
             
              Dans le grec il y a un mot superflu, et un autre changé, car nous y lisons, εἰδότας ὑμᾶς ἅπαξ τοῦτο, vous avez este instruits ∖ vous une fois ✶ de cela. Ce second vous, est inutile; et de cela, est different de l’ancien grec. Car nous avons deux anciens MSS. du Roy, où ὑμᾶς, vous, n’est point, et ou πάντα, de toutes choses, se trouve au lieu de τοῦτο, cela. Le MS. ancien du Vatican, l’Alexandrin, et un autre d’Angleterre, et le Marquis leur sont conformes.137
 
            
 
            The error may have occurred due to Amelote’s confusion between different manuscripts. In any case, this inaccurate piece of information found its way into the critical apparatus of Wettstein’s edition.138
 
            Interestingly, among the nearly thirty instances where Amelote mentions Vaticanus in the Catholic Epistles, only four of them are imprecise (including the one on the Comma). This is somewhat surprising, since his comments in Matthew are far less accurate regarding the information about this manuscript. The rise of accuracy may well relate to the way he obtained those readings. As already mentioned, Amelote claims that he personally examined the manuscript in the Vatican Library. In the preface of his last volume, however, he indicates that this time the collation was made by someone else. It is instructive to cite his words in full:
 
             
              Je le dois avertir que pour autoriser l’édition Latine, lors qu’elle est differente du Grec vulgaire dans ces Epîtres Catholiques, je me suis servi de deux nouveaux Manuscrits Grecs, outre ceux que j’ai décrits au tome precedent, dont le premier est un des plus venerables pour son antiquité, que nous possedions dans l’Occident; l’autre, quoi que d’un âge beaucoup inferieur, ne laisse pas de sembler estre environ du siecle de Charlemagne. Ce premier est le Nouveau Testament qui se trouve dans ce fameux volume de la Bibliotheque du Vatican, que l’on y appelle par excellence, les Septante Interpretes, d’où l’on tira presque mot pour mot leur texte grec qui fut imprimé à Rome par les soins du Cardinal Antoine Carafe, sous Sixte V. dont neanmoins on n’imprima pas le Nouveau Testament. J’ai eu depuis peu les differences de cette partie non imprimée, d’avec le grec vulgaire de l’édition d’Alde; et je la dois à un Seigneur tres-illustre, qui plus il cache en la terre, par une insigne pieté, son nom celebre et ses grandes actions, plus illes grave dans le coeur de Jesus-Christ, qui se plaist de les découvrir dans le ciel à, tous les Anges et à tous les Saints.
 
              … Pour l’Apocalypse qui n’est pas dans le volume du Vatican, non plus que la plus grande partie de l’Epistre aux Hebreux, aiant essé consumée par le temps, nous en avons eu le supplement tiré de la Bibliotheque Palatine dans le mesme Vatican, d’un volume grec du Nouveau Testament seul, dont l’Escriture est beaucoup plus recente que celle du volume des Septante, mais qui semble la plus ancienne qui se trouve dans les plus fameuses Bibliotheques de Rome.139
 
            
 
            From these remarks, several elements deserve attention: (1) the identity of the manuscript used for his notes in the Catholic Epistles, (2) the base text of the anonymous collation, and (3) the description of the supplement for the last part of the New Testament. First, the manuscript referenced here was indeed Codex Vaticanus, since it had been employed by Carafa for the Sixtus Septuagint edition. Second, in Amelote’s description, the variant readings he received were collated against Aldina’s Greek New Testament. And third, the manuscript used for the supplement part belonged to the Palatine Library. Intriguingly, the latter two descriptions were identical to the collation made by Bartolocci, Scriptor Hebraicus of the Vatican Library (see § 2.2 above).140 This observation leads to the following hypothesis. As an Oratorian, Amelote probably had correspondence with other Catholic organisations, including those in Rome. He could therefore have requested collations of some valuable manuscripts, and he could have received a collation of the Catholic Epistles and Revelation, perhaps being copied from Bartolocci’s collation. Although no further trace can be found, this hypothesis is able to offer a satisfactory explanation for Amelote’s erroneous statement on Vaticanus and the Comma. As discussed above, in his notes on 1 John 5:7 he states that ‘mais je la trouve au contraire dans le plus ancien de cette Bibliotheque’.141 Since in another place he claims to have seen the manuscript himself, all his critics simply presume that Amelote’s faulty information on this famous passage was due to his own account. There is another possible scenario, however. In the preface he explicitly mentions that the collation of the Vatican manuscript was made against the Aldine edition. And Aldina’s text did not have the Comma, since it closely followed Erasmus’s first edition, in which the passage had not yet been added. In other words, Aldina’s edition omits the Comma in its text, just as most Greek manuscripts. As a consequence, unless particularly mentioned, every collation against the Aldine text would have no reference to the Comma, simply because the base text and the collated manuscript agree at this point.142 If Amelote’s now-lost collation followed the same logical rule, then it is very plausible that the collation simply provided no information at this place. Therefore, Amelote could have misunderstood the silence of the Comma in his collation as support for the presence of the passage.143
 
            To summarise, Wettstein’s handwritten notes found in the interleaved copy of von Mastricht’s edition are of great significance for understanding which materials Wettstein had access to. He not only collected information from material already known to previous scholarship (notably Erasmus, Lucas Brugensis, and Maldonatus), but he also culled variant readings from Amelote’s little-known annotations. Although the latter source not infrequently contained imprecise or even wrong information, it did provide some fresh variant readings, notably in the portion of the Catholic Epistles. Together with Mill’s edition and the specimen facsimile in Bianchini’s work, both of which were apparently not referred to in the interleaved copy, Wettstein indeed assembled a considerable amount of data for his edition. Based on the examination of the materials he had, we will now turn to his Greek New Testament edition.
 
           
          
            4.5 Vaticanus in Wettstein’s Novum Testamentum Graecum (1751–1752)
 
            Before moving to the analysis of Wettstein’s use of Codex Vaticanus, a brief introduction to the content of his famous 1751–1752 edition is in order.144 This two-volume magnum opus contains a revised and enlarged version of the ‘Prolegomena’,145 the Greek text with his proposed alternative readings, the critical apparatus, the commentary with parallels from various sources, and appendices including his text-critical and hermeneutical principles.146 In the same sequence, Wettstein first completed the draft of his ‘Prolegomena’ and sent it to the publisher, followed by the main text with the accompanying apparatus and the commentary, and lastly the appendices.147 However, in order to understand the data behind the argumentation given in the ‘Prolegomena’, it is important to examine in advance the occurrences of Vaticanus in the critical apparatus. Although at first sight this seems to reverse the chronological order, as will become apparent, Wettstein’s understanding of and opinion on the manuscript were based on the information he had gathered.
 
            
              4.5.1 Vaticanus in the Critical Apparatus of NTG
 
              In the critical apparatus of his two-volume edition, Wettstein records ninety text-critical entries concerning Codex Vaticanus, always referred to with the siglum ‘B’ (on which see the discussion in § 4.5.2).148 He not only employs the information known to previous scholarship – be it from Erasmus, Lucas Brugensis, or Maldonatus – but also uncovers new sources containing readings of Vaticanus. Most significant is the distribution of these fresh pieces of information: thirteen references in Luke 24:36–49, five in Acts 1–2, and thirty-four in the Catholic Epistles. The kind of imbalance indicates that the sources Wettstein relies on are more probably fragmentary rather than comprehensive. Indeed, as our analysis of his interleaved copy has shown, one of the main sources that contributes to his textual store is the work of Amelote, which provides twenty-seven references in the Catholic Epistles.149
 
              Besides Amelote’s annotations, the source for the variant readings in the last chapter of Luke can also be somewhat easily identified. Wettstein must have had access to the half-page facsimile attached to Bianchini’s Evangeliarium quadruplex, which contains Luke 24:32–39, 44–50 and John 1:1–10 in Vaticanus (see my discussion in § 4.3.2).150 In total, thirteen readings of this manuscript are listed in Luke 24, as well as another one at John 1:4. Among these places, the last one is an interesting example. There Wettstein mentions that the phrase τῶν ἀνθρώπων is omitted in Vaticanus.151 Although this is indeed the reading of the first hand, the correction by the first corrector – the addition of τῶν ἀνθρώπων – is nevertheless missing.152 Of course, Wettstein should not be blamed for this discrepancy, since it is Bianchini who omits this scribal correction in the reproduced facsimile.153
 
              The two examples in John 5:2 and 21:22 are also interesting. Unlike his normal practice in the critical apparatus, where only variant readings that diverge from the base text are listed,154 in these two cases Wettstein explicitly mentions Vaticanus as a witness to support the Textus Receptus. At both places he provides not only the ‘positive’ side of the reading but refers to Maldonatus as his source. This kind of explicitness is not often found in his apparatus.155
 
              However, in Wettstein’s edition not every reference’s origin is traceable. In this regard, even his interleaved copy provides very little clues.156 But some conjectures can still be made. The five readings in Acts 1–2 could have come from an ad hoc collation by someone who was able to see the manuscript in person.157 In addition, at the subscriptio of 2 Timothy, Wettstein inaccurately mentions that Vaticanus reads πρὸς Τιμόθεον, although the manuscript does not contain this book at all.158 A possible scenario could be that either he made an error while taking notes from various sources or his typesetters misunderstood his tiny handwritten notes. Furthermore, twice in the apparatus Wettstein mentions the order of the New Testament books of our manuscript: at the subscriptio of 2 Thessalonians, an apparatus entry indicates that this book is followed by Hebrews in Vaticanus; similarly, at the end of Acts, a comment reads, ‘The Epistle of James follows, with the remaining Catholic Epistles’, and Vaticanus among a few other majuscules ‘preserve this order’.159 Although he does not indicate the source for this particular piece of information, it is possibly based on Zaccagni’s description.
 
              Another important aspect of the Vaticanus readings in Wettstein’s apparatus is the selective character of the data. That is to say, the two largest datasets – the annotations of Amelote and Lucas Brugensis – provided more than half of the manuscript’s readings found in his edition.160 But as we have already noted, Amelote and Lucas Brugensis intentionally employed this ancient Greek manuscript to support the authority of the Vulgate. In other words, what Wettstein could have seen was not a list of significant readings but rather a series of ‘filtered’ data. Each reading was in fact selected in order to compare and validate the Greek text underlying the Vulgate. Even more confusing was that errors were made, perhaps unintentionally, to support the Latin renderings.161 However, for Wettstein who did not have access to the manuscript, it was impossible to check the accuracy of his sources. It was only on occasion – through Bianchini’s reproduction – that he had the opportunity to glimpse a half-page text of the manuscript and thus gain some ‘unbiased’ readings.
 
              In short, based on the limitations of the data available to him, Wettstein must have noticed that the readings from Vaticanus more often than not agree with the Latin version. Then the urgent task was to find a suitable explanation for such a remarkable tendency. It will soon become apparent that he decided to ‘return’ to the Latinisation theory, proposed by Erasmus and supported by many critics including Mill. Wettstein’s opinion on this manuscript forms the discussion of the following section.
 
             
            
              4.5.2 Wettstein’s Final Opinion on Vaticanus
 
              In his 1751–1752 edition of the Greek New Testament, Wettstein clearly regards Codex Vaticanus as a manuscript that had been Latinised, just as Alexandrinus and Ephraemi, which were once the best witnesses in his opinion. It appears that he has gradually changed his opinion on the value of ancient manuscripts, as can be seen in the following instances.162
 
              The first place which indicates Wettstein’s revised opinion is found in his review of Bengel’s New Testament edition. In this review, released in 1734 right after Bengel’s edition, Wettstein critically discussed the work of his well-known rival, and on many occasions he showed disagreements with Bengel’s judgement.163 Of particular relevance here is his criticism of the famous ‘harder reading principle’:
 
               
                Faut il donner absolument la préférence à un certain Manuscrit unique, comme il semble, qu’on soit naturellement porté à assigner le plus haut rang au MS. le dernier trouvé, et que c’est pour cela, que les MSS. de Rhode, de Capnion, de Beze, d’Alexandrie, de Basle, d’Augsbourg, d’Italie, se sont succedés en autorité l’un à l’autre? Mais outre que ces MSS. sont en si petit nombre et si défectueux, qu’à peine pourroit-on faire un Exemplaire complet de tous les Fragments pris ensemble, on y trouve tant d’indices manifestes d’interpolation, qu’on ne peut pas se fier raisonnablement à des copistes, convaincus d’avoir pris de si grandes libertés.164
 
              
 
              In other words, just a few years after the publication of his Prolegomena, Wettstein became more cautious about the decisions made on the basis of such a limited number of fragmentary manuscripts, despite their antiquity.
 
              Then, in his lecture notes for ecclesiastical history at the Remonstrant Seminary, probably drafted during the period of 1746 and 1747, the development of his opinion on ancient manuscripts became more apparent.165 These handwritten notes contain a significant remark concerning the three major majuscules:
 
               
                In fact, hardly two or three [very ancient manuscripts] are extant (the Alexandrine, Vatican, and Parisian), since there is the justified suspicion that they have been interpolated and corrupted according to the ‘versio Itala’. Likewise, the versions disagree with most of the Greek manuscripts, and if a few Greek manuscripts agree with the versions, it is more likely that these Greek manuscripts had been remade according to the versions rather than they had been copied from other more ancient Greek manuscripts.166
 
              
 
              It is clear that about a decade after his review of Bengel Wettstein now suspected that these three ancient manuscripts had been ‘interpolated and corrupted’ (‘interpolatos corruptosque’) according to the Latin version. His line of reasoning is also noteworthy: that since, alone with the versions, they disagree with most of the Greek manuscripts, it is more likely that these majuscules have followed the versions. This reasoning implies that evidence from the majority of the Greek manuscripts should be the criterion. In other words, for Wettstein these ancient manuscripts could not have reflected the authentic readings because otherwise one would have found traces remaining in other Greek manuscripts as well. The criterion of counting witnesses would become more pronounced at a later stage, known as the ‘majority rule’ in the ‘Prolegomena’ of NTG (on which see the discussion below).167
 
              Around the same time, Wettstein started accelerating the completion of his New Testament project. For the present discussion, it is instructive to bring two archive entries that consist of Wettstein’s handwritten notes to the fore. In the first place, the entry registered with the shelf mark ‘Hs. III E 21’ in the University Library of the University of Amsterdam deserves particular attention. It is a notebook bound by many blank pages, some of which contain handwritten notes by Wettstein. Notably some portions of his revised ‘Prolegomena’ are found, though written somewhat scratchily.168 For instance, on the first pages he penned the sections on Bengel and on Bentley, most of which would then appear in the 1751 printed text.169 He also wrote down two incomplete lists of manuscripts and their sigla, where our manuscript is referred to. In folio 43v, Vaticanus was ranked the twelfth in the class containing uncial manuscripts of antiquity (‘Codices Unicales MSS Vett’). In folio 46v, it became the eighth one on an incomplete list.170
 
              More important are his remarks specifically on Vaticanus, found in folios 17v–18r and folios 31v–32r of this entry. On the one hand, in folios 31v–32r there are some notes concerning the use of this manuscript in previous scholarship. In folio 31v, Wettstein noted that the Comma Johanneum is not present in the very ancient manuscript at the papal library in the Vatican, according to Bombace’s collation for Erasmus. On the opposite page, he listed the names of Lucas Brugensis, the Complutensian Polyglot, the Barberini manuscripts, Maldonatus, and also Sepúlveda. On the middle of the same page he wrote down a citation from the 1673 publication of Caryophilus’s collations, as well as referring to Vossius’s witness to seeing them in Rome.171 It is also interesting that the variant reading at Matt 5:22 (the omission of εἰκῇ) seems to have played a role in allowing Wettstein to put all these references together. In short, these notes showed his attempt to collect relevant pieces of information on the manuscript in order to answer whether they really refer to the same Vatican manuscript. As will be discussed below, in the NTG ‘Prolegomena’, not all the references listed here would be regarded as being from Vaticanus.
 
              On the other hand, Wettstein’s remarks in folios 17v–18r are also illuminative (see Figure 9).172 The Vatican manuscript was now referred to as ‘B’, the siglum he would use in the 1751–1752 edition. In the same pages plenty of materials were included, for instance the references to Lelong and Schöpflin, the preface of the 1587 Septuagint edition, and Wettstein’s own judgement on the manuscript and its similarity with Alexandrinus. In these pages he often put an insertion mark (+) beside a given paragraph, indicating that it should be added to the new ‘Prolegomena’. Indeed, all these materials would find their way into the published version of his ‘Prolegomena’. Therefore, it is evident that the notes on Vaticanus in these two pages reflected the relevant references Wettstein has collected and his thinking on the manuscript. In the light of his letter to his cousin Caspar dated 9 January 1748, it is probable that these were the fruits of his hard labour during his Christmas break between the end of 1747 and the beginning of 1748.173
 
              
                [image: ]
                  Figure 9: Wettstein’s handwritten remarks (Amsterdam, Library of the University of Amsterdam, Hs. III E 21, f. 18r). © Allard Pierson, University of Amsterdam.

               
              The second archive entry to be discussed is a copy of Wettstein’s 1730 Prolegomena, preserved by the Universitätsbibliothek of Basel. This copy contains many of Wettstein’s own notes as instructions to the typesetters for the printing of the revised prolegomena.174 Although this annotated edition provides invaluable material for understanding the making of Wettstein’s 1751 ‘Prolegomena’,175 only a few handwritten notes are relevant to our current discussion on Codex Vaticanus. The most noticeable one is simply some additions to Zaccagni’s title.176 The lack of changes in the annotated Prolegomena indicates that the 1730 text was Wettstein’s point of departure for the revision of the section on Vaticanus. Based on the earlier version, he then inserted a considerable amount of new material in different locations, as shown in the Amsterdam notebook. In the end, an expanded version of the introduction to Vaticanus was composed. We will now turn our attention to it.
 
              In Wettstein’s magnum opus, the section on Codex Vaticanus is placed at the beginning of the ‘Prolegomena’, following a general introduction to Greek manuscripts and a lengthy description of Alexandrinus. The new siglum ‘B’ denotes the Vatican manuscript.177 This siglum not only allows him to refer to this manuscript in the critical apparatus in the simplest way, but it also explicitly defines which readings belong to it and which do not. As is well-known, Wettstein’s numbering system of the Greek New Testament manuscripts would become the foundation for subsequent denotation systems, partly still in use today.178
 
              Furthermore, compared to the former version of 1730, Wettstein now begins with a citation from the 1587 Septuagint edition, which introduces the Old Testament part in Vaticanus. It is followed by another citation describing its New Testament portion, namely a passage from Zaccagni which is already cited in the 1730 Prolegomena. Next to this is a long paragraph including citations and references to the manuscript. Those from Bombace, Sepúlveda, Lucas Brugensis, Agellius, and Maldonatus are still present, but the presentation is rearranged to highlight the corrections of Vaticanus. Wettstein refers to Agellius by stating that ‘in this very ancient manuscript many [readings] have been corrupted by a more recent hand according to more recent books’.179 And Agellius’s observation is supported by two eyewitnesses, Wettstein continues, namely Lelong’s report of Renaudot’s remark that the Vatican manuscript was corrected by a recent hand, and the account of his friend Schöpflin about the manuscript’s corrections.180 Now for Wettstein, the aspect of scribal corrections seems to have become crucial for judging the manuscript as being Latinised.
 
              His note on Bentley’s collation of the manuscript addressed in the same paragraph is also noteworthy: ‘Finally, Richard Bentley had this manuscript accurately collated with the editions. In vain I requested a copy of that collation for myself.’181 Wettstein’s continuous attempt in requesting Bentley’s invaluable collation deserves some elaboration here. A recurrent motif in his correspondence with his cousin Caspar was the Cambridge scholar’s unfinished New Testament project, in particular the collation of the Vatican manuscript. Wettstein often wrote to Caspar regarding Bentley and his edition. Notably, in a letter dated 15 February 1744 – less than two years after Bentley’s death – Wettstein questioned his cousin, who was then in London as the chaplain and librarian of the prince of Wales:
 
               
                Il y a deux choses que je souhaitte de savoir, 1. s’il est vray que Monsieur Bentley imprime actuellement le Nouveau Testament Grec et Latin de feu son Pere, comme on le dit icy, et comme je voudrois qu’il fut vray. Et au defaut de cela, s’il n’y a pas moyen d’avoir de lui la collation du Vieux MS du Vatican.182
 
              
 
              It appears that Wettstein received a rumour that Bentley’s son was currently preparing the publication of the classicist’s New Testament edition, though such an edition was of course never realised. More interesting is that the collation of Vaticanus seems to have been of primary importance in his opinion.183
 
              A few years later, in a letter dated 1 July 1749, Wettstein mentioned Anthony Askew as someone who could possibly help him with the collation:184
 
               
                Le Dr. Askew voudroit avoir le titre de medecin du Roi ou du Prince, et il pense, que vous lui pourriez aider à parvenir a ce fin. Tibi eum commendo. Il agira aussi auprés de Mr. le Dr. Mead, qui est son patron, pour avoir la collation du MS du Vatican, et des Actes des Apotres du Cardinal Passionei; je me flatte qu’il reussira pour moi.185
 
              
 
              Accordingly, Wettstein hoped that through Askew he would be able to contact Mead, who was Bentley’s good friend and agent, to acquire the collation made by Mico.186 Further, even after the publication of his New Testament edition, Wettstein still tried to arrange a collation of Vaticanus by other means.187 However, as he stated in the ‘Prolegomena’, all the attempts he made were in vain.
 
              It is also intriguing as to his purpose for pursuing a collation of this ancient manuscript, either the one made for Bentley or by someone else. Wettstein explicitly states that he did not aim to use the variant readings thereof to reconstruct the authentic text, since for him its text was of no authority. Rather, he intended to use the collation to resolve scholarly disputation on this manuscript. He says,
 
               
                I desired, however, not because I was hoping that much could be fetched from it in order to confirm the true readings of the New Testament, but that it might actually become certain that the manuscript is of no authority; thereupon, that it might be possible to decide and demonstrate the true [correct] opinion among the conflicting opinions that the learned have of this manuscript.188
 
              
 
              After this somewhat astonishing statement, Wettstein turns to another issue related to Vaticanus. That is, it can be doubted whether the editors of the Complutensian Polyglot used Codex Vaticanus. Based on the comments in his 1730 Prolegomena, Wettstein further elaborates on this issue.189 His judgement remains unchanged, namely that the manuscript must have never been sent to Spain. However, he now considers that it is of little value at all. His comment on a citation from Erasmus’s ‘Contra morosos’ is also of interest:
 
               
                If anyone should truly judge, that Erasmus from the beginning distinguished two Vatican manuscripts, the one of ours that the Complutensians did not follow, and another one, which they did follow, then it should be granted that Erasmus, just as it was suitable for him, at one moment opposed the Complutensian edition using the authority of our manuscript, and at another moment opposed our Vatican manuscript using the authority of the Complutensian edition.190
 
              
 
              In other words, here Wettstein explicitly points out the underlying rhetoric of Erasmus: either the Vatican manuscript or the Complutensian Polyglot served to support his own edition. Wettstein also disapproves of a similar opinion offered by Mill, who falsely considered that the Complutensian editors had had Greek New Testament manuscripts from the Vatican.
 
              In the penultimate paragraph of his section on Vaticanus, Wettstein expresses his belief that the manuscript must have been Latinised. Here we find Wettstein’s clearest verdict as he declares,
 
               
                In order to put the whole matter in a clearer light, as far as it is at least possible to us, we will demonstrate that the Complutensian edition has not derived from this manuscript, that the New Testament in the Vatican manuscript has been interpolated from the ‘versio Itala’, and that in other aspects it is similar to the Alexandrine to such a degree that they might have come from the same workshop.191
 
              
 
              What is remarkable is that he now considers not only our manuscript to be ‘interpolated’ (‘interpolare’) according to the Latin version but also that the Vatican manuscript is so similar to Alexandrinus that they could have originated ‘from the same workshop’ (‘ex eadem officina’).192 He also states that although the Old Testament in Vaticanus has generally retained the pure form of the Septuagint, its New Testament text is quite the opposite. Here an interesting twist is found in comparison with one of his arguments given in the 1730 Prolegomena, in that the consistency of the textual quality between the Old and New Testaments is particularly mentioned.193 Wettstein then raises three factors to argue for the Latinisation of this manuscript: (1) its Latinised readings are evidently proved by the three hundred places Erasmus received from Sepúlveda, as well as by Wettstein’s own comments in passing in the apparatus;194 (2) its resemblance with Alexandrinus is confirmed by Bentley,195 and also by some notable textual features;196 and (3) its chapter division is closer to that found in ancient Latin manuscripts than that of Greek manuscripts, as shown by Zaccagni. In the next and the last paragraph, he cites Grotius, Simon, and Mill in showing that they all considered the manuscript to be interpolated from the ‘versio Itala’. With these citations Wettstein concludes this section.
 
              Before turning to the conclusions, a question related to Wettstein’s judgement of our manuscript should be addressed, that is, how did he come to the total dismissal of its text. At least two main factors can be discerned.
 
              On the one hand, in the course of time he has stored materials from as many sources as possible, including two famous collections originating from Rome, namely the Velesian readings and the Barberini manuscripts. The authenticity of the former collection had long been contested by scholars before Wettstein.197 Already in the 1730 Prolegomena, he concluded that the Velesian readings could not have been based on Greek manuscripts but on Latin ones. Then, in 1751 he provided more pieces of evidence to show that Fajardo had indeed used a particular printed edition of the Greek New Testament for that collation, so the Velesian readings were of no value for reconstructing the Greek text.198 Similar to the way he questioned the forged readings, objections were also raised to the Barberini manuscripts. In the Prolegomena their origin was already doubted,199 and in the 1751 ‘Prolegomena’ Wettstein went one step further to disregard the entire collection since it showed striking similarity with the Velesian readings: both were said to have been edited from a similar number of manuscripts by the Jesuits in around the same period.200 As a consequence, Wettstein believed that the Barberini collection must have been made on the basis of the Latin version, just like the Velesian readings. In the light of this, the close agreement between these two collections and Codex Vaticanus, which in fact is among the Barberini manuscripts, possibly strengthened his Latinisation theory to a certain extent.
 
              On the other hand, in contrast to Bengel’s ‘harder reading principle’, Wettstein has progressively formulated his own golden rule for weighing the great variety of readings in the New Testament. Already hinted at by his review of Bengel’s edition in 1734, in the end he came to the so-called ‘majority rule’.201 Wettstein regarded this rule as an objective criterion above the editor’s own judgement, and he even stated that ‘this rule is quite simple, and does not show anything that depends upon the will of the editor’.202 He must have had Bengel in mind when he described his own rule, since in another place he criticised his rival for changing many readings merely based on a small number of witnesses:
 
               
                I consider the authority of the Latin version, of all other versions, and of the Greek manuscripts agreeing with the Latin version for the most part secondary to the reading of all the other Greek manuscripts; hence, it cannot be otherwise that in several crucial passages where Bengel changes the received reading I retain it and defend it.203
 
              
 
              Therefore, according to Wettstein, the standard procedure to consider any contested variation was simple: to count the total number of supporting witnesses and follow the majority. In other words, since only a very limited number of ancient manuscripts have remained, their readings would be rejected as a matter of course. The same mechanism applied to those readings attested by Codex Vaticanus.204
 
              In short, probably by means of these two interwoven factors, Wettstein found solid grounds to come to an unfavourable judgement of our manuscript. For him, it was clearly a Latinised witness and thus without any authority in reconstructing the text. By providing much more data to ‘prove’ the validity of Erasmus’s Latinisation theory, Wettstein has in a way rejuvenated that influential theory.
 
             
           
          
            4.6 Conclusions
 
            This chapter has explored how textual critics perceived Codex Vaticanus in the first half of the eighteenth century, concentrating on Wettstein and his contributions. My exploration has shown that in this period our manuscript began to be brought to the fore in scholarly debates about the superiority of ancient manuscripts. Notably Pfaff recognised the value of this manuscript by means of the account from Burnet, whose argument would be employed by several text-critical works thereafter. Another notable contribution was made by Bengel, who accurately identified Vaticanus as one of the Barberini manuscripts even without much information at hand.
 
            However, the limitations of the accessible data kept preventing scholars from making a satisfactory analysis of the manuscript. The obstacle Mill had faced still persisted into the following decades. In this respect, Wettstein – who spent almost the entirety of his life pursuing text-critical data for his New Testament edition – has made a significant number of fresh readings in Vaticanus known to the scholarly world, despite the fact that he never saw the manuscript in person and requested in vain a copy of Bentley’s collation. Among all the materials consulted by him, Amelote’s annotations provided many previously unknown pieces of information. Together with the facsimile page of Bianchini, Wettstein offered the largest collection of the manuscript’s readings known in his time, albeit all from secondary sources. Moreover, based on his overview of previous scholarship and comparison of the readings accumulated, he concluded that most sources regarding a certain Vatican manuscript were likely referencing the same one, which was numbered as ‘B’ in his newly established numbering system. And this siglum has been followed until today, which can be seen as the everlasting contribution Wettstein offered. In the same period, the issue of the ‘distinctness’ of Vaticanus was resolved to a large extent. Partly because of Wettstein and the siglum he gave the manuscript, and partly because of the increasing knowledge of it, our manuscript gradually became the Vatican manuscript.
 
            Somewhat ironically, the efforts to assemble as much information as possible did not bring Wettstein to an accurate judgement of this manuscript. Here an interesting parallel to Erasmus can be made: both moved from appreciation to discredit due to more ‘filtered’ data available, namely some three hundred agreements with the Vulgate sent by Sepúlveda and the readings from Lucas Brugensis and Amelote. Unlike Erasmus, who probably never thought of an encompassing theory to solve the conflict between Vaticanus and other Greek manuscripts, the change Wettstein made was a more subtle one. In his 1730 Prolegomena, he still held a similar opinion to Bentley, namely that the ancient majuscules should be the basis for reconstructing the text. But during the preparation of his edition, Wettstein changed his mind regarding the value of ancient manuscripts, probably influenced by the increasing data he collected and the dispute with Bengel about the leading principle. In the end, Wettstein fell victim to the Latinisation delusion, just as Erasmus and Mill before him. By applying the notion of Latinisation to other ancient witnesses, he even became one of the main advocates of that theory.
 
            Wettstein’s Greek New Testament edition and his theory significantly influenced subsequent text-critical scholarship. In the second half of the eighteenth century, scholars would also witness the first-ever published collation of Vaticanus, which occurred some thirty years after Wettstein’s edition. This part of history is explored in the next chapter.
 
           
        
 
      
       
         
          Chapter 5 Fresh Collation Available: Birch and the Recension Theory
 
        
 
         
           
            It is with criticism as with all sciences: it is not the number of proofs, but their value that should be taken into consideration – Andreas Birch1
 
          
 
           
            Dahin rechnen wir vor allen Dingen die vollständigen Excerpte aus dem berühmten Vaticanus (oder genauer Vaticanus 1209), einer der ältesten, wo nicht gar der ältesten aller Handschriften, deren Text bey weitem der reinste und richtigste unter allen bisher aus Handschriften bekannt gewordenen Texten ist – Johann Gottfried Eichhorn2
 
          
 
          The previous chapter has explored Wettstein’s use of Codex Vaticanus, his evaluation of it, and the limitations he faced. The legacy he left, notably his Greek New Testament edition, has greatly influenced subsequent critics. In the current chapter, I will first examine the reception of Wettstein’s edition, in particular his Latinisation theory and his opinion on our manuscript. It will be followed by a discussion of the well-known breakthrough in the textual scholarship of the second half of the eighteenth century, namely the emergence of the ‘recension theory’. This encompassing theory, as will be shown in due course, provided an alternative and persuasive way of evaluating text-critical data. Moreover, in the same period the long-term obstacle – the limited access to the manuscript – was removed to a certain extent. In 1788, a set of variant readings of Vaticanus was published by the Danish scholar Andreas Birch (1758–1829), who stayed in Rome for a few years to collate Greek manuscripts. Birch’s collation soon became the main source for scholars to get acquainted with this manuscript’s text, and his descriptions of it also served as an important reference in the decades to come. This chapter will provide a detailed and comprehensive analysis of Birch’s involvement with Vaticanus, as well as the earliest reception of his influential work.
 
          
            5.1 Textual Scholarship After Wettstein
 
            Shortly after its publication, Wettstein’s magnum opus became the standard reference for textual critics who wanted to consult any single manuscript of the Greek New Testament and discuss variant readings of any particular passage. The influence of Wettstein can be illustrated by examining two important German scholars in that period, Johann David Michaelis and Johann Salomo Semler. In what follows, analyses of their works that appeared after Wettstein’s edition will be given in turn.
 
            
              5.1.1 Michaelis’s First Two Editions of Einleitung
 
              Michaelis, the first scholar who deserves attention, was for a long time a professor at the University of Göttingen.3 He published a long-standing handbook of the New Testament, which first appeared in 1750, just one year before the first volume of Wettstein’s NTG. In the first edition of this Einleitung in die göttlichen Schriften des Neuen Bundes, Michaelis introduced several important New Testament manuscripts, including a section called ‘Nachricht von dem Codice Vaticano’.4 There he provided a summary of various scholarly opinions on this manuscript, and sometimes he also offered his own judgement. On the one hand, Michaelis referred to Mill, who followed Erasmus in judging Vaticanus to be corrected according to the Latin text. But on the other hand, he mentioned the works of Pfaff and Hichtel, both of whom argued for the early age of the manuscript. Interestingly, Michaelis does not seem to give his own opinion concerning the dating of Vaticanus. Besides, he also mentioned Lucas Brugensis and his annotations as the main source for the variant readings of the manuscript.5
 
              More important were his comments against the Latinisation theory proposed by Erasmus and followed by Mill and Grabe:
 
               
                Sie [Mill and Grabe] geben ihm Schuld, er habe den Text des N. T. aus der alten Lateinischen Uebersetzung, die man Italam zu nennen pflegt, verbessert oder verfälscht. In der That ist es ihm keine Schande, daß er dieser uhralten und vortrefflichen Ueberseztung so nahe kommt: er braucht deshalb nicht aus ihr verfälscht zu seyn, sondern es entstehet diese Uebereinstimmung daher, daß sowohl jene Uebersetzung als dieses Manuscript beyde die wahre und ächte Lese-Art des N. T. meistentheils beybehalten, und weniger als andere Uebersetzungen und Manuscripte verfälscht sind.6
 
              
 
              In contrast to that famous theory, at this point Michaelis believed that the agreement between this manuscript and the ‘versio Itala’ can be explained as a hallmark of independent quality, not a matter of corruption. For him, both witnesses are of great value and in fact reflect the genuine text. The issue was further discussed in §§ 62–64, where he made clear his opinion:
 
               
                Es ist diese Uebersetzung, nehmlich so wohl die alte Itala, als auch die aus ihr gestossene Vulgata der Römischen Kirche, zu Beurtheilung der verschiedenen Lese-Arten des N. T. nicht allein wegen ihres Alters, sondern auch wegen ihrer Eigenschaften ungemein brauchbar. Je mehr man sie prüfet, desto mehr wird man durch ihre Uebereinstimmung mit der Syrischen und Coptischen Uebersetzung, und mit den ältesten Handschriften des N. T. überzeuget, daß ihre Uhrheber die schönsten und ältesten Handschriften von sich gehabt haben. Sie brücket auch das Griechische mehr als andere Uebersetzungen von Wort zu Wort aus, wenn auch gleich die Lateinische Wortfügung darüber fehlerhaft werden sollte: z. B. …7
 
              
 
              For Michaelis, not only the Old Latin version but also the Vulgate are essential for determining variant readings of the New Testament, since they often agree with the Syriac and Coptic versions and also provide literal translations in agreement with the most ancient Greek manuscripts. Yet, he also reminded his reader that the Latin translation is not always correct, notably in the cases of harmonisation of the Gospels, additions of explanatory notes, and transmission errors.8 Despite all its discrepancies, Michaelis still considered the Latin version to be of vital importance for reconstructing the text, and so did those ancient majuscules. In this regard, it is not surprising to see that he supported Bengel’s judgement to value ancient Greek and Latin witnesses highly, particularly Codex Alexandrinus.9
 
              However, the confidence Michaelis had was seriously challenged by his encounter with Wettstein’s magnum opus. Shortly after the publication of that edition, Michaelis wrote several reviews of it in 1752 and 1753.10 He critically examined Wettstein’s ‘Prolegomena’ and the text-critical principles proposed therein. At this point Michaelis still expressed his doubt about the theory that Codices Alexandrinus and Vaticanus have both been Latinised.11 Nevertheless, the impact of Wettstein was evident in the revised edition of his Einleitung. In the second edition, published between 1765 and 1766 in two volumes, Michaelis greatly expanded the section concerning Vaticanus. The main sources were several recent publications, especially Bianchini’s Evangeliarium quadruplex and Wettstein’s edition.12 The manuscript was now discussed under number 232 in § 62 (‘Von den bisher gebrauchten Handschriften’).13 This sixteen-page introduction deserves particular attention.
 
              The beginning of this introduction is noteworthy. After mentioning Wettstein’s siglum B, Michaelis says, ‘Obgleich in der Vatikanischen Bibliothek viele andere Handschriften des N. T. befindlich sind, von deren einigen Blanchinus im zweiten Bande des ersten Theils seines evangeliarii quaduplicis Nachricht giebt: so nennet man doch die Handschrift schlechthin, codicem Vaticanum.’14 Accordingly, it is evident that our manuscript is no longer seen as one of the manuscripts in the Vatican but the Vatican manuscript par excellence. He then describes the content of this manuscript based on several scholars’ works, including Wettstein, Bianchini, and Hichtel.15 In addition, Amelote and his faulty statement that the manuscript contains the Comma Johanneum are mentioned and disputed.16 More important is his evaluation of Hichtel’s arguments underlying the dating to the third century. Michaelis cautiously examines two pieces of evidence Hichtel provides: (1) the manuscript’s resemblance with the characters on the Hippolytus statue; and (2) its chapter division, in particular the absence of the Eusebian Canons.17 Concerning the former argument, on the one hand, he points out that the comparison can at best only prove that the manuscript is very old, but the vague expression given by Burnet cannot be used to determine which century the manuscript belongs to. On the other hand, Michaelis argues, the scribe who copied the manuscript could have simply followed the Vorlage regarding its unique chapter division. This would lead to a later age of the manuscript, and he considers the fifth century to be more plausible, as supported by the two eyewitnesses de Montfaucon and Bianchini.18
 
              After addressing the issue of its age, Michaelis then turns to discuss the textual quality of Vaticanus. He considers this manuscript to be superior to Alexandrinus, but his line of reasoning is somewhat striking:
 
               
                In Absicht auf die innere Güte ziehe ich den Cod. Vaticanum dem Alexandrinischen vor, so lange ich wenigstens nicht eines andern belehrt werde. Den Text der LXX hat er ohne Zweifel viel reiner, als der alle Rand-Anmerckungen zusammen kratzende Alexandrinische: und gegen den Vaticanischen Text des N. T. sind auch solche Anklagen noch nicht erwiesen, als man gegen den Alexandrinischen wahr gemacht hat.19
 
              
 
              In his eyes, Vaticanus is a better witness because the evidence for its Latinisation is not sufficient, and more importantly because Alexandrinus has already been proved as being Latinised. Compared to the first edition where he embraced the excellence of Alexandrinus, Michaelis now regards the same manuscript as of little value. Such a change of position is mainly due to the arguments Wettstein presented in his NTG.20 Nevertheless, unlike Wettstein who simply regarded all the ancient Greek manuscripts as Latinised ones, Michaelis still has more reservations about the Latinisation theory. He warns that there may be a methodological fallacy in simply comparing any single Greek manuscript with the Vulgate, as shown in his discussion on those manuscripts as having been corrected by the Roman Church:
 
               
                Es ist zu bedauren, daß die ältesten Handschriften, die wir übrig haben, und selbst der in unserer Kirche viel zu hoch erhobene codex Alexandrinus, von dieser Art sind. Indessen scheint es auch, daß man bisweilen gar zu geneigt sey, Handschriften dieses Fehlers zu beschuldigen, so bald sie etwan in einigen merckwürdigen, oder gerade dem Critico zuerst in die Augen fallenden Lesearten mit der Vulgata übereinstimmen.21
 
              
 
              In the light of this, although similar accusations are made against Vaticanus, Michaelis considers that those are insufficient to prove the case.22 Notably he discusses two objections Wettstein raises against this manuscript. First, Wettstein cites Erasmus who stated many readings from the Vatican manuscript as being Latinised. But Michaelis points out that Erasmus’s statement is not only unclear but his judgement is also premature. Second, in Wettstein’s ‘Prolegomena’ Bentley’s statement is mentioned to show the close agreement between Alexandrinus and Vaticanus. However, Michaelis argues against this by pointing out that Bentley possibly only expressed that both manuscripts perhaps belong to similar ages and contain similar features. Moreover, he examines the two examples Wettstein referred to, namely Matt 5:22 and 1 John 4:3. For Michaelis, although in both places the manuscript does agree with the Vulgate in omitting the Textus Receptus readings, such a small amount of cases cannot prove its text as being corrected according to the Latin. In other words, the lack of enough data from this manuscript prevents Michaelis from making a further judgement on its value. Besides the discussions about the Latinisation theory, he also mentions some other related aspects, including the retouched ink reported by those who saw the manuscript themselves, the question of whether it was used by the Complutensian Polyglot, and the incomplete information about the manuscript’s readings.23
 
              To summarise, the changes concerning Vaticanus between Michaelis’s first two editions are significant. He not only included a great amount of material from recent publications, in particular Wettstein’s and Bianchini’s works, but he has also been convinced by Wettstein to consider the ancient Greek manuscripts as being Latinised, among which Alexandrinus is the most striking example. For in the first edition Michaelis still followed Bengel in viewing it as one of the most important witnesses. As for our manuscript, he regarded it as a better one than Alexandrinus, although this was largely due to the limited data available on Vaticanus itself.
 
             
            
              5.1.2 From Semler’s Wetstenii Prolegomena to His Recension Theory
 
              Semler, the other scholar examined here, was Professor of Theology in Halle from 1753 until his death in 1791.24 Compared to Michaelis, who has modified his Einleitung to a great extent according to the famous 1751–1752 edition, Wettstein’s influences on Semler were even more apparent: in 1764 Semler published an annotated edition of that critic’s 1751 ‘Prolegomena’, entitled Wetstenii Prolegomena.25 Not only did he reprint Wettstein’s text, although citations were sometimes omitted or abbreviated, but also inserted numerous remarks in footnotes. The results were a seven-hundred-page monograph mixed with original material, updates on recent works, and Semler’s own opinions. For present purposes, it is important to examine the section on Vaticanus and his view of the Latinisation theory.
 
              Semler read Wettstein’s ‘Prolegomena’ in a critical way, as shown in his ‘Praefatio’. There he justified his decision to publish this work and argued that despite the notoriety Wettstein had attracted, it was still worthwhile to study his work closely, for one would benefit from the rich information collected and the keen reasoning presented therein, including Wettstein’s disputes against the ancient Greek manuscripts as well as the Velesian readings and the Barberini collection:
 
               
                Therefore you should not spoil it for that reason, but I bring forward [the following] on my part: in these ‘Prolegomena’ both a significant number of useful materials has been collected, and not a few oversights (παρόραματα) of many very learned humans have been noted; many things are instructed properly and honestly; it presents, as if put in an illustrious monument, various examples of human reasoning, said to be engaged in human and divine writings: of which one is able to make very sound use for one’s own affairs as well as for those of others. First of all, no one can deny that, even if there were an especially malicious spirt in Wettstein, this man has rendered a brilliant and successful service for better knowing the Greek manuscript books; thanks to him we can now judge the Alexandrian manuscript far more correctly, if similar skill and practice is added to its collation; he has dispersed the appearance and the smoke of the Vatican manuscript, he refuted the Cambridge, as the first of all he successfully and completely disparaged the would-be Velesian and Barberinian readings, if I judge correctly.26
 
              
 
              This kind of critical appreciation is also found in Semler’s remarks in the section on our manuscript.27 Two types of footnotes can be distinguished there. On the one hand, additional information is given, notably the comments from Bianchini’s Evangeliarium quadruplex, which Wettstein was not able to consult during the preparation of his 1751 ‘Prolegomena’. On the other hand, in some other footnotes Semler offers his opinion on Wettstein’s words. Particularly striking is the footnote commenting on Wettstein’s last paragraph which contained the citations from Grotius, Simon, and Mill to support the view of Vaticanus being Latinised. Semler’s remarks deserve to be cited in full:
 
               
                Therefore Erasmus had the correct judgement about the correction of Greek manuscripts according to the Latin ones, and I do not despair at all that gradually many things will be observed through which this will be most clearly confirmed. One may suppose that not a few New Testament manuscripts have been produced and arranged in this way by those men especially devoted to the Roman See. They could certainly through that privilege and money have the Greek copyists imitate the very ancient writing. This could have succeeded frequently since good Latin manuscripts of the very ancient version once existed, a version that still had its devotees after Jerome’s emendation had become available. I also recall how many documents by the Roman popes on affairs such as the Arian, Nestorian, etc., were translated into Greek; how many legates and envoys not only of sacred matters but also of others were sent to Constantinople and other cities in the East? Through these others could be easily brought to let Greek copies be corrected or compared according to their own Latin ones. How many embassies to the East from Western emperors and kings do we know of? And in contrast, how many Greek ambassadors appeared in the courts of our princes? However, there were not a small number of Greek churches, or users of Greek books, under the diocese of the Roman bishop. These undoubtedly had no other Greek manuscripts than those prepared according to the Latin ones, since hardly any commitment to the ancient philology (ϕιλολογία) remained. The eminent reputation of the Roman church, supported not little by Peter’s propagated eminence, easily resulted in the ancient Latin manuscripts being used as a model for the Greek books.28
 
              
 
              Here Semler not only agrees with Wettstein and stays in line with the majority of scholarship in seeing the ancient Greek manuscripts – Vaticanus included – as Latinised, but he even goes one step further: several conjectures based on certain historical events are presented as possible scenarios for such a large-scale plan for correcting the Greek manuscripts. Although most of his proposals are groundless, this is a telling example to show how convincing in Semler’s opinion the arguments offered by Wettstein are. They even lead him to search for evidence to justify the Latinisation theory proposed in the 1751 ‘Prolegomena’.29
 
              However, Semler did not retain this position very long. In fact, in the third volume of his Hermeneutische Vorbereitung, published less than one year after his Wetstenii Prolegomena, he began to depart from that influential theory of Latinisation.30 It was in this work that one can see the inauguration of the famous ‘recension theory’, which would become the standard notion to describe different ‘text-types’ of New Testament witnesses in the following centuries.31 Based on the grounds established by Mill, Wettstein, and Bengel, Semler declared that further text-critical work could be done. In the ‘Vorrede’, he introduced for the first time the word ‘recension’ to analyse Greek New Testament manuscripts and put them into different groups:
 
               
                Ausser diesen Zeugnissen, habe ich aus der Vergleichung der Handschriften ebenfals mehr leicht gesammlet für diese Sache; und habe besonders sehr deutlich und fast unwidersprechlich gezeiget: daß es unter den Handschriften, die wir noch übrig haben, sehr merkliche Spuren davon gebe, daß ehedem es wenigstens zweyerley Recension des griechischen Textes gegeben habe; eine kan man die morgenländische oder Luciani, nennen, (blos um kurz zu reden;) die andere die abendländische, egyptische, palästinische, Origenianische. Diese ist gemeiniglich kürzer und mit andern Redensarten abgefasset, als jene; sie ist ganz und gar einstimmig mit der ältesten latina, oder Itala, oder welche da war, ehe Vulgata zu herrschen anfieng.32
 
              
 
              According to Semler, discernible traces among manuscripts allowed him to distinguish two recensions: the ‘morgenländische’ and the ‘abendländische’. He attributed the former recension to Lucian and the latter to Origen, whose works often show agreements with the ‘versio Itala’. He further proposed that the Vulgate was translated according to a later text and that the older Egyptian Greek can be found not only in Origen’s writings but also in the Coptic and Armenian versions. Moreover, traces of a mixture of the two recensions (‘doppelten Recension’) were to be detected in several Greek manuscripts and patristic authors. Although he acknowledged that his theory was still in its formation, the proposed framework indicated the inferiority of the text commonly used:
 
               
                Die wichtigste Entdeckung ist hierbey diese, daß unser gemeiner Text oft beyde Recensiones zu gleich hat; dagegen in den alten Handschriften, Uebersetzungen und Anführungen, welche die egyptische ältere Recension zum Grund legen, nur der Eine Satz oder der eine gleichlautende Ausdruck angetroffen wird.33
 
              
 
              In addition to the theory, in this volume Semler devotes himself to discussing the known Greek manuscripts by using the sequence created by Wettstein. He thus begins with Alexandrinus, followed by Vaticanus and other majuscules. Concerning the Alexandrian manuscript, a considerable number of pages are occupied with the examination of those variant readings that used to be regarded as Latinised.34 In contrast to his previous position in favour of that theory, Semler now clearly shows his doubt about the cases Wettstein presented. Although the data undeniably indicate some similarity between Alexandrinus and the Latin translation, Semler believes that this phenomenon can be interpreted otherwise. An example may help to understand his line of argumentation. At the beginning of 1 Cor 7:31, Alexandrinus reads καὶ οἱ χρώμενοι τὸν κόσμον instead of καὶ οἱ χρώμενοι τῳ κόσμῳ τούτῳ as given in the Textus Receptus. He argues:
 
               
                Die Auslassungen, welche in dieser Handschrift vorkommen, und ebenfals in lateinischen Abschriften bemerket werden, beweisen es nicht stärker. Wenn dis [sic] Original solche Sätze oder Worte ausließ, wovon Alexandrinus abgeschrieben wurde, und es waren doch von jenem Original ehedem auch andere griechische Abschriften gemacht worden, woraus man eine lateinische Uebersetzung oder Recension auch vorgenommen hat: so ist zwar diese omissio sowol in alexandrino codice als latinis quibusdam befindlich; aber es ist kein Beweis, daß alexandrinus müsse ex latina recensione verändert worden seyn.35
 
              
 
              In Semler’s opinion, if the original text indeed omits the word τούτῳ, then both Alexandrinus and the Greek text underlying the Latin rendering can be seen as two separate pieces of evidence supporting the omission. Therefore, one should not accuse the Alexandrine scribe of correcting his text according to the Latin tradition, as suggested by the once-dominant theory.
 
              Compared to the extensive discussion on Alexandrinus, Semler pays far less attention to our manuscript, probably due to the limited data available to him. He simply provides a few remarks on several variant readings of this manuscript, and points out that in those places it stands with some important Greek witnesses and versions. No firm conclusion can be made unless a much fuller collation comes into existence.36
 
              The discussion of the recension theory is also evident in Semler’s later works. In his annotated edition of Wettstein’s text-critical principles attached to the Novum Testamentum Graecum, published in 1766, Semler goes through every principle in detail.37 There he also introduces the twofold theory of recension: ‘the Greek recension is two-fold; one in Egypt and in the Western provinces, the other in the East, throughout Syria, Antioch, and the Greek provinces’.38 Moreover, in the middle of this book Semler inserts a long section discussing variant readings in the light of the principles proposed by Bengel. In this way, Semler further criticises the Latinisation theory as presented in Wettstein’s edition.39 In another work that appeared in the following year, Semler modifies his system to become three recensions: Alexandrian, Eastern, and Western. According to this modified scheme, the common Greek text is a mixture of recensions:
 
               
                The varied Greek recension, which once held a place, existed generally in proportion to the diversity of the provinces. One may easily distinguish the Alexandrian, for it is almost used in common by the Egyptian writers and the pupils of Origen; it is also widely used by the Syrians, Copts, and Ethiopians; another flourished through the East (in Antioch and from there in Constantinople, etc.); and another through the West. Then, when the hatred of Origen and Pelagius had grown, a certain ecclesiastical and mixed recension gradually arose from the manuscripts of several provinces, which we are still accustomed to using.40
 
              
 
              In short, in his early years Semler was influenced by the Latinisation theory in its expanded version proposed by Wettstein. But from his Hermeneutische Vorbereitung onward, Semler developed a counter-theory for evaluating witnesses of the New Testament text. His support for the ancient manuscripts, in particular Alexandrinus, rightly corrected the dominant point of view that those manuscripts had been corrupted according to the Latin text.41 Due to the lack of data, Semler never offered a clear opinion on Vaticanus. But his recension theory provided an alternative framework for other scholars to move forward. We will now turn to Griesbach, perhaps the most famous student of Semler’s.
 
             
           
          
            5.2 Griesbach and His First NTG Edition (1775–1777)
 
            Before turning to the exploration of Birch and his collation of Codex Vaticanus, another key figure in the second half of the eighteenth-century needs to be taken into consideration: Johann Jakob Griesbach (1745–1812).42 He studied with Semler in Halle, and after his graduation in 1768 he spent several years travelling across Europe to examine New Testament manuscripts.43 The results later became important resources for him to prepare his editions of the Greek New Testament.
 
            To New Testament textual critics, Griesbach is well known for developing his teacher’s recension theory into an encompassing threefold system.44 He first addressed this issue in a 1771 treatise, where he followed Semler to discern two recensions but considered that there might be a third or even fourth recension to be distinguished.45 Later in his synoptic project, Griesbach developed his own version of the recension theory. In 1774, he published a synopsis edition of the Synoptic Gospels, Libri historici Novi Testamenti Graece. Pars prior.46 In its ‘Praefatio’, he introduces his system of recension as follows:
 
             
              Among all recensions of the Gospels, of which we speak here alone, though they are perhaps numerous enough, the two most ancient ones of all should be attentively considered and distinguished from each other. One is the Alexandrian, the readings of which are gathered from the Gospels manuscripts C [04], L [019], and also K [017], [minuscules] 1, 13, 33, 69, 106, and 118, from the Evangelistaria 18 and 19, from the Coptic, Ethiopic, Armenian, and later Syriac (also its marginal notes), and from the citations of Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Eusebius, Cyril, and Isidore of Pelusium. The other is the Western, the readings of which are gathered from Codex D [05], and in part from the Codices 1, 13, and 69, from the Latin version, especially the one before Jerome, which is commonly called the Itala, and from the more ancient Latin fathers; not infrequently also from the Syriac and Arabic versions.47
 
            
 
            Here Griesbach discerns two ancient recensions in the Gospels, the ‘Alexandrian’ and the ‘Western’. He further specifies the witnesses that can be clearly classified, including several important Greek manuscripts, ancient versions, and patristic authors. What is noteworthy is that a manuscript can belong to two recensions (such as minuscules 1 and 13) and that the Latin versions – including the version prior to Jerome (viz. the ‘versio Itala’) – are considered as belonging to the Western recension. These remarks are followed by the observation of another recension:
 
             
              The Codex A [02] in the Gospels follows a recension differing from the Alexandrian and equally from the Western, a more recent one compiled from other recensions. And it is not to be regarded worthy as much as Bengel and others have regarded it.48
 
            
 
            This third and more recent recension – which would later receive its name as the ‘Constantinopolitan’49 – appears to be a mixture of the first two, and its character is typified by Codex Alexandrinus. Based on this fresh classification, he modifies the high value of that manuscript as found in Bengel’s work. Unfortunately, Griesbach does not comment on Codex Vaticanus, since too few variant readings are known to him. In the list of ancient majuscules appearing in the synopsis, he simply admits, ‘B. Vaticanus, mutilated, examined in passing.’50
 
            For the present purposes, what is also important is how our manuscript is used under such limitations. Before turning to a detailed analysis of Griesbach’s use of Vaticanus, however, a few words about the relationship between his Gospel synopsis and his first edition of the Greek New Testament are needed. As mentioned above, published in 1774, the first part of Libri historici contained a synopsis of the first three Gospels. Two years later, Griesbach reprinted it with a four-page ‘Addenda et corrigenda’ as Synopsis Evangeliorum Matthaei, Marci et Lucae. This famous work then became a watershed in the studies of the Synoptic Gospels.51 The second part of Libri historici appeared in 1775, including the text of the Gospel of John and Acts of the Apostles. In the same year, he also published the second volume of his Novum Testamentum Graece, covering the Pauline and the Catholic Epistles, as well as Revelation.52 Finally in 1777, his first volume of the New Testament edition appeared, which was a republication of the two-volume Libri historici, not in the synopsis but in continuous form.53 In other words, many of the materials found in the NTG were already present in the earlier Libri historici.
 
            Another aspect that may need to be addressed in advance is the somewhat complicated symbols that Griesbach applies for indicating his text-critical decisions. In the 1775–1777 NTG, as well as the second edition, every variant reading is classified as one of the four categories, based on its text-critical value: (1) text; (2) probable and significant variation; (3) less probable or inferior variation; (4) variation merely mentioned.54 Moreover, depending on the operation of the variant – substitution (including transposition), addition, or omission – different symbols are used for illustration. Table 9 shows these symbols and their meanings given as Griesbach:55
 
            
              
                Table 9:Griesbach’s text-critical symbols.

              

                       
                    	Decision 
                    	Substitution and Transposition 
                    	Omission 
                    	Addition 
   
                    	Text 
                    	Those printed in small characters have been accepted by us in the text and substituted for the received reading.
(‘Quae minori charactere excusa sunt, in textum a nobis sunt admissa et in locum lectionis receptae surrogata.’) 
                    	† shows that a certain reading has been cast out by us from the text.
(‘† docet eiectum aliquid a nobis esse e textu.’) 
                    	⋕ signifies something having been accepted by us into the text that is omitted in the common editions.
(‘⋕ significat admissa quaedam a nobis in textum esse quae in vulgaribus editionibus omissa erant.’) 
  
                    	Probable 
                    	∻ indicates a reading of equal value in the inner margin, which should perhaps be preferred to the received reading.
(‘∻ indicat lectionem marginis interioris aequalem, imo forte praeferendam esse receptae lectioni.’) 
                    	= indicates a probable omission.
(‘= indicat probabilem omissionem.’) 
                    	⁜ marks those words which should probably be added to the text.
(‘⁜ adpingitur iis verbis, quae probabiliter textui adiicienda sunt.’) 
  
                    	Less probable 
                    	~ indicates a reading of the margin that should not be despised but which is inferior to the received one.
(‘~ significat lectionem marginis non spernendam sed receptae inferiorem esse.’) 
                    	– precedes words, the omission of which is less probable.
(‘– praefigitur vocabulis, quorum omissio minus est probabilis.’) 
                    	+ signifies an addition to the received text but a less probable one.
(‘+ significat, additionem ad textum receptum, sed minus probabilem.’) 
  
                    	Mentioned 
                    	The variant is listed in the critical apparatus. 
 
              

            
 
            With these in mind, we now have better grounds to understand Griesbach’s use and evaluation of Vaticanus in his first Greek New Testament edition. In its critical apparatus, there are at least seventy-two references to this manuscript across the whole New Testament (an overview can be found in Appendix B.5). It is apparent that he mainly relied on Wettstein to obtain the information on the manuscript. Yet he did not include all variant readings found in the 1751–1752 edition but left out a number of them that seemed less important in his eyes.56 Let us have a close look at several significant examples.
 
            In Matthew 6, Griesbach notices that the phrase ἐν τῷ ϕανερῷ is omitted in Vaticanus in verses 4, 6, and 18.57 Interestingly, although the omission is supported by the manuscript in all the three places, Griesbach ranks them differently. On the one hand, in Matt 6:18, the text ends at καὶ ὁ πατήρ σου ὁ βλέπων ἐν τῷ κρυπτῷ, ἀποδώσει σοι, followed by the symbol of obelus (†) to indicate the omission of a certain Textus Receptus reading. Indeed, here the phrase ἐν τῷ ϕανερῷ is excluded, and such removal is supported by Vaticanus, Bezae, several other majuscules, some minuscules, most of the versions, and also a number of patristic authors.58 On the other hand, in both verses 4 and 6, his text still retains the reading ἐν τῷ ϕανερῷ as the received text, but an equal-like symbol (=) is inserted in front of the phrase to show that the evidence also hints at a probable omission. That is, although some significant witnesses omit the reading under discussion, he does not consider it certain enough to be removed from the text. Indeed, compared to the case of Matt 6:18, in verses 4 and 6 the omission of ἐν τῷ ϕανερῷ is found in far fewer Greek manuscripts, and in particular only supported by two majuscules (Vaticanus and Bezae).59 Therefore it is understandable why Griesbach decides not to omit the phrase there.
 
            Although he does not explicitly provide his evaluation of the manuscript’s text, Vaticanus is often among the witnesses that support Griesbach’s decisions to change the readings of the Textus Receptus. The most obvious one is perhaps the Comma Johanneum, where the Trinitarian passage has been removed from his text.60 There are several other instances where more subtle changes are found. For instance, at Mark 1:2, instead of the traditional reading τοῖς προϕήταις, the citation formula ἡσαίᾳ τῷ προϕήτῃ is preferred based on a certain number of witnesses represented by Vaticanus, Bezae, and Regius.61 Similarly, because of the attestation in Alexandrinus, Vaticanus, a few other Greek manuscripts, and some versions and patristic writings, Griesbach decides to shorten 1 John 4:3 with two obelus symbols.62
 
            However, our manuscript is not always the one selected in the text. A good example is found in Acts 2:27 concerning the term ‘Hades’ in a citation from the Psalms. Unlike the spelling of ᾅδην as preferred by modern critics, the Textus Receptus reads ᾅδου at this point. Here Griesbach keeps his text according to the traditional reading, but also marks the word ᾅδου with the symbol of a probable alternative (∻). Although the alternative reading is supported by four majuscules and several minuscules, the manuscript attestation does not seem strong enough to let him change the text.63 A similar decision is made in the case of 2 John 7. There he indicates that instead of the Textus Receptus reading εἰσῆλθον, an important variation is ἐξῆλθον, notably supported by Alexandrinus, Vaticanus, and the Vulgate.64
 
            There are also places where the readings of Vaticanus are regarded as the third category, a less probable variation. In Matt 5:22, for instance, the omission of εἰκῇ is not favoured due to only a few supporting witnesses.65 A more curious example is the name of the place where John the Baptist was baptising his disciples in John 1:28. Griesbach does not change his text to βηθανίᾳ, a reading attested by most of the majuscules known to him, as well as several minuscules and most of the versions. Instead, he stands with the received reading βηθαβαρᾷ, probably because this reading seems to be given by the first hand of Ephraemi and many minuscules.66 Lastly, more than twenty references to Vaticanus are simply listed in the critical apparatus, which means that they are considered insignificant readings.
 
            Since his references to our manuscript are based on previous scholarship, Griesbach inevitably introduces some errors already present in former editions, particularly Wettstein’s. A typical example can be found in Luke 2:38. Following the error originating from Lucas Brugensis to read τοῦ Ἰσραήλ in Vaticanus, Griesbach considers that there are two less probable alternatives ἱερουσαλήμ and τοῦ ἰσραήλ for the Textus Receptus reading ἐν ἱερουσαλήμ. The second alternative is apparently supported by our ancient manuscript – the only Greek witness on the list – and a few versions.67 Moreover, he regards the omission of ὑμᾶς after εἰδότας in Jude 5 as a probable alternative reading, since Alexandrinus, Vaticanus, and Ephraemi all omit the word, according to Wettstein. But again, the information concerning our manuscript is inaccurate.68 Also incorrect is the variant reading of ἐλπίζω γάρ in 2 John 12, where Griesbach prefers this reading instead of ἀλλὰ ἐλπίζω given by the Textus Receptus. Yet our manuscript contains the same as the traditional reading.69
 
            In conclusion, due to the lack of a full-scale collection of its variant readings, Griesbach does not offer his opinion on Vaticanus in his 1775–1777 edition. Yet, it is evident that the manuscript often agrees with the readings that he chooses as his text, in one-third of cases in terms of statistics. In many other places, however, the Vaticanus readings are perhaps too distinctive to be accepted, although its value is sometimes recognised and marked with the symbols of probable readings. Much fuller use of this manuscript has to wait until his second edition, when the collation made by Birch becomes available to him. Following the chronological sequence, we will now turn to explore Birch’s contributions to textual scholarship in the next two sections, and Griesbach’s further involvement with Vaticanus will be discussed later (§ 5.6).
 
           
          
            5.3 Birch’s Early Works
 
            In the previous sections, attention has been given to the scholarly discussions of Codex Vaticanus in the third quarter of the eighteenth century. Textual critics began to regard this manuscript as a very valuable witness, notably from the perspective of the newly proposed recension theory. But since its available readings were scarce, no thorough evaluation was able to be made. The situation began to change from 1788 onward: that year Birch published an edition of the four Gospels containing a collation from this ancient manuscript. It is important to start with some background of this scholar.70
 
            Born in 1758 in Copenhagen, Birch finished his theological examination there in 1779. He then travelled to Göttingen to continue his study under Michaelis. Due to the scholarly abilities Birch showed, the famous professor advised him to visit Italy to examine manuscripts of the Greek New Testament. After obtaining financial support from the Danish government, Birch left Göttingen in 1781 and travelled through Switzerland and France to arrive in Italy. He stayed there for more than two years to consult and collate New Testament manuscripts – in particular Codex Vaticanus – and also some other valuable ones.71 After his return to Denmark in 1783, Birch was assigned by a royal order to prepare an edition of the Greek New Testament. This edition was designed to include a critical apparatus of abundant textual variants, culled from the manuscripts stored in the country and the collations made by some Danish scholars who travelled abroad. After a few years of labour, the first part of the edition was published in 1788. It was this volume that provided the first collation of Vaticanus ever published in the history of New Testament textual scholarship. Before moving to a detailed analysis of this seminal work, an insight into its development, context, and the nature of its content can be helpfully gained by investigating the earlier collation that was the forerunner of the edition subsequently published and his two less well-known text-critical works published in 1785.72
 
            
              5.3.1 The Copenhagen Collation
 
              In the first part of the Prolegomena to Tischendorf’s editio octava, Caspar René Gregory shares the news of his discovery of a collation related to Birch’s 1788 edition during his stay in Copenhagen in May 1878:
 
               
                Bruun, Bibliotheca Danica (Copenhagen 1877, vol. 1, col. 48), ‘Andet Hefte’, 1875, col. xxxiii, annotation, says that the library of the University of Copenhagen has a copy of this book, enriched with handwritten notes.73 At first nothing could be found in that library. Eventually the very dear librarian brought a manuscript volume (at that time, May 1878, not yet provided with a number), which contained a collation of Mill’s text in Acts, Catholic [Epistles], Paul, with the manuscript B Vaticanus 1209.74
 
              
 
              Indeed, this little-known collation has been preserved until the present day, now in the Royal Danish Library, Copenhagen, with the shelf mark ‘Additamenta 519’.75 In its current state, this archive entry, which can perhaps be called ‘the Copenhagen collation’, consists of sixty-six quarto folios with a contemporary leather binding.76 On one of its first pages, there is a note written by a librarian: ‘Andreas Birch: Kollationer fra Codex Vaticanus Nr. 1209.’ As indicated by Gregory, this is a collation containing the portions of Acts, the Catholic and the Pauline Epistles from our manuscript in the order that they are found in that manuscript.77
 
              In this collation, each folio page is divided into two columns. On the left column, ‘Editio Millii’, Birch copied the verse number and the text under consideration from Mill’s edition for comparison, and on the right column, ‘Codex Vat. 1209’, he wrote down the variant readings of our manuscript. An image may illustrate what this collation looks like (see Figure 10).
 
              
                [image: ]
                  Figure 10: Birch’s collation (Copenhagen, Royal Danish Library, Additamenta 519, f. 52v), containing Gal 1:15–3:1. © Copenhagen, Royal Danish Library.

               
              As the image shows, the collation is elegantly written in minuscule scripts with accents. All nomina sacra are fully spelt out, as shown in Gal 2:16 concerning the transposition variants of Χριστοῦ Ἰησοῦ and Ἰησοῦν Χριστόν.78 When there is an omission being noticed, Birch usually writes down ‘be wanting’ (‘deest’), ‘omits’ (‘omittit’), or the like, in the right column. For instance, the omission of τῇ ἀληθείᾳ μὴ πείθεσθαι at Gal 3:1 is remarked with ‘omits’ (‘omittit’).79 It is also interesting that paratextual elements are recorded: in Gal 2:4 the number Ν̅Ε̅ is found in the left column.80 But the most notable feature in this folio page is perhaps the variant concerning the Textus Receptus reading καταδουλώσωνται at Gal 2:4. There Birch attempts to imitate the correction of Vaticanus by writing down ‘καταδουλώσουωσιν sic’. That is, the correction of omega is written above the letters being corrected, the omicron and upsilon of -ουσιν.81 As will be discussed below, in the 1788 edition Birch occasionally comments on the different hands of the manuscript. The example in Gal 2:4 might allow us to glimpse the way in which he recorded those corrections.
 
              Moreover, in what follows a concentrated analysis of his collation in Galatians is offered. It gives us better grounds to understand the quality of Birch as a collator. The categorisation I set out in the introductory chapter specifically developed for analytical purposes was applied here to attribute each variant to one of the four categories. My examination shows that there are ninety variant readings in this Pauline letter.82 The variants belonging to imprecise and erroneous categories are presented in Table 10.
 
              
                
                  Table 10:Birch’s inaccurate information on B 03 in Galatians.

                

                          
                      	Gal 
                      	Birch text 
                      	Birch Vat. 1209 
                      	Reading B 03 
                      	Cat. 
   
                      	ins. 
                      	s. 
                      	ΠΡΟΣ ΓΑΛΑΤΑΣ 
                      	om. [B1 add. προς γαλατας] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	3:23 
                      	συγκεκλεισμένοι 
                      	συγκλειόμενοι 
                      	συνκλειομενοι [B2 συγκλειομενοι] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	3:28 
                      	πάντες 
                      	ἅπαντες 
                      	παντες [B1 απαντες] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	4:8 
                      	μὴ ϕύσει 
                      	ϕύσει μή 
                      	ϕυσι [B2 ϕυσει] μη 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	4:15 
                      	τίς οὖν ἦν 
                      	ποῦ οὖν [ἦν] 
                      	που ουν 
                      	err. 
  
                      	5:17 
                      	ἃ ἄν 
                      	ἃ ἐάν 
                      	αν [B1 α εαν] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	6:9 
                      	ἐκκακῶμεν 
                      	ἐγκακῶμεν 
                      	ενκακωμεν [B2 εγκακωμεν] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	sub. 
                      	s. 
                      	ΠΡΟΣ ΓΑΛΑΤΑΣ ΕΓΡΑΦΗ ΑΠΟ ΡΩΜΗΣ 
                      	προς γαλατας [B1 add. εγραϕη απο ρωμης] 
                      	imp. 
 
                

              
 
              There is only one piece of erroneous information in this portion. That is, at the beginning of Gal 4:15, Birch notices that Vaticanus reads ποῦ οὖν as a substitution of τίς οὖν in the Textus Receptus. But what he fails to notice is that the third word of this verse – the imperfect verb ἦν – is omitted by our manuscript. In other words, what he should have recorded in his collation is the substitution of the first three words τίς οὖν ἦν.
 
              In addition to this error, Birch introduces several imprecise variant readings, all of which are due to scribal corrections. In fact, five times Birch neglects the original reading of the manuscript. In all these places he simply follows the readings of the correctors: in Gal 3:28 and 5:17 following the first corrector and in Gal 3:23, 4:8, and 6:9 the second. Take the one at Gal 5:17 for example. In the last part of the verse, the Textus Receptus reads ἵνα μὴ ἃ ἂν θέλητε, ταῦτα ποιῆτε, and according to Birch, Vaticanus reads ἃ ἐάν for ἃ ἄν (f. 54r). Yet, in the manuscript a correction can be found. The original scribe only wrote ΑΝ, and then the first corrector inserted Ε and Α between the two letters, thus changing the reading as the one attested by Birch.83 Given the noticeable location of the correction, it is unlikely that this would have gone unnoticed. Therefore, the most probable explanation is that he considered it as a simple error being corrected, and hence there would be no need for particular attention.
 
              Moreover, Birch records both the inscriptio ΠΡΟϹ ΓΑΛΑΤΑϹ and the subscriptio ΠΡΟϹ ΓΑΛΑΤΑϹ ΕΓΡΑΦΗ ΑΠΟ ΡΩΜΗϹ. Yet, what he wrote down are actually the supplements made by the first corrector.84 Apart from the inscriptio and subscriptio, albeit imprecisely written, Birch also makes notes on some other paratextual features: all the chapter divisions in Galatians are listed, as well as the extant titloi.85
 
              Nevertheless, although Birch’s collation is generally of good quality, it is still far from perfect. A serious drawback is that he fails to note all the differences between the manuscript and the base text. Take Gal 4 as a test case. In this chapter Birch records seventeen variant readings,86 but according to my examination there are at least eleven extra variations in this single chapter. Three categories of these additions can be distinguished: (1) there are three orthographical differences to have been regarded of little use in his time;87 (2) the tendency to follow corrections made by the second hand is observable, in fact six occurrences in this chapter;88 and (3) twice he neglects variant readings that should have been noticed, the omission of ἄν in verse 15 and the substitution of τὸ δέ (for τὸ γάρ) at the beginning of verse 25. In short, a considerable number of readings in Vaticanus have escaped Birch’s notice, so his collation can at best provide an imprecise picture of the manuscript.89
 
              Besides, two historical questions concerning this collation remain unsolved: when was it made and for what purpose? It seems unlikely that this is the one that Birch produced during his time in Rome. For it would be unwise to collate manuscripts in such an extremely time-consuming way, especially given all the limitations he had to face in that period. A much more common practice of collation in the eighteenth century was to write down the noticed variants in the margins of a printed edition, just as we have seen in the work of Mico.90 Therefore, the one preserved by the Royal Danish Library could have been a fine copy of the original collation notes, probably made by Birch himself. But why did he decide to reproduce his collation of Vaticanus? An imaginable reason could be related to the issue of funding. Given the fact that both his journey to Italy and the preparation of the 1788 edition were supported by royal expense, an elegant reproduction of the collation of the famous Vatican manuscript appeared to be a reasonable choice.91 If this reconstruction is acceptable, the collation can be approximately dated around 1783, shortly after he returned to Denmark.
 
             
            
              5.3.2 Two 1785 Publications
 
              In 1785, Birch published two works based on his investigation of the Greek New Testament manuscripts in Germany and Italy. The first publication was written in Danish with the title Kritisk Beskrivelse over græske Haandskrifter af det Nye Testamente.92 At the beginning of its preface, Birch speaks of the intention of his grand tour between 1781 and 1783. Despite all the labours he had to put into, he is satisfied to devote himself to investigating the manuscripts kept in Italy. By doing so, he hopes to increase the knowledge of New Testament textual criticism:
 
               
                The main purpose of my enquiries was to increase my insights into New Testament criticism. I also endeavoured through this to satisfy a desire that scholars have long had, but have not yet seen fulfilled. The Greek manuscripts of the New Testament found in Italian book collections were little known and even less used. Although one could rightly suppose that there must be many significant ones among these that would reward the worker’s diligence with new and important remarks in terms of the criticism of the holy books. The often stated wish that someone would enrich criticism with a more thorough knowledge of these manuscripts remained, like many others, unfulfilled, and no one sought to remedy this deficiency.93
 
              
 
              Birch then describes the plan for this volume: introductions to the manuscripts he has studied during his journey are offered, and more space is given to the important manuscripts to allow the reader to understand their significance. Based on his personal examination, Birch believes that he can avoid the errors found in previous scholarship, especially those in the editions of Wettstein and Griesbach. According to him, they simply relied on their predecessors, so erroneous information has been repeated.94
 
              As the most significant manuscript kept in the Vatican Library, it is unsurprising that our manuscript is discussed to a great extent.95 Birch starts with the appreciation of its value:
 
               
                I now come to Codex 1209, the most important of all the Greek manuscripts preserved at the Vatican Library. … Of all the Greek manuscripts containing the New Testament, none have more often been described, and none other in so many respects have deserved merited diligence and careful examination more than this one. Its highly esteemed age, its completeness – a rare characteristic of ancient manuscripts – and more importantly, the remarkable readability of the text, are likewise many excellent features that are rarely found combined in one and the same manuscript.96
 
              
 
              Despite all its remarkable characters, he continues, no scholar preceding him has ever done a thorough examination of this manuscript. Inaccurate and even contradictory judgements have been given on the basis of a few variants collected with many errors. The desideratum in contemporary scholarship is ‘a complete collection of its readings’ (‘en fuldstændig Samling af dets Læsemaader’).97 What is to be offered in his book is an introduction to the manuscript’s characters and sufficient samples of its variant readings. Birch states that both are the results of his own careful investigation.
 
              Several aspects of the introduction Birch provides deserve attention. First, by comparing the handwriting of the manuscript with the recent found Greek papyri in Herculaneum, he is convinced by the early age of Vaticanus. Interestingly, here he does not offer his own judgement but seems to follow the dating given by de Montfaucon, namely the fifth century.98 Another important feature is that Birch points out the presence of accents and breathings, as well as the rare punctuations.99 More interesting is his opinion on scribal corrections and the phenomenon of the text being retouched. He regards the one who has retouched this manuscript as a knowledgeable scribe. The same scribe, according to Birch, also added corrections to this ancient manuscript on the basis of a later witness:
 
               
                Here he leaves the manuscript’s original reading untouched, without overwriting the same with another colour; but in the margins he notes the reading which he presumably found in his younger manuscript, and which he perhaps considers to be the genuine one.100
 
              
 
              This remark is followed by several examples from the Gospel of Matthew. In Matt 7:14, for instance, Birch reports that the original reading of Vaticanus is ὅτι στενὴ ἡ πύλη, but the omicron is untouched, presumably because the scribe found the more common reading τί στενὴ ἡ πύλη in most of the later manuscripts.101 Similarly, in the case of the variant reading μὴ ἕως τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ὑψωθήσῃ at Matt 11:23, a reading already known to scholars through the annotations of Lucas Brugensis, further detail can now be gained by Birch’s report. He indicates that the corrector opted for the traditional reading ἡ ἕως by letting the mu remain in pale colour untouched.102 In all the examples given here, Birch does not seem to distinguish between different correctors, but simply regards all the corrections as having been made by the same scribe.103 Moreover, as already shown above in his collation of the inscriptio and subscriptio in Galatians, the subtle differences between the first and second hands appear to have escaped his notice. This observation is confirmed by his comments on the headings of the New Testament books in Vaticanus. According to Birch, in the Gospels this manuscript agrees with Alexandrinus by giving Κατὰ Ματθαῖον, Κατὰ Μάρκον, and so forth, and in the Pauline Epistles the subscriptiones include those notes concerning to whom which each letter was sent.104
 
              Following the issue of corrections, Birch then examines the textual quality of Vaticanus. Based on his own investigation, he states that its text in the Gospels is close to the following witnesses:
 
               
                In the Gospels, the text presumably agrees with Codices Ephraemi [C 04], Cantabrigiensis [D 05], the Stephanus Eighth [L 019], Reuchlini [minuscule 1], Parisinus 2244 [minuscule 13], Leicestriensis [minuscule 69], and Lambecii 31 [minuscule 124]. Of which the first six at Wettstein are designated as C, D, L, 1, 13, and 69. – Likewise with the Syrian and the Older Latin translations of Origen, and Jerome.105
 
              
 
              What is interesting are the witnesses referenced here. On the one hand, the manuscript’s resemblance to Ephraemi and Regius is understandable, and so is its resemblance to the Syriac version and Origen. On the other hand, to modern eyes it may be surprising to see that Birch refers to Codex Bezae and the members in Families 1 and 13 here.106 As will be discussed below (§ 5.6.1), defining a distinct textual character of this ancient majuscule would become a challenging task for textual critics in the decades to come.
 
              To support his statement, Birch discusses a considerable number of examples thereafter. In what follows we will investigate several important ones among them. First, he begins with the well-known omission of εἰκῇ at Matt 5:22. For many, this is the crucial evidence that proves Vaticanus as being Latinised, as has been recurrently shown in our previous discussions. But now Birch argues the opposite: this omission indicates rather the excellence and antiquity of this manuscript. It is true that the Vulgate also omits the word, and yet the reason is that Jerome has revised the Latin text according to ancient Greek manuscripts. He states,
 
               
                The omission of Εἰκῆ in the Vatican manuscript should, then, not be used as evidence of their opinion, which despised it and regarded it as changed after the Vulgate; but it becomes much more a new testimony to its age and importance, as it shows conformity with the Greek manuscripts which Jerome considered to be so important that he used them as critical aids, according to which he improved his Latin translation.107
 
              
 
              A similar line of reasoning can also be found in his discussion of Matt 11:19. Here the issue concerns the last clause: whether Jesus said καὶ ἐδικαιώθη ἡ σοϕία ἀπὸ τῶν τέκνων αὐτῆς (‘But wisdom is justified of her children’ – KJV), or ‘by her deeds’ (ἀπὸ τῶν ἔργων αὐτῆς), according to the First Evangelist. The former reading is attested in most Greek manuscripts and finds its way into the Textus Receptus. However, Birch notices that the latter reading, ἔργων, is attested in the famous Vatican manuscript, as well as Codex Lambecii 31, the Syriac version, and Jerome.108 He further points out that the agreement with Jerome is noteworthy, since this evidence can support the proposition that Jerome found the same reading in the Greek manuscripts he used, just as already argued in the case of Matt 5:22. Moreover, internal criteria also support the reading of Vaticanus because it fits the context better and also provides a clearer meaning than the received reading.109
 
              Despite its antiquity, however, Birch states that Vaticanus does not always carry the best readings. According to him, the two examples in Acts 27 can illustrate this point. First, the name of the wind in Acts 27:14 is addressed. Birch considers the reading εὐρακύλων (which could be rendered as ‘the northeaster’ [NRSV]) – given by Alexandrinus alone – as the authentic reading. And he mentions that Vaticanus has a very close variant here: εὐρακύδων. The reason for this scribal error, he supposes, could have been the confusion between the uncial letters Δ and Λ. However, what Birch reports on this manuscript is actually a mixture of different hands. The original scribe wrote ευρακυλων (as Alexandrinus), which has been corrected to ευρυκλυδων later.110 In other words, a new variant is introduced by Birch here.111 Second, the singular reading of Vaticanus at Acts 27:37 is discussed. Instead of the common reading of διακόσιαι ἑβδομήκοντα ἕξ (‘two hundred and seventy-six’), here our manuscript reads ὡς ἑβδομήκοντα ἕξ (‘about seventy-six’).112 Why does it have this unique reading? Birch again comes up with an explanation along palaeographical lines: since the numbers found in ancient manuscripts were written in numerals, it could have been possible for the scribe to overlook the shorthand form of ‘two hundred’ (Ϲ) with the shorthanded ‘seventy’ (Ο).113 In both places, the same pattern in Birch’s discussions is that these scribal discrepancies can be explained by means of those uncial letters that are easily confused. This could have been related to his own painstaking experience with this uncial manuscript.
 
              The most important example mentioned by Birch is perhaps the one concerning the ending of Mark.114 He reports that the last twelve verses (Mark 16:9–20) are completely omitted by this ancient manuscript. In his time, this was the only known Greek manuscript that omits the traditional ending:
 
               
                With the words Ἐϕοβοῦντο γάρ, the Evangelist ends, and the following verses until the end of the chapter are completely missing in our manuscript. This omission is important, even more so because this of all the Greek manuscripts examined so far, is the only one in which the last twelve verses are indeed missing;115 though several church fathers and many annotations written in the margins of manuscripts testify that most of the ancient manuscripts agreed on completely omitting these verses.116
 
              
 
              He then lists three types of witnesses that agree with the attestation as found in this manuscript. First, a citation from Jerome is given, indicating that in Jerome’s day ‘nearly all the Greek manuscripts do not have this section to the end’ (‘omnibus Graeciae libris paene hoc capitulum in fine non habentibus’).117 Second, this patristic witness is also confirmed by some marginal notes attested in the Greek manuscripts that Birch examined himself. Notably in two manuscripts preserved in Venice, the same scholium is found alongside Mark 16:8: Ἐν τίσι μὲν τῶν ἀντιγράϕων ἕως ὧδε πληροῦται ὁ εὐαγγελιστής, ἕως οὗ Εὐσέβιος ὁ Παμϕύλου ἐκανόνισεν. Ἐν πολλοῖς δὲ καὶ ταῦτα ϕέρεται (‘In some copies the evangelist ended here, as also Eusebius Pamphili considered canonical. But in many the following is also found’). The scholium is followed by the commonly known verses 9–20.118 The last piece of evidence brought forward here is the testimony of the Eusebian Canons, where the last section of Mark commonly ends at verse 8, numbered Ϲ̅Λ̅Γ̅ (no. 233). Although in some manuscripts the sections continue until the last verse, for Birch, those are undoubtedly secondary.119
 
              In the same year of his Danish book, Birch published another work related to his examination of Vaticanus. This time it was written in German as a twenty-five-page article, entitled ‘Nachricht vom Vaticanischen Codex, nebst einigen kürzern Bemerkungen über andere Handschriften in Rom’.120 This article was published in an academic journal, Orientalische und exegetische Bibliothek, edited by his former teacher Michaelis.121
 
              The title of this article already makes clear the importance of Codex Vaticanus in Birch’s opinion, which distinguishes the manuscript from all other manuscripts he examined in Rome. The first paragraph is very similar to that of the Danish volume:
 
               
                Von allen Handschriften des N. Testaments ist keine öfter beschrieben als die bekannte Vatikanische, die in der Bibliothek mit N˚. 1209. bezeichnet wird, und keine die in so vieler Hinsicht eine genaue und vollständige Beschreibung verdiente, als diese. Ihr ehrwürdiges Alter, und eine bey alten Handschriften seltne Eigenschaft, die Vollständigkeit der in ihr enthaltenen Bücher, macht sie einem jeden Liebhaber der Litteratur, noch mehr aber dem Kritiker der diese Eigenschaften zu schätzen weiß, merkwürdig.122
 
              
 
              On the basis of his study of this manuscript, a series of remarks are given, which more or less correspond to the accounts discussed in the Beskrivelse, though now written in a more concise way. Instead of a comprehensive summary of this article, the following discussion will focus on several significant notes. First, while describing the corrections in the manuscript, Birch raises the issue of whether the accents and breathings were from the original scribe or the one who has retouched the entire manuscript. After weighing up different options, he eventually opts for the latter:
 
               
                Ueber den Buchstaben sind Accente und Spiritus, diese haben die Form die in den ältesten Handschriften sich findet, und bis zum Ausgang des X. Jahrhunderts beybehalten wurde, nemlich ˫ und ˧. Ob diese von der ersten Hand beygeschrieben, oder später hinzugesetzt sind, wage ich nicht zu entscheiden. Man hat die Handschrift als die erste Schrift blaß und unleserlich zu werden anfieng, mit schwarzer Dinte aufgefrischt. Bey den Buchstaben erkennt man noch oft die Spur der ersten bleichen Schrift; allein bey den Accenten und Spiritus, fällt dieß wegen ihrer Feinheit weg, und es bleibt ungewiß, ob der Schreiber der die Handschrift erneuerte, die Accente und Spiritus schon da fand, oder sie selbst hinzu schrieb. Doch vermuthe ich, daß die Handschrift in ihrer ersten Gestalt, Accente und Spiritus nicht hatte.123
 
              
 
              However, he also gives an example to show some reservations in his judgement. In 2 Cor 3:15–16, the text was copied twice by the original scribe, and thus only the second part has been retouched. The untouched part, therefore, illustrates the writing of the first hand, in which neither accents nor breathings are present.124 But Birch thinks that one should not draw the conclusion from this piece of evidence alone, since ‘vielleicht merkte der erste Schreiber seinen Irthum, und ließ die Buchstaben, ohne sie mit Accente und Spiritus zu bezeichnen’.125
 
              Next to this are three examples of scribal corrections, two of which already appeared in the Beskrivelse. The first correction mentioned is in Matt 11:19, where the original scribe wrote εργων but the corrector added τεκνων in the margin.126 Similarly in Matt 16:4, instead of ἐπιζητεῖ (‘seeks after’) found in most manuscripts, the first hand of Vaticanus wrote αιτει (‘asks for’), which has been corrected to the common reading later.127 The last example provides some more palaeographical detail about the corrector, as frequently shown in his Danish discussions. At Matt 14:19 Birch notes,
 
               
                Mathäi XIV, 19. hat die Handschrift von der ersten Hand, ΚΕΛΕΥϹΑΤΕ. Diese Leseart wird auf folgende Weise geändert: Das Τ ist unaufgefrischt, und mit einen Queerstrich verdamt, aus dem lezten Ε aber, der mittelste Strich ansradirt und dadurch in Ϲ verwandelt, so entstand die Leseart ΚΕΛΕΥϹΑϹ.128
 
              
 
              An important remark on the date of the corrector is then given. According to Birch, although it is difficult to determine when these corrections were added, some suggestions can still be made. If they were added after the addition of the accents and breathings, which was dated to the tenth century at the latest, then the corrections could have probably been made before the end of the eleventh century based on the hand discussed above.129
 
              The next part of Birch’s German article concerns several of ‘the most remarkable readings’ (‘merkwürdigsten Lesearten’) in the manuscript that have not been noticed by previous scholarship. The selected variants are mainly the well-known omissions, such as Matt 6:13; Mark 16:8; Luke 22:43–44; John 5:3; John 7:53–8:11; Rom 16:24–27; 1 John 5:7.130 Take the ending of Romans for example. There he notices that verse 24 is missing in the Vaticanus manuscript and that verses 25–27 directly follow verse 23, just as in some other important manuscripts of the Pauline Epistles.131
 
              After the list of the important variants, Birch turns to the ‘Codices Barberini’ in the last part of his article. He gives the first-hand report on that collection and refutes Wettstein who contests its authenticity.132 Although Wettstein seriously doubted that the Barberini collection was composed according to the Latin version, Birch rejects that idea by pointing to a commission record kept by the Vatican Library. It states that the pope had granted a new edition of the New Testament to be made and that several Greek manuscripts from the library would be requested for this purpose. According to Birch, all but one of the manuscripts used could still be found in the library when he visited there.133 Moreover, a comparison between Caryophilus’s published collection of 1673 and the listed Vatican manuscripts is given in the scope of Matt 1–5. As a result, Birch confirms that Caryophilus has indeed collated these manuscripts.134 He further speculates on the fate of this collection. According to his reconstruction, the collations started in the time of Paul V but were only completed after Urban VIII became the pope. But the new pope did not want to publish an edition that was not initiated by him. Therefore, the project was terminated and thus the Barberini collection has been stored on the bookshelves thereafter.135
 
              In conclusion, in these two 1785 publications, Birch offers an overview of Codex Vaticanus based on his own examination. The one in the Beskrivelse is much more comprehensive, and the German article seems to be an abbreviated version of it. The descriptions he provides are generally correct, and some pieces of fresh information are given, although to modern eyes his discussion of scribal corrections may not be precise enough. More important are his evaluation of the manuscript and the examples given in the Danish volume. On the one hand, he rightly argues that one should not consider the manuscript to be corrected according to the Latin and that on the contrary, its text belongs to the best witnesses for the reconstruction of the text. On the other hand, the selective examples show its closeness to other ancient witnesses. Especially from an historical perspective, his announcement of the ending of Mark in Vaticanus provided scholars – for the first time – with manuscript attestation to the omission of the last twelve verses.136 Indeed, although the omission in Vaticanus is noticed by some of the collators before Birch, his comments in both the Beskrivelse and ‘Nachricht’ were the very first reports actually published.137 As will be shown, this piece of fresh evidence would become impactful in scholarly debates on this issue.
 
              Nevertheless, although plenty of data had been included, very few scholars were aware of Birch’s Danish work, mainly due to its language.138 An exception was Michaelis’s brief review, published in 1786 in Neue orientalische und exegetische Bibliothek.139 Despite being formed as a book review, there Michaelis simply referred to the German article ‘Nachricht’ and stated that new materials would be added to his new edition of the Einleitung. Interestingly, he also announced that a German translation would soon appear, so that his readers could access that excellent book without the barriers of Danish.140 Michaelis’s promise, however, seems to have remained unrealised. No German edition of the Beskrivelse has ever been published. Fortunately, two years later Birch’s account of Codex Vaticanus and a full collation of the Gospels – albeit written in Latin – were indeed released as part of his Greek New Testament edition. This work deserves to be discussed in a separate section.
 
             
           
          
            5.4 Birch’s Quatuor Evangelia Graece (1788)
 
            
              5.4.1 Vaticanus in the ‘Prolegomena’
 
              In 1788, Birch composed a quarto edition of the four Gospels entitled Quatuor Evangelia Graece. It was an edition consisting of the Textus Receptus based on Mill’s text and an extensive collection of variant readings from the manuscripts kept in various European libraries.141 Preceding the text and its apparatus, there were a series of prolegomena, in which Birch introduces the manuscripts that he and his colleagues have examined and collated.142 Among them our manuscript is discussed lengthily under the title ‘Codex Vaticanus 1209 of the Old and New Testament’ (‘Codex Vaticanus 1209, Veteris Novique Testamenti’).143
 
              Compared with his Danish work, the content of Birch’s description of Vaticanus in his 1788 edition is very similar, but on occasion some developments can still be detected. The most striking change is perhaps his opinion on the accents and breathings in the manuscript. Formerly, in both of the 1785 works, he holds the position that these diacritics were added to the manuscript at a later stage, a judgement supported by the current scholarly consensus. But now he thinks of the opposite:
 
               
                Accents and breathings, the latter of which use the old form ˫ ˧, have been added to the letters by the first hand itself, something which Bianchini – in the image at page CDXCII, Volume 2, Part 1, Evangeliarium quadruplex, where a clear specimen of our manuscript exhibits accurately – failed to record.144
 
              
 
              Interestingly, Birch not only considers that the accents and breathings were added by the original scribe, but he also criticises Bianchini’s facsimile specimen as inaccurate regarding this matter, since no accents or breathings can be found there. Furthermore, he addresses the issue of re-inking and points out that this manuscript has been thoroughly retouched except for the accents and breathings: ‘Letters, not the accents and breathings, have been overlaid by ink again, when the older writing started turning light-yellow by age.’145 Therefore, it appears that for him the accents and breathings were part of the work of the original scribe and have not been retouched.
 
              Concerning the retouched work in general, Birch simply repeats what he has already stated in the Beskrivelse. He considers that the corrector carried out the tasks with great diligence, followed by several examples to support his judgement. There is only one example that is not mentioned previously in the 1785 works. That is, in Matt 16:20 the original reading ἐπετίμησεν has been erased and replaced with the common reading διεστείλατο, though the former reading is in a way still legible.146 On the basis of the corrections examined, he concludes,
 
               
                From which, as I certainly believe correctly, I infer that this renewal of the manuscript has been made in recent centuries, since all the readings that according to the corrector should be preferred to the text are confirmed by the support of the younger manuscripts.147
 
              
 
              Although he had once dated the corrector who retouched the manuscript to around the eleventh century, here no precise dating is given. He simply judges the work as being made in recent centuries. Besides, nowhere do his remarks convey the impression that he is aware of the possibility of multiple correctors in this manuscript. Therefore, since he regards the corrector as a later one, almost all the corrections are viewed by Birch as of little value. Subsequent scholars would be misguided by his imprecise judgement, thereby downplaying the importance of the corrections in Vaticanus, especially those made shortly after the composition of the codex.
 
              Another issue related to Birch’s opinion on the different scribal hands is the subscriptiones attested in Vaticanus. According to him, the manuscript contains the simplest form of the book title in the Gospels, namely Κατὰ Μαθθαῖον, Κατὰ Μάρκον, Κατὰ Λουκᾶν, and Κατὰ Ἰωάννην. And a brief form is also found in the Catholic and the Pauline Epistles. But he does not seem to distinguish that these paratextual features were actually added by different hands. For instance, at the end of Romans it reads Πρὸς ῥωμαίους ἐγράϕη ἀπὸ κορίνθου. That is, the subscriptio only has the book title with the traditional location where the letter was written. Birch then compares these with the Euthalian Apparatus, stating that the ones found in this manuscript are much more concise.148
 
              Next to this, Birch comes to the value of the manuscript. As already found in the 1785 publications, he explicitly appreciates its excellence, but now he goes one step further to regard it as the best witness among all the extant ancient manuscripts. The paragraph deserves to be cited in full:
 
               
                The remarkable excellence of our manuscript will be more than sufficiently demonstrated by the very collection of its variants included in this work. Indeed, I do not doubt to affirm that among all the New Testament manuscript codices that exist until today I hardly find one that deserves the same dignity and authority, whether you consider its age or the quality of its text. No manuscript comes closer to Origen’s text, or shows so many readings in which it is the only one to agree with Origen. As you can see, also in its singular readings it betrays agreement with the Paris Codices 9 [C 04] and 62 [L 019], the Cantabrigiensis [D 05], and that old Syriac Version, made in the sixth century A.D. under the guidance of Philoxenus and in the following century corrected and perfected after Greek manuscripts through the assiduous work of Thomas Harclensis.149 Add to this, that among all the best reputed ancient manuscripts there is not a single one found to be so complete in all its parts as our Vatican one. Indeed it surpasses in this respect all the others, that betray many losses over time, and portions supplied from other copies by a later hand. It is also worthwhile to note that our manuscript, both in the Gospels and in the other New Testament books, represents one and the same most reliable edition or recension, while in many ancient manuscripts that contain the entire New Testament, you find one edition (ἔκδοσις) in the Gospels, and another one in the Acts of the Apostles and in the Epistles. Thus, according to those who devoted most study to biblical criticism, Codex Alexandrinus shows a purer recension of the Epistles, whereas in the Gospels the text of the manuscript is found to be less reliable and correct.150
 
              
 
              To Birch’s eyes, there are at least three aspects that show Vaticanus to be the best Greek manuscript. In the first place, concerning its textual quality, the manuscript is the closest witness to Origen, even beyond several other ancient manuscripts and the Syriac versions. And he ensures that evidence will be provided by the variant readings accumulated and presented later in his edition. In the second place, he turns to the completeness of this manuscript. No manuscript in terms of its age is as complete as Vaticanus regarding the portions of the remaining text. Lastly, unlike other ancient manuscripts such as Alexandrinus, which is attributed to different recensions, Vaticanus consistently represents the most reliable recension across the whole New Testament.
 
              In the light of this, it is not surprising that Birch then shows his disagreement with the Latinisation theory. Instead of holding the conviction that Vaticanus has been corrected according to the Latin, he states, that one should follow the voice of ancient witnesses. Therefore, in contrast to that theory, it is not later manuscripts but ancient Latin versions that should be valued more highly:
 
               
                Indeed, the most learned men in biblical criticism observed that these versions were translated according to the Graeca veritas of very ancient manuscripts, and therefore have to be accepted among the more genuine sources. Therefore we rather take it as an argument for the antiquity of our manuscript. Let however no one receive this as if we believe that great weight should be given in biblical criticism to the younger Greek manuscripts in which clear traces of corrections to the common Latin versions occur. Concerning these, we in fact judge quite differently.151
 
              
 
              At this point, one particular example is given to illustrate the extreme antiquity of Vaticanus, that is, the ending of the Gospel of Mark: ‘The last pericope of Mark, from verse 9 in Chapter 16, continuously up to the end of the chapter, is entirely absent in our manuscript, so that below the words ἐϕοβοῦντο γάρ the subscriptio κατὰ μάρκον is placed.’152 Similar to the evidence he presented in his Danish work, Birch here refers to some patristic witnesses, notably Jerome’s, the scholium in the two Venice manuscripts, and the lack of consistency in the Eusebian Canons.
 
              The last pages of his introduction to our manuscript contain a brief account of its scholarly history. The names of Erasmus, Lucas Brugensis, Caryophilus, Mill, and Wettstein are mentioned.153 Birch particularly criticises previous scholarship for simply relying on very few and often inaccurate extracts. For instance, the erroneous variant at Luke 2:38 – the ‘attestation’ of τοῦ Ἰσραήλ in Vaticanus – is detected by him probably for the first time. He points out that this error has been transmitted over the past two centuries from Lucas Brugensis to Mill, Wettstein, and up to his time. Through his correction, therefore, such a long-lived error and its ‘side effect’ of supporting the Latinisation theory have eventually been remedied.154
 
              Interestingly, Birch ends the section on Vaticanus by admitting that the collated variant readings in Luke and John as presented in this edition were completed with the help of others.155
 
              In short, although Birch’s collation was not the first one made, his 1788 Quatuor Evangelia Graece did provide the first published collation of our manuscript. In what follows, a concentrated analysis will be devoted to Birch’s collation in its printed form.
 
             
            
              5.4.2 Variant Readings of Vaticanus
 
              Textual critics often speak of Birch’s collation of Codex Vaticanus as the first complete source that was accessible to the scholarly world. But seldom does anyone actually compare his collation with the readings in the manuscript in order to evaluate its quality. The current section is intended to provide some grounds to achieve this task. By applying my analytical framework, all the variant readings occurred in the Gospel of Matthew of the Quatuor Evangelia Graece are examined.156
 
              In the First Gospel, there are more than 800 variant readings noted by Birch. Statistically speaking, more than ninety percent of the readings are collated as found in the manuscript, and the number of the imprecise and erroneous readings is relatively low.157 Notably, the readings where a scribal correction takes place are abundant. This may reflect Birch’s interest in scribal corrections on the one hand, and on the other hand it indicates that less attention is given to different hands in Vaticanus. Some examples can show what is at stake. Let us start with those erroneous cases.
 
              To detect an error, that is, that the manuscript’s reading disagrees with the report given by Birch, is straightforward. Sometimes confusion seems to have raised from the recurrence of words in the near context. In Matt 10:28, for instance, the same imperfect verb ϕοβηθῆτε occurs twice in Jesus’s teaching. According to Birch, in the first occurrence an alternative variant – the present tense ϕοβεῖσθε – is found in many manuscripts, including Vaticanus. Yet, our manuscript actually has the present tense at the latter place but holds the same reading as the Textus Receptus at the former place.158 Similarly, at the beginning of Matt 19:18, Birch reports that instead of λέγει the manuscript reads ἔϕη. Its reading is nevertheless λέγει here, and the variant ἔϕη (for εἶπε) occurs in the next line of the page.159 Moreover, apparently the scriptio continua and the lack of separation between words occasionally cause difficulties for him to make a precise collation. For example, at Matt 12:29 the erroneous reading of Vaticanus is given: ἁρπάσει for διαρπάσει. But the fact is that the manuscript reads διαρπασει at this point, though the word is written across two lines (δι|αρπασει; p. 1250 A 36–37). Probably the first two letters delta and iota are ignored because they locate at the end of the previous line.160
 
              Moreover, it seems that Birch is sometimes confused by the corrections made by the later hands in Vaticanus, thus producing erroneous readings. A telling example is found in Matt 7:14, in which he comments on the correction from ὅτι into τί, as we have already discussed (see p. 200 above). Although this correction is noted in his collation, Birch fails to notice that there is an additional δέ directly following τί. In other words, the substitution given by our manuscript is not τί στενή but τί δὲ στενή.161 A similar error is found in another place with the occurrence of a correction: in Matt 16:4, the first hand is not αἴται as reported by Birch, but αιτει for the substitution of ἐπιζητεῖ in the Textus Receptus.162 Furthermore, an interesting case is an omission in Matt 16:24. According to Birch’s collation, the subject ὁ Ἰησοῦς is omitted by the original scribe of Vaticanus. But in fact the nomen sacrum Ι̅Ϲ̅ is present here. It is only the article ὁ that is omitted by the first hand but added by a later hand.163 Besides those related to scribal corrections, two inaccurate notes are detected on the transliteration of Jesus’s Aramaic expression in Matt 27:46. Instead of λαμὰ σαβαχθανί, Birch reports that our manuscript reads λημὰ σαβαχθανεί, although Vaticanus actually has slightly different wording: λεμα σαβακτανει.164
 
              In passing, Birch mentions the presence of a correction that he detected in the manuscript. A typical example is found in Matt 27:4 on the Textus Receptus reading of ἀθῶον: ‘δίκαιον Vat. 1209 on the margin by a second hand’.165 As one can notice elsewhere, here only a vague remark on the correction is given. Furthermore, notwithstanding that the corrections in Vaticanus are occasionally discussed, most of the time these go unnoticed as Birch follows the readings corrected by later hands, at least as far as the Gospel of Matthew is concerned.166 It is worth noting that more specifically, many of those unnoticed readings are orthographical corrections, which were almost always ignored by eighteenth-century critics.167 Indeed, a few others are not easily detectable, such as the correction from ἐκαυματίσθη to ἐκαυματώθη at Matt 13:6. At that place the corrector changed some faded letters to omega by overwriting on them, presumably an iota and a sigma.168 Yet, several other cases could have been recognised with little difficulty. For instance, in Matt 14:3, instead of the received reading of καὶ ἔθετο ἐν ϕυλακῇ, Birch notices that Vaticanus has the variant καὶ ἐν τῇ ϕυλακῇ ἀπέθετο. But a glimpse at the manuscript will discover that the article τῇ was inserted above the line at a later stage.169 Similarly, according to Birch, in Matt 26:13 the manuscript adds the conjunction δέ after the initial word ἀμήν. Yet, the fact is that the addition was again inserted by the first corrector.170 An even more striking case is found in Matt 23:37. In the apparatus Birch lists that the manuscript has αὑτῆς for ἑαυτῆς in the Textus Receptus. The substitution is nevertheless an obvious correction added in the right margin. One may perhaps wonder whether Birch simply regards this correction as made currente calamo, despite its extraordinary location.171 In short, although he does pay some attention to scribal corrections, Birch’s treatment of this issue is by no means precise and sometimes even confusing.
 
              To conclude our examination thus far, it is evident that for Birch Codex Vaticanus is the manuscript par excellence. The quality of its text and the comprehensiveness of its content make him believe that this is the best witness among all the ancient Greek manuscripts. Particularly in his Quatuor Evangelia Graece, the ending of Mark is pointed out as the most significant proof of its antiquity. At first sight, such an opinion was revolutionary in his day, which tallies with the majority point of view of current textual scholarship. Nevertheless, one should be aware that rhetoric also plays a role here. As we have seen above, in the 1785 Beskrivelse the example of Mark’s ending is one of the many cases that Birch uses to illustrate the value of the manuscript’s text. And he also dates the manuscript to the fifth century by following de Montfaucon’s judgement. But in the 1788 ‘Prolegomena’, the ending at Mark 16:8 is singled out to support the manuscript’s excellence. More interesting is that there is no remark on the proposed dating of Vaticanus. Neither opinions from previous scholarship nor his own can be found. As a consequence, through the references to Jerome and the Eusebian Canons, his reader may get the impression that this manuscript could be traced back to Jerome or even to Eusebius’s time. And this most ancient manuscript has been made available by no others but Birch himself.
 
              Our analysis further shows that Birch’s descriptions of the manuscript are not entirely accurate. In particular, his opinion on the issue of accents and breathings is unusual, if not inconceivable. To modern eyes, the statement that these diacritics belong to the original hand and have not been retouched makes no sense, because they are obviously in the same ink as those retouched letters.172 However, it should be noted that – unlike our privileged position – Birch had to rely on his handwritten notes and his remote memory while working on the 1788 ‘Prolegomena’. As we have noticed in the collation kept in Copenhagen, Birch seems to have automatically transformed the uncial letters into minuscule fully with accents, a collation practice that is quite different from that which modern textual critics would expect. If that is the case, his judgement on accents and breathings could have been influenced by the collation he made.
 
              Moreover, based on the examination of all the variant readings given in Matthew in his 1788 edition, the quality of Birch’s collation can be estimated. Generally speaking, his work accurately reflects the text of the manuscript. Nevertheless, many imprecise pieces of information and several errors are also detected. Based on the inaccurate data attested, some tendencies can be observed. Sometimes he seems to have been confused by the particulars of this ancient majuscule, for instance the similar uncial letters, division of lines, and notably the different layers of scribal corrections. Concerning the last textual phenomenon, it is evident that Birch often neglects the readings of the original scribe by following the corrected readings. Therefore his collation can only be moderately acceptable. Despite all its discrepancies, through the publication of the Quatuor Evangelia Graece this collation would serve as the main source for scholars in the decades to come.
 
             
           
          
            5.5 Earliest Reception of Birch’s Works
 
            As shown in the previous section, Birch’s work provided his first-hand examination of Codex Vaticanus in a period when access to the manuscript was almost impossible. Therefore, it is not surprising that his descriptions and collation soon became the authoritative reference to this manuscript for his contemporaries. In what follows some of the earliest reactions to his 1788 edition are discussed.
 
            In the first place, the last edition of Michaelis’s Einleitung deserves our attention.173 It was published in 1788, the same year as the publication of Birch’s Quatuor Evangelia Graece, thus preventing Michaelis from consulting the comprehensive introduction and fuller data provided therein. As a result, he could merely add a few pieces of information concerning our manuscript, but some remarkable changes are found.174 Compared to the previous editions, the modifications in his 1788 revision can be distinguished into several kinds. First, through several eyewitnesses, Michaelis could now provide more accurate descriptions of the manuscript’s content and its corrections. He affirmed that it indeed contains all the seven Catholic Epistles and that the whole manuscript has been retouched by a recent but careful and learned hand.175 Furthermore, he directed his readers’ attention to Birch’s two 1785 publications, describing Birch as ‘Augenzeuge und fleißiger Vergleicher des Codex’. And Michaelis hoped that a similar complete account would be given in the forthcoming Latin ‘Prolegomena’ as had been presented in the Danish introduction.176
 
            The second modification concerns the hotly debated issue of the ‘competition’ between Vaticanus and Alexandrinus. In contrast to the previous editions, in which no clear preference was given, Michaelis now seems to have been in favour of the former manuscript. In a way his statement hinted at a shift among the scholarly discussions of Vaticanus during the last twenty years of the eighteenth century, as this citation shows:
 
             
              Ein sehr hohes Alter hat der Codex, man hat bisweilen darüber gestritten, welcher unter beiden der älteste sey, er, oder der Alexandrinische. Ich der ich ihn nie gesehen habe, kann wol nicht das Richteramt ohne Unbescheidenheit übernehmen: doch sehe ich, daß Augenzeugen ihm ein höheres Alter beylegen.177
 
            
 
            More important is Michaelis’s opinion on the Latinisation theory: he once again changed his mind and turned back to the former position against that theory. In the section on Vaticanus, only a few clues can be found, and yet he discussed the Latin versions extensively in another part of the book.178 There he explicitly stated that the Latin text should be regarded highly, as should those Greek-Latin bilingual manuscripts. The main adversary – Wettstein and his influential theory – was so persuasive that even Michaelis himself had been convinced for some time, but now the opposite should be more plausible:
 
             
              Allein ich bin nachher anderer Meinung geworden, und habe gesehen, daß diese Beschuldigung der Verfälschung unerwiesen, oder doch übertrieben sey. Ehe ist in Griechischlateinischen Handschriften die Lateinische Version nach ihrem Griechischen Text geändert worden, als dieser nach ihr.179
 
            
 
            Besides his opposition to Wettstein’s theory, Michaelis further discussed the so-called ‘foedus cum Graecis’, a hypothetical event that Erasmus used for situating the origin of those Latinised manuscripts, Vaticanus included.180 Here various efforts were made to show how little ground Erasmus laid his hypothesis on. In particular, the evidence from Sepúlveda’s correspondence was raised, and Michaelis pointed out that Vaticanus could not have been one of the corrected manuscripts simply because it was undoubtedly much older than the council that made such a treaty between the Latin and the Greek churches.181 Therefore, by way of emending himself, Michaelis states his appreciation of the value of the ancient Greek manuscripts, just as Griesbach’s recently proposed theory has shown.182
 
            The limitations of Michaelis’s revision, that is, that he could not take Birch’s Latin edition into account, were supplemented by the English translation of the 1788 Einleitung. The translator Herbert Marsh, a former pupil of Michaelis, not only translated the whole German text into English but also augmented numerous notes to his teacher’s text, including corrections, additional information, and updates on new scholarly works.183 In 1793 the ‘Translator’s Notes’ to the second volume were published, in which a considerable number of remarks concerning Codex Vaticanus can be found.184 Mainly based on Birch’s accounts given in the ‘Prolegomena’, Marsh provided up-to-date information about this manuscript for English readers. Various aspects deserve our attention. First, throughout his translation Marsh referred to the manuscript as ‘the Codex Vaticanus’, a term that would progressively become the standard reference to this very majuscule until the present day.185 Probably inspired by the German original text, where Michaelis occasionally mentioned the manuscript as ‘der Codex Vaticanus’ (and the related inflections), the English translator seems to have consistently used the Latin term without any inflections. Therefore, Marsh’s work can be regarded as the clearest evidence of the ‘distinctness’ of our manuscript at the turn of the century. Second, Birch’s statement about the accents and breathings caused Marsh much perplexity. Although according to de Montfaucon there was no accents in this manuscript, Birch claimed that those diacritics were undoubtedly added by the prima manu. If one followed Birch’s statement, Marsh said, this would have prevented dating the manuscript any time prior to the seventh century, the earliest Greek majuscules with accents known to him. But he does not seem to exclude the possibility that the presence of the accents and breathings could have occurred in Greek New Testament manuscripts a few centuries earlier.186
 
            Apart from Michaelis’s Einleitung and its English translation, other contemporary scholars also turned their attention to Birch’s edition. Notably, in 1789 an anonymous review appeared in the German journal Allgemeine Literatur-Zeitung.187 The reviewer compared the variant readings of Vaticanus compiled by Birch with those of the most important manuscripts as given in Wettstein’s edition. He then confirmed Vaticanus to be superior to all the known witnesses in most cases:
 
             
              Der Codex vatic. hat eine grosse Aehnlichkeit mit den Wetsteinischen Handschriften C [04]. D [05]. K [017]. 1. 13. 33. 69. 102, und mit den lateinischen, koptischen, und äthiopischen Uebersetzungen, hat aber vor den meisten derselben den Vorzug, dass man von den unläugbaren Interpolationen und willkührlichen Aenderungen, die in jenen und zumal in D [05]. 1, 69 so häufig sind, wenig und fast nichts antrifft.188
 
            
 
            However, the reviewer also pointed out that the manuscript does not seem to have a uniform recension throughout the New Testament text. In a larger part of Matthew, it appeared to have followed another recension, which is very close to Codex Bezae.189 The overall examination and especially this significant remark would tally with Griesbach’s opinion given in his 1796 Greek New Testament, as will be discussed below. Therefore, some suggest that this review was indeed written by the renowned scholar himself.190
 
            In another review of the Quatuor Evangelia Graece, published also in 1789 by Johann Gottfried Eichhorn, a similar observation was given based on several sample chapters taken from Matthew and Luke. According to Eichhorn, the text of Vaticanus was close to that of Bezae in Matthew but to Regius’s text in Luke.191 He also regarded the manuscript as containing the purest text among all the known witnesses.192
 
            A few years later, two articles by Abraham Friedrich Rückersfelder were devoted to our manuscript.193 Published in 1796 and 1797, these articles were originally the correspondence between him and two Dutch scholars over the period 1790 to 1793.194 In the first letter, Rückersfelder summarised the descriptions given by Birch and listed numerous notable variants of the manuscript taken from the 1788 edition. By comparing these readings with other ancient Greek manuscripts, Rückersfelder concluded, ‘These observations lead me more and more to the conviction that our manuscript is an excellent and pure example of the Oriental or Alexandrian recension.’195 He also showed that there are striking differences between the manuscript’s readings and the Complutensian Polyglot, thus making the hypothesis that it had been used by the editors of the polyglot highly improbable. For Rückersfelder, access to such a great number of data provided better grounds for refutting the idea that the manuscript has been corrected according to the Latin version. By contrast, Vaticanus resembled two representatives of the Alexandrian recension in Griesbach’s system, namely Codices Ephraemi and Regius.196 Then in the second letter, further readings of our manuscript were extracted from Birch’s edition. Based on these, Rückersfelder made a series of brief text-critical comments on numerous passages in the Gospels. This larger scope led to a similar conclusion that this manuscript often agreed with the text of Ephraemi and Regius, sometimes also including Alexandrinus.197 In short, Rückersfelder’s works can be regarded as a good example of combining the newly available data from Birch’s Quatuor Evangelia Graece with Griesbach’s recension theory. The results are similar to the consensus of modern critical scholarship, that is, in terms of the Gospels, Vaticanus belongs to the best witnesses and resembles Ephraemi and Regius.
 
           
          
            5.6 Griesbach’s Second NTG Edition (1796–1806)
 
            
              5.6.1 Griesbach’s Opinion on Vaticanus
 
              Just as many other critics who discerned the distinct character of Codex Vaticanus after the publication of Birch’s edition, Griesbach also collected many Vaticanus readings therein for the preparation of his second edition of the Novum Testamentum Graece. With the fresh data at hand, he was able to examine the text of the manuscript extensively within the scope of the Gospels and situate it in his system. Indeed, in the first volume of his revised Greek New Testament, published in 1796, a modified and expanded description of the recension theory is given, now including Vaticanus. Accordingly, this manuscript represents a mixture of two recensions, in line with the anonymous review discussed above:
 
               
                The origin of the various recensions of the text of the New Testament, in the absence of documents and testimonies of sufficient antiquity, cannot be historically testified. Nor is this the place to restore that defect with conjectures. But that at the beginning of the third century at least there existed already two recensions becomes manifest from the comparison of the passages of the New Testament cited in Greek by Origen with the quotations of Tertullian and Cyprian. Indeed, these imply that there must have been a Greek text differing in its whole conformation and entire colouring from that which Origen used, and before him Clement of Alexandria. That text tends to agree with the Greek-Latin manuscripts, with the copies of the Latin version before Jerome, and – in the Gospel of Matthew – with the most ancient Vatican B [03], and also Codices 1, 13, 69, 118, 124, 131, 157, and with the Sahidic and Jerusalem Syriac versions; this [text] is accustomed to agree with the Gospel Codices C [04], L [019], 33, 102, 106, and – in the later chapters of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John – with the Vatican B [03], the Coptic (Memphitic), Ethiopic, Armenian, Philoxenian Syriac versions, and with the citations of Eusebius, Athanasius, Cyril of Alexandria, Isidore of Pelusium, and others. This latter-mentioned text, which after the time of Clement and Origen the Alexandrians and Egyptians especially employed and disseminated, may be not unsuitably called Alexandrian. The other, used from the time of Tertullian by the Africans, Italians, Gauls, and other westerners, can be not unfitly distinguished by the name of Western; not, however, that it was limited to the bounds of the Western Empire, as may be clearly found from the agreement (frequent but not constant) of the Jerusalem Syriac and Sahidic versions.198
 
              
 
              It is notable that, in comparison with that in the first edition, Griesbach’s scheme becomes more comprehensive to include more Greek manuscripts and versions. Concerning Vaticanus in particular, he now points out that on the one hand its text in Matthew shows great similarity with Greek-Latin bilingual manuscripts and the Old Latin version, thus belonging to the Western recension. But on the other hand, in the later chapters in Matthew and the other three Gospels, this manuscript generally agrees with Ephraemi and Regius among the others. Here he does not specify from which point onward our manuscript shifts to being a member of his Alexandrian recension. An answer to the piece of missing information can be found in the second volume of his Commentarius criticus, published just before his death as the second and last volume in the series of his textual commentary on the New Testament text. There Griesbach shares his observation that Vaticanus becomes part of the Alexandrian recension from around Matthew 22 onward.199
 
              After the description of the first two recensions, Griesbach continues to explain the third recension, the Constantinopolitan, represented by Alexandrinus in the Gospels. For him, this is the recension closest to the Textus Receptus. Besides, he thinks that several manuscripts can belong to two or even three recensions.200 He then provides some noticeable tendencies of these three recensions, but he admits that the purest form of the recensions has not been preserved in any extant manuscripts. He declares:
 
               
                No recension in any single surviving manuscript is found undefiled, as it had been originally. Because of the interval of time, which intervenes between the origin of the recensions and the birth of the manuscripts extant nowadays, individual manuscripts of all the recensions are corrupted in many places.201
 
              
 
              In short, according to Griesbach’s system, Codex Vaticanus is not a typical Alexandrian witness but contains significant readings of the Western recension in a large portion of Matthew. In other words, unlike other scholars who regard it highly by applying his theory, Griesbach himself considers Vaticanus to be a mixture of two recensions, thereby somewhat reducing its textual value.
 
             
            
              5.6.2 Griesbach’s Use of Vaticanus
 
              Besides his judgement of Vaticanus as a mixed text, which is well known to textual scholarship, for the present discussion what is important is also the way the manuscript is actually used by Griesbach. To interpret the data more precisely, an examination of the critical apparatus in his second edition will be given. This examination is twofold: (1) a comparison between the first and second editions to trace the development in Griesbach’s thought during the two decades between 1777 and 1796, and (2) a concentrated analysis of his text in Matthew to observe the patterns of his text-critical judgements.
 
              As discussed above (§ 5.2), some seventy readings of Vaticanus are already present in Griesbach’s first edition. A comparison with the places where these readings occurred in the second edition shows that his evaluation of the manuscript generally remains unchanged. In fact, in many occurrences – more than fifty – he holds the same judgements as found in the first edition.202 Yet, at several places a fuller overview of our manuscript seems to have influenced his decisions. The famous text-critical issue at John 1:28 is a good example. In the 1777 edition, Griesbach still retains the traditional reading Βηθαβαρᾷ in the text and, somewhat curiously, regards the alternative Βηθανίᾳ as a less probable reading (see p. 190 above). But in the 1796 edition the opposite decision is given: the reading attested by the majority of the majuscules is now his text, and the Textus Receptus reading is seen as the less probable one.203 Likewise, he becomes more certain about the words of Jesus’s reply to the rich man in Matt 19:17. The first edition puts two variants parallel to each other (τί με λέγεις ἀγαθόν; οὐδεὶς ἀγαθός, εἰ μὴ εἷς ὁ θεός and τί με ἐρωτᾶς περὶ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ; εἷς ἐστιν ἀγαθός) with the symbol § to indicate that both variations are equally probable in his opinion.204 In the second edition, however, the text becomes the same one as attested by Vaticanus: τί με ἐρωτᾷς περὶ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ; εἷς ἐστιν ὁ ἀγαθός. This is also the reading we now prefer.205
 
              Furthermore, the newly available collation allows Griesbach to correct some pieces of imprecise information that appeared in his first edition. Many of the discrepancies come from Amelote’s annotations, but a few others can be traced back to Lucas Brugensis’s Notationes. A telling example is found at Luke 2:38, where Vaticanus is mistakenly reported to have the reading τοῦ Ἰσραήλ for ἐν Ἱερουσαλήμ (see pp. 31–32 above). Based on Birch’s correction, Griesbach is now able to emend the Vaticanus reading to Ἱερουσαλήμ, and as a result he also downgrades the variant of τοῦ Ἰσραήλ.206 Apart from the corrected information, on occasion Birch’s remarks on the different hands in the manuscript allow Griesbach to have a better understanding of the scribal changes thereof. For instance, the omission of τῶν ἀνθρώπων at John 1:4 is now correctly reported as the first hand, which implies that these words were added later.207
 
              Interestingly, in the second NTG edition there are still two times that Griesbach demotes the value of the Vaticanus reading, compared to his opinions in the first edition. The first case concerns a substitution at Jude 5. In Griesbach’s first edition, he regards πάντα as equal weight to the word τοῦτο in the clause εἰδότας ὑμᾶς ἅπαξ τοῦτο by indicating the symbol § in the medial apparatus.208 But in the second edition, it is removed from the medial apparatus and only listed in the critical apparatus beneath.209 It appears that the fuller knowledge of Vaticanus does not play a role in this change, since already in the first edition he considers the reading of πάντα as originating from 1 John 2:20.210 Instead, the reason seems to have resulted from the development of his opinion on a conjecture at this very place, first proposed by him in 1775. A comparison between the comments in the two editions shows their differences:
 
               
                [11775] πάντα is an older reading. But it seems to have been brought from 1 John 2:20. So perhaps it should be read: εἰδότας, ἅπαξ ὅτι ὁ etc.
 
              
 
               
                [21806] Although πάντα is an older reading than τοῦτο, it is nevertheless not genuine but seems to have been brought from 1 John 2:20 to this point, and we think that it should be read εἰδότας, ἅπαξ ὅτι ὁ etc.211
 
              
 
              Secondly, in Matt 5:22 the omission of εἰκῇ is changed from less probable variation into merely a reading listed in the critical apparatus. In his NTG, Griesbach does not provide any reason for this change, except for the rarely occurring ‘positive’ apparatus.212 But his reasoning can be found in the first volume of his Commentarius criticus, a textual commentary on Matt 1–20 published in 1798. In it a five-page discussion is devoted to this particular variant.213 On the basis of a thorough investigation of the patristic citations, Griesbach concludes that the omission was already known in Origen’s time. Yet, despite the evidence from Origen and other early patristic sources, he believes that εἰκῇ was omitted deliberately by ancient scribes and probably originated from the theological drive to radicalise Jesus’s teaching.214 For the present discussion, the way in which Griesbach weights the different sides of the evidence is significant, particularly regarding our manuscript. Thus, it is worthwhile citing his argument in full:
 
               
                The witnesses against εἰκη brought forward thus far, although ancient and – if considered apart – fairly important, are refuted by others originating from the same families, equally ancient and also important. Cantabrigiensis [D 05] refutes the Vatican manuscript as elsewhere; the Syriac with other Arabic and Persian [versions] refute the Arabic version of the Polyglots; the Coptic, Armenian, and Philoxenian refute the Ethiopian (the readings of which the Roman editors perhaps accommodated according to the Vulgate at this place);215 the Itala refutes the Vulgate and Anglo-Saxon; the author of the Letter to Zena and Serenus refutes Justin Martyr and Ptolemy;216 Eusebius, Cyril, and Isidore of Pelusium refute Origen; [Gregory] Nyssen refutes the author of On Baptism; Cyprian, the translator of Irenaeus, and Hilary refute Tertullian; Philastrius, Paulinus, and the Incomplete Commentary [on Matthew] refute Juvencus and Chromatius with Salvianus, and finally those manuscripts to which Jerome and Augustine appeal are refuted by some other manuscripts in which the same authors admit that the εἰκη existed.217 Now that these arguments have been taken away properly enough, not only all remaining Greek manuscripts (Alexandrian, Western, and Constantinopolitan) stand firm on behalf of the common reading, but indeed also the Gothic, Jerusalem Syriac, and Slavonic versions, the Apostolic Constitutions, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, Euthymius, and others. Hence, εἰκη is superior in the light of both the great number and, more importantly, the weight of the witnesses. In fact, if you duly evaluate all matters carefully, and if you want to pay attention to what we have observed above about the Vatican manuscript and what we will confirm with more examples hereafter, you will understand that hardly anything of any importance could be brought forward against εἰκη besides the authority of Origen, Tertullian, Jerome, and a few other fathers.218
 
              
 
              The long list of evidence cited above illustrates how Griesbach exclusively applies his recension theory to deal with a specific text-critical issue. For him, before reaching a mature conclusion, every piece of evidence should be evaluated through its textual family. As discussed earlier, based on Birch’s collation Griesbach considers Vaticanus as a member of the Western recension for about the first twenty chapters of Matthew. Thus, at this place its omission is seen as a conflict with Codex Bezae – the representative of the Western recension – although he acknowledges that these two manuscripts often disagree with each other. In other words, it might have been particularly due to the understanding of Vaticanus that Griesbach is led to relegate this very variant reading.
 
              Apart from the comparison between the first and second editions of Griesbach, a concentrated analysis of the Gospel of Matthew allows us to discern the pattern of his use of Vaticanus. According to my examination, there are nearly six hundred references to the manuscript in Matthew in the NTG 1 of 1796. An overview of how he attributes these references according to his categories, presented in Table 11, may be useful.219
 
              
                
                  Table 11:Statistics of B 03 in Matthew in Griesbach’s 1796 edition.

                

                        
                      	Category 
                      	Number 
                      	Percentage 
   
                      	Text 
                      	105 
                      	17.8% 
  
                      	Probable 
                      	60 
                      	10.2% 
  
                      	Less probable 
                      	98 
                      	16.7% 
  
                      	Mentioned 
                      	325 
                      	55.3% 
 
                

              
 
              These statistics reflect that Griesbach does see the manuscript as a distinct witness in practice, as shown in his theoretical framework discussed above. More than one-fourth of its variant readings are highly valued, either supporting his text or at least being regarded as probable variations. The number could rise to nearly one-half of the total references if those less probable ones are also included. However, there is still more than fifty-five percent of the references where our manuscript is merely mentioned in the apparatus. Such a high degree may reflect his opinion that its text belongs to the Western recension in a larger part of Matthew. Interestingly, among all the places where Vaticanus supports Griesbach’s text, most of the changes are already present in the first edition of 1777, ninety-five in total.220 In other words, concerning the improvement of the text, as far as Matthew is concerned, the newly available data of the manuscript have limited influences on Griesbach’s text-critical decisions, but they do confirm many of the decisions he has made. In other words, as shown in our discussion about the places where Vaticanus occurs both in the first and second editions, a similar pattern can be observed by analysing a different scope of data.
 
              Nevertheless, there are still some exceptions to this pattern. A notable example is found in Matt 10:8 on Jesus’s instructions to the twelve. According to the Textus Receptus, the disciples should ἀσθενοῦντας θεραπεύετε, λεπροὺς καθαρίζετε, νεκροὺς ἐγείρετε, δαιμόνια ἐκβάλλετε (‘heal the sick, cleanse the lepers, raise the dead, cast out devils’ – KJV). But Griesbach in his first edition removes the third clause (νεκροὺς ἐγείρετε) from the text on the basis of his Alexandrian recension, notably Codices Cyprius (K 017) and Regius (L 019).221 However, in the second edition the clause νεκροὺς ἐγείρετε is put back but in a different location: it is moved before λεπροὺς καθαρίζετε. The text now reads ἀσθενοῦντας θεραπεύετε, –νεκροὺς ἐγείρετε:, λεπροὺς καθαρίζετε, δαιμόνια ἐκβάλλετε, with the symbol indicating lesser probability put before νεκροὺς ἐγείρετε.222 Although the omission is supported by a considerable number of witnesses, Griesbach considers that the transposition is more likely the genuine reading because of the age and quality of the supporting evidence, in particular Vaticanus, Ephraemi, Bezae, and minuscules 1, 13, 33, and 157.223 A comparison between the apparatuses of the two editions shows that the major addition to the evidence is indeed Vaticanus and minuscule 157. Therefore, it appears that at this place further knowledge of Vaticanus does play a significant role in Griesbach changing his text.
 
              Concerning the errors in Griesbach’s second edition, many of those are simply taken from the collation of Birch. But a few others that are not found in Birch’s work deserve some explanation. In Matt 15:33, for instance, Griesbach records that both Vaticanus and Bezae have an additional οὖν after πόθεν, a variant reading that is not present in the first edition.224 This error originates from Amelote’s annotations, which were used by Griesbach probably through Wettstein’s apparatus. An even clearer example is found in Matt 19:29. Griesbach in the apparatus lists that the same two manuscripts read οἰκίαν, instead of the Textus Receptus reading οἰκίας. This time he makes it explicit that his source is indeed Wettstein (and Amelote behind), and yet the information is again incorrect: both manuscripts have οἰκίας, just as most other witnesses.225 The reason why Griesbach introduces these two errors to his second edition could perhaps be reconstructed as follows. That Birch only provided a collation, not a transcription, might lead Griesbach to consider that some variant readings could have been overlooked. Moreover, based on his scheme of the threefold recension, Vaticanus was very often in agreement with Bezae in Matthew. Consequently, the variants in Matt 15:33 and 19:29 – as listed in Wettstein’s apparatus – probably could have escaped Birch’s attention and should thus be mentioned. In contrast to Griesbach’s intention, however, the result was that the errors made by Amelote still found their place in an edition in which much precise information was available.
 
              Before drawing conclusions from our exploration thus far, another important issue should be addressed: Griesbach’s view of the endings of Mark, especially the impact that Birch’s report on Vaticanus has brought forth.226 As early as his 1774 Libri historici, Griesbach was aware of this well-known issue. In a footnote at the beginning of Mark 16:9, he commented,
 
               
                What follows from verse nine onward is absent in some – indeed very many – in the more accurate ones, in almost all Greek books. However, in a few others, accurate ones, many, very many, it is present. This is evident from the scholia in the manuscripts L [019], [minuscules] 1, 22, 24, 34, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, etc.227
 
              
 
              Despite the fact that almost all the known witnesses contained the traditional ending, Griesbach was certain that the passage is missing in very many ancient manuscripts, although he could only refer to indirect evidence as attested in some scholia.
 
              Later, in his annual lectures held in 1789 and 1790 at the University of Jena to mark Pentecost, this issue recurred as part of his treatment on the Synoptic problem. In the 1789 lecture, Griesbach particularly expressed his doubt about Mark 16:9–20:
 
               
                This and the remaining verses of Mark are dubious. If you regard them as genuine, you will easily see from our table that they are taken partly from Matthew and partly from Luke, and are, as it were, reduced to a summary (which seems, looking back, to be inconsistent with Mark’s usage) and interspersed with a few things which do not occur in either.228
 
              
 
              In the lecture given in the next year, he further argued against the last twelve verses of Mark by referring to our manuscript, probably for the first time among his writings:229
 
               
                If the last verses of Mark, from the ninth until the twentieth, were genuine, or if Mark had consciously ended his Gospel at the eighth verse, it is impossible to offer a probable explanation for this omission at all. But we know that these verses are missing in the esteemed Vatican manuscript, and were once lacking in many other ancient manuscripts. Nevertheless, it is very unlikely indeed that Mark ended his book at the eighth verse with ἐϕοβοῦντο γάρ. It is therefore reasonable to conjecture that the genuine ending of the Gospel (one that undoubtedly mentioned the journey into Galilee) was accidentally lost, and that another ending was supplied either at the end of the first century or at the beginning of the second century by someone unknown; and if this be so, there is surely no need to be surprised by this omission.230
 
              
 
              Several aspects deserve some elaboration. In the first place, it is notable that Vaticanus became the only Greek manuscript known in Griesbach’s time that exactly ends at Mark 16:8. From now on, he was able to refer to this ancient majuscule as the ‘hard evidence’ to support his suspension of the traditional ending. Very interesting is also his argumentation in the second part of this citation. That is, he showed no favour to the idea that the Gospel was intended to end with ἐϕοβοῦντο γάρ, a theory that would be held by many modern critics. Instead, Griesbach imagined that the original ending had accidentally been lost in the first century. This specific proposal could have probably been influenced by his own solution to the Synoptic problem, which argues that Matthew was written first and Mark last.231 If Mark did actually end at ἐϕοβοῦντο γάρ, then this ending would become a serious drawback for his theory. For it would be inconceivable that the author of Mark would have intentionally omitted all the resurrection materials available to him through Matthew and Luke.232
 
              Later, in his second Greek New Testament edition of 1796, Griesbach further provided an expanded list of evidence in the critical apparatus, starting with Vaticanus. This far-reaching reference caused the omission of the manuscript to be noticed by the scholars of the decades to come:
 
               
                What follows from verse nine until the end of the Gospel is missing in B [03]. It is marked with an asterisk in [minuscules] 137 and 138.233 Likewise, the verses were once absent from some, indeed very many, from almost all Greek books, from the more accurate ones. However, they have been found in a few others, accurate ones, many, very many, particularly in the Palestinian Gospel.234 This is evident from the scholia of the manuscripts: L [019], [minuscules] 1, 22, 24, 34, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 108, 129, 137, 138, 143, 181, 186, 195, 199, 206, 209, 210, 221, 222.235
 
              
 
              To summarise, because of the collation given in Birch’s 1788 edition, very many variant readings of Vaticanus became available to Griesbach, who then incorporated them into his second NTG edition. Based on this fuller dataset of the manuscript, he assessed its text as a very valuable witness and attributed it to the Alexandrian recension from the last part of Matthew to John. In the first three quarters of Matthew, however, he considered it to be closer to Codex Bezae, thereby belonging to his Western recension. A detailed analysis of the entire portion of this Gospel shows a pattern that corresponds to his theoretical framework. On the one hand, our manuscript in many places confirms the changes already made in his first edition, but on the other hand its readings are often regarded as peculiar and thus to be dismissed. As I have argued above, Griesbach’s text-critical decisions are predominantly guided by the scheme of his theory. In other words, the newly available data of Vaticanus did not necessarily cause him to refine his system, but rather he tried to place them into the structure that he has already established. As an understandable but somewhat ironic consequence, Griesbach was restrained by his pioneering theory from completely adopting the ancient text attested in Vaticanus.236
 
             
           
          
            5.7 Conclusions
 
            The current chapter has examined the scholarly reception of Codex Vaticanus in the second half of the eighteenth century. The primary focus was Birch’s involvement with this manuscript and the first-ever published collation thereof. In addition to his far-reaching Quatuor Evangelia Graece of 1788, our exploration also included several little-known materials, namely the Copenhagen collation and his 1785 Danish treatise. Based on the comprehensive examination given in this chapter, some developments of Birch’s view on Vaticanus can be detected, notably his inaccurate but influential judgement of the origin of the accents and breathings. The examination also provides grounds to evaluate the quality of his collation and observe some patterns therein. Accordingly, it seems that Birch was unaware of the different correctors in the manuscript and that he tended to follow the corrections instead of the original readings in most cases. Despite all the discrepancies, his introduction to Vaticanus and the data he provided became the main source on the manuscript in the following decades.
 
            In the same period, there was also a ‘paradigm shift’ regarding the leading text-critical theory. As shown in my examination of the early works of Michaelis and Semler, the Latinisation theory – in Wettstein’s renewed version – still predominately guided their evaluation of ancient manuscripts, including Vaticanus. However, shortly afterwards, textual scholarship witnessed the emergence of the recension theory, firstly formulated by Semler and then expanded by Griesbach. It was indeed this emerging theory that replaced the once-dominant idea that Vaticanus was a Latinised and inferior witness. Together with the eyewitness account and data provided by Birch, this manuscript was soon seen as an invaluable witness. Moreover, beyond the commonly known fact that Griesbach attributed our manuscript to a mixture of Alexandrian and Western recensions, our analysis has shown how it was actually used and evaluated before and after Birch published his collation. The manuscript on the one hand confirmed many of Griesbach’s text-critical decisions, but on the other hand its text was not infrequently rejected due to his confidence in the text-critical scheme he has devised.
 
            Several further observations can be made on the progress and changes during this half a century. First, as illustrated in our discussions of Birch and his contemporaries, their confirmation of the value of Vaticanus was made through the comparison with other known witnesses.237 This indeed allowed critics of that time to perceive the excellent quality of this ancient text, but also limited them in fully adopting some of its unique readings. This point is clearly exemplified by Griesbach’s use of the manuscript. Although a major breakthrough indeed took place because of his recension theory, he still retained certain continuity with previous scholarship. Viewed from this perspective, Griesbach can be seen as a transitional figure regarding the developments of text-critical theory.
 
            The second observation is closely related to the first one. At that time, some readings attested in Vaticanus could only find support in indirect evidence such as scholia and patristic witnesses. A telling example is the omission of the traditional ending of Mark, as announced by Birch. Although he was not the first collator who recognised this omission, Birch was the one who introduced its manuscript attestation to the scholarship of the New Testament. He cogently associated the omission in Vaticanus with the indirect witnesses that hint at the absence of the longer ending. Yet, as argued in my comparison between his earlier work and the 1788 edition, a practical motive could also play a significant role behind his scholarly discussion. That is, by highlighting the manuscript’s agreement with ancient patristic sources, the impression of the antiquity and excellence of Vaticanus could only be deepened. And it was Birch himself who unearthed this valuable and ancient text for the scholarly world. The way Griesbach made use of the manuscript concerning this particular issue is also intriguing. Somewhat similar to his approach to the manuscript’s text as shown in his second edition, his doubt about the genuineness of the received ending was on the one hand supported by the omission in Vaticanus. But on the other hand, instead of an abrupt ending at Mark 16:8, another interpretation was given in order to avoid a theoretical drawback in his Synoptic theory.
 
            Third, it is quite evident that in the second half of the eighteenth century our manuscript was referred to in a much more definite way. Notably in the second edition of his Einleitung of 1765, Michaelis explicitly spoke of the Vatican manuscript par excellence. This was probably affected by the numbering system introduced and the data gathered by Wettstein. From then on, scholars started mentioning this manuscript without any qualifier. Several decades later, while Marsh was translating Michaelis’s work into English in the last decade of that century, he decided to choose ‘the Codex Vaticanus’ for this very manuscript, a term that would become the standard reference until the present day. This subtle but significant change indicates that the perception of our manuscript was gradually transformed during that period, when a set of fresh data became available and an alternative text-critical theory came into existence.
 
            In his 1788 edition, Birch only provided the collation of Vaticanus within the scope of the Gospels. The remainder of the New Testament collation had to wait a further decade to be published. His useful but not always accurate account of the manuscript would also be emended by another eyewitness. And Griesbach’s theory would be further modified to become a more encompassing system. These stories will be introduced in the next chapter.
 
           
        
 
      
       
         
          Chapter 6 Verdict Announced: Hug and Lachmann
 
        
 
         
           
            The antiquity of the MS. is very great. … Hug assigns the MS. to the first half of the fourth century – Samuel Davidson1
 
          
 
           
            Therefore what wonder if sometimes we have attributed false information to this book [Codex Vaticanus] or have doubted which of the conflicting witnesses was to be trusted? – Karl Lachmann2
 
          
 
           
            It has never been published in fac simile (!) nor even thoroughly collated (!!) – Henry Alford3
 
          
 
          In the previous chapter, we have seen the first published collation of Codex Vaticanus as it appeared in Birch’s 1788 work. We have also discussed its impact on subsequent scholarship, notably Griesbach’s use of it in his second Greek New Testament edition. Yet, Birch’s publication only covered the Gospels of the manuscript, and Griesbach’s evaluation was limited by his recension theory. The current chapter will trace and analyse significant developments on Vaticanus in text-critical scholarship that came in the years after these major works, covering the period from the turn of the nineteenth century until the middle of that century. As will become apparent during our investigation, the consensus that we now have – that is, Vaticanus as a fourth-century majuscule of vital importance for reconstructing the New Testament text – only gradually took hold during this period. Such a verdict was based on two essential aspects: personal inspection of the manuscript and breakthroughs in matters of methodology. In addition to these aspects, attention will also be drawn to another factor that played a decisive role in the scholarly discussions of these decades, namely that the knowledge of the Vaticanus readings extensively increased because of the publications of Birch’s entire collation and the reproduction of Mico’s collation. Following the chronological sequence, our exploration begins by analysing the data that became available at the turn of the nineteenth century.
 
          
            6.1 The Publication of More Collations
 
            
              6.1.1 Birch’s Variae Lectiones 1–3 (1798–1801)
 
              After the publication of Birch’s far-reaching 1788 edition, textual critics awaited the release of his collation containing the remainders of the New Testament. But it took one decade for him to complete this task, and the results were not what he had planned when the Quatuor Evangelia Graece was launched. Between 1798 and 1801, Birch published a series of collations in three volumes entitled Variae lectiones ad textum Act. App. Epp. Catholicarum et Pauli, Variae lectiones ad textum Apocalypseos, and Variae lectiones ad textum IV Evangeliorum.4 Unlike his earlier quarto edition, which included both a base text and a critical apparatus with plenty of variant readings, in his later works Birch merely listed a set of variations taken from different manuscripts, printed in much less impressive typesetting without accents and diacritics. These dramatic changes were in fact forced by a great fire that devastated the Danish capital in June 1795.5 That calamity not only destroyed the elegant printing type used in the 1788 edition but also reduced the paper for the projected second volume to ashes. As a result, it became extremely difficult for Birch to continue the plan as he had hoped. For the sake of scholarship, nevertheless, he decided to publish his collations in a straightforward and much simpler way. Although this would not be as great an edition as the Quatuor Evangelia Graece, it was his hope that the collection would still provide essential data on the manuscripts he had collated. Indeed, because of his effort, the scholarly world was eventually able to make use of his complete collation of Vaticanus.
 
              In the ‘Prolegomena’ of the first volume of his Variae lectiones, Vaticanus is only mentioned very briefly. There Birch refers to his discussion in the 1788 edition, and simply adds that the manuscript ends at Heb 9:14 and that the remaining part of the book and the text of Revelation are supplemented by another manuscript made by a recent hand. The collected variant readings of our manuscript, Birch states, were ‘collated in all respects with the greatest diligence’.6 A comparison between the published version and the Copenhagen collation shows that most of the variant readings are identical, but the printed edition leaves out almost all the information on paratextual features and also introduces some extra errors.7
 
              Since the manuscript does not contain the book of Revelation, no further information on it is given in the ‘Prolegomena’ of the second volume which concentrates on the last New Testament book.8 The third and last volume of the series contains the four Gospels. In his preface to the reader, Birch makes clear that despite most of the variants already printed in his Quatuor Evangelia Graece, he decided to rework that part to complete the Variae lectiones series. Although most of the typesetting model of the 1788 edition had been destroyed, he still managed to arrange all the data by consulting his personal notes again. Particularly by way of this re-examination, some corrections and additions could be made, including the information on Vaticanus.9
 
              In the previous chapter we already noted that Birch’s collation is fairly accurate in Matthew, but it is important to ask whether his collation holds the same quality in other portions of the New Testament. This query can be answered by examining two sets of samples, namely the notable passages of omission and the five selected chapters (Mark 5; John 18; Acts 2; Gal 4; Jude; for my explanation, see Introduction, § 2). Concerning the passages of omission, in the Variae lectiones Birch notices that all of these passages are missing in Vaticanus except for Rom 16:24.10 In the Copenhagen collation, however, he does make a note on this very verse observing that ‘the whole verse 24 is wanting’, and the same information is found in his German article.11 Such a discrepancy might have taken place during the preparation of the Variae lectiones. On the other hand, the examination of the sample chapters shows that around four-fifths of the variant readings are noted in Birch’s collation (193 out of 235 places; or 82.1 percent). Among all the variants there are 166 instances where the manuscript’s reading is recorded precisely. Still, imprecise readings are present, as well as some erroneous readings. In total there are twenty-eight instances of these kinds. By applying my analytical framework, an overview of Birch’s inaccurate information can be found in Table 12.12
 
              
                
                  Table 12:Birch’s inaccurate information on B 03 in the sample chapters.

                

                          
                      	 
                      	TR 
                      	Birch 1798–1801 
                      	Reading B 03 
                      	Cat. 
   
                      	Mark 5:3 
                      	μνημείοις 
                      	μνημασι 
                      	μνημασιν [B2 μνημασι] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Mark 5:4 
                      	αὐτὸν ἴσχυε 
                      	ισχυε αυτον 
                      	ισχυεν αυτον 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Mark 5:5 
                      	ὄρεσι καὶ ἐν τοῖς μνήμασιν 
                      	μνημασι και εν τοις ορεσι 
                      	μνημασιν [B2 μνημασι] και εν τοις ορεσιν 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Mark 5:13 
                      	ἦσαν δὲ ὡς δισχίλιοι 
                      	om. 
                      	ως ͵̅β̅ 
                      	err. 
  
                      	Mark 5:18 
                      	ᾖ μετʼ αὐτοῦ 
                      	μετʼ αυτου ῃ 
                      	μετ αυτου ην [B2 η] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Mark 5:26 
                      	ἑαυτῆς 
                      	αυτην 
                      	αυτης 
                      	err. 
  
                      	Mark 5:28 
                      	Κἂν τῶν ἱματίων αὐτοῦ ἅψωμαι 
                      	εαν ἁψωμαι κᾳν των ἱματιων αυτου 
                      	εαν αψωμαι [B2 add. καν] των ιματιων αυτου 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	John 18:3 
                      	Φαρισαίων 
                      	ϕαρισαιων 
                      	ϕαρεισαιων [B2 ϕαρισαιων] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	John 18:5 
                      	ὁ Ἰησοῦς, Ἐγώ εἰμι 
                      	εγω ειμι ὁ ιησους 
                      	εγω ειμι ι̅ς̅ 
                      	err. 
  
                      	John 18:22 
                      	εἷς τῶν ὑπηρετῶν παρεστηκώς 
                      	παρεστηκως εἱς των ὑπηρετων 
                      	εις παρεστηκως των υπηρετων 
                      	err. 
  
                      	John 18:28 
                      	ἀλλʼ ἵνα 
                      	om. ἱνα 
                      	αλλα 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	John 18:29 
                      	εἶπε 
                      	ϕησι 
                      	ϕησιν [B2 ϕησι] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	John 18:36 
                      	ἂν οἱ ἐμοὶ ἠγωνίζοντο 
                      	οἱ εμοι ηγωνιζοντο αν 
                      	οι εμοι ηγωνιζοντο [B1 add. αν] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Acts 2:1 
                      	ἅπαντες ὁμοθυμαδόν 
                      	ὁμοῦ 
                      	παντες ομου 
                      	err. 
  
                      	Acts 2:3 
                      	ἐκάθισέ τε 
                      	εκαθισεν 
                      	και εκαθισεν 
                      	err. 
  
                      	Acts 2:22 
                      	Ἰσραηλῖται 
                      	Ισραηλειται 
                      	ιστραηλειται [B2 ισραηλειται] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Acts 2:31 
                      	οὐ κατελείϕθη 
                      	ουτε εγκατελειϕθη 
                      	ουτε ενκατελειϕθη [B2 εγκατελειϕθη] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Acts 2:38 
                      	ἁμαρτιῶν 
                      	των ἁμαρτιων ἡμων 
                      	των αμαρτιων υμων 
                      	err. 
  
                      	Gal 4:8 
                      	μὴ ϕύσει 
                      	ϕυσει μη 
                      	ϕυσι [B2 ϕυσει] μη 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Jude ins. 
                      	Ἰούδα ἐπιστολὴ καθολική 
                      	ιουδα 
                      	om. [B1 add. ιουδα] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Jude 12 
                      	περιϕερόμεναι 
                      	παραϕερομεναι 
                      	παραϕερομενοι 
                      	err. 
  
                      	Jude 13 
                      	ὁ ζόϕος τοῦ σκότους 
                      	om. ὁ 
                      	ζοϕος σκοτους 
                      	err. 
  
                      	Jude 14 
                      	προεϕήτευσε 
                      	επροεϕητευσε 
                      	επροϕητευσεν [B2 επροεϕητευσε] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Jude 22 
                      	διακρινομένοι 
                      	διακρινομενους 
                      	διακρεινομενους [B2 διακρινομενους] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Jude 23 
                      	οὓς δὲ ἐν ϕόβῳ 
                      	om. εν ϕοβῳ 
                      	om. 
                      	err. 
  
                      	Jude 24 
                      	ὑμᾶς 
                      	αυτους 
                      	υμας 
                      	err. 
  
                      	Jude 25 
                      	ἐξουσία 
                      	add. προ παντος αιωνος 
                      	εξουσια προ παντος του αιωνος 
                      	err. 
 
                

                
                  
                    Notes:

                  

                   
                    Roll 26, Jude 23, in Birch, Kollationer, f. 33v, the information is precise: the omission of οὓς δὲ ἐν ϕόβῳ is correctly recorded.

                  

                   
                    Roll 28, Jude 25, in Birch, Kollationer, f. 34r, the information is correct: ἐξουσία πρὸ πάντος τοῦ αἰῶνος for ἐξουσία.

                  

                

              
 
              The first aspect that deserves attention is that most of the imprecise readings occur at the places concerning either scribal corrections or orthographical differences (or a combination of both).13 It is evident that on those occasions Birch usually follows the readings corrected by a later hand. Another notable aspect is that some errors are found only in the printed version: at least three times there are differences between the Variae lectiones and the Copenhagen collation, all of which occur at the end of Jude. The case of Jude 24 – the substitution of αὐτούς – is the most notable one. According to my categorisation, this is counted as an ‘erroneous attribution’, indicating that no variant is present since the manuscript reads as the base text. Interestingly, in the Copenhagen collation Birch correctly records ὑμᾶς for the base text reading αὐτούς.14 Therefore the problem seems to have arisen as the note was transferred into the typesetting of the Variae lectiones. In particular, the printed work now employed another base text, which probably contains ὑμᾶς instead of αὐτούς. Such a difference could have made Birch confused about his own note written nearly twenty years previously.15
 
              Moreover, it may be instructive to compare Birch’s collation with another complete collation of our manuscript, that is, the one made by Mico. As far as the quality is concerned, it appears that Mico’s collation is superior. It contains more variant readings and its accuracy rate is also higher.16 Nevertheless, although the one collated by Birch is not without errors and even less accurate than Mico’s, from an historical perspective this variant collection became more influential for those interested in the readings of Vaticanus. Although he was not able to realise his initial plan for an elegant edition, through the series of Variae lectiones Birch at least provided what textual critics had wanted for many years.
 
             
            
              6.1.2 Woide’s ‘Apographum’ (1799)
 
              Around the same time that Birch was publishing his Variae lectiones in Copenhagen, Mico’s collation of Codex Vaticanus was also made available to the scholarly world, albeit in a complicated and indirect way. In 1799, some eighty years after its completion, the Clarendon Press of Oxford published the collation made by Mico.17 This collation eventually saw the light mainly thanks to the endless efforts of Charles Godfrey Woide, the then assistant librarian at the British Museum.18
 
              Probably around the first months of 1785, Woide studied and copied Mico’s collation, which was then kept by one of Bentley’s nephews.19 Yet, Woide’s copy of the collation remained unpublished during his lifetime. After his death in 1790, many of his handwritten notes were transferred to the Clarendon Press, including this valuable copy. Later in 1799, it was edited and published posthumously by Henry Ford in a supplementary volume to the famous Alexandrinus edition.20
 
              Before examining the content of Woide’s posthumous publication, it is important to discuss his influences on Birch’s 1788 edition. As already briefly addressed above in our discussion of the 1788 Quatuor Evangelia Graece, Birch admitted that his collation of the famous Vatican manuscript was supplemented by the collation made for Bentley. As the following citation shows, it turns out that Birch was in fact helped by Woide and his copy:
 
               
                We collated the entire Gospels of Matthew and Mark, Acts of Apostles, as well as all the Epistles, with all the diligence that was possible. The most distinguished and learned Woide amicably shared with us the readings from Luke and John, copied from Bentley’s papers.21
 
              
 
              Birch’s expression is somewhat understated there, since it is not hard to imagine that he would try to minimise the impression of the incompletion of his work. However, several of his letters to Woide have remained, which illustrate the way in which he requested a copy of Mico’s collation. In fact, between April 1785 and September 1787, Birch wrote from Copenhagen to England at least four times asking for Woide’s support solely in this regard (see Figure 11 as an illustration).22
 
              
                [image: ]
                  Figure 11: Birch’s letter to Woide (Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Clar. Press d. 12, f. 62r), showing variant notes on the last verse of Jude, followed by the first part of Birch’s third letter (dated 13 October 1786). © The Bodleian Library, University of Oxford.

               
              On the basis of Birch’s own words, it is clear that he heavily depended on Woide’s notes. His continuous requests also show that the collation made during his stay in Rome was less complete than he had claimed in the prolegomena to his 1788 edition.23 Birch’s dependence on Woide will be further exemplified later by comparing several sample chapters between these two works.
 
              Let us turn back to Woide’s 1799 publication. In this posthumously published ‘Apographum collationis codicis Romani seu Vaticani’,24 Woide provides variant readings from Vaticanus in every New Testament book in majuscule scripts, as well as variants from the last chapters of Hebrews and Revelation. In other words, it contains the entire collation of Mico, who indeed included the supplement part written in minuscules in his collation. According to the preface given by the editor, Woide copied the readings from Mico’s collation – an annotated 1524 Greek New Testament – onto a printed Oxford edition of 1675.25 Therefore this ‘Apographum’ is arranged in three columns, from left to right as (1) readings of the edition Woide used (‘Editio Oxon. 1675’), (2) readings from Vaticanus as given by Woide (‘Cod. Vaticanus’), and (3) differences from the edition used by Mico (‘Editio Argentorat. Wolfii Cephalaei’). In addition, just as in Mico’s collation, Woide’s printed notes also include all the readings with accents, diacritics, and occasionally even punctuation.
 
              Given such a prolonged and complicated preparation progress, we can easily imagine that discrepancies could have been introduced in many places.26 The case of John 18:10 is revealing. In the ‘Apographum’ Woide lists the substitution of Σύμων (for Σίμων) and notes that ‘Σύμων was not corrected in the margin’.27 Yet, although Mico indeed did not correct the reading Σύμων of his base text, it is much more likely that he failed to spot the different reading σιμων as attested in our manuscript. But without access to the manuscript, Woide was of course not able to verify the genuine reading. Moreover, sometimes the differences between the base texts prevented Woide from spotting the exact reading of Vaticanus. Take John 18:20 for example. Here Mico and Woide both list one variant only, the substitution of λελάληκα for ἐλάλησα. And yet Mico’s base text actually differs from Woide’s: the 1524 Strasbourg edition reads ὅπου πάντες οἱ Ἰουδαῖοι συνέρχονται, but the 1675 Oxford edition reads ὅπου πάντοθεν οἱ Ἰουδαῖοι συνέρχονται.28 And at this point Vaticanus reads as the Strasbourg edition by giving παντες. As a result, since Woide neglected the divergence between the two base texts, this implicit variant – πάντες for πάντοθεν – has gone unnoticed.29 The negligence of the variant could give the wrong impression that the manuscript supports the reading πάντοθεν.30
 
              Moreover, by means of a comparison with Mico’s original collation in Galatians, the quality of Woide’s work can be further demonstrated. The statistical results are that Woide precisely records 131 out of 141 variant readings attested by Mico, or near 93 percent (92.9%). Yet seven errors are introduced, and at three other places the variant is overlooked probably due to the differences between their base texts. The overview of Woide’s discrepancies is given in Table 13.31
 
              
                
                  Table 13:Comparison between Woide’s reproduction and Mico’s collation.

                

                          
                      	Gal 
                      	Oxford 1675 
                      	Woide 
                      	Mico 
                      	Reading B 03 
   
                      	2:14 
                      	Πέτρῳ 
                      	κεϕᾷ 
                      	κηϕᾶ 
                      	κηϕα 
  
                      	2:14 
                      	ζῇς, καὶ οὐκ Ιουδαϊκῶς 
                      	καὶ οὐχ Ἰουδαϊκῶς ζῇς 
                      	καὶ οὐχὶ ἰουδαϊκῶς ζῇς 
                      	και ουχι ιουδαικως ζης 
  
                      	3:21 
                      	ὄντως ἂν ἐκ νόμου ἦν 
                      	ἐν νόμῳ ὄντως ἂν ἦν 
                      	ὄντως ἐν νόμῳ ἂν ἦν 
                      	οντως εν νομω αν ην 
  
                      	4:6 
                      	ἐξαπέστειλεν 
                      	s. 
                      	ἐξαπέστειλε 
                      	εξαπεστειλεν [B2 εξαπεστειλε] 
  
                      	4:6 
                      	ὁ Θεός 
                      	s. 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
  
                      	4:25 
                      	γάρ 
                      	om. 
                      	δέ 
                      	δε 
  
                      	4:29 
                      	Ἀλλʼ 
                      	ἀλλά 
                      	ἀλλʼ 
                      	αλλ 
  
                      	5:5 
                      	πνεύματι 
                      	s. 
                      	πνεύματι 
                      	πνευματι (Strasbourg 1524 πνεύματ [sic]) 
  
                      	5:21 
                      	ϕθόνοι 
                      	s. 
                      	ϕθόνοι 
                      	ϕθονοιι [B1 ϕθονοι] (Strasbourg 1524 ϕθονοι [sic]) 
  
                      	6:7 
                      	ὅ 
                      	s. 
                      	ὅ 
                      	ο (Strasbourg 1524 ὁ) 
 
                

                
                  
                     Notes:

                  

                   
                    Roll 4, Gal 4:6, Woide mistakenly attributes the location of the two variants to two verses earlier, where the same clause ἐξαπέστειλεν ὁ θεός occurs. As a result, his reader would get the wrong impression that B 03 reads ἐξαπέστειλε at Gal 4:4 but follows the TR text in 4:6.

                  

                   
                    Roll 7, Gal 4:29, Woide might have been confused by the reading of Mico’s base text, which has ἀλλά here.

                  

                

              
 
              Besides the analysis of Galatians, it is worthwhile to compare the works of Woide and Birch in the portions where the latter relied on the former’s notes. This comparison not only allows us to see their differences, but the compared data also provides objective grounds to answer the question to what extent Birch borrowed from Woide’s copy. Based on a test case on the variant readings in John 1–4 as recorded by Birch’s 1788 edition and Woide’s ‘Apographum’, more than two-thirds of the data under examination are the same.32 Their differences are mainly due to the fact that Woide’s source had a different base text and that Birch tended not to record variants concerning diacritics.33 Still, there are eighteen variations between them, which indicate that Birch seems to have used his own collation at least on several occasions. All the differences in these four chapters can be seen in Table 14.
 
              
                
                  Table 14:Comparison between Birch’s and Woide’s editions.

                

                          
                      	John 
                      	TR (Birch 1788) 
                      	Birch 
                      	Woide 
                      	Reading B 03 
   
                      	1:4 
                      	τῶν ἀνθρώπων 
                      	B✶ om.; Bc add. τῶν ἀνθρώπων 
                      	s. 
                      	om. [B1 add. των ανθρωπων] 
  
                      	1:5 
                      	αὐτό 
                      	αὐτόν 
                      	s. 
                      	αυτο 
  
                      	1:13 
                      	οὐδὲ ἐκ θελήματος ἀνδρός 
                      	B✶ om.; Bc add. οὐδὲ ἐκ θελήματος ἀνδρός 
                      	s. 
                      	om. [B1 add. ουδε εκ θεληματος ανδρος] 
  
                      	1:22 
                      	εἶπον οὖν 
                      	εἶπαν 
                      	εἶπαν οὖν 
                      	ειπαν ουν 
  
                      	1:40 
                      	ἦλθον καὶ εἶδον 
                      	ἦλθαν οὖν καὶ εἶδαν 
                      	ἦλθον οὖν καὶ [εἶδον] 
                      	ηλθαν ουν και ειδαν 
  
                      	1:42 
                      	ὁ 
                      	om. 
                      	s. 
                      	om. 
  
                      	1:43 
                      	καὶ ἤγαγεν αὐτόν 
                      	ἤγαγεν 
                      	om. καί 
                      	ηγαγεν αυτον 
  
                      	1:43 
                      	Ἰωνᾶ 
                      	Ἰωάννου 
                      	s. 
                      	ιωανου [B2 ιωνα] 
  
                      	1:51 
                      	εἶπον σοι 
                      	om. 
                      	εἶπον σοι ὅτι 
                      	ειπον σοι οτι 
  
                      	2:19 
                      	ὁ 
                      	s. 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
  
                      	2:19 
                      	ἐν 
                      	s. 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
  
                      	2:20 
                      	εἶπον 
                      	s. 
                      	εἶπαν 
                      	ειπαν 
  
                      	2:23 
                      	ἐν posterius 
                      	om. 
                      	s. 
                      	εν 
  
                      	2:24 
                      	ἑαυτόν 
                      	s. 
                      	αὐτόν 
                      	αυτον 
  
                      	3:16 
                      	οὕτω 
                      	s. 
                      	οὕτως 
                      	ουτως 
  
                      	4:6 
                      	οὕτως 
                      	s. 
                      	οὕτω 
                      	ουτω 
  
                      	4:16 
                      	τὸν ἄνδρα σου 
                      	s. 
                      	σου τὸν ἄνδρα 
                      	σου τον ανδρα 
  
                      	4:52 
                      	αὐτόν 
                      	om. 
                      	αὐτήν 
                      	αυτην 
 
                

                
                   
                    Note: It should be noted that John 1:39–52 in both their editions are numbered verses 38–51 in the MCT.

                  

                

              
 
              Several aspects deserve further elaboration. First, Birch gives two variants concerning scribal corrections at the beginning of the Fourth Gospel, the additions at John 1:4 and 1:13, although he considers that both corrections were made by the original scribe.34 These pieces of information are lacking in Woide’s ‘Apographum’, suggesting that Mico might have taken the corrected readings for granted and so he provided no remarks on the readings of the original scribe. This tendency is clearly observed in my analysis of Mico’s collation in Galatians (§ 3.3.1). Furthermore, the silence in Woide’s notes also implies that Birch probably noticed these corrections through his personal examination of the manuscript.35 Second, in several places either Birch or Woide makes a mistake by recording imprecise information, six times by Birch (John 1:5, 22, 43, 51; 2:23; 4:52) and once by Woide (John 1:40). Among these, the one at John 1:5 is noteworthy: Birch reports that the Vatican manuscript reads αὐτόν instead of the Textus Receptus reading αὐτό, although there is actually no variant at this point. Since it is not attested in Woide’s list, this error seems to have been due to Birch’s own oversight.36 And the third aspect is that occasionally additional information is given by Woide but lacking in Birch’s apparatus and vice versa. For instance, in John 2:19 Woide gives two variants of omission, the definite article ὁ before Ἰησοῦς and the preposition ἐν preceding τρισὶν ἡμέραις.37 One can only speculate as to why Birch did not include these omissions. Perhaps he decided to rely on his notes there, which might have differed from the ones sent by Woide, or his copy of Woide’s notes could have been not comprehensive enough to include some tiny variants such as those in this verse.
 
              To sum up, after waiting for more than half a century, scholars eventually had access to the collation made by Mico – known as ‘Bentley’s collation’ – at the turn of the nineteenth century. Despite the complicated process of its making, Woide’s ‘Apographum’ became another valuable source on the text of Vaticanus alongside Birch’s collation. As my examination has shown, however, this reproduction is not identical to the original collation, thereby introducing some imperfections and errors. Moreover, although Mico’s collation is more comprehensive than Birch’s, the reproduced ‘Apographum’ seems to have received less attention than the Copenhagen publications.38 For those who had access to both collations, the differences between the two would cause them to ponder which one was correct at certain places. In a time when there were only collations at hand, this kind of limitation was unfortunate but unavoidable.39
 
             
            
              6.1.3 First Reviews
 
              Probably because of the significance of his Quatuor Evangelia Graece, reviews of Birch’s Variae lectiones were appeared immediately after the release of the first volume. In 1799, Griesbach wrote a lengthy review in the Neues theologisches Journal.40 In it he first acknowledges that the volume under examination was not printed in the same way as the splendid 1788 edition. Yet, a fresh collection of the variant readings of the Greek New Testament was still more than welcome for textual critics.41 He then provides a brief overview of the content and the manuscripts collated.42 Based on the data given in this volume, Griesbach is able to further his analysis on the second half of the New Testament text (Acts, the Pauline and the Catholic Epistles). Although he has not yet gone through all the variant readings therein, several tentative but important observations can be offered. For present purposes, the most significant one is his remark on Vaticanus,
 
               
                daß die auf Unterscheidung mehrerer Recensionen des Textes beruhenden Grundsätze der neuern Kritiker eine abermalige Bestätigung erhalten, indem z. B. der alte Vatic. 1209 offenbar der Alexandrinischen Recension folgt, hingegen von allen der Occidentalischen eignen Interpolationen frey ist, und mit der letztern nur sehr selten zusammentrifft, außer wo diese selbst mit der erstern übereinstimmt;… 43
 
              
 
              Griesbach states that our manuscript closely follows the Alexandrian recension and that it is almost free from all the ‘Western interpolations’. This evaluation confirms what he has observed in the Gospels, where the manuscript is regarded as a representative of the Alexandrian recension from the last chapters of Matthew onward (see § 5.6.1).
 
