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Abstract

In the course of the transmission of the text of the New Testament variants in the text emerged
many times and in different ways. This article shows the importance of the study of corrections
in the course of building theories about the emergence of specific variants. It presents some
exemplary results of the examination of corrections of a few manuscripts of Acts. The article
shows that examining all the corrections in a work in an individual manuscript can give important
hints on the emergence of specific variants because it allows to make judgement about the character
of the copying and the correcting.
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I. Introduction

In the transmission of the text of the New Testament the process of copying was repeated
many times. In the course of this process variants in the text emerged in different ways.
The textual critic has to think about different kinds of variants (shorter/longer text,
different wording etc.) and their possible emergence all through his or her work of
trying to reach the initial text. So, the question of the emergence of variants remains
an important topic in modern research." As Dirk Jongkind rightly puts it: ‘In the literature
on textual variation in the New Testament there has always been a fascination with the
“why?” of scribal variants.”” There have been many assumptions concerning the
emergence of variants and observations of certain places of variation or manuscripts,
but as Holger Strutwolf states: ‘Eine groRe Schwiche der bisherigen Textforschung
stellt ... immer noch die Kriterien- und Methodenfrage dar. Es gibt ... bis heute keine
empirisch-phdnomenologisch fundierte Theorie der Variantenentstehung, die auf der
Basis des vollstdndig erhobenen und kritisch evaluierten Variantenmaterials der

! Cf. H. A. G. Houghton and D. C. Parker, Textual Variation: Theological and Social Tendencies? Papers from the Fifth
Birmingham Colloquium on the Textual Criticism of the New Testament (Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias, 2008).

% D. Jongkind, ‘Singular Readings in Sinaiticus: The Possible, the Impossible, and the Nature of Copying’, Textual
Variation, 38-44, at 44.
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Gesamtiiberlieferung entwickelt und iiberpriift worden wire.” The INTF’s (Institute for
New Testament Textual Research in Miinster) digital material available on the NTVMR
(New Testament Virtual Manuscript Room)* makes this kind of research possible. As
Klaus Wachtel says: ‘The digital age finally provides the technical means to accept this
challenge [that the sources should be fully taken into account].”” In our project ‘Theory
of Variation on the Basis of an Open Digital Edition of the Greek New Testament’ of
the Cluster of Excellence in Miinster we - Holger Strutwolf, Ulrich Schmid, Troy
Griffitts and the author of the present article - examine the emergence of variants in
the textual transmission of Acts. A part of studying the emergence of variants is always
thinking about what scribes were likely to do, i.e. the aspect of scribal habits. Scribal
habits are ‘an integral feature of textual criticism’.® Previous research about scribal habits
often focuses on singular readings or Abschriften to detect certain characteristics of a
scribe.” Scholars, however, also discuss problems concerning the singular readings
method.® Some of the studies using singular readings include the subject of corrections.’
Peter Malik studies the topic of corrections more closely and describes the difficulties in
interpreting them.'® As he rightly says: ‘corrections constitute an important piece in the
puzzle of transmission history and as such are well worth closer attention’.!’ The present
article follows his position that it is useful to put more focus on this subject. It shows that
observing all corrections in a work of an individual manuscript - in the case of this article

* H. Strutwolf, ‘Von den Kanones der Textkritik zu einer Theorie der Variantenentstehung im Rahmen der
Kohirenzbasierten Genealogischen Methode: Einige vorldufige Uberlegungen’, The New Testament in Antiquity
and Byzantium: Traditional and Digital Approaches to its Texts and Editing. A Festschrift for Klaus Wachtel (ANTF 52;
ed. H. A. G. Houghton, D. C. Parker and H. Strutwolf; Berlin/Boston: de Gruyter, 2019) 265-80, at 274.

* Online at: https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de.

> K. Wachtel, ‘Conclusion’, The Textual History of the Greek New Testament: Changing Views in Contemporary Research
(Text-Critical Studies 8; ed. K. Wachtel and M. W. Holmes; Atlanta: SBL, 2011) 217-26, at 226.