              After these general observations, Griesbach selects a fairly large number of specific variants for illustration. Notably, he pays close attention to the variation at Acts 20:28. According to Birch, Griesbach cites, ‘Vat. 1209’ and a few other manuscripts ‘have the reading of the text’, that is, following the Textus Receptus by giving ἐκκλησίαν τοῦ θεοῦ.44 For Griesbach, the attestation of Vaticanus for the received reading is surprising, since it should have supported the alternative ἐκκλησίαν τοῦ κυρίου, a genuine Alexandrian reading in his opinion.45 According to his recension theory, he concludes that the manuscript must have been interpolated at this point, a notable exception outside the portion of the First Gospel:
 
               
                Auffallend ist es, daß B [03]. in der nächstfolgenden Zeile in der Lesart του αἱματος του ἰδιου wieder mit denen Handschriften harmonirt, mit denen er sonst immer übereinstimmt, und von welchen er so unerwartet in der Lesart θεου sich getrennt hatte. Ein sicheres Merkmal, daß er hier interpolirt ist.46
 
              
 
              In the same journal where Griesbach’s review is found, Johann Philipp Gabler also contributes two pieces of work related to Codex Vaticanus.47 First, in his review of Griesbach’s first volume of the Commentarius criticus, Gabler criticises the opinion to attribute the Vatican manuscript to the Western recension in Matthew.48 In contrast, he considers the manuscript to be likely a genuine and ancient witness of the Alexandrian recension but which coincidentally agrees with Codex Bezae in some of the Matthaean passages:
 
               
                Wie also, wenn Cod. B [03]., ungeachtet der häufigen Gesellschaft des Cod. D [05]., aus den angeführten Gründen, ein uralter Alexandriner wäre, der nur deßwegen mit D [05]. in Matthäus so oft zusammenstimmte, weil gerade in diesem Evangelium die Alexandrinische und Occidentalische Recension ursprünglich, aus irgend einer Ursache, nicht so weit von einander abgegangen wären, als nachher, oder auch in andern Evangelien?49
 
              
 
              Second, in another article published in the same issue of the journal, in order to provide further grounds for his opinion, Gabler makes a thorough comparison between Vaticanus and Bezae in the Gospel of Matthew, as a result of which Gabler becomes more certain that the former manuscript does not seem to belong to the Western recension to any extent. Hence, Griesbach’s evaluation of Vaticanus should be corrected: the manuscript is a representative of the Alexandrian recension already from the beginning of Matthew.50
 
              The review written by Griesbach must have reached Copenhagen within a short time. For in the next year when the second volume of the Variae lectiones appeared, Birch explicitly replied to Griesbach’s remarks in the ‘Prolegomena’.51 The most remarkable note is his reaction to the variant at Acts 20:28. After consulting his notes once again, Birch admits that he has become less certain about the actual reading of Vaticanus, since he has been unable to find any annotation at that place in his collation of the manuscript:
 
               
                As far as the citation of manuscript Vat. 1209 is concerned, when I examine attentively once more my papers containing the collation of the said manuscript, I find nothing of the reading ἐκκλησίαν τοῦ θεοῦ nor of another reading recorded at this place, so that I would not dare to state with certainty what was found written in our manuscript. But it can be scarcely doubted that if at this place a variant reading had stood in our manuscript, that reading would have escaped my attention, since this notable place is the one I first examined before the others, in all the manuscripts that I encountered. However, who is to be blamed, whether the printer or me, that Vat. 1209 crept in at this place, is completely unclear to me. But from what is said above it seems that it has to be deleted.52
 
              
 
              It seems that such an uncertain statement from Birch has impacted the revision of Griesbach’s NTG. The second edition of 1806 usually includes the manuscript’s readings based on Birch’s collation, but no information on Vaticanus is to be found at this specific point.53 However, Birch actually makes no mistake here: our manuscript does support the traditional reading ἐκκλησίαν τοῦ θεοῦ, a reading also preferred by the majority of modern textual critics.54
 
              Scholars had to wait more than one decade to verify whether Vaticanus supports the Textus Receptus reading at Acts 20:28. In a reprint of Griesbach’s second edition, published at London in 1818, the editor inserted at the beginning of the first volume a quasi-facsimile transcription of this very verse. With the assistance of the Vatican Library staff, the transcription showed that the reading of ἐκκλησίαν τοῦ θεοῦ is without doubt attested in this ancient majuscule.55 This is another revealing example that illustrates the limited nature of collations: the absence of differences cannot necessarily be equivalent to the presence of agreements.
 
             
           
          
            6.2 Hug’s Eyewitness Account of Vaticanus
 
            
              6.2.1 De Antiquitate Codicis Vaticani (1810)
 
              From the time of Erasmus until the turn of the nineteenth century, only very few individuals could get access to Codex Vaticanus, thereby preventing most critics from examining the manuscript in person. As our explorations thus far have shown, such limitations caused the circulation of secondary, imprecise, and even conflicting information about this manuscript. However, a specific historical event at the end of the eighteenth century dramatically reshaped the scholarly circumstances regarding the study of Vaticanus. In 1797, Napoleon Bonaparte’s invasion of Italy and the Papal States set the grounds for a treaty that authorised the French to transport a great number of collections from the Vatican to Paris. Unsurprisingly, our ancient manuscript was among those valuable treasures to be taken. According to the remaining records, Codex Vaticanus was listed on the second requisition, signed on 13 May 1798, and it arrived at Paris on 24 July 1799. This began the exile for the manuscript that lasted for more than fifteen years. Only after the final defeat of Napoleon was the Vatican able to bring their treasures back, including our manuscript which was received by the Vatican Library on 5 January 1816.56
 
              During its temporary exile, our ancient manuscript was kept in the Bibliothèque nationale de France.57 It was at that time that it became available for every scholar interested in studying it. Notably Johann Leonhard Hug (1765–1846) was able to scrutinise the manuscript while he was staying in Paris between November 1809 and the end of March 1810.58 Instead of making another collation, Hug decided to focus on its particulars. The results were formulated as the basis of one of his public lectures, which was then published in 1810 with the title De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani.59
 
              In this far-reaching work, Hug sets out his first-hand examination of Vaticanus. It begins with a six-line transcription in uncial script, which intends to imitate the hand of the original scribe (see Figure 12).60 Then in the first paragraph, one can read his praise for the manuscript, in particular its old age:
 
              
                [image: ]
                  Figure 12: Hug’s illustration (De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani [Freiburg 1810], p. 3), consisting of John 13:14 and Rom 4:4. Reproduced by kind permission of the University of Groningen Library, Special Collections.

              
               
                Indeed, the antiquity of this manuscript is so great, that – except for the books hidden in the destruction of Herculaneum for more than seventeen centuries – there are only a few able to compete with it. Furthermore, the manuscript’s fame was so far and extensive, that, as if it were alone in the richest and the best-equipped library with books of all kinds, it was named ‘Vaticanus’ par excellence.61
 
              
 
              As will soon become apparent, the way Hug reconstructs the dating of the manuscript is closely related to the discoveries in Herculaneum. After a sketch of previous scholarship regarding the use of the manuscript, especially with references to the Sixtus Septuagint edition and Birch’s works, Hug turns to his own account of this ancient majuscule. Notably the manuscript is consistently called ‘Codex Vaticanus’, as we are now used to referring to it. This manuscript, according to Hug, is produced elegantly. And its writing is similar to what one finds in the Herculaneum papyri. In his own words,
 
               
                It was written on thin parchment, extraordinary fine and almost translucent, in an elegant hand, clear and secure, in the simplest ductus, and, as anyone without expertise in antiquity would easily convince themselves, with a raven quill. So subtle are the lines of the letters, where the thicker ductus ends in a thin one. Moreover, all the letters are thus arranged, that they can be circumscribed in an equilateral quadrangle. None of those are squeezed or pressed together into a small space; but the letter, as they say, is exactly square, majuscule, and similar to those observed in the books brought to light from the ruins of Herculaneum.62
 
              
 
              However, although the uncial script is clearly visible, the original handwriting is difficult to see. The main barriers are the faded ink and the fact that the entire manuscript has been retouched. Therefore, only at those places where the text was mistakenly copied twice by the first hand, is one able to scrutinise the exact writing of the original scribe.63 By studying the passages left untouched, Hug confirms that the manuscript originally had no punctuation. This feature has only been added later by the scribes who were responsible for the retouching work.64
 
              Next to the addition of punctuation, Hug turns to the hotly debated issue of whether the accents and breathings belong to the original hand. In contrast to Birch’s opinion, who insists that these diacritics were added by the original scribe, on the basis of a series of examinations Hug draws the conclusion that they must be later additions. It is necessary to discuss his observations at some length. In the first place, Hug admits that he had been persuaded by Birch and yet changed his mind after studying the manuscript closely:
 
               
                Although one might wonder why, since the letters had almost disappeared, the very small features of accents had not vanished away, nevertheless with this conviction [that the accents were original], I approached and unrolled the manuscript, even though the ink appeared at first sight thicker and more recent, in comparison with the colour of the letters and the words that have not undergone the second hand. However, after I assisted my sight with glasses, the difference in the ink revealed itself much more clearly. It preserves a middle colour between the two, the more lively than the old and dead one, and weaker than the one recently superimposed. The reason is evident: the ancient letters served as background, on which the new superimposed colour stands out more strongly; but the accents and breathings, even if they were written with the same more recent ink, shine less, since they do not lie on a more ancient background that would enhance the colour.65
 
              
 
              These remarks are important in two respects. First, only through the assistance of eyeglasses, was he able to detect all the particulars and different layers in the manuscript. Hence it is evident that technological developments indeed contributed to the advance of scholarship. Second, Hug provides a persuasive answer to the question why the accents and breathings seem to look paler than the letters: while the letters were retouched upon those written by the original scribe, the diacritics were written on the parchment without any ink beneath, thus becoming somewhat brighter compared to the retouched letters. His examination of the places the later scribe left untouched also confirms his judgement. That is to say, accents and breathings are absent there:
 
               
                However, that has persuaded me even more, when I saw that wherever the original calligrapher’s ductus shines undefiled, and not covered by any later coloured ink, in all these words and sentences I discerned no breathings, no signs of accents at all. Thence, I judge without difficulty that all this was due to those who filled the letters with the new colour.66
 
              
 
              Hug then distinguishes three types of scribal corrections. Each group has its own particular features. The first group concerns ‘those which have a rejection sign added by the first hand’.67 According to him, the ‘sign of rejection’ is of two kinds: (1) the attestation of dots above the letters to be corrected,68 and (2) the presence of ‘hook’ marks to indicate deletions.69 Many of the examples referenced are probably made by ancient correctors, although they may not have been added by the original scribe themselves.70 The second group of corrections in Hug’s classification includes those that were not rejected by the first hand but added by another scribe from a certain manuscript into the nearby margin. All the examples he mentions, according to modern textual scholarship, are probably made by a fourth-century corrector who re-examined the text after the original scribe had completed their work.71 The third and last group deals with the places where the original scribe had made obvious errors so that they were not re-inked by the later corrector.72 Most importantly, examples from these three groups evidently show that the accents or breathings are nowhere to be found. Based on all the data under examination, Hug firmly concludes that both the accents and breathings are secondary, an opinion that would then become the consensus of subsequent scholarship:
 
               
                To put the matter in one word: there is not a single place, the original writing of which was spared, where a trace of an accent or breathing is observed. And thus it is not false at all that the difference in the ink already proves that these additions were accepted by others, who undertook the task of preserving this most elegant monument. Certainly, whatever may be judged of their work, I am afraid that without it it would have happened that the very beautiful parchments would have seduced someone to superimpose the almost vanished writing with another work, the value of which would not be equal in age or content to our manuscript.73
 
              
 
              After his detailed treatment of this controversial issue, Hug then compares Vaticanus with other ancient Greek manuscripts. On the one hand, the size of our majuscule is exceptional, such that the only resembling example he can think of is a fragment of the work of Dio Cassius, the famous ‘Fragmenta Ursiniana’.74 On the other hand, the resemblance between Vaticanus and the Herculaneum papyri is also addressed. According to him, both are similar in terms of the form of letters, the number of lines per column, and the measurement of size.75
 
              Another aspect that Hug devotes much space to is the orthography of our manuscript. For him, the peculiar orthographical features found in Vaticanus support the hypothesis that it originated from Egypt, as shown in this citation: ‘Truly, an Egyptian copyist of the Vatican manuscript is almost proven by the unusual orthography in the words συλληψη, ληψεσθε, ληϕθησεται etc., which are almost always written συλλημψη, λημψεσθε, λημϕθησεται, λημϕθεντα, and the rest.’76 In particular, several examples are given regarding different verbal tenses attested in Vaticanus and the Textus Receptus.77 Furthermore, he also brings two other Greek manuscripts that were presumed to have Egyptian origin into comparison with Vaticanus, namely Codex Alexandrinus and the Sahidic-Greek diglot Codex Borgianus (T 029).78 This kind of comparison allows Hug to confidently arrive at his conclusion: the origin of Vaticanus can be located in Egypt – even more precisely to Alexandria as a probable place – and its production can be related to the recension of Hesychius:
 
               
                If there is anything in weight or firmness to these observations, the place of origin of both manuscripts – no doubt the Vatican one and another one to which the name of Alexandrine is given – if not Alexandria, should be sought at least in Egypt. Certainly, the consistent agreement of both [manuscripts] in the usages so much against the nature of the Greek language asserts the same motherland for them, in which the genuine use of speaking and writing had degenerated into this particular idiom. For the rest, this will be surprise no one, who considers that the Vatican book exhibits the edition Hesychius revised for the Egyptian assemblies; but that the Alexandrine one, although it follows Origen’s emendation in the Gospels, at least in the other part, the Acts and the Epistles, returns to Hesychius’s copies.79
 
              
 
              In addition to the analysis of orthography, Hug also pays particular attention to the division systems attested in Vaticanus.80 As will be shown below, his examination of this subject provides further grounds for an early dating of the manuscript. First, in the portion of the Gospels, instead of the commonly used Ammonian sections and Eusebian Canons, Vaticanus has its own divisions. Similarly, the Euthalian Apparatus, which is said to be made around the mid-fifth century in Egypt, is not found in the manuscript.81 By pointing out a secondary division system found in Acts, Hug tries to further his argument. This version of chapter divisions, clearly added by a later hand, is still different from the Euthalian one. Based on this Hug argues that if Euthalius’s version was not widespread at the time when the later addition was made, then the production of the manuscript must be considerably earlier than the middle of the fifth century.82
 
              Two other arguments for an early dating of Vaticanus are then given. On the one hand, Hug discusses the sequence of New Testament books in this manuscript.83 He first refers to Epiphanius, the bishop of Salamis at the end of the fourth century, who knew two different sequences attested in manuscripts. According to Epiphanius, some manuscripts placed Hebrews after 2 Thessalonians – the same sequence as found in Vaticanus – and in some others the book follows the Epistles to Timothy, Titus, and Philemon.84 Second, the Vaticanus sequence is also attested in Athanasius’s famous thirty-ninth letter, given on the occasion of the Easter celebration in 367 CE.85 Accordingly, Hug suggests that the manuscript could have been prepared in that transition period of the fourth century, that is, as the sequence of New Testament books shifted from the old consensus to the newly settled one.
 
              On the other hand, attention is given to the variant of ἐν Ἐϕέσῳ in the first verse of the Letter to the Ephesians.86 In Vaticanus, the variant is absent in the text, thus making the recipients as τοῖς ἁγίοις τοῖς οὖσιν καὶ πιστοῖς (‘to the saints who are also faithful’). Yet the words ἐν Ἐϕέσῳ are added in the right margin. Hug suggests reconstructing the scribal activities as follows: the addition had been inserted by the first hand in equal elegance and the insertion went uncorrected during the retouching process.87 He further refers to a citation from Basil, indicating that the reading that lacks ‘in Ephesus’ was evident in the old copies. Hug argues that since Basil’s words imply that the lack of reference to the city was already an ancient matter, the Vatican manuscript must have been copied before the time of Basil, namely around the middle of the fourth century.88 All in all, in piecing all the arguments together, Hug is confident to date this manuscript to the first half of that century:
 
               
                All this shows clearly that the manuscript must indisputably be adjudged to be of the fourth century, and indeed not the advanced and almost ending century, but that it was written before the middle of the century, in a period when neither Basil nor Athanasius had gained famous names through their writings.89
 
              
 
             
            
              6.2.2 The Einleitung and Its Revisions
 
              Hug’s eyewitness account would not only have a great impact on textual scholars in the decades to come, a topic that will recur in the following sections, but his detailed analysis also led him to change his opinion on Codex Vaticanus. The clearest evidence is found in the revision of his handbook Einleitung in die Schriften des Neuen Testaments. To describe his changing perception of this manuscript, a comparison between the different editions of his Einleitung is needed.
 
              In the first edition of the Einleitung, published in 1808, the year before his journey to Paris, Hug introduces Greek manuscripts of the New Testament by starting with Alexandrinus, followed by Vaticanus and Ephraemi.90 In his introduction to our manuscript – called ‘das Vatikanische Buch’ – Hug summarises previous scholarly knowledge of the manuscript, particularly that of Birch. Accordingly, he comments that the Vatican manuscript is likely older than Alexandrinus, given the former’s resemblance with the Herculaneum materials, the unique chapter division, and its less frequent use of punctuation.91 Nevertheless, by following Birch’s judgement that any accents were made by the original scribe, Hug notes that their presence may weaken the case for Vaticanus’s antiquity. Concerning the dating of the manuscript, Hug relies on the characteristics that are not comparable to the Euthalian Apparatus to suggest dating it to the first half of the fifth century:
 
               
                B [03] hat weiter alle Merkmale eines Vor-Euthalischen Zeitalters, und diese sind um so mehr erweisend, als diese Handschrift durch und durch die Recension jener Kirche darstellt, in welcher Euthalius seine Neuerungen zuerst geltend gemacht hat. … Wenn wir nach allen Kennzeichen die Handschrift B wenigstens in die Zeiten unmittelbar vor Euthalius versetzen müssen, d. i. in die erste Hälfte des 5ten Jahrhunderts; so kann man der Handschrift A [02] kein höheres Zeitalter, als die zweyte Hälfte des 6ten zugestehen. Es dürfte aber auch schwer zu verantworten seyn, wenn man sie tiefer herabsetzen wollte.92
 
              
 
              However, this brief introduction was significantly modified and expanded in the second edition of his Einleitung, published some ten years later after he had examined the manuscript in Paris. Now in this revised work, Vaticanus is moved towards the top as the first Greek manuscript introduced.93 Several aspects deserve to be discussed at some length. In the first place, Hug speaks of his own experience of seeing this remarkable manuscript in person:
 
               
                Die Hft [Handschrift] hat auf jedem Blatte drey Columnen, und bietet aufgeschlagen dem Auge sechs Columnen dar; so daß man getäuscht eine aufgewickelte Bücherrolle vor sich zu sehen glaubt: gleichsam als stünde man hier am Uebergange von den Rollen zu den Büchern, an denen noch eine Aehnlichkeit mit ihrer vorigen Gestalt zurückblieb.94
 
              
 
              Here he made an interesting and influential observation that the opened manuscript makes a visual impact on its reader similar to that which a scroll used to provide.95
 
              Second, a comparison with other ancient witnesses provides solid grounds for him to study this manuscript, just as what he has shown in his Latin treatise. By referring to the recently published works, he is able to compare Vaticanus’s writing with that of the Herculaneum papyri, while also observing that the only other Greek majuscule known to bear a comparable size to the Vatican manuscript is the one once held by Ursinus.96
 
              Third, Hug discusses the work of the corrector who retouched the entire manuscript. On the basis of his examination, Hug is certain that the punctuation and accents were added by a later hand with different ink.97 Next to this is his analysis of the paratextual features of the manuscript, in particular its noteworthy division system. Again, as already discussed in the Latin work, Hug uses the presence of the unusual system to support an early dating of Vaticanus.98 Similarly, the sequence where Hebrews comes after 2 Thessalonians, as hinted at by Basil’s work, becomes another argument to date the manuscript to the early period of the fourth century: ‘Die erste dieser Erscheinungen versetzt den Codex wenigst in die frühesten Zeiten des 4ten Jahrhunderts; die andere ganz gewiß um ein merkliches vor Basilius.’99 Lastly, as for the origin of the manuscript, Hug believes that it was made by an Egyptian calligrapher. His reconstruction is based on a palaeographical comparison with other materials with Egyptian origins. A notable spelling variation is that the Textus Receptus reading εἶπον is almost always replaced by ειπαν in Vaticanus. Such a textual phenomenon, according to Hug, is also found in Codex Borgianus and the Rosetta Stone, both of which certainly had their origins in Egypt.100
 
              In short, it is evident that Hug’s perception of Vaticanus has profoundly changed between his two editions of the Einleitung. First and foremost, the acknowledgement of this manuscript’s excellence made him switch the order by putting it prior to Codex Alexandrinus. Furthermore, based on his own examination he became firmly against the antiquity of the accents and breathings as proposed by Birch. In addition, the proposal for dating the manuscript to the early fourth century was also given on the basis of similar pieces of evidence as offered in his Latin treatise. As a popular version of the 1810 De Antiquitate Codicis Vaticani, Hug’s fair analysis of Vaticanus found in the revised Einleitung became influential in the first half of the nineteenth century, not only in his own country but also in the English-speaking world.101
 
              However, although the manuscript is regarded as the primary witness among the Greek manuscripts, Hug does not single out the value of Vaticanus in reconstructing the text of the New Testament. Such an evaluation is based on his own recension theory, a modified version of the one proposed by Griesbach. The clearest demonstration of Hug’s theory can be found in his Einleitung, in which he goes into considerable length to explain his reconstruction of the transmission of the New Testament text.102 According to him, in the second century there was a commonly used edition, κοινὴ ἔκδοσις as he names it, which has been badly copied and whose text was preserved in the ‘Western’ witnesses such as Codex Bezae. Aiming to rectify the errors attested in that common edition, three recensions took place in the third century, namely (1) the one led by Hesychius in Egypt, (2) Lucian in Antioch, and (3) Origen in Palestine. For Hug, Codex Vaticanus clearly belongs to the Hesychius recension, as he has consistently argued for the Egyptian origin of this manuscript.103 Furthermore, it is important to know that according to his reconstruction no recension is superior to others, let alone any single manuscript. Thus, the only way to reconstruct the most ancient and universal text is by comparing the different recensions.104 Given the fact that no critical edition was ever made by Hug, we have no way of knowing how he would have employed the materials – including our manuscript – in practice. What we have is merely a theoretical framework proposed in his handbook. At any rate, according to this theory it appears that he does not regard Vaticanus as the source of primary value for the reconstruction of the text.
 
              All in all, based on his personal examination, Hug provides an extensive account of Codex Vaticanus in his De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani and a concise version in the second edition of his Einleitung. He not only corrects the misrepresentations of previous scholarship but also boldly proposes the manuscript’s origin and dating in a scientific way. As shown in the analysis above, his proposal benefits from a comparison with several new discoveries, notably the Herculaneum papyri and other artefacts originating from Egypt. Despite some of his descriptions being less accurate to the eyes of present-day scholars, Hug does establish solid grounds that would become the consensus of modern critical scholarship. Indeed, three of his remarks are influential: the rejection of the antiquity of the accents and breathings, the dating of the manuscript to the early fourth century, and its origin in Egypt (or more precisely Alexandria). On the one hand, he remedies Birch’s erroneous statement that attributes the accents and breathings to the work of the original scribe, and on the other hand, his proposed origin and date fit well the hypothesis that regards the manuscript as an ancient exemplar of the Alexandrian recension. However, although the antiquity of Vaticanus is put on a surer foundation because of his efforts, Hug himself does not show any preference for its readings while discussing the reconstruction of the most ancient text. Indeed, historically speaking, one would have to wait until a later stage to see an edition that embraced the text of this manuscript.
 
             
            
              6.2.3 Responses and Counterproposals
 
              For his contemporaries, Hug’s examination of Codex Vaticanus offered an overarching description of it and persuasive arguments for its early dating. Nevertheless, although his work immediately received some responses,105 his opinion was not accepted by every scholar in early-nineteenth-century scholarship. Some critics thought his arguments less convincing, and some others still considered a later dating of the manuscript more probable. An interesting example is found in Eichhorn’s handbook to the New Testament. In the last volume of his Einleitung in das Neue Testament, published in 1827, Eichhorn introduces Vaticanus to his readers.106 The content of his introduction is clearly based on Hug’s account, but he still follows the opinion of Birch regarding the authenticity of the accents and breathings. Concerning the dating of the manuscript, Eichhorn lists three different options and appears to prefer the most ancient one suggested by Hug:
 
               
                Denn da ihm τίτλοι und κεϕάλαια fehlen, so muß er aus einem Zeitalter seyn, wo noch die Canones des Eusebius in dem Lande, aus dem er stammt, nicht im allgemeinen Gebrauch waren, wie denn wirklich seine bisherige Beurtheiler ihn von Zeit zu Zeit um ein Jahrhundert höher hinaufgerückt haben: Montfaucon setzte ihn ins fünfte oder sechste Jahrhundert; Blanchinus in den Anfang des fünften, Hug in das vierte.107
 
              
 
              Moreover, the arguments in favour of the antiquity of Vaticanus did not always lead to the appreciation of its text-critical value. From an historical perspective, the dismissal of our manuscript simply reflected the traditional line of thought that had been held sway for centuries. In the early nineteenth century, there were still some works that tried to defend the received text, even when the advanced knowledge of this ancient witness was at hand. In one way or another, these works provided counterarguments against the appreciation of the manuscript’s value, which was increasing based on the works of Birch and Hug. A few typical examples will be offered below.
 
              A common way to reject the value of Vaticanus was to argue for its Latinised character, a strategy that should not be unfamiliar to us. Frederick Nolan’s An Inquiry into the Integrity of the Greek Vulgate, published in 1815, was a representative of the Textus Receptus defenders in that period.108 According to Nolan, the Vatican manuscript was the leading witness of his second class of Greek manuscripts, the ‘Palestine text’. This class not only showed great affinity with Jerome’s Vulgate, but it could even be traced back to Eusebius of Caesarea. Yet, for Nolan the ‘Palestine text’ and the first class of the Greek manuscripts – the ‘Egyptian text’ – were both corrupted, and the true text has only been preserved in the third class, the ‘Byzantine text’.109 For current purposes, it is interesting to see that the early dating of Vaticanus seems to have prevented Nolan from characterising the manuscript as being Latinised, because, if it was dated to the fourth century, the manuscript would have been produced before Jerome’s translation. To find an alternative way out, Nolan now attributed the origin of Vaticanus to the fourth-century church historian Eusebius.110 Another remarkable aspect of this work is that Vaticanus was used to support the traditional reading in Acts 20:28, but its omission of other notable passages was nevertheless left undiscussed.111 Apparently, selective use of data was not uncommon in polemic works such as Nolan’s.
 
              A more sophisticated way of arguing against the textual value of Vaticanus can be found in Johann Martin Augustin Scholz’s work.112 He approached this issue solely on text-critical grounds. In his version of the recension system, two families were distinguished: the Alexandrian and the Constantinopolitan. And he considered the Alexandrian family less valuable and thus of little use in pursuing the genuine text.113 As a matter of course, although its antiquity was recognised and dated to the fifth century, the text of Vaticanus – one of the primary Alexandrian witnesses in his theory – was to be discredited.114 Despite the fact that he did not value the manuscript’s text, Scholz contributed to the scholarly history of Vaticanus in one particular aspect. That is, during his visit to Paris between 1817 and 1819, he discovered the copy of Bartolocci’s collation kept by the royal library of France.115 Based on his examination of that collation, Scholz was able to add to his edition of the Greek New Testament several variant readings from the manuscript that had been neglected by Birch.116
 
              In sum, after the extensive efforts of Birch, Woide, and Hug, descriptions of Vaticanus were satisfactorily provided, the arguments for the fourth-century dating were well-grounded, and the readings of this manuscript became copious. What was lacking was a scholar who would actually use this abundance of data to produce an edition. This desideratum would eventually be fulfilled by Lachmann, and it is to this groundbreaking work that we now turn.
 
             
           
          
            6.3 Lachmann’s Groundbreaking Edition
 
            
              6.3.1 The 1830 ‘Rechenschaft’ and Lachmann’s Two Editions
 
              In the history of New Testament textual scholarship, no one can ignore the contributions of the renowned classical scholar Karl Lachmann (1793–1851) and his two New Testament editions.117 In 1831, his first edition – Novum Testamentum Graece – was published. Although it was only a duodecimo edition without any textual apparatus, this editio minor was a watershed from the perspective of scholarly history: Lachmann produced the first-ever text that decisively breaks with the Textus Receptus.118 A decade later, in 1842, the first volume of his editio maior appeared, followed by the second volume in 1850. This larger edition – Novum Testamentum Graece et Latine – contained a Lachmannian Greek text and a corrected Latin version, with extensive prolegomena and an apparatus on the witnesses employed.119 In fact, in a journal article published in 1830, Lachmann had already clearly laid the theoretical grounds for the reconstruction of the Greek New Testament text.120 To understand his opinion on Codex Vaticanus, this article deserves particular attention.
 
              In his 1830 article ‘Rechenschaft über seine Ausgabe des Neuen Testaments’, Lachmann makes clear in the first place that he was dissatisfied with Griesbach’s endeavour, deeming Griesbach as too cautious to move away from the received text, a sixteenth-century product. Rather, for our classical scholar the leading question should be this: ‘Ist Ursach vorhanden, von der am besten bezeugten Lesart abzugehen?’121 This question would become the foundation for Lachmann’s enterprise of the Greek New Testament. The best attested reading, he further explains, can only be found in the oldest witnesses. Moreover, considering his reconstruction as a strictly historical work (‘strenghistorische Arbeit’), he excludes the use of internal reasoning, as he states explicitly:
 
               
                Mithin, so vortrefflich diese kritischen Hülfsmittel sind, sie dürfen erst nachfolgen einer auf nichts anderes als Ueberliefertes gegründeten Herstellung der ältesten Lesart. Nur diese, durchaus aber nicht die auf inneren Gründen beruhende Kritik, habe ich mir zur Aufgabe gesetzt: ja ich behaupte, auch meine Nachfolger sollten billig nichts weiteres wollen. Die Feststellung eines Textes nach Ueberlieferung ist eine strenghistorische Arbeit und nichts weniger als unendlich, wenn auch ein einzelner schwerlich die Quellen schon ganz erschöpft und gewiß oft aus menschlicher Schwäche fehlt.122
 
              
 
              To put it simply, Lachmann’s method is to follow the most ancient readings and thus his edition is solely based on external criteria. This method is directly related to his aim to reconstruct the fourth-century text, a strictly historical work in his opinion. Here his pragmatic approach is also evident, as he admits the human limitations in the face of the amount of source material.123 In fact, his project echoes what Bentley envisioned a century earlier. Indeed, Lachmann’s appreciation of the Cambridge classicist is evident, especially the latter’s insights into the preference for the oldest witnesses and the value of the agreement between the ancient Greek and Latin manuscripts.124 But unlike Bentley, who merely hinted at the idea of grouping witnesses, Lachmann distinguishes two families in this article: ‘der Orient’ and ‘der Occident’, in his own terms. The earliest attainable text, accordingly, can be reconstructed on the common ground of these two families:
 
               
                Was beiden gemeinschaftlich ist, sey es eins oder schwanken beide Klassen in gleicher Art, die eine oder die mehreren Lesarten zeigen sich als verbreitet und sind des Textes würdig: für gleich begründet gilt mir die Lesart der einen Klasse und die ihr entgegengesetzte der andern: verwerflich ist (wenn auch vielleicht einzig wahr), für die nur ein Theil der einen von beiden Klassen zeugt.125
 
              
 
              The incompleteness of the extant ancient witnesses, however, does not always allow Lachmann to reconstruct the text on the basis of both families. In particular, since his Western family has only been partially preserved, he is sometimes restricted to following the text of the Eastern.126 In his grouping of witnesses, the latter textual group is led by two majuscules, Codices Alexandrinus and Vaticanus, with infrequent help from Ephraemi.
 
              For present purposes, what is important is Lachmann’s description of Vaticanus. On the one hand, he is well aware of the debate between Birch and Hug as to whether the accents were added by the first hand. The classicist does not hesitate to follow Hug’s opinion in rejecting the authenticity of the accents.127 On the other hand, Lachmann addresses the manuscript’s three collations known to him, namely that of Scholz (that is, the one by Bartolocci), Birch, and Woide.128 Yet, none of those has a satisfactory quality in offering precise readings of the manuscript. Based on his expertise in philology and some samples given by Hug and Bianchini, Lachmann rightly points out that most of the orthographical differences and scribal corrections have gone undetected by all the foregoing collators.129 Therefore he can imagine that his edition would have also suffered from those kinds of deficiencies. He explicitly points out the limitations he faced: ‘Man sieht also, eine der wichtigsten Quellen ist uns nur höchst unvollständig bekannt, und darunter muß meine Kritik nothwendig gelitten haben.’130
 
              Besides the inferiority of the collations available to him, another obstacle specified in this article is that on certain occasions Lachmann has only one majuscule as the source for his Eastern family: Vaticanus for a larger part in Matthew, a few chapters in John, and 2 Cor 4:13–12:6; Alexandrinus for Heb 9:14 onward, including the Pastoral Epistles and Revelation. Since in his theory only the oldest majuscules are taken into account, the lack of data is the reality he has to tackle. Indeed, Lachmann admits that his edition bears such limitations and that the reader should be cautious while consulting it.131 And yet, by clearly explaining the underlying thoughts and method, it is his hope that this edition would become a starting point to encourage further attempts in similar ways.132
 
              Released in the year following the publication of ‘Rechenschaft’, Lachmann’s editio minor did not provide any descriptions of the way in which he had prepared this fresh text, except for a brief section attached at the end of the edition.133 There he simply referred to his German article, and summarised his text-critical principles as follows:
 
               
                It will be adequate to say that the editor followed nowhere his own judgement but rather the common use of the most ancient churches of the East. Whenever he noticed that the use was not consistent, he preferred as much as possible the readings that were approved by the agreement of both the Italian and the African witnesses; where he discovered a discrepancy spread throughout the authors, he indicated it partly in brackets, partly in the margins.134
 
              
 
              Later, a full version of the rationale behind Lachmann’s text was given in the preface to the first volume of his editio maior in 1842. In general, the content of the 1842 preface was very similar to that of the 1830 article.135 For the present discussion, the most important aspects are the following: (1) the distinction between recensio and interpretatio; (2) the expanded principles for making text-critical decisions; and (3) the description of Codex Vaticanus. First, Lachmann distinguishes the act of reviewing (recensio) from interpretation (interpretatio). For him, the former is to examine and evaluate manuscript authorities but the latter is to go beyond what is attested by manuscripts. In other words, by means of the oldest witnesses one can only attain the fourth-century text, and thereafter the work of interpretation – or emendation (emendatio) – is called for.136 Second, Lachmann singles out his text-critical principles, forming them into six criteria:
 
               
                Now I will start to assess the details of the testimonies carefully. And so nothing is better attested than that in which all the authorities from every side accord. The agreement becomes somewhat less if part of the authorities are silent or defective to any degree. Further, the concurring support of the witnesses from different regions is greater than the proof of some particular locality departing from others, either out of negligence or of near agreement. But the testimonies must be considered to be doubtful, when the agreement of the witnesses from regions wide apart stands besides others separated in a different testimony from the agreement. Uncertain are those which have been transmitted as different in different regions, but with the consistent custom of the individual testimonies. Finally, testimonies are unsound, in which not even the same regions agree.137
 
              
 
              What is remarkable is that Lachmann now tends to seek the balance between the testimonies from different regions, instead of the preference for the Eastern family as suggested in his first edition. As will be shown in the next section, however, it seems that textual differences between the two editions can only be infrequently found. Therefore, the principles given here are better regarded as a systematic way of expression, rather than a set of different rules from those used in the 1831 edition.138 Third, concerning his description of Vaticanus, Lachmann does not add any essential material in the Latin preface. In fact, he almost repeats what he already indicated in his earlier article, namely the three collations with a less than ideal quality, the contributions of Hug and Bianchini, and the orthographical issues that seem to have gone unnoticed by all the collators.139 In other words, after one more decade, Lachmann was still forced to use the same collection of imprecise material for revising the text of his New Testament.140
 
              In short, by following Bentley’s footsteps, Lachmann proposed reconstructing the earliest attainable text based on the ancient Greek manuscripts, the Latin version, and the ante-Nicene patristic sources. Like Bentley, Lachmann also acknowledged the observation of the once-popular Latinisation theory that there is significant agreement between ancient Greek and Latin traditions, and – as the Cambridge classicist had done a century ago – he offered an opposite explanation for this textual phenomenon: they both reflect the ancient form of the text. However, unlike Bentley who had never used a clear system for grouping witnesses, Lachmann formulated a twofold scheme by adopting the notion of the recension theory. As shown in his criticism of Griesbach, Lachmann was dissatisfied with the results that Griesbach had brought forth. For him, the text should differ much more from the Textus Receptus.
 
              In what way did Lachmann put his theory into practice? This is the question to be dealt with in the next section. His two-volume editio maior, as mentioned above, compiled a textual apparatus that includes the witnesses under examination. This set of data is substantial for the present investigation, since it allows us to analyse the way in which Lachmann actually used and weighted witnesses, in particular Vaticanus. Indeed, compared to the extensive discussions of his theory, less attention has been given to his use of the manuscripts in practice. Through the lens of Vaticanus, we are now turning to explore this important aspect.
 
             
            
              6.3.2 Lachmann’s Use of Vaticanus
 
              To have a clear picture of Lachmann’s use of Codex Vaticanus, an examination of his editions and especially the critical apparatus is in order. In what follows, two sets of sample chapters are analysed, namely the first seven chapters in Matthew and the whole six chapters of Galatians. The selection was made for two reasons. First, since the collations of our manuscript in the portion of these two New Testament books have already been closely examined, a concentrated analysis of the same books can be on surer grounds for understanding Lachmann’s text-critical decisions and the data available to him. Second, by investigating how Lachmann employed Vaticanus in these two books, further comparison can be made with Griesbach’s use of and Bentley’s approach to the manuscript, which have been discussed above in § 5.6.2 and § 3.4 respectively. Therefore, our examination also aims to shed light on two important issues insofar as the comparison is concerned: (1) the differences between Lachmann’s edition and that of Griesbach, whose project was heavily criticised by him, and (2) the affinity between Lachmann’s edition and the unfinished project of Bentley, whose methodology Lachmann greatly admired.
 
              In the first place, the results from the statistics may allow us to have an overview of the changes made by Lachmann. In the examined portion of Matthew, he makes no fewer than 144 textual changes in comparison with the Textus Receptus.141 In his text of Galatians, at least 83 textual changes are found. A comparison with the readings of Vaticanus as provided in Lachmann’s critical apparatus shows that his decisions are very often in line with the manuscript’s text.142 Furthermore, in the light of the same perception that this manuscript should be seen as one of the best witnesses, it is not hard to imagine that more than two-thirds of Lachmann’s textual choices agree with the Modern Critical Text. In short, the statistical overview generally confirms the scholarly impression of Lachmann’s text. That is, its affinity with the ancient majuscules, especially Vaticanus, is clearly observable.
 
              In addition to the above overview, scrutiny of several noteworthy cases in the selected portion can further illustrate Lachmann’s text-critical decisions and his underlying criteria for evaluating particular readings. First and foremost, several examples suffice to demonstrate his preference for Vaticanus. A good example is the way he modifies the long list of names in Jesus’s genealogy (Matt 1:1–17). In this pericope, Lachmann corrects nine times the way the names of Jesus’s ancestors are to be spelt. In all but two places he follows the readings of the manuscript. Of course, some of his changes are not solely due to the reading of Vaticanus. For instance, since Δαυείδ is attested by nearly all the Greek witnesses under examination, at Matt 1:1 Lachmann chooses this reading instead of the traditional spelling Δαβίδ.143 His dependence on our manuscript can further be shown by other instances in Jesus’s genealogy. Notably, the names Uzziah in Matt 1:8–9 and Josiah in Matt 1:10–11 are changed from Ὀζίας to Ὀζείας and from Ἰωσίας to Ἰωσείας respectively.144 Another interesting example is the name of Matthan at Matt 1:15, where Μαθθάν is given instead of the Textus Receptus reading Ματθάν. In his apparatus, Lachmann clearly indicates that his decision is based on Vaticanus, which indeed has μαθθαν as the original reading, then is corrected to ματθαν by a later hand. The source for this tiny piece of information may have come from Birch’s report given in the Variae lectiones.145
 
              Besides the clear tendency to follow the manuscript’s way of spelling the names, there are other examples showing Lachmann’s reliance on this fourth-century majuscule, even if its reading often stands against the majority of witnesses under consideration. For instance, in Matt 2:22 the ἐπί before τῆς Ἰουδαίας is omitted in his edition, and the only given witness in supporting his decision is Vaticanus.146 Similarly, the omission of καί before λέγων in Matt 3:2 is made according to Vaticanus and Hilary’s work. A few verses later, he accepts another omission by leaving out αὐτοῦ in Matt 3:7, which follows Vaticanus and several citations from Origen. Moreover, there seems no difference between Matthew and Galatians, as far as his preference for this manuscript is concerned. In this Pauline letter, although the available witnesses are somewhat different, Lachmann still heavily relies on the text of Vaticanus. Take the variant reading at Gal 4:30 for example. There the reading of κληρονομήσει is preferred, with the support from Vaticanus and Claromontanus (D 06). Interestingly, the alternative reading κληρονομήσῃ is not only given by the Textus Receptus but also attested by other ancient majuscules, including Alexandrinus, Ephraemi, and Boernerianus.147 Another telling example is found in Gal 3:7, where Lachmann decides to choose υἱοί εἰσιν instead of εἰσιν υἱοί in the Textus Receptus, a decision in agreement with the Modern Critical Text. The only supporting witnesses referred to are Vaticanus and a citation from Irenaeus. At this point he retains the traditional reading in the margin to indicate his hesitation in changing the text, since εἰσιν υἱοί is supported by almost all the other witnesses, even another citation from Irenaeus.148
 
              However, although many of Lachmann’s textual changes indeed follow the readings of Vaticanus, his decisions are not always in accordance with this manuscript’s text. In fact, on occasion he disagrees with this ancient majuscule where it supports the Textus Receptus. For instance, in Matt 2:18 a citation from Jeremiah is given, and at this point Lachmann prefers the aorist ἠθέλησεν instead of the imperfect ἤθελε as one would find in the received text. While it might be argued that the support for his decision is not very strong and includes just Bezae and Dublinensis (Z 035), two ancient Latin manuscripts, and Hilary’s work, in fact the only listed witness that agrees with the Textus Receptus is our manuscript.149 Likewise, in Matt 5:46 Lachmann changes τὸ αὐτό to οὕτως in his second edition by following Bezae and Dublinensis, the same majuscules referenced in the previous example, as well as citations from Lucifer. Here the Textus Receptus reading is again supported by Vaticanus.150 A further example can be found in Matt 7:22, where he considers the reading ἐπροϕητεύσαμεν to be more correct and thus rejects the reading προεϕητεύσαμεν of the traditional text. This time he refers to Ephraemi and Dublinensis for the former, and Vaticanus for the latter. Yet, the fact is that the first hand of Vaticanus actually reads ἐπροϕητεύσαμεν, which was corrected to προεϕητεύσαμεν at a later stage.151 Here the imprecise character of the used collations must have led Lachmann to make this error: neither Woide nor Birch offers any comment on this verse, since they appear to have simply followed the corrected reading, which agrees with their base texts. In any case, this example shows that Lachmann rejects the reading of Vaticanus that to his eye is in agreement with the Textus Receptus.152
 
              In some other instances, agreement with the Textus Receptus does not seem to be the reason for Lachmann to reject the reading of our manuscript. In Matt 4:12, for example, he keeps the received reading ὁ Ἰησοῦς, although he is aware of its omission in Vaticanus, Bezae, and Dublinensis, as well as several citations from Origen.153 Similarly, in Gal 1:8 Lachmann retains the traditional text, εὐαγγελίζηται ὑμῖν, as well as indicating a probable alternative εὐαγγελίσηται ὑμῖν in the margin. Yet the transposition ὑμῖν εὐαγγελίζηται as attested by Vaticanus is rejected and only listed in passing in the apparatus.154 Also, at Matt 3:16 he decides to put αὐτῷ within brackets since it is supported by a majority of witnesses but omitted by Vaticanus and a few patristic authors.155 Furthermore, a small change in Gal 5:7 between his two editions can perhaps explain his way of reasoning. In his editio minor, Lachmann prefers to omit the article τῇ before ἀληθείᾳ, a variant attested by both Alexandrinus and Vaticanus. But in the editio maior, he turns back to the Textus Receptus reading by giving τῇ ἀληθείᾳ. The latter reading is supported by Ephraemi, Claromontanus, and Boernerianus.156 In the light of the foregoing examples, it seems that one of Lachmann’s criteria plays an important role. That is, the balance between his Eastern and Western families is decisive for him in evaluating different variant readings. Consequently, if Vaticanus stood alone against a considerable number of witnesses from both families, then its reading could be rejected despite his acknowledgement of its value and antiquity.157
 
              Besides Lachmann’s acceptance and rejection of the Vaticanus readings, another issue related to his use of this manuscript concerns the imprecise readings found in his apparatus. It is imaginable that many of his errors were simply copied from the collations he relied on. As we have seen above, Lachmann himself was well aware of the imperfection of the data employed. In his critical apparatus, he even points out his doubts about the actual reading of Vaticanus in a few instances. For instance, in the case of Matt 7:9, he changes the reading ὃν ἐὰν αἰτήσῃ to ὃν αἰτήσει by following Ephraemi. And in the apparatus he adds a question mark to the reading of Vaticanus (given as: ον αιτηση B?), indicating his distrust of the collations. In fact, Lachmann’s suspicion is warranted: at this point our manuscript does read ον αιτησει as attested in Ephraemi. Nevertheless, since neither Woide nor Birch noticed the substitution, it was impossible for Lachmann to check the actual reading of the manuscript.158
 
              On occasion, the imprecision of the used collations could have indeed caused Lachmann to make inaccurate decisions. A telling example is the name of Solomon at Matt 1:6. Somewhat surprisingly, there Lachmann retains the Textus Receptus spelling Σολομῶντα, although he does know of the alternative reading Σολομῶνα, attested in Ephraemi and preferred by Griesbach. Lachmann’s decision is probably influenced by the apparent reading of Vaticanus: since both Woide and Birch are silent here, the manuscript could have stood for the received text in spelling Σολομῶντα. But, just as the other ancient majuscule listed in his apparatus, the actual reading of Vaticanus is σολομωνα. In other words, at this very place Lachmann may have been led astray by the limitations of the collations he consulted.159 Another example concerns the famous text-critical issue at Gal 4:25. Lachmann chooses to print τὸ γὰρ Σινᾶ instead of τὸ γὰρ Ἄγάρ, Σινᾶ in the Textus Receptus, as well as putting τὸ δὲ Ἄγαρ Σινᾶ in the margin.160 At this point no collation of Vaticanus that Lachmann had access to offers the correct reading, το δε αγαρ σεινα (corrected to σινα by B2). The reason is that Woide mistakenly gives τὸ Ἄγαρ Σινᾶ and that Birch notices nothing at all. Had Lachmann seen the precise reading of Vaticanus, he might have made τὸ δὲ Ἄγαρ Σινᾶ as his text – a reading supported by Alexandrinus, Vaticanus, and Claromontanus.161
 
              However, not all the errors found in Lachmann’s apparatus can be attributed to the imprecision of the collations. It is evident that on a few occasions the incorrect reading of Vaticanus came from Lachmann himself or his assistant Buttmann. Take another name variation in Matthew for example. In Matt 1:9–10, Lachmann chooses to spell ‘Hezekiah’ as Ἐζεκείας, with epsilon and iota instead of only the iota in the spelling Ἐζεκίας of the Textus Receptus. According to his apparatus, the basis is the fourth-century majuscule Vaticanus, but in fact the manuscript simply reads as the traditional text.162 Interestingly, Lachmann’s version of the Vaticanus reading cannot be found in any of the collations of the manuscript. A possible explanation could be that the spelling of Ἐζεκείας arose from his perception of how the name should have been spelt in the manuscript. Another example is found in Matt 6:28. There Lachmann prefers to change the three verbs in Jesus’s teaching into the plural: instead of καταμάθετε τὰ κρίνα τοῦ ἀγροῦ, πῶς αὐξάνει· οὐ κοπιᾷ, οὐδὲ νήθει (‘Consider the lilies of the field, how they grow; they neither toil nor spin’ – NRSV) in the Textus Receptus, the text now becomes καταμάθετε τὰ κρίνα τοῦ ἀγροῦ, πῶς αὐξάνουσιν. οὐ κοπιῶσιν οὐδὲ νήθουσιν, despite the plural subject τὰ κρίνα as the neuter gender. In the apparatus he solely refers to Vaticanus to support his decision. And yet, our manuscript actually reads κοπιουσιν for the second verb. Since both Birch and Woide provide the correct information at this point, it is likely that the error originated from Lachmann himself (or Buttmann). Despite the imprecise reading he provides, once again Lachmann’s decision here clearly shows his dependence on Vaticanus as his textual basis.163
 
              There is yet another feature that sometimes creates difficulties for Lachmann in having the precise Vaticanus readings. That is, the presence of scribal corrections in the manuscript and the fact that they are often neglected by the two collations available to him. As already noted in the previous examinations, both Mico and Birch infrequently address corrections in their works, thus preventing Lachmann from knowing the accurate readings of the first hand. For instance, in Gal 3:28 he first prefers the reading ἅπαντες in the editio minor, attested by his A and B (Alexandrinus and Vaticanus), but then in the second edition turns back to the Textus Receptus reading πάντες. The reading of Vaticanus known to him, however, is actually a later correction, whereas the original hand wrote παντες instead. In fact, Lachmann’s decision in his first edition is exactly the same as we found in Bentley’s unpublished edition, which may show the similar underlying principles behind their projects.164 A more ambivalent case is found in Matt 5:21 and the following verses, where Lachmann chooses ἐρρήθη instead of the common form ἐρρέθη. The apparatus makes clear that he follows the attestation of Vaticanus and Bezae.165 Although the variant reading ἐρρήθη is indeed given by Woide, in most places ερρηθη is actually a correction by one of the earliest correctors of Vaticanus.166
 
              Further analysis of the cases where scribal corrections occur can showcase the way Lachmann makes text-critical decisions. In Matt 7:9, for instance, he decides to omit ἐστιν after ἢ τίς, a choice based on a few Latin manuscripts and especially the original reading of Vaticanus. Lachmann must have culled this piece of information from Birch’s collation, in which both the original reading and the correction – an additional εστιν in the margin – are given. Interestingly, Lachmann only provides the first-hand reading in the apparatus, so it seems that his attention is particularly drawn to the earliest readings known to him, as far as this example is concerned.167 Nevertheless, in another instance Lachmann departs from the original reading of Vaticanus and opts for its corrected reading. In Matt 7:14, he corrects the traditional reading ὅτι to τί, and in the apparatus he clearly indicates that the change is according to Ephraemi and the correction of Vaticanus. At this place perhaps he wants to distance himself from the Textus Receptus, and the support from another majuscule appears to be strong enough for him to make this change.168
 
              The choice to focus on Matthew, as I mentioned above, allows us to compare Lachmann’s text with Griesbach’s. In contrast to Lachmann who frequently corrected the text in a cogent manner from the perspective of modern critics, Griesbach merely made twelve changes in Matthew 1–7, about only one-tenth in comparison with the number of changes made by Lachmann. In light of the fact that the data available to Griesbach was almost as much as Lachmann was able to obtain, it is not surprising that Lachmann was disappointed by the Jena professor’s conservative and even reluctant attitude toward changing the received text. In Matt 2:15, for instance, Griesbach kept τοῦ before κυρίου as the traditional reading, and regarded the omission of τοῦ as an inferior variant. But in fact, the omission is supported by plenty of witnesses, including Vaticanus and many other majuscules. By contrast, such strong support made Lachmann confident in leaving out τοῦ in his text.169 This example shows a fundamental distinction between Griesbach’s way of making the text and Lachmann’s own approach. The former critic was still engaged in revising the traditional text, but the latter made his text in such a radical way by attempting to reconstruct the fourth-century text.
 
              In addition to the differences from Griesbach’s text, what is remarkable is also the apparent similarity between Lachmann’s edition and Bentley’s project. Indeed, as far as the text of Galatians is concerned, approximately half of the textual changes made by Lachmann can also be found in Bentley’s revision of this Pauline epistle.170 This is not hard to imagine since ancient majuscules bore heavier weight in both classical scholars’ schemes. As we have just noticed, Lachmann’s decision in Gal 3:28 is to a certain extent in line with the way Bentley corrected it. Also, they made the same change at Gal 1:12, in which both moved away from the Textus Receptus reading οὔτε ἐδιδάχθην – though supported by Vaticanus – and preferred οὐδὲ ἐδιδάχθην as attested in Alexandrinus, Claromontanus, and Boernerianus.171 Nevertheless, unlike Lachmann who normally followed the oldest witnesses available, Bentley on quite a few occasions favoured readings represented by the Greek-Latin bilingual manuscripts, an observable tendency that we have already discussed (§ 3.4). A telling example is the substitution of εἶδον οὐδένα for οὐκ εἶδον at Gal 1:19. For Bentley, such a change was justifiable since it was found in all the three bilingual manuscripts (Claromontanus, Augiensis, Boernerianus), as well as Jerome’s Vulgate (‘vidi neminem’). But to Lachmann’s eyes, these witnesses were only one-sided, and hence should not surpass the agreement between Alexandrinus and Vaticanus.172 This appears to be one of the main reasons why Lachmann’s text still has significant divergence from that of Bentley, despite the grounds that they have in common.
 
              In conclusion, our examination of Lachmann’s actual use of Codex Vaticanus on the one hand confirms the leading principle announced in his ‘Rechenschaft’, namely to follow the most ancient manuscripts in reconstructing the fourth-century text. There are plenty of instances showing that he regarded the readings of Vaticanus as superior to not only the traditional text but also to the alternatives given by other majuscules. Given his clear preference for ancient witnesses, it is not an exaggeration to say that Lachmann’s 1831 edition radically departed from previous textual scholarship that remained rooted in a tradition beginning in the sixteenth century. On the other hand, the detailed analysis above shows the way in which Lachmann dealt with those inferior collations of Vaticanus. Evidently, he was aware of the limitations of the collations, but they did not prevent him from using the manuscript in making the text. Although on occasion the imprecision of data did lead him astray, he was generally able to obtain the correct information and make reasonable judgements. In several places he even noticed or at least suspected the given reading to be defective, despite having never seen the manuscript in person. However, Lachmann’s knowledge of Vaticanus was still determined by the limited nature of collations. That is, a collation only contains a selected set of variant readings and is usually silent at places where the collated manuscript agrees with its base text. The limitations of the collations Lachmann had could have made him occasionally suspicious of the manuscript’s reading when it shows agreement with the Textus Receptus.
 
             
           
          
            6.4 Vaticanus in Mid-Nineteenth-Century Scholarship
 
            
              6.4.1 Reception and Reactions
 
              As shown in the previous sections, Hug’s first-hand examination of Codex Vaticanus offered solid grounds for arguing for its antiquity, and Lachmann’s use of the manuscript showed his reliance on its excellent text. To demonstrate the reception of their works and their influences on the scholarly perception of Vaticanus, in what follows several publications in the mid-nineteenth century will be touched upon.173
 
              In the first place, Samuel Davidson in his Lectures on Biblical Criticism, published in 1839, summarised the consensus on the manuscript in his day.174 According to Davidson, although scholars had long debated the issue as to which manuscript is superior, Alexandrinus or Vaticanus, it has generally been settled by Hug’s argumentation. In his own words:
 
               
                It has been a subject of dispute among learned men, to which of these two celebrated MSS. the preference ought to be given, both in point of antiquity and internal excellence. It is now generally agreed that the latter is the more ancient, for Hug has proved that it belongs to the middle of the fourth century. They are dissimilar in their characteristic readings, both in the Old and New Testaments. In respect to goodness also, as well as antiquity, the Vatican probably deserves to be placed above the Alexandrine. Hence B [03] may be fairly put at the head of all MSS. of the Greek Testament that have been yet collated, or are at present known.175
 
              
 
              In his later work, A Treatise on Biblical Criticism, Davidson expanded the discussion on Vaticanus to some extent.176 In it the influence of Hug’s Latin treatise was more evidently shown. Not only did Davidson follow the dating of the manuscript to the first half of the fourth century, as just cited above, but he also concurred with Hug on the issue of the accents and breathings, which must have been added by a later hand.177 Concerning the textual quality of this manuscript, Davidson was certain about its superiority over all other manuscripts:
 
               
                The internal excellence of the readings is in harmony with the accuracy of the copyist in giving a faithful transcript of his exemplar. The text is free on the whole from the arbitrary interpolations and corrections found in some other MSS.178
 
              
 
              And yet, as Lachmann already pointed out in his 1830 article, Davidson continued by stating that all the three collations available to the scholarly world were not precise enough, and thus ‘a thorough and accurate collation’ still remained a desideratum.179 In addition to his introduction to Vaticanus, Lachmann’s two editions were commented on in the section on the history of the printed text.180 Although the classical scholar’s attempt was recognised and appreciated, Davidson raised several questions regarding the limited scope of the manuscripts used and the inconsistency of the underlying principles. Thus, he was not entirely convinced by the results offered by Lachmann, and considered the two editions ‘as a contribution to the procurement of the authentic and original text’,181 an evaluation that Lachmann probably would not disagree with.
 
              In fact, Davidson was not alone in relying on Hug’s opinion while introducing Codex Vaticanus. In 1848, another handbook to biblical textual criticism appeared, entitled Principles of Textual Criticism. The author John Scott Porter put the introduction to Vaticanus at the top of all the ancient manuscripts.182 Such a sequence already indicated the manuscript’s importance in the author’s opinion. Indeed, in this five-page section, Porter basically followed Hug’s work by touching upon the characteristics of this manuscript. Concerning the issue of the accents and breathings in particular, he stood with Hug against Birch’s position to reject the antiquity of these diacritics. Porter even went one step further to suggest that ‘they must have been inserted within the last hundred and fifty years’, that is, around the year 1700.183 Interestingly, although he considered the manuscript to be very ancient, he dated it to circa 400 CE for the sake of caution, rather than the early part of the fourth century as Hug has suggested.184
 
              However, not all critics accepted an early dating of Vaticanus. Some held a more conservative option by dating it to a later period.185 The most extreme position was proposed by Wilhelm Friedrich Rinck in his review of Tischendorf’s first Greek New Testament edition. In contrast to Hug’s fourth-century dating, Rinck suggested dating the Vatican manuscript to the seventh century.186 Such a controversial proposal was based on several observations. First, the handwriting of Vaticanus and Basilensis (E 07), according to Rinck, was strikingly similar. Since the latter was usually dated to the eighth century, he believed that Vaticanus had been copied around the same time or at most several decades earlier.187 Second, Rinck thought that Birch’s opinion on the originality of accents and breathings should not be excluded without hesitation, and that even if the diacritics has been added at a later stage, it cannot be used to support the antiquity of the manuscript. For there were majuscules without accents and breathings composed in the seventh or later centuries.188 Third, he pointed out two main deficiencies found in Hug’s arguments: first, the lack of the Eusebian Canons and the Euthalian Apparatus could not intrinsically lead to a dating before the time of Euthalius but could have been due to other reasons such as geographical differences; second, the missing phrase ‘in Ephesus’ (Eph 1:1) could not be used as the main proof for supporting the manuscript as a product before the time of Basil.189 All in all, Rinck concluded that we should better date Vaticanus to the seventh century at the earliest.190
 
             
            
              6.4.2 Editions of Vaticanus
 
              In addition to the growing consensus as to the manuscript’s excellence, in the mid-nineteenth century there were also attempts to publish the entire New Testament text of Codex Vaticanus, albeit still based on the former collations. As all those collations were incomplete in nature, the appearance of this kind of edition is not surprising, at least for the sake of convenience.
 
              In 1846, an edition that claims to have been edited on the basis of personal inspection was published in Hamburg by Eduard von Muralt.191 This edition – called by von Muralt his editio minor – contained the text of every New Testament book, even including those that are lacking in Vaticanus.192 There was no prolegomena part but only a three-page epilogue with some explanation of the rationale behind the edition.193 The most important element in this brief account concerns von Muralt’s claim that he was able to consult the manuscript in person:
 
               
                It [that manuscript] was granted to us in 1844 for three days to be scrutinised sufficient for removing the differences, which existed between the Bartolocci collation having been copied by our charge from the Royal library of Paris and the Birch one. Therefore, dear reader, you can drink with assurance from this genuine fountain of Christian truth.194
 
              
 
              Accordingly, it seems that this three-day examination allowed von Muralt to make a text by verifying the differences between the collations of Bartolocci and Birch. And he even ensured that his edition would provide access to ‘this genuine fountain of Christian truth’ (‘hoc genuino christianae veritatis fonte’) for its reader.
 
              Despite such a promising statement, a comparison between Vaticanus and von Muralt’s edition shows that his text is far from a faithful reproduction, to say the least. One of the most obvious features is that he simply followed the corrected readings related to orthographical differences in the manuscript, just as those collators before him. Moreover, based on my analysis of the two sets of test samples, a number of additional observations can be made in terms of accuracy.
 
              First, von Muralt does not seem to have really checked all the differences between the two collations. For instance, in the edition Rom 16:24 is still present, but it is in fact one of the well-known passages omitted by Vaticanus.195 The same mistake occurs in Birch’s 1798 Variae lectiones, where no comment is found against the Textus Receptus verse 24.196 If von Muralt had indeed compared the differences between the two collations with the manuscript carefully – as he claimed he had – he would have corrected this error: Bartolocci already noted the omission of this verse. Similarly, in the five sample chapters there are at least six instances where von Muralt follows the same error that can only be found in Birch’s collation.197
 
              Another observation of this edition is that it not only reproduces discrepancies from the former collations but even introduces new but inaccurate variants. Based on the analysis of the test samples I have selected, von Muralt’s text contains five variants neither attested by Vaticanus nor recorded by any of the collators. An interesting example is found in John 18:20 on a clause modifying the Jerusalem temple. His edition reads ὅπου πάντοθεν οἱ Ἰουδαῖοι συνέρχονται (‘where the Jews come together from everywhere’), instead of the reading found in many Textus Receptus editions ὅπου πάντοτε οἱ Ἰουδαῖοι συνέρχονται (‘where the Jews always come together’).198 However, our manuscript actually has ὅπου πάντες οἱ Ἰουδαῖοι συνέρχονται (‘where all the Jews come together’), as the text we now prefer. Von Muralt’s error could have resulted from the imprecise information given by Woide,199 or could have simply come from the base text used by him, likely a certain Elzevir edition. In fact, the ‘attestation’ of πάντοθεν in von Muralt’s edition would have made Vaticanus the most significant witness of Beza’s conjecture first proposed in 1556.200 In four other instances, although correct information can be found in the previous collations, von Muralt still provides inaccurate variants possibly arising from his carelessness.201 According to my examination, in these five chapters he only brings one fresh variant that indeed comes from Vaticanus: the omission of the article of the phrase ἐν τῇ συναγωγῇ in John 18:20.202
 
              To conclude, in contrast to his own claim, von Muralt appears not to have studied the manuscript sufficiently to verify the many discrepancies given by the former collations. Instead, the foregoing analysis indicates that his text was mainly based on Birch’s collation and only infrequently added information from the other collations. At best he may have had a glimpse of the manuscript in a very limited number of places.
 
              Two years after the appearance of the editio minor, von Muralt published another edition of Vaticanus, which can be seen as his editio maior. In this later edition, an extensive collection of variant readings from other important witnesses was attached at the end.203 A set of prolegomena was also provided to introduce this edition, including a long section on ‘De codice Vaticano’ (‘The Vatican manuscript’).204 In it, von Muralt first summarised some particulars of the manuscript, frequently referring to Birch’s observations.205 He then argued for its antiquity by following Hug’s main arguments, including palaeographical features, the absence of the Eusebian Canons, and the particular sequence of the New Testament books. Much space was also taken to compare the manuscript’s text with other ancient witnesses. Nevertheless, although von Muralt devoted himself to such a long introduction to Vaticanus, he seems to have put little effort into the improvement of his text: as far as the sample chapters are concerned, no correction to any of the errors is introduced.
 
              Von Muralt’s editions immediately drew much attention, probably due to his claim to have closely examined this ancient manuscript. And yet, most reactions were negative and indeed harsh, particularly in terms of the poor quality of the text he had produced. Notably Tischendorf stated, ‘The work is of incredible ignorance, carelessness, and perfidy.’ And based on his examination of von Muralt’s text and personal correspondence, he even suspected that von Muralt never in fact gained access to the manuscript while staying in Rome.206 Tischendorf’s critique was then followed by many. For instance, Davidson made the following criticism:
 
               
                Unfortunately, however, doubt rests on the statement whether Von Muralt ever used the MS. itself. One thing is certain, that the text published is by no means a faithful or accurate representation of that in the MS. It is very incorrect. The editor did not employ the collation made for Bentley. Hence the edition is all but worthless to the critic.207
 
              
 
              Still, von Muralt’s bold claim led to his text being used by several scholars without knowing its numerous discrepancies. Notably, Henry Alford admitted that in his first Greek New Testament edition he had relied on von Muralt for the variant readings of Vaticanus in a large portion of the Gospel of Luke.208 It is another telling example to illustrate the limitations scholars had to face even in the mid-nineteenth century.209
 
              A decade after von Muralt’s editio minor, another edition of Codex Vaticanus appeared. In 1856, Philipp Buttmann – Lachmann’s assistant for the famous Greek and Latin New Testament edition – published his own edition, Novum Testamentum graece ad fidem potissimum codicis Vaticani B recensuit.210 As clearly shown in its title, Buttmann’s edition was principally based on the text of Vaticanus. Indeed, in the brief ‘Praefatio’ Buttmann began by stating, ‘I have put the foundation of the text in the preparation of this New Testament edition solely on the Vatican manuscript no. 1209 (B).’211 For those parts missing in this manuscript, the text of Alexandrinus was used as a supplement. In the same preface, Buttmann also set out some basic principles regarding his edition. According to him, the project had originated from the time when he was assisting Lachmann to collect Greek witnesses for the classical scholar’s editio maior. Since it was regarded as the best witness among all the remaining majuscules, Buttmann decided to prepare an edition based on Vaticanus.212 And yet, he continued, on occasion his text would depart from this ancient manuscript, especially in the cases where obvious errors occur.213 Furthermore, except for the use of these two ancient majuscules, textual decisions of several recent critical editions were also included in the apparatus for comparison.214
 
              An analysis of Buttmann’s text in the scope of the five sample chapters shows that it closely reflects the synthesis of the previous collations. As a result, many of their discrepancies are still to be found in this edition. In some cases, it is even his meticulous care that leads to an imprecise reading. For instance, in Acts 2:31 Buttmann follows Bartolocci to replace οὔτε for the Textus Receptus reading οὐδέ, but at this point the manuscript actually reads as the received text. Due to the agreement with the base text, other collations rightly have no comment here. Nevertheless, Bartolocci’s note could have made Buttmann think that he was probably the only one who had detected the genuine reading of the manuscript.215 However, although the edition is based on the Vaticanus collations, there is a notable pattern that differs from all the former collators. That is, Buttmann chooses to retain the final nu where the following word begins with a consonant, thereby anticipating the modern editorial practice. Since the orthography of our ancient manuscript is not always consistent in this regard, his text not surprisingly sometimes betrays the actual reading of Vaticanus.216 Apart from this editorial decision, on occasion Buttmann seems to have neglected the correct variants already recorded in the collations, so that his text retained Textus Receptus readings.217
 
              Interestingly, despite being an edition of Vaticanus, in a few places Buttmann deliberately departs from its text. According to my examination, four cases are found in the five sample chapters, all of which occur in the Epistle of Jude. Among these cases he follows other majuscules instead of Vaticanus once (Jude 22),218 and retains the Textus Receptus reading three times (Jude 4, 21, 23). In addition, at all places he notes the different readings of our manuscript in the apparatus. Take his decision on Jude 21 for example. Here Buttmann gives τηρήσατε as found in the received text and many manuscripts, despite the fact that the alternative reading τηρήσωμεν is supported by Vaticanus and perhaps the original reading of Ephraemi. He simply lists ‘τηρησωμεν B’ in the apparatus.219
 
              Although Buttmann provided a useful and fairly accurate edition of Vaticanus, it did not receive much attention in subsequent scholarship. The main reason was probably that his edition was overshadowed by the edition of Maius, published just one year later in 1857 (which will be the main subject of chapter 8). As an historical aside, Buttmann’s edition would rather surprisingly receive a great deal of attention from textual critics in the first decade of the twentieth-first century, when the so-called ‘Archaic Mark’ – once regarded as a medieval minuscule that contains a text remarkably resembling that of Vaticanus – was found to be a modern forgery probably copied from Buttmann’s very text between 1874 and the first decades of the twentieth century.220
 
             
            
              6.4.3 Conjectural Projects
 
              Apart from those mid-nineteenth-century works addressed above, the predilection for Codex Vaticanus was clearly shown in two extraordinary projects of the same period, to which little attention has been given until more recent years.
 
              The first one is Granville Penn’s English translation of the New Testament, published in 1836 and followed by his Annotations that appeared a year later.221 For present purposes, two aspects of this project deserve attention, namely the Greek base text of Penn’s translation and his attempt in the making of conjectures, both of which are lengthily defended in his Annotations. In the first place, Penn rightly points out the many discrepancies in the King James Version and the underlying Textus Receptus. He argues instead that ‘the only sound and rational method of proceeding to that object would be, to take the entire text of the most ancient surviving manuscript, and to make that text the groundwork on which to build’.222 Then, after weighing different options, he concludes that ‘the most ancient surviving manuscript’ should be Codex Vaticanus on the basis of Hug’s fourth-century dating.223 In fact, Penn’s opinion on our manuscript is highly influenced by Hug, which can be best illustrated by the fact that the latter’s De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani commentatio was reprinted in its entirety in Penn’s Annotations.224 In addition to its early dating, Penn also discusses the text-type theory, in particular against Scholz’s claim that the Constantinople recension contains a better text. For Penn, the Alexandrian recension undoubtedly represents a more ancient text-type. And Vaticanus can be assigned as an Alexandrian manuscript; yet the reason for such assignment is not the general agreement of its readings with other Alexandrian witnesses but its use of known Egyptian orthography, as Hug has suggested.225 On this basis Penn concludes, ‘Whereas, by taking the entire text of the “Vatican MS.,” we are sure that we obtain the most ancient text that Christian antiquity has transmitted to us.’226
 
              If Codex Vaticanus is to be chosen as the base text for Penn’s translation, then the following question becomes unavoidable: which sources were used to reconstruct the manuscript’s text? Like many other mid-nineteenth-century critics, for Penn the only available sources were Birch’s collation and Woide’s reproduction of Mico’s collation. Despite the indirectness of his sources, Penn was confident in his reconstruction of the Vaticanus text:
 
               
                Though the text of the Vatican MS. has not been published collectively in a printed form, yet we possess, in a printed form, both Bentley’s and Birch’s collections of every word in which it differs from the printed received text; so that every one, who is willing to give himself the trouble, can assimilate the text of his Greek Testament to that of the Vatican MS., by which means, he will obtain the entire text of that ancient antigraph; … 227
 
              
 
              Penn might be too optimistic about the quality of these collations, as has been recurrently shown in our examinations. Notably, the way in which he culled variant readings is not without problems. According to his own words, Penn first used Birch’s collation to correct the text of a certain Textus Receptus edition, and then occasionally checked the collation made for Bentley.228 In other words, there was no criterion to verify the differences between the two collations employed. At any rate, in this way Penn constructed a self-made text of Vaticanus for making his translation enterprise of the New Testament.229
 
              Several examples may suffice to illustrate Penn’s translation and its reliance on Vaticanus. In 2 Cor 1:6–7, for instance, he strictly follows the manuscript’s text – reconstructed via Birch’s collation – by offering a rendering that differs significantly from the KJV:
 
               
                6 And whether we be afflicted, it is for your consolation and salvation, which is effectual in the enduring of the same sufferings which we also suffer: or whether we be comforted, it is for your consolation and salvation. 7 And our hope of you is steadfast, knowing, that as ye are partakers of the sufferings, so shall ye be also of the consolation. (KJV)
 
                6 and if we are afflicted, it is for your consolation, which worketh in you by the patient enduring of the same sufferings that we also suffer; and our hope of you is steadfast: 7 or, if we are comforted, it is for your consolation and salvation; knowing, that as ye are partakers of the sufferings, so ye will also be of the consolation. (Penn)230
 
              
 
              Text-critically speaking, Penn corrects the received text in two aspects: (1) the omission of the first ‘and salvation’ (καὶ σωτηρίας), and (2) the transposition of the clause ‘and our hope of you is steadfast’ (καὶ ἡ ἐλπὶς ἡμῶν βεβαία ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν). These corrections are mostly based on his ‘most ancient text’ as reported by Birch.231
 
              Similarly, in the case of Jude 5 Penn provides a strikingly different rendering based on our manuscript:
 
               
                I will therefore put you in remembrance, though ye once knew this, how that the Lord, having saved the people out of the land of Egypt, afterward destroyed them that believed not. (KJV)
 
                I wish, therefore, to remind you (which ye know), that after Joshua had, first, brought in all the people safely from the land of Egypt, God afterward destroyed those that believed not: (Penn)232
 
              
 
              According to the manuscript, it was Ἰησοῦς who saved the people out of Egypt but then destroyed those unbelieving ones.233 However, by following this particular reading it is then difficult to understand which Ἰησοῦς – Jesus or Joshua – is being referred to in the author Jude’s mind. To make sense of this mysterious passage, Penn adds another subject in the second clause: it was Joshua who saved the people but God who destroyed the unfaithful.234
 
              Another good example is found in Penn’s treatment of Jude 22–23. Instead of the two-clause form as given by the Textus Receptus, a three-clause form is offered in his translation:
 
               
                22 And of some have compassion, making a difference: 23 and others save with fear, pulling them out of the fire; hating even the garment spotted by the flesh. (KJV)
 
                22 But, have compassion for some, who are to be distinguished; 23 whom save ye, snatching them out of the fire; and have compassion on them, with dread, hating even their garment defiled by the flesh. (Penn)235
 
              
 
              In his Annotations, Penn explicitly states that the ‘Vat. MS.’ is followed as the underlying Greek text of his rendering, and the text comes from Birch’s collation: καὶ οὓς μὲν ἐλεᾶτε διακρινομένους, οὓς δὲ σῴζετε ἐκ πυρὸς ἁρπάζοντες, οὓς δὲ ἐλεᾶτε ἐν ϕόβῳ … .236 And yet, at this point Birch fails to notice the omission of the third οὓς δέ in the manuscript. It seems that Penn did not check the correct reading given in Mico’s collation (through Woide’s reproduction), thereby making his base text imprecise regarding the attestation of Vaticanus.237
 
              Although in most places he slavishly follows the text of Vaticanus as known to him, in some instances Penn departs from the manuscript’s readings by calling for emendation. For him, the application of conjectures for the New Testament text is justifiable, since ‘the true reading may have lapsed from every surviving MS.’, even the Vatican manuscript.238 However, it is somewhat surprising that the choice of Vaticanus as his base text seems to make little difference in matters of his employment of conjectures. Rarely does he make conjectures at places where the manuscript differs from the Textus Receptus. In other words, in a way Penn’s conjectural emendation is a separate enterprise alongside his translation project.239 A notable exception where he makes a conjecture due to the different base texts concerns the object of the verb ἠλευθέρωσεν in Rom 8:2. There the Textus Receptus has ἠλευθέρωσέ με, but Vaticanus reads ηλευθερωσε σε instead. In the light of the continuous uncial writing of the manuscript, Penn argues, the object σε has resulted from an erroneous repetition of the last syllable of the verb. He thus rendered ‘hath freed them’ with the implied αὐτούς in mind.240 Nevertheless, the first hand of Vaticanus actually reads ΗΛΕΥΘΕΡΩϹΕΝϹΕ, having been corrected by the medieval scribe to leave the final nu of the verb untouched.241 If Penn had known the exact reading of the manuscript, he would have at least modified his argument for this very conjecture.242
 
              About two decades after Penn’s translation, another advocate of the superiority of Codex Vaticanus emerged, that is, Jan Hendrik Holwerda.243 Commonly regarded as the father of the ‘Dutch movement’ of New Testament conjectural criticism, Holwerda was the Urheber for 124 conjectures on the New Testament text.244 More importantly, many of his conjectures were made exactly because he considered the most ancient readings – as attested by Vaticanus – not acceptable. Holwerda’s line of thought is best shown in the following citation from his 1853 Betrekking:
 
               
                The few examples I have already collected of passages where only B [03] has kept the true reading, or vestiges of it, show convincingly, if I do not deceive myself, that too little authority to this manuscript has been assigned thus far. I even believe that when one has to choose between two readings of equal internal value, one can always confidently consider the B reading to be the most probable one. The number of passages to which this applies is rather considerable.245
 
              
 
              What is remarkable is the way Holwerda formulated his opinion on the textual value of Vaticanus. On the one hand, he believed that in many cases only this manuscript retains ‘the true reading’ or ‘the most probable one’. A fuller scale of his investigation was given in another publication, the Bijdragen of 1855. There Holwerda devoted more than thirty pages to arguing for the superiority of both Vaticanus and Ephraemi. Thirteen examples were presented as firm evidence to demonstrate that the original reading is attested by these two ancient manuscripts. Hence his judgement was in line with the contemporary trend of modern critical scholarship and anticipated the several critical editions in the second half of the nineteenth century.246
 
              On the other hand, Holwerda claimed that at several places what is attested by this manuscript are merely vestiges of the true reading. Hence, in order to restore the original text, conjectural emendation was needed.247 The most telling example is perhaps his conjecture in 2 Pet 3:10. In the last pages of his Betrekking, Holwerda proposed a conjecture to solve the enigmatic clause καὶ γῆ καὶ τὰ ἐν αὐτῇ ἔργα κατακαήσεται (Textus Receptus; the KJV reads: ‘the earth also and the works that are therein shall be burned up’):
 
               
                Manuscript B [03] has καὶ γῆ καὶ τὰ ἐν αὐτῇ ἔργα εὑρεθήσεται. These words are unintelligible. They can, however, be recovered easily in this way: καὶ γῆ καὶ τὰ ἐν αὐτῇ [ἔργα] οὐχ εὑρεθήσεται. The phrase οὐχ εὑρεθήσεται is sometimes used in the New Testament regarding things that perish, are destroyed or disappear entirely, see Rev 16:20. The reading of manuscript C [04] καὶ τὰ ἐν αὐτῇ ἔργα ἀϕανισθήσονται confirms us in our assumption that οὐχ εὑρεθήσεται is authentic. After all, ἀϕανισθήσεται can only be an ill-made gloss. In explanation of the barbaric οὐχ εὑρεθήσεται, someone had written the genuine Greek ἀϕανισθήσεται in the margin. The reading of the other codices, καὶ τὰ ἐν αὐτῇ ἔργα κατακαήσεται, is a completely failed improvement of κ. τ. ἐ. α. ἔργα εὑρεθήσεται.248
 
              
 
              According to Holwerda, the traditional reading κατακαήσεται (‘will be burned up’) is clearly an attempt to improve the reading of Vaticanus εὑρεθήσεται (‘will be found’). And yet, since this ancient manuscript’s reading is ‘unintelligible’, one should find a solution by means of emendation. Holwerda’s solution is to introduce a negation to the verb: οὐχ εὑρεθήσεται (‘will not be found’). In this way, the hypothetical initial text not only finds coherence with verse 11a (‘Since all these things are to be dissolved in this way’ – NRSV), but it also perfectly explains all the variant readings attested in the manuscript tradition. That is to say, the attestation in Vaticanus, Ephraemi (ἀϕανισθήσονται [‘will disappear’]), and many later manuscripts can all be seen as resulting from οὐχ εὑρεθήσεται.249 In fact, this very conjecture has been hotly debated in recent years, not so much because of Holwerda but due to the acceptance of οὐχ εὑρεθήσεται by the Modern Critical Text.250
 
             
           
          
            6.5 Conclusions
 
            We began this chapter with the investigation of the publications of Birch’s entire collation and Woide’s reproduction, both of which then became the main sources on Codex Vaticanus in the first half of the nineteenth century. Based on our examination of the sample chapters, it appears that Mico’s collation – even in the format of Woide’s reproduced version – is better than that of Birch in matters of quality and quantity. Moreover, the fresh analysis of the previously unknown correspondence between Birch and Woide has further disclosed the former’s lack of confidence in his own collation and his dependence on Woide. Indeed, both sources were far from perfect and even occasionally contradicted each other, but in the days when access to Vaticanus was limited, they were the only available intermediates through which most textual critics could know of the manuscript’s text.
 
            Apart from the enlargement of – albeit somewhat imprecise – data, another important development in the first decade of the nineteenth century was Hug’s eyewitness account of Vaticanus. On the basis of his personal examination, he was able to provide a series of cogent arguments concerning our manuscript. Notably, his proposal for an early-fourth-century dating was made in comparison with patristic sources and contemporary archaeological findings. Since the publication of his De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani commentatio, such ancient dating has gradually become the scholarly consensus up to the present day. Moreover, together with the proposed place of origin as Egypt or even more precisely Alexandria, Hug offered a picture that fits the recension theory far better than the traditional Latinisation theory. And yet, in spite of this recognition of its antiquity, in his view this manuscript was not superior to other ancient witnesses for reconstructing the text. In other words, although he offered solid pieces of evidence for a proper judgement on the value of the manuscript, he did not issue the verdict himself.
 
            With the abundance of data at hand and acceptance of an ancient dating, Lachmann edited a text that embraced the textual value of Vaticanus and fully employed its readings. The text of his 1831 edition undergirded the assertion that this very manuscript should be regarded as the foundation in the making of the Greek New Testament, though he did not explicitly argue for its excellence. As shown in our concentrated analysis, his text generally but not exclusively followed Vaticanus. His text-critical criteria and the imprecision of the available data sometimes influenced his judgements in choosing different variants. The analysis of Lachmann’s use of the manuscript has also revealed a notable aspect of his character, a combination of radicalness and pragmatism. On the one hand, he created a text that radically diverged from the Textus Receptus and the tradition of New Testament textual scholarship, and thus became the point of departure for all subsequent critical editions. On the other hand, instead of pursuing another more accurate collation of Vaticanus, he simply accepted the reality of having to make use of those imperfect collations of the most important manuscript for his edition. It was indeed this kind of pragmatism that allowed him to successfully produce the groundbreaking text despite the lack of precise data.
 
            Furthermore, the investigation of several mid-nineteenth-century scholarly works has shown the growing consensus on the superiority of our manuscript. The consistently recurring point of reference was Hug’s Latin treatise, especially his proposed dating. A clear preference for this ancient majuscule was also presented in a few editions that claimed to have been solely based on its text, as well as its text being the basis for two conjectural critics. However, the precise text of Vaticanus was still unavailable to all the scholars outside Rome, the same barrier as had existed for more than three hundred years. What was also wanting was a systematic and overarching use of the manuscript for making the text of the New Testament. These will be the main subjects to be explored in the next two chapters.
 
           
        
 
      
       
         
          Chapter 7 Endeavours and Assessment: Tischendorf and Tregelles
 
        
 
         
           
            Ein Kritiker des neutestamentlichen Textes, der nach Rom käme und nicht Alles daran setzte, den berühmten vaticanischen Bibelcodex zu benutzen, der würde sich an seinem Berufe versündigen – Constantin von Tischendorf1
 
          
 
           
            Mai was decided enough; he told me in civil words that he would never consent to any person using the MS but himself as long as he could help it; – it pleased me much more to have to do with a plain spoken person than with those who say one thing and mean another – Samuel Prideaux Tregelles2
 
          
 
           
            No two men have done more for the science to which they devoted, and for the sake of which they may even be said to have sacrificed their lives, than the two whom we have named – William Milligan3
 
          
 
          In the past chapter, we have seen how Codex Vaticanus was employed by Lachmann and perceived by his contemporaries. The appreciation of the manuscript was firmly established in the middle of the nineteenth century. Yet, two main shortcomings in Lachmann’s New Testament project still waited to be overcome: the need to acquire a complete and more accurate collection of the manuscript’s readings and the enhancement of the theory applied for reconstructing the text. The current chapter is devoted to the mid-nineteenth-century developments in this twofold regard. Our exploration will focus on two of the most important textual critics of the century, Constantin von Tischendorf (1815–1874) and Samuel Prideaux Tregelles (1813–1875). The involvement of these two critics with our ancient manuscript will be described, analysed, and compared. Their text-critical works regarding their opinion on and use of this manuscript will also be discussed, from their earliest works until 1857, the year when the editio princeps of Vaticanus was eventually published.4
 
          
            7.1 Tischendorf’s Journey to Rome (1843)
 
            In the first place, attention should be given to Tischendorf, the famous textual critic and manuscript searcher. What is well known is his pursuit of Codex Sinaiticus (ℵ 01), but throughout his long career Tischendorf also endeavoured to copy the text of Vaticanus.5 In this regard, we will start with his first encounter with the famous Vatican manuscript, which took place during his long stay in Rome between February and the beginning of the summer of 1843. Then in the subsequent sections, Tischendorf’s opinion on and use of this manuscript, as found in his articles and critical editions, will be treated in chronological sequence from the beginning of his academic life up to the appearance of Maius’s edition.
 
            Scholars have long noticed that Tischendorf’s 1843 journey to Rome was unsuccessful,6 and often attributed such failure to the hindrance on the part of Cardinal Maius. Their presumption is based on the fact that at that time the cardinal was occupying himself with the preparation of his own edition of Vaticanus.7 Yet, as will be shown below, Maius seems to have positively answered Tischendorf’s request, and what actually happened appears to be more complicated than is commonly assumed. By analysing the details found in Tischendorf’s own accounts, a reconstruction of his time in Rome is given as follows.8
 
            Before leaving Leipzig for his first academic journey to examine manuscripts in other European countries, in a letter to the then Prince Johann von Sachsen Tischendorf mentions his plan to visit Rome to study the famous Vatican manuscript:
 
             
              Ich will nach Rom reisen, um dort den wahrscheinlich ältesten griechischen Codex des Neuen Testamentes, Codex B. Vaticanus 1209, wenigstens durchgängig genau zu vergleichen, vielleicht auch mittels einer Copie später eine Herausgabe davon zu veranstalten.9
 
            
 
            What is interesting is the way Tischendorf envisioned a publication plan for this manuscript, probably similar to the one on Codex Ephraemi that would be published between 1843 and 1845.10 A few lines later, he further highlighted the vital importance of our manuscript:
 
             
              Dass der genannte Vaticanische Codex von der höchsten Bedeutsamkeit für die Festerstellung des ursprünglichen Bibeltextes ist, haben neuere Kritiker genugsam anerkannt; ich bin davon aufs entschiedenste überzeugt.11
 
            
 
            In line with other critical scholars of his day, Tischendorf appreciated Vaticanus as the utmost important source in reconstructing the New Testament text.
 
            On 31 October 1840, Tischendorf set out for Paris, where he would stay for the next two years to study numerous manuscripts, mostly biblical ones.12 For present purposes, it is relevant to note that in Paris Tischendorf went through the copy of the Bartolocci collation in the Bibliothèque nationale, but he was dissatisfied with its quality.13 Then in the winter of 1842, he left France and arrived in Rome at the end of February 1843.14 In the first weeks of his time there, Tischendorf was thwarted in his main purpose for coming to the Papal States. In fact, he seems to have been allowed to examine all manuscripts in the Vatican Library except for the biblical ones, let alone Codex Vaticanus. According to Tischendorf’s own memory, it appears that the ban was issued by the then Bibliothecarius of the Vatican Library, Luigi Lambruschini.15 In contrast to the barriers he faced at the hands of Lambruschini, Tischendorf seems to have had a good relationship with Maius, who admired his text-critical works, showed him the already printed but unpublished edition of Vaticanus, and helped him to check several readings in that ancient manuscript.16
 
            Still, Tischendorf was fortunate enough to glimpse Codex Vaticanus on 10 March 1843, albeit that the permission was only for a fifteen-minute viewing. His first impression of this manuscript is worthwhile citing:
 
             
              Eine tiefere, als die mir schon früher gewordene viertelstündige Einsicht des Codex B lag mir um so mehr am Herzen, je mehr in der That dieses κειμήλιον zu einem μυστήριον geworden ist.17
 
            
 
            What is remarkable is the way he described this somewhat mystical encounter. After this quarter of an hour study, his perception of our manuscript has been profoundly transformed: it had been seen as the treasure (κειμήλιον), probably being regarded as something that he was supposed to know fully; but now it became a mystery (μυστήριον), of which many aspects were still to be discovered.
 
            Except for this brief examination, Tischendorf was not able to see the manuscript again in the coming weeks.18 Eventually his audience with Pope Gregory XVI in late May changed that situation. According to the critic’s own words, the pope was impressed by his expertise in biblical text and enthusiasm for studying manuscripts all around Europe. As a result, he seems to have been granted access to any biblical manuscripts in the Vatican Library, including a six-hour examination of Codex Vaticanus.19 On which date he actually examined the manuscript is hard to know, but the event probably took place shortly before 24 June, the day when he sent the good news to Schulz – one of his patrons for this academic journey – in the published letter ‘Biblisch-kritisches Sendschreiben’:
 
             
              Kürzlichst hab’ ich ihn denn endlich 6 ganze Stunden hindurch nicht nur facsimiliern, sondern auch nach allem Behagen durchmustern dürfen. Ich sag’ Ihnen nicht, wie glücklich ich war. Ich stehe nun zwischen Hug und Birch auf meinen eigenen Füßen. Aber von Herzen freu’ ich mich, in der Hauptsache mit Hug zusammenstimmen zu müssen.20
 
            
 
            Tischendorf shared with his patron the excitement about the opportunity to ‘facsimile’ (‘facsimiliern’) and ‘scrutinise’ (‘durchmustern’) the Vatican manuscript for six whole hours. Based on this priceless examination, he now regarded himself as standing between Hug and Birch, but mostly he supported Hug in terms of the opinion on this ancient manuscript.
 
            In the following parts of the letter, he provided some primary results of his close study. As will become evident, those results indicate that he probably had listed a series of questions in advance, and then verified each of them once he had the opportunity to study the manuscript in person. Two of the main sources from which he drew a list of questions were undoubtedly the eyewitness accounts of Hug and Birch, and not surprisingly Tischendorf concurred with the former’s opinions in most cases. First, in contrast to Birch’s claim, Tischendorf confirmed that the accents and breathings in Vaticanus must have been added by a later hand:
 
             
              Die Accente und Spiritus sind mir ohne allen Zweifel von der späteren Hand. Daß Birch der Meinung sein konnte, diese Zeichen kämen von der ersten Hand und wären von der die Buchstaben wieder auffrischenden zweiten unberührt geblieben: das nimmt wahrhaftig nicht für sein kritisches Urtheil ein. Ich möchte glauben, Birch hatte die Objecte ganz aus den Augen verloren, als er dieß schrieb.21
 
            
 
            The second aspect over which he agrees with Hug was in attributing the subscriptiones of the Pauline Epistles to a scribe other than the original hand. Tischendorf further considered that those notes had probably not been made by the scribe who was responsible for the accents and breathings.22 Furthermore, he also thought that this manuscript may well belong to the fourth century, just as Hug had proposed some decades earlier.23 Nevertheless, Tischendorf did not always support Hug’s judgement. A noteworthy exception concerns the marginal note of ἐν Ἐφέσῳ at Eph 1:1. According to Hug, although they are not found in the text, these words appear to have been added in the margin by the first hand themselves (see pp. 264–265 above). Yet, based on a close examination of the manuscript through the lens of his expertise in palaeography, Tischendorf disagreed with Hug by stating that the addition must have been added by a later hand.24
 
            In addition to his responses to Birch and Hug, in this letter Tischendorf also offered some remarkable pieces of information to which the previous collators had drawn little attention. First, he provided an explanation for the blank column following the ending of Mark. That is, in Vaticanus Mark 16:8 and the following subscriptio ΚΑΤΑ ΜΑΡΚΟΝ end at the second column of page 1303, but the Gospel of Luke does not immediately start from the third column, as appears to be the usual practice in the manuscript.25 Instead, the third column remains unfilled, and the first chapter of Luke is not seen until the next page. Tischendorf’s explanation of such a mystifying phenomenon is worth citing in full:
 
             
              Freilich läßt sich nun noch nicht folgern, der Codicograph habe einen mangelhaften Codex zum Vorbilde gehabt ober auch nur sein Vorbild für mangelhaft gehalten. Denn dann, scheint mir, hätte er die Unterschrift κατα μαρκον nicht so nach und sogleich unter εφοβοντο γαρ gesetzt. Damit scheint vielmehr gesagt: Bis hierher schrieb Markus; aber dem Evangelium fehlt sein Schluß.26
 
            
 
            Accordingly, the blank space does not indicate that the copyist considered his Vorlage to be defective. Otherwise the copyist would not put the subscriptio immediately after ἐφοβοῦντο γάρ. Rather, the third column as it stands seems to have suggested that the scribe saw that the Gospel of Mark ends at verse eight but that this gospel is lacking its ending.
 
            Second, Tischendorf listed some twenty-five variant readings of Vaticanus, all of which were based on his own examination. The reason for his selection is not hard to deduce: either contradictory information is given in the former collations, or no information can be found therein. Hence, these doubtful cases require further investigation to verify their actual readings.27
 
            Although he was not able to examine it as thoroughly as originally planned, after such a long wait Tischendorf now at least had some fruitful results. Shortly following the six-hour examination of Codex Vaticanus, he decided to leave Rome to continue his journey to other Italian cities and then towards the Orient.28
 
            Based on all the pieces of evidence gathered, Tischendorf’s first journey to Rome – from February to June 1843 – can be summarised as follows: (1) At first he was not allowed to see any biblical manuscripts in the Vatican Library; (2) he glimpsed Vaticanus for fifteen minutes on 10 March, but after that day he was no longer permitted to approach this manuscript at all; (3) then his audience with Pope Gregory XVI (likely to have taken place on 21 May) provided a new opportunity, that is, that he received the direct order from the pope that allowed him to examine biblical manuscripts without restrictions; (4) eventually in June, he was granted six hours to closely study Vaticanus, thereby enabling him to make several important observations.
 
            The question of who was responsible for preventing Tischendorf from studying this ancient manuscript is hard to answer. According to his own accounts, the initial ban seems to have come from Lambruschini, the Bibliothecarius. It is however impossible to discern the motive behind the librarian’s action, and whether he issued the ban in his own right, or he was actually instructed by Maius. One cannot find any instance in Tischendorf’s words that Maius was openly against his plan. Despite such prevention, he nevertheless still managed to see the manuscript twice: firstly a glimpse of a quarter of an hour and later a six-hour examination. The former event could have been arranged by Lambruschini as a ‘polite’ response to the request of Tischendorf, and notably to his prestigious patrons such as Prince Johann of Saxony. The latter was clearly arranged in order to fulfil the permission given by the pope. Although the scarce records that have remained do not allow us to know further details, by bringing them together in this way the present reconstruction is able to offer a much clearer picture of the key events of Tischendorf’s stay in Rome in 1843. With this in mind, we will now turn to his text-critical works and the discussions of Vaticanus therein.
 
           
          
            7.2 Tischendorf’s Works on Vaticanus (up to 1856)
 
            As one of the most ancient manuscripts known at the time, it is to be expected that Codex Vaticanus is a recurring theme in many of Tischendorf’s text-critical works. In what follows a concentrated analysis of several relevant publications is given in chronological order.
 
            At the outset, our manuscript is touched upon in an 1844 article replying to Rinck’s review of his first Greek New Testament edition.29 As a response to the reviewer’s opinion that the Vatican manuscript should be dated to as late as the seventh century, Tischendorf devotes considerable space to palaeographical comparison. Yet, instead of focusing on Vaticanus, his attention is mostly given to the hand of Codex Basilensis (E 07), employed by Rinck as the main argument for the late dating of Vaticanus.30 For Tischendorf, the hands of these two majuscules are not comparable, and Basilensis clearly belongs to a much later age, probably in the eighth century. As for the hand of Vaticanus, he mentions it in passing while addressing the common scribal tendency to compress letters at the end of a line. Here a reference to his eyewitness account in Rome is given:
 
             
              In den Uncialcodd. finden sich nicht selten am Ende der Linie verkleinerte Schriftzüge. Diese haben, wie schon erwähnt, im Codex E eben die spätere zusammengedrückte Form. Dasselbe geschieht auch in den so eben angezogenen Uncialevangelistarien. Etwas Aehnliches könnte man von den Codd. ABCD (sowohl Cantabrigiensis als Claromontanus) muthmaßen, und man hat es schon gemuthmaßt. Allein von diesen allen, ohne Ausnahme des Codex Vaticanus (denn am 10. März 1843 11 1/2 Uhr Morgens habe ich dieses μυστήριον mit meinen Augen gesehen; wenig Tage später fand es Lambruschini angemessen, selbst meinen Blick in den Index zu setzen), kann ich das Gegentheil versichern. Niemals wird in den kleinen Endbuchstaben die alterthümliche Form sich selber untreu.31
 
            
 
            In this citation Tischendorf explicitly mentions his first encounter with this μυστήριον, dated 10 March 1843 in the morning. He also makes clear that it was Lambruschini who had prevented him from studying this ancient codex – even such a Blick became completely impossible.32
 
            Codex Vaticanus becomes more visible in one of Tischendorf’s 1847 articles, the fourth ‘Rechenschaft’ in a series of accounts based on his academic journey between 1840 and 1844. In the section on this manuscript, listed as number six among the manuscripts he has personally studied, Tischendorf provides some details about his stay in Rome in 1843.33 First, he mentions that he met Maius there, who kindly shared with him a number of readings of Vaticanus. Second, based on his own examination, two passages stand out as to answer the uncertainties in previous scholarship, namely the confirmation of the attestation of τὴν ἐκκλησίαν τοῦ θεοῦ at Acts 20:28 and the attribution of the marginal note ἐν Ἐφέσῳ at Eph 1:1 to a later hand. The third remark – concerning the dating of the manuscript – is perhaps the most interesting one. Tischendorf follows Hug in dating Vaticanus to the mid-fourth century and considers it as the earliest New Testament majuscule. Among the extant biblical manuscripts, however, Tischendorf considers Vaticanus probably the second oldest one, inferior to Codex Friderico-Augustanus, a Septuagint majuscule containing forty-three leaves that he had recently discovered in St Catherine’s Monastery in Sinai:
 
             
              An Alter übertrifft diese Handschrift auch nach meinem Urtheile alle anderen neutestamentlichen Uncialcodices, und außerdem dürfte sie nur dem Codex Friderico-Augustanus (sive fragmenta Veteris Testamenti e codice graeco omnium qui in Europa supersunt facile antiquissimo; in oriente detexit, in patriam attulit, ad modum codicis edidit C. Tischendorf, Leipzig, bei Köhler, 1846) nachstehen. Sie mag um die Mitte des vierten Jahrhunderts geschrieben seyn.34
 
            
 
            That Sinai fragment would later become known as the ‘Leipzig portion’ of Codex Sinaiticus. Therefore, in a way one could find – albeit implicitly – the inauguration of the great pair of fourth-century biblical majuscules, perhaps for the first time in the history of textual scholarship.
 
            Another article published in 1847 contains the most comprehensive report of Tischendorf’s involvement with Vaticanus. Entitled ‘Nachricht vom vaticanischen Bibelcodex’, this contribution is devoted to the famous Vatican manuscript, including not only his own findings in Rome but also a considerable number of variant readings either culled from Bartolocci’s collation or given by Maius.35 The article can be divided into two parts, an overview of the manuscript based on Tischendorf’s personal examination, and a set of numerous ‘new’ variant readings from various sources.
 
            The overview of Vaticanus given in this ‘Nachricht’ follows closely the aforementioned letter to Schulz, although Tischendorf now presents it in a more sophisticated way. He concurs with Hug’s opinion regarding the accents and breathings as secondary, as with the punctuation occasionally found in the manuscript.36 Next to this is an introduction to a specimen facsimile copied from four passages: Rom 4:4–5, 2 Cor 3:15–16, the subscriptio of Romans, and Eph 1:1. This facsimile, printed alongside the first page of the article, is intended to correct Hug’s facsimile and serve as the standard illustration of this manuscript (see Figure 13).37 Then he compares the handwriting of Vaticanus with Codex Friderico-Augustanus:
 
            
              [image: ]
                Figure 13: Tischendorf’s specimen facsimile (in Theologische Studien und Kritiken 20 [1847], p. 128a). Reproduced by kind permission of the University Library of the Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam.

             
             
              Im Allgemeinen ist nun der Schriftcharakter im vaticanischen Codex ohne Zweifel dem höchsten Alterthume zugehörig; mit einziger Ausnahme des Codex Friderico-Augustanus (vergl. meine Prolegomena dazu) übertrifft ihn an Alterthümlichkeit keine einzige der mir bekannten griechischen Pergamenthandschriften.38
 
            
 
            According to Tischendorf, both majuscules are undoubtedly of the highest antiquity and superior to all other manuscripts in terms of their age. On the basis of all his observations, he considers dating Vaticanus to the middle of the fourth century, as Hug had proposed several decades earlier. But as to the marginal note at Eph 1:1, he disagrees with Hug and attributes this addition to another, much later hand. His argument is mainly a palaeographical one: the hand of the correction contains several features that cannot be found in the oldest majuscules:
 
             
              Der ganze Charakter dieser Buchstaben ist ein wesentlich anderer als der der Textesschrift. In der Form des ε ist die sogenannte geschmälerte Uncialschrift unverkennbar; aber auch bei der kleinsten Schrift am Ende einer Zeile findet sich in den ältesten Handschriften niemals diese der späteren Zeit angehörige Schmälerung. … Was ferner die übrigen Buchstaben außer ε anlangt, so enthalten sie sämmtlich sichtliche Abweichungen von der Schrift des Textes.39
 
            
 
            After providing this overview, Tischendorf turns to the three collations known to him. In addition to the one made by Birch and the one for Bentley, both of which are only touched upon in this article, he pays particular attention to the third collation, the one kept in Paris. According to his personal communication with some Roman authorities, Tischendorf correctly identifies the sender of the attached letter ‘Giulio di S.ta Anastasia’ as Bartolocci.40 In the following pages he lists a considerable amount of variant readings of Vaticanus culled from three different sources, namely (1) Bartolocci’s collation, (2) information sent to him by Maius, and (3) his own examination. The main aim of the list is to resolve the contrasting information given by the collations of Birch and Bentley and to confirm the authentic reading in several notable passages.41 Based on my examination, Tischendorf discusses 142 readings of Vaticanus in this list, including eighty-eight instances based on Bartolocci, twenty-nine from his communication with Maius, and twenty-five confirmed by his own eyes.42 Most of the variants are simply listed with minimal comments, but a few of them are discussed at some length, and the following sets out some of the most noteworthy examples.43
 
            In the first place, attention should be drawn to the places where Tischendorf has examined the manuscript himself. A typical example is found in the controversial passage of Acts 20:28. There he explicitly states that the traditional reading is confirmed by Vaticanus: ‘nach eigener Ansicht muß ich die Lesart der recepta bestätigen: την εκκλησιαν του θεου’. His own eyewitness account is followed by a summary of the discrepancies given by the previous scholars, especially Birch’s uncertain remark found in the Variae lectiones.44 In a similar vein, Tischendorf offers a reconfirmation at a place where there is some doubt about the actual wording of the manuscript. In the case of Acts 27:14, he correctly reports, ‘nach eigener Ansicht: erste Hand ευρακυλων, zweite: ευρυκλυδων. So schon richtig Birch, während Btl. [Bentley] theils unklar, theils irrig war. Scholz und nach ihm meine leipz. Ausg.: ευροκυδων B✶✶.’45 Another type of variant examined by Tischendorf concerns the different hands of the manuscript. For instance, he notices that the first hand wrote οικοδομησεν at Acts 7:47, which was then corrected to ωκοδομησεν by a later hand. Since the corrected reading is identical to the Textus Receptus, all the previous collations are silent at this point. This makes it hard to be certain whether the manuscript supports the received reading.46
 
            The issue of e silentio collatorum (‘according to the silence of collations’) appears to have been one of Tischendorf’s main concerns. He not only paid particular attention to several places of this kind during the precious six-hour examination, but also requested confirmation from Maius to verify his queries. The variant of ἐρρέθη at Rom 9:12 and 9:26 is a good example. Tischendorf states, ‘nach Mai a prima m. ερρεθη; a secunda m. ερρηθη. Darüber nichts bei Birch und Btl. [Bentley]’. In other words, instead of the Textus Receptus reading ἐρρήθη, Maius confirms that the first hand of Vaticanus actually wrote ερρεθη, an orthographical variation.47 Similarly, Tischendorf also often refers to Bartolocci’s collation to supplement the lack of information as given in the collations of Mico and Birch. In Mark 4:38, for instance, he indicates that the manuscript should read ἐγείρουσιν for the received reading of διεγείρουσιν according to the Paris copy. Such information nevertheless cannot be found in the two far-reaching collations of Mico and Birch.48 The source from Bartolocci, moreover, allows Tischendorf to correct a considerable number of imprecise readings found in the other collations. Take Acts 11:3 for example. In this verse, according to the Textus Receptus those circumcised criticise Peter by saying, Πρὸς ἄνδρας ἀκροβυστίαν ἔχοντας εἰσῆλθες, καὶ συνέφαγες αὐτοῖς (‘You went to the uncircumcised men and ate with them’). By consulting Bartolocci’s collation, Tischendorf reports that Vaticanus in fact has εἰσῆλθεν and συνέφαγεν (third person singular) instead, and the first verb is put in front of the whole sentence.49
 
            However, the dependence on sources other than Tischendorf’s own inspection does detrimentally affect the precision of the variants given in the list. Whereas his personal examination is error-free in all places, only four-fifths of the readings culled from Bartolocci’s collation and Maius’s correspondence are correct.50 Among the imprecise readings found in these two sets of data, the occurrence of scribal corrections seems to have led to much confusion. In John 17:15, for instance, Tischendorf follows Bartolocci to give ἵνα τηρήσεις αὐτοὺς ἐκ τοῦ κόσμου for the Textus Receptus ἵνα τηρήσῃς αὐτοὺς ἐκ τοῦ πονηροῦ. Yet, what Bartolocci copied is actually a mixture of the original writing with the correction, which represents neither the reading of the first hand nor that of the corrector.51 Similarly, in the case of Matt 7:14, through Maius, Tischendorf confirms that the manuscript’s first hand reads ὅτι στενή, which has been corrected to τί στενή by the second hand: ‘nach Mai οτι στενη a prima, τι στενη a secunda manu. Also richtig Birch. Btl. [Bentley] war unklar und unrichtig, indem er angab, der Codex habe Ὁτί δὲ στενή.’ But in fact only Mico – correctly reproduced by Woide – gives the precise reading of Vaticanus: the original scribe did pen οτι δε στενη here.52 An even more striking example is the ‘double confirmation’ of the spelling of ἐκλείπῃ at Luke 16:9. There Tischendorf says, ‘nach Bart. und auch Mai οταν εκλειπη (Mai sagt noch, daß die zweite Hand εκλιπη corrigirt hat). Danach ist εκλειπητε bei Birch und Btl. [Bentley] zu berichtigen.’ The reading ἐκλείπητε is indeed incorrect, but Maius’s report still does not give the actual facts. In fact, the first hand of Vaticanus had εκλιπη, then a small epsilon has been inserted to change the word to εκλειπη.53
 
            Sometimes Tischendorf even follows the inaccurate information given by either Bartolocci or Maius to ‘correct’ the known variant readings of the manuscript. For example, instead of the correct form of the pronoun recorded by Mico and Birch (ἀφιένταί σου) in Mark 2:5, Tischendorf states that Vaticanus appears to read ἀφίενταί σοι for the Textus Receptus reading ἀφέωνται σοι. Without access to the manuscript, he is of course not able to verify the actual wording.54 Also, in John 6:24 Tischendorf notices that the manuscript reads πλοῖα – according to Bartolocci – and he criticises Lachmann’s conjecture that it should be read as πλοιάρια by following Mico’s collation e silentio. But this time Lachmann’s judgement is correct, since Vaticanus indeed has πλοιαρια here.55
 
            In short, the variant readings collected in this article are mixed with Tischendorf’s own precise report and two rather loose datasets from Bartolocci and Maius. A far greater part of these readings is indeed accurate, so in many cases the imprecise information given by Mico and Birch can be improved. However, as shown above, this supplement also brings some new errors or imprecise readings into an already complicated situation, that is, how to distinguish the actual variants of Vaticanus from the false ones.
 
            Nearly a decade after the publication of the ‘Nachricht’, Tischendorf released a brief article in 1856 that reports some of his text-critical endeavours during his travels to England a year earlier.56 Notably, one of the greatest discoveries he made while staying in Cambridge was that he incidentally found the collation of Vaticanus made by Rulotta – a document thought to have been lost for quite some time – among Bentley’s remaining papers.57 In this report Tischendorf on the one hand mentions Tregelles’s failure to locate the collation, and on the other hand highlights his own contribution, as he was accustomed to do:
 
             
              … wies vor mehreren Jahren schon Tregelles nach, als er im Journal of sacred Literature Jan. 1850 bei Gelegenheit der Anzeige meines Neuen Testaments von 1849 aus Bentleys im Druck erschienener Correspondenz die Stellen anführte, woraus erhellte, daß Richard Bentley in der That eine nochmalige Vergleichung der Vatikanischen Handschriften in Bezug auf die in ihrem ursprünglichen Texte gemachten Correcturen hat fertigen lassen. Aber Tregelles setzt hinzu: ‘Unhappily we dot [sic; do] not know what has become of the collation of the marginal and interlineary readings, which the Baron de Stosch transmitted to Bentley’.58 Nichtsdestoweniger ist diese durch den Römischen Abbé Rulotta gefertigte Vergleichung von denjenigen Stellen der Vartikanischen Handschrift, welche durch spätere Hand geändert worden sind, im Trinity College zu Cambridge noch vollkommen vorhanden, und ich war so glücklich, davon Abschrift zu nehmen.59
 
            
 
            Notable is that Tischendorf not only discovered this ‘lost’ collation but was also able to make a copy of it.60 What is also noteworthy is his appreciation of Rulotta’s collation. He believes that based on the particulars offered by the collator, textual critics can eventually make precise judgements on the orthography of Vaticanus:
 
             
              Dadurch sind nun zum ersten Male über viele Eigenthümlichkeiten jener ältesten und wichtigsten Urkunde des Neuen Testaments Aufklärungen gewonnen, die für die grammatische und noch specieller die orthographische Seite der Textgestaltung lange sehnlichst erwartet waren.61
 
            
 
            Tischendorf continues by stating that the so-called ‘Alexandrian forms’ (‘Alexandrinische Formen’), as attested in Codices Alexandrinus, Bezae, and Ephraemi, are now supported by the spelling of Vaticanus as given in Rulotta’s collation. Several examples of the original readings of the manuscript are then given, such as πλημμύρης for πλημμύρας,62 πεῖν for πιεῖν,63 τεσσεράκοντα for τεσσαράκοντα,64 ἐρύσατο for ἐρρύσατο.65 Further, this collation also records many readings that have been neglected by the previous collations known to the scholarly world. Yet no data of this sort is given in the article.66
 
            To summarise thus far, Tischendorf’s contributions to the scholarly community of his day were twofold. Firstly, he provided an advanced overview of Codex Vaticanus on the basis of his own examination and particularly his expertise in Greek palaeography. The statements given by Birch and Hug were re-evaluated, and some of their questionable opinions were falsified. Secondly, the supplement of the variants, given in the 1847 ‘Nachricht’, was an important contribution to his contemporaries, while the manuscript’s transcription was still not available to the entirety of textual scholarship. However, the value of this additional list was considerably reduced due to its dependence on the less precise sources, although this was an inevitable consequence that has repeatedly recurred during the long course of the scholarly quest for the accurate text of Vaticanus.
 
           
          
            7.3 Tischendorf’s Use of Vaticanus in His NTG (1841–1859)
 
            In the previous section, we have seen the ways in which Tischendorf discussed Codex Vaticanus and brought new data to his readers in a number of articles that were published during the first two decades of his academic life. The present section further analyses his critical editions of the Greek New Testament and his use of Vaticanus therein. Two of his editions are of importance for understanding his opinion on and use of the manuscript before Maius’s edition became available to the scholarly world, namely the fourth edition (1849) and the first volume of the seventh edition (1859).67 Together with Tischendorf’s first edition, Novum Testamentum Graece of 1841, a comparison between these editions allows us to observe the development of his use of Vaticanus within these twenty years.68 In what follows, the introduction to the manuscript in the ‘Prolegomena’ to each of the three editions will be discussed in turn, followed by a concentrated analysis of the use of the manuscript based on a selection of sample chapters.
 
            First, in the earliest edition – published before his journey to Rome – Tischendorf introduces Vaticanus very briefly in the ‘Prolegomena’.69 There he states the manuscript to have been written ‘prior to the middle of the fourth century’ (‘ante medium sec. IV’) by referring to Hug’s opinion. Previous scholarly use of the manuscript is then mentioned, including the two widely used collations of Birch and Bentley. This concise introduction ends with a remark on the collation preserved in Paris, as made known by Scholz and used in that scholar’s New Testament edition.70 Unlike his later editions, Tischendorf’s first Novum Testamentum Graece does not always list manuscript attestation in the critical apparatus. Instead, references often concern a few printed editions, in particular the Elzevir editions, Lachmann’s editio minor, and Scholz’s two-volume edition.71 As will be shown in our comparison below, variant readings of Vaticanus are only infrequently mentioned in this edition.
 
            Appearing in 1849, two years after his overarching article on Vaticanus, Tischendorf’s fourth edition provides an updated introduction to this manuscript in its ‘Prolegomena’.72 There he on the one hand summarises the several datasets known to the scholars of his time, and on the other hand points to his own efforts to examine the manuscript in 1843. The 1847 ‘Nachricht’ is referred to as the place for further observations about Vaticanus.73 In addition, as already shown in our previous discussion of his articles, Tischendorf holds the opinion that the manuscript should be dated to the mid-fourth century, which makes it the most ancient manuscript of the New Testament.74
 
            In another place of his ‘Prolegomena’, Tischendorf explicitly states his sources on Vaticanus, namely the three known collations, his own examination, and some pieces of information gained directly from Maius. He believes that the data thus gathered are among the most comprehensive of his day. In his own words:
 
             
              I derived Codex B, Vaticanus no. 1209, most diligently from the three collations by Bentley, Birch, and Bartolocci, which had not yet been done by anyone. Lachmann indeed utterly neglected Bartolocci, and von Muralt neglected Bentley. Furthermore, I was allowed to supplement these collations at many places (which I recorded elsewhere), both the places for which I saw the manuscript itself in Rome in 1843 and the places about which I have learned through the letters from the most eminent Maius.75
 
            
 
            Indeed, in the critical apparatus of his fourth edition Tischendorf has considerably expanded the dataset on Vaticanus. Many more pieces of information were now recorded, compared to the first edition. As our further examination will show, he did achieve this task with as much diligence as he could, though he was still limited by the imprecise nature of the data he had to rely on.
 
            After one more decade of further pursuit, including the discovery of Rulotta’s collation in 1856, Tischendorf has once again augmented the variant information on Vaticanus in his editio septima. In addition to the augmentation of the data, he also composed a comprehensive overview of this manuscript, fourteen pages in total, in his ‘Prolegomena’.76 This overview starts with a series of general information about the manuscript. In particular, after describing the ancient elements that Vaticanus contains, Tischendorf confirms the dating of the mid-fourth century:
 
             
              However, the indications concerning its age have so much strength together that I do not hesitate to consider the Vatican manuscript as prior to all other New Testament manuscripts, and to attribute it to the fourth century, around its middle, so that it seems to have about the same merit in age as the Old Testament manuscript Friderico-Augustanus.77
 
            
 
            This confirmation is followed by a treatment of the history of scholarship that consists of a few pages. Tischendorf first cites Birch to sketch the first stage of the scholarly involvements with Vaticanus, including Erasmus, Lucas Brugensis, Mill, and Wettstein.78 Then the collations of the manuscript are discussed in chronological sequence: Bartolocci, Mico, Thomas Bentley, Rulotta, and Birch’s works are briefly introduced in turn with remarks on their content and reception.79 After these, particular attention is paid to Hug’s eyewitness account as published in the 1810 Latin treatise. Notably the refutation of Hug’s opinion on the scribal hand of the marginal note at Eph 1:1 is repeated again. Here Tischendorf refers to his 1847 article of ‘Nachricht’ and especially the palaeographical observations given there.80 In the last part of the overview, he provides his fresh evaluation of the then newly published edition of Maius (which will be discussed further discussion in § 8.4.1).81
 
            In addition to our analysis of the introduction found in the different versions of his ‘Prolegomena’, an analysis of Tischendorf’s actual use of Codex Vaticanus is needed. Thus, in order to observe trends and changes over the course of nearly twenty years, a comparison between the three editions is offered. By using the same scope as our analysis of Lachmann’s edition, the first seven chapters in Matthew were selected as a test sample. First, the statistics concerning textual changes made against the Textus Receptus and references to Vaticanus in the apparatus are given in Table 15 (for the categorisation used, see Introduction, § 2).
 
            
              
                Table 15:Statistics of B 03 in Matt 1–7 in Tischendorf’s editions.

              

                          
                    	 
                    	Textual change 
                    	Reference B 
                    	Cat. cor. 
                    	Cat. imp. 
                    	Cat. err. 
                    	Cat. oth. 
   
                    	Ti1 
                    	82 
                    	8 
                    	7 (87.5%) 
                    	1 (12.5%) 
                    	0 
                    	0 
  
                    	Ti4 
                    	114 
                    	139 
                    	129 (92.8%) 
                    	7 (5.0%) 
                    	3 (2.2%) 
                    	0 
  
                    	Ti7 
                    	100 
                    	210 
                    	198 (94.3%) 
                    	6 (2.9%) 
                    	6 (2.9%) 
                    	0 
 
              

            
 
            Based on these statistics, two primary observations can already be made. On the one hand, although each edition holds a very high level of accuracy concerning the references to Vaticanus, the frequency of those references is strikingly different: from only eight times in the first edition, jumping up to 139 times in the fourth and 210 in the seventh.82 On the other hand, interestingly, the number of textual changes does not have a linear correlation with the number of the occurrences of Vaticanus. Instead, across these seven chapters more changes are found in the fourth edition (114 times) than in the seventh (100 times). This tendency will be further explored below.
 
            In what follows, some examples are given to illustrate the use of our manuscript in each of these three editions, as well as the similarity and differences between them. In the case of the first edition, it refers to Vaticanus merely eight times in Matthew 1–7.83 For instance, in Matt 4:3 Tischendorf makes a transpositional change from προσελθὼν αὐτῷ ὁ πειράζων εἶπεν of the Textus Receptus to προσελθὼν ὁ πειράζων εἶπεν αὐτῷ. In the apparatus he highlights Vaticanus among the witnesses to support his decision.84 In many other places, however, although his changes do agree with Vaticanus, Tischendorf does not explicitly mention our manuscript. Rather, only the printed editions are referenced – usually those he disagrees with. Take Matt 3:15 for example. There Tischendorf follows Lachmann by offering ἀποκριθεὶς δὲ ὁ Ἰησοῦς εἶπεν αὐτῷ, instead of ἀποκριθεὶς δὲ ὁ Ἰησοῦς εἶπε πρὸς αὐτόν as given by the Textus Receptus. In the apparatus he lists those editions that hold the received reading, as well as the omission of αὐτῷ rendered in the ‘versio Itala’. But the positive witnesses are not mentioned at all.85 Another interesting example is found in Matt 5:25. As Lachmann does in his editio minor, here Tischendorf also decides to omit the second σε παραδῷ (after ὁ κριτής) in the Textus Receptus. Again in the apparatus he only provides the negative witnesses from three printed editions.86
 
            In Tischendorf’s fourth edition, manuscript attestation is brought to the fore in the largely expanded apparatus. This is in line with the primary principle underlying the textual changes he has made, that is, to make a critical text on the basis of ancient witnesses.87 Hence the text of Vaticanus intrinsically draws his particular attention. As discussed in the previous section, Tischendorf’s personal encounter with this μυστήριον – to use his own term – in Rome must have also influenced his evaluation of it. As a result, Vaticanus is consistently referred to in the apparatus of this edition. For instance, because of this very manuscript and some ancient versions, he decides to remove the phrase ὁ βασιλεύς after David at Matt 1:6.88 Similarly, in Matt 6:16 he follows the reading of ὡς against the traditional ὥσπερ. The apparatus lists ‘ως c BDΔ al’ (‘ὡς according to Vaticanus, Bezae, Sangallensis, and others’).89 Indeed, among all the textual changes in Matt 1–7, Tischendorf’s text agrees with that of Vaticanus in nearly a hundred places. Given the fact that the manuscript is seen as the most ancient Greek New Testament manuscript known to him, such a high degree of agreement should not be surprising.
 
            However, among these large number of variants referenced, some imprecise pieces of information find their way into the apparatus as well, mainly due to the errors recorded in the previous collations. Tischendorf sometimes explicitly expresses his doubts about the available information. A good example is the three occurrences of ἐγέννησε in Matt 1:13. There he questions the attestation of γεννᾶ in the manuscript by adding two question marks: ‘semel? ter?’ (‘one time? three times?’). The reason is that on the one hand Birch notices ‘γεννᾶ ter’ here but on the other hand Woide only makes the change of the first ἐγέννησε to γεννᾶ. Without access to the manuscript itself, Tischendorf is of course not able to make a correct decision between these conflicting reports.90 Another case that is doubted by Tischendorf concerns the name of Ναασσών in Matt 1:4. Based on Woide’s list, he records the unusual spelling of Vaticanus – Ναασσεών – with a question mark. This in fact turns out to be an error given by Woide.91 Yet, Tischendorf cannot spot all possibly imprecise readings. Take Matt 5:21 for example. He accepts the information found in Woide’s work, thus including Vaticanus to support his choice of ἐρρήθη, instead of ἐρρέθη in the Textus Receptus. Unfortunately, the original scribe of the manuscript seems to have written ερρεθη, which was then changed to ερρηθη by an ancient corrector.92 Yet another notable example is the inaccurate verbal form given in Matt 6:28. Probably influenced by Lachmann’s editio maior, in his fourth edition Tischendorf changes his text to καταμάθετε τὰ κρίνα τοῦ ἀγροῦ πῶς αὐξάνουσιν· οὐ κοπιῶσιν οὐδὲ νήθουσιν. And he refers to Vaticanus as an important piece of evidence among other witnesses, just as Lachmann does. However, at this point our manuscript actually reads κοπιουσιν, which is correctly reported by all the collations. Therefore, the most likely origin of Tischendorf’s error seems to be the apparatus of the classicist’s edition.93
 
            The collection of the Vaticanus readings has been considerably enlarged once again in the seventh edition. These extra references can generally be attributed to two reasons. First, a further set of data was obtained during Tischendorf’s preparation of this edition. That is, he received a copy of Rulotta’s collation while he was visiting Cambridge in 1855, as noted above. This collation allowed him to have a more precise understanding of the orthography of Vaticanus, as well as discerning numerous instances of the scribal corrections thereof. In his editio septima, many pieces of information culled from that collation are given in its apparatus. For instance, he points out that at Matt 5:18 the second ἄν (the one preceding πάντα γένηται) is omitted by the first hand of Vaticanus. This piece of information is not shown in any of the previous collations except for that of Rulotta.94 Another example is the change from προσῆλθον to προσῆλθαν at Matt 5:1. Tischendorf now prefers the latter reading by following the first hand of Vaticanus. Although the correction was already mentioned by Birch in the Variae lectiones, Tischendorf seems to have overlooked it until consulting Rulotta’s collation.95 The second reason for the significant increase in the references is related to a broader scope of the inclusion of data. More specifically, the critical apparatus of this edition frequently contains negative as well as positive witnesses, instead of the one-sided ‘negative’ apparatus as offered by many editions. A typical example runs as follows:
 
             
              [Matt 2:11 εἶδον] ειδον (Gb Sz) c. BCDEKLMSUVΔ (CEKV ιδον) al pler vv pler Or Eus al Op al … ϛ ευρον c. minusc it4 vg etc.96
 
            
 
            Here in the seventh edition, the important witnesses supporting the textual change (εἶδον for εὗρον) are exhaustively listed, including a large number of majuscules, very many Latin witnesses, as well as some notable patristic authors. The 1849 edition, by contrast, merely mentions those majuscules containing the orthographical variation of ἴδον.97 In addition, sometimes the manuscript attestation of the Textus Receptus is also given, often occurring in the places where Tischendorf’s text agrees with it. In Matt 1:20, for instance, the apparatus adds the witnesses that support the traditional reading ἐστιν ἁγίου alongside those having the variant ἁγίου ἐστιν.98
 
            Furthermore, the increased knowledge of Vaticanus makes Tischendorf confident in resolving some of the uncertain variants in the previous editions. The question marks found in the variants at Matt 1:4 and 1:13 are both removed. He also confirms the spelling of ‘forty’ at Matt 4:2 as τεσσεράκοντα, not τεσσαράκοντα as read in the Textus Receptus.99 However, although the accuracy rate of the references to Vaticanus in the editio septima stands at the highest level, the new data are not free from errors. On a very few occasions Tischendorf still transmits inaccurate information from a given collation,100 and in several other places the reading e silentio collatorum still seems to be taken for granted.101 An interesting example is found in Matt 4:18 concerning the spelling of ἁλιεῖς. In his seventh edition, Tischendorf records that Vaticanus has a distinct variant αλειεις, which probably originated from his notes on Rulotta’s collation.102 However, the evidence of the manuscript itself suggests that it is more likely that the first hand wrote αλεεις, then this has been corrected to αλιεις by erasing the first epsilon. As a result, Tischendorf here introduces an imprecise reading by following a collation he heavily relied on for obtaining the orthography of Vaticanus.103
 
            The last aspect that needs to be addressed is the less apparent tendency to make textual changes in the editio septima. At first sight, this penultimate edition seems to have consistently followed the text of ancient manuscripts, as shown in the names listed in the Matthaean genealogy. A notable example is the way of spelling ‘David’: in 1841 Tischendorf printed Δαυΐδ (Δαυίδ in the fourth edition) to replace the traditional spelling of Δαβίδ, but in the seventh edition the name is now changed to Δαυείδ, consistently attested in a majority of ancient Greek witnesses, including Vaticanus.104 This may imply a growing preference for a more ancient orthography reconstructed from the earliest manuscripts available.105 However, a considerable number of instances appear to indicate that some of his text-critical decisions could have been influenced by the increasing set of data collected between the fourth and seventh editions. A telling example is found in Matt 4:23. Instead of περιῆγεν ὅλην τὴν Γαλιλαίαν ὁ Ἰησοῦς of the Textus Receptus (‘Jesus went about all Galilee’ – KJV), Tischendorf in the 1849 edition gives περιῆγεν ἐν ὅλῃ τῇ Γαλιλαίᾳ (‘he went throughout Galilee’), as attested by Vaticanus.106 Yet, in the seventh edition he decides to return to the received reading that is supported by the majority of the majuscules and Latin witnesses.107 Similar changes are found in Matt 4:3 and 6:16, both of which are now following the Textus Receptus.108 In short, as far as the first seven chapters of Matthew are concerned, Tischendorf seems to have somewhat moved away from the text of Vaticanus. Instead, he occasionally chooses those alternatives that are supported by many other important witnesses and that also happen to become the Textus Receptus readings.109
 
            In summary, the comparison between the use of Vaticanus in three of Tischendorf’s editions shows that he generally regarded this manuscript as one of the most valuable witnesses. Notably in his fourth edition, he employed the manuscript very frequently in the making of his own text. However, despite the fact that the references to it have largely increased in the editio septima, it is apparent that his text differed from that of the manuscript in a considerable number of places. Therefore, although the data on the manuscript have indeed multiplied because of Tischendorf’s endeavour, they did not intrinsically lead him to make a better text. The main reason was probably that an overarching theory for weighting ancient witnesses was still lacking. In this regards, we shall now turn our attention to Tregelles – perhaps the greatest rival of Tischendorf – who in many ways paralleled but at the same time showed noticeable differences from the Leipzig scholar.
 
           
          
            7.4 Tregelles’s Journey to Rome (1845–1846)
 
            Samuel Prideaux Tregelles, a contemporary of Tischendorf, is another nineteenth-century textual critic whose works on Codex Vaticanus deserve particular attention. Since much of Tregelles’s endeavour regarding our manuscript bears a striking similarity with Tischendorf, our analysis is structured in the same way. In the first place, a reconstruction of Tregelles’s stay in Rome between the end of 1845 and early 1846 – a few years after Tischendorf’s – is given. It is followed by an examination of his works on Vaticanus published before Maius’s edition. Then the last section focuses on his use of this manuscript in the first volume of his Greek New Testament, released in the year 1857.110
 
            Before he set out for Rome in 1845, Tregelles had already for several years envisioned a critical edition of the Greek New Testament. In fact, he had just published a Greek text of Revelation one year earlier, edited on the basis of ancient manuscripts and versions.111 In the introductory part of this work, Tregelles makes clear that his approach has been inspired by the principle announced by Bentley more than a century earlier: ‘in the text of the New Testament, the authority of the ancient MSS. is to be taken as of primary authority, and especially when connected with the most ancient and most literal versions’.112 On the next page Tregelles further emphasises that his projected edition would form a text solely based on ancient witnesses:
 
             
              I still trust, ‘if the Lord will and Ι live,’ to prepare a manual edition of the Greek New Testament, containing the text edited on ancient authority, entirely irrespective of modern and commonly received readings, together with a careful collation of all the more ancient MSS. so far as they are attainable.113
 
            
 
            It must have been the idea of ‘a careful collation of all the more ancient MSS.’ that triggered Tregelles to leave for Rome to collate Codex Vaticanus, in his opinion the most important Greek manuscript but still without a precise collation available.
 
            After nearly one month of travel across the English Channel and through a large part of the Continent, Tregelles arrived in Rome in mid-November of 1845.114 Similar to Tischendorf’s experience a few years previously, Tregelles also found no way to study his primary target, the famous Vaticanus manuscript. Although his application was made through Cardinal Charles Acton, a respected papal diplomat, Tregelles was still unable to gain access to the manuscript.115 Acton first approached Gabriele Laureani, the then principal curator of the Vatican Library, but Laureani did not seem to be helpful in this regard.116 According to Tregelles’s own words, that the only thing Laureani was prepared to permit was ‘only seeing the MS in his hands’.117 Since the path through Laureani did not work, Acton then turned to Lambruschini for requesting a favour from the Bibliothecarius. After a long wait of two months, the request was apparently approved. Hence Tregelles could share this good news with Congleton on 19 January 1846 by saying, ‘This morning I saw Cardinal Acton, and he gave me the Pope’s answer: no objection is made, and the formal permission to collate the MS will be sent.’118
 
            Unfortunately, that apparent promise was never fulfilled. Even though Tregelles had an opportunity to meet Pope Gregory XVI in person – just as Tischendorf had done in 1843 – and requested the pope to allow him to study Vaticanus, he still did not obtain permission to collate the manuscript.119 Eventually in March 1846, Lambruschini sent a decisive refusal to Tregelles regarding his specific request. Tregelles informed his friend about this decision:
 
             
              In fact after delays, expectations being held out to me, refusals, disappointments, promises etc, I have finally found out today that they will not allow me to collate the manuscript, which I so particularly wished to examine. I have been detained upon this expectation, week after week, and, even when specific permission was granted me, by some in authority, some difficulty would be raised continually by those in charge of the Vatican library. And so things progressed until the permission itself was withdrawn finally and completely.120
 
            
 
            Besides those hindrances from Laureani and Lambruschini, Maius did not provide any help concerning Tregelles’s effort to study the famous Vatican manuscript. They met in March 1846, apparently after the announcement of the refusal. According to Tregelles, Maius was not willing to support him to use this manuscript and also refused to show him the printed volumes of it that were by then already available.121
 
            Nevertheless, although he was rejected in terms of collating the manuscript, it appears that Tregelles was allowed to see Vaticanus with certain restrictions. Later in a lecture delivered in 1851, he recalled such experiences:
 
             
              It is true that I often saw the MS., but they would not allow me to use it; and they would not let me open it without searching my pockets, and depriving me of pen, ink, and paper; and at the same time two prelati kept me in constant conversation in Latin, and if I looked at a passage too long, they would snatch the book out of my hand.122
 
            
 
            The way Tregelles describes the disturbances he had faced deserves further consideration. Given the actual size of the manuscript (each folio a square of twenty-seven centimetres high and wide), it does not seem very likely that the two prelates could easily snatch it out of Tregelles’s hand. Hence, there might be some kind of exaggeration at work.123 Still, it is evident that Tregelles did encounter interruption or even irritation during his viewing of Vaticanus. That circumstance was indeed unfortunate, since he was fully aware of the importance of reissuing a complete and accurate collation of the manuscript. He later wrote to his close friend and mentor Newton about this matter:
 
             
              Indeed the more I know the Vatican MS the more persuaded I am that until it is properly collated we shall in many places be making rather guesses at readings that [sc. than] conclusions based upon known evidence.124
 
            
 
            However, despite being continually disturbed, Tregelles was still able to make some observations on Vaticanus and its characteristics. Unlike Tischendorf, who incorporated all the data gathered in one article, the few variant readings noticed by Tregelles were scattered in different places. In what follows, seven instances that shed new light on the manuscript’s readings are discussed. First, two widely known instances are both from Paul’s letter to the Romans, namely Rom 5:1 and 8:11, which were first reported in an 1848 publication of Tregelles:
 
             
              I often saw the MS., but I was hindered from transcribing any of its readings. I read however many passages, and have since noted down several important readings. The following are readings of some moment: Rom. v. 1, ἔχωμεν is the original reading of the MS. (thus agreeing with the other more ancient MSS. etc.) a later hand has changed this into ἔχομεν. The collations of Birch and Bentley do not notice this passage. In Rom. viii 11, the MS. reads διὰ τὸ ἐνοικοῦν αὐτοῦ πνεῦμα; to notice this reading explicitly is of the more importance, because Griesbach and Scholz cite the Vatican MS. as an authority for the other reading, (which however they reject,) διὰ τοῦ ἐνοικοῦντος αὐτοῦ πνεύματος.125
 
            
 
            In addition, Tregelles also consulted two places that have great theological significance. One was the alternative reading in John 1:18, that is, μονογενὴς θεός (‘only God’) for ὁ μονογενὴς υἱός (‘the only son’) of the Textus Receptus.126 The other one was the well-known crux, τὴν ἐκκλησίαν τοῦ θεοῦ at Acts 20:28. Tregelles’s observation of Vaticanus is shown in the following citation:
 
             
              As doubt has been cast on the reading of B [03], I state explicitly that this is the reading of that MS. The late Mr. Edgar Taylor procured a tracing of rather more than three lines in this passage from the custode of the Vatican library: and it appeared in the editorial Monitum prefixed to the second London reprint of Griesbach’s Greek Testament (1818).127 But it was soon suggested that though the MS. now reads Θ̅Υ̅, it might formerly have had Κ̅Υ̅: I therefore, when at Rome, directed my attention particularly to that point, and I can state positively that the Θ stands without any erasure, or trace of there having been originally a Κ. This was contrary to what I had expected; for I had quite anticipated that I should have found that it had at first the same reading as A [02] C [04].128
 
            
 
            Furthermore, two other variants of Vaticanus were discussed by Tregelles in two of his little-known works. First, in an article of 1851 attention was given to 1 Cor 15:51 concerning the reading of πάντες οὐ κοιμηθησόμεθα, πάντες δὲ ἀλλαγησόμεθα (‘we will not all fall asleep, but we will all be changed’). There his eyewitness examination of the manuscript was brought to the fore to support the authenticity of this reading. The way Tregelles expressed his testimony is particularly notable, referring to his memory alone:
 
             
              Which, then, of the readings possesses the best claim on internal grounds? To my mind the first, decidedly; because the connection is such that the Apostle speaks immediately of the ἡμεῖς who will not sleep, but will be changed when the trumpet sounds at the coming of the Lord. I may add that this reading has the excellent authority of B [03] (the Vatican MS.). Tischendorf, indeed, merely cites B e silentio collatorum;129 but to this I can add my own testimony, for I remember having read this passage in the MS. itself.130
 
            
 
            The second reading noticed by Tregelles concerns Matt 16:18. In his critique against Penn’s conjecture, Tregelles referred once again to his personal examination of Vaticanus during his stay in Rome. According to Penn, the Textus Receptus reading σὺ εἶ Πέτρος should be corrected to σὺ εἶπας. What is interesting is his argument for this assumed change. Penn argued that ‘in the ordinarily abbreviated and undivided writing of the ancient manuscript’, there was an easily confused form συειπ̅σ̅, which could be understood as two different forms. Namely,
 
             
              ϹΥ ΕΙΠ̅Ϲ̅, i. e. ϹΥ ΕΙΠαϹ, ‘tu dixisti – thou hast said;’ and, ϹΥ ΕΙ Π̅Ϲ̅, i. e. ϹΥ ΕΙ ΠετροϹ, ‘tu es Petrus – thou art Peter’.131
 
            
 
            In fact, such a reconstruction is no ground at all as far as manuscript attestation is concerned. And this is the main point that Tregelles argued against Penn’s arbitrary proposal:
 
             
              The argument by which Granville Penn sought to substantiate his conjecture was, 1st, by assuming that Π̅Ϲ̅ was used as an abbreviation for πέτρος; and, 2nd, by also assuming that ΕΙΠ̅Ϲ̅ was employed for εἶπας. Both of these assumptions are utterly groundless: there is hardly an uncial MS. of the Greek Testament in existence which I have not thoroughly collated, and there is not the least trace of any such contractions in any of them.132
 
            
 
            Since Vaticanus was the primary source of Penn’s translation project, some people, Tregelles wrote, speculated that the manuscript indeed attested this very conjecture and even claimed to have actually seen its attestation in the Vatican Library. The claim was refuted by Tregelles with evidence from his own eyes: ‘This was discussed by some with whom I met when at Rome; it is, therefore, well explicitly to state, that in these words the Vatican MS. agrees with the common text.’133
 
            The last instance mentioned by Tregelles is not in the New Testament but from the Septuagint part of Vaticanus. A notable remark is found in his revision of the influential handbook by Horne, at the place where a copy of the facsimile of Ezek 1:1–4b from the manuscript is attached.134 By way of his personal examination, Tregelles was certain that that facsimile – made by Zaccagni at the request of Grabe – was far from perfect. In his own words:
 
             
              In examination of this passage with the MS. itself enables the writer to add a few remarks. The large Κ at the beginning of the book is from a corrector; the smaller κ within the measure of the column being the only initial which the original writer thought needful: this has been partly erased, but Zacagni has traced both. The somewhat rugged and irregular formation of the lines and letters arises in great measure, if not entirely, from Zacagni having followed the retraced strokes of the later hand that re-inked the letters, instead of the more regular, but now faint, lines of the original scribe. In this respect this specimen would give a very inadequate idea of the regular and careful writing.135
 
            
 
            In summary, despite all the difficulties he faced, Tregelles still made his way to observe and remember several readings of Vaticanus and even a few palaeographical details.136 However, he was forbidden to collate this manuscript, thereby preventing him from achieving the main goal of his long stay in Rome. After nearly five months of frustration, Tregelles eventually left the city empty-handed and headed for a few other Continental libraries.137
 
            Before turning to the next section on Tregelles’s text-critical publications, it would seem worthwhile to compare the experience that he encountered in the Vatican Library with that of Tischendorf a few years earlier. Several interesting parallels can be made: (1) in the beginning of their stay in Rome, both Tregelles and Tischendorf were prevented from studying Vaticanus, except for a glimpse at a distance or for just a very short time; (2) both expressed the main obstacle as seemingly coming from the then Bibliothecarius Lambruschini; (3) both had an audience with Gregory XVI and apparently received papal permission to examine the manuscript; and (4) in the end both were able to study the manuscript in person, though under various restrictions – Tregelles was not allowed to make notes himself and Tischendorf was limited to six hours. The last aspect deserves further attention. On the one hand, it appeared that the librarians were not willing to let either of them study Vaticanus closely enough to obtain substantial data. On the other hand, the different levels of barriers against Tregelles and Tischendorf might have been related to the patronage they depended upon. For Tischendorf, who had very strong patrons behind him, some kind of privilege was probably granted; but for Tregelles, whose patron was more moderate, his access to the manuscript became far more restricted.
 
            The remaining evidence does not allow us to go further beyond the above speculation. In any case, although two of the most excellent textual scholars had visited Rome particularly for this very manuscript, the scholarly world was still in the position of wanting the exactness of its text as late as the beginning of the second half of the nineteenth century.
 
           
          
            7.5 Tregelles’s Works on Vaticanus (up to 1856)
 
            Tregelles’s time in Rome was undoubtedly frustrating, but that did not stop him from continuing his project on the Greek text of the New Testament. In fact, in 1848, two years after returning from the Continent, Tregelles published a booklet that outlined his planned edition and also sketched the history of the printed Greek New Testament editions.138 The first part of this work provides an historical sketch beginning from the Complutensian Polyglot and Erasmus’s first edition, and ends with Tischendorf’s first edition and the critic’s remarkable achievements in publishing many editions of ancient manuscripts.139 For present purposes, more important is the second part concerning his own project.140 Tregelles starts by declaring that he has planned to edit the text – as already noted above in his Revelation in Greek – ‘from ancient authorities only’, and purposes a threefold scheme:
 
             
              1st. – To form a text on the authority of ancient copies, without allowing the ‘received text,’ any prescriptive right.
 
              2nd. – To give to the ancient versions a determining voice as the insertion or non-insertion of clauses, etc.; letting the order of words etc. rest wholly upon MSS.
 
              3rd. – To give the authorities for the text, and for the various readings, clearly and accurately, so that the reader might at once see what rests upon ancient evidence.141
 
            
 
            He then describes some developments of his edition over the past ten years. Notably, he draws the reader’s attention to the attempt he has made in order to obtain the precise text of Vaticanus:
 
             
              One principal object which I had in going abroad was to endeavour to collate for myself the Vatican MS. (B). This important document was collated for Bentley by an Italian named Mico, and this collation was published in 1799; it was subsequently collated, (with the exception of the gospels of Luke and John) by Birch. A third collation (made previously to either of these) by Bartolocci, remains in MS. at Paris. As this is the most important of all New Testament MSS., I had compared the two published collations carefully with each other; I found that they differed in nearly two thousand places: – many of these discrepancies were readings noticed by one and not by the other. I went to Rome, and during the five months that I was there, I sought diligently to obtain permission to collate the MS. accurately, or at least to examine it in the places in which Birch and Bentley differ with regard to its readings. All ended in disappointment.142
 
            
 
            As we already discussed in the previous section, Tregelles was prevented from closely studying the manuscript during his stay in Rome, let alone making a collation of it. Such a failure causes him to make the following rather despondent statement, on a page listing the primary data he has obtained: ‘The especial desideratum however is a perfect collation of the Vatican MS., if this could at all be obtainable.’143
 
            Moreover, he also emphasises the significance of using ancient versions. Among these the Latin version is undoubtedly the most important one. Following the footsteps of Bentley and Lachmann, Tregelles observes that ‘the correspondence between the older Greek and Latin documents is very striking’, and thus he intends to place the Latin text alongside the Greek text in his edition.144 Yet, unlike Lachmann who limited himself to the Latin version, Tregelles plans to include all the versions prior to the sixth century.145 As will become evident later, conformity between the text of Vaticanus and renderings from ancient versions is often used by him to confirm the authenticity of the text.146
 
            Apart from the prospectus of his own edition, what is also important for our current discussion is Tregelles’s opinion on the project made by his notable contemporary, that is, on the fourth edition of Tischendorf’s Greek New Testament. In the last issue of 1849 and the first issue of 1850 in the Journal of Sacred Literature, Tregelles writes an extensive review of his colleague’s latest edition in two parts, including a discussion of Vaticanus and its use by Tischendorf.147 Several aspects deserve our attention.
 
            First, Tregelles states that he shared the same experience with Tischendorf, since both of them were prevented from making an accurate collation of the manuscript while they were in Rome. The hindrances were not at the behest of the pope, but – Tregelles believes – actually came from Lambruschini.148 Second, concerning the three collations in use, Tregelles corrects the errors Tischendorf gave with regard to their production history. Based on the recently published letters of Bentley, Tregelles is able to gain insight that Mico’s collation was not arranged by Thomas Bentley. Such an incorrect piece of information has been widely circulated for several decades, which probably originated from Woide’s 1799 reproduction.149 In addition to the correction, Tregelles also mentions the second collation made for Bentley – the one collated by Rulotta – by referring to the letter from von Stosch.150 From an historical perspective, Tregelles’s concise report of Bentley’s two collations was far more accurate than most of the descriptions made by his contemporaries, including Tischendorf.
 
            Another important aspect of Tregelles’s review is his discussion on the use of the Vaticanus text. Notably he reacts to Tischendorf’s choices at Rom 5:1 and 8:11. Even though the readings of Vaticanus are now at hand through Tregelles’s eyewitness, Tischendorf does not consider changing his text at either of the two places. Tregelles comments,
 
             
              Tischendorf adds in a note that he does not think in either of these passages the authority of this MS. would make the evidence preponderate in favour of the reading now given. At this we are surprised; for in Rom. v. 1 the only uncial MSS. which can be cited in favour of εχομεν (the reading he adopts) are F and G, in which ο and ω are so habitually confounded that they have but little weight on such a point. The versions which he cites in support of this reading are the later Syriac, Aethiopic, and Sclavonic; while εχωμεν in the reading of A B✶ C D J K and the Vulgate and other Latin versions, the Coptic, Syriac and Arabic, and very many Greek and Latin Fathers. In Rom. viii. 11, the reading which B now confirms, has not indeed as preponderating a weight as in the passage just discussed, but still we think the evidence of B D E F G J K, the Vulgate and other Latin versions, Syriac, Sahidic, and Arabic, to be quite sufficiently preponderating.151
 
            
 
            According to Tregelles, at both places the textual decision Tischendorf made is not sustainable. In Rom 5:1, instead of the Textus Receptus reading εἰρήνην ἔχομεν (‘we have peace …’), Tregelles is in favour of the reading of Vaticanus: εἰρήνην ἔχωμεν (‘let us have peace …’). Here his argument is mainly based on external evidence. The only significant witnesses supporting ἔχομεν are the pair of bilingual manuscripts, Codices Augiensis and Boernerianus. The interchange of omicron and omega, he further argues, lessens the weight of those two majuscules. On the other hand, the alternative reading ἔχωμεν predominates among the ancient manuscripts, and thus the authentic text should be more likely in the subjunctive mood.152 However, Tregelles’s argument against Augiensis and Boernerianus that in them ‘ο and ω are so habitually confounded’ should actually affect all Greek witnesses. By taking this common textual phenomenon into account, the external evidence in favour of ἔχωμεν may not be as preponderant as he states.153
 
            On another occasion, Tregelles further develops his argument by not only analysing external evidence but also arguing from internal reasoning.154 He first renders the translation of Rom 5:1 as ‘Having been justified by faith, we ought to have peace with God’ (Δικαιωθέντες οὖν ἐκ πίστεως, εἰρήνην ἔχωμεν πρὸς τὸν θεὸν; emphasis original), then providing the following argument:
 
             
              The sinner who believes in Christ is justified; he can say, ‘The surety has died in my stead; He has borne my sins, they are put away; I am accepted, as trusting in Him, in His perfect righteousness; the Holy Ghost is a witness to this, for He has quickened me to believe in Christ, and made me to know the love of God in sending His Son.’ Thus, having been justified by faith, we ought to have peace with God.’ The result is expressed far more strongly than if the mere fact had been enunciated. How fully, too, does this accord with other parts of the argument, ‘God commendeth His love towards us, in that while we were yet sinners Christ died for us; much more, therefore, having now been justified by His blood, we shall be saved from wrath through him; for if when we were enemies we were reconciled to God through the death of His Son, much more, having been reconciled, we shall be saved by His life’? On such considerations as these does the thought of ἔχωμεν rest.155
 
            
 
            Together with a close analysis of both versional and patristic evidence, Tregelles strongly argues for the reading of ἔχωμεν – we ought to have – in Rom 5:1.156 Similarly, he considers that the emergence of the Vaticanus reading at Rom 8:11 should make the Textus Receptus reading more preponderant. In other words, the traditional reading of the accusative case, διὰ τὸ ἐνοικοῦν αὐτοῦ πνεῦμα ἐν ὑμῖν (‘on account of his Spirit that dwells in you’), is preferred instead of the alternative which gives the genitive case, διὰ τοῦ ἐνοικοῦντος αὐτοῦ πνεύματος ἐν ὑμῖν (‘through his Spirit that dwells in you’).157
 
            Besides, Tregelles also disagrees with Tischendorf regarding the text of John 1:18. The latter critic is in favour of the Textus Receptus reading ὁ μονογενὴς υἱός,158 but Tregelles argues for changing the text into ὁ μονογενὴς θεός. The line of reasoning presented by him deserves to be cited in full:
 
             
              We commend to the notice of such John i. 18, where, instead of ὁ μονογενὴς υἱός, great authorities support the reading ὁ μονογενὴς θεός. This is found in B (as given by Bartolocci, and as observed in the MS. by ourselves), in C✶ L. 33.159 It is the reading of the Peshito Syriac version, Coptic, Ethiopic, the margin of the later Syriac; it is found also in many early writers, as Clement of Alexandria (twice), Origen (twice), Lucian, Basil, Gregory of Nazianzum, Gregory of Nyssa, Epiphanius (frequently), Isidore of Pelusium, Cyril Alex. (frequently), Irenaeus, Didymus, Basil of Seleucia, Titus of Bostra; and also Theodotus, Marcellus, Arius, Eunomius, etc.; and amongst the Latins, Hilary, Fulgentius, Gaudentius, Ferrandus, Phoebadius, Vigilius, Alcuin, etc. The common reading of this passage is not upheld by any most ancient uncial MS. except A (D is here defective); it is, however, found in the Latin versions (though some Latin writers have the other reading), the Armenian, the Jerusalem Syriac Lectionary, the later Syriac (text), and the Syriac Gospels brought to light by Mr. Cureton,160 and it is so cited by Origen in two places, by Eusebius, by Basil (three times), and Irenaeus (once); – some of these writers have also the other reading – and most of the Latin writers; it must, however, be remembered that μονογενής might almost suggest υἱός as the word which should follow it, while θεός sounds peculiar; and as one letter would make the change (Υ̅Ϲ̅ for Θ̅Ϲ̅), we have to consider which reading is most likely to have been the original, both from weight of evidence and the nature of the case. Does not external evidence preponderate in favour of θεός, and is not this confirmed by the character of the reading? No critical text has adopted this reading, though we think that Lachmann would have received it, had he known that it is supported by the Vatican and Ephraem MSS.161
 
            
 
            Here Tregelles gives a twofold argument, the first one on the external evidence and the second on the internal. Firstly, he deals with the diverse witnesses that support the reading of θεός and those against it. Although this reading can only be found in four Greek manuscripts (Vaticanus, the first hand of Ephraemi, Regius, and minuscule 33), Tregelles believes that the attestation can still outweigh the evidence behind the traditional reading, supported by many later manuscripts but only one ancient majuscule (Alexandrinus). Also, though both sides seem to have good versional evidence, patristic citations are predominately in favour of the reading attested by Vaticanus. Secondly, he discusses the internal evidence by mentioning that ‘θεός sounds peculiar’, since the word μονογενής almost intrinsically suggests it being followed by υἱός. Hence this makes μονογενὴς θεός the more difficult reading.162 Besides, an intriguing remark is found at the end of the paragraph cited. There Tregelles presumes that Lachmann would have made the same decision as he does if Lachmann had known the actual readings of Vaticanus and Ephraemi.163 In short, in the light of the combination of external and internal evidence, notably the agreement between Vaticanus and Ephraemi, Tregelles proposes to change the text from υἱός to θεός.
 
            The above examples should suffice to show the subtle differences between Tregelles and Tischendorf’s use of Vaticanus as shown in the latter’s fourth edition.164 For Tischendorf, this ancient manuscript is valuable and essential for reconstructing the text, but its reading does not always stand alone while the alternative also has strong grounds. For Tregelles, however, the manuscript’s text clearly outweighs all other witnesses. Further, in those cases where the attestation of Greek manuscripts seems less preponderant, the agreement with Vaticanus can usually be found in the ancient versions and frequently be found to be well supported by patristic sources as well.
 
            In the middle of the 1850s, Tregelles published two major works on New Testament textual scholarship. One was an historical investigation of the printed text of the Greek New Testament which appeared in 1854,165 and the other was an introduction to the textual criticism of the New Testament, published as a rewritten version of Horne’s popular handbook in 1856.166 In what follows we will discuss these two important works in turn, especially those portions related to Vaticanus.
 
            Given the fact that the manuscript is regarded by Tregelles as the most ancient and valuable Greek witness, it is not surprising that Vaticanus is frequently referenced in his Account, with regard to both its historical use and textual value. In the course of the exploration of the history of the printed text, beginning from the Complutensian Polyglot until his own projected edition, Tregelles mentions this manuscript in various places. He discusses the use of Vaticanus by well-known scholars such as Erasmus, Bentley, and Birch, and also some less familiar works, for instance Caryophilus’s collation of the Barberini collection.167 Moreover, particular attention is given to the role the manuscript has played in the history of scholarship. Tregelles often highlights how it was used and valued in those days when the consensus on its importance had not yet been established. His description of Griesbach’s judgement on the Lord’s prayer in the Lukan version is illustrative:
 
             
              Griesbach showed great apprehension of the value of absolute evidence to the antiquity of readings; and thus he was able to form a judgment of the character of MSS. which had previously been condemned (as by Wetstein), or had attracted but little notice. In the form in which the Lord’s Prayer occurs in Luke xi., Griesbach, in his first edition, followed the evidence of the distinct statements of Origen, confirmed by some of the ancient versions, although he could then show no ancient MS. as authority for some of the omissions. His judgment was remarkably confirmed a few years afterwards, when the readings of the most ancient of our MSS., the Codex Vaticanus, were published; for it was found that all these omissions are confirmed by that document. This is an illustration of the independent channels through which the antiquity (and often the genuineness) of a reading, may become a matter of demonstration.168
 
            
 
            It is notable how Tregelles describes that it was the emergence of Vaticanus that confirmed the decision made by Griesbach. Indeed, already in his first edition of 1777, Griesbach had chosen to omit several passages in Luke 11:2–4 by following merely a few Greek manuscripts, supported by several pieces of versional and patristic evidence.169 But after the first published collation of Vaticanus – Birch’s Quatuor Evangelia Graece – Griesbach was able to add this ancient manuscript to the manuscript list that confirms his decision for those omissions.170 Tregelles’s remark on Griesbach’s use of Vaticanus is correct, yet he seems to somewhat downplay another factor that could have directly influenced Griesbach’s decision. That is, despite the lack of manuscript attestation, Griesbach could have decided to remove those additions that appeared to be made in order to harmonise with the Matthaean version of the Lord’s prayer.171
 
            Tregelles’s investigation of the reception of Vaticanus not only covers the New Testament scholarship but occasionally also touches upon its usage in the printed editions of the Septuagint. Notably he introduces the Roman Septuagint edition of 1587, an edition mainly based on the text of Vaticanus, and he highlights the fact that this edition replaced the former edition by Aldina in 1518 and became the standard text for the following centuries. For Tregelles, the reason that scholars have embraced that Roman edition is particularly because it consists of an ancient text: that of Vaticanus. Intriguing is how he uses this example to compare with the completely different reception regarding the New Testament:
 
             
              If, then, from one ancient MS. we obtain a text of the LXX. of known ancient value, why should those who themselves adopt that text in preference to the Aldine, object to the New Testament if edited on analogous authority? And as the Codex Vaticanus is the basis of the Roman LXX., why may not this same MS. (in conjunction with other authorities), be equally trusted as a witness to the ancient text of the New Testament?172
 
            
 
            Accordingly, although there has been barriers to this for more than two and a half centuries, the same appreciation of the Septuagint text of Vaticanus should also be applied to its New Testament text. This ancient manuscript ought to receive the attention it deserves in the making of the Greek New Testament.
 
            The topic of the scholarly use of Vaticanus becomes even more visible in Tregelles’s discussion of his own efforts in preparing a new edition. In fact, he copies nearly verbatim from his Prospectus his frustrating experience that he encountered in Rome.173 Tregelles concludes the account of his endeavour to collate this manuscript in a slightly disappointed tone: ‘My especial object at the Vatican was thus entirely frustrated; and this I regret the more from my increased conviction of the value and importance of the Vatican MS.’174 Being prevented from examining the manuscript in person forced Tregelles to rely on the three previous collations in preparing his edition. His evaluation of those collations, as well as a remark on the one made by Rulotta, can be found in the following citation:
 
             
              Often, as to the readings, there is now no doubt; but all the three collations have their imperfections. That made for Bentley is by far the best of those that have been published, and yet that critic was not satisfied with it, for he caused the Abbate Rulotta to re-examine the whole MS. as to the earlier writings and the corrections. This labour of Rulotta seems to be entirely lost.175
 
            
 
            Apart from the above discussion of the scholarly use of Vaticanus over the past two and a half centuries – including his own endeavour – in his Account Tregelles also describes the way in which he has drawn the conclusion that this manuscript is superior to all other ancient manuscripts. His underlying approach to weighing evidence is called ‘comparative criticism’:
 
             
              As a preliminary definition of terms, I state that by ‘Comparative Criticism’ I mean such an investigation as shows what the character of a document is, – not simply from its age, whether known or supposed, – but from its actual readings being shown to be in accordance or not with certain other documents. By an estimate of MSS. through the application of comparative criticism, is intended merely such an arrangement as may enable it to be said, that certain MSS. do, as a demonstrated fact, present features of classification as agreeing or not agreeing in text with ancient authorities with which they are compared.176
 
            
 
            An important remark to note is that he evaluates a witness ‘not simply from its age’ but also ‘from its actual readings being shown to be in accordance or not with certain other documents’. That is to say, the antiquity of a given manuscript is not the only criterion for evaluation, but its similarity with and differences from other witnesses should also be taken into account. In other words, without further examination an old manuscript is not guaranteed to bear a better text, and a medieval manuscript could contain an ancient text despite its late age.177
 
            Concerning Vaticanus in particular, the following citation that comments on its value as well as Codex Bezae’s is revealing:
 
             
              We need not, therefore, consider a regard for the Vatican MS. to be ‘a blind adherence to antiquity’, though it is our oldest copy; nor is it ‘unaccountable’ that the Codex Bezae should be valued in spite of strange interpolations. The Vatican MS. is valued because Comparative Criticism proves it to be good as well as old; the readings of the Codex Bezae receive much attention, because the same mode of investigation shows, that, in spite of all peculiarities in the MS., they possess an ascertained worth. And thus, as to other MSS., Comparative Criticism proves their value, and shows how they may be confidently used as witnesses.178
 
            
 
            In other words, although Vaticanus happens to be the oldest Greek manuscript attainable, the superiority of its text is not only grounded on its old age but also on its accordance with other ancient witnesses. Furthermore, by way of illustration, Tregelles discusses more than seventy cases throughout the New Testament to demonstrate the actual practice of his ‘comparative criticism’.179
 
            In general, Tregelles’s decisions in most of the places discussed follow the consensus of ancient witnesses, among which Vaticanus stands out as the most ancient one. Take the Lord’s prayer in Luke for example. In line with the critical opinion proposed by Griesbach, Tregelles argues that in Luke 11:2–4 the shorter version is supported by better evidence, as shown above. For him, the grounds to make such a decision are good enough by having the attestation of Vaticanus, Regius, and a few other Greek manuscripts, together with some versions (Vulgate and Armenian) and explicit patristic citations (notably from Origen). His summary of the two versions of the Lord’s prayer, in Matthew and Luke, is as follows:
 
             
              It has been said that the Lord’s Prayer, both in Matthew and Luke, has been an especial object of attack by textual critics. The charge comes to this, that the doxology in Matthew is omitted by critical editors, because it is attested that it is an addition, and so in Luke it is matter of evidence, not opinion, that it has been enlarged out of Matthew.180
 
            
 
            Most of the textual choices Tregelles makes agree with the critical editions of his day, notably those of Lachmann and Tischendorf. But in some rare instances, he disagrees with them and goes a step further. Except for the aforementioned case of Rom 5:1, another good example is found in Mark 12:23, part of a question posed by some Sadducees about a woman and her seven husbands. In this verse, Tregelles proposes to remove the words ὅταν ἀναστῶσι from the Textus Receptus, thus making the verse read as ‘in the resurrection whose wife will she be’ (NRSV), without the temporal clause ‘when they rise’. For him, the manuscript basis for this decision includes Vaticanus, Ephraemi, Bezae, Regius, Sangallensis (Δ 037), minuscule 33, as well as ‘some copies of Old Latin, Memph[itic]., Syr[iac].’ for the versional evidence.181 Yet, for Lachmann and Tischendorf the support from these witnesses does not seem strong enough to make them accept the omission as their text. But at least for Lachmann, he does put ὅταν ἀναστῶσιν within brackets to indicate his hesitation over the longer version given by the received text.182
 
            Nevertheless, Tregelles does not uncritically follow the text of Vaticanus. A notable exception is the case of Rom 11:6. There the Textus Receptus has a long addition after the second χάρις, namely εἰ δὲ ἐξ ἔργων, οὐκέτι ἐστὶ χάρις· ἐπεὶ τὸ ἔργον οὐκέτι ἐστὶν ἔργον (‘But if it be of works, then is it no more grace: otherwise work is no more work’ – KJV). Although the attestation of this addition includes Vaticanus, Angelicus (L 020) among the others,183 Tregelles chooses to omit the sentence since it cannot be found in a great number of ancient manuscripts and most versions.184 This very example confirms his statement on the way in which he weighs witnesses:
 
             
              Authorities cannot be followed mechanically and thus, where there is difference of reading amongst the more trustworthy witnesses, all that we know of the nature and origin of various readings, and of the kind of errors to which copyists were liable, must be employed.185
 
            
 
            Two years after the publication of the Account, Tregelles provided another substantial work on the textual criticism of the New Testament text in 1856. In this ‘Introduction’ he devotes nine pages to an overview of Codex Vaticanus.186 First of all, Tregelles presumes that the manuscript could have been acquired by the Vatican around the time when the library was founded, that is, in the middle of the fifteenth century.187 Then he turns to some particulars of the manuscript. Notably the description of the accents and breathing and of the retouching work may actually have come from his own examination:
 
             
              The original writer placed neither accents nor breathings, but these have been added by a later hand; they are, however, so delicately written, and with ink which has so much faded in colour (if indeed it ever were thoroughly black), that some who have carefully examined the MS. have thought that the accents and breathings were not additions to what was originally written. … The appearance of this MS. now is peculiar; for after the older ink had considerably faded, some one took the trouble of retouching the letters throughout; this was probably done to make them more legible for actual use. When, however, this restorer differed from the original copyist in orthography, he left letters untouched; and sometimes he appears to have corrected the readings, or at least they are corrected in ink of a similar colour; and in cursive letters.188
 
            
 
            After touching upon the palaeographical elements of the manuscript, Tregelles introduces the particular division system found in the New Testament. Together with the similarity between the letters of the manuscript and those of Herculean papyri, as well as some of the notable readings thereof (such as Eph 1:1 and the ending of Mark), these pieces of evidence certainly prove the antiquity of Vaticanus. It is not surprising that he follows Hug’s proposal to date the manuscript to the mid-fourth century:
 
             
              It may be said with confidence, that the examination of its text and contents would prove the high probability (not on a single ground, but on many combined) that it is anterior to the middle of the fourth century; and this established probability is precisely what palaeography confirms.189
 
            
 
            Next to its early dating, the scholarly history of Vaticanus is summarised in the following pages.190 Here Tregelles’s discussion is concise and focuses on the use of this manuscript, especially the unsatisfactory quality of the existing collations. They can offer a fairly acceptable picture regarding the readings of the manuscript, but contradictions and discrepancies are too many, so a thorough examination is still needed.191 Besides, the long delay of Maius’s project on this manuscript also makes Tregelles wonder whether it would ever see the light of publication (see further in § 7.6 below).
 
            The obstacles to gaining a precise understanding of Vaticanus is particularly unfortunate, given the fact that it is regarded by Tregelles as the most valuable witness to reconstruct the text. His evaluation of the manuscript can be best illustrated by the following citation:
 
             
              In many respects, there is no MS. of equal value in criticism; so that, even though we are at times in doubt as to its readings, we are bound to prize highly what we do know. If readings which we know, on independent grounds, to be very ancient, but from which the mass of MSS. differ, are found in certain documents, it at once proves that they possess a peculiar critical worth. And this is the case with the Codex Vaticanus. There are places not a few in which it stands almost alone, as far as MS. authorities are concerned, although confirmed by very many versions, and by express early citations. These considerations stamp it with that value which leads those who understand how to estimate such subjects aright to regard its testimony as of much importance (to say the least), in cases altogether doubtful, and when it is not so specially corroborated.192
 
            
 
            It is clear that for Tregelles Vaticanus should be regarded as the best source among all the manuscripts. Of note is also the way he confirms the authority of the manuscript’s readings, as we have seen above, ‘by very many versions’ and ‘by express early citations’: since Vaticanus is the only known Greek manuscript dated to the fourth century,193 any evaluation of its text will benefit from the agreement with the renderings of ancient versions and the citations from early patristic authors. Notwithstanding his appreciation of its value, Tregelles does not consider slavishly following the Vaticanus text. He rightly comments that ‘like every other MS., it contains errors; and none who are moderately versed in critical studies, would, as a matter of course, rely implicitly on this or on any other single copy’.194
 
            The section on Vaticanus ends with a specimen facsimile of Ezek 1:1–4b of the manuscript, which had been attached to Horne’s Introduction as early as 1821.195 Probably because of the long history of its inclusion in the previous editions, Tregelles retains the facsimile in the current revision. But he adds an extensive remark on the basis of his own examination to correct some errors found in the image (see the discussion on p. 341 above).
 
            In addition to the overview of Vaticanus he provides, it is necessary to address Tregelles’s firm disproval of the Latinisation theory. He deals with this issue by tracing the theory’s origin, describing its developments, analysing its pitfalls, and providing counterarguments against the ‘evidence’ given by its supporters.196 First, Erasmus and his invention of such a theory are discussed at some length. By referring to Erasmus’s debate with Sepúlveda, Tregelles points out that there was no historical ground to suppose the so-called ‘foedus cum Graecis’ as the origin of any manuscripts being ‘Latinised’, let alone Vaticanus.197 Then, following the chronological sequence, the two collections consisting of a great number of readings in agreement with the Vulgate – the Velesian and the Barberini – are analysed in order. Tregelles comments that although the former collection has been proved as a forgery, the latter indeed contains readings from actual Greek manuscripts, including Vaticanus.198 The third and final set of data under consideration is the Greek-Latin manuscripts, notably Codices Bezae, Claromontanus, and Laudianus. He agrees with Semler and Griesbach that despite the attestation of certain peculiar readings, these bilingual witnesses are of great importance in evaluating the authenticity of the text.199 In short, Tregelles’s opinion on the Latinisation theory can be found in the following summary:
 
             
              For if all the ancient authorities, MSS., versions, and fathers (in the citations which they give), are supposed to be adapted to the Latin, it places that version (or versions) in the centre of the critical system, all the other documents of the most ancient class revolving around it: and to carry out this theory, as many things and as complicated must be added as were required by the astronomical scheme which placed the earth in the centre of our sun and planets. If, on the other hand, this adaptation to the Latin be not assumed, then that and the other ancient versions and the most ancient MSS. are seen to stand in such a relation to each other as does not require the assumption of any factitious alteration. It is only needful in that case to admit that the combined force of those ancient testimonies proves that their resemblance springs from the Greek text having been so far the same as this identity extends; and that the Latin version, so far from having originated a peculiar class of readings, is simply one of the witnesses to their existence – an existence which is equally proved by Greek MSS. themselves.200
 
            
 
            By exercising the spirit of Occam’s razor, this statement clearly represents the modern text-critical verdict on the delusion that originated from Erasmus. Seen, as Tregelles does, from the opposite perspective to the once-dominant theory, Codex Vaticanus is undoubtedly the essential witness for reconstructing the Greek New Testament text. And its closeness to the Greek text underlying the Latin is, instead of the groundless speculation of being corrupted, another piece of evidence to prove that both can be traced back to the same ancient source.
 
           
          
            7.6 Tregelles’s Use of Vaticanus in His GNT 1 (1857)
 
            In 1857, Tregelles published the first instalment of his Greek New Testament, containing only the Gospels of Matthew and Mark. Alongside the reconstructed Greek text, an accompanying Vulgate text – based on Codex Amiatinus – was also given.201 Due to the delay of Maius’s long-awaited edition, which will be investigated in the next chapter, Tregelles was forced to rely on the previous collations during his preparation of the text of the first two Gospels. Before discussing his use of Vaticanus in detail, it is instructive to highlight the methodology as set out by Tregelles himself.
 
            As already discussed above, for Tregelles the genuine text can only be reconstructed by means of ‘comparative criticism’. Through the comparison of three sets of data – ancient Greek manuscripts, versions, and patristic citations – he ensures that the ‘true character’ of the text attested in the earlier centuries is revealed:
 
             
              Comparative Criticism is a good test of the true character of MSS. and Versions. Readings which we know to be ancient are taken; and the inquiry is made, In what documents are they now contained? This brings the fact to light, that the known ancient readings are still found within the limits of the most ancient class of documents. We are thus able to argue in two ways: the readings of an ancient MS. are necessarily ancient, for they must be anterior to the MS. itself: but we are also able to shew that our ancient MSS. were not any mere exceptional documents; because they do contain the readings which we learn elsewhere to have been both ancient and also wide-spread. In fact, as to the ancient text, the older MSS., the versions and the early citations furnish us with a threefold cord of testimony as to the limits within which it should be sought.202
 
            
 
            The most ancient manuscript among the witnesses known to Tregelles – our Codex Vaticanus – is introduced as follows:
 
             
              B. Codex Vaticanus; in the Vatican Library at Rome: of the fourth century apparently. This MS., which is of the greatest importance, is cited from the collations of others, in consequence of permission having been refused to use the MS. itself. These collations are, 1st, that made for Bentley, now in the Library of Trinity College, Cambridge (edited by Ford, but not very correctly, so that the collation itself has been used for this edition); 2nd, that made by Birch, and published by him; and, 3rd, that executed by Bartolocci, now in the French Imperial Library: this latter is very partial and defective. When these collations contradict one another, they are separately stated – thus, B.Btly., B.Bch., B.Blc., refer respectively to the collations of Bentley, Birch, and Bartolocci. Other examiners of this MS. are referred to in particular places: thus, B.Rl. signifies those places which Rulotta re-examined for Bentley, in order to point out the corrections which the MS. had received. This paper of Rulotta is not used till the latter part of St. Mark, as it was supposed to have been lost: it is in the Library of Trinity College, Cambridge (in the vol. B. 17. 20). The other results of Rulotta’s examination, with other notes on this MS., must be given as addenda.203
 
            
 
            Three aspects deserve our attention here, namely (1) the brevity of the description regarding his own attempt to examine Vaticanus, (2) the use of distinctive sigla for each of the collations, and (3) the limited use of Rulotta’s collation. First, it appears that Tregelles does not want to explicitly describe what happened during his stay in Rome but simply mentions the refusal of the permission that had once been granted. Second, by attributing different sigla to the three previous collations and a few other sources, Tregelles can easily point out from which source the information comes. Given the lack of precision in all the existing collations, this may be a practical solution to indicate the contradictions of data. The third aspect is that the readings from Rulotta’s collation can only be found in the latter part of Mark, probably because Tregelles was informed of the collation’s existence after it had been rediscovered by Tischendorf in 1856.204 In short, according to his own words, under the limitations of the previous collations Tregelles still tried to reconstruct the actual text of Vaticanus as precisely as he could.
 
            In order to further analyse Tregelles’s use of Vaticanus, the first seven chapters of Matthew – the same scope used in our analysis of Tischendorf’s editions – were selected to serve as a sample test. The statistical overview of the differences from the Textus Receptus and the quality of those references to the manuscript can be found in Table 16 (for the categorisation applied, see Introduction, § 2).205
 
            
              
                Table 16:Statistics of B 03 in Matt 1–7 in Tregelles’s edition.

              

                         
                    	Textual change 
                    	Reference B 
                    	Cat. cor. 
                    	Cat. imp. 
                    	Cat. err. 
                    	Cat. oth. 
   
                    	133 
                    	225 
                    	207 (92.0%) 
                    	15 (6.7%) 
                    	3 (1.3%) 
                    	0 
 
              

            
 
            In comparison with Tischendorf’s editions as have already been examined (Table 15), several distinct characteristics are observable. In terms of the textual changes introduced, Tregelles’s text has the highest number of changes (the highest of Tischendorf’s editions is his fourth edition: 114 changes). This means that Tregelles departs from the Textus Receptus further than Tischendorf, at least in the scope under the current examination. In addition, he refers to Vaticanus more frequently than Tischendorf’s editio septima, which contains 210 references to this manuscript in Matt 1–7. Furthermore, the analysis of the applied categories shows that in Tregelles’s apparatus the number of precisely recorded readings (‘cat. cor.’) is relatively lower than that of Tischendorf’s editio septima (198 out of 210, or 94.3%). The imprecise readings (‘cat. imp.’) in Tregelles’s edition are twice higher than those in Tischendorf’s seventh edition. On the contrary, the errors (‘cat. err.’) occurring in Tregelles’s edition are fewer than those in either the fourth or seventh editions of his Leipzig colleague.
 
            Since Vaticanus is regarded as the most important witness, it is not surprising that Tregelles’s text is very similar to this ancient manuscript, especially when the manuscript agrees with a number of other ancient witnesses. In Matt 2:21, for instance, he changes the received text ἦλθεν εἰς γῆν Ἰσραήλ into εἰσῆλθεν εἰς γῆν Ἰσραήλ by following Vaticanus and Ephraemi as well as the Mempthitic version (that is, Bohairic). By way of comparison, Tischendorf retains the Textus Receptus reading in his seventh edition, probably based on the overwhelming amount of supporting witnesses.206 Similarly, in Matt 2:22, instead of Ἡρώδου τοῦ πατρὸς αὐτοῦ of the Textus Receptus, Tregelles modifies the word order as τοῦ πατρὸς αὐτοῦ Ἡρώδου. The only witnesses he finds to support his decision are again Vaticanus and Ephraemi.207
 
            Furthermore, by explicitly referring to the different collations, Tregelles is allowed to specify his sources and avoid many pitfalls regarding the information on this manuscript. Take Matt 5:25 for example. Against the received reading ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ μετʼ αὐτοῦ, there Tregelles puts μετʼ αὐτοῦ ahead of ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ. According to him, this transpositional variant is supported by numerous witnesses, including three majuscules (Vaticanus, Bezae, and Regius). Yet, a further remark is added to note that Mico curiously omits ἐν (‘om. εν B.Btly.’). There is indeed an error in Woide’s list, in which μετʼ αὐτοῦ τῇ ὁδῷ is found.208 At this point the collation of Mico is somewhat ambiguous: he indicated the transpositional variant by writing the numeral one above μετʼ αὐτοῦ and the numeral two above τῇ ὁδῷ, but without any further remark it is hard to know whether the transposition starts from τῇ ὁδῷ or ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ.209 In addition, occasionally Tregelles also culls information from sources other than those three main collations in the hope of obtaining a more comprehensive list of the manuscript’s readings.210
 
            Tregelles also makes use of the sigla to tackle uncertain cases where he has doubts about the readings of Vaticanus given by the different collators. Notably in Matt 1:13, he points out the differences between Mico’s collation and that of Birch concerning the occurrence of γεννᾶ: according to Birch, Vaticanus differs from ἐγέννησε of the Textus Receptus three times, but in Mico’s notes the variant only occurs once in the manuscript, at the first place within the sentence Ζοροβάβελ δὲ γεννᾶ τὸν Ἀβιούδ. Tregelles lists these two conflicting pieces of information in his apparatus and appears to have correctly followed Mico’s collation.211 Likewise, he suspects that Bartolocci was confused by the apparent similarity of the structure at the beginning of Matt 4:6 and 4:9. That is, according to Bartolocci, the manuscript reads καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ for the Textus Receptus reading Καὶ λέγε αὐτῷ. Yet, the fact is that Vaticanus agrees with the Textus Receptus in Matt 4:6 and the variant actually arises in Matt 4:9.212 Another interesting example is found in Matt 7:14, where Tregelles knows from Birch and Mico that the manuscript’s first hand wrote ὅτι δέ but the first word was corrected to τί. He adds a question mark on the reading of B✶ and suspects the correction to have been made ‘by the first hand himself’. Such suspicion could have been rooted in his belief that Vaticanus generally agrees with Ephraemi and Regius in representing the authentic text.213
 
            However, as shown in the above table, Tregelles’s information on Vaticanus is not free from errors. As far as Matt 1–7 is concerned, his apparatus contains fifteen imprecise readings and three errors concerning this manuscript. At first sight, the information in Tregelles’s edition seems less precise than that of Tischendorf’s editio septima, but a further examination shows that two factors may play a role in creating such an impression. First, their different ways of recording the variant ἐρρέθη/ἐρρήθη directly influence the statistical number. Whereas Tischendorf only refers to Vaticanus once (at Matt 5:21), Tregelles mentions the manuscript whenever this specific variant occurs (Matt 5:21, 27, 31, 33, 38, 43). Both of them only know the correction made by B1, and the recurrence of ερρηθη hence adds five extra times of imprecise readings in Tregelles’s apparatus.214 The other factor is probably related to the use of Rulotta’s collation. In his seventh edition, Tischendorf was able to employ the collation to refine his understanding of the palaeography of Vaticanus, but Tregelles could only use it in the last chapters of Mark.215 As a result, Tregelles could not possibly verify several uncertain readings – particularly in matters palaeographical – based on the collations without the access to Rulotta’s.216
 
            In some places, the existing sources are too divergent, thereby causing difficulties in detecting the errors without access to the manuscript itself. In Matt 4:23, for instance, Tregelles is in favour of the reading ἐν ὅλῃ τῇ Γαλιλαίᾳ, attested by Ephraemi, a good number of versions, and – according to Bartolocci – Vaticanus. Yet, as observed elsewhere, Bartolocci actually offers the reading imprecisely by following the medieval corrector and ignoring the original scribe’s writing of γαλειλαια. Interestingly, at this point Mico does provide the correct spelling but fails to notice the existence of ἐν. By comparing these two sources, Tregelles follows that of Bartolocci, thus providing an imprecise reading in his apparatus.217 Moreover, Woide’s reproduction also reduces the precision of Tregelles’s edition to a certain extent. At Matt 2:23, Tregelles chooses to change the spelling of Nazareth from Ναζαρέτ into Ναζαρέθ. According to him, one of the main witnesses is Vaticanus, following Mico’s collation. Nevertheless, although this piece of information is indeed found in Woide’s list, what Mico did was actually the opposite: he underlined the base text reading ναζαρέθ and wrote down the manuscript’s reading ρέτ (representing ναζαρέτ) in the margin. If Tregelles had examined Mico’s collation more carefully, he could have noticed the correct reading and thus might have not changed the text as he did.218 In other words, despite stating that the collation has been used for his edition, on occasion Tregelles seems to have still relied on the published version of Mico’s collation.219
 
            Tregelles’s text is indeed very close to that of Vaticanus, but it is by no means identical to the manuscript. In a few places his text differs from this ancient witness. Several reasons may be at work. In some cases it appears that his judgement is influenced by the uncertainty of the manuscript’s reading. A standard example can be found in Matt 5:46. There Tregelles changes the Textus Receptus reading τὸ αὐτό into οὕτως, which is supported by Bezae and Dublinensis (Z 035), minuscule 33, as well as a few versional witnesses. On the other hand, the received text is attested by ‘Bs L. rel.’, with a remark on the parallel passage in Luke 6:33.220 It is possible that the uncertain information of Vaticanus, e silentio collatorum, could have made him suspect whether the manuscript actually reads as the Textus Receptus. As a result, instead of οὐχὶ καὶ οἱ τελῶναι τὸ αὐτὸ ποιοῦσιν (‘do not even the tax collectors do the same’ – NRSV), Tregelles’s text reads οὐχὶ καὶ οἱ τελῶναι οὕτως ποιοῦσιν (‘do not even the tax collectors do in this way’).221 Another reason for Tregelles’s disagreement with our manuscript relates to possible harmonisations with other gospel passages. In Matt 2:13, he proposes a transposition by moving κατʼ ὄναρ ahead of φαίνεται. Although Vaticanus and some ancient versions contain a similar reading κατʼ οναρ εφανη, he rejects that reading due to a likely harmonisation with Matt 1:20, where exactly the same phrase κατʼ ὄναρ ἐφάνη occurs.222
 
            The most remarkable example is found in Matt 1:18, which concerns the reference to Jesus. After the genealogy of Jesus (Matt 1:1–17), verse 18 begins with Τοῦ δὲ Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ ἡ γέννησις οὕτως ἧν, according to the Textus Receptus. In contrast, Tregelles in his edition proposes the reading Τοῦ δὲ χριστοῦ ἡ γένεσις οὕτως ἦν, that is, with the omission of Ἰησοῦ and the substitution of γένεσις for γέννησις. Somewhat surprisingly, in Tregelles’s apparatus there is no Greek manuscript attestation to support such an omission.223 Although the traditional reading is almost exclusively found in every Greek manuscript, he decides to follow an explicit citation from Irenaeus’s Against Heresies to omit Ἰησοῦ, where this verse is clearly referred to as ‘Christi autem generatio sic erat’.224 At this point the reading of Vaticanus, the transpositional variant of Χ̅Υ̅ Ι̅Υ̅ (p. 1235 C 17), plays a crucial role in his argument. According to Tregelles, the existence of the transposition in Vaticanus considerably weakens the apparent unanimity of Greek manuscript witnesses, thus making room for the alternative reading found in Irenaeus’s citation. Tregelles’s line of reasoning is clearly stated in his ‘Introduction’ of 1856:
 
             
              Thus the express testimony of Irenaeus to the reading τοῦ δὲ χριστοῦ is confirmed in various ways, and is amply vindicated as that which was in widely extended use in the second century. That found in B. looks like an unconscious correction from some copyist who knew intuitively that the common reading is not really Greek or true Christian doctrine. This passage affords a curious proof of the manner in which patristic readings were moulded from time to time. The quotation from Irenaeus has come down to us in the old Latin version; but Germanus of Constantinople cites it in Greek, and there Irenaeus is made to quote St. Matthew in a form which he expressly repudiates.225
 
            
 
            Concerning the lack of manuscript attestation, although he admits that he has not found the omission of Ἰησοῦ in any single Greek manuscript, Tregelles believes that he can still argue that the omission is supported by one of the most ancient majuscules. That is, Codex Bezae should have read χριστου at verse 18, if its first leaf had not been lost. The argument can already be found in his 1851 article:
 
             
              But how do we stand as to MS authority? Now, to say nothing of the omission of Ἰησοῦ in a cursive MS. (which I believe to be a mere casualty),226 we must at once own that this ancient reading is not found in any Greek copies which we possess. However, we can prove that this was the reading of one of our oldest Greek MSS. now defective in this passage. The first leaf of the Codex Bezae (D) is gone, but the readings are preserved in the Latin text on the opposite page; so that no one can reasonably doubt that that MS. omitted Ἰησοῦ. Is not, then, the testimony of Irenaeus sufficiently confirmed?227
 
            
 
            Indeed, Tregelles’s belief is not groundless, since the Latin renderings of Codex Bezae do often correspond to its Greek text, especially in Matthew and John. Yet, this general tendency cannot guarantee that at any place the Greek text is identical to the Latin, let alone in a specific case with distinct variations such as the present one.228 In this respect, it is hard to agree with Tregelles’s confidence in proving this as the reading in the lost leaf of Bezae. Rather, it is better to regard the presumably reconstructed Greek text of Bezae as at best an indirect witness. In other words, given the fact that there is no evidence from any Greek manuscript known to him, this proposed omission can almost be seen as a conjecture with only patristic and versional evidence.229 In view of the fact that Tregelles elsewhere disregards the application of conjectural emendation for the text of the New Testament, his choice of Χριστοῦ at Matt 1:18 is noteworthy, to say the least.230 In addition to his reliance on evidence other than Greek manuscript attestation, the way Tregelles employs the variation of Vaticanus as a means to argue for the authenticity of the omission of Ἰησοῦ is also notable. Although in this case Vaticanus is not regarded by him as the best option, the manuscript is still an essential piece of evidence for Tregelles to construct the argument for this singular decision.
 
            During the preparation of his edition, Tregelles collected a vast amount of information on Codex Vaticanus. Our critic copied and compared all the previous collations, namely those of Bartolocci, Mico, Rulotta, and Birch. He also went through other secondary sources to obtain additional data on this manuscript. However, his repository was still not as comprehensive and precise enough as he wished. Since he had been prevented from collating the manuscript himself, he could only hope to obtain its complete text through Maius and the cardinal’s long-awaited edition.
 
            Tregelles’s eagerness for Maius’s edition can be best showcased by a little-known letter he wrote to the cardinal on 22 October 1853 (see Figure 14). Beginning with the polite salutation ‘Monseigneur le Cardinal’, he then inquired about the current status of the edition of Vaticanus:
 
            
              [image: ]
                Figure 14: Tregelles’s letter to Maius (Rome, Vatican Library, Vat. lat. 9579, f. 575r). © Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana.

             
             
              J’ai désiré long temps avoir des nouvelles sur l’édition du Nouveau Testament Grec (avec le LXX) sur l’autorité du MS 1209 dans la Bibliothèque Vaticane; et ainsi j’ose m’addresser à votre Eminence dans l’esperance que vous aurez la bonté de m’en donner des nouvelles.
 
              Est ce que l’edition préparée par la soin de votre Eminence va etre publiée bientot? Et dans quelle231 manière peut on en procurer des exemplaires ici en Angleterre? Pour moi mème tant je désire la voir que je seriez content à donner un pris [sic; prix] assez grand pour la procurer sans delai. Nous avons la [sic; le] texte de presque tous les très anciens MSS du N. Test. Grec; mais il y manque un, le MS, le plus précieux de tous, c’est à dire l’un sur lequel votre Eminence à été occupé.
 
              Je seriez charmé si votre Eminence aura la bonté de me donner une reponse favorable.232
 
            
 
            Despite the brevity of this letter, several aspects deserve some elaboration. First, it is somewhat surprising that Tregelles wrote to Maius in French instead of Latin, the commonly used language among scholars of their time.233 Second, he was extremely desirous of the edition prepared by Maius and was willing to pay a price high enough to let him obtain it without delay. It is very probable that Tregelles strove to have the text of Vaticanus before the release of the first part of his edition, which could have been nearly ready by then.234 The third and last noteworthy aspect is that, behind the respectful tone and good-mannered request, Tregelles’s complaint is in a way still discernible between the lines. Notably, he emphasised that only one ancient manuscript is missing in his repository – albeit the most valuable one – certainly due to the cardinal’s endless occupation (‘mais il y manque un, le MS, le plus précieux de tous, c’est à dire l’un sur le quel votre Eminence à été occupé’).
 
            Unfortunately, it seemed that Tregelles never received a response from Maius, nor did he obtain the cardinal’s edition in time for the first two Gospels of his Greek New Testament. Indeed, as we have shown above, he could only proceed with incomplete and imperfect information on the most valuable manuscript for the first part of his edition. Nevertheless, by employing a balanced methodology and carefully evaluating all the ancient witnesses available to him, Tregelles was still able to provide a text whose quality is certainly among the best of all nineteenth-century critical editions.235
 
           
          
            7.7 Conclusions
 
            The current chapter has examined two of the most significant textual critics of the nineteenth century, Tischendorf and Tregelles, particularly their involvement with Codex Vaticanus, their use of the manuscript, and their contributions to textual scholarship.
 
            Because of Tischendorf’s endeavours, the scholarly knowledge of Vaticanus was deepened to a great extent. Based on his personal examination and expertise in Greek palaeography, he provided an accurate description of this manuscript and offered important corrections to the remarks made by previous scholars. Concerning its text, a set of additional readings was cautiously culled by him from different sources, which served as a useful supplement to the well-known collations of Mico and Birch. Another highlight was his awareness of the similarity between Vaticanus and Codex Friderico-Augustanus, in a way offering a foretaste of what would later be called the dual foundations of the Modern Critical Text.
 
            Moreover, the concentrated analysis of Tischendorf’s critical editions has showcased the way in which he used Vaticanus in practice. On the one hand, many details of the manuscript’s readings – notably those philological ones – have been gradually included in his later editions. On the other hand, it seems that the text of his penultimate edition became less similar to that of Vaticanus compared to his earlier editions. In other words, although he did shed some new light on the manuscript’s characteristics and data, Tischendorf’s text-critical judgements were not always convincing, particularly from our present-day perspective.
 
            The exploration of Tregelles’s use of Vaticanus has shown on the one hand a striking parallel to that of Tischendorf and on the other some subtle differences. Like Tischendorf, although Tregelles could not examine and collate the manuscript as he had hoped, he was still able to employ a vast amount of data on Vaticanus, mainly culled from the previous collations with great precision. Unlike Tischendorf who focused on the particulars of the manuscript, what is found in Tregelles’s work was an accurate and comprehensive overview of the history of scholarship, especially regarding Bentley’s requests for the two collations.
 
            For Tregelles, Vaticanus should without doubt be regarded as the most valuable witness among all the ancient sources. His comparative method was the best way to illustrate this conviction. Represented by this manuscript, ancient Greek manuscripts were employed to compare with ancient versions and early patristic citations in reconstructing the text of the Greek New Testament. Although on occasion some peculiarities are found, the decisions made by Tregelles are usually balanced and on solid grounds. Therefore, it is evident that Tregelles’s text has moved one step further from other contemporary critical editions and envisioned a new era to come.
 
            Tischendorf and Tregelles made foundational contributions, not only to their contemporaries but even to later generations of textual critics. They precisely described the manuscript’s particulars, cogently argued its textual value, carefully collected all its variant readings available to them, and thoroughly applied its text to their editions of the Greek New Testament. And yet, one desideratum remained. The scholarly world still had no access to the complete text of Vaticanus. The moment this happened and Codex Vaticanus became accessible to the scholarly world is the subject of the next and final chapter.
 
           
        
 
      
       
         
          Chapter 8 The Editio Princeps: Maius and Beyond
 
        
 
         
           
            As no edition of the New Testament in Greek has ever appeared at Rome, in all probability not one will ever be published there – Thomas Hartwell Horne1
 
          
 
           
            It is singularly to be regretted, that the long-expected edition of the Vatican MS. is coming out at last under the auspices of so unfortunate a scholar – Joseph Williams Blakesley2
 
          
 
           
            It is time, I utter, to turn our attention to that codex, about which so much has been said, to that edition which has given place to so many judgements, partly true, partly not very accurate, and partly false – Carolus Vercellone3
 
          
 
          In the previous chapters, our explorations have focused on various scholarly involvements with Codex Vaticanus, beginning from the sixteenth to the middle of the nineteenth century. Except for several rare instances, Rome – the place where this manuscript has been kept since the fifteenth century – has only played a minor role in most of our discussions. Now in the current chapter, the Vatican and its efforts will be brought to the fore. Attention will be primarily given to the making of the editio princeps of Codex Vaticanus and its reception. This edition was prepared by Angelus Maius (1782–1854) over several decades but was only published posthumously in 1857. Once it reached the hands of critics, Maius’s edition immediately caused enormous reaction. His edition and the subsequent text-critical works by others filled the vacuum that had stood for centuries, namely the lack of a precise source on the manuscript’s text. These developments, as will become evident during our investigation, provided a complete dataset for the contemporary critical editions, notably Tischendorf’s editio octava, the latter portions of Tregelles’s edition, and eventually the one published by Westcott and Hort in 1881 that signified the entrance to a new period of New Testament textual scholarship.4
 
          
            8.1 Maius’s Edition in the Making (1828–1857)
 
            In 1857, the first edition containing the complete text of Codex Vaticanus – including both the Septuagint and the New Testament parts – was published. This editio princeps was the result of the persistent labour of the famous cardinal Maius, who passed away a few years earlier.5 Therefore the final stage of the cardinal’s edition was actually made by other staff in the Vatican, led by the Barnabite priest Carolus Vercellone.6 In fact, this project began as early as 1828, but it took three decades for it to see the light. Inevitably, such a long and complicated preparation affected the characteristics of the final product. The making of the edition during these thirty years will be the main subject of the current section, while the next section will concentrate on the edition itself, especially its content and textual quality, followed by a comparison between the editio princeps and the revised edition, which was initiated and prepared by Maius but only completed in 1859.
 
            It is well known that Maius began to prepare an edition of Codex Vaticanus in 1828, but what happened in the course of his preparation is much less familiar to the majority of scholarship.7 On the basis of the traces remaining in the Vatican Library and some visitors’ accounts, a reconstruction is offered below, though only a tentative one can be made.
 
            The project itself seems to have originated from Maius’s proposal to the pope for an edition of the New Testament based on the text of Vaticanus. In replying to his proposal, Leo XII, who held the papacy between 1823 and 1829, suggested publishing both the Old and New Testaments according to this manuscript. Decades later, Maius himself recalled this event as the starting point of the project:
 
             
              For in the first place, at the time of Leo XII, through Cardinal Julius Somalia the then Bibliothecarius,8 when I indicated my plan to publish the New Testament from this source (the assistance of which edition was lacking in Sixtus’s day), he conveyed to me in clear words that I should not only submit the New Testament to the press but also the Old Testament, copies of which were now wanting.9
 
            
 
            Needless to say, it would be much more challenging to publish the text of the manuscript in its entirety than simply the New Testament part. Furthermore, not only was the scope broader than Maius’s original plan, but apparently the layout of his project had also changed significantly at an early stage. Some of his preliminary thoughts on how to compose an edition of Vaticanus were conveyed in the ‘Praefatio’ of the 1857 edition. Accordingly, it seems that in the beginning he had been interested in the scholia collections and had envisioned an extensive edition with an accompanying critical apparatus of major scholia through history.10 Maius himself recalled,
 
             
              Therefore, at first I printed several quaternions with small scholia but of good value. Soon having grown with the love of commentaries, I undertook an edition anew: and hence I completed the entire Gospel of Matthew under a heavy burden (for I delivered the New Testament prior to the other things in print) with vast margins of scholia, not taking into account the costs and labour. But behold, I was dissatisfied with myself once again, as the bulk of the edition has immoderately increased that the complete Bible would seem to fill nearly ten volumes; and nolens volens I removed the series of commentaries hardly begun. After having cast away all the many quaternions I had withdrawn from the press, I finally decided to prepare the bare text of the Bible in print, exactly as the one in the most ancient manuscript 1209, and from this final decision I did not depart.11
 
            
 
            In other words, Maius appeared to have initially had a more complicated scheme for this edition. However, after finishing just the very first part – containing the Gospel of Matthew only – he became aware of the fact that the project would be too unmanageable to complete, and thus he forced himself to abandon this initial and ambitious plan. As an alternative, the cardinal decided to produce merely ‘the bare text of the Bible’ based on the Vaticanus text alone.
 
            Possibly influenced by his decision to concentrate on the manuscript’s text, in 1833 Maius requested to take Codex Vaticanus out of the library to his own residence. His request was granted by Gregory XVI, who became pope in 1831.12 This loan actually lasted nine consecutive years until 1842.13 Several traces of Maius’s involvement with the manuscript and the progress of his project around this period can be found in a variety of sources.
 
            An interesting example is given by Ferdinand Florens Fleck in his travel accounts. In 1831, Fleck commenced a three-year-long scholarly journey to many cities around Europe, including Rome.14 As a New Testament exegete, his main purpose for visiting the papal city was to study biblical manuscripts, in particular the ancient majuscule Codex Vaticanus. However, Fleck’s request turned out to be fruitless, since the manuscript was then held by Maius:
 
             
              Mai ein Mann, dessen grosse Verdienste um die alte Literatur kein Einsichtsvoller verkennen wird, hielt diese Handschrift zurück, auf deren erneuerte Vergleichung, die auch den neuesten Kritikern so wichtig und unentbehrlich für einen Theil der neutestamentlichen Textesrecension erscheint, ich einen grossen Theil meiner Musse in Rom zu verwenden gedachte. Nur ein einziges Mal hatte Mai die Handschrift mir flüchtig vorgezeigt und vorgeblättert, ohne dass ich der wichtigeren Stellen für meinen Gebrauch habhaft werden konnte, ungeachtet ich mit tüchtigen Empfehluugen und einem schmeichelhaften lateinischen Briefe von Professor Hermann in L[eipzig]. an ihn gelangte.15
 
            
 
            In another place of his accounts, Fleck wrote about his meeting with Maius:
 
             
              Als Mons. Mai mir die Kataloge der vatikanischen biblischen Handschriften flüchtig vorblätterte, versicherte er seine Bereitwilligkeit, mir, mit Ausnahme jenes ersten und wichtigsten, alle übrigen für das Studium zu überlassen, doch mit der Seitenbemerkung: sono Codici communi (es sind gemeine Handschriften).16
 
            
 
            According to Fleck, because of Maius he was only allowed to have a glimpse of the manuscript. Interesting is also Maius’s reaction to this request: the cardinal was willing to make all but one of the manuscripts available, since – in his opinion – they are common manuscripts (‘sono Codici communi’). This expression, if recorded faithfully, shows that Maius viewed Codex Vaticanus superior to all other biblical manuscripts. Although there could have been a certain degree of subjectivity, Fleck’s witness at least indicates that during his stay in Rome the manuscript was on loan to Maius, thus being unavailable to outsiders.
 
            Another trace of Maius’s project on Vaticanus is found in one of Nicholas Wiseman’s lectures given in Rome around the Lent season of 1835.17 Probably based on personal conversations with the cardinal, Wiseman mentioned the ongoing project on the ancient manuscript as well as a few details:
 
             
              When Monsignor Mai, lately librarian of the Vatican, suggested to Leo XII. the propriety of publishing the New Testament of the Codex Vaticanus, his Holiness replied, that he would wish the whole, including the Old, to be accurately printed. Upon this, the learned prelate undertook the task, and advanced as far as St. Mark’s gospel. Not satisfied with the execution of the work, he has since recommenced it on a different plan. The New Testament is finished, and the Old considerably advanced. This publication will be the most satisfactory proof of how little apprehension is felt in Rome of any ‘injury to the Christian religion’, from the critical study of the Holy Scriptures.18
 
            
 
            This account not only accords with Maius’s own description of the initiation of the project, but it also hints at the existence of an earlier plan that had been forsaken, although only a vague reason is given. More important is the progress of the edition indicated by Wiseman. That is, according to him the part of the New Testament was already finished and the Septuagint part was also ‘considerably advanced’ around the mid-1830s.
 
            Wiseman’s report seems very reliable, as can be confirmed by a supplication from Maius to Gregory XVI on 4 May 1835. In it, the cardinal states that ‘the edition of the Greek Bible according to the text of the very ancient Vatican Codex is turning toward its end; as of the five volumes in which it is distributed, the fourth one has now begun’.19 In the following part of his supplication, Maius requests to borrow several manuscripts to be used in order to supplement the missing proportions of Vaticanus and some others for the writing of the prolegomena. For the cardinal, the reason for adding the supplements is to avoid a ‘discredited edition’ (‘screditata edizione’), ‘namely composed of a text partly ancient and partly modern, that is, partly taken from codices and partly from editions’.20
 
            As indicated in the supplication, Maius planned to divide the edition of Vaticanus into five volumes. Indeed, after ten years of labour he successfully completed this five-volume edition in 1838, consisting of both the Septuagint and the New Testament parts.21 Although the edition was already typeset and printed in quarto, its publication was nevertheless not issued. It leads to one crucial question: why did the cardinal not publish the edition immediately? There are two main reasons that probably restrained him from doing so, namely (1) the preparation of the prolegomena, and (2) the revision of the text.
 
            Already hinted at in his request to the pope in 1835, Maius certainly had the plan to incorporate one more volume to his edition, namely the volume on the prolegomena. In fact, a few years later while he was staying in Rome, Tischendorf witnessed not only the printed quarto edition but also the cardinal’s struggle to compose the expected sixth volume:
 
             
              Mai sagte mir, er habe sie in Folge eines Auftrages vom Papste Leo XII. unternommen. Er zeigte mir auch die schon mit dem sämmtlichen Texte des A. und N. T. fertig gedruckten 5 Quartbände. Daß ich darin Richts weniger, als einen allgemein ersehnten diplomatischen Abdruck des Codex erkannt habe, hab’ ich Ihnen bereits mitgetheilt. Warum aber erscheint nun das Werk nicht? Mai sagt, es habe ihm seit Jahren fort und fort an der rechten Muße (leidend ist er allerdings immer; bei meinem letzten Besuche war’s ihm auf’s Gehör gefallen) zur Ausarbeitung des 6. Bandes mit den sich über alle vaticanische Bibelmss. erstreckenden Prolegomenen gefehlt. Er bedürfe dazu neuer Einsicht in die Mss. selbst etc.22
 
            
 
            According to Tischendorf’s remarks, it seems that Maius did not have sufficient time to concentrate on the prolegomena volume, the aim of which was to deal with all biblical manuscripts in the Vatican (‘alle vaticanische Bibelmss.’). Moreover, the cardinal’s declining health appeared to have been another obstacle.
 
            In a similar vein, in the letter to the reader (‘Lectori salutem’) in Maius’s Vaticanus edition, written by Vercellone more than one decade later in 1857, he also subtly implies that the wanting prolegomena could have caused the long delay. The reader is informed that the cardinal once had hoped to address important issues concerning Vaticanus in the prolegomena, but he eventually failed to execute the plan:
 
             
              The remaining part was the prolegomena to be written by the editor, in which he would elucidate the manuscript and would expose many things concerning its palaeography, antiquity, and fate. Likewise, the books which he used for restoring the deficiencies of the Vatican manuscript should be described. Moreover, it should be noted that not a few places were still incorrectly produced from the Roman manuscripts, also that other places were overlooked by the learned collators. Finally, that a number of testimonies that are lacking in the most ancient manuscript should be vindicated. Maius more than once talked about these things with his friends, especially in the last year of his life.23
 
            
 
            The second main reason that prevented this edition from seeing the light right after its completion may relate to the necessity of revision. Seemingly not too long after the text was printed, Maius became aware that there were many discrepancies between the text he produced and that of the manuscript. He therefore decided to start a thorough revision of his ten-year product. However, because he was fully occupied by other duties, the revisionary work that required great concentration progressed very slowly. In the ‘Lectori salutem’ cited above, Vercellone describes the way the five-volume edition was revised:
 
             
              Therefore, by summoning an excellent reader, [Maius] presented his own printed Bible to be read clearly in his presence. Meanwhile, he himself was carefully examining the manuscript with attentive eyes, whatever difference could be detected between the manuscript and the edition: he noted individual or even the smallest and most trivial variations of readings in the margin of his edition with incredible assiduity. The restless labour of this kind occupied him longer than common people can think of; particularly when he was not allowed to spend many hours each week on this collation. Hence it is no wonder that he devoted many years to this work.24
 
            
 
            Due to the increasing duties and plans for other publication projects, Maius could only spend very limited time on the revision work. In fact, he had only reached the first part of Exodus by the end of 1839, a year after the five volumes were printed.25
 
            Once again, Tischendorf’s account provides his first-hand observation of the corrections Maius made to the edition. In the retrospect of his audience with Gregory XVI during his first Rome journey, Tischendorf recalls his first impression of the cardinal’s edition while he was allowed to browse the volume of the New Testament:
 
             
              Als ich den Neutestamentlichen Theil seiner Ausgabe des Vaticanus aufschlug, fand ich zu meiner Ueberraschung den Prospectus meines Codex Ephrämi darin.26 Beim Durchblättern dieses Theils selbst aber fielen mir eine Menge Randnoten auf, von Mai’s eigener Hand, wie es schien. Ich erinnere mich noch genau daß unter anderm zu 1 Joh 3, 1 handschriftlich auf dem Rand ergänzt war: καί ἐσμεν. Dieß ist ein längst bekannter Zusatz der Vaticanischen Handschrift zu den Worten: ἵνα τέκνα θεοῦ κληθῶμεν.27 Aus diesen Noten nahm ich hinlänglich ab mit welchem Mangel an diplomatischer Treue diese Ausgabe der berühmten Handschrift gemacht war. Jedenfalls war irgendein gedrucktes Exemplar zu Grunde gelegt worden, und in dieses hinein die Vaticanische Lesart corrigirt: ein Verfahren das die zahlreichsten Verstöße nach sich gezogen haben mochte. Ich sprach mich darüber nicht eben aus, verheimlichte aber um so weniger daß es dennoch meine Absicht bleibe dem Original kritische Studien zu widmen. Und diesen versprach denn auch Mai nach Kräften Vorschub zu leisten.28
 
            
 
            The following aspects are particularly notable. First, Tischendorf noticed that there were a lot of corrections written in the margins of the volume, apparently added by Maius himself.29 Those corrections, as described by Tischendorf, appeared to be the results of the cardinal’s revision of the edition. Second, the observation led Tischendorf to consider that the cardinal’s edition was being prepared under an inadequate methodology.30 It is also interesting that Maius seems to have appreciated Tischendorf’s dedication to critical studies of the original. According to Tischendorf’s words, the cardinal kindly promised to support his pursuit, undoubtedly including his request for studying Codex Vaticanus.
 
            As mentioned above, it is documented that Maius returned the manuscript to the library around 1842. In other words, when Tischendorf came to visit the Vatican Library in 1843, the manuscript should have been available, though he could only study it within a limited time. Similarly, when Tregelles travelled to Rome with the hope of examining the manuscript in 1845, it should also be available in theory. But as discussed in the previous chapter, the fact was that Tregelles was prevented from studying it in detail.31 Based on our reconstruction, it appeared that Maius was not the person who actively restrained these two critics from examining Vaticanus. And yet, one of Tischendorf’s remarks on his meetings with Maius implies the cardinal’s growing hinderance of his pursuance of the manuscript. Although the expression is somewhat unclear, Maius’s changing attitude could have – directly or indirectly – influenced the decision made by the Vatican Library:
 
             
              Bei einem spätem Besuch sprach er sehr eingehend über die Prolegomena des Codex Ephrämi, nannte das Buch un ouvrage immortel, wünschte auch daß ich doch noch eine Ausgabe in gewöhnlicher Schrift davon veranstalten möchte; so oft wir aber auf den Vaticanus zu sprechen kamen, beobachtete er jetzt eine auffällige Zurückhaltung, jedenfalls in Folge des Nachdrucks der unterdessen für mich von andern Seiten geschehenen Schritte.32
 
            
 
            Interestingly, the manuscript did not remain in the library very long. A few months after Tregelles’s departure from Rome, on 27 June 1846 Maius presented a petition to the pope to borrow Codex Vaticanus again. His request was granted, thus enabling him to have full access to the manuscript to continue the prolegomena and revision works.33 Yet, this time the loan did not last very long. Due to the revolutions in Italy, which began in February 1848, an insurrection took place in Rome in November that year. As a consequence, the pope and cardinals were forced to flee to Naples.34 On that occasion Maius also left, and under such circumstances he could not take most of his literary material with him. The cardinal hence asked Laureani, the then principal curator of the Vatican Library, to return the manuscripts he had borrowed. In his letter to Laureani concerning this request, Maius particularly named two precious Greek Bible manuscripts: ‘The most important and valuable are the two Greek Bibles 1209 and 2125, which please recognise and bring away before anything else.’35
 
            There was an anecdote about Maius’s Vaticanus edition that appeared to have taken place at the time. The story was reported by Tregelles in a letter to the editor of the Journal of Sacred Literature, dated 2 February 1857:
 
             
              Mr. Asher told me himself, in July, 1849, that when at Rome a few months previously, the edition had been offered to him; the communications were made through Don Domenico Mostacci, who remained at the Altieri Palace in charge of the books, papers, etc., of the Cardinal, who was absent from Rome.36 When I was in that city, Don Domenico Mostacci was in the employ of Cardinal Mai, and of him I purchased, at the Altieri Palace, the chief works which the Cardinal had edited and published. Mr. Asher informed me that Signor Mostacci shewed him the stock of which the edition consisted, and also that he laid before him Cardinal Mai’s own copy with the corrections written in his own handwriting. Mr. Asher thought the terms too high (I think that he said that it would have been more than twenty thousand thalers for five hundred copies),37 and the negociation [sic] was broken off in consequence of the siege of Rome and its subsequent occupation by the French.38
 
            
 
            Two points deserve further discussion. First, the way Asher described Maius’s own copy – via Tregelles’s report – fits well with the aforementioned description that it was added with many corrections in the cardinal’s own hand. Second, the expression of ‘the stock of which the edition consisted’ is not very clear, but it seems to imply that what Mostacci brought along with him were a certain number of printed copies.39 Although no further traces can be found, at the very least this anecdote hints at an alternative plan once considered by Maius. It is certainly possible that during those uncertain days he could have tried to find a place outside Rome to publish the edition.
 
            However, the route through Asher’s publisher was never realised. In the second half of 1849 the papacy was restored in Rome, and Maius was also able to return.40 The cardinal then requested for the third time to have Codex Vaticanus at his own place. This time the manuscript was kept there until his death in September 1854.41 Here an eyewitness account confirmed the success of Maius’s borrowing, once again through Tregelles’s words. During his stay in Paris in May 1850, Tregelles heard some news from the librarian and medical historian Charles-Victor Daremberg, who had recently come back from Rome:
 
             
              Last August I heard, through some of my friends in Tuscany, that the MS. had disappeared from the Vatican at the time of the French occupation of Rome. I felt some doubt on the subject, but in order to be as certain as possible, I gave particular directions to my cousin, Mr. Thomas Smith Tregelles, who went to Rome in the early part of the winter, to make as exact inquiries as possible on the subject. He was not able to obtain a sight of the MS, but he ascertained as an undoubted fact that it had been safe in the Vatican Library up to the end of October; hence a report of its having been lost in August was proved to be without foundation. Since I came hither I have met with M. le Docteur Ch. Daremberg, (Bibliothécaire de l’Académie Nationale de Médecine,) who is recently returned from Rome: he informed me that at the time when my cousin was there, he himself saw the MS. in the hands of Cardinal Mai, at his residence in the Palazzo Altieri; this explains why it could not then be shown at the Vatican. M. Daremberg says that Cardinal Mai had it for the purpose of completing his edition for publication. He describes this edition not as a facsimile representation of the MS., but as a mere text of the LXX and the New Testament, based on the MS.; he says that the Cardinal has now obtained permission to publish his edition on condition that he inserts the text 1 John v. 7 within brackets. Will there be any other alterations?42
 
            
 
            According to Tregelles, Daremberg saw the ancient manuscript not in the Vatican Library but at Maius’s residence, as the cardinal was holding it. And Daremberg’s description of Maius’s edition was indeed accurate: it would be ‘a mere text of the LXX and the New Testament, based on the MS.’ and would include the Comma Johanneum.43
 
            Nevertheless, although rumours about this edition had spread around Europe for several decades, no official news was announced during Maius’s lifetime. After the apparently endless waiting, scholars began to suspect whether the edition would ever be published.44 Indeed, given the fact that the five volumes had already been printed in 1838 and that the revision and preparation of the prolegomena had begun long before, one would wonder why the edition had not yet appeared. Perhaps the most likely reason is hinted at by Maius himself, found in his preface to the edition penned at the end of his life:
 
             
              However, as for the reason why my nearly-finished edition was denied to the public light for so long, many convinced themselves rashly of many things, and repeated many things to the general public. Meanwhile I was almost smiling, knowing well, that it had never been exposed to anyone’s knowledge or criticism, still less marked by any prohibition – God forbid! But I was rather – I do not know how – beset by the disgust of getting rid of the work; numb of correcting typographical errors. Hardly eager to describe – as I wanted in the preface – so many Vatican codices of Bibles in diverse languages, and preparing other such preliminary material, I preferred to devote my time to the more delightful classics or to unpublished writings of the fathers, until declination of age and diminution of strength reminded me that I had to return to the Greek Bible, lest after misfortune – as it often happens – the whole preparation of the edition would be going to ruin.45
 
            
 
            It seems that the repetitive tasks of checking and correcting made Maius considerably weary.46 As a consequence, he decided to turn his attention to other manuscripts and editions, thereby causing this important project to be postponed. In the end, he was no longer capable of finalising the whole edition.
 
            Maius passed away on 8 September 1854. It eventually put an end to his protracted use of Codex Vaticanus, as well as his loans of the manuscript across more than twenty years. In fact, after his funeral at the end of September 1854, the manuscript was immediately brought back to the Vatican Library.47
 
            It had to wait until May 1857 – about two and a half years after Maius’s death – for this unpublished project to be put in process once more. Lodovico Altieri, one of Maius’s executors, entrusted the material left by the cardinal to Vercellone for finalising the edition.48 The way Vercellone and his colleagues completed this work was briefly described in the ‘Lectori salutem’, which was given to the publisher on 28 June 1857:
 
             
              And we, without any interposed delay, devoted all our effort to execute the work which Maius had intended. In this, the most celebrated Giuseppe Spezi, professor of Greek language at the Roman Lycaeum of Sapienza and Scriptor Graecus of the Vatican Library, accomplished his work diligently and admirably for us.49 Indeed, in the past several months he utterly set his mind with extraordinary attentiveness and eagerness to compare this edition of Maius with the original manuscript – certainly not the entire work but, as had been entrusted to him, very many places and all the corrections of the most illustrious editor – and with the utmost precision, he inspected all the things anew that were still considered by us either uncertain or suspicious, both regarding the most ancient manuscript, and regarding the other Vatican manuscripts used by Maius. Those in charge of those libraries with the greatest kindness permitted for the collation of those manuscripts.50
 
            
 
            Through the collaborative efforts of Vercellone and other staff in the Vatican Library, within two months Maius’s edition was ready for publication.51 Later in the same year, the five-volume Vetus et Novum Testamentum ex antiquissimo codice Vaticano – after nearly three decades of preparation – was finally released.
 
           
          
            8.2 The First Edition of Vaticanus
 
            The previous section was devoted to the making of Maius’s edition; the current section focuses on the analysis of the content of the edition, especially its text and quality.
 
            The editio princeps of Codex Vaticanus consists of five quarto volumes, the fifth being the New Testament portion.52 In fact, this fifth volume was the first Greek New Testament ever published at Rome.53 A facsimile page is attached at its beginning, containing the first column in the Gospel of Mark from our subject manuscript as well as that from the Vulgate manuscript Codex Claromontanus (see Figure 15).54
 
            
              [image: ]
                Figure 15: The facsimile page in Maius’s editio princeps (Vaticanus 5 [Rome 1857], the page preceding the title page). Reproduced by kind permission of the Utrecht University Library.

             
            Interestingly, the edition has a complete text of the New Testament, including those written in majuscule in Vaticanus as well as the lacuna portion: the last chapters of Hebrews, the Pastoral Epistles, Philemon, and Revelation. What is noteworthy is that Maius employed two different manuscripts to supplement the lacunae in Vaticanus: manuscript number 1761 from the Vatican Library for the missing part in the Epistles and manuscript 2066 for Revelation.55 In addition, this volume ends with a four-page ‘Monitum’ and a page of errata. The former provides a lengthy list of differences between the current edition and Birch’s collation of Vaticanus as found in the 1788 Quatuor Evangelia Graece.56
 
            As already hinted at in his decision to add the supplements from other manuscripts, Maius did not aim to produce a diplomatic edition of Vaticanus. Instead, it is better seen as an edition mostly but not exclusively based on our ancient manuscript. The inclusion of other witnesses can be exemplified by the selected passages of omission.57 For instance, as shown in the rumour circulated by Tregelles (p. 383 above), the Comma Johanneum is indeed included as part of Maius’s text, even though its attestation by Greek manuscripts is so scanty. For our current purposes, it is worth citing the cardinal’s comment at the bottom of the page where the Comma occurs:
 
             
              After that [verse 6], in the most ancient Vatican manuscript, which we represent in this edition, it is only read: ὅτι τρεῖς εἰσιν οἱ μαρτυροῦντες, τὸ πνεῦμα, καὶ τὸ ὕδωρ, καὶ τὸ αἷμα· καὶ οἱ τρεῖς εἰς τὸ ἕν εἰσιν. Εἰ τὴν μαρτυρίαν etc. Therefore, the famous Johannine testimony concerning the three divine persons is lacking, a fact that has long been known to the critics. For the rest, one not very ancient Vatican Greek manuscript presents this testimony,58 which the Latin manuscripts vigilantly preserve everywhere, among which the very ancient one in the monastery of Cava, near Salerno, of which a most reliable Abschrift has been placed – on my advice – in the Vatican library these years.59 I do not dispute the authenticity of the Johannine testimony, because for a long time the sacred critics have brought forward all the arguments for this truth. In other respects, we do not need the testimony of the disciple, since we are sufficiently instructed by the master’s voice: ‘baptise in the name of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit’.60
 
            
 
            The line of reasoning behind Maius’s inclusion of the Comma is worth noting. He begins by stating that Vaticanus omits the Johannine testimony, but the fact does not seem to influence his decision to include that passage in the text. Somewhat surprisingly, the evidence in favour of the addition is merely touched upon. Instead of elaborating his own argument, Maius only refers to those ‘sacred critics’, as if the dispute were settled long ago.61 Interestingly, he mentions the trinitarian formula in Matt 28:19 as an even firmer proof for the doctrine of the Trinity.
 
            In a similar vein, the pericope adulterae is found in Maius’s text as well, although it is actually absent in a considerable number of ancient witnesses, undoubtedly including our manuscript. The accompanying note is as follows:
 
             
              All the following up to verse 12 of chapter eight are wanting in the manuscript. Compare the Catholic critics; among whom Scholz, reporting St Augustine’s words that this place about the adulterous woman had been omitted by the enemies of salvific repentance, says that it is defended by very many and more important witnesses, and that its authenticity is also confirmed by internal arguments.62
 
            
 
            As has just been shown above, here Maius also refers to the opinion of the ‘Catholic critics’, in particular the Catholic textual critic Scholz.63 Moreover, Augustine’s well-known suppression theory is brought up to showcase the possibility that the pericope could have been removed from the Gospel of John at a certain time far in the past.64
 
            Another notable example is found at the place where the Gospel of Mark ends. Instead of following Vaticanus by omitting the traditional ending, Maius adds that passage from another Vatican manuscript, Palatino number 220. Before the addition of Mark 16:9–20, there is an asterisk mark referring to the note below the text:
 
             
              The following ending of Mark is omitted in that manuscript Vat. 1209, which we are copying, with the remainder of the parchment page left empty. This fact is well known, and also observed in several other manuscripts. In other respects, it is very well investigated that without doubt the pericope should be preserved on account of the testimony of other manuscripts, as well as many other arguments of the sacred critics. Neither should the scholium of Severus of Antioch about this pericope – though having been known long ago – be left unmentioned here: Ἡμεῖς δὲ ἐξ ἀκριβῶν ἀντιγράφων, ὡς ἐν πλείστοις εὑρόντες αὐτά, κατὰ τὸ παλαιστιναῖον εὐαγγέλιον Μάρκου, ὡς ἔχει ἡ ἀλήθεια, συντεθείκαμεν καὶ τὴν ἐν αὐτῷ δεσποτικὴν ἀνάστασιν μετὰ τό, ἐφοβοῦντο γάρ. Likewise another scholium: Ἐν πολλοῖς δὲ καὶ ταῦτα φέρεται, ἀναστὰς κ. τ. λ.65 Moreover, our text of this pericope is taken from the manuscript Vat. Palatino 220, of about the tenth century, from which we have published Eusebius’s Quaestiones before these years.66
 
            
 
            Once again, the cardinal does not intend to offer his solution to this text-critical issue in a thorough way. Rather, the textual witnesses are merely touched upon, and the citations from two scholia are particularly selected to support the longer ending of Mark 16:9–20.
 
            As these examples have shown, there seems to be a pattern of dealing with the notable omissions in Maius’s edition. On the one hand, he acknowledges that those passages are lacking in Vaticanus. On the other hand, however, the opinion of the ‘sacred critics’ and the weight of patristic sources are apparently more important than manuscript attestation. As a result, this edition becomes a mixture of Vaticanus and a few relatively late manuscripts, despite the fact that the reader is informed in each case. Once again, this sort of peculiar combination reflects the purpose of the cardinal, that is, his intention was to provide a Greek Bible mainly based on the text of Vaticanus and also supplemented with other witnesses.
 
            Apart from the examination of the retained interpolations, it is also important to analyse the quality of Maius’s reproduced transcription of the Vaticanus text. In what follows, the text prepared by the cardinal is subject to the same system of evaluation as applied to the previous editions discussed. As test cases, the five sample chapters and an extra dataset from John 1–4 were selected and examined.67
 
            In the first place, there are plenty of places where Maius’s text intentionally differs from the manuscript, just as we have seen in the cases of the notable omissions. That is to say, he selected a variant reading other than that of Vaticanus and explicitly indicated his preference. In the sample chapters, nineteen instances of this kind are found.68 The majority of them take place where scribal corrections occur. A typical example is the addition at John 1:13. There the original reading of the manuscript has a peculiar omission. Instead of three negative particles found in nearly all the witnesses (οὐκ ἐξ αἱμάτων οὐδὲ ἐκ θελήματος σαρκὸς οὐδὲ ἐκ θελήματος ἀνδρός [‘not of blood or of the will of the flesh or of the will of man’ – NRSV]), the original scribe omitted the last clause and thus produced a twofold formula: ουκ εξ αιματων ουδε εκ θεληματος σαρκος. Then one of the earliest correctors added the third clause ουδε εκ θεληματος ανδρος in the right margin. In Maius’s text, the correction is followed, with a marginal note indicating the omission of the first hand: ‘The words οὐδὲ ἐκ θελήματος ἀνδρός are added in the margin.’69 A similar case is found in John 3:34. In contrast to the Textus Receptus, which reads οὐ γὰρ ἐκ μέτρου δίδωσιν ὁ Θεὸς τὸ πνεῦμα (‘for God gives the Spirit without measure’) in the second clause, Vaticanus had originally read ου γαρ εκ μετρου διδωσιν (‘for he gives without measure’). The omission was then supplemented by a marginal note of το π̅ν̅α̅, which actually agrees with the critical text we now prefer. Here again Maius follows the corrected reading by giving οὐ γὰρ ἐκ μέτρου δίδωσιν τὸ πνεῦμα as his text. In the right margin he comments on the correction: ‘τὸ πνεῦμα is written in the margin.’70
 
            Another interesting example is the cardinal’s remark at John 1:15 on the witness of John the Baptist. In his edition the widespread reading οὗτος ἦν ὃν εἶπον is printed, a variant also supported by the corrector of Vaticanus. In the margin Maius remarks that the first hand erroneously (‘mendose’) wrote ὁ εἰπών.71 His judgement seems not without grounds, as can be shown in the following comparison:
 
             
              John testified to him and cried out, ‘This was he of whom I said [οὗτος ἦν ὃν εἶπον], “He who comes after me ranks ahead of me because he was before me.”’ (NRSV [B2 correction])72
 
            
 
             
              John testified to him and cried out, ‘This was the one who said [οὗτος ἦν ὁ εἰπών], “He who comes after me ranks ahead of me because he was before me.”’ (B✶)
 
            
 
            Since the variant in question belongs to the Baptist’s own words and since it is followed by a citation of his former witness, it appears to be more logical to have ὃν εἶπον here, as given by the manuscript’s corrector. The original reading ὁ εἰπών creates an obscure switch from first person to third person. Yet, it is arguable that the switch was intentionally made as the reference by the Fourth Evangelist in order to emphasise that it was this very John who bore the witness.73 Regardless of the initial text of this verse, the example at least shows that Maius does occasionally reveal his opinion on the correctness of the manuscript.
 
            In some other instances, the influences of the received text seem to play a more important role in Maius’s decision. Take Mark 5:34 for example. In this verse the cardinal chooses the vocative case θύγατερ as found in the Textus Receptus and many other witnesses, although he does note in the margin that Vaticanus reads the nominative θυγάτηρ instead.74 More interesting is the case concerning the name of Simon Peter’s father in John 1:42.75 Instead of the original reading of our manuscript, which is given in the margin of his edition as Ἰωάνου, Maius has Ἰωνᾶ in his text by following a correction of a later hand.76 This decision might have been influenced by the reading of the Textus Receptus and the Clementine Vulgate (rendered as ‘Iona’).77
 
            As the aforementioned examples have shown, Maius occasionally comments on scribal corrections and adds remarks in the margins. In fact, in the selected dataset there are at least thirty-nine marginal notes concerning the manuscript’s corrections.78 Most of the time he simply lists the corrected reading without any further comment. For instance, in John 3:17 one can find the marginal note ‘2. m. κρίνῃ’ (‘second hand κρίνῃ’) alongside the reading κρείνῃ in the text.79 Interestingly, among the corrections mentioned by Maius, none can be attributed to the first corrector (B1), but all were made by the medieval retoucher (B2). In fact, almost every correction recorded concerns orthographical changes, such as the consistent correction from digraph epsilon-iota to iota.80
 
            Our concentrated analysis also detects a considerable number of discrepancies given in the editio princeps of Vaticanus. In the selected chapters, forty-three pieces of imprecise information are found.81 Generally speaking, Maius’s imprecision often occurs when he fails to notice the reading of the original scribe but simply follows the corrected reading. For instance, in John 3:1 the spelling of ‘Pharisee’ is given as Φαρισαίων in the cardinal’s edition. Yet, in our manuscript the first hand consistently spelt the word as φαρεισαιων, which was then corrected to φαρισαιων by the scribe who retouched the manuscript.82 This kind of imprecise reading is a fairly frequent occurrence in this edition.
 
            A notable example is the inaccurate information given in John 4:40. Maius’s text simply begins this verse with Ὡς ἦλθον, instead of the Textus Receptus reading ὡς οὖν ἦλθον. And here he does not provide any marginal notes. However, in our manuscript there are at least three different hands involved in this particular case. The original scribe appears to have written ουν ηλθον. Then the first corrector inserted ως and συν above the line to make the reading as ως ουν συνηλθον. Still there was another scribe, the medieval corrector, who has changed to ηλθον by leaving the faded letters ως ουν συν without re-inking them.83 In other words, what is given by Maius is not only incomplete but also imprecise, since he simplifies the different layers of scribal corrections.
 
            In addition, on occasion the errors spotted in the edition may reveal the way Maius prepared his text. In John 18:4, when he was confronted with Judas and the soldiers, Jesus’s reaction was, according to the received text: ἐξελθὼν εἶπεν αὐτοῖς. Instead of this construction with the aorist participle and the aorist indicative, Vaticanus has two verbs in different tenses: εξηλθε και λεγει αυτοις.84 At this point the cardinal’s edition provides yet another variant ἐξῆλθε καὶ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς, which is a mixture of the two variants above.85 Although the actual reason for such a mistake cannot be specifically reconstructed, it probably relates to the unusual expression as found in the manuscript. Maius may have noted ἐξῆλθε and the following καί and have neglected the difference in the second verb while he was preparing the draft of his edition. Moreover, this reading would have easily been left unchanged during the revision, since the variant he ‘created’ fits the context perfectly from a grammatical perspective.
 
            Another interesting case can be found in Acts 2:38. There is a variant concerning the Textus Receptus reading εἰς ἄφεσιν ἁμαρτιῶν (‘for the forgiveness of sins’). Here Maius only gets the manuscript’s reading partially correct by giving εἰς ἄφεσιν τῶν ἁμαρτιῶν (‘for the forgiveness of the sins’). And yet, our manuscript in fact reads εις αφεσιν των αμαρτιων υμων (‘for the forgiveness of your sins’). In other words, the pronoun is missing in the cardinal’s edition. The mistaken omission could have been due to the line division of the manuscript. In Vaticanus, this phrase begins from the last line of page 1384 and continues to the first two lines of the next page. The word υμων is located on the second line of the first column (p. 1385 A 2), and thus it is in a way easy to be overlooked.86
 
            To conclude, the editio princeps of Vaticanus significantly differs from the text of the manuscript. Maius’s text not only intentionally departs from the manuscript in various places, but it also unintentionally contains a considerable number of imprecise readings. In other words, the product is a hybrid work that combines the text of Vaticanus with variant readings found in later manuscripts, and the decision for specific changes is somewhat unclear. From a statistical point of view, the inaccurate information in Maius’s text is less than that in the collation of Birch and similar to Mico’s.87 Since the data provided in a transcription intrinsically outnumber the ad hoc variants given in a collation, the accuracy of the cardinal’s edition is still higher than those two collations. It should also be taken into account that this was the first complete edition of Vaticanus ever published and that its New Testament part belonged to a five-volume project, which is far more complicated than something on the New Testament text alone.
 
            Moreover, our analysis has established the grounds for investigating how Maius actually prepared his text. As mentioned above, Tischendorf, on the basis of his very first examination of the cardinal’s own copy, already suspected that the text was made from a printed edition. Some of the examples discussed above, especially the preceding two imprecise cases, also imply a similar scenario. Sometimes the cardinal’s text fails to record the manuscript’s reading and simply follows the received text. In several other places his text is partially correct and partially incorrect. These patterns of imprecision can also be found in the previous collations of Vaticanus, all of which were based on certain printed editions.88 Hence, it is very likely that Maius’s text was also based on a printed edition, plausibly a certain Textus Receptus edition available to him.89 Indeed, this hypothesis is confirmed by Vercellone, who once described the cardinal’s somewhat problematic method of preparation:
 
             
              Since he had placed the received edition in the hands of his printer, that is, the Sistine for the Old Testament, and the Elzevirian for the New, and he had then revised and corrected the proofs of printing with the codex at hand, it often happened that on his part he overlooked some variant readings of the manuscript and left the common ones to the press.90
 
            
 
            In the light of this, it is not surprising to see that Maius’s edition was printed in the normalised form: verse numbering, word division, accents, and punctuation were all present throughout the five-volume work. These editorial decisions bring us back to the purpose of this very edition. That is, Maius was to produce an edition of the entire Greek Bible according to Codex Vaticanus – including the supplements to all its lacunae – not a diplomatic edition of our ancient manuscript.91 The former was directly ordered by the pontiff, but the entirety of textual scholarship was expecting the latter. As will be shown below (§ 8.4.1), these conflicting expectations would lead some critics to severely review the cardinal’s edition.
 
           
          
            8.3 The 1859 Revision and Vercellone’s Codice Vaticano (1860)
 
            In 1859, less than two years after the release of the editio princeps, a revised edition of its New Testament part was published in Rome. Like the first edition, the revision was also a posthumous work of Maius, with the preface by the same Vercellone.92 In fact, the preparation of the second edition had already been announced in the ‘Monitum’ attached to the fifth volume of the 1857 edition:
 
             
              After this edition was finished, Cardinal Angelus Maius has taken care that the New Testament from the same Vatican manuscript would be printed again, but in a smaller form and a tiny type. This latter edition has not yet seen the light; nor, as I reckon, will it appear until a later time.93
 
            
 
            In other words, Maius’s plan for revising the New Testament text had already emerged before the publication of the first edition. An expanded description was given in the preface of the second edition, written by Vercellone in April 1859. Accordingly, it seems that the cardinal had been unsatisfied with the quality of the editio princeps and thus started preparing a revised edition himself. But he was only able to complete the New Testament part before his death. In Vercellone’s words:
 
             
              In fact, when the former edition was finished, and at the same time it was compared with the Vatican manuscript itself again, Maius discovered several things that seemed good either to be corrected thoroughly or produced more accurately. And with the same reason he decided that they should be withdrawn according to the letter of the manuscript, which we have shown in that very place (vol. 1, p. xi).94 Then, in the end he began to think about a new plan for the edition, but taken by death, he left only the New Testament revised in the second edition printed with type.95
 
            
 
            In the following parts of the preface, Vercellone mentions the main differences between this revision and the first edition. On the one hand, obvious discrepancies and printing errors were emended. Particular attention was also paid to the scribal corrections of the manuscript, which the first edition had often failed to notice.96 On the other hand, a considerable number of paratextual features were changed in the revised edition. One notable feature was the addition of the page number of the manuscript. Now the reader could find all the page numbers as recorded in Vaticanus, starting from page 1235, the first page in the manuscript containing the New Testament text.97 Another change – and actually a striking one – was the removal of most of the comments found at the bottom of the pages in the previous edition. For instance, the second edition provided no comments on many of the omissions that I have discussed above. Only an obelus mark was given to indicate the following passage as an addition to what is omitted in Vaticanus.98
 
            In addition, in the preface Vercellone also occasionally discusses other scholars’ opinions on particular passages in the manuscript. An interesting example is found in his reaction to Tischendorf on the wind’s name in Acts 27:14. Vercellone first refers to Tischendorf’s latest edition of the Greek New Testament, the editio septima of 1859, where a critical remark is given: ‘Bmai✶ ευρακλυδων and verc✶ ευρακυδων: both are wrong, as it seems’.99 Vercellone then responds:
 
             
              But whatever it may be seen, it is certain to us and has been ascertained that the Vatican manuscript has ευρακυδων by the first [hand], just as it was expressed in the table in which Maius recorded the readings of Birch, then successively in another table in which we reviewed the errata that should be corrected.100
 
            
 
            However, the original scribe of Vaticanus had actually written ευρακυλων, which was then corrected to ευρυκλυδων by a later hand (see my discussion on pp. 202–203 above). In other words, at this point Tischendorf’s criticism is valid: neither of these readings printed by Maius reflects the actual text of Vaticanus.101
 
            Despite the discrepancy at that specific place, the 1859 revised edition does contain many more pieces of information on scribal corrections. And most of them are correctly provided. A typical example is found in the change at Gal 4:8. There the editio princeps reads φύσει without any marginal note. But in the second edition, although the text still has φύσει, a marginal note is added to indicate that the first hand of the manuscript reads φύσι.102 In fact, many of the newly added notes in the 1859 edition concern this kind of orthographical correction.103 On occasion, further information on more significant corrections appears. A notable instance is the additional annotation alongside the text of John 4:40. The text itself remains unchanged in the second edition as Ὡς ἦλθον. Yet in the margin there is a comment on the correction: ‘thus the manuscript’s first hand, but before was ὡς οὖν συνῆλθον by the same hand’. Although the description is still not very precise, at least the change made by the first corrector is now recognised.104
 
            Moreover, based on Maius’s re-examination of the manuscript, his revised edition amended a certain number of errors found in the first edition. According to the analysis of the nine sample chapters, at least eleven cases have been corrected.105 Take Jude 4 for example. In the editio princeps, the main verb was printed as παρεισέδυσαν, just as that of the Textus Receptus. But our manuscript actually reads παρεισεδυησαν, probably an orthographical variation. This discrepancy likely occurred due to the eta being overlooked by Maius. Now the 1859 edition corrected the reading to the one given by Vaticanus, παρεισεδύησαν.106 Nevertheless, the revised edition does not always contain the correct information. In the same scope of the sample chapters, three mistakes that are not found in the first edition were introduced by the second edition, possibly due to editorial or typesetting errors.107
 
            In short, Maius’s revised edition is indeed a more accurate representation of the Vaticanus text. In particular, a more precise text in terms of orthography is provided, and new information about scribal corrections is added throughout the edition. Still, this revision is not perfect, and discrepancies are occasionally found.
 
            In 1860, one year after the appearance of the revised edition of Vaticanus, Vercellone published a treatise closely related to the manuscript.108 It was based on his lecture at the Pontifical Academy of Archaeology, delivered on 14 July 1859. The subject of the lecture is revealed in the running title above the first paragraph: ‘Concerning the oldest Greek manuscript in the Vatican library and the edition made by Cardinal Mai’.109 In other words, this lecture had a twofold aim: on the one hand the ancient manuscript Codex Vaticanus and on the other the cardinal’s edition. Yet, as far as its content is concerned, Vercellone mainly focused on the manuscript itself. In a way, his lecture can be seen as functioning as a supplement to the editio princeps, which lacks an all-embracing section on the prolegomena.
 
            In the first place, Vercellone mentions that the history of this manuscript in the Vatican Library can be traced back to 1475, recorded by the first catalogue of the library.110 He also points out an inaccurate remark given by Tischendorf in his editio septima. There the critic states that, as testified by the old indices, the manuscript already belonged to the Vatican Library when the library was just built in the middle of the sixteenth century. The accurate date, Vercellone comments, should have been the middle of the fifteenth century.111 In fact, this kind of polemical statement can be found elsewhere in this lecture, particularly in reply to Protestant scholarly circles.
 
            Much space in Vercellone’s treatise is devoted to the issues of the dating and origin of Vaticanus. According to him, it is certain that this manuscript belonged to the fourth century and was copied in Alexandria for liturgical use in the church. ‘The Vatican manuscript’, he further claims, ‘is the most ancient of all the manuscripts known in the world.’112 Arguments for supporting its fourth-century dating are then given by following those proposed by Hug half a century ago (see § 6.2 above). More important is Vercellone’s argumentation for the origin of the manuscript as Alexandria. His argument consists of four aspects: (1) material, (2) handwriting, (3) orthography, and (4) resemblance with Codex Friderico-Augustanus.113 First, he argues that the material used for this codex, the membrane, was abundantly used in Egypt and Libya. Notably Alexandria was known in antiquity for the art of making membranes as writing material. Second, the particular hand of the manuscript also supports this hypothesis, because the city of Alexandria had become famous for its elegant Greek calligraphy since the Ptolemy period.114 The third point mentioned is that the spelling of the manuscript is closely related to the so-called ‘Alexandrian orthography’ (‘ortografia alessandrina’). In line with Hug’s argument, Vercellone mentions the new discoveries of the Ptolemaic papyri and demonstrates their similarity with some of the orthographical variations in Vaticanus.115 Lastly, he refers to Tischendorf’s opinion that Codex Friderico-Augustanus, another ancient majuscule bearing great resemblance with Vaticanus, could have probably been copied in Alexandria.116 This also supports the hypothesis that Vaticanus originated from the same Egyptian city.
 
            Moreover, apart from the elegant hand as the mark of the Alexandrian manuscripts, Vercellone refers to another observation given by Tischendorf, namely that ‘the multitude of writing errors’ (‘errorum scribendi frequentia’) is a distinguishable feature of the manuscripts produced at that city.117 According to Vercellone, although its text is without doubt of great value, in Vaticanus errors are frequently found:
 
             
              The mistakes made by the scribe who wrote the Vatican manuscript are actually very frequent; but almost all of them consist of simple omissions, sometimes of one, two, or three words, sometimes of half a sentence, sometimes of a whole sentence, and at times even of two or three verses and more. This happens to our scribe when two similar words meet at a short distance. … the frequency of such oversights is indeed extraordinary in the Vatican manuscript: and I do not hesitate to affirm that in the whole codex, which now consists of over one thousand four hundred and sixty pages, it is easier to find a folio that has two or three of these omissions, than to meet one that has none. Sometimes these omissions do not bring any notable damage to the meaning; but not infrequently it happens that the sentence is left not only defective and indecent but also completely meaningless and without any sense at all.118
 
            
 
            He continues by adding that the plenty of corrections to those errors is further proof of its origin as being Alexandria:
 
             
              It is unnecessary to point out that almost all these errors were then corrected by a second hand: I speak only of the copyist, not of the corrector of the manuscript. This proves that the scribe often wrote with the only concern for the material clarity of the letters, without thinking about the meaning. Therefore, although it is true that there is no lack of examples of copyists in other countries inclined to similar errors, it will have to be admitted that even in this case the condition of the Vatican manuscript accords very well with the Alexandrian scribes.119
 
            
 
            What is also notable is that the abundance of oversights in Vaticanus allows Vercellone to respond to those critics who have employed the manuscript against the authority and tradition of the Catholic view of Scripture. His reasoning is as follows:
 
             
              I then said that this consideration is of an immense moment for criticism. For from here we understand that in vain many critics – mostly among Protestants – in the last age appealed to the authority of the Vatican manuscript in order to dismiss certain passages from the context of the Holy Scripture which they refused to admit as genuine. Hence, now that the character of our codex has been better studied and fully understood, those objections which in the past seemed very serious and almost insoluble have lost all value. We have every reason to warn and suspect a simple oversight of the scribe each time we encounter a deficiency in our codex. So true is that the progress of good critical studies always benefits, rather than harms, the cause of religion.120
 
            
 
            Accordingly, those omissions should not be used to argue against the authorised text in the Catholic church, because they can well result from scribal sloppiness. Although he emphasises the considerable number of errors in the manuscript, Vercellone considers that the superior value of this manuscript cannot be diminished by its imperfection.
 
            Moreover, on the basis of the hypothesis that Vaticanus was copied in Alexandria in the fourth century, Vercellone further conjectures that it could have been one of the fifty copies of the Greek Bible sent to Emperor Constantine for the new churches being built in Constantinople. By citing Eusebius’s Vita Constantini, Vercellone expresses his confidence that the manuscript fits the description perfectly.121 In particular, he mentions Eusebius’s response to the emperor: ‘Immediate action followed upon his word, as we sent him threes and fours in richly wrought bindings’ (αὐτίκα δʼ ἔργον ἐπηκολούθει τῷ λόγῷ, ἐν πολυτελῶς ἠσκημένοις τεύχεσι τρισσὰ καὶ τετρασσὰ διαπεμψάντων ἡμῶν). According to Vercellone, the somewhat ambiguous expression of τεύχεσι τρισσὰ καὶ τετρασσά seems to hint at the quires of manuscript binding.122 He then concludes,
 
             
              We have the Vatican Greek manuscript of the Bible, undoubtedly written around Eusebius’s time, written in Alexandria of Egypt, written in a format that is easy to handle, written upon membranes prepared with regal magnificence, written by a most perfect calligrapher; written for ecclesiastical use, as is displayed by the sigla with which the sessions are divided. Therefore, what difficulty is there should it be asserted that it was also written by the order of Constantine the Great?123
 
            
 
            In a way, Vercellone’s conjecture anticipates one of the well-known hypotheses on the origin of our manuscript – if not the most influential one – in present-day textual scholarship.124
 
            After the extensive discussion of Vaticanus and its characteristics, Vercellone then turns his attention to the scholarly history of the manuscript. This part is much shorter, where he only touches upon a few projects prepared in Rome.125 For him, the most important issue at stake is to defend the cardinal’s editio princeps. In response to the critiques from Protestant scholars, Vercellone stands along with Maius in supporting the cardinal’s good intentions in preparing the edition. The concluding remark of this lecture clearly shows this defensive – or even polemical – attitude:
 
             
              I will therefore confine myself to one caveat that is most relevant to our purpose, that is, that although Mai’s printing is not without some imperfections, and hence can be improved, no one has been able so far, nor will be able later, to reasonably suspect that he distorted the reading of the manuscript intentionally – namely out of bad faith. Mai knew very well the malevolence of the enemies of Rome, and for this reason in his preface he challenges them to examine the manuscript itself: he said, ‘in bona fides the readers should compare the manuscript to be exposed in the light of the Vatican library; they will find nothing done except faithfully and in goodwill’.126 Now let the Protestants come to tell us that Rome hates the light, conceals monuments, falsifies texts, and persecutes science. To remind them of the Vatican manuscript will be sufficient for us to disprove them.127
 
            
 
           
          
            8.4 First Reactions
 
            
              8.4.1 Critical Reviews
 
              Once it became available to academic circles, the editio princeps of Codex Vaticanus immediately raised vigorous reactions among textual critics. In this section, some of the earliest responses to Maius’s edition are discussed, starting with several critical reviews published shortly after its publication. In what follows, five different works are treated in chronological order, the first being written a few months after the publication of the edition and the last in 1860.
 
              In March 1858, Westcott reported his first impression of the editio princeps of Vaticanus in the Journal of Classical and Sacred Philology.128 In this concise report, the main focus was the proemial letter by Vercellone. Based on the description therein, Westcott tried to sketch the long preparation of the edition, often in a very critical tone. Moreover, he singled out that many lacunae of this ancient manuscript have been supplemented with other, much later, witnesses. In his eyes, the decision for those supplements ‘is a graver matter that he [Maius] obscured some of the most important testimonies of the MS. itself’.129 Westcott further criticised the method of revision employed as a complicated and error-prone process. He concluded his review with a polemical statement that Maius – as a Roman cardinal – was unsuitable to conduct an edition of ancient biblical manuscripts such as this, because the authority of the Catholic church has always suppressed text-critical scholarship:
 
               
                The method in which the work was undertaken almost precluded the possibility of final accuracy; and each partial and incomplete revision will probably have added as much to the confusion of the work as it has done to its correctness. Meanwhile the Prospectus stands in unenviable distinction as a sad monument of the struggle between authority and criticism. … The work in fact could not be done by a Romish Cardinal; and it remains only to hope that other scholars, unfettered by ‘literary policy’ may be allowed to complete what he attempted.130
 
              
 
              Later in 1858, a more extensive review of Maius’s edition appeared in The British Quarterly Review, written by an anonymous reviewer.131 In this critical review, the author raises several aspects of criticism. First, he complains that in many places Maius’s text intentionally differs from that of the manuscript, though the distinction between them is stated every time. As many have long hoped, the reviewer states: ‘the proper plan would have been to have made the text itself an exact representation of the Vatican copy’.132 The second critique concerns the imprecision of the text prepared by the cardinal. Referring to Vercellone’s letter to the reader (‘Lectori salutem’), and particularly the way Maius corrected the text, the reviewer concludes that errors must have occurred everywhere in the edition.133 In addition to these two critiques, the reviewer’s opinion on the value of Vaticanus is also interesting. That is, the many blunders made by the original scribe – according to the reviewer – ‘prove’ the text of the manuscript to be unreliable. He comments,
 
               
                One thing which is very observable, in turning over the pages of this magnificent edition, is the vast number of mistakes which the original copyist has committed – that is to say, the very frequent substitution of one word for another, as the result of sheer carelessness. … we do not hesitate to say that the mistakes of the transcriber of this ancient MS. of the fourth century are quite as numerous as those found in the despised cursives of the twelfth and following centuries.134
 
              
 
              Based on his observation of the scribe’s carelessness, the reviewer further questions the recent trend in textual scholarship, namely the appearance of various critical editions based on ancient Greek manuscripts. For him, the impetuosity of ancient scribes, typified by the one who copied Vaticanus, forces scholars to reconsider the appreciation of the ancient text preserved in those manuscripts. Instead of embracing the theories proposed by Griesbach, Lachmann, and Tischendorf, the reviewer sympathises with the Textus Receptus and particularly values its stability and longevity.135 He on the one hand suspects the textual quality of ancient manuscripts, and on the other hand praises the quantity and coherence of more recent ones. The apparent inferiority of Vaticanus is regarded as an obvious example:
 
               
                The numerous omissions of the Vatican Codex – now for the first time published to the world – can hardly fail to make critics more cautious how they expunge clauses from the text of the Greek Testament on the ground that they are wanting in that ancient copy. … All omissions, therefore, in the Vatican MS. should be regarded with the greatest suspicion. The absence of any portion of the received text from this ancient codex should never be made the ground of rejecting such passage, because it was the known tendency of the copyist to overlook what was really before him.136
 
              
 
              The underestimation of our manuscript given by the anonymous review was not the mainstream view at that time, but that sort of criticism of the quality of Maius’s edition was indeed commonly seen among scholarly discussions. A good example is Tischendorf’s evaluation as given in the prolegomena to his editio septima. Officially released in 1859, he had already completed the text of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and most part of Acts before receiving the cardinal’s edition.137 The cardinal’s edition was introduced by Tischendorf at the end of the section on Vaticanus in his prolegomena.138 Instead of an extensive discussion, however, he simply summarised the long and complicated preparation process of the edition based on Vercellone’s letter. After that, Tischendorf concluded his observation with the following critical remark:
 
               
                All these matters explained, it seems to us to be scarcely beneficial to write meticulously and at length about Maius’s edition. It appears that this is far from a perfect form, which scholars and lovers of critical reasoning do certainly ask for in such a great need, as the renowned editor himself understood well, then also the author of the preface frankly declared.139
 
              
 
              For Tischendorf, this edition had two main drawbacks, namely (1) the lack of accuracy and (2) the layout as an ordinary printed edition. Concerning the first point, he made the criticism that Maius did not seem to take into account the most accurate collation, namely the one made for Bentley. Moreover, the cardinal failed to pay fuller attention to the distinction between the original and the later hands of the manuscript. The second criticism is related to the first one. That is, instead of an edition full of standardised marks (such as accent, punctuation, and word division), a facsimile edition that faithfully reproduces the text of the manuscript for critical use remained waiting. Despite all its deficiencies, Tischendorf still regarded the cardinal’s edition as a helpful addition: ‘It notwithstanding provides a great amount of supplements to all the collations, and has emerged not a small reinforcement of our apparatus.’140
 
              Tischendorf’s somewhat mixed evaluation was in line with another anonymous review, which appeared in The Edinburgh Review in 1860. It transpired that this review was actually written by Tregelles.141 In it he not only examines the editio princeps of Vaticanus but also sketches the scholarly history of the manuscript. The first part of the review mentions several historical uses of the manuscript, beginning from Erasmus in the sixteenth century until the recent rumours about the edition prepared by Maius.142 It is followed by Tregelles’s own evaluation of the edition, in a modest but critical way:
 
               
                There is nothing to raise a suspicion of intentional dishonesty, but the lack of care and want of judgment are manifest. The additions introduced from other MSS. to supply, not only the defects in the Vatican Codex produced through the injuries of time, but also the passages which this most ancient authority never did contain, exhibit a great want of judgment; and as to the execution, after all that had been done, there are pages which look like proofsheets, examined by no one but a rather unintelligent compositor. Those who have compared Mai’s edition with the previously existing collections, find that in several places the reading of the common text is retained through mere oversight.143
 
              
 
              Although he explicitly criticises the inferior quality of the text produced by the cardinal, Tregelles also emphasises that the edition can still be valuable for textual critics:
 
               
                It has a considerable value to critical scholars, as a contribution to their acquaintance with the Vatican Text of the New Testament. If compared carefully with the published collations of Birch and Bentley (and especially with the latter as found in Mico’s handwriting, in Trinity College Library), and with the MS. collation of Bartolocci at Paris, and the MS. re-examination of passages by Rulotta, then Mai’s work has often a determining value: for though it frequently requires correction itself, it repeatedly shows which of the preceding collators had seen and copied rightly.144
 
              
 
              This conclusion is similar to what we have seen in Tischendorf’s prolegomena. To a certain extent Maius’s edition augmented the knowledge of the Vaticanus text, as long as a careful comparison with previous collations can be executed.145
 
              The last review to be discussed here is somewhat different from the previous ones. In fact, the review is part of the letters by John William Burgon, who was able to compare the text of Vaticanus with Maius’s two editions during his stay in Rome in 1860.146 As an eyewitness of the manuscript with the intention to evaluate the Maius editions, Burgon’s letters deserve particular attention.
 
              The information on Vaticanus is found exclusively in two of Burgon’s letters to his friends in England, dated 31 July and 8 August 1860.147 These letters were written in retrospect after he already left Rome. According to the letters, Burgon was permitted to study the manuscript on the very last morning in Rome.148 He described the occasion as follows:
 
               
                Though I saw it several times, I never but once had the opportunity of carefully and critically inspecting it. How it happened that this one opportunity was but of an hour and a half’s duration, and fell on the very last morning of my stay at Rome, – so that I had literally to decide whether I would leave Rome without packing up my things, or without making a hasty collation of Codex B, – I forbear to explain.149
 
              
 
              Unsurprisingly, he decided to grasp the opportunity to examine Vaticanus within an hour and a half:
 
               
                I allude to the hour and a half so markedly, because it constitutes the only apology I am able to offer for having made such a very partial collation of the MS. in question, and examined its contents so very slightly. An hour and a half soon goes when the eye has to find its way through a forest of uncials. This was, moreover, such a very anxious and hurried hour and a half, that I cannot feel as confident of the accuracy of all my observations, as I should have been had there been leisure for a second glance at the page before passing on.150
 
              
 
              Despite the limited time he had, Burgon was still able to make some good observations. He both provided a brief overview of the manuscript, and paid particular attention to its palaeography. Notably, a comparison with Codex Alexandrinus was given, since the textual scholarship of his day was well acquainted with the hand of the latter.151 Following the description of Vaticanus was his criticism of Maius’s first edition. By comparing it with the manuscript itself, Burgon listed various corrections to that edition. He further criticised the cardinal’s plan not to reproduce the exact text of the manuscript:
 
               
                Of the entire good faith of Mai and his editor, no one doubts: but, humanum est errare: and who can repress a sense of misgiving when it is discovered that the object has been to produce a text, not to print a codex?152
 
              
 
              Burgon’s subsequent letter, written one week later, continued his evaluation of the two Maius editions. He first compared seventeen sample passages where the two editions differ. The results, he stated, were ‘not very satisfactory’: the first edition is more accurate in seven places and the second in the other ten passages.153 Furthermore, he also provided his personal inspection of Vaticanus. According to him, some instances may indicate the ineptitude of the original scribe of the manuscript. Notably, in Matt 21:4 the first hand had wrongly copied δια του πληρωθη το ρηθεν between τὸ ῥηθέν and διὰ τοῦ, which has been left untouched. This kind of erroneous repetition made Burgon doubt the accuracy of the text that the manuscript contains.154 Based on all these examples, he considered the manuscript’s text to be less valuable, although it certainly belonged to the far past:
 
               
                But the antiquity of a codex and the authenticity of its text are very different things. I have always thought that the text of Codex B is one of the most vicious extant. It abounds in most important omissions, a vast number of which are not to be accounted for by the carelessness of the transcriber; and in the peculiarity of some of its readings it is found to be supported by none but the Cambridge Codex D, … 155
 
              
 
              In fact, Burgon’s opinion was very similar to the anonymous review published in 1858. They both indicated the manuscript’s abundance of omissions, peculiar readings, and the carelessness of the scribe. According to Burgon, such a defective text reduced the value of its omissions of several particular passages that are attested in the traditional text, for instance Luke 22:43–44, John 5:3–4, John 7:53–8:11, and Mark 16:9–20. As for the last instance, he further described what he had noted in Vaticanus:
 
               
                … it is not so generally known, with reference to this last omission, that, besides the blank remainder of the column after the words ἐφοβοῦντο γάρ, it leaves a whole column blank; thereby intimating, in the most eloquent manner possible, that there has been something consciously left out. For that blank column at the end of St. Mark’s Gospel is the only blank column in the whole codex.156
 
              
 
              Then at the end of the second letter, Burgon offered his verdict on the two editions of Maius:
 
               
                They are of the utmost importance (the octavo [1859] edition especially), and, for the most part, they are trustworthy. (That there has been no intention to deceive, what need to state?) But the possession of neither renders the other quite superfluous. Nor are they, both together, such a faithful exhibition of the codex as to supersede the necessity of further collation.157
 
              
 
              In short, in all the reviews discussed above, a recurring critique was the imprecise text found in the edition princeps, based on the comparison with either the previous collations or personal inspection. In addition, the standardised layout and the uncritical inclusion of the additional passages from the Textus Receptus were often criticised as well. However, it should be noted that Maius’s purpose was not to produce a diplomatic edition of this ancient manuscript, as we have already shown. Instead, he intended to prepare a text based on Vaticanus for publishing the first Roman edition of the Greek New Testament. In fact, this very point was hinted at by its title: Vetus et Novum Testamentum ex antiquissimo codice Vaticano, that is, an edition according to Codex Vaticanus.158 Particularly due to such contrasting expectations between (mostly) Protestant textual critics and the Vatican authorities, this edition was severely censured, perhaps much more than it should have been.
 
             
            
              8.4.2 More Editions
 
              In addition to the various and mainly negative reviews, some other scholars used Maius’s text in producing their own editions of Codex Vaticanus. In fact, quite a few works of this kind were published within several years of the appearance of the editio princeps. Some of the more distinctive ones are discussed below.
 
              In 1860, von Muralt published a revised edition of his Novum Testamentum Graece. As a response to the first edition of Maius, von Muralt added a ‘Recensus’ at the end of his revision.159 Indeed, the ‘Recensus’ listed a great number of differences between the text of his edition and that of Maius.160 And yet, except for the appendix, von Muralt seems to have left his text completely unchanged.161
 
              In the same year, the second edition of Buttmann’s Greek New Testament also appeared.162 Unlike von Muralt, whose text seemingly remained the same, Buttmann did revise his text according to the new information given by Maius, thus providing a more accurate representation of Vaticanus.163 Moreover, based on the two Maius editions and nearly all the known collations, Buttmann published another edition in 1862: Novum Testamentum Graece. Ad fidem codicis Vaticani recensuit Philippus Buttmann.164 As shown in its title, this edition was prepared according to the testimony of Vaticanus. Compared to the 1860 revised edition, Buttmann’s Vaticanus edition further corrected a certain number of discrepancies, especially concerning the orthography of the manuscript, and the entire Greek text was printed in majuscule script.165 Besides, he provided a very useful ‘Recensus’, extracted from nine different sources of Vaticanus. It was by far the most comprehensive comparison of the main data available.166
 
              An interesting example that illustrates the contrast between Protestant and Catholic scholarship is another edition of Vaticanus, which was also published in 1860. Robert Ornsby prepared a ‘school edition’ for Catholic pupils by using the Maius text with annotations in matters philological and exegetical.167 In its preface, Ornsby explains the reason why he chose the cardinal’s edition as his base text. In the first place, he rejected using Scholz’s edition. Although he was a famous Catholic critic, Scholz’s theory was without solid grounds. Recent critical editions, particularly those by Lachmann and Tischendorf, did not find favour in Ornsby’s eyes either. Eventually he found Maius’s editio princeps to be a perfect fit:
 
               
                The publication of a Greek Testament by such an authority as Cardinal Mai, according to what probably is the most ancient codex extant, seemed to suggest the best course which could be adopted at present. His work is clearly to be considered, not merely as an edition of the Vatican codex, but as Cardinal Mai’s Greek Testament.168
 
              
 
              It is notable is that Ornsby’s decision was heavily influenced by this edition being made by Cardinal Maius, which evidently shows the underlying Catholic way of thinking. Although the cardinal’s text is closely followed, Ornsby states that some modifications are necessary to serve as a hand edition for pupil use.169 For our present discussion, moreover, it is also important to cite his final remark that refutes those who criticised Maius for not making a diplomatic edition:
 
               
                Before concluding this preface, it may be proper to observe with reference to animadversions which have been made against Card. Mai’s method of editing the codex, as already described, that scholars who have complained of it appear to have expected what the cardinal evidently did not contemplate, viz., a simple reproduction, or, so to speak, photograph of the codex. He has treated it, not so much as a critic of the modern type would have done, but rather as a successor of those ancient copyists among whose works he lived, who never regarded their exemplar merely as a literary monument, to be reproduced to the letter even in its faults, but as the pattern of a copy, destined for practical use among the faithful.170
 
              
 
              For a Catholic scholar like Ornsby, it is clear that producing a reproduction of the manuscript for the use of modern textual criticism – or an exact ‘photograph of the codex’ – was not Maius’s intention. Instead, Ornsby properly points out that what the cardinal intended to achieve was an edition ‘for practical use among the faithful’.171
 
              Still another Greek New Testament edition that claimed to be based on the manuscript was published in 1860, prepared by two Leiden professors, Abraham Kuenen and Carel Gabriël Cobet. Although it was under a similar title to Buttmann’s, Novum Testamentum ad fidem Codicis Vaticani, this edition was strikingly different from all of the aforementioned ones.172 In fact, the aim of Kuenen and Cobet was to produce a ‘corrected’ text of the manuscript, or better, a ‘purified’ version of the Greek New Testament according to their standards.173 In their lengthy ‘Praefatio’, mainly composed by Cobet, a set of principles and numerous examples are given to demonstrate what a ‘purified’ text should look like.174 On the one hand, Cobet rightly indicates plenty of errors found in Maius’s edition, which call for thorough correction.175 On the other hand, however, in far more places changes are made not on the basis of manuscript attestation. Rather, the entire edition has been emended by following Cobet’s own perspective of the Greek text of the New Testament. A good example is found in Matt 7:1, where Kuenen and Cobet print κρίνετε instead of κρείνετε as given in Maius’s edition. For them, the reason for such a change is simple: the spelling of κρείνω and its cognate words are obvious errors of ‘barbarism’ (‘barbarismus’) and thus should be systematically corrected.176 Not only is the ‘more accurate’ orthography introduced, but word division and accentuation are also modified according to Cobet’s judgement.177 As a result, what one finds here is neither the text of Vaticanus nor a reconstruction of the New Testament text but rather an imaginary corpus mixtum.178
 
              All the editions discussed thus far were based on the text of Maius and the previous sources; however, Alford’s revised Greek New Testament edition contained some pieces of information according to his own examination of Vaticanus. It is hence worthwhile to discuss his journey to Rome and the readings he gathered there. In 1861, Alford went to Rome to study the manuscript in person. He was especially keen to verify some doubtful passages in that ancient majuscule.179 In a letter to his wife, dated 20 February 1861, he described his first encounter with the manuscript:
 
               
                At ten we went by appointment to Monsignore Talbot at the Vatican, to get our first work at the Codex Vaticanus. He went with us to the Library, and the celebrated MS. was produced. Then, as I expected, our difficulties began: the librarian insisted that our order from Antonelli, although it ran ‘per verificare,’ to verify passages, only extended to seeing the Codex, not to using it.180 M. Talbot pleaded our cause well and strongly, and in consequence we were allowed to use it for that morning only, amounting to one hour. We got through the passages in St. Matthew about which there is any doubt. M. Talbot promises meantime to see Antonelli, and get us a special permission to work at the Codex.181
 
              
 
              Fortunately for Alford, in the end he was allowed to examine the manuscript for five mornings. The time seemed sufficient to achieve his original plan, for he ‘went twice over the doubtful passages and fac-similised most of the important various readings’.182 Based on Alford’s successful experience, it seems that after the death of Maius the Vatican Library changed its attitude regarding the requests from outsiders to study Codex Vaticanus. This change might hint that Maius could have been the decisive factor in causing the barrier for former scholars to consult the manuscript.
 
              Alford indeed benefited greatly from that five-morning examination. In the subsequent revision of his four-volume Greek Testament, he incorporated his findings in Rome into the critical apparatus. The following discussion examines the additional material on Vaticanus in each of the four volumes in turn. The fifth revised edition of the first volume, containing the four Gospels, was published in 1863. In its ‘Prolegomena’, Alford introduces to his reader some new pieces of information on the manuscript:
 
               
                A list of readings examined at Rome by the present editor (Feb. 1861), and by the Rev. E. C. Cure, Fellow of Merton College, Oxford (April 1862), will be found at the end of these prolegomena. A description, with a photograph of a portion of a page, is given in Burgon’s “Letters from Rome,” London 1861.183
 
              
 
              Then attached to the ‘Prolegomena’ is a five-page list of ‘Readings of the Codex Vaticanus’. In fact, Alford uses not only his own notes during his stay in the Vatican but also those from a certain ‘Rev. E. C. Cure’, who helped him to reconfirm some of the readings in April 1862.184 Among the readings they ascertained, a typical example runs as follows:
 
               
                iii. 14. και συ ερχη, not και ερχη as Mai. (So also Burgon.)185
 
              
 
              This correction, on Matt 3:14, points out that Maius’s (second) edition erroneously omits the word συ.186 The majority of Alford’s notes are very concise, but he sometimes comments on the reading in a more elaborate way. For instance, a marginal note in Matt 7:24 is observed by him:
 
               
                ✶ 24. τουτους is written in a very unusually small hand in the margin.187
 
              
 
              Alford rightly notes that a scribal correction occurs here. In the editio princeps this piece of information is absent, but the cardinal’s revised edition adds ‘τούτους is in the margin’.188 This example shows that during his inspection Alford not merely concentrated on the text but also paid attention to other features in the manuscript. Not surprisingly, one of the longest notes in the list concerns the ending of Mark, where the subscriptio is noted as well:
 
               
                After εφοβουντο γαρ follows as at end of other gospels, the subscription, κατα μαρκον: but the remaining greater portion of the column, and the whole of the next to the end of the page, are left vacant. I found no other instances of this in the N. T.: the next book always beginning on the next column.189
 
              
 
              Readings on Vaticanus in the second volume – containing Acts, Romans, and the letters to the Corinthians – actually appeared earlier than those in the first volume.190 The front ‘Advertisement’ in the fourth revision of this volume was penned on 6 April 1861, less than two months after Alford’s examination of the manuscript. There he ends with the following remark: ‘I may be allowed to direct the critical reader’s attention to the list of ascertained readings of the Codex Vaticanus, printed at the end of the Prolegomena.’191 As for the variant list itself, the number of the readings ascertained in Acts is much higher than the sum of the three Pauline letters.192 Just as in the first volume, Alford’s remarks are generally very concise, but some exceptions can still be found. For instance, perhaps due to the conflicting readings given by Tischendorf and Maius, Alford thought that it is necessary to scrutinise the variant at Acts 27:14 once more. Based on his own inspection, Alford confirmed Tischendorf’s observation that the manuscript’s first hand indeed reads ευρακυλων, then was corrected to ευρυκλυδων by a later hand. In other words, the cardinal made an error here. Alford’s note is as follows:
 
               
                xxvii. 14. 1. m. decidedly wrote ευρακυλων: 2. m. place υ over the α, and λ between the κ and υ, and altered the Λ to Δ, but in so doing, he has left the right foot of the Λ of 1. m. visible beyond the corner of his own Δ.193
 
              
 
              For the remainders of the New Testament, Alford’s list is relatively short. In the third volume of his Greek Testament, consisting of the other Pauline letters, only some forty readings are found.194 Among those examined readings, his comment on the marginal note εν εφεσω beside Eph 1:1 is interesting. In contrast to Tischendorf’s opinion that the phrase was a later addition (see p. 313 above), Alford considers that it was possibly made by the first hand themselves.195
 
              Lastly, less than thirty notes are found in the revised volume four, the last volume that consists of Hebrews, the Catholic Epistles, and Revelation.196 What is noteworthy is the ‘Advertisement’ of the third revised edition, written on 13 February 1864 during Alford’s second stay in Rome.197 In it he expresses his disappointment that he was unable to examine the manuscript again:
 
               
                It was my intention to have appended a further list of verified readings of the Codex Vaticanus, thus clearing up the passages yet left doubtful. But I find that, owing to a monopoly of the Codex having been granted to certain parties here, difficulties are now thrown in the way of my consulting it.198
 
              
 
              Indeed, based on his personal inspection Alford accumulated a list containing several hundred readings, ascertained with high accuracy. Like those variants noted by Burgon, Alford’s efforts were mainly due to his dissatisfaction with the quality of the two Maius editions. His list served as a useful supplement that helped scholars to verify a considerable number of doubtful readings in Vaticanus.
 
              Besides, Alford also provided significant support to Edward Halifax Hansell, who was preparing a Greek New Testament edition, Antiquissimorum codicum textus in ordine parallelo dispositi accedit collatio codicis Sinaitici, which was published in three volumes in 1864.199 This edition was a remarkable product, since it put the texts of the ancient majuscule manuscripts – including our manuscript – in parallel. The text of Vaticanus was made mainly from the collation against the first and second editions of Maius,200 and Hansell also compared the results with all the sources on the manuscript that he could find. What makes his sources differ from Buttmann’s mainly concerns two aspects. First, Hansell included the supplements made by Burgon and Alford. The latter even helped him to verify a great number of uncertain readings.201 Second, Hansell also used Rulotta’s collation, which was missing in Buttmann’s edition. In fact, that very collation became available to the scholarly world only from 1862 onward, when Arthur Ayres Ellis published the work Bentleii Critica Sacra. In it, Ellis took extracts from various archive entries left by Bentley more than a century ago, including the entire collation of Rulotta.202 Hansell made clear that concerning this collation he relied on Tregelles’s notes and Ellis’s reproduction.203 In short, based on all the sources attainable, Hansell’s edition served as a useful and reliable tool for scholars who wanted to compare the text of Vaticanus with other majuscules.
 
              In this section we have looked at a certain number of editions that appeared shortly after Maius’s edition of Vaticanus. By means of comparison with other sources or through personal inspection, almost every edition claimed to provide a more accurate text than that of Maius. However, conflicting sources and uncertain readings were still present in certain places. In other words, there still was no standard edition of the manuscript. How this desideratum would finally be fulfilled will be described in the next section.
 
             
           
          
            8.5 Further Developments
 
            Historically speaking, two scholars played important roles in bringing a precise reproduction of the Vaticanus New Testament text to the entirety of scholarship, namely Tischendorf and Vercellone. Tischendorf’s edition, Novum Testamentum Vaticanum, was published in 1867, and a year later the first fruits of the new Roman edition of the manuscript, a project led by Vercellone, was also issued.204 More interestingly, in the course of their preparation, Tischendorf and Vercellone regularly exchanged their thoughts, and they even shared some of their notes on the manuscript with each other. The stories behind these two influential editions are detailed below.205
 
            As mentioned in the previous chapter, before his first journey to Rome Tischendorf had already planned to prepare an edition of Vaticanus himself. Some twenty years later, in 1866 he eventually got the opportunity to study the manuscript in person again. In February that year the critic came to Rome, and soon had an audience with Pope Pius IX on the 24th of the same month. Yet, although his petition for examining the manuscript was granted, Tischendorf was not allowed to execute his original plan to publish a facsimile of Vaticanus, an edition that would resemble what he had just published for Codex Sinaiticus. That task, the pope insisted, should belong to Rome.206 By promising only to verify certain readings in Vaticanus, access to the manuscript was granted for the next two weeks. However, it turned out that Tischendorf did not keep his promise but started copying many passages with all their palaeographical particularities. As a consequence, he was forbidden from using the manuscript any longer after 12 March.207 Through the assistance of and guarantee of Vercellone, Tischendorf requested an extension for his work. In the end, another week of access was granted between 21 and 27 March 1866, with the strict condition that Vercellone had to be present during his examination.208 Later, Tischendorf had another audience with the pope on 20 April, and he promised to offer his support in helping the preparation of the prospective Roman edition of Vaticanus. Among others, the Leipzig critic was willing to share his notes with Vercellone and provide the set of printing types he used for the Sinaiticus edition to the official publishing house of the Vatican, the Congregatio de Propaganda Fide.209
 
            Once he returned to Leipzig, Tischendorf’s preparation of his own edition of Vaticanus was in full swing. The main source, alongside the works by previous scholarship, was of course his notes made during his personal examination of the manuscript.210 After many months of labour, the edition came out for sale in late May of 1867. At the same time, Tischendorf also published a separate volume containing specimen facsimile pages from three majuscules (Sinaiticus, Vaticanus, and Alexandrinus).211 In the ‘Prolegomena’ of his Novum Testamentum Vaticanum, apart from the description of his own endeavours, Tischendorf summarises the main developments in the history of scholarship, as well as giving an evaluation of the former collations and Maius’s edition.212 Then particular attention is paid to the palaeographical dimension of the manuscript. As an experienced scholar acquainted with Greek manuscripts, Tischendorf’s analysis is one of the great merits of this edition, especially his opinion on the scribal corrections which are, in many cases, still cogent until the present day.213 Moreover, concerning the quality of the text, many discrepancies given by others have been remedied by means of Tischendorf’s sharp eyes and meticulous comparison of the manuscript.214
 
            Tischendorf’s Vaticanus edition would have a great impact on the textual scholarship of the late nineteenth century and beyond. Plenty of its information was then included in the last edition of his Greek New Testament, the famous editio octava, published in two volumes between 1869 and 1872.215 Yet, although he tried his best to provide a text as precisely as possible, his work was still not free from errors. A telling example is found in Jude 5. In his eighth edition, Tischendorf prints the first part of this verse as Ὑπομνῆσαι δὲ ὑμᾶς βούλομαι, εἰδότας ἅπαξ πάντα, in contrast to the Textus Receptus, where an additional ὑμᾶς is found after εἰδότας. He refers to a great number of witnesses supporting this omission, among which are Alexandrinus, Vaticanus, and the second hand of Ephraemi. However, at this point our manuscript actually contains ειδοτας υμας απαξ παντα, just as the reading of the received text.216 Tischendorf’s error could very likely follow the information given in his previous edition, which can be traced back to Wettstein.217 More strikingly, in his Vaticanus edition that had been published just several years previously, Tischendorf in fact provides the correct reading exactly the same as the manuscript.218 This example shows that he does not seem to have gone through the entire apparatus again – indeed a time-consuming task – after finishing his Novum Testamentum Vaticanum. Consequently, some discrepancies still slipped into his final edition.
 
            Shortly after Tischendorf’s second journey to Rome, the new Roman edition of Codex Vaticanus was initiated under pontifical authorisation. On 9 April 1866, Vercellone received a letter from Giuseppe Cozza-Luzi, a young monk of the Basilian Monastery in Grottaferrata. Cozza-Luzi congratulated Vercellone on his recent appointment as the chief editor of that Roman edition.219 After several months of preparation, in January 1867 the Propaganda Fide – by using Tischendorf’s typeset – started printing the first pages of the prospective edition. In order to facilitate the process of proofreading, the pope even granted extraordinary permission: the manuscript was unbound to allow Vercellone to borrow a set of folios and bring it to the publishing house for comparison.220 In addition to verifying the text with the manuscript itself, Cozza-Luzi also assisted in comparing the proofs with the editions of Maius and Tischendorf. After fifteen months of endless work, in June 1868 the volume of the New Testament was completely printed.221
 
            Unlike Tischendorf’s Novum Testamentum Vaticanum, which was a diplomatic edition with pseudo-facsimile elements, the new Roman edition was a true facsimile of Vaticanus. Printed in majuscule script and scriptio continua, this edition tried to imitate the manuscript’s segmentation, textual division, and sometimes also particularities of the scribal hand. In other words, it reproduced the manuscript’s textual appearances to a high degree of precision. A good illustration can be found in Mark 5:29 (see Figure 16).222 In our manuscript, this verse runs across six lines, beginning from the first line of the second column on page 1284. In the printed facsimile, Vercellone and his colleagues imitated the small letters at the end of lines 3 and 5 (αυτης and μαστει|γος, respectively), as well as the abbreviated ϗ in line 1. The space between verses 28 and 29 (line 1) and the one between verses 29 and 30 (line 6) were also reproduced. Moreover, the dot above the epsilon in line 5 indicates the presence of a scribal correction, namely that the first corrector (B1) corrected ειαται to ιαται.223 Yet, what is missing in the facsimile is the corrections made by the scribe who retouched the manuscript. Take the same verse of Mark 5:29 for example. The last word μαστειγος was corrected to μαστιγος by that medieval scribe, but this piece of information is not given in Vercellone’s edition. It seems to have been a deliberate decision, since all the details of scribal corrections were given in the sixth volume, which would be published in 1881, more than one decade later.224
 
            
              [image: ]
                Figure 16: Vercellone’s facsimile edition (Vaticanus 5 [Rome 1868]), showing Mark 5:29. Reproduced by kind permission of the Utrecht University Library.

             
            This edition not only provides a reliable facsimile, but it also reproduces the text with superior quality. Given the fact that the editors were able to examine the manuscript without any limitations, it is not surprising that there are very few errors to be found.225 Although the commentary part was still in the making, the New Testament volume of Vercellone’s edition already provided a very precise reproduction of the first hand and the earliest corrections of the manuscript. Therefore this new Roman edition can be seen as a watershed for critical studies of the New Testament text of Vaticanus.
 
            Apart from Tischendorf and Vercellone, whose efforts brought the accurate text of Vaticanus to the scholarly world, our attention should also be given to Tregelles and the remainders of his New Testament edition.
 
            Unlike Tischendorf who had another opportunity to examine the manuscript in person, Tregelles never visited Rome again. Consequently, in most cases for information on Vaticanus he could only rely on secondary sources. As we have seen in the last chapter, while preparing the first part of his edition, it was only the previous collations that were at hand for Tregelles. Then for the second instalment, containing the Gospels of Luke and John, he was able to employ Maius’s editio princeps and the 1859 revised edition.226 Unfortunately for Tregelles, however, neither Tischendorf’s Novum Testamentum Vaticanum nor the new Roman edition was available before he finished the third and fourth parts of his Greek New Testament.227 Furthermore, Tregelles’s fragile body – evidenced by the decline of his eyesight during his later years and two serious paralyses in 1861 and 1870 – prevented him from fully concentrating on the new materials provided by Tischendorf and Vercellone in the remainders of his edition.228 In a nutshell, in the long preparation of his magnum opus, Tregelles’s knowledge of Vaticanus – the best witness in his opinion – was dependent on imperfect sources, so he often needed to figure out the genuine readings of the manuscript himself. Only after his death in 1875, were his notes on the manuscript edited and published several years later as part of the supplements to his edition. The main editor of that posthumous work was none other than Fenton John Anthony Hort (1828–1892).229 As a young colleague who greatly appreciated Tregelles’s work, Hort agreed to support Tregelles’s widow in completing the last piece of her husband’s New Testament project.230 Based on the remaining notes of his senior colleague, Hort published the last instalment of Tregelles’s Greek New Testament edition in 1879: Prolegomena, and Addenda and Corrigenda.231 Therefore, after a prolonged period of more than two decades, the entire Greek New Testament was eventually completed. An overview of its content and the sources on Vaticanus available to Tregelles can be found in Table 17.
 
            
              
                Table 17:Tregelles’s edition and his sources on B 03.

              

                       
                    	Part 
                    	Completion Date 
                    	Contents 
                    	Sources on B 03 
   
                    	GNT 1 (1857) 
                    	23 June 1857 
                    	Matt and Mark 
                    	Collations 
  
                    	GNT 2 (1861) 
                    	29 December 1860 
                    	Luke and John 
                    	Collations; Mai. 11857/21859 
  
                    	GNT 3 (1865) 
                    	19 September 1865 
                    	Acts; James to Jude 
                    	Collations; Mai. 11857/21859; Alford’s notes 
  
                    	GNT 4 (1869) 
                    	9 January 1869 
                    	Rome to 2 Thess 3:3 
                    	Collations; Mai. 11857/21859; Alford’s notes 
  
                    	GNT 5 (1870) 
                    	August 1870 
                    	2 Thess 3:3 to Philemon 
                    	Collations; Mai. 11857/21859; Alford’s notes 
  
                    	GNT 6 (1872) 
                    	March 1872 
                    	Revelation 
                    	Not applicable 
  
                    	GNT 7 (1879) 
                    	1879 
                    	Prolegomena, addenda, and corrigenda 
                    	Collations; Mai. 11857/21859; Alford’s notes; Ti. 1867; Ver. 1868 
 
              

              
                 
                  Note: Concerning the date of completion, except for the last instalment where no exact date is given, all the information is taken from the dates signed at the end of the preface to each instalment.

                

              

            
 
            At times the incorrectness of the sources seems to have caused Tregelles to make less convincing decisions. Again, the omission of the second ὑμᾶς in Jude 5 is illustrative at this point. Like his colleague Tischendorf, Tregelles also omits that ὑμᾶς in his text by giving a similar group of witnesses, leading by Alexandrinus, Vaticanus, and the corrector of Ephraemi.232 Concerning the omission of our manuscript, he appears to have been confident in its genuineness because no question mark is given besides the siglum B.233 However, as discussed earlier, Vaticanus actually contains this very ὑμᾶς. Should he have known the exact reading of the manuscript, Tregelles would have possibly given a second thought to the retainment of the word.234
 
            Although his sources on Vaticanus were not perfect and might occasionally affect his decision, in a far greater number of places Tregelles still managed to procure the correct reading of the manuscript. And even limited by the imprecision of the available data, his text-critical judgement was almost always cogent. Take our examination of Matthew 1–7 in his edition for example. In the 1879 supplements, within this scope thirteen out of eighteen inaccurate readings of Vaticanus (in the combination of ‘cat. imp.’ with ‘cat. err.’) are corrected.235 Hort conjectures that, if the more accurate information had become available, Tregelles would have possibly changed his text or have put the alternative in the margin at a few places. These readings are marked by Hort with a double dagger (‡), indicating them as ‘the second class of readings’.236 In fact, in Matt 1–7 all of the ‘double-dagger’ readings merely concern orthographical differences.237
 
            Therefore, even though imprecise information is indeed found in his edition, Tregelles’s opinion on and use of Vaticanus still stand on solid grounds. In other words, if he had been able to thoroughly employ Tischendorf and Vercellone’s editions, the detailed knowledge offered by them would have probably made Tregelles change a few readings, but the overall presentation of his text would have remained unchanged. Hort expresses this well in the final instalment of Tregelles’s Greek New Testament:
 
             
              The additions and corrections spoken of thus far have concerned only matters of fact: they are enlargements and rectifications of the evidence for the construction of a text. The text itself formed by Dr. Tregelles must, on the other hand, remain untouched, although he would certainly have made alterations in it had his years of strength been prolonged. There is no reason, as far as I am aware, to suppose that either his general principles or his views respecting particular authorities underwent any appreciable change.238
 
            
 
            In fact, Hort not only supplemented and completed Tregelles’s edition, but in a way his own New Testament enterprise could also be seen as the continuation of Tregelles. The now-famous edition – The New Testament in the Original Greek – published in 1881 by Hort and his Cambridge fellow Brooke Foss Westcott (1825–1901), started its initial phase as early as 1853.239 Already in their preparation stage, Tregelles’s influence on Hort was observable, and the Cambridge critic consistently admired his senior colleague on private and public occasions.240 Undoubtedly, their approaches to reconstructing the Greek New Testament text were subtly different, and Hort would not agree with every text-critical decision made by Tregelles.241 Still, both Tregelles and Hort shared the same aspirations, that is, to restore the Greek New Testament to its most ancient form. To achieve this very goal, they both agreed on the opinion that Vaticanus is the best witness and the most important pillar for such reconstruction.242 In this regard, Tregelles’s Greek New Testament was indeed an inspiration and model of the edition that would launch the new critical era of textual scholarship.
 
           
          
            8.6 Conclusions
 
            This chapter has reconstructed and analysed the making of the editio princeps of Codex Vaticanus, its content, quality, and impacts. Maius’s edition, on the one hand, did offer a more comprehensive set of data with a fairly acceptable level of quality, compared to the previous collations. On the other hand, its format and quality failed to fulfil the high expectations of critical scholarship, especially given the fact that Maius had the privilege to closely work with the manuscript for such a long period. Despite all its deficiencies, with the 1859 revision, the two Maius editions offered the complete New Testament text of the manuscript for the first time in history.
 
            As already seen in its earliest reception, most textual scholars expressed their disappointment with the cardinal’s edition. Criticisms often focused on its poor quality, unprofessional presentation, and the apparently unnecessary supplements. Indeed, the scholarly world had long awaited a diplomatic or at least critical edition of Vaticanus. However, it must not be forgotten that Maius had no intention to prepare a scholarly edition as such. Instead, the papal command was to make the first Greek Bible ever printed at Rome. As a Roman Catholic cardinal, Maius was obliged to supply the lacuna portions and accord with the Catholic tradition. In other words, this edition was not intended to be used in academia, but rather in an ecclesiastical setting. Hence, in Catholic circles it was regarded as a representation of the living tradition. And yet, from a more objective point of view, although it is legitimate to make such an edition, the text should have been more accurate than the one given by Maius.
 
            Several editions that appeared immediately after the editio princeps claimed to have remedied its erroneousness, but the real solution could only be found in the two editions that were prepared simultaneously, the one made by Tischendorf and the new Roman edition prepared by Vercellone. The edition of the former was generally accurate, with particular attention to different hands, though it still contained some discrepancies in its text. Vercellone’s work, on the other hand, provided the most precise reproduction of our manuscript, but the information on scribal corrections was delayed until a later moment. By paralleling these two editions, one could eventually – in a very precise manner – have access to the entire New Testament text of Vaticanus. Due to circumstances, Tregelles was unable to consult these newly available data, but he still managed to complete his New Testament project based on cogent judgement and careful use of the sources. In fact, the last instalment of his edition was substantially helped by Hort, who shared the same aspirations for making a New Testament edition based on the most ancient witnesses. Eventually, together with his Cambridge colleague Westcott, Hort combined a fundamentally positive evaluation of Vaticanus with precise knowledge of the manuscript to produce their foundational edition. It would mark the inauguration of a new period.
 
            All in all, the desideratum of a reliable dataset of Codex Vaticanus was partially fulfilled by Maius and ultimately accomplished in the years 1867 and 1868, nearly 350 years after Erasmus first introduced this manuscript to New Testament textual scholarship. The century-long quest for the precise data finally came to an end, and the era of Vaticanus’s unassailable prominence could begin.
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            If we value the labours of those who have preceded us, and honour their memory, it should be an incentive to us to attend ourselves to this same department of Biblical knowledge – Samuel Prideaux Tregelles1
 
          
 
           
            as long as a thorough examination by a highly competent scholar is not established, or as long as the fruit of various precious enquiries remains closed in the caskets of scholars, the strangest opinions can always be said and repeated – Giovanni Mercati2
 
          
 
          
            1 The History of ‘Codex Vaticanus’
 
            In the previous chapters, I have set out how Codex Vaticanus became the manuscript par excellence in the history of New Testament textual scholarship. I have examined critical editions, including their prolegomena and apparatus, have analysed monographs and articles, have considered book reviews and pamphlets, and have delved into archive collections: handwritten notes, manuscript collations, and personal correspondence. In the course of the discussion, I have also exposed hidden stories and have reconstructed the development of theories and opinions. This epilogue seeks not to recapitulate details, but rather to bring the chapters together in a concluding overview. Here I shall review the changing perceptions of this manuscript through the centuries in order to delineate the stages of its progression from an ancient manuscript held at the Vatican Library to its designation as the ‘Codex Vaticanus’.
 
            The whole story began in 1521, at the dawn of modern textual scholarship. Our manuscript was not yet called ‘Codex Vaticanus’, and neither was there any sign of all the distinction that it would eventually accrue. Rather, it was simply an old manuscript preserved in the Vatican Library, known to Erasmus through his friend Bombace. For Erasmus, this papal manuscript was used to support his suspicion of the Comma Johanneum. A decade later, he encountered this very manuscript again. This time he was informed by one of his opponents, Sepúlveda, about a very old Greek manuscript in the Vatican Library. According to Sepúlveda, it was written in majuscules, and its text closely agreed with the Vulgate but disagreed with Erasmus’s edition in many places. In reply to such a refutation, Erasmus established a theory to disregard all the manuscripts assimilated to the Latin, viewing them as inferior witnesses and worthless for examination. This majuscule manuscript belonged to that category. It is debatable whether Erasmus noted that these two manuscripts – one supporting his decision on the Comma Johanneum and the other opposing his opinion on the Greek text underlying the Vulgate – were one and the same. But one thing is certain, namely that his verdict of this old Vatican manuscript would almost determine its fate over the next two hundred years.
 
            Several decades after Erasmus’s work, Lucas Brugensis in his annotations on the Vulgate text, published in 1580, employed a small number of readings from an ancient Greek manuscript in the Vatican. He never saw the manuscript himself, but only received a partial collation of it from his colleague Werner. For Lucas Brugensis, it was one of the few Greek witnesses that supported the Vulgate renderings. His use of the manuscript was actually part of the Catholic response to the rise of the Greek New Testament editions. In defending the superiority of the Latin text, the manuscript was selectively used to justify that the Greek text underlying the Vulgate was superior to the common Greek edition. The reception of this scanty set of data, however, caused remarkable effects that would have been unthinkable to Lucas Brugensis. In fact, in a way it ‘backfired’ against his intention: in the next century his information about this Vatican manuscript was taken to validate Erasmus’s Latinisation theory. On the basis of the evidence culled from his notes, critics regarded the manuscript as a close ally of the Latin version, thus strengthening its reputation as a typical Latinised witness. This consensus was so strong that Mill simply embraced the Latinisation theory without a second thought. For him, the Vatican manuscript referred to was undoubtedly created or corrected according to a Latin copy, thereby having no value for reconstructing the text. As someone relying on secondary sources, what caused Mill to ponder was the ‘distinctness’ of this manuscript. It was difficult for him to discern whether a reference to a certain manuscript in the Vatican Library really concerns this very Vatican manuscript. This sort of uncertainty led him to make different types of references in his edition.
 
            Nevertheless, at that time not everyone regarded this ancient manuscript as worthless for making Greek New Testament editions. In fact, in the seventeenth century a few projects initiated by scholars affiliated with the Vatican Library made extensive use of it. Although none of these projects ever materialised, sooner or later, some information did find its way into the history of scholarship. One example was made known to the scholarly world in 1673: a collection of variant readings from manuscripts kept in the Barberini Library in Rome. Due to the anonymity of the manuscripts collated, the collection’s authenticity and its value have long been doubted. Of particular note was one of the ‘codices Barberini’, which contains numerous unique readings agreeing with the Latin renderings. As a consequence, this collection was regarded as yet another piece of evidence confirming Erasmus’s hypothesis, that is, that some Greek manuscripts had been corrected according to the Latin tradition. In addition to this puzzling collection, around the same period several visitors had the chance to see a very ancient manuscript in the Vatican Library. Noteworthy was Burnet’s account as found in his diary record of his journey, in which he proposed to date this manuscript to the late third century, or more precisely around 385 CE, a very old age indeed. From then on, the issue of dating gradually surfaced, and the antiquity of the manuscript started to lead scholars reconsider the plausibility of that dominant Latinisation theory.
 
            The dominance of the theory, however, seemed to have had little influence on Bentley and his ambitious project. As a renowned classical scholar, Bentley did not really belong to the circle of New Testament textual scholarship. By following his classicist’s intuition and critical mind, he defended the value of antiquity and proposed a hypothesis opposite to that of Erasmus. For Erasmus, the resemblance to the Vulgate resulted in the inferiority of the text, but for Bentley, the conformity with the Latin tradition in fact manifested the superiority of a given witness. Starting from this belief, Bentley planned to make a text solely based on ancient witnesses, and that ancient majuscule in the Vatican – called by him ‘the Roman manuscript’ – was one of the very few ancient Greek manuscripts known to him. At his request, two collations were made and sent to Cambridge, the first around 1721 by Mico and the latter in 1729 by Rulotta. These collations gave Bentley privileged knowledge of the manuscript ahead of his time, and his use of it clearly anticipated developments only seen in the nineteenth century. As shown vividly in his working edition, its readings often tallied with other majuscules to support the changes he intended to make. But he sometimes depended too heavily on the Latin renderings in making decisions, so the readings of the Roman manuscript were disregarded due to their dissimilarity to Latin. Unfortunately for wider scholarship, Bentley never completed his edition. Hence, neither his knowledge of the manuscript nor his use of it was conveyed to the public during his lifetime. In fact, access to his works – especially the first collation of the manuscript – would be delayed for more than half a century after his death.
 
            Perhaps no one was more frustrated than Wettstein, once a protégé of Bentley, in pursuing his former patron’s collation of the Roman manuscript. Unlike Bentley who concentrated on ancient witnesses, it was Wettstein’s intention to include all the available information that led him to search for the manuscript’s variants as a missing piece of a jigsaw puzzle. His several attempts were in vain. Still, based on all the secondary sources attainable to him, no matter how unusual they were, Wettstein managed to collect a considerable amount of data on this manuscript. He also introduced the siglum B to the world of textual scholarship and made clear which readings belonged to the ancient majuscule preserved in the Vatican Library. Through this denotation, Wettstein constructed a distinct reference to the manuscript, which would then become an essential part of the scholarly perception until the present day. Despite his recognition of its antiquity, Wettstein’s opinion on the Vatican manuscript was, however, somewhat ambivalent. He had once thought of making the text on the basis of ancient Greek manuscripts, an approach similar to that of Bentley. And yet, during the preparation of his substantial edition, Wettstein’s knowledge of the manuscript B was restricted by the lens of ‘filtered’ data, mainly selected in favour of the Latin renderings, even including some infamous errors. Those biased pieces of information strengthened his belief in considering the manuscript as an interpolated and corrupted witness according to the Latin version. In the end, Wettstein became another victim of the Latinisation delusion, just as most of his contemporaries.
 
            With the great amount of data gathered in his edition, Wettstein’s reinforcement of the Latinisation theory persuaded many scholars in the mid-eighteenth century. However, around the same period the notion of recension, already hinted at by Bentley’s proposal, emerged in the debate on text-critical theories. Wettstein’s rival Bengel classified manuscripts into two ‘families’ and also recognised the value of ancient manuscripts. Although his knowledge of the Vatican manuscript was limited to very few readings, Bengel accurately identified it as one of the Barberini manuscripts and considered its potentiality as second only to Codex Alexandrinus. Decades later, a threefold scheme proposed by Griesbach offered an encompassing theory for grouping and evaluating witnesses. For him, the best group was the Alexandrian recension as far as the reconstruction of the text is concerned. Due to the lack of available data, in Griesbach’s first Greek New Testament edition of 1775 and 1777, no recension was assigned to the Vatican manuscript – now called by many the Vatican manuscript par excellence. The situation of data limitations dramatically changed in 1788, when Birch published the collation of this manuscript in the Gospels. After obtaining this set of data, Griesbach noticed that many of the manuscript’s readings are excellent but some are extraordinary. Hence he attributed the manuscript to a mixture of Alexandrian and Western recensions, the latter being characterised as influenced by the Latin tradition. We could even say that the text of the Vatican manuscript was too unique to be situated within Griesbach’s scheme. Consequently, its value was still not yet fully understood.
 
            Griesbach and subsequent critics extensively relied on the collation made by Birch. Furthermore, as the first scholar who had published an overview of the Vatican manuscript based on his personal inspection, Birch’s description of the manuscript also significantly influenced its scholarly perception. Both the data he offered and the judgement he gave, however, were not as solid as he stated. In a very subtle way, Birch acknowledged Woide’s help in letting him know Mico’s collation, thereby making some portions of his collation secondary in nature. Based on the correspondence between himself and Woide, his dependence on the latter’s notes was heavier than previously known. In a similar vein, he confidently claimed that the accents and breathing marks were made in far antiquity, a misjudgement that would lead astray many scholars and cause heated debates. Bearing all this in mind, at the turn of the nineteenth century, the scholarly world nevertheless finally had a significant expansion of data on this manuscript. The complete set of variant readings containing its entire New Testament was published by Birch between 1798 and 1801. In addition, one of Bentley’s collations – the one made by Mico – also became available in 1799, though the reproduction was not based on the original collation but was edited from Woide’s notes. Although they were far from perfect and sometimes even contradicted each other, from then on critics at least had two datasets concerning the manuscript’s text. In short, the emergence of the newly available data, some eyewitness descriptions, and the evaluation based on recension theory caused the manuscript to become more and more prominent. In this period the phrase Codex Vaticanus first appeared in non-Latin works as the reference to this specific manuscript in the Vatican. It then became the technical term to be used continuously up to the present day.
 
            Soon after it became more visible in text-critical discussions, Codex Vaticanus was forced into exile. As a result of Napoleon’s invasion of Italy, it was sent to Paris and was kept in the Bibliothèque nationale de France from 1799 onward. Hug grasped this opportunity to study the manuscript in detail, and his findings were published in 1810. Based on his close analysis, including the comparison with patristic sources and contemporary archaeological findings, he cogently dated the manuscript to the early fourth century. This precise dating rendered the traditional Latinisation theory hardly sustainable: if this manuscript was copied several decades before Jerome’s Vulgate translation, how could it be at all corrected according to that Latin version? In addition to his dating, which is generally accepted by modern textual critics, Hug also proposed to locate the manuscript’s place of origin in Egypt, or more precisely Alexandria. His reconstruction fitted the recension theory well, according to which Codex Vaticanus belongs to the Alexandrian recension. After the return of the manuscript to the Vatican Library in 1816, once again it became very difficult for scholars outside Rome to study it. Therefore in the coming years Hug’s eyewitness report would serve as the standard guide for knowing its characteristics. However, despite his recognition of the antiquity of Codex Vaticanus, based on his own version of the recension theory, Hug did not consider its text as superior to other ancient witnesses. In other words, although all the pieces of evidence for the superiority of the manuscript were at hand, the verdict itself was delayed for a few more decades.
 
            Eventually, it was Lachmann who made the appreciation of the superior value of Codex Vaticanus. As Bentley a century earlier, Lachmann was another classicist who advanced the field of New Testament textual scholarship. In his groundbreaking edition of 1831, Lachmann made full use of the manuscript. Although he did not explicitly argue for its excellence, his use of the manuscript evidently showed his conviction that it should be the foundation for reconstructing the text. In fact, Lachmann was inspired by Bentley in employing the oldest witnesses and valuing the readings attested by both ancient Greek and Latin manuscripts. He also followed the recent recension theory by distinguishing two families (‘der Orient’ and ‘der Occident’) among the witnesses of the New Testament text. By exclusively using the collations of Birch and Mico (via Woide’s reproduction), Lachmann reconstructed a fourth-century text in a way similar to that of Codex Vaticanus. Hence he achieved what had been proposed by Bentley, that is, to publish an edition based on ancient witnesses. Although it indeed dethroned the enduring Textus Receptus, Lachmann’s text was not without deficiencies. He relied too much on the imprecise collations, including those of Codex Vaticanus, and had too little knowledge about ancient versions and patristic sources. In a word, the precise text of the manuscript and adequate use of it were still wanting.
 
            While the prestige of this manuscript was widely recognised in the mid-nineteenth century, the scholarly world became eager to pursue its text in the most comprehensive and accurate form. Scholars visited Rome with the hope of obtaining permission to study it. Several editions came out to serve the need for a complete text of the manuscript, but they were still based on the secondary sources that were accessible. And there were rumours spread across Europe about a forthcoming edition being prepared by the Roman cardinal Maius. When Tischendorf and Tregelles visited the Vatican Library in the 1840s, they were stimulated by this kind of atmosphere that strived for the advanced knowledge of the most ancient manuscript. Tischendorf saw the manuscript in person in 1843, and two years later Tregelles stayed in Rome for several months for the same purpose. As an expert in palaeography, Tischendorf focused on the manuscript’s particulars and offered a useful supplement to the existing data, including some scribal corrections that had been overlooked by former scholarship. Tregelles was less fortunate than his colleague regarding his pursuit of this ancient manuscript. During his stay, he was only able to make a few additions. In short, Tischendorf and Tregelles’s understanding of the manuscript’s text was still limited within the scope of the previous collations, but by comparing those sources with the highest precision they did remedy many contradictions therein.
 
            Despite their unsuccessful visits, Tischendorf and Tregelles’s contributions to the scholarly understanding of Codex Vaticanus were still particularly noteworthy. Tischendorf compared this ancient manuscript with another majuscule, Codex Friderico-Augustanus, a fragmentary Septuagint manuscript that he himself had just discovered. The latter would subsequently be known as a portion of the famous Codex Sinaiticus. Hence, Tischendorf’s comparison in a way foresaw a topic that would frequently recur in later discussions, namely the comparison between the two pillar majuscules of the Greek Bible. He also rediscovered Bentley’s second collation during his stay in Cambridge, the one made by Rulotta that was thought to have been lost long ago. Because of Tischendorf’s efforts, an additional set of data became available to the scholarly world. His text-critical judgement, however, was not as sharp as his eyes. Although many details of the manuscript were indeed included in his editions, Tischendorf rejected its readings in various places, especially in his penultimate edition. Unlike Tischendorf who concentrated on the study of the manuscript itself and was always questing for additional data, Tregelles contributed to the scholarly perceptions of Codex Vaticanus in other aspects. By tracing many historical details, Tregelles was able to reconstruct a fair overview of the use of the manuscript from Erasmus to his own time. His reconstruction significantly advanced the understanding of the history of scholarship. Moreover, the most significant contribution Tregelles offered was his appropriate use of Codex Vaticanus. Regarded by him as the most valuable witness, this manuscript was carefully employed to compare with other ancient sources – majuscules, versions, and patristic citations – in reconstructing the text. Notwithstanding their endless endeavours, Tischendorf and Tregelles still failed to obtain a reliable and complete source of the manuscript. That desideratum remained to be fulfilled.
 
            In fact, a project based on Codex Vaticanus was already being prepared by Maius as early as 1828, but nothing emerged from Rome for several decades. Only after Maius passed away in 1855, was his edition finally issued. With Vercellone’s editorial support, in 1857 this five-volume work was published, containing both the Septuagint and the New Testament parts of Codex Vaticanus. For the first time in history, the complete text of the manuscript was made available to all. Although this edition had been prepared over nearly thirty years, its format and quality scarcely fulfilled scholars’ high expectations. Instead of a critical edition, what they saw was an edition of moderate quality with many supplements from the traditional text. However, as the first Greek Bible ever printed at Rome, this edition was not made merely to serve scholarly circles but also ecclesiastical contexts. Unsatisfied with the editio princeps, there was an ‘explosion’ of different editions within a few years after its publication: pirate editions, former editions republished or revised, radical revision, and also the official second Roman edition. It is evident that scholars were still pursuing a precise edition of the most ancient and most important manuscript. Eventually all the pursuits came to an end when Tischendorf’s edition and Vercellone’s Roman facsimile were produced respectively in 1867 and 1868. With these two editions at hand, critical scholarship could now welcome the text of this ancient majuscule in its completion that was as precise as possible.
 
            After a long journey of more than three centuries, Codex Vaticanus finally rose to the prominent status assigned to it in modern scholarship. All the barriers to obtaining a reliable dataset of its text were also removed. Given the encompassing theory he employed, Tregelles would have been the perfect candidate to make full use of the manuscript in his edition. However, the fragility of his health prevented him from applying the newly available data to his edition. In the end, all he could do was to leave his notes and collations to his young colleague Hort, who was asked to complete the final part of his edition. Hort did so accordingly. In a way, the future of New Testament textual scholarship was determined by fate and friendship. In 1879, the last instalment of Tregelles’s Greek New Testament was released, including additions and corrections to the information on Codex Vaticanus as given in his previous instalments. Two years later, Hort and his Cambridge fellow Westcott published their own monumental edition. For many, Westcott and Hort’s edition signifies the inauguration of the modern critical era, but for the present study, their edition serves as the felicitous closure. It marked the end of the formation of the modern perception of ‘Codex Vaticanus’.
 
           
          
            2 Methodological Contributions
 
            In addition to the history analysed above, my explorations also shed some fresh light on methodological matters. In the first place, this book demonstrates that historical investigation into the scholarly reception of a certain manuscript is worthwhile and that the results are fruitful. It offers a fresh perspective for analysing the history of New Testament textual scholarship, tracing the development of text-critical theories, and observing the transformation of concepts. Moreover, the present study also shows the importance of historical awareness. In order to avoid anachronistic judgements, it is essential to carefully reconstruct the Sitz im Leben of scholars’ critical statements, their underlying methods, the sources they relied on, and the limitations of the data used. A telling example is perhaps the various ways our subject manuscript was referred to in the course of time. The technical term ‘Codex Vaticanus’ – as it is exclusively called nowadays – is in fact a modern construction. Before the manuscript gained its prestigious fame in the nineteenth century, a variety of references to this Greek majuscule in the Vatican had been generated, reflecting the understanding and perception of it in different periods. The example of the changing perceptions of the manuscript indicates that any serious study of the past should always be historically grounded and evidence-based.
 
            Second, just as the current trend in textual scholarship urges to investigate any given manuscript holistically before analysing its text, so does the investigation of the history of textual scholarship: all sorts of data should be brought to the fore. In order to reconstruct a reliable foundation for studies of this kind, one should not rely on secondary sources such as recapitulations by others. Instead, primary materials are to be the main concern, including critical editions, book reviews, pamphlets, and also archive collections. For instance, scholars have been troubled by the mysterious origin of the error in Jude 5 (the omission of ὑμᾶς in Vaticanus), first attested in Wettstein’s edition. By delving into many items in Wettstein’s archive collection preserved in Amsterdam, the source was revealed by a tiny note written in his own hand. It turned out that Wettstein relied on Amelote’s obscure work for obtaining this piece of information. Through Wettstein, this inaccurate variant entered the textual scholarship of the New Testament, and had a long transmission history from one critical edition to another. Even after the appearance of collations and transcriptions of the manuscript, this error was still retained in many critical apparatuses. A comprehensive examination of this sort can illustrate the transmission of a given source, showcase the working method of a scholar under discussion, explain otherwise unreasonable text-critical decisions, and deepen our understanding of the scholarly network in certain periods of time.
 
            The third point is that the ‘data-driven’ approach applied throughout this volume has proved to be essential. Rather than limiting analysis to some examples chosen at random, a concentrated analysis into the selected passages and sample chapters has consistently been conducted in every source under discussion, be it collation, transcription, or the apparatus of critical editions. By means of the dataset culled, patterns and characteristics of each source can be assuredly discerned. In combination with the analytical framework of categorisation, moreover, the quality and accuracy of each source can be established on the basis of this quantitative and objective approach. Take Mico’s collation for example. My analysis shows on statistical grounds that it is the most comprehensive and accurate among all the collations known. Mico seldom made errors, but he did report some imprecise pieces of information, mainly due to his tendency to follow scribal corrections. He also frequently noted the diacritics and paratextual features added by the later hands.
 
            Furthermore, the inputs from the investigation into these data also allow a deeper reflection on the flowchart proposed in the introduction of this book. By following a clear procedure for analysing the causes of errors in the scholarly use of Codex Vaticanus, a better understanding of the errors made by various critics can be reached. If they made an error notwithstanding that they had direct access to the manuscript, the reason may be found in the ways they examined the manuscript (for instance, confusion about the scribal hand or correction, lack of experience in palaeography, misreading of their own notes). If they relied on a collation, then the error could come from either the collator or the critic who used the collation. In addition to the mistakes listed above, dependence on a collation always leads to difficult decisions being required when the collation is silent at a certain place. And the critic could misunderstand the collation due to carelessness or differences between the base texts used. If the printed version of the collation was employed, then another layer – the editorial and printing process – should also be taken into account. Again, the reception of Mico’s collation is illustrative in this regard. It was Woide’s reproduction that made this collation accessible to most critics. But Woide’s notes were in fact made upon an edition in difference from Mico’s base text, and his notes were posthumously edited and published. By utilising the approach offered here, the complexity of the reception of any given source can be elucidated. The detection of errors does not aim at judging scholars’ discrepancies from our privileged position, but it is to understand the transmission of information that often handed on to us through tortuous pathways.
 
           
          
            3 Perspectives for Further Research
 
            The present book proposed a new approach to investigating the historical use of one particular manuscript, and the results have proven to be fruitful. This new perspective and the methodology established in this study can function as a model for investigations into the history of other New Testament manuscripts. Criteria for selection should include the importance of the manuscript under consideration, the longevity of its scholarly reception, and perhaps its multifaceted perception. Legitimate candidates are Codex Alexandrinus, Codex Ephraemi, and Codex Bezae, but many others would be equally suitable for smaller-scale research. Notable versional manuscripts of the New Testament and their scholarly history can be also examined. In addition, if we expand to consider cognate fields such as the Septuagint studies, several manuscripts deserve serious attention by applying a similar approach, of course including our manuscript.3 Indeed, each manuscript has its own unique history to be unfolded, reconstructed, and narrated.
 
            In addition to the grand narrative of other important manuscripts, some detours noticed in the course of this investigation may also be worthwhile for further study. Especially, a number of archive entries touched upon in my examination are still waiting for more substantive research.4 Research into those underexplored areas will definitely enrich our understanding of the history of this field. Thanks to the digital age, many data can now be accessed virtually, and many others will become available in the foreseeable future. Digitisation of specific documents can also facilitate the way current scholars approach materials. In fact, a significant portion of this research could only be conducted thanks to specific digitisation requests.5 It is notable that although we now live at an ever greater distance from the times of the sources themselves, technology aids us in being perhaps more fruitful than our predecessors in studying history.
 
            At the very beginning of this book, I decided to frame the scope of the current project between Erasmus and Maius. It will be beneficial to apply the same rigorous examination to those well-known stories that took place after the cardinal’s edition, that is, the journey beginning from Westcott and Hort and continuing into the twentieth and twenty-first centuries. That part of history as well is an ideal subject for another project.
 
           
          
            4 Positionality, Scholarship, and Responsibility
 
            After a long journey over more than three centuries, across numerous places, and involving many individuals, a reflection upon the investigation itself and my own positionality may befit the ending of this volume. As someone coming from Asia and studying in Europe, my personal background offers a unique perspective for exploring the scholarly history of Codex Vaticanus, a seemingly exclusively Eurocentric topic. My curiosity originated from the quest for a better understanding of the origin of this manuscript’s lasting influences. How and why had it come to impact the text and version of the biblical material I am familiar with? During these explorations, I encountered many intriguing stories and have tried to present each of them in a balanced way. What I have learned the most is that the scholarly knowledge of Vaticanus is not a linear development, not simply from bias towards enlightenment; it is more like shifting from one perspective to another. Indeed, scholars in every generation have their own perspectives and subjectivity concerning this very manuscript.
 
            Moreover, this study has made me realise that these scholars were more than ‘textual critics’ but people of flesh and blood. Their main concerns were certainly to comment on, evaluate, or make the text, but pure reasoning and objective judgements were not always the grounds for reaching their conclusions. Other factors often played significant roles, for instance theological debates, personal interests, and the societal milieu of the time. Tischendorf and Tregelles serve as a good example in this regard. Unquestionably, these two scholars both made substantial contributions to the scholarly world regarding the knowledge of Codex Vaticanus. Yet, the driving factors were very different between the two, thus leading to their divergent views of the manuscript. For Tischendorf, his pursuit of academic prestige and his ability to network made it possible for personal examination, clear descriptions, and eventually an accurate edition of the manuscript. At the same time, his opinion on it was always affected by his ‘discovery’ of the other fourth-century majuscule, Codex Sinaiticus. For Tregelles, his assiduousness and skilful comparison allowed him to make great use of the available sources, but his lack of social and political capital prevented him from further study of Vaticanus. Moreover, although his opinion on the value of the manuscript was mainly text-critical, the motive that drove Tregelles to scrutinise every detail was purely religious: he hoped to reconstruct the best attainable text of the Word of God. In a way, Tischendorf and Tregelles’s perceptions of Codex Vaticanus reflect their own personality, characteristics, and interests.6
 
            The preceding example also illustrates the recurring theme over the entire book, namely accessibility to the manuscript. Due to the guardianship of the Vatican Library, for a long time only a very few privileged individuals could get access to studying it. Undoubtedly this was intertwined with prevailing power structure and political affairs. The turning point took place at the beginning of the nineteenth century, when Codex Vaticanus went into exile in Paris. Hug took this opportunity to examine the manuscript without much disturbance. His study advanced the understanding of the manuscript, and his influence has lasted until the present day. It is one of the clearest examples showing how scholarly knowledge of Vaticanus was interwoven with larger contexts such as European history. Turning into the current digital era, free access to the digital images of the manuscript seems to decentralise the power structure to a large extent. During my study, I experienced over and over again the advantage of belonging to this digital generation. This privilege of accessibility also invites us, researchers of this time, to take responsibility for knowing the past in a more nuanced way and making our contributions to the scholarly community more heuristically.
 
            In the end, this is a study concerning one single manuscript and many individuals surrounding it – me included. In fact, I am also writing a small part of the history of Codex Vaticanus. The journey of this research has better informed me about history, not from an objective, distanced point of view, but hermeneutically speaking, it has helped me to broaden my horizon and become more maturely aware of my own contextuality. In the presentation of this book, this is what I hope to offer to scholarship at large, and hopefully even beyond.
 
           
        
 
      
       
         
           
            Appendix A: Chronology of the Scholarly Use of Vaticanus
 
          
 
           
            On the basis of my explorations, an overview of the scholarly history of Codex Vaticanus is given below in chronological order. Important and influential scholars and their works are listed, with reference to the main section(s) where they are discussed in this book. A list such as this one is by nature selective and only for illustrative purposes.1
 
            
                       
                    	Year 
                    	Person 
                    	Remarks 
                    	Ref. 
   
                    	1521 
                    	Bombace 
                    	Letter containing two variants in 1 John in reply to Erasmus’s request 
                    	§ 1.1 
  
                    	1527 
                    	Erasmus 
                    	Reference to B 03 in his fourth edition concerning the discussion of the Comma 
                    	§ 1.1 
  
                    	1533 
                    	Sepúlveda 
                    	Letter to Erasmus with the list of 365 readings from B 03 
                    	§ 1.2 
  
                    	1535 
                    	Erasmus 
                    	Four extra notes in his last edition; B 03 as a ‘Latinised’ manuscript 
                    	§ 1.2 
  
                    	1580 
                    	Lucas Brugensis 
                    	Eighteen references to B 03 in the New Testament part in the Notationes 
                    	§ 1.3.1 
  
                    	1606 
                    	Lucas Brugensis 
                    	Thirteen notes, selected and abbreviated from the 1580 annotations, found in the ‘Notarum ad varias lectiones’ 
                    	§ 1.3.2 
  
                    	ca 1615 
                    	Caryophilus 
                    	Collation of B 03 (against the 1671/1672 Antwerp edition) as part of the ‘codices Barberini’; preserved in Rome 
                    	§ 2.1 
  
                    	1669 
                    	Bartolocci 
                    	Collation of B 03 (against the 1518 Aldine edition); a copy preserved in Paris 
                    	§ 2.2 
  
                    	1673 
                    	Possinus 
                    	Publication of the ‘codices Barberini’ 
                    	§ 2.1 
  
                    	1685 
                    	Mabillon 
                    	Sees B 03 in person; his account published in 1687 
                    	§ 2.4 
  
                    	1685 
                    	Burnet 
                    	Sees B 03 in person; his account published in 1686 
                    	§ 2.4 
  
                    	post 1698 
                    	Zaccagni 
                    	Transcription of B 03 containing the whole New Testament; never published and preserved in Rome 
                    	§ 2.3 
  
                    	1698–1701 
                    	de Montfaucon 
                    	Sees B 03 in person; his account published in 1702 
                    	§ 2.4 
  
                    	1707 
                    	Toinard 
                    	Uses B 03 in the posthumously published Harmonia; already printed in 1678 as a private version 
                    	§ 2.4 
  
                    	1707 
                    	Mill 
                    	Twenty-four references to B 03 in his edition 
                    	§ 2.5 
  
                    	1709 
                    	Pfaff 
                    	Argument for the antiquity of B 03 based on Burnet’s account 
                    	§ 4.1 
  
                    	1716 
                    	Bentley 
                    	Letter to Wake to express his plan to prepare a new edition of the New Testament 
                    	§ 3.2 
  
                    	1720 
                    	Bentley 
                    	Issued the famous Proposals for Printing 
                    	§ 3.2 
  
                    	ca 1721 
                    	Mico 
                    	Collation of B 03 (against the 1524 Strasbourg edition) for Bentley; preserved in Cambridge 
                    	§ 3.3.1 
  
                    	post 1721 
                    	Bentley 
                    	Numerous references found in his interleaved 1628 Paris edition; preserved in Cambridge 
                    	§ 3.4 
  
                    	1726 
                    	Thomas Bentley 
                    	Letter to his uncle Richard with an attachment of a three-chapter specimen; preserved in Cambridge 
                    	§ 3.3.2 
  
                    	1729 
                    	Rulotta 
                    	Collation for Bentley, focusing on interlinear and marginal notes of B 03; preserved in Cambridge 
                    	§ 3.3.3 
  
                    	1729 
                    	Schöpflin 
                    	Letter to Wettstein mentioning his first-hand impression of B 03; preserved in Amsterdam 
                    	§ 4.2 
  
                    	1730 
                    	Wettstein 
                    	Summary of previous scholarship on B 03 in his anonymous Prolegomena 
                    	§ 4.2 
  
                    	1734 
                    	Bengel 
                    	Identification of B 03 as one of the ‘codices Barberini’ 
                    	§ 4.3.1 
  
                    	1738–1739 
                    	Wagstaffe 
                    	Examination of B 03 in person; letters to Berriman concerning seven passages; preserved in London and Rome 
                    	§ 4.3.2 
  
                    	1741 
                    	Berriman 
                    	References to B 03 in his Critical Dissertation by using Wagstaffe’s notes 
                    	§ 4.3.2 
  
                    	1749 
                    	Bianchini 
                    	Reproduces the first published facsimile image of the New Testament part of B 03 in his Evangeliarium quadruplex 
                    	§ 4.3.2 
  
                    	1750–1788 
                    	Michaelis 
                    	Publication of his widely-used handbook Einleitung (four editions); information on B 03 gradually expanded 
                    	§ 5.1.1; § 5.5 
  
                    	1751–1752 
                    	Wettstein 
                    	Creation of the siglum B; inventory of ninety references to B 03 
                    	§ 4.5 
  
                    	1765 
                    	Semler 
                    	Proposal of the recension theory, though no definite opinion on B 03 
                    	§ 5.1.2 
  
                    	1775–1777 
                    	Griesbach 
                    	Publication of the first edition of his NTG; the occurrences of B 03 around seventy times 
                    	§ 5.2 
  
                    	1781–1783 
                    	Birch 
                    	Examination of B 03 during his stay in Rome; a collation (against Mill’s edition) preserved in Copenhagen 
                    	§ 5.3.1 
  
                    	1785 
                    	Birch 
                    	First-hand account of B 03 in two publications 
                    	§ 5.3.2 
  
                    	ca 1785 
                    	Woide 
                    	Examination of Mico’s collation, currently kept by the younger Richard Bentley 
                    	§ 6.1.2 
  
                    	1785–1787 
                    	Birch 
                    	Letters to Woide to request copies of Mico’s collation of B 03; a copy of his collation attached; preserved in Oxford and Copenhagen 
                    	§ 6.1.2 
  
                    	1788 
                    	Birch 
                    	Descriptions of B 03 and the first published collation in his Quatuor Evangelia Graece 
                    	§ 5.4 
  
                    	1796–1806 
                    	Griesbach 
                    	Publication of the second edition of his NTG; references to B 03 mainly based on Birch’s collation 
                    	§ 5.6 
  
                    	1798–1801 
                    	Birch 
                    	Publication of the collation of B 03 in the entire New Testament 
                    	§ 6.1.1 
  
                    	1799 
                    	Woide 
                    	Publication of Mico’s collation; posthumously edited by Ford 
                    	§ 6.1.2 
  
                    	1809–1810 
                    	Hug 
                    	Examination of B 03 in Paris during its exile (1799–1815); his account published in 1810 
                    	§ 6.2 
  
                    	1817–1819 
                    	Scholz 
                    	Notice of the Paris copy of Bartolocci’s collation 
                    	§ 6.2.3 
  
                    	1828 
                    	Maius 
                    	Beginning of the preparation of his edition of B 03 
                    	§ 8.1 
  
                    	1831 
                    	Lachmann 
                    	Publication of his editio minor; B 03 as one of the main witnesses in use 
                    	§ 6.3 
  
                    	1836–1837 
                    	Penn 
                    	Publication of his English translation of the New Testament based on the text of B 03 
                    	§ 6.4.3 
  
                    	1838 
                    	Maius 
                    	Completion of the Septuagint and New Testament parts of his edition of B 03; beginning of the correction progress and the preparation of the prolegomena 
                    	§ 8.1 
  
                    	1841 
                    	Tischendorf 
                    	Publication of Ti1; references to B 03 relied on the previous collations 
                    	§ 7.3 
  
                    	1842–1850 
                    	Lachmann 
                    	Publication of his editio maior, including the critical apparatus made with the assistance of Buttmann 
                    	§ 6.3 
  
                    	1843 
                    	Tischendorf 
                    	First journey to Rome; examination of B 03 for six hours 
                    	§ 7.1 
  
                    	1845–1846 
                    	Tregelles 
                    	Journey to Rome; examination of B 03 with limitations 
                    	§ 7.4 
  
                    	1846 
                    	von Muralt 
                    	Publication of his editio minor of B 03 (editio maior in 1848), claiming to have been based on his examination for three days in 1844 
                    	§ 6.4.2 
  
                    	1847 
                    	Tischendorf 
                    	Extensive report on B 03 in his ‘Nachricht’ article 
                    	§ 7.2 
  
                    	1849 
                    	Tischendorf 
                    	Publication of Ti4; references to B 03 including his own examination 
                    	§ 7.3 
  
                    	1853–1855 
                    	Holwerda 
                    	Appreciation of the antiquity and value of B 03, followed by many conjectures proposed in his works 
                    	§ 6.4.3 
  
                    	1854 
                    	Tregelles 
                    	Publication of his Account, providing the most comprehensive overview of the history of B 03 
                    	§ 7.5 
  
                    	1855 
                    	Tischendorf 
                    	Rediscovery of Rulotta’s collation in Cambridge; report published in 1856 
                    	§ 7.2 
  
                    	1856 
                    	Tregelles 
                    	Publication of the ‘Introduction’ as part of the revised edition of Horne’s handbook, including his encompassing theory with a proper evaluation of B 03 
                    	§ 7.5 
  
                    	1856 
                    	Buttmann 
                    	Publication of his edition of B 03, based on all the secondary sources available to him 
                    	§ 6.4.2 
  
                    	1857–1872 
                    	Tregelles 
                    	Publication of GNT 1–7; B 03 used as the most important pillar for his reconstruction, though still based on various imperfect sources 
                    	§ 7.6; § 8.5 
  
                    	1857 
                    	Maius 
                    	Publication of the editio princeps of B 03; with editorial support by Vercellone 
                    	§ 8.1; § 8.2 
  
                    	1859 
                    	Tischendorf 
                    	Publication of Ti7; the first instalment already released in 1856; further information on B 03 included 
                    	§ 7.3 
  
                    	1859 
                    	Maius 
                    	Publication of the revised edition of B 03 
                    	§ 8.3 
  
                    	1860 
                    	Vercellone 
                    	Publication of Codice Vaticano; based on his lecture in 1859 
                    	§ 8.3 
  
                    	1860 
                    	Burgon 
                    	Examination of B 03 in person; his observations published in 1862 
                    	§ 8.4.1 
  
                    	1860 
                    	von Muralt 
                    	Publication of his second edition of B 03, without significant changes 
                    	§ 8.4.2 
  
                    	1860 
                    	Buttmann 
                    	Publication of his second edition of B 03, with many corrections 
                    	§ 8.4.2 
  
                    	1860 
                    	Kuenen & Cobet 
                    	Publication of their edition of B 03, with a text notably modified 
                    	§ 8.4.2 
  
                    	1861 
                    	Alford 
                    	Examination of B 03 in person; his observations included in his revised Greek New Testament edition 
                    	§ 8.4.2 
  
                    	1862 
                    	Ellis 
                    	Publication of selected handwritten notes in Bentley’s archive, including Rulotta’s collation 
                    	§ 8.4.2 
  
                    	1864 
                    	Hansell 
                    	Publication of an edition of ancient majuscules in parallel, including B 03 
                    	§ 8.4.2 
  
                    	1866 
                    	Tischendorf 
                    	Second journey to Rome; examination of B 03 for three weeks 
                    	§ 8.5 
  
                    	1866 
                    	Vercellone 
                    	Beginning of the preparation of the new Roman edition 
                    	§ 8.5 
  
                    	1867 
                    	Tischendorf 
                    	Publication of his edition of B 03 and a separate Appendix 
                    	§ 8.5 
  
                    	1868 
                    	Vercellone & Cozza-Luzi 
                    	Publication of the New Testament part of the Roman edition 
                    	§ 8.5 
  
                    	1869–1872 
                    	Tischendorf 
                    	Publication of Ti8; extensive information on B 03 included 
                    	§ 8.5 
  
                    	1879 
                    	Hort 
                    	Publication of Tregelles’s GNT 7 based on Tregelles’s notes, including corrections and supplements to B 03 
                    	§ 8.5 
 
              

            
 
           
         
         
           
            Appendix B: Data of the Scholarly Use of Vaticanus
 
          
 
           
            The data of the scholarly use of Codex Vaticanus discussed in this book are presented in the complete form below. Each of the following tables concerns a particular scholar and his use of the manuscript. Some tables provide a comprehensive examination of all the occurrences of the manuscript in the sources under examination (Lucas Brugensis, Mill, Wettstein, and Griesbach’s first edition). Because of the vast amount of data, others are examined on the basis of a set of sample chapters (Bentley, Birch, Lachmann, Tischendorf, and Tregelles). In all the tables the four categories introduced are applied (‘cor.’, ‘imp.’, ‘err.’, ‘oth.’; see Introduction, § 2) and indicated in the last column ‘Cat.’ (standing for ‘category’). In addition, the siglum ‘s.’ is used to stand for the abbreviation of silentium, indicating the absence of the information concerning the manuscript.
 
            
              1 Lucas Brugensis’s Notationes
 
              This table provides the overview of all the occurrences of Codex Vaticanus in Lucas Brugensis’s comments in the New Testament part of the Notationes. The presence or absence in the ‘Notarum ad varias lectiones’ is also given for comparison.1
 
              
                           
                      	Place 
                      	Vulgate 
                      	1580 Notationes 
                      	Remarks 
                      	1606 
                      	Cat. 
   
                      	Matt 5:222 
                      	om. sine causa 
                      	om. εἰκῆ 
                      	 
                      	x 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Matt 6:4 
                      	om. (in) palam 
                      	om. ἐν τῷ φανερῷ 
                      	 
                      	x 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Matt 6:6 
                      	om. in manifesto 
                      	om. ἐν τῷ φανερῷ 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Matt 6:18 
                      	om. in manifesto 
                      	om. ἐν τῷ φανερῷ 
                      	 
                      	x 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Matt 11:23 
                      	nunquid usque in caelum exaltaberis? usque in infernum descendes 
                      	μὴ ἕως τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ὑψωθήσῃ; ἕως ᾅδου καταβήσῃ 
                      	B omits του 
                      	x 
                      	err. 
  
                      	Matt 19:17 
                      	qui me interrogas de bono? unus est bonus, Deus 
                      	τί με ἐρωτᾷς περὶ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ; εἷς ἐστιν ὁ ἀγαθός 
                      	εις added by B1 
                      	x 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Mark 1:2 
                      	in Isaia Propheta 
                      	ἐν ἠσαΐᾳ τῷ προφήτῃ 
                      	B εν τω ησαια … 
                      	x 
                      	err. 
  
                      	Mark 13:14 
                      	om. quae dicta est a Daniele Propheta 
                      	om. τὸ ῥηθὲν ὑπὸ δανιὴλ τοῦ προφήτου 
                      	 
                      	x 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Mark 15:8 
                      	ascendisset 
                      	ἀναβάς 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Mark 15:47 
                      	Ioseph 
                      	ἰωσήφ [at Matt 13:55] 
                      	B ιωσητος here 
                      	x 
                      	err. 
  
                      	Luke 2:38 
                      	redemtionem Israël 
                      	λύτρωσιν τοῦ ἰσραήλ 
                      	B … ιερουσαλημ 
                      	x 
                      	err. 
  
                      	Luke 4:83 
                      	om. vade post me Satana 
                      	om. ὕπαγε ὀπίσω μου σατανᾶ 
                      	 
                      	x 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 10:1 
                      	septuaginta duos 
                      	ἑβδομήκοντα δύο 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 11:24 
                      	om. fiat voluntas tua sicut in caelo et in terra 
                      	om. γενηθήτω τὸ θέλημά σου, ὡς ἐν οὐρανῷ, καὶ ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς 
                      	 
                      	x 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	John 1:28 
                      	Bethania 
                      	βηθανίᾳ 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	John 5:2 
                      	Bethsaida 
                      	βηθσαΐδα 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	John 7:39 
                      	nondum enim erat spiritus datus, quia 
                      	οὔπω γὰρ ἦν πνεῦμα ἅγιον δεδομένον, ὅτι 
                      	 
                      	x 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	John 12:7 
                      	sine illam, ut in diem sepulturae meae servet illud 
                      	ἄφες αὐτήν, ἵνα εἰς τὴν ἡμέραν τοῦ ἐνταφιασμοῦ μου τηρήσῃ αὐτό 
                      	 
                      	x 
                      	cor. 
 
                

              
 
             
            
              2 Mill’s Novum Testamentum
 
              The following table provides a complete list of the occurrences of Codex Vaticanus in the critical apparatus of Mill’s Novum Testamentum.5 The most plausible sources from which Mill obtained the information are given, and the penultimate column indicates whether the witness in the Barberini manuscripts is referred to.6
 
              
                           
                      	Place 
                      	Mill 1707 
                      	Variant 
                      	Source 
                      	Barb. 
                      	Cat. 
   
                      	Matt 5:22 
                      	εἰκῆ 
                      	om. 
                      	Luc. Brug. 
                      	x 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Matt 6:4 
                      	ἐν τῷ φανερῷ 
                      	om. 
                      	Luc. Brug. 
                      	x 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Matt 6:18 
                      	ἐν τῷ φανερῷ 
                      	om. 
                      	Luc. Brug. 
                      	x 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Matt 11:23 
                      	ἡ ἕως τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ὑψωθεῖσα, ἕως ᾅδου καταβιβασθήσῃ 
                      	μὴ ἕως τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ὑψωθήσῃ; ἕως ᾅδου καταβήσῃ 
                      	Luc. Brug. 
                      	x 
                      	err. 
  
                      	Matt 13:55 
                      	Ἰωσῆς 
                      	Ἰωσήφ 
                      	Simon 
                      	x 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Matt 19:17 
                      	Τί με λέγεις ἀγαθόν; οὐδεὶς ἀγαθός, εἰ μὴ εἷς, ὁ Θεός 
                      	Τί με ἐρωτᾷς περὶ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ; εἷς ἐστιν ὁ ἀγαθός 
                      	Luc. Brug. 
                      	x 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Mark 1:2 
                      	ἐν τοῖς προφήταις 
                      	ἐν Ἠσαΐᾳ τῷ προφήτῃ 
                      	Luc. Brug. 
                      	x 
                      	err. 
  
                      	Mark 15:8 
                      	ἀναβοήσας ὁ ὄχλος 
                      	ἀναβὰς ὁ ὄχλος 
                      	Grotius 
                      	x 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 2:38 
                      	ἐν Ἱερουσαλήμ 
                      	τοῦ Ἰσραήλ 
                      	Luc. Brug. 
                      	 
                      	err. 
  
                      	Luke 4:8 
                      	Ὕπαγε ὀπίσω μου σατανᾶ 
                      	om. 
                      	Luc. Brug. 
                      	x 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 10:1 
                      	ἑβδομήκοντα 
                      	add. δύο 
                      	Erasmus 
                      	x 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 11:2 
                      	γενηθήτω τὸ θέλημά σου, ὡς ἐν οὐρανῷ, καὶ ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς 
                      	om. 
                      	Luc. Brug. 
                      	x 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 21:25 
                      	ἠχούσης 
                      	ἠχοῦς 
                      	unknown 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	John 7:39 
                      	πνεῦμα ἅγιον 
                      	add. διδόμεμον 
                      	Luc. Brug. 
                      	x 
                      	err. 
  
                      	John 7:53 
                      	pericope adulterae 
                      	om. 
                      	Maldonatus 
                      	x 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	John 12:7 
                      	εἰς τὴν ἡμέραν τοῦ ἐνταφιασμοῦ μου τετήρηκεν 
                      	ἵνα εἰς τὴν ἡμέραν τοῦ ἐνταφιασμοῦ μου τηρήσῃ 
                      	Luc. Brug. 
                      	x 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Acts 27:16 
                      	Κλαύδην 
                      	Καῦδα 
                      	Erasmus 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2 Cor 11:28 
                      	ἐπισύστασις 
                      	ἐπίστασις 
                      	Casaubon? 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1 John 4:2 
                      	ἐληλυθότα 
                      	ἐληλυθέναι 
                      	Bombace 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1 John 4:3 
                      	Χριστὸν ἐν σαρκὶ ἐληλυθότα 
                      	om. 
                      	Bombace 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1 John 4:3 
                      	ὅ 
                      	om. 
                      	Bombace 
                      	 
                      	err. 
  