®J. R. Royse, ‘Scribal Habits in the Transmission of New Testament Texts’, The Critical Study of Sacred Texts
(ed. W. Doniger; Berkeley: Graduate Theological Union, 1979) 139-61, at 157.

7 E.g. D. Jongkind, Scribal Habits of Codex Sinaiticus (Texts and Studies, Third Series 5; Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias,
2007); P. M. Head, ‘Scribal Behaviour and Theological Tendencies in Singular Readings in P. Bodmer u (P66)’
Textual Variation: Theological and Social Tendencies? Papers from the Fifth Birmingham Colloquium on the Textual
Criticism of the New Testament (ed. H. A. G. Houghton and D. C. Parker; Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias, 2008) 55-74;
Jongkind, ‘Singular Readings in Sinaiticus’; J. R. Royse, Scribal Habits in Early Greek New Testament Papyri (New
Testament Tools, Studies and Documents 36; Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2008); A. Wilson, ‘Scribal Habits in Greek
New Testament Manuscripts’, Filologia neotestamentaria 24.44 (2011) 95-126, at 102; A. T. Farnes, ‘Scribal Habits
in P127 (P.Oxy. 74.4968)’, TC: A Journal of Biblical Textual Criticism 23 (2018) 1-20; G. S. Paulson, Scribal Habits
and Singular Readings in Codex Sinaiticus, Vaticanus, Ephraemi, Bezae, and Washingtonianus in the Gospel of Matthew
(GlossaHouse Dissertation Series 5; Wilmore, KY: GlossaHouse, 2018); A. T. Farnes, Simpl_y Come Copying: Direct
Copies as Test Cases in the Quest for Scribal Habits (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2019).

8 See, for example, H. Strutwolf, ‘Scribal Practices and the Transmission of Biblical Text: New Insights from the
Coherence-Based Genealogical Method’, Editing the Bible: Assessing the Task Past and Present (Resources for Biblical
Study 69; ed. J. S. Kloppenborg and J. H. Newman; Atlanta: SBL, 2012) 139-60, at 142-7.

? Jongkind, ‘Singular Readings in Sinaiticus’ already broaches the value of corrections in the context of singu-
lar readings; so also Farnes, Simply Come Copying; Farnes, ‘Scribal Habits in P127’; Wilson, ‘Scribal Habits’; Head,
‘Scribal Behaviour and Theological Tendencies’; and Royse, Scribal Habits in Early Greek New Testament Papyri.

19 p, Malik, ‘Myths about Copying: The Mistakes and Corrections Scribes Made’, Myths and Mistakes in New
Testament Textual Criticism (ed. E. Hixson and P. J. Gurry; Illinois: InterVarsity, 2019) 152-70.

! Malik, ‘Myths about Copying’, 153. That corrections are an important topic in text-critical research can also
be seen, for instance, in the following works: L. H. Y. Man, ‘The Textual Significance of Corrected Readings in the
Evaluation of the External Evidence: Romans 5,1 as a Test Case’, ZNW 107.1 (2016) 70-93; E. Hixson, ‘“Two Codices
with a Common Corrector: The Secondary Corrections in N 022 and X 042, TC: A Journal of Biblical Textual Criticism
23 (2018) 1-15; J. Vroom, ‘The Role of Memory in Vorlage-Based Transmission: Evidence from Erasures and
Corrections’, Textus 27 (2018) 258-73; H. Strutwolf, ‘Direct Copies as Test Case for the Coherence-Based
Genealogical Method (CBGM)? The Example of E 08 and 1884’, Early Christianity 11 (2020) 43-59.

https://doi.org/10.1017/5002868852200008X Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de
https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de
https://doi.org/10.1017/S002868852200008X

420 Katrin Maria Landefeld

the work of Acts - is helpful in order to be able to judge the emergence of specific var-
iants. It presents some exemplary results of the examination of corrections of a few
manuscripts of Acts (GA 254, 467, 424 and 61) and shows the importance of the study
of corrections in the course of building theories about the emergence of specific variants.