                      	1 John 5:7–8 
                      	Comma Johanneum 
                      	om. 
                      	Erasmus 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1 John 5:9 
                      	ἥν 
                      	ὅτι 
                      	Bombace 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1 John 5:10 
                      	ἑαυτῷ 
                      	αὑτῷ 
                      	Bombace 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
 
                

              
 
             
            
              3 Bentley’s Proposed Edition
 
              The following table presents Bentley’s use of Codex Vaticanus in Galatians, based on his handwritten notes (Adv.a.2.2). The proposed textual changes are given, and the information on the ‘Roman manuscript’ is provided as recorded in his critical apparatus.7
 
              
                           
                      	Gal 
                      	TR (Paris 1628) 
                      	Bly. text 
                      	‘Rom.’ in Bly. a. c. 
                      	B 03 
                      	Cat. 
   
                      	1:4 
                      	ὑπέρ 
                      	περί 
                      	s. 
                      	υπερ 
                      	 
  
                      	1:10 
                      	εἰ γὰρ ἔτι 
                      	εἰ ἔτι 
                      	om. γάρ 
                      	ει ετι 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:11 
                      	δέ 
                      	γάρ 
                      	γάρ 
                      	γαρ 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:12 
                      	οὔτε ἐδιδάχθην 
                      	οὐδὲ ἐδιδάχθην 
                      	s. 
                      	ουτε εδιδαχθην 
                      	 
  
                      	1:12 
                      	δι’ 
                      	διά 
                      	s. 
                      	δι 
                      	 
  
                      	1:15 
                      	εὐδόκησεν 
                      	ηὐδόκησεν 
                      	ηὐδόκησεν8 
                      	ευδοκησεν 
                      	err. 
  
                      	1:15 
                      	ὁ θεὸς ὁ ἀφορίσας 
                      	ὁ ἀφορίσας 
                      	s. 
                      	ο αφωρισας 
                      	 
  
                      	1:17 
                      	ἀλλ’ 
                      	ἀλλά 
                      	s. 
                      	αλλα 
                      	 
  
                      	1:19 
                      	οὐκ εἶδον 
                      	εἶδον οὐδένα 
                      	s. 
                      	ουχ [B2 ουκ] ειδον 
                      	 
  
                      	1:24 
                      	ἐδόξαζον ἐν ἐμοί 
                      	ἐν ἐμοὶ ἐδόξαζον 
                      	s. 
                      	εδοξαζον εν εμοι 
                      	 
  
                      	2:4 
                      	καταδουλώσωνται 
                      	καταδουλώσωσιν 
                      	καταδουλώσωσιν 
                      	καταδουλωσουσιν [B2 καταδουλωσωσιν] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	2:5 
                      	διαμείνῃ 
                      	διαμένῃ 
                      	s. 
                      	διαμεινη 
                      	 
  
                      	2:6 
                      	πρόσωπον θεὸς ἀνθρώπου 
                      	θεὸς ἀνθρώπου πρόσωπον 
                      	πρόσωπον θεὸς ἀνθρώπου 
                      	προσωπον θ̅ς̅ ανθρωπου 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:8 
                      	καὶ ἐμοί 
                      	κᾀμοί 
                      	s. 
                      	και εμοι 
                      	 
  
                      	2:11 
                      	πέτρος 
                      	Κηφᾶς 
                      	Κηφᾶς 
                      	κηφας 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:139 
                      	καὶ οἱ λοιποὶ ἰουδαῖοι 
                      	οἱ λοιποὶ ἰουδαῖοι 
                      	om. καί 
                      	οι λοιποι ιουδαιοι 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:14 
                      	πέτρῳ 
                      	Κηφᾷ 
                      	Κηφᾷ 
                      	κηφα 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:14 
                      	ζῇς καὶ οὐκ ἰουδαϊκῶς 
                      	καὶ οὐκ ἰουδαϊκῶς ζῇς 
                      	καὶ οὐχὶ Ἰουδαϊκῶς ζῇς 
                      	και ουχι ιουδαικως ζης 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:14 
                      	τί 
                      	πῶς 
                      	πῶς 
                      	πως 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:16 
                      	Εἰδότες 
                      	Εἰδότες δέ 
                      	εἰδότες δέ 
                      	ειδοτες δε 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:16 
                      	οὐ δικαιωθήσεται ἐξ ἔργων νόμου 
                      	ἐξ ἔργων νόμου οὐ δικαιωθήσεται 
                      	s. 
                      	εξ εργων νομου ου δικαιωθησεται 
                      	 
  
                      	2:18 
                      	σϋνίστημι 
                      	συνιστάνω 
                      	συνιστάνω 
                      	συνιστανω 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:1 
                      	τῇ ἀληθείᾳ μὴ πείθεσθαι 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:1 
                      	ἐν ὑμῖν 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:8 
                      	ἐυλογηθήσονται 
                      	ἐνευλογηθήσονται 
                      	ἐνευλογηθήσονται 
                      	ενευλογηθησονται 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:10 
                      	Ἐπικατάρατος 
                      	ὅτι Ἐπικατάρατος 
                      	ὅτι ἐπικατάρατος 
                      	οτι επικαταρατος 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:12 
                      	ἄνθρωπος 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:13 
                      	γέγραπται γάρ 
                      	ὅτι γέγραπται 
                      	ὅτι γέγραπται 
                      	οτι γεγραπται 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:16 
                      	τῷ δὲ Ἀβραάμ 
                      	τῷ Ἀβραάμ 
                      	s. 
                      	τω δε αβρααμ 
                      	 
  
                      	3:16 
                      	ἐρρήθησαν 
                      	ἐρρέθησαν 
                      	ἐρρήθησαν 
                      	ερρεθησαν [B2 ερρηθησαν] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	3:17 
                      	εἰς Χριστόν 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:17 
                      	ἔτη τετρακόσια καὶ τριάκοντα 
                      	τετρακόσια καὶ τριάκοντα ἔτη 
                      	s. 
                      	τετρακοσια και τριακοντα ετη 
                      	 
  
                      	3:21 
                      	ὄντως ἂν ἐκ νόμου 
                      	ὄντως ἐκ νόμου ἄν 
                      	ὄντως ἐκ νόμου ἄν 
                      	οντως εν νομω αν 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:22 
                      	ὑπό 
                      	ὑφ’ 
                      	s. 
                      	υπο 
                      	 
  
                      	3:23 
                      	συγκεκλεισμένοι 
                      	συγκλειόμενοι 
                      	συγκλειόμενοι10 
                      	συνκλειομενοι [B2 συγκλειομενοι] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	3:28 
                      	πάντες 
                      	ἅπαντες 
                      	ἅπαντες11 
                      	παντες [B1 απαντες] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	3:29 
                      	καί 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:3 
                      	ἦμεν δεδουλωμένοι 
                      	ἤμεθα δεδουλωμένοι 
                      	s. 
                      	ημεν δεδουλωμενοι 
                      	 
  
                      	4:6 
                      	ὑμῶν 
                      	ἡμῶν 
                      	ἡμῶν 
                      	ημων 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:7 
                      	ἀλλ’ 
                      	ἀλλά 
                      	ἀλλά 
                      	αλλα 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:7 
                      	θεοῦ διὰ χριστοῦ 
                      	διὰ θεοῦ 
                      	διὰ θεοῦ 
                      	δια θ̅υ̅ 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:8 
                      	ἐδουλεύσατε τοῖς μὴ φύσει οὖσι θεοῖς 
                      	τοῖς φύσει μὴ οὖσι θεοῖς ἐδουλεύσατε 
                      	ἐδουλεύσατε τοῖς φύσει μὴ οὖσι θεοῖς12 
                      	εδουλευσατε τοις φυσι [B2 φυσει] μη ουσι θεοις 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	4:14 
                      	μοῦ τόν 
                      	ὑμῶν 
                      	ὑμῶν 
                      	υμων 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:15 
                      	Τίς 
                      	Ποῦ 
                      	Ποῦ 
                      	που 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:15 
                      	ἧν 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:15 
                      	ἄν 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:17 
                      	ἐκκλεῖσαι ἡμᾶς 
                      	ἐκκλεῖσαι ὑμᾶς 
                      	s. 
                      	εκκλεισαι υμας 
                      	 
  
                      	4:18 
                      	τὸ ζηλοῦσθαι 
                      	ζηλοῦσθε 
                      	ζηλοῦσθε 
                      	ζηλουσθε 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:23 
                      	διὰ τῆς ἐπαγγελίας 
                      	δι’ ἐπαγγελίας 
                      	s. 
                      	δια της επαγγελιας 
                      	 
  
                      	4:24 
                      	αἱ 
                      	om. 
                      	s. 
                      	om. 
                      	 
  
                      	4:25 
                      	γὰρ ἄγαρ, σινᾶ 
                      	γὰρ σινᾶ 
                      	δὲ Ἄγαρ Σινᾶ13 
                      	δε αγαρ σεινα [B2 σινα] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	4:25 
                      	δουλεύει δέ 
                      	δουλεύει γάρ 
                      	δουλεύει γάρ 
                      	δουλευει γαρ 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:26 
                      	πάντων 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:30 
                      	κληρονομήσῃ 
                      	κληρονομήσει 
                      	κληρονομήσει 
                      	κληρονομησει 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:31 
                      	Ἄρα 
                      	Ἄρα οὖν 
                      	διό 
                      	διο 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:31 
                      	τῆς 
                      	om. 
                      	τῆς 
                      	της 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:1 
                      	οὖν ᾖ χριστὸς ἡμᾶς ἠλευθέρωσε 
                      	ᾖ ἡμᾶς χριστὸς ἠλευθέρωσεν 
                      	ἡμᾶς Χριστὸς ἠλευθέρωσεν 
                      	ημας χ̅ς̅ ηλευθερωσεν [B2 ηλευθερωσε] 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:1 
                      	στήκετε 
                      	στήκετε οὖν 
                      	s. 
                      	στηκετε ουν 
                      	 
  
                      	5:4 
                      	τοῦ 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:7 
                      	ἀνέκοψε 
                      	ἐνέκοψε 
                      	ἐνέκοψεν 
                      	ενεκοψεν 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:7 
                      	πείθεσθαι 
                      	πείθεσθαι μηδενὶ πείθεσθε 
                      	s. 
                      	πειθεσθε [Bc πειθεσθαι]14 
                      	 
  
                      	5:9 
                      	ζυμοῖ 
                      	δολοῖ 
                      	s. 
                      	ζυμοι 
                      	 
  
                      	5:10 
                      	ἄν 
                      	ἐάν 
                      	ἐάν 
                      	εαν 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:14 
                      	ἐν τῷ 
                      	om. 
                      	s. 
                      	εν τω 
                      	 
  
                      	5:14 
                      	ἑαυτόν 
                      	σεαυτόν 
                      	σεαυτόν 
                      	σεαυτον 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:17 
                      	ταῦτα δέ 
                      	ταῦτα γάρ 
                      	ταῦτα γάρ 
                      	ταυτα γαρ 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:17 
                      	ἀντίκειται ἀλλήλοις 
                      	ἀλλήλοις ἀντίκειται 
                      	ἀλλήλοις ἀντίκειται 
                      	αλληλοις αντικειται 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:17 
                      	ἃ ἄν 
                      	ἃ ἐάν 
                      	s. 
                      	αν [B1 α εαν] 
                      	 
  
                      	5:19 
                      	μοιχεία 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:21 
                      	καὶ προεῖπον 
                      	προεῖπον 
                      	om. καί 
                      	προειπον 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:23 
                      	πρᾳότης 
                      	πραΰτης 
                      	s. 
                      	πραυτης 
                      	 
  
                      	6:1 
                      	πρᾳότητος 
                      	πραΰτητος 
                      	s. 
                      	πραυτητος 
                      	 
  
                      	6:2 
                      	ἀναπληρώσατε 
                      	ἀναπληρώσετε 
                      	ἀναπληρώσετε 
                      	αναπληρωσετε 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:9 
                      	ἐκκακῶμεν 
                      	ἐγκακῶμεν 
                      	ἐγκακῶμεν 
                      	ενκακωμεν [B2 εγκακωμεν] 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	6:11 
                      	ὑμῖν γράμμασιν 
                      	γράμμασιν ὑμῖν 
                      	s. 
                      	υμιν γραμμασιν 
                      	 
  
                      	6:12 
                      	μὴ τῷ σταυρῷ τοῦ χριστοῦ 
                      	τῷ σταυρῷ τοῦ χριστοῦ μή 
                      	τῷ σταυρῷ τοῦ Χριστοῦ μή15 
                      	τω σταυρω του χ̅υ̅ ι̅υ̅ μη 
                      	err. 
  
                      	6:13 
                      	θέλουσιν 
                      	βούλονται 
                      	θέλουσιν 
                      	θελουσιν 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:14 
                      	τῷ κόσμῳ 
                      	κόσμῳ 
                      	om. τῷ 
                      	κοσμω 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:16 
                      	στοιχήσουσιν 
                      	στοιχοῦσιν 
                      	s. 
                      	στοιχησουσιν 
                      	 
  
                      	6:17 
                      	κυρίου 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
 
                

              
 
             
            
              4 Wettstein’s Novum Testamentum Graecum
 
              The following table lists all the occurrences of the manuscript B in Wettstein’s 1751–1752 edition. The data are recorded as found in his critical apparatus, and the most plausible sources are given. The penultimate column is marked if the variant reading is preferred by Wettstein.16
 
              
                           
                      	Place 
                      	Wett. 1751–1752 
                      	Variant B 
                      	Source 
                      	Wett. 
                      	Cat. 
   
                      	Matt 5:22 
                      	εἰκῆ 
                      	om. 
                      	Luc. Brug. 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Matt 6:4 
                      	ἐν τῷ φανερῷ 
                      	om. 
                      	Luc. Brug. 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Matt 6:18 
                      	ἐν τῷ φανερῷ 
                      	om. 
                      	Luc. Brug. 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Matt 10:42 
                      	τῶν μικρῶν 
                      	τῶν ἐλαχίστων 
                      	Amelote 
                      	 
                      	err. 
  
                      	Matt 11:23 
                      	ἡ ἕως τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ὑψωθεῖσα 
                      	μὴ ἕως τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ὑψωθήσῃ 
                      	Luc. Brug. 
                      	 
                      	err. 
  
                      	Matt 13:55 
                      	Ἰωσῆς 
                      	Ἰωσήφ 
                      	Luc. Brug. 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Matt 15:33 
                      	πόθεν 
                      	add. οὖν 
                      	Amelote 
                      	 
                      	err. 
  
                      	Matt 16:8 
                      	ἐλάβετε 
                      	ἔχετε 
                      	Amelote 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Matt 19:17 
                      	λέγεις ἀγαθόν, οὐδεὶς ἀγαθὸς εἰ μὴ εἷς ὁ θεός 
                      	ἐρωτᾷς περὶ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ, εἷς ἐστιν ὁ ἀγαθός 
                      	Luc. Brug. 
                      	 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Matt 19:29 
                      	οἰκίας ἤ 
                      	οἰκίαν ἤ 
                      	Amelote 
                      	 
                      	err. 
  
                      	Mark 1:2 
                      	τοῖς προφήταις 
                      	Ἠσαΐᾳ τῷ προφήτῃ 
                      	Erasmus 
                      	 
                      	err. 
  
                      	Mark 13:14 
                      	τὸ ῥηθὲν ὑπὸ Δανιὴλ τοῦ προφήτου 
                      	om. 
                      	Luc. Brug. 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Mark 15:8 
                      	ἀναβοήσας 
                      	ἀναβάς 
                      	Luc. Brug. 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 2:38 
                      	ἐν Ἱερουσαλήμ 
                      	τοῦ Ἰσραήλ 
                      	Luc. Brug. 
                      	 
                      	err. 
  
                      	Luke 4:8 
                      	Ὕπαγε ὀπίσω μου Σατανᾶ 
                      	om. 
                      	Luc. Brug. 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 10:1 
                      	ἑβδομήκοντα 
                      	οβ 
                      	Luc. Brug./Erasmus 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 11:2 
                      	γενηθήτω τὸ θέλημά σου, ὡς ἐν οὐρανῷ, καὶ ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς 
                      	om. 
                      	Luc. Brug. 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 21:25 
                      	ἠχούσης 
                      	ἠχοῦς 
                      	Mill 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 23:46 
                      	παραθήσομαι 
                      	παρατίθεμαι 
                      	Erasmus 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 24:36 
                      	ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
                      	om. 
                      	Bianchini 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 24:37 
                      	πτοηθέντες δέ 
                      	θροήθεντες δέ 
                      	Bianchini 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 24:38 
                      	ἐν ταῖς καρδίαις 
                      	ἐν τῇ καρδίᾳ 
                      	Bianchini 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 24:39 
                      	αὐτὸς ἐγώ εἰμι 
                      	ἐγώ εἰμι αὐτός 
                      	Bianchini 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 24:44 
                      	Μωσέως 
                      	Μωϋσέως 
                      	Bianchini 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 24:45 
                      	συνιέναι 
                      	συνεῖναι 
                      	Bianchini 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 24:46 
                      	καὶ οὕτως ἔδει 
                      	om. 
                      	Bianchini 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 24:47 
                      	καί posterius 
                      	εἰς 
                      	Bianchini 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 24:47 
                      	ἀρξάμενον 
                      	ἀρξάμενοι 
                      	Bianchini 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 24:48 
                      	δέ 
                      	om. 
                      	Bianchini 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 24:48 
                      	ἐστε 
                      	om. 
                      	Bianchini 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 24:49 
                      	Ἱερουσαλήμ 
                      	om. 
                      	Bianchini 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 24:49 
                      	δύναμιν ἐξ ὕψους 
                      	ἐξ ὕψους δύναμιν 
                      	Bianchini 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	John 1:4 
                      	τῶν ἀνθρώπων 
                      	om. 
                      	Bianchini 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	John 1:28 
                      	Βηθαβαρᾷ 
                      	Βηθανίᾳ 
                      	Luc. Brug. 
                      	x 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	John 5:2 
                      	ἐπί 
                      	ἐπί [= TR] 
                      	Maldonatus 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	John 5:2 
                      	Βηθεσδά 
                      	Βηθσαιδά 
                      	Luc. Brug. 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	John 7:39 
                      	ἅγιον 
                      	add. διδόμεμον 
                      	Luc. Brug. 
                      	 
                      	err. 
  
                      	John 7:53–8:11 
                      	pericope adulterae 
                      	om. 
                      	Maldonatus 
                      	x 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	John 12:7 
                      	αὐτήν 
                      	add. ἵνα 
                      	Luc. Brug. 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	John 12:7 
                      	τετήρηκεν 
                      	τηρήσῃ 
                      	Luc. Brug. 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	John 21:22 
                      	μένειν 
                      	μένειν [= TR] 
                      	Maldonatus 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1 Cor 7:39 
                      	νόμῳ 
                      	om. 
                      	Bengel 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1 Cor 9:27 
                      	ὑπωπιάζω 
                      	ὑποπιάζω 
                      	unknown 
                      	 
                      	err. 
  
                      	2 Cor 11:28 
                      	ἐπισύστασις 
                      	ἐπίστασις 
                      	Mill 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Eph 6:16 
                      	ἐπί 
                      	ἐν 
                      	unknown 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Col 1:2 
                      	κολοσσαῖς 
                      	κολασσαῖς 
                      	unknown 
                      	 
                      	err. 
  
                      	2 Thess subscriptio 
                      	 
                      	Heb following 2 Thess 
                      	Zaccagni? 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1 Tim 3:16 
                      	θεός 
                      	lacuna 
                      	Zaccagni 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2 Tim subscriptio 
                      	Καίσαρι 
                      	πρὸς Τιμόθεον 
                      	unknown 
                      	 
                      	err. 
  
                      	Acts 1:1917 
                      	Ἀκελδαμά 
                      	Ἀχελδαμάχ 
                      	unknown 
                      	 
                      	err. 
  
                      	Acts 1:24 
                      	ἐκ τούτων τῶν δύο ἕνα ὃν ἐξελέξω 
                      	ὃν ἐξελέξω ἐκ τούτων τῶν δύο ἕνα 
                      	unknown 
                      	x 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Acts 2:27 
                      	ᾅδου 
                      	ᾅδην 
                      	unknown 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Acts 2:38 
                      	ἁμαρτιῶν 
                      	τῶν ἁμαρτιῶν ὑμῶν 
                      	unknown 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Acts 2:40 
                      	παρεκάλει 
                      	add. αὐτούς 
                      	unknown 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Acts 27:16 
                      	Κλαύδην 
                      	Καῦδα 
                      	Erasmus 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Acts subscriptio 
                      	 
                      	Jas following Acts 
                      	Zaccagni? 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1 Pet 1:24 
                      	ἀνθρώπου 
                      	αὐτῆς 
                      	Amelote 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2 Pet 1:12 
                      	οὐκ ἀμελήσω 
                      	μελλήσω 
                      	Amelote 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2 Pet 2:2 
                      	ἀπωλείαις 
                      	ἀσελγείαις 
                      	Amelote 
                      	x 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2 Pet 2:4 
                      	τηρουμένους 
                      	κολαζομένους τηρεῖν 
                      	Amelote 
                      	 
                      	err. 
  
                      	2 Pet 2:17 
                      	νεφέλαι 
                      	καὶ ὁμίχλαι 
                      	Amelote 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2 Pet 2:17 
                      	εἰς αἰῶνα 
                      	om. 
                      	Amelote 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2 Pet 2:18 
                      	ὄντως 
                      	ὀλίγως 
                      	Amelote 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2 Pet 2:18 
                      	ἀποφύγοντας 
                      	ἀποφεύγοντας 
                      	Amelote 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2 Pet 3:3 
                      	ἡμερῶν 
                      	add. ἐν ἐμπαιγμονῇ 
                      	Amelote 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2 Pet 3:10 
                      	ἐν νυκτί 
                      	om. 
                      	Amelote 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1 John 1:5 
                      	ἐπαγγελία 
                      	ἀγγελία 
                      	Amelote 
                      	x 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1 John 2:7 
                      	ἀπʼ ἀρχῆς posterius 
                      	om. 
                      	Amelote 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1 John 2:23 
                      	ἔχει 
                      	add. ὁ ὁμολογῶν τὸν υἱόν, καὶ τὸν πατέρα ἔχει 
                      	Amelote 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1 John 4:2 
                      	ἐληλυθότα 
                      	ἐληλυθέναι 
                      	Bombace 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1 John 4:3 
                      	χριστὸν ἐν σαρκὶ ἐληλυθότα 
                      	om. 
                      	Bombace 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1 John 4:3 
                      	ὅ posterius 
                      	om. 
                      	Bombace 
                      	 
                      	err. 
  
                      	1 John 5:2 
                      	τηρῶμεν 
                      	ποιῶμεν 
                      	Amelote 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1 John 5:7–8 
                      	Comma Johanneum 
                      	om. 
                      	Erasmus 
                      	x 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1 John 5:9 
                      	ἥν 
                      	ὅτι 
                      	Bombace 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1 John 5:10 
                      	ἑαυτῷ 
                      	αὑτῷ 
                      	Bombace 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1 John 5:13 
                      	τοῖς πιστεύουσιν εἰς τὸ ὄνομα τοῦ υἱοῦ τοῦ θεοῦ 
                      	om. 
                      	Amelote 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1 John 5:13 
                      	καὶ ἵνα πιστεύητε 
                      	οἱ πιστεύοντες 
                      	Amelote 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2 John 7 
                      	εἰσῆλθον 
                      	ἐξῆλθον 
                      	Amelote 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2 John 9 
                      	παραβαίνων 
                      	προάγων 
                      	Amelote 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2 John 12 
                      	ἀλλὰ ἐλπίζω ἐλθεῖν 
                      	ἐλπίζω γὰρ γενέσθαι 
                      	Amelote 
                      	 
                      	err. 
  
                      	3 John 4 
                      	χαράν 
                      	χάριν 
                      	Amelote 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3 John 5 
                      	εἰς τούς posterius 
                      	τοῦτο 
                      	Amelote 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Jude 1 
                      	ἠγιασμένοις 
                      	ἠγαπημένοις 
                      	Amelote 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Jude 3 
                      	κοινῆς 
                      	add. ἡμῶν 
                      	unknown 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Jude 5 
                      	ὑμᾶς posterius 
                      	om. 
                      	Amelote 
                      	 
                      	err. 
  
                      	Jude 5 
                      	τοῦτο 
                      	πάντα 
                      	Amelote 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Jude 5 
                      	κύριος 
                      	Ἰησοῦς 
                      	Amelote 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Jude 25 
                      	σοφῷ 
                      	om. 
                      	Amelote 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Jude 25 
                      	ἡμῶν 
                      	add. διὰ Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν 
                      	Amelote 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
 
                

              
 
             
            
              5 Griesbach’s First Edition
 
              The following table provides a full list of the occurrences of the manuscript B in Griesbach’s first Greek New Testament edition (1775–1777). Griesbach’s text, the accompanied symbols, and his medial apparatus are given.18 The data of Vaticanus are recorded as found in his critical apparatus. The last column provides remarks about his changes in the second edition (1796–1806).19
 
              
                           
                      	 
                      	Gch. txt (1775–1777) 
                      	Medial apparatus 
                      	Variant B 
                      	Cat. 
                      	Remarks 
   
                      	Matt 5:22 
                      	εἰκῆ 
                      	– εἰκῆ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	21796: – > fn 
  
                      	Matt 6:4 
                      	= ἐν τῷ φανερῷ 
                      	 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	Matt 6:6 
                      	= ἐν τῷ φανερῷ 
                      	 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	Matt 6:18 
                      	† 
                      	† ἐν τῷ φανερῷ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	Matt 10:42 
                      	μικρῶν 
                      	 
                      	ἐλαχίστων 
                      	err. 
                      	21796: cor. 
  
                      	Matt 11:23 
                      	ἡ ἕως τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ὑψωθεῖσα, ἕως ᾅδου καταβιβασθήσῃ 
                      	 
                      	μὴ ἕως τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ὑψωθήσῃ; ἕως20 
                      	err. 
                      	 
  
                      	Matt 13:55 
                      	ἰωσῆς 
                      	 
                      	ἰωσήφ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	Matt 19:17 
                      	§ τί με λέγεις ἀγαθόν; οὐδεὶς ἀγαθός, εἰ μὴ εἷς ὁ θεός ¦ § τί με ἐρωτᾶς περὶ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ; εἷς ἐστιν ἀγαθός 
                      	 
                      	τί με ἐρωτᾶς περὶ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ; εἷς ἐστιν ἀγαθός21 
                      	err. 
                      	21796: § > txt22 
  
                      	Mark 1:2 
                      	ἡσαίᾳ τῷ προφήτῃ 
                      	τοῖς προφήταις 
                      	ἡσαίᾳ τῷ προφήτῃ 
                      	imp. 
                      	21796: cor. 
  
                      	Mark 13:14 
                      	† 
                      	† τὸ ῥηθὲν ὑπὸ δανιὴλ τοῦ προφήτου 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	Mark 15:8 
                      	ἀναβοήσας 
                      	 
                      	ἀναβάς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	Luke 2:38 
                      	∻ ἐν ἱερουσαλήμ 
                      	~ ἱερουσαλήμ ¦ ~ τοῦ ἰσραήλ 
                      	τοῦ ἰσραήλ 
                      	err. 
                      	21796: cor. 
  
                      	Luke 4:8 
                      	† 
                      	† ὕπαγε ὀπίσω μου σατανᾶ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	Luke 10:1 
                      	ἑβδομήκοντα 
                      	 
                      	add. δύο 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	Luke 11:2 
                      	† 
                      	† γενηθήτω τὸ θέλημά σου, ὡς ἐν οὐρανῷ καὶ ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	Luke 21:25 
                      	∻ ἠχούσης 
                      	∻ ἠχοῦς 
                      	ἠχοῦς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	Luke 23:46 
                      	~ παραθήσομαι 
                      	~ παρατίθεμαι 
                      	παρατίθεμαι 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	Luke 24:36 
                      	† 
                      	† ὁ ἰησοῦς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	Luke 24:37 
                      	πτοηθέντες 
                      	 
                      	θροήθεντες 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	Luke 24:39 
                      	αὐτὸς ἐγώ εἰμι 
                      	 
                      	ἐγώ εἰμι αὐτός 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	Luke 24:46 
                      	– καὶ οὕτως ἔδει 
                      	 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	Luke 24:47 
                      	ἀρξάμενον 
                      	 
                      	ἀρξάμενοι 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	Luke 24:49 
                      	† 
                      	† ἱερουσαλήμ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	John 1:4 
                      	τῶν ἀνθρώπων 
                      	 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	21796: add. B1 
  
                      	John 1:28 
                      	~ βηθαβαρᾷ 
                      	~ βηθανίᾳ 
                      	βηθανίᾳ 
                      	cor. 
                      	21796: ~ > txt 
  
                      	John 5:2 
                      	βηθεσδά 
                      	 
                      	βηθσαϊδά 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	John 7:39 
                      	ἅγιον 
                      	 
                      	add. διδόμεμον 
                      	err. 
                      	21796: cor. 
  
                      	John 7:53–8:11 
                      	= pericope adulterae 
                      	 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	John 12:7 
                      	~ εἰς τὴν ἡμέραν τοῦ ἐνταφιασμοῦ μου τετήρηκεν 
                      	~ ἵνα εἰς τὴν ἡμ. τοῦ ἐταφ. [sic] μου τηρήσῃ 
                      	ἵνα εἰς τὴν ἡμ. τοῦ ἐταφ. [sic] μου τηρήσῃ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	Acts 1:24 
                      	ὃν ἐξελέξω ἐκ τούτων τῶν δύο ἕνα 
                      	ἐκ τούτων τῶν δύο ἕνα ὃν ἐξελέξω 
                      	ὃν ἐξελέξω ἐκ τούτων τῶν δύο ἕνα 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	Acts 2:27 
                      	∻ ᾅδου 
                      	∻ ᾅδην 
                      	ᾅδην 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	Acts 27:16 
                      	κλαύδην 
                      	 
                      	καῦδα 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	1 Cor 7:39 
                      	† 
                      	† νόμῳ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	1 Cor 9:27 
                      	ὑπωπιάζω 
                      	 
                      	ὑποπιάζω 
                      	err. 
                      	21806: fn > ~ 
  
                      	2 Cor 11:28 
                      	ἐπισύστασις 
                      	 
                      	ἐπίστασις 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	Eph 6:16 
                      	ἐπί 
                      	 
                      	ἐν 
                      	cor. 
                      	21806: B silentium 
  
                      	Col 1:2 
                      	∻ κολοσσαῖς 
                      	∻ κολασσαῖς 
                      	κολασσαῖς 
                      	err. 
                      	21806: err. 
  
                      	1 Pet 1:24 
                      	– αὐτῆς23 
                      	~ ἀνθρώπου 
                      	αὐτῆς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	2 Pet 1:12 
                      	~ οὐκ ἀμελήσω 
                      	~ μελλήσω 
                      	μελλήσω 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	2 Pet 2:2 
                      	ἀσελγείαις 
                      	ἀπωλείαις 
                      	ἀσελγείαις 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	2 Pet 2:4 
                      	τηρουμένους 
                      	τετηρουμένους 
                      	κολαζομένους τηρεῖν 
                      	err. 
                      	21806: cor. 
  
                      	2 Pet 2:17 
                      	καὶ ὁμίχλαι 
                      	νεφέλαι 
                      	καὶ ὁμίχλαι 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	2 Pet 2:17 
                      	= εἰς αἰῶνα 
                      	 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	2 Pet 2:18 
                      	ὀλίγως 
                      	∻ ὄντως 
                      	ὀλίγως 
                      	cor. 
                      	21806: ∻ > fn 
  
                      	2 Pet 2:18 
                      	∻ ἀποφυγόντας 
                      	∻ ἀποφεύγοντας 
                      	ἀποφεύγοντας 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	2 Pet 3:3 
                      	⁜ ἐν ἐμπαιγμονῇ 
                      	 
                      	add. ἐν ἐμπαιγμονῇ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	2 Pet 3:10 
                      	† 
                      	† ἐν νυκτί 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	1 John 1:5 
                      	ἀγγελία 
                      	ἐπαγγελία 
                      	ἀγγελία 
                      	cor. 
                      	21806: B silentium 
  
                      	1 John 2:7 
                      	= ἀπʼ ἀρχῆς posterius 
                      	 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	1 John 2:23 
                      	⁜ ὁ ὁμολογῶν τὸν υἱὸν καὶ τὸν πατέρα ἔχει 
                      	 
                      	add. ὁ ὁμολογῶν τὸν υἱὸν καὶ τὸν πατέρα ἔχει 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	1 John 4:2 
                      	ἐληλυθότα 
                      	 
                      	ἐληλυθέναι 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	1 John 4:3 
                      	† 
                      	† χριστόν 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	1 John 4:3 
                      	† 
                      	† ἐν σαρκὶ ἐληλυθότα 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	1 John 5:2 
                      	~ τηρῶμεν 
                      	~ ποιῶμεν 
                      	ποιῶμεν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	1 John 5:7–8 
                      	† 
                      	† Comma Johanneum 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	1 John 5:9 
                      	ἥν 
                      	 
                      	ὅτι 
                      	cor. 
                      	21806: fn > ∻ 
  
                      	1 John 5:10 
                      	ἑαυτῷ 
                      	 
                      	αὐτῷ 
                      	cor. 
                      	21806: B silentium 
  
                      	1 John 5:13 
                      	† 
                      	† τοῖς πιστεύουσιν εἰς τὸ ὄνομα τοῦ υἱοῦ τοῦ θεοῦ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	1 John 5:13 
                      	οἱ πιστεύοντες 
                      	καὶ ἵνα πιστεύητε 
                      	οἱ πιστεύοντες 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	2 John 7 
                      	∻ εἰσῆλθον 
                      	∻ ἐξῆλθον 
                      	ἐξῆλθον 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	2 John 9 
                      	παραβαίνων 
                      	 
                      	προάγων 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	2 John 12 
                      	ἐλπίζω γάρ 
                      	~ ἀλλὰ ἐλπίζω 
                      	ἐλπίζω γάρ 
                      	err. 
                      	21806: cor. 
  
                      	2 John 12 
                      	∻ ἐλθεῖν 
                      	∻ γενέσθαι 
                      	γενέσθαι 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	3 John 4 
                      	χαράν 
                      	 
                      	χάριν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	3 John 5 
                      	~ εἰς τούς posterius 
                      	~ τοῦτο 
                      	τοῦτο 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	Jude 1 
                      	~ ἠγιασμένοις 
                      	~ ἠγαπημένοις 
                      	ἠγαπημένοις 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	Jude 3 
                      	κοινῆς 
                      	 
                      	add. ἡμῶν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	Jude 5 
                      	= ὑμᾶς posterius 
                      	 
                      	om. 
                      	err. 
                      	21806: err. 
  
                      	Jude 5 
                      	~ τοῦτο 
                      	§– πάντα §– τοῦτο24 
                      	πάντα 
                      	cor. 
                      	21806: §– > fn 
  
                      	Jude 5 
                      	~ κύριος 
                      	~ ἰησοῦς 
                      	ἰησοῦς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	Jude 25 
                      	† 
                      	† σοφῷ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
  
                      	Jude 25 
                      	+ διὰ ἰησοῦ χριστοῦ τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν 
                      	 
                      	add. διὰ ἰησοῦ χριστοῦ τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν 
                      	cor. 
                      	21806: + > ⁜ 
 
                

              
 
             
            
              6 Birch’s Quatuor Evangelia Graece
 
              In what follows, a list of all the occurrences in Matthew concerning the manuscript ‘Vat. 1209’ as found in Birch’s Quatuor Evangelia Graece of 1788 is given.25 In addition, Griesbach’s use of this manuscript in his second and third editions of the Greek New Testament (21796 and 31803) is also included in the last two columns. Except for ‘a.c.’ and ‘txt’, all the symbols present in these two columns are taken from Griesbach’s own system.26 The former abbreviation ‘a.c.’ stands for apparatus criticus, which indicates the variant only mentioned in his critical apparatus; and ‘txt’ indicates that Griesbach accepts the reading as his text.
 
              
                            
                      	Matt 
                      	Bch. text 
                      	Vat. 1209 
                      	Cat. 
                      	Remarks 
                      	Gch. 2nd 
                      	Gch. 3rd 
   
                      	Ins. 
                      	Ευαγγελιον κατα Ματθαιον 
                      	Κατὰ μαθθαῖον 
                      	imp. 
                      	B1 followed27 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	1:1 
                      	Δαβίδ 
                      	δαυείδ 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	∻ 
                      	txt 
  
                      	1:3 
                      	Ζαρά 
                      	ζαρέ 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	1:4 
                      	Ἀμιναδάβ 
                      	ἀμειναδάβ 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	1:5 
                      	Βοόζ 
                      	βοές 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	1:5 
                      	Ὠβήδ 
                      	ἰωβήδ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	1:6 
                      	ὁ βασιλεύς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	1:7 
                      	Ἀσά 
                      	ἀσάφ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	1:10 
                      	Ἀμών 
                      	ἀμώς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	1:12 
                      	ἐγέννησε bis 
                      	γεννᾶ 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	1:12 
                      	Σαλαθιήλ 
                      	σελαθιήλ 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	1:13 
                      	ἐγέννησε ter 
                      	γεννᾶ 
                      	err. 
                      	TR = MCT; B γεννα prius28 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	1:18 
                      	Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ 
                      	χριστοῦ ἰησοῦ 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	1:18 
                      	γεννησις 
                      	γένεσις 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	1:18 
                      	γάρ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	1:19 
                      	παραδειγματίσαι 
                      	δειγματίσαι 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	1:20 
                      	Μαριάμ 
                      	μαριάν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	1:22 
                      	ὑπὸ τοῦ κυρίου 
                      	ὑπὸ κυρίου 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	γ 
  
                      	1:23 
                      	ὁ Θεός 
                      	θεός 
                      	err. 
                      	B ο θ̅ς̅ 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	1:24 
                      	διεγερθείς 
                      	ἐγερθείς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	1:25 
                      	ἕως οὗ ἔτεκεν 
                      	ἕως ἔτεκεν 
                      	cor. 
                      	B✶ followed29 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	1:25 
                      	αὑτῆς τὸν πρωτότοκον 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	2:3 
                      	Ἡρώδης ὁ βασιλεύς 
                      	ὁ βασιλεὺς ἡρώδης 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	2:8 
                      	ἀκριβῶς ἐξετάσατε 
                      	ἐξετάσατε ἀκριβῶς 
                      	imp. 
                      	B2 followed30 
                      	~ 
                      	 
  
                      	2:9 
                      	ἔστη 
                      	ἐστάθη 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	β 
  
                      	2:11 
                      	εὗρον 
                      	εἶδον 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	2:13 
                      	Ἀναχωρησάντων δὲ αὐτῶν 
                      	add. εἰς τὴν χώραν αὑτῶν 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	2:13 
                      	φαίνεται κατʼ ὄναρ 
                      	κατʼ ὄναρ ἐφάνη 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	2:15 
                      	ὑπὸ τοῦ κυρίου 
                      	ὑπὸ κυρίου 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	γ 
  
                      	2:17 
                      	ὑπὸ Ἱερεμίου 
                      	διὰ ἱερεμίου 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	2:18 
                      	θρῆνος καί 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	= 
                      	β 
  
                      	2:19 
                      	κατʼ ὄναρ φαίνεται 
                      	φαίνεται κατʼ ὄναρ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	2:21 
                      	ἦλθεν 
                      	εἰσῆλθεν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	2:22 
                      	ἐπί 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	γ 
  
                      	2:22 
                      	Ἡρώδου τοῦ πατρὸς αὐτοῦ 
                      	τοῦ πατρὸς αὐτοῦ ἡρώδου 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	3:2 
                      	καί 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = [MCT] 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	3:3 
                      	ὑπό 
                      	διά 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	3:4 
                      	τροφὴ αὐτοῦ ἦν 
                      	τροφὴ ἦν αὐτοῦ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	3:6 
                      	Ἰορδάνῃ 
                      	add. ποταμῷ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	3:7 
                      	αὑτοῦ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	3:8 
                      	καρποὺς ἀξιους 
                      	καρπὸν ἄξιον 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	3:10 
                      	καί prius 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	γ 
  
                      	3:11 
                      	βαπτίζω ὑμᾶς 
                      	ὑμᾶς βαπτίζω 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	3:12 
                      	ἀποθήκην 
                      	add. αὐτοῦ 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	3:14 
                      	Ἰωάννης 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	3:15 
                      	εἶπεν πρὸς αὐτόν 
                      	εἶπεν αὐτῷ 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	3:16 
                      	καὶ βαπτισθείς 
                      	βαπτισθεὶς δέ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	3:16 
                      	ἀνέβη εὐθύς 
                      	εὐθὺς ἀνέβη 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	3:16 
                      	αὐτῷ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = [MCT] 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	3:16 
                      	τὸ πνεῦμα τοῦ Θεοῦ 
                      	πνεῦμα θεοῦ 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = [MCT] 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	3:16 
                      	καί ultimum 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = [MCT] 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	4:3 
                      	αὐτῷ ὁ πειράζων, εἶπεν 
                      	ὁ πειράζων εἶπεν αὐτῷ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	4:5 
                      	ἵστησιν 
                      	ἔστησεν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	4:9 
                      	λέγει αὐτῷ 
                      	εἶπεν αὐτῷ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	4:9 
                      	πάντα σοι δώσω 
                      	σοι πάντα δώσω 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	4:10 
                      	ὀπίσω μου 
                      	s. 
                      	 
                      	TR = MCT31 
                      	⁜ 
                      	κγ 
  
                      	4:12 
                      	ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	= 
                      	β 
  
                      	4:13 
                      	Ναζαρέτ 
                      	νάζαρα 
                      	cor. 
                      	B✶ followed32 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	4:13 
                      	Καπερναούμ 
                      	καφαρναούμ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	∻ 
                      	β 
  
                      	4:16 
                      	σκότει 
                      	σκοτείᾳ 
                      	imp. 
                      	TR = MCT; B σκοτια 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	4:16 
                      	εἶδε φῶς 
                      	φῶς εἶδε 
                      	imp. 
                      	B2 followed33 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	4:18 
                      	ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	4:24 
                      	καὶ δαιμονιζομένους 
                      	om. καί 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = [MCT] 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	5:1 
                      	προσῆλθον 
                      	προσῆλθαν 
                      	cor. 
                      	B✶ followed34 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	5:1 
                      	αὐτῷ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	5:10 
                      	ἕνεκεν 
                      	ἕνεκα 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	5:11 
                      	ῥῆμα 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	5:13 
                      	βληθῆναι ἔξω, καί 
                      	βληθὲν ἔξω 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	5:22 
                      	εἰκῆ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	5:27 
                      	τοῖς ἀρχαίοις 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	5:28 
                      	ἐπιθυμῆσαι αὐτῆς 
                      	ἐπιθυμῆσαι αὐτήν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	∻ 
                      	β 
  
                      	5:31 
                      	ὅτι 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	 
  
                      	5:32 
                      	ὃς ἂν ἀπολύσῃ 
                      	πᾶς ὁ ἀπολύων 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	5:32 
                      	μοιχᾶσθαι 
                      	μοιχευθῆναι 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	5:32 
                      	ὃς ἐὰν ἀπολελυμένην γαμήσῃ 
                      	ὁ ἀπολελυμένην γαμήσας 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	5:36 
                      	λευκὴν ἢ μέλαιναν ποιῆσαι 
                      	λευκὴν ποιῆσαι ἢ μέλαιναν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	5:39 
                      	σου σιαγόνα 
                      	σιαγόνα σου 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	5:42 
                      	δίδου 
                      	δός 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	5:44 
                      	εὐλογεῖτε τοὺς καταρωμένους ὑμᾶς, καλῶς ποιεῖτε τοὺς μισοῦντας ὑμᾶς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	= 
                      	β 
  
                      	5:44 
                      	ἐπηρεαζόντων ὑμᾶς, καί 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	γ 
  
                      	5:47 
                      	ἀδελφούς 
                      	s. 
                      	 
                      	TR = MCT35 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	5:47 
                      	τελῶναι 
                      	ἐθνικοί 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	5:48 
                      	ὁ ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς 
                      	ὁ οὐράνοις 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	∻ 
                      	β 
  
                      	6:1 
                      	ἐλεημοσύνην 
                      	δικαιοσύνην 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	6:4 
                      	αὐτός 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	γβ 
  
                      	6:4 
                      	ἐν τῷ φανερῷ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	= 
                      	γβ 
  
                      	6:5 
                      	προσεύχῃ, οὐκ ἔσῃ 
                      	προσεύχεσθε, οὐκ ἔσεσθε 
                      	err. 
                      	B προσευχησθε ουκ εσεσθε 
                      	~ 
                      	δ 
  
                      	6:5 
                      	ὥσπερ 
                      	ὡς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	6:5 
                      	ὅτι 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	= 
                      	 
  
                      	6:6 
                      	ἐν τῷ φανερῷ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	= 
                      	δ 
  
                      	6:7 
                      	βαττολογήσητε 
                      	βατταλογήσητε 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	6:7 
                      	οἱ ἐθνικοί 
                      	οἱ ὑποκριταί 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	6:8 
                      	ὁ πατήρ 
                      	ὁ θεὸς ὁ πατήρ 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	6:10 
                      	ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς 
                      	ἐπὶ γῆς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	6:12 
                      	ἀφίεμεν 
                      	ἀφήκαμεν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	6:13 
                      	ὅτι σοῦ ἐστιν ἡ βασιλεία, καὶ ἡ δύναμις, καὶ ἡ δόξα, εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας, ἀμήν 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	6:16 
                      	ὥσπερ 
                      	ὡς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	6:16 
                      	ὅτι 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	= 
                      	 
  
                      	6:18 
                      	τοῖς ἀνθρώποις νηστεύων 
                      	νηστεύων τοῖς ἀνθρώποις 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	6:18 
                      	κρυπτῷ bis 
                      	κρυφαίῳ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	β 
  
                      	6:18 
                      	ἐν τῷ φανερῷ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	6:21 
                      	θησαυρὸς ὑμῶν 
                      	θησαυρὸς σου 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	6:21 
                      	καρδία ὑμῶν 
                      	καρδία σου 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	6:22 
                      	ὀφθαλμός 
                      	add. σου 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	6:22 
                      	ὁ ὀφθαλμός σου ἁπλοῦς ᾖ 
                      	ᾖ ὁ ὀφθαλμός σου ἁπλοῦς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	6:24 
                      	μαμμωνᾷ 
                      	μαμωνᾷ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	6:25 
                      	καὶ τί 
                      	ἤ τί 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	6:28 
                      	αὐξάνει· οὐ κοπιᾷ, οὐδὲ νήθει 
                      	αὐξάνουσιν· οὐ κοπιοῦσιν, οὐδὲ νήθουσιν 
                      	cor. 
                      	B✶ followed36 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	6:33 
                      	τὴν βασιλείαν τοῦ Θεοῦ, καὶ τὴν δικαιοσύνην αὐτοῦ 
                      	τὴν δικαιοσύνην, καὶ τὴν βασιλείαν αὐτοῦ 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = [MCT] 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	6:34 
                      	τὰ ἑαυτῆς 
                      	om. τά 
                      	imp. 
                      	B2 followed37 
                      	= 
                      	β 
  
                      	7:2 
                      	ἀντιμετρηθήσεται 
                      	μετρηθήσεται 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	7:4 
                      	ἀπό 
                      	ἐκ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	7:5 
                      	τὴν δοκὸν ἐκ τοῦ ὀφθαλμοῦ σοῦ 
                      	ἐκ τοῦ ὀφθαλμοῦ σοῦ τὴν δοκόν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	7:9 
                      	ἐστιν 
                      	om. ¦ Bc add. ἐστιν 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT; B1 reported38 
                      	– 
                      	δ 
  
                      	7:9 
                      	ἐάν 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	7:10 
                      	καί 
                      	ἤ καί 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	7:10 
                      	ἐάν 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	7:10 
                      	αἰτήσῃ 
                      	αἰτήσει 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	7:13 
                      	Εἰσέλθετε 
                      	εἰσέλθατε 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	7:14 
                      	ὅτι στενή 
                      	Bc τί στενή39 
                      	err. 
                      	B✶ οτι [B1 τι] δε στενη 
                      	txt τί ¦ ~ ὅτι 
                      	txt τί ¦ κγ. ὅτι 
  
                      	7:15 
                      	δέ prius 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	7:16 
                      	σταφυλήν 
                      	σταφυλάς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	7:17 
                      	καρποὺς καλοὺς ποιεῖ 
                      	καρποὺς ποιεῖ καλοὺς 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT; B✶.2 followed40 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	7:18 
                      	πονηροὺς ποιεῖν 
                      	πονηροὺς ἐνέγκειν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	7:21 
                      	ἐν οὐρανοῖς 
                      	ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	7:24 
                      	ὁμοιώσω αὐτόν 
                      	ὁμοιωθήσεται 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	7:24 
                      	τὴν οἰκίαν αὑτοῦ 
                      	αὑτοῦ τὴν οἰκίαν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	7:25 
                      	προσέπεσον 
                      	προσέπεσαν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	7:28 
                      	συνετέλεσεν 
                      	ἐτέλεσεν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	7:29 
                      	γραμματεῖς 
                      	add. αὐτῶν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	8:1 
                      	Καταβάντι δὲ αὐτῷ 
                      	καταβάντος δὲ αὐτοῦ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	8:2 
                      	ἐλθών 
                      	προσελθών 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	8:3 
                      	ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	8:4 
                      	προσένεγκε 
                      	προσένεγκον 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	8:5 
                      	Εἰσελθόντι δὲ τῷ Ἰησοῦ 
                      	εἰσελθόντος δὲ αὐτοῦ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	8:7 
                      	καί 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	8:7 
                      	ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	8:8 
                      	καὶ ἀποκριθείς 
                      	ἀποκριθεὶς δέ 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	8:8 
                      	λόγον 
                      	λόγῳ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	8:9 
                      	ὑπὸ ἐξουσίαν 
                      	ὑπὸ ἐξουσίαν τασσόμενος 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	8:10 
                      	οὐδὲ ἐν τῷ Ἰσραὴλ τοσαύτην πίστιν εὗρον 
                      	παρʼ οὐδενὶ τοσαύτην πίστιν ἐν τῷ ἰσραὴλ εὗρον 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	8:13 
                      	ἑκατοντάρχῳ 
                      	ἑκατοντάρχῃ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	8:13 
                      	καὶ ὡς ἐπίστευσας 
                      	om. καί 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	8:13 
                      	αὐτοῦ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	8:15 
                      	διηκόνει αὐτοῖς 
                      	διηκόνει αὐτῷ 
                      	imp. 
                      	B2 followed41 
                      	~ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	8:18 
                      	πολλοὺς ὄχλους 
                      	ὄχλον 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	8:21 
                      	αὐτοῦ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	8:22 
                      	εἶπεν 
                      	λέγει 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	8:23 
                      	τὸ πλοῖον 
                      	om. τό 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	8:24 
                      	ὑπό 
                      	Bc ἀπό 
                      	cor. 
                      	B1 reported42 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	8:25 
                      	οἱ μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	8:25 
                      	ἡμᾶς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	8:27 
                      	ὑπακούουσιν αὐτῷ 
                      	αὐτῷ ὑπακούουσιν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	8:28 
                      	ἐλθόντι αὐτῷ 
                      	ἐλθόντος αὐτοῦ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	8:28 
                      	Γεργεσηνῶν 
                      	γαδαρηνῶν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	8:29 
                      	Ἰησοῦ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	8:31 
                      	ἐπίτρεψον ἡμῖν ἀπελθεῖν 
                      	ἀπόστειλον ἡμᾶς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	8:32 
                      	εἰς τὴν ἀγέλην τῶν χοίρων 
                      	εἰς τοὺς χοίρους 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	8:32 
                      	ἡ ἀγέλη τῶν χοίρων 
                      	om. τῶν χοίρων 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	8:34 
                      	συνάντησιν 
                      	ὑπάντησιν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	8:34 
                      	ὅπως μεταβῇ 
                      	ἵνα μεταβῇ 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	9:1 
                      	τό 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	γ 
  
                      	9:2 
                      	σοι αἱ ἁμαρτίαι σου 
                      	σου αἱ ἁμαρτίαι 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	9:3 
                      	εἶπον 
                      	εἶπαν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	9:4 
                      	ἰδών 
                      	εἰδώς 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	~ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	9:4 
                      	ὑμεῖς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	9:5 
                      	σοί 
                      	σου 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	9:6 
                      	ἐγερθείς 
                      	ἔγειρε 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	9:8 
                      	ἐθαύμασαν 
                      	ἐφοβήθησαν 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	∻ 
                      	β 
  
                      	9:11 
                      	εἶπον 
                      	ἔλεγον 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	9:12 
                      	Ἰησοῦς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	9:12 
                      	αὐτοῖς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	γ 
  
                      	9:13 
                      	ἔλεον 
                      	ἔλεος 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	9:13 
                      	εἰς μετάνοιαν 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	9:14 
                      	πολλά 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = [MCT] 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	9:17 
                      	εἰ δὲ μήγε 
                      	εἰ δὲ μή 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	9:17 
                      	ἀπολοῦνται 
                      	Bc ἀπόλλυνται 
                      	imp. 
                      	B no corr. 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	9:17 
                      	ἀμφότερα 
                      	ἀμφότεροι 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	9:18 
                      	ἄρχων 
                      	add. εἷς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	9:18 
                      	ἐλθών 
                      	προσελθών 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	9:22 
                      	ἐπιστραφείς 
                      	στραφείς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	9:2343 
                      	λέγει 
                      	ἔλεγεν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	 
  
                      	9:2344 
                      	αὐτοῖς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	9:27 
                      	αὐτῷ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = [MCT] 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	9:27 
                      	υἱέ 
                      	υἱός 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	9:28 
                      	προσῆλθον 
                      	προσῆλθαν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	9:28 
                      	δύναμαι τοῦτο 
                      	τοῦτο δύναμαι 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	9:30 
                      	ἐνεβριμήσατο 
                      	B✶ ἐνεβριμήθη 
                      	imp. 
                      	B2b followed45 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	9:32 
                      	ἄνθρωπον 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	9:33 
                      	ὅτι 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	9:35 
                      	ἐν τῷ λαῷ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	9:36 
                      	ἐκλελυμένοι 
                      	ἐσκυλμένοι 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	10:3 
                      	Λεββαῖος ὁ ἐπικληθείς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	10:4 
                      	Κανανίτης 
                      	καναναῖος 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	10:8 
                      	λεπροὺς καθαρίζετε, νεκροὺς ἐγείρετε 
                      	νεκροὺς ἐγείρετε, λεπροὺς καθαρίζετε 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	10:10 
                      	ῥάβδον 
                      	s. 
                      	 
                      	TR = MCT46 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	10:10 
                      	ἐστιν 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	 
  
                      	10:13 
                      	πρὸς ὑμᾶς 
                      	ἐφʼ ὑμᾶς 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	10:14 
                      	ἐξερχόμενοι 
                      	add. ἔξω 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	10:16 
                      	ἐν μέσῳ 
                      	εἰς μέσον 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	10:19 
                      	παραδιδῶσιν 
                      	παραδῶσιν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	10:21 
                      	ἐπαναστήσονται 
                      	ἐπαναστήσεται 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	10:23 
                      	ἄλλην 
                      	ἑτέραν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	10:23 
                      	τοῦ Ἰσραήλ 
                      	om. τοῦ 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	10:25 
                      	εἰ τὸν οἰκοδεσπότην 
                      	εἰ τῷ οἰκοδεσπότῃ 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT; B✶ followed47 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	10:25 
                      	Βεελζεβούλ 
                      	βεεζεβούλ 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	10:25 
                      	ἐκάλεσαν 
                      	ἐπεκάλεσαν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	10:25 
                      	τοὺς οἰκιακούς 
                      	τοῖς οἰκιακοῖς 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT; B✶ followed48 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	10:28 
                      	φοβηθῆτε prius 
                      	φοβεῖσθε 
                      	err. 
                      	B φοβηθητε 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	10:28 
                      	ψυχὴν καί 
                      	s. 
                      	 
                      	TR = MCT49 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	10:31 
                      	φοβηθῆτε 
                      	φοβεῖσθε 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	 
  
                      	10:33 
                      	ὅστις δʼ ἄν 
                      	ὅστις δέ 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	10:33 
                      	ἐν οὐρανοῖς 
                      	ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	10:37 
                      	καὶ ὁ φιλῶν υἱὸν ἢ θυγατέρα ὑπὲρ ἐμέ, οὐκ ἔστι μου ἄξιος 
                      	B✶ om. ¦ Bc add. the TR reading 
                      	cor. 
                      	B2 reported50 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	10:42 
                      	ἐάν 
                      	ἄν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	11:2 
                      	δύο 
                      	διά 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	11:6 
                      	ἐάν 
                      	ἄν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	11:7 
                      	ἐξήλθετε 
                      	ἐξήλθατε 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	11:8 
                      	ἐξήλθετε 
                      	ἐξήλθατε 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	11:8 
                      	ἱματίοις 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	11:8 
                      	εἰσίν 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	11:9 
                      	Ἀλλὰ τί ἐξήλθετε ἰδεῖν; προφήτην; 
                      	ἀλλὰ τί ἐξήλθετε; προφήτην ἰδεῖν; 
                      	err. 
                      	B2 imprecisely followed51 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	11:10 
                      	γάρ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	11:16 
                      	παιδαρίοις 
                      	παιδίοις 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	11:16 
                      	ἐν ἀγοραῖς καθημένοις 
                      	καθημένοις ἐν ταῖς ἀγοραῖς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	11:1652 
                      	προσφωνοῦσι τοῖς ἑταίροις αὑτῶν, Καὶ λέγουσιν 
                      	προσφωνοῦντα τοῖς ἑτέροις, λέγουσιν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	11:16 
                      	ἑταίροις 
                      	ἑτέροις53 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	11:17 
                      	ὑμῖν posterius 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	11:19 
                      	τέκνων 
                      	ἔργων 
                      	cor. 
                      	B✶ followed54 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	11:23 
                      	Καπερναούμ 
                      	καφαρναούμ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	11:23 
                      	ἡ ἕως τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ὑψωθεῖσα 
                      	μὴ ἕως οὐρανοῦ ὑψωθήσῃ 
                      	cor. 
                      	B✶ followed55 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ (add. τοῦ) 
  
                      	11:23 
                      	καταβιβασθήσῃ 
                      	καταβήσῃ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	11:23 
                      	ἐγένοντο 
                      	ἐγενήθησαν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	11:23 
                      	γενόμεναι ἐν σοί 
                      	ἐν σοὶ γενόμεναι 
                      	err. 
                      	B γενομεναι εν σοι 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	11:23 
                      	ἔμειναν 
                      	ἔμεινεν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	11:26 
                      	ἐγένετο εὐδοκία 
                      	εὐδοκία ἐγένετο 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	11:29 
                      	πρᾷός 
                      	πραύς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	12:1 
                      	τοῖς σάββασι 
                      	τοῖς σάββατοις 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	12:2 
                      	εἶπον 
                      	εἶπαν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	12:3 
                      	αὐτός 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	12:6 
                      	μεῖζων 
                      	μεῖζον 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	12:8 
                      	καί 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	12:10 
                      	ἦν τήν 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	γ 
  
                      	12:12 
                      	σάββασι 
                      	σάββατοις 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT (-ν) 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	12:13 
                      	τὴν χεῖρά σου 
                      	σου τὴν χεῖρά [sic] 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	12:13 
                      	ἀποκατεστάθη 
                      	ἀπεκατεστάθη 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	 
  
                      	12:14 
                      	Οἱ δὲ Φαρισαῖοι συμβούλιον ἔλαβον κατʼ αὐτοῦ ἐξελθόντες 
                      	ἐξελθόντες δὲ οἱ φαρισαῖοι συμβούλιον ἔλαβον κατʼ αὐτοῦ 
                      	imp. 
                      	B2 followed56 
                      	~ 
                      	 
  
                      	12:17 
                      	Ὅπως 
                      	ἵνα 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	12:18 
                      	εἰς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	12:21 
                      	ἐν 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	12:22 
                      	προσηνέχθη αὐτῷ δαιμονιζόμενος, τυφλὸς καὶ κωφός 
                      	προσήνεγκαν αὐτῷ δαιμονιζόμενον τυφλὸν καὶ κωφόν 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	12:22 
                      	τὸν τυφλὸν καὶ κωφόν 
                      	τὸν κωφόν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	12:24 
                      	Βεελζεβούλ 
                      	βεεζεβούλ 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	12:25 
                      	ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	12:27 
                      	Βεελζεβούλ 
                      	βεεζεβούλ 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	12:27 
                      	ὑμῶν ἔσονται κριταί 
                      	κριταί ἔσονται ὑμῶν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	12:28 
                      	ἐγὼ ἐν πνεύματι Θεοῦ 
                      	ἐν πνεύματι θεοῦ ἐγώ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	12:29 
                      	διαρπάσει 
                      	ἁρπάσει 
                      	err. 
                      	B διαρπασει 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	12:31 
                      	ἀφεθήσεται prius 
                      	add. ὑμῖν 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	12:31 
                      	τοῖς ἀνθρώποις posterius 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	 
  
                      	12:32 
                      	ἄν 
                      	ἐάν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	∻ 
                      	 
  
                      	12:32 
                      	ἀφεθήσεται prius 
                      	οὐκ ἀφεθήσεται 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT; B✶ followed57 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	12:32 
                      	οὐκ ἀφεθήσεται 
                      	οὐ μὴ ἀφεθήση 
                      	err. 
                      	TR = MCT; B ου μη αφεθη 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	12:32 
                      	τούτῳ τῷ 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT58 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	12:35 
                      	τῆς καρδίας 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	12:35 
                      	τὰ ἀγαθά 
                      	om. τά 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	γ 
  
                      	12:38 
                      	ἀπεκρίθησαν 
                      	add. αὐτῷ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	12:38 
                      	καὶ Φαρισαίων 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	12:42 
                      	Σολομῶντος bis 
                      	σολομῶνος 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	∻ 
                      	txt 
  
                      	12:44 
                      	ἐπιστρέψω εἰς τὸν οἶκόν μου 
                      	εἰς τὸν οἶκόν μου ἐπιστρέψω 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	12:46 
                      	δέ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	12:47 
                      	vs. 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = [MCT] 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	12:48 
                      	εἰπόντι 
                      	λέγοντι 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	13:1 
                      	δέ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	13:1 
                      	ἀπό 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	13:4 
                      	ἦλθε 
                      	ἦλθον 
                      	err. 
                      	B ελθοντα 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	13:4 
                      	καὶ κατέφαγεν 
                      	om. καί 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	13:5 
                      	ἐξανέτειλε 
                      	ἐξανέτειλαν 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	13:5 
                      	γῆς 
                      	τῆς γῆς 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	13:6 
                      	ἐκαυματίσθη 
                      	ἐκαυματώθη 
                      	imp. 
                      	B2 followed59 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	13:13 
                      	συνίουσι 
                      	Bc συνῶσι 
                      	cor. 
                      	B2 reported60 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	13:14 
                      	ἐπʼ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	13:14 
                      	ἀκούσετε 
                      	B✶ ἀκούσατε 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT; B✶ followed61 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	13:15 
                      	ἰάσωμαι 
                      	ἰάσομαι 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	13:17 
                      	εἶδον 
                      	εἶδαν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	13:18 
                      	σπείροντος 
                      	σπείραντος 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	13:22 
                      	αἰῶνος τούτου 
                      	om. τούτου 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	13:24 
                      	σπείροντι 
                      	σπείραντι 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	13:24 
                      	αὑτοῦ 
                      	ἑαυτοῦ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	13:25 
                      	ἔσπειρε 
                      	ἐπέσπειρε 
                      	imp. 
                      	B2 followed62 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	13:27 
                      	τά 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	13:28 
                      	οἱ δὲ δοῦλοι εἶπον αὐτῷ 
                      	οἱ δὲ αὐτῷ λέγουσιν 
                      	cor. 
                      	B✶ followed63 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	13:30 
                      	μέχρι 
                      	ἕως 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	13:30 
                      	τῷ καιρῷ 
                      	om. τῷ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	13:35 
                      	κόσμου 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = [MCT] 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	13:36 
                      	ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	= 
                      	β 
  
                      	13:36 
                      	φράσον 
                      	διασάφησον 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	13:37 
                      	αὐτοῖς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	13:39 
                      	ὁ δὲ ἐχθρὸς ὁ σπείρας αὐτά, ἐστιν ὁ διάβολος 
                      	ὁ δὲ ἐχθρὸς ἐστιν ὁ σπείρας αὐτά, ὁ διάβολος 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	13:39 
                      	τοῦ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	13:40 
                      	τούτου 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	γ 
  
                      	13:43 
                      	ἀκούειν 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	13:44 
                      	Πάλιν 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	13:44 
                      	πάντα ὅσα ἔχει πωλεῖ 
                      	πωλεῖ ὅσα ἔχει 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	13:45 
                      	ἀνθρώπῳ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	13:51 
                      	Λέγει αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	= 
                      	β 
  
                      	13:52 
                      	εἶπεν 
                      	Bc λέγει 
                      	cor. 
                      	B1 reported64 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	13:52 
                      	εἰς τὴν βασιλείαν 
                      	τῇ βασιλείᾳ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	13:54 
                      	ἐκπλήττεσθαι 
                      	ἐκπλήσσεσθαι 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	13:55 
                      	Ἰωσῆς 
                      	ἰωσήφ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	13:57 
                      	πατρίδι αὑτοῦ 
                      	om. αὑτοῦ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	14:3 
                      	κρατήσας 
                      	τότε κρατήσας 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	14:3 
                      	αὐτόν 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = [MCT] 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	14:3 
                      	καὶ ἔθετο ἐν φυλακῇ 
                      	καὶ ἐν τῇ φυλακῇ ἀπέθετο 
                      	imp. 
                      	B1 followed65 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	14:3 
                      	ἐν φυλακῇ 
                      	ἐν τῇ φυλακῇ 
                      	imp. 
                      	B1 followed66 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	14:4 
                      	αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰωάννης 
                      	ὁ ἰωάννης αὐτῷ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	14:5 
                      	ὅτι 
                      	ἐπεί 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT; B✶ followed67 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	14:6 
                      	Γενεσίων δὲ ἀγομένων 
                      	γενεσίοις δὲ γενομένοις 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	14:7 
                      	ἐάν 
                      	ἄν 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	14:9 
                      	ἐλυπήθη 
                      	λυπηθείς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	14:9 
                      	δέ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	14:10 
                      	τόν 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = [MCT] 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	14:12 
                      	σῶμα 
                      	πτῶμα 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	14:13 
                      	Καὶ ἀκούσας 
                      	ἀκούσας δέ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	14:14 
                      	ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	= 
                      	β 
  
                      	14:14 
                      	αὐτούς 
                      	αὐτοῖς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	14:15 
                      	προσῆλθον 
                      	προσῆλθαν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	14:18 
                      	αὐτοὺς ὧδε 
                      	ὧδε αὐτούς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	14:19 
                      	κελεύσας 
                      	B✶ κελεύσατε68 
                      	cor. 
                      	B1 κελευσας 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	14:19 
                      	καὶ λαβών 
                      	om. καί 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	14:22 
                      	ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	14:22 
                      	τὸ πλοῖον 
                      	om. τό 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	14:24 
                      	ἤδη μέσον τῆς θαλάσσης ἦν 
                      	ἤδη σταδίους πολλοὺς ἀπὸ τῆς γῆς ἀπεῖχεν 
                      	cor. 
                      	B✶ followed69 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	14:25 
                      	ἀπῆλθε 
                      	ἦλθε 
                      	imp. 
                      	B2 followed70 
                      	∻ 
                      	β 
  
                      	14:25 
                      	ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	14:25 
                      	τῆς θαλάσσης 
                      	τὴν θαλάσσαν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	14:26 
                      	Καὶ ἰδόντες αὐτὸν οἱ μαθηταὶ ἐπὶ τὴν θαλάσσαν περιπατοῦντα 
                      	οἱ δὲ μαθηταὶ ἰδόντες αὐτὸν περιπατοῦντα ἐπὶ τῆς θαλάσσης 
                      	err. 
                      	B […] επι της θαλασσης περιπατουντα 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	14:27 
                      	ἐλάλησεν αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
                      	ἐλάλησεν ὁ ἰησοῦς αὐτοῖς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	14:28 
                      	εἶπε 
                      	add. αὐτῷ 
                      	imp. 
                      	B ειπεν αυτω 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	14:29 
                      	ἐλθεῖν 
                      	καὶ ἦλθεν 
                      	cor. 
                      	B✶ followed71 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	14:33 
                      	ἐλθόντες 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	14:34 
                      	εἰς τὴν γῆν Γεννησαρέτ 
                      	ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν εἰς γεννησαρέτ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	15:1 
                      	οἱ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	15:1 
                      	γραμματεῖς καὶ Φαρισαῖοι 
                      	φαρισαῖοι καὶ γραμματεῖς 
                      	imp. 
                      	B2 followed72 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	15:4 
                      	ἐνετείλατο, λέγων 
                      	εἶπεν 
                      	cor. 
                      	B✶ followed73 
                      	∻ 
                      	β 
  
                      	15:4 
                      	πατέρα σοῦ 
                      	om. σοῦ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	15:574 
                      	καί 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	= 
                      	γ 
  
                      	15:575 
                      	τιμήσῃ 
                      	τιμήσει 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	15:6 
                      	τὴν ἐντολήν 
                      	τὸν λόγον 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	15:8 
                      	Ἐγγίζει μοι 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	15:8 
                      	τῷ στόματι αὑτῶν, καί 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	15:11 
                      	εἰσερχόμενον 
                      	ἐρχόμενον 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	15:12 
                      	αὐτοῦ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	15:12 
                      	εἶπον 
                      	λέγουσιν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	15:14 
                      	ὁδηγοί εἰσι τυφλοὶ τυφλῶν 
                      	τυφλοὶ εἰσι ὁδηγοί 
                      	imp. 
                      	B τυφλοι εισιν οδηγοι 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	15:15 
                      	εἶπεν αὐτῷ 
                      	αὐτῷ εἶπεν 
                      	cor. 
                      	B✶ followed76 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	15:15 
                      	ταύτην 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = [MCT] 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	15:16 
                      	Ἰησοῦς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	 
  
                      	15:17 
                      	Οὔπω 
                      	οὐ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	15:22 
                      	ἔκραύγασεν 
                      	ἔκραζεν 
                      	cor. 
                      	B✶ followed77 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	15:22 
                      	αὐτῷ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	15:22 
                      	υἱέ 
                      	υἱός 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	15:23 
                      	ἠρώτων 
                      	ἠρώτουν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	15:25 
                      	προσεκύνει 
                      	s. 
                      	 
                      	TR = MCT78 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	15:30 
                      	τυφλούς, κωφούς, κυλλούς 
                      	κυλλούς, τυφλούς, κωφούς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	15:30 
                      	τοῦ Ἰησοῦ 
                      	αὐτοῦ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	∻ 
                      	β 
  
                      	15:31 
                      	θαυμάσαι βλέποντας 
                      	βλέποντας θαυμάσαι 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	15:31 
                      	λαλοῦντας 
                      	ἀκούοντας 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	15:31 
                      	χωλούς 
                      	καὶ χωλούς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	15:32 
                      	ἤδη 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	15:32 
                      	ἡμέρας 
                      	ἡμέραι 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	15:33 
                      	αὐτοῦ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	15:33 
                      	πόθεν 
                      	s. 
                      	 
                      	TR = MCT79 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	15:35 
                      	Καὶ ἐκέλευσε τοῖς ὄχλοις ἀναπεσεῖν 
                      	καὶ παραγγείλας τῷ ὄχλῳ ἀναπεσεῖν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	15:36 
                      	Καὶ λαβών 
                      	ἔλαβεν 
                      	cor. 
                      	B✶ followed80 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	15:36 
                      	ἔδωκε 
                      	ἐδίδου 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	15:36 
                      	τῷ ὄχλῷ 
                      	τοῖς ὄχλοις 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	15:37 
                      	καὶ ᾖραν τὸ περισσεῦον τῶν κλασμάτων 
                      	καὶ τὸ περισσεῦον τῶν κλασμάτων ᾖραν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	15:38 
                      	ἦσαν 
                      	add. ὡς 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	15:39 
                      	Μαγδαλά 
                      	μαγαδάν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	16:2–3 
                      	vss. 2b–3 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = [MCT] 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	16:4 
                      	ἐπιζητεῖ 
                      	B✶ αἴται 
                      	err. 
                      	TR = MCT81 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	16:4 
                      	τοῦ προφήτου 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	γ 
  
                      	16:5 
                      	αὐτοῦ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	16:8 
                      	αὐτοῖς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	16:8 
                      	ἐλάβετε 
                      	ἔχετε 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	16:11 
                      	ἄρτοῦ 
                      	ἄρτων 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	∻ 
                      	β 
  
                      	16:11 
                      	προσέχειν 
                      	προσέχετε δέ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	∻ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	16:12 
                      	τοῦ ἄρτου 
                      	τῶν ἄρτων 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	16:12 
                      	Φαρισαίων καὶ Σαδδουκαίων 
                      	σαδδουκαίων καὶ φαρισαίων 
                      	imp. 
                      	TR = MCT; B2 followed82 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	16:13 
                      	με 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	γ 
  
                      	16:17 
                      	Καὶ ἀποκριθείς 
                      	ἀποκριθεὶς δέ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	16:17 
                      	τοῖς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	16:19 
                      	κλεῖς 
                      	B✶ κλεῖδας 
                      	cor. 
                      	B✶ followed83 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	16:20 
                      	διεστείλατο 
                      	B✶ ἐπετίμησεν 
                      	imp. 
                      	TR = MCT; B✶ imprecisely followed84 
                      	txt δι. ¦ ∻ ἐπ. 
                      	txt δι. ¦ β. ἐπ. 
  
                      	16:20 
                      	αὑτοῦ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	16:20 
                      	Ἰησοῦς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	16:21 
                      	Ἰησοῦς 
                      	add. χριστός 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	16:21 
                      	ἀπελθεῖν εἰς Ἱεροσόλυμα 
                      	εἰς ἱεροσόλυμα ἀπελθεῖν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	16:22 
                      	ἤρξατο ἐπιτιμᾷν αὐτῷ, λέγων 
                      	λέγει αὐτῷ ἐπιτιμῶν 
                      	imp. 
                      	TR = MCT; B2 followed85 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	16:23 
                      	μου εἶ 
                      	εἶ ἐμοῦ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	16:24 
                      	ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
                      	B✶ om. 
                      	err. 
                      	TR = MCT86 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	16:25 
                      	ὃς γὰρ ἄν 
                      	ὃς γὰρ ἐάν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	16:26 
                      	ὠφελεῖται 
                      	ὠφεληθήσεται 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	16:28 
                      	εἰσί 
                      	ὅτι εἰσί 
                      	imp. 
                      	B2 followed87 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	16:28 
                      	τῶν ὧδε ἑστηκότων 
                      	τῶν ὧδε ἑστώτων 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	17:3 
                      	ὤφθησαν 
                      	ὤφθη 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	17:3 
                      	Μωσῆς 
                      	μωϋσῆς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	17:3 
                      	μετʼ αὐτοῦ συλλαλοῦντες 
                      	συλλαλοῦντες μετʼ αὐτοῦ 
                      	imp. 
                      	B2 followed88 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	17:4 
                      	ποιήσωμεν 
                      	ποιήσω 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	17:4 
                      	τρεῖς σκηνάς 
                      	σκηνὰς τρεῖς 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	17:4 
                      	Μωσῇ 
                      	μωϋσεῖ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	17:5 
                      	αὐτοῦ ἀκούετε 
                      	ἀκούετε αὐτοῦ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	17:6 
                      	ἔπεσον 
                      	ἔπεσαν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	17:7 
                      	ἥψατο αὐτῶν, καὶ εἶπεν 
                      	καὶ ἁψάμενος αὐτῶν εἶπεν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	17:8 
                      	τόν 
                      	B✶ αὐτόν 
                      	cor. 
                      	B✶ followed89 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	17:9 
                      	ἀπό 
                      	ἐκ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	17:9 
                      	ἀναστῇ 
                      	ἐγερθῇ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	17:11 
                      	Ἰησοῦς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	= 
                      	β 
  
                      	17:11 
                      	πρῶτον 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	β 
  
                      	17:14 
                      	αὐτῶν 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	17:14 
                      	αὐτῷ 
                      	αὐτόν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	17:15 
                      	πάσχει 
                      	ἔχει 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	17:17 
                      	ἔσομαι μεθʼ ὑμῶν 
                      	μεθʼ ὑμῶν ἔσομαι 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	17:20 
                      	ἀπιστίαν 
                      	ὀλιγοπιστίαν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	17:20 
                      	μετάβηθι 
                      	μετάβα 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	17:20 
                      	ἔντεῦθεν 
                      	ἔνθεν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	17:21 
                      	vs. 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	17:22 
                      	Ἀναστρεφομένων 
                      	συστρεφομένων 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	17:23 
                      	ἐγερθήσεται 
                      	ἀναστήσεται 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	17:24 
                      	Καπερναούμ 
                      	καφαρναούμ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	17:24 
                      	εἶπον 
                      	εἶπαν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	17:25 
                      	ὅτε εἰσῆλθεν 
                      	ἐλθόντα 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	17:25 
                      	τίνων 
                      	τίνος 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	17:26 
                      	Λέγει αὐτῷ 
                      	εἰπόντος δέ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	17:26 
                      	ὁ Πέτρος 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	18:1 
                      	ἐκείνῃ 
                      	add. δέ 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	18:2 
                      	ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	18:4 
                      	ταπεινώσῃ 
                      	ταπεινώσει 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	∻ 
                      	β 
  
                      	18:5 
                      	ἕν 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	18:6 
                      	ἐπί 
                      	περί 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	18:7 
                      	ἐστιν 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	 
  
                      	18:7 
                      	ἐκείνῳ 
                      	om. 
                      	err. 
                      	B εκεινω 
                      	– 
                      	δ 
  
                      	18:8 
                      	αὐτά 
                      	αὐτόν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	∻ 
                      	β 
  
                      	18:8 
                      	χωλὸν ἢ κυλλόν 
                      	κυλλὸν ἢ χωλόν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	18:9 
                      	σκανδαλίζει 
                      	σκανδαλεῖ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	18:10 
                      	ἐν οὐρανοῖς prius 
                      	ἐν τῷ οὐρανῷ 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	18:11 
                      	vs. 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	= 
                      	β 
  
                      	18:12 
                      	ἀφείς 
                      	ἀφήσει 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	18:12 
                      	τά prius 
                      	om. 
                      	err. 
                      	B τα 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	18:12 
                      	ἐνενήκονταεννέα 
                      	add. πρόβατα 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	18:12 
                      	ἐπὶ τὰ ὄρη 
                      	ἐπὶ τὰ ὄρη 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	18:12 
                      	πορευθείς 
                      	καὶ πορευθείς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	18:14 
                      	ὑμῶν 
                      	μου 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	18:14 
                      	εἷς 
                      	ἕν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	∻ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	18:15 
                      	εἰς σέ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = [MCT] 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	18:15 
                      	καί prius 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	18:16 
                      	μετὰ σοῦ ἔτι ἕνα ἢ δύο 
                      	ἔτι ἕνα ἢ δύο μετὰ σοῦ 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	18:18 
                      	τῷ οὐρανῷ 
                      	οὐρανῷ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	18:19 
                      	Πάλιν 
                      	add. ἀμήν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	+ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	18:19 
                      	ὑμῶν συμφωνήσωσιν 
                      	συμφωνήσωσιν ἐξ ὑμῶν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	18:21 
                      	αὐτῷ ὁ Πέτρος εἶπε 
                      	ὁ πέτρος εἶπε αὐτῷ 
                      	imp. 
                      	B ο πετρος ειπεν αυτω 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	18:24 
                      	αὐτῷ εἷς 
                      	εἷς αὐτῷ 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	18:25 
                      	αὐτοῦ prius 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	18:26 
                      	κύριε 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	18:26 
                      	σοι ἀποδώσω 
                      	ἀποδώσω σοι 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	18:27 
                      	ἐκείνου 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	18:28 
                      	μοι 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	= 
                      	β 
  
                      	18:28 
                      	ὅ, τι 
                      	εἴ τι 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	18:29 
                      	εὶς τοὺς πόδας αὐτοῦ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	18:29 
                      	πάντα 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	= 
                      	γ 
  
                      	18:30 
                      	οὗ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	18:31 
                      	Ἰδόντες δὲ οἱ σύνδουλοι αὐτοῦ 
                      	ἰδόντες οὖν αὐτοῦ οἱ σύνδουλοι 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	18:31 
                      	αὑτῶν 
                      	ἑαυτῶν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	18:34 
                      	οὗ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	18:34 
                      	αὑτῶ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	18:35 
                      	ἐπουράνιος 
                      	οὐράνιος 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	β 
  
                      	18:35 
                      	τὰ παραπτώματα αὐτῶν 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	19:3 
                      	οἱ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	19:3 
                      	αὐτῷ posterius 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	= 
                      	β 
  
                      	19:3 
                      	ἀνθρώπῳ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	19:4 
                      	αὐτοῖς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	19:4 
                      	ποιήσας 
                      	κτίσας 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	19:5 
                      	προσκολληθήσεται 
                      	κολληθήσεται 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	∻ 
                      	β 
  
                      	19:7 
                      	Μωσῆς 
                      	μωϋσῆς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	19:9 
                      	ὅτι 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	19:9 
                      	εἰ μὴ ἐπὶ πορνείᾳ 
                      	παρεκτὸς λόγου πορνείας 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	19:9 
                      	εἰ 
                      	om.90 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	19:9 
                      	καὶ γαμήσῃ ἄλλην 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	19:9 
                      	μοιχᾶται 
                      	ποιεῖ αὐτὴν μοιχευθῆται 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	19:10 
                      	αὐτοῦ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = [MCT] 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	19:11 
                      	τοῦτον 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = [MCT] 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	19:13 
                      	προσηνέχθη 
                      	προσηνέχθησαν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	19:15 
                      	αὐτοῖς τὰς χεῖρας 
                      	τὰς χεῖρας αὐτοῖς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	19:16 
                      	εἶπεν αὐτῷ 
                      	αὐτῷ εἶπεν 
                      	cor. 
                      	B✶ followed91 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	19:16 
                      	ἀγαθέ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	= 
                      	β 
  
                      	19:16 
                      	ἔχω 
                      	σχῶ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	19:17 
                      	τί με λέγεις ἀγαθόν 
                      	τί με ἐρωτᾶς περὶ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	19:17 
                      	οὐδεὶς ἀγαθός, εἰ μὴ εἷς, ὁ Θεός 
                      	εἷς ἐστιν ὁ ἀγαθός 
                      	imp. 
                      	B1 followed92 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	19:17 
                      	εἰσελθεῖν εἰς τὴν ζωήν 
                      	εἰς τὴν ζωὴν εἰσελθεῖν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	19:17 
                      	τήρησον 
                      	τήρει 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	19:18 
                      	Λέγει 
                      	ἔφη 
                      	err. 
                      	B λεγει 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	19:19 
                      	σου prius 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	19:20 
                      	πάντα ταῦτα 
                      	ταῦτα πάντα 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	19:20 
                      	ἐφυλαξάμην 
                      	ἐφύλαξα 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	 
  
                      	19:20 
                      	ἐκ νεότητός μου 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	γ 
  
                      	19:21 
                      	Ἔφη 
                      	λέγει 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	19:21 
                      	πτωχοῖς 
                      	τοῖς πτωχοῖς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	19:21 
                      	οὐρανῷ 
                      	οὐρανοῖς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	19:23 
                      	δυσκόλως πλούσιος 
                      	πλούσιος δυσκόλως 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	19:24 
                      	τρυπήματος 
                      	τρήματος 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	19:24 
                      	εἰς τὴν βασιλείαν τοῦ Θεοῦ εἰσελθεῖν 
                      	εἰσελθεῖν εἰς τὴν βασιλείαν τοῦ θεοῦ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	19:25 
                      	αὐτοῦ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	19:26 
                      	ἐστι posterius 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	19:29 
                      	ὅς 
                      	ὅς τις 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	+ 
                      	γ (ὅστις) 
  
                      	19:29 
                      	οἰκίας 
                      	s. 
                      	 
                      	TR = MCT93 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	19:29 
                      	ἢ γυναῖκα 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	19:29 
                      	ὀνόματός μου 
                      	ἐμοῦ ὀνόματός [sic] 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	20:3 
                      	τήν 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	20:6 
                      	ὥραν 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	= 
                      	β 
  
                      	20:6 
                      	ἀργούς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	20:7 
                      	καὶ ὃ ἐὰν ᾖ δίκαιον, λήψεσθε 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	= 
                      	β 
  
                      	20:10 
                      	Ἐλθόντες δέ 
                      	καὶ ἐλθόντες 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	20:10 
                      	πλεῖονα 
                      	πλεῖον 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	20:10 
                      	καὶ αὐτοὶ ἀνὰ δηνάριον 
                      	ἀνὰ δηνάριον καὶ αὐτοί 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	20:12 
                      	ὅτι 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	20:13 
                      	εἶπεν ἑνὶ αὐτῶν 
                      	ἑνὶ εἶπεν 
                      	err. 
                      	B αυτων ενι ειπεν 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	20:14 
                      	θέλω δὲ τούτῳ 
                      	θέλω ἐγὼ τούτῳ 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	20:15 
                      	ἤ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = [MCT] 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	20:15 
                      	ποιῆσαι ὃ θέλω 
                      	ὃ θέλω ποιῆσαι 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	20:15 
                      	ἤ posterius 
                      	Bc εἰ 
                      	cor. 
                      	B2 reported94 
                      	txt ἤ ¦ ∻ εἰ 
                      	txt ἤ ¦ γ. εἰ 
  
                      	20:16 
                      	πολλοὶ γάρ εἰσι κλητοί, ὀλίγοι δὲ ἐκλεκτοί 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	20:17 
                      	Καὶ ἀναβαίνων ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
                      	μέλλων δὲ ἀναβαίνειν ἰησοῦς 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	20:17 
                      	ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ, καί 
                      	καὶ ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	20:18 
                      	θανάτῳ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	20:20 
                      	παρʼ αὐτοῦ 
                      	ἀπʼ αὐτοῦ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	20:21 
                      	λέγει αὐτῷ 
                      	ἡ δὲ εἶπεν 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	20:21 
                      	σου prius 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	20:21 
                      	εὐωνύμων 
                      	add. σου 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	20:22 
                      	καὶ τὸ βάπτισμα, ὃ ἐγὼ βαπτίζομαι βαπτισθῆναι 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	20:23 
                      	Καί prius 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	20:23 
                      	καὶ τὸ βάπτισμα, ὃ ἐγὼ βαπτίζομαι, βαπτισθήσεσθε 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	20:23 
                      	εὐωνύμων μου 
                      	om. μου 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	= 
                      	β 
  
                      	20:26 
                      	δέ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	20:26 
                      	ἔσται 
                      	ἐστιν 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	20:26 
                      	ἐν ὑμῖν μέγας 
                      	μέγας ἐν ὑμῖν 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	20:26 
                      	ἔστω 
                      	ἔσται 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	∻ 
                      	β 
  
                      	20:27 
                      	ἐν ὑμῖν εἶναι πρῶτος 
                      	εἶναι ὑμῶν πρῶτος 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	20:29 
                      	Ἱεριχώ 
                      	ἱερειχώ 
                      	cor. 
                      	B✶ followed95 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	20:30 
                      	κύριε 
                      	om. 
                      	err. 
                      	B κ̅ε̅96 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	20:31 
                      	ἔκραζον 
                      	ἔκραξαν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	20:31 
                      	ἐλέησον ἡμᾶς, κύριε 
                      	κύριε ἐλέησον ἡμᾶς 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	20:33 
                      	ἀνοιχθῶσιν 
                      	ἀνοιγῶσιν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	20:33 
                      	ἡμῶν οἱ ὀφθαλμοί 
                      	οἱ ὀφθαλμοί ἡμῶν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	20:34 
                      	τῶν ὀφθαλμῶν αὐτῶν 
                      	αὐτῶν τῶν ὀμμάτων 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	20:34 
                      	αὐτῶν οἱ ὀφθαλμοί 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	21:1 
                      	Βηθφαγῆ 
                      	βηθσφαγῆ 
                      	imp. 
                      	B2 followed97 
                      	a.c. (-ν) 
                      	δ (-ν) 
  
                      	21:1 
                      	πρός 
                      	εἰς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	21:2 
                      	πορεύθητε 
                      	πορεύεσθε 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	 
  
                      	21:2 
                      	ἀπέναντι 
                      	κατέναντι 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	 
  
                      	21:2 
                      	ἀγάγετέ μοι 
                      	ἄγετε [μοι] 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	21:3 
                      	ἀποστέλλει 
                      	s. 
                      	 
                      	TR = MCT98 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	21:5 
                      	καὶ πῶλον 
                      	καὶ ἐπὶ πῶλον 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	21:6 
                      	προσέταξεν 
                      	συνέταξεν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	21:7 
                      	ἐπάνω αὐτῶν 
                      	ἐπʼ αὐτῶν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	21:7 
                      	ἐπεκάθισεν 
                      	ἐπεκάθισεν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	21:9 
                      	προάγοντες 
                      	add. αὐτόν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	21:11 
                      	Ἰησοῦς ὁ προφήτης 
                      	ὁ προφήτης ἰησοῦς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	21:12 
                      	τοῦ Θεοῦ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	γ 
  
                      	21:13 
                      	ἐποιήσατε 
                      	ποιεῖτε 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	21:15 
                      	κράζοντας 
                      	τοὺς κράζοντας 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	21:18 
                      	ἐπανάγων 
                      	B✶ ἐπανάγαγων 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT; B✶ followed99 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	21:23 
                      	ἐλθόντι αὐτῷ 
                      	ἐλθόντος αὐτοῦ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	21:25 
                      	βάπτισμα 
                      	add. τό 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	21:25 
                      	παρʼ ἑαυτοῖς 
                      	ἐν ἑαυτοῖς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	21:26 
                      	ἔχουσι τὸν Ἰωάννην ὡς προφήτην 
                      	ὡς προφήτην ἔχουσι τὸν ἰωάννην 
                      	imp. 
                      	B2 followed100 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	21:28 
                      	τέκνα δύο 
                      	δύο τέκνα 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	21:29 
                      	οὐ θέλω· ὕστερον δὲ μεταμεληθείς, ἀπῆλθε 
                      	ἐγὼ κύριε, καὶ οὐκ ἀπῆλθεν 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT; B✶ followed101 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	21:30 
                      	Καὶ προσελθὼν 
                      	προσελθὼν δέ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	21:30 
                      	ἐγώ, κύριε· καὶ οὐκ ἀπῆλθε 
                      	οὐ θέλω· ὕστερον δὲ μεταμεληθείς, ἀπηλθε 
                      	err. 
                      	TR = MCT; B2 imprecisely followed102 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	21:31 
                      	ὁ πρῶτος 
                      	ὁ ὕστερος 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	21:32 
                      	οὐ 
                      	οὐδέ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	21:33 
                      	τις 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	21:38 
                      	κατάσχωμεν 
                      	σχῶμεν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	21:46 
                      	ὡς 
                      	εἰς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	β 
  
                      	22:1 
                      	αὐτοῖς ἐν παραβολαῖς 
                      	ἐν παραβολαῖς αὐτοῖς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	22:4 
                      	ἡτοίμασα 
                      	ἡτοίμακα 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	22:5 
                      	ὁ μέν 
                      	ὃς μέν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	22:5 
                      	εἰς posterius 
                      	ἐπί 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	22:7 
                      	Ἀκούσας δὲ ὁ βασιλεύς 
                      	ὁ δὲ βασιλεύς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	∻ 
                      	β 
  
                      	22:9 
                      	ἄν 
                      	ἐάν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	22:10 
                      	γάμος 
                      	νυμφών 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT; B✶ followed103 
                      	txt γα. ¦ a.c. νυμ. 
                      	txt γα. ¦ δ. νυμ. 
  
                      	22:13 
                      	εἶπεν ὁ βασιλεύς 
                      	ὁ βασιλεὺς εἶπεν 
                      	cor. 
                      	B✶ followed104 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	22:13 
                      	ἄρατε 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	= 
                      	β 
  
                      	22:13 
                      	αὐτόν, καὶ ἐκβάλετε 
                      	ἐκβάλετε αὐτόν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	= om. αὐ. κ. 
                      	β (om. αὐ. κ.) 
  
                      	22:21 
                      	αὐτῷ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	22:22 
                      	ἀπῆλθον 
                      	ἀπῆλθαν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	22:23 
                      	οἱ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	22:24 
                      	Μωσῆς 
                      	μωϋσῆς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	22:25 
                      	γάμησας 
                      	γήμας 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	22:28 
                      	οὖν ἀναστάσει 
                      	ἀναστάσει οὖν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	22:30 
                      	ἐκγαμίζονται 
                      	γαμίζονται 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	22:30 
                      	τοῦ Θεοῦ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	γ 
  
                      	22:30 
                      	ἐν οὐρανῷ 
                      	ἐν τῷ οὐρανῷ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	22:32 
                      	Θεὸς νεκρῶν 
                      	om. θεός 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	22:37 
                      	Ὁ δὲ Ἰησοῦς105 
                      	om. ἰησοῦς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	22:37 
                      	εἶπεν 
                      	ἔφη 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	22:37 
                      	τῇ καρδίᾳ 
                      	om. τῇ 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	= 
                      	β 
  
                      	22:38 
                      	πρώτη καὶ μεγάλη 
                      	ἡ μεγάλη καὶ πρώτη 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	γ. με. κ. πρ. 
  
                      	22:39 
                      	Δευτέρα δὲ ὁμοία αὐτῇ 
                      	δευτέρα ὁμοίως, αὕτη 
                      	err. 
                      	TR = MCT; B δευτερα ομοιως 
                      	~ αὕτη for αὐτῇ 
                      	β. αὕτη for αὐτῇ 
  
                      	22:40 
                      	ὁ νόμος καὶ οἱ προφῆται κρέμανται 
                      	ὁ νόμος κρέμαται καὶ οἱ προφῆται 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	 
  
                      	22:43 
                      	κύριον αὐτὸν καλεῖ 
                      	καλεῖ αὐτὸν κύριον 
                      	imp. 
                      	B2 followed106 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	22:44 
                      	ὑποπόδιον 
                      	ὑποκάτω 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	22:46 
                      	ἐδύνατο 
                      	Bc ἠδύνατο 
                      	cor. 
                      	B2a reported107 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	22:46 
                      	αὐτῷ ἀποκριθῆναι 
                      	ἀποκριθῆναι αὐτῷ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	23:3 
                      	τηρεῖν 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	 
  
                      	23:3 
                      	τηρεῖτε καὶ ποιεῖτε 
                      	ποιήσατε καὶ τηρεῖτε 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	23:4 
                      	γάρ 
                      	δέ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	23:4 
                      	τῷ δὲ δακτύλῳ αὑτῶν 
                      	αὐτοὶ δέ 
                      	err. 
                      	B αυτοι δε τω δακτυλω αυτων 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	23:5 
                      	δέ posterius 
                      	γάρ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	23:5 
                      	τῶν ἱματίων αὑτῶν 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	γ 
  
                      	23:7 
                      	ῥαββί 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	γ 
  
                      	23:8 
                      	καθηγητής 
                      	διδάσκαλος 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	23:8 
                      	ὁ Χριστός 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	23:9 
                      	ὁ πατὴρ ὑμῶν, ὁ ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς 
                      	ὑμῶν ὁ πατὴρ ὁ οὐρανοῖς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	23:10 
                      	εἷς γὰρ ὑμῶν ἐστιν ὁ καθηγητής 
                      	ὅτι καθηγητὴς ὑμῶν ἐστιν εἷς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	δ 
  
                      	23:13108 
                      	vs. 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	= 
                      	β 
  
                      	23:17 
                      	ἁγιάζων 
                      	ἁγιάσας 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	23:18 
                      	ἐάν 
                      	ἄν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	23:23 
                      	τὸν ἔλεον 
                      	τὸ ἔλεος 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	23:23 
                      	ταῦτα 
                      	add. δέ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	⁜ 
                      	txt 
  
                      	23:24 
                      	οἱ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	23:25 
                      	ἀκρασίας 
                      	s. 
                      	 
                      	TR = MCT109 
                      	~ 
                      	κγ 
  
                      	23:26 
                      	αὐτῶν 
                      	B✶ αὐτοῦ 
                      	cor. 
                      	B✶ followed110 
                      	∻ 
                      	β 
  
                      	23:27 
                      	παρομοιάζετε 
                      	ὁμοιάζετε 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	23:30 
                      	ἦμεν bis 
                      	ἤμεθα 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	23:32 
                      	πληρώσατε 
                      	πληρώσετε 
                      	cor. 
                      	B✶ followed111 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	23:34 
                      	καί tertio loco 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	23:36 
                      	ταῦτα πάντα 
                      	πάντα ταῦτα 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	23:37 
                      	ἐπισυνάγει ὄρνις 
                      	ὄρνις ἐπισυνάγει 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	23:37 
                      	ἑαυτῆς 
                      	αὑτῆς 
                      	imp. 
                      	B1 followed112 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	23:38 
                      	ἔρημος 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	24:1 
                      	ἀπό 
                      	ἐκ 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	24:2 
                      	Ἰησοῦς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	24:2 
                      	εἶπεν 
                      	ἀποκριθεὶς εἶπεν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	24:2 
                      	μή posterius 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	24:3 
                      	τῆς συντελείας 
                      	om. τῆς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	24:6 
                      	πάντα 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	γ 
  
                      	24:7 
                      	καὶ λοιμοί 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	24:15 
                      	ἑστώς 
                      	ἑστός 
                      	cor. 
                      	B✶ followed113 
                      	~ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	24:16 
                      	ἐπί 
                      	εἰς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	24:17 
                      	καταβαινέτω 
                      	καταβάτω 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	24:17 
                      	τι 
                      	τά 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	24:18 
                      	τὰ ἱμάτια 
                      	τὸ ἱμάτιον 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	∻ 
                      	β 
  
                      	24:20 
                      	ἐν 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	24:23 
                      	πιστεύσητε 
                      	B✶ πιστεύετε 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT; B✶ followed114 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	24:27 
                      	καί posterius 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	= 
                      	β 
  
                      	24:28 
                      	γάρ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	γ 
  
                      	24:30 
                      	τῷ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	24:31 
                      	ἕως ἄκρων 
                      	ἕως τῶν ἄκρων 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	24:35 
                      	παρελεύσονται 
                      	παρελεύσεται 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	24:36 
                      	τῆς posterius 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	24:36 
                      	οὐδὲ οἱ ἄγγελοι τῶν οὐρανῶν 
                      	add. οὐδὲ ὁ υἱός 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	24:36 
                      	μου 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	24:37 
                      	δέ 
                      	γάρ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	24:37 
                      	καί 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	24:38 
                      	Ὥσπερ 
                      	ὡς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	24:38 
                      	ἡμέραις 
                      	add. ἐκείναις 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	24:38 
                      	ἐκγαμίζοντες 
                      	γαμίσκοντες 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	24:39 
                      	καί ultimum 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = [MCT] 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	24:40 
                      	δύο ἔσονται 
                      	ἔσονται δύο 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	24:40 
                      	ὁ utroque loco 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	γ 
  
                      	24:41 
                      	μύλωνι 
                      	μύλῳ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	 
  
                      	24:42 
                      	ὥρᾳ 
                      	ἡμέρᾳ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	24:44 
                      	ὅτι ᾗ ὥρᾳ οὐ δοκεῖτε 
                      	ὅτι ᾗ οὐ δοκεῖτε ὥρᾳ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	24:45 
                      	κύριος αὐτοῦ 
                      	om. αὐτοῦ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	 
  
                      	24:45 
                      	θεραπείας 
                      	οἰκετείας 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	24:45 
                      	διδόναι 
                      	δοῦναι 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	24:46 
                      	ποιοῦντα οὕτως 
                      	οὕτως ποιοῦντα 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	24:48 
                      	ὁ κύριός μου 
                      	μου ὁ κύριος 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	24:48 
                      	ἐλθεῖν 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	24:49 
                      	συνδούλους 
                      	add. αὐτοῦ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	+ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	24:49 
                      	ἐσθίειν δὲ καὶ πίνειν 
                      	ἐσθίῃ δὲ καὶ πίνῃ 
                      	imp. 
                      	B2 followed115 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	25:2 
                      	ἦσαν ἐξ αὐτῶν 
                      	ἐξ αὐτῶν ἦσαν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	25:2 
                      	φρόνιμοι, καὶ αἱ πέντε μωραί 
                      	μωραί, καὶ πέντε φρόνιμοι 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	25:3 
                      	Αἵτινες 
                      	αἱ γάρ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	25:3 
                      	ἑαυτῶν prius 
                      	αὑτῶν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	25:4 
                      	αὑτῶν prius 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	25:4 
                      	αὑτῶν posterius 
                      	ἑαυτῶν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	25:6 
                      	γέγονεν 
                      	ἐγένετο 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	25:6 
                      	ἔρχεται 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	β 
  
                      	25:6 
                      	αὐτοῦ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = [MCT] 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	25:7 
                      	αὑτῶν 
                      	ἑαυτῶν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	25:8 
                      	εἶπον 
                      	εἶπαν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	25:9 
                      	οὐκ 
                      	οὐ μή 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	∻ 
                      	β 
  
                      	25:9 
                      	δέ posterius 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	25:13 
                      	ἐν ᾗ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἔρχεται 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	25:15116 
                      	εὐθέως. Πορευθεὶς δέ 
                      	εὐθέως πορευθείς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	25:16 
                      	ἐποίησεν 
                      	ἐκέρδησεν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	γ 
  
                      	25:16 
                      	τάλαντα 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	γ 
  
                      	25:17 
                      	καὶ αὐτός 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	γ 
  
                      	25:18 
                      	ἐν τῇ γῇ 
                      	γῆν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	25:18 
                      	ἀπέκρυψε 
                      	ἔκρυψε 
                      	imp. 
                      	B2 followed117 
                      	~ 
                      	 
  
                      	25:19 
                      	χρόνον πολύν 
                      	πολὺν χρόνον 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	25:19 
                      	μετʼ αὐτῶν λόγον 
                      	λόγον μετʼ αὐτῶν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	25:20 
                      	ἐπʼ αὐτοῖς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	γ 
  
                      	25:21 
                      	δέ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	25:22 
                      	λαβών 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	γ 
  
                      	25:22 
                      	ἐπʼ αὐτοῖς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	γ 
  
                      	25:27 
                      	ἔδει οὖν σε 
                      	ἔδει σε οὖν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	25:29 
                      	ἀπὸ δὲ τοῦ 
                      	τοῦ δέ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	∻ 
                      	β 
  
                      	25:30 
                      	ἐκβάλλετε 
                      	ἐκβάλετε 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	25:31 
                      	ἅγιοι 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	25:36 
                      	ἤλθετε 
                      	ἤλθατε 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	25:37 
                      	εἴδομεν 
                      	εἴδαμεν 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT; B✶ followed118 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	25:39 
                      	ἀσθενῆ 
                      	ἀσθενοῦντα 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	25:42 
                      	ἐδίψησα 
                      	καὶ ἐδίψησα 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT; B✶ followed119 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	25:44 
                      	αὐτῷ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	26:4 
                      	κρατήσωσι δόλῳ 
                      	δόλῳ κρατήσωσι 
                      	imp. 
                      	B2 followed120 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	26:7 
                      	ἀλάβαστρον μύρου ἔχουσα 
                      	ἔχουσα ἀλάβαστρον μύρου 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	26:7 
                      	τῆν κεφαλήν 
                      	τῆς κεφαλῆς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	26:8 
                      	αὐτοῦ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	= 
                      	β 
  
                      	26:9 
                      	τὸ μύρον 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	26:13 
                      	ἀμήν 
                      	add. δέ 
                      	imp. 
                      	B1 followed121 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	26:17 
                      	αὐτῷ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	= 
                      	β 
  
                      	26:22 
                      	ἕκαστος 
                      	εἷς ἕκαστος 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	26:22 
                      	αὐτῶν 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	26:23 
                      	ἐν τῷ τρυβλίῳ τὴν χεῖρα 
                      	τὴν χεῖρα ἐν τῷ τρυβλίῳ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	26:26 
                      	τόν 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	γ 
  
                      	26:26 
                      	εὐλογήσας 
                      	s. 
                      	 
                      	TR = MCT122 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	26:26 
                      	ἐδιδου 
                      	δούς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	26:27 
                      	τό 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	26:28 
                      	καινῆς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	26:33 
                      	καί 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	26:36 
                      	προσεύξωμαι ἐκεῖ 
                      	ἐκεῖ προσεύξωμαι 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	26:39 
                      	προελθών 
                      	s. 
                      	 
                      	TR = MCT123 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	26:42 
                      	τὸ ποτήριον 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	= 
                      	β 
  
                      	26:42 
                      	ἀπʼ ἐμοῦ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	= 
                      	β 
  
                      	26:44 
                      	ἀπελθὼν πάλιν 
                      	πάλιν ἀπελθών 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	26:44 
                      	εἰπών 
                      	add. πάλιν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	26:45 
                      	αὑτοῦ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	26:45 
                      	τό 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = [MCT] 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	26:45 
                      	ἰδού 
                      	add. γάρ 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	26:50 
                      	ᾧ 
                      	ὅ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	26:52 
                      	μαχαίρᾳ 
                      	μαχαίρῃ 
                      	cor. 
                      	B✶ followed124 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	26:53 
                      	ἄρτι 
                      	ponitur post μοι 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	26:53 
                      	πλείους ἤ 
                      	πλείω 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	26:55 
                      	ἐξήλθετε 
                      	ἐξήλθατε 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	26:55 
                      	πρὸς ὑμᾶς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	γ 
  
                      	26:55 
                      	ἐκαθεζόμην διδάσκων ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ 
                      	ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ ἐκαθεζόμην διδάσκων 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	26:59 
                      	καὶ οἱ πρεσβύτεροι 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	= 
                      	β 
  
                      	26:60 
                      	καί posterius 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	26:60 
                      	πολλῶν ψευδομαρτύρων προσελθόντων 
                      	πολλῶν προσελθόντων ψευδομαρτύρων 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	26:60 
                      	οὐχ εὗρον posterius 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	26:60 
                      	ψευδομάρτυρες 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	26:61 
                      	αὐτόν 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	 
  
                      	26:63 
                      	ἀποκριθείς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	26:65 
                      	ὅτι 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	 
  
                      	26:65 
                      	αὐτοῦ posterius 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	γ 
  
                      	26:69 
                      	ἔξω ἐκάθητο 
                      	ἐκάθητο ἔξω 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	26:71 
                      	αὐτόν prius 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	26:74 
                      	καταναθεματίζειν 
                      	καταθεματίζειν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	26:74 
                      	εὐθέως 
                      	εὐθύς 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	26:75 
                      	τοῦ Ἰησοῦ 
                      	om. τοῦ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	= 
                      	β 
  
                      	26:75 
                      	αὐτῷ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	 
  
                      	27:2 
                      	Ποντίῳ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	27:3 
                      	ἀπέστρεψε 
                      	ἔστρεψε 
                      	imp. 
                      	B2 followed125 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	27:4 
                      	ἀθῶον 
                      	Bc δίκαιον 
                      	cor. 
                      	B1 reported126 
                      	txt ἀθ. ¦ ∻ δικ. 
                      	txt ἀθ. ¦ γ. δικ. 
  
                      	27:4 
                      	ὄψει 
                      	ὄψῃ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	∻ 
                      	β 
  
                      	27:5 
                      	ἐν τῷ ναῷ 
                      	εἰς τὸν ναόν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	27:6 
                      	κορβανᾶν 
                      	κορβᾶν 
                      	cor. 
                      	B✶ followed127 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	27:11 
                      	ἔστη 
                      	ἐστάθη 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	27:21 
                      	εἶπον 
                      	add. τόν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	27:22 
                      	αὐτῷ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	= 
                      	β 
  
                      	27:23 
                      	ἡγεμών 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	27:24 
                      	ἀπέναντι 
                      	κατέναντι 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	27:24 
                      	τοῦ δικαίου 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	γ 
  
                      	27:28 
                      	ἐκδύσαντες 
                      	ἐνδύσαντες 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	27:28 
                      	περιέθηκαν αὐτῷ χλαμύδα κοκκίνην 
                      	χλαμύδα κοκκίνην περιέθηκαν αὐτῷ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	27:29 
                      	ἐπέθηκαν 
                      	περιέθηκαν 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	27:29 
                      	τὴν κεφαλήν 
                      	τῆς κεφαλῆς 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	27:29 
                      	ἐπὶ τὴν δεξιάν 
                      	ἐν τῇ δεξιᾷ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	β 
  
                      	27:29 
                      	ἐνέπαιζον 
                      	ἐνέπαιξαν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	27:29 
                      	ὁ βασιλεύς 
                      	βασιλεῦ 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	27:33 
                      	λεγόμενος κρανίου τόπος 
                      	κρανίου τόπος λεγόμενος 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	27:34 
                      	ὄξος 
                      	οἶνον 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	~ 
                      	β 
  
                      	27:34 
                      	ἤθελε 
                      	ἠθέλησεν 
                      	cor. 
                      	B✶ followed128 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	27:35 
                      	ab ἵνα πληρωθῇ ad ἒβαλον κλῆρον 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	27:40 
                      	εἰ υἱὸς εἶ τοῦ Θεοῦ 
                      	εἰ υἱὸς θεοῦ εἶ 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	27:42 
                      	εἰ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	– 
                      	γ 
  
                      	27:42 
                      	αὐτῷ 
                      	ἐπʼ αὐτόν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	27:43 
                      	τὸν Θεόν 
                      	τῷ θεῷ 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	27:43 
                      	αὐτόν prius 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	27:44 
                      	συσταυρωθέντες 
                      	συσταυρωθέντες σύν 
                      	imp. 
                      	B2 followed129 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	27:44 
                      	αὐτῷ posterius 
                      	αὐτόν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	27:46 
                      	ἀνεβόησεν 
                      	ἐβόησεν 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	27:46 
                      	ἠλί, ἠλί 
                      	ἐλωει, ἐλωει 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	27:46 
                      	λαμά 
                      	λημά 
                      	err. 
                      	B λεμα 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	27:46 
                      	σαβαχθανί 
                      	σαβαχθανεί 
                      	err. 
                      	B σαβακτανει 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	27:47 
                      	ἑστώτων 
                      	ἑστηκότων 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	27:49 
                      	ἔλεγον 
                      	εἶπαν 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	27:49 
                      	αὐτόν 
                      	add. ἄλλος δὲ λαβὼν λόγχην, ἔνυξεν αὐτοῦ τὴν πλευράν, καὶ ἐξῆλθεν ὕδωρ καὶ αἷμα 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	27:52 
                      	ἠγέρθη 
                      	ἠγέρθησαν 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	27:54 
                      	Θεοῦ υἱός 
                      	υἱὸς θεοῦ 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	27:58 
                      	τὸ σῶμα posterius 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	27:64 
                      	αὐτοῦ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	27:64 
                      	νυκτός 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	27:65 
                      	δέ prius 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
  
                      	28:2 
                      	ἀπὸ τῆς θύρας 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	γ 
  
                      	28:6 
                      	ὁ κύριος 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	δ 
  
                      	28:9 
                      	Ὡς δὲ ἐπορεύοντο ἀπαγγεῖλαι τοῖς μαθηταῖς αὐτοῦ 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	= 
                      	β 
  
                      	28:10 
                      	ὁ 
                      	om. 
                      	err. 
                      	B ο 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	28:14 
                      	ἐπί 
                      	ὑπό 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = MCT 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	28:14 
                      	αὐτόν 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	TR = [MCT] 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	28:15 
                      	σήμερον 
                      	add. ἡμέρας 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	a.c. 
                      	 
  
                      	28:20 
                      	Ἀμήν 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	 
                      	txt 
                      	txt 
 
                

              
 
             
            
              7 Lachmann’s Editio Maior
 
              The table below offers an overview of Lachmann’s use of Vaticanus in the sample chapters (Matt 1–7 and Gal 1–6) of his NTGL 1–2 (1842–1850). Textual changes due to modern editorial practice – for instance the presence of the final nu – are generally excluded. A further comparison with the relevant editions is given, including his editio minor (1831), the Modern Critical Text, Griesbach’s NTG 1 (31803; in the portion of Matthew), and Bentley’s projected edition (in Galatians). The symbol ‘x’ is used to indicate that the text under consideration agrees with that of Lachmann’s.130
 
              
                (1) Matthew 1–7
 
                
                               
                        	Matt 
                        	Elz. 1624 
                        	Ln. 2nd 
                        	Ln. app on B 
                        	Gch. 
                        	MCT 
                        	Ln. 1st 
                        	Cat. 
   
                        	1:1 
                        	Δαβίδ 
                        	Δαυείδ 
                        	δαυειδ 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	1:5 
                        	Βοόζ bis 
                        	Βοός 
                        	βοες 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	1:5 
                        	Ὠβήδ bis 
                        	Ἰωβήδ 
                        	ιωβηδ 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	1:6 
                        	ὁ βασιλεύς 
                        	om. 
                        	om. 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	1:6 
                        	Σολομῶντα 
                        	Σολομῶντα 
                        	σολομωντα131 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	imp. 
  
                        	1:7–8 
                        	Ἀσά bis 
                        	Ἀσάφ 
                        	ασαφ 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	1:8–9 
                        	Ὀζίαν. Ὀζίας 
                        	Ὀζείαν. Ὀζείας 
                        	οζειαν οζειας132 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	1:9–10 
                        	Ἐζεκίαν. Ἐζεκίας 
                        	Ἐζεκείαν. Ἐζεκείας 
                        	εζεκειαν εζεκειας133 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	imp. 
  
                        	1:10 
                        	Ἀμών bis 
                        	Ἀμώς 
                        	αμως 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	1:10–11 
                        	Ἰωσίαν. Ἰωσίας 
                        	Ἰωσείαν. Ἰωσείας 
                        	ιωσειαν134 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	1:15 
                        	Ματθάν bis 
                        	Μαθθάν 
                        	μαθθαν135 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	1:18 
                        	γέννησις 
                        	γένεσις 
                        	γενεσις 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	1:18 
                        	γάρ 
                        	om. 
                        	om. 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	1:19 
                        	παραδειγματίσαι 
                        	δειγματίσαι 
                        	δειγματισαι 
                        	γ 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	1:20 
                        	Μαριάμ 
                        	Μαριάμ 
                        	μαριαν 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	1:22 
                        	τοῦ Κυρίου 
                        	κυρίου 
                        	κυριου 
                        	γ 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	1:23 
                        	ὁ Θεός 
                        	θεός 
                        	θεος136 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	err. 
  
                        	1:24 
                        	Διεγερθείς 
                        	ἐγερθείς 
                        	εγερθεις 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	1:25 
                        	τὸν υἱόν αὑτῆς τὸν πρωτότοκον 
                        	υἱόν 
                        	υιον 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	2:3 
                        	Ἡρώδης ὁ βασιλεύς 
                        	ὁ βασιλεὺς Ἡρώδης 
                        	ο βασιλευς 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	2:8 
                        	ἀκριβῶς ἐξετάσατε 
                        	ἐξετάσατε ἀκριβῶς 
                        	εξετασατε ακρειβως137 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	2:9 
                        	ἔστη 
                        	ἐστάθη 
                        	εσταθη 
                        	β 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	2:11 
                        	εὗρον 
                        	εἶδον 
                        	ειδον 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	2:13 
                        	φαίνεται κατʼ ὄναρ 
                        	κατʼ ὄναρ ἐφάνη 
                        	κατ οναρ εφανη 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	2:15 
                        	τοῦ Κυρίου 
                        	κυρίου 
                        	κυριου 
                        	γ 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	2:17 
                        	ὑπό 
                        	διά 
                        	δια 
                        	γ 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	2:18 
                        	θρῆνος καί 
                        	om. 
                        	om. 
                        	β 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	2:18 
                        	ἤθελε 
                        	ἠθέλησεν 
                        	ηθελε138 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	imp. 
  
                        	2:19 
                        	κατʼ ὄναρ φαίνεται 
                        	φαίνεται κατʼ ὄναρ 
                        	φαινεται [ante κατ] 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	2:21 
                        	ἦλθεν 
                        	εἰσῆλθεν 
                        	εισηλθεν 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	2:22 
                        	ἐπί 
                        	om. 
                        	om. 
                        	γ 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	2:22 
                        	Ἡρώδου τοῦ πατρὸς αὐτοῦ 
                        	τοῦ πατρὸς αὐτοῦ Ἡρώδου 
                        	ηρωδου [post αυτου] 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	2:23 
                        	Ναζαρέτ 
                        	Ναζαρέθ 
                        	ναζαρεθ139 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	imp. 
  
                        	3:2 
                        	Καὶ λέγων 
                        	λέγων 
                        	λεγων 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	3:3 
                        	ὑπό 
                        	διά 
                        	δια 
                        	γ 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	3:4 
                        	αὐτοῦ ἦν 
                        	ἦν αὐτοῦ 
                        	ην αυτου 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	3:6 
                        	ἐβαπτίζοντο 
                        	ἐβαπτίζοντο [πάντες] 
                        	om. παντες 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	3:6 
                        	Ἰορδάνῃ 
                        	Ἰορδάνῃ ποταμῷ 
                        	add. ποταμω 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	3:7 
                        	αὑτοῦ 
                        	om. 
                        	om. 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	3:8 
                        	καρποὺς ἀξίους 
                        	καρπὸν ἄξιον 
                        	καρπον αξιον 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	3:10 
                        	Ἤδη δὲ καί 
                        	ἤδη δέ 
                        	[ηδη] δε 
                        	γ 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	3:11 
                        	βαπτίζω ὑμᾶς 
                        	ὑμᾶς βαπτίζω 
                        	υμας βαπτιζω 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	3:12 
                        	ἀποθήκην 
                        	ἀποθήκην αὐτοῦ 
                        	add. αυτου 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	3:14 
                        	Ἰωάννης 
                        	om. 
                        	om. 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	3:15 
                        	πρὸς αὐτόν 
                        	αὐτῷ 
                        	αυτω 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	3:16 
                        	Καὶ βαπτισθείς 
                        	βαπτισθεὶς δέ 
                        	βαπτισθεις δε 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	3:16 
                        	ἀνέβη εὐθύς 
                        	εὐθὺς ἀνέβη 
                        	ευθυς ανεβη 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	3:16 
                        	ἀνεῴχθησαν 
                        	ἠνεῴχθησαν 
                        	ηνεωχθησαν 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	3:16 
                        	αὐτῷ 
                        	[αὐτῷ] 
                        	om. 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	3:16 
                        	καὶ ἐρχόμενον 
                        	ἐρχόμενον 
                        	om. και 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:3 
                        	προσελθὼν αὐτῷ ὁ πειράζων, εἶπεν 
                        	προσελθὼν αὐτῷ ὁ πειράζων εἶπεν αὐτῷ 
                        	om. αυτω prius et αυτω poster 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:4 
                        	ἄνθρωπος 
                        	ὁ ἄνθρωπος 
                        	add. ο 
                        	γ 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:4 
                        	ἐπὶ παντί 
                        	ἐν παντί 
                        	επι [παντι] 
                        	β 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:5 
                        	ἵστησιν 
                        	ἔστησεν 
                        	εστησεν 
                        	γ 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:6 
                        	λέγει 
                        	εἶπεν 
                        	λεγει 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:9 
                        	λέγει 
                        	εἶπεν 
                        	ειπεν 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:10 
                        	Ὕπαγε 
                        	ὕπαγε [ὀπίσω μου] 
                        	om. οπισω μου 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:12 
                        	ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
                        	ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
                        	om. 
                        	β 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:13 
                        	Ναζαρέτ 
                        	Ναζαράθ 
                        	ναζαρα140 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:13 
                        	Καπερναούμ 
                        	Καφαρναούμ 
                        	καφαρναουμ 
                        	β 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:16 
                        	σκότει 
                        	σκοτίᾳ 
                        	σκοτια 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:16 
                        	εἶδε φῶς 
                        	φῶς εἶδεν 
                        	φως ειδε141 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	imp. 
  
                        	4:18 
                        	ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
                        	om. 
                        	om. 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:19 
                        	αὐτοῖς 
                        	αὐτοῖς [ὁ Ἰησοῦς] 
                        	om. 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:23 
                        	ὅλην τὴν Γαλιλαίαν ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
                        	ὁ Ἰησοῦς ὅλῃ τῇ Γαλιλαίᾳ 
                        	ολη τη γαλειλαια142 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	err. 
  
                        	4:24 
                        	καὶ δαιμονιζομένους 
                        	δαιμονιζομένους 
                        	δαιμονιζομενους 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:1 
                        	αὐτῷ 
                        	om. 
                        	om. 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:4–5 
                        	vss. 4/5 
                        	vss. 5/4 ¦ mg. vss. 4/5 
                        	vss. 4/5 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:9 
                        	αὐτοί 
                        	[αὐτοί] 
                        	αυτοι 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:11 
                        	ῥῆμα 
                        	om. 
                        	om. 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:11 
                        	ψευδόμενοι 
                        	om. 
                        	ψευδομενοι 
                        	β 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:13 
                        	βληθῆναι ἔξω, καί 
                        	βληθὲν ἔξω 
                        	βληθεν εξω 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:21 
                        	ἐρρέθη et sic deinceps 
                        	ἐρρήθη 
                        	ερρηθη143 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	imp. 
  
                        	5:22 
                        	εἰκῇ 
                        	om. 
                        	om. 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:25 
                        	ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ μετʼ αὐτοῦ 
                        	μετʼ αὐτοῦ ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ 
                        	μετ αυτου [ante εν] 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:25 
                        	σε παραδῷ 
                        	om. 
                        	om. 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:27 
                        	τοῖς ἀρχαίοις 
                        	om. 
                        	om. 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:28 
                        	αὐτῆς 
                        	αὐτήν 
                        	αυτην 
                        	β 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:28 
                        	αὑτοῦ 
                        	ἑαυτοῦ 
                        	εαυτου 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:30 
                        	βληθῇ εἰς γέενναν 
                        	εἰς γέενναν ἀπέλθῃ 
                        	εις γεενναν απελθη 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:31 
                        	ὅτι 
                        	om. 
                        	om. 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:32 
                        	ὃς ἂν ἀπολύσῃ 
                        	πᾶς ὁ ἀπολύων 
                        	[πας] ο απολυων 
                        	γ 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:32 
                        	μοιχᾶσθαι 
                        	μοιχευθῆναι 
                        	μοιχευθηναι 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:32 
                        	ὃς ἐὰν ἀπολελυμένην γαμήσῃ 
                        	ὁ ἀπολελυμένην γαμήσας 
                        	ο απ. γαμησας 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:36 
                        	ἢ μέλαιναν ποιῆσαι 
                        	ποιῆσαι ἢ μέλαιναν 
                        	ποιησαι [ante η] 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:37 
                        	Ἔστω 
                        	ἔσται 
                        	εσται 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:39 
                        	ῥαπίσει ἐπί 
                        	ῥαπίζει εἰς 
                        	ραπιζει εις 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:39 
                        	σου σιαγόνα 
                        	σιαγόνα σου 
                        	[σιαγονα] σου 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:42 
                        	δίδου 
                        	δός 
                        	δος 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:44 
                        	εὐλογεῖτε τοὺς καταρωμένους ὑμᾶς, καλῶς ποιεῖτε τοὺς μισοῦντας ὑμᾶς 
                        	om. 
                        	om. 
                        	β 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:44 
                        	ἐπηρεαζόντων ὑμᾶς καί 
                        	om. 
                        	om. 
                        	γ 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:46 
                        	τὸ αὐτό 
                        	οὕτως 
                        	το αυτο 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:47 
                        	τελῶναι 
                        	ἐθνικοί 
                        	εθνικοι 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:47 
                        	οὕτω 
                        	τὸ αὐτό 
                        	το αυτο 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:48 
                        	ὡσπερ 
                        	ὡς 
                        	ως 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:48 
                        	ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς 
                        	οὐράνοις 
                        	ουρανιος 
                        	β 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:1 
                        	Προσέχετε 
                        	Προσέχετε 
                        	προσεχετε 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:1 
                        	ἐλεημοσύνην 
                        	δικαιοσύνην 
                        	δικαιοσυνην 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:4 
                        	αὐτός 
                        	om. 
                        	om. 
                        	γβ 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:4 
                        	ἐν τῷ φανερῷ 
                        	om. 
                        	om. 
                        	γβ 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:5 
                        	προσεύχῃ, οὐκ ἔσῃ 
                        	προσεύχησθε, οὐκ ἔσεσθε 
                        	προσευχησθε ουκ εσεσθε 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:5 
                        	ὥσπερ 
                        	ὡς 
                        	ως 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:5 
                        	ἄν 
                        	om. 
                        	om. 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:5 
                        	ὅτι 
                        	om. 
                        	s. 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	 
  
                        	6:6 
                        	ἐν τῷ φανερῷ 
                        	om. 
                        	om. 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:10 
                        	τῆς γῆς 
                        	γῆς 
                        	om. της 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:12 
                        	ἀφίεμεν 
                        	ἀφήκαμεν 
                        	αφηκαμεν 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:13 
                        	ὅτι σοῦ ἐστιν ἡ βασιλεία, καὶ ἡ δύναμις, καὶ ἡ δόξα εἰς τοὺς αἰώνας. ἀμήν 
                        	om. 
                        	om. 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:15 
                        	τὰ παραπτώματα αὐτῶν 
                        	τὰ παραπτώματα αὐτῶν 
                        	τα παραπτωματα αυτων 
                        	x 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:16 
                        	ὥσπερ 
                        	ὡς 
                        	ως 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:16 
                        	αὑτῶν 
                        	ἑαυτῶν 
                        	εαυτων 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:16 
                        	ὅτι 
                        	om. 
                        	om. 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:18 
                        	τοῖς ἀνθρώποις νηστεύων 
                        	νηστεύων τοῖς ἀνθρώποις 
                        	[νηστευων] τοις ανθρωποις 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:18 
                        	κρυπτῷ bis 
                        	κρυφαίῳ 
                        	κρυφαιω prius et posterius 
                        	β 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:18 
                        	ἐν τῷ φανερῷ 
                        	om. 
                        	om. 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:21 
                        	ὑμῶν bis 
                        	σοῦ 
                        	σου 
                        	γ 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:21 
                        	καί 
                        	om. 
                        	om. 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:22 
                        	ὀφθαλμός prius 
                        	ὀφθαλμός σου 
                        	add. σου 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:22 
                        	ὁ ὀφθαλμός σου ἁπλοῦς ᾖ 
                        	ᾖ ὁ ὀφθαλμός σου ἁπλοῦς 
                        	η [ante ο οφθαλμος] 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:24 
                        	μαμμωνᾷ 
                        	μαμωνᾷ 
                        	μαμωνα 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:25 
                        	καὶ τί πίητε 
                        	ἢ τί πίητε 
                        	η τι πιητε 
                        	β 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:28 
                        	αὐξάνει· οὐ κοπιᾷ, οὐδὲ νήθει 
                        	αὐξάνουσιν. οὐ κοπιῶσιν οὐδὲ νήθουσιν 
                        	αυξανουσιν … κοπιωσιν … νηθουσιν144 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	err. 
  
                        	6:32 
                        	ἐπιζητεῖ 
                        	ἐπιζητοῦσιν 
                        	επιζητουσι145 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	imp. 
  
                        	6:33 
                        	τὴν βασιλείαν τοῦ Θεοῦ, καὶ τὴν δικαιοσύνην 
                        	τὴν δικαιοσύνην καὶ τὴν βασιλείαν 
                        	την δικαιοσυνην και την βασιλειαν 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:34 
                        	τὰ ἑαυτῆς 
                        	ἑαυτῆς 
                        	εαυτης146 
                        	β 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	imp. 
  
                        	7:2 
                        	ἀντιμετρηθήσεται 
                        	μετρηθήσεται 
                        	μετρηθησεται 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	7:4 
                        	ἀπό 
                        	ἐκ 
                        	εκ 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	7:5 
                        	τὴν δοκὸν ἐκ τοῦ ὀφθαλμοῦ σοῦ 
                        	ἐκ τοῦ ὀφθαλμοῦ σου τὴν δοκόν 
                        	την δοκον [post σου] 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	7:6 
                        	καταπατήσωσιν 
                        	καταπατήσουσιν 
                        	καταπατησουσιν 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	7:8 
                        	ἀνοιγήσεται 
                        	ἀνοιγέται 
                        	ανοιγεται 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	7:9 
                        	ἐστιν 
                        	om. 
                        	om.147 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	7:9 
                        	ὃν ἐάν αἰτήσῃ 
                        	ὃν αἰτήσει 
                        	ον αιτηση?148 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	err. 
  
                        	7:10 
                        	Καὶ ἐὰν ἰχθὺν αἰτήσῃ 
                        	ἢ καὶ ἰχθὺν αἰτήσει 
                        	η και ιχθυν αιτησει 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	7:13 
                        	Εἰσέλθετε 
                        	εἰσέλθατε 
                        	εισελθατε 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	7:13 
                        	ἡ πύλη 
                        	om. 
                        	η πυλη 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	7:14 
                        	Ὅτι 
                        	τί 
                        	B οτι ¦ Bc τι149 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	7:15 
                        	Προσέχετε δέ 
                        	προσέχετε 
                        	προσεχετε 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	7:16 
                        	σταφυλήν 
                        	σταφυλάς 
                        	σταφυλας 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	7:19 
                        	Πᾶν 
                        	πᾶν [οὖν] 
                        	add. ουν150 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	err. 
  
                        	7:20 
                        	ἀπό 
                        	ἐκ 
                        	απο 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	7:21 
                        	οὐρανοῖς 
                        	τοῖς οὐρανοῖς 
                        	add. τοις 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	7:22 
                        	προεφητεύσαμεν 
                        	ἐπροφητεύσαμεν 
                        	προεφητευσαμεν151 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	imp. 
  
                        	7:24 
                        	τούτους 
                        	[τούτους] 
                        	om. 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	7:24 
                        	ὁμοιώσω αὐτόν 
                        	ὁμοιωθήσεται 
                        	ομοιωθησεται 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	7:24 
                        	τὴν οἰκίαν αὑτοῦ 
                        	αὐτοῦ τὴν οἰκίαν 
                        	αυτου [ante την] 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	7:25 
                        	προσέπεσον 
                        	προσέπαισαν152 
                        	προσεπεσαν 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	7:26 
                        	τὴν οἰκίαν αὑτοῦ 
                        	αὐτοῦ τὴν οἰκίαν 
                        	αυτου [ante την] 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	7:27 
                        	προσέκοψαν 
                        	προσέκοψαν ¦ mg. προσέρρξαν 
                        	προσεκοψαν 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	7:28 
                        	συνετέλεσεν 
                        	ἐτέλεσεν 
                        	ετελεσεν 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	7:29 
                        	Γραμματεῖς 
                        	γραμματεῖς αὐτῶν καὶ οἱ Φαρισαῖοι 
                        	add. αυτων 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
 
                  

                
 
               
              
                (2) Galatians 1–6
 
                
                               
                        	Gal 
                        	Elz 1624 
                        	Ln. 2nd 
                        	Ln. app on B 
                        	Bly. 
                        	MCT 
                        	Ln. 1st 
                        	Cat. 
   
                        	1:3 
                        	καὶ Κυρίου ἡμῶν 
                        	καὶ κυρίου ἡμῶν 
                        	και κυριου ημων 
                        	x 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	1:4 
                        	ὑπέρ 
                        	περί 
                        	υπερ? 
                        	x 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	1:4 
                        	ἐνεστῶτος αἰῶνος 
                        	αἰῶνος τοῦ ἐνεστῶτος 
                        	αιωνος του ενεστωτος 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	1:6 
                        	χάριτι Χριστοῦ 
                        	χάριτι Χριστοῦ 
                        	χριστου 
                        	x 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	1:8 
                        	εὐαγγελίζηται ὑμῖν 
                        	εὐαγγελίζηται ὑμῖν ¦ mg. εὐαγγελίσηται ὑμῖν 
                        	υμιν ευαγγελιζηται 
                        	x 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	1:10 
                        	εἰ γὰρ ἔτι 
                        	εἰ ἔτι 
                        	ει ετι 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	1:11 
                        	δέ 
                        	δέ 
                        	δε153 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	err. 
  
                        	1:12 
                        	οὔτε ἐδιδάχθην 
                        	οὐδὲ ἐδιδάχθην 
                        	ουτε [εδιδαχθην] 
                        	x 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	1:15 
                        	εὐδόκησεν 
                        	εὐδόκησεν 
                        	ευδοκησεν 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	1:15 
                        	ὁ Θεὸς ὁ ἀφορίσας 
                        	[ὁ θεὸς] ὁ ἀφορίσας 
                        	ο αφωρισας 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	1:17 
                        	ἀνῆλθον 
                        	ἀπῆλθον 
                        	απηλθον 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	1:17 
                        	ἀλλ’ 
                        	ἀλλά 
                        	αλλ154 
                        	x 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	imp. 
  
                        	1:18 
                        	Πέτρον 
                        	Κηφᾶν 
                        	κηφαν 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	1:19 
                        	οὐκ εἶδον 
                        	οὐκ εἶδον 
                        	ουκ ειδον 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	1:24 
                        	ἐδόξαζον ἐν ἐμοί 
                        	ἐδόξαζον ἐν ἐμοί 
                        	εδοξαζον εν εμοι 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	2:4 
                        	καταδουλώσωνται 
                        	καταδουλώσουσιν 
                        	B καταδουλωσουσιν ¦ Bc καταδουλωσωσιν155 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	2:5 
                        	διαμείνῃ 
                        	διαμείνῃ ¦ mg. διαμένῃ 
                        	διαμεινη 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	2:6 
                        	πρόσωπον Θεὸς ἀνθρώπου 
                        	πρόσωπον θεὸς ἀνθρώπου 
                        	προσωπον θεος ανθρωπου 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	2:8 
                        	καὶ ἐμοί 
                        	κἀμοί 
                        	και εμοι 
                        	x 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	2:9 
                        	ἡμεῖς 
                        	ἡμεῖς [μέν] 
                        	om. μεν 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	2:11 
                        	ἦλθε 
                        	ἦλθεν 
                        	ηλθε156 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	imp. 
  
                        	2:11 
                        	Πέτρος 
                        	Κηφᾶς 
                        	κηφας 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	2:12 
                        	ἦλθον 
                        	ἦλθεν 
                        	ηλθεν 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	2:13 
                        	καὶ οἱ λοιποὶ Ἰουδαῖοι 
                        	καὶ οἱ λοιποὶ Ἰουδαῖοι 
                        	om. οι 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	2:14 
                        	Πέτρῳ 
                        	Κηφᾷ 
                        	κηφα 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	2:14 
                        	ζῇς, καὶ οὐκ Ἰουδαϊκῶς 
                        	καὶ οὐχ Ἰουδαϊκῶς ζῇς 
                        	και ουχ ιουδαικως ζης157 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	imp. 
  
                        	2:14 
                        	Τί 
                        	πῶς 
                        	τι158 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	err. 
  
                        	2:16 
                        	Εἰδότες 
                        	εἰδότες δέ 
                        	add. δε 
                        	x 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	2:16 
                        	Χριστὸν Ἰησοῦν 
                        	χριστὸν Ἰησοῦν ¦ mg. Ἰησοῦν χριστόν 
                        	ιησουν χριστον 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	2:16 
                        	διότι 
                        	ὅτι 
                        	B οτι ¦ B διοτι [sic]159 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	err. 
  
                        	2:16 
                        	οὐ δικαιωθήσεται ἐξ ἔργων νόμου 
                        	ἐξ ἔργων νόμου οὐ δικαιωθήσεται 
                        	εξ εργων νομου ου δικαιωθησεται 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	2:18 
                        	συνίστημι 
                        	συνιστάνω 
                        	συνιστανω 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	2:20 
                        	υἱοῦ τοῦ Θεοῦ 
                        	θεοῦ καὶ χριστοῦ 
                        	θεου και χριστου 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	3:1 
                        	τῇ ἀληθείᾳ μὴ πείθεσθαι 
                        	om. 
                        	om. 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	3:1 
                        	προεγράφη, ἐν ὑμῖν ἐσταυρωμένος 
                        	προεγράφη ἐσταυρωμένος 
                        	om. εν υμιν 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	3:7 
                        	εἰσιν υἱοί 
                        	υἱοί εἰσιν ¦ mg. εἰσιν υἱοί 
                        	υιοι εισιν 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	3:8 
                        	εὐλογηθήσονται 
                        	ἐνευλογηθήσονται 
                        	ενευλογηθησονται 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	3:10 
                        	εἰσί 
                        	εἰσίν 
                        	εισι160 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	imp. 
  
                        	3:10 
                        	γάρ· Ἐπικατάρατος 
                        	γὰρ ὅτι ἐπικατάρατος 
                        	add. οτι 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	3:12 
                        	αὐτὰ ἄνθρωπος, ζήσεται 
                        	αὐτὰ ζήσεται 
                        	αυτα ζησεται 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	3:13 
                        	γέγραπται γάρ 
                        	ὅτι γέγραπται 
                        	οτι γεγραπται 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	3:16 
                        	Τῷ δὲ Ἀβραάμ 
                        	τῷ δὲ Ἀβραάμ 
                        	add. δε 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	3:16 
                        	ἐρρήθησαν 
                        	ἐρρέθησαν 
                        	ερρηθησαν161 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	imp. 
  
                        	3:17 
                        	ὑπὸ τοῦ Θεοῦ εἰς Χριστόν 
                        	ὑπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ 
                        	add. εις χριστον 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	3:17 
                        	ἔτη τετρακόσια καὶ τριάκοντα 
                        	τετρακόσια καὶ τριάκοντα ἔτη 
                        	τετρακοσια και τριακοντα ετη 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	3:21 
                        	ἐπαγγελιῶν τοῦ Θεοῦ 
                        	ἐπαγγελιῶν [τοῦ θεοῦ] 
                        	om. του θεου 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	3:21 
                        	ὄντως ἂν ἐκ νόμου 
                        	ὄντως ἐκ νόμου ἄν 
                        	οντως εν νομω αν 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	3:23 
                        	συγκεκλεισμένοι 
                        	συγκλειόμενοι 
                        	συγκλειομενοι 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	3:28 
                        	πάντες 
                        	πάντες 
                        	απαντες162 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	 
                        	imp. 
  
                        	3:29 
                        	καὶ κατʼ 
                        	κατʼ 
                        	κατ 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:3 
                        	ἦμεν secundus 
                        	ἦμεν 
                        	ημεν 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:6 
                        	ὑμῶν 
                        	ἡμῶν 
                        	υμων163 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	err. 
  
                        	4:7 
                        	Θεοῦ διὰ Χριστοῦ 
                        	διὰ θεοῦ 
                        	δια θεου 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:8 
                        	ἐδουλεύσατε τοῖς μὴ φύσει οὖσι θεοῖς 
                        	ἐδουλεύσατε τοῖς φύσει μὴ οὖσι θεοῖς 
                        	εδουλευσατε τοις φυσει μη ουσι θεοις164 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	imp. 
  
                        	4:14 
                        	μοῦ τὸν ἐν 
                        	ὑμῶν ἐν 
                        	υμων [εν] 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:15 
                        	Τίς οὖν ἧν 
                        	ποῦ οὖν 
                        	που ουν 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:15 
                        	ἐξορύξαντες ἂν ἐδώκατέ 
                        	ἐξορύξαντες ἐδώκατέ 
                        	om. αν 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:17 
                        	ἐκκλεῖσαι ἡμᾶς 
                        	ἐκκλεῖσαι ὑμᾶς 
                        	[εκκλεισαι] ημας?165 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	err. 
  
                        	4:18 
                        	δὲ τὸ ζηλοῦσθαι 
                        	δὲ ζηλοῦσθαι 
                        	δε ζηλουσθε 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:19 
                        	Τεκνία 
                        	τέκνα ¦ mg. τεκνία 
                        	τεκνα 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:19 
                        	ἄχρις 
                        	ἄχρις 
                        	μεχρις 
                        	x 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:21 
                        	ἀκούετε 
                        	ἀκούετε ¦ mg. ἀναγινώσκετε 
                        	ακουετε 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:23 
                        	ὁ μὲν ἐκ 
                        	ὁ [μὲν] ἐκ 
                        	om. μεν 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:23 
                        	διὰ τὴς ἐπαγγελίας 
                        	διὰ τὴς ἐπαγγελίας 
                        	δια [της επαγγελιας] 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:24 
                        	εἰσιν αἱ δύο 
                        	εἰσιν δύο 
                        	[εισιν] δυο 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:25 
                        	γὰρ Ἄγάρ, Σινᾶ 
                        	γὰρ Σινᾶ ¦ mg. δὲ Ἄγαρ Σινᾶ 
                        	αγαρ σινα166 
                        	x 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	imp. 
  
                        	4:25 
                        	δουλεύει δέ 
                        	δουλεύει γάρ 
                        	δουλευει γαρ 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:26 
                        	μήτηρ πάντων ἡμῶν 
                        	μήτηρ [πάντων] ἡμῶν 
                        	om. παντων 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:28 
                        	Ἡμεῖς 
                        	ὑμεῖς 
                        	υμεις 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:28 
                        	ἐσμέν 
                        	ἐστέ 
                        	εστε 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:30 
                        	κληρονομήσῃ 
                        	κληρονομήσει 
                        	κληρονομησει 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:31 
                        	Ἄρα 
                        	διό 
                        	διο 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	4:31 
                        	ἀλλὰ τῆς ἐλευθέρας 
                        	ἀλλὰ τῆς ἐλευθέρας 
                        	add. της 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:1 
                        	οὖν ᾖ Χριστὸς ἡμᾶς ἠλευθέρωσε 
                        	ἡμᾶς χριστὸς ἠλευθέρωσεν 
                        	ημας χριστος [ηλευθερωσεν] 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:1 
                        	στήκετε 
                        	στήκετε οὖν 
                        	add. ουν 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:4 
                        	ἀπὸ τοῦ Χριστοῦ 
                        	ἀπὸ χριστοῦ 
                        	απο [χριστου] 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:7 
                        	ἀνέκοψε 
                        	ἐνέκοψεν 
                        	ενεκοψεν 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:7 
                        	τῇ ἀληθείᾳ 
                        	τῇ ἀληθείᾳ 
                        	om. τη 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:7 
                        	πείθεσθαι 
                        	πείθεσθαι 
                        	πειθεσθαι 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:9 
                        	ζυμοῖ 
                        	ζυμοῖ 
                        	ζυμοι 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:10 
                        	Ἐγὼ πέποιθα 
                        	ἐγὼ [δὲ] πέποιθα 
                        	om. δε 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:10 
                        	ἄν 
                        	ἄν 
                        	εαν 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:14 
                        	πληροῦται, ἐν τῷ· Ἀγαπήσεις 
                        	πεπλήρωται, ἐν τῷ Ἀγαπήσεις 
                        	πεπληρωται εν τω [αγαπησεις] 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:14 
                        	ἑαυτόν 
                        	σεαυτόν 
                        	σεαυτον 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:17 
                        	ταῦτα δέ 
                        	ταῦτα γάρ 
                        	[ταυτα] γαρ 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:17 
                        	ἀντίκειται ἀλλήλοις 
                        	ἀλλήλοις ἀντίκειται 
                        	αλληλοις αντικειται 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:17 
                        	ἃ ἄν 
                        	ἃ [ἐάν] 
                        	α εαν167 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	imp. 
  
                        	5:19 
                        	ἐστι, μοιχεία, πορνεία 
                        	ἐστιν πορνεία 
                        	[εστιν] πορνεια 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:20 
                        	ἔρεις, ζῆλοι 
                        	ἔρις, ζῆλος 
                        	ερις ζηλος 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:21 
                        	Φθόνοι, φόνοι 
                        	φθόνοι [φόνοι] 
                        	om. φονοι 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:21 
                        	καθὼς καὶ προεῖπον 
                        	καθὼς [καὶ] προεῖπον 
                        	om. και 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:23 
                        	πρᾳότης168 
                        	πραΰτης 
                        	πραϋτης 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:24 
                        	Χριστοῦ 
                        	χριστοῦ [Ἰησοῦ] 
                        	add. ιησου 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	5:26 
                        	ἀλλήλοις 
                        	ἀλλήλους ¦ mg. ἀλλήλοις 
                        	αλληλους 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:1 
                        	πρᾳότητος 
                        	πραότητος 
                        	πραϋτητος 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:2 
                        	ἀναπληρώσατε 
                        	ἀναπληρώσετε 
                        	αναπληρωσετε 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:3 
                        	ἑαυτὸν φρεναπατᾷ 
                        	φρεναπατᾷ ἑαυτόν 
                        	φρεναπατα εαυτον 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:7 
                        	ἐάν 
                        	ἄν 
                        	αν 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:9 
                        	ἐκκακῶμεν 
                        	ἐγκακῶμεν 
                        	εγκακωμεν 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:11 
                        	ὑμῖν γράμμασιν 
                        	ὑμῖν γράμμασιν 
                        	υμιν γραμμασιν 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:12 
                        	μὴ τῷ σταυρῷ τοῦ Χριστοῦ 
                        	τῷ σταυρῷ τοῦ χριστοῦ μή 
                        	μη post χριστου 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:12 
                        	διώκωνται 
                        	διώκωνται ¦ mg. διώκονται 
                        	διωκωνται 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:13 
                        	περιτεμνόμενοι 
                        	περιτετμημένοι ¦ mg. περιτεμνόμενοι 
                        	περιτετμημενοι 
                        	 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:13 
                        	θέλουσιν 
                        	θέλουσιν 
                        	θελουσιν 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:14 
                        	καυχᾶσθαι 
                        	καυχᾶσθαι ¦ mg. καυχήσασθαι 
                        	καυχασθαι 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:14 
                        	κᾀγὼ τῷ κόσμῳ 
                        	κἀγὼ κόσμῳ 
                        	[καγω] κοσμω 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:15 
                        	Ἐν γὰρ Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ οὔτε 
                        	ἐν γὰρ Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ οὔτε 
                        	ουτε γαρ 
                        	x 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:15 
                        	ἰσχύει 
                        	ἐστιν 
                        	εστι169 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	imp. 
  
                        	6:16 
                        	στοιχήσουσιν 
                        	στοιχήσουσιν ¦ mg. στοιχοῦσιν 
                        	στοιχησουσιν 
                        	 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
  
                        	6:17 
                        	τοῦ Κυρίου Ἰησοῦ 
                        	τοῦ Ἰησοῦ 
                        	[του] ιησου 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	x 
                        	cor. 
 
                  

                
 
               
             
            
              8 Tischendorf’s ‘Nachricht’
 
              Below is the complete list of all the variants collected by Tischendorf in his 1847 ‘Nachricht’.170 In addition to the categories employed, further usage in the table includes the following: (1) silentium is abbreviated to ‘s.’ as denoting a given collation is silence at the place under consideration; (2) the note ‘= TR’ is added by following Tischendorf’s own remark that the manuscript agrees with the Textus Receptus.
 
              
                            
                      	Place 
                      	TR (Elz. 1624) 
                      	B in ‘Nachricht’ 
                      	Source 
                      	Woide 
                      	Birch 
                      	Cat. 
   
                      	Matt 4:23 
                      	Καὶ περιῆγεν ὅλην τὴν Γαλιλαίαν 
                      	και περιηγεν εν ολη τη γαλιλαια171 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	s. 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Matt 7:13 
                      	Εἰσέλθετε 
                      	εισελθατε 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Matt 7:14 
                      	ὅτι στενή 
                      	B✶ οτι στενη; Bc τι στενη172 
                      	Mai. 
                      	cor. 
                      	err. 
                      	err. 
  
                      	Matt 11:16 
                      	προσφωνοῦσι τοῖς ἑταίροις 
                      	προσφωνουντα τοις ετεροις 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Matt 11:23 
                      	ὑψωθεῖσα 
                      	υψωθηση 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Matt 12:36 
                      	λαλήσωσιν 
                      	λαλησουσιν 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Matt 13:9 
                      	ἀκούειν 
                      	om. 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Matt 13:43 
                      	ἀκούειν 
                      	om. 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Matt 14:34 
                      	Γεννησαρέτ173 
                      	γεννησαρετ 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Matt 16:6 
                      	αὐτοῖς 
                      	om.174 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	err. 
  
                      	Matt 17:24 
                      	δίδραχμα 
                      	διδραχμα [= TR] 
                      	Mai. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Matt 17:25 
                      	Καὶ ὅτε εἰσῆλθεν 
                      	και ελθοντα 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Matt 18:19 
                      	Πάλιν 
                      	παλιν αμην 
                      	Bart./Mai. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Matt 21:46 
                      	ἐπειδὴ ὡς 
                      	επει εις 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Matt 23:37 
                      	ἀποκτείνουσα 
                      	αποκτεινουσα [= TR] 
                      	Mai. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Matt 24:48 
                      	ὁ κύριος μου 
                      	μου ο κυριος 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Mark 2:1 
                      	Καὶ πάλιν εἰσῆλθεν 
                      	και εισελθων παλιν 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Mark 2:5 
                      	ἀφέωνταί σοι 
                      	αφιενται σοι175 
                      	Bart. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
                      	err. 
  
                      	Mark 3:7 
                      	ἠκολούθησαν αὐτῷ 
                      	ηκολουθησαν176 
                      	Bart. 
                      	imp. 
                      	cor. 
                      	err. 
  
                      	Mark 3:31 
                      	ἑστῶτες 
                      	στηκοντες 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Mark 4:38 
                      	διεγείρουσιν 
                      	εγειρουσιν177 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Mark 7:4 
                      	ἃ παρέλαβον 
                      	απερ ελαβον 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Mark 8:6 
                      	παρήγγειλε 
                      	παραγγελλει 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Mark 9:38 
                      	λέγων 
                      	om.178 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Mark 14:7 
                      	αὐτούς 
                      	αυτοις παντοτε 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Mark 14:43 
                      	ὤν 
                      	om. 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Mark 14:46 
                      	ἐπέβαλον ἐπʼ αὐτὸν τὰς χεῖρας αὑτῶν 
                      	επεβαλαν τας χειρας αυτω 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 1:78 
                      	ἐπεσκέψατο 
                      	επισκεψεται 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 2:38 
                      	αὕτη αὐτῇ τῇ ὥρᾳ 
                      	αυτη τη ωρα 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 5:6 
                      	διερρήγνυτο 
                      	διερρησσετο179 
                      	Bart. 
                      	imp. 
                      	err. 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Luke 5:9 
                      	ἰχθύων ᾗ συνέλαβον 
                      	ιχθυων ων συνελαβον 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 6:7 
                      	ἵνα εὕρωσι κατηγορίαν 
                      	ινα ευρωσιν κατηγορειν180 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 7:41 
                      	χρεωφειλέται 
                      	χρεωφειλεται [= TR]181 
                      	Mai. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	err. 
  
                      	Luke 8:3 
                      	διηκόνουν αὐτῷ 
                      	διηκονουν αυτοις 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 8:12 
                      	οἱ ἀκούοντες 
                      	οι ακουσαντες 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 8:27 
                      	ἱμάτιον οὐκ ἐνεδιδύσκετο 
                      	ουκ ενεδυσατο ιματιον 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 9:62 
                      	τὴν χεῖρα αὑτοῦ 
                      	την χειρα 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 10:15 
                      	ἕως ᾅδου 
                      	εως του αδου 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 10:42 
                      	ἀπʼ αὐτῆς 
                      	αυτης 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 11:29 
                      	ἐπιζητεῖ 
                      	ζητει 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 11:50 
                      	ἐκχυνόμενον 
                      	εκκεχυμενον 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 12:4 
                      	ἀποκτεινόντων 
                      	αποκτεινοντων [= TR] 
                      	Mai. 
                      	[err.]182 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 12:11 
                      	μεριμνᾶτε 
                      	μεριμνησητε 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 12:25 
                      	πῆχυν ἕνα 
                      	πηχυν 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 12:33 
                      	βαλάντια 
                      	βαλλαντια183 
                      	Tich. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 12:36 
                      	ἀναλύσει 
                      	αναλυση 
                      	Tich. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 14:12 
                      	καὶ γένηταί σοι ἀνταπόδομα 
                      	και γενηται ανταποδομα σοι 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 16:9 
                      	ἐκλίπητε 
                      	B✶ εκλειπη; Bc εκλιπη184 
                      	Bart./Mai. 
                      	err. 
                      	err. 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Luke 19:15 
                      	ἔδωκε 
                      	δεδωκει 
                      	Bart.185 
                      	cor. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 19:15 
                      	τίς τί διεπραγματεύσατο 
                      	τι διεπραγματευσαντο 
                      	Tich. 
                      	err. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 20:27 
                      	ἐπηρώτησαν 
                      	επηρωτων 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 22:7 
                      	ἐν ᾗ ἔδει 
                      	η εδει 
                      	[Bart.]186 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Luke 22:66 
                      	ἀνήγαγον 
                      	απηγαγον 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	John 1:18 
                      	υἱός 
                      	θεος 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	John 5:10 
                      	οὐκ ἔξεστί 
                      	ουκ εξεστιν [= TR]187 
                      	Mai. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	John 5:35 
                      	ἀγαλλιασθῆναι 
                      	αγαλλιασθηναι [= TR]188 
                      	Mai. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	err. 
  
                      	John 6:24 
                      	πλοῖα 
                      	πλοια189 
                      	Bart. 
                      	[cor.] 
                      	s. 
                      	err. 
  
                      	John 6:40 
                      	τὸ θέλημα τοῦ πέμψαντός με 
                      	το θελημα του πατρος μου 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	John 6:42 
                      	Πῶς οὖν λέγει οὑτός 
                      	πως νυν λεγει οτι 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	John 6:58 
                      	τὸ μάννα 
                      	om. 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	John 8:52 
                      	οὐ μὴ γεύσεται θανάτου 
                      	θανατον ου μη θεωρηση 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	John 8:54 
                      	ὅτι Θεὸς ὑμῶν ἐστι 
                      	οτι θεος υμων εστιν [= TR] 
                      	Mai. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	John 8:59 
                      	διελθὼν διὰ μέσου αὐτῶν· καὶ παρῆγεν οὕτως 
                      	om. 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	John 9:10 
                      	ἀνεῴχθησάν 
                      	ενεωχθησαν190 
                      	Mai. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	err. 
  
                      	John 11:21 
                      	Κύριε 
                      	om. 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	John 12:7 
                      	τετήρηκεν 
                      	τηρησει191 
                      	Bart. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
                      	err. 
  
                      	John 12:25 
                      	ἀπολέσει 
                      	απολλυει 
                      	Bart. 
                      	imp. 
                      	imp. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	John 12:40 
                      	ἰάσωμαι 
                      	ιασομαι 
                      	Mai. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	John 16:23 
                      	λέγω ὑμῖν, ὅτι ὅσα ἂν αἰτήσητε 
                      	λεγω υμιν αν τι αιτησητε 
                      	Bart./Mai. 
                      	err. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	John 16:27 
                      	παρὰ τοῦ Θεοῦ ἐξῆλθον 
                      	παρα του πατρος εξηλθον 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	John 17:15 
                      	ἵνα τηρήσῃς αὐτοὺς ἐκ τοῦ πονηροῦ 
                      	ινα τηρησεις αυτους εκ του κοσμου192 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	err. 
  
                      	John 19:12 
                      	ἔκραζον 
                      	εκραυγασαν 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	John 19:29 
                      	ὄξους 
                      	μεστον οξους193 
                      	Bart. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
                      	err. 
  
                      	John 19:29 
                      	ὑσσώπῳ 
                      	υσσωπω 
                      	Bart. 
                      	imp. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Acts 2:31 
                      	οὐδὲ ἡ σὰρξ αὐτοῦ 
                      	ουτε η σαρξ αυτου 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Acts 2:43 
                      	Ἐγένετο δὲ πάσῃ 
                      	εγεινετο δε παση194 
                      	Tich. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Acts 7:26 
                      	συνήλασεν 
                      	συνηλλασσεν 
                      	Tich. 
                      	imp. 
                      	imp. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Acts 7:47 
                      	ᾠκοδόμησεν 
                      	B✶ οικοδομησεν; Bc ωκοδομησεν195 
                      	Tich. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Acts 7:51 
                      	ἀπερίτμητοι τῇ καρδίᾳ 
                      	απεριτμητοι καρδιας 
                      	Tich. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Acts 11:3 
                      	Ὅτι 
                      	οτι εισηλθεν196 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	imp. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Acts 11:3 
                      	καὶ συνέφαγες αὐτοῖς 
                      	και συνεφαγεν αυτοις 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Acts 11:20 
                      	εἰσελθόντες 
                      	ελθοντες 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Acts 11:22 
                      	διελθεῖν ἕως Ἀντιοχείας 
                      	om. διελθειν 
                      	Tich. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Acts 12:23 
                      	τὴν δόξαν 
                      	την δοξαν 
                      	Tich. 
                      	[err.]197 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Acts 13:42 
                      	λαληθῆναι 
                      	ηξιουν λαληθηναι 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Acts 16:13 
                      	οὗ ἐνομίζετο προσευχὴ εἶναι 
                      	ου ενομιζομεν προσευχη ειναι 
                      	Mai. 
                      	cor. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Acts 16:17 
                      	καταγγέλλουσιν ὑμῖν ὁδὸν 
                      	καταγγελλουσιν υμιν οδον [= TR] 
                      	Mai. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Acts 17:23 
                      	Ὃν οὖν ἀγνοοῦντες εὐσεβεῖτε, τοῦτον ἐγώ 
                      	ο ουν αγνοουντες ευσεβειτε τουτο εγω 
                      	Tich. 
                      	err. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Acts 20:28 
                      	τὴν ἐκκλησίαν τοῦ Θεοῦ 
                      	την εκκλησιαν του θεου [= TR] 
                      	Tich. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Acts 20:33 
                      	ἢ χρυσίου 
                      	η χρυσιου 
                      	Tich. 
                      	[err.]198 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Acts 23:7 
                      	ἐγένετο στάσις 
                      	επεπεσε στασις199 
                      	Bart. 
                      	cor. 
                      	imp. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Acts 26:12 
                      	ἐπιτροπῆς τῆς παρὰ τῶν Ἀρχιερέων 
                      	επιτροπης της των αρχιερεων 
                      	Mai. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Acts 26:32 
                      	ἐπεκέκλητο 
                      	επεκεκλητο [= TR] 
                      	Mai. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Acts 27:14 
                      	Εὐροκλύδων 
                      	B✶ ευρακυλων; Bc ευρυκλυδων200 
                      	Tich. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Acts 27:19 
                      	ἐρρίψαμεν 
                      	B✶ εφειψαν; Bc ερριψαν201 
                      	Tich. 
                      	imp. 
                      	imp. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Acts 27:29 
                      	ηὔχοντο 
                      	B✶ ευχοντο; Bc ηυχοντο202 
                      	Tich. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Acts 28:13 
                      	Ὅθεν περιελθόντες 
                      	οθεν περιελοντες 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Rom 1:27 
                      	Ὁμοίως τε καί 
                      	ομοιως τε και [= TR] 
                      	Mai. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Rom 3:22 
                      	διὰ πίστεως Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ 
                      	δια πιστεως χριστου 
                      	Tich. 
                      	cor. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Rom 3:26 
                      	πρὸς ἔνδειξιν 
                      	προς την ενδειξιν 
                      	Mai. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Rom 4:9 
                      	ἐλογίσθη 
                      	ελογισθη 
                      	Bart. 
                      	imp. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Rom 8:2 
                      	ἠλευθέρωσέ με 
                      	ελευθερωσε σε203 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
                      	err. 
  
                      	Rom 9:12 
                      	Ἐρρήθη 
                      	B✶ ερρεθη; Bc ερρηθη204 
                      	Mai. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Rom 14:8 
                      	ἐάν τε ἀποθνῄσκωμεν [2×] 
                      	εαν τε αποθνησκωμεν [2×][= TR] 
                      	Mai. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Rom 15:31 
                      	καὶ ἵνα ἡ διακονία 
                      	και η δωροφορια 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1 Cor 1:28 
                      	καὶ τὰ μὴ ὄντα 
                      	και τα μη οντα [= TR] 
                      	Mai. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1 Cor 2:13 
                      	ἀλλʼ ἐν διδακτοῖς Πνεύματος 
                      	αλλ εν διδακτω πνευματος205 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	err. 
  
                      	1 Cor 9:27 
                      	ὑπωπιάζω 
                      	υπωπιαζω [= TR] 
                      	Mai. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1 Cor 11:15 
                      	δέδοται αὐτῇ 
                      	δεδοται αυτη206 
                      	Bart. 
                      	[err.] 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1 Cor 13:3 
                      	οὐδὲν ὠφελοῦμαι 
                      	ουδεν ωφελουμαι [= TR] 
                      	Mai. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1 Cor 14:7 
                      	διαστολὴν τοῖς φθόγγοις 
                      	διαστολην φθογγου 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1 Cor 14:16 
                      	εὐλογήσῃς 
                      	ευλογης 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2 Cor 1:13 
                      	ἀλλʼ ἢ ἃ ἀναγινώσκετε 
                      	η α αναγινωσκετε207 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	err. 
  
                      	2 Cor 3:6 
                      	ἀποκτείνει 
                      	αποκτεινει [= TR] 
                      	Mai. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2 Cor 4:5 
                      	ἀλλὰ Χριστὸν Ἰησοῦν Κύριον 
                      	αλλα χριστον ιησουν κυριον [= TR] 
                      	Mai. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2 Cor 5:5 
                      	ὁ καὶ δούς 
                      	ο δους 
                      	Tich. 
                      	cor. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2 Cor 6:15 
                      	Βελίαλ 
                      	βελιαρ 
                      	Tich. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2 Cor 11:3 
                      	ἁπλότητος 
                      	add. και της αγνοτητος 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2 Cor 11:25 
                      	ἐρραβδίσθην 
                      	εραβδισθην 
                      	Mai. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Gal 3:23 
                      	συγκεκλεισμένοι 
                      	συγκλειομενοι208 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	imp. 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Eph 1:1 
                      	τοῖς οὖσιν ἐν Ἐφέσῳ 
                      	B✶ τοις ουσιν; Bc add. εν εφεσω209 
                      	Tich. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Eph 1:20 
                      	ἐν τοῖς ἐπουρανίοις 
                      	εν τοις ουρανοις 
                      	Tich. 
                      	cor. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Phil 1:25 
                      	καὶ συμπαραμενῶ 
                      	και παραμενω210 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Phil 2:3 
                      	ἢ κενοδοξίαν 
                      	μηδε κατα κενοδοξιαν 
                      	Mai. 
                      	cor. 
                      	imp. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Col 1:20 
                      	τοῦ σταυροῦ αὐτοῦ, διʼ αὐτοῦ 
                      	om. δι αυτου 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Col 2:7 
                      	περισσεύοντες ἐν αὐτῇ ἐν εὐχαριστίᾳ 
                      	περισσευοντες εν αυτη εν ευχαριστια [= TR] 
                      	Mai. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1 Thess 1:5 
                      	ἐγενήθη εἰς ὑμᾶς 
                      	εγενθη εις υμας [= TR] 
                      	Mai. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1 Thess 3:3 
                      	Τῷ μηδένα σαίνεσθαι 
                      	το μηδενα σαινεσθαι 
                      	Mai. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1 Thess 4:9 
                      	ἔχετε 
                      	ειχομεν 
                      	Tich. 
                      	cor. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Heb 2:1 
                      	παραρρυῶμεν 
                      	παραρυωμεν211 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Heb 2:8 
                      	ὑποτάξαι αὐτῷ 
                      	om. αυτω 
                      	Tich. 
                      	cor. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Heb 4:2 
                      	μὴ συγκεκραμένος 
                      	μη συγκεκερασμενους212 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	imp. 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Heb 4:15 
                      	πεπειρασμένον 
                      	πεπειρασμενον 
                      	Tich. 
                      	[err.]213 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Heb 8:6 
                      	τέτευχε λειτουργίας 
                      	τετευχεν λειτουργιας [= TR]214 
                      	Mai. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Jas 1:26 
                      	μὴ χαλιναγωγῶν 
                      	μη χαληνων215 
                      	Bart.? 
                      	imp. 
                      	imp. 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	Jas 2:5 
                      	τοῦ κόσμου τούτου 
                      	τω κοσμω216 
                      	Bart.? 
                      	err. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Jas 4:13 
                      	πορευσόμεθα … ποιήσομεν … ἐμπορευσόμεθα … κερδήσομεν 
                      	πορευσομεθα … ποιησομεν … εμπορευσομεθα … κερδησομεν 
                      	Tich. 
                      	err. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	Jas 5:11 
                      	ὑπομένοντας 
                      	υπομειναντας 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1 Pet 5:8 
                      	ζητῶν τινα καταπίῃ 
                      	ζητων καταπιειν 
                      	Bart. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2 Pet 2:4 
                      	τετηρημένους 
                      	τηρουμενους 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1 John 1:5 
                      	ἐπαγγελία 
                      	αγγελια 
                      	Bart. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1 John 3:4 
                      	ἡ ἁμαρτία 
                      	η αμαρτια 
                      	Tich. 
                      	[err.]217 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
 
                

              
 
             
            
              9 Tischendorf’s Editio Septima
 
              The following table lists all the occurrences of Vaticanus in Matt 1–7 in Tischendorf’s seventh edition (Ti7). Attention is also drawn to his first and fourth editions (Ti1 and Ti4). Notably, if there are differences between these three editions, either in the text or the text-critical reference, remarks will also be given.
 
              
                            
                      	Matt 
                      	TR (Elz. 1624) 
                      	Ti7 text 
                      	Ti7 app. on B 
                      	Ti1 
                      	Ti4 
                      	Ti7 
   
                      	ins. 
                      	ΤΟ ΚΑΤΑ ΜΑΤΘΑΙΟΝ ΕΥΑΓΓΕΛΙΟΝ 
                      	Ti7 ΕΥΑΓΓΕΛΙΟΝ ΚΑΤΑ ΜΑΘΘΑΙΟΝ 
                      	κατα μαθθαιον218 
                      	s. 
                      	imp. 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	1:1 
                      	Δαβίδ 
                      	Δαυείδ 
                      	δαυειδ219 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:3 
                      	Ζαρά 
                      	Ζαρά 
                      	ζαρε 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:4 
                      	Ἀμιναδάβ 
                      	Ti7 Ἀμειναδάβ ¦ Ti1.4 Ἀμιναδάβ 
                      	αμειναδαβ 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:4 
                      	Ναασσὼν δέ 
                      	Ναασσὼν δέ 
                      	s.220 
                      	s. 
                      	imp. 
                      	s. 
  
                      	1:5 
                      	Βοόζ bis 
                      	Βοόζ 
                      	βοες 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:5 
                      	Ὠβήδ bis 
                      	Ἰωβήδ 
                      	ιωβηδ 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:6 
                      	ὁ βασιλεύς 
                      	Ti4.7 om. ¦ Ti1 ὁ βασιλεύς 
                      	om. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:6 
                      	Σολομῶντα 
                      	Σολομῶνα 
                      	σολομωνα221 
                      	s. 
                      	imp. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:6 
                      	Οὐρίου 
                      	Οὐρίου 
                      	ουρειου 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:7–8 
                      	Ἀσά bis 
                      	Ἀσά 
                      	ασαφ 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:8–9 
                      	Ὀζίαν … Ὀζίας 
                      	Ti7 Ὀζείαν … Ὀζείας ¦ Ti1.4 Ὀζίαν … Ὀζίας 
                      	οζειαν οζειας 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:9–10 
                      	Ἐζεκίαν … Ἐζεκίας 
                      	Ti7 Ἐζεκείαν … Ἐζεκείας ¦ Ti1.4 Ἐζεκίαν … Ἐζεκίας 
                      	εζεκειαν εζεκειας 
                      	s. 
                      	imp. 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	1:10 
                      	Ἀμών bis 
                      	Ti4.7 Ἀμώς ¦ Ti1 Ἀμών 
                      	αμως 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:10–11 
                      	Ἰωσίαν … Ἰωσίας 
                      	Ti7 Ἰωσείαν … Ἰωσείας ¦ Ti1.4 Ἰωσίαν … Ἰωσίας 
                      	ιωσειαν ιωσειας222 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:11 
                      	τὸν Ἰεχονίαν 
                      	τὸν Ἰεχονίαν 
                      	τον ιεχονιαν 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:12 
                      	ἐγέννησε bis 
                      	ἐγέννησεν 
                      	γεννα 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:12 
                      	Σαλαθιήλ bis 
                      	Σαλαθιήλ 
                      	σελαθιηλ 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:13 
                      	ἐγέννησε 
                      	ἐγέννησεν 
                      	γεννα primus223 
                      	s. 
                      	err. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:14 
                      	Ἀχείμ bis 
                      	Ἀχείμ 
                      	αχειμ 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:15 
                      	Ματθάν bis 
                      	Ti7 Μαθθάν ¦ Ti1.4 Ματθάν 
                      	μαθθαν B✶224 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:18 
                      	Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ 
                      	Ἰησοῦ 
                      	χ̅υ̅ ι̅υ̅ 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:18 
                      	γέννησις 
                      	Ti4.7 γένεσις ¦ Ti1 γέννησις 
                      	γενεσις 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:18 
                      	γάρ 
                      	γάρ 
                      	om. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:19 
                      	παραδειγματίσαι 
                      	δειγματίσαι 
                      	δειγματισαι 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:20 
                      	Μαριάμ 
                      	Ti7 Μαριάμ ¦ Ti1.4 Μαριάν 
                      	μαριαν 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:20 
                      	ἐστιν ἁγίου 
                      	Ti4.7 ἐστιν ἁγίου ¦ Ti1 ἁγίου ἐστιν 
                      	εστ. αγ. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:22 
                      	ὑπὸ τοῦ Κυρίου 
                      	ὑπὸ κυρίου 
                      	υπο κυρ. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:23 
                      	καλέσουσι 
                      	καλέσουσιν 
                      	καλεσουσιν 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:23 
                      	ὁ Θεός 
                      	ὁ θεός 
                      	θεος225 
                      	s. 
                      	err. 
                      	err. 
  
                      	1:24 
                      	διεγερθείς 
                      	Ti4.7 διεγερθείς ¦ Ti1 ἐγερθείς 
                      	εγερθεις 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:24 
                      	ὁ Ἰωσήφ 
                      	ὁ Ἰωσήφ 
                      	ο ιωσηφ 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:25 
                      	οὗ 
                      	οὗ 
                      	om. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:25 
                      	τὸν υἱὸν αὐτῆς τὸν πρωτότοκον 
                      	υἱόν 
                      	υιον 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:1 
                      	Ἱεροσόλυμα 
                      	Ἱεροσόλυμα 
                      	ιεροσολυμα 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:2 
                      	εἴδομεν 
                      	εἴδομεν 
                      	ειδομεν 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:3 
                      	Ἡρώδης ὁ βασιλεύς 
                      	ὁ βασιλεὺς Ἡρώδης 
                      	ο βασ. ηρωδ. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:5 
                      	εἶπον 
                      	Ti7 εἶπαν ¦ Ti1.4 εἶπον 
                      	ειπαν 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:6 
                      	ἐκ σοῦ 
                      	ἐκ σοῦ 
                      	B✶ εξ σου226 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:7 
                      	ἠκρίβωσε 
                      	ἠκρίβωσεν 
                      	ηκρειβ.227 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	2:8 
                      	ἀκριβῶς ἐξετάσατε 
                      	ἐξετάσατε ἀκριβῶς 
                      	εξετ. ακριβ. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:9 
                      	εἶδον 
                      	εἶδον 
                      	ειδον 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:9 
                      	ἔστη 
                      	ἐστάθη 
                      	εσταθη 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:11 
                      	εὗρον 
                      	εἶδον 
                      	ειδον 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:13 
                      	Ἀναχωρησάντων δὲ αὐτῶν 
                      	Ἀναχωρησάντων δὲ αὐτῶν 
                      	εις την χωραν αυτων 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:13 
                      	φαίνεται κατʼ ὄναρ 
                      	κατʼ ὄναρ φαίνεται 
                      	κατ οναρ εφανη 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:15 
                      	ὑπὸ τοῦ Κυρίου 
                      	ὑπὸ κυρίου 
                      	υπο κυρ. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:17 
                      	ὑπό 
                      	διά 
                      	δια 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:18 
                      	θρῆνος καὶ κλαυθμός 
                      	κλαυθμός 
                      	κλαυθμος 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:18 
                      	ἤθελε 
                      	ἤθελεν 
                      	ηθελεν228 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:19 
                      	κατʼ ὄναρ φαίνεται 
                      	φαίνεται κατʼ ὄναρ 
                      	φαιν. κ. οναρ 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:21 
                      	ἦλθεν 
                      	Ti1.7 ἦλθεν ¦ Ti4 εἰσῆλθεν 
                      	εισηλθεν 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:22 
                      	ἐπί 
                      	ἐπί 
                      	om. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:22 
                      	Ἡρώδου τοῦ πατρὸς αὐτοῦ 
                      	Ἡρώδου τοῦ πατρὸς αὐτοῦ 
                      	τ. π. αυτ. ηρωδ. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:23 
                      	κατῴκησεν 
                      	κατῴκησεν 
                      	καθωκησεν229 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	err. 
  
                      	2:23 
                      	Ναζαρέτ 
                      	Ti1 Ναζαρέτ ¦ Ti4.7 Ναζαρέθ 
                      	ναζαρεθ230 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	err. 
  
                      	3:1 
                      	δέ 
                      	δέ 
                      	δε 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:2 
                      	καὶ λέγων 
                      	Ti1.7 καὶ λέγων ¦ Ti4 λέγων 
                      	λεγων 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:3 
                      	ὑπό 
                      	διά 
                      	δια 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:4 
                      	αὐτοῦ ἦν 
                      	Ti4.7 ἦν αὐτοῦ ¦ Ti1 αὐτοῦ ἦν 
                      	ην αυτου 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:5 
                      	πᾶσα ἡ 
                      	πᾶσα ἡ 
                      	πασα η 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:6 
                      	ἐβαπτίζοντο 
                      	ἐβαπτίζοντο 
                      	εβαπτιζοντο 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:6 
                      	Ἰορδάνῃ 
                      	Ti1.7 Ἰορδάνῃ ¦ Ti4 Ἰορδάνῃ ποταμῷ 
                      	ποταμω 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:7 
                      	αὐτοῦ 
                      	Ti1.7 αὐτοῦ ¦ Ti4 om. 
                      	om. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:8 
                      	καρποὺς ἄξιους 
                      	καρπὸν ἄξιον 
                      	καρπον αξιον 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:10 
                      	ἤδη δὲ καί 
                      	ἤδη δέ 
                      	ηδη δε 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:11 
                      	βαπτίζω ὑμᾶς 
                      	ὑμᾶς βαπτίζω 
                      	υμας βαπτ. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:11 
                      	καὶ πυρί 
                      	καὶ πυρί 
                      	και πυρι 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:12 
                      	τὸν σῖτον αὑτοῦ 
                      	τὸν σῖτον αὐτοῦ 
                      	τ. σιτ. αυτου 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:12 
                      	ἀποθήκην 
                      	ἀποθήκην 
                      	add. αυτου 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:14 
                      	Ἰωάννης 
                      	Ti1.7 Ἰωάννης ¦ Ti4 om. 
                      	om. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:15 
                      	πρὸς αὐτόν 
                      	Ti7 πρὸς αὐτόν ¦ Ti1.4 αὐτῷ 
                      	αυτω 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:16 
                      	καὶ βαπτισθείς 
                      	Ti1.7 καὶ βαπτισθείς ¦ Ti4 βαπτισθεὶς δέ 
                      	βαπτ. δε 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:16 
                      	ἀνέβη εὐθύς 
                      	εὐθὺς ἀνέβη 
                      	ευθ. ανεβ. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:16 
                      	ἀνεῴχθησαν αὐτῷ 
                      	ἀνεῴχθησαν αὐτῷ 
                      	ηνεωχθησαν 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:16 
                      	εἶδε 
                      	εἶδεν 
                      	ειδεν 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:16 
                      	τὸ πνεῦμα τοῦ Θεοῦ 
                      	τὸ πνεῦμα τοῦ θεοῦ 
                      	om. το et του 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:16 
                      	καὶ ἐρχόμενον 
                      	Ti1.7 καὶ ἐρχόμενον ¦ Ti4 ἐρχόμενον 
                      	om. και 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:16 
                      	ἐπʼ 
                      	ἐπʼ 
                      	επ 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:17 
                      	εὐδόκησα 
                      	εὐδόκησα 
                      	ευδοκησα 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:1 
                      	ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
                      	Ἰησοῦς 
                      	ιησους 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:2 
                      	τεσσαράκοντα bis 
                      	Ti4.7 τεσσεράκοντα ¦ Ti1 τεσσαράκοντα 
                      	τεσσερακ. B✶ ¦ τεσσαρακ. B✶✶231 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:3 
                      	προσελθὼν αὐτῷ ὁ πειράζων εἶπεν 
                      	Ti7 προσελθὼν αὐτῷ ὁ πειράζων εἶπεν ¦ Ti1.4 προσελθὼν ὁ πειράζων εἶπεν αὐτῷ 
                      	πρ. ο π. ειπ. αυτω 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:4 
                      	ἄνθρωπος 
                      	ὁ ἄνθρωπος 
                      	add. ο 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:4 
                      	ἐπὶ παντί 
                      	ἐν παντί 
                      	επι παντι 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:5 
                      	ἵστησιν 
                      	ἵστησιν 
                      	εστησεν 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:6 
                      	λέγει 
                      	λέγει 
                      	λέγει 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:9 
                      	καὶ λέγει αὐτῷ 
                      	καὶ λέγει αὐτῷ 
                      	κ. ειπεν αυτ. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:9 
                      	Ταῦτα πάντα σοι 
                      	Ταῦτά σοι πάντα 
                      	ταυ. σοι πα. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:9 
                      	προσκυνήσῃς 
                      	προσκυνήσῃς 
                      	προσκυνησης 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:10 
                      	Ὕπαγε 
                      	Ὕπαγε ὀπίσω μου 
                      	om. οπισω μου 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:12 
                      	ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:13 
                      	καταλιπών 
                      	καταλιπών 
                      	καταλιπων 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:13 
                      	Ναζαρέτ 
                      	Ναζαρέθ 
                      	B✶ -ρα ¦ B✶✶ -ρετ232 
                      	cor. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:13 
                      	Καπερναούμ 
                      	Καφαρναούμ 
                      	καφαρναουμ 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:16 
                      	ἐν σκότει 
                      	Ti4.7 ἐν σκοτίᾳ ¦ Ti1 ἐν σκότει 
                      	εν σκοτια 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:16 
                      	εἶδε φῶς 
                      	φῶς εἶδεν 
                      	φως ειδεν 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:16 
                      	εἶδε233 
                      	εἶδεν 
                      	ειδεν 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:18 
                      	Περιπατῶν 
                      	Περιπατῶν 
                      	περιπ. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:18 
                      	ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:18 
                      	εἶδε 
                      	εἶδεν 
                      	ειδεν234 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:18 
                      	ἁλιεῖς 
                      	ἁλιεῖς 
                      	B✶ αλειεις235 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	4:21 
                      	εἶδεν 
                      	εἶδεν 
                      	ειδεν 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:23 
                      	ὅλην τὴν Γαλιλαίαν 
                      	Ti1.7 ὅλην τὴν Γαλιλαίαν ¦ Ti4 ἐν ὅλῃ τῇ Γαλιλαίᾳ 
                      	εν ολη τη γαλιλαια236 
                      	imp. 
                      	imp. 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	4:23 
                      	ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
                      	Ti4.7 om.237 
                      	om. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:24 
                      	ἀπῆλθεν 
                      	ἀπῆλθεν 
                      	απηλθ. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:24 
                      	καὶ δαιμονιζομένους 
                      	Ti4.7 δαιμονιζομένους ¦ Ti1 καὶ δαιμονιζομένους 
                      	om. και 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:1 
                      	προσῆλθον 
                      	Ti1.4 προσῆλθον ¦ Ti7 προσῆλθαν 
                      	προσηλθαν 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:1 
                      	αὐτῷ 
                      	αὐτῷ 
                      	om. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:4–5 
                      	vss. 4/5 
                      	vss. 5/4 
                      	vss. 4/5 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:9 
                      	αὐτοί 
                      	αὐτοί 
                      	αυτοι 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:10 
                      	ἕνεκεν 
                      	ἕνεκεν 
                      	ενεκα 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:11 
                      	πᾶν πονηρὸν ῥῆμα καθʼ ὑμῶν 
                      	Ti7 καθʼ ὑμῶν πᾶν πονηρὸν ῥῆμα ¦ Ti1.4 καθʼ ὑμῶν πᾶν πονηρόν 
                      	παν πον. καθ υμων 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:11 
                      	ψευδόμενοι 
                      	om. 
                      	ψευδομενοι 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:13 
                      	βληθῆναι ἔξω, καί καταπατεῖσθαι 
                      	Ti1.7 βληθῆναι ἔξω, καί καταπατεῖσθαι ¦ Ti4 βληθὲν ἔξω καταπατεῖσθαι 
                      	βληθεν εξω κατ. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:15 
                      	ἀλλʼ 
                      	ἀλλʼ 
                      	αλλ 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:18 
                      	ἄν 
                      	ἄν 
                      	B✶ om. ¦ B✶✶ αν238 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:20 
                      	ἡ δικαιοσύνη ὑμῶν 
                      	Ti7 ὑμῶν ἡ δικαιοσύνη ¦ Ti1.4 ἡ δικαιοσύνη ὑμῶν 
                      	η δικ. υμ.239 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	err. 
  
                      	5:21 
                      	ἐρρέθη 
                      	ἐρρήθη 
                      	ερρηθη240 
                      	s. 
                      	imp. 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	5:22 
                      	εἰκῇ 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:23 
                      	κἀκεῖ 
                      	Ti7 καὶ ἐκεῖ ¦ Ti1.4 κἀκεῖ 
                      	κακει 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:25 
                      	ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ μετʼ αὐτοῦ 
                      	μετʼ αὐτοῦ ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ 
                      	μετ αυτ. εν τ. οδ. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:25 
                      	σε παραδῷ secundus 
                      	Ti4.7 σε παραδῷ ¦ Ti1 om. 
                      	om. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:27 
                      	τοῖς ἀρχαίοις 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:28 
                      	βλέπων 
                      	βλέπων 
                      	βλεπων 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:28 
                      	αὐτῆς 
                      	Ti4.7 αὐτήν ¦ Ti1 om. 
                      	αυτην 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:28 
                      	καρδίᾳ αὐτοῦ 
                      	καρδίᾳ αὐτοῦ 
                      	καρδ. εαυτου 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:30 
                      	βληθῇ εἰς γέενναν 
                      	Ti4.7 εἰς γέενναν ἀπέλθῃ ¦ Ti1 βληθῇ εἰς γέενναν 
                      	εις γ. απελθη 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:31 
                      	ὅτι 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:32 
                      	ὅτι 
                      	ὅτι 
                      	οτι 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:32 
                      	ὃς ἂν ἀπολύσῃ 
                      	ὃς ἂν ἀπολύσῃ 
                      	πας ο απολυων 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:32 
                      	μοιχᾶσθαι 
                      	Ti1.7 μοιχᾶσθαι ¦ Ti4 μοιχευθῆναι 
                      	μοιχευθηναι 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:32 
                      	ὃς ἐὰν ἀπολελυμένην γαμήσῃ 
                      	ὃς ἐὰν ἀπολελυμένην γαμήσῃ 
                      	ο απολελ. γαμησας 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:36 
                      	ἢ μέλαιναν ποιῆσαι 
                      	ποιῆσαι ἢ μέλαιναν 
                      	ποι. η μελ. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:37 
                      	ἔστω 
                      	Ti1.7 ἔστω ¦ Ti4 ἔσται 
                      	εσται 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:39 
                      	ῥαπίσει ἐπί 
                      	ῥαπίσει ἐπί 
                      	ραπιζει εις 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:39 
                      	σου σιαγόνα 
                      	Ti7 σου σιαγόνα ¦ Ti1.4 σιαγόνα σου 
                      	σιαγ. σου 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:41 
                      	ἀγγαρεύσει 
                      	ἀγγαρεύσει 
                      	αγγαρευσει 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:42 
                      	δίδου 
                      	δός 
                      	δος 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:44 
                      	εὐλογειτε τοὺς καταρωμένους ὑμᾶς, καλῶς ποιεῖτε τοὺς μισοῦντας ὑμᾶς 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:44 
                      	ἐπηρεαζόντων ὑμᾶς, καί 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:46 
                      	ἔχετε 
                      	ἔχετε 
                      	εχετε 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:46 
                      	τὸ αὐτό 
                      	Ti4.7 οὕτως ¦ Ti1 τὸ αὐτό 
                      	το αυτο 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:47 
                      	ἀδελφούς 
                      	ἀδελφούς 
                      	αδελφ. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:47 
                      	τελῶναι 
                      	ἐθνικοί 
                      	εθνικοι 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:47 
                      	οὕτω 
                      	Ti4.7 τὸ αὐτό ¦ Ti1 οὕτως 
                      	το αυτο 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:48 
                      	ὥσπερ 
                      	Ti7 ὥσπερ ¦ Ti1.4 ὡς 
                      	ως 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:48 
                      	ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς 
                      	οὐράνοις 
                      	ουρανοις 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:1 
                      	Προσέχετε 
                      	Προσέχετε δέ 
                      	om. δε 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:1 
                      	ἐλεημοσύνην 
                      	δικαιοσύνην 
                      	δικαιοσυνην 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:4 
                      	αὐτός 
                      	Ti7 αὐτός ¦ Ti1.4 om. 
                      	om. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:4 
                      	ἐν τῷ φανερῷ 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:5 
                      	προσεύχῃ, οὐκ ἔσῃ 
                      	Ti4.7 προσεύχησθε, οὐκ ἔσεσθε ¦ Ti1 προσεύχῃ, οὐκ ἔσῃ 
                      	προσευχησθε, ουκ εσεσθε 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:5 
                      	ὥσπερ 
                      	Ti7 ὥσπερ ¦ Ti1.4 ὡς 
                      	ως 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:5 
                      	ἄν 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:5 
                      	ὅτι 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:6 
                      	ταμιεῖον 
                      	ταμιεῖον 
                      	ταμιειον241 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	err. 
  
                      	6:6 
                      	ἐν τῷ φανερῷ 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:7 
                      	βαττολογήσητε 
                      	βαττολογήσητε 
                      	βατταλογησητε 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:7 
                      	οἱ ἐθνικοί 
                      	οἱ ἐθνικοί 
                      	οι υποκριται 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:8 
                      	ὁ πατὴρ ὑμῶν 
                      	ὁ πατὴρ ὑμῶν 
                      	ο θεος ο. π. υ. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:10 
                      	ἐλθέτω 
                      	ἐλθέτω 
                      	ελθετω 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:10 
                      	ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς 
                      	Ti4.7 ἐπὶ γῆς ¦ Ti1 ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς 
                      	επι γης 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:12 
                      	ἀφίεμεν 
                      	Ti4.7 ἀφήκαμεν ¦ Ti1 ἀφίομεν 
                      	αφηκ. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:13 
                      	ὅτι σοῦ ἐστιν ἡ βασιλεία, καὶ ἡ δύναμις, καὶ ἡ δόξα, εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας. ἀμήν 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:15 
                      	τὰ παραπτώματα αὐτῶν 
                      	Ti7 τὰ παραπτώματα αὐτῶν ¦ Ti1.4 om. 
                      	τα παραπτωματα αυτων 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:16 
                      	ὥσπερ 
                      	Ti7 ὥσπερ ¦ Ti1.4 ὡς 
                      	ως 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:16 
                      	πρόσωπα αὐτῶν 
                      	πρόσωπα αὐτῶν 
                      	προσωπ. εαυτων 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:16 
                      	ὅτι 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:18 
                      	τοῖς ἀνθρώποις νηστεύων 
                      	τοῖς ἀνθρώποις νηστεύων 
                      	νηστ. τοις ανθρ. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:18 
                      	κρυπτῷ bis 
                      	κρυφαίῳ 
                      	κρυφαιω 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:18 
                      	ἐν τῷ φανερῷ 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:21 
                      	ὑμῶν bis 
                      	σοῦ 
                      	σου 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:21 
                      	καί 
                      	καί 
                      	om. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:22 
                      	ὀφθαλμός prius 
                      	ὀφθαλμός 
                      	add. σου 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:24 
                      	μαμμωνᾷ 
                      	μαμωνᾷ 
                      	μαμωνα 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:25 
                      	καὶ τί πίητε 
                      	Ti7 καὶ τί πίητε ¦ Ti1 ἢ τί πίητε ¦ Ti4 om. 
                      	η τι πιητε 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:27 
                      	προσθεῖναι 
                      	προσθεῖναι 
                      	προσθειναι 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:28 
                      	αὐξάνει· οὐ κοπιᾷ, οὐδὲ νήθει 
                      	Ti4.7 αὐξάνουσιν· οὐ κοπιῶσιν οὐδὲ νήθουσιν ¦ Ti1 αὐξάνει· οὐ κοπιᾷ οὐδὲ νήθει 
                      	αυξανουσιν ο. κοπιωσιν ο. νηθουσιν242 
                      	s. 
                      	err. 
                      	err. 
  
                      	6:32 
                      	ἐπιζητεῖ 
                      	Ti4.7 ἐπιζητοῦσιν ¦ Ti1 ἐπιζητεῖ 
                      	επιζητουσιν 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:33 
                      	τὴν βασιλείαν τοῦ Θεοῦ καὶ τὴν δικαιοσύνην αὐτοῦ 
                      	Ti1.7 τὴν βασιλείαν τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ τὴν δικαιοσύνην αὐτοῦ ¦ Ti4 τὴν δικαιοσύνην καὶ τὴν βασιλείαν αὐτοῦ 
                      	την δικαιοσ. και τ. βασιλ. αυτου 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:34 
                      	τὰ ἑαυτῆς 
                      	ἑαυτῆς 
                      	B✶ αυτης ¦ B✶✶ εαυτης243 
                      	s. 
                      	imp. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:2 
                      	ἀντιμετρηθήσεται 
                      	μετρηθήσεται 
                      	μετρηθησεται 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:4 
                      	ἀπό 
                      	ἀπό 
                      	εκ 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:5 
                      	τὴν δοκὸν ἐκ τοῦ ὀφθαλμοῦ σοῦ 
                      	Ti4.7 ἐκ τοῦ ὀφθαλμοῦ σου τὴν δοκόν ¦ Ti1 τὴν δοκὸν ἐκ τοῦ ὀφθαλμοῦ σοῦ 
                      	εκ τ. ο. σ. την δοκ. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:6 
                      	καταπατήσωσιν 
                      	Ti4.7 καταπατήσουσιν ¦ Ti1 καταπατήσωσιν 
                      	καταπατησουσιν 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:8 
                      	ἀνοιγήσεται 
                      	ἀνοιγήσεται 
                      	ανοιγεται 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:9 
                      	ἐστιν 
                      	om. 
                      	B✶ om. ¦ B✶✶ εστιν 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:9 
                      	ὃν ἐάν 
                      	Ti1.7 ὃν ἐάν ¦ Ti4 ὅν 
                      	ον 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:9 
                      	αἰτήσῃ 
                      	αἰτήσει 
                      	αιτησει244 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:10 
                      	καὶ ἐὰν ἰχθύν 
                      	Ti1.7 καὶ ἐὰν ἰχθύν ¦ Ti4 ἢ καὶ ἰχθύν 
                      	η και εαν 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:10 
                      	αἰτήσῃ 
                      	Ti4.7 αἰτήσει ¦ Ti1 αἰτήσῃ 
                      	αιτησει 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:13 
                      	εἰσέλθετε 
                      	Ti4.7 εἰσέλθατε ¦ Ti1 εἰσέλθετε 
                      	εισελθατε 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:13 
                      	ἡ πύλη 
                      	ἡ πύλη 
                      	η πυλη 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:14 
                      	ὅτι 
                      	ὅτι 
                      	B✶ οτι ¦ B✶✶ τι245 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:15 
                      	Προσέχετε δέ 
                      	Προσέχετε δέ 
                      	om. δε 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:16 
                      	σταφυλήν 
                      	σταφυλήν 
                      	σταφυλας 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:17 
                      	καρποὺς καλοὺς ποιεῖ 
                      	καρποὺς καλοὺς ποιεῖ 
                      	καρπους ποιει καλους 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:18 
                      	πονηροὺς ποιεῖν 
                      	πονηροὺς ποιεῖν 
                      	πονηρους ενεγκειν 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:19 
                      	πᾶν 
                      	πᾶν 
                      	παν 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:20 
                      	ἀπό 
                      	ἀπό 
                      	απο 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:21 
                      	ἐν οὐρανοῖς 
                      	Ti1.7 ἐν οὐρανοῖς ¦ Ti4 ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς 
                      	ε. τοις ουρ. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:22 
                      	προεφητεύσαμεν 
                      	ἐπροφητεύσαμεν 
                      	επροφητ.246 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:24 
                      	τούτους 
                      	τούτους 
                      	B✶ om.247 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:24 
                      	ὁμοιώσω αὐτόν 
                      	ὁμοιώσω αὐτόν 
                      	ομοιωθησεται 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:24 
                      	τὴν οἰκίαν αὑτοῦ 
                      	Ti7 αὐτοῦ τὴν οἰκίαν ¦ Ti1.4 τὴν οἰκίαν αὐτοῦ 
                      	αυτου τ. οικ. 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:25 
                      	προσέπεσον 
                      	προσέπεσαν 
                      	προσεπεσαν 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:26 
                      	τὴν οἰκίαν αὑτοῦ 
                      	Ti4.7 αὐτοῦ τὴν οἰκίαν ¦ Ti1 τὴν οἰκίαν αὑτοῦ248 
                      	αυτ. τ. οικ. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:27 
                      	προσέκοψαν 
                      	προσέκοψαν 
                      	προσεκοψαν 
                      	s. 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:28 
                      	συνετέλεσεν 
                      	ἐτέλεσεν 
                      	ετελεσεν 
                      	s. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:29 
                      	γραμματεῖς 
                      	γραμματεῖς αὐτῶν 
                      	αυτων 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
                      	cor. 
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                      	Matt 
                      	TR (Elz. 1624) 
                      	Trg. text 
                      	Trg. app. on B 
                      	Trg. sigla 
                      	Cat. 
   
                      	ins. 
                      	ΤΟ ΚΑΤΑ ΜΑΤΘΑΙΟΝ ΕΥΑΓΓΕΛΙΟΝ 
                      	ΕΥΑΓΓΕΛΙΟΝ ΚΑΤΑ ΜΑΤΘΑΙΟΝ 
                      	κατα μαθθαιον250 
                      	 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	1:1 
                      	Δαβίδ 
                      	Δαυείδ 
                      	Δαυειδ 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:3 
                      	Ζαρά 
                      	Ζαρά 
                      	Ζαρε 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:4 
                      	Ἀμιναδάβ 
                      	Ἀμιναδάβ 
                      	Αμειναδαβ 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:4 
                      	Ναασσών secundus 
                      	Ναασσών 
                      	Ναασσεων251 
                      	B.Btly. 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	1:5 
                      	Βοόζ bis 
                      	Βοόζ 
                      	Βοες 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:5 
                      	Ὠβήδ bis 
                      	Ἰωβήδ 
                      	Ιωβηδ 
                      	 
                      	cor 
  
                      	1:6 
                      	ὁ βασιλεύς 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	 
                      	cor 
  
                      	1:6 
                      	Σολομῶντα 
                      	Σολομῶνα 
                      	Σολομωντα252 
                      	Bs 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	1:6 
                      	Οὐρίου 
                      	Οὐρίου 
                      	Ουρειου 
                      	B.Btly. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:7–8 
                      	Ἀσά bis 
                      	Ἀσάφ 
                      	Ασαφ 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:8–9 
                      	Ὀζίαν· Ὀζίας 
                      	Ὀζείαν· Ὀζείας 
                      	Οζειαν· Οζειας 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:9–10 
                      	Ἐζεκίαν· Ἐζεκίας 
                      	Ἐζεκίαν· Ἐζεκίας 
                      	Εζεκειαν· Εζεκειας253 
                      	B. ap. Ln. Tf. 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	1:10 
                      	Ἀμών bis 
                      	Ἀμώς 
                      	Αμως 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:10–11 
                      	Ἰωσίαν· Ἰωσίας 
                      	Ἰωσείαν· Ἰωσείας 
                      	Ιωσειαν· Ιωσειας 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:11–12 
                      	μετοικεσίας … μετοικεσίαν 
                      	μετοικεσίας … μετοικεσίαν 
                      	μετοικεσιας … μετοικεσιαν 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:12 
                      	ἐγέννησε bis 
                      	ἐγέννησεν 
                      	γεννα254 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:12 
                      	Σαλαθιήλ bis 
                      	Σαλαθιήλ 
                      	Σελαθιηλ 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:13 
                      	ἐγέννησε primus 
                      	ἐγέννησεν 
                      	[γεννᾶ; cf. v. 12] 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:14 
                      	Ἀχείμ bis 
                      	Ἀχείμ 
                      	Αχειμ 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:15 
                      	Ματθάν bis 
                      	Μαθθάν 
                      	Μαθθαν B✶255 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:18 
                      	Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ 
                      	χριστοῦ 
                      	χριστου Ιησου 
                      	B.Bch. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:18 
                      	γέννησις 
                      	γένεσις 
                      	γενεσις 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:18 
                      	γάρ 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:19 
                      	παραδειγματίσαι 
                      	δειγματίσαι 
                      	δειγματισαι 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:20 
                      	Μαριάμ 
                      	Μαριάμ 
                      	Μαριαν 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:20 
                      	ἐστιν ἁγίου 
                      	ἐστιν ἁγίου 
                      	εστιν ἁγιου 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:22 
                      	ὑπὸ τοῦ Κυρίου 
                      	ὑπὸ κυρίου 
                      	Κυριου 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:22 
                      	διά 
                      	διά 
                      	contra add. Ἡσαιου 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:23 
                      	ὁ Θεός 
                      	ὁ θεός 
                      	om. ὁ256 
                      	B.Bch. 
                      	err. 
  
                      	1:24 
                      	διεγερθείς 
                      	Ἐγερθείς 
                      	εγερθεις 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:24 
                      	ὁ Ἰωσήφ 
                      	ὁ Ἰωσήφ 
                      	ὁ Ιωσηφ 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:25 
                      	ἐγίνωσκεν 
                      	ἐγίνωσκεν 
                      	εγινωσκεν257 
                      	 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	1:25 
                      	οὗ 
                      	οὗ 
                      	om. 
                      	B.Bch. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	1:25 
                      	τὸν υἱὸν αὐτῆς τὸν πρωτότοκον 
                      	υἱόν 
                      	υιον 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:1 
                      	Ἱεροσόλυμα 
                      	Ἱεροσόλυμα 
                      	Ἱεροσολυμα 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:3 
                      	Ἡρώδης ὁ βασιλεύς 
                      	ὁ βασιλεὺς Ἡρώδης 
                      	ὁ βασιλευς Ἡρωδης 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:5 
                      	εἶπον 
                      	εἶπον 
                      	ειπαν 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:6 
                      	ἐκ σοῦ 
                      	ἐκ σοῦ 
                      	εκ σου B2 ¦ εξ σου B✶258 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:6 
                      	γάρ 
                      	γάρ 
                      	contra add. μοι 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:8 
                      	ἀκριβῶς ἐξετάσατε 
                      	ἐξετάσατε ἀκριβῶς 
                      	εξετασατε ακριβως 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:9 
                      	ἔστη 
                      	ἐστάθη 
                      	εσταθη 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:11 
                      	εὗρον 
                      	εἶδον 
                      	ειδον 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:13 
                      	αὐτῶν 
                      	αὐτῶν 
                      	add. εις την χωραν αυτων 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:13 
                      	φαίνεται κατʼ ὄναρ 
                      	κατʼ ὄναρ φαίνεται 
                      	κατʼ οναρ εφανη 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:14 
                      	ἐγερθείς 
                      	ἐγερθείς 
                      	εγερθεις 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:15 
                      	ὑπὸ τοῦ Κυρίου 
                      	ὑπὸ κυρίου 
                      	contra add. του 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:17 
                      	ὑπὸ Ἰερεμίου 
                      	διὰ Ἱερεμίου 
                      	δια Ἱερεμ. 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:18 
                      	θρῆνος καί κλαυθμός 
                      	κλαυθμός 
                      	contra add. θρηνος και 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:18 
                      	ἤθελε 
                      	ἤθελεν ¦ mg. ἠθέλησεν 
                      	ηθελεν 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:19 
                      	κατʼ ὄναρ φαίνεται 
                      	φαίνεται κατʼ ὄναρ 
                      	φαινεται κατʼ οναρ 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:21 
                      	ἐγερθείς 
                      	ἐγερθείς 
                      	εγερθεις 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:21 
                      	ἦλθεν 
                      	εἰσῆλθεν 
                      	εισηλθεν 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:22 
                      	ἐπί 
                      	[ἐπί] 
                      	om. επι 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:22 
                      	Ἡρώδου τοῦ πατρὸς αὐτοῦ 
                      	τοῦ πατρὸς αὐτοῦ Ἡρώδου 
                      	του πατρος αυτου Ἡρωδου 
                      	B.(Bch.)259 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	2:23 
                      	Ναζαρέτ 
                      	Ναζαρέθ 
                      	Ναζαρεθ260 
                      	B.Btly. 
                      	err. 
  
                      	3:1 
                      	δέ 
                      	δέ 
                      	δε 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:2 
                      	καὶ λέγων 
                      	[καὶ] λέγων 
                      	om. και 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:3 
                      	ὑπό 
                      	διά 
                      	δια 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:4 
                      	αὐτοῦ ἦν 
                      	ἦν αὐτοῦ 
                      	ην αυτου 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:6 
                      	Ἰορδάνῃ 
                      	Ἰορδάνῃ ποταμῷ 
                      	Ιορ. ποταμῳ 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:7 
                      	βάπτισμα αὐτοῦ 
                      	βάπτισμα [αὐτοῦ] 
                      	om. αυτου 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:8 
                      	καρποὺς ἄξιους 
                      	καρπὸν ἄξιον 
                      	καρπον αξιον 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:10 
                      	ἤδη δὲ καί 
                      	ἤδη δέ 
                      	contra add. και 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:11 
                      	βαπτίζω ὑμᾶς 
                      	ὑμᾶς βαπτίζω 
                      	ὑμας βαπτιζω 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:12 
                      	σῖτον αὑτοῦ 
                      	σῖτον αὐτοῦ 
                      	contra om. αυτου 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:12 
                      	ἀποθήκην 
                      	ἀποθήκην αὐτοῦ 
                      	αποθηκην αυτου 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:14 
                      	Ἰωάννης 
                      	[Ἰωάννης] 
                      	om. Ιωαννης 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:14 
                      	χρείαν ἔχω 
                      	χρείαν ἔχω 
                      	contra εχω χριαν 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:15 
                      	εἶπεν πρὸς αὐτόν 
                      	εἶπεν πρὸς αὐτόν ¦ mg. εἶπεν αὐτῷ 
                      	αυτῳ 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:16 
                      	καὶ βαπτισθείς 
                      	βαπτισθεὶς δέ 
                      	βαπτισθεις δε 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:16 
                      	ἀνέβη εὐθύς 
                      	εὐθὺς ἀνέβη 
                      	ευθυς ανεβη 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:16 
                      	ἀνεῴχθησαν 
                      	ἀνεῴχθησαν 
                      	ηνεωχθησαν 
                      	B.Btly.Blc. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:16 
                      	αὐτῷ 
                      	αὐτῷ 
                      	om. 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:16 
                      	τὸ πνεῦμα τοῦ Θεοῦ 
                      	τὸ πνεῦμα τοῦ θεοῦ 
                      	πνευμα θεου 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:16 
                      	καὶ ἐρχόμενον 
                      	[καὶ] ἐρχόμενον 
                      	om. και 
                      	B.Bch.Blc. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:16 
                      	ἐπʼ 
                      	ἐπʼ 
                      	ἐπʼ 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:17 
                      	Οὗτός ἐστιν 
                      	Οὗτός ἐστιν 
                      	οὑτος εστιν 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	3:17 
                      	εὐδόκησα 
                      	εὐδόκησα 
                      	ευδοκησα 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:1 
                      	ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
                      	ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
                      	om. ο 
                      	B.Btly. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:2 
                      	τεσσαράκοντα bis 
                      	τεσσεράκοντα 
                      	τεσσαρακοντα261 
                      	(B?) 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	4:3 
                      	προσελθὼν αὐτῷ 
                      	προσελθών 
                      	om. αυτῳ 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:3 
                      	εἶπεν 
                      	εἶπεν αὐτῷ 
                      	ειπεν αυτῳ 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:4 
                      	ἄνθρωπος 
                      	ὁ ἄνθρωπος 
                      	ὁ ανθρωπος 
                      	B.Btly. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:4 
                      	ἐπὶ παντί 
                      	ἐν παντί 
                      	επι 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:5 
                      	ἵστησιν 
                      	ἔστησεν 
                      	εστησεν 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:6 
                      	Καὶ λέγει 
                      	καὶ λέγει 
                      	και λεγει262 
                      	(B?) 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:9 
                      	καὶ λέγει 
                      	καὶ εἶπεν 
                      	και ειπεν 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:9 
                      	πάντα σοι 
                      	σοι πάντα 
                      	σοι παντα 
                      	B.Bch. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:10 
                      	Ὕπαγε 
                      	Ὕπαγε 
                      	contra add. οπισω μου 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:12 
                      	ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:13 
                      	καταλιπών 
                      	καταλιπών 
                      	καταλιπων 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:13 
                      	Ναζαρέτ 
                      	Ναζαρά 
                      	Ναζαρα B✶ ¦ Ναζαρετ B✶✶263 
                      	B.Bch. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:13 
                      	Καπερναούμ 
                      	Καφαρναούμ 
                      	Καφαρναουμ 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:16 
                      	σκότει 
                      	σκοτίᾳ 
                      	σκοτιᾳ264 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:16 
                      	εἶδε φῶς 
                      	φῶς εἶδεν 
                      	φως ειδεν 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:18 
                      	Περιπατῶν δέ 
                      	Περιπατῶν δέ 
                      	περιπατων δε 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:18 
                      	ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:19 
                      	ὑμᾶς 
                      	ὑμᾶς 
                      	contra add. γενεσθαι 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:23 
                      	περιῆγεν 
                      	περιῆγεν [ὁ Ἰησοῦς] 
                      	contra add. ὁ Ιησους 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:23 
                      	ὅλην τὴν Γαλιλαίαν 
                      	ἐν ὅλῃ τῇ Γαλιλαίᾳ 
                      	εν ὁλῃ τῃ Γαλιλαιᾳ 
                      	B.Blc.(Btly.)265 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	4:23 
                      	ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	B.Btly.Blc. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:24 
                      	ἀπῆλθεν 
                      	ἀπῆλθεν ¦ mg. ἐξῆλθεν 
                      	απηλθεν 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	4:24 
                      	καὶ δαιμονιζομένους 
                      	δαιμονιζομένους ¦ mg. [καὶ] δαιμ. 
                      	contra add. και 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:1 
                      	προσῆλθον 
                      	προσῆλθαν 
                      	προσηλθαν B✶ ¦ προσηλθον B✶✶ 
                      	B.Bch.266 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:1 
                      	αὐτῷ 
                      	αὐτῷ 
                      	om. 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:4–5 
                      	vss. 4/5 
                      	vss. 5/4 
                      	vss. 4/5 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:9 
                      	αὐτοί 
                      	[αὐτοί] 
                      	αυτοι 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:10 
                      	ἕνεκεν 
                      	ἕνεκεν 
                      	ενεκα 
                      	B.Bch. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:11 
                      	ὀνειδίσωσιν ὑμᾶς καὶ διώξωσι 
                      	ὀνειδίσωσιν ὑμᾶς καὶ διώξωσιν 
                      	ονειδισωσιν ὑμας και διωξωσιν 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:11 
                      	πᾶν πονηρὸν ῥῆμα 
                      	πᾶν πονηρόν 
                      	contra add. ῥημα 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:11 
                      	ψευδόμενοι 
                      	ψευδόμενοι ¦ mg. [ψευδόμενοι] 
                      	ψευδομενοι 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:13 
                      	ἔτι 
                      	ἔτι 
                      	ετι 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:13 
                      	βληθῆναι ἔξω, καί 
                      	βληθὲν ἔξω 
                      	βληθεν εξω 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:20 
                      	ἡ δικαιοσύνη ὑμῶν 
                      	ἡ δικαιοσύνη ὑμῶν 
                      	ἡ δικαιοσυνη ὑμων 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:21 
                      	ἐρρέθη 
                      	ἐρρήθη 
                      	ερρηθη267 
                      	B.Btly.Blc. 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	5:22 
                      	εἰκῇ 
                      	[εἰκῆ] 
                      	om. 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:23 
                      	κἀκεῖ 
                      	κἀκεῖ ¦ mg. καὶ ἐκεῖ 
                      	κακει 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:25 
                      	ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ μετʼ αὐτοῦ 
                      	μετʼ αὐτοῦ ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ 
                      	μετʼ αυτου εν τῃ ὁδῳ268 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:25 
                      	σε παραδῷ secundus 
                      	[σε παραδῷ] 
                      	om. 
                      	B.Btly.Blc. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:27 
                      	ἐρρέθη 
                      	ἐρρήθη 
                      	ερρηθη269 
                      	B.Btly. 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	5:27 
                      	τοῖς ἀρχαίοις 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:28 
                      	ἐπιθυμῆσαι αὐτῆς 
                      	ἐπιθυμῆσαι αὐτήν 
                      	επιθ. αυτην 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:28 
                      	αὐτοῦ 
                      	αὐτοῦ 
                      	ἑαυτου 
                      	B.Btly. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:29 
                      	βληθῇ 
                      	βληθῇ 
                      	βληθῃ 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:30 
                      	βληθῇ εἰς γέενναν 
                      	εἰς γέενναν ἀπέλθῃ 
                      	εις γεενναν απελθῃ 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:31 
                      	Ἐρρέθη 
                      	Ἐρρήθη 
                      	ερρηθη270 
                      	B.Btly. 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	5:31 
                      	ὅτι 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	B.Bch. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:32 
                      	ὃς ἂν ἀπολύσῃ 
                      	πᾶς ὁ ἀπολύων 
                      	πας ο απολυων 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:32 
                      	μοιχᾶσθαι 
                      	μοιχευθῆναι 
                      	μοιχευθηναι 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:32 
                      	καὶ ὃς ἐὰν ἀπολελυμένην γαμήσῃ, μοιχᾶται 
                      	καὶ ὃς ἐὰν ἀπολελυμένην γαμήσῃ, μοιχᾶται 
                      	και ο απολ. γαμησας μοιχ.271 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:33 
                      	ἐρρέθη 
                      	ἐρρήθη 
                      	ερρηθη272 
                      	B.Btly. 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	5:36 
                      	ἢ μέλαιναν ποιῆσαι 
                      	ποιῆσαι ἢ μέλαιναν 
                      	ποιησαι η μελαιναν 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:37 
                      	ἔστω 
                      	ἔστω 
                      	εσται 
                      	B.Btly. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:38 
                      	ἐρρέθη 
                      	ἐρρήθη 
                      	ερρηθη273 
                      	B.Btly. 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	5:39 
                      	ῥαπίσει ἐπί 
                      	ῥαπίζει 
                      	ραπιζει 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:39 
                      	ἐπί 
                      	εἰς 
                      	εις 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:39 
                      	σου σιαγόνα 
                      	σιαγόνα σου 
                      	σιαγονα σου 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:41 
                      	ἀγγαρεύσει 
                      	ἀγγαρεύσει 
                      	αγγαρευσει 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:41 
                      	δύο 
                      	δύο 
                      	δυο 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:42 
                      	δίδου 
                      	δός 
                      	δος 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:42 
                      	τὸν θέλοντα 
                      	τὸν θέλοντα 
                      	τον θελοντα 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:43 
                      	ἐρρέθη 
                      	ἐρρήθη 
                      	ερρηθη274 
                      	B.Btly. 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	5:44 
                      	εὐλογειτε τοὺς καταρωμένους ὑμᾶς 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:44 
                      	καλῶς ποιεῖτε τοὺς μισοῦντας ὑμᾶς 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:44 
                      	ἐπηρεαζόντων ὑμᾶς, καί 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:46 
                      	τὸ αὐτό 
                      	οὕτως 
                      	το αυτο 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:47 
                      	ἀδελφούς 
                      	ἀδελφούς 
                      	αδελφους 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:47 
                      	τελῶναι 
                      	ἐθνικοί 
                      	εθνικοι 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:47 
                      	οὕτω 
                      	τὸ αὐτό 
                      	το αυτο 
                      	B.Btly.Blc. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:48 
                      	ὡσπερ 
                      	ὡς 
                      	ὡς 
                      	B.Btly. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	5:48 
                      	ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς 
                      	οὐράνοις 
                      	ουρανοις 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:1 
                      	Προσέχετε 
                      	Προσέχετε ¦ mg. προσέχετε [δέ] 
                      	προσεχετε 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:1 
                      	ἐλεημοσύνην 
                      	δικαιοσύνην 
                      	δικαιοσυνην 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:1 
                      	τοῖς 
                      	τοῖς 
                      	τοις 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:4 
                      	ᾖ σου ἡ ἐλεημοσύνη 
                      	ᾖ σου ἡ ἐλεημοσύνη 
                      	ῃ σου ἡ ελεημ. 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:4 
                      	αὐτός 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:4 
                      	ἐν τῷ φανερῷ 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:5 
                      	προσεύχῃ, οὐκ ἔσῃ 
                      	προσεύχησθε, οὐκ ἔσεσθε 
                      	προσευχησθε ουκ εσεσθε 
                      	B.Btly.Blc. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:5 
                      	ὥσπερ 
                      	ὡς 
                      	ως 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:5 
                      	φιλοῦσιν ἐν ταῖς συναγωγαῖς καὶ ἐν ταῖς γωνίαις τῶν πλατειῶν ἑστῶτες προσεύχεσθαι 
                      	φιλοῦσιν ἐν ταῖς συναγωγαῖς καὶ ἐν ταῖς γωνίαις τῶν πλατειῶν ἑστῶτες προσεύχεσθαι 
                      	φιλουσιν εν ταις συναγωγαις και εν ταις γωνιαις των πλατειων ἑστωτες προσευχεσθαι 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:5 
                      	ἄν 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	B.Btly.Blc. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:5 
                      	ὅτι 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                      	6:6 
                      	ταμιεῖον 
                      	ταμιεῖον 
                      	ταμιειον275 
                      	Bs 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	6:6 
                      	ἐν τῷ φανερῷ 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:7 
                      	βαττολογήσητε 
                      	βαττολογήσητε 
                      	βατταλογησητε 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:7 
                      	ἐθνικοί 
                      	ἐθνικοί 
                      	ὑποκριται 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:8 
                      	γάρ 
                      	γάρ 
                      	add. ο θεος 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:8 
                      	αἰτῆσαι αὐτόν 
                      	αἰτῆσαι αὐτόν 
                      	αιτησαι αυτον 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:10 
                      	ἐλθέτω 
                      	ἐλθέτω ¦ mg. ἐλθάτω 
                      	ελθετω 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:10 
                      	τῆς 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	B.Bch. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:12 
                      	ἀφίεμεν 
                      	ἀφήκαμεν 
                      	αφηκαμεν 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:13 
                      	ὅτι σοῦ ἐστιν ἡ βασιλεία, καὶ ἡ δύναμις, καὶ ἡ δόξα, εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:13 
                      	ἀμήν 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:14 
                      	οὐράνιος 
                      	οὐράνιος 
                      	contra add. τα παραπτωματα ὑμων 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:15 
                      	τὰ παραπτώματα αὐτῶν 
                      	τὰ παραπτώματα αὐτῶν 
                      	τα παραπτωματα αυτων 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:15 
                      	ἀφήσει 
                      	ἀφήσει 
                      	contra add. ὑμιν 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:16 
                      	ὥσπερ 
                      	ὡς 
                      	ως 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:16 
                      	πρόσωπα αὐτῶν 
                      	πρόσωπα αὐτῶν 
                      	προσωπα ἑαυτων 
                      	B.Btly. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:16 
                      	ὅτι 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:18 
                      	τοῖς ἀνθρώποις νηστεύων 
                      	τοῖς ἀνθρώποις νηστεύων 
                      	νηστευων τοις ανθρωποις 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:18 
                      	κρυπτῷ bis 
                      	κρυφαίῳ 
                      	κρυφαιω 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:18 
                      	ἐν τῷ φανερῷ 
                      	om. 
                      	om. 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:21 
                      	ὑμῶν bis 
                      	σοῦ 
                      	σου 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:21 
                      	καί 
                      	καί 
                      	om. 
                      	B.Btly. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:22 
                      	ὀφθαλμός prius 
                      	ὀφθαλμός ¦ mg. [σου] 
                      	add. σου 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:22 
                      	ὁ ὀφθαλμός σου ἁπλοῦς ᾖ 
                      	ὁ ὀφθαλμός σου ἁπλοῦς ᾖ 
                      	ῃ ὁ οφθ. σου ἁπλ. 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:24 
                      	μαμμωνᾷ 
                      	μαμωνᾷ 
                      	μαμωνα 
                      	B.Bch. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:25 
                      	καὶ τί πίητε 
                      	ἢ τί πίητε 
                      	η τι πιητε 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:28 
                      	αὐξάνει· οὐ κοπιᾷ, οὐδὲ νήθει 
                      	αὐξάνουσιν· οὐ κοπιοῦσιν οὐδὲ νήθουσιν 
                      	αυξανουσιν ου κοπιουσιν ουδε νηθουσιν 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:32 
                      	ἐπιζητεῖ 
                      	ἐπιζητοῦσιν 
                      	επιζητουσιν 
                      	B.Btly.Blc. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:33 
                      	τὴν βασιλείαν τοῦ Θεοῦ καὶ τὴν δικαιοσύνην 
                      	τὴν δικαιοσύνην τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ τὴν βασιλείαν αὐτοῦ 
                      	την δικαιοσυνην και την βασιλειαν αυτου 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	6:34 
                      	αὔριον μεριμνήσει τά 
                      	αὔριον μεριμνήσει 
                      	contra add. τα 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:2 
                      	ἀντιμετρηθήσεται 
                      	μετρηθήσεται 
                      	μετρηθησεται 
                      	B.Bch. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:4 
                      	ἀπό 
                      	ἐκ 
                      	εκ 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:5 
                      	τὴν δοκὸν ἐκ τοῦ ὀφθαλμοῦ σοῦ 
                      	ἐκ τοῦ ὀφθαλμοῦ σου τὴν δοκόν 
                      	εκ τοῦ οφθ. σου την δοκον 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:6 
                      	καταπατήσωσιν 
                      	καταπατήσουσιν 
                      	καταπατησουσιν 
                      	B.Btly. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:8 
                      	ἀνοιγήσεται 
                      	ἀνοίγεται ¦ mg. ἀνοιγήσεται 
                      	ανοιγεται 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:9 
                      	ἐστιν 
                      	om. 
                      	om. B✶ 
                      	B.Bch. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:9 
                      	ὃν ἐάν 
                      	ὅν 
                      	ον 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:9 
                      	αἰτήσῃ 
                      	αἰτήσει 
                      	αιτησει 
                      	B. Tf. vid. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:10 
                      	καί 
                      	ἢ καί 
                      	η και 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:10 
                      	ἐὰν ἰχθύν 
                      	ἰχθύν 
                      	ιχθυν 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:10 
                      	αἰτήσῃ 
                      	αἰτήσει 
                      	αιτησει 
                      	B.Bch. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:12 
                      	ποιῶσιν 
                      	ποιῶσιν 
                      	ποιωσιν 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:13 
                      	Εἰσέλθετε 
                      	Εἰσέλθατε 
                      	εισελθατε 
                      	B.Bch.Blc. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:14 
                      	ὅτι 
                      	τί 
                      	τι B✶✶ ¦ ὁτι B✶(?) ¦ add. δε276 
                      	B.Bch. ¦ B.Btly. (δε) 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:15 
                      	Προσέχετε δέ 
                      	Προσέχετε [δέ] 
                      	om. δε 
                      	B.Bch. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:16 
                      	σταφυλήν 
                      	σταφυλάς 
                      	σταφυλας 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:17 
                      	καρποὺς καλοὺς ποιεῖ 
                      	καρποὺς καλοὺς ποιεῖ 
                      	καρπους ποιει καλους 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:18 
                      	οὐ δύναται 
                      	οὐ δύναται 
                      	add. ει277 
                      	B.Btly. 
                      	err. 
  
                      	7:18 
                      	ποιεῖν prius 
                      	ποιεῖν 
                      	ενεγκειν 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:19 
                      	πᾶν 
                      	πᾶν 
                      	contra add. ουν 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:20 
                      	ἀπό 
                      	ἀπό 
                      	απο 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:21 
                      	οὐρανοῖς 
                      	τοῖς οὐρανοῖς 
                      	τοις ουρανοις 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:22 
                      	προεφητεύσαμεν 
                      	ἐπροφητεύσαμεν 
                      	προεφ.278 
                      	Bs(?) 
                      	imp. 
  
                      	7:24 
                      	τούτους 
                      	[τούτους] 
                      	om. 
                      	B.Btly. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:24 
                      	ὁμοιώσω αὐτόν 
                      	ὁμοιωθήσεται ¦ mg. ὁμοιώσω αὐτόν 
                      	ομοιωθησεται 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:24 
                      	τὴν οἰκίαν αὑτοῦ 
                      	αὐτοῦ τὴν οἰκίαν 
                      	αυτου την οικιαν 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:25 
                      	ἦλθον 
                      	ἦλθαν 
                      	ηλθαν 
                      	B.Btly. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:25 
                      	προσέπεσον 
                      	προσέπεσαν 
                      	προσεπεσαν 
                      	B.Bch. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:26 
                      	τὴν οἰκίαν αὑτοῦ 
                      	αὐτοῦ τὴν οἰκίαν 
                      	αυτου την οικιαν 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:27 
                      	προσέκοψαν 
                      	προσέκοψαν 
                      	προσεκοψαν 
                      	Bs 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:28 
                      	συνετέλεσεν 
                      	ἐτέλεσεν 
                      	ετελεσεν 
                      	B.Bch. 
                      	cor. 
  
                      	7:29 
                      	γραμματεῖς 
                      	γραμματεῖς αὐτῶν 
                      	γραμματεις αυτων 
                      	 
                      	cor. 
 
                

              
 
             
            
              11 Maius’s Editio Princeps
 
              Two lists on the editio princeps of Vaticanus are given below: (1) a list of all the textual differences between Vaticanus and Maius’s text in the selected chapters; (2) another list of all other marginal notes concerning corrections in the same scope.279 Except for the employed categories (only ‘imp.’ and ‘err.’ are present), the siglum ‘diff.’ is used to indicate the intentional differences found in the cardinal’s edition (see the discussion in § 8.2). A comparison with Maius’s second edition of 1859 is also given. The symbol ‘x’ is used to indicate that the revised text agrees with the first edition.
 
              
                (1) Textual differences
 
                
                             
                        	 
                        	Mai. text 
                        	Mai. mg. 
                        	Reading B 
                        	Cat. 
                        	Mai. 2nd 
   
                        	Mark 5:13 
                        	ἀκάθαρτα 
                        	 
                        	ακαρθατα [B2 ἀκάθαρτα] 
                        	imp. 
                        	x 
  
                        	Mark 5:14 
                        	ἐστι 
                        	 
                        	εστιν [B2 εστι] 
                        	imp. 
                        	x 
  
                        	Mark 5:28 
                        	ἐὰν ἅψωμαι κᾄν 
                        	κᾄν added above 
                        	εαν αψωμαι [B2 add. καν] 
                        	diff. 
                        	x 
  
                        	Mark 5:29 
                        	ἰᾶται 
                        	1st hand εἰᾶται 
                        	ειαται [B1 ιαται] 
                        	diff. 
                        	x 
  
                        	Mark 5:34 
                        	θύγατερ 
                        	ms. θυγάτηρ 
                        	θυγατηρ 
                        	diff. 
                        	x 
  
                        	Mark 5:38 
                        	πολλά 
                        	 
                        	πολλας [B1 πολλα] 
                        	imp. 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 1:4 
                        	τὸ φῶς τῶν ἀνθρώπων 
                        	τῶν ἀνθρώπων added in mg. 
                        	το φως [B1 add. των ανθρωπων] 
                        	diff. 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 1:13 
                        	σαρκός, οὐδὲ ἐκ θελήματος ἀνδρός 
                        	οὐδὲ ἐκ θελήματος ἀνδρός added in mg. 
                        	σαρκος [B1 ουδε εκ θεληματος ανδρος] 
                        	diff. 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 1:14 
                        	χάριτος καὶ ἀληθείας 
                        	καί added above 
                        	χαριτος [B1 add. και] αληθειας 
                        	diff. 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 1:15 
                        	ὃν εἶπον 
                        	1st hand ὁ εἰπών 
                        	ο ειπων [B2 ον ειπον] 
                        	diff. 
                        	 
  
                        	John 1:18 
                        	ἑώρακεν 
                        	 
                        	εορακεν [B2 εωρακε]280 
                        	imp. 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 1:41281 
                        	Εὑρίσκει 
                        	2nd hand εὑρίσκει 
                        	ευρεσκει [B2 ευρισκει] 
                        	diff. 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 1:42 
                        	Ἰωνᾶ 
                        	1st hand Ἰωάνου 
                        	ιωανου [B2 ιωνα] 
                        	diff. 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 1:48 
                        	πρὸ τοῦ σε 
                        	 
                        	προ του σαι [B2 σε] 
                        	imp. 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 1:49 
                        	Ἀπεκρίθη Ναθαναήλ 
                        	 
                        	απεκριθη αυτω ναθαναηλ 
                        	err. 
                        	 
  
                        	John 1:49 
                        	βασιλεύς 
                        	 
                        	βασιλευ [B2 βασιλευς] 
                        	imp. 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 2:6 
                        	τρεῖς 
                        	 
                        	τρις [B2 τρεις] 
                        	imp. 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 2:11 
                        	τὴν ἀρχήν 
                        	cf. errata282 
                        	αρχην 
                        	err. 
                        	 
  
                        	John 2:11 
                        	σημείων 
                        	 
                        	σημιων [B2 σημειων] 
                        	imp. 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 2:17 
                        	κατεφάγεται 
                        	 
                        	καταφαγεται 
                        	err. 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 2:20 
                        	ᾠκοδομήθη 
                        	 
                        	οικοδομηθη [B2 ωκοδομηθη] 
                        	imp. 
                        	 
  
                        	John 3:1 
                        	Φαρισαίων 
                        	 
                        	φαρεισαιων [B2 φαρισαιων] 
                        	imp. 
                        	 
  
                        	John 3:27 
                        	λαμβάνειν 
                        	 
                        	λαμβαινειν [B2 λαμβανειν] 
                        	imp. 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 3:34 
                        	ἐκ μέτρου δίδωσιν τὸ πνεῦμα 
                        	τὸ πνεῦμα added in mg. 
                        	εκ μετρου διδωσιν [B1 add. το π̅ν̅α̅] 
                        	diff. 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 4:1 
                        	βαπτίζει ἢ Ἰωάνης 
                        	ἤ added above 
                        	βαπτιζει [B1 add. η] ιωανης 
                        	diff. 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 4:3 
                        	πάλιν εἰς τὴν Γαλειλαίαν 
                        	πάλιν added in mg. 
                        	[B1 add. παλιν] εις την γαλειλαιαν 
                        	diff. 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 4:5 
                        	Σιχάρ 
                        	 
                        	συχαρ 
                        	err. 
                        	 
  
                        	John 4:7 
                        	πιεῖν 
                        	 
                        	πειν [B2 πιειν] 
                        	imp. 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 4:9 
                        	πιεῖν 
                        	 
                        	πειν [B2 πιειν] 
                        	imp. 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 4:9 
                        	σαμαρείτιδος 
                        	 
                        	σαμαρειτιδος ουσης 
                        	err. 
                        	 
  
                        	John 4:9 
                        	Ἰουδαῖοι 
                        	 
                        	ιουδαιοις [B2 ιουδαιοι] 
                        	imp. 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 4:10 
                        	πιεῖν 
                        	 
                        	πειν [B2 πιειν] 
                        	imp. 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 4:15 
                        	διέρχωμαι 
                        	 
                        	διερχομαι 
                        	err. 
                        	 
  
                        	John 4:40 
                        	Ὡς ἦλθον 
                        	 
                        	ουν ηλθον [B1 ως ουν συνηλθον ¦ B2 ηλθον]283 
                        	imp. 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 4:42 
                        	ὅτι οὐκέτι 
                        	 
                        	ουκετι 
                        	err. 
                        	 
  
                        	John 4:51 
                        	λέγοντες 
                        	 
                        	λεγονταις [B2 λεγοντες] 
                        	imp. 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 4:52 
                        	χθὲς ὥραν ἑβδόμην 
                        	1st hand ἐχθές 
                        	εχθες [B2 χθες] ωραν εβδομην 
                        	diff. 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 4:52 
                        	αὐτὸν ὁ πυρετός 
                        	ms. αὐτήν 
                        	αυτην ο πυρετος 
                        	diff. 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 18:2 
                        	Ἤιδει 
                        	 
                        	ηδει 
                        	imp. 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 18:4 
                        	ἐξῆλθε καὶ εἶπεν 
                        	 
                        	εξηλθε και λεγει 
                        	err. 
                        	 
  
                        	John 18:5 
                        	εἱστήκει 
                        	 
                        	ιστηκει [B2 ειστηκει] 
                        	imp. 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 18:15 
                        	καὶ ὁ ἄλλος μαθητής 
                        	 
                        	και αλλος μαθητης 
                        	err. 
                        	 
  
                        	John 18:16 
                        	εἱστήκει 
                        	 
                        	ιστηκει [B2 ειστηκει] 
                        	imp. 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 18:17 
                        	οὖν 
                        	 
                        	ου [B2 ουν] 
                        	imp. 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 18:18 
                        	Εἱστήκεισαν 
                        	 
                        	ιστηκεισαν [B2 ειστηκεισαν] 
                        	imp. 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 18:20 
                        	παρρησίᾳ 
                        	1st hand παρησίᾳ 
                        	παρησια [B2 παρρησια] 
                        	diff. 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 18:27 
                        	ὁ Πέτρος 
                        	 
                        	πετρος 
                        	err. 
                        	 
  
                        	John 18:36 
                        	οἱ ἐμοὶ ἠγωνίζοντο ἄν 
                        	ἄν added above 
                        	οι εμοι ηγωνιζοντο [B1 add. αν] 
                        	diff. 
                        	x 
  
                        	Acts 2:7 
                        	ἐξίσταντο δὲ πάντες 
                        	cf. errata284 
                        	εξισταντο δε 
                        	err. 
                        	 
  
                        	Acts 2:22 
                        	ἰσραηλείται 
                        	1st hand ἰστρ. 
                        	ιστραηλειται [B2 ισραηλειται] 
                        	diff. 
                        	 
  
                        	Acts 2:25 
                        	προωρώμην 
                        	 
                        	προορωμην [B2 προωρωμην] 
                        	imp. 
                        	 
  
                        	Acts 2:27 
                        	ἐγκαταλείψεις 
                        	 
                        	ενκαταλειψεις [B2 εγκαταλειψεις] 
                        	imp. 
                        	 
  
                        	Acts 2:34 
                        	εἶπεν ὁ κύριος 
                        	ὁ added above 
                        	ειπεν [B2 add. ο] κ̅ς̅ 
                        	diff. 
                        	x 
  
                        	Acts 2:36 
                        	οὖν 
                        	 
                        	ου [B2 ουν] 
                        	imp. 
                        	x 
  
                        	Acts 2:38 
                        	εἰς ἄφεσιν τῶν ἁμαρτιῶν 
                        	 
                        	εις αφεσιν των αμαρτιων υμων 
                        	err. 
                        	 
  
                        	Jude ins. 
                        	ΙΟΥΔΑ 
                        	 
                        	om. [B1 add. Ιουδα] 
                        	imp. 
                        	x 
  
                        	Jude 4 
                        	Παρεισέδυσαν 
                        	 
                        	παρεισεδυησαν 
                        	err. 
                        	 
  
                        	Jude 12 
                        	ἐν ταῖς ἀγάπαις ὑμῶν 
                        	 
                        	οι εν ταις αγαπαις υμων 
                        	err. 
                        	x 
  
                        	Jude 14 
                        	Προεφήτευσεν 
                        	1st hand ἐπροφ. 
                        	επροφητευσεν [B2 επροεφητευσε] 
                        	diff. 
                        	 
  
                        	Jude 16 
                        	ὠφελείας 
                        	 
                        	ωφελιας [B2 ωφελειας] 
                        	imp. 
                        	 
  
                        	Gal 4:8285 
                        	φύσει 
                        	 
                        	φυσι [B2 φυσει] 
                        	imp. 
                        	 
  
                        	Gal 4:23 
                        	ἐπαγγελλίας 
                        	cf. errata286 
                        	επαγγελιας 
                        	imp. 
                        	 
 
                  

                
 
               
              
                (2) Notes on Corrections
 
                
                            
                        	 
                        	Mai. text 
                        	Mai. mg. 
                        	Reading B 
                        	Mai. 2nd 
   
                        	Mark 5:3 
                        	ἐδύνατο 
                        	2nd hand ἠδύνατο 
                        	εδυνατο [B2 ηδυνατο] 
                        	x 
  
                        	Mark 5:4 
                        	συντετρείφθαι 
                        	2nd hand συντετρίφθαι 
                        	συντετρειφθαι [B2 συντετριφθαι] 
                        	x 
  
                        	Mark 5:9 
                        	λεγιών 
                        	2nd hand λεγεών 
                        	λεγιων [B2 λεγεων] 
                        	x 
  
                        	Mark 5:13 
                        	ἐπνείγοντο 
                        	2nd hand ἐπνίγοντο 
                        	επνειγοντο [B2 επνιγοντο] 
                        	x 
  
                        	Mark 5:18 
                        	ᾖν 
                        	2nd hand ᾖ 
                        	ην [B2 η] 
                        	x 
  
                        	Mark 5:22 
                        	πείπτει 
                        	2nd hand πίπτει 
                        	πειπτει [B2 πιπτει] 
                        	x 
  
                        	Mark 5:24 
                        	συνέθλειβον 
                        	2nd hand συνέθλιβον 
                        	συνεθλειβον [B2 συνεθλιβον] 
                        	x 
  
                        	Mark 5:29 
                        	μάστειγος 
                        	2nd hand μάστιγος 
                        	μαστειγος [B2 μαστιγος] 
                        	x 
  
                        	Mark 5:31 
                        	συνθλείβοντα 
                        	2nd hand συνθλίβοντα 
                        	συνθλειβοντα [B2 συνθλιβοντα] 
                        	x 
  
                        	Mark 5:34 
                        	μάστειγός σου 
                        	2nd hand μάστιγός 
                        	μαστειγος [B2 μαστιγος] 
                        	 
  
                        	John 1:9 
                        	ἀληθεινόν 
                        	2nd hand ἀληθινόν 
                        	αληθεινον [B2 αληθινον] 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 1:12 
                        	ἔλαβαν 
                        	2nd hand ἔλαβον 
                        	ελαβαν [B2 ελαβον] 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 1:13 
                        	ἐγενήθησαν 
                        	2nd hand ἐγεννήθησαν 
                        	εγενηθησαν [B2 εγεννηθησαν] 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 1:21 
                        	Ἠλείας 
                        	2nd hand Ἠλίας 
                        	ηλειας [B2 ηλιας] 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 1:39287 
                        	ἦλθαν 
                        	2nd hand ἦλθον 
                        	ηλθαν [B2 ηλθον] 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 1:39 
                        	εἶδαν 
                        	2nd hand εἶδον 
                        	ειδαν [B2 ειδον] 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 2:20 
                        	τεσσεράκοντα 
                        	2nd hand τεσσαράκοντα 
                        	τεσσερακοντα [B2 τεσσαρακοντα] 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 3:17 
                        	κρείνῃ 
                        	2nd hand κρίνῃ 
                        	κρεινη [B2 κρινη] 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 3:20 
                        	μεισεῖ 
                        	2nd hand μισεῖ 
                        	μεισει [B2 μισει] 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 3:22 
                        	διέτρειβεν 
                        	2nd hand διέτριβε 
                        	διετρειβεν [B2 διετριβε] 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 3:26 
                        	ἦλθαν 
                        	2nd hand ἦλθον 
                        	ηλθαν [B2 ηλθον] 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 3:26 
                        	εἶπαν 
                        	2nd hand εἶπον 
                        	ειπαν [B2 ειπον] 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 4:6 
                        	ὁδοιπορείας 
                        	2nd hand ὁδοιπορίας 
                        	οδοιπορειας [B2 οδοιποριας] 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 4:9 
                        	συνχρῶνται 
                        	2nd hand συγχρῶνται 
                        	συνχρωνται [B2 συγχρωνται] 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 4:13 
                        	πείνων 
                        	2nd hand πίνων 
                        	πεινων [B2 πινων] 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 4:17 
                        	εἶπες 
                        	2nd hand εἶπας 
                        	ειπες [B2 ειπας] 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 4:27 
                        	ἦλθαν 
                        	2nd hand ἦλθον 
                        	ηλθαν [B2 ηλθον] 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 4:44 
                        	τειμήν 
                        	2nd hand τιμήν 
                        	τειμην [B2 τιμην] 
                        	x 
  
                        	John 18:12 
                        	χειλίαρχος 
                        	2nd hand χιλίαρχος 
                        	χειλιαρχος [B2 χιλιαρχος] 
                        	x 
  
                        	Acts 2:1 
                        	συνπληροῦσθαι 
                        	2nd hand συμπληροῦσθαι 
                        	συνπληρουσθαι [B2 συμπληρουσθαι] 
                        	x 
  
                        	Acts 2:9 
                        	Αἰλαμεῖται 
                        	2nd hand Αἰλαμίται 
                        	αιλαμειται [B2 αιλαμιται] 
                        	x 
  
                        	Acts 2:24 
                        	ὠδείνας 
                        	2nd hand ὠδῖνας 
                        	ωδεινας [B2 ωδινας] 
                        	x 
  
                        	Acts 2:31 
                        	ἐνκατελείφθη 
                        	2nd hand ἐγκατελείφθη 
                        	ενκατελειφθη [B2 εγκατελειφθη] 
                        	x 
  
                        	Acts 2:36 
                        	γεινωσκέτω 
                        	2nd hand γινωσκέτω 
                        	γεινωσκετω [B2 γινωσκετω] 
                        	x 
  
                        	Acts 2:38 
                        	λήμψεσθε 
                        	2nd hand λήψεσθε 
                        	λημψεσθε [B2 ληψεσθε] 
                        	x 
  
                        	Acts 2:43 
                        	Ἐγείνετο 
                        	2nd hand ἐγένετο 
                        	εγεινετο [B2 εγενετο] 
                        	 
  
                        	Acts 2:43 
                        	ἐγείνετο 
                        	2nd hand ἐγίνετο 
                        	εγεινετο [B2 εγινετο] 
                        	 
  
                        	Jude 9 
                        	Μειχαήλ 
                        	2nd hand Μιχαήλ 
                        	μειχαηλ [B2 μιχαηλ] 
                        	x 
  
                        	Gal 4:19288 
                        	ὠδείνω 
                        	2nd hand ὠδίνω 
                        	ωδεινω [B2 ωδινω] 
                        	x 
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        1
          Parker, Textual Scholarship, p. 8. Since many old works contain lengthy bibliographical information, throughout this volume only short title references are used. This practice can avoid redundancy in the footnotes and utilise them for more relevant discussions. The complete information can be found in the bibliography.

        
        2
          ‘Laborum circa hunc codicem criticorum quaedam potest historia scribi’ (von Tischendorf, NTG 1 [1859], p. cxxxvii).

        
        3
          Haines-Eitzen, ‘Social History’, p. 486.

        
        4
          The now-classic study is of course Parker, Codex Bezae. Some recent examples are Malik, P.Beatty III; Hixson, Scribal Habits; Lafleur and Brogly, Manuscripts from Albania; Houghton and Parker (eds.), Codex Zacynthius.

        
        5
          See Kamphuis et al., ‘Sleepy Scribes and Clever Critics’, p. 73 on this turn. On conjectural emendation and the history of scholarship: Krans, Beyond What Is Written; Kamphuis, Holwerda; Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles; and also The Amsterdam Database of New Testament Conjectural Emendation, https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/nt-conjectures (and see Krans, ‘Amsterdam Database’ for an overview); on the history of particular passages: Knust and Wasserman, First Stone (on the pericope adulterae); McDonald, Biblical Criticism (on the Comma Johanneum); on the modern history of papyri: Nongbri, God’s Library.

        
        6
          An interesting example can be found in the first chapter in Smith, Codex Alexandrinus, which is devoted to the history of A 02. Its main focus is the period prior to the manuscript’s arrival in England in 1627, but the history afterwards is summarised within a few pages. For Smith, that period ‘is relatively well known’ (pp. 8–12, cited from p. 8). Nevertheless, in my opinion there are still many stories to be traced and written, which may deserve such a book-length project as the present one.

        
        7
          In contrast, the other fourth-century majuscule Codex Sinaiticus (ℵ 01) has a relatively short history of (Western) scholarly reception: the manuscript only became widely known after Tischendorf’s ‘discovery’ in the mid-nineteenth century. See the discussion in Parker, Codex Sinaiticus, pp. 127–164.

        
        8
          See Westcott and Hort, NT: Introduction, pp. 169–172 (§§ 233–235), especially their evaluation at p. 171: ‘B very far exceeds all other documents in neutrality of text as measured by the above tests, being in fact always or nearly always neutral.’

        
        9
          Codex Vaticanus: Facsimile and Codex Vaticanus: Prolegomena. The digital images can be found at https://digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS_Vat.gr.1209.

        
        10
          Examples are vast: Canart, ‘Notice’ (as a considerably expanded version of his article in Codex Vaticanus: Prolegomena, pp. 1–6); Versace, Marginalia; and most recently from scholars outside Rome, e.g., Grenz, Scribes and Correctors, and Hill, First Chapters. In addition, a collection of valuable essays on various topics can be found in Andrist (ed.), Le manuscrit B.

        
        11
          E.g. Birdsall, ‘Vaticanus’; Epp, ‘Entrance’, especially pp. 61–67 (reprinted in Epp, Perspectives 2, pp. 458–469 [§ 2.3]). More detailed treatments are given in some late-nineteenth-century publications, but the data are still far from complete and clearly outdated (see e.g. Scrivener, Introduction 1 [1894], pp. 109–119; Gregory, Prolegomena 1, pp. 360–366). A rare exception is found within the Vatican Library. Giovanni Mercati (1866–1957; Bibliothecarius from 1936 until his death) had once prepared a book-length project on the history of B 03. Unfortunately, that project was never finished. After his death, Mercati’s handwritten notes were kept by the library, currently numbered as ‘Carte. Mercati. 123’. This material has then been used by several scholars therein, notably: Martini, Recensionalità, pp. 7–21 (cf. p. 8 n. 17); Pisano, ‘Text’ (reprinted as Pisano, ‘Witness’) and Pisano, ‘Mercati’; and more recently Cardinali, ‘Vicende vaticane I’ and Cardinali, ‘Vicende vaticane II’. Thanks to Claudia Montuschi and her colleagues at the Vatican Library, I was granted permission to study Mercati’s archive collection during my stay in Rome in June and July 2019. In this study, all the references to the Mercati collection – referred to as Mercati, Storia del Codice – are based on my personal notes.

        
        12
          To be sure, it does not mean that all the data under consideration are digitised. As will become evident in the course of the investigation, some materials – especially archive entries – were in fact very difficult to obtain. Fortunately, I was able to study various archives in person in Amsterdam, Cambridge, and Rome, and also requested specific digitisation services from several other places (Paris, London, Copenhagen, and Oxford). Instead of drawing a one-sided picture merely from what has been available by digital means, such efforts help to ensure the relevant data is as comprehensive as possible.

        
        13
          For the use of a similar categorisation for examining another manuscript, see Yi, ‘Stephanus’ Greek New Testament’, p. 314.

        
        14
          Besides, there are excellent reference works to consult while dealing with any of the variants in these sample chapters: Morrill, John 18; Carlson, Galatians; Wasserman, Jude; and the ECM volumes of Mark, Acts, and the Catholic Epistles (concerning Jude).

        
        15
          It should be noted that the term ‘omission’ reflects the history of textual scholarship: it was this manuscript that omits the default text of that time. However, such usage is incorrect in the light of the transmission of the text. To put it more neutrally, one can say that none of these passages is attested by B 03.

        
        16
          According to Versace (Marginalia, pp. 63–73), seven sixteenth-century hands can be identified in B 03. Their efforts included the addition of chapter numbering, indices, and decorations, as well as the making of another round of re-inking the whole manuscript.

        
        17
          For a brief account of B 03 in the history of the Septuagint studies, see Kreuzer, ‘Place’, pp. 69–70. In this project, the historical use of the manuscript’s Old Testament part is referred to on several occasions when the information is relevant to the issue under discussion.

        
        18
          By comparison, in Mercati’s unpublished notes (Mercati, Storia del Codice), much space is devoted to works of this kind. He seems to have especially concentrated on a few unfinished projects concerning B 03, either its Septuagint or New Testament part, that were initiated by the Vatican Library staff. Regrettably, in the history of scholarship almost none of these were known to scholars outside Rome. Although they fall outside the scope of this study, it might still be interesting to look into those projects for comparative purposes. Due to time and space limitations, however, they will only be touched upon whenever they are relevant to the discussion.

        
        19
          Similarly, a few typographical conventions in early printed Greek New Testament editions have been adapted as well (e.g. ῤῥ is modernised as ρρ).

        
        20
          A notable example is found in some German publications of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, printed in Fraktur font. Generally speaking, there was a twofold system of emphasis being employed: (1) using bold for German words, and (2) using Latin font for citations and non-German words (simply as a custom). In this book both ways are represented by italics.

        
        21
          Sometimes the publication year is added for those works with multiple versions. For instance, Griesbach’s first edition is referenced as NTG 1 (1777) and NTG 2 (1775), and his second edition as NTG 1 (1796) and NTG 2 (1806).

        
        22
          Namely: https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/home. It should be noted that the judgements offered by the VMR are not always consistent with those in NA28. Besides, when Versace’s opinion on the scribal hands is consulted, his system is mentioned for comparison; see Versace, Marginalia, especially the overview given in pp. 75–80.

        
        1
          Michaelis, Einleitung 1 (1777), p. 462 (emphasis original); same in Einleitung 1 (1788), p. 532.

        
        2
          Simon, Texte du Nouveau Testament, p. 402b (on the omission of ἐν τῷ φανερῷ in Matt 6:4).

        
        3
          For an overview of Erasmus’s New Testament editions (the first in 1516 to the fifth in 1535), see CWE 41, especially Robert D. Sider’s extensive introduction in pp. 1–388.

        
        4
          Although almost all the studies on the history of B 03 begin with Erasmus and Lucas Brugensis, most of them simply refer to their works without further investigation (e.g. Gregory, Prolegomena 1, p. 360 [similar in Textkritik 1, pp. 35–36]; Scrivener, Introduction 1 [1894], p. 109). A noteworthy exception is Krans’s recent article on Erasmus, which will be discussed below.

        
        5
          ‘Biblia. ex membr. in rubeo’ (Vat. lat. 3954, f. 71v); but the red binding has not been preserved. This document, a copy of the original catalogue, can now be consulted online: Digital Vatican Library, https://digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS_Vat.lat.3954. There is another copy of the catalogue with the shelf mark Vat. lat. 3953 (the entry on f. 76r). See Cardinali, ‘Vicende vaticane I’, pp. 347–348.

        
        6
          ‘Biblia in tribus columnis ex memb. in rubeo’ (Vat. lat. 3952, f. 62r); the folio number given here follows what is assigned by the newly available digital images (https://digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS_Vat.lat.3952). This document is not the original catalogue but a copy of it. See Cardinali, ‘Vicende vaticane I’, pp. 353–358. In fact, on this very page it seems to have three different page numbers, all in Roman numerals: the (original?) number 74 in faded black ink, the number 50 in red ink overlapping the former number (alongside the same number written in pencil), and the current number 62, also written in pencil. There is another copy of the catalogue with the shelf mark Vat. lat. 3947 (the entry on f. 52v [or f. 24v according to the handwritten number]). In fact, the description given by this catalogue is somewhat imprecise, since some Old Testament portions in B 03 (notably the Poetic Books [pp. 625–893]) were written in two columns.

        
        7
          See for instance Skeat, ‘Codex Vaticanus’, p. 455; Metzger and Ehrman, Text, pp. 67–68 (similar in earlier editions); Amphoux, ‘Les circonstances’, pp. 158–159 (but note his revision of Vaganay’s handbook mentioned below). Mercati also regards the year 1475 as indisputable (Cardinali, ‘Vicende vaticane I’, pp. 347–348). In fact, there was once a serious dispute in the 1890s, in particular between Eberhard Nestle and Pierre Batiffol, but James Hardy Ropes persuasively argued that the record in the 1475 catalogue did concern B 03; see Ropes, Beginnings 3, pp. xxxi–xxxii n. 1. Since then, only a few scholars have still favoured the date of 1481, e.g. Vaganay and Amphoux, Initiation, p. 37; Epp, ‘Entrance’, p. 61 and n. 48 (on p. 85).

        
        8
          There is no record in the library dated before 1475 (Cardinali, ‘Vicende vaticane I’, pp. 345–347). Several studies attempt to reconstruct the manuscript’s history in that period, e.g. Šagi, ‘Problema’; Skeat, ‘Codex Vaticanus’; Andrist, ‘Le milieu’, pp. 248–250; Cardinali, ‘Vicende vaticane I’, pp. 348–353.

        
        9
          This was still a hotly debated issue in the nineteenth century, see e.g. Tregelles, Account, pp. 1–18, especially p. 5. But now this issue has been mostly settled by (1) scholars on the Complutensian Polyglot, who confirm that no textual affinity can be established between the polyglot’s New Testament text and the manuscripts preserved in the Vatican Library (see Fernández Marcos, ‘Polyglot Bible’, p. 14 and the references given there; also Hudgins, Complutensian Polyglot, who draws a similar conclusion based on a detailed analysis of the Gospel of Matthew), and (2) the archive collection within the Vatican Library (Cardinali, ‘Vicende vaticane II’, pp. 182–186). Theoretically speaking, it is possible that those borrowed manuscripts were lost on their way back to Rome. At any rate, if manuscripts from Rome were employed by the Complutensian editors, B 03 was not among the borrowing list.

        
        10
          This term concerns an interpolation in 1 John 5:7. Likely originating from an early Latin tradition, it expands on the ‘three witnesses’ in the verse. For instance, the KJV renders: ‘For there are three that bear record in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost: and these three are one.’ For a full-scale study of this topic, see McDonald, Biblical Criticism.

        
        11
          A detailed analysis of Erasmus’s involvement with B 03 can be found in Krans, ‘Erasmus and Codex Vaticanus’.

        
        12
          EE 1213 (CWE 8, pp. 245–248). On Bombace (1476–1527), see Lowry, ‘Bombace’.

        
        13
          On Lee (c. 1485–1544), see Boyle, ‘Lee’; the background of their confrontation can be found in the introduction by Erika Rummel in ASD IX-4, pp. 1–19.

        
        14
          In Erasmus’s own words concerning 1 John 5:7: ‘What if the same reading [as given by his first two editions] were found in a manuscript in the papal library? Will Lee thunder against the pope’s manuscript?’ (‘Quid si comperiatur eadem lectio in exemplari bibliothecae pontificiae? An in pontificis exemplar detonabit Leus?’ – ASD IX-4, p. 325 ll. 237–238; translation in CWE 72, p. 407).

        
        15
          This reconstruction is supported by a letter from Erasmus himself to Leo X. In this letter, written on 13 September 1520, Erasmus says, ‘I had decided to pass the winter in Rome, to consult your Holiness’ library in certain passages; but these conferences of princes have delayed me’ (‘Decreveram hyemare Romae, consulturus in locis aliquot bibliothecam tuae sanctitatis; sed hi principum congressus me remorati sunt’ – EE 1143, ll. 79–81; translation in CWE 8, p. 52 ll. 85–87). Had Erasmus been aware of the existence of an ancient manuscript held by the pope, he would probably have mentioned it on that occasion. This point is cogently argued by Krans in ‘Erasmus and Codex Vaticanus’, pp. 449–450, in contrast to previous scholarship (e.g. Tregelles, Account, p. 22; Rummel, Catholic Critics I, p. 179; de Jonge, ‘Comma’, p. 389).

        
        16
          ‘Epistolam Ioannis primam vetustissimis characteribus scriptam in Vaticana bibliotheca tandem reperi’ (EE 1213, ll. 67–69; translation in Krans, ‘Erasmus and Codex Vaticanus’, p. 451 n. 20). At this point the CWE renders the following translation: ‘The first Epistle of John written in very ancient characters I have at last found in the Vatican library’ (CWE 8, p. 248 ll. 74–75).

        
        17
          The text is taken from Erasmus, Epistolae ad diversos, p. 647. Since the original letter is not preserved, the published version is the earliest source of this letter. The English translation follows CWE 8, p. 248. Note that both Greek citations end with the phrase καὶ τὰ λοιπά, which means ‘et cetera’.

        
        18
          This is clearly from B 03 because ἐληλυθέναι at 1 John 4:2 is a singular reading of the manuscript and because the text precisely agrees with what one finds therein (p. 1440 B 13–31; p. 1441 B 36–C 16). But Bombace did not seem to take into account the orthographical differences, and he also produced an error by omitting the pronoun ὅ before ἀκηκόατε in 1 John 4:3. These discrepancies could have been made either by himself or by the earliest printer of 1521.

        
        19
          As Krans puts it nicely, ‘This is the very moment in history that Codex Vaticanus is first brought up in New Testament text-critical matters and in New Testament scholarship as such’ (‘Erasmus and Codex Vaticanus’, p. 451); also see n. 21 and the references given there.

        
        20
          Erasmus’s response to Bombace is found in EE 1236, dated 23 September 1521 (CWE 8, pp. 303–309). Yet there is no piece of information concerning B 03 and its readings.

        
        21
          In his third edition of 1522, Erasmus did not mention B 03 in his annotations on those two passages in 1 John, since the information from Bombace arrived too late to be consulted. Although it was printed in February 1522, the manuscript of that edition was sent to the printer in Basel in May 1521. Therefore the writing of his annotations clearly predates the arrival of Bombace’s letter, written on 18 June 1521. See Rummel, Catholic Critics I, p. 139; Krans, ‘Erasmus and Codex Vaticanus’, p. 453 n. 32.

        
        22
          From the third edition onward, Erasmus included the Comma in his text. De Jonge convincingly debunks the long-lived scholarly myth that Erasmus once promised to include the passage if he were presented with a Greek manuscript containing the passage (de Jonge, ‘Comma’, pp. 384–385). According to de Jonge, the more probable reasons were ‘clearly his care for his good name and for the success of his Novum Testamentum’ (p. 385). See also McDonald, Biblical Criticism, pp. 13–55 for a detailed overview of the whole affair.

        
        23
          Erasmus, Annotationes (1527), p. 697 (ASD VI-10, p. 548 ll. 353–357; translation in Krans, ‘Erasmus and Codex Vaticanus’, p. 453): ‘Ad haec Paulus Bombasius vir doctus et integer, meo rogatu locum hunc ad verbum descripsit ex bibliothecae vaticanae codice pervetusto, in quo non habebatur testimonium patris, verbi et spiritus. Si movet autoritas vetustatis, liber erat antiquissimus, si Pontificis, ex illius bibliotheca petitum est testimonium.’ See also McDonald, Biblical Criticism, pp. 315–322 for a translation of Erasmus’s annotations on the Comma in all the five editions.

        
        24
          A similar note can already be found in his response to Jacobus Lopis Stunica’s critiques, published in September or October 1521 as Apologia respondens ad ea quae Iacobus Lopis Stunica. There Erasmus mentions B 03 as follows: ‘Finally, a very ancient manuscript in the Pope’s Vatican library does not contain the threefold witness in heaven, and agrees with my text without dispute. For Paolo Bombace consulted the book and copied the place for me to the letter.’ (‘Denique codex vetustissimus in Vaticana bibliotheca summi pontificis non habet testimonium triplex in coelo, nimirum nobiscum faciens. Nam Paulus Bombasius consulto libra locum mihi descripsit ad verbum’ – ASD IX-2, p. 256 ll. 505–507; translation in Krans, ‘Erasmus and Codex Vaticanus’, p. 452; see also pp. 451–453.) On Stunica (Diego López Zúñiga; d. 1531), one of Erasmus’s most important critics, see Jones and Deutscher, ‘Zúñiga’. Besides, Erasmus also referred to the manuscript in a letter to Alonso Manrique, dated around September 1527 (EE 1877 ll. 293–295; cf. CWE 13, p. 333 ll. 314–316); see the discussion in Krans, ‘Erasmus and Codex Vaticanus’, pp. 454–455. On Manrique (c. 1460–1538), see Truman, ‘Manrique’.

        
        25
          The text of 1 John 4:1–3 in Erasmus’s fourth edition is as follows (underlined as differing from Bombace’s information on B 03): Ἀγαπητοί, μὴ παντὶ πνεύματι πιστεύετε, ἀλλὰ δοκιμάζετε τὰ πνεύματα εἰ ἐκ τοῦ θεοῦ ἐστίν, ὅτι πολλοὶ ψευδοπροφῆται ἐξεληλύθασιν εἰς τὸν κόσμον. ἐν τούτῳ γινώσκετε τὸ πνεῦμα τοῦ θεοῦ. πᾶν πνεῦμα ὃ ὁμολογεῖ Ἰησοῦν Χριστὸν ἐν σαρκὶ ἐληλυθότα, ἐκ τοῦ θεοῦ ἐστί. καὶ πᾶν πνεῦμα ὃ μὴ ὁμολογεῖ τὸν Ἰησοῦν Χριστὸν ἐν σαρκὶ ἐληλυθότα, ἐκ τοῦ θεοῦ οὐκ ἔστι.

        
        26
          There is another place where Erasmus appears to have referred to B 03, that is, in his Apologia omnes of 1522. In reply to the attack on his choice at 1 Cor 15:51, there Erasmus mentions that ‘in the codex of great age that is in the pontifical library in Rome’ the reading corresponding to his text is found (‘in codice mirae vetustatis qui est Romae in Bibliotheca pontificis’ – ASD IX-9, p. 74 ll. 106–107, where the editor Cecilia Asso also suggests that the referred manuscript might have been B 03 [cf. the note on ll. 106–107 in p. 75]; translation in CWE 73, p. 48). Since there is no direct evidence indicating how did Erasmus receive such information, one can only speculate on his source. Based on a letter from Johann Faber to Beatus Rhenanus, Krans suggests that it was Faber who copied some passages in the Pauline Epistles for Erasmus. Yet, Krans acknowledges that his reconstruction faces one particular obstacle: the letter was written on 7 April 1522, but Erasmus’s apology had already been published in February 1522. See Krans, ‘Erasmus and Codex Vaticanus’, pp. 455–456.

        
        27
          EE 2873 (cf. CWE 20, pp. 160–163); on Sepúlveda (1490–1573), see Pacheco, ‘Sepúlveda’; Rummel, Catholic Critics II, pp. 123–128. His contact with Erasmus had already started earlier in 1531 as a critical opponent.

        
        28
          See now an extensive discussion of Sepúlveda’s letter in Krans, ‘Erasmus and Codex Vaticanus’, pp. 456–460.

        
        29
          EE 2873 ll. 19–28 (translation in CWE 20, p. 161; cf. Krans, ‘Erasmus and Codex Vaticanus’, p. 458): ‘Est enim Graecum exemplar antiquissimum in bibliotheca Vaticana, in quo diligentissime et accuratissime literis maiusculis conscriptum utrumque Testamentum continetur, longe diversum a vulgatis exemplaribus. Mihi enim, cum ab Stunica fuissem admonitus, rem perspicere et libros conferre curae fuit. Hoc autem exemplar omnium esse emendatissimum cum eius antiquitas declarat et librarii diligentia, tum quod multum convenit cum vetere nostra translatione, quae dubitari non debet quin ex emendatissimo quoque exemplar conversa et tradita nobis sit a maioribus.’ On Erasmus’s encounter with Zúñiga (i.e. Stunica), see my discussion right above.

        
        30
          EE 2873, ll. 30–34 (translation in CWE 20, p. 161; cf. Krans, ‘Erasmus and Codex Vaticanus’, p. 458): ‘Sic enim habeto, raro vulgatam Graecorum editionem a veteri translatione nostra discrepare, (discrepat autem, ut nosti, saepissime) ut a Vaticano illo exemplari non dissentiat. Ac ne te teneam, trecentis sexaginta quinque locis scripturae diversitatem adnotavimus.’ In the later parts of the letter, Sepúlveda pays attention to the meaning and interpretation of συστοιχεῖ at Gal 4:25.

        
        31
          Some suggest that Erasmus never received the whole list from Sepúlveda; e.g. Martini, Recensionalità, pp. 8–9 n. 20; Rummel, Catholic Critics II, p. 127. Pisano even assures that ‘the existence of these readings was mentioned to Erasmus but that the list was never actually sent to him’ (‘Text’, p. 29 n. 10). Others, however, consider that the list must have been sent to him; e.g. Gregory, Prolegomena 1, p. 360 (similar in Textkritik 1, pp. 35–36); Krans, ‘Erasmus and Codex Vaticanus’, p. 459. The reason why Erasmus only mentions B 03 four times could be very practical. As he was by then already an old man, Erasmus may have lacked energy and interest to go through all the examples sent by Sepúlveda. Instead, his approach to the manuscript seems to have been in line with his silence of its reading in 1 John 4:3. That is, he tends to select the available data and present those supporting his cases. Mentioning a manuscript closely resembling the Vulgate too many times could have created serious difficulties for his project.

        
        32
          See Krans, ‘Erasmus and Codex Vaticanus’, pp. 460–463 for a detailed discussion on these instances.

        
        33
          ASD VI‑5, p. 600 l. 115 and ll. 119–120 (translation in Krans, ‘Erasmus and Codex Vaticanus’, p. 462): ‘quos ego sane viderim … Hic rursus obiicitur ille beatus codex pontificiae bibliothecae’.

        
        34
          ASD VI‑6, p. 340 ll. 724–725 (translation in Krans, ‘Erasmus and Codex Vaticanus’, p. 462): ‘Tametsi quidam admonent in codice Graeco pontificiae bibliothecae scriptum haberi Καῦδα, id est “Cauda”’.

        
        35
          For a recent discussion about this textual variant, see Cole, ‘Luke 10:1 and 17’.

        
        36
          ‘Further, the Greek manuscripts unanimously have “seventy”’ (‘Caeterum Graeci codices consentiunt in septuaginta’ – ASD VI‑5, p. 533 l. 326; appearing in all five editions).

        
        37
          ASD VI‑5, p. 534 ll. 342–347 (translation in Krans, ‘Erasmus and Codex Vaticanus’, p. 461, though I changed ‘the Greek’ into ‘the Greeks’): ‘Obiicitur nobis unus codex e bibliotheca pontificia, quasi nesciamus post Graecos in concordiam Romanae sedis receptos et codices illorum ad Latinorum exemplaria fuisse emendatos. Quorum de numero multis argumentis colligo fuisse codicem illum maiusculis descriptum. Nam si nos movet pontificiae bibliothecae autoritas, etiam is codex quem Romanus pontifex misit Francisco Card. Toletano, erat eiusdem bibliothecae.’

        
        38
          As a matter of historical fact, however, it seems that there was actually no manuscript containing the Greek New Testament sent to Spain for the project; see my discussion on p. 12 above.

        
        39
          It should be noted that Erasmus could have not known that the manuscript Bombace consulted was written in majuscule scripts, since nowhere in the letter did Bombace mention this specific piece of information. Instead, what he said is more general: it was ‘written in very ancient characters’ (‘vetustissimis characteribus scriptam’).

        
        40
          This proposal is convincingly argued by Krans, ‘Erasmus and Codex Vaticanus’, especially p. 459: ‘Indeed, there is no indication that he ever considered that this Vatican manuscript was the same as the one from which a few readings had reached him years before.’

        
        41
          On this text-critical issue, see Metzger, Textual Commentary (1994), p. 62.

        
        42
          See ASD VI‑5, pp. 352–356 ll. 62–127; see also Bentley, ‘Erasmus’ Annotationes’, p. 48, and Krans, Beyond What Is Written, p. 42.

        
        43
          ASD VI‑5, p. 354 ll 77–80 (translation in Krans, ‘Erasmus and Codex Vaticanus’, p. 461): ‘Sunt qui indicent in bibliotheca Vaticana haberi codicem Graecum maiusculis descriptum qui consentiat cum Latina aeditione. Quid mirum, si consentiat ad Latinorum exemplaria castigatus? Quanquam arbitror hanc germanam esse lectionem.’

        
        44
          A brief treatment on this topic can be found in de Jonge, ‘Comma’, pp. 386–389; also see an excellent overview of its developments in Krans, ‘Erasmus and Codex Vaticanus’, pp. 463–469. For Erasmus’s earlier works concerning the theory, see for instance his apology to Stunica in 1521 on the ‘British manuscript’ (Codex Montfortianus; min. 61) and the Comma (ASD IX-2, p. 258 ll. 534–544). In fact, as Erasmus himself recalled, during the preparation of his first edition he had already noticed a minuscule manuscript (known by us as min. 1) closely assimilated to the Vulgate renderings, so he had restrained from using it at some point. See Krans, ‘Erasmus and Codex Vaticanus’, pp. 463–464, and also my discussion immediately below.

        
        45
          EE 2905, ll. 37–46 (translation in CWE 20, p. 234, with a minor correction [‘the common edition’ for ‘the readings of the Vulgate’]; cf. Krans, ‘Erasmus and Codex Vaticanus’, pp. 466–467): ‘Quod scribis de codice Graeco quem nactus es in bibliotheca Pontificia tantopere cum vulgata editione consentiente, vide ne inanem operam sumas. Constat enim quum Graeci foedus inirent cum Ecclesia Romana, quemadmodum testatur bulla quae dicitur aurea, hoe quoque fuisse comprehensum in articulis, ut Graecorum codices praesertim euangelici ad Romanam lectionem emendarentur, et in similes codices ipse incideram, quum primum ederem Nouum Testamentum. Quare ex isto codice nihil est quod possis iudicare. Sed Graecorum lectio petenda est ex Graecis auctoribus, Athanasio, Basilio, Origene, Chrysostomo, Nazianzeno, Cyrillo.’

        
        46
          In fact, the ‘Golden Bull’ that Erasmus referred to did not contain any reference related to the corrections of Greek manuscripts, as Sepúlveda would soon point out in his response. In a letter sent from Rome on 23 May 1534, Sepúlveda writes as follows: ‘Moreover, books are usually less likely to suffer harm or to be corrupted by ignorant people who confuse commentary with text when they are read or understood by fewer people – unless perhaps you are saying that the treaty intended to have Greek words corrected in accordance with the Latin. That is not likely – except in one specific place – and I am quite sure it was never done. As for the article you cite from the Golden Bull, I have never been able to find it, even though I read through the two Golden Bulls in the book containing the councils. And so I beg you to be so good as to write to us indicating which bull you mean and where it can be obtained.’ (‘Adde quod libri tutiores ab iniuriis esse solent, et minus a sciolis scholia saepe cum scripturis confundentibus viciari, ubi a paucioribus vel leguntur vel intelliguntur. Nisi forte hoc dicis, placuisse in foedere ut dictio Graeca emendaretur ad Latinam. Quod nec est probabile, praeterquam in certo aliquo loco, et nunquam factum fuisse certum habeo. Nam articulum quem citas ex aurea bulla, licet duas aureas bullas in libro Conciliorum perlegerim, invenire nunquam potui. Quam igitur dicas, et unde a nobis petenda sit, obsecro te ne graveris ad nos perscribere’ – EE 2938, ll. 93–102; translation in CWE 20, p. 300.)

        
        47
          On Erasmus’s use of this minuscule manuscript for his first edition, see Andrew J. Brown’s discussions in ASD VI-2, pp. 6–7 and ASD VI-3, pp. 1–3. For a recent study on min. 1 and its cognate manuscripts (i.e. the so-called ‘Family 1’), see Welsby, Family 1.

        
        48
          The section ‘Capita argumentorum contra morosos quosdam ac indoctos’ first appeared in the second edition (1519) and then reprinted with minor changes in the third (1522). In the fourth edition Erasmus expanded it considerably, and new material was again added to the last edition. See an overview and its developments in Rummel, ‘Open Letter’.

        
        49
          Erasmus, NT (1535), f. β 3v (only appearing in the last edition; translation in CWE 41, pp. 822–823 [§ 41a], but I changed ‘throwing up to me’ to ‘casting at me’ in the second last sentence): ‘Hic obiter illud incidit admonendum, esse Graecorum quosdam novi testamenti codices ad Latinorum exemplaria emendatos. Id factum est, in foedere Graecorum cum Romana ecclesia: quod foedus testatur Bulla quae dicitur aurea. Visum est enim et hoc ad firmandam concordiam pertinere. Et nos olim in huiusmodi codicem incidimus, et talis adhuc dicitur adservari in bibliotheca pontificia. … Hoc eo visum est admonere, quod iam nunc quidam iactitant se trecenta loca notasse ex codice pontificiae bibliothecae, in quibus ille consonant cum nostra vulgata aeditione Latina, cum mea dissonant. Quod si nos urgent autoritate Vaticanae bibliothecae, codex quem sequutus est in novo testamento Franciscus cardinalis quondam Toletanus, non modo suit eiusdem bibliothecae, verum etiam a Leone X missus est, ut hoc veluti bonae fidei exemplar imitaretur. Atqui is pene per omnia consentit cum mea aeditione, diffentiens ab eo quem nunc quidam nobis obiiciunt maiusculis descriptum literis. Ab illo enim dissentiat oportet, si consentit cum vulgata Latinorum aeditione.’

        
        50
          This is of course an exaggeration. In fact, Eduard Reuss lists 347 passages where Erasmus’s first edition differs from the Complutensian Polyglot (Bibliotheca, pp. 16–24).

        
        51
          On Cuthbert Tunstall (1474–1559), see McConica, ‘Tunstall’. Erasmus apparently met Tunstall during his visit to England in 1505 and 1506, and from that time their close friendship lasted for decades.

        
        52
          EE 2951, ll. 49–57 (translation in CWE 21, p. 26): ‘Quod adducis Pontificiae bibhothecae auctoritatem, acciperem nisi exemplar quod sequutus est Franciscus Hispaniae Card. missum esset ex Pontificis bibhotheca tanquam germanum. Atqui hoc fere convenit cum exemplaribus meis. Bullam auream nec ipse vidi. Cutbertus Episcopus Du<ne>lmensis, vir apprime doctus, mihi narravit, cui credidi. De correctione codicum non dixit esse in bulla, sed aiebat idem mutationem Graecorum codicum esse factam. Vidi et ipse codicem Euangeliorum ex bibhotheca Capnionis qui per omnia consentiebat nostrae editioni Latinae; verum is erat recentior.’ See also the discussion in Krans, ‘Erasmus and Codex Vaticanus’, pp. 468–469. According to Sider (CWE 41, p. 362), it is more likely that Erasmus completed the ‘Contra morosos’ before turning his attention to Sepúlveda. Besides, shortly before Erasmus’s death, Sepúlveda sent him a letter regarding the 1535 edition and especially the annotations on two passages (Gal 4:25 and Mark 7:10–11). Nowhere did he mention the Vatican manuscript or the issue of the treaty. See EE 3096 (dated 13 February 1536); translation in CWE 21, pp. 466–470.

        
        53
          On Lucas Brugensis in general, see a concise and well-studied biography in De Schrevel, ‘François Lucas’, as well as some related documents in De Schrevel, ‘Documents’. Several studies have paid attention to Lucas Brugensis’s text-critical works, notably concerning his revision work of the Vulgate (e.g. Quentin, Mémoire, pp. 138–146; Gerace, ‘Francis Lucas’; Gerace, Biblical Scholarship, pp. 50–74), but to my knowledge a detailed overview of his use of B 03 is still lacking.

        
        54
          On Henten (1499–1566) and his Vulgate edition, see François, ‘Biblical Scholarship’, pp. 237–238.

        
        55
          Lucas Brugensis (ed.), Biblia Sacra (1574); see also De Schrevel, ‘François Lucas’, col. 552.

        
        56
          Most of the notes are on matters philological and grammatical but on occasion also address text-critical issues. The manuscripts consulted are listed in Lucas Brugensis (ed.), Biblia Sacra (1574), ff. ✶3v–✶4v.

        
        57
          This reason is suggested by Quentin, Mémoire, p. 142. An additional one is proposed by De Schrevel (‘François Lucas’, col. 553), who considers that the octavo edition of the 1574 Vulgate only has limited space in its margins. It is therefore impossible to describe any given issue at length. François (‘Biblical Scholarship’, p. 241) proposes to combine these two suggestions.

        
        58
          See Lucas Brugensis, Notationes, pp. 3–4 for his own description of the preparation progress.

        
        59
          The Vatican Library has preserved a specimen of the Notationes sent by Lucas Brugensis to Sirleto (Vat. lat. 6236, ff. 128r–129v; with the title ‘Specimen s. locorum ex variis lectionibus francisci Luca Brugensis’), which contains five nicely-written passages: Gen 3:15; Ps 5:9; Sir 10:27; Isa 6:1; Matt 3:16 (see Gerace, ‘Francis Lucas’, pp. 215–217). According to Gerace, the most significant difference between this specimen and the 1580 text seems to be the removal of the name ‘Stephanus’ (that is, the Parisian publisher Robertus Stephanus). The cardinal suggested not to mention Stephanus’s name, probably due to the latter’s recent conversion to the Geneva Protestants (cf. Armstrong, Robert Estienne, pp. 211–220 for the Geneva affair). As a result, Lucas Brugensis has corrected all the occurrences of that name to the vague expression ‘Parisienses’; see e.g. Notationes, p. 349 (no. 426 on Matt 3:16). A detailed comparison between the specimen and the published text can be found in Gerace, ‘Francis Lucas’, pp. 217–221; also see Gerace, Biblical Scholarship, pp. 56–60. For a discussion of Sirleto (1514–1585) and his involvement with B 03, see p. 43 n. 4 below.

        
        60
          Lucas Brugensis (ed.), Biblia Sacra (1583); the Notationes part is arranged directly following the index with separate page numbering.

        
        61
          Lucas Brugensis, Notationes, pp. 3–15 (‘Illustrissimo S.R.E. Cardinali Gulielmo Sirleto’) and pp. 16–20 (‘Auctoris ad candidum lectorem praefatio’) respectively.

        
        62
          See Lucas Brugensis, Notationes, pp. 21–24 for the material used, including various printed editions, manuscripts, and collations.

        
        63
          I thank Philip Maertens for kindly sharing his compiled list of all the occurrences of B 03 in the Notationes. The manuscript is mentioned more frequently in the Old Testament part (more than sixty times). The sources Lucas Brugensis had included the following: (1) A collation ‘issued by the most honoured Cardinal Granvelle’ (‘iussu reverendissimi Cardinalis Granvellani’ – Notationes, p. 21; see also p. 54 [no. 39 on Judg 15:14] and p. 105 [no. 89 on Ps 13]). The person referenced is presumably Antoine Perrenot de Granvelle (1517–1586), who once studied at Leuven and stayed in Rome between 1565 and 1579 (cf. Kurth, ‘Granvelle’). (2) Sirleto’s published annotations on the Psalms and some of his unpublished notes (Sirleto, Annotationes; cf. e.g. Lucas Brugensis, Notationes, p. 102 [no. 88 on Ps 5:9], p. 129 [no. 119 on Ps 48:13], p. 143 [no. 132 on Ps 64:1]). Lucas Brugensis’s comments on the Old Testament and his use of the manuscript fall outside the scope of this section.

        
        64
          Lucas Brugensis, Notationes, pp. 21–24.

        
        65
          Notationes, p. 21: ‘Novum Testamentum Graecum Basileae excusum, cum Vaticano codice, in Euangeliis collatum, quondam D. Werneri Atrebatensis Collegii Louanii Praesidis’. The collated edition possibly concerns one of Erasmus’s editions printed in Basel. The name of Werner recurs in Lucas Brugensis’s comments on Matt 5:23, Matt 11:23, and Luke 10:1; see my discussions below for further detail.

        
        66
          See De Vocht (ed.), Literae, p. 663 for a brief biography of Werner Aerdt (van Ardt, Aerdius). As far as I know, no record indicates that he ever went to Rome during his lifetime, nor can his name be found in Mercati’s handwritten notes. Hence the way in which he collated the manuscript remains an open question.

        
        67
          Lucas Brugensis, Notationes, p. 350 (no. 428); note that the variant is recorded at Matt 5:23.

        
        68
          Cf. CCSL 57, p. 57 ll. 55–60; translation in FC 60, p. 81. On Augustine’s opinion on this passage, see Donaldson, Explicit References 1, p. 171, and Explicit References 2, pp. 349–350.

        
        69
          Lucas Brugensis, Notationes, p. 350: ‘Augustinus quoq. libri primi Retractationum cap. decimo nono, in Graecis libris non addi testatur, quibus hodie consentit Vaticanus, ad quem castigatus fuit codex, quondam doctissimi et pietate praestantissimi viri, D. Werneri Neomagi, S. Theologiae Licentiati, et Atrebatensis collegii Praesidis; quo usi, et mirum in modum adiuti fuimus’.

        
        70
          NA28 apparatus gives the following witnesses: ⸆ εικη ℵ2 D K L W Γ Δ Θ ƒ1.13 33. 565. 579. 700. 892. 1241. 1424 M it sy co; Irlat Ormss Cyp Cyr ¦ txt P64 ℵ✶ B aur vg; Or Hiermss. Except for B 03, the other two Greek manuscripts – ℵ 01 and P64 – became available to the scholarly world only from the mid-nineteenth and mid-twentieth centuries onward, respectively.

        
        71
          It is not entirely clear what Lucas Brugensis means by the word ‘castigatus’ (‘corrected’). It perhaps indicates the way the collation of Werner was made, corrected according to the Vatican manuscript.

        
        72
          In fact, at that time, Arras College contained a significant collection of manuscripts, including the luxurious ‘Anjou Bible’ (a fourteenth-century illustrated Latin Bible). In the list of the materials consulted, Lucas Brugensis gives thanks to Cornelius Reineri of Gouda, who succeeded Werner of Nijmegen from 1572 onward, for allowing him to study the manuscripts kept in the Arras College library. See Lucas Brugensis, Notationes, p. 23; also cf. Dequeker, ‘Biblia Vulgata Lovaniensis’, pp. 133–134; Delsaerdt, ‘Arras College Library’, pp. 139–141. As far as I know, there is no trace regarding Werner’s document. Hopefully it is still preserved somewhere in Leuven and will come to light one day.

        
        73
          Lucas Brugensis, Notationes, p. 351 (nos. 430 and 431) and pp. 352–353 (no. 434) respectively.

        
        74
          Lucas Brugensis, Notationes, p. 351: ‘Nunc etiam, in Graeco Vaticanae Bibliothecae codice, haud additur’.

        
        75
          Lucas Brugensis, Notationes, pp. 373–374 (no. 473).

        
        76
          Lucas Brugensis, Notationes, pp. 373–374: ‘Notatum namque invenimus in D. Werneri exemplari, Bibliothecae Vaticanae Graecum apographum, priori huius capitis loco ἑβδομήκοντα δύο septuaginta duos legere’.

        
        77
          It is worthwhile noting the witnesses given by NA28: αναβοησας (+ ολος 1241) ℵ2 A C K N W Γ Δ Θ Ψ ƒ1.13 28. 33. 565. 579. 700. 1241. 1424. 2542s M sy boms ¦ txt ℵ✶ B 892 lat co.

        
        78
          Lucas Brugensis, Notationes, p. 368 (no. 466): ‘Vaticanus codex, ἀναβάς legit’.

        
        79
          Lucas Brugensis, Notationes, p. 370 (no. 469): ‘codex Graecus Bibliothecae Vaticanae, capite Matthaei 13, ἰωσήφ Ioseph legit’.

        
        80
          This is also the MCT reading; the TR has Ἰωσῆ instead.

        
        81
          In his later work Lucas Brugensis put the B 03 reading back into its proper place; see my discussion on p. 35 below.

        
        82
          Lucas Brugensis, Notationes, pp. 371–372 (no. 471).

        
        83
          It should be noted that the phrase ‘redemtionem Israël’ is rendered by the 1574 Vulgata Lovaniensis, followed by the Clementine Vulgate of 1592. But in Vgst it is read ‘redemptionem Hierusalem’.

        
        84
          Lucas Brugensis, Notationes, p. 371: ‘Haec Latinorum codicum vulgaris est lectio: cui Graecum Vaticanae Bibliothecae exemplar adstipulatur: habet enim λύτρωσιν τοῦ ἰσραήλ redemtionem Israëlis’.

        
        85
          See, e.g., Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. xxiii; Pisano, ‘Mercati’, p. 109.

        
        86
          Lucas Brugensis, Notationes, p. 357 (no. 441).

        
        87
          It should be noted that in B 03 the εις before εστιν is a correction, added by B1 (p. 1260 C 34).

        
        88
          Lucas Brugensis, Notationes, pp. 382–383 (no. 486).

        
        89
          Lucas Brugensis, Notationes, p. 382: ‘Consentit Graecum exemplar Vaticanum, quamquam addat etiam, sanctus secundae lectionis, ita enim nobis eius lectio signata est· οὔπω γὰρ ἦν πνεῦμα ἅγιον δεδομένον, ὅτι· quod est, nondum enim erat spiritus sanctus datus, quia; …’.

        
        90
          Since the text of B 03 often resembles the Greek text underlying the Vulgate, it is not hard to find more instances of this sort. To name but a few: Matt 4:10 om. ὀπίσω μου (Notationes, pp. 349–350 [no. 427]); Matt 24:36 add. οὐδὲ ὁ υἱός (p. 360 [no. 448]); Mark 7:31 ἦλθεν διὰ Σιδῶνος for καὶ Σιδῶνος ἦλθεν (p. 366 [no. 461]); John 6:22 om. ἐκεῖνο εἰς ὃ ἐνέβησαν οἱ μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ (pp. 381–382 [no. 485]); among these places, reference to the manuscript is nowhere to be found.

        
        91
          Respectively: ‘Graecum Vaticanae Bibliothecae exemplar’ (Luke 2:38; Notationes, p. 371 [no. 471]); ‘noster … ad Vaticanum collatus’ (Mark 1:2; Notationes, p. 365 [no. 459]); ‘Vaticanum manuscriptum’ (Mark 15:8; Notationes, p. 368 [no. 466]). An interesting parallel can be made by a close look at his usage of the name ‘Ambrosiaster’ (the pseudonymous author of the first commentary on the Pauline Epistles, traditionally attributed to Ambrose). Sometimes he uses a descriptive term such as ‘the author of the commentaries ascribed to Ambrose’ (‘Author commentariorum Ambrosio adscriptorum’; Notationes, p. 397 [no. 506 on Rom 1:32]), but on occasion a very brief term ‘Ambrosiaster’ occurs (e.g. Notationes, p. 424 [no. 547 on 2 Cor 1:21]). On this usage and its curious reception, see Krans, ‘Ambrosiaster’, especially pp. 279–281 and the examples cited there.

        
        92
          Lucas Brugensis, Commentarius 1; Commentarius 2; Commentarius 3; Commentarius 4. For the background of this period in the life of Lucas Brugensis, see De Schrevel, ‘François Lucas’, cols. 558–559; Gerace, ‘Francis Lucas’, pp. 233–235.

        
        93
          The case of Luke 10:1 (and v. 17) is notable (Lucas Brugensis, ‘Notarum ad varias lectiones’, pp. 1046a–b). Although a comment on these two verses is still present, there is no trace of the B 03 reading as given in the 1580 work.

        
        94
          Lucas Brugensis, ‘Notarum ad varias lectiones’, p. 1030a: ‘Codex Vaticanus pro ἰωσῆς legit ἰωσήφ, quemadmodum Latini libri. vide Notationes Marci 15. v. 47’.

        
        95
          Lucas Brugensis, Notationes, p. 365 (no. 459): ‘… denique Graecorum librorum nonnulli, noster videlicet ad Vaticanum collatus, Parisiensium, cum 2°, octauus, consonant’.

        
        96
          ‘Notarum ad varias lectiones’, p. 1035a: ‘Parisiensium codices, octavus, et, cui consonat noster ad Vaticanum collatus, secundus, pro ἐν τοῖς προφήταις, legunt ἐν ἠσαΐᾳ τῷ προφήτῃ’. The two Parisians’ manuscripts referred to are η′ and β′ in St3, namely Codices Regius (L 019) and Bezae (D 05) respectively. In the margin St3 does contain the variant reading as reported here (NTG [1550], p. 60 n. 1). On Stephanus’s editio regia of 1550 and his use of L 019, see Yi, ‘Stephanus’ Greek New Testament’.

        
        97
          A similar example is the variant reading concerning Matt 11:23 (Lucas Brugensis, Notationes, p. 355 [no. 438]; ‘Notarum ad varias lectiones’, p. 1029b), where the τοῦ before οὐρανοῦ is not found in B 03. Again, Lucas Brugensis refers to Stephanus’s β′ (D 05) there, and St3 does have the same reading as given here (cf. NTG [1550], p. 19 n. 6).

        
        98
          Lucas Brugensis, Notationes, pp. 378–379 (no. 481).

        
        99
          Lucas Brugensis, ‘Notarum ad varias lectiones’, p. 1035a: ‘ταῦτα ἐν βηθανίᾳ ἐγένετο. Ita legunt, ut Regia Biblia, sic omnia Parisiensium Graeca exemplaria, praeter alia alias a nobis nominata, adstipulantibus editionibus Latina et Syriaca. Alii libri pro βηθανίᾳ scribunt βηθαβαρᾶ, quos emendatiora esse exemplaria Chrysostomus cum Theophylacto et Euthymio discipulis suis credit. Hac de varietate latius olim in Notationibus egimus.’

        
        100
          The condensed nature of the work could have also caused the omission of B 03 in the case of John 5:2 (Βηθεσδά TR ¦ Βηθζαθά MCT ¦ Bethsaida Vulg. [βηθσαιδα B]); see ‘Notarum ad varias lectiones’, p. 1050b. In a similar way, in the case of Matt 6:6, Lucas Brugensis simply refers to the note on Matt 6:4 (‘Notarum ad varias lectiones’, p. 1027a). The variant reading at Mark 15:8 is not mentioned at all.

        
        101
          On Walton (1600–1661), see Margoliouth and Keene, ‘Walton’. See Miller, ‘London Polyglot Bible’ for the discussion of this significant project and its historical context; also see Hamilton, ‘Polyglot Bibles’, pp. 151–154.

        
        102
          Walton, Biblia sacra polyglotta VI, pp. 1–36 (numbered separately). In addition, some fifty years later, all the commentaries of Lucas Brugensis on the Gospels (1606–1616) were edited and republished by Gerardus van Velden in 1712 in five volumes.

        
        103
          For a biography of Saubert (1638–1688), see Welte, ‘Saubert’.

        
        104
          Saubert, Variae lectiones, p. 76: ‘Testatur tamen Brugensis abesse istam voculam in Cod. quodam Graeco Bibliothecae Vaticanae’. Other references to B 03 are in pp. 86 (Matt 6:18), 113 (Matt 11:23), 131 (Matt 13:55), 165 (Matt 19:17). The work of Lucas Brugensis is abbreviated as ‘Brug.’ (cf. p. 58), and is frequently referred to in Saubert’s comments.

        
        105
          Grotius, Annotationes 1. See de Jonge, ‘Grotius’ and de Jonge, ‘Grotius’ View’ for some discussions of Grotius (1583–1645) and his works on the New Testament. For an excellent analysis of Grotius’s Annotationes and especially his use of A 02, see van Miert, Biblical Philology, pp. 133–169.

        
        106
          Grotius, Annotationes 1, p. 584: ‘Καὶ αναβοήσας] Apparet ita legisse Syrum et Graecos. quare quod Vaticanus codex habet ἀναβάς, accedit ad ea argumenta, quibus moveor ut credam quaedam Marci exemplaria Graeca ad Latinam versionem mutata.’

        
        107
          To my knowledge, this is the sole occurrence of B 03 in Grotius’s work, and there is no evidence indicating that he ever saw the manuscript himself.

        
        108
          Simon, Texte du Nouveau Testament. On Simon (1638–1712), see a comprehensive treatment of his life and works in Auvray, Richard Simon.

        
        109
          Simon, Texte du Nouveau Testament, pp. 401b (Matt 5:22), 402b (Matt 6:4), 403b (Matt 6:18), 407b (Matt 13:55), 409b–410a (Matt 19:17), 354a–b (John 7:39).

        
        110
          Simon, Texte du Nouveau Testament, pp. 401a–b.

        
        111
          Indeed, D 05 has εικη and ‘sine causa’ in f. 12v l. 13 and f. 13r l. 13 respectively.

        
        112
          Simon, Texte du Nouveau Testament, pp. 354a–b.

        
        113
          Simon, Texte du Nouveau Testament, pp. 392b–393a.

        
        114
          Simon, Texte du Nouveau Testament, pp. 393b. The debate on A 02 being Latinised will be addressed in § 4.5.2 and § 5.1 of this volume.

        
        1
          Scrivener, Introduction (1861), p. 88; the wording remains nearly unchanged in his later editions.

        
        2
          Martini, Recensionalità, p. 12: ‘Se non fosse sopravvenuta la morte prematura dello Zaccagni, la critica dei Vangeli avrebbe avuto fin dal secolo XVII uno strumento di lavoro che invece dovette attendere ancora per 150 anni’.

        
        3
          Tregelles, Account, p. 41 (emphasis original).

        
        4
          In fact, already in the sixteenth century some Roman scholars used B 03 in matters of New Testament textual criticism, but all the attempts failed, and nothing materialised. Those projects are one of the main focuses in Mercati, Storia del Codice, which is summarised by Pisano, ‘Mercati’, pp. 109–112, and more extensively in Cardinali, ‘Vicende vaticane II’, pp. 190–203. The most significant attempt was made by Sirleto, the cardinal who corrected Lucas Brugensis’s specimen of the Notationes before its publication (see p. 27 above). Around 1550, Sirleto began working on his annotations on the New Testament, with the aim of replying to Erasmus’s New Testament editions and revising the Vulgate. Among his numerous notes, B 03 was frequently referred to, for instance in Mark 1:2 and Luke 10:1. A detailed study of Sirleto’s project can be found in an early-twentieth century work, Höpfl, Sirlets Annotationen, especially pp. 36–39 on Sirleto’s use of B 03 (but note Mercati’s critical review [Mercati, review of Höpfl, Sirlets Annotationen]). See also a recent treatment in Mandelbrote, ‘Editing the Bible’, pp. 259–266. On Sirleto’s life and works in general, see Denzler, Sirleto. Sirleto’s annotations fall outside the scope of this study mainly for two reasons: (1) they are never published and have remained in manuscript form until the present day; and (2) the reception of his work was limited, and although they did provide advanced knowledge of B 03, Sirleto’s annotations unfortunately have not played a role at all in the history of New Testament textual scholarship. In the light of this, I have decided to exclude his use of B 03 in this project that focuses on the scholarly reception of the manuscript. Nevertheless, Sirleto’s work would merit further research.

        
        5
          On Bellarmine (1542–1621), see Broderick, Bellarmine. It may be worthwhile to note that Bellarmine and Lucas Brugensis’s time in Leuven overlapped and that they might have even been classmates; see De Schrevel, ‘François Lucas’, col. 551; Gerace, ‘Francis Lucas’, p. 208 n. 32; and more general on Bellarmine’s Leuven years in Broderick, Bellarmine, pp. 25–50. Bellarmine and Lucas Brugensis remained good friends during their lifetime, and some letters between them have been preserved (no. 44 in De Schrevel, ‘Documents’; nos. 7 and 8 in Poncelet, ‘Dix lettres’). Lucas Brugensis even dedicated his 1606 commentary to his cardinal friend.

        
        6
          Caryophilus’s Greek name is spelt as Καρυοφύλλης or Καρυόφιλος. See Palmieri, ‘Caryophylles’ for a concise biography.

        
        7
          Caryophilus, Collations; it was formerly numbered as ‘Barb. gr. 209’, as shown by the number on the cover page; also see Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. xliii. Pisano (‘Mercati’, pp. 112–113) provides a summary of the extensive discussion made by Mercati in his unpublished notes.

        
        8
          This word was inserted, apparently made by the same hand.

        
        9
          The most important editor was Benedictus Arias Montanus (1527–1598), who supervised the preparation of the Polyglot Bible, and eventually eight volumes appeared between 1569 and 1572. See the discussion in Hamilton, ‘Polyglot Bibles’, pp. 143–147. The New Testament part is the fifth volume of the polyglot (Arias Montanus [ed.], Sacrorum Bibliorum V). Besides, there was another New Testament edition (with Greek and Latin texts only) prepared by Arias Montanus, published in the next year: Arias Montanus, NTG. It is unclear whether Caryophilus used the polyglot text or the 1572 bilingual edition for his collations. The latter seems easier to use in terms of his purpose.

        
        10
          The latter preface (on ff. 1r–v) bears a hand identical to the one made the collation, so it was probably written by Caryophilus himself. But the hand of the first preface is more elegant and could have been made either by him several years later or by another professional scribe.

        
        11
          Interestingly, the name of the pope is different in the two prefaces: Urban VIII (bap. 1568–1644; 1623–1644 as pope) in Caryophilus, Collations, f. iir, and Paul V (1550–1621; 1605–1621 as pope) in f. 1r. These differences suggest that the preface with the Arabic numbering, though in sequence the latter one, could have actually been made earlier.

        
        12
          Caryophilus, Collations, ff. 1r–v (reproduced verbatim): ‘Primo; ut si major pars mss. Codicum cum Vulg. Lat. Editione convenirent, textus Regii Codicis ad Latinam lectionem conformaretur. Secundo; Si omnes mss. Codices a Regio, et Vulg. edit. Lat. diffentirent, textus ad fidem Codicum mss. legeretur; sed antiqua lectio ad finem Capitum annotaretur. Tertio; Si major pars Codicum mss. differret a Regio, et nihii ea discrepantia referret ad textum lat. Vulg. editionis; ut textus ad fidem plurium Codicum corrigeretur, et ad finem capitum locus correctus notaretur. Quarto; Ne si vel unus ex mss. Codd. faveret Vulg. lat. editioni ad finem Capitum inter annotationes praetermitteretur. Quinto; Non esse curandum de verbis illis, quae manifeste apparent ab uno Evangelista translata in alium: Ut neque textui quicquam tale adderetur, neque ulla mentio illorum in Annotationibus fieret.’ The rules found in the Roman-number preface remain unchanged.

        
        13
          According to Hamilton (‘Polyglot Bibles’, p. 145), the Regia’s Greek text is based on the Complutensian Polyglot with corrections from Erasmus’s fourth edition. Reuss puts both the 1571 and the 1572 editions under the chapter on ‘Editiones Compluto-Sthephanicae’ (Bibliotheca, pp. 75–76 [§§ 7.2–3]).

        
        14
          The content is as follows: Matt (ff. 2r–4r), Mark (ff. 4v–6v), Luke (ff. 7r–10r), John (ff. 10v–12v), Acts (ff. 13r–18r), Rom (ff. 18v–19v), 1 Cor (ff. 20r–21v), 2 Cor (ff. 21v–22v), Gal (ff. 23r–v), Eph (ff. 24r–v), Phil (f. 24v), Col (f. 25r), 1–2 Thess (f. 25v), 1–2 Tim (f. 26r), Tit (f. 26v), Heb (ff. 26v–27v), Jas (ff. 27v–28r), 1 Pet (ff. 28r–v), 2 Pet (f. 29r), 1 John (ff. 29r–v), 2–3 John (f. 30r), Jude (f. 30r), Rev (ff. 30v–32r).

        
        15
          See Cardinali, ‘Vicende vaticane II’, pp. 203–205, 227–229, where he refers to an archive entry including both the petition for the loan and the reply from Paul V. According to Mercati, the request was written by Caryophilus (‘Vicende vaticane II’, p. 204 n. 127). Other manuscripts listed in the loan are with the numbers 349, 354, 358, 1150 (which should have been 1160 though), and 1254; their Nestle-Aland numbers are min. 127, S 028, mins. 129, 141, and 144 respectively. Birch seems to be the first critic who recognised the loan; see Birch, ‘Nachricht’, p. 156 (also Quatuor Evangelia Graece, pp. xl–xli). Two further documents preserved outside the Vatican are discussed in Tromp, ‘Revisione’. One is a letter from Bellarmine to a friend, probably a Jesuit member in Augsburg. This letter, dated 11 February 1617, introduces the project briefly (‘Revisione’, pp. 304–305). The other document concerns Bellarmine’s report on the applied rules with some examples. In this version, there would be six instead of five rules, but the differences from those in Caryophilus’s preface are minor, except for the additional rule: ‘Annotations should occur at the end of each chapter’ (‘Annotationes fiant ad finem uniuscuiusque capitis’); see Le Bachelet (ed.), Auctarium Bellarminianum, p. 457 for a transcription of the document.

        
        16
          I thank Pierre Chambert-Protat, Reference Librarian of the Vatican Library, for kindly verifying this piece of information for me.

        
        17
          Caryophilus, Collations, f. 11r: ‘Duo mss. Codd. praetermittunt undecim integros versus viii. Capitis; videlicet ab illis verbis, Ἰησοῦς δὲ ἐπορεύθη, usque ad illa, ἀπὸ τοῦ νῦν μηκέτι ἁμάρτανε’. Except for B 03, the other manuscript with such omission could have been either min. 131 (Vat. gr. 360) or min. 157 (Urb. gr. 2). A less possible candidate is Codex Borgianus (T 029 [Borg. copt. 109]), a Greco-Sahidic bilingual manuscript. All of them are preserved in Rome but not listed in the loan mentioned above.

        
        18
          ‘mss. 8. ὅτι τρεῖς εἰσιν οἱ μαρτυροῦντες, τὸ πνεῦμα, καὶ τὸ ὕδωρ καὶ τὸ αἷμα. καὶ οἱ τρεῖς εἰς τὸ ἕν εἰσιν. εἰ’ (Caryophilus, Collations, f. 29v). Note that Caryophilus examined eight manuscripts in the portion of the Catholic Epistles.

        
        19
          This long remark can be found in Caryophilus, ‘Collationes ex Bibliotheca Barberina’, pp. 522–523. This publication will be discussed immediately below.

        
        20
          Admittedly, the exact number may be slightly different due to the fact that those variants are vaguely described, but this should not influence the overall impression.

        
        21
          The statistics are as follows: 67 occurrences in total, ‘cor.’ 54 times (80.6%), ‘imp.’ 6 times (9.0%), ‘err.’ 7 times (10.4%), ‘oth.’ 0 times.

        
        22
          Caryophilus’s collations seemed to be available to those who visited the library during that time. Notably Isaac Vossius (1618–1689) said that he saw them there: ‘In the library of Francesco Cardinal Barberini I once saw a collection of the variants from ten or twelve manuscripts’ (‘In Bibliotheca Fr. Barbarini Cardinalis vidimus olim discrepantes lectiones ex decem vel duodecim exemplaribus collectas’ – Vossius, De Septuaginta interpretibus, p. 416 [note that in some earlier publications, instead of ‘Barberini’, the spelling ‘Barbarini’ is found]; translation in Grafton, ‘Vossius’, p. 74). Vossius made his ‘grand tour’ between 1641 and 1644, and in 1642 he was in Italy and stayed in Rome between June and September that year. There he befriended Lucas Holstenius (1596–1661), librarian of the Barberini Library, and even had a private conversation with Cardinal Francesco Barberini. On Vossius’s time in Rome, see Blok, Isaac Vossius, pp. 143–154, especially pp. 143–148 on his interaction with Holstenius. On Holstenius, see Odier, Bibliothèque Vaticane, pp. 138–139.

        
        23
          Caryophilus, ‘Collationes ex Bibliotheca Barberina’. On Possinus (Pierre Poussines; 1609–1686), see de Backer and de Backer, ‘Poussines’.

        
        24
          According to my examination, the preface on ff. iir–v is identical to the one found in ‘Collationes ex Bibliotheca Barberina’, pp. 460–461.

        
        25
          See, e.g., von Tischendorf, NT Vaticanum, p. xi; this is criticised by Martini (Recensionalità, p. 11 n. 32). In fact, Wettstein had proposed a similar date (around 1626) in NTG 1, p. 61. It should be noted that Possinus’s reproduction is not without problems. At Jude 4, for instance, he mistakenly transcribes ‘καὶ τὸν μόνον δεσπότην, καὶ Κύριον ὑμῶν Ἰησοῦν Χρ.’, instead of ἡμῶν as attested in the original collations.

        
        26
          The siglum stands for ‘Mss. Rom. e Biblioth. Barberin.’; cf. Fell, NTG, p. xxi.

        
        27
          On Bartolocci, see Bernas, ‘Bartolocci’; Garbini, ‘Bartolocci’. Born in Celano, Italy, Bartolocci held this position in the Vatican Library from 1650 until his death.

        
        28
          According to Reuss (Bibliotheca, pp. 28–29 [§ 2.2]), the New Testament text of the Aldine edition is close to that of the first edition of Erasmus.

        
        29
          Bartolocci, Notes; it is now available online from the BnF Gallica digital library, https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b525100460. Bartolocci’s collation and its background are discussed by Martini, Recensionalità, pp. 11–12; Pisano, ‘Mercati’, pp. 113–114; Cardinali, ‘Vicende vaticane II’, pp. 205–209, 229–230. All of their works are based on Mercati’s notes.

        
        30
          Cardinali, ‘Vicende vaticane II’, p. 206. Clement IX led the Holy See between 1667 and 1669. And he died on 9 December 1669, several months after this permission. In the same petition, Bartolocci also asked for a printed edition of the Greek New Testament from the papal library, namely the 1518 Aldine edition.

        
        31
          Cardinali, ‘Vicende vaticane II’, p. 207–208.

        
        32
          This piece of information is given on the BnF Gallica website (see n. 29 above).

        
        33
          Its content is as follows: Matt (ff. 1r–11v), Mark (ff. 12r–20v), Luke (ff. 21r–30v), John (ff. 31r–35v), Acts (ff. 36r–44v), Jas (ff. 45r–v), 1 Pet (ff. 46r–v), 2 Pet (f. 47r), 1 John (f. 47v), 2–3 John and Jude (f. 48r), Rom (ff. 48v–50v), 1 Cor (ff. 50v–53v), 2 Cor (ff. 53v–55r), Gal (ff. 55r–56r), Eph (ff. 56r–57r), Phil (f. 57r), Col (ff. 57v–58r), 1 Thess (ff. 58r–v), 2 Thess (f. 58v), Heb (up to 9:11; ff. 59r–v). Note that the sequence follows B 03 but differs from that of the Aldine edition, which puts the Pauline Epistles before the Catholic Epistles.

        
        34
          The content is as follows: Heb (9:12 onward; ff. 60r–v), 1–2 Tim (f. 60v), Tit and Phm (f. 61r), Rev (ff. 61r–69v). Interestingly, instead of the supplement part of B 03 (i.e. min. 1957), Bartolocci decided to collate another manuscript. Perhaps he considered the supplement manuscript incomplete and less valuable, and thus chose min. 149 instead. See his own words on the manuscript below.

        
        35
          The identity of the copyist is still an open question. Omont (Inventaire, p. xxxiii) suggests that it was made by Leo Allatius (c. 1586–1669), custodian of the Vatican Library between 1661 and 1669. But Allatius died on 19 January 1669, and Bartolocci could not borrow B 03 any time earlier than 8 July that year. As a matter of course, this fact excludes Allatius as the person who copied Bartolocci’s work. Another candidate is proposed by Mercati, who suggests that the copy was likely made by Bartolocci’s colleague Lorenzo Porzio, Scriptor Graecus of the Vatican Library between 1654 and 1676; cf. Cardinali, ‘Vicende vaticane II’, p. 208; on Porzio (1604–1676), see Odier, Bibliothèque Vaticane, pp. 154–155 n. 88.

        
        36
          Bartolocci joined the Cistercian Order in 1632 and took the name of ‘Iulius a Sancta Anastasia’; cf. Garbini, ‘Bartolocci’.

        
        37
          Bartolocci, Notes, f. 70r: ‘Questi sono 69. carte di M. S. ed è stata notata ogni minima variatione de Testi: e se bene pare che alcune cosette s’ haueriano potuto lasciare; pure per mostrare che s’è fatta somma diligenza, perciò s’è notato ogni cosa. Nel Codice antichissimo della Libreria Vaticana no. 1209., che noi solemo chiamare de LXX. per Antonomasia, ed’ è più di 1000 Anni che è scritto, ui mancaua parte dell’ Epistola ad Hebraeos con il resto sino al fine: e perciò habbiamo capato un’ altro Codice pure antichissimo della Libr.ria Palatina no. 171., e s’è seguitato il confronto sino al fine. Jo hòfatto essatta diligenza nella Lib.ria di Barberino, d’ Altemps, e della Regina, non s’è trovato Codice più antico di questi nostri Vaticani; e perciò douerò credere che cotesto Ecc.mo Sig.t Marchese sia per appagarsi della nostra diligenza.’ The transcription is based on Scholz, Biblisch-kritische Reise, pp. 34–35 with some corrections. I thank Silvia Castelli who kindly helped correcting my translation. It is uncertain who ‘this Excellency Mr. Marquis’ was.

        
        38
          Aland, Liste, p. 55. In fact, this manuscript was known by Wettstein and named as ‘Codex Palatino-Vaticanus’ (as his 25r); see Wettstein, NTG 2, p. 743.

        
        39
          Those omissions include Matt 6:13 (f. 2v), Luke 22:43–44 (f. 29r), John 5:3–5 (f. 31v), John 7:53–8:11 (f. 32v), and Rom 16:24 (f. 50v).

        
        40
          Bartolocci, Notes, f. 20v: ‘Reliqua in m.s. desiderantur ab illis verbis ἀναστὰς δὲ πρωῒ πρώτῃ σαββάτου usq. ad fine’.

        
        41
          The statistics are as follows: 82 occurrences in total, ‘cor.’ 75 times (91.5%), ‘imp.’ 4 times (4.9%), ‘err.’ 3 times (3.6%), ‘oth.’ 0 times.

        
        42
          See, e.g., Tregelles’s criticism: ‘I transcribed it as a contribution to the correct knowledge of what that MS. contains: this collation is, however, very imperfect, though useful as sometimes supplying readings omitted by Bentley or Birch, and as confirming one or the other of the two collations’ (Account, p. 161 [emphasis original]).

        
        43
          The number XXXVII in Bartolocci, Notes, f. 1r indicates that the manuscript was listed in the catalogue dated around 1753; see the ‘Histoire’ section of this archive entry on the BnF Gallica website (https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b525100460). It is said that, prior to the acquisition by Paris, the collation had belonged to Philibert de La Mare (d. 1687), a counsellor in the parliament of Dijon and an elegant writer in Latin; cf. Scholz, Biblisch-kritische Reise, p. 34.

        
        44
          Originally from Florence, Zaccagni became the secondary curator in 1684 and the principal curator from 1698 until his death. Note that New Testament textual critics generally spell his name as Zacagni (or the Latinised ‘Zacagnius’) but I follow the spelling given by Italian scholars. For further biographical information on Zaccagni, see Crescimbeni (ed.), Notizie istoriche 2, pp. 49–54; Carini, L’Arcadia, pp. 315–322; and also Odier, Bibliothèque Vaticane, pp. 145–146.

        
        45
          Zaccagni, Transcription. To my knowledge, the only exceptions are the brief discussions in Martini, Recensionalità, p. 12, and Pisano, ‘Text’, p. 30 (similar in Pisano, ‘Mercati’, p. 114), all depending on Mercati’s notes. Formerly numbered as ‘Vat. lat. 7162’ (Martini, Recensionalità, p. 12 n. 37; Pisano, ‘Text’, p. 30 n. 19), this transcription is currently under the shelf mark ‘Vat. gr. 2158’. Its images are available online, Digital Vatican Library, http://digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS_Vat.gr.2158. Particular thanks go to Claudia Montuschi and Angela Nuñez Gaitan for prioritising the digitisation of this item at my request. Due to the lack of scholarly reception, Zaccagni’s transcription falls outside the scope of this book. I hope to return to this noteworthy project at a later stage.

        
        46
          Zaccagni, Collectanea; apparently the remainders were never published.

        
        47
          Zaccagni, Collectanea, pp. 401–708; the examined codices are listed on p. 402. For a recent study of this subject, see Willard, Euthalian Apparatus.

        
        48
          Zaccagni, Collectanea, pp. lv–lvi (§ 46).

        
        49
          Zaccagni, Collectanea, p. lvi: ‘Vaticanus vero codex, quadratis itidem literis exaratus, longe diversam sacrorum Novi Foederis librorum divisionem init. Nam Evangelia nec titulos habent, nec capita Eusebianis canonibus accommodata; sed tantum rubras numerorum notas divisionem quandam textus in eius margine indicantes.’ See Hill, First Chapters for a comprehensive study of the divisions in B 03, the so-called ‘Capitulatio Vaticana’.

        
        50
          Zaccagni, Collectanea, p. lvi: ‘Deest tamen in eodem codice pars postrema epistolae ad Hebraeos, cum aliis Pauli ad Timotheum, Titum, et Philemonem literis, totaque Apocalypsi, nonnullis, scilicet, quaternionibus prae codicis vetustate deperditis; unde quot praecise extiterint, istae Paulinarum epistolarum sectiones, et an Apocalypsis, si tamen in eo codice olim habebatur, in partes similiter dissecta fuerit, scire non licet’.

        
        51
          It should be noted that the Roman Septuagint edition of 1587 does give an approximate age to B 03 in the preface: ‘This manuscript, since it was inscribed in large letters, which they call really ancient, may be conjectured from the shape of the scripts copied with large letters; it seems that that manuscript was written twelve hundred years ago, that is, before the time of St. Jerome and not after that’ (‘Codex is, quantum ex forma characterum coniici potest, cum sit maioribus litteris, quas vere antiquas vocant, exaratus, ante millesimum ducentesimum annum, hoc est, ante tempora B. Hieronymi, et non infra, scriptus videtur’ – Carafa [ed.], Septuaginta, ‘Praefatio ad lectorem’, p. a 3v; translation after Mandelbrote, ‘Editing the Bible’, p. 260). This dating would be close to the scholarly consensus from the nineteenth century onward; see my discussion in § 6.2.

        
        52
          Scholars usually attribute the initiator of the field of Greek palaeography to Bernard de Montfaucon (1655–1741). His pioneering work – Palaeographia Graeca of 1708 – has actually defined the field’s name; see Wilson, ‘Greek Palaeography’, p. 101. On de Montfaucon’s involvement with B 03, see my discussion immediately below.

        
        53
          Indeed, it should be noted that in his letter (1669) Bartolocci dates the manuscript to around 650 CE (see § 2.2 above). Yet, that piece of information was still unknown to scholarship.

        
        54
          Mabillon (1632–1707) is regarded as the founder of Latin diplomatics, see Aris, ‘Mabillon’. For a recent treatment on Mabillon and his scholarly contributions, see Grafton, Inky Fingers, pp. 79–104.

        
        55
          Mabillon and Germain, Museum Italicum 1, pp. 47–99. Mabillon visited Rome again between December 1685 and March 1686 (Museum Italicum 1, pp. 130–158).

        
        56
          Mabillon and Germain, Museum Italicum 1, p. 62; at that time Zaccagni was still the secondary curator of the library. On Schelstrate (1649–1692), who held the position from 1683 until his death, see Lucien Ceyssens’s introduction to Schelstrate, Correspondance, especially pp. 18–85.

        
        57
          Mabillon and Germain, Museum Italicum 1, p. 63 (emphasis original): ‘Codices membranei ad sexdecim millia numerantur: ex quibus antiquissimi non pauci: … Ex codicibus graecis majoris pretii sunt Bibliorum codex antiquissimus, in quo testimonium de tribus personis in epistola 1. Iohannis desideratur. Ad eum codicem accurata est editio LXX interpretum.’

        
        58
          In fact, just a few months previously, Mabillon had published an extensive work on the Gallican liturgy, in which he offers his comment on the Comma (Mabillon, De liturgia Gallicana, pp. 476–477).

        
        59
          On Burnet (1643–1715), see Greig, ‘Burnet’. An overview of his opinion on the Comma can be found in McDonald, Biblical Criticism, pp. 124–126.

        
        60
          Burnet, Letters, pp. 55–56 (emphasis original). According to Ceyssens (Correspondance, pp. 62–63), the anonymous review of Burnet’s account in Nouvelles de la république des lettres (issue date: January to April 1687) was written by Schelstrate, though no trace of this affair can be found there.

        
        61
          Scholars commonly date Hippolytus’s life between ca 170 and ca 236 (cf. Cross and Livingstone [eds.], ODCC, pp. 778a–779a). On his spectacular statue, see an extensive discussion in Vinzent, Writing, pp. 162–195. See also the analysis of the statue in Guarducci, Epigrafia greca IV, pp. 535–545, who dates it to the third century.

        
        62
          After it was donated to English King in 1627, the seventeenth-century English biblical scholarship generally regarded Alexandrinus as the most important manuscript, thus better than Vaticanus. The text of the Old Testament in A 02 was used by Walton’s Polyglot (1653–1657) and later by Joannes Ernestus Grabe’s Septuagint edition, published between 1707 and 1720. For an overview of the reception of Alexandrinus and the making of the Greek Old Testament in that period, see Mandelbrote, ‘Codex Alexandrinus’.

        
        63
          It seems somewhat popular among English scholars at that time to collect manuscript witnesses related to the Comma. Another example can be found in Issac Newton’s letter on 1 John 5:7 and 1 Tim 3:16, dated 14 November 1690: ‘I will add that a Gentleman who in his travells had consulted twelve MSS in several Libraries in Italy, assured me that he found it [the Comma] wanting in them all. One of the twelve was that most ancient and most famous MS in the Popes Library written in Capital letters’ (Newton, Correspondence 3, p. 100 [no. 358; to ‘a friend’ (i.e. John Locke)]). That gentleman was John Covel (1638–1722), from 1688 onward the master of Christ College, Cambridge. In the 1670s Covel travelled to the Ottoman Empire to collate manuscripts and returned via Italy. It could have been during this journey that he was able to see ‘that most ancient and most famous MS’ in the Vatican Library. Regrettably only some proportions of his diaries on his Levant journey were published, which do not contain his stay in Rome. For a brief biography of Covel, see Leedham-Green, ‘Covel’. Concerning Newton’s opinion on the Comma, see Iliffe, ‘Johannine Comma’, especially p. 147 on Covel; see also Iliffe, Religious Worlds, p. 371 and the documents cited there about Newton’s friendship with Covel. For the earliest reception of Newton’s account of those two passages and Wettstein’s involvement with it, see Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, pp. 97–100. In addition, Covel brought five manuscripts back to England, which were then examined by Mill in his 1707 edition (cf. ‘Prolegomena’, pp. clxiii a–clxiv a; their abbreviations as Cov. 1–4 and Sin. [GA numbers: 65, 104, 321, 322, and 110 respectively]). The autographs of Covel’s diaries are now kept in the British Library, which might shed further light on his encounter with B 03.

        
        64
          On de Montfaucon, see Bréhier, ‘Montfaucon’.

        
        65
          de Montfaucon, Diarium Italicum, p. 277: ‘Codex Bibliorum Graece charactere, ut vocant, unciali, quadro, sine accentibus, quinti sextive saeculi. Etsi porro paris vetustatis codices viderim; at non numeris suis et partibus absolutos, ut iste Vaticanus est.’

        
        66
          This catalogue was published three years before de Montfacuon’s death in 1741. There the description of B 03 was very similar to that of his diary: ‘Another manuscript of the Bible in Greek, in uncial and round script, without accents, belongs to the fifth or sixth century; although I have certainly seen not a few of similar antiquity, yet I have not seen ones that are complete with respect to their quantities and parts, as that one in the Vatican’ (‘Codex alius Bibliorum Graece, caractere unciali et rotundo, sine accentibus, quinti sextive saeculi est: etsi vero non paucos paris vetustatis codices vidi, at non numeris suis et partibus absolutos, ut iste Vaticanus est’ – de Montfaucon, Bibliotheca 1, p. 3a). The manuscript was also briefly mentioned in de Montfaucon, Palaeographia Graeca, p. 186.

        
        67
          Toinard, Harmonia; see an overview in de Lang, De synoptische beschouwing, pp. 213–220. On Toinard (or Thoynard; 1628–1706), see Di Biase, ‘Locke and Toinard 1’; ‘Locke and Toinard 2’, and the literature cited there.

        
        68
          On de Court (1654–1694), see Genest, Portrait; Hoefer, ‘Court’. He came to Paris in 1674 and then moved to Rome for study. It seems that de Court spent quite some time consulting manuscripts in the Vatican Library, as Genest (Portrait, p. 28) describes: ‘Il avoit rapporté toutes ses vûës et toutes ses reflexions à cette premiere Science qui est la seule necessaire. Sa principale Application dans la Bibliotheque Vaticane avoit été d’examiner les Livres Sacrez, sur tout du Nouveau Testament, et d’en concilier les differens Passages dans les Traductions diverses.’

        
        69
          That is, Louis Auguste de Bourbon (1670–1736), an illegitimate son of King Louis XIV of France.

        
        70
          Toinard, Harmonia, p. vii a: ‘Graecus textus excusus est ad vetustissimos duos Vaticanos codices ac Latinam veterem Versionem: quando scilicet haec cum illis convenit. Variantes autem illas a Vulgato textu Vaticanas Lectiones, nusquam, quod sciam, recensitas, excerpsit ex ipsis codicibus Vir Clariss. Carolus Cato de Court, Serenissimo Cenomanensium Duci a Secretis, easque, dum viveret, nobis cum officiosissime communicavit.’

        
        71
          Toinard, Harmonia, p. vii a: ‘Vulgatum textum Graecum castigandum putavi ex Vaticanarum illarum Lectionum et Veteris Versionis mutuo consensu’. It is not entirely clear how Toinard reached his conclusion on the conformity between the Vatican manuscripts and the Vulgate, which was more grounded than the then-popular Latinisation theory. It could be possible that, because of his Catholic background, he formulated such a theory not solely from a text-critical perspective but also from an ideological one.

        
        72
          On the layout, design, and the reconstructed narrative of this work, see Clericus, review of Toinard, Harmonia. Clericus also produced his own Gospel harmony in 1699.

        
        73
          Toinard, Harmonia, p. 146b; the text at p. 29. Toinard further conjectures the origin of the reading by referring to Hebrew. The meaning ‘quarrel’ does occur among the definitions given in LSJ s.v. ‘νεῖκος’.

        
        74
          B 03 p. 1249 C 33. Paulson (Scribal Habits, p. 292) regards this singular reading as the itacism from ι to ει.

        
        75
          According to Reuss (Bibliotheca, pp. 167–168 [§ 14.1]), Toinard’s text differs from the TR in many places and is often similar to Tischendorf’s edition. Regrettably a thorough exploration of the Greek text reconstructed by Toinard and his underlining text-critical decisions falls outside the scope of this section.

        
        76
          Locke, Locke’s Travels in France, p. 191 (21 April 1678): ‘Mr. Toinard sheud me his Harmony of the Evangelists printed in a new method which I thinke may be very usefull.’ This is the first time that Toinard’s name occurs in his journal; see Locke’s Travels in France, pp. xxxix–xl, and also Nuovo, ‘Locke’s Theology’, p. 201. Locke’s heavily annotated copy of Toinard’s Harmonia is kept by the Bodleian Library, Oxford (see Parker, Locke, p. 158 n. 24). According to Clericus (review of Harmonia, p. 247), there were only five or six copies of this private version. Besides, it is well known that Locke had a lifelong interest in biblical texts, especially the Pauline Epistles. Several years after his death, a series of his paraphrases on Galatians, 1–2 Corinthians, Romans, and Ephesians were published. On this topic, see the extensive introduction by Arthur W. Wainwright in Locke, Paraphrase 1, pp. 1–88, who suggests that Locke could have had access to B 03 (p. 26). In my view, however, it is not possible to be as confident as Wainwright, since there is no trace in Locke’s work indicating that he knew of any of the readings from the manuscript in Paul’s letters.

        
        77
          Locke, Correspondence 2, p. 388 (no. 629).

        
        78
          Fell became the bishop of Oxford from 1676 onward; cf. Larminie, ‘Fell’.

        
        79
          Locke, Correspondence 2, p. 407 (no. 640; dated 13 June 1681). The edition mentioned here probably concerns the one eventually conducted by Mill. As was very common in those days, Locke communicated with Toinard in French.

        
        80
          Locke, Correspondence 2, p. 618 (no. 778). Di Biase (‘Locke and Toinard 1’, p. 580) suggests that a possible reason for such refusal might have been the serious quarrel between Fell and Locke.

        
        81
          As far as Mill’s 1707 edition is concerned, there are no references to Toinard found anywhere in the work. Yet there is one curious case in Mill’s critical apparatus, see my discussion on p. 70 below.

        
        82
          Only from the mid-nineteenth century onward, have scholars gradually appreciated Toinard’s solid theoretical grounds and the valuable data he used, notably Tregelles suggests that this ‘seems to have been the first real use that was made of the Vatican MS.’ (Tregelles, review of Maius, Vaticanus 5, pp. 260–261, here p. 261 [emphasis original]). Given the traces of Toinard’s use of B 03 in the Harmonia, Tregelles’s admiration seems something of an overstatement. Tregelles might have projected his own view of the manuscript into Toinard’s mind.

        
        83
          For a comprehensive study of Mill’s life and work, see Fox, Mill and Bentley. Nevertheless, to my knowledge no study has concentrated on his use of B 03.

        
        84
          Mill, ‘Prolegomena’, pp. cliii a–cliv a; see Fox, Mill and Bentley, pp. 60–61 for a summary of this affair. On Bernard (1638–1697), see de Quehen, ‘Bernard’.

        
        85
          For more detail, see Fox’s reconstruction in Mill and Bentley, pp. 61–67. In addition to the original edition (Mill, NT), in 1710 a revised edition of Mill’s Novum Testamentum was published at Rotterdam (Mill and Küster [eds.], NTG). The editor Ludolf Küster rearranged the information in the appendix to its proper places, added variant readings of twelve manuscripts, and inserted the section numbers to the ‘Prolegomena’. No further information about B 03 was found there. Interestingly, one year before this revision appeared, Clericus wrote to a friend of his in Rome (to James Saint Amand; dated 12 July 1709). In it Clericus discusses Küster’s prospective revision and expresses his wish to make the New Testament part of the Vatican manuscript used by the Roman Septuagint edition (viz. B 03) available for textual critics. See Clericus, Epistolario 3, p. 210.

        
        86
          Erasmus’s editions are discussed in Mill, ‘Prolegomena’, pp. cxi b–cxii a.

        
        87
          Luke 10:1 on ἑβδομήκοντα: ‘ἑβδομήκοντα δύο: … a manuscript in the Vatican Library (but Erasmus considers that that has been corrected according to Latin manuscripts)’ (‘Εβδομήκοντα δύο … Cod. in Bibl. Vaticana. (sed quem ad Latinorum Exemplaria castigatum existimat Erasmus)’ – Mill, NT, p. 184 n. b); Acts 27:16 on Κλαύδην: ‘Καῦδα: a certain manuscript in the Vatican Library, cited by Erasmus’ (‘Καῦδα Cod. aliq. in Biblioth. Vaticana. citante Erasmo’ – Mill, NT, p. 403 n. r).

        
        88
          Mill’s opinion on the Comma is found in Mill, NT, pp. 739b–749b. There he first lists all the witnesses that omit the passage by starting with ‘Alexandrinus, the Vatican manuscript of the Greek Bible (according to which the Septuagint edition has been prepared)’ (‘Alex. Vaticanus Gr. Bibliorum Codex (ad quem accurata est Editio LXX Interpretum)’ – Mill, NT, p. 739b). See also McDonald, Biblical Criticism, pp. 181–185 for the discussion of Mill and the Comma.

        
        89
          Besides, Mill does not give the variant reading at Luke 23:46 (Mill, NT, p. 232 n. e [on παραθήσομαι]), perhaps due to the imprecise expression given by Erasmus (see my discussion on p. 19 above).

        
        90
          Mill, NT, p. 735 n. s: ‘Εληλυθέναι Codex vetustissimus in Bibliotheca Vaticana, (cuius versus aliquot cum Editis contulit, Erasmi rogatu, Paulus Bombasius)’.

        
        91
          ‘Be wanting: the Vatican manuscript, according to Bombace’ (‘Deest Cod. Vatican. teste Bombasio’ – Mill, NT, p. 736 n. c). The other instances are 1 John 4:3 om. Χριστὸν ἐν σαρκὶ ἐληλυθότα; 1 John 5:9 ὅτι for ἥν; 1 John 5:10 αὑτῷ for ἑαυτῷ.

        
        92
          Mill, NT, p. 10 n. h: ‘Cod. Vatican. teste Luca Brug.’.

        
        93
          Mill, NT, p. 83 n. a; the reading ἐν Ἠσαΐᾳ τῷ προφήτῃ is the same as given in Lucas Brugensis’s work of 1606. See my discussion in pp. 35–36 above.

        
        94
          Mill, NT, p. 151 n. f: ‘Τοῦ Ισραήλ Cod. vet. (quo usus est Lucas Brug.)’.

        
        95
          Mill, NT, p. 266 n. b; cf. Fell, NTG, p. 261.

        
        96
          The only exception is the one at Mark 13:14 (om. τὸ ῥηθὲν ὑπὸ Δανιὴλ τοῦ προφήτου). Besides, the variant reading at Matt 13:55 is probably from Simon; see my discussion below.

        
        97
          The missing readings are Matt 6:6 (om. ἐν τῷ φανερῷ); John 1:28 (Βηθανίᾳ for Βηθαβαρᾶ); John 5:2 (βηθσαΐδα for Βηθεσδά). At Luke 10:1 Mill only refers to Erasmus, and in the case of Mark 15:8 the information apparently comes from Grotius. See my discussion immediately below.

        
        98
          Mill does discuss both of Lucas Brugensis’s works in ‘Prolegomena’, p. cxxxvi a (the Notationes) and p. cxxxvi b (the 1606 notes), but only a sketch is offered there. Moreover, since the ‘Prolegomena’ was the last part to be finished, it is also possible that Mill reached the 1580 work after the composition of the apparatus. He could have even thought that Lucas Brugensis’s later work – a series of notes focusing on the Greek text rather than the Latin – contained all the information he needed to consult.

        
        99
          Mill, NT, p. 134 n. d: ‘Lectio haec accedit ad ea argumenta quibus motus est Grot. ut crederet quaedam Marci exemplaria ad Latinam Versionem mutata’.

        
        100
          Mill, NT, ‘Appendix ad notas superiores’, p. 5b: ‘Cod. vetust. in Bibl. Vaticana, teste Simonio’.

        
        101
          Simon indeed refers to B 03 in the case of Matt 13:55: ‘Vers. 55. au lieu de Ἰωσῆς, il y a dans deux Colberts, Ἰωάννης, Jean, comme dans l’Exemplaire de Cambrige, et dans un autre Colbert Ἰωσῆ. Dans l’ancien Exemplaire du Vatican Ἰωσήφ, laquelle leçon a été suivie par la Vulgate’ (Texte du Nouveau Testament, p. 407b). My reconstruction fits well the time frame proposed by Fox. According to him, Mill finished the part of his critical apparatus in 1686, then he got it printed in 1691, and began to compile the appendix no earlier than that year (Mill and Bentley, pp. 61–64). Therefore Simon’s 1689 publication could not be cited in the apparatus but only in the appendix and the ‘Prolegomena’.

        
        102
          Mill, NT, pp. 267–268 n. f, here p. 267: ‘Cod. in Bibl. Vaticana’. A summary of his opinion on this passage can be found in Knust and Wasserman, First Stone, pp. 22–23.

        
        103
          Mill, NT, ‘Appendix ad notas superiores’, p. 32b: ‘teste Maldonato. (qui et plurimos a se Codices consultos dicit; nec in eorum ullo, praeter unum, repertam esse hanc Pericopam)’.

        
        104
          Maldonatus, Commentarii 2, col. 786. On Maldonatus (Juan de Maldonado; 1534–1583), see Pérez Goyena, ‘Maldonado’. Maldonatus moved to Rome in 1580 to work on the project of the Septuagint edition and stayed there until his death (cf. Cardinali, Pedro Chacón, p. 54). It is possible that during this period he examined not only the Greek Old Testament in the manuscript but also its New Testament part.

        
        105
          In his commentary, Maldonatus occasionally refers to ‘the Vatican manuscript’ (‘Vaticanus codex’ or the like), but does not always provide its Greek readings. For his main purpose – just like many Catholics of his time – was to comment on the Latin text. According to my examination, all of the references are found in the Gospel of John (John 1:28; 5:2; 7:8, 39; 8:1, 38; 15:8; 16:9; 21:22). A few of them would then be used by Wettstein, thus making some more readings of B 03 known to textual scholars in the mid-eighteenth century (see § 4.4 below).

        
        106
          Simon, Texte du Nouveau Testament, p. 143ab: ‘Il [Maldonat] reconnoît librement, que d’un assez grand nombre d’Exemplaires Grecs qu’il a lûs il ne l’a trouvée que dans un seul. Elle n’estoit point, dit – il, dans ce très – ancien Exemplaire du Vatican que j’ay cité plusieurs fois …’. A difficulty needs to be solved if one wants to attribute Mill’s knowledge of the Vaticanus reading to Simon’s reference. That is, he had already included the manuscript in the apparatus, which would have been composed before the appearance of Simon’s work.

        
        107
          Mill, NT, p. 533 n. p: ‘Επίστασις Clar. Ger. Cod. Vaticanus, et alius quidam Constantinopoli allatus, teste Is. Casaubono’. On Casaubon (1559–1614), see Pattison, Casaubon. To my knowledge, there is no evidence to suggest that Casaubon ever visited Rome during his lifetime.

        
        108
          Mill, ‘Prolegomena’, pp. cxxxvi b–cxxxvii b. This section summarises some comments from Joseph Scaliger (1540–1609) and Casaubon attached to a New Testament edition published in London in 1622 (cf. Reuss, Bibliotheca, p. 55 [§ 5.13]). Casaubon’s comments, which only cover the four Gospels and Acts, are actually reprinted from Casaubon, NTG (cf. Reuss, Bibliotheca, p. 98 [§ 9.3]). Neither can the information about B 03 be found in his posthumous collection (Casaubon, Casauboniana).

        
        109
          Mill, NT, p. 222 n. h: ‘Cod. un. in Bibl. Vaticana’. This is the reading we now prefer. NA28 provides the following witnesses: ηχουσης D K (W) Γ Δ 565. 700. 892. 1424 M ¦ txt ℵ A B C L N Θ Ψ ƒ1.13 33. (ηχου 579). 1241. 2542 sy.

        
        110
          A possible source is Toinard’s Harmonia, in which the text is given as καὶ ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς συνοχὴ ἐθνῶν ἐν ἀπορίᾳ, ἤχους τῆς θαλάσσης καὶ σάλου (at Luke 21:26; Harmonia, p. 103). If Mill indeed knew Toinard’s work, perhaps through Fell, then he could have added this specific variant here. There is yet another place that appears to have reference to B 03 at first sight. In Matt 6:13 the apparatus lists those witnesses that omit the doxology of the Lord’s prayer, including ‘a Vatican manuscript’ (‘Cod. Vatican.’―Mill, NT, p. 13 n. o). Since the doxology is indeed lacking in our manuscript, this could have been known to Mill through an untraceable source, as suggested by Hallet, Notes I, pp. 133–135. Yet, in my view it is also possible that the Vatican manuscript addressed here concerns one of those used by the Complutensian Polyglot. For (1) the Complutensian does omit this sentence except for the ἀμήν at the end (Jiménez de Cisneros [ed.], Complutensian Polyglot NT, p. A vr) and is cited in Mill’s apparatus; (2) in his discussion of the Complutensian and its text (‘Prolegomena’, pp. cviii a–cxi b), Mill on occasion refers to the manuscripts used in term of ‘Vaticani’ (‘belonging to the Vatican’) and the like, and in particular in the case of Matt 6:13 a clear reference is given that the omission is also supported by ‘the authority of the Vatican manuscripts’ (‘auctoritate Codicum Vaticanoram’ – ‘Prolegomena’, p. cix a). Wettstein, who usually lists the information found in Mill’s apparatus, does not consider B 03 as belonging to those witnesses that omit the doxology (NTG 1, pp. 326–327).