2. Different types of correction

In order to be able to discern and study corrections in a manuscript one first has to think
about the question what different types of corrections there are. ‘Type of correction’ is
understood as the way in which the correction took place, for example, crossing out some-
thing or putting certain reference marks in the text etc. The following paragraph will give
a short overview of the types of corrections which one can find in Greek New Testament
manuscripts.'?

In order to delete letters or words correctors marked the deletion by dots above or
below the words," crossed them out® or erased them.'® In both of the latter cases the
first-hand reading can be difficult to discern. This is also the case when correctors chan-
ged letters in words by writing over them, that is, when they changed the letters directly
in the words.'® There are other types of corrections where it is easier to make out the
first-hand reading. Often correctors made insertions between the lines,"” or wrote letters
or words above the word they wanted to correct,'® or marked the word which was in their
view false by reference marks above it and wrote the corrected reading in the margin of
the manuscript with the same mark."”” The correctors also used signs to mark a place
where an insertion was needed, and wrote the insertion with the same mark somewhere
in the margin.”® There are also special signs for alternative readings: one is a connection
of y and p and stands for ypogeton - ‘it is written’ (in a different manuscript or in a text of
a church father, for example), the other is the abbreviation ev aAA for ev aAdoig, which
means ‘in other [places/scriptures]’.”’ These alternative readings will always be found in
the margin. Signs are also used to mark transpositions. In order to correct the word order
letters or signs above words are used to mark the correct order, e.g. B o or // /.*

In many cases it is difficult, if not impossible, to decide whether the correction was
made by the scribe himself or by a later corrector.”” In some cases, however, it is most

12 Some of them can be found in E. G. Turner, Greek Manuscripts of the Ancient World (Bulletin Supplement 46;
London: Institute of Classical Studies, 1987) 16.

13 E.g. in Codex Sinaiticus (01) in Acts 28.28/18 there are dots above touto to mark the deletion. The numbers
follow the word addresses in the ECM (Editio Critica Maior, vol. III: Die Apostelgeschichte (ed. H. Strutwolf, G. Gibel,
A. Hiiffmeier, G. Mink and K. Wachtel; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2017)) - so e.g. Acts 28.28/18 means
Acts, chapter 28, verse 28, word address 18.

 E.g. in minuscule 61 in Acts 15.31/4 8¢ is crossed out.

13 E.g. in Codex Sinaiticus (01) in Acts 28.27/2 B and p in eBopuven are erased and replaced by m and  to make
Mo LVOn.

' E.g. in minuscule 61 in Acts 2.36/18 the abbreviation xv is corrected to xv.

7 E.g. in Codex Sinaticus (01) in Acts 28.23/40 the missing 1e is inserted between the lines.

'8 E.g. in Codex Sinaticus (01) in Acts 28.25/38 above the carefully crossed-out mept we can find 1o written
between the lines.

% E.g. in minuscule 61 in Acts 1.20/18 owtwv is marked in the text and corrected to owtov in the margin.

%0 E.g. in Codex Sinaticus (01) in Acts 28.27/52-8 there is an arrow to mark an insertion and we can find the
insertion with the same mark in the margin at the end of the page.

! E.g. in minuscule 61 in Acts 3.20/26 we find e£okelpBnvon as an alternative reading for e€oetdnvou.

2 E.g. in minuscule 254 in Acts 12.10/50-52 the word order is changed from piow pupmv to puumv pow with
the letters B and o above the words.

3 Cf. Jongkind, who states this concerning Codex Sinaiticus: Jongkind, Scribal Habits of Codex Sinaiticus, 46; also
see M.-L. Lakmann, ‘Transkription und Kollation neutestamentlicher Handschriften: Analyse der
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probable that the scribe made the correction himself. That is the case when a word is
written - or started, but not completed - then crossed out and written again immediately
after, because here we see that the crossed-out word and the correction occur immedi-
ately one after the other in the same line, so the correction must have been made in

the copying process.”* These are called ‘in scribendo corrections’.””

3. The Different Character of Corrections in Manuscripts

As Schmid aptly argues in his contribution from 2008, it is profitable for the examination
of the emergence of variants to keep in mind the different stages of literary production
and reproduction.’® The process of correcting a manuscript also belongs into this context.
As mentioned above, often it is difficult, if not impossible, to know whether the correc-
tions were introduced by the scribe himself or by a later corrector.”” Nevertheless, the
places of correction have the advantage that they show definite intervention into the
text. We therefore can clearly see an activity of a corrector and deduce hints to his rea-
sons for doing s0.”® T would not go as far as Jonathan Vroom to say that the corrections
‘reveal the mental operations of ancient scribes themselves, what they were thinking as
they reproduced and read texts, and what they viewed as a deficiency or error that needed
fixing’,” but I would say they give hints about these processes. And more importantly, the
complete examination of all the places of correction in a work in an individual manuscript
- here shown in the example of the text of Acts - allows us to make conclusions about the
character of the correction and the copying of the first hand.>® This is because, on the one
hand, it shows what mistakes the first hand is prone to make, which helps the examin-
ation of the emergence of specific variants, and, on the other, it reveals the attention
of the corrector concerning certain aspects. This will be illustrated with some examples
in the following paragraphs. The focus here is not on the content, on how the corrections
are spread over the manuscript and in what contexts the corrections lie, as Jakob
W. Peterson has it in his study.’* The present article is focusing on the different aspects
which are corrected and their quantities - changes of letters (some of which are mere
orthographic corrections), insertions, substitutions, deletions, transpositions.”* In

Fehlermdglichkeiten und ihrer Ursachen’, The New Testament in Antiquity and Byzantium: Traditional and Digital
Approaches to its Texts and Editing. A Festschrift for Klaus Wachtel (Arbeiten zur neutestamentlichen Textforschung 52;
ed. H. A. G. Houghton, D. C. Parker and H. Strutwolf; Berlin/Boston: de Gruyter, 2019) 401-14, at 405.

** E.g. in minuscule 61 in Acts 1.11/44 ovtog is crossed out and ovtwg written after it.

%% See, for example, J. W. Peterson, ‘Patterns of Correction as Paratext: A New Approach with Papyrus 46 as a
Test Case’, The Future of New Testament Textual Scholarship: From H. C. Hoskier to the Editio Critica Maior and Beyond
(ed. G. V. Allen; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2019) 201-29, at 210.

%6 U, schmid, ‘Scribes and Variants: Sociology and Typology’, Textual Variation, 1-23, at 23; see also Jongkind,
‘Singular Readings in Sinaiticus’, 35-54.

% Therefore, in this article scribe and corrector are always distinguished, while they could just as well be the
same person, unless it is clear that it must have been the scribe himself.

%8 “Correcting, then, ... is not an automated or unreflective thing to do; it witnesses processes of thinking con-
sciously about language and texts’ (D. Wakelin, Scribal Correction and Literary Craft: English Manuscripts 1375-1510
(Cambridge Studies in Medieval Literature 91; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2014) 4).

? Vroom, ‘The Role of Memory in Vorlage-based Transmission’, 266.

3 Already Dain has explained the importance of including the character of the copying of specific manuscripts
in the analysis for assessing textual history: see A. Dain, Les Manuscrits (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1975) 49-50. So,
this is complemented with the examination of corrections here.

31 Peterson, ‘Patterns of Correction as Paratext’.

*2 As Farnes reminds us in reference to Royse, ‘the difference between substitutions and orthographic variants
is often very subjective and extremely subtle’ (Farnes, Simply Come Copying, 104). For an overview of the categories
and their definitions used in the present study, see the supplementary material (link at the end of the essay).
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connection with this the question of whether these changes evoke a change of meaning
has to be always kept in mind. I am not trying to give an exhaustive examination and
study of all the corrections of the manuscripts in this essay, but I will offer a quantitative
analysis of the corrections in Acts in a few manuscripts - 254, 467, 424 and 61 - and illus-
trate the results with a few examples.”” This will shed light on the character of the copy-
ing of the first hand and the corrections and show how decisions about the emergence of
variants at specific places are made possible.