        
        111
          The set of variants is almost always cited with the abbreviation Barb. Mill mentions it in ‘Prolegomena’, p. clxii a.

        
        112
          Mill, NT, p. 10 n. h; this variant reading is listed in Caryophilus, ‘Collationes ex Bibliotheca Barberina’, p. 462.

        
        113
          Mill, NT, p. 591 n. z: ‘Coniungit utrumque Codex unus in Bibl. Babarina [sic]: καλέσαντι καὶ ἱκανώσαντι’; cf. Caryophilus, ‘Collationes ex Bibliotheca Barberina’, p. 510. NA28 gives: ⸀ καλεσαντι D✶.c F G 33. 1175 it sa; Ambst Spec ¦ καλεσαντι και ικανωσαντι B ¦ txt P 46.61vid ℵ A C D2 I K L P Ψ 075. 81. 104. 365. 630. 1241s. 1505. 1739. 1881. 2464 M vg sy bo; Or Aug.

        
        114
          From an historical perspective, Mill is not alone in misusing the Barberini manuscripts. A striking example can be found in the nineteenth century, more than two hundred years after him. In his New Testament edition published posthumously in 1846, Adam Clarke (c. 1762–1832) inserts a twenty-page ‘unknown’ collection of variant readings (Clarke, New Testament 1, pp. iii–xxiii). He states that the collection was copied from a manuscript which he did not know when and where it was made, which contained a series of readings and the number of manuscripts supporting those readings. His evaluation is even more interesting: ‘Many of the readings preferred in this are preferred by Griesbach, and received into the text. On the whole, I thought this collection too valuable to be confined to a private MS., and thus to be in danger of being lost to the world.’ (New Testament 1, p. iii; emphasis original) Although Clarke was enthusiastic about his findings, an easy comparison shows that the collection must have originated from Caryophilus’s collation, probably as a copy of the 1673 publication. It is therefore understandable why many of the readings therein were preferred by Griesbach: they were culled from B 03, and Griesbach’s text was much more critical than the TR. For Griesbach’s use of and opinion on B 03, see my discussion in § 5.2 and § 5.6.

        
        115
          ‘Prolegomena’, p. clxiii a; translation after Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, p. 197 n. 277: ‘inter Codices a quibus Mat. 5.22. abesse notavimus vocem εἰκῆ, occurrebat Codex celebris Vaticanus, a Luca Brugensi crebro notatus. De eo autem necesse est hic pauca dicere. Codex ille ipse est, qui Bibliorum τῶν ο′ Sixtinorum volumen postremum conficit; scriptus literis quadratis, sive uncialibus. Et certe cum in Occidentalium gratiam, a Latino scriba quopiam exaratus fuerit; (vide Simon. Hist Crit. N. T. part. Ι. c. 32.) tum ex citatis ex eo constat, eum insecutum esse textum, cum Italica Versione mirifice congruentem. Hinc incunctanter ipsum inter Codices, qui ad Exemplar Latinum seu conficti, seu saltem castigati fuissent, reponendum censebam, ideoque nec dignum esse, cuius variationes multa cum difficultate comparandae essent.’

        
        116
          In many places Mill praised the contributions of Simon and how his work influenced the way in which the current edition was formulated. See, e.g., ‘Prolegomena’, p. clxvi a; cf. also Fox, Mill and Bentley, pp. 65–66.

        
        117
          Mill, ‘Prolegomena’, p. clxiii a: ‘Cod. istius a Cl. Zacagnio descriptionem accipe’. Mill cites from Zaccagni, Collectanea, p. lvi; see my discussion in § 2.3.3.

        
        118
          In contrast, A 02 is discussed in Mill, ‘Prolegomena’, pp. cxliii a–cxlv b; D 05 in pp. cxxxi b–cxxxiv a; those manuscripts used by St3 in pp. cxvii a–cxix a.

        
        119
          Examples of this sort include Matt 5:22; 6:4, 18; 11:23; 19:17; John 7:39; 2 Cor 11:28; 1 John 4:3 [2×]; 5:10; those at 1 John 5:7–8 and 5:9 can also be included: ‘the Vatican manuscript of the Greek Bible’ (‘Vaticanus Gr. Bibliorum Codex’ or ‘Codex Gr. Bibliorum Vatican.’).

        
        120
          Examples include Matt 13:55; Mark 1:2; 15:8; Luke 4:8; 10:1; 11:2; John 7:53; 12:7; 1 John 4:2.

        
        1
          Bentley, Correspondence 2, p. 508 (no. 190, as his second letter to the Archbishop of Canterbury in 1716; see my discussion below).

        
        2
          Wettstein, NTG 1, p. 156: ‘Utinam nobis contingat esse tam felicibus, ut Editionem Bentleii, thesaurum desideratissimum, e tenebris in lucem productum conspiciamus!’.

        
        3
          Bengel, Briefwechsel 2, p. 522 ll. 193–195 (no. 556; to Matthias Marthius, dated 14 March 1727): ‘Apparatum is habet incomparabilem, sed praeiudicio quodam laborat lectioni receptae magnum periculum intentante; cui ut spero ratione solida medebor’. Here Bengel criticises the specimen of Revelation 22 attached to Bentley’s famous Proposals for Printing. For Bentley’s specimen chapter, see § 3.2 below.

        
        4
          See the posthumous collection works: Bentley, Works 1, Works 2, Works 3; Correspondence 1 and Correspondence 2; also a comprehensive bibliography of Bentley and relevant works by others in Bartholomew, Bibliography. Important biographies include Monk, Bentley 1 and Bentley 2; Jebb, Bentley; White, Dr Bentley; as well as a recent treatment on his intellectual biography by Haugen, Bentley.

        
        5
          For his contemporaries, see for instance Wettstein – once his assistant for the New Testament project – in Wettstein, NTG 1, pp. 153–156, as well as Michaelis, Einleitung (1750), pp. 155–158 (§ 34; expanded in his later editions). In the nineteenth century, see, e.g., Tregelles, Account, pp. 57–68; Scrivener, Exact Transcript, pp. xviii–xix; an example from the twentieth century can be found in Fox, Mill and Bentley, pp. 105–126. For studies of his involvement with B 03, see Bentley, Critica sacra; Petersen, ‘Bentley’; and Epp, ‘Entrance’, pp. 62–64.

        
        6
          Bentley, ‘Epistola ad Millium’; see an introduction to this piece given by Goold, ‘Introduction’.

        
        7
          I follow the approximate years of birth and death given by Cross and Livingstone (eds.), ODCC, pp. 898b‒899a.

        
        8
          This volume has a long history of preparation. Initially in the first half of the seventeenth century, John Gregory (1607–1646), an oriental scholar at Oxford, began preparing the edition, and then Edmund Chilmead (1610–1654) made the translation and the commentary. However, Chilmead’s premature death forced this project to be postponed for decades. In 1690 the company who had been going to publish, the Sheldonian Press, restarted the plan for publication. This time Mill was requested to take the editorial responsibility, and the classical scholar Humphrey Hody (1659–1707) was commissioned to write the preface. The edition eventually appeared in the following year as Chilmead and Hody (eds.), Historia chronica. Cf. Goold, ‘Introduction’, pp. 7–8. On the scholars mentioned above, see respectively Hamilton, ‘Gregory’; Feingold, ‘Chilmead’; Greig, ‘Hody’.

        
        9
          Note that one had to wait two more decades for the appearance of Mill’s edition. See my discussion in § 2.5.

        
        10
          Bentley, ‘Epistola ad Millium’, pp. 95–96. Accordingly, such an edition would have been made by using Alexandrinus (A 02), Bezae (D 05), Claromontanus (D 06), and Laudianus (E 08). Cf. Tregelles, Account, pp. 45–46.

        
        11
          Bentley, ‘Epistola ad Millium’, pp. 96–98; see cj11784 and cj10709 in the Amsterdam Database (respectively: https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/nt-conjectures?conjID=cj11784 and https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/nt-conjectures?conjID=cj10709). In fact, Mill favoured Bentley’s conjectural proposal in Mill, ‘Prolegomena’, p. cxxxvii b. And he did not hesitate to appreciate his young colleague’s work; see Fox, Mill and Bentley, p. 155 n. 34 for a letter Mill sent shortly after the Malalas edition appeared.

        
        12
          Collins, Free-Thinking. On Collins (1676–1729), see Dybikowski, ‘Collins’.

        
        13
          Collins, Free-Thinking, pp. 88‒90.

        
        14
          See Whitby, Examen, pp. 3–4. Collins also refers to Mill’s statement that the Gospels were corrected in the sixth century; cf. Free-Thinking, p. 90, with a citation from Mill, ‘Prolegomena’, p. xcviii a. On Whitby (1637/8–1726), see Quantin, ‘Whitby’.

        
        15
          For instance, Whiston, Reflexions; Hoadly, Queries. See further Fox, Mill and Bentley, pp. 109–112 for a summary of those publications.

        
        16
          Bentley in fact wrote under a pseudonymous name, ‘Phileleutherus Lipsiensis’: Bentley, Remarks 1, Remarks 2, and a much later work Remarks 3 (first published in 1737 as an addition to the seventh edition of the first two parts). See Bentley, Works 3, p. vii for a description of the history of these works. For a comprehensive analysis of Collins’s work and the reaction of Bentley, see Cao, ‘Bentley, Collins, and the Index’.

        
        17
          Bentley, Remarks 1, pp. 63–77 (§ 32). Tregelles reprints the whole section with his footnotes in Account, pp. 49–57, commending that it ‘forms in fact an integral part of the history of the application of criticism to the text of the Greek New Testament’ (p. 49). See also Hulbert-Powell, Wettstein, pp. 302–305 (Appendix E), as well as the discussion in Cao, ‘Bentley, Collins, and the Index’, pp. 180–185.

        
        18
          Bentley, Remarks 1, p. 64.

        
        19
          Bentley, Remarks 1, pp. 65–66 (cited from p. 65). Based on his training as a first-rate classicist, here Bentley showed his acute awareness of the problems occasioned by contamination. Despite his confidence in the textual transmission of the New Testament, the issue of contamination remains as one of the greatest challenges for New Testament textual critics.

        
        20
          Bentley, Remarks 1, pp. 68‒69. This point would become clearer in Bentley’s own New Testament project. That is, his goal was not to reconstruct the (unachievable) original text but the text used by the fourth-century church. See § 3.2 for further discussion.

        
        21
          Bentley, Remarks 1, pp. 69–71; NA28 gives εὐρακύλων as its text, supported by P74 ℵ A B✶ 33vid latt (co). Interestingly, this reading was already discussed by Erasmus, and a conjecture was proposed by him (εὐροακύλων; cj11764). Erasmus’s proposal is in fact similar to the manuscript attestation as found in A 02. See Krans, Beyond What Is Written, pp. 101–102; cf. the discussion in the Amsterdam Database (https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/nt-conjectures?conjID=cj11764).

        
        22
          Bentley, Remarks 1, pp. 72–74. These conjectures are (1) 1 Tim 6:3 προσέχει vel προσέχεται for προσέρχεται (cj10214); (2) Jude 18 ἀσελγειῶν for ἀσεβειῶν (cj10557); (3) Jas 5:6 ὁ κύριος for οὐκ (cj10537). See the Amsterdam Database for further discussion (https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/nt-conjectures?conjID=cj10214; https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/nt-conjectures?conjID=cj10557; https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/nt-conjectures?conjID=cj10537).

        
        23
          Bentley, Remarks 1, p. 74 (emphasis original).

        
        24
          Hare, Thanks, p. 38; signed at the end of the book as ‘Philo-Criticus’ on 28 March 1713. Yet Tregelles considers that the date may probably mean 1714, otherwise the time between the rise of Collins’s controversy (also in 1713) and Hare’s reaction would be too short. Tregelles’s explanation is that ‘the 25th of March was then commonly counted the beginning of the year in this country, until the adoption of the New Style in 1752’ (Account, p. 58). But Hare actually penned a date after 25 March, which creates some problems for Tregelles’s reconstruction. On Hare (1671–1740), see Pettit, ‘Hale’.

        
        25
          Bentley, Correspondence 2, pp. 502–507 (no. 189). On Wake (1657–1737), see Taylor, ‘Wake’.

        
        26
          Bentley, Correspondence 2, p. 503. From the perspective of making a fourth-century text, Bentley’s project could be regarded – albeit somewhat anachronistically – as having a Lachmannian spirit. I will come back to this comparison later in § 6.3.

        
        27
          Bentley, Correspondence 2, p. 503.

        
        28
          In 1715 Wettstein examined several Greek manuscripts in Paris, among them C 04. He then came to England to consult other manuscripts, and there he met Bentley for the first time. On that occasion Wettstein demonstrated his examination of the Paris palimpsest to this famous classicist. Interestingly, according to Wettstein’s own words, it was he who first suggested Bentley initiate a new edition; see Wettstein, NTG 1, p. 153; Hulbert-Powell, Wettstein, pp. 25–26. Yet some regard this as an overstatement; see Monk, Bentley 1, p. 397; Fox, Mill and Bentley, p. 120.

        
        29
          Bentley, Correspondence 2, p. 504.

        
        30
          Bentley, Correspondence 2, p. 505. Note also the following remark: ‘when an able hand discerns the rasures and the old lections lying under them’. As we will see in § 3.4, Bentley on occasion does try to discern a reading by harmonising Greek and Latin readings.

        
        31
          Bentley, Correspondence 2, pp. 506–507. The archbishop’s corresponding letter is missing, but he seems to have been glad about this project, for in Bentley’s following letter (pp. 507–508; no. 190), he expressed his gratitude to Wake.

        
        32
          The author has later been identified as Joseph Craven, master of Sidney Sussex College, Cambridge. Two letters from Craven and one corresponding letter from Bentley are published as Craven, Two Letters. Cf. Monk, Bentley 2, pp. 16–17; McDonald, Biblical Criticism, pp. 222–223. On Craven (1655/6–1728), see Venn and Venn, Alumni Cantabrigienses I.1, p. 414b.

        
        33
          Craven, Two Letters, p. 25 (emphasis original). A facsimile page of Bentley’s letter is found in Bartholomew, Bibliography, succeeding p. 20 (apparently with slight variations). Later in 1717, Bentley publicly rejected this passage in a lecture given as a candidate for Regius Professor of Divinity at Cambridge, but the text of that lecture has never been published and is now lost. Cf. Monk, Bentley 2, pp. 18–19.

        
        34
          The archive collection of Bentley’s New Testament project, now kept in the Wren Library of Trinity College, contains many pieces of evidence, e.g. Adv.d.2.4 (on A 02), Adv.e.2.1 (on D 05), B.17.20 (on A 02); see Yi, Krans, and Lietaert Peerbolte, ‘Inventory’, pp. 118, 120, 124, respectively. Besides, Bentley must have seen Codex Laudianus (E 08) personally; see my discussion immediately below.

        
        35
          It was bought with the help of Wettstein; see Yi, Krans, and Lietaert Peerbolte, ‘Inventory’, p. 123. Bentley’s collation of the manuscript is found in Adv.d.2.3 with the siglum of θ; see Yi, Krans, and Lietaert Peerbolte, ‘Inventory’, p. 118.

        
        36
          The copy is now numbered B.17.2; see Yi, Krans, and Lietaert Peerbolte, ‘Inventory’, pp. 123–124.

        
        37
          The collations are now numbered B.17.40. One folio of each of the two manuscripts was also sent by the then owner Johann Christoph Wolf from Hamburg. See the discussion in Yi, Krans, and Lietaert Peerbolte, ‘Prolegomena’, pp. 328–330 (§ 4.1). For Wolf (1683–1739), see Bertheau, ‘Wolf’.

        
        38
          A number of exchanged letters are found in Bentley, Correspondence 2, nos. 191, 192, 194–198, 202, 205, 207–208; see also Hulbert-Powell, Wettstein, pp. 26–30. Wettstein’s endeavour of this period probably resulted in Adv.e.2.3; cf. Yi, Krans, and Lietaert Peerbolte, ‘Inventory’, p. 122.

        
        39
          On Walker (1692/3–1741), see Parker, ‘Walker’. Apart from sending Wettstein and Walker abroad, Bentley also requested others to collate manuscripts in England. For instance, Edward Rud, another Trinity College fellow, went to northern England in the course of 1717 and 1718 particularly for Bentley’s New Testament project; see Bentley, Correspondence 2, pp. 536–539 (no. 204) for a letter from Rud written in Durham. Unfortunately, in Rud’s published diary no further information is found; cf. Rud, Diary, p. 19.

        
        40
          Bentley, Correspondence 2, no. 213 (from Bentley) and nos. 215, 217, 219, 230 (all from Walker). The last letter is dated 30 June 1723.

        
        41
          Etienne Baluze (1630–1718), a French scholar and historian, was known for his personal collection of books, documents, and manuscripts.

        
        42
          That is, Codex Laudianus, a sixth-century Greek-Latin bilingual of Acts. It was once the property of William Laud, Archbishop of Canterbury, who then bestowed it to the Bodleian Library of Oxford. The manuscript was thus named after him. On Laud (1573–1645), see Milton, ‘Laud’.

        
        43
          Bentley, Correspondence 2, pp. 554–555.

        
        44
          Those collations were written in an edition of Greek and Latin, published in Paris in 1628, formerly numbered B.17.5; cf. Bentley, Correspondence 2, pp. 807–808; Scrivener, Introduction 2 (1894), pp. 207–208. John Wordsworth highly praised Walker’s scholarly contribution, especially his collation of the St. German manuscript; see Wordsworth, Old-Latin 1, pp. v, xxiii–xxvi, 64–67. Unfortunately, this annotated edition, later renumbered as Adv.a.2.1, is currently missing. See the discussion in Yi, Krans, and Lietaert Peerbolte, ‘Inventory’, pp. 122–123.

        
        45
          The results are found in Adv.d.2.5–6 and Adv.d.2.7–8; see Yi, Krans, and Lietaert Peerbolte, ‘Inventory’, pp. 118–120. As Wordsworth (Old-Latin 1, p. xxiv) indicates, the printed year of the used edition proves that Walker worked on manuscripts at least up to 1735. An approximate estimation of the Greek manuscripts Walker has collated is around eighty; cf. Wordsworth, ‘Walker’, p. 503; Bentley, Correspondence 2, p. 807. Thus, the following comment should not be seen as an overstatement: ‘Walker’s place in history is as the successor of Mill in the collation of manuscripts, and as a pioneer among British scholars in studying manuscripts abroad’ (cited from Parker, ‘Walker’).

        
        46
          Bentley, Proposals for Printing; its autograph is found on ff. 214r–217v of B.17.20 (cf. Yi, Krans, and Lietaert Peerbolte, ‘Inventory’, p. 124).

        
        47
          Bentley, Proposals for Printing, pp. 1–2. Given the fact that Bentley fully embraced the practice of conjectures in both classical works and the New Testament, the decision to relegate them to the prolegomena would have been a concession to those who excluded conjectural criticism from the New Testament.

        
        48
          Among these differences Bentley’s text agrees with the MCT in thirty-nine places. In some other forty places the changes are found concerning diacritics, capitalisation, and punctuation of the TR.

        
        49
          See Monk, Bentley 2, p. 147. In England, the value of a guinea was about twenty-one shillings in 1717.

        
        50
          The text of the edition is based on Erasmus’s second edition of 1519; cf. Reuss, Bibliotheca, p. 31 (§ 2.6). Formerly numbered B.17.3, now this annotated edition has the new library number Adv.e.2.2; see Yi, Krans, and Lietaert Peerbolte, ‘Inventory’, pp. 120–122.

        
        51
          Mico, NTG Lonicer 1524 with collations, the page opposite the cover: ‘Collatus cum Codice Romano i.e. Vaticano’.

        
        52
          Mico came from Corfu, Greece, and was Scriptor Graecus of the Vatican Library from 1719 to 1725 (cf. Odier, Bibliothèque Vaticane, p. 158). Mead was a renowned English physician at the time. Two letters between him and Bentley are preserved in Bentley, Correspondence 2, pp. 581–590 (no. 225; Bentley to Mead [without date]) and pp. 590–592 (no. 226; Mead’s reply on 10 August 1722). See also Monk, Bentley 2, pp. 114–115, 158–161, 170–171, who even calls Mead ‘the only friend who, in the latter part of his [Bentley’s] life, possessed any material influence over him’ (p. 170). On Mead (1673–1754), see Guerrini, ‘Mead’.

        
        53
          See Yi, Krans, and Lietaert Peerbolte, ‘Prolegomena’, pp. 331–333 for the reconstruction of Bentley’s request and the role Mead might have played. A transcription of this letter can be found in pp. 337–338.

        
        54
          NTG Lonicer 1524 with collations, p. 78r (numeration restarts from Romans): ‘a καθαριεῖ incipiunt characteres recentiores, quare reliquum Epistolae Pauli ad Ebraeos haud scriptum est literis quadratis’.

        
        55
          Interestingly, the collation also contains variant readings in Revelation, presumably taken from the supplement part of B 03 (i.e., min. 1957).

        
        56
          NTG Lonicer 1524 with collations, p. 60r (left margin): ‘Ad Ἀναστάς ad σημείων deest in Codice’. To notify this long omission, Mico also underlined the entire passage of Mark 16:9–20 and put it between brackets. In addition, his base text ends the Gospel at σημείων, not ἀμήν as many TR editions. Consequently, in his working edition, Bentley noted down the omission of Mark 16:9–20 in B 03, though this advanced knowledge does not seem to have influenced the text he was to reconstruct. See Bentley, Paris 1628 with notes, pp. 80 and 80 sup.; for a discussion of this edition and a systematic analysis of his use of B 03, see § 3.4 below.

        
        57
          The statistics are as follows: 245 occurrences in total, ‘cor.’ 211 times (86.1%), ‘imp.’ 20 times (8.2%), ‘err.’ 1 time (0.4%), ‘oth.’ 12 times (5.3%).

        
        58
          The instances are Mark 5:3 [2×], 5, 28, 33; John 18:3, 36; Acts 2:9, 22, 31, 34, 38, 43; Gal 4:6, 8; Jude 14, 22, 23.

        
        59
          NTG Lonicer 1524 with collations, pp. 39v–43v. Note that the page numbering restarts from the Pauline Epistles.

        
        60
          The statistics are as follows: 141 occurrences in total, ‘cor.’ 94 times (66.7%), ‘imp.’ 13 times (9.2%), ‘err.’ 4 times (2.8%), ‘oth.’ 30 times (21.3%).

        
        61
          Interestingly, in his handwritten notes, Bentley did not follow the imprecise reading of συγλειομένοι at Gal 3:23. Instead, he wrote down ‘Rom.’ after ‘συγκλειόμενοι Alex. θ’ (stands for A 02 and F 010); see Paris 1628 with notes, p. 278 sup. In other words, Bentley simply provided the reading of B2 there.

        
        62
          As shown in Table 5, Mico almost always records the readings of B2 wherever possible. Tregelles has a similar observation: ‘Mico has at times confounded the hand of a corrector with that of the original copyist’ (‘Introduction’, p. 162).

        
        63
          Statistically speaking, in Galatians variant readings concern diacritics 18 times, paratextual features 7 times, and word division 5 times.

        
        64
          Other instances are found at Gal 1:7 (εἰσιν for εἰσίν), 13 (ποτε for ποτέ), 23 (πὸτὲ [sic; same as the accents added by B2] νῦν for ποτε νῦν); Gal 2:1 (Τίτον for Τῖτον), 6 (εἶναι τι for εἶναί τι), 9 (2×: δοθεῖσάν μοι for δοθεῖσαν μοι; ἐμοὶ καί for ἐμοι καί), 18 (ταῦτα for ταύτα); Gal 3:3 (ἀνόητοι ἐστέ for ἀνόητοί ἐστε), 26 (ἐστε διά for ἐστὲ διά), 28 (ἐστε ἐν for ἐστὲ ἐν); Gal 4:12 (καγώ for κᾀγώ); 26 (ἐστιν for ἐστίν); Gal 5:26 (προκαλούμενοι for προκαλοῦμενοι); Gal 6:7 (ὃ γάρ for ὁ γάρ). Besides, I consider the variant φθόνοι for φθονοι at Gal 5:21 also as a reading concerning diacritics. Since the original reading is obviously a scribal error (φθονοιι), it is imaginable that Mico simply follows the corrected reading (B1 φθονοι).

        
        65
          In both places the manuscript adds a grave accent above the omicron, which provides the room for this apparently non-existing word. The VMR transcription gives the same reading as the printed edition.

        
        66
          The numbers 55 (at Gal 2:3, actually 2:4 in the manuscript), 57 (at 4:12), and 58 (at 5:16) are recorded, but no. 56 (at 3:5 in the manuscript) is absent in Mico’s collation.

        
        67
          These titloi are α̅ at Gal 1:1, β̅ at 1:6, and δ̅ at 4:21; the titlos γ̅ is missing in the manuscript.

        
        68
          Thomas must have arrived at the Vatican before 16 November 1725, since on that day he wrote his first letter from Rome to his uncle (no. 238 in Bentley, Correspondence 2). On Thomas Bentley (1690/1–1742), see Grant and Carter, ‘Bentley’.

        
        69
          Bentley, Correspondence 2, pp. 668–673 (no. 245). Unlike the letter, the attached collation was never published. Thomas’s collation was later composed as part of the archive entry B.17.20 (f. 2r). The whole entry is now available online: Wren Digital Library, https://mss-cat.trin.cam.ac.uk/Manuscript/B.17.20. Cf. Yi, Krans, and Lietaert Peerbolte, ‘Inventory’, p. 124.

        
        70
          Bentley, Correspondence 2, p. 669.

        
        71
          The question of the presence of accents in B 03 could have troubled Bentley for quite some time. In fact, in one of the printed editions he used for preparing his New Testament project, he once wrote down some interesting notes under the title ‘To be asked about the Roman manuscript’ (‘Quaerenda de Codice Romanae’ – Adv.a.2.3, one of the pages at the end of the volume). On that page he first addresses his suspicion of the manuscript’s use of accents, its word division, and also the occurrences of interlinear notes by the second hand. These issues are followed by a series of readings selected from Matthew and Mark. Bentley’s notes seem to have been culled from Mico’s collation. For a general description of Adv.a.2.3, see Yi, Krans, and Lietaert Peerbolte, ‘Inventory’, p. 116.

        
        72
          The scholarly consensus considers the hand as a medieval scribe; see Versace, Marginalia, pp. 43–50 (his B18; tenth or eleventh century) and the references given there.

        
        73
          Acts 27:2, 3 [2×], 12, 14, 15, 16, 17, 29 [2×], 33, 35, 38, 39 [2×], 43 [2×]; Gal 6:3, 11; Eph 4:16, 32. Probably due to the fact that the corrections in these cases agreed with Mico’s base text, he decided not to record them in the collation. I owe thanks to James Kirwan, Digitisation Services Manager of Trinity College Library, Cambridge, for kindly providing me with the images of Acts 27 and Eph 4 in Mico’s collation.

        
        74
          Rulotta, Collation, found in ff. 150r–157v in B.17.20; on the archive entry, see p. 96 n. 69 . Von Stosch was a Prussian collector and antiquarian. He met Bentley in Cambridge in the 1710s, and moved to Italy and stayed there from 1715 onward. Thomas was welcomed by von Stosch during his journey in Rome, and they regularly dined together; cf. Bentley, Correspondence 2, p. 636. For a concise biography of von Stosch (Baron de Stosch; 1691–1757), see Quynn, ‘Philipp von Stosch’, especially pp. 333, 336–337.

        
        75
          Bentley, Correspondence 2, p. 706 (B.17.20, f. 156r ll. 1–3). Interestingly, von Stotsch continues as follows: ‘Je ne suis pas assez Grec pour juger, s’il a bien ou mal exécuté votre commission; une chose je sçay de certain, qu’il a travaillé avec beaucoup d’assiduité, sans que ni les chaleurs ni les vacances lui ayent empêché de continuer son ouvrage.’ In other words, he could not verify the quality of Rulotta’s work but guaranteed the collator’s work ethic.

        
        76
          Unfortunately, nothing about the collator is known except for their title.

        
        77
          The remarks (Rulotta, Collation, f. 155r, continuing in f. 157r) serve as a basic instruction for the collation and a few symbols used. Interestingly, the collator seems to consider that almost all the interlinear and marginal notes are very ancient: ‘I say nearly the same concerning the marginals, except for the first two reports [Matt 5:19 and 5:25], that almost all variant readings, or better, interlinear corrections of the text, are far within of the same antiquity as identical with the text itself’ (‘fere omnes variantes Lectiones sive potius emendationes Textus interlineares esse eiusdem penitus antiquitatis ac idem ipse Textus; idem ferme dico de Marginalibus, exceptis duabus primis enunciatis’ [f. 157r; transcription from Bentley, Critica sacra, p. 120, with a few minor modifications]).

        
        78
          Rulotta, Collation, f. 150r; cf. B 03 p. 1239, the correction at the bottom of column C, which is not recorded in the VMR transcription. Versace (‘Alcune note marginali’, p. 673) regards it as written by a twelfth-century scribe. In his later work, the scribe is numbered as B19 (Marginalia, p. 286).

        
        79
          I exclude the case of the inscriptio here: Rulotta wrote Πρὸς Γαλάτας to indicate the beginning of this book, but scholars generally consider the inscriptiones in B 03 as later additions.

        
        80
          The VMR transcription records no fewer than fifty-three corrections in Galatians. Among those overlooked by Rulotta, thirty-four out of forty are the retouched ones. Could it be that he understood his work to be to record only the interlinear and marginal notes, as requested by Bentley?

        
        81
          Bentley, Paris 1628 with notes, current shelf mark as Adv.a.2.2; see the discussion in Yi, Krans, and Lietaert Peerbolte, ‘Inventory’, pp. 113–116. The 1628 edition is the third volume of a series of the Greek Bible, volumes one and two containing the Septuagint (cf. Reuss, Bibliotheca, pp. 110–111 [§ 11.4]). These Paris volumes are printed in folios and produced with royal font. The first volume includes a lengthy introduction and marginal notes on textual variants, but the New Testament part has no marginal notes.

        
        82
          Bentley, Correspondence 2, p. 523 (no. 197). Although without a specific date, the letter must have been written between 19 August (cf. p. 522) and 3 November 1716 (the next letter from Wettstein; no. 198).

        
        83
          Moreover, the specimen chapter of Rev 22 in Proposals for Printing, pp. 3–4, is almost identical to what one finds in this interleaved edition; cf. Bentley, Critica sacra, pp. xxii–xxiii; Scrivener, Introduction 2 (1894), pp. 208–209. It is somewhat difficult to ascertain how long Bentley worked on this interleaved edition. The starting time is easier to confirm, which may likely be sometime before his letter to Wettstein in the second half of 1716. However, the end time of this unfinished product is hard to pinpoint. Monk (Bentley 2, pp. 286–289) admits that he is unable to find further traces of Bentley’s occupation with the New Testament edition after the request for Rulotta’s collation. My study of Bentley’s archive collection indicates that apparently he kept working on the edition at least until he received the work by Rulotta. This observation is confirmed by his mid-nineteenth-century editor Arthur Ayres Ellis: ‘The addition of the Vatican readings in paler ink brings the work down as late as the year 1729, nine years after the specimen-sheets were issued’ (Critica sacra, p. xxiii; for Ellis and his editorial work, see § 8.4.2 below).

        
        84
          Except for B 03 as one of the main witnesses in Galatians, another benefit of this selection is that there is a printed version in Critica sacra, pp. 93–117. The editor claims that the text was taken verbatim from the interleaved edition, but actually some editorial changes can be found. See the discussion in Yi, Krans, and Lietaert Peerbolte, ‘Prolegomena’, pp. 334–336 (§ 4.5).

        
        85
          There are two cases where the 1628 Paris edition differs from Stephanus’s text: Gal 3:8 εὐλογηθήσονται for ἐνευλογηθήσονται and 4:17 ἐκκλεῖσαι ἡμᾶς for ἐκκλεῖσαι ὑμᾶς. The latter is actually a conjecture first proposed by Theodorus Beza (cj11037; see the Amsterdam Database, https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/nt-conjectures?conjID=cj11037). In the light of this, the Paris text may have been derived from one of the Beza editions. Both readings are changed in Bentley’s text.

        
        86
          This number includes two errors where the apparatus offers a wrong reading of B 03 (Gal 1:15; 6:12). See my further discussion in this chapter.

        
        87
          Bentley, Paris 1628 with notes, pp. 277 and 277 sup. In his working apparatus, Bentley usually abbreviates these manuscripts as follows: ‘Alex.’ as A 02, ‘Rom.’ as B 03, ‘Eph.’ as C 04, but his own codex F 010 as the siglum θ; in addition, Claromontanus (D 06) as ‘Clar.’ and Boernerianus (G 012) as ‘Born.’ The system of Gregory-Aland numbers originated from Wettstein’s edition of 1751–1752, ten years after Bentley’s death.

        
        88
          The VMR considers the corrector as B1, but in the NA28 apparatus B2 is given, and so does Tischendorf (B3 for him; NT Vaticanum, p. 256). In Vercellone’s edition, the correction is attributed to B2 and B3, namely that an early corrector and a later one both corrected the reading to ἅπαντες here (Fabiani and Cozza-Luzi [eds.], Vaticanus 6, p. 167c). Interestingly, Bentley’s change is supported by Tregelles, GNT 4, and von Tischendorf, NTG 2 (1872), both of which are able to consult the text of ℵ 01 (i.e. ἅπαντες).

        
        89
          A matter of fact might explain this: In a year before receiving Rulotta’s collation (i.e. 1728), a severe illness almost brought Bentley to death. Although he did recover after a few weeks of rest, his body would never be as strong as before; see Monk, Bentley 2, pp. 266–267.

        
        90
          Bentley, Paris 1628 with notes, pp. 280 and 280 sup. Both P46 and the first hand of ℵ 01 support such omission (though πάντων is added by ℵ2), which agrees with the text of NA28; see also Metzger, Textual Commentary (1994), p. 528. Similar examples are found at Gal 1:11 (δέ A 02 [TR] ¦ γάρ B 03 F 010 [Bly. = MCT]), 5:17 (ταῦτα δέ A 02 C 03 [TR] ¦ ταῦτα γάρ B 03 D 06 F 010 G 012 [Bly. = MCT]), and 5:21 (καί A 02 C 03 [TR] ¦ omit B 03 D 06 F 010 [Bly. = MCT]).

        
        91
          Bentley, Paris 1628 with notes, pp. 276 and 276 sup. The readings from B 03 and C 04 seem to have been added later. Admittedly, the preference for a more grammatically ‘correct’ Greek could also have played a role here.

        
        92
          This was made by the second corrector (B2). Besides, the information on C 04 is also incorrect, which should agree with A 02 by giving καταδουλώσουσιν (cf. von Tischendorf, NTG 2 [1872], ad loc.). Interestingly, Wettstein – who collated C 04 for Bentley – offers the correct reading in his edition (Wettstein, NTG 2, ad loc.).

        
        93
          Bentley, Paris 1628 with notes, pp. 280 and 280 sup. Two other supporting witnesses are undoubtedly unknown to Bentley, namely P46 and ℵ 01. A similar example is found in Gal 2:13 (καὶ οἱ λοιποὶ ἰουδαῖοι TR ¦ om. καί B 03 Bly. ¦ [καὶ] οἱ λοιποὶ Ἰουδαῖοι MCT).

        
        94
          Bentley, Paris 1628 with notes, pp. 276 and 276 sup.; ‘Rom.’ is added below a note culled from Eusebius’s work (ηὐδ. ὁ ἀφορίσας). Since neither Mico nor Rulotta offered this reading, the error could have occurred while Bentley was collecting information from other sources. Besides, another error is found in Gal 6:12, where the additional Ἰησοῦ is neglected. This comes from Mico’s collation (see Table 5).

        
        95
          Bentley, Paris 1628 with notes, pp. 277 and 277 sup. But in fact both A 02 and C 04 read as B 03, which might have been due to the imprecise collations Bentley obtains. For a discussion of this variant, see Wasserman, ‘Galatians’, pp. 359–360.

        
        96
          Bentley, Paris 1628 with notes, pp. 278 and 278 sup. A lengthy analysis of the differences in word order is found in Carlson, Galatians, pp. 159–161.

        
        97
          Bentley, Paris 1628 with notes, pp. 280 and 280 sup. Bentley’s choice is somewhat interesting here. Instead of the neutral expression ζυμόω (simply means ‘leaven’), he opts for the alternative verb δολόω with a negative meaning (possibly ‘disguise’?). The latter is in line with the Latin rendering ‘corrumpere’. Despite its absence in the apparatus, the reading of B 03 (also ζυμοῖ) could have been available for Bentley by taking Mico’s collation into account.

        
        98
          Bentley, Paris 1628 with notes, pp. 277 and 277 sup. NA28 gives πρόσωπον [ὁ] θεὸς ἀνθρώπου as its text, and the data in the apparatus are: ° B C D F G K L 630. 1505. 1739. 1881. 2464 M ¦ txt P46 ℵ A P Ψ 0278. 33. 81. 104. 365. 614. 1175. 1241.

        
        99
          Bentley, Paris 1628 with notes, pp. 281 and 281 sup.; here Bentley refers to A 02, B 03, C 04, F 010, and G 012. The NA28 apparatus gives ισχυει ℵ2 D2 K L P Ψ 104. 365. 630. 1505. 1881 M lat syh ¦ txt P46 ℵ✶ A B C D✶ F G 0278. 6. 33. 81. 1175. 1241. 1739. 2464 syp.hmg co; Ambst. According to the convention of the NA edition (p. 69✶ n. 13), the siglum f should have been added to support the former reading. Two similar examples are found in pp. 280 and 280 sup.: (1) at Gal 4:31 he once preferred ἡμεῖς δέ (A 02 C 04; B 03 reads διό) for the TR reading ἄρα, but then crossed them out in changing to ἄρα οὖν (F 010); (2) at Gal 5:14 the primary preferred reading was πεπλήρωται (A 02 B 03 C 04), but at a later stage he turned back to the TR reading πληροῦται (again supported by F 010).

        
        100
          See Parker, Codex Bezae, pp. 59–69 for an in-depth discussion of the bilingual manuscripts of the New Testament. A more concise introduction can be found in Parker, Introduction, pp. 259–261.

        
        101
          A remark may be added here on Bentley’s opinion of a contemporary project aiming at reconstructing the old Latin version. In his letter to Walker (Correspondence 2, pp. 553–554), Bentley says, ‘It’s comical that the Benedictine Fathers [i.e. Pierre Sabatier and others] will not believe you, but fancy my scheme is the same with theirs, when it’s just the reverse. They are seeking the old Italic Version, and I their Vulgate, and by it the Greek of Origen. … If both works see the light, they’ll illustrate each other, but not depreciate.’ In the next letter (no. 214), Bentley writes to Fathers Sabatier and Simon Mopinot particularly on this matter. Moreover, in Bentley, Correspondence 1, pp. 810–812, the editor transcribes one of Bentley’s letters concerning his reaction to the Benedictine Fathers’ Old Latin project, found on a blank page in B.17.6 (that is, Adv.a.2.2 as it is now designated); cf. Bentley, Critica sacra, pp. xxvi–xxvii. See also Monk, Bentley 2, pp. 123–126, and Houghton, The Latin New Testament, pp. 113–115 for summaries of the project led by Sabatier (1682–1742) and their reaction to Bentley’s idea on the term ‘Itala’.

        
        102
          More examples deserve to be mentioned: Gal 1:19 εἶδον οὐδένα (D 06 F 010 G 012); 1:24 ἐν ἐμοὶ ἐδόξαζον (F 010); 3:16 omission of δέ (F 010 G 012); 5:7 addition of μηδενὶ πείθεσθε (F 010; f: ‘nemini consenseritis’); 5:14 omission of ἐν τῷ (F 010 G 012); 6:11 γράμμασιν ὑμῖν (f: ‘scripsi vobis’).

        
        103
          Bentley, Paris 1628 with notes, pp. 279 and 279 sup. According to Longenecker, Galatians, p. 165, grammatically speaking ἦμεν is more ‘classical’ and ἤμεθα more ‘Hellenistic’. It is thus interesting to note that as a classicist Bentley seems to prefer a reading in less elegant Greek.

        
        104
          Apart from Bentley, it had to wait until Tischendorf’s last edition (von Tischendorf, NTG 2 [1872], ad loc.) to see ἤμεθα in the text, probably due to the recent appearance of ℵ 01. His penultimate edition (NTG 2 [1859], ad loc.) still held the traditional reading, which is supported by A 02, B 03, C 04, and others. Tregelles preferred ἦμεν, but he also put the variant ἤμεθα in the margin to indicate the uncertainty of his decision (GNT 4, p. 808). It should be noted that the Tyndale House edition (Jongkind and Williams [eds.], GNT, ad loc.) follows Tregelles by giving ἦμεν as the text, but no variation is given in their critical apparatus. Neither Carlson (supporting ἤμεθα) nor Wasserman discusses this textual variation.

        
        105
          For a possible dating of Bentley’s working edition, see my discussion on p. 104 n. 83 above. In column 3, Tregelles, GNT 4 in fact puts Ἄγαρ between the brackets, indicating the possibility of the omission. Also, in Jongkind and Williams (eds.), GNT, the variant γάρ (for γὰρ Ἄγαρ) is marked by a diamond in the apparatus, which means ‘the editors were in doubt as to the correct decision’ (p. 515). If they were to accept this omission, it would have made these two editions switch to the line of Lachmann (and Bentley). Besides, the Tyndale House edition gives Σεινᾶ instead of Σινᾶ by following the orthography of early manuscripts (cf. pp. 508–510); see also Williams, ‘Vowels’, especially pp. 21–22.

        
        106
          Mill, NT, pp. 550–551. Except for Metzger (Textual Commentary [1994], p. 527), the two most recent treatments on this difficult issue are Carlson, Galatians, pp. 163–169 (supporting Heinrich August Schott’s conjecture to omit the whole clause [cj10708]; see https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/nt-conjectures?conjID=cj10708) and Wasserman, ‘Galatians’, pp. 363–365 (leaving the decision open between τὸ δὲ Ἁγὰρ Σινᾶ and τὸ γὰρ Σινᾶ).

        
        107
          Bentley, Paris 1628 with notes, pp. 279 and 279 sup. Actually Bentley once preferred the reading τὸ δὲ σινᾶ, but later turned to the current reading; see Yi, Krans, and Lietaert Peerbolte, ‘Prolegomena’, pp. 334–336 (§ 4.5) for an analysis of his medial stage and the underlying text-critical reasoning. Besides, Bentley was of course not able to know the reading of ℵ 01, which agrees with C 04 at this point.

        
        108
          Note that in the apparatus Lachmann adds τὸ γὰρ = τὸ δὲ Ἄγαρ (NTG, p. 369; same impression is given in Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 2, ad loc.). For Lachmann’s involvement with B 03, see § 6.3 of this book.

        
        109
          See, e.g., the summary in the first biographical entry of Bentley in Biographia Britannica (‘Bentley’, pp. 740–743); see also Monk, Bentley 2, pp. 129–154 for a more extensive discussion. An overview of how English people viewed the possible revisions of the Bible in the eighteenth century can be found in Mandelbrote, ‘English Bible’, especially pp. 40–41 on several attempts around Bentley’s time.

        
        110
          This nephew was also called Richard Bentley, who was a fellow of Trinity College. He died in 1786 and donated many of his uncle’s collections to the library of the college he belonged to (though some were sold by auction). Fortunately, those concerning the New Testament project were among those bequeathed materials. See Monk, Bentley 2, p. 415; also Bentley, Works 3, pp. 483–484 for a list of what were given to the library in 1786. On the younger Richard Bentley (1703/4–1786), see Venn and Venn, Alumni Cantabrigienses I.1, p. 137b. A sketch of the ‘afterlife’ of Bentley’s New Testament materials is given in Yi, Krans, and Lietaert Peerbolte, ‘Prolegomena’, pp. 325–327 (§ 2). Additionally, the scholarly reception of the collations made by Mico and Rulotta will be discussed below in § 6.1.2 and § 7.2 respectively.

        
        111
          In an anonymous article that appeared in 1851, a few decades earlier than Jebb’s proposal, the connection between B 03 and the termination of Bentley’s project was still absent; see especially the following citation: ‘He [Bentley] himself, probably, never relinquished the scheme to the day of his death; but the last indication of his actively prosecuting it appears in a letter of the year 1729, from which it seems that the corrections and interlinear glosses made by a later hand in the Vatican Codex had appeared to him of sufficient importance to induce him to procure a collation of them from the Abbé Rulotta, who had succeeded to the place formerly filled by Mico at Rome’ (Blakesley, ‘Greek Text’, p. 15). The author is identified as Joseph Williams Blakesley; see Houghton (ed.), Wellesley Index 1, p. 501 (no. 2121); cf. the biography of Blakesley (1808–1885) in Venables and Clewlow, ‘Blakesley’. On Jebb (1841–1905), see Lloyd-Jones, ‘Jebb’.

        
        112
          Jebb, Bentley, p. 164 (emphasis added).

        
        113
          Jebb, Bentley, pp. 166–168 (cited from p. 168). In a brief article on Bentley’s life published a few years later, Jebb states less precisely: ‘For many years he kept this project in view. Why it was finally abandoned is unknown; a clearer insight into the difficulty of the task, and the pressure of external troubles, may both have contributed to that result.’ (Jebb, ‘Bentley’, p. 314) A precursor of this line of thought could be found in Scrivener’s words, though he did not mention the role of Vaticanus in particular. Instead, Scrivener suggested in a more general way that the complexity of the witnesses Bentley had collected was the main reason for his failure; cf. Scrivener, Exact Transcript, pp. xviii–xix. Similar argumentation is given in Scrivener, Introduction (1861), p. 321 (same in Introduction [1874], p. 402); the later editions add a footnote referring to Jebb’s work and his hypothesis concerning Vaticanus (Introduction [1883], p. 456 n. 1; Introduction 2 [1894], p. 209 n. 1).

        
        114
          Fox, Mill and Bentley, pp. 116–126.

        
        115
          Fox, Mill and Bentley, p. 125. Fox’s thesis is also followed by Bruce Fairgray Harris (‘Bentley’, p. 219), who suggests that the 1729 collation has eventually terminated Bentley’s whole project. Metzger also refers to Fox’s work while introducing Bentley and his New Testament edition, but no explanation for Bentley’s failure is given there (cf. Metzger, Text, p. 110; Metzger and Ehrman, Text, pp. 156–157).

        
        116
          Petersen, ‘Bentley’; this article originated from a paper given in March 1989 at the Annual Meeting of the American Society for Eighteenth-Century Studies in New Orleans (see Petersen, Patristic and Text-Critical Studies, p. xiv).

        
        117
          Petersen, ‘Bentley’, pp. 578–579. In the article Petersen never cites Fox’s work, but one of his main references to the life of Bentley is the biography written by Jebb.

        
        118
          Petersen, ‘Bentley’, p. 579 (emphasis original). Here Petersen’s own agenda should be noted: for him it is an unachievable task to reach a ‘single’, ‘original’ text, let alone any single recension (cf. p. 579 n. 37).

        
        119
          Epp, ‘Entrance’, pp. 62–64. The article is originally given at a conference on ℵ 01, held at the British Library on 6–8 July 2009. Its content does not change in the 2021 republished version (Epp, Perspectives 2, pp. 443–488, the referred section in pp. 460–464 [§ 2.3.1]).

        
        120
          Epp, ‘Entrance’, p. 64 (emphasis added). Epp explicitly mentions that this reconstruction is based on the works of Fox and Petersen. Both of their words are referred to and cited on p. 64. Similar expression is found in Epp, ‘‘Ausgangstext’ and ‘Initial Text’’, pp. 36–37. This line of thought is followed by even later works. See for instance Cao, ‘Bentley, Collins, and the Index’, p. 206, although Cao seems to be less certain in this regard. In another work of Epp on the historical developments of New Testament textual scholarship, a more moderate tone is found. There he mentions ‘one persuasive hypothesis’ for explaining Bentley’s abandonment of the project, and indicates that the two Vaticanus collations ‘may have altered or at least unsettled Bentley’s plans for the edition’ (‘Development 1’, pp. 124–126, cited from p. 124). Somewhat surprisingly, there is a paragraph almost identical to Petersen’s cited right above (Epp, ‘Development 1’, p. 124; cf. Petersen, ‘Bentley’, p. 579). Although Petersen’s work is mentioned in a footnote on the next page (p. 125 n. 35), no further information about the cited page is given.

        
        121
          Interestingly, a similar but more general rejection is given by Westcott, one of the main advocates of B 03, who concluded from his observation of Bentley’s specimen chapter in Revelation that ‘[t]he one chapter which he published shows clearly enough that he was prepared to deal with variations in his copies, and there is no sufficient reason for concluding that the disagreement of his ancient codices caused him to abandon the plan which he had proclaimed with undoubting confidence’ (‘New Testament’, p. 525b).

        
        122
          Monk, Bentley 2, p. 289. Monk’s reconstruction is followed by Alexander Dyce (cf. Bentley, Works 3, pp. 482–483). For similar lines of thought, see Tregelles, ‘Introduction’, pp. 126–128; Bentley, Critica sacra, p. vii. In fact, this sort of explanation was once very influential prior to the late nineteenth century. Another conjecture that can already be found in the mid-eighteenth century also concerns practical matters. Wettstein (NTG 1, p. 156) suggested that Bentley had failed to complete his project because he had been unable to import fine paper from France without paying the port tax. Such an obstacle in a way paralleled Wettstein’s own experience: he used French paper for his two-volume edition and faced the problem of finding the material at a reasonable price (cf. Krans, ‘Wettstein’s Letters’, p. 59). But that event seems to have happened in 1721, and Bentley continued working on his project in the subsequent years. Cf. Monk, Bentley 2, pp. 146–149.

        
        123
          See Wordsworth, Old-Latin 1, pp. xxv–xxvi; also Wordsworth, ‘Walker’, p. 504: ‘It seems therefore that Walker’s premature death was the chief cause of the failure of all this preparation, and the operation of this simple circumstance has been strangely overlooked by Bentley’s biographers.’

        
        124
          This annotated edition is published in Monk, ‘Nicandri Theriaca 1’ and ‘Nicandri Theriaca 2’. See Monk, Bentley 2, pp. 170–171 for a description of this event; also see Brink, English Classical Scholarship, p. 73.

        
        1
          Osiander, Orationum academicarum triga, p. 14: ‘Sufficere haec possunt de Codice graeco N. T. Vaticano, in quem, quod communi circumfertur proverbio, iure omni cadit et merito: Laudatur ab his, culpatur ab illis. Namque nec Iupiter placet omnibus, et Criticorum trahit sua quemque voluptas.’ The proverb is from Horace’s Satires I. 2.

        
        2
          Tregelles, Account, p. 79.

        
        3
          Note that in Wettstein’s system the siglum B for Revelation is given to a completely different manuscript. See below for further discussion.

        
        4
          To date, the main biography of Wettstein is still Hulbert-Powell, Wettstein, which is insufficient in many aspects. Some valuable pieces of information can be found in Lente, Wettstein, especially concerning Wettstein’s time in Amsterdam. For the spelling issue of ‘Wettstein’ or ‘Wetstein’, I follow the modern practice by using the former spelling; see Krans, ‘Wettstein’s Letters’, p. 55. The recent monograph by Castelli (Wettstein’s Principles) offers a holistic view of Wettstein’s text-critical methods, but a comprehensive investigation of his use of B 03 – especially the data found in the 1751–1752 edition – is not her main concern.

        
        5
          Although she focuses on a different topic, Castelli provides an excellent overview of the development of text-critical rules in the early eighteenth century; see Wettstein’s Principles, pp. 20–52.

        
        6
          Pritius, Introductio (1704). On Pritius (1662–1732), see Dechent, ‘Pritius’.

        
        7
          See especially the following remark: ‘Still, in passing it is noteworthy that there are chiefly three New Testament manuscripts produced by hand which are most celebrated today on account of their distinguished antiquity: the Cambridge manuscript, bestowed by Beza to the famous university of that place, St. Thecla’s manuscript, which is kept in London, and the Vatican one’ (‘Obiter tamen memorandum hic est, tres cumprimis esse manu exaratos novi testamenti codices, ob antiquitatem suam hodie celeberrimos, Cantabrigiensem, a Beza inclytae academiae illius loci donatum; S. Theclae, qui Londini adservatur, et Vaticanum’ – Pritius, Introductio [1704], p. 389). For A 02 and its possible relation to Thecla, see the discussion in Smith, Codex Alexandrinus, pp. 9–10, 15–18, and especially pp. 32–34.

        
        8
          Pritius, Introductio (1722), p. 281 n. ✶: ‘Scriptus ille est littera quadrata, quae tamen non semper antiquitatem codicum arguit, quia libri eiusmodi charactere, seculo octavo, et decimo scripti, inveniuntur’. The comment remains the same in the third and final edition of 1725.

        
        9
          Lelong, Bibliotheca sacra 1, pp. 279–286. On Lelong (Jacques le Long, 1665–1721), see Fenlon, ‘Lelong’.

        
        10
          That is, EE 2873 and Mill, ‘Prolegomena’, p. cxliii a, where Mill addresses A 02 and its comparison with the manuscript behind the Roman Septuagint edition, viz. our B 03.

        
        11
          Lelong, Bibliotheca sacra 1, p. 281: ‘Hic codex, in quo multa reperiuntur manu recentiori emendata, non est adeo antiquus nec bonae notae, cum erratum saepe fuerit ab antiquario, ut ad me scripsit testis oculatus (E. R.) qui eum inspexit et diligenter examinavit’.

        
        12
          On Renaudot (Eusebius Renaudotius, 1646–1720), see de Boze, Histoire 2, pp. 188–222 (‘Éloge de M. l’abbé Renaudot’, including a list of Renaudot’s works in pp. 218–222). In 1700 and 1701 Renaudot accompanied Cardinal Louis Antoine de Noailles to Rome for the papal conclave of 1700. During his stay in the Vatican, Renaudot met with the Bibliothecarius Enrico Noris and had the opportunity to see numerous manuscripts and archives in the Vatican Library. His diaries from this period were then edited and published as Renaudot, Un abbé diplomate, pp. 43–87. Yet no trace of our manuscript is found therein.

        
        13
          Pfaff, Dissertatio critica, pp. 53–57. For a biography of Pfaff (1686–1760), see Schäufele, ‘Pfaff’. See also Fox, Mill and Bentley, pp. 91–93 for a summary of his work, and Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, pp. 35–38 for his text-critical principles.

        
        14
          Pfaff, Dissertatio critica, p. 54 and p. 55 (translations in Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, p. 35 n. 62): ‘non existimo, inter eos, qui hodie adhuc extant, Manuscriptos N. T. Codices esse aliquem, qui eandem aetatem ferat et cui eadem tribuenda sit dignitas atque auctoritas’; ‘Praestantiorem autem esse Codicem Romanum Novi Testamenti et antiquiorem codicibus aliis omnibus’.

        
        15
          Pfaff, Dissertatio critica, pp. 55–56. It seems that the 1687 reprint of Burnet’s account was in use. For my discussion of Burnet’s work, see § 2.4.

        
        16
          Pfaff, Dissertatio critica, p. 57: ‘Id unum dolendum omnino est, eum partim vetustate fere detritum esse, ita ut postrema Epistolae ad Ebraeos pars, cum aliis Pauli ad Timotheum, Titum et Philemonem literis totaque Apocalypsi, narrante ita L. A. Zacagnio, desit; partim vero ab iis, qui ipsum ediderunt, ita tractatum atque corruptum, ut omnibus in universum lineis novum superinductum fuerit atramentum, antequam typis exprimeretur. Qua certe ratione, si forsitan, quod facile fieri potuit, oscitarunt editores, vera Codicis Romani lectio dignosci amplius nequit, cum potius Apographum huius Codicis dare debuissent Viri isti hanc rem haud, uti par erat, expendentes.’

        
        17
          From a present-day perspective, such an accusation is not valid. The retouched work is generally dated to the tenth or eleventh century, and the sixteenth-century reworking does not seem to introduce new readings; see Versace, Marginalia, pp. 43, 63.

        
        18
          von Mastricht, NTG (1711), ‘Notae criticae’, pp. 2b (Matt 5:22), 4b (Matt 19:17), 17a (John 7:39). On von Mastricht (1639–1721), see Teichmann, ‘von Mastricht’. For a discussion about his edition and especially his contributions to text-critical rules, see Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, pp. 38–43.

        
        19
          Wettstein graduated in 1713 at the University of Basel with a dissertation devoted to variant readings in the New Testament text (Wettstein, Dissertatio); cf. Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, pp. 43–45.

        
        20
          Schöpflin, Letter to Wettstein; this letter was sent from Strasbourg, where Schöpflin was then serving as a professor. For a comprehensive biography of Schöpflin (1694–1771), see Voss, Schöpflin. Voss also edits a collection of Schöpflin’s correspondence, but this letter is not found therein; cf. Voss (ed.), Korrespondenz. Based on Lente’s notes (Lente, Wettstein, p. 30), Hulbert-Powell cites a few sentences from Schöpflin’s letter but with some variations; see Hulbert-Powell, Wettstein, p. 42.

        
        21
          This must have been Thomas Bentley, who arrived in Rome in late 1725 and sent a letter containing a three-chapter collation of B 03 to his uncle on 2 August 1726 (see § 3.3.2 above). Schöpflin stayed in Rome over the course of 1726 and 1727, and then travelled to England between the end of September 1727 and the end of January 1728; see Voss, Schöpflin, p. 311.

        
        22
          Schöpflin, Letter to Wettstein, f. 1r. Schöpflin met Richard Bentley while he was in England in 1727; see Voss, Schöpflin, p. 60.

        
        23
          Two letters from Wettstein to Schöpflin have remained, dated 29 October 1713 and 17 May 1722, but those letters do not seem to address any text-critical matters; see Zinsmaier, ‘Neue Beiträge’, p. 52.

        
        24
          Schöpflin, Letter to Wettstein, f. 1v.

        
        25
          To my knowledge, there is no collation of B 03 remaining in Wettstein’s archive collection, nor does he refer to Schöpflin’s collation in his New Testament edition. For Wettstein’s continuing attempts to request collations of this manuscript, see § 4.5.2 of this book.

        
        26
          Schöpflin, Letter to Wettstein, f. 2r. In other parts of the letter, Schöpflin indicates that he has searched old manuscripts mentioned by Burnet. The reference could have been the records attested in Burnet’s travel account. Schöpflin also says that together with this letter he would send Wettstein a list of Greek New Testament manuscripts in Italy, based on de Montfaucon’s diaries (i.e., de Montfaucon, Diarium Italicum) and his own notes.

        
        27
          It seems that Thomas Bentley never went back to Rome, probably due to health issues. The collation made by Rulotta was sent to Cambridge on 9 July 1729 by Bentley’s friend von Stosch; see § 3.3.3 of this book.

        
        28
          Wettstein, Prolegomena, pp. 12–15. In the archive of Wettstein’s handwritten notes kept in Amsterdam, several in-progress, incomplete lists of manuscripts are found. For instance, B 03 is listed no. 13 in Wettstein, Transcription and notes (approximative dated between 1716 and 1730), f. 17r (simply written as ‘Vaticanus’), and in f. 18r it is one of the only two witnesses under the class of the West (‘Occidentalis’), together with D 05. See § 4.5.2 for further discussion.

        
        29
          Interestingly, in the citation Wettstein provides more precise information than that which is given by Zaccagni. He is able to pinpoint that the lacuna exactly begins after the words ἄμωμον τῷ θεῷ in Heb 9:14 (Prolegomena, p. 13); cf. Zaccagni, Collectanea, p. lvi. In another place Wettstein notices that kephalaia and titlos are not attested in B 03, a piece of information that could have come from Zaccagni as well (Prolegomena, p. 7).

        
        30
          Wettstein, Prolegomena, p. 13: ‘multa in eo reperiuntur manu recentiori emendata, ut Auctor Bibliothecae sacrae ex teste oculato, qui eum accurate ac diligenter examinaverit, comperisse se dicit, longe tamen pauciora quam in Alexandrino, ut ex alio teste fide digno didici’.

        
        31
          Wettstein, Prolegomena, p. 13 (emphasis added): ‘Saepe convenit cum veteri transtatione Latina, unde post Erasmum, Simonius Milliusque iudicarunt, eum a Latino Scriba exaratum, et ad Exemplar Latinum castigatum fuisse: quorum tamen iudicio stare nollem; Erasmus enim, ut suis Codicibus (qui sane neque optimi neque antiquissimi erant) auctoritatem conciliaret, omnes alios suspectos reddere conatus est; Millius vero ас Simonius Erasmum, auctoritate viri permoti, nimis oscitanter ac temere secuti sunt, nec meminerunt ipsum in hac Controversia partes litigantis non iudicis sustinuisse’.

        
        32
          Wettstein’s judgement is essentially correct. A telling example is the bias Erasmus had against pro-Vulgate conjectures; see Krans, Beyond What Is Written, pp. 175–176.

        
        33
          Wettstein cites from EE 1858, ll 241–244 (though the last clause is omitted): ‘… an exemplar of great antiquity and proven authority from the Vatican library from which they were ordered not to depart; and this approved manuscript had the very same readings as the numerous manuscripts I had consulted when I made this translation’ (‘… exemplar eximiae vetustatis spectataeque fidei exhibitum e bibliothcca Vaticana, a quo iussi sunt non recedere; idem habebat ille codex probatus quod omnes mei, quos non paucos habebam in consilio quum illa scriberem’; translation in CWE 13, pp. 261–262), as well as part of the ‘Contra morosos’ (beginning from ‘iam nunc quidam iactitant’ until ‘cum vulgata Latinorum aeditione’). See my discussion in § 1.2.

        
        34
          While discussing the Complutensian Polyglot elsewhere in the Prolegomena, Wettstein suspects that they have never used any manuscript from the Vatican (Prolegomena, p. 127). This seems to be less correct than his judgement on Erasmus’s use of the polyglot. A similar remark is found in his discussion on the Comma Johanneum: ‘The orthodox nowadays use 1 John 5:7 as their show-piece. Yet the Complutensians edited that passage not according to the testimony of a Greek manuscript (since it is absent in the Vatican manuscript and in the Rhodian manuscript according to Erasmus and Stunica), but from the authority of St. Thomas and the Vulgate Latin version.’ (‘Orthodoxi hodie loco I Io. V. 7, tamquam palmario utuntur. Illum vero Complutenses ediderunt, non ad fidem Graeci alicuius exemplaris, (aberat enim, testibus Erasmo et Stunica, a Vaticano atque Rhodiensi codice Msto.) sed ex authoritate S. Thomae et Vulgatae Latinae versionis’ – Prolegomena, p. 190; translation in Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, p. 411, but I made one modification: ‘in the Vatican manuscript and in the Rhodian manuscript’ instead of ‘in Vatican and in the manuscript Rhodiensis’; for the translation issue of the name of manuscripts, see Introduction, § 4.)

        
        35
          Respectively: EE 2873, ll. 19–22, 24–30; EE 1213, ll. 67–69, 82–86; ASD IX-2, p. 256 ll. 505–507. See my discussion in § 1.2.

        
        36
          In Hottinger, Bibliothecarius, pp. 96–97, Hottinger (1620–1677) cites some sentences from a letter of Theodor Bibliander (c. 1505–1564, Theodor Buchmann, who later changed his name to the Greek form as Bibliander), a linguist with expertise in Islam and the Qur’an. According to Hottinger, the addressee is Thomas Blaurer (1499–1567), mayor of Konstanz who supported Luther’s reformation movement. In the letter Bibliander expresses his desire to obtain Ethiopian, Aramaic, and Arabic manuscripts overseas. And he found a certain one to undertake the transcription task for a Hebrew Bible manuscript for ‘ten golden coins’ (‘decem aureos nummos’). Then Bibliander turns to his plan for the Greek ones: ‘I promised that as much money as is pleasing for the most trustworthy Greek copy from the Vatican Library. Indeed some very noble men have instilled hope of this into me’ (‘Promisi pecuniam quantam libet, pro exemplari Graeco ex Vaticana Bibliotheca evidentissimo. Cuius mihi spem quidem optimi viri iniecerunt’ – Bibliothecarius, p. 97). A German translation of this letter is found in the collection of the correspondence of the Blaurer brothers (Schieß [ed.], Briefwechsel 3, p. 136 [no. 1774]). There the addressee is Ambrosius Blaurer (1492–1564), Thomas’s brother and a famous reformer. According to Schieß, the letter is dated 2 September 1551, sent from Zürich. Unfortunately, it seems that no further information about the Vatican Library or this ‘Greek copy’ appears elsewhere in their correspondence.

        
        37
          Antonius Agellius (Antonio Agellio, 1532–1608), one of the editors of the 1587 Rome Septuagint, frequently mentioned B 03 as one of the main sources in his work on the Psalms (Agellius, Commentarii). Cf. Martini, Recensionalità, p. 10; Mandelbrote, ‘Editing the Bible’, pp. 256–259.

        
        38
          On Maldonatus, see § 2.5.1 of this volume. Wettstein’s use of Maldonatus’s commentary will be discussed in § 4.4 below.

        
        39
          Wettstein, Prolegomena, p. 15 (translation in Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, p. 57 n. 19): ‘hunc Codicem nondum satis accurate cum editis collatum fuisse’.

        
        40
          Wettstein discusses A 02 and C 04 in Prolegomena, pp. 9–11, 11–12 respectively. See also a useful summary of his view of ancient manuscripts in Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, pp. 53–59.

        
        41
          Wettstein, Prolegomena, pp. 165–201.

        
        42
          The most comprehensive treatment on this topic is given by Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, especially pp. 111–213.

        
        43
          Wettstein, Prolegomena, p. 195 (translation in Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, p. 439): ‘Lectio plurimum Codicum, caeteris paribus, est praeferenda’.

        
        44
          Wettstein, Prolegomena, p. 196 (emphasis added; translation in Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, p. 441): ‘Quae tamen Regula locis dubiis atque controversis non magnam lucem affert; tum quia prompta est exceptio, caetera non esse paria: tum quia libri veteres, quorum maxima debet esse autoritas, paucissimi ad nos pervenerunt, ad quos comparati iuniores omni pondere destituunt. Codices autem pondere non numero aestimandi sunt.’

        
        45
          On Wettstein’s view of manuscript authority, see Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, pp. 199–200.

        
        46
          The reasons for such a long delay might have been multidimensional, including Wettstein’s quarrel with the Basel authorities, his move to Amsterdam, and his ambition to collect as many materials as possible. On his difficult situations in Basel before leaving for Amsterdam in 1733, see Hulbert-Powell, Wettstein, pp. 143–178.

        
        47
          On Bengel’s life and works in general, see Burk, Bengel. On his text-critical works and specifically their influences, see Aland, ‘Bengel’; Sheehan, Enlightenment Bible, pp. 93–114. Some other contributions focus more on his critical principles and classification of ‘text-types’, e.g. Epp, ‘Development 1’, pp. 127–131; Lin, Erotic Life, pp. 21–41. All in all, little attention has been given to his use of and opinion on B 03.

        
        48
          Bengel, NTG; there is also an editio minor of the same year: Bengel, NTG minor; cf. Reuss, Bibliotheca, pp. 176–178 (§§ 14.5–6). Before these two editions, Bengel had already published a ‘forerunner’ for his edition in 1725 and again in 1731 with a specimen (respectively, ‘Prodromus’ and ‘Notitia’). For his earlier works, see a summary in Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, pp. 48–52.

        
        49
          Bengel, NTG, pp. 369–884. It is divided into three parts: (1) ‘Introductio’ (pp. 371–449), offering an overview of variant readings in the New Testament; (2) ‘Tractatio’ (pp. 450–860), providing detailed discussions of significant readings in each New Testament book; and (3) the concluding part ‘Epilogus’ (pp. 861–884). Bentley’s proposed edition and Wettstein’s Prolegomena are briefly mentioned in pp. 443–444 and 444–446 respectively.

        
        50
          See Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, pp. 180–187 for a discussion on the background of this principle. Although it had already been hinted at in his earlier works, this was the first time that Bengel formulated and published the principle.

        
        51
          Bengel, NTG, p. 433 (emphasis original [the rule itself was originally printed in small caps]; translation in Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, p. 182): ‘Totam rationem criticam uno Canone eoque perbrevi comprehensam proposuerat Prodromus operis huius: et ipsam quidem hanc tractationem ita institutam habuimus, ut hunc canonem ex professo evolutum daret … Veruntamen tractationem canonis mutavimus, qui ipse ita se habet, proclivi scriptioni praestat ardua.’

        
        52
          Bengel, NTG, p. 433 (emphasis original; translation in Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, p. 182): ‘sane proclive est, ut librarius vel casu, vel consilio, vel casu et consilio, non mutanda mutet: sed proclive etiam est, ut codices novi prae antiquis, et codices graeci vel latini prae graecis et latinis, et codices pauci prae multis, et codices inter se propinqui prae codicibus variorum climatum, idiomatum et seculorum titubent’.

        
        53
          Bengel, NTG, p. 431. The list includes A 02, B 03, D 05, D 06, E 08, G 012, K 017, and a few others.

        
        54
          See Bengel, NTG, pp. 394–399 for Bengel’s discussion of the value of A 02, and pp. 390–391, 399–400, 425–429 on its relationship with the Latin version.

        
        55
          See, e.g., the list on Matthew in Bengel, NTG, p. 450.

        
        56
          According to my examination, B 03 (usually referred to as ‘Vaticanus’ by Bengel) occurs in the comments at Matt 5:22; 6:4, 6, 13, 18; 11:23; 19:17; Mark 1:2; 13:14; 15:8; Luke 2:38; 3:23; 4:8; 10:1; 11:2; 21:25; John 1:28; 5:2; 7:39; 7:53–8:11; 12:7; 1 Cor 7:39; 1 John 4:2, 3; 5:7, 10. Among all these only the variant readings at Luke 3:23 and 1 Cor 7:39 are absent from Mill’s edition. On the former reading, Bengel briefly comments ‘ἀρχόμενος] ἐρχόμενος the Vatican manuscript, according to Allix, in doubt by Wolf’ (‘ἀρχόμενος] ἐρχόμενος Vaticanus, teste Alixio, dubitante Wolfio’ – NTG, p. 521). In fact, such information is wrongly given by Pierre Allix (1641–1717) in his work (Dissertatio, p. 58). Wolf’s refutation is found in Curae 1, pp. 603–604. On the latter (omission of νόμῳ in 1 Cor 7:39), Bengel refers to ‘a Vatican Greek manuscript of extraordinary antiquity’ (‘cod. Gr. Vaticanus mirae antiquitatis’), indicating Mariano Vittori’s (1485–1572) scholium on Jerome as his source (NTG, p. 665). Vittori edited a collection of Jerome’s letters, which first appeared in 1564–1565 (printed in Rome in three volumes), and then Jerome’s opera omnia, again published at Rome between 1571 and 1576 as nine volumes. See Pabel, Herculean Labours, pp. 104–112, especially p. 108 on Vittori’s use of manuscripts.

        
        57
          Bengel, NTG, p. 473: ‘unde μή usq. ὑψωθήσῃ; et mox pro καταβιβασθήσῃ, καταβήσῃ Aeth. Lat. et inde Barb. 1. nec non, idem fortasse, Vaticanus’.

        
        58
          The total fourteen cases are Matt 5:22; 6:4, 6; 11:23; 19:17; Mark 1:2; 15:8; Luke 4:8; 10:1; 11:2; John 5:2; 7:39; 12:7; 1 Cor 7:39. Due to the limited data and inaccessibility to B 03, Bengel was not able to verify whether other readings attested by one ‘Barberini codex’ also come from B 03 itself.

        
        59
          See p. 71 of this volume. Wettstein on the other hand suspects the authenticity of the entire Barberini collection. This topic will be discussed in § 4.5.2 below.

        
        60
          Bengel, Gnomon, pp. 20a–b (translation after Bengel, Gnomon 1, pp. 118–119): ‘Eadem lectio est in cod. Barberin. 1. (quo nomine insignem illum Vaticanum hoc loco innui existimamus:) eandemque Latini olim interpretis fuisse, non lubrico postea vestigio cognovimus. … Si Barb. 1. Copt. ex graecis codd. hanc lectionem hauserunt, magnum inde pondus habent: sin autem ex Lat. eam acceperunt, sinceram Latini interpretis vetustissimi lectionem valde corroborant.’ Yet, B 03 actually reads εως [B2 add. ου] ετεκεν υιον (p. 1236 A 16–17). Caryophilus lists ἕως οὗ ἔτεκεν υἱὸν καὶ ἐκάλεσε (attested by one manuscript) here; see Caryophilus, ‘Collationes ex Bibliotheca Barberina’, p. 462.

        
        61
          Bengel, Gnomon 1, p. x (emphasis original; translation after Gnomon 1, pp. 15–16): ‘ii, quos recte collatos esse constat, v. gr. Alexandrinus, ab iis, quos recte collates esse non constat, aut quos constat segnius esse collatos, v. gr. a Vaticano, qui alias vix parem haberet’.

        
        62
          That is, Osiander, Orationum academicarum triga, which will be discussed in § 4.3.2.

        
        63
          See Grabe, Septuaginta 1, p. bv (‘Prolegomena’, Cap. I, § 9).

        
        64
          Bengel, Gnomon, pp. 1206b–1207a (emphasis added): ‘Addunt aliqui, ὑμῶν, et ἀμήν. … Unus librarius eam omittens pluris est, quam decem eam ut libet addentes. Ad ultimam usque lineam Alexandrinus excellentem suam simplicitatem obtinet. Disceptant eruditi, utrum hic an Vaticanus praestantior sit codex, ut nupera V. C. Io. Adami Osiandri Prof. Tubing. Orationum Triga copise docet. Primum quaecunque est vel vetustatis in utroque, vel opinionum de utriusvis aetate differentia, tanta ea non est, ut sinceritatem mutet lectionis, in qua indoles cuiusque codicis est sita. Deinde in V. T. potiorem esse Alexandrinum, evicit Grabius: idemque in N. T. certe utilior est, quod lectiones eius accurate excussas novimus, et quod Apocalypsin aliasque complures partes habet, quas amisit Vaticanus. In aliis partibus N. T. quas uterque retinet, uter sit potior, definiri non potest, quamdiu excerpta Vaticani aut paene nulla, aut a lituris ipsius et ab aliorum codicum excerptis haud distincta habemus.’ The translation choice of ‘the Alexandrine’ and ‘the Vatican’ is deliberate, since in my opinion these manuscripts have not yet coined the terms we now use. Although Bengel uses ‘Vaticanus’ in Latin here, it could well be an abbreviated form for the sake of convenience. The same abbreviation is frequently used in the 1734 ‘Tractatio’, but some exceptions are also found: ‘a (or the) Vatican manuscript’ (‘cod. Vaticanus’) in Luke 21:25 and 1 John 4:2; ‘a Vatican Greek manuscript of extraordinary antiquity’ (‘cod. Gr. Vaticanus mirae antiquitatis’) in 1 Cor 7:39; ‘the same Vatican manuscript’ (‘Vaticanus idem’, referring to the previous verse) in 1 John 4:3. The irregularity of reference not only shows that the technical term does not seem to have existed, but it may also indicate that, just like Mill, in Bengel’s mind there could have been more than one Vatican manuscript referenced in his apparatus.

        
        65
          Given the fact that the Barberini manuscripts are referred to in a collective way, the last sentence of Bengel’s remark could probably be read as a lament that it is impossible to distinguish the Vatican readings from other manuscripts in the collations made by Caryophilus.

        
        66
          Bengel, Apparatus criticus, which also included his earlier articles of 1725 and 1731. Although it appeared after Wettstein’s Greek New Testament edition, the text of the 1762 Apparatus criticus must have been written before Bengel’s death in 1752. It is therefore legitimate to take it into consideration at this juncture.

        
        67
          Here B 03 actually reads υμων της πιστεως (B1 om. της πιστεως) (p. 1426 A 10–11), but Caryophilus only reports the reading without τῆς πίστεως (attested by one manuscript); see Caryophilus, ‘Collationes ex Bibliotheca Barberina’, p. 517. Thus, what Bengel could have noticed is the corrected reading of the manuscript. NA28 apparatus gives: ⸂ ημων της πιστεως 2344✶ ¦ υμων B2 ff; Didpt.

        
        68
          Bengel, Apparatus criticus, p. 423: ‘Ubi cod. Vaticanus sive Barb. 1. cum lectione Latina hodie inusitata conspirat ut hoc loco, indicium est lectionis longe antiquissimae, sive is graeca sive latina secutus est exemplaria’.

        
        69
          Bengel, Apparatus criticus, p. 425: ‘Latina versio est ex familia Africana: cui si unus aliquis codex Graecus Asiaticus iungi posset, plus esset facilitatis: nunc quum eiusmodi nullus praesto est, Alexandrinus tantisper adsciscendus venit. Huic unum Vaticanum opponi passim video: sed id iudicium vanum esse, ostendi in Gnom. p. 1207.’ The remark at Rev 22:21 is also reprinted in pp. 593–594.

        
        70
          See Tregelles, ‘Introduction’, pp. 69–70 for a summary. A recent and comprehensive treatment of this subject can be found in Strutwolf, ‘Rezensionshypothese’, pp. 8–17.

        
        71
          Hichtel, Exercitatio. See also Michaelis, Einleitung 1 (1788), pp. 684–686 for a summary and his criticism of Hichtel’s arguments. Except for this work, little is known about the author.

        
        72
          Hichtel, Exercitatio, pp. 8–9 (§§ 9–10).

        
        73
          Hichtel, Exercitatio, pp. 4–8 (§§ 4–8), where Mill and his occasional comments on B 03 in the 1707 ‘Prolegomena’ are constantly referred to and criticised.

        
        74
          Hichtel, Exercitatio, pp. 9–19 (§§ 11–21). Based on Zaccagni’s descriptions, Hichtel points out several elements to validate the antiquity of this manuscript: the absence of the Eusebian Canons, the different order of the New Testament books, and even the lack of Revelation and other canonical books, etc. See also the section heading of § 20: ‘It is plausible that our manuscript has been transcribed perhaps partly of the very autographs of the saints’ (‘Probabile est codicem nostrum ex parte forsan ex ipsis autographis sanctorum virorum fuisse transcriptum’ – Exercitatio, p. 2a).

        
        75
          Hichtel is aware of Lucas Brugensis’s Notationes but admits that he has no access to the work (Exercitatio, pp. 20, 28). Further, although he often criticises Mill’s theory of Latinisation, Hichtel does not engage in the discussion of the B 03 readings given in the 1707 edition.

        
        76
          Pritius and Hofmann, Introductio (1737), pp. 387–388. The second revised edition, also edited by Hofmann (1703–1774) and published in 1764, followed very similar lines except for a reference to Wettstein’s ‘Prolegomena’ of 1751.

        
        77
          After summarising the information given by Zaccagni, Hofmann states, ‘And moreover these [elements] sufficiently assert that the Vatican manuscript almost surpasses the Alexandrine in antiquity. It was written around the year 380’ (‘Atque haec satis produnt, Vaticanum antiquitate fere superare Alexandrinum codicem; scriptus est circa annum 380’ – Pritius and Hofmann, Introductio [1737], p. 388). The dating could have relied on the preface of the 1587 Septuagint edition, in which B 03 is dated before Jerome’s Vulgate translation; see my discussion on p. 58 n. 51 above.

        
        78
          Pritius and Hofmann, Introductio (1737), p. 388: ‘Vaticanum codicem summis laudibus efferat. Difficillime negatur antiquitas huius соdicis, quum signa vetustatis infallibilia referat, supra excitata. Dolendum vero еst, hunc codicem multis in locis vetustate adeo еsse detritum, ut ii, qui eum ediderunt, lineis novum superinduxerint atramentum: malo consilio, ni fallor, sic enim periit codicis auctoritas ab αυτοψιᾳ pendens; quam facile enim, qui atramentum superinduxit, а vero aberrare potuit?’.

        
        79
          To be sure, such an accusation is not correct. According to current scholarship, the re-inking was probably conducted in the medieval age. In fact, due to this re-inking the original readings did become a bit more difficult to detect but to a great extent they are still accessible. Moreover, although the corrector did regularly introduce orthographical variants and on occasion also corrections, the reason was mainly a practical one, that is, to extend the usability of this ancient manuscript by retouching its entire text with a standardised spelling system and a set of ‘corrected’ readings. See Versace, Marginalia, pp. 43–50 for an overview of this scribe (his B18).

        
        80
          Osiander, Orationum academicarum triga, pp. 4–14 (‘Oratio prima’); the speech was actually dedicated to Pfaff. ‘Oratio secunda’ concerned the New Testament in A 02, and ‘Oratio tertia’ some Greek manuscripts kept in German libraries.

        
        81
          Namely EE 2873, ll. 19–28; see my discussion in § 1.2.

        
        82
          Berriman, Critical Dissertation, based on his lectures given in 1737 and 1738. On Berriman (1691–1768), see Bullen and Levin, ‘Berriman’.

        
        83
          Berriman sent at least two letters to Wettstein in 1741. And Wettstein did once comment on the value of Berriman’s work in his letter to his cousin Caspar Wettstein, dated 12 October 1750 (Wettstein, Correspondance, f. 88r). See Mandelbrote, ‘Eighteen-century Reactions’, p. 109 n. 71; Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, pp. 168–169 n. 182.

        
        84
          See Wettstein, Prolegomena, p. 193, in which Wettstein refers to Mill’s initial judgement as his support. Wettstein’s opinion on 1 Tim 3:16, as well as some notable reactions from his contemporaries, can be found in Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, pp. 161–173. The current scholarly consensus agrees with Wettstein that a corrector has inserted a transverse stroke and a bar above to change ΟϹ into Θ̅Ϲ̅ in A 02 (f. 145r, col. 1, l. 8). Moreover, later in his 1752 edition, Wettstein suggested that the authentic reading at 1 Tim 3:16 should be ὅ, from which ὅς was originated as an intentional scribal change; cf. NTG 2, pp. 330–335. For discussions on this particular text-critical issue, see Westcott and Hort, ‘Appendix’, pp. 132b–134a; Metzger, Textual Commentary (1994), pp. 573–574.

        
        85
          Berriman, Critical Dissertation, p. 95 (emphasis original). On the identity of ‘that learned Gentleman’, see the discussion immediately below.

        
        86
          Berriman, Critical Dissertation, p. 95.

        
        87
          Berriman, Critical Dissertation, p. 84.

        
        88
          Interestingly, Berriman considers the manuscript to have been used by the Complutensian Polyglot; see Critical Dissertation, pp. 17–19.

        
        89
          Berriman, Critical Dissertation, pp. 85–86.

        
        90
          This remark is somewhat similar to Thomas Bentley’s brief report to his uncle, as we have seen in § 3.3.2. But Thomas’s letter was not published until the nineteenth century, thus preventing scholars from knowing his opinion on the manuscript’s corrections.

        
        91
          See, e.g., Metzger, Manuscripts, p. 74: ‘The writing is small and neat, without ornamentation or capitals. Unfortunately the beauty of the original has been spoiled by a later scribe who found the ink faded and traced over every letter afresh, omitting only those letters and words that he believed to be incorrect. A few passages therefore remain to show the original appearance of the first hand.’

        
        92
          On Wagstaffe (1692–1770), see Cornwall, ‘Wagstaffe’. Known as a nonjuring clergyman, from 1734 until his death Wagstaffe stayed in Rome and served as the Anglican chaplain there.

        
        93
          These passages are Acts 20:28; Rom 9:5; Gal 1:12; Phil 2:6; Col 2:9; 1 Tim 3:16; Tit 2:13; 1 John 5:7–8; 1 John 5:20 (Wagstaffe, Collation, ff. 4r–v). As a matter of course, the part concerning 1 Tim 3:16 does not contain any information on B 03. There is also a paragraph that is almost identical to Berriman’s citation from ‘that learned gentleman’; see Berriman, Critical Dissertation, pp. 181–182; cf. Wagstaffe, Collation, f. 6v.

        
        94
          Wagstaffe, Collation, ff. 3r–v. Berriman’s description of B 03 is clearly based on Wagstaffe’s account in f. 3v thereof. For the descriptions of the other manuscripts collated by Wagstaffe, see Berriman, Critical Dissertation, pp. 95–102.

        
        95
          The archive entry can now be seen online: http://images.lambethpalacelibrary.org.uk/luna/servlet/s/44yt93. I thank Camille Koutoulakis, Reprographics Officer of Lambeth Palace Library, for her digitisation support. Apart from this collation, Wagstaffe also prepared a detailed account of B 03 probably in the same period (Wagstaffe, Account). It has never been published and is almost unknown to textual scholarship. The only exceptions are the remarks found in Mercati’s handwritten notes and the publications based on them (Martini, Recensionalità, p. 13; Pisano, ‘Text’, p. 32). Wagstaffe’s account is currently kept by Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale, Rome, with the shelf mark ‘Gesuitico 1162 n. 7’. It currently contains twelve folios but has lost its original binding and final leaves. In that account, Wagstaffe focuses on the Septuagint part of the manuscript but also discusses its New Testament text to a certain extent. See Grenz, Scribes and Correctors, pp. 112–114 (§ 4.1.1) for a discussion of Wagstaffe’s opinion on the different correctors. A comprehensive analysis of this archive entry can now be found in Yi, ‘Wagstaffe and His Account’.

        
        96
          On Bianchini (1704–1764; or Blanchini), see Rotta, ‘Bianchini’. Born in Verona, Italy, Bianchini went to Rome in 1732 to join the Oratory of Chiesa Nuova. There he consulted many manuscripts, notably those containing the Latin New Testament, and edited several critical works on the Bible. In Bianchini, Evangeliarium quadruplex 1.2, the image of B 03 is placed on the third page between p. cdxcii and p. cdxciii. It is the second volume in a series of four, all published in the same year.

        
        97
          Bianchini had already reproduced a facsimile page from the Old Testament in B 03 (p. 713; containing Pss 148–150) several years earlier in Bianchini, Vindiciae Canonicarum Scripturarum, p. xxx. Cf. Martini, Recensionalità, p. 13.

        
        98
          ‘Codex Graecus Vaticanus signatus no. 1209. qui continet Biblia Sacra Versionis LXX. et Novum Test. Scriptus videtur ineunte Saeculo V. Iesu Christi.’

        
        99
          Bianchini, Evangeliarium quadruplex 1.2, pp. cdxciii a–cdxcvi a. Notable citations include Erasmus, Sepúlveda, Grabe, Toinard, Lelong, de Montfaucon, and also the prefaces found in the Complutensian Polyglot and 1587 Septuagint edition.

        
        100
          Notably in Amsterdam, Rotterdam, Paris, Basel, and Cambridge. See Krans, ‘Wettstein and Digital Research’, pp. 76–80 for a survey of the remaining Wettstein materials.

        
        101
          Wettstein, Hand copy of von Mastricht 1711. Wettstein’s use of an interleaved edition for collecting materials could have been influenced by Bentley, who had employed an interleaved copy as the working text of his proposed New Testament edition (see § 3.4 of this volume).

        
        102
          A detailed examination of the first volume can be found in Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, pp. 71–78.

        
        103
          As Castelli has cogently argued (Wettstein’s Principles, p. 78), Wettstein already used this interleaved edition in his early days (i.e. in the late 1710s and early 1720s). Yet there are also indications for later notes, including the period between 1730 and 1751.

        
        104
          This practice corresponds to the account given by Wettstein’s first biographer: ‘Er hatte die wetsteinische Ausgabe des griechischen Testaments von 1711 mit Papier durchschiessen lassen, und angefangen auf demselben anzumerken, wenn er eine vom Druck abweichende Leseart angetroffen’ (Rathlef, ‘Geschichte’, p. 213). Besides, it appears that nowhere did Wettstein mention B 03 in the first volume of his interleaved edition, possibly because there he mainly wrote about those manuscripts he had the chance to inspect in person.

        
        105
          Wettstein, Hand copy of von Mastricht 1711, vol. 2, pp. 8 and sup. (Matt 5:22); pp. 10 and sup. (Matt 6:4, 18). For Lucas Brugensis’s notes on these verses, see my discussion on pp. 29–30 above.

        
        106
          Wettstein, Hand copy of von Mastricht 1711, vol. 2, pp. 153 and sup. On Erasmus’s annotation on this verse, see pp. 19–20 above. Based on my examination, Lucas Brugensis is referred to by Wettstein in the following places: Matt 5:22; 6:4, 18; 11:23; 13:55; 19:17; Mark 13:14; 15:8; Luke 2:38; 4:8; 10:1; 11:2; John 1:28; 5:2; 7:39; 12:7 (2×). By comparison with Lucas Brugensis’s annotations on B 03, only the reference to Mark 1:2 is missing in Wettstein’s list. Based on these handwritten notes, it is evident that Wettstein had access to the 1580 Notationes, not only the 1606 work.

        
        107
          On Mill’s use of Maldonatus, see § 2.5.1 of this book.

        
        108
          Wettstein, Hand copy of von Mastricht 1711, vol. 2, p. 208 sup.: ‘Consului multos manuscriptos antiquos Codices, in primisque Vaticanum illum vetustissimum et correctissimum, maiusculis scriptum litteris, totoque orbe celeberrimum’. The citation is from Maldonatus, Commentarii 2, col. 635.

        
        109
          Wettstein, Hand copy of von Mastricht 1711, vol. 2, p. 254 sup.: ‘v. 23 ut Ed.: quae lectio in omnibus quos legere potui Graecis codicibus, etiam illo celebratissimo Vaticano, et apud omnes G.[raecos] enarratores summo consensu reperitur. Maldonatus’. The citation is from Maldonatus, Commentarii 2, col. 1157.

        
        110
          In Wettstein’s interleaved copy the reference to Maldonatus also occurs at the note on Βηθανίᾳ in John 1:28 and the addition of διδόμενον in John 7:39.

        
        111
          On Amelote (1609–1678), see Lesaulnier, ‘Amelote’. An introduction to his edition can be found in Chambers, Bibliography 2, pp. 385–390 (no. 1328); see also Chédozeau, ‘La Bible française’, pp. 142b–146a for a discussion of the historical context.

        
        112
          Amelote, NT 1; NT 2; NT 3. The first two volumes only have one title page, with continuous page numbering. There is also a second edition, published in 1687–1688.

        
        113
          Amelote, NT 1, pp. ẽ ixv–xr.

        
        114
          Meaning manuscripts from the seventh or earlier centuries.

        
        115
          Amelote, NT 3, p. 196 (emphasis added). See also the discussion in McDonald, Biblical Criticism, pp. 148–149 (including Simon’s critique).

        
        116
          See, e.g., McDonald, Biblical Criticism, p. 227. Besides, Bengel mentions this remark in NTG, p. 747; see also Gnomon, p. 1058: ‘If Amelote afterwards read the words in the Vatican manuscript, it does not seem to be Latinised in this place’ (‘Si Amelotus postea in Vaticano codice dictum legit, videndum, ne hic latinizet’). In fact, despite being absent from most of the Greek manuscripts, Bengel views the Comma as authentic; cf. McDonald, Biblical Criticism, pp. 243–245.

        
        117
          According to the archive entry Hs. III C 1d of the Library of the University of Amsterdam, a list of Wettstein’s books and manuscripts bequeathed to the Library of the Amsterdam Remonstrant Church, Wettstein did possess the first edition of Amelote’s translation (f. 2r, no. 20).

        
        118
          Wettstein, Hand copy of von Mastricht 1711, vol. 2, pp. 20 and sup. (on n. x in the edition).

        
        119
          Wettstein, Hand copy of von Mastricht 1711, vol. 2, pp. 34 and sup. (on n. i in the edition).

        
        120
          Just like some of his contemporaries, Amelote regarded Beza’s manuscript (D 05) and Stephanus’s β′ as two distinct manuscripts. At this point Stephanus did give the variant reading ‘ἐλαχίστων. β.’ (NTG [1550], p. 18).

        
        121
          Amelote, ‘Notae’, p. xx (at v. 43): ‘Vulgate Graecum habet tantum ἕνα τῶν μικρῶν τούτων. Unum de parvis istis. Sed in vetustissimis duobus Bezae et Stephani, et in Hispanicis Marchi. Veles. et in Vatica. antiquissimo, legitur ἐλαχιστῶν minimis’. For the ‘Velesian readings’ and Wettstein’s involvement with it, see my discussion immediately below. Additionally, it should be noted that, unlike his French comments underneath each page, this set of notes on Matthew is in Latin.

        
        122
          Amelote, ‘Notae’, p. xxviii: ‘Graece οὐκ ἐλάβετε, non sumpsistis. Sed vetustissima duo Bezae et Stepha. et Vatica. et March. Veles. et Latina pariter versio codicis Cambrig. οὐκ ἔχετε, non habetis; cui adstipulantur versiones Arab. et Aethiop. et Hebrai’.

        
        123
          NA28 apparatus gives: ελαβετε C K L W Γ Δ ƒ1 33. 565. 1424 M f sy sa; Eus ¦ txt ℵ B D Θ ƒ13 579. 700. 892. 1241 lat syhmg mae bo.

        
        124
          Amelote’s notes on B 03 include Matt 2:16; 5:22, 30; 6:4, 18; 10:42; 11:23; 15:33; 16:8; 18:33; 19:17, 29 (underlined as discrepancies with the manuscript). Except for the case of Matt 10:42, Wettstein refers to the errors at 15:33 and 19:29. The former concerns an erroneously additional οὖν after πόθεν, and the latter an alternative οἰκίαν for οἰκίας; see Amelote, ‘Notae’, pp. xxvii (on 15:33), xxxviii–xxxix (on 19:29).

        
        125
          de la Cerda, Adversaria, pp. 129b–144b (chapter 91). The reason for calling this collection ‘Velesian readings’ was due to Fajardo’s title ‘Marquis of los Vélez’. See a detailed analysis of this topic in Krans, ‘Stronger than Fiction’.

        
        126
          Amelote, NT 1, pp. ✶ ivr–v. See also Krans, ‘Stronger than Fiction’, pp. 79–82 for the scholarly critiques on Amelote’s confidence in the Velesian readings.

        
        127
          1 Pet 1:24; 2 Pet 1:12; 2:2, 4, 17 [2×], 18 [2×]; 3:3, 10; 1 John 1:5; 2:7, 23; 4:3; 5:2, 13 [2×]; 2 John 7, 9, 12; 3 John 4, 5; Jude 1, 5 [3×], 25 [2×]. It seems that Wettstein does not refer to Amelote in his notes on the Comma (Hand copy of von Mastricht 1711, vol. 3, pp. 520 sup.v and 521 sup.r).

        
        128
          Wettstein, Hand copy of von Mastricht 1711, vol. 3, pp. 510 and sup. (on n. y in the edition).

        
        129
          Amelote, NT 3, pp. 126–127. Note that throughout Amelote’s annotations the reference to B 03 varies but is usually similar to the one cited here. Besides, as he does on many occasions, he tries to explain the unique reading of the Velesian readings; de la Cerda, Adversaria, p. 142b, reads διʼ ὃ ἄρξομαι in 2 Pet 1:12.

        
        130
          Wettstein, Hand copy of von Mastricht 1711, vol. 3, pp. 502 and sup. (on n. r in the edition).

        
        131
          Amelote, NT 3, p. 78: ‘… et ce mot d’ἀνθρώπου, de l’homme, ne se trouve point dans les anciens exemplaires d’Italie, ni dans ceux d’Espagne, ni dans celuy d’Alexandrie, ni dans un autre d’Angleterre, dans tous lesquels il y a comme dans ceux de nostre Interprete, et dans ceux du Syriaque et de l’Ethiopien, καὶ πᾶσα δόξα αὐτῆς, toute sa gloire’.

        
        132
          However, on another occasion where Amelote has a similar imprecise comment (NT 3, p. 52 on Jas 5:16), Wettstein apparently does not follow him there.

        
        133
          Wettstein, Hand copy of von Mastricht 1711, vol. 3, pp. 519 and sup. (on n. a in the edition). Cf. Amelote, NT 3, p. 188: ‘… les MSS. Alexandrin et celuy du Vatican n’ont point comme le grec vul. χριστὸν ἐν σαρκὶ ἐληλυθότα, christum in carne venisse’.

        
        134
          For a recent and complete study on this verse, see Wasserman, Jude, pp. 255–258.

        
        135
          Wettstein, Hand copy of von Mastricht 1711, vol. 3, pp. 525 and sup. The other two variants are πάντα for τοῦτο and Ἰησοῦς for κύριος.

        
        136
          B 03 p. 1443 C 27–28. See also Wasserman, Jude, pp. 148–149; Aland et al. (eds.), ECM 4.1, p. 410.

        
        137
          Amelote, NT 3, p. 234.

        
        138
          Due to the lack of a reliable transcription, this error would have a remarkable reception in the nineteenth century. Based on the faulty information, many Greek New Testament editors decided to remove the ὑμᾶς in their text. I owe this remark to Eberhard Nestle, who traced the transmission of this omission back to Wettstein, although he was not able to find the original source (Nestle, Einführung, p. 70): ‘Im 5. Vers des Judasbriefes lassen z. B. alle neuen Herausgeber (Lachmann, Reithmayr, Tischendorf, Tregelles, Alford, Wordsworth, Riggenbach-Stockmeyer, Westcott-Hort, die englischen Revisers, Baljon, Brandscheid) mit alleiniger Ausnahme von B. Weiß ein früher zwischen ἐιδότας [sic] und ἅπαξ stehendes ὑμᾶς weg, weil es in B fehle. Aber es steht ganz schön und deutlich in der Handschrift und seit 1857 auch in Mais Ausgabe und all ihren Nachdrucken, bei Hansell, in Tischendorfs NT. Vaticanum 1867, und trotzdem wird im Apparat des NT.’s, sogar bei Tregelles, seit 1752 Wettsteins falsche Angabe nachgeschleppt, daß B υμας auslasse, und beeinflußt seither die Gestaltung des Textes; woher sie stammt, habe ich noch nicht herausgefunden.’ The remark is not found in Nestle’s previous editions.

        
        139
          Amelote, NT 3, pp. ã vv–vir.

        
        140
          Amelote published this volume in 1670, and Bartolocci completed his collation of B 03 in the summer of 1669, thus, chronologically speaking, making it possible for Amelote to use it.

        
        141
          Amelote, NT 3, p. 196; see my discussion on pp. 147–148 above.

        
        142
          In fact, this is what one finds in the case of Bartolocci’s collation.

        
        143
          In a way, my reconstruction is in line with that of César de Missy, who argues that this specific error could have been due to Amelote’s misunderstanding of the base text of the collation he had. Yet de Missy does not suggest any link between Amelote and Bartolocci’s collation, which was still unknown to the scholarly world of his time. See de Missy, ‘Lettre’, pp. 236–238. On de Missy (1703–1775) and his text-critical endeavour, see Ossa-Richardson, ‘César de Missy’. Regrettably, not every error found in Amelote’s annotations in the Catholic Epistles can be explained in this way: other inaccurate instances (2 Pet 2:4; 2 John 12; Jude 5) are not present in Bartolocci’s collation.

        
        144
          A good overview of Wettstein’s edition is found in Krans and Castelli, ‘Freedom to Change’, pp. 139–143.

        
        145
          The ‘Prolegomena’ take their place in each of the four parts of the New Testament, namely the Gospels (NTG 1, pp. 1–222), the Pauline Epistles (NTG 2, pp. 3–15), Acts and the Catholic Epistles (NTG 2, pp. 449–454), and Revelation (NTG 2, pp. 741–743). As will be shown below, the first part contains most of his comments on B 03.

        
        146
          On the differences between the original principles in the 1730 Prolegomena and the revised version in the appendix of NTG 2, see the discussion in Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, pp. 63–71.

        
        147
          The ‘Prolegomena’ was printed from 17 January to 27 May 1749, and the last part of the edition was printed on 25 July 1752; see Krans, ‘Wettstein’s Letters’, pp. 56–59.

        
        148
          An overview of all the occurrences of B 03 can be found in Appendix B.4.

        
        149
          An interesting remark is found in Wettstein’s letter to Caspar, dated 12 May 1752 (Wettstein, Correspondance, f. 126r): ‘Je viens de deterrer un MS de l’Apocalypse, tiré de la Bibliotheuque Palatine, dont le P. Amelote fait mention, dans sa Preface devant les epitres Catholiques de sa version Françoise, et dont il cite quelques Variantes. Enfin nous amasserons tout ce que nous pourrons.’ Wettstein’s remark shows that he read Amelote’s annotations closely and that he received a collation of the manuscript Amelote used for the text of Revelation. In NTG 2, p. 743, that manuscript (‘Codex Palatino-Vaticanus n. 171’) is numbered 25r (min. 149). In fact, the collation arrived in Wettstein’s hand just in time: according to another letter to Caspar a few weeks later, the printing progress reached Rev 5 on 30 May 1752 (page 768 of NTG 2).

        
        150
          No reference to Bianchini is found in the 1751 ‘Prolegomena’, which was already printed in May 1749 (cf. NTG 1, p. 219). This work (also published in 1749) might have been too late for Wettstein to consult. Yet, since the printing of the section on Luke continued until 8 September 1750, he would have enough time to examine the facsimile page and gather readings from it; cf. Krans, ‘Wettstein’s Letters’, p. 57 n. 44. There is a remark on Bianchini in Wettstein’s letter to Caspar, dated 12 October 1750, where a request was made to Wettstein to make an extract from Bianchini’s work (Correspondance, f. 88r). Therefore, he would very likely have had the book at hand before October 1750, roughly the same period as his preparation for the Gospel of Luke. Later, in the last part of the ‘Prolegomena’ (NTG 2, pp. 741–742 [on Revelation]), Wettstein referred to Bianchini for a specimen of 046 (siglum Br in the Old Gregory numbering system; Vat. gr. 2066, ff. 249–268).

        
        151
          Wettstein, NTG 1, p. 837: ‘τῶν ἀνθρώπων] – B’ (the em dash is used by him to denote an omission).

        
        152
          The correction is written on the right margin of page 1349 C 9. Versace (Marginalia, p. 135) attributes this correction to B3, dated to the fourth century.

        
        153
          Apart from this, Bianchini’s facsimile differs from the manuscript in a number of places: for instance, different segmentation of lines (p. 1349 A 4–5; C 25–26), the omission of the bar above the nomen sacrum κ̅ς̅ (A 8), and the misspelling of the word επαγγελϲαν (B 22–23; which seems to be affected by the faded epsilon of the first hand). Moreover, except for the inscriptio of John, Bianchini does not seem to take into account all the corrections from the later hands.

        
        154
          Wettstein’s critical apparatus is thus a ‘negative’ one. The decision not to produce variant readings supporting the base text is probably very practical: since the base text of almost all his collations was the TR, more precisely the text in the von Mastricht edition, readings in favour of the base text were seldom recorded. Cf. Krans and Castelli, ‘Freedom to Change’, p. 141.

        
        155
          On John 5:2: ‘ἐπί] ἐν AD against B, which reads as the edition, according to Maldonatus’ (‘ἐπί] ἐν AD. contra B. legit ut Ed. teste Maldonato’ – NTG 1, p. 868); John 21:22: ‘μένειν] add. οὕτως D Vulgate against B, according to Maldonatus, and Codex Brixianus in Bianchini’ (‘μένειν] + οὕτως D. Versio Vulg. contra B. teste Maldonato, et Codex Brixianus apud Blanchinum’ – NTG 1, p. 964). The reference to Bianchini concerns the same volume containing the facsimile page of B 03, in which the transcription of Codex Brixianus is provided. At this point the manuscript reads ‘Si eum volo manere donec veniam’, omitting ‘sic’ (‘thus’) as the TR (Evangeliarium quadruplex 1.2, p. cdlxxiii). On Codex Brixianus (VL 10), see Houghton, The Latin New Testament, p. 53 and the literature referred to there. This is another instance where Wettstein was aware of Bianchini’s work while preparing the text of the Gospels for his edition. On Maldonatus as Wettstein’s source, see my discussion in § 4.4.

        
        156
          Two exceptions are the cases of 1 Cor 9:27 and Eph 6:16. Although there are indeed notes on the Vatican manuscript in Wettstein’s interleaved copy, they are regrettably not precise enough to discover from where Wettstein actually obtained these pieces of information.

        
        157
          Namely, Acts 1:19, 24; 2:27, 38, 40. It is imaginable, for instance, that Wettstein would have requested Schöpflin to provide him with a specimen collation of B 03 (see p. 126 of this volume).

        
        158
          Wettstein, NTG 2, p. 368.

        
        159
          Wettstein, NTG 2, p. 315 (on 2 Thess subscriptio); and p. 657 (on Acts subscriptio): ‘Sequitur Epsitola Iacobi cum reliquis Catholicis; hunc ordinem servant …’.

        
        160
          According to my examination, Wettstein obtained the readings of B 03 from Amelote thirty times (mainly in the Catholic Epistles) and from Lucas Brugensis seventeen times (all from the Gospels).

        
        161
          E.g., Lucas Brugensis’s note on Luke 2:38; Amelote on Matt 10:42. See my discussions in § 1.3.1 and § 4.4.

        
        162
          See Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, pp. 196–201 for an excellent analysis of the development of Wettstein’s Latinisation theory.

        
        163
          As two of the important textual critics of their age, Wettstein and Bengel explicitly criticised the other’s work from the 1730s onward. Not only did the two scholars hold very different views regarding the value of the manuscripts, but Wettstein’s doubt on some orthodox readings also caused Bengel to oppose him extensively. For a discussion about the debate between them, see Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, pp. 259–264.

        
        164
          Wettstein, review of Bengel, NTG, pp. 224–225 (emphasis original).

        
        165
          Wettstein, Historia ecclesiastica. The manuscript of his lecture notes is now preserved in Rotterdam. For the discussion of this manuscript and the reconstruction of its dating, see Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, pp. 122–126.

        
        166
          Wettstein, Historia ecclesiastica, gathering 4, f. 2v: ‘… cum vix duo aut tres [codices antiquissimi] supersint, Alexandrinus, Vaticanus, et Parisiensis, quod iusta suspicio est, ad versionem Italicam interpolatos corruptosque fuisse. Dissident quoque versiones a codicibus Graecis plerisque, et si pauci quidam Graeci cum versionibus conspirant, vero est similius hos Greacos codices ad versiones fuisse refictos potius, quam ex aliis Graecis antiquioribus descriptos.’ Both the transcription and translation are taken from Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, p. 201; but I made two small modifications: ‘the Alexandrine, Vatican, and Parisian’ instead of ‘Alexandrinus, Vaticanus and Parisiensis’, and the term ‘versio Itala’ not being italicised.

        
        167
          It should be noted that a type of the criterion of majority was already present in another part of Wettstein’s lecture notes; see Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, pp. 203–205.

        
        168
          Wettstein, Notes; the date could be approximatively assigned between 1730 and 1748 (see my discussion immediately below).

        
        169
          Wettstein, Notes, ff. 7v–8r and f. 8v respectively. Cf. Wettstein, NTG 1, pp. 156–170 (on Bengel’s edition) and pp. 153–156 (on Bentley’s proposed edition).

        
        170
          Due to the limited evidence remaining, it is almost impossible to reconstruct the chronological sequence of these lists. Thus, how Wettstein came to the particular order that he gave in the 1751 ‘Prolegomena’ is still an open question. For other lists found in Wettstein, Transcription and notes, see my discussion on p. 127 n. 28 above.

        
        171
          It is cited from Caryophilus, ‘Collationes ex Bibliotheca Barberina’, p. 460. On Vossius’s account, see my discussion on p. 49 n. 22 above.

        
        172
          It should be noted that f. 18r is the first page and f. 17v is the second. In addition, some other manuscripts are discussed in ff. 15v–17v, e.g., A 02, F 09, G 011, H 013, N 022 (called by Wettstein ‘I’), and K 017; all these manuscripts are described in Wettstein, NTG 1, pp. 40–41.

        
        173
          Wettstein, Correspondance, f. 65r: ‘J’ai employé toutes la vacance de Noel a augmenter mes Prolegomenes, et il n’y manque plus rien qu’un Imprimeur. Les tems ne sont pas favorables: mais ils ne peuvent pas durer long tems ainsi.’ Cf. Krans, ‘Wettstein’s Letters’, pp. 56–57. Wettstein must have therefore worked on this archive entry at least until 1748. The starting date is hard to pinpoint. Since the evidence implies the existence of the 1730 Prolegomena, I date it to 1730 simply following the earliest possible dating.

        
        174
          Wettstein, Prolegomena with notes. How this copy ended up in Basel is not entirely clear. It could possibly have been transported to that city for Wettstein’s relatives, together with some of his manuscripts, after his death in Amsterdam in 1754.

        
        175
          For this reason, I tentatively dated this entry to 1750. For a description of it and some examples of Wettstein’s revision process, see Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, pp. 78–85.

        
        176
          Wettstein, Prolegomena with notes, pp. 12–13. Wettstein also corrected a typographical error (‘Lectiones] Sectiones’) in the citation from Zaccagni, and instructed the typesetters to put the first occurrence of ‘Vaticanus’ in capitals, as signifying the name of the manuscript.

        
        177
          Wettstein, NTG 1, pp. 23–27. In the later parts of the ‘Prolegomena’, no additional information on B 03 is found. Wettstein simply refers to the first part in NTG 2, p. 3 and p. 449. It should be noted that in NTG 2, pp. 741–742, the siglum B represents another manuscript: 046 (Vat. gr. 2066, ff. 249–268). That is, Wettstein used the siglum B again for a part of the New Testament for which Codex Vaticanus is not extant, namely Revelation.

        
        178
          Wettstein introduced a threefold distinction for Greek New Testament manuscripts: capital letters for the majuscules, numbers for both the minuscules and lectionaries. This distinction remains, but more categories were added by later scholarship, such as papyrus manuscripts, talismans, and ostraca. Some aspects in his system, like the independent numbering for the four main parts of the New Testament and the inclusion of indirect information, were discarded in the course of history. The origin and development of the numbering system merit further investigation. See also a similar point indicated by Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, p. 300.

        
        179
          Wettstein, NTG 1, p. 24: ‘in Codice illo antiquissimo a recentiore manu multa fuisse depravata ad libros recentiores’; here ‘books’ (‘libri’) seem to denote manuscripts.

        
        180
          See my discussions in § 4.1 and § 4.2 respectively.

        
        181
          Wettstein, NTG 1, p. 24 (translation in Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, p. 57 n. 22): ‘Denique R. Bentleius hunc Codicem cum editis accurate conferri curavit, cuius collationis copiam mihi fieri frustra desideravi’. See also the reference in the section on Bentley later in the ‘Prolegomena’: ‘… also a collation of the Vatican manuscript by Thomas Bentley, his brother’s son, likewise having been made at Rome’ (‘… item collationem Codicis Vaticani a Thoma Benleio, fratris itidem filio, Romae factam’ – Wettstein, NTG 1, p. 156). Yet Wettstein imprecisely considers the collator as Thomas Bentley.

        
        182
          Wettstein, Correspondance, f. 35r. This is followed by the second point concerning Wettstein’s request for two Syriac manuscripts, at that time held by ‘Reverend Mr. Ridley’; that is, Glocester Ridley (1702–1774; cf. Courtney and Hill, ‘Ridley’). In Wettstein’s letters to Caspar, some other references to Bentley can be found in ff. 30r (24 January 1739), 66r (21 June 1748), 102r (27 July 1751), 126r (12 May 1752), 127r–v (30 May 1752).

        
        183
          Since he consistently referred to Bentley’s collation in the singular form, Wettstein apparently only knew of one of the Vaticanus collations made for Bentley, presumably the one by Mico.

        
        184
          At this moment Wettstein had just finished the printing of the whole ‘Prolegomena’, and was turning towards the text of the Gospels. On Askew (bap. 1722; d. 1774), see Mercer, ‘Askew’.

        
        185
          Wettstein, Correspondance, f. 73r; the rendering of the Latin sentence is: ‘I recommend him to you’. Cf. Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, p. 198 n. 283, though she thinks that the collation Wettstein pursued was the one made by Rulotta.

        
        186
          See my discussion in § 3.3.1; see also the transcription of Mico’s letter to Mead in Yi, Krans, and Lietaert Peerbolte, ‘Prolegomena’, pp. 337–338. According to Hulbert-Powell (Wettstein, p. 211), Wettstein met Mead in London during his second trip to England in 1746.

        
        187
          In Wettstein’s letter to Caspar, dated 20 March 1753: ‘Le Cardinal Querini est tres exact a repondre a mes lettres, il a recu mon second Tome, et me promet une collation exacte du fameux MS du Vatican pour le N. T. au cas qu’il aille a Rome cette année, comme il en a le dessein’ (Correspondance, f. 141v). Cardinal Angelo Maria Querini (1680–1755) was the Bibliothecarius of the Vatican Library from 1730 until his death; cf. Trebbi, ‘Querini’.

        
        188
          Wettstein, NTG 1, p. 24: ‘Desideravi autem, non quod multa ad veram lectionem N. T. stabiliendam inde peti posse sperabam, sed ut vel hoc constaret, Codicem nullius esse autoritatis; deinde ut inter pugnantes doctorum de hoc codice sententias vera diiudicari atque demonstrari posset’.

        
        189
          Wettstein, NTG 1, pp. 24–26. See my discussion in § 4.2.

        
        190
          Wettstein, NTG 1, p. 25: ‘Si quis vero existimet, Erasmum ab initio duos codices Vaticanos distinxisse, nostrum quem Complutenses secuti non sint, et alium, quem sint secuti; fateatur tamen necesse est, Erasmum, prout ipsi commodum erat, modo auctoritate nostri codicis contra Editionem Complutensem, modo auctoritate Editionis Complutensis contra Vaticanum nostrum pugnasse’. This remark follows his citation of the whole paragraph from Erasmus’s ‘Contra morosos’ (from ‘Hic obiter’ until ‘Vulgata Latinorum editione’); on which see pp. 23–24 of this volume.

        
        191
          Wettstein, NTG 1, p. 26 (translation after Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, p. 196 n. 272): ‘Ut rem totam, quantum quidem a nobis fieri potest, in clariore luce collocemus, probabimus, tum Editionem Complutensem non ex hoc codice derivatam esse, tum Codicem Vaticanum N. T. ex versione Itala interpolatum, et in aliis etiam Alexandrino esse similem, atque adeo ex eadem officina exiisse’. With ‘versio Itala’, the Old Latin version is meant.

        
        192
          For Wettstein, the ‘versio Itala’ is the Latin version attested mainly by D 05 and E 08. See Wettstein, NTG 1, p. 12 and also the discussion in Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, p. 196. Another ancient manuscript that he discredits as Latinised is C 04; cf. NTG 1, p. 28.

        
        193
          Wettstein, Prolegomena, p. 13; see also my discussion on p. 128 above.

        
        194
          Here Wettstein particularly refers to the cases of Matt 5:22 and 1 John 4:3 as the examples. While discussing the omission of εἰκῇ at Matt 5:22 later (NTG 1, pp. 296–297), he comments on the variant at some length. There he mainly refers to patristic authors, and B 03 is not mentioned.

        
        195
          ‘Richard Bentley, who often used to tell among friends that the Vatican manuscript agreed in almost everything with the Alexandrine – and thus likewise with the “versio Itala”, as we have shown above – ’ (‘R. Bentleium, qui saepe inter amicos narrare solebat, Vaticanum Codicem in omnibus fere cum Alexandrino (adeoque etiam, ut supra demonstravimus, cum Versione Itala) convenire’ – Wettstein, NTG 1, p. 26; translation after Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, p. 197 n. 278).

        
        196
          He mentions the omission of the pericope adulterae and the book order that Hebrews precedes 1–2 Timothy, Titus, and Philemon. Given that these books are lacking in B 03, the latter part of Wettstein’s argument can only be regarded as theoretically correct.

        
        197
          See my discussion on pp. 149–150 above, and especially Krans, ‘Stronger than Fiction’, pp. 79–83.

        
        198
          Wettstein, Prolegomena, pp. 121–122; NTG 1, pp. 59–61. See the analysis in Krans, ‘Stronger than Fiction’, pp. 83–84.

        
        199
          Wettstein, Prolegomena, p. 62. A further judgement can be seen in Wettstein’s preface for von Mastricht’s revised edition of the Greek New Testament (von Mastricht, NTG [1735], p. 4r). Cf. Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, pp. 198–199.

        
        200
          Wettstein, NTG 1, pp. 61–62 (called ‘Codices Romani XXII’). Due to the limited knowledge of the Caryophilus collations, Wettstein’s comparison is in a way predictable. For (1) the Velesian readings were published in 1626 by de la Cerda and the Barberini manuscripts were collated around 1625, according to Wettstein’s reconstruction; (2) the former was said to use sixteen manuscripts and the latter twenty-two; and (3) Fajardo was a famous Jesuit historian and the editor of the Barberini collection, Possinus, was also a Jesuit.

        
        201
          See my discussion on pp. 158–159 above. For a detailed treatment on this topic, see Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, pp. 201–206.

        
        202
          Wettstein, NTG 1, p. 166 (translation in Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, p. 204 n. 306): ‘hanc regulam esse valde simplicem, nec quicquam habere quod a voluntate editoris pendeat’.

        
        203
          Wettstein, NTG 1, p. 166 (translation in Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, p. 204): ‘Cum enim ego autoritatem Versionis Latinae, et aliarum omnium Versionum, et Codicum etiam Graecorum cum Versione Latina consentientium, Lectioni reliquorum Codicum Graecorum ut plurimum postponam, fieri aliter non poterit: quin in plerisque maioris momenti locis, ubi Bengelius lectionem receptam mutat, ego illam retineam atque defendam’.

        
        204
          Among all the variants attested by B 03, only those at John 1:28; 7:53–8:11; Acts 1:24; 2 Pet 2:2; 1 John 1:5; 5:7–8 belong to the proposed readings by Wettstein (see Appendix B.4). Yet the reason is not due to the excellence of our manuscript but rather to the weight of supporting manuscripts. Besides, a concentrated analysis of his proposed readings in Mark can be seen in Krans and Castelli, ‘Freedom to Change’, pp. 150–155.

        
        1
          Birch, Beskrivelse, p. ✶2r: ‘Det er med Kritiken ligesom med alle Videnskaber, ikke Bevisernes Antal, men deres Værdi er det som bør tages i Betragtning’. I owe thanks to Nicolai Winther-Nielsen for kindly correcting my translations of all the Danish citations in this chapter.

        
        2
          Eichhorn, review of Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, pp. 117–118 (emphasis original).

        
        3
          For Michaelis (1717–1791), see Wesseling, ‘Michaelis’.

        
        4
          Michaelis, Einleitung (1750), pp. 65–68 (§ 21).

        
        5
          Michaelis, Einleitung (1750), pp. 66–67.

        
        6
          Michaelis, Einleitung (1750), p. 66 (emphasis original).

        
        7
          Michaelis, Einleitung (1750), p. 250 (emphasis original).

        
        8
          Michaelis, Einleitung (1750), pp. 251–253 (§ 64).

        
        9
          See Michaelis, Einleitung (1750), p. 73, where he refers to Bengel’s defence of the value of A 02 in NTG, p. 400. On Bengel’s view of A 02, see § 4.3.1 of this book.

        
        10
          There were four reviews by Michaelis: two more extensive ones published in Latin in Relationes de novis libris; and two brief ones in German in Göttingische Zeitungen von gelehrten Sachen. A discussion of Michaelis’s reviews, especially his view of Wettstein’s principles and conjectural emendation, can be found in Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, pp. 264–267.

        
        11
          Wettstein’s introduction to A 02 and B 03 is discussed in Michaelis, review of Wettstein, NTG 1, pp. 351–355. There Michaelis often disagrees with the opinion of Wettstein, in particular his view on the scribe and the origin of A 02. Concerning our manuscript, Michaelis briefly summarises Wettstein’s main points (Michaelis, review of Wettstein, NTG 1, pp. 354–355): ‘Concerning the Vatican manuscript, from which Bentley had its readings collected again in our time, it however has faded during the age, as cannot be read in all places. Concerning this most celebrated manuscript, I would say, Wettstein proves that the Complutensian edition did not arise from it, as commonly believed. In addition, although he never examined the Vatican manuscript, Mill observed 500 readings, derived from the Vatican manuscript in the Complutensian edition, merely by conjecture and natural talent; from these 500 not a single genuine reading is of the Vatican manuscript. For the rest, according to Bentley, as well as the matters of additional examples, he [Wettstein] confirms that the Vatican manuscript is Latinised in a similar way as the Alexandrine.’ (‘De codice Vaticano, ex quo nostra aetate iterum lectiones colligi curavit Bentleius, quantumvis senio pallescat, ut omnibus locis legi non possit, de hoc inquam celeberrimo codice efficit Wetstenius, non ex eo editionem Complutensem emanasse, quod vulgo creditur; addens, cum Millius nunquam inspecto Vaticano codice solo ingenio coniiciendique arte quingentas lectiones observaverit, ex codice Vaticano in editionem Complutensem derivatas; ex his quingentis ne unam quidem veram codicis Vaticani lectionem esse. Caeterum Bentleio teste, exemplis etiam rei adiectis, adfirmat, Vaticanum codicem ad modum Alexandrini Latinizare.’).

        
        12
          Michaelis explicitly mentions their works in the preface (Einleitung 1 [1765], pp. xii–xiii): ‘Das bald nach dem vorhin erwähnten Werck herauskommende [Bianchini’s] Neue Testament Johann Jacob Wetsteins hat der Critik, theils durch Entdeckungen, oder reichere Sammlung der Lesearten, theils durch die Widersprüche, die es erreget hat, eine neue Gestalt und Licht gegeben. Wie viel wichtige Zusätze ich demselben schuldig bin, wird die Durchlesung dieser zweiten Ausgabe einem jeden zeigen.’

        
        13
          Michaelis, Einleitung 1 (1765), pp. 555–570. This section introduces all the manuscripts in alphabet order.

        
        14
          Michaelis, Einleitung 1 (1765), p. 555 (emphasis original).

        
        15
          Interestingly, Michaelis reports that B 03 does not contain some part of the Catholic Epistles (Einleitung 1 [1765], p. 556): ‘Es folget nehmlich auf die Evangelisten die Apostelgeschichte, und dann die catholischen Briefe: unter diesen aber mangelt der zweite Petri, und der zweite und dritte Johannis; (so viel ich verstehen kann, weil sie für apocryphisch gehalten, und nicht mit abgeschrieben sind)’. Such erroneous information appears to have been taken from Hichtel, Exercitatio, pp. 13–14 (§§ 17–18). If Michaelis went through Wettstein’s critical apparatus, he would notice that this manuscript is present in 2 Peter as well as 2–3 John, as we have discussed in the previous chapter.

        
        16
          Michaelis, Einleitung 1 (1765), pp. 556–558.

        
        17
          Michaelis, Einleitung 1 (1765), pp. 559–562. Hichtel’s work seems influential around that period, since his argumentation is also repeated by Simonis, Introductio, pp. 247–248.

        
        18
          B 03 is dated to the fifth or sixth century by de Montfaucon, and Bianchini dates it to the fifth century; see my discussion in § 2.4 and § 4.3.2 respectively.

        
        19
          Michaelis, Einleitung 1 (1765), p. 562 (emphasis added to the last sentence). The introduction to A 02 is found in the first entry of § 62 (Einleitung 1 [1765], pp. 346–376).

        
        20
          See, e.g., Michaelis, Einleitung 1 (1765), pp. 372–373: ‘Wichtiger als diese schwerlich genau zu entscheidende Frage vom Alter dieser Handschrift, ist die andere: ob sie nach der Lateinischen geändert sey? Ich glaube es allerdings, wegen der von meinem seel. Vater und Wetstein angeführten Gründe. Die Menge der sonderbahren Uebereinstimmungen derselben mit den unterscheidenden Lesearten der Lateinischen Version und der Griechisch-Lateinischen Handschriften ist zu groß, als daß man im Zweifel bleiben könnte, und auch nur ein eintziges solches Beyspiel, als das so ich aus Ap. Gesch. IV, 25. anführen will, wird dem Leser begreiflich machen, daß aus dem Lateinischen etwas in den Cod. Al. getragen sey.’ His father, Christian Benedikt Michaelis, published a treatise discussing Greek-Latin manuscripts in 1749 (Michaelis, Tractatio). The case of Acts 4:25 concerns the prayer of the apostles, where the TR reads ὁ διὰ στόματος Δαβὶδ τοῦ παιδός σου εἰπών but A 02 has ὁ τοῦ πατρὸς ἡμῶν διὰ πνεύματος ἁγίου στόματος Δαυὶδ παιδός σου εἰπών, which is close to the Vulgate ‘qui spiritu sancto per os patris nostri David pueri tui dixisti’. The reading of A 02, together with B 03 and other witnesses, is the reading now preferred.

        
        21
          Michaelis, Einleitung 1 (1765), p. 325 (emphasis original).

        
        22
          Michaelis, Einleitung 1 (1765), pp. 562–566.

        
        23
          Michaelis, Einleitung 1 (1765), pp. 566–570.

        
        24
          For Semler (1725–1791), see a comprehensive treatment in Hornig, Semler, especially pp. 210–228 on the controversy with Johann Melchior Goeze about the Comma Johanneum. On this topic see also McDonald, Biblical Criticism, pp. 255–258.

        
        25
          Semler, Wetstenii Prolegomena. In the nineteenth century, another reproduction of Wettstein’s ‘Prolegomena’ with Selmer’s annotations appeared, edited by Johannes Anthonie Lotze as Lotze (ed.), NTG. That edition was full of discrepancies, such as misprints, omissions, and inaccurate information; see Tregelles’s criticism in Account, pp. 81–82.

        
        26
          Semler, Wetstenii Prolegomena, pp. vi–viii: ‘Itaque illud non eo inficias, sed prae me ultro fero: his in Prolegomenis et collectam esse insignem rerum utilium copiam, et multorum eruditissimorum hominum παρόραματα non pauca esse notata; praecipi recte et honeste multa; exhiberi in illustri quasi posita monumento varia ingenii humani, quod litteris operari humanis divinisqne [sic; divinisque] dicitur, exempla: quibus quis in suam rem atque aliorum saluberrime uti possit. Primum omnium negare nemo potest, si maxime sit maligno in Wetstenium animo, hunc virum luculentam et felicem dedisse operam diligentius noscendis manuscriptis graecis libris; eius beneficio iam de Alexandrino codice, si porro usus atque exercitatio similis in eo conferendo accedat, iudicare possumus haud paulo incorruptius; Vaticani imaginem et fumum dissipavit, cantabrigiensem coarguit, Velesiana ludicra et Barberiniana feliciter, si recte statuo, unus omnium maxime et fortissime contemsit.’

        
        27
          Semler, Wetstenii Prolegomena, pp. 62–73.

        
        28
          Wetstenii Prolegomena, pp. 72–73 n. 40: ‘Erasmus itaque recte arbitratus est, de codicum graecorum ad latinos correctione; nec omnino despero, subinde plura observatum iri, quibus ea res luculentissime confirmetur. Opinari licet, ab iis hominibus, qui romanae sedi praecipue studebant, non paucos codices N. T. sic paratos et curatos fuisse; poterant certe hoc illo beneficio et pretio graecos librarios facile eo adducere, ut antiquissimam scripturam imitarentur. Non raro poterat hoc feliciter contingere; siquidem extabant olim latini boni codices vetustissimae versionis; quae et amatores habuit postquam Hieronymi emendatio accesserat. Revoco etiam in memoriam, ecquot romanorum pontificum litterae in caussa Ariana, Nestoriana etc. fuerint in linguam graecam translatae; quot legati et apocrisiarii tum rerum sacrarum, tum aliarum causa Constantinopolin et in alias orientis urbes missi fuerint? Vel per hos facile induci alii poterant, ut exemplaria graeca ad ipsorum latina corrigi sinerent aut conferri. Quot imperatorum et regum occidentalium legationes in Orientem scimus? Et contra, quot graeci legati in nostrorum principum curiis apparuerunt? Fuerunt autem praeterea non parvo numero ecclesiae graecae, seu graecis libris utentes, sub dioecesi episcopi romani: quas non est dubium codices graecos non alios habuisse, quam ad latinos comparatos, quoniam vetustae ϕιλολογιας contentio fere nulla supererat. Insignis existimatio de ecclesia romana, quae Petri iactata eminentia non parum iuvabatur, facile effecit: ut latini vetusti codices in consilium ad graecos libros adhiberentur.’

        
        29
          Semler appears to apply the same theory at least to A 02 and D 05, as shown in his comments in the sections on those two manuscripts (Wetstenii Prolegomena, pp. 28–61, 75–101 respectively).

        
        30
          Semler, Hermeneutische Vorbereitung 3; its preface was completed on 19 April 1765. And the annotated edition of Wettstein’s ‘Prolegomena’ was probably composed around May 1764 (cf. Wetstenii Prolegomena, p. xxiv). The first two volumes of Hermeneutische Vorbereitung were published in 1760 and 1761. For a discussion of this hermeneutical project and the exegetical method Semler’s proposed, see Schröter, ‘Semler’.

        
        31
          A summary of Semler’s theory is given by Strutwolf, ‘Rezensionshypothese’, p. 17. An overview of the historical developments of the ‘text-types’ can be found in Epp, ‘Textual Clusters’ (republished in Epp, Perspectives 2, pp. 305–368 with some modifications). According to Epp, the two important precursors of Semler were Bentley and Bengel. Note that in the article and elsewhere Epp proposes to replace ‘text-types’ with ‘textual clusters’ as a more proper notion.

        
        32
          Semler, Hermeneutische Vorbereitung 3, ‘Vorrede’, p. 5v (emphasis original). According to Herbert Marsh, this term was first applied by Semler to the text of the New Testament; see Marsh, Introduction 2.2 (1793), p. 641 n. 7. Strutwolf (‘Rezensionshypothese’, p. 17 n. 35) also considers Semler to be the first critic who introduced the concept of recension to our field.

        
        33
          Semler, Hermeneutische Vorbereitung 3, ‘Vorrede’, pp. 6r–v. Those manuscripts he considers as belonging to the ‘doppelten Recension’ are C 04, D 05, L 019, and mins. 1 and 13. It should be noted that Semler’s explanations of his theory are somewhat vague and not always easy to understand, as Tregelles once complained; cf. Tregelles, ‘Introduction’, pp. 70–71.

        
        34
          Semler, Hermeneutische Vorbereitung 3, pp. 61–83 (§§ 8–9).

        
        35
          Semler, Hermeneutische Vorbereitung 3, p. 65 (emphasis original). The Vulgate reads ‘et qui utuntur hoc mundo’ here. At this point the MCT agrees with A 02; cf. NA28 apparatus: ⸂ τον κοσμον τουτον D✶ F G 33. 81. 1739.✶ sa; Or1739mg ¦ τω κοσμω τουτω ℵ2 D1 K L P Ψ 104. 365. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505. 1739c. 1881. 2464 M syh; Eus ¦ txt P15.46 ℵ✶ A B bo. Note that the reading of B 03 is unavailable to Semler.

        
        36
          Semler, Hermeneutische Vorbereitung 3, pp. 82–83; under the title ‘Codex B’. The examples addressed are Matt 19:17; Mark 1:2; Luke 11:2.

        
        37
          Semler, Wetstenii libelli. For an overview of Semler’s criticism and use of Wettstein’s principles, see Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, pp. 243–250.

        
        38
          Semler, Wetstenii libelli, pp. 4–5 (translation in Petersen, Tatian’s Diatessaron, p. 141 n. 220): ‘graeca recensio duplex; alia in Aegypto atque in provinciis sub occidente sole, alia in Oriente, per Syriam, Antiochiam et graecas provincias’.

        
        39
          Semler, Wetstenii libelli, pp. 167–206; the section is entitled ‘Spicilegium observationum de variantibus Novi Testamenti lectionibus, in quo praecipua etiam ex Ioh. Alb. Bengelii Introductione in crisin Novi Testamenti recensentur’.

        
        40
          Semler, Apparatus, pp. 45–46 (emphasis original; translation in Petersen, Tatian’s Diatessaron, p. 141 n. 220, to which I made a few changes): ‘Diversa graeca recensio, quae olim locum habuit, pro provinciarum diversitate fere obtinuit; alexandrinam facile distinguere licet, Aegyptiacis scriptoribus, et Origenis discipulis fere communem; ad Syros, Coptas, Aethiopas etiam vulgatam; alia per Orientem, (Antiochiae atque inde Constantinopoli etc.) valebat; alia per Occidentem. Inde, cum Origenis et Pelagii odium crevisset, ecclesiastica quaedam et mixta recensio sensim orta est, e plurium provinciarum codicibus; que adhuc uti solemus.’ See also Semler, Apparatus, pp. 44–54 (§§ 19–21), for his evaluation of the Greek-Latin manuscripts.

        
        41
          From an historical perspective, Semler was probably the first one who explicitly criticised Wettstein’s theory of Latinisation. See Marsh, Introduction 2.2 (1793), p. 639 n. 1, who highly praises Semler’s accomplishments.

        
        42
          For Griesbach’s life and works, see a well-informed study in Delling, ‘Griesbach’; For discussions of Griesbach’s text-critical studies and particularly his theory of the Synoptic Gospels, see Orchard and Longstaff (eds.), Griesbach, and more recently also de Lang, ‘Gospel Harmony’.

        
        43
          During his peregrinatio academica, Griesbach visited the libraries in London, Oxford, Cambridge, and Paris. In those places he studied and collated many manuscripts. It is said that he had a printed edition with his own notes about variant readings from A 02. See Delling, ‘Griesbach’, p. 84 and p. 86 n. 26.

        
        44
          A summary and evaluation of Griesbach’s scheme can be found in Tregelles, Account, pp. 83–91.

        
        45
          Griesbach and Stroth, Dissertatio critica, pp. 8–11 (§ 9).

        
        46
          Griesbach, Libri historici 1. See an overview in de Lang, De synoptische beschouwing, pp. 259–270.

        
        47
          Griesbach, Libri historici 1, p. xvi (emphasis original; translation after Tregelles, ‘Introduction’, p. 72): ‘Inter omnes recensiones Euangeliorum (de quibus solis hic loquimur) numero forte satis multas, duae omnium vetustissimae sedulo sunt attendendae atque a se invicem discernendae. Alexandrina altera, cuius lectiones colliguntur e codicibus Euangeliorum C. L. ut et K. 1. 13. 33. 69. 106. 118. ex Euangelistariis 18. 19. e versionibus Coptica, Aethiopica, Armenica, Syriaca posteriori ac eius margine, et ex allegationibus Clementis alexndrini, Origenis, Eusebii, Cyrilli, Isidori pelusiotae; altera occidentalis, cuius lectiones eruuntur e codice D. et ex parte etiam e codicibus. 1. 13. 69. e versione latina, praesertim Antehieronymiana, quam Italam vocare solent, ac e patribus latinis antiquioribus; non raro etiam e Syriaca et Arabicis translationibus.’ Sophisticated as it may be, Griesbach’s recension theory is still far less complicated than most of his successors. See the helpful discussion of the notion of ‘text types’ from an historical perspective in Epp, ‘Textual Clusters’, especially his warning given in pp. 522–523.

        
        48
          Griesbach, Libri historici 1, p. xvi (translation after Tregelles, ‘Introduction’, p. 72): ‘Codex A. in Euangeliis sequitur recensionem ab Alexandrina aeque ac ab occidentali diversam, recentiorem, ex aliis recensionibus compilatam; nec tanti faciendus est, quanti Bengelius aliique eum fecerunt’.

        
        49
          It should be noted that the name of this recension can only be found later in Griesbach’s first Greek New Testament edition. There he repeats the explanation of his recension system as printed in Libri historici 1 with some minor modifications. Concerning the third recension, the sentence now becomes: ‘Codex A. in Euangeliis sequitur recensionem ab Alexandrina aeque ac ab occidentali diversam, Constantinopolitanam fortasse, recentiorem, ex aliis recensionibus compilatam’ (Griesbach, NTG 1 [1777], p. xiv; italics as the additions, meaning ‘perhaps the Constantinopolitan’).

        
        50
          ‘Β. Vaticanus, mutilus, cursim inspectus’ (Griesbach, Libri historici 1, p. xxvi).

        
        51
          Griesbach, Synopsis. There were several revisions of this synopsis: 21797; 31809; 41822 (edited posthumously). See Greeven, ‘Gospel Synopsis’ for a discussion of the historical developments of Gospel synopsis, especially pp. 26–28 and pp. 190–191 n. 17 on Griesbach’s edition.

        
        52
          Griesbach, Libri historici 2 and Griesbach, NTG 2 (1775) respectively.

        
        53
          Griesbach, NTG 1 (1777). Note that its page numbering restarts with John.

        
        54
          All the symbols are listed and explained in Griesbach, NTG 1 (1777), pp. xx–xxi.

        
        55
          Griesbach, NTG 1 (1777), p. xx. There are a few other symbols to indicate particular cases.

        
        56
          For instance, several orthographical variants given in Bianchini’s specimen facsimile are absent in Griesbach’s apparatus.

        
        57
          The information is actually derived from Lucas Brugensis’s annotations; see p. 30 of this volume.

        
        58
          Griesbach, NTG 1 (1777), p. 15 n. m: ‘= BDGKLM. 1. 10. 12. 13. 17. al. 71. Syr. utr. Ar. p. Perss. Arm. Copt. Vulg. Goth. corb. brix. gat. foroi. Euthym. Theophyl. Chysoceph. Ambr. Aug. Chromat. Op. imp.’; the equal-like symbol (=) in the apparatus represents omissions. For the abbreviations used here, see NTG 1 (1777), pp. xxii–xxxii.

        
        59
          Respectively, Griesbach, NTG 1 (1777), p. 13 n. q: ‘= B. D. 1. 22. 23. 33. 68. 118. Copt. Vulg. corb. foroi. Codd. graeci ap. Aug. Hier. Cypr. Chromat. Iuvenc. Deleatur aut hic, aut vs. 6’; here he emphasises, ‘This would be removed either here or in verse 6’; p. 14 n. z: ‘= BD. gr. (ap. M. et B.) et lat. Go. apud Fellum. 24✶ 118✶ Copt. Vulg. Sax. corb. germ. 2. Orig. Euthym. Hilar. Ambr. Aug. Chrom. Hieron.’; here he notes that the omission in D 05 is according to Mill and Bengel. Besides, the MCT omits the phrase at both places, supported by ℵ 01, B 03, D 05, and Z 035 among others.

        
        60
          Griesbach, NTG 2 (1775), pp. 225–236 n. m, where he gives an extensive annotation to defend this controversial decision. Cf. McDonald, Biblical Criticism, pp. 258–259.

        
        61
          Griesbach, NTG 1 (1777), p. 81 n. b: ‘[ἡσαίᾳ τῷ προϕήτῃ] BDL. 1. 33. 61. 63. 72. in ora 115 alus. Syr. Syr. p. in m. Erp. Perss. Copt. Arm. It. Goth. Vulg. Orig. quater. Iren. (alibi aliter.) Porphyr. Hier. Patr. al.’. It should be noted here that the B 03 reading is imprecisely given, which actually has an additional τῷ before Ἠσαΐᾳ. The discrepancy can be traced back to Lucas Brugensis; see my discussion on pp. 35–36 above.

        
        62
          Griesbach, NTG 2 (1775), p. 222; text: Καὶ πᾶν πνεῦμα ὃ μὴ ὁμολογεῖ τὸν ἰησοῦν † † ἐκ τοῦ θεοῦ οὐκ ἔστι·; medial apparatus: † χριστόν ¦ † ἐν σαρκὶ ἐληλυθότα; n. g: ‘[χριστόν] = AB. 13. 27. 29. Syr. utr. Ar. pol. Arm. Aeth. Orig. Cyr. Iren. int. Theodoret. Fulg. alicubi. Lucif. alii.’; n. h: ‘[ἐν σαρκὶ ἐληλυθότα] = AB. 27. 29. Aeth. Vulg. Orig. Cyr. Iren. int. Lucif. Vetusta exemplaria ap. Socratem’.

        
        63
          Griesbach, NTG 1 (1777), p. 77 n. b: ‘[ᾅδην] ABCD 2. 15. 18. 27. 40. Lect. 1. Theoph.’. In fact, Griesbach gives ᾃδου (with the grave accent instead of the acute) in the text.

        
        64
          Griesbach, NTG 1 (1777), p. 239 n. i: ‘[ἐξῆλθον] AB. 15. 17. 26. 29. 33. in m. 36. Syr. Erp. Vulg. Iren.’. The omission of the pericope adulterae also belongs to this category, that is, probable and significant variation. There the whole section is still printed in the text but marked with the symbol of probable omission (=) throughout. See NTG 1 (1777), pp. 26–30, B 03 in pp. 29–30 n. h: ‘The pericope is missing in A [02], B [03], C [04], and L [019] but with empty space left untouched, which is nevertheless not able to be enough for the whole pericope’ (‘Abest pericopa ab ABC et L. sed spatio vacuo relicto, quod tamen totam pericopam capere non posset’ – NTG 1 [1777], p. 29). The last remark concerns the blank space in L 019 where the pericope should occur (ff. 219v–220r). Griesbach examined the manuscript in person during his stay in Paris: ‘We have collated the manuscript afresh very carefully’ (‘Codicem denuo accuratissime contulimus’ – NTG 1 [1777], p. xxvi). The results of his efforts can be found in Griesbach, Symbolae criticae 1, pp. lxvi–cxli.

        
        65
          Griesbach, NTG 1 (1777), p. 11 n. q: ‘= B. 48. Aeth. Ar. p. Sax. Vulg. foroi. …’. Griesbach also notices that most of the ‘Itala’ manuscripts contain the Latin rendering ‘sine causa’ and that many patristic authors also knew the existence of εἰκῆ.

        
        66
          Griesbach, NTG 1 (1777), p. 5 n. f: ‘[βηθανίᾳ] ABC✶✶EGHLM. 11. 12. 28. 40. 59. 61. 64. 113.✶ 114.✶✶ 115. 117. 118. Ev. 1. 3. 18. 19. al. 50. Ed. Syr. utr. Arr. Perss. Copt. (Aeth. habet utrumque) Vulg. It. Heracleon. Omnes fere codd. ap. Orig. Nonn.’; the ‘positive’ side of the TR reading is given later in the same note: ‘βηθαβαρᾷ habere videntur C✶ 1. 13. 33. 69. alii. Sic legunt etiam 113✶✶ 114✶ 116. 121. Ed. Arm. Accuratiora exemplaria ap. Chrys. Euthym. et Theoph. Eandem praeferunt Orig. Eus. Suidas. Hier. etc.’. Here Griesbach agrees with Wettstein, who considers that in C 04 βηθανίᾳ is made from the correction (‘ex emendatione’; Wettstein, NTG 1, p. 842). Yet, at this place (f. 188v l. 10) a converse opinion is held by both the VMR and the IGNTP transcriptions, that is, the original hand of C 04 reads βηθανίᾳ and the corrected one as βηθαβαρᾷ. The transcribers probably follow Tischendorf’s judgement given in Codex Ephraemi Syri rescriptus 1, p. 126. The same opinion is also held by Robert William Lyon, who considers βηθαβαρᾷ as made by the first corrector; see Lyon, Re-examination, p. 148 and p. 348.

        
        67
          Griesbach, NTG 1 (1777), p. 144 n. h: ‘ἱερουσαλήμ. A. 1. 72. 114. Syr. Copt. Goth. Sax. veron. corb. brix. foroi. perus. colb. mart. germ. 2. Iren. Aug. ¦ τοῦ ἰσραήλ B. Arr. Perss. Vulg. verc. germ. 1. ¦ ἐν τῷ ἰσραήλ. 5. 42. 57. Constit.’; for Lucas Brugensis’s annotation, see pp. 31–32 of this volume.

        
        68
          Griesbach, NTG 2 (1775), p. 242 n. m: ‘[ὑμᾶς] = ABC. 7. 15. 18. 27. 29. 36. al. 3. Syr. utr. ap. W. Arr. Vulg. Lucif. Hier. Cyr.’; this inaccurate variant is from Amelote (see pp. 151–152 above).

        
        69
          Griesbach, NTG 2 (1775), p. 239 n. t: ‘[ἐλπίζω γάρ] AB. 5. 7. 25. 26. 27. 29. 33. 36. al. 3. Copt. Aeth. Vulg.’; the TR reading is marked with the ‘less probable’ symbol (~). Except for those mentioned here, Griesbach also repeats the errors found in Wettstein’s edition at Matt 10:42; 1 Cor 9:27; Col 1:2; 2 Pet 2:4.

        
        70
          The following sketch of Birch’s life is mainly based on Nielsen, ‘Birch’.

        
        71
          In fact, Birch was not the first Danish scholar to examine B 03 at that time. A precursor was Andreas Christian Hviid (1749–1788; or Hwiid), who reached Italy in 1778 and stayed in Rome for some fifteen months. Hviid was well known for his travel diaries, the first part of which was published in 1787 and another part one year later, shortly before his death. Unfortunately, the published diaries ended during his time in Bologna (February 1779), and no further account of his stay in Rome was given. According to Anders Gamborg, who assisted Hviid to publish the second part of the diaries, the notes of the remainders were destroyed following the instructions of Hviid’s will; see Hviid, Dagbog (1788), volume 2, pp. 97–98. On Hviid, see Nielsen, ‘Hviid’, and the introduction in Hviid, Hviids Evropa. According to Mercati, Hviid indeed consulted our manuscript in the Vatican Library around 1780 (cf. Pisano, ‘Mercati’, p. 115). See also p. 219 n. 175 of this book for his correspondence with Michaelis.

        
        72
          Compared to Birch’s famous edition of 1788 and his subsequent publications in the series, scholars have paid far less attention to his other works, let alone the related archive entry. Notable exceptions will be shown in the following discussion.

        
        73
          The reference is found in Brunn (ed.), Bibliotheca Danica 1, col. xxxiii: ‘The same book, a slightly different edition, with added handwritten variants to the Acts of the Apostles and to the Pauline Letters’ (‘Samme Bog, en noget forskjellig Udgave, med tilføjede haandskrevne Varianter til Acta apost. og til Pauli Breve’). The title referred to is Birch’s 1788 edition, listed below in col. 48.

        
        74
          Gregory, Prolegomena 1, pp. 251–252 n. 2: ‘Brunnius, Bibliotheca Danica (Hauniae a. 1877, vol. 1, col. 48), „Andet Hefte,‟ a. 1875, col. xxxiii, adn., dicit bibliothecam universitatis Hauniensis exemplar huius libri habere notis manu scriptis locupletatum. In illa bibliotheca primo nihil inveniri poterat; denique adtulit bibliothecarius amicissimus volumen manuscriptum (eo tempore, mense maio anni 1878, nondum numero ornatum), quod conlationem Milliani textus in Act Cath Paul cum codice B Vaticano 1209 continebat.’ A similar note can be found in Gregory, Textkritik 2, pp. 960–961 n. 2. Interestingly, according to Gregory’s description, nearly half a century after Birch’s death the archive entry had not yet received a number.

        
        75
          Birch, Kollationer. The date can only be approximate; see my discussion on pp. 197–198 below. Among other collections, the collection of ‘Additamenta’ was transferred from the University Library of Copenhagen to the Royal Danish Library in 1938. See Petersen, Haandskriftsamling, especially pp. 47–48 for an overview of the collection as of 1942.

        
        76
          Its page size is measured at 28.5 centimetres high and 22 centimetres wide. I thank Amanda Kistrup Vallys for kindly providing me with this information.

        
        77
          The content is as follows: Acts (ff. 1r–25r), Jas (ff. 25v–27v), 1 Pet (ff. 27v–29v), 2 Pet (ff. 29v–30v), 1 John (ff. 30v–32v), 2 John (f. 32v), 3 John (f. 33r), Jude (ff. 33r–34r), Rom (ff. 34r–40r), 1 Cor (ff. 40r–47v), 2 Cor (ff. 47v–52r), Gal (ff. 52r–54v), Eph (ff. 54v–57r), Phil (ff. 57v–59r), Col (ff. 59r–61r), 1 Thess (ff. 61r–62v), 2 Thess (ff. 62v–63v), Heb (ff. 63v–66r). All the folio numbers are written in pencil.

        
        78
          B 03 reads χ̅υ̅ ι̅υ̅ (p. 1489 B 25) and ι̅ν̅ χ̅ν̅ (p. 1489 B 26) respectively. In both places the MCT agrees with the TR: Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ and Χριστὸν Ἰησοῦν.

        
        79
          For longer omissions different notes are given, e.g., at 1 John 5:7–8 Birch notes: ‘from ἐν τῷ οὐρανῷ up to ἐν τῇ γῇ are wanting in the manuscript’ (‘ab εν τω ουρανω usque ad εν τῃ γῃ desunt in Codice’ – Birch, Kollationer, f. 32r); at Rom 16:24: ‘the whole verse 24 is wanting’ (‘Totus versus 24 deest’ – Birch, Kollationer, f. 39v).

        
        80
          This chapter division mark (no. 55) is in p. 1488 C 38.

        
        81
          B 03 p. 1489 A 2–3: B✶ καταδουλωσουσιν; B2 καταδουλωσωσιν. This is the only correction noted by Birch in Galatians.

        
        82
          The statistics are as follows: 90 occurrences in total, ‘cor.’ 75 times (83.3%), ‘imp.’ 7 times (7.8%), ‘err.’ 1 time (1.1%), ‘oth.’ 7 times (7.8%).

        
        83
          The VMR gives: B✶ αν; B1 α εαν (p. 1492 B 1).

        
        84
          The VMR transcription is B✶ om.; B1 προς γαλατας (p. 1488 A), and B✶ προς γαλατας; B1 add. εγραϕη απο ρωμης (p. 1493 A 28–30) respectively.

        
        85
          Birch records as follows: titloi at Gal 1:1 (Α̅); 1:6 (Β̅); 4:21 (Δ̅), and chapter divisions at Gal 2:4 (Ν̅Ε̅); 3:5 (Ν̅Ϛ̅); 4:12b (Ν̅Ζ̅); 5:16 (Ν̅Η̅).

        
        86
          In Gal 4, those given by Birch are at v. 2 (τῆς τοῦ πατρός for τοῦ πατρός), v. 6 (om. ὁ θεός), v. 7 (κληρονόμος διὰ θεοῦ for κληρονόμος θεοῦ διὰ Χριστοῦ), v. 8 (ϕύσει μή for μὴ ϕύσει), v. 9 (δουλεῦσαι for δουλεύειν), v. 14 (ὑμῶν for μοῦ τόν), v. 15 (ποῦ οὖν for τίς οὖν), v. 18 (ζηλοῦσθε for τὸ ζηλοῦσθαι), v. 19 (μέχρις for ἄχρις), v. 24 (om. αἱ), v. 25 (δουλεύει γάρ for δουλεύει δέ), v. 26 (om. πάντων), v. 28 (ἐστέ for ἐσμέν), v. 30 (κληρονομήσει for κληρονομήσῃ), v. 31 (διὸ ἀδελϕοί for ἄρα ἀδελϕοί), as well as the two titloi at vv. 12, 21.

        
        87
          The occurrences are at Gal 4:7 (αλλα for ἀλλʼ; the same variant recurs in vv. 14, 23, both of which are noticed by Birch), 19 (τεκνα for τεκνία), 29 (ουτως for οὕτω).

        
        88
          Birch follows the corrections at Gal 4:19 (B✶ ωδεινω [B2 ωδινω]), 24 (B✶ σεινα [B2 σινα]), 25 [2×] (B✶ σεινα [B2 σινα] and B✶ συνστοιχει [B2 συστοιχει]), 26 (B✶ εστιν [B2 εστι]), 27 (B✶ ωδεινουσα [B2 ωδινουσα]). In all these places B2 agrees with the TR.

        
        89
          Compared to the portion of Galatians in Mico’s collation, where 141 variant readings are found, Birch provides far fewer data in terms of number (ninety in total). It appears that Mico tends to focus on matters of diacritic and word division and that some variant readings are neglected by Birch. For an analysis of Mico’s collation, see § 3.3.1 above.

        
        90
          In a way this collation of Birch is similar to the one by Bartolocci, both of which contain a parallel between the base text from a printed edition and the collated readings from B 03. As already shown above (§ 2.2.2), the archive entry in Bibliothèque nationale de France is a copy of the original one.

        
        91
          According to Nielsen (‘Birch’, pp. 280–281), Birch’s travel expenses and the publication project were supported by Ove Høegh-Guldberg (1731–1808), who led the Danish government until 1784.

        
        92
          Birch, Beskrivelse. On the page preceding the title page, two specimen facsimiles are provided. One is John 5:3–5 from Codex Urbino-Vaticanus 2 (min. 157; currently numbered as Urb. gr. 2 in the Vatican Library), and the other is Luke 22:43–44 from Codex Vaticanus 354 (S 028).

        
        93
          Birch, Beskrivelse, pp. ✶1r–v: ‘At forøge mine Indsigter i det N. T. Kritik, var Hovedformaalet for mine Undersøgelser. Tillige attraaede jeg herved at tilfredsstille et Ønske som de Lærde længe have havt, men ikke endnu seet opfyldt. De græske Haandskrifter af det N. Testamente som findes i Italiens Bogsamlinger vare lidet bekiendte og endnu mindre brugte; skiønt man med Rette kunde formode at blant disse maatte findes mange betydelige, som vilde lønne Arbeiderens Flid med nye, og for de hellige Bøgers Kritik vigtige, Bemærkninger. Det ofte fremsatte Ønske, at nogen vilde berige Kritiken med en nøiere Kundskab om disse Haandskrifter, blev ligesom mange andre, uopfyldt, og ingen vilde afhielpe denne Mangel.’

        
        94
          Birch, Beskrivelse, pp. ✶2r–✶3r.

        
        95
          Birch, Beskrivelse, pp. 51–75. Birch introduces the manuscripts in the Vatican Library by following the sequence of their shelf marks.

        
        96
          Birch, Beskrivelse, pp. 51–52 (emphasis original): ‘Jeg kommer nu til Codex 1209. det vigtigste af alle græske Haandskrifter som bevares paa det Vatikanske Bibliothek. … Af alle græske Haandskrifter som indeholde det N. T. kiendes intet som er oftere beskrevet, og som i saa mange Henseender fortiente Flid og nøiagtig Undersøgelse, som dette. Dets arværdige Alder, dets Fuldstændighed – en ved gamle Haandskrifter sielden Egenskab – og det som er vigtigere, Textens beydelige Læsemaader, ere ligesaa mange fortrinlige Egenskaber, som kun siælden findes forenede i et og samme Haandskrift.’

        
        97
          Birch, Beskrivelse, p. 52. Birch might have been unaware of the collations made for Bentley at this point. At a later stage, however, he benefited from the collation by Mico. See my discussion in § 6.1.2 below.

        
        98
          Birch, Beskrivelse, pp. 53–54. The well-known ‘Herculaneum papyri’ were first discovered in 1752 in a villa of Herculaneum, a city near Pompeii. In Birch’s time those papyri were stored in Portici of Naples. See Sider, ‘Herculaneum’ for an excellent overview of the history of the earliest discoveries and the contents of the library found in Herculaneum. Here Birch does not give any specific reference to the Herculaneum papyri. The question arises as to whether he was able to see them in person during his stay in Italy.

        
        99
          As I will discuss in § 6.2.1, the topic of the origin of these diacritics would later give rise to considerable debates among scholars.

        
        100
          Birch, Beskrivelse, p. 55: ‘Her lader han Haandskriftets oprindelige Læsemaade urørt, uden at overskrive samme med anden Farve; men i Randen bemærker han den Læsemaade, hvilken han formodentlig fandt i sit yngre Haandskrift, og maaskee ansaae som den sande’.

        
        101
          Birch, Beskrivelse, pp. 55–56; cf. B 03 p. 1242 C 18–19: οτι [B1 τι] δε στενη η πυλη. Tischendorf considers the corrector to be his B3 (sixth or seventh century; NT Vaticanum, p. 8), whose opinion is seconded by Vercellone (Fabiani and Cozza-Luzi [eds.], Vaticanus 6, p. 143c) and also NA28 (given as B2). Grenz (Scribes and Correctors, p. 205) attributes this correction to B18 (tenth or eleventh century). Apart from this, Birch overlooked the following δέ attested in the manuscript.

        
        102
          Birch, Beskrivelse, p. 56; B 03 p. 1248 C 28–29: μη [B2 η] εως ουρανου υψωθηση. Note that the manuscript does not have the τοῦ preceding οὐρανοῦ.

        
        103
          The other examples are in Matt 11:19; 14:19; 22:10. See pp. 206–207 below for further discussion.

        
        104
          Birch, Beskrivelse, p. 60. All these features are normally attributed to the hand of B1. Interestingly, Matthew’s inscriptio actually contains two levels of corrections: B✶ om.; B1 κατα μαθθαιον; B2 κατα ματθαιον. Birch’s base text has the inscriptio as the correction according to B2, and he provides the reading of B1 in Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. 1.

        
        105
          Birch, Beskrivelse, p. 61: ‘I Evangelierne kommer Texten fornemmelig overeens med Codd. Ephraem, Cantabrigiensis, Stephani Octavus, Reuchlini, Parisinus 2244, Leicestriensis og Lambecii 31. Af hvilke de sex forste hos Wetsten betegnes med. C. D. L. 1. 13. 69. – Ligesaa med den Syriske og de ældre Latinske Overscættelser Origenes og Hieronymus.’

        
        106
          According to the scholarly consensus, mins. 13, 69, and 124 clearly belong to the same manuscript group, the so-called ‘Family 13’. For a lengthy discussion of the identification of the affinity between these manuscripts in the eighteenth century, see Lafleur, La Famille 13, pp. 19–56, especially pp. 53–55 on Birch and min. 124.

        
        107
          Birch, Beskrivelse, pp. 61–63; the citation is taken from p. 62: ‘Udeladelsen af Εικη i det Vatikanske Haandskrift bør da ikke anvendes som et Beviis for deres Mening, som ringeagte det, og ansee det som forandret efter Vulgata; men den bliver meget mere et nyt Vidnesbyrd for dets Alder og Vigtighed, da den viser en Overeenstemmelse med de græske Haandskrifter, som Hieronymus ansaae for saa vigtige, at han brugte dem som kritiske Hielpemidler, efter hvilke han forbedrede sin latinske Oversættelse.’

        
        108
          In Beskrivelse, p. 56, Birch also mentions the correction of B 03: B✶ εργων [B1 τεκνων] (p. 1248 C 12). Versace (Marginalia, p. 89) regards this correction as made by B1, but NA28 attributes it to B2 here; see also Grenz, Scribes and Correctors, p. 209 n. 54. For Jerome’s comments on this verse and the reference to ‘ab operibus suis’, see Donaldson, Explicit References 2, pp. 365–366.

        
        109
          Birch, Beskrivelse, pp. 63–64. Editors of critical editions began to agree with Birch’s judgement only from the second half of the nineteenth century onward, mainly because of the support from both B 03 and ℵ 01; cf. e.g. Westcott and Hort, ‘Appendix’, p. 8b.

        
        110
          The reading of εὐρακύλων (as given by B✶) is a mixture of Greek εὖρος (‘the east wind’) and the Latin ‘aquilo’ (‘the north wind’). And the alternative εὐρυκλύδων (as corrected by B2) means something like the ‘southeast wind’, as Joseph A. Fitzmyer explains: ‘Literally, the name means, the “east wind” that stirs up broad “waves”’ (Acts, p. 776).

        
        111
          Birch, Beskrivelse, p. 73; cf. B 03 p. 1422 C 34–35: B✶ ευρακυλων [B2 ευρυκλυδων]. Apparently Birch’s erroneous reading cannot be found in the attestation of any Greek manuscripts extant nowadays; cf. Strutwolf et al. (eds.), ECM 3.1.2, p. 1020 (20–15/2). At this point Birch’s Copenhagen collation has the following note: ‘Ευραυκυλδων the letters written above are by a more recent hand’ (‘Ευραυκυλδων litterae suprascriptae sunt a recentiori manu’ – Kollationer, f. 23v). Hence a similar error is given there. Interestingly, in his later publication (Birch, Variae lectiones 1, p. 68), both the original hand and the correction are given accurately. In fact, Birch did not seem to be the first collator to confuse Δ with Λ. A few collations of A 02 were also uncertain about the manuscript’s reading as ευρακυδων or ευρακυλων; cf. Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, p. 172.

        
        112
          B 03 p. 1423 C 22–23. According to Strutwolf et al. (eds.), ECM 3.1.2, p. 1042 (18–22 c), the only other witness supporting this reading is the Sahidic version.

        
        113
          Birch, Beskrivelse, pp. 73–74. Birch’s approach to this textual issue is similar to that which can be found in modern textual scholarship; cf., e.g., Metzger, Textual Commentary (1994), p. 442; Cole, Numerals, p. 99.

        
        114
          Birch, Beskrivelse, pp. 66–72. A comprehensive analysis of this issue can be found in Westcott and Hort, ‘Appendix’, pp. 28a–51b. For recent discussions from text-critical perspectives, see Metzger, Textual Commentary (1994), pp. 102–106; Parker, Living Text, pp. 124–147; and also the different views presented in Black (ed.), Ending of Mark. Furthermore, the ongoing research project ‘MARK16’ aims to re-examine the diverse textual traditions in the last chapter of Mark by means of digital tools; see Clivaz, ‘Mark 16,8’ and the special issue in Comparative Oriental Manuscript Studies Bulletin 8 (2022/2).

        
        115
          To date, there are only three Greek manuscripts known that in actuality end Mark at verse 8: ℵ 01, B 03, and min. 304 (Strutwolf et al. [eds.], ECM 1.2.1, p. 828). The last one is a twelfth-century minuscule with a catena commentary, kept by Bibliothèque nationale de France with the shelf mark Grec 194. It had formerly been owned by Charles-Maurice le Tellier (1642–1710; Archbishop of Reims) and was then donated to the Bibliothèque du Roi in 1700. A close study of this minuscule can be found in Monier, ‘GA 304’. Of course, Birch could not know of the omission of ℵ 01, and scholars in that time seem to have neglected the unique feature within min. 304.

        
        116
          Birch, Beskrivelse, pp. 66–67: ‘Med de Ord Εϕοβουντο γαρ sluttes Evangelisten, og de følgende Vers indtil Enden af Kapitlet mangle aldeles i vort Haandskrift. Denne Udeladelse er vigtig, saa meget mere som dette af alle hidtil undersøgte græske Haandskrifter, er det eeneste i hvilket de sidste tolv Vers virkelig mangle; skiønt flere Kirkelærere og mange i Randen af Haandskrifter tilskrevne Anmærkninger bevidne, at de fleste ældre Haandskrifter kom deri overeens ganske at udelade disse Vers.’

        
        117
          This is from Jerome’s letter to Hedibia (Epist. 120.3; CSEL 55, p. 481 ll. 12–16, cited from ll. 14–15). The translation is taken from Donaldson, Explicit References 2, p. 402; see also her discussion in pp. 402–403. In fact, the modern scholarly consensus is that Jerome heavily relied on Eusebius’s account as found in Quaestiones ad Marinum 1.1; see Kelhoffer, ‘Eusebius’, especially pp. 83–87 on Eusebius’s text and pp. 99–101 on Jerome. For a thorough analysis of Eusebius’s view on the endings of Mark, see Coombs, A Dual Reception, especially pp. 215–232.

        
        118
          Birch, Beskrivelse, p. 69 (note that Παμϕύλου is attested in the manuscript, instead of the standard spelling Παμϕίλου); translation after Parker, Living Text, p. 126. The manuscripts Birch mentioned should be min. 209 and min. 2886 (Venice, Bibl. Naz. Marc., Gr. Z. 10 [394] and Gr. Z. 6 [336] respectively), both of which belong to Family 1; cf. Anderson, ‘Family 1 in Mark’, p. 125. The same scholium is also found in min. 1 (Basel, Universitätsbibliothek A. N. IV. 2), which is already given in Wettstein, NTG 1, pp. 639–640. There the endings of Mark are discussed on the basis of a considerable number of assembled data from Greek manuscripts as well as versional and patristic sources.

        
        119
          Birch, Beskrivelse, pp. 70–72. The diverse traditions in the Eusebian Canons have already been noted by Simon (Texte du Nouveau Testament, pp. 426b–429a; also pp. 114b–122a). Simon considered that such diversity could have well reflected what Jerome had testified concerning the lack of evidence from Greek manuscripts. Cf. Crawford, Eusebian Canon Tables, p. 182 for an up-to-date discussion about the absence of the section numbers in Mark 16:9–20. Besides the examples discussed here, Birch also mentions several notable passages in B 03, e.g. Matt 6:13; Luke 22:43–44; John 5:3; 7:53–8:11; Rom 16:24.

        
        120
          Birch, ‘Nachricht’. No indication shows that this article was published before the Danish volume. There are two reasons for discussing the German contribution secondarily: (1) the Danish work was probably released in the first months of the year (the date of 30 January 1785 is given in Beskrivelse, p. ✶4v), thus making it plausible that it was published earlier than the German one; (2) it seems more likely that Birch would have first composed a complete draft in his native language and then written an abbreviated version in German.

        
        121
          See the editor’s note at the beginning of the article (Birch, ‘Nachricht’, p. 138 n. ✶).

        
        122
          Birch, ‘Nachricht’, pp. 138–139; cf. p. 199 of this volume.

        
        123
          Birch, ‘Nachricht’, pp. 140–141. According to the modern consensus, those diacritics in B 03 were added by a later scribe.

        
        124
          B 03 p. 1479 B 30–38; VMR: B✶ καλυμμα επι την καρδιαν αυτων κειται· ηνικα δ αν επιστρεψη προς κ̅ν̅ περιερειται το [B2b om.] (ll. 33–36).

        
        125
          Birch, ‘Nachricht’, p. 141.

        
        126
          Birch, ‘Nachricht’, p. 142; see also p. 206 of this volume for Birch’s discussion of the textual variant at this verse.

        
        127
          Birch, ‘Nachricht’, p. 142. The VMR attributes the correction to B1 (p. 1256 B 30); Versace (Marginalia, p. 89) also considers it to be made by his B1.

        
        128
          Birch, ‘Nachricht’, p. 143; VMR: B✶ κελευσατε; B1 κελευσας (p. 1254 B 5–6). Grenz has some difficulties in dating this correction, considering this to be made by either B2 or B18; see Scribes and Correctors, p. 205.

        
        129
          Interestingly, the examples Birch mentions here are all from the first corrector according to the VMR, usually dated to the fourth century, roughly the same period as the original scribe. On this issue, see the lengthy discussion in Grenz, Scribes and Correctors, pp. 111–144.