3.1 Minuscule 254

Minuscule 254 is a manuscript from the fourteenth century, which is now located in the
National Library in Athens (shelf number EBE 490). It has 453 leaves, 1 column and 42 lines
per page and contains Acts, the Pauline Epistles and Revelation. This is a manuscript with
commentary. In the manuscript there are 193 places of correction in Acts.*® At two places,
the first hand is not recognisable so the category of correction cannot be detected. In a
great number of the places (141) the corrections change letters in words. In sixty-two
of these places clearly false forms (i.e. non-existent forms or forms which create syntac-
tically wrong readings) are corrected. In Acts 2.11/14,” for example, oppec is corrected to
apafeg,’® and in Acts 2.30/26 apmov to kapmov (this is probably a haplography because it
is preceded by the preposition k). At thirty-eight places the change of letters relates to
corrections of minor errors®” such as the exchange of letters which are pronounced in the
same way (e.g. in Acts 4.28/20 npowpnoe is corrected to mpowpioe) or the deletion or
insertion of the movable v (e.g. in Acts 19.4/34 mistevowoty is changed to miotevowo).
The change of letters pronounced in the same way represents the biggest proportion of
the minor changes (eighteen places). The rest of these changes concern words of the
first hand which exist and would be possible in the context but are replaced by the cor-
rector. The great portion of obvious errors allows the conclusion that the other cases are
also the results of the inattentiveness of the scribe.

Thirty-four places contain insertions of words. Most of them are only small insertions,
e.g. of articles, particles or conjunctions. For instance, in Acts 15.28/4 yop is inserted by
the corrector. Nine of the places of insertions have no correct text in the first hand, either in
form or content. In Acts 9.40/34, for instance, a necessary verb, the introduction of speech
ewmey, is left out in the first hand: ... kou emotpeyog Tpog 10 cwpo eurev b ovactot ...
This suggests that here the scribe forgot a word in the course of copying the text, that is, this
place shows an error of the first hand rather than a variant of the Vorlage.

The rest of the corrections include seven substitutions, seven deletions and two trans-
positions. The substitutions show orthographically similar words such as for example
Sovole, and Swokovie in Acts 6.4/14. So, here, it is possible to assume a negligence of
the scribe as well. And the case is similar with the deletions, because repeated writings
of words or unnecessary additions are corrected, as for example in Acts 19.11/12-24: ...
emolel 0 Beog Bg0g S0 TOV YEPWV TAVAOV.

The study of the corrections in Acts in this manuscript, therefore, shows that the first hand
copied his Vorlage with some inattentiveness or a lack of knowledge of Greek forms. This
allows the conclusion that possible variants can have arisen as scribal errors. For, in contrast

* For a full list of the corrections in Acts in the manuscripts analysed in the present essay, see the supple-
mentary material (link at the end of the essay).

3! The data are based on the transcriptions on the NTVMR of the INTF (https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de).

% For the meaning of the numbers, see n. 13.

*¢ The present article follows the ECM in leaving out accents.

% These do not necessarily have to be seen as real errors, but since the corrector saw the need to correct
those words, they are called ‘errors’ in the present article.
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to obvious errors, orthographically similar words etc. are not immediately visible as errors of
the scribe and can be accepted as correct and copied by subsequent scribes.

Another example from this manuscript will illustrate this further. In Acts 22.2/14 there
are the variants a npocepwvel, b npocepwvnoev and ¢ Tposewvet. We can see three dif-
ferent tenses — imperfect, aorist and present. Thus, here the textual critic is likely to think
about the question which tense is grammatically more correct and whether there perhaps
was a development in the language over time. So, it could be a case of which tense the
scribe thought was grammatically (more) correct at this certain place so that he wrote
it consciously or automatically. In minuscule 254, however, the first hand has variant
(c) mpoogmvetl. The corrector inserts an € to form mpocewver (variant a) instead. The
corrector could have had a different Vorlage or perhaps he had a different grammatical
understanding. But, looking at the examination of all the places of correction in this
manuscript, a simple scribal error is more probable here. In that case, the scribe has
only forgotten one letter, the augment for the past tense. As the scribe has made
many morphological mistakes, this is not unlikely. Further, the accent supports this,*®
because there is an acute above the w, which is correct in the imperfect, whereas in
the present there should be a circumflex above the et

With the help of the CBGM (Coherence-Based Genealogical Method), which was intro-
duced by the INTF, the relationship between the texts of manuscripts can be examined.*
Looking at the potential ancestors of 254, we see that the closest ones have variant a
(Fig. 1).*° The difference in percentages is not great, but it is a slight support for the
assumption that variant ¢ in 254 has emerged as an error for variant a.

This example shows well how a variant which is possible and correct in the context can
have been created as a scribal error.

3.2 Minuscule 467

Minuscule 467 is a manuscript from the fifteenth century, which is now located in the
Bibliothéque Nationale in Paris (shelf number Gr. 59). It has 331 leaves, 1 column and
21 lines per page and contains Acts, the Pauline Epistles and Revelation. This manuscript
is similar to 254 with respect to its mistakes, although it does not have as many. In 467 we
find 133 places of correction in Acts. At 113 of these letters in words are changed.
Forty-six of these changes are corrections of obvious mistakes, as in Acts 2.46/28,
where the first hand wrote petohopfavov, in which the augment € is not put in instead
of the a to create a correct form (the page break between the prefix and the rest of the
form might have been the reason for this mistake), or in Acts 4.34/20, where in xnropeg a
1 is missing for ktnropeg before the correction. Forty-four places of correction concern
minor mistakes such as letters which are pronounced in the same way or single/double
letters. The high proportion of mistakes suggests that the other places could also be
results of the negligence of the scribe rather than variants found in the Vorlage of 467.
In the rest of the places of correction there are nine insertions, six deletions and five sub-
stitutions of words. Looking at the nine insertions, it is remarkable that five of them are sin-
gular readings in the first hand and most of the insertions are only short.*" This together

%% This is, however, only a small argument because the use of accents in manuscripts is not always very reli-
able. Here I am thankful for the knowledge of manuscripts of my colleague Marie-Luise Lakmann. But even if
small, it nevertheless is an additional argument.

%% For a short introduction into the CBGM, cf. Gerd Mink, ‘Kohirenzbasierte Genealogische Methode - Worum
geht es?’, online at: www.uni-muenster.de/NTTextforschung/Genealogische_Methode.html.

“° The figures are taken from the material available on the NTVMR: see n. 34.

1 An exception is the three insertions in Acts 23.19/26-36, 23.20/2-4 and 23.20/8-12, which form one quite
long insertion.
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Relatives for W1: 254 (c) 7417 ] x|

10 20 Al Variant: all+lac = Chapter: All ~ A MT Fam
)

MT (zz) - MT 0.96 - MT/P 0.92 - AA 0.87 - MA 0.88

*W2 *NR *D *Rdg + Perc + Eq *Pass *W1<W2 SW1>W2 <Uncl <NoRel

1 1 = a 94.43% 6987 7399 255 75 79 3 &6 5
398 2! > a 9396% 6872 7314 278 76 85 3 & 5
607 3 > a 93.86% 6851 7299 269 84 88 7 &b L
025 4 > a 93.78% 6692 7136 267 72 98 7 &b %
319 5 > a 93.48% 6370 6814 248 109 83 4 & 5
049 6| » c 93.47% 6904 7386 253 133 87 9 & &
L23 7 > zz 93.45% 4121 4410 142 88 53 6 &b 5
014 8 > c 93.37% 5056 5415 198 93 65 3 & 5