        
        130
          Birch, ‘Nachricht’, pp. 146–153. See also Birch, Beskrivelse, pp. 105–121 for a fuller account.

        
        131
          Birch, ‘Nachricht’, pp. 151–152. According to NA28, v. 23 is omitted by P46.61 ℵ A B C 81. 1739. 2464 b vgst co, and the inclusion of vv. 25–27 is supported by P61 ℵ B C D 81. 365. 630. 1739. 2464 ar b vg syp co; Orlat mss Ambst; see also Aland et al., TuT Paulus 1, pp. 443–449 (nos. 45 and 46) for further textual data. For a thorough investigation of this issue, see Gamble, Textual History.

        
        132
          Birch, ‘Nachricht’, pp. 153–163. See my discussion of the Barberini manuscripts in § 2.1. For Wettstein’s opinion, see § 4.5.2 of this book.

        
        133
          The document seen by Birch could have been similar to the one containing Bellarmine’s petition to Paul V; see p. 51 n. 15 51. And as discussed there, the unfound one – Cod. 1150 – should have been 1160, viz. min. 141 (Vat. gr. 1160).

        
        134
          Birch, ‘Nachricht’, pp. 157–159. In fact, only three of the manuscripts (nos. 349, 354, and 1209) were completely compared, and for others only particular readings were checked.

        
        135
          Birch, ‘Nachricht’, pp. 160–161. Although such a reconstruction is possible, there is no clear evidence to support Birch’s speculation. For further historical detail about Caryophilus and the project led by Bellarmine, see my discussion in § 2.1.1.

        
        136
          This is perhaps the reason why James A. Kelhoffer starts his investigation of the history of scholarship on Mark 16:9–20 with Birch, albeit only the 1801 reproduction is discussed; see Kelhoffer, Miracle and Mission, pp. 6–7 (on Birch’s text-critical works after his 1788 edition, see § 6.1.1 below). In fact, that scholars ponder the endings of Mark can indeed be traced back to the sixteenth century; see Kamphuis, ‘Markus’, pp. 173a–175b for a summary of Erasmus, Mill, Simon, and Wettstein. An overview of the scholarly history of the Markan endings is given by Krans and Yi, ‘Trajectories’.

        
        137
          It should be noted that until Birch’s publication, among all the collations of B 03 only the one by Caryophilius had been published. But Caryophilius failed to notice this very omission (‘Collationes ex Bibliotheca Barberina’, p. 472). Both Bartolocci and Mico marked the omission in their collations, but in Birch’s day they were still kept on the bookshelves and remained unexplored.

        
        138
          This work seems to have received certain attention in Denmark. Hviid published a pamphlet in the same year to review his colleague’s work (Hviid, Revision). Some variant readings of B 03 are discussed at length in pp. 14–18.

        
        139
          Michaelis, review of Birch, Beskrivelse. This new journal was in fact the continuation of the journal where Birch’s German article was published.

        
        140
          Michaelis, review of Birch, Beskrivelse, p. 114: ‘Wenn es ja nöthig ist, von dem Proben und Auszüge mitzutheilen, verspare ich es noch bis auf den folgenden, oder höchstens dritten Theil, denn mir wird versichert, es solle von dieser Schrift auf Ostern eine deutsche Uebersetzung unter des Verfassers Augen herauskommen, und meine Leser werden immer die Seiten lieber nach dieser, als nach dem ihnen unverständlichen Dänischen Original angezeigt haben wollen.’

        
        141
          Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece. The examined manuscripts were in the libraries of the Vatican, Barberini, Laurentian (in Florence), Vienna, El Escorial (in Madrid), and of course Copenhagen. In Reuss’s categorisation, Birch’s edition is put in the chapter on the editions of ‘Stephanus-Elzevier’; cf. Bibliotheca, p. 151 (§ 12.50).

        
        142
          Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, pp. i–xcii. The majority was written by Birch himself, but some sections were by his Danish colleagues.

        
        143
          Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, pp. xiii–xxiv.

        
        144
          Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. xiv: ‘Accentus et spiritus, quorum ultimi antiquam servant figuram ˫ ˧ ab ipsa prima manu litteris sunt impositi, quod Blanchinus in Tabula ad pag. CDXCII, Vol. 2 Partis I. Evangel. Quadrupl. ubi specimen codicis nostri accurate expressum exhibet, adnotare neglexit’. On Bianchini’s specimen facsimile, see § 4.3.2 above.

        
        145
          Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. xv (emphasis added): ‘Litterae, non accentus et spiritus, atramento iterum obductae sunt, cum antiquior scriptura aetate flavescere incepisset’.

        
        146
          Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. xvi. Note that the VMR reading is slightly different from Birch’s: B✶ ε̣π̣ε̣τ̣ε̣ιμη̣σεν; B2 διεστειλατο (p. 1257 A 21–22). Versace considers the correction to be made firstly by B1, and suggests that it could have related to the variant on the right margin (see Marginalia, p. 89, also n. 59; a similar observation is given in Grenz, Scribes and Correctors, p. 209). The MCT agrees with the TR here, and according to NA28 ἐπετίμησεν is only attested in B✶ D e syc; Ormss.

        
        147
          Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. xvi: ‘Ex quibus, recte quidem ut opinor, coniicio hanc codicis renovationem recentioribus seculis factam fuisse, cum lectiones, quas corrector textui praeferendas censuerit, omnes sint eiusmodi, quae iuniorum codicum suffragio confirmentur’.

        
        148
          Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, pp. xvii–xviii. As already shown in our analysis of his collation in Galatians, Birch did not notice that most of the subscriptiones in B 03 were not made by the first hand.

        
        149
          For a concise introduction of these two ‘post-Peshitta versions’, see Williams, ‘Syriac Versions’, pp. 152–155.

        
        150
          Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, pp. xix–xx: ‘Insignem Codicis nostri praestantiam, ipsa varietatum collectio huic operi inserta, satis superque demonstrabit. Equidem affirmare non dubito, inter omnes, qui hodie adhuc exstant manuscriptos N. T. codices, vix ullum reperiri, cui eadem tribuenda sit dignitas atque auctoritas, sive codicis antiquitatem, sive ipsam textus indolem spectes. Nullus Origeniano textui propius accedit, et tam multas exhibet lectiones in quibus cum Origene solus convenit. Mira, in lectionibus quoque singularibus cernitur convenientia cum codd. Pariss. 9, 62, Cantabrigiensi, et illa antiqua Versione Syra, quae seculo post C. N. sexto, sub auspiciis Philoxenis facta, insequenti seculo, cura et studio Thomae Harclensis ad graecos codices correcta et perfecta fuit. Adde, quod ex omnibus antiquis optimae notae codicibus, nullus sit, qui numeris suis et partibus ita absolutus reperiatur, ac noster Vaticanus; quo sane respectu caeteris omnibus praestat, in quibus multa iniuria temporis deperdita, posterorum cura, ex aliis exemplaribus suppleta exstant. Illud quoque non indignum quod adnotetur, nostrum, ut in Evangeliis ita in reliquis N. T. libris, unam, eamque probatissimam textus editionem sive recensionem exprimere; cum contra in multis antiquis codicibus, qui omnia N. T. contineant, aliam textus ἔκδοσιν in Evangeliis, aliam in App. Actis et Epistolis reperias. Sic iudicio eorum qui in S. Crisi plurimum studii dederunt, Codex Alexandrinus puriorem Epistolarum recensionem exhibet, cum in Evangeliis textus codicis minus probatus et correctus reperiatur.’

        
        151
          Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. xx: ‘Cum enim doctissimi in S. Crisi viri observaverint, has versiones ad graecam veritatem antiquissimorum codicum translatas fuisse, ideoque inter puriores fontes referendas, potius exinde argumentum pro nostri antiquitate sumimus. Quod tamen nemo sic accipiat, ac si crederemus, etiam iunioribus graecis Codicibus, in quibus aperta correctionum ad vulgatam latinam versionem vestigia occurrunt, magnum in S. Crisi pondus tribuendum esse; de his enim longe aliter iudicamus.’

        
        152
          Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, pp. xxi–xxii; the citation is taken from p. xxi: ‘Ultima Evangelii Marci Pericope, a versu 9 Cap. XVI, ad finem usque Capitis, omnino deest in nostro, ita ut verbis ἐϕοβοῦντο γάρ, subiiciatur hypographe κατὰ μάρκον.’

        
        153
          In another place of his ‘Prolegomena’, Birch discusses the Barberini Library and the manuscripts preserved there. In particular, he regards the Barberini collection as genuine and responds to Wettstein’s refutation, whose opinion is cited at length. Just as shown in the 1785 ‘Nachricht’, samples from Matt 1–5 are given to authenticate the collection. See Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, pp. xxxiii–xlv.

        
        154
          Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, pp. xxii–xxiii; also see p. 340 (note on Luke 2:38). For Lucas Brugensis’s annotation in Luke 2:38 and its reception, see pp. 31–32 of this book.

        
        155
          Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. xxiv, where Birch explicit mentions that he obtained access to Bentley’s collation. This part of the story will be discussed later in § 6.1.2 below.

        
        156
          To choose Matthew as a test case is logical, since Birch appeared to have devoted much of his time to collating this New Testament book. As shown above, all the examples in his discussion on the scribal corrections are taken from Matthew.

        
        157
          See Appendix B.6 for all the attested variant readings.

        
        158
          Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. 52; the MCT gives ϕοβεῖσθε at both places.

        
        159
          Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. 110; B 03 p. 1260 C 37–38: λεγει αυτω ποιας | ο δε ι̅ς̅ εϕη.

        
        160
          Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. 64. Note that this verse contains two words that are easily confused: διαρπάσαι … διαρπάσει (TR); ἁρπάσαι … διαρπάσει (MCT/B 03). Birch’s collation only concerns the second one. It cannot exclude the possibility that he mistakenly attributed the variant to a wrong place.

        
        161
          Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. 32 (the correction is discussed in p. xv). Besides, according to Paulson (Scribal Habits, p. 213), the addition of δέ is very rare, only attested in B 1582✶vid sa(al).

        
        162
          Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. 91; see pp. 206–207 of this volume for a discussion about this correction.

        
        163
          Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. 94; B 03 p. 1257 B 3. The correction here is an interesting one from the palaeographical perspective. The corrector has changed the epsilon of the previous word (τοτε) into an omicron, and then he has inserted an epsilon above. Therefore the retouched line becomes something like τοτεοι̅ς̅. Such an unusual correction might have caused some confusion for Birch.

        
        164
          Cf. B 03 p. 1275 C 17. On the diverse variations here, see Metzger, Textual Commentary (1994), pp. 58–59.

        
        165
          Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. 168: ‘δίκαιον Vat. 1209 in margine a secunda manu’; note that the TR reads ἀθῶον here (without the iota subscript beneath the omega). The correction is attributed to B1 by the VMR (B 03 p. 1274 A 42), and also B1 in Versace, Marginalia, p. 89.

        
        166
          Those noticed variations are B1: 7:9; 8:24; 13:52; 27:4; B2: 10:37; 13:13; 20:15; B2a: 22:46. More detail can be found in Appendix B.6.

        
        167
          Typical are the corrections of itacism (ει] ι; Matt 2:8; 9:30; 12:14; 15:1; 16:12, 22; 24:49) and the final nun (Matt 4:16; 13:25; 14:25; 16:28; 21:26; 25:18; 26:4; 27:3). In Quatuor Evangelia Graece, pp. xiv–xv, Birch simply touches upon the phenomenon that in B 03 several letters are often interchangeable: ε, ει, η, and αι.

        
        168
          Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. 70: ‘ἐκαυματίσθη – ἐκαυματώθη Vat. 1209’; cf. B 03 p. 1251 B 15.

        
        169
          Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. 79. Cf. B 03 p. 1253 C 22–23: B✶ και εν ϕυλακη [B1 add. τη] απεθετο. But here NA28 regards the correction by B2; a similar judgement is given by Grenz, Scribes and Correctors, p. 200 (as B18).

        
        170
          Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. 157; cf. B 03 p. 1271 C 14: B✶ αμην [B1 add. δε]. Grenz (Scribes and Correctors, p. 200) considers the corrector to be B2 or BB (namely, one of the earliest correctors or one of the three scribes who copied the manuscript).

        
        171
          Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. 140; cf. B 03 p. 1267 C 18: B✶ om. [B1 αυτης]. This correction belongs to Versace’s B2 (fourth century); cf. Marginalia, p. 118. Again, Grenz attributes the correction to B2 or BB; see Scribes and Correctors, p. 200.

        
        172
          See the detailed discussion in Versace, Marginalia, pp. 43–50 (his B18), especially pp. 43–45.

        
        173
          The third edition appeared in 1777, which contains almost identical material to the second edition concerning B 03; cf. Michaelis, Einleitung 1 (1777), pp. 594–602.

        
        174
          Michaelis, Einleitung 1 (1788), pp. 683–691.

        
        175
          Michaelis, Einleitung 1 (1788), pp. 683–684. At this point Michaelis explicitly mentions that he confirmed the content of B 03 with Hviid during his stay in Rome in 1781. On Michaelis’s incorrect statement, see p. 175 n. 15 of this volume; on Hviid and his involvement, see p. 192 n. 71 above.

        
        176
          Michaelis, Einleitung 1 (1788), p. 684; also see p. 690. In the light of this, it is probable that Michaelis completed his revision after he reviewed Birch’s Beskrivelse in 1786 (cf. my discussion on p. 209 above). For there he still hoped to have the Danish text translated into German and made no mention of the Quatuor Evangelia Graece project. Besides the expanded information on B 03, another interesting addition in Michaelis’s last edition concerns the Markan endings. Based on Birch’s report that the ancient manuscript does not contain Mark 16:9–20, Michaelis conjectures that Mark could have composed his Gospel in two editions: the first ended at Mark 16:8, and the second included the last twelve verses. According to his hypothesis, B 03 contains the first edition. See Michaelis, Einleitung 2 (1788), pp. 1052–1060 (§ 141).

        
        177
          Michaelis, Einleitung 1 (1788), pp. 684–685. In the previous editions, he still hesitates to make a clear decision (Michaelis, Einleitung 1 [1777], p. 596; same in Einleitung 1 [1765], p. 558): ‘In Absicht auf das Alter werden wol der Alexandrinische und Vaticanische Codex einander wenig nehmen, und ich weiß schlechterdings nicht zu bestimmen, welcher unter ihnen vor dem andern etwan den geringen Vorzug an Jahren haben mag, den man doch immer bey Einem von zwey so alten Manuscripten vermuthen muß’.

        
        178
          Michaelis, Einleitung 1 (1788), p. 687, where he points out that Erasmus’s reconstruction is of little historical grounds. The Latin versions are discussed in pp. 466–489 (§§ 72–81).

        
        179
          Michaelis, Einleitung 1 (1788), p. 481.

        
        180
          Michaelis, Einleitung 1 (1788), pp. 523–537 (§ 92); most of the content remains the same as that in Michaelis, Einleitung 1 (1777), pp. 455–462 (§ 92). For my discussion on Erasmus’s reconstruction of that treaty, see p. 20 above.

        
        181
          Michaelis, Einleitung 1 (1788), pp. 529–532. Erasmus conjectured that that treaty was made at the Council of Florence in the middle of the fifteenth century. Interestingly, Marsh, the English translator of the Einleitung, remarks at some length on this very criticism of Michaelis. Marsh cannot imagine that Erasmus would have thought that a manuscript written in uncial had been made in the fifteenth century. Thus, Marsh suggests that what Erasmus actually meant is that the manuscript has been thoroughly corrected according to the Latin after the agreement of the treaty. See Marsh, Introduction 2.2 (1793), pp. 639–640 n. 3. For Marsh’s translation and contributions, see my discussion immediately below.

        
        182
          Additionally, a reference to an unfinished project on B 03 is mentioned in Michaelis, Einleitung 1 (1788), pp. 690–691. It concerns a publishing plan by Giuseppe Spalletti, Scriptor Graecus of the Vatican Library between 1770 and 1795. Spalletti had once intended to print B 03 and appeared to have been permitted to do so. But due to uncertain reasons, he later withdrew his plan, and thus nothing has been realised. On Spalletti (also known as ‘Abbot Spoletti’, d. 1795), see Odier, Bibliothèque Vaticane, p. 169 and especially 180–181 n. 113 for a sketch of his biography. Spalletti’s project is also discussed by Mercati, who dates the work to 1782 and 1783 (Mercati, Storia del Codice, third typed folder, pp. LIII–LVII). Further information can be found in Michaelis, ‘Hoffnung (1)’ and ‘Hoffnung (2)’, containing two letters between Michaelis and Jacob Georg Christian Adler (1756–1834), an oriental scholar and professor at the University of Copenhagen.

        
        183
          For Marsh (1757–1839), see Forrest, ‘Marsh’. He went to Göttingen to learn Arabic with Michaelis in 1786, and from 1806 onward he held the Lady Margaret professorship of divinity at Cambridge. The translation was published between 1793 and 1801, dividing into four volumes.

        
        184
          Marsh, Introduction 2.2 (1793), pp. 803–813 (nn. 329–348); Marsh also provides a summary of Birch’s Quatuor Evangelia Graece on pp. 873–874 n. 2.

        
        185
          For instance, in his translation of Michaelis’s first paragraph on B 03, Marsh introduces this manuscript as follows (Introduction 2.1 [1793], pp. 341–342): ‘Though there are many manuscripts of the New Testament in the Vatican, several of which are described in Blanchini Evangeliarium quadruplex, yet that which is noted in the Vatican library 1209, and from which the Septuagint was printed in the year 1587, by order of Sixtus V. is called in general Codex Vaticanus, without any further mark of distinction.’

        
        186
          Marsh, Introduction 2.2 (1793), pp. 805–806 n. 335. Based on Wettstein’s account (NTG 1, p. 73), Marsh suggests that accents in the Greek New Testament manuscripts were evidenced by the Euthalian Apparatus, thereby around the middle of the fifth century.

        
        187
          Anonymous, review of Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece.

        
        188
          Anonymous, review of Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, col. 237.

        
        189
          Anonymous, review of Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, cols. 237–238.

        
        190
          See Marsh, Introduction 2.2 (1793), p. 808 n. 339. Interestingly, the reviewer particularly mentions that concerning L 019 one should compare the ‘reiche Nachlese’ provided by Griesbach with those variants given by Wettstein (review of Quatuor Evangelia Graece, col. 238). Griesbach indeed collated that manuscript when he was in Paris and then published his extensive study in Griesbach, Symbolae criticae 1, pp. lxvi–cxli. There he frequently corrects the errors found in Wettstein’s edition. For a discussion of these two textual critics’ use of L 019, see Yi, ‘Stephanus’ Greek New Testament’, pp. 326–327.

        
        191
          Eichhorn, review of Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. 125. For Eichhorn (1753–1827), one of Michaelis’s students and later his successor at Göttingen, see Bautz, ‘Eichhorn’.

        
        192
          Eichhorn, review of Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, pp. 117–118.

        
        193
          On Rückersfelder (1727–1799; Abramus Fredericus Ruckersfelder), Professor of Theology and Oriental Languages at the Athenaeum Illustre of Deventer from 1753 to 1787, see van Eck and Bosscha, Het Athenaeum Illustre te Deventer, pp. 112–114.

        
        194
          Rückersfelder, ‘De Codice Vaticano 1’ and ‘De Codice Vaticano 2’. The first letter is dated 4 September 1790, and the second July 1793. The addressees were Jacobus de Rhoer (1722–1813), New Testament Professor at the University of Groningen, and Theodorus Lubbers (1731–1804), another professor at Groningen. A letter from de Rhoer to Lubbers is attached to ‘De Codice Vaticano 1’, pp. 54–60. There de Rhoer follows the traditional line of thought to disregard the value of B 03.

        
        195
          Rückersfelder, ‘De Codice Vaticano 1’, pp. 29–39; cited from p. 39: ‘Haec observata magis magisque me in eam deducunt sententiam, nostrum esse probum purumque recensionis Orientalis vel Alexandrinae exemplum.’ His comparison is based on some chapters in Matthew, and the closest witnesses are D 05 (Matt 16), L 019 (Matt 15), and Origen (Matt 22). Several well-known omissions are also taken into account, e.g. Matt 6:13; Mark 16:8; John 5:3–5; 7:53–8:11.

        
        196
          Rückersfelder, ‘De Codice Vaticano 1’, pp. 43–49.

        
        197
          Rückersfelder, ‘De Codice Vaticano 2’, pp. 9–20. He then comments on Mill’s arguments at length in pp. 23–36.

        
        198
          Griesbach, NTG 1 [1796], pp. lxxiv (translation after Tregelles, ‘Introduction’, pp. 73–74): ‘Origo variarum textus Novi Test. recensionum, deficientibus documentis satis vetustis ac testimoniis, historice declarari nequit, nec huius loci est, conjecturis defectum illum sarcire. Extitisse autem ineunte saltim tertio seculo duas iam recensiones, e collatione locorum Novi Test. ab Origene graece laudatorum cum allegationibus Tertullianeis et Cyprianicis manifestum fit. Hae enim graecum textum ponunt, toto suo habitu universoque colore diversum ab eo, quem Origenes, et ante hunc iam Clemens alexandrinus, usurpavit. Ille textus cum codicibus graecolatinis, versionis latinae antehieronymianae libris et (in Evangelio Matthaei) vaticano B antiquissimo, nec non codicibus 1. 13. 69. 118. 124. 131. 157. ac versionibus sahidica et syra hierosolymitana, hic cum Evangeliorum codicibus CL 33. 102. 106 et (in postremis Matthaei capitibus, Marco, Luca et Ioanne) vaticano B, versionibus coptica, (memphitica puta,) aethiopica, armenica, syra philoxeniana, et allegationibus Eusebii, Athanasii, Cyrilli alex. Isidori pelus. aliorumque concinere solet. Posteriorem hunc textum, quem post Clementem et Origenem Alexandrini ac Aegyptii potissimum adhibuerunt ac disseminarunt, non incommode alexandrinum dixeris. Alter, inde a Tertulliani tempore ab Afris, Italis, Gallis aliisque occidentalibus usurpatus, haud inepte occidentals nomine insigniri poterit, quamquam intra fines imperii occidentalis neutiquam se continuerit, uti e syrae hierosolymitanae ac sahidicae versionis consensu, quamquam non perpetuo at frequente tamen, liquido apparet.’

        
        199
          ‘Codex B or Vaticanus thence from this chapter begins to depart from Cantabrigiensis and other Western witnesses, with which it is accustomed to agree in the previous twenty chapters of Matthew, and to join itself to the Alexandrian recension’ (‘Codex В seu vaticanus inde ab hoc capite a cantabrigiensi caeterisque occidentalibus, quibuscum in 20 prioribus Matthaei capitibus consentire solebat, discedere et alexandrinis se adiungere incipit’ – Griesbach, Commentarius criticus 2, p. 8 n. ✶ [on Matt 22:7]).

        
        200
          Griesbach, NTG 1 (1796), pp. lxxiv–lxxvi.

        
        201
          Griesbach, NTG 1 (1796), pp. lxxvii–lxxviii; cited from p. lxxviii: ‘Nulla recensio in codice ullo iam superstite reperitur intaminata, qualis primitus fuerat. Eo temporis intervallo, quod inter recensionum origines et codicum hodie extantium natales intercessit, singuli codices recensionum omnium multifariam fuere corrupti.’

        
        202
          See Appendix B.5 for all the unchanged occurrences.

        
        203
          Griesbach, NTG 1 (1796), p. 429 n. z. See also p. 36 above for my discussion on this variant reading.

        
        204
          Griesbach, NTG 1 (1777), p. 50 n. g. Note that the second variant ends with εἷς ἐστιν ἀγαθός, without the article preceding ἀγαθός. This seems to be an error made by Griesbach. Besides, in the list of the symbols used, he only explains the meaning of the symbol § with omission remarks: ‘§= or §– means that it is more or less probably that the words, thus marked, are from a number of additions added to the text diversely in different recensions’ (‘§= aut §– innuit, magis minusve probabile esse, verba, sic notata, esse e numero additamentorum, diversimode in diversis recensionibus textui adiectorum’ – NTG 1 [1777], p. xxi). They are no longer used in the second edition.

        
        205
          Griesbach, NTG 1 (1796), pp. 86–87 nn. e and f, in which he refers to B 03, D 05, L 019, several ancient versions, and Origen to support this decision. His line of reasoning can be found more clearly in Griesbach, Commentarius criticus 1, pp. 154–158. Accordingly, (1) the TR reading could have been a harmonisation to Mark and Luke; (2) the reading he prefers to is also supported by the versions (Sahidic, Coptic, Armenian, Vulgate) and several Greek and Latin patristic authors (in particular Eusebius, Novatian, and Origen); and (3) the witnesses from very ancient and different recensions all agree at this point.

        
        206
          Griesbach, NTG 1 (1796), p. 269 n. i. For Birch’s comment on this erroneous reading, see p. 214 of this book.

        
        207
          Griesbach, NTG 1 (1796), p. 426 n. i. Interestingly, it seems that Birch considers that the correction was made by the original scribe himself (probably currente calamo?): ‘Vat. 1209 omits [τῶν ἀνθρώπων], but these words are added in the margin by the first hand’ (‘Omittit Vat. 1209, sed in margine adduntur a prima manu’ – Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. 533). See p. 156 above for my discussion on this correction.

        
        208
          Griesbach, NTG 2 (1775), p. 242 n. n; the medial apparatus reads: ‘§– πάντα §– τοῦτο’.

        
        209
          Griesbach, NTG 2 (1806), p. 616 n. r; in the text τοῦτο is marked with the symbol of less probable omission (–).

        
        210
          That is, καὶ οἴδατε πάντα (1 John 2:20b; TR/Gch. txt); MCT reads καὶ οἴδατε πάντες there.

        
        211
          Respectively, Griesbach, NTG 2 (1775), p. 242 n. n: ‘πάντα est lectio antiquior. Sed illata videtur 1 Io. 2, 20. Igitur legendum forte: εἰδότας, ἅπαξ ὅτι ὁ etc.’; Griesbach, NTG 2 (1806), p. 616 n. r: ‘Cum πάντα sit lectio antiquior quam τοῦτο, neque tamen genuina sed ex 1 Io. 2, 20. huc illata esse videatur, legendum esse arbitramur εἰδότας, ἅπαξ ὅτι ὁ etc.’. This conjecture, omission of both ὑμᾶς and πάντα, is numbered cj13575 in the Amsterdam Database (https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/nt-conjectures?conjID=cj13575).

        
        212
          Griesbach, NTG 1 (1796), p. 18 n. h. Like many editors of critical editions preceding him, Griesbach usually only provides the ‘negative’ apparatus of any given variant reading. But here he lists the evidence of the attestation of εἰκῇ mainly from the patristic authors and versions. See my discussion immediately below.

        
        213
          Griesbach, Commentarius criticus 1, pp. 46–50. This commentary is based on the six ‘Festprogrammen’ (since 1794); cf. Eichhorn, review of Griesbach, Commentarius criticus 1, p. 1044.

        
        214
          Interestingly, this is just the opposite of the opinion of Metzger (Textual Commentary [1994], p. 11): ‘Although the reading with εἰκῇ is widespread from the second century onward, it is much more likely that the word was added by copyists in order to soften the rigor of the precept, than omitted as unnecessary’.

        
        215
          Here the editio princeps of the Ethiopic New Testament (the 1548–1549 Roman edition) is meant; cf. Tregelles, ‘Introduction’, pp. 316–317.

        
        216
          It might be interested to note that although this pseudonymous letter was attributed to Justin, it was likely made by an unknown author of the fourth or fifth century. The Ptolemy referenced here was one of the disciples of Valentinus the Gnostic, whose main work Letter to Flora was preserved by Epiphanius.

        
        217
          For an analysis of the omission in early patristic evidence, see Donaldson, Explicit References 1, pp. 182–184 and Explicit References 2, pp. 348–353. She concludes that ‘the fathers tend to argue against the inclusion of the phrase, although the MS evidence shows that the variant remained, especially through transmission into the Latin tradition’ (Explicit References 1, p. 184).

        
        218
          Griesbach, Commentarius criticus 1, pp. 47–49: ‘testes contra εἰκη adhuc producti, utut vetusti et, si spectentur in se, satis graves, redarguuntur ab aliis ex iisdem familiis oriundis, aeque vetustis ac gravibus. Codicem vaticanum refellit (ut alibi) cantabrigiensis, Arabicam versionem polyglottorum Syra cum aliis Arabicis et Persicis, Aethiopicam (cuius lectionem romani editores fortasse ad Vulgatam hoc loco attemperarunt) Copta Armena et Philoxeniana, Vulgatam et Anglosaxonicam Itala, Iustinum M. et Ptolemaeum auctor epistolae ad Zenam et Serenum, Origenem Eusebius Cyrillus et Isidorus pelusiota, auctorem de baptismo Nyssenus, Tertullianum Cyprianus Irenaei interpres et Hilarius, Iuvencum et Chromatium cum Salviano Philastrius Paulinus et opus imperfectum, illos denique codices, ad quos provocant Hieronymus et Augustinus, alii codices, in quibus iidem auctores εἰκη extitisse fatentur. Rationibus sic satis liberaliter subductis, pro lectione vulgari restant non solum caeteri codices graeci universi, (alexandrini, occidentales et constantinopolitani) verum etiam versio Gothica, Syra hierosolymitana, Slavonica, Constitutiones apostolorum, Chrysostomus, Theodoretus, Theophylactus, Euthymius, reliqui. Itaque et multitudine et, quod maius est, gravitate testium vincit εἰκη. Quin, si rite omnia perpendas, et ad ea, quae de vaticano codice in antecedentibus observavimus pluribusque exemplis posthaec confirmabimus, attendere velis, deprehendes, vix quidquam, quod alicuius momenti sit, τῳ εἰκη obiici posse, praeter Origenis, Tertulliani, Hieronymi aliorumque patrum nonnullorum auctoritatem.’

        
        219
          All the references can be found in Appendix B.6. Note that in the cases where both the first and later hands of B 03 are mentioned (Matt 7:14; 16:20; 20:15; 22:10; 27:4), I count the category of the variant given by the first hand.

        
        220
          These places are Matt 1:18; 2:11; 3:8; 4:18; 5:27, 47 [2×; 1 = TR]; 6:1, 13, 18, 24; 7:2; 8:8, 13, 29, 31, 32 [2×]; 9:5, 13, 17, 33, 35, 36; 10:10 [= TR], 25, 28 [2×; 1 = TR]; 11:16; 12:3, 8, 21, 28, 32 [= TR], 35; 13:14, 27, 30, 52; 14:14, 19, 22, 25; 15:4, 8 [2×], 25 [= TR], 32; 16:8, 20, 28; 17:9, 14; 18:15, 28, 29, 35; 19:9, 19, 25, 26; 20:3, 6, 21, 22, 23, 26; 21:3 [= TR], 7, 33; 22:37; 23:8, 30; 24:2, 20, 35, 36 [2×], 45, 49; 25:9, 13, 21, 30, 31, 44; 26:9, 33, 39, 74; 27:35, 44, 64, 65; 28:20.

        
        221
          Griesbach, NTG 1 (1777), p. 24 n. b. See p. 185 of this book for Griesbach’s recension theory in the first edition.

        
        222
          Griesbach, NTG 1 (1796), p. 41 n. n. At this point his text agrees with the MCT.

        
        223
          See Griesbach, Commentarius criticus 1, pp. 101–105 for his arguments; cf. Metzger, Textual Commentary (1994), p. 22.

        
        224
          Griesbach, NTG 1 (1796), p. 71 n. z: ‘πόθεν οὖν BD (St. β) …’.

        
        225
          Griesbach, NTG 1 (1796), p. 88 n. c: ‘οἰκίαν B according to Wettstein (Stephanus’s β′) …’ (‘οἰκίαν B ap. Wetst. (St. β) …’). Interestingly, here Wettstein in fact only provides B 03 as attesting οἰκίαν. On Amelote’s annotations on these two places and Wettstein’s use of them, see p. 149 n. 124 of this volume. This variant is also absent in Griesbach’s first edition.

        
        226
          For the scholarly opinions about the Markan endings up to Griesbach’s time, see our discussion in Krans and Yi, ‘Trajectories’.

        
        227
          Griesbach, Libri historici 1, p. 290 n. f: ‘Quae sequntur [sic] inde a commate nono, in nonnullis, imo in plurimis, in accuratioribus, in omnibus pene Graeciae libris, deesse; in aliis vero raris, accuratis, multis, plurimis, extare, testantur scholia codicum L 1. 22. 24. 34. 36. 37. 38. 39. 40. 41. etc.’. The same note recurs in his NTG 1 of 1777.

        
        228
          Griesbach, Commentarii, p. 11 n. ff (on Mark 16:9; translation by Bernard Orchard in Griesbach, ‘Demonstration’, p. 211 n. 39): ‘Quae inde ab hoc commate leguntur apud Marcum, dubia sunt. Si vero genuina esse censes, facile videbis a tabula nostra, ea esse partim ex Matthaeo partim e Luca desumta et in epitomen quasi redacta, (quod posterius tamen a more Marci abhorrere videtur,) adspersis etiam nonnullis, quae in neutro illorum occurrunt’.

        
        229
          If the aforementioned anonymous review was indeed written by Griesbach (see my discussion on p. 222 above), then one can safely assume that Birch’s 1788 edition could have arrived in his hands sometime around the first half of 1789.

        
        230
          Griesbach, Absolvitur commentatio, pp. 6–7 (translation after ‘Demonstration’, p. 127): ‘Si ultima Marci commata, a nono inde usque ad vicesimum, genuina essent, aut Marcus commate iam octavo finem libello suo imposuisset, illius omissionis ratio probabilis reddi omnino non posset. Sed deesse ista commata in codice pereximio vaticano, et abfuisse olim a multis libris manuscriptis, scimus. Attamen omni veri specie caret, Marcum commate octavo verbis ἐϕοβοῦντο γάρ librum finivisse. Itaque coniicere licet, genuinam Evangelii clausulam, in qua procul dubio itineris in Galilaeam mentio facta erat, casu periisse, et seculo primo finiente aut secundo ineunte ab ignoto homine utcunque suppletam esse; quo posito, non erit profecto, cur istam omissionem miremur.’ Orchard’s translation is based on a slightly revised version published in 1794 and again in 1825. Concerning these two passages, the only difference is that Griesbach later changes ‘omnino non posset’ into ‘vix posset’ (‘can … hardly’).

        
        231
          The main thesis of Griesbach’s theory is as follows: ‘In composing his book, Mark had before him not merely the Gospel of Matthew, but also that of Luke, and from them he extracted what he recorded about the acts, words, and experiences of the Saviour’ (‘Marcum in conscribendo libro suo ante oculos positum habi isse non solum Matthaeum sed et Lucam, atque ex his decerpsisse quicquid de rebus gestis sermonibus et fatis Servatoris memoriae mandaret’ – Griesbach, Commentarii, p. 4 [emphasis original]; translation in Reicke, ‘Griesbach’s answer’, pp. 53–54). See also Bo Reicke’s excellent summary in pp. 53–59.

        
        232
          This observation is cogently argued in Parker, Living Text, pp. 131–132.

        
        233
          Vat. gr. 756, f. 150v l. 17 (above the beginning of v. 9) and Vat. gr. 757, f. 153v (on the left margin alongside the conclusio brevior) respectively. Griesbach’s information is based on Birch’s report, who examined both minuscules during his stay in Rome. Cf. Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, pp. xi–xii and p. 316 (on Mark 16:9).

        
        234
          For the so-called ‘Palestinian Gospel’, mentioned by a catena attributed to Victor of Antioch (fifth century), see Kelhoffer, ‘Eusebius’, pp. 104–105, and Donaldson, Explicit References 2, pp 404–407.

        
        235
          Griesbach, NTG 1 (1796), p. 253 n. e: ‘Quae sequuntur inde a commate nono ad finem usque Evangelii = B. Asterisco notantur in 137. 138. Eadem olim a nonnullis, imo a plurimis, ab omnibus paene Graeciae libris, ab accuratioribus, abfuisse; in aliis vero raris, accuratis, multis, plurimis, nominatim in Palaestinensi Evangelio, reperta esse, testantur scholia codicum L. 1. 22. 24. 34. 36. 37. 38. 39. 40. 41. 108. 129. 137. 138. 143. 181. 186. 195. 199. 206. 209. 210. 221. 222.’ See also Griesbach, Commentarius criticus 2, pp. 197–206 for a lengthy discussion on this issue.

        
        236
          Thus, I would partially agree with Tregelles’s evaluation of the 1796 NTG edition and the recension theory behind it (Tregelles, ‘Introduction’, p. 75). He regretted that Griesbach could not have known the comprehensive data of B 03 while he was constructing his threefold recension. Otherwise Griesbach might have modified his text in Matthew or might have even abandoned the distinction between the Alexandrian and the Western recensions. But Tregelles seems to have taken the increasing knowledge of the manuscript from the late eighteenth century to his day for granted. In Griesbach’s time, however, the manuscript had not yet received the esteemed status it would have around the middle of the nineteenth century.

        
        237
          On the contrary, modern textual critics practise the opposite in using the text of Vaticanus to evaluate uncategorised witnesses. Studies of this kind are many, and the classical one is the comparison between B 03 and P75 by Martini, Recensionalità.

        
        1
          Davidson, Treatise 2, p. 278.

        
        2
          Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 1, p. xxiii: ‘Quid igitur mirum si huic libro interdum vel falsa adscripsimus vel ex contrariis testibus cui esset fides habenda dubitavimus?’

        
        3
          Alford, Greek Testament 1 (1849), ‘Prolegomena’, p. 76 (§ 7.1); the exclamation marks are removed in the second edition, published in 1854.

        
        4
          Birch, Variae lectiones 1; Variae lectiones 2; Variae lectiones 3.

        
        5
          See Birch, Variae lectiones 1, pp. a 2r–v (in ‘Lectoribus’). The fire took place on 5 June and was extinguished on 7 June. It consumed nearly 1,000 houses and destroyed large parts of the city. Cf. Bregnsbo, ‘Københavns brande’.

        
        6
          Birch, Variae lectiones 1, pp. xi–xii; cited from p. xii: ‘Per omnia summa diligentia collatus’.

        
        7
          On the Copenhagen collation Additamenta 519, see my analysis in § 5.3.1. For instance, Birch introduces an imprecise reading at Gal 3:23 in the printed edition: the variant is given as συγκλεισμενοι (Variae lectiones 1, p. 192), instead of συγκλειόμενοι as attested in the collation (Kollationer, f. 53r). This mistake could have resulted from the confusion between sigma and omicron, either by Birch himself or by the typesetter. Similarly, at Jude 18 the omission of ὅτι is not noted in the printed edition but is correctly recorded in the collation (Variae lectiones 1, p. 115; cf. Kollationer, f. 33v). Some more differences will be discussed immediately below.

        
        8
          Interestingly, at the end of the ‘Prolegomena’, Birch uses the space to reply to a recent review by Griesbach. The interaction between these two critics will be discussed in § 6.1.3.

        
        9
          Birch, Variae lectiones 3, pp. 2r–3r (in ‘Lectoribus’). Test cases of Matt 1 and Mark 5 show that the 1801 work contains a few more variant readings from B 03, though not all of them are correct: οζειαν for οζιαν (Matt 1:8); οζειας for οζιας (Matt 1:9); ιωσσιαν for ιωσιαν (Matt 1:10; B✶ actually reads ιωσειαν); μαθθαν for ματθαν (Matt 1:15; the correction ματθαν is also noticed); ουδε for ουτε (Mark 5:3); λεγιων for λεγεων (Mark 5:9; the correction λεγεων is also noticed). The 1801 ‘Prolegomena’ remain the same as those in the 1788 edition.

        
        10
          In Birch, Variae lectiones 1, p. 139, the only comment at Rom 16:24 is the transposition found in ‘Vat. 367’ (min. 436).

        
        11
          ‘Totus versus 24 deest’ (Birch, Kollationer, f. 39v); cf. Birch, ‘Nachricht’, p. 151.

        
        12
          The statistics are as follows: 193 occurrences in total, ‘cor.’ 166 times (86.0%), ‘imp.’ 15 times (7.8%), ‘err.’ 12 times (6.2%), ‘oth.’ 0 times. It should be noted that unlike the 1788 edition in which Birch always adds accents to the variant readings, the accentuation is only seldom found in his later edition (Variae lectiones 1–3).

        
        13
          Similarly, the error at Mark 5:13 seems to have been due to the unusual shorthand form of the numeral (͵̅β̅; stands for 2,000) in B 03 (p. 1283 C 15). For a possible explanation for this numeral, see Cole, Numerals, p. 99.

        
        14
          Birch, Kollationer, f. 34r: αὐτούς] ὑμᾶς (the base text as Mill’s edition).

        
        15
          Birch states that the base text for his collations was Stephanus’s third edition (Variae lectiones 1, pp. a 3r–v), which reads αὐτούς at this point. However, according to a later statement (Variae lectiones 2, pp. xxxv–xxxvi), a replacement was used for the 1798–1801 publications because his copy of the Stephanus edition had been burnt in the great fire. Birch said that the replacement was a Baskerville edition printed in 1764. What is probably meant is a copy of the Oxford Greek New Testament of 1763, printed in quarto and octavo. According to Reuss’s classification, this edition belongs to the ‘Editiones Stephano-Elzevirianae’ group (Bibliotheca, pp. 150–151 [§§ 12.48–49]). Elzevir’s edition does read ὑμᾶς at Jude 24.

        
        16
          According to my examination of the sample chapters, Mico correctly detects 211 differences out of 261 places, and Birch’s number is 165 out of 235. Mico also makes far fewer errors than those found in Birch’s collation. For the examination of Mico’s collation, see p. 88 of this book.

        
        17
          On Mico’s collation, see my analysis in § 3.3.1.

        
        18
          On Woide (1725–1790), see Courtney and Skedd, ‘Woide’. For New Testament textual critics, Woide is best known for preparing the facsimile of the New Testament part of A 02, published in 1786 as Woide, NTG.

        
        19
          This nephew of Bentley, who was also called Richard, had been assigned as the heir of his uncle’s literary materials. For a reconstruction of Woide’s pursuance of the Mico collation, see Yi, ‘Birch’, pp. 17–19.

        
        20
          Woide, Appendix; on Ford (c. 1753–1813), professor of Arabic at Oxford, see Foster, Alumni Oxonienses II.1–2, p. 476a.

        
        21
          Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. xxiv: ‘Integra Matthaei et Marci Evangelia, App. Acta, ut et Epistolas omnes, omni qua id fieri potuit diligentia, contulimus. Lectiones Lucae et Iohannis, ex schedis Bentleii exscriptas, amice cum nobis communicavit Illustrissimus et Doctissimus Woide’. The same words are found in Birch, Variae lectiones 3, p. xxvii.

        
        22
          These letters are partially kept by Bodleian Library, Oxford, and partially preserved by the Royal Danish Library, Copenhagen: ‘MS. Clar. Press d. 12’ (including a series of notes on variant readings in B 03 made by Birch himself) in Oxford and ‘Ms. phot. 136 kvart’ (as a photoshot reproduction) in Copenhagen. For a complete description of these letters and the full transcriptions, see Yi, ‘Birch’.

        
        23
          In fact, Birch not only requested Woide to send him notes on the Gospels of Luke and John but also the last chapters in Mark’s Gospel. See particularly his initial request in the first letter (13 April 1785): ‘Vom Markus besize ich n[ur] die ersten XII. Kapitel ganz: aus den lezten Kapp: dieses Evangelist[en] so auch die Lukas und Johannes, Excerpte der wichtigsten Verschiedenheiten. Ich weis nicht wie vollständig die Bentleysche Kollation dieser Handschrift, wovon Ew. Hochehrwürden eine Abschrift besizen, ist; und ob die Evangelisten die mir mangeln, in ihr enthalten sind. Sollte dieß seyn, so würden Sie mir, durch die Mittheilung einer Abschrift desselben einen angenehmen Dienst erzeigen.’ Transcription taken from Yi, ‘Birch’, p. 24; also see my discussion there.

        
        24
          Woide, ‘Apographum’. It should be noted that Woide (or the editor Ford) mistakenly attributes the current preserver as Thomas Bentley. For the discussion of this error and its reception, see p. 275 n. 128 of this volume.

        
        25
          Woide, ‘Apographum’, p. 3; the edition used by Woide is presumably Fell, NTG. On the edition used by Mico, see my discussion in § 3.3.1.

        
        26
          Theoretically speaking, errors could also happen in the course of the editorial and typesetting stages. But since there is no way to distinguish how exactly the errors were introduced, in what follows I attribute all discrepancies to Woide.

        
        27
          Woide, ‘Apographum’, p. 60: ‘Σύμων non correctum in margine’; cf. Mico, NTG Lonicer 1524 with collations, p. 119v.

        
        28
          See Mico, NTG Lonicer 1524 with collations, p. 120r; Woide, ‘Apographum’, p. 60 (cf. Fell, NTG, p. 295).

        
        29
          Given the fact that Birch heavily relied on Woide’s notes in John, it is not surprising to see that he does not provide any variant of B 03 at this point (Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. 653; his base text as ὅπου πάντοτε οἱ Ἰουδαῖοι συνέρχονται).

        
        30
          Several decades later, a certain scholar would indeed make such a mistake. See my discussion on p. 294 below.

        
        31
          There is another example in Galatians, which seems to have resulted from the differences in the base texts: at Gal 4:24, Mico’s base text reads δύο διαθῆκαι without the preceding αἱ appearing in most TR editions. This in fact agrees with the manuscript’s reading (δυο διαθηκαι), and the omission of αἱ is not attested in Woide’s work. Some other discrepancies are found in other places, e.g. Mark 5:3 (Mico ἀλύσει ¦ Woide ἁλύσεσιν), 18 (Mico μετʼ αὐτοῦ ᾖ ¦ Woide μετʼ αὐτοῦ ἵνα ᾖ), 41 (Mico ταλειθὰ κούμ ¦ Woide Ταλειθᾶ κούμι).

        
        32
          According to my examination, 170 variant readings are attested in Birch’s Quatuor Evangelia Graece and Woide’s ‘Apographum’ in John 1–4 (overlapped variants counting once). Among these 121 agree, but not all of them precisely report the manuscript’s readings. Two errors are found: σὺ ὁ βασιλεὺς εἶ for σὺ εἶ ὁ βασιλεύς at John 1:50 (B✶ θ̅υ̅ συ βασιλευ [B2 βασιλευς] ει) and ἀπελύθεισαν for ἀπεληλύθεισαν at John 4:8 (B απεληλυθεισαν). Both scholars fail to notice palaeographical differences three times (John 1:28; 3:23, 25), and both follow the corrections instead of the original hand twice (John 1:21; 4:40).

        
        33
          The differences due to base texts are many: John 1:25, 33, 36, 46; 2:7 [2×], 9, 15, 16, 24, 25; 3:1, 4, 7, 12 [3×], 19, 20, 28; 4:4, 33, 40. Woide also records seven diacritic variants within this scope: John 2:9, 25; 3:6, 26, 28; 4:29, 39.

        
        34
          Respectively, Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. 533: ‘τῶν ἀνθρώπων – Vat. 1209 omits, but [the words] are added by the first hand in the margin’ (‘τῶν ἀνθρώπων – Omittit Vat. 1209, sed in margine adduntur a prima manu’); Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. 534: ‘οὐδὲ ἐκ θελήματος ἀνδρός – are lacking in the text of Vat. 1209 but are added by the same hand in the margin’ (‘οὐδὲ ἐκ θελήματος ἀνδρός – Desunt in Contextu Vat. 1209 sed in margine adduntur eadem manu’). Versace considers both corrections to be added in the fourth century, the former by his B3 (Marginalia, p. 135) and the latter by his B2 (Marginalia, p. 134); cf. B 03 p. 1349 C 10 and C 39 respectively.

        
        35
          A similar case is found in John 1:43 (MCT 1:42), where Birch records Ἰωάννου for Ἰωνᾶ but Woide gives no information. The manuscript reads B✶ ιωανου [B2 ιωνα] there (p. 1351 A 6). In other words, Birch follows the original reading, albeit with an orthographical variation, and Woide (Mico) follows the correction made by a later hand.

        
        36
          Could Birch have been confused by the grave accent mark above the omicron as an upper bar for the final nun (cf. B 03 p. 1349 C 12)?

        
        37
          Woide (or perhaps Ford during the editorial process) mistakenly attributes these two variants to v. 18; see Woide, ‘Apographum’, p. 51.

        
        38
          Compared to the immediate reviews of Birch’s Variae Lectiones, Woide’s work appears to have drawn lesser attention in the first decade of the nineteenth century. For instance, it was only mentioned in passing by Marsh in the second edition of his translation of Michaelis’s Einleitung (March, Introduction 2.2 [1802], p. 817 n. 342).

        
        39
          For instance, some variant readings of B 03 are added to the 1827 reprint of the second edition of Griesbach’s NTG 1 (Griesbach and Schulz, NTG 1). Culled from Woide’s ‘Apographum’, these additions are signalled with ‘ар. Bentl.’ (meant ‘according to Bentley’s collation’).

        
        40
          Griesbach, review of Birch, Variae lectiones 1.

        
        41
          Griesbach, review of Birch, Variae lectiones 1, pp. 397–398. He also suggests that the rarely found Quatuor Evangelia Graece could be reprinted in a less expensive form to make it more accessible.

        
        42
          Griesbach, review of Birch, Variae lectiones 1, pp. 399–400. Interestingly, he makes the criticism that Birch should have made a better selection for the collations by prioritising the most important manuscripts. For Griesbach, it is less valuable to put so much effort into collating inferior manuscripts, particularly in view of the limited time that Birch had been granted to visit those libraries.

        
        43
          Griesbach, review of Birch, Variae lectiones 1, p. 405 (emphasis original).

        
        44
          Birch, Variae lectiones 1, p. 49: ‘Lectionem textus habent Vat. 1209. …’; see Griesbach, review of Birch, Variae lectiones 1, pp. 408–409.

        
        45
          See the discussion in Griesbach, NTG 1 (1777), pp. 140–142 n. a, in which both θεοῦ and κυρίου are regarded as probable readings with the symbol §. A more extensive discussion is given in Griesbach, NTG 2 (1806), pp. 112–117 n. a. There Griesbach considers ἐκκλησίαν τοῦ κυρίου as his text and puts the traditional reading θεοῦ in the medial apparatus as an inferior variant. The same evaluation is followed in the third edition; cf. Griesbach, NTG 4 (1807), p. 112.

        
        46
          Griesbach, review of Birch, Variae lectiones 1, p. 409. The two manuscripts referenced are ‘Vat. 367’ (min. 436) and ‘Barb. 377’ (possibly min. 453 [Barb. gr. 582; olim 379]), both of which read ἐκκλησίαν τοῦ θεοῦ in Acts 20:28.

        
        47
          For Gabler (1753–1826), see Bautz, ‘Gabler’. As a former pupil of Griesbach, Gabler succeeded his teacher as the Professor of Theology at Jena in 1812.

        
        48
          Gabler, review of Griesbach, Commentarius criticus 1, pp. 313–317. For Griesbach’s work, Commentarius criticus 1, see my discussion on p. 229 above.

        
        49
          Gabler, review of Griesbach, Commentarius criticus 1, pp. 316–317. The main arguments offered are as follows: (1) B 03 is more often in agreement with other Alexandrian witnesses (e.g., C 04 and L 019) than with D 05, even in Matthew; and (2) in those cases where B 03 and D 05 do agree with each other, it is possible that both manuscripts attest a common reading of the most ancient recensions. Gabler also refers to Rückersfelder’s contribution to support his argument. See pp. 223–224 above for my discussion of Rückersfelder’s articles.

        
        50
          Gabler, ‘Cod. Vatic. 1209’.

        
        51
          Birch, Variae lectiones 2, pp. xxxii–xl.

        
        52
          Birch, Variae lectiones 2, pp. xxxix–xl: ‘Quod citationem cod. Vat. 1209 attinet, cum schedas meas, collationem dicti codicis complectentes iterum intente examinem, nihil de lectione εκκλησιαν του θεου, nec alia lectione hoc loco adnotatum invenio, ita ut pro certo pronuntiare non ausim, quid in codice nostro scriptum reperiatur. Vix tamen dubitare licet, si hic in codice nostro obtinuisset varietas lectionis, hanc intentionem meam fugisse, cum locum hunc notabilem, in omnibus codd. qui mihi obvenerint, prae caeteris examinandum sumpserim. Cuinam vero, an typographo an mihi culpa sit tribuenda, quod Vat. 1209 hoc loco irrepserit, omnino me latet; sed delendum esse ex supra dictis apparet.’ Indeed, as far as the Copenhagen collation is concerned, no information on this variant is given; see Birch, Kollationer, f. 18r.

        
        53
          Griesbach, NTG 2 (1806), p. 112 n. a. Besides, possibly due to a similar doubt about the quality of Birch’s collation, Griesbach still keeps the erroneous omission of ὑμᾶς at Jude 5, and notes that this piece of information comes from Wettstein. See NTG 2 (1806), p. 572 n. p: ‘= A (B. ap. Wetst.)’; at this verse Birch only gives two substitutions: ἅπαξ πάντα for ἅπαξ τοῦτο and Ἰησοῦς for ὁ κύριος (Birch, Variae lectiones 1, p. 114). As a consequence, this error – first attested in Amelote’s annotation – continues its ‘longevity’ even after the publication of Birch’s collation.

        
        54
          NA28 apparatus provides the supporting witnesses as ℵ B 614. 1175. 1505 vg sy boms; Cyr; cf. also Strutwolf et al. (eds.), ECM 3.1.2, p. 777 (40). The other primary witness ℵ 01 was of course not known to the critics before the mid-nineteenth century. Note that Tregelles and the Tyndale House edition adopt ἐκκλησίαν τοῦ κυρίου here, though the latter also adds the diamond symbol beside the reading of θεοῦ to indicate their uncertainty. For a recent discussion on this text-critical crux, see Metzger, Textual Commentary (1994), pp. 425–427; for the issue of its theological controversy, see Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption (1993), pp. 87–88, also similarly argued in the revised edition (Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption [2011], pp. 103–104).

        
        55
          Griesbach, NTG 1 (1818); this edition is called the ‘Editio nova’ by the anonymous editor, and the transcription is found in p. iii (in ‘Monitum’). Since he died in 1812, Griesbach does not seem to have been aware of this notification.

        
        56
          Some details can be found in Cardinali, ‘Vicende vaticane I’, pp. 390–392, and D’Aiuto and Gazzini, ‘Manoscritti greci’, pp. 478a–479b. For an overview of Rome during the Napoleonic period, see Piazzoni, ‘Roma e il papato’, pp. 22a–31a.

        
        57
          The evidence of the preservation of the Bibliothèque nationale is still visible within the manuscript: e.g., the red ink stamp on the first and last pages (p. 1 and p. 1536).

        
        58
          On Hug, see Keller, ‘Hug’, especially pp. 82–84 for the discussion about B 03. See also Maier, Gedächtnissrede, pp. 13–14, who mentions that Hug took leave for Paris in order to recover from his fragile health.

        
        59
          Hug, De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani.

        
        60
          Hug, De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani, p. 3. The transcription was copied from p. 1370 C 33–35 (ει ουν εγω ενιψα | υμων τους ποδας ο κ̅ς̅ | και ο διδασκαλος [John 13:14]) and p. 1448 B 17–19 (μισθος ου λογιζεται | κατα χαριν αλλα κατα | οϕειλημα [Rom 4:4]), respectively. Both passages have been omitted by B1.

        
        61
          Hug, De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani, p. 4: ‘Tanta enim est huius libri antiquitas, ut, exceptis voluminibus, quae ruina Herculani ultra septemdecim secula occultavit, pauci sint, qui cum eo in certamen descendere possint. Tanta etiam eius longe lateque fama fuit, ut, quasi in opulentissima et omni librorum genere instructissima bibliotheca solus esset, per excellentiam Vaticanus audiret.’

        
        62
          ‘Scriptus est in membrana laevissima, supra modum tenui et vix non pellucida, manu eleganti, prompta et imperterrita, ductu simplicissimo, et quod sibi facile quisquam persuaserit antiquitatis ignarus, pennis corvorum; adeo subtilia sunt lineamenta litterarum, ubi pinguior ductus in acutum excurrit. Omnes porro litterae ita sunt comparatae, ut figura quadrangula aequilatera possint circumscribi: earum nulla compressior est, aut in angustum coarctata; sed character, quod aiunt, exacte quadratus est, maiusculus et simillimus illi, qni [sic: qui] in voluminibus conspicitur ex Herculanensi strage protractis.’ (Hug, De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani, pp. 6–7)

        
        63
          Hug, De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani, pp. 8–9; two examples are given: John 13:14 and Rom 4:4. These two passages are exactly the ones being reproduced at the beginning of the work.

        
        64
          ‘The manuscript undoubtedly had no punctuation. … And those later scribes, who obliterated the manuscript with flesh black ink, only rarely dared to add to it some punctuation sign’ (‘Codex manifeste nullam habuit interpunctionem. … Et posteriores librarii, qui atramento novo codicem oblitterarunt, nonnisi raro ausi sunt illi signum aliquod distinctionis adiicere’ – Hug, De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani, p. 9). The case of 2 Cor 3:15 (p. 1479 B 34) is discussed at this point, in which the text was not re-inked.

        
        65
          Hug, De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani, pp. 9–10: ‘Quamvis mirari quis posset, cur evanescentibus fere litteris, minutissima accentuum lineamenta non disperiissent, codicem tamen ita persuasus accessi, atque evolvi, etiamsi atramentum plerumque spissius primo intuitu ac recentius adpareret, collatum cum colore litterarum et vocum, quae secundam manum non sunt expertae. Posteaquam vero vitreis oculum adiuvi, diversitas atramenti multo distinctius se prodidit; quod autem medium colorem servet inter utrumque, vividiorem veteri illo et emortuo, et hebetiorem recens litteris superaddito, ratio in promptu est: antiquae litterae fungebantur vice fundi, cui novus color superinductus fortius emicat; accentus vero et spiritus, eodem licet recentiori atramento depicti, remissius fulgent, cum nullo antiquiori fundo incubent, qui colorem elevaret.’ Prior to this, Hug cites two sentences from Birch’s 1788 work (Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. xiv and p. xv). On Birch’s opinion, see my discussion on p. 210 above.

        
        66
          Hug, De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani, p. 10: ‘Sed illud magis me permovit, cum viderem, ubicunque nativus calligraphi ductus nitet intaminatus, et nulla serioris atramenti tinctura obrutus, in omnibus iis vocibus et sententiis nullos spiritus, nulla penitus accentuum signa deprehendi. Exinde facile augurabar, haec omnia iis deberi, qui litteras novo colore imbuerunt.’ Hug also discusses the case of σαρκός at Col 1:22 (p. 1503 B 24) in detail.

        
        67
          Hug, De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani, pp. 10–11; the citation is taken from p. 10: ‘quae habent signum reprobationis a prima manu adiectum’.

        
        68
          The examples given are John 17:15 B2 add. κοσμου αλλʼ ινα τηρησης αυτους εκ του (p. 1375 C 19–20); Acts 25:25 B✶ του παυλου [B2 τουτου] (p. 1420 C 18–19); Mark 6:31 (perhaps it should have been Mark 6:39: B✶ ανακλειθηναι [B1 ανακλειναι; B2 ανακλιναι]; p. 1286 B 30); Acts 23:7 B✶ επεπεσε [B1 επεσε] (p. 1417 A 7).

        
        69
          The examples include Matt 26:57 (p. 1273 B 22–25 [B1 om.]); Rom 4:4 (p. 1448 B 16–20 [B1 om.], but Hug only copies ll. 17–19 here); 9:18 (p. 1454 A 30 [B2 om.]).

        
        70
          Among the examples, three cases (John 17:15; Acts 25:25; Rom 9:18) are considered by the VMR as made by B2. Yet different opinions can be found, particularly in the light of recent studies on scribal corrections in B 03. Versace suggests dating the corrector of John 17:15 as one of the earliest scribes (his B3 [fourth century]); see Marginalia, p. 19 and p. 136. A similar judgement is given in Grenz, Scribes and Correctors, pp. 124–125, 202. The IGNTP also attributes the correction to the hand of B1.

        
        71
          Hug, De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani, p. 11; the examples are Matt 13:52 (B✶ ειπεν ¦ B1 λεγει [p. 1253 B 15]); 14:5 (B✶ επει ¦ B1 οτι [p. 1253 C 31]); 16:4 (B✶ αιτει ¦ B1 επιζητει [p. 1256 B 30]); 22:10 (B✶ ο νυμϕων ¦ B1 ο γαμος [p. 1265 A 19]). All the corrections are dated to the fourth century by Versace (Marginalia, p. 89; his B1).

        
        72
          Hug, De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani, pp. 11–12; examples include John 13:14 (p. 1370 C 33–35 [B1 om.], yet Hug writes ηνιψα instead of the correct ενιψα); Jas 1:3 (p. 1426 A 10–11 [B1 om.]); Matt 22:45 (sic: Matt 22:43; p. 1266 A 23 [B2 om.]); John 17:18 (p. 1375 C 29–30 [B2 om.]); Act 18:7 (p. 1409 A 23–24 [B2 om.]); 2 John 10 (p. 1442 C 10 [B2 om.]). Besides, Hug also provides several instances taken from the Septuagint: Pss 24:14 (p. 638 A 31–32); 75:4 (p. 671 A 4–5); 143:9 (sic: 144:6?; p. 710 B 30–31 [same page, different column, one line above]). He even indicates that the word διάψαλμα (for Selah) in the Psalms was not repaired or rejected, and it also lacks the accent; see e.g. Ps 142:6 (p. 709 B 15).

        
        73
          Hug, De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani, p. 12: ‘Rem ut uno verbo dicamus: non exstat plane locus, cuius nativae scriptioni parcitum fuit, in quo vestigium accentus aut spiritus observetur; adeoque haud falsum est, quod diversitas atramenti iam arguit, hasce accessiones aliis acceptas referri, qui in elegantissimo monumento conservando operam posuerunt. Quidquid vero de eorum labore statuatur, vereor, sine eo factum fuisse, ut perpulchrae membranae quemquam illexerint extinctae fere scripturae aliud opus superinducere, cuius pretium aetatem non aequipararet, nec argumentum nostri.’ In other words, Hug thinks that the re-inking had at least the beneficial result that the manuscript did not become a palimpsest. The plausibility of this idea is debatable and in a way very speculative.

        
        74
          Hug, De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani, p. 13, especially n. 10. This fragment is regarded as the oldest witness of that Roman historian’s writing. Once belonging to Fulvius Ursinus (Fulvio Orsini; 1529–1600), who published its contents in 1582, the manuscript has then become the property of the Vatican Library, numbered as Vat. gr. 1288. On Ursinus, see Matteini, ‘Orsini’ and the references cited there. In fact, Hug could probably have seen this manuscript in person during his stay in Paris, since it was sent from Rome and arrived there – together with B 03 – in 1799; cf. Cardinali, ‘Vicende vaticane I’, p. 392. On a recent discussion of the manuscript, see Orsini, Studies, pp. 75, 93, who dates it to the second half of the fifth century.

        
        75
          Hug, De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani, p. 14. The theme of the Herculaneum papyri would recur in Hug’s later work; see my discussion on p. 267 n. 96 below.

        
        76
          Hug, De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani, pp. 14–15; cited from p. 15: ‘Aegyptium vero codicis Vaticani librarium propius arguit singularis orthographia in vocibus συλληψη, ληψεσθε, ληϕθησεται etc. quae fere semper scribuntur συλλημψη, λημψεσθε, λημϕθησεται, λημϕθεντα, reliq.’. His discussion focuses on the exchange of diphthongs, differences between imperfect and aorist, as well as the presence and absence of the final nun.

        
        77
          Namely: Mark 14:48 (B 03 εξηλθατε; TR ἐξήλθετε); Luke 11:52 (B 03 εισηλθατε; TR εἰσήλθετε); 19:39 (B 03 ειπαν; TR εἶπον); John 7:52 (B 03 ειπαν; TR εἶπον); Acts 1:11 (B 03 ειπαν; TR εἶπον); 12:10 (B 03 ηλθαν; TR ἦλθον), 16 (B 03 ειδαν; TR εἶδον).

        
        78
          The reference given by Hug is the editio princeps of the manuscript, now Borg. copt. 109 in the Vatican Library: Giorgi, Fragmentum (published in 1789).

        
        79
          Hug, De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani, p. 16: ‘Si hisce animadversionibus aliquid inest ponderis aut firmitatis, locus natalis utriusque codicis, Vaticani nimirum, et illius alterius, cui nomen indidere Alexandrini, si non Alexandriae, saltem in Aegypto quaerendus est. Certe constans amborum consensus in consuetudines tantopere ab indole linguae graecae abhorrentes, communem illis patriam asserit, in qua genuinus loquendi et scribendi usus in peculiare hoc idioma degeneravit. Neminem caeterum huius rei admiratio subibit, qui perpenderit Vaticanum librum editionem exhibere, qualem pro coetibus Aegypti Hesychius recensuit; illum autem, Alexandrinum, licet in evangeliis Origenis emendationem sequatur, altera saltem parte, in actis et epistolis, ad Hesychii exemplaria reverti.’ On his view of the Hesychius recension, see p. 268 of this book.

        
        80
          Hug, De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani, pp. 16–24.

        
        81
          Hug’s dating follows the traditional interpretation of Zaccagni, who considers Euthalius to be a deacon around the mid-fifth century. Recent studies tend to date this set of materials even earlier, that is, to the mid-fourth century; see the overview in Willard, Euthalian Apparatus, pp. 111–127.

        
        82
          Hug, De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani, pp. 20–21. Hug’s argumentation is not without weaknesses: this later scribe could have been aware of the Euthalian Apparatus and yet still decided to add a different one. Thus, their differences do not necessarily support an early dating of the manuscript. Indeed, according to Versace (Marginalia, pp. 245–247), the second division system was inserted in the ninth century (by his B7).

        
        83
          Hug, De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani, pp. 24–25.

        
        84
          Epiphanius, Panarion (Adversus haereses), § 42.3 (on Philemon): ‘for this is its position in Marcion; but in the Apostle it stands last. In some copies, however, it is placed thirteenth before Hebrews, which is fourteenth, but other copies have the Epistle to the Hebrews tenth, before the two Epistles to Timothy, the Epistle to Titus, and the Epistle to Philemon’ (translation in Williams, Panarion 1, p. 360; for the Greek text, see GCS 31, p. 181).

        
        85
          For a discussion of Athanasius’s canon list, see Gallagher and Meade, Biblical Canon Lists, pp. 118–129, especially p. 124: ‘… and after these, two to the Thessalonians; and that to the Hebrews; and additionally, two to Timothy, one to Titus, and finally that to Philemon, one’. See also Brakke, ‘Athanasius’s Festal Letter’ on this subject and the references cited there.

        
        86
          Hug, De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani, pp. 25–26. For a helpful discussion of the manuscript attestation at this place, see Lindemann, ‘Bemerkungen’, pp. 235–239; also cf. Barth, Ephesians 1, p. 67.

        
        87
          Hug even tries to imitate the layout of the manuscript by providing the transcription of the first five lines of Ephesians (p. 1493 B 1–5). Modern critics consider the correction to be made by a much later scribe, probably in the medieval age: for instance, Versace, Marginalia, p. 264, dates the corrector to the tenth or eleventh century, his B18 (the ‘retoucher’). Besides, at this point Hug is in favour of the idea that there was some intended space after τοῖς οὖσιν to fill in different destinations for the letter; for this well-known conjecture – first proposed by James Ussher – see cj14590 in the Amsterdam Database (https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/nt-conjectures?conjID=cj14590). In fact, Hug already preferred this conjecture before he examined B 03; cf. Hug, Einleitung 2 (1808), p. 280.

        
        88
          Hug, De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani, p. 26. For the text and translation of Basil’s citation, see Donaldson, Explicit References 2, p. 501, and see also Explicit References 1, pp. 119–120 for her analysis.

        
        89
          Hug, De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani, p. 27: ‘Cuncta haec commonstrant, codicem haud dubie seculo IV. esse adiudicandum, et quidem non adulto et decedenti, sed exaratum fuisse ante seculi medium, qua aetate nec Basilius, neque Athanasius nominis claritudinem scriptis erant consecuti’.

        
        90
          Hug, Einleitung 1 (1808), pp. 230–237 (§ 50).

        
        91
          Hug, Einleitung 1 (1808), pp. 231–232, especially p. 232: ‘Beyde sind von den Neuerungen des Euthalius oder späterer Zeiten frey, und das Vaticanische Exemplar trägt sogar Merkmale eines höhern Alters an sich, als das Alexandrinische. Die größere Aehnlichkeit mit der Herculanischen Schrift, der Mangel aller Worttrennungen oder irgend eines Surrogats für dieselben, der seltnere Gebrauch der Interpunction sichert ihm den Vorrang zu.’

        
        92
          Einleitung 1 (1808), pp. 234–235; cited from p. 235.

        
        93
          Hug, Einleitung 1 (1821), pp. 252–257 (§ 50). The content about B 03 in the two later editions (31826 and 41847) is basically the same as this revision, except for the corrections to a few typographical errors and additions of several recently published titles.

        
        94
          Hug, Einleitung 1 (1821), p. 253; a similar description can already be found in Hug, De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani, pp. 12–13.

        
        95
          To my knowledge, Hug was the first scholar who explicitly mentioned the reading experience of B 03 in comparison with the reading of scrolls.

        
        96
          Hug, Einleitung 1 (1821), pp. 252–253; cf. Hug, De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani, p. 7 nn. 5–6. Hug’s comparison was based on some images attached to the earliest publications on the Herculaneum discoveries, notably Winckelmann, Sendschreiben, p. 80 and Rosini (ed.), Herculanensium 1, the image opposite p. 39. Rosini’s work, the first volume of a long-lived series (1793–1855, continuing with the second part of the series 1862–1876), contains the first unrolled papyrus found in Herculaneum: Philodemus’s De Musica IV. See the discussion in Sider, ‘Herculaneum’, p. 309.

        
        97
          Hug, Einleitung 1 (1821), pp. 253–254: ‘Die Interpunctionen sind von der zweyten Hand und Dinte, und auch von dieser äußerst selten. … Nirgend, wo die erste Schrift rein und unbedeckt erscheint, sind Accente vorhanden; sie sind von späterer Hand und Dinte ausgelegt.’

        
        98
          Hug, Einleitung 1 (1821), p. 255: ‘Alle diese Erscheinungen sind nicht allein voreuthalianisch; sondern einige derselben sind Alterthümlichkeiten, die viel weiter zurückliegen, und von denen nirgend eine Spur mehr übrigt.’

        
        99
          Hug, Einleitung 1 (1821), p. 256. In the fourth edition, the word ‘wenigst’ is changed into ‘wenigstens’ (Hug, Einleitung 1 [1847], p. 238).

        
        100
          Hug, Einleitung 1 (1821), p. 257; e.g., at John 7:52 both B 03 and T 029 read ειπαν instead of the TR reading (εἶπον). According to the papyrological evidence we now have, the interchange between ειπον and ειπαν was not only limited to the region of Egypt; see Gignac, Grammar 2, pp. 335–338. The famous Rosetta Stone, discovered in 1799 during the Napoleonic occupation of Egypt, records a decree issued in Memphis in 196 BCE under the ruling of the Ptolemaic dynasty. Since June 1802, it has been on display in the British Museum. On the discoveries and the early reception of this stela, see Parkinson, Rosetta Stone, pp. 12–45.

        
        101
          To my knowledge, there were two English translations of Hug’s Einleitung: a London translation of the second German edition by Daniel Guildford Wait in 1827, and another version translated from the third edition by David Fosdick in 1836, published at Andover, Massachusetts.

        
        102
          Hug, Einleitung 1 (1821), pp. 126–223 (§§ 22–40). For a critical evaluation of Hug’s theory, see Tregelles, Account, pp. 90–91 and also ‘Introduction’, pp. 78–85.

        
        103
          Hug, Einleitung 1 (1821), pp. 190–195 (§ 37); his Egyptian recension also includes A 02 (outside the Gospels), C 04, and L 019 among the others. Tregelles, ‘Introduction’, p. 80, summarises the main witnesses of all the recensions in Hug’s system. Interestingly, although he refutes the idea of attributing those recensions to certain historical figures (Hesychius, Lucian, and Origen), Tregelles considers Hug’s way of grouping different witnesses valuable.

        
        104
          The principles of criticism applied are explained in Hug, Einleitung 1 (1821), pp. 493–503 (§§ 144–149).

        
        105
          A two-part review is found in Allgemeine Literatur-Zeitung (dated 26 and 27 June 1810), where the anonymous reviewer carefully summarises Hug’s findings: Anonymous, review of Hug, De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani; review of De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani. The reviewer concludes by stating: ‘Alle diese Punkte hat Hr. Hug gelehrter und umständlicher, als noch je vor ihm geschehen, in dieser für den Kritiker des N. T. höchst wichtigen Schrift, der nichts als eine allgemeine Verbreitung zu wünschen ist, ausgeführt’ (col. 427). The significance of B 03 is also hinted at by the recurring term of ‘Codex Vaticanus’ (in italics), which is in line with our modern convention.

        
        106
          Eichhorn, Einleitung in das Neue Testament 5, pp. 201–203. It should be noted that Eichhorn introduces B 03 in advance of A 02, which is similar to the order we found in Hug’s revised Einleitung. In Eichhorn’s previous volumes, B 03 is mentioned in passing while addressing several specific variant readings.

        
        107
          Eichhorn, Einleitung in das Neue Testament 5, p. 202 (emphasis original).

        
        108
          Nolan, Inquiry. On Nolan (1784–1864), see Goodwin and Matthew, ‘Nolan’; for a summary of Nolan’s work and his view of the Comma Johanneum, see McDonald, Biblical Criticism, pp. 294–295.

        
        109
          Nolan, Inquiry, pp. 44–109; his discussion of the second class is found in pp. 79–88. The aim of second half of the work is to defend the traditional text particularly from a theological point of view on inspiration.

        
        110
          Nolan frequently refers to Birch’s 1788 ‘Prolegomena’ and the arguments for the early dating of B 03. Hug’s work does not seem to be mentioned in his discussion.

        
        111
          Nolan, Inquiry, pp. 283–284, especially n. 242. The sources for the B 03 reading at Acts 20:28 were Griesbach’s ‘Editio nova’ (see my discussion on p. 256 above) and Wagstaffe’s ad hoc collation, then kept by Sion College in London. On Wagstaffe and his letters to Berriman, see § 4.3.2 of this book, and Yi, ‘Wagstaffe and His Account’.

        
        112
          On Scholz (1794–1852), see Borengässer, ‘Scholz’. It is interesting to note that Scholz obtained his licentiate of theology at the University of Freiburg in 1817, under the supervision of Hug.

        
        113
          See Scholz, NTG 1, pp. xv–xxvi (‘Prolegomena’ §§ 20–31). A summary and a critical evaluation can be found in Tregelles, Account, pp. 92–97.

        
        114
          Scholz, NTG 1, p. xxxviii. Scholz agrees with his teacher Hug that the accents have been added by a later hand.

        
        115
          See Scholz, Biblisch-kritische Reise, pp. 34–35; see also his notification in another work: ‘I have supplied readings omitted by him from a very accurate collation preserved in the royal library under no. 52α and made by Leo Allatius, as I believe’ (‘Lectiones ab eo omissas ex collatione accuratissima in Bibliotheca regia servata sub No. 52α atque a Leone Alatio, ut opinor, facta supplevi’ – Scholz, Curae, p. 29 n. 7). On Bartolocci’s collation, see § 2.2 of this volume, and especially p. 51 n. 35 on the possible authorship of the Paris copy.

        
        116
          Scholz, Biblisch-kritische Reise, p. 35: ‘Ich habe daraus mehrere von Birch ausgelassene Varianten ergänzt’; yet no further information is provided there. In the critical apparatus of Scholz’s NTG 1 and NTG 2, readings from Bartolocci are not specified but simply incorporated with other collations as listed under the siglum B. In fact, since Bartolocci’s collation is far less comprehensive than the other ones, hardly any additional value can be gained by consulting it alone. However, as Tregelles admits (Account, p. 161), this collation is still somewhat useful to confirm – and occasionally even supply – those readings provided by Mico and by Birch.

        
        117
          For Lachmann and his life, see Hertz, Lachmann; Unte, ‘Lachmann’. Secondary literature on his New Testament enterprise is vast, see, e.g., Tregelles’s critical evaluation in Account, pp. 97–115; Gregory, Prolegomena 1, pp. 258–268 (similar in Textkritik 2, pp. 966–974). For discussions of Lachmann’s New Testament text from the point of view of classical scholarship, especially its relationship with the so-called ‘Lachmann’s method’, see Timpanaro, Genesi, pp. 43–48 (cf. Timpanaro, Genesis, pp. 84–89, with various editorial updates), and the excellent overview in Fiesoli, Genesi, pp. 107–168. See also an analysis of the tension between theology and philology in Lachmann’s concept in Garrison, ‘Philology and Theology’, pp. 97–108.

        
        118
          Lachmann, NTG; cf. Reuss, Bibliotheca, pp. 239–243 (§ 21.1). For this reason many regard the year 1831 as the beginning of the modern critical period; see e.g. Epp, ‘Development 2’, p. 14.

        
        119
          Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 1 and NTGL 2. Cf. Reuss, Bibliotheca, pp. 243–244 (§ 21.2). The Greek authorities listed in the apparatus were prepared with the assistance of Philipp Buttmann (1809–1901). For a brief biography of Buttmann, see Schleiermacher, Kritische Gesamtausgabe III.1, p. lxiii.

        
        120
          Lachmann, ‘Rechenschaft’; this article was reprinted in 1876 with minimal modifications.

        
        121
          Lachmann, ‘Rechenschaft’, pp. 817–818 (cited from p. 818). In contrast to his own question, Lachmann rephrases Griesbach’s as follows (p. 818): ‘Ist Ursach vorhanden, von der gewöhnlichen Lesart abzugehen?’

        
        122
          Lachmann, ‘Rechenschaft’, p. 820. See also the discussion of Lachmann’s exclusive use of external evidence in Epp, ‘Development 2’, pp. 14–17.

        
        123
          Here Lachmann’s words are indeed prophetic. One had to wait until the computer era to have the means to examine – though still in progress – the ever-increasing number of sources.

        
        124
          Lachmann, ‘Rechenschaft’, pp. 820–822. For Bentley’s plan for his New Testament project, see § 3.2 of this book.

        
        125
          Lachmann, ‘Rechenschaft’, pp. 825–826 (cited from p. 826). It is certain that Lachmann benefits from the twofold notion of Bengel, as argued by Timpanaro, Genesi, p. 44. For Bengel’s description of the two families, see my discussion on pp. 136–137 above. Besides, although Scholz also proposes to divide the witnesses into two groups, his project is severely criticised by Lachmann (‘Rechenschaft’, p. 823): ‘den dabei nothwendigen Beweis hat er nicht geführt, daß die ältere Lesart in überwiegend mehreren Stellen augenscheinlich verderbt, oder aus absichtlicher Besserung entstanden sey, als die der neuen gewöhnlichen Handschriften’.

        
        126
          Lachmann, ‘Rechenschaft’, pp. 826–827. Another reason for Lachmann to prefer the Eastern is that the Western text is often only available in Latin. Since he is reluctant to make his own Greek translation out of those Latin renderings, he tends to follow the Greek text attested by the Eastern family.

        
        127
          Lachmann, ‘Rechenschaft’, p. 828. For Hug’s refutation of Birch, see my discussion on pp. 259–260 above.

        
        128
          It should be noted that concerning Woide’s reproduction Lachmann mistakenly identifies the collator as Thomas Bentley. It seems that the confusion started with Woide’s 1799 ‘Apographum’: its title suggests that the collation was now preserved by ‘Thomas Bentley, minister of the Nailston congregation in the county of Leicestershire’ (‘Thomam Bentleium, ecclesiae Nailstonensis in agro Leicestriensi pastorem’ – Woide, ‘Apographum’, p. 3); the correct name should have been (the younger) Richard Bentley. Then in the early nineteenth century, apparently Mico’s collation was thought by many to have been made by Thomas Bentley – another nephew of the great classical scholar – during his stay in Rome, as shown in Lachmann’s imprecise reference here. Published around the same period, Monk also gave the impression that Thomas had helped to collate B 03 to some certain extent (cf. Bentley 2, p. 239). The corrected information had to wait until the publication of (the senior) Bentley’s correspondence in 1842, which contains Thomas’s letter from Rome to his uncle (Bentley, Correspondence 2, pp. 668–673 [no. 245]). For Thomas and his ad hoc collation, see § 3.3.2 of this volume.

        
        129
          The referenced works are Hug, De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani, p. 15, and the facsimile page in Bianchini, Evangeliarium quadruplex 1.2. For Bianchini’s facsimile, see my discussion in § 4.3.2.

        
        130
          Lachmann, ‘Rechenschaft’, p. 831.

        
        131
          Lachmann, ‘Rechenschaft’, pp. 832–833, especially p. 833: ‘Wer sich daher meiner Ausgabe bedient, muß auf der Hut seyn: wo in diesen Theilen des N. T. nur wenig Abweichungen auf dem Rande zu finden sind, da ist auch weniger Sicherheit, daß der Text die gebilligtste Lesart des Orients liefert.’ Undoubtedly Lachmann’s approach of codex unicus was noticed and criticised by many of his contemporaries; see, e.g., Tregelles’s discussion and his defence of Lachmann in Account, pp. 104–106.

        
        132
          Lachmann, ‘Rechenschaft’, p. 845. In addition, Lachmann also gives his opinion on the use of patristic sources and Latin manuscripts (pp. 833–838), as well as a series of examinations on variant readings and proposals for conjectures (pp. 839–844). Among those, the most famous one is perhaps the removal of λέγουσιν Ὁ ὕστερος. λέγει αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς in Matt 21:31 (pp. 839–841). For him, this passage makes little sense regarding its context. Since Origen already omitted it in his commentary, the original text seems to have been without this part: τίς ἐκ τῶν δύο ἐποίησεν τὸ θέλημα τοῦ πατρός; Ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν ὅτι οἱ τελῶναι καὶ αἱ πόρναι προάγουσιν ὑμᾶς εἰς τὴν βασιλείαν τοῦ θεοῦ. This conjecture is repeated and clarified in Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 2, pp. v–vi. See the discussion in the Amsterdam Database (cj10861; https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/nt-conjectures?conjID=cj10861). For Lachmann’s notion of emendation, see my discussion immediately below.

        
        133
          Lachmann, NTG, p. 461. It is followed by a forty-page list of the places where his text differs from the Textus Receptus (pp. 461–503).

        
        134
          Lachmann, NTG, p. 461 (translation in Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, pp. 272–273 nn. 139–140, with minor additions): ‘Hic satis erit dixisse, editorem nusquam iudicium suum, sed consuetudinem antiquissimarum Orientis ecclesiarum secutum esse. Hanc quoties minus constantem fuisse animadvertit, quantum fieri potuit ea qune Italorum et Afrorum consensu comprobarentur praetulit: ubi pervagatam omnium auctorum discrepantiam deprehendit, partim uncis partim in marginibus indicavit.’

        
        135
          Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 1, pp. v–li (‘Praefatio Caroli Lachmanni’). In the preface Lachmann first touches upon the previous printed editions of the Greek New Testament and the purpose of the present one. Then he addresses the issues of the witnesses used, including the Latin text, patristic authors (in particular Irenaeus and Origen), the principle Greek manuscripts, and also the limitations of the use of other ancient versions (namely Syriac, Coptic, and Gothic). He also discusses different spellings and favours the orthography attested by the few ancient majuscules.

        
        136
          The most distinctive statement can be found in Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 1, p. v: ‘what is called “to review”, we can and should do without interpretation’ (‘id quod recensere dicitur, sine interpretatione et possumus et debemus’). Discussions of this famous issue are many; see, e.g., Fiesoli, Genesi, pp. 125–128; Castelli, Wettstein’s Principles, pp. 272–274. In fact, on the grounds of this distinction Lachmann proposes a considerable number of conjectures, many of which can be found in the preface to the second volume of his New Testament edition (Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 2). See the data collected in the Amsterdam Database (Lachmann [a1051]; https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/nt-conjectures?authorID=a1051).

        
        137
          Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 1, p. viii (translation after Tregelles, Account, p. 103): ‘Nunc incipiam singula testificationum perpendere momenta. Ita que nihil testatius esse potest eo in quo omnes undique auctores consentiunt. Paulo minus efficit consensio, si eorum pars taceat vel aliquo modo deficiat. Porro maius in testium ex diversis regionibus coactorum concordia firmamentum est quam ab aliquot popularibus vel neglegentia vel quasi compacto ab illis discedentibus periculum. Sed ancipitia censenda sunt testimonia, cum longinquorum testium consensus aliorum item locis diiunctorum in diversa testificatione consensu elevatur. Incerta sunt quae in aliis regionibus alia, sed constanti singularum consuetudine, tradita sunt, postremo infirma, in quibus ne eaedem quidem regiones consentiunt.’

        
        138
          Lachmann also provides further explanation for these principles and a case study of Luke 5:36–6:4 (NTGL 1, p. xxxiii and pp. xxxiv–xxxix respectively). See also the discussion in Fiesoli, Genesi, pp. 120–124.

        
        139
          Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 1, pp. xxii–xxiii. The only additional pieces of information are (1) the news of Maius’s forthcoming edition (to which we will pay particular attention in due course); and (2) the reference to Monk’s recent biography of Bentley while addressing ‘Thomas Bentley’s collation’: ‘If Monk is to be trusted, the annotation was sent to Richard Bentley by the agency of Philipp von Stosch: he says that the greatest parts in the collation of the manuscript were by someone from Italy, by the name of Mico. But that person did not copy the ancient writing itself but rather the words above the lines made many centuries later’ (‘Illud, si Monkio fides est, Philippo Stoschio procurante adnotatum ad Richardum Bentleium missum fuerat: maximas in conferendo codice partes Itali cuiusdam fuisse dicit, qui fuerit Mico nomine. Sed is homo non tam ipsam veterem scripturam quam superductiones multis saeculis post factas expressit’ – NTGL 1, p. xxii). Since the intermediary between Bentley and Mico was not von Stosch but in fact Richard Mead, Monk’s description is not entirely correct at this point. See Monk, Bentley 2, p. 239, and the reconstruction proposed in Yi, Krans, and Lietaert Peerbolte, ‘Prolegomena’, pp. 331–333.

        
        140
          It should be noted that Lachmann’s editio maior was already completed in 1840, earlier than the actual publication dates of 1842 and 1850. It is said that the long delay was due to the severe criticism against his edition from the Protestant circles; see Fiesoli, Genesi, p. 110. Situating the completion of his edition in 1840 means that Lachmann could not have consulted some corrections to B 03 given by other scholars in the 1840s, especially those in Tischendorf’s article in 1847. On that article, see my discussion in § 7.2 below.

        
        141
          For Lachmann, the used TR edition is the Elzevier edition of 1624 (see Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 1, p. lvi). It should be noted that the following analysis concentrates on textual changes in Lachmann’s editio maior, and the first edition will also be discussed if differences are found. Orthographical differences and changes in matters of diacritics and punctuation will be addressed only if they are relevant to the discussion about his use of B 03.

        
        142
          According to my examination, 114 out of 144 changes (79.2%) and 57 out of 83 changes (68.7%) are in agreement with B 03 in Matt 1–7 and Gal 1–6 respectively. See Appendix B.7 for the comprehensive list.

        
        143
          Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 1, p. 3, list A 02, B 03, C 04, D 05, D 06, E 08, and T 029 for supporting δαυειδ while the word is spelt out fully. They also note the form of the nomen sacrum δα̅δ in P 024, Q 026, and Z 035. It should be noted that Lachmann does not always follow the designation of Wettstein: he uses Δ for the Greek side and f for the Latin side of Codex Claromontanus (D 06). Interestingly, although Lachmann’s choice at Matt 1:1 would then be followed by several critical editions in the nineteenth century (Tischendorf, Tregelles, Westcott and Hort), it is rejected by the MCT editors nowadays (the reading of NA28 as Δαυίδ).

        
        144
          Note that in both places Lachmann follows the original reading of B 03, which could have been culled from Woide’s work. In his 1801 publication (but absent in the 1788 edition), Birch also offers these readings, albeit somewhat imprecisely.

        
        145
          B 03 p. 1235 B 42: B✶ μαθθαν; B2 ματθαν (the corrector left the first theta untouched and inserted a tau above). Interestingly, although he provides nothing about this variant in his 1788 edition, Birch correctly mentions the reading and correction of B 03 in his later work: ‘μαθθαν Vat. 1209 but between the lines ματθαν by the second hand’ (‘μαθθαν Vat. 1209, sed inter lineas ματθαν a secunda manu’ – Birch, Variae lectiones 3, p. 2). The information given by Woide is somewhat ambiguous at this point: Ματθάν bis] Ματ̥θάν [sic] (‘Apographum’, p. 4).

        
        146
          Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 1, p. 10. Lachmann’s decision is followed by the MCT, probably based on the agreement between B 03 and ℵ 01. The latter witness was of course unknown to Lachmann. In many other places, B 03 is also given as the only supporting witness: e.g., Matt 4:24; 5:1 (in Ln 1842 only), 25, 28, 32, 39 (Ln 1842); 6:16 (Ln 1842), 18 (Ln 1842), 21 (Ln 1842), 22, 33 (Ln 1842); 7:8 (Ln 1842).

        
        147
          Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 2, p. 450. A similar case is the substitution of διό at Gal 4:31 (supported by B 03 and D 06 according to their apparatus).

        
        148
          Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 2, p. 443, list A 02, C 04, D 06, G 012, d, f, and the Vulgate, as well as several patristic citations. The apparatus of NA28 further shows the unbalanced distribution among the main witnesses: εισιν υιοι ℵ2 A C D F G K 0278. 33. 104. 365. 1175. 1739. 1881 M latt; Irlat ¦ εισιν οι υιοι L 630. 1505 ¦ txt P 46 ℵ✶ B P Ψ 81. 326. 1241. 2464. In light of the fact that Lachmann could not have known of the support of some key witnesses ( P 46 and ℵ 01), his text-critical decision is remarkable. Carlson (Galatians, pp. 109–110) also opts for the reading υἱοί εἰσιν based on intrinsic and transcriptional probabilities.

        
        149
          Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 1, p. 10. This is actually an imprecise reading of B 03, since the manuscript’s original reading is ηθελεν, corrected to ηθελε by B2. Both Woide and Birch give no comment here.

        
        150
          Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 1, p. 25. In his first edition, Lachmann still holds the TR reading. At this point the MCT agrees with the TR. NA28 only lists the negative apparatus: ⸂ ουτως D Z 33 h k sys.c sa? bo ¦ τουτο ƒ1 lat mae.

        
        151
          Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 1, p. 34; cf. B 03 p. 1243 A 15–16: B✶ επροϕητευσαμεν [B2 προεϕητευσαμεν].

        
        152
          Some further examples that the agreement between the TR and B 03 is not accepted by Lachmann are Matt 4:4, 6; 7:20; Gal 1:12; 2:8; 3:22.

        
        153
          Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 1, p. 16. Lachmann’s decision is supported by P 024 and a, b, c, as well as Hilary.

        
        154
          Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 2, p. 436, refer to D 06, G 012, and the Vulgate for supporting the TR reading. The marginal reading is supported by A 02, d, g, and Lucifer.

        
        155
          Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 1, p. 13, list P 024, a, b, c, d, and the Vulgate for supporting the attestation of the word.

        
        156
          Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 2, p. 451. NA28 reads [τῇ] ἀληθείᾳ, and its apparatus is noteworthy: ° ℵ✶ A B ¦ txt P 46 ℵ2 C D F G K L P Ψ 0278. 33. 81. 104. 365. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505. 1739. 1881. 2464 M .

        
        157
          Lachmann does not always stick to his criteria though. A notable exception is the case of Matt 7:25, where a conjecture is found: in Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 1, p. 34, the conjecture προσέπαισαν is preferred, instead of the reading προσέπεσαν, supported by B 03, C 04, and Z 035, as well as printed in his editio minor (cj10751 in the Amsterdam Database [https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/nt-conjectures?conjID=cj10751]).

        
        158
          Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 1, p. 32. At this place Woide and Birch both give the omission of ἐάν only. Lachmann has similar remarks in Gal 1:4 (υπερ B?) and 4:17 (ημας B?) as well. Yet, in the former place B 03 indeed reads υπερ, so his doubt is not always in line with the fact.

        
        159
          Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 1, p. 3; also note that Lachmann puts a question mark besides C 04.

        
        160
          Note that both the TR reading and Lachmann’s marginal note give the smooth breathing for Ἄγαρ, unlike the MCT reads Ἅγαρ.

        
        161
          Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 2, p. 449; Lachmann’s choice is based on C 04, G 012, g, and the Vulgate. Woide’s error cannot be traced back to Mico, whose information on this variant reading is correct.

        
        162
          Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 1, p. 4. The MCT has Ἑζεκίας here, which is in accordance with the English rendering by having the rough breathing.

        
        163
          Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 1, p. 30. See Westcott and Hort, ‘Appendix’, p. 166a, who consider that although κοπιοῦσιν has better external evidence, this verbal form may be due to assimilation to the verbs nearby. Therefore, their edition reads κοπιῶσιν as Lachmann’s. This decision is also followed by the MCT, and the NA28 apparatus is worthy to be mentioned: ⸂ αυξανει ου κοπια ουδε νηθει K L Nvid W Γ Δ 0281 ƒ13 565. 579. 700. 892. 1241. 1424. l 844. l 2211 M ¦ αυξανουσιν ου νηθουσιν ουδε κοπιωσιν (ℵ✶) Θ syc ¦ αυξανουσιν ου κοπιουσιν ουδε νηθουσιν B 33 ¦ txt ℵ1 ƒ1 syp.h; Ath. See also Metzger, Textual Commentary (1994), p. 15.

        
        164
          In Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 2, p. 446, they list C 04, D 06, and G 012 for supporting the TR reading. See pp. 105–106 above for my discussion on Bentley’s text-critical choice and the data he has concerning this verse.

        
        165
          Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 1, p. 21; the word ἐρρέθη/ἐρρήθη recurs in Matt 5:27, 31, 33, 38, 43, and Lachmann opts for ἐρρήθη every time.

        
        166
          See Woide, ‘Apographum’, pp. 5–6; Birch is silent at this point. It should be noted that there is some doubt about the original reading at Matt 5:21, as given by the VMR as B✶ ερρε̣θη [B1 ερρηθη] (p. 1239 C 13; same in the following cases [p. 1240 A 7, 29, 40–41, B 19, 38]). Interestingly, although all the corrections on page 1240 are detected by Tischendorf (NT Vaticanum, p. 6) and Vercellone (Fabiani and Cozza-Luzi [eds.], Vaticanus 6, p. 143c), both disagree with the VMR transcription and simply read ερρηθη in Matt 5:21. This nineteenth-century opinion is now supported by Grenz, Scribes and Correctors, p. 212. In the following discussion, I will still follow the reading given by the VMR in Matt 5:21, thus counting Lachmann’s reference an imprecise one.

        
        167
          Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 1, p. 32. This correction is given in Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. 31: ‘Vat. 1209 omits [ἐστιν] by the first hand; in the margin it is added by a corrector’ (‘Omittit Vat. 1209 a prima manu: in margine additur a correctore’). Cf. B 03 p. 1242 B 35: B✶ om.[B1 add. εστιν]. According to Versace (Marginalia, p. 117), the correction was made by his B2 (fourth century). Besides, at Gal 2:4 Lachmann makes a similar decision by following the original reading of B 03 (καταδουλώσουσιν) and disregarding the correction καταδουλώσωσιν.

        
        168
          Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 1, p. 32. The information on the correction is given by Birch; see my discussion on p. 200 above.

        
        169
          Precisely speaking, Griesbach firstly considered this variant of omission a probable one (marked with = in his first edition), then downgraded it to a less probable one in both his second and third editions (marked with – and γ respectively). In Griesbach, NTG 1 (1796), p. 8 n. b, the witnesses supporting the omission include B 03, C 04, D 05, as well as his minuscules 1, 33, 42, and 63. Except for those minuscules, the witness basis is not much different from what one finds in Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 1, p. 9.

        
        170
          To put it more precisely, 43 of their changes are identical in Gal 1–6 (ca 51.8 %); see Appendix B.7. For the comprehensive list of the textual changes made by Bentley, see Appendix B.3.

        
        171
          Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 2, p. 437. Bentley refers to A 02, F 010, and Athanasius here; see Bentley, Paris 1628 with notes, pp. 276 and sup.; cf. Bentley, Critica sacra, p. 96.

        
        172
          Bentley, Paris 1628 with notes, pp. 276 and sup.; cf. Critica sacra, p. 96. Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 2, p. 438, address the same set of witnesses for the reading εἶδον οὐδένα.

        
        173
          My discussion will focus on those directly related to B 03. Concerning the immediate reviews on Lachmann’s editions in general, see the summary in Fiesoli, Genesi, pp. 148–151 (on the editio minor) and pp. 151–153 (on the editio maior).

        
        174
          On Davidson (1806?–1898), see Hawke, ‘Davidson’; on his biblical scholarship in particular, see Joyce, ‘King’s College’, pp. 410–414.

        
        175
          Davidson, Lectures, pp. 17–18.

        
        176
          Davidson, Treatise 2, pp. 275–280 (under the section ‘B. Cod. Vaticanus’). Together with his first volume on the Old Testament, both volumes were released in 1852. A revised, single-volume edition was published in 1856, in which the part on B 03 basically remains unchanged.

        
        177
          Davidson, Treatise 2, pp. 276, 278; interestingly, Hug’s De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani is always referred to by giving the page numbers found in an 1836 reprint issued by Granville Penn. For Penn and his involvement with B 03, see § 6.4.3 below for more detail.

        
        178
          Davidson, Treatise 2, p. 279.

        
        179
          Davidson, Treatise 2, pp. 279–280 (cited from p. 279; emphasis original).

        
        180
          Davidson, Treatise 2, pp. 139–143.

        
        181
          Davidson, Treatise 2, p. 141 (emphasis original).

        
        182
          Porter, Principles, pp. 276–280. On Porter (1801–1880), see Holmes, ‘Porter’.

        
        183
          Porter, Principles, pp. 277–278 (cited from p. 278). It is worthwhile noting that Porter has drawn this conclusion from a specimen facsimile of the very first verses of Ezekiel in B 03 (p. 1143 B 1–21; Ezek 1:1–4b), given in Thomas Hartwell Horne’s popular handbook to the Bible. The facsimile was first found in Horne’s second edition; see Horne, Introduction 2 (1821), pp. 79–81. According to that edition, it was made in 1704 by Zaccagni for Grabe to prepare the ongoing Oxford edition of the Septuagint. Since there were no accents and breathings attested in Zaccagni’s specimen, Porter concluded that they must have been inserted after the making of that facsimile. However, it is also possible that Zaccagni had decided not to include those diacritics that seemed secondary. On Zaccagni and B 03, see my discussion in § 2.3 above.

        
        184
          Porter, Principles, p. 279. Apart from the issue of the manuscript’s antiquity, in another place of his work (p. 474 n. ✶), Porter indicated that B 03 appears to read τὴν ἐκκλησίαν τοῦ θεοῦ at Acts 20:28, and his information was based on the London reprint of Griesbach’s edition. On that reprint edition, see my discussion on p. 256 above.

        
        185
          For instance, Reuss considered that the manuscript perhaps belongs to the fifth century in the first edition of his introduction to the history of the New Testament text (Geschichte, p. 158). But in his later editions he turned to the fourth-century dating.

        
        186
          Rinck, review of von Tischendorf, NTG, especially pp. 547–552. On Rinck (1793–1854), see a brief biographical account in Pick, ‘Rinck’. Tischendorf’s New Testament editions and his involvement with B 03 will be discussed in the next chapter.

        
        187
          Rinck, review of von Tischendorf, NTG, pp. 547–548. Interestingly, he actually refers to Hug’s own description on the hand of E 07 and its dating, but then refutes Hug’s proposed dating of B 03; cf. Hug, Einleitung 1 (1821), pp. 280–282.

        
        188
          Rinck, review of von Tischendorf, NTG, pp. 548–549. He refers to de Montfaucon to support his argument. In fact, Rinck also dates other majuscules to centuries much later than scholarly consensus: the examples he gives here are A 02, D 05, and L 019, which – according to him were copied in the ninth century.

        
        189
          Rinck, review of von Tischendorf, NTG, pp. 549–551. Rinck also points out that Hug himself acknowledges the reading of ἐν Ἐϕέσῳ was added by the first hand in the margin, thus suggesting that the original scribe must have known this reading.

        
        190
          Textual similarity with D 05 is also raised as a side argument for such a later dating. For Rinck, that Greek-Latin bilingual was probably written in the seventh century, thus making his proposal for dating B 03 around the same period even more plausible. The seventh-century dating of D 05 seems to have been based on Tischendorf’s opinion in his first edition (‘It is believed to be written in the beginning of the seventh century’ [‘Scriptus putatur ineunte sec. VII’ – von Tischendorf, NTG (1841), p. lxxv]). Yet, modern textual critics (including Tischendorf himself at a later stage) tend to date D 05 much earlier, for instance Parker (Codex Bezae, p. 30) proposes to date it around 400 CE. In a later contribution Rinck somewhat modifies his view, but he still retains his suspicion of Hug’s early dating of B 03; see Rinck, ‘Beitrag’, pp. 400–401.

        
        191
          von Muralt, NTG minor (1846); as indicated by its title: ‘… edited according to the testimony of the leading Vatican manuscript …’ (‘… ad fidem codicis principis Vaticani edidit …’). Cf. Reuss, Bibliotheca, pp. 265–267 (§ 24.2). On von Muralt (or de Muralt; 1808–1895), see Maeder, ‘Johannes und Eduard von Muralt’, pp. 43–47.

        
        192
          Other manuscripts are used for the remaining portions. For instance, in Revelation the text is taken from 046; see von Muralt, NTG minor (1846), p. 488.

        
        193
          von Muralt, NTG minor (1846), pp. 488–490 (‘Epilogus cum siglorum explicatione et sphalmatum indice’).

        
        194
          von Muralt, NTG minor (1846), pp. 488–489): ‘is nobis a. MDCCCXLIV per triduum concessus est perlustrandus quantum sufficiebat ad discrimen illud tollendum, quod inter collationem Bartoloccianam nostris sumptibus e bibliotheca Regia Parisiensi descriptam et inter Birchianam intercedebat. Confidenter igitur, candide lector, ex hoc genuino christianae veritatis fonte haurire poteris.’ Prior to this, von Muralt speaks of the unsuccessful attempts by Tischendorf and Tregelles, whose stories will be discussed below in § 7.1 and § 7.4 respectively.

        
        195
          von Muralt, NTG minor (1846), p. 345; the verse is put within parentheses, indicating that some other witnesses omit the passage that is present in B 03. See the explanation for the used sigla on p. 489: ‘The parentheses () indicate that the same [witnesses] omit something that is in Vaticanus’ (‘Parentheseos signa () indicant eosdem omittere aliquid, quod in Vaticano est’). Besides, the other selected passages are recorded correctly, but different sigla are in use: (1) the passage is omitted with the asterisk mark (Matt 6:13 and John 5:3–5; indicating the presence of an omission); (2) the passage is present but put within square brackets (Mark 16:9–20, Luke 22:43–44, and John 7:53–8:11; indicating the text is omitted by B 03); and (3) the passage 1 John 5:7–8 is omitted with the asterisk mark, but the Comma is added in the apparatus by referring to the fifth century patristic author Vigilius Tapsensis.

        
        196
          On Birch’s error at this point, see my discussion on p. 241 above.

        
        197
          These errors are John 18:22 εἷς τῶν ὑπηρετῶν παρεστηκώς] παρεστηκὼς εἷς τῶν ὑπηρετῶν Bch Mlt (B 03 εις παρεστηκως των υπηρετων); Acts 2:3 ἐκάθισέ τε] ἐκάθισεν Bch Mlt (B 03 και εκαθισεν); Acts 2:38 ἁμαρτιῶν] τῶν ἁμαρτιῶν ἡμῶν Bch Mlt (B 03 των αμαρτιων υμων); Jude 13 ὁ ζόϕος τοῦ σκότους] ζόϕος τοῦ σκότους Bch Mlt (B 03 ζοϕος σκοτους); Jude 18 ὅτι ἐν ἐσχάτῳ χρόνῳ] ὅτι ἐπʼ ἐσχάτου χρόνου Bch Mlt (B 03 επ εσχατου χρονου); Jude 24 ὑμᾶς] αὐτούς Bch Mlt (B 03 υμας).

        
        198
          von Muralt, NTG minor (1846), p. 218; πάντοθεν is put within Guillemets as «πάντοθεν» to indicate the presence of variations.

        
        199
          On Woide’s mistake at John 18:20, see p. 248 of this book.

        
        200
          See the Amsterdam Database for the discussion of this conjecture (cj15275; https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/nt-conjectures?conjID=cj15275). According to Morrill (John 18, p. 609), this variant is attested by a few minuscules: 80c1 1303 1802 2758s. However, the manuscript attestation was probably influenced by Beza’s editions. The corrections of min. 80 were clearly made after the introduction of the Stephanic numbering system (1551) and likely copied from a TR edition that contained this Bezan conjecture. Likewise, min. 1303 and min. 1802 were made respectively in 1660 and 1668, while the text of Beza became influential. A similar scenario could be envisaged for the supplement of min. 2758.

        
        201
          Namely, John 18:38 αἰτίαν εὑρίσκω ἐν αὐτῷ] ἐν αὐτῷ εὑρίσκω αἰτίαν Mlt (B 03 ευρισκω εν αυτω αιτιαν); Jude 22 ἐλεεῖτε διακρινομένοι] ἐλεεῖτε διακρινομένους Mlt (B✶ ελεατε διακρεινομενους [B2 διακρινομενους]); Jude 23 ἁρπάζοντες] add. οὓς δὲ ἐλεεῖτε ἐν ϕόβῳ Mlt (B 03 add. ους δε ελεατε εν ϕοβω); Gal 4:7 κληρονόμος θεοῦ διὰ Χριστοῦ] κληρονόμος Mlt (B 03 κληρονομος δια θ̅υ̅).

        
        202
          All the previous collations of B 03 (Bartolocci, Mico [Woide], and Birch) follow the TR reading ἐν τῇ συναγωγῇ without giving any comment here.

        
        203
          von Muralt, NTG (1848), pp. 488–695 (‘Varietas lectionis antiquissimum Novi Testamenti commentarium exhibens’); the collated witnesses are listed in pp. xlix–lvii.

        
        204
          von Muralt, NTG (1848), pp. xxv–xlix (§ 3).

        
        205
          von Muralt, NTG (1848), pp. xxix–xxxiii n. 1. Concerning the issue of the accents and breathings, von Muralt on the one hand points to Birch’s opinion and on the other hand lists the opposite position supported by de Montfaucon, Bianchini, Hug, and Tischendorf (p. xxx n. 1). In the image attached to this page he imitates the hands of the original scribe (B✶) and the corrector (B✶✶), the text of the former as given without the breathing marks.

        
        206
          von Tischendorf, NTG (1849), p. xlvii: ‘Opus est incredibili inscitia, socordia, perfidia’; von Muralt’s 1848 edition is criticised in pp. xlvii–li.

        
        207
          Davidson, Treatise 2, p. 145 (emphasis original). See a similar critique in Tregelles, ‘Tischendorf’s Greek Testament 1’, pp. 211–212; also see Tregelles, ‘Introduction’, pp. 162–163.

        
        208
          Alford, Greek Testament 1 (1849), pp. 67–68 (‘Prolegomena’, § 6.1.7); B 03 is introduced briefly in pp. 76–77 (§ 7.1.2). Alford states that in his edition the information on B 03 in Luke 6–18 was culled from von Muralt’s text, but he was able to remedy the latter parts after noticing the criticism from Tischendorf. On Alford (1810–1871), see Fremantle and Stearn, ‘Alford’. For his later involvement with B 03, see § 8.4.2 of this volume.

        
        209
          It should be noted that after the editio princeps of Maius, von Muralt would publish a revision of his NTG; see further discussion below in § 8.4.2.

        
        210
          Buttmann, NTG (1856); cf. Reuss, Bibliotheca, pp. 244–245 (§ 21.4).

        
        211
          Buttmann, NTG (1856), p. v: ‘Fundamentum textus in adornanda hac editione Novi Testamenti solum codicem Vaticanum Nr. 1209 (B) posui’.

        
        212
          Buttmann, NTG (1856), p. v. Buttmann does not intend to discuss the manuscript in detail here, but decides to address the issue in another place. His later contributions will be discussed in § 8.4.2.

        
        213
          In fact, in NTG (1856), p. vii, Buttmann proposes a conjecture on 2 Pet 3:10 (ἅ for τά). For further discussion, see cj10388 in the Amsterdam Database (https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/nt-conjectures?conjID=cj10388); also Kamphuis, Holwerda, p. 212.

        
        214
          The references include Griesbach’s edition (as given in Schulz’s revision), Lachmann’s editio maior, Tischendorf’s latest edition (1854 [viz. Ti6]), as well as the standard TR edition (Elzevir 1624).

        
        215
          For a possible reason for Bartolocci’s error, see my discussion on p. 55 above. Interestingly, in Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 2, p. 12, B 03 is listed to read ουδε. Did Buttmann perhaps check Bartolocci’s collation after his preparation of the apparatus of Lachmann’s edition?

        
        216
          Examples are many (underlined as added by Buttmann): Mark 5:4 (ἁλύσεσιν); John 18:10 (ἔπαισεν), 16 (εἰσήγαγεν), 22 (ἔδωκεν), 26 (ἀπέκοψεν), 33 (ἐϕώνησεν); Acts 2:6 (συνῆλθεν), 22 (δυνάμεσιν καὶ τέρασιν), 24 (ἀνέστησεν), 39 (πᾶσιν); Gal 4:29 (ἐδίωκεν).

        
        217
          The instances include Mark 5:41 ταλιθα TR Butt] ταλειθα B 03 Mico/Woide Bch; Acts 2:9 Ἐλαμῖται TR Butt] αιλαμειται B✶ Bch (αιλαμιται B2 Mico/Woide); Jude 14 προεϕήτευσε TR (προεϕήτευσεν Butt)] επροϕητευσεν B✶ (επροεϕητευσε B2 Mico/Woide Bch); Gal 4:18 ζηλοῦσθαι TR Butt] ζηλουσθε B 03 Bart Mico/Woide Bch. Yet, the correct information can be found in the apparatus of Lachmann’s edition in three of the four cases presented here (Mark 5:41; Acts 2:9; Gal 4:18).

        
        218
          Instead of the TR reading ἐλεεῖτε, Buttmann follows A 02 and the correction of C 04 to read ἐλέγχετε, a decision agreeing with Lachmann (NTGL 2, p. 251). The reading of B 03 ελεατε is provided by both Bartolocci and Mico (Woide).

        
        219
          Buttmann, NTG (1856), p. 356; the same textual decision is made in Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 2, 251. For a detailed analysis of this variant, see Wasserman, Jude, pp. 316–318, who considers the external evidence for τηρήσωμεν very strong (also attested by  P 72) but still holds the opinion to read τηρήσατε based on the internal evidence of the parallel structure between v. 17 and vv. 20–21. The other two examples are Jude 4 παρεισέδυσαν TR Butt] παρεισεδυησαν B 03 (Mico/Woide Bch) (probably seen as an orthographical variant), and Jude 23 οὓς δέ TR Butt] om. B 03 (Bart Mico/Woide) (where the accuracy of the collations is doubted by Buttmann).

        
        220
          In the printed Liste, the manuscript is registered as GA 2427 (Aland, Liste, p. 187), and NA27 regularly refers to its readings. But in the up-to-date online Liste, the number 2427 is put in red with an exclamation mark to indicate that the manuscript has been removed from the current GA numbering (https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/liste). The most comprehensive analysis of the ‘Archaic Mark’ can be found in Mitchell and Duncan, ‘Archaic Mark I’ and Mitchell, Barabeb, and Quandt, ‘Archaic Mark II’. Especially in ‘Archaic Mark II’, pp. 123–131, Mitchell argues convincingly that the forger’s textual dependence was indeed the text of Buttmann’s 1856 edition. Therefore, in a way the manuscript olim 2427 could be seen as a ‘grandson’ of B 03. I owe this expression to Stephen C. Carlson, the first critic who found the connection between the manuscript and Buttmann’s edition.

        
        221
          Penn, New Covenant and Annotations. On Penn (1761–1844), see Fell-Smith and Smail, ‘Penn’. For a fresh analysis of his project and particularly his conjectures, see Krans, Lietaert Peerbolte, and Yi, ‘Pioneer’.

        
        222
          Penn, Annotations, pp. 17–18 (emphasis original).

        
        223
          Penn, Annotations, pp. 28–30. Interestingly, on p. 29 n. 4, Penn dates A 02, D 05, and D 06 to the eighth century, much later than the consensus.

        
        224
          Penn, Annotations, pp. 91–112.

        
        225
          Penn, Annotations, pp. 37–39. See also Penn’s analysis of Mark 5 (pp. 45–47), in which the differences between the Alexandrian and Constantinople recensions are compared. In all these places, unlike Scholz, Penn prefers the former recension’s readings as attested by B 03.

        
        226
          Penn, Annotations, p. 40 (emphasis original).

        
        227
          Penn, Annotations, p. 48. Also note that in n. 1 of the same page Penn mentions Scholz’s discovery of Bartolocci’s collation but also criticises Scholz’s silence on his use of the Bentley collation.

        
        228
          Penn, Annotations, p. 49. He does not point out which TR edition was used but simply calls it ‘a common school copy of the received Greek text’ (emphasis original).

        
        229
          Some examples of the limitations in Penn’s translation can be found in Krans, Lietaert Peerbolte, and Yi, ‘Pioneer’, p. 8 n. 27. For those parts lacking in B 03, Penn chose Vat. gr. 367 (min. 436) for 1–2 Timothy, Titus, Philemon, and the latter part of Hebrews, and used ‘the remarkably harmonising corrections of Birch and Matthaei’ for Revelation; see Penn, Annotations, p. 50; cf. also pp. 476–478 for a description of his Revelation text.

        
        230
          Penn, New Covenant, pp. 320a–b. In Annotations, pp. 34–36, Penn explicitly criticises the use of italics in the KJV (labelled as ‘italic insertions’), and in his own translation many of those are removed.

        
        231
          Penn, Annotations, p. 370. The text of B 03 in 2 Cor 1:6–7 is copied by Birch in Variae lectiones 1, pp. 170–171. Note that the manuscript reads η ελπις υμων instead of ἡμῶν as given in the TR. Birch notices this difference in his collation, and Penn decides not to follow B 03 at this point. The MCT, on the other hand, chooses a very different text at this place by following the majority of witnesses supported by ℵ 01, A 02, C 04, as well as  P 46 (partially); see Metzger, Textual Commentary (1994), pp. 505–506.

        
        232
          Penn, New Covenant, p. 439a. The variants of B 03 in Jude 5 are correctly given in Birch, Variae lectiones 1, pp. 113–114.

        
        233
          Here the MCT unreservedly follows B 03: Ὑπομνῆσαι δὲ ὑμᾶς βούλομαι, εἰδότας ὑμᾶς ἅπαξ πάντα ὅτι Ἰησοῦς λαὸν ἐκ γῆς Αἰγύπτου σώσας τὸ δεύτερον τοὺς μὴ πιστεύσαντας ἀπώλεσεν (see the underlying rationale in Wachtel, ‘External Criteria’, pp. 121–126). For a different opinion by arguing the originality of κύριος, see Wasserman, Jude, pp. 262–266.

        
        234
          See Penn, Annotations, pp. 473–474, where he argues that the implied subject θεός can be traced back to the genitive θεοῦ in the previous verse. Another way of understanding Ἰησοῦς as the authentic reading, argued by some exegetes, is to apply a typological interpretation between Joshua and Jesus, thus the pre-existent Christ becoming the subject in the two actions in Jude 5; see Wasserman, Jude, p. 263 and the references mentioned there.

        
        235
          Penn, New Covenant, p. 440b. This three-clause form is clearly reflected in some of the recent translations. For instance, the NRSV reads: ‘And have mercy on some who are wavering; save others by snatching them out of the fire; and have mercy on still others with fear, hating even the tunic defiled by their bodies.’

        
        236
          Penn, Annotations, p. 475; cf. Birch, Variae lectiones 1, p. 115.

        
        237
          Admittedly, if he had known the actual reading of B 03 from Woide, Penn would have retained the same translation. For he seems to have regarded all the three clauses as referring to the same group of people. The awkward wording of B 03 might be the result of haplography, according to Sakae Kubo (‘Jude 22–3’, p. 250). For a comprehensive analysis of the text-critical issues in Jude 22–23, see Wasserman, Jude, pp. 320–331.

        
        238
          Penn, Annotations, pp. 49–50 (cited from p. 50; emphasis original).

        
        239
          A comprehensive list of Penn’s conjectures can be found in the Amsterdam Database (Penn [a2754]; https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/nt-conjectures?authorID=a2754). See also Krans, Lietaert Peerbolte, and Yi, ‘Pioneer’, pp. 9–12 for an analysis of his conjectural practice as a whole.

        
        240
          Penn, New Covenant, p. 280b; see also Annotations, p. 336. For a detailed discussion of this conjecture, see cj10606 in the Amsterdam Database (https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/nt-conjectures?conjID=cj10606).

        
        241
          B 03 p. 1452 A 28–29: B✶ ηλευθερωσεν [B2 ηλευθερωσε] σε. At this point Woide (‘Apographum’, p. 80) only records the omission of με, and Birch correctly provides the substitution (σε for με; Variae lectiones 1, p. 126). But neither of them mention the final nu of ἠλευθέρωσεν.

        
        242
          Penn’s works have almost been neglected by his contemporaries and later scholarship, except for Davidson’s use of his reprint of De antiquitate Codicis Vaticani commentatio (as mentioned above), and Tregelles’s critique of another conjecture proposed by him on Matt 16:18 (‘Matthew xvi. 18’; see pp. 340–341 of this volume for Tregelles’s criticism, and also cj15853 in the Amsterdam Database [https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/nt-conjectures?conjID=cj15853]).

        
        243
          The most comprehensive and detailed examination of the life and conjectural emendation of Holwerda (1805–1886) can be found in Kamphuis, Holwerda.

        
        244
          For an overview of all the conjectures proposed by Holwerda, see Kamphuis, Holwerda, pp. 138–141, 229–244; cf. also the Amsterdam Database (Holwerda [a1015]; https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/nt-conjectures?authorID=a1015).

        
        245
          Holwerda, Betrekking, p. 113 (translation in Kamphuis, Holwerda, p. 116): ‘De weinige voorbeelden, die ik reeds heb bijgebragt, van plaatsen, waar B alleen óf de ware lezing, óf de sporen er van bewaard heeft, doen, als ik mij niet bedrieg, overtuigend zien, dat men aan dat Ms. tot nog toe te weinig gezag heeft toegekend. Ik geloof zelfs, dat men overal, waar tusschen twee lezingen van gelijke innerlijke waarde eene keuze moet worden gedaan, gerustelijk die van B voor de meest waarschijnlijke houden kan. Het getal plaatsen, waar deze opmerking van toepassing is, is vrij aanzienlijk.’

        
        246
          Holwerda, Bijdragen, pp. 9–21, 24–45. In a later publication (‘Tischendorf’, p. 559), Holwerda turns back to regard B 03 as superior to C 04. The thirteen examples given are Matt 11:16–17; Luke 8:17; 18:14; John 15:16; 18:34; Acts 10:18; 14:21; 1 Cor 11:22; 15:24, 44; Eph 1:17; 3:16; 2 Tim 2:7 (cf. Kamphuis, Holwerda, p. 119 n. 90). As Kamphuis rightly observes (Holwerda, pp. 119–120), most of Holwerda’s text-critical decisions are in agreement with Tregelles, Westcott and Hort, and the MCT. Moreover, Lachmann’s 1831 edition offers the same decision as Holwerda nine times (Luke 8:17; 18:14; John 15:16; 18:34; 1 Cor 11:22; 15:24, 44; Eph 3:16; 2 Tim 2:7), among which there is one place (John 15:16) where the text actually tallies with the TR.

        
        247
          The underlying argumentation of Holwerda is best analysed by Kamphuis, Holwerda, pp. 112–125, especially p. 123: ‘B [03] often provides us with a corrupt reading over against an improvement in most other manuscripts. If we only had these later manuscripts with their smooth text, we would never have suspected anything was wrong. But now that we have ancient manuscripts such as C [04], but especially B, which have a reading that cannot be right, we are able to restore the original text by conjecture.’

        
        248
          Holwerda, Betrekking, pp. 127–129; the citation is taken from p. 128 (translation in Kamphuis, Holwerda, pp. 212–213): ‘Het Ms. B heeft καὶ γῆ καὶ τὰ ἐν αὐτῇ ἔργα εὑρεθήσεται. Deze woorden zijn onverstaanbaar. Zij kunnen echter gemakkelijk worden hersteld, op deze wijze: καὶ γῆ καὶ τὰ ἐν αὐτῇ [ἔργα] οὐχ εὑρεθήσεται. De phrase οὐχ εὑρίσκεσθαι wordt in het N. T. wel eens gebruikt van dingen, die geheel en al vergaan, vernietigd of verdwenen zijn, zie Openb. XVI: 20. De lezing van Ms. C καὶ τὰ ἐν αὐτῇ ἔργα ἀϕανισθήσονται bevestigt ons in het vermoeden, dat οὐχ εὑρεθήσεται echt is. Immers ἀϕανισθήσονται kan niet anders zijn, dan eene misvormde glosse. De een of ander had ter verklaring van het barbaarsche οὐχ εὑρεθήσεται het echt Grieksche ἀϕανισθήσεται op den rand gezet. De lezing der overige codices καὶ τὰ ἐν αὐτῇ ἔργα κατακαήσεται is geheel en al mislukte verbetering van κ. τ. ἐ. α. ἔργα εὑρεθήσεται.’ The most comprehensive analysis of this conjecture and its reception can be found in Kamphuis, Holwerda, pp. 209–218; see also cj11713 in the Amsterdam Database (https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/nt-conjectures?conjID=cj11713).

        
        249
          Interestingly, in his comment on this verse, Penn defends the reading of B 03 and writes against the proposal of οὐχ εὑρεθήσεται, made by Christian Friedrich von Matthaei in 1804 (Annotations, p. 459). His translation thus reads, ‘the earth also, and the works that are in it will be discovered’ (New Covenant, p. 428b). See also the discussion in Kamphuis, Holwerda, p. 212 n. 348.

        
        250
          Aland et al. (eds.), ECM 4.1, p. 252 (48–50), thus followed by NA28. The argumentation behind this decision is best represented in Mink, ‘Problems’, p. 27 and p. 79 n. 36. See also Kamphuis, Holwerda, pp. 216–218 for a critical discussion.

        
        1
          von Tischendorf, ‘Nachricht’, p. 129.

        
        2
          Letter to Benjamin Wills Newton, dated 13 April 1846; transcription in Stunt, Tregelles, p. 225. On Newton (1807–1899), see Stunt, ‘Newton’; for Newton’s influences on and friendship with Tregelles in particular, see Stunt’s work on Tregelles, passim.

        
        3
          Milligan, ‘Tischendorf and Tregelles’, p. 120.

        
        4
          Their later works will be discussed below in § 8.5.

        
        5
          The classical work on Tischendorf’s life and his text-critical contributions is given in Gregory, Prolegomena 1, pp. 1–22, 193–198, 279–334; see also an English version published shortly after Tischendorf’s death (Gregory, ‘Tischendorf’). A valuable overview of his life can also be found in Böttrich, Tischendorf-Lesebuch, pp. 10–49. On Tischendorf’s text-critical achievements in particular, see Aland, Tischendorf; and more recently Epp, ‘Tischendorf’ (republished in Epp, Perspectives 2, pp. 555–594, without modifications). For his ‘rediscovery’ of ℵ 01, see Parker, Codex Sinaiticus, pp. 127–148; Böttrich, ‘Supplements’ and the literature cited there. To my knowledge, although his involvement with B 03 is frequently mentioned by his contemporaries and later scholarship, a comprehensive study of this topic is still lacking.

        
        6
          Some twenty years later, Tischendorf would make another journey to Rome in 1866, which turned out to be much more successful; see my discussion in § 8.5.

        
        7
          See, e.g., Gregory, ‘Tischendorf’, pp. 159–161; Aland and Aland, The Text, p. 14; Epp, ‘Tischendorf’, p. 20.

        
        8
          The main sources are (1) several of Tischendorf’s letters between 1840 and 1843, collected and reproduced by Böttrich, Tischendorf-Lesebuch; (2) ‘Audienz’, Tischendorf’s retrospect of his time in Rome, published some twelve years later; (3) ‘Biblisch-kritisches Sendschreiben’, his letter to David Schulz sending from Rome when he was about to leave there. On Schulz (1779–1854), see Tschackert, ‘Schulz’.

        
        9
          Böttrich, Tischendorf-Lesebuch, p. 57; this letter (‘Brief an den Prinzen Johann von Sachsen mit der Bitte um finanzielle Unterstützung’; pp. 56–59) was sent from Leipzig on the Reminiscere Sunday in 1840, that is, the second Sunday in Lent (29 March). Johann (1801–1873) later became King of Saxony in 1854; cf. Blaschke, ‘Johann von Sachsen’.

        
        10
          The full transcription of C 04 was his main achievement in Paris. Its New Testament part was published in 1843 and the Old Testament in 1845: Codex Ephraemi Syri rescriptus 1 and Codex Ephraemi Syri rescriptus 2 respectively.

        
        11
          Böttrich, Tischendorf-Lesebuch, p. 57. After this remark, Tischendorf urges the prince to write a recommendation letter for him to the pope.

        
        12
          See Böttrich, Tischendorf-Lesebuch, pp. 14–16; cf. von Tischendorf, ‘Rechenschaft (4)’, pp. 9–10.

        
        13
          von Tischendorf, ‘Kritik’, p. 510: ‘habe ich die Vergleichung des vaticanischen Codex (B) durch Giulio di Sta. Anastasia durchgegangen. … Allein diese Vergleichung ist bei Weitem mangelhafter als die bentley’sche und selbst als die birch’sche.’ Yet, as will be shown below, in his later work Tischendorf would still employ this less accurate collation in order to obtain some readings of B 03. For Bartolocci and his collation, see my analysis in § 2.2.

        
        14
          von Tischendorf, ‘Audienz’, pp. 4457a–b.

        
        15
          von Tischendorf, ‘Audienz’, p. 4458a. Lambruschini (1776–1854) held that position from 1834 to 1853; cf. Monsagrati, ‘Lambruschini’. Gregory assumes that it was Maius who ‘begged the pope’s minister not to let Tischendonf use the manuscript freely’ (‘Tischendorf’, p. 161). Such speculation of course cannot be verified.

        
        16
          von Tischendorf, ‘Audienz’, p. 4457b, also p. 4459a: ‘Dagegen erhielt ich nach Florenz von der Hand Angelo Mai’s, unter den freundlichsten Ausdrücken von Theilnahme und Anerkennung, über einige dreißig Stellen der vaticanischen Handschrift die erbetene Auskunft.’ For those thirty variant readings received from Maius, see my discussion below in § 7.2; Maius’s edition and its complicated preparation process will be examined in the next chapter.

        
        17
          von Tischendorf, ‘Biblisch-kritisches Sendschreiben’, col. 961. The exact date is given in von Tischendorf, ‘Neuer Beitrag’, p. 483; see further discussion in § 7.2.

        
        18
          In his letter to Prince Johann, dated 25 March 1843, Tischendorf expresses his disappointment directly (cited from Böttrich, Tischendorf-Lesebuch, p. 78): ‘Leider ist mein Hauptziel verfehlt. Der Französische Gesandte so gut als der Sächsische Geschäftsträger haben mich umsonst bei Lambruschini vertreten’. His frustration was also witnessed by the Leiden professor Carel Gabriël Cobet, who met Tischendorf in Rome in early April 1843. In a letter dated 6 April 1843, Cobet writes: ‘Tischendorf arrived here, but how different is he from the Tischendorf who studied diligently and modestly in Paris. Emperors, kings, princes, ministers, arch-bishops etc., and some decorations have made him loose his head. Reges atque tetrarchas: he will calm down somewhat here’ (‘Tischendorf is hier aangekomen: quantum mutatus ab illo Tischendorfio, die vlijtig en modest te Parijs studeerde. Keizers, koningen, prinsen, ministers, aartsbisschoppen enz., en een paar ridderkruizen hebben hem het hoofd geheel op hol gebracht: reges atque tetrarchas; hij zal hier wel wat bekoelen’ – Cobet, Brieven aan Geel, p. 404 [emphasis original]). On Cobet (1813–1889), see Damsté, ‘Cobet’. Here Cobet is citing from Horace’s Satire 1.3, ll. 12–13: ‘modo reges atque tetrarchas, omnia magna loquens’ (‘Now he would talk of kings and tetrarchs, everything grand’ – LCL 194, pp. 32–33 [translation by H. Rushton Fairclough]).

        
        19
          von Tischendorf, ‘Audienz’, pp. 4458a–b. There Tischendorf does not mention the exact date of his meeting with the pope. According to Böttrich, it was on 21 May 1843 (Tischendorf-Lesebuch, p. 79; Tischendorf’s article is republished on pp. 79–88).

        
        20
          von Tischendorf, ‘Biblisch-kritisches Sendschreiben’, col. 961. At the end of the letter, Tischendorf signs with ‘Rom, am Johannisfesttage 1843’, meaning 24 June. According to Forni, ‘Stanze del tesoro’, p. 748 n. 65, no record of Tischendorf’s examination can be found among the archives in the Vatican Library.

        
        21
          von Tischendorf, ‘Biblisch-kritisches Sendschreiben’, cols. 961–962. The two examples referenced are John 13:14 and 2 Cor 3:15, both of which were already discussed by Hug in his Latin treatise.

        
        22
          von Tischendorf, ‘Biblisch-kritisches Sendschreiben’, col. 962: ‘Uebrigens sind diese scharf und schön geschriebenen Unterschriften auch nicht von der Hand, welche die Accentuation und Sonstiges verfaßt hat. Sie sind von dieser Hand gar nicht berührt worden und stehen noch heute in vollkommener Frische da.’ This observation is in line with Versace, who considers this sort of paratextual features made by his B17 (ninth century). But he disagrees with Tischendorf’s later opinion, who specifically dates this scribe to the sixth century. See Versace, Marginalia, pp. 42, 258.

        
        23
          von Tischendorf, ‘Biblisch-kritisches Sendschreiben’, cols. 964–965. Tischendorf also compares the fragment of Dio Cassius there, one of the important witnesses used by Hug for supporting the early dating of B 03 (see p. 262 of this book). Based on his own palaeographical observations, Tischendorf thought that the hand of the ‘Fragmenta Ursiniana’ is closer to C 04 than B 03. Thus, in matters of dating B 03 should precede the other two manuscripts.

        
        24
          von Tischendorf, ‘Biblisch-kritisches Sendschreiben’, cols. 962–963. Modern textual critics agree with Tischendorf that the correction was added probably in the medieval period; see my discussion on p. 264 n. 87 above. Tischendorf also refers to another similar example at Acts 14:21, where B✶ reads μαθητευσα ̅ but the reading has been corrected to μαθητευσαντες by a later hand (p. 1403 B 36). Versace (Marginalia, p. 134) attributes the correction to his B2 (fourth century); the VMR gives B✶ μαθητευς [B1 μαθητευσαντες].

        
        25
          See, e.g., B 03 p. 1349, where Luke ends at column B and John starts from column C onward.

        
        26
          von Tischendorf, ‘Biblisch-kritisches Sendschreiben’, col. 963. Interestingly, although Birch was the first scholar who explicitly states his ‘finding’ of the Markan ending in B 03, he appeared to have said nothing about the following blank column (see pp. 203–204 of this book). For a modern treatment of this issue, see Wallace, ‘Mark 16:8’, pp. 16–17, who mentions three other instances of blank columns that occur at the end of a book in B 03 (Tobit, 2 Esdras, and Daniel). Wallace’s speculation is less certain than that of Tischendorf (p. 17 n. 38): ‘the reasons for the gaps are anything but clear, which makes arguments based on the supposition that the scribes ℵ [01] of and B [03] knew of the LE [Longer Ending] or even the Intermediate Ending tentative at best’.

        
        27
          von Tischendorf, ‘Biblisch-kritisches Sendschreiben’, cols. 963–965. These variants will be discussed below in § 7.2; see also Appendix B.8 for the complete list.

        
        28
          von Tischendorf, ‘Audienz’, cols. 4458b–4459a: ‘doch wagte ich nicht, während mich dringende Arbeiten vor der orientalischen Reise noch nach Unter- und Ober-Italien riefen, einen Aufenthalt zu Rom auf ungewisse Versprechungen hin über vier Monate auszudehnen.’ Tischendorf’s expression is somewhat vague here, so it is difficult to know what kind of promises he might have received.

        
        29
          von Tischendorf, ‘Neuer Beitrag’. For Rinck’s review and his late dating of B 03, see my discussion in § 6.4.1 above.

        
        30
          von Tischendorf, ‘Neuer Beitrag’, pp. 477–483. He examined E 07 in Basel for a few weeks in January 1843 (cf. p. 478).

        
        31
          von Tischendorf, ‘Neuer Beitrag’, p. 483 (emphasis original). The dating of E 07 is given later in p. 486.

        
        32
          On Lambruschini’s prevention and the context of Tischendorf’s use of μυστήριον for B 03, see above in this chapter.

        
        33
          von Tischendorf, ‘Rechenschaft (4)’, pp. 6–7. Eventually he wrote eight articles about his academic journey, published between 1845 and 1849.

        
        34
          von Tischendorf, ‘Rechenschaft (4)’, p. 6 (emphasis original). It is remarkable that the entire title of the publication is provided, which probably reflects the way Tischendorf highlights his own achievements. The edition referenced is von Tischendorf, Codex Friderico-Augustanus, dedicated to the then King of Saxony Frederick Augustus II, whose brother Johann would succeed his throne in 1854. In his edition of this manuscript, Tischendorf seems to be less certain than what he states in the citation above. There he compares it with other known ancient majuscules, including A 02, B 03, and C 04, then comes to the conclusion: ‘While Codex Friderico-Augustanus claims for itself among these, if not the very first place, certainly a place among the first, I think that it is almost certain that it was written around the middle of the fourth century’ (‘Inter quos quum codex Friderico-Augustanus si non ipsum primum, certe primarium quendam sibi locum vindicet, cum magna veritatis specie medio fere seculo quarto eum adscripturus mihi videor’ – Codex Friderico-Augustanus, p. 22).

        
        35
          von Tischendorf, ‘Nachricht’.

        
        36
          von Tischendorf, ‘Nachricht’, p. 131; but he admits that in several cases some certain marks might have been made by the original scribe.

        
        37
          von Tischendorf, ‘Nachricht’, p. 132; also see a fuller explanation in pp. 151–152. Rom 4:4 had already been copied by Hug in his 1810 work (see Figure 12 above).

        
        38
          von Tischendorf, ‘Nachricht’, pp. 132–133 (emphasis original).

        
        39
          von Tischendorf, ‘Nachricht’, pp. 133–134. On Hug’s opinion on the addition at Eph 1:1, see pp. 264–265 of this volume.

        
        40
          von Tischendorf, ‘Nachricht’, pp. 136–137. On Bartolocci’s letter, see my discussion in § 2.2.

        
        41
          von Tischendorf, ‘Nachricht’, p. 137; cf. also p. 150. Tischendorf admits that he may still have overlooked some readings that deserve to be mentioned, since he did not make a complete copy of the Bartolocci collation and since an exact comparison between Birch’s and Bentley’s was not at hand during his travel.

        
        42
          von Tischendorf, ‘Nachricht’, pp. 137–150. In fact, all the twenty-five variants verified by Tischendorf himself are already given in von Tischendorf, ‘Biblisch-kritisches Sendschreiben’.

        
        43
          An overview of all the instances can be found in Appendix B.8.

        
        44
          von Tischendorf, ‘Nachricht’, p. 146. He also comments on the carelessness of Scholz’s edition. For this variant in early-nineteenth-century scholarly debates, see my discussion above in § 6.1.3.

        
        45
          von Tischendorf, ‘Nachricht’, p. 147. At this point Woide’s information is indeed confusing, but the correct reading is still given (cf. ‘Apographum’, p. 77). As for Birch, he does record the variant correctly in Variae lectiones 1, p. 68, but in his earlier work the case of Acts 27:14 is imprecisely reported; see my discussion in pp. 202–203 above. Led astray by Scholz, Ti1 provides the wrong information regarding the correction of B 03 here (NTG [1841], p. 395; cf. Scholz, NTG 2, p. 105).

        
        46
          von Tischendorf, ‘Nachricht’, p. 145. Here Tischendorf simply speaks of the second hand (‘die zweite Hand’) without further classification of the different correctors of B 03. In the VMR, the correction is attributed to B2 (p. 1392 B 24–25).

        
        47
          von Tischendorf, ‘Nachricht’, p. 148; cf. B 03 p. 1454 A 7, B 24: B✶ ερρεθη [B2 ερρηθη]. The MCT adopts ἐρρέθη at both places.

        
        48
          von Tischendorf, ‘Nachricht’, p. 139. He also mentions that Lachmann gives διεγείρουσιν by following the silence of Birch and Bentley’s collations.

        
        49
          von Tischendorf, ‘Nachricht’, p. 145; Both Mico and Birch note only the former variation, which is given in an imprecise way (εἰσῆλθες and εἰσῆλθε, respectively). In B 03 (p. 1398 B 7), εισηλθεν is corrected to εισηλθε by B2, which may influence Birch’s collation. In both places the MCT gives the second person verb (εισηλθες … συνεφαγες) in the text but marks the alternative of the third person verb – as attested by B 03 – with the diamond siglum to indicate the editors’ uncertainty. See Strutwolf et al. (eds.), ECM 3.1.1, p. 376 (6–18), and also the discussion given in Wachtel, ‘Commentary’, p. 17a.

        
        50
          The statistics are presented in Appendix B.8.

        
        51
          von Tischendorf, ‘Nachricht’, p. 144. The correction takes place in B 03 p. 1375 C 18–20: B✶ ινα α̣ρης αυτους εκ του πονηρου [B2 κοσμου αλλ ινα τηρησης αυτους εκ του πονηρου]. The error of B✶ is probably due to homoeoteleuton; see Metzger and Ehrman, Text, p. 253. Versace attributes the corrector to his B3 (fourth century); cf. Marginalia, p. 136 n. 311, also p. 19 n. 31. A similar judgement is given in Grenz, Scribes and Correctors, pp. 124–125.

        
        52
          von Tischendorf, ‘Nachricht’, pp. 137–138; cf. B 03 p. 1242 C 18–19: B✶ οτι [B1 τι] δε στενη. See also p. 200 above for my discussion of Birch’s report on this verse.

        
        53
          von Tischendorf, ‘Nachricht’, p. 142; cf. B 03 p. 1334 C 37: B✶ εκλιπη [B2 εκλειπη]. As observed in the other collations, the tendency to follow the corrected reading seems evident in Bartolocci’s collation. Except for the examples of the sample chapters (see my discussion in § 2.2), another example found in Tischendorf’s selection is the imprecise information at Gal 3:23. There Bartolocci gives συγκλεισμένοι, actually a correction made by B2.

        
        54
          von Tischendorf, ‘Nachricht’, p. 139. Thus, in von Tischendorf, NTG (1849), p. 86, B 03 is listed to support both the readings of σου and σοι, with a question mark at each place.

        
        55
          von Tischendorf, ‘Nachricht’, p. 143. At this point Woide notes: ‘πλοιάρια. So the edition [of Strasbourg 1524] or the manuscript, I do not know’ (‘πλοιάρια. Sic Editio, an Ms. nescio’ – ‘Apographum’, p. 53).

        
        56
          von Tischendorf, ‘Neue dokumentliche Schriftforschungen 2’; this three-page report mainly summarises his findings in Oxford and Cambridge.

        
        57
          von Tischendorf, ‘Neue dokumentliche Schriftforschungen 2’, p. 18b: ‘Aber eine große Freude hatte ich in Cambridge noch an einem ganz unverhofften Funde unter Bentley’s nachgelassenen Papieren.’ What Tischendorf mentioned should have been the archive entry B.17.20 of the Wren Library, a mass of papers mostly related to Bentley’s New Testament project; see the discussion in Yi, Krans, and Lietaert Peerbolte, ‘Inventory’, p. 124.

        
        58
          On Rulotta’s collation and the role von Stosch played, see § 3.3.3 of this book. On the matter of Tregelles’s effort, see my discussion in § 7.6.

        
        59
          von Tischendorf, ‘Neue dokumentliche Schriftforschungen 2’, p. 19a (emphasis original; but instead of italics, I put the citation from Tregelles within quotation marks).

        
        60
          The person who copied this collation for Tischendorf seems to be Joseph Edleston, fellow of Trinity College Cambridge, who published Isaac Newton’s correspondence in 1850. See von Tischendorf, NTG 1 (1859), p. cxli. For a discussion of Edleston (c. 1816–1895) and his Newtonian edition, see Higgitt, Newtonian Biography, pp. 110–116.

        
        61
          von Tischendorf, ‘Neue dokumentliche Schriftforschungen 2’, p. 19a.

        
        62
          B 03 p. 1316 A 33: B✶ πλημμυρης [B2 πλημμυρας] (Luke 6:48); cf. Rulotta, Collation, f. 151v: πλημμύρηας δὲ γενομένης προσέρρηξεν.

        
        63
          Β 03 p. 1353 C 36: B✶ πειν [B2 πιειν] (John 4:9); cf. Rulotta, Collation, f. 152r: παρʼ ἐμοῦ πιεῖν αἰτεῖς.

        
        64
          B 03 p. 1417 C 19: B✶ τεσσερακοντα [B2 τεσσαρακοντα] (Acts 23:21); cf. Rulotta, Collation, f. 153r: ἄνδρες πλείους τεσσεαράκοντα.

        
        65
          B 03 p. 1435 C 37: B✶ ερυσατο [B2 ερρυσατο] (2 Pet 2:7); cf. Rulotta, Collation, f. 153v: ἐν ἀσελγείᾳ ἀναστροφῆς ἐρρύσατο.

        
        66
          von Tischendorf, ‘Neue dokumentliche Schriftforschungen 2’, p. 19a. Tischendorf also touches upon Thomas Bentley’s ad hoc collation that was probably bound together with Rulotta’s collation. On Thomas and his effort, see § 3.3.2 of this book.

        
        67
          It should be noted that, although the seventh edition was officially published in 1859 – that is, after Maius’s edition – its first part had already been issued in 1856 (cf. Scrivener, Introduction [1874], p. 427). Hence Tischendorf had not had access to the Maius text while he was preparing the first part of the New Testament. For the evaluation and use of the cardinal’s edition in Ti7, see my discussion in § 8.4.1.

        
        68
          For Tischendorf’s own numbering of his editions, see Gregory, Prolegomena 1, p. 21. Accordingly, Ti4, Ti7, and of course Ti8 (1869–1872) are those editions that have been considerably revised with a significantly increased set of data. The editio octava will be discussed later in § 8.5.

        
        69
          von Tischendorf, NTG (1841), pp. lxxiv–lxxv (on ‘B. Vaticanus’), following A 02 as the second majuscule among the Greek manuscripts.

        
        70
          On Scholz’s report on the Paris collation, see § 6.2.3 of this book. In Ti1, some readings of B 03 had been culled from the apparatus in Scholz’s edition, notably those ones seemingly from Bartolocci’s. Yet, after consulting the Paris collation himself, in his later works Tischendorf frequently criticised the incompetence and carelessness of Scholz, for instance: ‘Scholz, dem ich folgte, da cod. A u. a. Z. seine Angabe wahrscheinlich machten, hat die irrige Angabe wohl aus der Luft gegriffen’ (von Tischendorf, ‘Nachricht’, p. 147).

        
        71
          von Tischendorf, NTG (1841), p. lxxxv. Another regularly mentioned edition is Georg Christian Knapp’s fourth edition (1829), on which see Reuss, Bibliotheca, pp. 220–223 (§ 18.1). Besides, it should be noted that Lachmann’s editio maior has not been published yet. Its first volume appeared in 1842, one year later than Ti1.

        
        72
          von Tischendorf, NTG (1849), pp. lviii–lix (‘B codex Vaticanus signatus numero 1209’).

        
        73
          Besides, Tischendorf also mentions two variant readings of B 03 given by Tregelles and that Maius was about to finalise a comprehensive edition of it. For the variants noticed by Tregelles, see pp. 338–339 below.

        
        74
          In von Tischendorf, NTG (1849), p. lix, there is also a reference to Codex Friderico-Augustanus, as already given in the ‘Nachricht’. Tischendorf does not compare the antiquity of these two majuscules at this point.

        
        75
          von Tischendorf, NTG (1849), pp. vii–viii: ‘Codicem B vaticanum nr. 1209. ex tribus collationibus Bentleii, Birchii, Bartoloccii diligentissime hausi, quod nondum a quoquam factum erat; Lachmannus enim prorsus neglexit Bartoloccium, Muraltus Bentleium. Praeterea locis multis (quos alio loco singulos notavi) collationes hasce supplere licuit quum iis quae Romae a. 1843. in ipso codice vidi, tum iis quae ex litteris eminentissimi Mai didici.’ On Tischendorf’s criticism of von Muralt, see pp. 295–296 of this book.

        
        76
          von Tischendorf, NTG 1 (1859), pp. cxxxvi–cxlix (on ‘B codex Vaticanus numero 1209. signatus’). A concise version of it can be found in von Tischendorf, NTG minor (1859), pp. lxxxvi–lxxxviii.

        
        77
          von Tischendorf, NTG 1 (1859), p. cxxxvii: ‘Habent autem ista antiquitatis indicia coniuncta tantam vim ut nullus dubitem codicem Vaticanum omnibus Ni Ti reliquis priorem habere ac saeculo quarto eique fere medio adscribere, ita ut eandem fere antiquitatis laudem cum codice Veteris Testamenti Friderico-Augustano habere videatur’. The expression given here is similar to that which one finds in the 1847 ‘Nachricht’.

        
        78
          von Tischendorf, NTG 1 (1859), pp. cxxxvii–cxxxviii. The citation is taken from Birch, Variae lectiones 3, pp. xxvi–xxvii.

        
        79
          von Tischendorf, NTG 1 (1859), pp. cxxxviii–cxlii. He considers that Mico’s collation is superior to those of Bartolocci and Birch, thus in agreement with the consensus. In addition, some contexts of Bentley’s request for collating B 03 are given by referring to the recently published correspondence of the Cambridge scholar. As will be shown below (p. 345), concerning this matter Tischendorf might have been informed by Tregelles.

        
        80
          von Tischendorf, NTG 1 (1859), pp. cxlii–cxlv. He also states that in the 1847 article he has included additional variants from his own examination twenty-five times and Maius’s letters thirty-four times, which are slightly different from my own counting.

        
        81
          Tischendorf also mentions that he received some 200 instances of the readings of B 03 from Albert Dressel, a friend of his who by then was living in Rome; cf. von Tischendorf, NTG 1 (1859), p. cxlvi. On Dressel (1808–1875), see von Halm, ‘Dressel’. A number of Dressel’s letters to Tischendorf are preserved in Universitätsbibliothek in Leipzig, within the archive entitled ‘Nachlass von Konstantin von Tischendorf’ (see http://kalliope-verbund.info/DE-611-BF-42648). New light might be shed by further investigation into their correspondence.

        
        82
          The references in Ti1 will be discussed immediately below. For an overview of Ti4 and Ti7, see Appendix B.9.

        
        83
          Namely, Matt 1:6 (om. ὁ βασιλεύς); 1:18 (Χριστοῦ Ἰησοῦ for Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ); 1:20 (Μαριάν for Μαριάμ); 4:3 (προσελθὼν ὁ πειράζων εἶπεν αὐτῷ for προσελθὼν αὐτῷ ὁ πειράζων εἶπεν); 4:13 (Ναζαρά for Ναζαρέτ); 4:23 (ἐν ὅλῃ τῇ Γαλιλαίᾳ for ὅλην τὴν Γαλιλαίαν [imprecise: B✶ γαλειλαια]); 6:33 (τὴν δικαιοσύνην καὶ τὴν βασιλείαν for τὴν βασιλείαν τοῦ Θεοῦ καὶ τὴν δικαιοσύνην); 7:14 (ὅτι; as the TR). The text of Ti1 agrees with that of B 03 in three of them (Matt 1:20; 4:3; 7:14).

        
        84
          von Tischendorf, NTG (1841), p. 6: ‘προσελθ. ὁ πειρ. εἶπ. αὐτῷ cum B al. Syr. It.2. Vg. al. Chrys.’, followed by the TR reading (supported by Scholz) and the reading preferred by Lachmann (προσελθὼν αὐτῷ ὁ πειράζων εἶπεν αὐτῷ).

        
        85
          von Tischendorf, NTG (1841), p. 5: ‘Rc. Kn. Sz. εἶπε πρὸς αὐτόν … Om. αὐτῷ It. al.’; NA28 agrees with the TR reading here: αυτω P96 B ƒ13 l 844. l 2211 ¦ txt P64 ℵ C Ds (K) L P W Γ Δ ƒ1 33. 565. 579. 700. 892. 1241. 1424 M syh.

        
        86
          ‘Receptus, Knapp, and Scholz repeat σε παραδῷ after ὁ κριτής’ (‘Rc. Kn. Sz. post ὁ κριτής repetunt σε παραδῷ’ – von Tischendorf, NTG [1841], p. 9). Tischendorf would later change back to the TR reading in both Ti4 and Ti7, and yet the omission would be accepted again in Ti8, where ℵ 01 agrees with B 03 to omit the words.

        
        87
          ‘The text is only to be sought from ancient evidence, and especially from Greek MSS., but without neglecting the testimonies of versions and the Fathers. Thus the whole conformation of the text should proceed from the evidences themselves and not from what is called the received edition’ (‘Textus petendus est unice ex antiquis testibus, et potissimum quidem e graecis codicibus, sed interpretationum patrumque testimoniis minime neglectis. Itaque omnis textus nostri conformatio ab ipsis testibus proficisci debebat, non a recepta quam dicunt editione’ – von Tischendorf, NTG [1849], p. xii; translation in Tregelles, ‘Tischendorf’s Greek Testament 1’, p. 200; I made one minor modification by un-italicising the word ‘received’). Tregelles helpfully summarises Tischendorf’s text-critical principles in ‘Tischendorf’s Greek Testament 1’, pp. 201–202. See also Epp, ‘Development 2’, pp. 17–20 for an evaluation of the critic’s principles in the light of scholarly history.

        
        88
          von Tischendorf, NTG (1849), p. 1: ‘δαυ. δε c B al2 g1.2. (g1. om δε) for k cop sah syr arm arp persp Aug Op’. The same omission made by Lachmann in his editio maior (in the editio minor ὁ βασιλεύς is still present) might also have impacted Tischendorf’s decision.

        
        89
          von Tischendorf, NTG (1849), p. 11; similar changes can be found in Matt 5:48 and 6:5, though no reference to B 03 is given there. Ti1 already made these changes without mentioning B 03. Codex Sangallensis (Δ 037) is a ninth-century Greek-Latin bilingual kept in the Stiftsbibliothek, St. Gallen.

        
        90
          von Tischendorf, NTG (1849), p. 2; cf. Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. 3 and Woide, ‘Apographum’, p. 2. It creates further confusion since Bartolocci simply writes γεννᾶ for ἐγέννησεν without any explanation (cf. Bartolocci, Notes, f. 1r). At this point Woide’s information is correct: B 03 has γεννα … εγεννησεν [B2 εγεννησε] … εγεννησεν [B2 εγεννησε] (p. 1235 B 27, 29, 31 respectively).

        
        91
          von Tischendorf, NTG (1849), p. 2; Woide, ‘Apographum’, p. 1. Both Bartolocci and Birch are silent here.

        
        92
          von Tischendorf, NTG (1849), p. 8. Neither Bartolocci nor Birch comments on this. B 03 reads B✶ ερρε̣θη [B1 ερρηθη] (p. 1239 C 13); but see my discussion on p. 286 n. 166 above, where different opinions on this variant are mentioned.

        
        93
          von Tischendorf, NTG (1849), p. 12: ‘αυξανουσιν etc c B 1. 4. 33. 118. al Ath Chr’; Ti1 still retains the TR reading. The same error is repeated in von Tischendorf, NTG 1 (1859), p. 23. For Lachmann’s erroneous information in his edition, see p. 285 of this volume.

        
        94
          von Tischendorf, NTG 1 (1859), p. 15: ‘B✶ om αν sec’. Rulotta notes ἄν to be added above between ἕως and πάντα γένηται (Rulotta, Collation, f. 150r). B 03 indeed reads accordingly: B✶ εως [B1 add. αν] παντα γενηται (p. 1239 B 37).

        
        95
          von Tischendorf, NTG 1 (1859), p. 13: ‘προσηλθαν c. B✶ … ϛ (Ln) -λθον c. B✶✶CDEKMSUVΔ etc’. In the 1788 edition, Birch only notes ‘προσῆλθαν Vat. 1209’ (Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. 16). The difference between Birch’s works might have been the reason for the lack of information on the scribal correction in Tischendorf’s previous editions (Ti4 merely gives προσῆλθαν for B 03). Rulotta notes προσῆλθαν by the first hand and προσῆλθον by the corrector (Rulotta, Collation, f. 150r). B 03 reads as follows: B✶ προσηλθαν [B2 προσηλθον] (p. 1239 A 6).

        
        96
          von Tischendorf, NTG 1 (1859), p. 5; for the sigla and usage employed in this edition, see pp. cclxxxi‒cclxxxii.

        
        97
          von Tischendorf, NTG (1849), p. 3: ‘ειδον (CEKV etc ιδον) … ϛ (= Gb Sz) ευρον’.

        
        98
          Both Ti4 and Ti7 hold the TR text here, and yet, interestingly, Ti1 follows the alternative ἁγίου ἐστιν without providing any reference in its apparatus (cf. von Tischendorf, NTG [1841], p. 2).

        
        99
          von Tischendorf, NTG 1 (1859), p. 10: ‘τεσσερακ. bis c. B✶CLPΔ … ϛ (Ln) τεσσαρακ. c. B✶✶EKMSUV etc … D μ̅, altero loco τεσσαρ.’; Rulotta does record this correction (Collation, f. 150r). Cf. B✶ τεσσερακοντα [B2 τεσσαρακοντα] (p. 1238 A 4).

        
        100
          For instance, in Matt 2:23 the name of Ναζαρέθ is given for B 03 (following Woide), but the manuscript in fact has ναζαρετ as the TR reading.

        
        101
          In Matt 5:20, e.g., Ti7 gives ἡ δικαιοσύνη ὑμῶν as the B 03 reading, just as the TR. Although none of the collations give any information here, the manuscript reads υμων η δικαιοσυνη, actually in agreement with the text now preferred by Tischendorf.

        
        102
          von Tischendorf, NTG 1 (1859), p. 12; cf. Rulotta, Collation, f. 150r: ἦσαν γὰρ ἁλειεῖς [Bc ἁλιεῖς].

        
        103
          The VMR gives B✶ αλεεις [B2 αλιεις] (p. 1238 B 42). Due to the faded ink, it is indeed difficult to decide whether the first hand wrote epsilon and iota or only epsilon after the lambda. Maius agrees with Rulotta by attributing ἁλειεῖς to the first hand (Maius, Vaticanus 5, p. 6). But Vercellone and later Tischendorf himself stand for αλεεις as made by the original scribe (Vercellone and Cozza-Luzi [eds.], Vaticanus 5, p. 4 and von Tischendorf, NT Vaticanum, p. 4).

        
        104
          In Ti4, Tischendorf does not list the supporting witnesses of Δαυίδ or Δαυείδ in the apparatus, but rather refers to the section on orthography in the ‘Prolegomena’; cf. von Tischendorf, NTG (1849), p. xxii.

        
        105
          Other examples include Matt 1:1 (TR Δαβίδ ¦ Ti1.4 Δαυίδ ¦ Ti7 Δαυείδ); 1:4 (TR/Ti1.4 Ἀμιναδάβ ¦ Ti7 Ἀμειναδάβ); 1:8–9 (TR/Ti1.4 Ὀζίας ¦ Ti7 Ὀζείας); 1:9–10 (TR/Ti1.4 Ἐζεκίας ¦ Ti7 Ἐζεκείας); 1:10 (TR/Ti1 Ἀμών bis ¦ Ti4.7 Ἀμώς); 1:10–11 (TR/Ti1.4 Ἰωσίας ¦ Ti7 Ἰωσείας); 1:15 (TR/Ti1.4 Ματθάν bis ¦ Ti7 Μαθθάν). It might be interesting to compare Tischendorf’s decisions with those of Lachmann, who almost exclusively follows B 03 in this respect (cf. pp. 280–281 of this volume).

        
        106
          Besides, Ti1 reads περιῆγεν ὁ Ἰησοῦς ὅλην τὴν Γαλιλαίαν, a transitional variation.

        
        107
          von Tischendorf, NTG 1 (1859), p. 13. There he also points out the error given by Lachmann: ‘Lachmann omits [ἐν] according to an error concerning B [03]’ (‘Ln om ex errore de B’). In Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 1, p. 17, B 03 is indeed wrongly recorded as having ολη τη γαλειλαια. The error must have come from Woide’s list.

        
        108
          Some other examples include Matt 1:20 (Μαριάμ instead of Μαριάν); 3:15 (πρὸς αὐτόν instead of αὐτῷ); 5:39 (σου σιαγόνα instead of σιαγόνα σου); 5:48 (ὡσπερ instead of ὡς); 6:4 (the addition of αὐτός); 6:5 (ὡσπερ instead of ὡς); 6:25 (the addition of καὶ τί πίητε).

        
        109
          This observation is in accordance with what Hort notices in his review of the first part of Ti7 (Hort, review of Tregelles, GNT 1, p. 207): ‘Many sound readings are expelled once more, because there is some recondite reason why scribes may have preferred them to their rivals. … It is not that he prefers the bulk of late evidence to the weight of early evidence: but that he makes the worst or at least very bad evidence, if supported by a canon of probability, outweigh the best evidence standing alone.’

        
        110
          For a fresh biography of Tregelles, see Stunt, Tregelles; cf. Yi, review of Stunt, Tregelles. In contrast to the great amount of literature on Tischendorf, concentrated studies on Tregelles’s text-critical contributions are scanty. In addition to some issues touched upon by Stunt, a few exceptions are Jongkind, ‘Tregelles’ (on Tregelles’s theological view of textual criticism); Epp, ‘Development 2’, pp. 20–24 (on Tregelles’s text-critical principles). To my knowledge, there has been no study that tries to systematically examine Tregelles’s use of B 03 among his works.

        
        111
          Tregelles, Revelation in Greek. Some background of the preparation of this work can be found in Stunt, Tregelles, pp. 27–32 (§§ 3.4–5).

        
        112
          Tregelles, Revelation in Greek, p. xvi (emphasis original). Lachmann’s edition (editio minor) is also mentioned, though Tregelles criticises Lachmann in carrying out Bentley’s plan ‘rather mechanically than critically, especially in the Revelation’.

        
        113
          Tregelles, Revelation in Greek, p. xvii n. †. It seems that here Tregelles alludes to Jas 4:15 (‘If the Lord wishes, we will live and do this or that’ [NRSV]).

        
        114
          The main sources for Tregelles’s journey include two of his letters sent from Rome: (1) to John Congleton, dated 18–19 January 1846, and (2) to Eben Fardd (meant Eben the poet, aka Ebenezer Thomas; cf. Stunt, Tregelles, pp. 48–49), dated March 1846 (written in Welsh), as well as a brief retrospect given some six years later (Tregelles, Lecture, pp. 83–85). Based on these materials, Stunt makes a fairly clear reconstruction of Tregelles’s time there; see Tregelles, pp. 67–77 (§§ 6.1.2–4). The transcription of the first letter and the English translation of the second can be found on pp. 209–214 and pp. 215–221 respectively.

        
        115
          On Charles Januarius Edward Acton (1803–1847), see Cooper and Mitchell, ‘Acton’, and the literature cited in Stunt, Tregelles, p. 69 n. 28.

        
        116
          Laureani became the second curator on 19 October 1831, and was then promoted to the principal curator on 12 February 1838. On Laureani (1788–1849), see Bountry, Souverain et Pontife, pp. 712–713.

        
        117
          Stunt, Tregelles, p. 212 (letter to Congleton); emphasis original (I changed the underlined word to italics).

        
        118
          Stunt, Tregelles, p. 213; emphasis original (I changed the underlined sentence to italics). Some detail of this apparent permission can be found in Tregelles, Account, p. 157 (emphasis original; I changed small caps to bold italics): ‘All that I could actually do there was through the real kindness of the late Cardinal Acton, whose efforts were unremitting to procure me access to the Vatican MS. Cardinal Acton at once obtained permission for me (which had been previously refused) to collate in the Bibliotheca Angelica.’

        
        119
          See Stunt, Tregelles, pp. 70–71. Interestingly, Tregelles seems to have got an oral promise from the pope, and yet he was prevented from examining the manuscript by the librarians: ‘I obtained an interview with the late Pope (not, however, senselessly kissing the embroidered cross on his slipper), and he, in word, graciously gave me permission; but he referred me to Mgr. Laureani, who was already my hindrance’ (Tregelles, Lecture, p. 84).

        
        120
          Stunt, Tregelles, pp. 218–219 (letter to Eben Fardd; translation from Welsh by Olwen Wonnacott).

        
        121
          Cf. Stunt, Tregelles, pp. 224–225 (letter to Newton; dated 13 April 1846); also see Tregelles, Revelation (1849), p. xxvi, and Tregelles, review of Maius, Vaticanus 5, p. 262. Maius’s direct refusal was in contrast with his kindness to Tischendorf; cf. my discussion on p. 311 above.

        
        122
          Tregelles, Lecture, p. 84 (emphasis original).

        
        123
          The context of the citation could also support my suspicion: the barriers Tregelles faced are used to demonstrate his current thesis that the Vatican authorities have been the keeper of the Holy Scriptures (cf. Tregelles, Lecture, pp. 83–89; the section of ‘Rome as a Keeper of Holy Writ’).

        
        124
          Stunt, Tregelles, p. 226 (emphasis original; the remark is given by Stunt, and I changed the underlined word to italics).

        
        125
          Tregelles, Prospectus, p. 19 (emphasis original). Both variants are correctly recorded: respectively B✶ εχωμεν [B2 εχομεν] (p. 1449 B 4); B δια το ενοικουν αυτου πνευμα (p. 1452 B 32–33). Tischendorf also refers to Tregelles’s report in von Tischendorf, NTG (1849), p. lviii. See below for further discussion.

        
        126
          Tregelles, Account, p. 234: ‘As to B [03], this reading is given in Bartolocci’s MS. collation at Paris, and I myself saw it in the MS. at Rome’. Neither Birch nor Woide records this reading. Bartolocci’s note is also listed in Tischendorf’s 1847 addition (see Appendix B.8 of this book). On the different text-critical decisions between Tregelles and Tischendorf, see my discussion below.

        
        127
          For this reprint of Griesbach’s edition and the ‘Monitum’ therein, see p. 256 of this book. On Taylor (1793–1839), see Gordon and Metcalfe, ‘Taylor’. Apart from his efforts on the reprint, Taylor also prepared an English translation based on Griesbach’s Greek text, published anonymously and posthumously in 1840 as Taylor, NT.

        
        128
          Tregelles, Account, p. 231 n. ✶ (emphasis original). Later in his edition, Tregelles would follow the other two majuscules in reading τὴν ἐκκλησίαν τοῦ κυρίου, instead of the TR reading supported by B 03 and ℵ 01 among others; cf. Tregelles, GNT 3, p. 580.

        
        129
          The two previous collations (Birch and Woide) simply record the omission of μέν after the first πάντες, since it is the only actual difference between B 03 and the TR in this verse. Accordingly, Ti4 can merely list ‘B (e sil.)’ at this point; cf. von Tischendorf, NTG (1849), p. 573.

        
        130
          Tregelles, ‘Textual Criticism’, p. 465 (emphasis original). B 03 indeed reads as Tregelles remembered; cf. pp. 1475 C 42–1476 A 2. The other variants addressed in the article are πάντες κοιμηθησόμεθα, οὐ πάντες δὲ ἀλλαγησόμεθα and πάντες ἀναστησόμεθα, οὐ πάντες δὲ ἀλλαγησόμεθα. Tregelles prefers the reading of B 03 in his GNT (GNT 4, p. 767; apparatus in pp. 766–767).

        
        131
          Penn, Annotations, pp. 149–154; the citation is taken from p. 151 (emphasis original; all the Greek letters are exactly reproduced). For further discussion of this conjecture and a fuller citation, see cj15853 in the Amsterdam Database (https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/nt-conjectures?conjID=cj15853). On Penn, see my discussion in § 6.4.3, and Krans, Lietaert Peerbolte, and Yi, ‘Pioneer’.

        
        132
          Tregelles, ‘Matthew xvi. 18’, p. 174a.

        
        133
          Tregelles, ‘Matthew xvi. 18’, p. 174a; B 03 indeed reads συ ει πετρος (p. 1257 A 8). Since it agrees with the TR, no collation mentions the reading at this point. Besides, Tregelles provides no reference regarding those people who were interested in imagining σὺ εἶπας to be attested in B 03.

        
        134
          Tregelles, ‘Introduction’, pp. 164–166; Tregelles’s revision work will be discussed in detail in § 7.5 below. On Horne’s use of this facsimile, see pp. 290–291 n. 183 of this book.

        
        135
          Tregelles, ‘Introduction’, p. 166 (emphasis original); cf. the previous edition by Horne (Introduction 2 [1846], p. 102). The enlarged kappa at the very beginning of Ezek 1:1 (p. 1143 B 1) is considered by modern scholars to be added at a very late stage. For instance, Versace dates that sort of decoration to the sixteenth century by his B38; see Marginalia, pp. 71–73.

        
        136
          These might have been written down from memory after Tregelles briefly viewed B 03, as Stunt presumes; cf. Stunt, Tregelles, pp. 71–72. Tregelles might well have noticed some more variant readings and other details, but to my knowledge no further trace can be found in his published works.

        
        137
          Tregelles’s next stop was Florence, where he arrived on 6 April 1846. He was able to collate Codex Amiatinus there. See Stunt, Tregelles, pp. 78–80 (§ 6.2.1) for a reconstruction of his journey home.

        
        138
          Tregelles, Prospectus. In this twenty-seven-page booklet, there is no information concerning the printer, but Jenkin Thomas seems to have taken charge of the printing work, according to Stunt (Tregelles, p. 32 n. 30).

        
        139
          Tregelles, Prospectus, pp. 1–14; there is also a detour into Tregelles’s conviction as to the Scripture as the word of God in pp. 7–9 (on this topic, see Stunt, Tregelles, pp. 122–124 [§ 9.3]).

        
        140
          Tregelles, Prospectus, p. 14–27. Interestingly, in p. 17 n. ✶, Tregelles states that he published a former, outdated Prospectus before leaving for Rome in 1845. Unfortunately, that version of Prospectus does not seem to be available any longer, at least to the best of my knowledge.

        
        141
          Tregelles, Prospectus, p. 15 (emphasis original; I changed small caps to bold italics).

        
        142
          Tregelles, Prospectus, pp. 18–19 (emphasis original).

        
        143
          Tregelles, Prospectus, p. 24 (emphasis original). According to the list, except for B 03, the other important Greek manuscripts lacking reliable collations include D 06, K 017, M 021, as well as min. 33, all of which were (and still are) preserved in Paris.

        
        144
          Tregelles, Prospectus, p. 25; the Latin text would be taken from Codex Amiatinus. On this famous Vulgate manuscript (Vg A; eighth century), see Houghton, The Latin New Testament, pp. 254–255 and the literature cited there.

        
        145
          Tregelles, Prospectus, pp. 22–24. In addition to Latin, Tregelles also makes use of Coptic, Ethiopic, Armenian, Gothic, and Syriac, although he admits that for a few languages he has to rely on the printed editions and the Latin translation provided.

        
        146
          In 1849 Tregelles published a new translation of Revelation solely based on the ancient authorities. In a way this work can be seen as a ‘foretaste’ of the results of his larger Greek New Testament project. As Tregelles himself claimed, ‘I trust that this version of the Apocalypse may be regarded as a kind of specimen of the results of that criticism which I wish to apply to the whole of the Greek New Testament. In recurring to the ancient authorities, I feel that I approach, as near as the nature of the case will admit, to the original fountains.’ See Tregelles, Revelation (1849), p. xiii (emphasis original; I changed small caps to bold italics). Some updates about his ongoing edition were also given as part of the postscript: ‘To a Prospectus of a Critical Edition of the New Testament now in preparation’ (pp. xxv–xxvii).

        
        147
          Tregelles, ‘Tischendorf’s Greek Testament 1’ (published in October 1849) and ‘Tischendorf’s Greek Testament 2’ (published in January 1850). These two textual scholars would later meet in Leipzig in September 1850. See Stunt, Tregelles, pp. 143–162 (§ 10.1–8) for treatment of their rivalry and a kind of friendship.

        
        148
          Tregelles, ‘Tischendorf’s Greek Testament 1’, p. 37: ‘he thinks it probable that Pope Gregory XVI. would have allowed him to publish the MS. had it not been for the obstructions of Cardinal Lambruschini. … Tischendorf may be right as to the true cause of the hindrances which were thrown in his way at Rome: we say this from some personal experience.’

        
        149
          Cf. the remark given in Ti4: ‘Thomas Bentley’s uncle, the renowned Richard, had sent him to Rome for the business, the collation principally made by the hand of the Italian Mico, then Woide copied it and Henry Ford edited the copy in the appendix to the edition of the New Testament according to the codex manuscript Alexandrinus of 1799’ (‘Thomae Bentleii quem ad id negotii Romam miserat avunculus Richardus celeberrimus, collationem factam potissimum Miconis Itali manu, transscripsit Woidius transscriptamque edidit Henricus Ford in appendice ad editionem Ni Ti e cod. ms. Alexandrino 1799’ – von Tischendorf, NTG [1849], p. lviii). See also p. 326 of this book for Tischendorf’s descriptions of B 03 in the ‘Prolegomena’ of Ti4. On the mistaken identification of this collation and its collator, see my discussion on p. 275 n. 128.

        
        150
          Tregelles, ‘Tischendorf’s Greek Testament 2’, pp. 38–39. Yet, Tregelles had no idea where Rulotta’s collation had been preserved. It would then be ‘rediscovered’ by Tischendorf among the collections of Bentley in Cambridge in 1855, on which see my discussion on pp. 323–324 above. On the collation made by Rulotta, see § 3.3.3 of this book.

        
        151
          Tregelles, ‘Tischendorf’s Greek Testament 2’, p. 40 (emphasis original). On Tregelles’s account of the two variant readings in B 03, see pp. 338–339 of this volume. In the critical apparatus of Ti4, the readings of B 03 are not given as Tregelles’s report, probably because Tischendorf received the information too late to include it in the main part of his edition; cf. von Tischendorf, NTG (1849), p. 498 and p. 505 respectively. In Ti7, the text of the first case remains unchanged but the second is changed to the TR reading, and the B 03 readings at both places are updated according to Tregelles; cf. von Tischendorf, NTG 2 (1859), p. 258 and p. 269 respectively.

        
        152
          Tregelles would later give the same decision in Tregelles, GNT 4, p. 684. The reading of ἔχωμεν was in line with other nineteenth-century critical editions, namely Ti8 and Westcott and Hort, whose decision is followed by the Tyndale House edition. The traditional reading, however, is preferred by the MCT, on which the NA28 apparatus lists: ⸀ εχωμεν ℵ✶ A B✶ C D K L 33. 81. 630. 1175. 1739.✶ pm lat bo; McionT ¦ txt ℵ1 B2 F G P Ψ 0220vid. 104. 365. 1241. 1505. 1506. 1739c. 1881. 2464. l 846 pm vgmss.

        
        153
          Interestingly, at this very verse there is a conjecture in favour of ἔχομεν against ἔχωμεν by proposing a possible scenario of a particular dictation theory, namely the mishearing of the amanuensis Tertius from Paul’s dictation; see cj10276 in the Amsterdam Database (https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/nt-conjectures?conjID=cj10276).

        
        154
          Tregelles, ‘Textual Criticism’, pp. 465–467; the article was written in response to a critical review of his Prospectus.

        
        155
          Tregelles, ‘Textual Criticism’, pp. 465–466. Notably, Metzger (Textual Commentary [1994], p. 452) argues for the opposite by referring to internal evidence as well: ‘Since in this passage it appears that Paul is not exhorting but stating facts (“peace” is the possession of those who have been justified), only the indicative is consonant with the apostle’s argument.’ Cf. also the discussion in Fitzmyer, Romans, p. 395.

        
        156
          It might be interesting to note that Tregelles at this point also remarks on Tischendorf’s use of versional witnesses: ‘Non omnia possumus omnes. Tischendorf is a great collator, but he has very little knowledge of his own of the ancient versions’ (‘Textual Criticism’, pp. 466–467). The famous citation is from Virgil’s Eclogues 8, l. 63: ‘we cannot all do everything’ (‘non omnia possumus omnes’ – LCL 63, pp. 78–79 [translation by Fairclough with revision by George Patrick Goold]).

        
        157
          Unlike the previous example, in Rom 8:11 both Ti8 and Westcott and Hort choose the alternative reading of the genitive case, just as the MCT. Yet, the Tyndale House edition agrees with Tregelles in giving διὰ τὸ ἐνοικοῦν αὐτοῦ πνεῦμα ἐν ὑμῖν. NA28 lists the witnesses for both sides: ⸄ το ενοικουν αυτου πνευμα B D F G K L P✶ Ψ 33. 630. 1175. 1241. 1739. 1881. 2464 M lat syp; Irlat ¦ txt ℵ A C Pc 81. 104. 1505. 1506. l 249 f m syh; Cl. Besides, Metzger argues for the MCT reading ‘on the basis of the combination of text-types’; see Metzger, Textual Commentary (1994), p. 456.

        
        158
          von Tischendorf, NTG (1849), p. 244; Ti7 retains the same decision (NTG 1 [1859], p. 550).

        
        159
          Tregelles copied Bartolocci’s collation in Paris in 1849; see Tregelles, Account, p. 156 n. ✶. But the article ὁ is actually absent in B 03, L 019, and the first hand of C 04 (min. 33 does read so). The correct information is given in Tregelles, GNT 2, p. 378. Besides, it should be noted that the reading of the first hand of C 04 as Θ̅Ϲ̅, not Υ̅Ϲ̅ (f. 188r l. 28), had just been confirmed by Tischendorf a few years previously through the assistance of chemical reagents; see von Tischendorf, Codex Ephraemi Syri rescriptus 1, p. 125 l. 30, and the comment on p. 328, in which the correction Υ̅Ϲ̅ is attributed to the corrector C (the third one). The previous main source of C 04, the critical apparatus of Wettstein’s edition, contained no information at this place (Wettstein, NTG 1, pp. 840–841, where L 019 and min. 33 are listed as the only Greek manuscript witnesses). Tischendorf’s observation is confirmed by both the VMR and the IGNTP, although different correctors are attributed: the former considers C3 (ninth century) as the corrector but the latter C2 (sixth century); Lyon (Re-examination, p. 390) attributes the correction to the second corrector.

        
        160
          That is, the so-called ‘Curetonian Syriac’, one of the two Gospel manuscripts that belong to the Old Syriac version. William Cureton examined this manuscript in great detail, and his findings would later be published in 1858 as Cureton, Remains. On the ‘Curetonian Syriac’ and its textual value, see Williams, ‘Syriac Versions’, pp. 145–150. On Cureton (baptised in 1808, d. 1864) in general, see Lane-Poole and Agnew, ‘Cureton’.

        
        161
          Tregelles, ‘Tischendorf’s Greek Testament 2’, pp. 58–59 (emphasis original). Modern textual critics hold different opinions on this textual variation. In line with Tregelles’s decision (μονογενὴς θεός in his edition), Westcott and Hort and the MCT choose the same reading (NA28 apparatus: txt P66 ℵ✶ B C✶ L syp.hmg; Orpt Did ¦ ο μονογενης θεος: P75 ℵ1 33; Clpt ClexThd pt Orpt), but the Tyndale House editors agree with Ti8 by following the TR reading ὁ μονογενὴς υἱός (NA28 apparatus: A C3 K Γ Δ Θ Ψ ƒ1.13 565. 579. 700. 892. 1241. 1424 M lat syc.h; Clpt ClexThd pt). See also a full examination in Hort, Two Dissertations, especially pp. 1–29; and more recently Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption (2011), pp. 92–96.

        
        162
          The point of lectio difficilior is seen even more clearly in Tregelles, Account, pp. 234–235. There he also points out that the evidence from Arius for the reading of μονογενὴς θεός is particularly notable since he was opposed to the dogma of Christ being equal to God the Father.

        
        163
          In Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 1, p. 548, the reading ὁ μονογενὴς υἱός is given in the text and ὁ μονογενὴς θεός as inserted in the margin. Interestingly, while Tregelles visited Lachmann in Berlin in the summer of 1850, he told the classical scholar the attestation of this very reading in B 03 and appeared to receive the confirmation of θεός being superior to υἱός (Tregelles, Account, p. 235 n. ✶; emphasis original): ‘When Lachmann really knew from me the MS. authority in favour of θεός, he at once admitted the claim of that word to stand in the text instead of υἱός. Indeed, his principal witness for giving the preference for the latter word was B, which had been supposed to read thus.’ Some accounts of Tregelles’s journey to Berlin, which took place less than a year before Lachmann’s death (March 1851), can be found in Tregelles, ‘To the Editor 2’, pp. 452–453.

        
        164
          Their differences would become greater, since the tendency to move away from the most ancient witnesses appears to be visible in Ti7, as my discussion on pp. 333–334 has shown.

        
        165
          Tregelles, Account; its second part consists of a collation of the editions of Griesbach, Scholz, Lachmann, and Tischendorf. Tregelles’s well-studied work is praised by Epp who observes that Tregelles’s ‘meticulous history of the printed text has guided many’ (Epp, ‘Development 2’, p. 20).

        
        166
          Tregelles, ‘Introduction’. For the background of this work, see Stunt, Tregelles, pp. 130–137 (§§ 9.5.2–4).

        
        167
          The remarks Tregelles make are not always grounded, however. For instance, he comments on Wettstein’s non-use of B 03 thus (Account, p. 79): ‘This low value for the most ancient MSS. seems to have hindered Wetstein from taking any particular pains to obtain the use of the collation of the Codex Vaticanus which had been made for Bentley’. See my discussion § 4.5.2 for Wettstein’s unsuccessful attempts to obtain the collation made by Mico, even after Bentley’s death.

        
        168
          Tregelles, Account, p. 85 (emphasis original).

        
        169
          The omissions include (1) ἡμῶν, (2) ὁ ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοις, and (3) ἀλλὰ ῥῦσαι ἡμᾶς ἀπὸ τοῦ πονηροῦ. The main Greek witnesses include L 019 (though it has ἡμῶν in the first case) and mins. 1 and 57. Yet, by consulting Lucas Brugensis’s note, Griesbach could have known B 03 as supporting the long omission of γενηθήτω τὸ θέλημά σου, ὡς ἐν οὐρανῳ καὶ ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς at the end of Luke 11:2. Cf. Griesbach, NTG 1 (1777), p. 176.

        
        170
          Griesbach, NTG 1 (1796), pp. 335–337; cf. Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, pp. 419–420.

        
        171
          Griesbach had already provided this shorter form of the Lord’s prayer in Luke as early as in his synoptic edition (Griesbach, Libri historici 1, pp. 43–44). See also Parker, Living Text, pp. 49–74 for a comparison between the two versions of Matthew and Luke, as well as an overview of the different textual forms found in manuscript traditions.

        
        172
          Tregelles, Account, pp. 185–186; a similar argument can already be found in Tregelles, Revelation (1849), pp. xx–xxi.

        
        173
          Tregelles, Account, p. 156; cf. Tregelles, Prospectus, pp. 18–19.

        
        174
          Tregelles, Account, p. 156 (emphasis original); the same sentence also occurs in Prospectus, p. 19.

        
        175
          Tregelles, Account, p. 172 n. ✶. Tregelles would notice Rulotta’s collation and make use of it a few years later; see my discussion below for more detail.

        
        176
          Tregelles, Account, p. 132 (emphasis original). In another place in this work, Tregelles states that this specific term can be traced back to Bentley, whose unfinished project aimed to reconstruct the text by comparing the oldest Greek and Latin witnesses (p. 59; emphasis original): Bentley ‘gives some account of his studies in (what may be called) comparative criticism. He found (he says) a wonderful resemblance and agreement between the oldest Latin and Greek MSS.; and by means of this agreement he was able (he believed) to restore the text of the New Testament to what it had been at the time of the Council of Nice in the best copies then current.’

        
        177
          The best example for the latter category is perhaps Tregelles’s evaluation of minuscule 33, a ninth-century Greek manuscript called by him ‘the queen of the small-letter MSS.’ (a term borrowed from Eichhorn: ‘Die Königin unter den Cursiv geschriebenen Handschriften’ [Einleitung in das Neue Testament 5, p. 217]). Tregelles considered it as ‘one of more importance than any of the others in cursive letters’, and he collated the entire minuscule while staying in Paris in 1850; see Tregelles, ‘To the Editor 1’, p. 228.

        
        178
          Tregelles, Account, pp. 150–151 (emphasis original).

        
        179
          Tregelles, Account, pp. 133–147 (§ 13). In this section Tregelles frequently refers to Scrivener as the representative of the defender of the traditional readings. Scrivener’s arguments (taken from Scrivener, Supplement) are often given in full.

        
        180
          Tregelles, Account, pp. 142–143 (no. 18); the citation is taken from p. 142 n. ✶ (emphasis original). Note that the explicitness of patristic evidence is an important criterion for Tregelles’s judgement, as the conclusion he gives on this example (p. 143; emphasis original): ‘This passage is a good illustration of the kind of agreement which is often found between a few MSS. and readings which are proved to be ancient by express testimony, such as that of Origen.’

        
        181
          Tregelles, Account, p. 142 (no. 10). For Tregelles’s use of the Old Latin, Memphitic (that is, Bohairic), and Syriac versions, see Account, pp. 170–171; cf. also Tregelles, GNT 1, p. 187 for a fuller witness list. His judgement is anticipated by Griesbach (though under the siglum of ‘probable omission’; see Griesbach, NTG 1 [1796], p. 226), and is followed by Westcott and Hort. See also Metzger, Textual Commentary (1994), p. 93.

        
        182
          Lachmann and Buttmann, NTGL 1, p. 279; witnesses referenced are: ‘Aaϛ, om BCDc’. The same decision is found in Lachmann, NTG, p. 88. Interestingly, Tischendorf omits ὅταν ἀναστῶσιν in Ti4 as Tregelles does, but he decides to turn back to the TR reading in Ti7 and Ti8. The MCT reads ἐν τῇ ἀναστάσει [ὅταν ἀναστῶσιν] τίνος αὐτῶν ἔσται γυνή here (equal to Lachmann’s text).

        
        183
          In fact, the text of B 03 is somewhat different from the TR: ει δε εξ εργων ουκετι χαρις επι [B2 επει] το εργον ουκετι εστιν [B2 εστι] χαρις (p. 1455 C 18–21). Besides, Tregelles was able to collate L 020 (called by him ‘Codex Passionei’) during his time in Rome; see Tregelles, Account, p. 157.

        
        184
          Tregelles, Account, p. 146; cf. Tregelles, GNT 4, p. 703.

        
        185
          Tregelles, Account, p. 186. Interesting is also Tregelles’s following remark on his complete rejection of applying conjectures for the New Testament text (p. 186; emphasis original): ‘But, let it be observed, that discrimination of this kind is only required when the witnesses differ; for otherwise, we should fall into the error of determining by conjecture what the text ought to be, instead of accepting it as it is.’

        
        186
          Tregelles, ‘Introduction’, pp. 158–166 (in the section of ‘Greek MSS. of the most Ancient Class containing the Gospels, with or without other Portions of the New Testament’); B 03 is introduced secondly after A 02.

        
        187
          Tregelles, ‘Introduction’, p. 158. Based on a popular rumour, Tregelles suggests that before its acquisition by the papal library, the manuscript once belonged to Cardinal Bessarion, a great scholar whose library contained an extensive collection of Greek and Latin manuscripts. On Bessarion (1403–1472), see Märtl, Kaiser, and Ricklin (eds.), Bessarion. In fact, in the Biblioteca Marciana, Venice, there is a Septuagint manuscript (Marcianus gr. 6; Rahlfs 122) made at the request of Bessarion. Scholars have shown that B 03 was probably the antigraph of that fifteenth-century manuscript, at least as far as the portions of Esther, Judith, Tobit, and the Wisdom of Solomon are concerned. See Andrist, ‘Le milieu’, pp. 249–250 for his discussion and the literature cited there.

        
        188
          Tregelles, ‘Introduction’, pp. 158–159 (emphasis original).

        
        189
          Tregelles, ‘Introduction’, pp. 160–161 (cited from p. 161). Tregelles agrees with Hug in considering the addition of ἐν Ἐφέσῳ at Eph 1:1 to be very ancient, either added by the original scribe or a very early corrector. Interestingly, it seems that Tregelles is not aware of Tischendorf’s remark on the corrector as a medieval one. For the discussion of Hug’s arguments for mid-fourth-century dating, see § 6.2.1 above.

        
        190
          Tregelles, ‘Introduction’, pp. 161–163. Note that references to the historical use of B 03 can also be found elsewhere, for instance in his discussions on Erasmus, Bentley, Griesbach, and Lachmann.

        
        191
          At this point Tregelles’s attempt to collate B 03 (and that of Tischendorf prior to him) is mentioned briefly in one sentence. He only relates that the manuscript ‘was under such restrictions that it was impossible to do more than examine particular readings’ (Tregelles, ‘Introduction’, p. 162).

        
        192
          Tregelles, ‘Introduction’, pp. 163–164 (emphasis original).

        
        193
          The notification of the ‘discovery’ of Codex Sinaiticus to European scholars, as is well known, would still have to wait a few years more. Tischendorf would bring the news to the public in 1859, and Tregelles only gained attention in the subsequent year.

        
        194
          Tregelles, ‘Introduction’, p. 164. Besides, Tregelles considers B 03 to belong to the Alexandrian text, and he also explains how and why Griesbach regarded a considerable part of the manuscript as belonging to the Western recension. On this topic, see my discussion in § 5.6.1 above.

        
        195
          Tregelles, ‘Introduction’, pp. 164–166. On Horne’s use of this facsimile, see pp. 290–291 n. 183 of this book.

        
        196
          Tregelles, ‘Introduction’, pp. 107–116 (§ 9: ‘On the Charge that Greek MSS. has been altered from the Latin – Velezian Readings’).

        
        197
          Tregelles, ‘Introduction’, pp. 107–111; see also some additional remarks on Erasmus and Sepúlveda in pp. xv–xvii (‘Addenda and Corrigenda’). On Erasmus’s Latinisation theory and his opinion on B 03, see § 1.2 of this book.

        
        198
          Tregelles, ‘Introduction’, pp. 111–113. Based on Birch’s findings in Rome, Tregelles concludes (p. 113), ‘Very many of the long suspected Barberini readings are now known to belong to the Codex Vaticanus: in his selection of MSS. for collation, as far as we can judge, Caryophilus acted with great discrimination.’ On the Velesian and the Barberini readings, see respectively pp. 149–150 and § 2.1 of this volume.

        
        199
          Tregelles, ‘Introduction’, pp. 113–115. On Semler and Griesbach’s recension theories, see § 5.1.2 and § 5.2 respectively of this volume.

        
        200
          Tregelles, ‘Introduction’, p. 114 (emphasis original).

        
        201
          Tregelles, GNT 1. The preface was written on 23 June 1857, exactly 150 years after Mill’s death (as stated in p. viii). In fact, the publication of the entire New Testament text would take Tregelles more than fifteen years to complete: the last part of the Book of Revelation was released in 1872, while his health became very fragile. Then in 1879, the prolegomena to his New Testament project were posthumously published based on a selection of his former works. For further developments of Tregelles’s edition, see § 8.5 below. See also Stunt, Tregelles, pp. 187–194 (§ 12.4) for some background of the completion of this magnum opus.

        
        202
          Tregelles, GNT 1, p. iii (emphasis original). Tregelles defines the scope of his datasets as ‘to give the whole of the testimony of the ancient MSS. (and of some which are later in date, but old in text), of the versions as far as the seventh century, and the citations down to Eusebius inclusive’ (p. i). Moreover, he also sets down nine text-critical principles to deal with difficult cases (pp. ii–iii; also found in Tregelles, ‘Introduction’, pp. 343–345). Epp credits Tregelles as the one who brings ‘the external and internal criteria into balance and also into full utilisation in constructing his text’ (Epp, ‘Development 2’, p. 21).

        
        203
          Tregelles, GNT 1, p. iv a (emphasis original).

        
        204
          On Tischendorf’s finding, see pp. 323–324 of this volume. In fact, Tregelles became aware of Rulotta’s collation only after the completion of the revision of the ‘Introduction’ (no earlier than 18 September 1856). This means that he probably consulted the collation in late 1856 or early 1857, and hence it was too late to incorporate all the information into Matthew and the first portion of Mark in his edition. Interestingly, Tischendorf explicitly pointed out the ignorance of his colleague in his 1859 edition (von Tischendorf, NTG 1 [1859], p. cxli).

        
        205
          For an overview of all the occurrences, see Appendix B.10.

        
        206
          Tregelles, GNT 1, p. 6: ‘εισηλθεν BC. Memph. | ‡ ηλθεν DL. rel.’; cf. von Tischendorf, NTG 1 (1859), p. 6. In fact, in Ti4 the text reads εἰσῆλθεν as Tregelles’s. NA28 apparatus gives: ⸀ ηλθεν D K L N W Γ Δ ƒ1.13 33. 565. 579. 700. 1241. 1424. l 2211 M syh ¦ txt ℵ B C (bo). Because of the surface of ℵ 01, in Ti8 the text changes to εἰσῆλθεν again.

        
        207
          Tregelles, GNT 1, p. 6: ‘του πατρος αυτου Ἡρωδου B.(Bch.) C. (του ante Ἡρ. B.Btly) | ‡ Ἡρ. του π. αυτ. ϛ. DL. 1. 33. rel. Vulg. Eus. D.E. 365c.’; Mico indeed erroneously adds an extra τοῦ before Ἡρωδου (NTG Lonicer 1524 with collations, p. 6v). Besides, Tischendorf retains the TR reading until Ti7, whereas the editio octava turns to agree with Tregelles’s judgement.

        
        208
          Tregelles, GNT 1, p. 13; cf. Woide, ‘Apographum’, p. 5 (μετʼ αὐτοῦ τῇ ὁδῷ for τῇ ὁδῷ μετʼ αὐτοῦ). B 03 reads μετ αυτου εν τη οδω (p. 1239 C 40).

        
        209
          Mico, NTG Lonicer 1524 with collations, p. 9r. Except for the numerals above the text, Mico also added the note ‘1 2’ on the right margin to indicate the transitional variant.

        
        210
          For instance, Matt 1:9–10 Εζεκειαν· Εζεκειας (B. ap. Ln. Tf.); 7:9 αιτησει (B. Tf. vid.). These examples show that Tregelles could have gone through Tischendorf’s edition (probably Ti4) to find additional data on B 03.

        
        211
          Tregelles, GNT 1, p. 2 (at v. 12): ‘ἐγέννησεν bis] γεννα B. sic etiam ver. 13. (1°. Btly. ter Bch.)’; and at v. 13 (on the first ἐγέννησεν): ‘ἐγέννησεν] (vid. B. supra.)’. A similar solution is given by Ti4; see my discussion on p. 331 above.

        
        212
          Tregelles, GNT 1, p. 9: ‘και λεγει (B?) … | και ειπεν B.Blc.(?ver.9)’; cf. Bartolocci, Notes, f. 1r.

        
        213
          Tregelles, GNT 1, p. 20: ‘τι B e corr. Bch. … | ‡ὁτι ϛ. B✶(? corr. ab ipsa prima manu)’; Tregelles’s text reads τί. On Birch’s report on this correction, see p. 200 of this book.

        
        214
          Tregelles, GNT 1, p. 12 (at 5:21): ‘ερρηθη B.Btly.Blc.’; p. 13 (at 5:27): ‘ερρηθη B.Blty.’ (same in the following cases); cf. von Tischendorf, NTG 1 (1859), p. 15. For the discussion of this variant, see p. 286 n. 166 of this book.

        
        215
          See my discussions on pp. 323–324 and p. 361, in which Tischendorf and Tregelles’s involvement with Rulotta’s collation is introduced. According to my examination, the first instance where Tregelles mentions the collation (B.Rl.) is at Mark 13:28 (on γινώσκετε); see Tregelles, GNT 1, p. 195.

        
        216
          E.g., Matt 1:4 (Ναασσεων B.Btly), 6 (Σολομωντα Bs); 4:2 (τεσσαρακοντα [?B]); 7:22 (προεφητευσαμεν Bs[?]). On all these occasions Rulotta provides the correct information about B 03.

        
        217
          Tregelles, GNT 1, p. 10: ‘εν ὁλῃ τῃ Γαλιλαιᾳ B.Blc.(Btly.) … (εν B.Blc. non habet Btly.)’; cf. B 03 p. 1238 C 20–21: B✶ εν ολη τη γαλειλαια [B2 γαλιλαια]. Bartolocci, Notes, f. 1r, gives καὶ περιῆγεν ἐν ὅλῃ τῇ Γαλιλαίᾳ διδάσκων for καὶ περιῆγεν ὅλην τὴν Γαλιλαίαν ὁ Ἰησοῦς διδάσκων. And Mico (NTG Lonicer 1524 with collations, p. 8r) wrote ὅλη τῆ Γαλειλαία on the right margin.

        
        218
          Tregelles, GNT 1, p. 6: ‘Ναζαρεθ B.Btly. …’; cf. Mico, NTG Lonicer 1524 with collations, p. 6v, and Woide, ‘Apographum’, p. 4.

        
        219
          See Tregelles, GNT 1, p. iv a (emphasis original): ‘These collations are, 1st, that made for Bentley, now in the Library of Trinity College, Cambridge (edited by Ford, but not very correctly, so that the collation itself has been used for this edition).’

        
        220
          Tregelles, GNT 1, p. 15: ‘οὑτως DZ. 33. h.k. (Syr.Crt.) Memph. Aeth. Cypr. 248. Lcf. 122. | ‡το αυτο ϛ. Bs L. rel. (vid. Luc. vi. 33)’.

        
        221
          Tregelles’s choice is in line with Lachmann and Ti4, but Ti8, Westcott and Hort, and the MCT retain the TR reading of τὸ αὐτό. Some other examples concerning the uncertainty of B 03 (Bs) are Matt 4:4 (TR ἐπὶ παντί ¦ Trg. ἐν παντί), 23 (TR περιῆγεν ¦ Trg. περιῆγεν [ὁ Ἰησοῦς]).

        
        222
          Tregelles, GNT 1, p. 5: ‘κατʼ οναρ φαινεται C 33. K. | κατʼ οναρ εφανη B. (vid. cap. i. 20). Vulg. Theb. MS. (Memph. anceps.) Arm. “apparuit Joseph in somnis” Iren. 184. | ‡φαινεται κατʼ οναρ ϛ. DL. 1. rel. (vid. ver. 19)’. Interestingly, Tregelles’s decision agrees with Ti4, but Tischendorf later changes his mind back to the TR reading in Ti8. At this point Lachmann is in favour of the reading of B 03.

        
        223
          Tregelles, GNT 1, pp. 2–3; supporting witnesses of the omission include ‘(D Lat. Gr. hiat) Vulg. a.b.c.d.f.ff1. Syr. Crt. Iren.’ (p. 2). Tregelles has already argued for this case in two of his earlier works (‘Textual Criticism’, pp. 462–463, and ‘Introduction’, pp. 347–348). Besides, the substitution is based on solid manuscript attestation (‘γενεσις BCPZ. Δ. 1. S. Syr. Hcl. Eus. D.E. 320b’ – GNT 1, p. 3).

        
        224
          Irenaeus, Haer. 3.16.2, ll. 46–47 (see SC 211, p. 292). In fact, in this context Irenaeus is writing against gnostic conceptions of Jesus, and thus the employment of the term ‘Christ’ plays a crucial role in the debate. Therefore, as suggested by Dwight Jeffrey Bingham (Irenaeus’ Use, p. 138), one cannot exclude the possibility that Irenaeus intentionally omitted the word Ἰησοῦ in Matt 1:18 for polemical reasons.

        
        225
          Tregelles, ‘Introduction’, p. 347 (emphasis original). Here the UBSGNT5 provides more data than NA28: ‘Χριστοῦ ita, aur, b, c, d, f, ff1, g1, k, q vg syrc, s Irenaeuslat; Chromatius Jerome Augustine’; but accordingly, the Greek fragments of Irenaeus on the other hand indeed support the reading of Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ.

        
        226
          Interestingly, in Ti8 it is reported that min. 71 reads χ̅υ̅ at Matt 1:18. Yet the manuscript actually reads ι̅υ̅ χ̅υ̅ at this point (MS. 528, Lambeth Palace, London, f. 7r, ll. 12–13).

        
        227
          Tregelles, ‘Textual Criticism’, p. 462. The Latin side of Bezae (d) reads: ‘x̅p̅i̅ autem generatio sic fuit’ (f. 3r, l. 23).

        
        228
          After a thorough examination of all the differences between the Greek and Latin texts of Bezae, Parker concludes that although there are variations between the Greek and the Latin, ‘the number of differences in Matthew and John is too insignificant to challenge the conclusion that the two columns of the manuscript present us with a single text of these two books’ (Codex Bezae, p. 248). Yet, he also observes that in Matthew the context ‘seems to have influenced the Latin column more than the Greek’ (p. 203). And the reading Χριστοῦ could have been assimilation to the preceding sentence of ἕως τοῦ Χριστοῦ, as suggested by Metzger, Textual Commentary (1994), pp. 6–7. In my opinion, the rendering of Christi in d alone is not sufficient to prove the lost Greek text to have read Χριστοῦ.

        
        229
          In a way this example contrasts with Tregelles’s own principles, especially nos. 4 and 5 stating that a reading found in versions and patristic citations alone can claim little authority. See Tregelles, GNT 1, p. ii (same in ‘Introduction’, p. 344).

        
        230
          Tregelles’s criticism against the use of conjectures is ample; see e.g. Revelation in Greek, p. xix, ‘Introduction’, pp. 149–150. In fact, long before Tregelles’s decision for Χριστοῦ, in 1522 Erasmus had already suggested a conjecture to omit Ἰησοῦ in Matt 1:18 by appealing to the Vulgate and Chrysostom (cj16813; https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/nt-conjectures?conjID=cj16813). From this perspective, Tregelles can be seen as ‘reinventing’ the same conjecture by employing a different argument (recorded as s31833 and s31834; cf. the link above). Besides, the textual decision made by Westcott and Hort in their edition is curious as well. Their text gives [Ἰησοῦ] Χριστοῦ, but in the margin they also list the alternative χριστοῦ Ἰησοῦ. Regarding it as a ‘particular and difficult variation’, Hort discusses this case at some length, and in the end he considers that it is hard to determine the authentic text. As a result, three main options are present in their text. See Westcott and Hort, ‘Appendix’, pp. 1a–2a.

        
        231
          Tregelles first wrote ‘quélle’ and then corrected it to (the correct) ‘quelle’.

        
        232
          Tregelles, Letter to Maius (the old page number as f. 464). My transcription is based on Mercati’s notes with minor modifications (see Mercati, Storia del Codice, third typed folder, p. LXXXIX n. 7).

        
        233
          Although Tregelles made some errors and had some unusual expressions, it is evident that his French was good enough to write a precise and polite letter.

        
        234
          Tregelles would print some ‘foretastes’ (Matt 1:18–25; 14:22–15:20) of his edition within a year in ‘Introduction’, pp. 345–346 and pp. 349–352 respectively.

        
        235
          Tregelles’s great achievement is well acknowledged by Parker in his review of the first fascicle of the Editio Critical Maior of James (first published in 1997), where Parker considers the text under review ‘deserves to be called the new Tregelles’ (Parker, ‘Development’, p. 330).

        
        1
          Horne, Introduction 5 (1846), p. 46 (in the section ‘On the Critical Edition of the Greek Testament, reported to be edited at Rome, by Cardinal Mai’).

        
        2
          Blakesley, ‘Greek Text’, p. 30.

        
        3
          Vercellone, Codice Vaticano, pp. 3–4: ‘È tempo, dico, di rivolgere la nostra attenzione a quel codice, di cui tanto si è favellato, a quella edizione che ha dato luogo a tanti giudizi, parte veri, parte poco esatti, e parte falsi’.

        
        4
          Namely, Westcott and Hort (eds.), NT: Text and NT: Introduction. This sort of periodisation is widely accepted; see, e.g., Birdsall, ‘Recent History’.

        
        5
          Maius died in 1854 whilst in post as the Bibliothecarius of the Vatican Library, a position he only held for one year (1853–1854). For a biography of Maius, see Carrannante, ‘Mai’; for his service in the Vatican Library and works in general, see Cardinali, ‘Biblioteca Vaticana (1819–1849)’, as well as several other articles in Rita (ed.), Storia 5.

        
        6
          Vercellone (1814–1869) became the procurator of the Order of the Barnabites in 1847, and was appointed scriptor honorarius of the Vatican Library in 1859; see Odier, Bibliothèque Vaticane, pp. 235, 264; Cardinali, ‘Vicende vaticane II’, p. 215 n. 175. For the role he played in the realisation of the editio princeps, see my discussion on pp. 385–386 below.

        
        7
          Cf., e.g., Gregory, Prolegomena 1, p. 363 (similarly in Textkritik 1, p. 38). To my knowledge, the year 1828 is given by Vercellone in the letter to the reader in the first volume of the editio princeps: ‘from the year of 1828, although involved in other countless cares and duties, [Maius] set up to prepare a Greek Bible edition according to the testimony of the aforementioned Vatican manuscript, to eventually satisfy the wishes of the learned, disperse the opportunity of accusations, and also protect the especially valuable monument from the risk of destruction’ (‘ab anno M.DCCC.XXVIII., licet aliis innumeris curis muneribusque implicatus, Biblia graeca ad fidem praedicti codicis vaticani typis committere statuit, ut tandem aliquando studiosorum hominum votis satis faceret, calumniarum occasionem dispelleret, atque pretiosum in primis monumentum ab interitus discrimine vindicaret’ – Maius, Vaticanus 1, p. vii; translation after Westcott, review of Maius, Vaticanus 5, p. 212).

        
        8
          Giulio Maria della Somaglia (1744–1830) was the Bibliothecarius of the Vatican Library from 1827 to 1830; cf. Odier, Bibliothèque Vaticane, p. 212.

        
        9
          Maius, Vaticanus 1, p. xxiii: ‘Nam cum Leoni XII. in primis, per Cardinalem tunc Bibliothecarium Iulium Somalia edendi hinc Novi Testamenti (cui editioni Sixto vita comes defuerat) mentem meam significassem, is mihi disertis verbis insinuavit, ut non Novum tantummodo, verum etiam Vetus, cuius iam exemplaria deerant, prelo subiicerem’. According to Cardinali (‘Vicende vaticane II’, p. 210), in 1827 Maius had already received financial support for this project. The referred Sixtus (that is, Sixtus V) concerns the 1587 Roman Septuagint edition, which was based on the text of B 03.

        
        10
          Maius, Vaticanus 1, pp. xxiv–xxvi. There Maius also mentions a Septuagint project that was just released in Oxford: the one prepared by Robert Holmes and James Parsons. That five-volume edition (1798–1827) was intended to contain collations of all important witnesses known to the Oxford editors – around 300 manuscripts across Europe. Cf. Mandelbrote, ‘History’, p. 46. For Maius, since he would not have sufficient time for preparing the great amount of information and since Holmes and Parsons already had access to many of the manuscripts in the Vatican, he decided not to make an edition alike.

        
        11
          Maius, Vaticanus 1, pp. xxv–xxvi: ‘Itaque primo quaterniones aliquot imprimebam cum minoribus, sed bonae frugis scholiis. Mox crescente commentariorum amore, editionem ex integro orditus sum: ac proinde totum Matthaei evangelium (Novum enim ante cetera Testamentum typis tradidi) cum marginibus maiorum scholiorum pondere onustis absolvi, nulla habita impensarum laborisque ratione. Sed ecce denuo crescente immodice editionis mole, ut tota Biblia decem propemodum tomos impletura viderentur, ipse mihi displicui; et parum auspicatam seriem commentariorum volens nolens abrupi; abiectisque quotquot prelo subduxeram haud paucis quaternionibus, nudum denique Bibliorum textum, prout est in vetustissimo codice 1209., typis excudendum constitui; neque ab hoc postremo consilio postea recessi.’

        
        12
          See Cardinali, ‘Vicende vaticane II’, p. 209, for Maius’s petition. Note that the pontiff was still Gregory XVI when Tischendorf and Tregelles visited Rome in 1843 and 1845–1846 respectively.

        
        13
          Cardinali, ‘Vicende vaticane II’, p. 210. There seems no remaining record of Maius’s return of the manuscript.

        
        14
          On Fleck (1800–1849), see Albrecht, ‘Fleck’. The accounts of his travel were later published between 1835 and 1838.

        
        15
          Fleck, Wissenschaftliche Reise 1.1, p. 96. The mentioned professor Hermann would have been Gottfried Hermann (1772–1848), a famous classicist and philologist who held the professorship in Leipzig from 1798 onward. On Hermann, see Kößling, ‘Hermanns Leben’.

        
        16
          Fleck, Wissenschaftliche Reise 1.1, p. 98 (emphasis original). In modern Italian, ‘communi’ would be spelt as ‘comuni’.

        
        17
          Wiseman (1802–1865) moved from England to Rome as a Catholic student in 1818 and stayed there to serve local English-speaking colleges and communities until the 1840s. He would then become the first cardinal and archbishop of Westminster in 1850. See Schiefen, ‘Wiseman’. Later published in 1836 as two volumes, his lectures were given on several occasions, including in a series of meetings held during the Lent of 1835; cf. Wiseman, Connexion 1, p. v.

        
        18
          Wiseman, Connexion 2, pp. 189–190 (in the tenth lecture on Oriental studies). Interestingly, his concluding remark is given as a response to the accusation of the use of critical studies of the text. As we shall see, the tension between text-critical studies and Christian belief would surface more vividly after the release of Maius’s edition.

        
        19
          Carini and Palmieri (eds.), Spicilegio Vaticano 1, p. 398: ‘L’edizione della Bibbia greca secondo il testo dell’antichissimo Codice Vaticano volge verso il suo fine; poichè de’ cinque volumi, in cui è distribuita, ora è incominciato il quarto’. See also the discussion in Cardinali, ‘Vicende vaticane II’, p. 210 n. 154.

        
        20
          Carini and Palmieri (eds.), Spicilegio Vaticano 1, p. 398: ‘Cioè composta di testo in parte antico, e in parte moderno, cioè parte tolto dai codici e parte dalle edizioni’. For the supplement parts in the 1857 edition, see my description below.

        
        21
          See Vercellone’s letter to the reader in Maius’s edition, in which the year 1838 is explicitly mentioned: ‘However, having been distracted by these and other very important occupations, he barely did the work for the edition of the Bible in stolen hours with zeal: and indeed the edition proceeded slowly and as if step by step so that it has only been completed around the year 1838’ (‘His aliisque occupationibus sane gravissimis distentus, vix furtivis horis editioni Bibliorum operam navabat: adeoque cunctanter ac veluti pedetentim editio procedebat, ut ea nonnisi circa annum M.D.CCC.XXXVIII. fuerit expleta’ – Maius, Vaticanus 1, p. x).

        
        22
          von Tischendorf, ‘Biblisch-kritisches Sendschreiben’, col. 964 n. ✶. A similar description can be found in ‘Audienz’, p. 4457b.

        
        23
          Maius, Vaticanus 1, p. xiii: ‘Reliquum erat ut abs editore scriberentur prolegomena quibus ipse codicem illustraret, eaque plura exponeret, quae ad eiusdem palaeographiam, antiquitatem et fata referuntur: item describendi erant libri queis ipse usus est in sarciendis vaticani codicis defectibus: praenotanda insuper loca haud pauca perperam adhuc e romanis codicibus prolata; alia quoque ab eruditis collatoribus praetermissa: vindicanda demum nonnulla testimonia quae in vetustissimo codice desiderantur. De his plus semel Maius, praesertim postremo vitae suae anno, cum amicis verba fecerat.’

        
        24
          Maius, Vaticanus 1, p. xi: ‘Accito itaque optimo anagnosta, huic legenda coram se praebuit sua Biblia typis expressa; ipse vero interim oculis in codicem intentis sedulo perscrutabatur quidquid deprehendi poterat codicem inter et editionem differre: singulas autem vel minimas levissimasque lectionum varietates ad oram suae editionis incredibili sedulitate adnotabat. Improbus huiusmodi labor illum occupavit diutius quam vulgo existimari potest; praesertim quum haud multas horas per hebdomadas singulas in hac collatione insumere sineretur. Unde nil mirum quod in hoc opere plures annos impenderit.’

        
        25
          Some of Maius’s corrections concerning his revision are preserved in Vat. lat. 9625, a printed version of the first volume of the 1857 edition, accompanied by numerous handwritten notes of his. In it the cardinal himself wrote around Exod 13 (at the bottom of f. 69v): ‘On 22 December 1839, up to this point I have compared with the manuscript’ (‘Huc usque contuli cum codice 22 Xbris 1839’). See Cardinali, ‘Vicende vaticane II’, p. 210 n. 155. This archive entry is now available online: https://digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS_Vat.lat.9625. The way in which Maius prepared editions of classical works is discussed in Castelli, ‘Scopritore ed editore’.

        
        26
          The New Testament part of Tischendorf’s C 04 edition was published in 1843 (Codex Ephraemi Syri rescriptus 1), the same year as he visited Rome.

        
        27
          Tischendorf’s knowledge of 1 John 3:1 in B 03 could well come from either Birch or Woide. Somewhat surprisingly, in the 1857 edition Maius still provides inaccurate information at this point (Vaticanus 5, p. 315).

        
        28
          von Tischendorf, ‘Audienz’, p. 4457b. For Tischendorf’s meeting with the pope, see my discussion in § 7.1 above.

        
        29
          Tischendorf’s description is in line with the remaining manuscript of the first volume (Vat. lat. 9625), as we just discussed. To my knowledge, Maius’s corrections to the New Testament volume do not seem to be preserved.

        
        30
          As will be discussed below in § 8.2, Maius’s edition is by no means a diplomatic edition. And Tischendorf’s suspicion that it was based on a certain printed edition is not without grounds.

        
        31
          For Tischendorf and Tregelles’s journeys to Rome, see § 7.1 and § 7.4 respectively.

        
        32
          von Tischendorf, ‘Audienz’, p. 4457b. This kind of negative description concerning his relationship with Maius seems absent from his earlier works. Since the cardinal had already passed away when this article was released, could it be possible that Tischendorf then had more liberty to express some of his hidden thoughts?

        
        33
          Cf. Cardinali, ‘Vicende vaticane II’, p. 211. Pius IX was the pope at that time, who succeeded Gregory XVI on 21 June 1846.

        
        34
          After that, Rome became an independent republic, which would survive for less than one year. For an overview of the Italian revolutions, see Smith, ‘Revolutions in Italy’.

        
        35
          Maius, Epistolario, p. 129 (no. 61): ‘I più importanti e preziosi sono le due Bibbie greche 1209 e 2125, che prima di tutt’altro favorirà riconoscere e ritirare’. The other manuscript referenced is Codex Marchalianus, a seventh-century Septuagint manuscript (Q in Rahlfs’s sigla).

        
        36
          Adolphus Asher (1800–1853) was a Jewish publisher and bookseller based in Berlin; cf. Paisey, ‘Asher’. Mostacci was Maius’s butler and secretary for a long time; see Cerri, ‘La biblioteca’, p. 582b and pp. 587–588 n. 7.

        
        37
          The thaler was the main currency used in nineteenth-century Germany until the introduction of the mark as the Reichswährung by the German Empire in 1871. By then one Prussian or North German thaler was equal to three marks. See Denzel, Handbook, pp. 197–198.

        
        38
          Tregelles, ‘The Codex Vaticanus’, pp. 162–163 (emphasis original). The addressee was Orlando Thomas Dobbin (1807–1890). He is known as an active collator of Greek New Testament manuscripts, and especially by his detailed study of Codex Montfortianus (min. 61) published in 1854; cf. McDonald, Biblical Criticism, pp. 286–287.

        
        39
          To my knowledge, no record remains concerning how many copies of Maius’s edition were actually printed in 1838.

        
        40
          In July 1849 the Roman republic was destroyed by armies from France, Spain, and Naples. The French army then allowed the pope to restore his papacy. See Smith, ‘Revolutions in Italy’, pp. 76–77.

        
        41
          Cardinali, ‘Vicende vaticane II’, pp. 211–212.

        
        42
          Tregelles, ‘To the Editor 1’, p. 229 (emphasis original); the letter was written on 31 May 1850. On Daremberg (1817–1872), see Dumaître, ‘Daremberg’.

        
        43
          For an analysis of Maius’s text, see § 8.2 below. The edition did include the Comma but without any brackets, though a footnote was inserted below 1 John 5:7; cf. Maius, Vaticanus 5, p. 318.

        
        44
          In a short report written just a few months before the release of Maius’s edition, Tregelles mentioned several long-delayed scholarly editions and stated, ‘I do most heartily wish that the Vatican MS. could be rescued from the unworthy obscurity to which it is now consigned’ (‘The Codex Vaticanus’, p. 163). In a way these words exemplified the frustration and sincere wish among scholarly circles in the mid-1850s.

        
        45
          Maius, Vaticanus 1, p. xxvi: ‘Cur autem tamdiu absoluta propemodum editio mea publicae luci negata fuerit, multi multa sibi temere persuaserunt, multa in vulgus dictitaverunt, me interim prope subridente, qui probe scirem, nullius umquam cognitioni, neque censurae fuisse obiectam, nedum aliquo interdicto (absit!) notatam; sed me potius nescio quo elimandi operis taedio obsessum; ad emaculanda typorum menda torpentem; describendis, ut in prooemio volebam, tot vaticanis Bibliorum diversarum linguarum codicibus, atque aliis huiusmodi struendis prodromis parum alacrem, maluisse iucundioribus classicorum vel patrum scriptis ineditis tempora insumere; donec ipsa admonente aetatis declinatione viriumque defectu ad graeca Biblia redeundum fuit, ne post fata, quod saepe fit, totus editionis apparatus pessum iret.’ According to Vercellone, Maius wrote this brief preface a few weeks before his death. It was only discovered by Vercellone shortly before the five-volume edition was about to be published in 1857. See Maius, Vaticanus 1, pp. xiii–xiv; Vercellone, Ulteriori studi, pp. 25–26.

        
        46
          The ways Maius intended to remedy his edition are introduced by Vercellone in Maius, Vaticanus 1, pp. xi–xiii: (1) small discrepancies were listed at the end of each volume; (2) some leaves that contained too many errors were cancelled and printed afresh; (3) other errors like typographical misprints, scribal corrections, and orthographical differences were gathered together and put on the errata (eventually printed on pages xvii to xviii of the first volume). These works were indeed time-consuming and could have well caused a heavy burden upon the cardinal.

        
        47
          See Cardinali, ‘Vicende vaticane II’, p. 212. Cardinali also partially transcribes a letter dated 30 September 1854 from Pio Martinucci (second curator of the Vatican Library) to Alessandro Asinari di San Marzano (principal curator): ‘I went there [Maius’s residence], and immediately brought the famous Bible back to the Library’ (‘Vi andai, e riportai subito alla Biblioteca la celebre Bibbia’). In this letter Martinucci also reported that the manuscript was poorly preserved. On Martinucci (1812–1884) and Asinari di San Marzano (1795–1876), see Odier, Bibliothèque Vaticane, pp. 231–234.

        
        48
          On Altieri (1805–1867), see Odier, Bibliothèque Vaticane, p. 222 n. 48. Vercellone’s further involvement with B 03 will be discussed in § 8.3.

        
        49
          Spezi (1818–1871) became a professor at La Sapienza in 1851 and served the Vatican Library from 1855 onward; see Odier, Bibliothèque Vaticane, p. 217 (also n. 107 in p. 229) and p. 234 (also n. 36 in p. 245).

        
        50
          Maius, Vaticanus 1, p. xiv: ‘nullaque nos interposita mora omne studium impendisse in opere perficiendo in quod Maius intenderat. Qua in re cl. v. Iosephus Spezi linguae graecae in romano Lyceo Sapientiae doctor decurialis, et vaticanae bibliothecae scriptor graecus, operam suam nobis egregie navavit. Is enim pluribus abhinc mensibus singulari prorsus diligentia et studio ad conferendam editionem hanc maianam (non equidem universa, sed, prout ei fuerat mandatum, plurima loca, cunctasque editoris clarissimi correctiones) cum archetypo codice animum intendit; omniaque vero quae adhuc vel dubia nobis videbantur, vel suspecta, denuo tum in antiquissimo illo codice, tum in ceteris vaticanis codicibus, a Maio adhibitis, inspexit accuratissime: quos codices summa humanitate qui illi bibliothecae praesunt, conferendi potestatem fecerunt.’ Although the letter is dated July 1857 (p. xvi), Vercellone himself indicates that he completed the work earlier and delivered it on 28 June of the same year; cf. Vercellone, Ulteriori studi, p. 26.

        
        51
          Some details about the way Vercellone edited the papers left by the cardinal can be found in Vercellone, Ulteriori studi, pp. 24–27. Accordingly, within less than two months, he reviewed the remaining material, evaluated the tasks that were waiting, wrote the proemial epistle, had many sheets of the text reprinted, and prepared the errata and indices.

        
        52
          The first four volumes contain the Septuagint text of B 03: (1) Genesis to Joshua, (2) Judges to Nehemiah, (3) Psalms to Malachi, and (4) Isaiah to 4 Maccabees. The first volume begins with two prefaces, one by Vercellone and the other by Maius (respectively: Maius, Vaticanus 1, pp. iii–xviii and pp. xix–xxvii). As we have already seen, on the one hand, the first preface – Vercellone’s ‘Lectori salutem’ – offers an overview of the entire project, including important information on its making. Maius’s ‘Praefatio’, on the other hand, briefly introduces the manuscript and some of its use in scholarly history; he also touches upon the preparation process. Understandably, such an elegant edition must cost a considerable amount of money. In fact, it required one to spend nine pounds in England, as indicated in Alexander, ‘The Vatican Greek Testament’, p. 316 (for that review, see my discussion on pp. 408–409 below). According to Henry Phelps Brown and Sheila V. Hopkins (Wages and Prices, p. 11), around that time a craftsman builder was paid fifty-four pence for ten hours of work. In other words, an ordinary worker would need to spend some seventeen daily wages to buy Maius’s edition.

        
        53
          The question why the Vatican never authorised the publication of an edition of the Greek New Testament before this one is beyond the scope of the present study. Some historical traces are hinted at in Vercellone, Dissertazioni, p. 83 n. 1.

        
        54
          The text of B 03 contains Mark 1:1–9 (p. 1277 C). The text of Codex Claromontanus (VL 12) contains Mark 1:1–4 (f. 70r, col. 1). Currently numbered as Vat. lat. 7223, this Vulgate manuscript’s text in Matthew is commonly dated to the fifth century and the other Gospels to the seventh century (McGurk, Latin Gospel Books, p. 106 [nos. 136–137]; Houghton, The Latin New Testament, p. 217). It formerly belonged to the Collège de Clermont in Paris and was then bought by Pius VI (1775–1799 as pope). Maius published the entire text of the Latin manuscript in Maius, Nova collectio 3, pp. 257–288. Cf. Gregory, Prolegomena 3, p. 959 (similar in Textkritik 2, p. 605).

        
        55
          ‘He completed the body of Pauline Epistles from the aforementioned Vatican manuscript number 1761; … Finally Maius gave the Apocalypse from the ancient Vatican manuscript number 2066, formerly Basil. 105’ (‘Epistolarum Paulli numerum explevit e codice vaticano praenotato num. 1761.; … Apocalypsim denique Maius dedit ex vetusto codice vati-cano num. 2066., olim Basil. 105.’ – Maius, Vaticanus 1, p. ix; cf. also pp. xxvi–xxvii). The former manuscript, Vat. gr. 1761 (min. 625), is a twelfth or thirteenth-century minuscule. The latter, Vat. gr. 2066 (GA 046), known as Codex Basilianus, is a tenth-century majuscule of Revelation.

        
        56
          Maius, Vaticanus 5, pp. 499–503. The comparison with Birch’s edition was prepared by Maius before his death. Besides, the editor’s ‘Monitum’ (probably written by Vercellone) announces the preparation of the revision of the New Testament text, which would then be published in 1859. On Maius’s revised edition, see § 8.3 below.

        
        57
          Among the seven omissions, Maius only omits two of them in his edition, namely Matt 6:13 and Rom 16:24. At both places he follows the text of B 03 without giving any comments (Vaticanus 5, p. 10 and p. 348 respectively).

        
        58
          What is meant here is the so-called Codex Ottobonianus (Ott. gr. 298 in the Vatican Library; GA 629), a fourteenth-century Greek-Latin minuscule. Although the passage is slightly different from the one found in the TR, a certain version of the Comma is attested on f. 105v, col. b, ll. 17–23: Ὅτι τρεῖς εἰσὶν οἱ μαρτυροῦντες ἀπὸ τοῦ οὐρανῷ· πατήρ, λόγος καὶ πνεῦμα τὸ ἁγιὸν καὶ οἱ τρεῖς εἰς τὸ ἕν εἰσι· καὶ τρεῖς εἰσὶν οἱ μαρτυροῦντες ἀπὸ τῆς γης. τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ ὕδωρ καὶ τὸ αἷμα. Cf. Tregelles, ‘Introduction’, pp. 217–218.

        
        59
          The referenced manuscript is Codex Cavensis (Vg C), a ninth-century Vulgate manuscript containing Old and New Testaments kept in Cava de’ Tirreni (Salerno), Italy. A copy of the manuscript was made at the cardinal’s request in 1831, numbered as Vat. lat. 8484. For Codex Cavensis, see Houghton, The Latin New Testament, p. 255, and also Ayuso Marazuela, ‘La Biblia visigótica (1)’, pp. 51–52 for a sketch of its use in nineteenth-century scholarship.

        
        60
          Maius, Vaticanus 5, p. 318 n. 1: ‘Exin in antiquissimo codice vaticano, quem hac editione repraesentamus, legitur tantum: ὅτι τρεῖς εἰσιν οἱ μαρτυροῦντες, τὸ πνεῦμα, καὶ τὸ ὕδωρ, καὶ τὸ αἷμα· καὶ οἱ τρεῖς εἰς τὸ ἕν εἰσιν. Εἰ τὴν μαρτυρίαν etc. Deest igitur celebre Iohannis de divinis tribus personis testimonium, quae res iamdiu criticis nota erat. Ceteroquin unus vaticanus graecus codex haud valde priscus testimonium id exhibet, quod passim latini codices vigilanter conservant, atque in his antiquissimus monasterii Cavensis apud Salernum, cuius fidelissimum apographum, consilio meo, in vaticana bibliotheca his annis collocatum fuit. De Iohannaei testimonii authentia non disputo, quia iamdiu sacri critici omnia pro hac veritate argumenta protulerunt. Ceteroquin discipuli testimonio non indigemus, qui magistri voce satis erudimur baptizate in nomine patris et filii et spiritus sancti.’

        
        61
          Maius seems to use the term ‘sacred critics’ as a homogeneous group that supports the authoritative text issued by the church. He sometimes uses another term ‘Catholic critics’ (‘catholici critici’) for referencing the same group (see, e.g., Maius, Vaticanus 5, p. 165 n. 1 [on Luke 22:43–44]). Among these critics Scholz’s name is often singled out, as will be shown immediately below.

        
        62
          Maius, Vaticanus 5, p. 192 n. 1: ‘Sequentia omnia usque ad versiculum 12. capitis VIII. desiderantur in codice. Confer catholicos criticos; quos inter Scholzium, qui relatis S. Augustini verbis dicentis locum hunc de adultera femina deletum fuisse a salutaris paenitentiae hostibus, ait hunc defendi a plerisque testibus et gravioribus, et argumentis etiam internis authentiam eius confirmari.’

        
        63
          Scholz indeed assembles enormous data on the pericope adulterae in his edition (NTG 1, pp. 382–388). There he also provides a parallel between the text of D 05 and the most popular form of text (‘the text of most manuscripts’ [‘textus codicum plurimorum’]). Concerning Scholz’s opinion on the recension theory and the value of B 03, see my discussion on pp. 271–272 above.

        
        64
          For Augustine’s theory of the deletion of the pericope, the earliest traceable proponent of this line of thought, see the discussion in Knust and Wasserman, First Stone, pp. 98–101.

        
        65
          These two scholia can be translated as follows: ‘we, since we have found it in most of the accurate copies in accordance with the Palestinian Gospel of Mark, have included [it] in accordance with the truth. And [we have also included] the resurrection of the Master which follows in it after the [passage], “For they were afraid,”’ (translation in Kelhoffer, ‘Eusebius’, p. 104; cf. also the discussion in pp. 104–105); ‘But in many the following is also found: “after he rose, etc.”’. The ‘Palestinian Gospel’ was already discussed by Griesbach; see my discussion on p. 235 above.

        
        66
          Maius, Vaticanus 5, p. 104 n. ✶: ‘Sequens Marci clausula in eo, quem nos exscribimus, codice vat. 1209. omittitur, relicta in membranis pura pagina. Res est notissima, et in aliis quoque nonnullis codicibus observata. Ceteroquin pericopam sine dubio retinendam esse propter aliorum codicum testimonia, atque alia multa sacrae criticae argumenta, exploratissimum est. Neque est heic reticendum Severi antiocheni scholion, etsi iamdiu cognitum, de hac pericopa. Ἡμεῖς δὲ ἐξ ἀκριβῶν ἀντιγράφων, ὡς ἐν πλείστοις εὑρόντες αὐτά, κατὰ τὸ παλαιστιναῖον εὐαγγέλιον Μάρκου, ὡς ἔχει ἡ ἀλήθεια, συντεθείκαμεν καὶ τὴν ἐν αὐτῷ δεσποτικὴν ἀνάστασιν μετὰ τό, ἐφοβοῦντο γάρ. Item aliud scholion. Ἐν πολλοῖς δὲ καὶ ταῦτα φέρεται, ἀναστὰς κ. τ. λ. Textus autem noster huius pericopae sumitur ex codice vat. palatino 220, saeculi ferme decimi, unde eusebianas quoque quaestiones ante hos annos evulgavimus.’ The referenced manuscript, Pal. gr. 220 (min. 151), was the source from which Maius published the first edition of Eusebius’s Quaestiones ad Stephanum et Marinum in 1825 (Ad Stephanum taken from ff. 61r–69v, and Ad Marinum from ff. 88r–96r; printed as pp. 1–77 in Maius, Nova collectio 1).

        
        67
          For the method used and data selection, see Introduction, § 2.

        
        68
          See Appendix B.11 for the complete list.

        
        69
          Maius, Vaticanus 5, p. 173: ‘Verba οὐδὲ ἐκ θελήματος ἀνδρός adduntur in marg.’; cf. B 03 p. 1349 C 37–39: B✶ ουκ εξ αιματων ουδε εκ θεληματος σαρκος [B1 add. ουδε εκ θεληματος ανδρος]. Versace (Marginalia, p. 134) considers this to be corrected by his B2 (fourth century); Grenz (Scribes and Correctors, p. 204) proposes another possible candidate, one of the scribes who copied B 03 (‘scribe C’ according to his term). According to the IGNTP apparatus, the only other manuscript that contains a similar variant is E 07, which omits the second clause: ουκ εξ αιματων [C: add. ουδε εκ θεληματος σαρκος] ουδε εκ θεληματος ανδρος (f. 249v, ll. 8–10).

        
        70
          Maius, Vaticanus 5, p. 179: ‘τὸ πνεῦμα scribitur in margine’; cf. B 03 p. 1353 B 39–40: εκ μετρου διδωσιν [B1 add. το π̅ν̅α̅]. According to Versace, Marginalia, p. 135, the correction was made by scribe B3 (fourth century). The same judgement is given by Grenz, Scribes and Correctors, p. 202.

        
        71
          Maius, Vaticanus 5, p. 173: ‘1. m. mendose ὁ εἰπών’; cf. B 03 p. 1350 A 7: B✶ ουτος ην ο ειπων [B2 ον ειπον].

        
        72
          Concerning this verse, the MCT agrees with the TR as both give οὗτος ἦν ὃν εἶπον. NA28 apparatus lists: ⸂ ο ειπων· ℵ1a B✶ C✶; Or ¦ − ℵ✶.

        
        73
          Probably because of the strong support from some of the earliest manuscripts and patristic attestation, Westcott and Hort opt for οὗτος ἦν ὁ εἰπών in their text between em rules, with the alternative reading οὗτος ἦν ὃν εἶπον at the bottom of the page (Westcott and Hort [eds.], NT: Text, p. 187). Somewhat surprisingly, no textual note can be found in their ‘Notes’. Metzger, Textual Commentary (1971), pp. 197–198, briefly comments on this variant, viewing the reading of B 03 as a ‘less successful’ adjustment of the text. Metzger renders the reading as ‘… and cried, saying – this was he who said [it] – “He who comes after me ranks before me …”’. The textual comment is removed in his second edition of 1994. For an extensive discussion of this verse from a text-critical perspective, see Michaels, ‘Origen’, who argues for the Westcott and Hort text; cf. also Michaels, John, pp. 83–87.

        
        74
          Maius, Vaticanus 5, p. 75: ‘Cod. θυγάτηρ’; cf. B 03 p. 1284 B 25: θυγατηρ. Besides, Maius could have also been influenced by the pursuit of a ‘better’ Greek here. The MCT is in favour of the nominative case and considers the vocative as an orthographical variation; cf. Strutwolf et al. (eds.), ECM 1.2.1, p. 203 (5,34/8–10). On the other hand, Ti8 and the Tyndale House edition agree with the TR reading of θύγατερ. According to many grammarians, the nominative θυγάτηρ functions as a vocative here; see the discussion in Zwiep, Jairus’s Daughter, p. 62.

        
        75
          Note that Maius follows the numeration of the TR (e.g. the 1624 Elzevier) in dividing (our current) v. 38 into two verses (vv. 38 and 39), thus making v. 42 become v. 43 in his edition.

        
        76
          Maius, Vaticanus 5, p. 175: ‘1. m. Ἰωάνου’; cf. B 03 p. 1351: B✶ ιωανου [B2 ιωνα]. The corrector retouched only the iota, omega, and nun, then adding another alpha above the omicron (i.e., ιωαναου [underlined as untouched]).

        
        77
          Although the reading Ἰωνᾶ is attested by many witnesses (NA28: A B2 K Γ Δ Ψ ƒ1.13 565. 579. 700. 892. 1424 M c q vgcl sy boms; Epiph), it seems to have originated from scribal assimilation to Βαριωνᾶ in Matt 16:17. The alternative reading Ἰωάν(ν)ου has strong manuscript support as well (NA28: P66.75.106 ℵ B✶ L Ws 33 it co). Cf. Metzger, Textual Commentary (1994), p. 172.

        
        78
          This number already excludes those places where Maius chooses the corrected reading instead of the original reading. See Appendix B.11 for the complete list.

        
        79
          Maius, Vaticanus 5, p. 178; cf. B 03 p. 1352 C 42: B✶ κρεινη [B2 κρινη].

        
        80
          On the issue of the practice of this digraph in B 03, with the example of κρ(ε)ινω, see Williams, ‘Vowels’, pp. 15–16.

        
        81
          Among them two-thirds belong to the ‘imprecise’ category (67.4%), and one-third ‘error’ (32.6%). For the complete list, see Appendix B.11.

        
        82
          Maius, Vaticanus 5, p. 177; cf. B 03 p. 1352 B 5: B✶ φαρεισαιων [B2 φαρισαιων]. Interestingly, in another two places (John 1:24; 4:1), Maius gives the information correctly: Φαρεισαίων and Φαρεισαῖοι respectively.

        
        83
          Cf. B 03 p. 1355 A 8. Nowhere did Maius write about the overview of the scribal corrections in B 03 either. In fact, there are different opinions regarding the actual reading of the first hand. The main issue at stake is whether the first letter is omicron or sigma, which look very similar in uncial script (i.e. Ο or Ϲ). My reconstruction is in line with Vercellone’s; see Fabiani and Cozza-Luzi (eds.), Vaticanus 6, p. 154b: ‘B1 ΟΥΝΗΛΘΟΝ, B2 ΩϹΟΥΝϹΥΝΗΛΘΟΝ, B3 omits ΩϹΟΥΝϹΥΝ and only keeps ΗΛΘΟΝ’ (‘B1 ΟΥΝΗΛΘΟΝ, B2 ΩϹΟΥΝϹΥΝΗΛΘΟΝ, B3 omittit ΩϹΟΥΝϹΥΝ et tantum habet ΗΛΘΟΝ’). This reading is followed by Grenz (Scribes and Correctors, p. 208). Rulotta also independently comes to a similar conclusion: ἃ ἐποίησα ως οὖν συνἦλθον οὖν πρὸς αὐτόν (Rulotta, Collation, f. 152r). On the other hand, the VMR is in favour of another option: B✶ συνηλθον [B1 ως ουν συνηλθον ¦ B2vid ηλθον]. This alternative probably follows the examination of Tischendorf (NT Vaticanum, p. 121; cf. also his lengthy discussion in p. xl); initially Vercellone seems to hold the same opinion to read συνηλθον (see Vercellone, Ulteriori studi, p. 18). In my opinion, the option given by the VMR (and Tischendorf) is less likely the case: if B1 were to correct συνηλθον as Tischendorf suggested, a more natural way of correction would have inserted the ουν before συνηλθον, rather than putting it after the verb as the corrector did.

        
        84
          Here the second verb λέγει is seen as the ‘historical present tense’; cf. Brown, John (2), p. 805. If one wants to translate the text literally, a possible rendering is: ‘came out, and says to them’, as proposed by Michaels, John, p. 883.

        
        85
          Perhaps with the intention to improve grammatical imperfection, a considerable number of witnesses agree with the TR reading; cf. NA28 apparatus: ⸂ εξελθων ειπεν P108vid ℵ A C3 K L N W Γ Δ Θ Ψ ƒ13 33. 579. 700. 892s. 1241. 1424 M ¦ εξηλθεν εξω και λεγει P60vid ¦ txt B C✶ D ƒ1 565 lat. Besides, according to Morrill (John 18, pp. 446–447), Maius’s variant (ἐξῆλθε καὶ εἶπεν) is indeed attested by min. 96 and min. 873 (with the final nu).

        
        86
          Maius, Vaticanus 5, p. 229; cf. B 03 pp. 1384 C 42–1385 A 2: εις α|φεσιν των αμαρτιων | υμων.

        
        87
          In the five sample chapters, Maius has 22 pieces of inaccurate information (‘imp.’ 15 and ‘err.’ 7), Birch has 28 (‘imp.’ 16 and ‘err.’ 12) and Mico 21 (‘imp.’ 20 and ‘err.’ 1). On the statistics of the latter two collations, see Table 12 and Table 4 respectively.

        
        88
          Bartolocci’s collation was made against the 1518 Aldine edition; Mico’s against the 1524 Strasbourg edition; Birch’s against the 1707 Mill edition.

        
        89
          Unfortunately, it seems that no trace remains concerning which printed edition was in use.

        
        90
          Vercellone, Ulteriori studi, p. 15: ‘Imperocchè avendo egli posta in mano al suo tipografo l’edizione ricevuta, cioè la sistina per l’antico Testamento, e l’elzeviriana pel nuovo, ed avendo quindi riveduto e corretto le prove di stampa col codice alla mano, spesso gli era accaduto di passare inosservata qualche varia lezione del manoscritto, e di lasciare nella stampa la comune’. Vercellone did not indicate which Elzevir edition had been used by Maius.

        
        91
          This point is clearly pointed out in Vercellone, Ulteriori studi, pp. 19‒23.

        
        92
          Maius, NT; the printer was also the same: Josef Spithöver.

        
        93
          Maius, Vaticanus 5, p. 499: ‘Post absolutam hanc editionem Cardinalis Angelus Maius rursum Novum Testamentum ex eodem codice vaticano imprimendum, sed minori forma, minimisque typis curaverat: quae postrema editio lucem nondum adspexit; neque, ut reor, nisi serius prodibit’.

        
        94
          See the citation and my discussion on p. 379 above.

        
        95
          Maius, NT, p. iii: ‘Quum enim absoluta priori editione, eademque rursum cum ipso vaticano codice collata, nonnulla deprehendisset Maius, quae vel omnino corrigenda vel accuratius exhibenda viderentur; quumque illam ad codicis litteram ea ratione, quam ibidem (tom. 1. p. XI.) declaravimus, revocandam decrevisset; tunc demum de nova paranda editione cogitare coepit, sed morte praeoccupatus nonnisi Novum Testamentum secundis curis recognitum typis impressum reliquit’. Cf. Vercellone, Ulteriori studi, p. 7. Except for composing the preface, Vercellone apparently played a relatively little role in editing this revision; see Ulteriori studi, p. 28.

        
        96
          Maius, NT, pp. iii–iv. As will be shown right below, the second edition indeed contains more marginal notes on scribal corrections.

        
        97
          Maius, NT, p. 1: ‘Cod. vat. 1209. p. 1235’ (alongside Matt 1:1).

        
        98
          Maius, NT, pp. iv–v. Among all the cases examined, only the lengthy comment on Mark 16:9–20 was retained, though with several modifications (pp. 42–43 n. ✶). Even the comment on the Comma was removed.

        
        99
          von Tischendorf, NTG 1 (1859), p. cclxxv: ‘Bmai✶ ευρακλυδων et verc✶ ευρακυδων: utrumque ut vdtr male’. At this point, Maius’s text reads εὐρυκλύδων, with a marginal note ‘1. m. εὐρακλύδων’ (Maius, Vaticanus 5, p. 288); in the errata: ‘In the margin reads “1. m. εὐρακύδων” (‘In marg. lege 1. m. εὐρακύδων’ [p. 503]). Thus Tischendorf actually employs the siglum Bmai✶ as the reference to the first hand of B 03 as given by Maius in his text, and Bverc✶ to the information found in the errata.

        
        100
          Maius, NT, p. v: ‘At quidquid videri possit, certum nobis exploratumque est vaticanum codicem primo habuisse ευρακυδων, prout expressum fuit tum in tabella qua Maius birchianas lectiones notavit, tum in altera qua nos errata corrigenda recensuimus’.

        
        101
          After being persuaded by Tischendorf, the information was given correctly later in Vercellone, Ulteriori studi, p. 18, as well as Vercellone and Cozza-Luzi (eds.), Vaticanus 5, p. 188 (also Fabiani and Cozza-Luzi [eds.], Vaticanus 6, p. 161b).

        
        102
          Maius, Vaticanus 5, p. 394; cf. Maius, NT, p. 158a: ‘1. m. φυσι’.

        
        103
          In the scope of the sample chapters examined, additional notes on scribal corrections in the 1859 edition are vast: John 1:24, 48; 2:8; 3:10, 23; 4:40; 18:22, 31; Acts 2:7, 19, 25, 27, 41; Jude 9 [2×], 14, 22, 23; Gal 4:8, 12, 24, 25. The case of Jude 14 is an interesting one. The first edition gives προεφήτευσεν in the text and correctly comments that the first hand has ἐπροφήτευσεν. In the second edition Maius changes the text to ἐπροεφήτευσεν, and in the margin he remarks, ‘thus the manuscript’s first hand; but ε before φ is placed above’ (‘ita cod. 1. m. Sed ε ante φ superponitur’ – Maius, NT, p. 129b). Yet, the epsilon is more likely a correction by a later hand; cf. B 03 p. 1444 B 6: B✶ επροφητευσεν [B2 επροεφητευσε].

        
        104
          Maius, NT, p. 74a: ‘ita cod. 1. m. sed antea eadem manu erat ὡς οὖν συνῆλθον’; see my discussion on the different corrections on p. 395 n. 83 above.

        
        105
          The changes include John 1:49 (add. αὐτῷ); 4:5 (Συχάρ for Σιχάρ), 9 (add. οὔσης), 42 (om. ὅτι); 18:4 (λέγει for εἶπεν), 15 (om. ὁ), 27 (om. ὁ); Acts 2:7 (om. πάντες), 27 (ἐνκαταλείψεις for ἐγκαταλείψεις), 38 (add. ὑμῶν); Jude 4 (παρεισεδύησαν for παρεισέδυσαν).

        
        106
          Maius, Vaticanus 5, p. 322; cf. Maius, NT, p. 129a. Wasserman (Jude, p. 144; cf. p. 129) categorises this variant as ao, considering it as ‘a possible orthographical or morphological form’ of initial text a (παρεισεδυσαν). Besides, according to Wasserman, C 04 seems to have the same reading as B 03.

        
        107
          These cases are Mark 5:27 (om. καί); John 2:11 (αὐτοί for αὐτόν), 15 (ἐξέχεε for ἐξέχεεν).

        
        108
          Vercellone, Codice Vaticano; with an appendix on the ornaments of the staurogram (‘la croce monogrammatica’) in B 03 by Giovanni Battista De Rossi (1822–1894), a renowned archaeologist (cf. Parise, ‘De Rossi’). Vercellone’s lecture was republished in 1864 in Vercellone, Dissertazioni, pp. 115–142.

        
        109
          Vercellone, Codice Vaticano, p. 3: ‘Del piu’ antico codice greco della biblioteca vaticana e dell’ edizione, che ne fece il cardinal Mai’.

        
        110
          Vercellone, Codice Vaticano, p. 4. Vercellone describes that B 03 is listed in the very first catalogue as ‘Biblia in tribus columnis ex membrana’. And yet, his citation is not accurate: the first catalogue actually records ‘Biblia. Ex membr. in rubeo’ and Vercellone’s citation can only be found in the second oldest catalogue preserved. Similar remarks are already given in Maius, Vaticanus 1, pp. iii–iv n. 1 (Vercellone seems to have mistaken the archive entry Vat. lat. 3947 for a copy of the earliest catalogue). In short, he argues for a correct date with an imprecise piece of information. For a discussion on the first catalogues in the Vatican Library, see pp. 11–12 of this volume.

        
        111
          Vercellone, Codice Vaticano, pp. 4–5; cf. von Tischendorf, NTG 1 (1859), p. cxxxvii: ‘When and whence it [the manuscript] was carried through into the Vatican library, it is not firmly clear; yet, from the beginning of the very library before the middle of the sixteenth century, the old indices of the Vatican books bear witness that the manuscript held itself in the same location’ (‘Quando et unde in bibliothecam Vaticanam perlatus sit, non certo liquet; tamen inde ab ipsis bibliothecae primordiis ante medium saeculum XVI. eum in eadem suum locum habuisse testantur veteres librorum Vaticanorum indices’).

        
        112
          Vercellone, Codice Vaticano, p. 5: ‘il codice vaticano … è il più antico di quanti codici si conoscono al mondo’. In Vercellone’s eyes, those manuscripts recently discovered by Tischendorf – including the so-called Codex Friderico-Augustanus – were not comparable with B 03 in terms of their antiquity.

        
        113
          Vercellone, Codice Vaticano, pp. 5–10. Vercellone also reviews several scholars’ opinions, among which the statements given by Erasmus and Lelong are particularly criticised.

        
        114
          Vercellone, Codice Vaticano, p. 8, with a citation from de Montfaucon: ‘Certainly Alexandria was the famous school of all Greek educations (μάθησις) and the most elegant workshop of Greek writing’ (‘Alexandria vero celebris Graecarum omnium μαθήσεων schola, elegantissimaeque scriptionis Graecae officina fuit’ – de Montfaucon, Palaeographia Graeca, p. 108).

        
        115
          Vercellone, Codice Vaticano, pp. 9–10. At this point some documentary papyri from the Ptolemaic period are brought as part of the evidence (cf. Peyron, Papyri graeci 1, p. 22). Those papyri were found in lower Egypt by the Jesuit Amedeo Peyron (1785–1870), who published his findings in 1826. For Peyron’s contributions to the discipline of papyrology, see Keenan, ‘History’, p. 60.

        
        116
          See von Tischendorf, Codex Friderico-Augustanus, pp. 19–20 (§ 10). Tischendorf considers that his great discovery belonged to the same group as Alexandrinus, Vaticanus, and Ephraemi, all of which displayed recognisable Alexandrian handwriting and orthography.

        
        117
          Vercellone, Codice Vaticano, pp. 9–10; the citation is from von Tischendorf, Codex Friderico-Augustanus, p. 19.

        
        118
          Vercellone, Codice Vaticano, p. 11: ‘Gli sbagli commessi dall’amanuense, che scrisse il codice vaticano, sono in realtà frequentissimi; ma consistono quasi tutti in semplici omissioni, ora di una, o due, o tre parole, ora d’un mezzo periodo, ora d’un periodo intero, ed alcuna fiata anche di due o tre versetti, e più ancora. Ciò accade al nostro amanuense quando s’incontrano a poca distanza due parole simili. … la frequenza di simili sviste è veramente straordinaria nel codice vaticano: ed io non esito di affermare che in tutto il codice, il quale ora consta di oltre a mille quattrocento sessanta pagine, è più facile trovare un foglio che ha due o tre di queste omissioni, che non incontrarne uno che non ne abbia alcuna. Talora queste omissioni non recano notabile danno al senso; ma non di rado avviene che il periodo rimane non solo guasto e sconcio, ma pur anche privo affatto d’ogni senso e costrutto.’

        
        119
          Vercellone, Codice Vaticano, p. 11: ‘È inutile avvertire che quasi tutti questi errori furono poi corretti per opera d’una seconda mano: io parlo solo del copista, non del correttore del codice. Ciò prova che l’amanuense spesso scriveva intento unicamente alla chiarezza materiale delle lettere, senza prendersi pensiero del senso. Adunque sebbene sia vero non mancare esempi di copisti d’altri paesi proclivi a simili errori, si dovrà pur confessare che anche per questa circostanza la condizione del codice vaticano conviene egregiamente agli amanuensi d’Alessandria.’ It may be interest to note that Vercellone’s opinion that the scribe only copied the letters without thinking of their meaning is similar to the observation of modern critics: scribes generally did not pay attention to the meaning while copying the text.

        
        120
          Vercellone, Codice Vaticano, pp. 11–12: ‘Ho poi detto essere questa considerazione di grandissimo momento per la critica. Imperocchè di qui noi comprendiamo che invano molti critici, massime tra i protestanti, nell’età scorsa appellavano all’autorità del codice vaticano per rigettare dal contesto della s. Scrittura alcuni brani, che essi negavano di ammettere come genuini. Per tal modo ora studiata meglio e conosciuta pienamente l’indole del nostro codice, hanno perduto ogni valore quelle obbiezioni che nell’età passata sembravano gravissime, e pressochè insolubili. Noi abbiamo ogni ragione di metterci in guardia e sospettare d’una semplice svista dell’ amanuense ogni qual volta incontriamo nel nostro codice una qualche mancanza. Tanto è vero che il progresso de buoni studi critici giova sempre, anzi che nuocere, alla causa della religione.’

        
        121
          Vercellone, Codice Vaticano, pp. 12–13. The citation is from Vita Constantini, IV 36.2: ‘Be ready therefore to act urgently on the decision which we have reached. It appeared proper to indicate to your Intelligence that you should order fifty volumes with ornamental leather bindings, easily legible and convenient for portable use, to be copied by skilled calligraphists well trained in the art, copies that is of the Divine Scriptures, the provision and use of which you well know to be necessary for reading in church.’ Translation is made by Averil Cameron and Stuart G. Hall in Eusebius, Life, pp. 166–167; the Greek text can be found in Eusebius, Werke 1.1, p. 134.

        
        122
          Eusebius, Werke 1.1, p. 134 (IV 37); translation in Eusebius, Life, p. 167. Here de Montfaucon’s explanation is referenced to support Vercellone’s interpretation: ‘In a certain chronicle of the royal library, ternion and quaternion are called τρισσά and τετρασσά; which terms I remember that I have seen nowhere else’ (‘In Chronico quodam Bibliothecae Regiae, Terniones et Quaterniones, τρισσά et τετρασσά vocantur: quae vocabula nusquam alias me vidisse memini’ – Palaeographia Graeca, pp. 26–27). This very expression of Eusebius has caused a variety of interpretations among scholars; see the summary in Skeat, ‘Sinaiticus, Vaticanus and Constantine’, pp. 607–609. There Skeat opts for his own interpretation of ‘three and four copies’.

        
        123
          Vercellone, Codice Vaticano, p. 13: ‘Noi abbiamo il codice greco vaticano della Bibbia scritto certamente circa l’ età di Eusebio, scritto in Alessandria d’ Egitto, scritto in formato comodo a maneggiarsi, scritto sopra membrane preparate con regale magnificenza, scritto da perfettissimo caligrafo; scritto ad uso ecclesiastico, come ce lo dimostrano le sigle con cui sono distinte le sessioni. Quale difficoltà adunque che si asserisca anche scritto per ordine del grande Costantino?’

        
        124
          One of the recent attempts is found in Skeat, ‘Sinaiticus, Vaticanus and Constantine’, where Skeat argues both ℵ 01 and B 03 were produced at the request of Constantine, though not made in Alexandria but by the same scriptorium at Caesarea. According to Skeat’s hypothetical reconstruction, ℵ 01 was then abandoned and kept in Caesarea, but B 03 was sent to Constantinople and remained there until the fifteenth century. Cf. also Elliott, ‘Vaticanus’.

        
        125
          Vercellone, Codice Vaticano, pp. 13–16. Notable examples before Maius’s edition are the 1587 Septuagint edition and the unsuccessful attempt by Spalletti. For the latter, see my discussion on p. 221 n. 182 above.

        
        126
          The citation is from Maius, Vaticanus 1, p. xxvii, but omitting ‘haec omnia considerent’ (‘should consider all these things’) after ‘lectores’ (‘the readers’).

        
        127
          Vercellone, Codice Vaticano, p. 16: ‘Mi restringerò dunque ad una sola avvertenza che più importa al nostro scopo, che cioè quantunque la stampa del Mai non sia senza qualche imperfezione, e perciò possa essere migliorata, nissuno ha potuto sin qui, nè potrà in seguito, ragionevolmente sospettare aver egli alterata a bello studio, cioè per mala fede, la lezione del codice. Il Mai conosceva molto bene il mal vezzo dei nemici di Roma, e per ciò nella sua prefazione li sfida ad esaminare l’istesso codice: “Bonae fidei lectores (ei dice) codicem in vaticanae bibliothecae lumine expositum conferant; nihil nisi fideliter bonaque voluntate factum reperient”. Or vengano i protestanti a dirci che Roma odia la luce, nasconde i monumenti, falsifica i testi, perseguita la scienza. A noi basterà per ismentirli ricordare il codice vaticano.’ In contrast to the original version, the reprint version adds two more paragraphs to re-emphasise and summarise his main points; cf. Vercellone, Dissertazioni, pp. 133–134.

        
        128
          Westcott, review of Maius, Vaticanus 5; this review consists of four pages only.

        
        129
          Westcott, review of Maius, Vaticanus 5, p. 213.

        
        130
          Westcott, review of Maius, Vaticanus 5, pp. 213–214. Westcott also refers to Vercellone’s ‘Lectori salutem’ (in Maius, Vaticanus 1, p. xvi), notably the following sentence: ‘For as to look at the genuine authority of the divine books to be proposed, we retain the sure opinion of Augustine, instructing that our faith should be solely leant upon the testimony of the Catholic Church’ (‘Nam quoad genuinam divinorum librorum auctoritatem publice proponendam spectat, certissimam Augustini sententiam retinemus edocentis Catholicae Ecclesiae testimonio fidem nostram unice innixam esse’).

        
        131
          Alexander, ‘The Vatican Greek Testament’; the review was published in the third quarter of 1858 (July and October). The reviewer’s anonymity is revealed as William Lindsay Alexander (1808–1884), a well-known Scottish Congregational minister; see Houghton, Houghton, and Slingerland (eds.), Wellesley Index 4, p. 147b (no. 591); cf. also his biography by Gordon and Huddleston, ‘Alexander’. Alexander seems to have been keen to (anonymously) review contemporary editions of the Greek New Testament.

        
        132
          Alexander, ‘The Vatican Greek Testament’, pp. 317–318 (cited from p. 318).

        
        133
          Alexander, ‘The Vatican Greek Testament’, pp. 318–319. Despite his firm statement, the reviewer does not seem to make a comparison himself between Maius’s text and the previous collations.

        
        134
          Alexander, ‘The Vatican Greek Testament’, p. 322.

        
        135
          Alexander, ‘The Vatican Greek Testament’, pp. 325–329. One of the main arguments in this long digression is that Erasmus’s edition has been underestimated by textual critics from the nineteenth century onward. By citing several sentences in the prolegomena to Erasmus’s New Testament editions, the reviewer argues that the humanist actually employed many ancient materials to prepare the text, so the TR should receive much higher credit than its current evaluation. Surprisingly, the reviewer seems to take Erasmus’s words literally as if they were all factual statements, though they are rather examples of typical Erasmian rhetoric. For instance, in the ‘Contra morosos’, Erasmus claims that ‘I collated the most ancient and reliable manuscripts in both languages, and indeed no small number of them’ (‘Contulimus utriusque linguae vetustissimos ac probatissimos codices, nec eos sane paucos’ – Erasmus, NT [1535], f. β 3v; translation in CWE 41, p. 823 [§ 42]). In fact, this kind of rhetoric was very common of that time.

        
        136
          Alexander, ‘The Vatican Greek Testament’, pp. 330–331 (emphasis original). In a way this sort of argumentation is in line with Vercellone’s defence of the superior authority of the text used by the Catholic church (see my discussion above). Besides, in 1859 several ‘pirated editions’ of the editio princeps appeared. Although the publishers varied (London, Leipzig, and New York), those editions seemed to originate from the same typesetting product. In ‘The Publishers’ Advertisement’ (Maius, Codex Vaticanus, pp. i–iv), the anonymous editor claimed that many errors have been corrected. More interesting is that there are references to the current anonymous review, being ‘as a small sample of what a careful collation of the text of the Codex Vaticanus will supply’ (p. iii). Could those be an indication of the role Alexander might have played in the London reprint?

        
        137
          In Tischendorf’s letter to Vercellone, dated 23 February 1858, he mentions that he is still waiting for the arrival of Maius’s edition (Tisserant, ‘Lettres’, p. 481). See also von Tischendorf, NTG 1 (1859), p. cxlvi: ‘Finally this very year [1858] around the Easter feast the edition of the manuscript appeared, which the most eminent Angelus Maius had undertaken long ago’ (‘Denique hoc ipso anno circa festum paschale editio codicis prodiit quam dudum susceperat vir eminentissimus Angelus Maius’). In another place of the edition (p. cxlix), Tischendorf states that the data from Maius’s text are included in John and the text from Acts 27:39 onward. Information on the first three Gospels and the parts in Acts before 27:39 is given in an appendix attached to the prolegomena.

        
        138
          von Tischendorf, NTG 1 (1859), pp. cxlvi–cxlix.

        
        139
          von Tischendorf, NTG 1 (1859), p. cxlix: ‘Quibus omnibus expositis vix opus est ut accuratius perscribamus quid nobis de editione Maiana videatur. Procul eam esse a perfectiore forma, quam viri docti et criticarum rationum amantes tali in opere vel maxime requirunt, quum ipse celeberrimus editor satis sensisse videtur, tum ingenue professus est praefationis auctor.’

        
        140
          von Tischendorf, NTG 1 (1859), p. cxlix; the citation is taken from the same page: ‘Nihilominus omnium collationum supplementa praebet plurima, nec exiguum nostri apparatus exstitit subsidium.’ Indeed, an appendix consisting of the variant readings of B 03 culled from Maius’s edition is given in pp. cclxix–cclxxvi (‘Supplenda et emendanda ratione potissimum habita editionis Maianae codicis B’).

        
        141
          Tregelles, review of Maius, Vaticanus 5 (in the fascicle dated July to October 1860). For the identification of anonymity, see Stunt, Tregelles, p. 73.

        
        142
          Tregelles, review of Maius, Vaticanus 5, pp. 259–264. He touches upon – in chronological order – the use of Erasmus, the Roman Septuagint editors, Bartolocci, Toinard, Bentley, Birch, Hug, and Maius.

        
        143
          Tregelles, review of Maius, Vaticanus 5, p. 264.

        
        144
          Tregelles, review of Maius, Vaticanus 5, p. 264. As will be shown in § 8.5, Tregelles himself employed the two editions of Maius accordingly.

        
        145
          Tregelles also briefly discuss the revised 1859 edition (Tregelles, review of Maius, Vaticanus 5, pp. 264–265). He praises its improved quality but is disappointed that the supplementary passages were still retained. Interestingly, he also adds a report on Tischendorf’s recent discovery at Mount Sinai of a manuscript that ‘in antiquity vies with the Vatican Codex’ (p. 265). Of course, that manuscript would later be known as Codex Sinaiticus.

        
        146
          On Burgon (1813–1888), see Murphy, ‘Burgon’. He stayed in Rome for three months as the acting chaplain to the English community there.

        
        147
          These letters were originally published in The Guardian on 15 and 22 August 1860, signed only with Burgon’s initials (‘J. W. B.’): Burgon, ‘Letter 1’ and ‘Letter 2’. (Note that The Guardian was not the now-famous British daily newspaper but a weekly Anglican newspaper; in fact the former was still called The Manchester Guardian at that point.) Burgon later revised the two letters and published them in Burgon, Letters, pp. 13–24 (‘Letter II’) and pp. 25–35 (‘Letter III’) respectively. I owe thanks to Bill Emery and his colleagues at The British Library for kindly digitising the relevant pages in The Guardian at my request.

        
        148
          According to Goulburn, Burgon 1, pp. 253–258, Burgon stayed in Rome between 19 February and 20 May 1860. If those were the exact dates, then he must have examined the manuscript on 20 May.

        
        149
          Burgon, ‘Letter 1’, p. 732b. It seems that Burgon’s access to B 03 was greatly helped by De Rossi, who was at that time possibly preparing the appendix to Vercellone’s lecture (cf. my discussion on p. 401 n. 108 above).

        
        150
          Burgon, ‘Letter 1’, p. 732b. An anecdote about his study of B 03 can be found in Goulburn, Burgon 1, pp. 257–258.

        
        151
          Burgon, ‘Letter 1’, pp. 732b–c. Burgon rightly states that the two majuscules are very different. According to his words, it is clear that he brought with him several specimen facsimiles of B 03 made by previous scholars (Horne, Tischendorf, and Maius). In the published version, a facsimile of the last verses of John in B 03 is given as an illustration. Interestingly, it is indicated that the facsimile was made according to a photograph, an advanced technics at that time. See Burgon, Letters, the page attached to p. 19.

        
        152
          Burgon, ‘Letter 1’, pp. 732c–733a (cited from p. 733a [emphasis original]). The 1859 revised edition is also discussed with a similar tone of criticism.

        
        153
          Burgon, ‘Letter 2’, p. 751a. The examined places include Matt 3:14; 6:4; 10:32; 14:7; 18:14; 24:17; Mark 5:29; 7:33 (7:34 in the 1859 edition and MCT); 8:14, 17, 19; 12:4; Luke 7:1; John 8:23 [2×]; 9:10; Col inscriptio. Among them, Burgon’s description at Mark 8:17 is incorrect: although he is certain that the manuscript reads συνίειτε, it actually has B✶ συνειτε [B2 συνιετε] (p. 1289 A 39–40). Further, in pp. 751a–b some more differences between the two editions are given, but Burgon admits that he had no time to check the manuscript at those places.

        
        154
          Burgon, ‘Letter 2’, p. 751b. The other examples are Matt 26:56; Luke 1:37; John 8:24; 9:4, 11; 17:15, 18–19.

        
        155
          Burgon, ‘Letter 2’, p. 751c. Interestingly, Burgon’s somewhat mixed opinion on B 03 accords with Vercellone’s, whose lecture is cited several times throughout these two letters.

        
        156
          Burgon, ‘Letter 2’, p. 751c (emphasis original). In fact, the last sentence is not correct: there are three other instances of blank columns found at the end of a book in B 03 (Tobit, 2 Esdras, and Daniel). About a decade after his stay in Rome, moreover, Burgon published a monograph wholly arguing for the longer ending of Mark (Burgon, Last Twelve Verses). In it he developed a theory to interpret the blank column in B 03: the phenomenon indicates that the Vorlage must have contained the last twelve verses and that the scribe was instructed to leave those verses but decided to keep the column unfilled as an indication (pp. 86–88). However, from a text-critical perspective Burgon’s speculation is groundless, and he actually ignored one of the key features, that is, that the subscriptio is given immediately after verse 8, suggesting the place as the gospel’s ending. Cf. my discussion of Tischendorf’s interpretation of this issue on pp. 313–314 above.

        
        157
          Burgon, ‘Letter 2’, p. 751c (emphasis original).

        
        158
          As a point of comparison, later in 1868 a facsimile edition of B 03 was published in Rome with the title Bibliorum Sacrorum Graecus codex Vaticanus, which clearly indicates that it is an edition of Codex Vaticanus. That new Roman edition will be discussed in § 8.5 below.

        
        159
          von Muralt, NTG (1860); this addition is already indicated in the title: ‘… attached the difference of the Roman 1857 edition’ (‘… adiuncta varietate editionis Romanae a. MDCCCLVII’). For von Muralt’s first edition of 1846 (editio minor) and 1848 (editio maior), see § 6.4.2 above.

        
        160
          von Muralt, NTG (1860), ‘Recensus’, pp. 1–78 (page numbering restarted), written on 1 November 1859 (‘Kalendis Novembr. MDCCCLIX’). The listed differences are 1552 in total.

        
        161
          As far as the sample chapters are concerned, none of the errors given in von Muralt’s first edition have been corrected. Besides, his editio minor was also republished in the same year, including the same ‘Recensus’ as well: von Muralt, NTG minor (1860).

        
        162
          Buttmann, NTG (1860); its ‘Praefatio’ was written in July 1860. Cf. Reuss, Bibliotheca, p. 245 (§ 21.5). For Buttmann’s first edition, see § 6.4.2 above.

        
        163
          In the five sample chapters, the following errors of the first edition have been corrected: Mark 5:3 (ἠδύνατο] ἐδύνατο), 6 (αὐτῷ] αὐτόν), 40 (ἅπαντας] πάντας); John 18:15 (ὁ ἄλλος] ἄλλος), 20 (ἐν τῇ συναγωγῇ] ἐν συναγωγῇ); Acts 2:37 (ποιήσομεν] ποιήσωμεν); Jude 14 (προεφήτευσεν] ἐπροφήτευσεν), 19 (ἑαυτούς] om.); Gal 4:25 (τὸ Ἄγάρ] τὸ δὲ Ἄγάρ), 29 (ἀλλά] ἀλλʼ).

        
        164
          Buttmann, NTG Vaticanus; cf. Reuss, Bibliotheca, pp. 245–246 (§ 21.6).

        
        165
          In addition to the corrections already given in the 1860 revision, in the scope of the sample chapters the 1862 edition amended its text at the following places: John 18:5 (ὁ Ἰησοῦς] Ἰησοῦς), 10 (ἔπαισεν] ἔπαισε), 16 (εἰσήγαγεν] εἰσήγαγε), 20 (ὁ Ἰησοῦς] Ἰησοῦς), 22 (ἔδωκεν] ἔδωκε), 26 (ἀπέκοψεν] ἀπέκοψε), 33 (ἐφώνησεν] ἐφώνησε); Acts 2:6 (συνῆλθεν] συνῆλθε), 22 (δυνάμεσιν καὶ τέρασιν] δυνάμεσι καὶ τέρασι), 24 (ἀνέστησεν] ἀνέστησε), 31 (οὔτε] οὐδέ), 39 (πᾶσιν] πᾶσι); Jude 5 (ὁ Ἰησοῦς] Ἰησοῦς), 24 (αὐτούς] ὑμᾶς); Gal 4:6 (ὑμῶν] ἡμῶν), 29 (ἐδίωκεν] ἐδίωκε).

        
        166
          Buttmann, NTG Vaticanus, pp. 499–522. The sources in comparison include the following: Maius’s first edition (with the siglum ‘I.’), Maius’s second edition (‘II.’), Birch’s collation (‘Bi.’), Woide’s work (‘Wo.’), Bartolocci’s collation as reproduced by Tischendorf and von Muralt (‘Bart.’), Lachmann’s two editions (‘La.’), Tischendorf’s editio septima (‘Ti.’), von Muralt’s revised edition (‘Mu.’), and the 1524 edition of Mico’s base text (‘Ceph.’). The only missing dataset is Rulotta’s collation, possibly due to Buttmann’s lack of access to it. In fact, this ‘Recensus’ was not the only work that compares the various sources on B 03. For instance, in 1862 Frederick Parker published a short book that provides a thorough comparison between Mico’s collation and Maius’s text (though the former was inaccurately attributed to Thomas Bentley). Under the pseudonym Herman Heinfetter, Parker aimed to remove the discrepancies between these two sources and reconstruct the ‘true text’ of the manuscript; see Parker, Corrections. Based on the results, he then provided a (somewhat obscure) English translation made from B 03 alone in 1863. For a brief description of Parker, see Paul, Bible Translators, pp. 184b–185a.

        
        167
          Ornsby, Greek Testament. On Ornsby (1820–1889), the then professor of Greek and Latin literature at the newly founded Catholic University of Ireland, see Cooper and Smail, ‘Ornsby’.

        
        168
          Ornsby, Greek Testament, pp. ix–xi (cited from p. xi). The preface was finished on 3 November 1859 (St. Malachi’s Day).

        
        169
          Ornsby, Greek Testament, pp. xiv–xv; the modifications include changing the order of the New Testament books according to the Vulgate, the removal of the Vaticanus sections, introducing corrections to misprints and incorporating the errata, and adapting the ordinary orthography, accents, and breathing marks.

        
        170
          Ornsby, Greek Testament, pp. xvii–xviii.

        
        171
          Ornsby’s argument accords with what Vercellone emphasises in his lecture (cf. § 8.3 above).

        
        172
          Kuenen and Cobet, NT. On Kuenen (1828–1891) and Cobet, especially this peculiar edition, see de Jonge, ‘Kuenen en Cobet’; cf. also Kamphuis, Holwerda, p. 117 n. 80, and my discussion on pp. 311–312 n. 18 above.

        
        173
          See Kuenen and Cobet, NT, pp. i–ii; cf. de Jonge, ‘Kuenen en Cobet’, p. 18, who describes that Kuenen and Cobet aimed to have a form ‘as pure as possible’ (‘zo zuiver moaelijke’).

        
        174
          Kuenen and Cobet, NT, pp. i–cxxv. Despite the peculiar nature of their text, the preface was highly praised by their contemporaries; see e.g. Scrivener, Introduction (1861), p. 385 n. 1.

        
        175
          For instance, the famous example in Acts 27:14 (B✶ ευρακυλων [B2 ευρυκλυδων]; Maius’s text: ευρακλυδων [errata: ευρακυδων]) is given to show the cardinal’s careless confusion between Δ and Λ (NT, pp. vi–vii). Besides, many of the intentional changes in Maius’s edition and differences between the editio princeps and the revised edition are also listed to support the need for improvement (pp. xvii–xix and pp. xxix–xxxi, respectively).

        
        176
          Kuenen and Cobet, NT, p. 16, and also their discussion in pp. xlviii–li; cf. Maius, Vaticanus 5, p. 12 (with an accompanying note: ‘thus the manuscript [reads] κρει and κρι.’ [‘Ita cod. κρει et κρι.’]). Here B 03 does have κρεινετε written by B✶ and corrected to κρινετε by B2 (p. 1242 A 40, 42). See also p. 394 of this book for a discussion on the issue of κρ(ε)ινω in B 03.

        
        177
          See de Jonge, ‘Kuenen en Cobet’, pp. 20–21 for several types of examples in Kuenen and Cobet’s text. They also provide a list of ‘scriptura emendata’ in Kuenen and Cobet, NT, pp. xcix–civ.

        
        178
          This is the evaluation given by de Jonge, ‘Kuenen en Cobet’, p. 23. Interestingly, Kuenen and Cobet cite Paul’s words in 1 Thess 5:21 to end their preface: Πάντα δοκιμάζετε, τὸ καλὸν κατέχετε (‘Test everything; hold fast to what is good’ [NRSV]); but δέ is being omitted by them. See Kuenen and Cobet, NT, p. cxxv.

        
        179
          At that time Henry Alford was the dean of Canterbury, a position he held from 1857 until he died in 1871. His decision to visit Rome could have well been influenced by his half-brother Bradley Alford’s successful experience, who travelled with his mother on the Continent in 1859 and sent some notes on the readings of B 03 back to Canterbury. In reply to his brother, Henry said, ‘Permission seems to be easier than it once was, for Tregelles says in his letter he supposes it will be impossible to get leave to collate’ (Alford, Life, p. 289 [dated 27 May 1859]).

        
        180
          George Talbot (1816–1886) was the then rector of the English College in Rome and a chamberlain to Pope Pius IX (cf. Champ and Peterburs, ‘Talbot’). Giacomo Antonelli (1806–1876) was the Cardinal Secretary of State from 1848 until his death (cf. Aubert, ‘Antonelli’). It appeared that Alford’s request was made – with Talbot’s intermediate help – through Cardinal Antonelli.

        
        181
          Alford, Life, p. 315. Before leaving Canterbury, Alford already prepared a long list of the passages to be examined and also cut out Burgon’s letters from The Guardian to bring with him (see p. 302).

        
        182
          Alford, Life, p. 310 (the letter to Canon Robertson, without date). James Craigie Robertson (1813–1882) was made canon of the Canterbury Cathedral in 1859 (cf. Fremantle and Murphy, ‘Robertson’).

        
        183
          Alford, Greek Testament 1 (1863), p. 108]. The publication dates of the previous versions are as follows: 11849; 21854; 31855; 41859. All were published before Alford’s journey to Rome.

        
        184
          Edward Capel Cure (aged eighteen in 1847; d. 1890) was then a fellow of Merton College, Oxford (1852–1864); cf. Foster, Alumni Oxonienses II.1–2, p. 327b.

        
        185
          Alford, Greek Testament 1 (1863), p. 146] col. a; cf. Burgon, Letters, p. 26.

        
        186
          Maius, NT, p. 2b; cf. Maius, Vaticanus 5, p. 5, where the correct information is given.

        
        187
          Alford, Greek Testament 1 (1863), p. 146] col. a; the asterisk mark indicates that this reading was verified by Cure. Later in the apparatus (p. 74 on Matt 7:24), Alford thinks that the marginal note was added by the first hand themselves.

        
        188
          Maius, NT, p. 6a: ‘τούτους est in marg.’; VMR reads: B✶ om. [B1 τουτους] (p. 1243 A 27). Versace (Marginalia, p. 117) considers it as made by B2 (fourth century).

        
        189
          Alford, Greek Testament 1 (1863), p. 147] col. b. Based on the attestation of B 03 and ℵ 01, in his text Alford adds ΚΑΤΑ ΜΑΡΚΟΝ right after Mark 16:8 (p. 430; also see his comments in pp. 430–431). This subscriptio is followed by the text of vv. 9–20 and ended with another subscriptio ΕΥΑΓΓΕΛΙΟΝ ΚΑΤΑ ΜΑΡΚΟΝ.

        
        190
          Alford, Greek Testament 2 (1861), pp. 79–80]. The publication dates of the previous versions are as follows: 11852; 21855; 31857.

        
        191
          Alford, Greek Testament 2 (1861), the page following the printer’s information (without page number).

        
        192
          According to my examination, the entries on Rom, 1–2 Cor are thirty-six and those concerning Acts are more than seventy. As far as the variant number is concerned, the readings in Acts are second only to Luke, on which Alford gives more than eighty entries.

        
        193
          Alford, Greek Testament 2 (1861), p. 80] col. a. In fact, many critics were confused by this variant, including Birch who considered εὐρακύδων as the reading of B 03. Maius’s report is much more complicated: text εὐρυκλύδων; marginal note ‘1. m. εὐρακλύδων’; errata ‘1. m. εὐρακύδων’. See respectively pp. 202–203 and pp. 399–400 above for my discussions of Birch and Maius.

        
        194
          Alford, Greek Testament 3 (1865), p. 129]. This is the fourth revised edition, the first three being 11856; 21857; 31862. Interestingly, although the third edition was finished at the end of 1861, there seemed to be no information about the readings Alford had studied earlier that year.

        
        195
          Greek Testament 3 (1865), p. 129] col. a: ‘ουσιν is at the end of a line, and εν εφεσω in the margin, but it is very doubtful whether it is 2. m., and not rather 1. m., as some of its letters seem to have the double ink of 1. and 2. m.’; see also the information in the critical apparatus (in p. 68 on Eph 1:1): ‘om εν εφεσω B1 … (supplied in margin B1[? see table]2, … )’.

        
        196
          Alford, Greek Testament 4.1 (1864), p. 159. The previous edition (21861) – inaccessible during my research – does not seem to yet contain the additional list of B 03, as hinted at by Alford, Life, p. 519: ‘This second edition is nearly a reprint of the first, the changes being confined to the correction of ascertained errors, and a few necessary improvements in the digest.’ No words on B 03 are given.

        
        197
          According to Alford, Life, pp. 367–373, Alford made another visit to Rome in the winter of 1863. He arrived on 16 December, and stayed there until the end of March 1864.

        
        198
          Alford, Greek Testament 4.1 (1864), the page following the printer’s information (without page number). The publication information of the fourth volume is somewhat complicated: 11861 (4.1: 11859; 4.2: 11861); 21862 (4.1: 21861; 4.2: 21862); 31866 (4.1: 31864; 4.2: 31866). It should be noted that this ‘Advertisement’ page only appears in the first instalment (published separately in 1864), but is absent in the combined volume of 1866.

        
        199
          Hansell, NTG 1 (the Gospels); NTG 2 (Acts to Revelation); NTG 3 (preface, notes, and appendices). On Hansell (1814–1884), see Hooper and Matthew, ‘Hansell’.

        
        200
          Interestingly, in one of the letters to his English friends, Burgon particularly gave thanks to Hansell for his collation against the Maius editions (Burgon, ‘Letter 2’, p. 751b; cf. Burgon, Letters, p. 30 n. a). This implies that Hansell could have initiated the project as early as 1860.

        
        201
          Hansell, NTG 3, p. xiii: ‘The notes to this edition will shew that the larger number of verifications come from Dr. Alford: the fact being that he not only verified the references sent by the Editor, but added others which the Editor had overlooked, and also examined further passages where the Bentleian and other collations differ from the Maian texts.’ Hansell’s notes mainly deal with scribal corrections and uncertain words (NTG 3, pp. 1–145 [‘Notae’]).

        
        202
          Ellis (1830–1887) entered Trinity College in 1848 and was elected as a fellow in 1854 (see Luard and Hawke, ‘Ellis’). Rulotta’s collation was reproduced in Bentley, Critica sacra, pp. 119–154; cf. also pp. xxiv–xxv. For a brief account of the history of Bentley’s New Testament archive in the Wren Library, see Yi, Krans, and Lietaert Peerbolte, ‘Prolegomena’, pp. 325–327.

        
        203
          Hansell, NTG 3, p. xii: ‘A transcript was kindly furnished for this work from the MS. copy of Dr. Tregelles; but the collation has since been published by Mr. Ellis’; extracts from Ellis’s reproduction can be found in pp. 307–312.

        
        204
          Respectively: von Tischendorf, NT Vaticanum, with the subtitle Post Angeli Maii aliorumque imperfectos labores ex ipso codice edidit … (‘after the imperfect works of Angelus Maius and others, edited [by Tischendorf] based on this very manuscript’); and Vercellone and Cozza-Luzi (eds.), Vaticanus 5, being the fifth volume of their project (vols. 1–2: Pentateuchum et Librum Iosue [1869–1870]; vol. 3: Libros Psalmorum, Proverbiorum, Ecclesiastis, Cantici, Iob, Sapientiae Salomonis et Sirachi [1871]; vol. 4: Libros Esther, Iudith, Tobiae et Prophetarum [1872]; vol. 6: Prolegomena, commentarii et tabulae [1881]).

        
        205
          Tischendorf describes the realisation of his own edition in NT Vaticanum, pp. vii–x. There are already excellent studies on this topic, especially Tisserant, ‘Notes’ and ‘Lettres’, which were based on primary sources mainly from Tischendorf’s letters to Vercellone. According to Tisserant, twenty of Tischendorf’s letters, dated between 23 February 1858 and 30 September 1868, are preserved in Rome. The corresponding letters from Vercellone, however, have drawn much less attention. To my knowledge, most of them are kept by the Universitätsbibliothek in Leipzig, within the archive entitled ‘Nachlass von Konstantin von Tischendorf’ (see http://kalliope-verbund.info/DE-611-BF-42648). Among all the remaining letters of Vercellone, the earliest one was sent on 2 January 1858, and the last one on 6 July 1868. Further exploration of the Leipzig archive could shed fresh light on the scholarly exchanges and cooperation between these two critics. See also Grafinger, ‘Bemühungen’ for an overview of Vercellone’s preparation of the edition.

        
        206
          See von Tischendorf, NT Vaticanum, pp. viii–ix. In 1862 Tischendorf published his edition of ℵ 01 in four volumes, the New Testament part as the fourth volume (von Tischendorf, Sinaiticus 4). In fact, already before Tischendorf’s second visit, the Vatican authorities had been thinking of making a new edition of B 03; cf. Tisserant, ‘Notes’, p. 242 and p. 238 n. 1.

        
        207
          von Tischendorf, NT Vaticanum, pp. ix–x, copies part of his letter to Vercellone, dated 27 March 1866. There he tries to justify his motivation (p. ix): ‘Après avoir consacré à mon travail une dizaine de jours, du 28 Février jusqu’au 12 Mars, je fus tout d’un coup privé de l’usage du Manuscrit. Il parait qu’on avait rapporté au Tr. S. Père que mon travail me mettrait à même d’exécuter le travail auquel j’avais renoncé. Tout en collationnant j’avais aussi copié une quinzaine des 1518 pages que contient le Manuscrit: chose qui ne m’était aucunement défendue. Il parait que quelqu’un aussi malveillant qu’ignorant a profité de l’observation, qu’il avait faite à cet égard, pour exciter des soupçons. C’était cependant tout injuste; quelques pages copiées du Manuscrit peuvent bien faire connaître le caractère paléographique du Manuscrit, mais rien que cela.’

        
        208
          See Tisserant, ‘Notes’, p. 238 n. 2, in which Tischendorf’s letter to Vercellone (written on 28 March 1868) is cited: ‘Il ne faut pas oublier cependant que pour achever mon travail interrompu je n’ai mis – sous votre assistance – que 18 heures en 6 jours (de mercredi à mardi). Vous comprendrez que c’est trop peu pour pouvoir espérer que rien ne me soit échappé.’ Cf. also Tisserant, ‘Lettres’ p. 484; Grafinger, ‘Bemühungen’, pp. 412–413.

        
        209
          von Tischendorf, NT Vaticanum, p. x; cf. Tisserant, ‘Lettres’, p. 485. The typeset was actually purchased by Rome, being sent from Leipzig around October 1866 under the agreement of the total amount of 7,800 francs (‘Lettres’, pp. 493–494). Tischendorf’s notes were soon being utilised by Vercellone in the latter’s public lecture given at the Pontifical Academy of Archaeology on 6 June 1866. See Vercellone, Ulteriori studi, pp. 4–5, in which the Barnabite priest indicates that he informed Tischendorf in advance and has obtained his colleague’s consent.

        
        210
          Some details of the making of the edition are discussed in Tisserant, ‘Lettres’, pp. 487–489. Interesting is that Tischendorf repeatedly asked Vercellone to check or confirm passages in B 03, even for those pages he already copied.

        
        211
          The latter work (von Tischendorf, Appendix) includes twenty pages from B 03, most of which concern the first or final portion of a book (pp. 7–28; in B 03 pages 1235–1236, 1239, 1277, 1303–1304, 1310, 1349, 1382, 1425–1426, 1441–1445, 1460, 1506, 1518, as well as page 809 [the ending of Job]). Those were undoubtedly fruits of his first-hand study during his stay in Rome in 1866. In a letter to Vercellone, dated 2 June 1867, Tischendorf mentions that these two works had been published a fortnight ago; see Tisserant, ‘Lettres’, p. 489.

        
        212
          von Tischendorf, NT Vaticanum, pp. x–xvii. The scope and depth are similar to the previous version as given in the ‘Prolegomena’ of Ti7.

        
        213
          von Tischendorf, NT Vaticanum, pp. xvii–xxix. Tischendorf deals with codicology and the hand of B 03, as well as its orthography, abbreviations, and punctuation. He often refers to ℵ 01 as a comparison. Different correctors are also discussed and distinguished. Tischendorf’s distinction of correctors is particularly mentioned in Aland and Aland, The Text, p. 108, and it is generally followed by them. See Grenz, Scribes and Correctors, pp. 118–120 for a summary of Tischendorf’s opinion on the various correctors of B 03.

        
        214
          In the five sample chapters, one error is found (omission of αυτω in Acts 2:30), and several imprecise variants are given, mainly due to the confusion of corrections (Mark 5:13; John 18:17; Acts 2:25, 29, 30, 34, 43; Jude ins.). Besides, in Jude 9 Tischendorf provides a reading different from the VMR: Instead of αλλα ειπεν επιτειμησαι ε̣ν̣ σοι κ̅ς̅ (corrected to αλλα ειπεν επιτιμησαι σοι κ̅ς̅ by B2; p. 1444 A 18–20), his edition gives αλλα ειπεν επιτειμησαι σοι σοι κ̅ς̅ with the comment: ‘B3 επιτιμησαι, in that place σοι having not been renewed’ (‘B3 επιτιμησαι. Ibidem σοι non instauratum’ – von Tischendorf, NT Vaticanum, p. 210). That is, the original scribe had erroneously copied σοι twice, and the corrector only retouched the second one. Tischendorf’s judgement, pace modern textual critics (e.g. Wasserman, Jude, p. 162 e), is also supported by Vercellone (cf. Vercellone and Cozza-Luzi [eds.], Vaticanus 5, p. 210; Fabiani and Cozza-Luzi [eds.], Vaticanus 6, p. 163c).

        
        215
          von Tischendorf, NTG 1 (1869) and NTG 2 (1872); the preface to the first volume is dated to Ascension Day, 1869 (i.e. 7 May; cf. NTG 1 [1869], p. viii). The prolegomena part, as is well known, would be realised later under the hands of Gregory between 1884 and 1894.

        
        216
          von Tischendorf, NTG 2 (1872), p. 354; cf. B 03 p. 1443 C 28–29. Should he have known the correct information on B 03, Tischendorf would probably have changed his mind and followed the ordinary reading. For the second ὑμᾶς is attested in a certain number of manuscripts, including his favourite witness ℵ 01.

        
        217
          Cf. von Tischendorf, NTG 2 (1859), p. 237. See my discussion on the origin of this error on pp. 151–152 above.

        
        218
          von Tischendorf, NT Vaticanum, p. 209. Unlike most pages in the edition, here Tischendorf precisely prints the text according to the line segmentation of B 03. This page is also reproduced in von Tischendorf, Appendix, p. 22.

        
        219
          Tisserant, ‘Notes’, pp. 241–242. On Cozza-Luzi (1837–1905), see Odier, Bibliothèque Vaticane, pp. 247–248 n. 66. He would soon become a collaborator for this new B 03 project, with the main task of distinguishing the different hands of the manuscript. After Vercellone’s death in 1869, Cozza-Luzi succeeded him as the chief editor to undertake the remaining volumes of this project.

        
        220
          Tisserant, ‘Notes’, pp. 244–245. On 22 January 1867, the first set of folios was taken out from the library, containing pages 1231 to 1238 (from the end of Daniel to the beginning of Matthew). See also Cardinali, ‘Vicende vaticane II’, p. 215. In fact, the loans of the manuscript continued until 1881 when the last volume of the project was finished; see ‘Vicende vaticane II’, pp. 214–220.

        
        221
          Tisserant, ‘Notes’, pp. 245–246. In a letter from Cozza-Luzi to Vercellone, dated 13 July 1868, he informs the latter that a copy of the New Testament volume had just been sent to Tischendorf.

        
        222
          Vercellone and Cozza-Luzi (eds.), Vaticanus 5, p. 50; cf. B 03 p. 1284 B 1–6.

        
        223
          B 03 p. 1284 B 5; in both Tischendorf (NT Vaticanum, p. 50) and Vercellone’s editions (Fabiani and Cozza-Luzi [eds.], Vaticanus 6, p. 147c), this reading is suggested to be corrected twice, at first by the first corrector and later by the medieval retoucher. See also Grenz, Scribes and Correctors, pp. 211–212.

        
        224
          Volume six of this project was mainly prepared by Cozza-Luzi and Enrico Fabiani, Scriptor Hebraicus of the Vatican Library. It contains extensive prolegomena and commentaries on particularities and scribal corrections of the entire manuscript. On Fabiani (1815–1883), see Odier, Bibliothèque Vaticane, p. 235 and p. 246 n. 45.

        
        225
          In the sample chapters, only two imprecise readings were spotted: Mark 5:40 (B εισπορευεται; Ver. εισπορευται); Jude inscriptio (B✶ om. [B1 Ιουδα]; Ver. ϊουδα). Interestingly, in addition to the 1881 prolegomena volume, in the same year the Roman editors also published a small book, focusing on the differences between their edition and Tischendorf’s; see Vercellone, Cozza-Luzi, and Fabiani (eds.), De editione Romana.

        
        226
          See Tregelles, GNT 2, pp. i–ii. Maius’s 1857 edition was used for both Luke and John, and the 1859 edition for John only.

        
        227
          See Tregelles, GNT 3, p. ii b, and GNT 4, p. i a. Tregelles states that he was able to use Alford’s notes in several important passages.

        
        228
          For the issue of Tregelles’s fragile health, see Stunt, Tregelles, pp. 173–176 (§ 12.1). Notably, instead of the regular ‘Introductory Notice’ as printed in the first four instalments, in Tregelles, GNT 5, only an ‘Advertisement’ by his friend Newton was given (pp. 1–3). And the last instalment (Tregelles, GNT 6) was actually reproduced from his early work on the Greek text of Revelation (i.e., Revelation in Greek).

        
        229
          For a biography of Hort, see the two-volume work by his son Arthur Fenton (Hort, Fenton John Anthony Hort 1 and Fenton John Anthony Hort 2).

        
        230
          See Stunt, Tregelles, pp. 203–204. In fact, after the widowed Sarah Anna Tregelles passed away in 1882, it was agreed that all the remaining notes and collations of Tregelles should be passed to Hort.

        
        231
          Tregelles, GNT 7 (edited by Hort and Annesley William Streane). The prolegomena were mainly culled from two of Tregelles’s former works (the 1854 Account and the 1856 ‘Introduction’). Tregelles’s notes on B 03, together with his collation of ℵ 01 in the Gospels, are found in the ‘Addenda and Corrigenda’ (pp. 1019–1070; see also pp. xxix–xxx). According to Hort, in some places extra additions and corrections to B 03 were made by one of his assistants through the examination of Tischendorf and Vercellone’s editions (cf. GNT 7, pp. 1022b–1023b).

        
        232
          Tregelles, GNT 3, p. 665; the apparatus gives: ‘add. ὑμᾶς ϛ. ℵ. 31. KL. ¦ om. ABC2. 13. Vulg. Syrr.Bdl.&Hcl. Memph. Theb. Arm. Aeth. Lucif. (C✶ n.l.)’.

        
        233
          Cf., e.g., my discussion of Matt 7:14 in Tregelles’s edition (see p. 363 above).

        
        234
          In Tregelles, GNT 7, p. 1061a, the correct reading of B 03 is given, but Hort does not indicate any clue that Tregelles might have preferred such a reading. In fact, in the edition by Westcott and Hort, they also opt for the omission of ὑμᾶς, although no note is given regarding their decision; see Westcott and Hort (eds.), NT: Text, p. 346. This ὑμᾶς is also omitted by Jongkind and Williams (eds.), GNT, p. 329.

        
        235
          Those that remain unchanged are Matt ins.; 1:25; 4:23; 5:21; 7:18. Details can be found in Appendix B.10.

        
        236
          According to Hort, those readings ‘which have hitherto had no place in either Dr. Tregelles’s text or his margin, but which he might have consistently taken up into either text or margin on reviewing the augmented evidence’ (Tregelles, GNT 7, p. xxxi). But Hort admits that this mark is ‘unavoidably conjectural’ in its use.

        
        237
          The readings with a double dagger include Matt 2:23 (‡ Ναζαρετ); 5:21, 27, 31, 33, 38, 43 (‡ ερρεθη); 6:6 (‡ ταμειον). Hort himself supports the reading of ἐρρέθη as the better one, and gives it as the text in the edition he prepared with Westcott; see Westcott and Hort, ‘Appendix’, p. 166b. For a discussion of this variant, see p. 286 n. 166 of this book.

        
        238
          Tregelles, GNT 7, p. xxx. Hort continues by stating that it is worthwhile to ‘distinguish by certain marks those readings, supported by fresh evidence, which were likely to have seemed to him at least worthy of serious consideration on a final revision’.

        
        239
          See Hort, Fenton John Anthony Hort 1, pp. 240–241, and also p. 250 (a letter to John Ellerton, dated 19 April 1853); cf. Gurry, ‘Westcott and Hort’, pp. 107–108. For a biography of Westcott, see the two-volume work by his son Arthur (Westcott, Brooke Foss Westcott 1 and Brooke Foss Westcott 2). On Ellerton (1826–1893), see Luff and Litvack, ‘Ellerton’.

        
        240
          See, e.g., Hort’s letter to Alexander Macmillan, cofounder of the Macmillan publisher, dated 3 February 1858: ‘Dr. Tregelles has most kindly promised to let me have the sheets of his St. Luke, etc., as they are printed off; this is a very great help’ (in Hort, Fenton John Anthony Hort 1, pp. 395–396; cited from p. 396 [emphasis original]). On Macmillan (1818–1896), see Van Arsdel, ‘Macmillan family’. Also see the discussion in Stunt, Tregelles, pp. 169–170.

        
        241
          See his review of the first instalment of Tregelles’s edition (Hort, review of Tregelles, GNT 1, p. 209): ‘The result is a text of very great value, incomparably superior to all its predecessors. Some of its readings we think are decidedly wrong, still more probably wrong; but we believe that all of them might be defended without abandoning sound critical principles.’ Also see Hort’s letter to Westcott, dated 13 January 1857: ‘I feel more and more sure that we ought to do the work, and that Dr Tregelles’ edition does not in the least supersede the necessity for ours’ (Gurry, ‘Westcott and Hort’, pp. 110–111).

        
        242
          For a summary of Westcott and Hort’s text-critical criteria, as well as their similarities with and differences from those of Tregelles, see Epp, ‘Development 2’, pp. 24–27 and the literature cited there.

        
        1
          Tregelles, ‘Introduction’, p. 7.

        
        2
          Mercati, review of Nestle, Septuagintastudien 2, p. 282: ‘finchè non s’istituisca un esame compiuto di persona competentissima, o finché il frutto di varie ricerche preziose rimarrà chiuso negli scrigni degli studiosi, potranno dirsi e ripetersi sempre le più strane opinioni’.

        
        3
          Some work for an historical study of the Septuagint portion in A 02 is already offered by Mandelbrote, ‘Codex Alexandrinus’.

        
        4
          For instance, though receiving very little attention among scholars, Toinard’s Harmonia and Zaccagni’s unpublished transcription deserve serious study in their own right. It would also be worth giving attention to Tischendorf’s extensive correspondence collection in Leipzig.

        
        5
          Notably, the collation of Bartolocci, the transcription of Zaccagni, and the archive of Birch and his letters were made available to me by Bibliothèque nationale de France, the Vatican Library, the Royal Danish Library, and the Bodleian Library.

        
        6
          This observation reminded me of the famous statement given by Albert Schweitzer on the history of the historical Jesus study (Schweitzer, Geschichte, p. 4): ‘Und nicht nur die Epochen fanden sich in ihm wieder: jeder Einzelne schuf ihn nach seiner eigenen Persönlichkeit. Es gibt kein persönlicheres historisches Unternehmen, als ein Leben-Jesu zu schreiben.’

        
        1
          This overview expands and supplements the helpful short list given by Epp, ‘Entrance’, p. 75.

        
        1
          The statistics are as follows: 18 occurrences in total, ‘cor.’ 13 times (72.2%), ‘imp.’ 1 time (5.6%), ‘err.’ 4 times (22.2%), ‘oth.’ 0 times.

        
        2
          In the 1580 annotations, this variant is located at Matt 5:23.

        
        3
          In the 1580 annotations, this variant is located at Luke 4:5.

        
        4
          In the 1580 annotations, this variant is located at Luke 11:3.

        
        5
          Note that the variant reading at Matt 13:55 is given in the appendix instead; see my discussion on p. 68 above.

        
        6
          The statistics are as follows: 24 occurrences in total, ‘cor.’ 18 times (75.0%), ‘imp.’ 1 time (4.2%), ‘err.’ 5 times (20.8%), ‘oth.’ 0 times.

        
        7
          The statistics are as follows: 54 occurrences in total, ‘cor.’ 45 times (83.3%), ‘imp.’ 7 times (13.0%), ‘err.’ 2 times (3.7%), ‘oth.’ 0 times.

        
        8
          See p. 107 of this book for the discussion of Bentley’s incorrect information on B 03.

        
        9
          In Bentley, Paris 1628 with notes, p. 277 sup., this note is actually listed under Gal 2:12.

        
        10
          Mico actually makes an error here, but Bentley corrects it so as to follow the corrector’s reading; see my discussion on p. 92 n. 61.

        
        11
          For Bentley’s choice at this place, see pp. 105–106 of this book.

        
        12
          Bentley, Paris 1628 with notes, p. 279 is somewhat illegible at this point. Thus, I follow the reading given in Bentley, Critica sacra, p. 107.

        
        13
          See pp. 109–110 of this book for a detailed analysis.

        
        14
          At this point (B 03 p. 1492 A 4) the VMR gives ‘corrector πειθεσθαι’, without attributing the correction to any of the known correctors. Interestingly, both Tischendorf (NT Vaticanum, p. 258) and Vercellone (Vercellone and Cozza-Luzi [eds.], Vaticanus 5, p. 258) do not detect any correction as having taken place, but they simply give πειθεσθαι as the original reading.

        
        15
          Bentley makes an error here due to Mico’s imprecision; see p. 92 of this book.

        
        16
          The statistics are as follows: 90 occurrences in total, ‘cor.’ 74 times (82.2%), ‘imp.’ 1 time (1.1%), ‘err.’ 15 times (16.7%), ‘oth.’ 0 times.

        
        17
          It should be noted that in Wettstein’s edition Acts follows the Pauline Epistles and precedes the Catholic Epistles.

        
        18
          See p. 187 of this book for the explanation of Griesbach’s symbols.

        
        19
          The statistics are as follows: 72 occurrences in total, ‘cor.’ 61 times (84.7%), ‘imp.’ 1 time (1.4%), ‘err.’ 10 times (13.9%), ‘oth.’ 0 times.

        
        20
          Here Griesbach does not record the last two words of B 03. In 21796, the variant of καταβήσῃ is given separately as another entry.

        
        21
          Except for the unawareness of the scribal correction, Griesbach makes an error in omitting the article ὁ preceding ἀγαθός.

        
        22
          Griesbach’s text of 1796 reads τί με ἐρωτᾷς περὶ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ; and the alternative ~ τί με λέγεις ἀγαθόν; is given in the medial apparatus. See my discussion on p. 227 above.

        
        23
          The minus symbol seems to be a typographical error at this point.

        
        24
          On this variant, see my discussion on p. 228 above.

        
        25
          The statistics are as follows: 805 occurrences in total, ‘cor.’ 747 times (92.8%), ‘imp.’ 34 times (4.2%), ‘err.’ 24 times (3.0%), ‘oth.’ 0 times.

        
        26
          See p. 187 of this book for my explanation of Griesbach’s symbols. For the applied symbols in the third edition, see Griesbach, NTG 1 (1803), p. xxxiii. The distinction between β, γ, and δ is somewhat similar to the categories used in the first two editions: probable, less probable, and mentioned variations. Besides, the symbol κ (abbreviated from κοινή) stands for the TR tradition.

        
        27
          B✶ om. [B1 κατα μαθθαιον ¦ B2 κατα ματθαιον] (p. 1235 A).

        
        28
          In B 03 the latter two words both read B✶ εγεννησεν [B2 εγεννησε] (p. 1235 B 29, 31).

        
        29
          B✶ εως [B2 add. ου] ετεκεν (p. 1236 A 16–17).

        
        30
          B✶ εξετασατε ακρειβως [B2 ακριβως] (p. 1236 B 16–17).

        
        31
          No information is given by Birch, since at this place B 03 agrees with the TR.

        
        32
          B✶ ναζαρα [B2 ναζαρετ] (p. 1238 B 12–13).

        
        33
          B✶ φως ειδεν [B2 ειδε] (p. 1238 B 25). But Griesbach gives φῶς εἶδεν here (NTG 1 [1796], p. 14 n. k).

        
        34
          B✶ προσηλθαν [B2 προσηλθον] (p. 1239 A 6). Interestingly, in his later work Birch adds the information about the corrector: ‘but between the lines προσηλθον by a second hand’ (‘sed inter lineas προσηλθον a secunda manu’―Variae lectiones 3, p. 10).

        
        35
          No information is given by Birch, since at this place B 03 agrees with the TR.

        
        36
          B✶ αυξανουσιν ου κοπιουσιν ουδε νηθουσιν̣ [B2 νηθουσι] (p. 1242 A 9–10).

        
        37
          B✶ αυτης [B2 εαυτης] (p. 1242 A 37).

        
        38
          B✶ om. [B1 add. εστιν] (p. 1242 B 35).

        
        39
          The correction is discussed in Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. xv. See my discussion on p. 200 above.

        
        40
          B✶ καρπους ποιει καλους [B1 καλους ποιει ¦ B2 ποιει καλους] (p. 1242 C 36). According to Paulson, Scribal Habits, p. 213, together with vgmss, B✶ and B2 are the only witnesses to this transpositional variant.

        
        41
          B✶ διεκονει [B2 διηκονει] αυτω (p. 1244 A 6–7).

        
        42
          B✶ υπο [B1 απο] (p. 1244 B 8).

        
        43
          In NA28 as verse 9:24a.

        
        44
          In NA28 as verse 9:24a.

        
        45
          B✶ ενεβρειμηθη [B2a ενεβριμησατο ¦ B2b ενεβριμηθη] (p. 1246 A 9).

        
        46
          No information is given by Birch, since at this place B 03 agrees with the TR.

        
        47
          B✶ ει τω οικοδεσποτη [B2 τον οικοδεσποτην] (p. 1247 B 9–10).

        
        48
          B✶ τοις οικιακοις [B2 τους οἰκιακους] (p. 1247 B 12).

        
        49
          No information is given by Birch, since at this place B 03 agrees with the TR.

        
        50
          B✶ om. [B1 και ο φιλων υιον η θυγατερα υπερ εμε ουκ εστιν μου αξιος ¦ B2 και ο φιλων υιον η θυγατερα υπερ εμε ουκ εστι μου αξιος] (p. 1247 C 24). Versace (Marginalia, p. 122) considers this correction being made by his B2 (fourth century).

        
        51
          B✶ αλλα τι εξηλθατε ιδειν προφητην [B2 προφητην ιδειν] (p. 1248 B 4–5).

        
        52
          Καὶ λέγουσιν are at the beginning of verse 17.

        
        53
          This information is repeated, since Birch divides the variant into two units.

        
        54
          B✶ εργων [B1 τεκνων] (p. 1248 C 12). This correction is discussed in Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. xv; see also p. 202 of this book.

        
        55
          B✶ μη [B2 η] εως ουρανου υψωθηση (p. 1248 C 28–29). This correction is discussed in Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. xv.

        
        56
          B✶ εξελθοντες δε οι φαρεισαιοι [B2 φαρισαιοι] συμβουλιον ελαβον κατ αυτου (p. 1249 C 5–7).

        
        57
          B✶ ουκ [B1 om.] αφεθησεται (p. 1250 B 7–8).

        
        58
          No information is given by Birch, since at this place B 03 agrees with the TR.

        
        59
          B✶ εκαυματι̣σ̣θη [B2 εκαυματωθη] (p. 1251 B 15).

        
        60
          B✶ συνιουσιν [B2 συνιωσι] (p. 1251 C 3).

        
        61
          B✶ ακουσατε [B2 ακουσετε] (p. 1251 C 6).

        
        62
          B✶ επεσπειρεν [B2 επεσπειρε] (p. 1252 A 31–32).

        
        63
          B✶ οι δε αυτω λεγουσιν [B2 λεγουσι] (p. 1252 B 4–5).

        
        64
          B✶ ειπεν [B1 λεγει] (p. 1253 B 15).

        
        65
          B✶ και εν φυλακη [B1 add. τη] απεθετο (p. 1253 C 22–23).

        
        66
          This information is repeated, since Birch divides the variant into two units.

        
        67
          B✶ επει [B1 οτι] (p. 1253 C 31). Cf. Paulson, Scribal Habits, p. 214: ⸀οτι rell | ⸀επιεδη N Σ | ⸀επι Π | ⸀επει B✶ 700.

        
        68
          The correction is discussed in Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. xvi.

        
        69
          B✶ ηδη σταδιους πολλους απο της γης απειχεν [B2 απειχε] (p. 1254 B 36–38).

        
        70
          B✶ ηλθεν [B2 ηλθε] (p. 1254 B 42–C 1).

        
        71
          B✶ και ηλθεν [B2 ηλθε] (p. 1254 C 20).

        
        72
          B✶ φαρεισαιοι [B2 φαρισαιοι] και γραμματεις (p. 1255 A 11–12).

        
        73
          B✶ ειπεν [B2 ειπε] (p. 1255 A 23).

        
        74
          In NA28 as the beginning of verse 6.

        
        75
          In NA28 as the beginning of verse 6.

        
        76
          B✶ αυτω ειπεν [B2 ειπε] (p. 1255 B 28).

        
        77
          B✶ εκραζεν [B2 εκραζε] (p. 1255 C 15).

        
        78
          No information is given by Birch, since at this place B 03 agrees with the TR.

        
        79
          No information is given by Birch, since at this place B 03 agrees with the TR. Yet Griesbach erroneously gives πόθεν οὖν here (NTG 1 [1796], p. 71 n. z).

        
        80
          B✶ ελαβεν [B2 ελαβε] (p. 1256 B 3–4).

        
        81
          B✶ αιτει [B1 επιζητει] (p. 1256 B 30).

        
        82
          B✶ σαδδουκαιων και φαρεισαιων [B2 φαρισαιων] (p. 1256 C 25–26).

        
        83
          B✶ κλειδας [B2 κλεις] (p. 1257 A 13).

        
        84
          B✶ ε̣π̣ε̣τ̣ε̣ιμη̣σεν [B2 διεστειλατο] (p. 1257 A 21–22). This correction is discussed in Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, p. xvi. According to Versace, Marginalia, p. 89, B✶ indeed reads επετειμησεν and the correction belongs to his B1 (fourth century). A similar judgement is given by Grenz, Scribes and Correctors, p. 209 n. 56.

        
        85
          B✶ λεγει αυτω επιτειμων [B2 επιτιμων] (p. 1257 A 37).

        
        86
          B✶ ι̅ς̅ [B2 add. ο] (p. 1257 B 3). Cf. Paulson, Scribal Habits, p. 216: °ο Ιησους rell Bc2 | °B✶ 713✶ 2372 | om. 118 157 205 209 348 349 487 565 1446 l 184 sams.

        
        87
          B✶ οτι εισιν [B2 εισι] (p. 1257 B 30).

        
        88
          B✶ συνλαλουντες [B2 συλλαλουντες] μετ αυτου (p. 1257 C 9–10).

        
        89
          B✶ αυτον [B2 τον] (p. 1257 C 36).

        
        90
          This information is repeated, since Birch divides the variant into two units.

        
        91
          B✶ αυτω ειπεν [B2 ειπε] (p. 1260 C 29).

        
        92
          B✶ [B1 add. εις] εστιν ο αγαθος (p. 1260 C 34).

        
        93
          No information is given by Birch, since at this place B 03 agrees with the TR. Yet Griesbach erroneously gives οἰκίαν here (NTG 1 [1796], p. 88 n. c).

        
        94
          B✶ η [B2 ει] (p. 1262 A 2).

        
        95
          B✶ ιερειχω [B2 ιεριχω] (p. 1262 B 29).

        
        96
          B 03 actually has a transposition variant here: instead of ἐλέησον ἡμᾶς, κύριε in the TR, the manuscript reads κ̅ε̅ ελεησον ημας (p. 1262 B 35–36).

        
        97
          B✶ βηθφαγη; B2 βηθσφαγη (p. 1262 C 12).

        
        98
          No information is given by Birch, since at this place B 03 agrees with the TR.

        
        99
          B✶ επαναγαγων [B1 επαναγων] (p. 1263 B 18).

        
        100
          B✶ ως προφητην εχουσιν [B2 εχουσι] τον ιωανην (p. 1263 C 27–28).

        
        101
          B✶ εγω κ̅ε̅ και ουκ απηλθεν [B2 απηλθε] (p. 1263 C 40–41).

        
        102
          B✶ ου θελω υστερον μεταμεληθεις απηλθεν [B2 απηλθε] (p. 1264 A 3–4).

        
        103
          B✶ νυμφων [B1 γαμος] (p. 1265 A 19). This correction is discussed in Birch, Quatuor Evangelia Graece, pp. xv–xvi.

        
        104
          B✶ ο βασιλευς ειπεν [B2 ειπε] (p. 1265 A 29–30).

        
        105
          Birch actually (mistakenly) puts Ὁ δὲ Ἰησοῦς εἶπεν as the register here.

        
        106
          B✶ καλει αυτον αυτον [B2 om.] κ̅ν̅ (p. 1266 A 23).

        
        107
          B✶ εδυνατο [B2a ηδυνατο ¦ B2b εδυνατο] (p. 1266 A 31–32).

        
        108
          Note that in Elzevir 1624, vv. 13 and 14 are reversed. Hence it is v. 14 being omitted there.

        
        109
          No information is given by Birch, since at this place B 03 agrees with the TR.

        
        110
          B✶ αυτου [B2 αυτων] (p. 1267 A 34).

        
        111
          B✶ πληρωσετε [B2 πληρωσατε] (p. 1267 B 23–24).

        
        112
          B✶ om. [B1 αυτης] (p. 1267 C 18).

        
        113
          B✶ εστος [B2 εστως] (p. 1268 B 11).

        
        114
          B✶ πιστευετε [B2 πιστευητε] (p. 1268 B 40–41).

        
        115
          B✶ εσθιη δε και πεινη [B2 πινη] (p. 1269 B 41–42).

        
        116
          In fact this variant also covers the beginning of v. 16.

        
        117
          B✶ εκρυψεν [B2 εκρυψε] (p. 1270 A 37–38).

        
        118
          B✶ ειδαμεν [B2 ειδομεν] (p. 1271 A 8).

        
        119
          Β✶ και [B2 om.] εδιψησα (p. 1271 A 31).

        
        120
          B✶ δολω κρατησωσιν [B2 κρατησωσι] (p. 1271 B 27).

        
        121
          B✶ αμην [B1 add. δε] (p. 1271 C 14).

        
        122
          No information is given by Birch, since at this place B 03 agrees with the TR.

        
        123
          No information is given by Birch, since at this place B 03 agrees with the TR.

        
        124
          B✶ μαχαιρη [B2 μαχαιρα] (p. 1273 A 42–B 1).

        
        125
          B✶ εστρεψεν [B2 εστρεψε] (p. 1274 A 38).

        
        126
          B✶ αθωον [B1 δικαιον] (p. 1274 A 42).

        
        127
          B✶ κορβαν [B2 κορβαναν] (p. 1274 B 8–9).

        
        128
          B✶ ηθελησεν [B2 ηθελησε] (p. 1275 B 12–13).

        
        129
          B✶ συνσταυρωθεντες [B2 συσταυρωθεντες] συν (p. 1275 C 8–9).

        
        130
          The statistics are as follows: in Matt 1–7 149 occurrences in total, ‘cor.’ 135 times (90.6%), ‘imp.’ 9 times (6.0%), ‘err.’ 5 times (3.4%), ‘oth.’ 0 times; in Gal 1–6 110 occurrences in total, ‘cor.’ 95 times (86.4%), ‘imp.’ 10 times (9.1%), ‘err.’ 5 times (4.5%), ‘oth.’ 0 times. Where Lachmann makes errors, details of the probable used collations are discussed in the footnotes. It should be noted that on occasion Woide only gives the readings of B 03 implicitly. In order to hint at these special cases, brackets are applied.

        
        131
          B σολομωνα; Woide/Birch: s.

        
        132
          B✶ οζειαν … οζειας [B2 οζιαν … οζιας]; Woide/Birch 1801: Ὀζείαν … Ὀζείας (Birch 1788: s.).

        
        133
          B εζεκιαν εζεκιας; Woide/Birch: s.

        
        134
          B✶ ιωσειαν … ιωσειας [B2 ιωσιαν … ιωσιας]; Woide: Ἰωσείαν … Ἰωσείας ¦ Birch 1801: ιωσσιαν (Birch 1788: s.).

        
        135
          B✶ μαθθαν [B2 ματθαν]; Woide: Ματ̥θάν [sic] ¦ Birch 1801: B✶ μαθθαν Bc ματθαν (Birch 1788: s.).

        
        136
          B ο θ̅ς̅; Birch: θεός (Woide: s.).

        
        137
          B✶ εξετασατε ακρειβως [B2 ακριβως]; Woide: ἐξετάσατε ἀκρειβῶς ¦ Birch: ἐξετάσατε ἀκριβῶς. Note that in his text Lachmann follows the corrected reading of ακριβως.

        
        138
          B✶ ηθελεν [B2 ηθελε]; Woide/Birch: s.

        
        139
          B ναζαρετ; Woide: Ναζαρέθ (Birch: s.).

        
        140
          B✶ ναζαρα [B2 ναζαρετ]; Woide: [Ναζαρέτ] ¦ Birch 1788: Νάζαρα ¦ Birch 1801: B✶ ναζαρα Bc ναζαρετ.

        
        141
          B✶ φως ειδεν [B2 ειδε]; Woide/Birch: φῶς εἶδε.

        
        142
          B✶ εν ολη τη γαλειλαια [B2 γαλιλαια]; Woide: ὅλῃ τῇ Γαλιλαίᾳ (Birch: s.).

        
        143
          B✶ ερρε̣θη [B1 ερρηθη]; Woide: ἐρρήθη (Birch: s.). Lachmann gives ερρηθη for the reading of B 03 elsewhere in Matt 5. See my discussion on p. 286 above.

        
        144
          B✶ αυξανουσιν … κοπιουσιν … νηθουσιν̣ [B2 νηθουσι]; Woide: αὐξάνουσι … κοπιοῦσι … νήθουσι ¦ Birch: αὐξάνουσιν … κοπιοῦσιν … νήθουσιν. See my discussion on p. 285 above.

        
        145
          B επιζητουσιν; Woide: ἐπιζητοῦσι (Birch: s.).

        
        146
          B✶ αυτης [B2 εαυτης]; Woide/Birch: ἑαυτῆς.

        
        147
          B✶ om. [B1 add. εστιν]; Birch: B✶ om. Bc ἐστιν (Woide: s.).

        
        148
          B ον αιτησει; Woide/Birch: om. ἐάν.

        
        149
          B✶ οτι [B1 τι]; Woide: ὅτι ¦ Birch: B✶ ὅτι Bc τί.

        
        150
          B παν; Woide/Birch: s.

        
        151
          B✶ επροφητευσαμεν [B2 προεφητευσαμεν]; Woide/Birch: s.

        
        152
          Lachmann proposes a conjectural reading here; see my discussion on p. 283 n. 157 above.

        
        153
          B γαρ; Woide: γάρ (Birch: s.).

        
        154
          B αλλα; Woide/Birch: s.

        
        155
          Lachmann precisely provides both the original hand and the correction. B✶ καταδουλωσουσιν [B2 καταδουλωσωσιν]; Woide: καταδουλώσωσιν ¦ Birch: B✶ καταδουλώσουσιν Bc καταδουλώσωσιν.

        
        156
          B✶ ηλθεν [B2 ηλθε]; Woide: [ἦλθε] (Birch: s.).

        
        157
          B και ουχι ιουδαικως ζης; Woide: καὶ οὐχ Ἰουδαϊκῶς ζῇς ¦ Birch: καὶ οὐχὶ Ἰουδαϊκῶς ζῇς.

        
        158
          B πως; Woide/Birch: πῶς.

        
        159
          B οτι; Woide/Birch: ὅτι. Here Lachmann seems to have made an error by providing two contrasting readings of B 03.

        
        160
          B✶ εισιν [B2 εισι]; Woide: [εἰσί] (Birch: s.).

        
        161
          B✶ ερρεθησαν [B2 ερρηθησαν]; Woide: [ἐρρήθησαν] (Birch: s.).

        
        162
          B✶ παντες [B1 απαντες]; Woide/Birch: ἅπαντες.

        
        163
          B ημεν; Woide/Birch: s.

        
        164
          B✶ εδουλευσατε τοις φυσι [B2 φυσει] μη ουσι θεοις; Woide/Birch: ἐδουλεύσατε τοῖς φύσει μὴ οὖσι θεοῖς.

        
        165
          B εκκλεισαι υμας; Woide/Birch: s.

        
        166
          B✶ αγαρ σεινα [B2 σινα]; Woide: Ἄγάρ Σινᾶ (Birch: s.).

        
        167
          B✶ αν [B1 α εαν]; Woide/Birch: ἃ ἐάν.

        
        168
          In Elzevier 1624 the word is at 5:22.

        
        169
          B εστιν; Woide/Birch: ἐστιν.

        
        170
          The statistics are as follows: 142 occurrences in total, ‘cor.’ 121 times (85.2%), ‘imp.’ 7 times (4.9%), ‘err.’ 14 times (9.9%), ‘oth.’ 0 times. All the variants from Tischendorf’s own examination are correct (25 times). And those numbers from Bartolocci (88 times) and Maius (29 times) are 72 (81.8%), 6 (6.8%), 10 (11.4%), 0, and 24 (82.8%), 1 (3.4%), 4 (13.8%), 0 respectively.

        
        171
          B✶ και περιηγεν εν ολη τη γαλειλαια [B2 γαλιλαια]; Bartolocci: καὶ περιῆγεν ἐν ὅλῃ τῇ Γαλιλαίᾳ.

        
        172
          B✶ οτι [B1 τι] δε στενη; Maius 1857: Ὅτι δὲ στενή [mg. τί].

        
        173
          Bartolocci’s base text (Aldina 1518) reads Γεννησαρέθ.

        
        174
          B ειπεν αυτοις; Bartolocci: εἶπεν (for εἶπεν αὐτοῖς).

        
        175
          B αφιενται σου; Bartolocci: ἀφίενταί σοι.

        
        176
          B✶ ηκολουθησεν [B2 ηκολουθησε]; Bartolocci: ἠκολούθησαν.

        
        177
          B✶ εγειρουσιν [B1 διεγειρουσιν]; Bartolocci: ἐγείρουσιν.

        
        178
          Tischendorf copies ἔφη αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰωάννης from Bartolocci’s collation, which in fact slightly differs from the manuscript’s reading εφη αυτω ο ιωανης. But the main point is the omission of λέγων following the word Ἰωάν(ν)ης.

        
        179
          B✶ διερησσετο [B2 διερρησσετο]; Bartolocci: διερρήσσετο δέ (for διερήγνυτο δέ).

        
        180
          B✶ ινα ευρωσιν [B2 ευρωσι] κατηγορειν; Bartolocci: ἵνα εὑρῶσιν κατηγορεῖν.

        
        181
          B✶ χρεοφιλεται [B2 χρεοφειλεται]; Maius 1857: χρεωφειλέται.

        
        182
          Woide mentions the different reading ἀποκτενόντων in Mico’s base text (Strasbourg 1524).

        
        183
          Tischendorf says that the same spelling is also attested in other passages in Luke. This piece of information is not found in the 1843 letter.

        
        184
          B✶ εκλιπη [B2 εκλειπη]; Bartolocci: ὃτʼ ἂν ἐκλείπη (for ὃτʼ ἂν ἐκλίπητε); Maius 1857: ἐκλείπῃ [mg. ἐκλί.].

        
        185
          According to the 1843 letter, Tischendorf seems to have also checked this place in person.

        
        186
          Tischendorf does not explicitly mention his source, but here Bartolocci does read ᾗ ἔδει (for ἐν ᾗ ἔδει).

        
        187
          B✶ ουκ εξεστιν [B2 εξεστι].

        
        188
          B αγαλλιαθηναι; Maius 1857: ἀγαλλιασθῆναι.

        
        189
          B πλοιαρια; Bartolocci: πλοῖα (for πλοιάρια [different base text in Aldina 1518]). Here Woide mentions the correct reading πλοιάρια in Mico’s base text (Strasbourg 1524).

        
        190
          B ηνεωχθησαν; Maius 1857: ἠνεῴχθησάν.

        
        191
          B τηρηση; Bartolocci: ἵνα εἰς τὴν ἡμέραν τοῦ ἐνταφιασμοῦ μου τηρήσει αὐτό (for εἰς τὴν ἡμέραν τοῦ ἐνταφιασμοῦ μου τετήρηκεν αὐτό).

        
        192
          B✶ ινα α̣ρης αυτους εκ του πονηρου [B2 κοσμου αλλ ινα τηρησης αυτους εκ του πονηρου]; Bartolocci: ἵνα τηρήσεις αὐτοὺς ἐκ τοῦ κόσμου (for ἵνα τηρήσης αὐτοὺς ἐκ τοῦ πονηροῦ).

        
        193
          B μεστον του οξους; Bartolocci: σπόγγον οὖν μεστὸν ὄξους ὑσσώπῳ περιθέντες (for οἱ δέ πλήσαντες σπόγγον ὄξους καὶ ὑσσώπῳ περιθέντες).

        
        194
          B✶ εγεινετο [B2 εγενετο] δε παση.

        
        195
          B✶ οικοδομησεν [B2 ωκοδομησεν].

        
        196
          B✶ εισηλθεν [B2 εισηλθε]; Bartolocci: ὅτι εἰσῆλθεν (for εἰσῆλθες). Bartolocci does not mention this variant as both a substitution and a transposition.

        
        197
          Woide mentions the omission of τήν in Mico’s base text (Strasbourg 1524).

        
        198
          Woide mentions the different reading καί χρυσίου in Mico’s base text (Strasbourg 1524).

        
        199
          B✶ επεπεσε [επεσε B1]; Bartolocci: ἐππεέσε στάσις [sic].

        
        200
          B✶ ευρακυλων [B2 ευρυκλυδων].

        
        201
          B✶ ερειψαν [B2 ερριψαν].

        
        202
          B✶ ευχοντο [B2 ηυχοντο].

        
        203
          B✶ ηλευθερωσεν [B2 ηλευθερωσε] σε; Bartolocci: ἠλευθέρωσέ σε. This error may possibly originate from Tischendorf himself.

        
        204
          B✶ ερρεθη [B2 ερρηθη]; Tischendorf also refers to the same variant in Rom 9:26.

        
        205
          B αλλ εν διδακτοις πνευματος; Bartolocci: ἀλλ ἐν διδακτῷ πνεύματος.

        
        206
          Bartolocci’s base text (Aldina 1518) reads δέδοται. Woide mentions the omission of αὐτῇ in Mico’s base text (Strasbourg 1524).

        
        207
          B✶ αλλ η α αναγεινωσκετε [B2 αναγινωσκετε]; Bartolocci: ἢ ἃ ἀναγινώσκετε.

        
        208
          B✶ συνκλειομενοι [B2 συγκλειομενοι]; Bartolocci: συγκλεισμένοι.

        
        209
          B✶ τοις ουσιν [B2 add. εν εφεσω].

        
        210
          B✶ και παραμενω [B2 παραμενῶ]; Bartolocci: καὶ παραμενῶ.

        
        211
          B✶ παραρυωμεν [B2 παραρρυωμεν]; Bartolocci: παραρυῶμεν.

        
        212
          B✶ μη συνκεκερασμενους [B2 συγκεκερασμενους]; Bartolocci: μὴ συγκεκερασμένους.

        
        213
          Woide mentions the different variant πεπειραμένον in Mico’s base text (Strasbourg 1524).

        
        214
          B✶ τετευχεν λιτουργιας [B2 τετευχε λειτουργιας]; Maius 1857: τέτευχεν λειτουργίας.

        
        215
          B μη χαλινων. Although Tischendorf explicitly refers to Bartolocci as his source, the variant cannot be found in Bartolocci’s collation.

        
        216
          Although Tischendorf explicitly refers to Bartolocci as his source, the variant cannot be found in Bartolocci’s collation.

        
        217
          Woide mentions the omission of ἡ in Mico’s base text (Strasbourg 1524).

        
        218
          Tischendorf follows B1 here; cf. B 03 p. 1235 A: B✶ om. [B1 κατα μαθθαιον ¦ B2 κατα ματθαιον]. Both Ti1 and Ti4 read ΕΥΑΓΓΕΛΙΟΝ ΚΑΤΑ ΜΑΤΘΑΙΟΝ.

        
        219
          Ti4 apparatus only refers to Lachmann’s edition.

        
        220
          Ti4 apparatus: B -σσεων δε?.

        
        221
          Ti4 apparatus: σολομωντα (B?).

        
        222
          B✶ ιωσειαν ιωσειας [B2 ιωσιαν ιωσιας] (p. 1235 B 15–16).

        
        223
          Ti4 apparatus: B γεννᾶ (semel? ter?); see also my discussion on p. 331 above.

        
        224
          B✶ μαθθαν [B2 ματθαν] (p. 1235 B 42).

        
        225
          B ο θ̅ς̅ (p. 1236 A 10). Ti7 refers to the source as Lachmann’s edition.

        
        226
          Β✶ εξ [B2 εκ] σου (p. 1236 B 5). The correct information is given in Woide’s work and confirmed by Rulotta.

        
        227
          B✶ ηκρειβωσεν [B2 ηκριβωσε] (p. 1236 B 11).

        
        228
          B✶ ηθελεν [B2 ηθελε] (p. 1237 A 4).

        
        229
          B κατωκησεν (p. 1237 A 28). the erroneous information probably came from Woide.

        
        230
          B ναζαρετ (p. 1237 A 30). the erroneous information probably came from Woide.

        
        231
          Ti4 apparatus gives: ‘τεσσερακ. (B?)’; cf. B✶ τεσσερακοντα … τεσσερακοντα [B2 τεσσαρακοντα … τεσσαρακοντα] (p. 1238 A 4–6). The precise information of Ti7 probably came from Rulotta.

        
        232
          Ti1 apparatus gives: ‘Ln Ναζαράθ … Hab. Ναζαρά B✶ Z✶ al.’; but Ti4 apparatus only refers to Lachmann’s edition. Cf. B✶ ναζαρα [B2 ναζαρετ] (p. 1238 B 12–13).

        
        233
          Due to the variation of transposition, in Ti7 this reading is referred to after the variant φῶς εἶδεν.

        
        234
          B✶ ειδεν [B2 ειδε] (p. 1238 B 35).

        
        235
          B✶ αλεεις [B2 αλιεις] (p. 1238 B 42); see also my discussion on p. 333 above.

        
        236
          Ti1 apparatus: Hab. ἐν ὅλ. τ. Γ. B al.; Ti4 apparatus: εν ολη τ. γαλ.; om εν B ap. Btl. Cf. B✶ εν ολη τη γαλειλαια [B2 γαλιλαια] (p. 1238 C 20–21). See also my discussion on p. 334 above.

        
        237
          Ti1 has a different word order: ὁ Ἰησοῦς ὅλην τὴν Γαλιλαίαν.

        
        238
          B✶ εως [B1 αν] παντα γενηται (p. 1239 B 37). The information of Ti7 could have come from Rulotta.

        
        239
          B υμων η δικαιοσυνη (p. 1239 C 8). All the collations provide no information at this point.

        
        240
          The VMR gives B✶ ερρε̣θη [B1 ερρηθη] (p. 1239 C 13). In each of the following places (Matt 5:27, 31, 33, 38, 43), the reference to 5:21 is given in Ti7. For the discussion of this variant, see p. 286 n. 166 of this book.

        
        241
          B ταμειον (p. 1241 A 18–19). All the collations are silent here.

        
        242
          B✶ αυξανουσιν ου κοπιουσιν ουδε νηθουσιν̣ [B2 νηθουσι] (p. 1242 A 9–10). The erroneous information of κοπιωσιν could have come from Lachmann; see my discussion on p. 331 above.

        
        243
          B✶ αυτης [B2 εαυτης] (p. 1242 A 37). Ti4 apparatus only gives εαυτης, and the correction information of Ti7 is likely to have come from Rulotta.

        
        244
          Ti4 apparatus gives: ‘αιτησει (B vdtr)’, indicating the uncertainty of his source. Probably based on Rulotta’s information (Collation, f. 150r), in Ti7 the doubt is removed.

        
        245
          B✶ οτι [B1 τι] (p. 1242 C 18). On this variant, see my discussion on p. 200 above.

        
        246
          B✶ επροφητευσαμεν [B2 προεφητευσαμεν] (p. 1243 A 15–16). In Ti4, Tischendorf suspects that B 03 might read επροφητευσαμεν by giving a question mark and referring to Mark 7:6. See also my discussion on p. 282 above.

        
        247
          B✶ om. [B1 τουτους] (p. 1243 A 27). Tischendorf’s information should have come from Rulotta. In Ti4, he does not distinguish the original reading and the correction.

        
        248
          Note that in Ti1, Tischendorf still has the rough breathing for αὐτοῦ as the TR.

        
        249
          Namely: Btly. for Bentley (Mico’s collation), Bch. for Birch, and Blc. for Bartolocci.

        
        250
          Tregelles mentions B1 here; cf. B 03 p. 1235 A: B✶ om. [B1 κατα μαθθαιον ¦ B2 κατα ματθαιον].

        
        251
          B ναασσων ναασσων (p. 1235 A 21–22). Correction in 1879: Ναασσων bis Bℵ.

        
        252
          B σολομωνα (p. 1235 A 33). Correction in 1879: Σολομωνα B.

        
        253
          Here Tregelles refers to Lachmann and Tischendorf, both of whom make errors by presuming the manuscript contains a consistent palaeography. Cf. B 03 p. 1235 B 9–10: B εζεκιαν εζεκιας. Correction is given in the 1879 instalment: Εζεκιαν Εζεκιας Bℵ.

        
        254
          Tregelles also comments on Matt 1:13: ‘B. sic etiam ver. 13. (1°. Btly. ter Bch.)’; cf. my discussion on p. 363 above.

        
        255
          B✶ μαθθαν [B2 ματθαν] (p. 1235 B 42).

        
        256
          B ο θ̅ς̅ (p. 1236 A 10). Correction in 1879: ὁ θεος Bℵ.

        
        257
          B✶ εγεινωσκεν [B2 εγινωσκεν] (p. 1236 A 15–16).

        
        258
          B✶ εξ [B2 εκ] σου (p. 1236 B 5).

        
        259
          Tregelles also notes that Mico’s collation adds another τοῦ before Ἡρώδου; cf. my discussion on p. 362 above.

        
        260
          B ο θ̅ς̅ (p. 1236 A 10). Correction in 1879: ‡ Ναζαρετ Bℵ. For the use of the double-dagger mark, see p. 432 of this book.

        
        261
          B✶ τεσσερακοντα … τεσσερακοντα [B2 τεσσαρακοντα … τεσσαρακοντα] (p. 1238 A 4–6). Correction in 1879: τεσσερακ. bis Bℵ.

        
        262
          Tregelles also lists και ειπεν B.Blc. with a question mark; cf. my discussion on p. 363 above.

        
        263
          B✶ ναζαρα [B2 ναζαρετ] (p. 1238 B 12–13).

        
        264
          Tregelles also lists σκοτειᾳ B.Bch. within brackets.

        
        265
          See my discussion on p. 364 above. In the 1879 instalment (Tregelles, GNT 7, p. 1024a), the information on B 03 only gives: εν ὁλῃ τῃ Γαλ., and thus the precise spelling of B✶ is still not recorded.

        
        266
          It should be noted that the information on the correction is only present in Birch’s Variae lectiones 3 but absent in his Quatuor Evangelia Graece; cf. my discussion on p. 476 n. 34 above.

        
        267
          The VMR gives B✶ ερρε̣θη [B1 ερρηθη] (p. 1239 C 13). The 1879 instalment (Tregelles, GNT 7, p. 1024a) only gives ‡ ερρεθη without any note on B 03. For this variant and the following ones, see also my discussion of this variant on p. 286 n. 166 above.

        
        268
          Tregelles also notes that Mico omits ἐν; cf. my discussion on pp. 362–363 above.

        
        269
          Correction in 1879: ‡ ερρεθη B✶ℵ: ερρη. B2.

        
        270
          Correction in 1879: ‡ ερρεθη B✶ℵ: ερρη. B2.

        
        271
          Tregelles also refers to Matt 19:9, in which the similar wording is found in B 03: παρεκτος λογου πορνειας ποιει αυτην μοιχευθηναι, instead of the TR reading μὴ ἐπὶ πορνείᾳ, καὶ γαμήσῃ ἄλλην, μοιχᾶται. For a discussion of this text-critical crux, see Parker, Living Text, pp. 80–89.

        
        272
          Correction in 1879: ‡ ερρεθη B✶ℵ: ερρη. B2.

        
        273
          Correction in 1879: ‡ ερρεθη B✶ℵ: ερρη. B2.

        
        274
          Correction in 1879: ‡ ερρεθη B✶ℵ: ερρη. B2 v. 3 (et ita deinceps) [‘and thus the following’].

        
        275
          B ταμειον (p. 1241 A 18–19). Correction in 1879: ‡ ταμειον Bℵ.

        
        276
          B✶ οτι [B1 τι] (p. 1242 C 18); see also my discussion on p. 363 above.

        
        277
          Here Woide’s note reads Ἐι οὐ [sic], which is indeed an error; cf. B 03 p. 1242 C 39. Since this line begins with -ει (of the previous word ποιει), Mico could have overlooked the line above and have thought it as the conjunction εἰ.

        
        278
          B✶ επροφητευσαμεν [B2 προεφητευσαμεν] (p. 1243 A 15–16). Correction is given in the 1879 instalment: επροφητ. Bℵ.

        
        279
          These include the five sample chapters as well as John 1–4.

        
        280
          Note that the IGNTP transcription has a different opinion here: εωρακεν (without any correction). The original reading as εορακεν is supported by both von Tischendorf, NT Vaticanum, p. 116, and Fabiani and Cozza-Luzi (eds.), Vaticanus 6, p. 154a.

        
        281
          Maius’s edition divides John 1:38 into two verses (vv. 38 and 39), thus making the verse number of the remaining verses in John 1 increased by one (v. 39 becoming v. 40, etc.), compared to the MCT numeration.

        
        282
          This error is corrected in the errata (Maius, Vaticanus 5, p. 503).

        
        283
          See my discussion on p. 395 n. 83 above.

        
        284
          This error is corrected in the errata (Maius, Vaticanus 1, p. xviii).

        
        285
          Note that Maius’s edition follows the book order of B 03, thereby the Catholic Epistles preceding the Pauline Epistles.

        
        286
          This error is corrected in the errata (Maius, Vaticanus 5, p. 503).

        
        287
          This verse is numbered v. 40 in Maius’s edition.

        
        288
          Note that Maius’s edition follows the book order of B 03, thereby the Catholic Epistles preceding the Pauline Epistles.

        
        1
          In the case where the author of the work under consideration is unknown to the public, the term ‘anonymous’ is applied.

        
        2
          Namely, Billie Jean Collins, Bob Buller, and John F. Kutsko (eds.), The SBL Handbook of Style. For Biblical Studies and Related Disciplines (Atlanta, GA: SBL Press, 22014); Siegfried M. Schwertner (ed.), Internationales Abkürzungsverzeichnis für Theologie und Grenzgebiete. Zeitschriften, Serien, Lexika, Quellenwerke mit bibliographischen Angaben (Berlin: De Gruyter, 32014).
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