Figure |. Potential ancestors of minuscule 254 (variants shown for Acts 22.2/14)

with the other observations suggests that they are the result of the inattentiveness of the
scribe as well. The deletions concern one singular reading in the first hand and mostly dit-
tographies and obvious errors. Three out of the five substitutions are singular readings in the
first hand and are obvious mistakes, e.g. in Acts 21.37/2-4 the first hand has peAlovreg,
which would not fit into the context and is corrected to ueAdwv de.

So all these observations lead to the conclusion that the readings of the first hand at the
places of correction are probably mostly mistakes of the scribe. This hypothesis helps us to
assess individual places of variation. In Acts 13.18/10 the first hand wrote etpogogopncev
(variant b), which is a possible word in the context, but is corrected to etporogopnoeyv (vari-
ant a). Given the high degree of clear errors in the other places of correction where letters
are exchanged, this should also be seen as a mistake of the first hand. A look at the lists of
the potential ancestors in the CBGM supports this view: the nearest potential ancestors have
reading a etporopopnoev (Fig. 2). The coherence at this place of variation shows that read-
ing b probably emerged several times without a connection to other texts which have this
reading (Fig. 3). These observations show that it is likely that the variant emerged as a mis-
take several times.

In Acts 21.25/14 variant b oreoteihopev can also be an easy mistake for variant a
eneotelhopiev. And again, the possible ancestors of 467 show variant a (Fig. 4).

Thus, again, the examination of all the corrections helps us to assess individual places
of variation. Similar to minuscule 254, in minuscule 467 the character of the corrections
supports the view that certain possible variants emerged as errors in this manuscript.

3.3 Minuscule 424

Minuscule 424 is a manuscript from the eleventh century, which is now located in the
Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek in Vienna (shelf number Theol. gr. 302, fol. 1-353).
It has 353 leaves, 1 column and 22 lines per page and contains Acts, the Pauline
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Ancestors for W1: 467 (b) 7406 ] x|

Rel Anc Des 10 20 Al Variant: all+lac ~ Chapter: All A MT Fam

MT (a) - MT 0.93 - MT/P 0.89 - AA 0.88 - MA 0.89

$W2 SNR %D *Rdg % Perc ¥ Eq *Pass *W1<W2 $W1>W2 %Uncl *NoRel

18 1 = a 90.85% 6701 7376 288 195 184 8 &b &
35 2 > a 90.78% 6649 7324 315 169 181 10 & %
025 3 > a 90.68% 6450 7113 254 212 186 " & 5
398 4 > a 90.67% 6611 7291 265 21 189 15 &b 5
424 5 > a 90.65% 6673 7361 262 222 19 13 &b &
323 6 > a 90.63% 6609 7292 292 185 188 18 &b 5
| 468 7| > a 90.60% 6688 7382 274 216 196 8 e L
642 8 > a 90.60% 5588 6168 216 192 164 8 &b L
1 9| > a 9059% 6682 7376 258 233 191 12 & L
. 607 10 > a 90.51% 6592 7283 260 231 188 12 & &

Figure 2. Potential Ancestors of minuscule 467 (variants shown for Acts 13.18/10)

Figure 3. Coherence in the attestation of variant b at Acts 13.18/10

Epistles and Revelation and also a commentary. This manuscript is different from the
manuscripts presented above. It has 267 places of correction in Acts. Twenty-four of
those are unclear as most of the time the first hand, twice also the correction, cannot
be identified clearly. At nine of those places the category of correction cannot be detected
because of this. At most of the places of correction letters are changed in words (127) and
words are inserted (66).

Only three times in the case of the changing of letters a clear mistake is corrected - in
Acts 5.33/12 the missing A is inserted into Bovevovto, so the correct form BovAievovro is cre-
ated, and in Acts 13.10/4 and 18.14/44 a superfluous 1 is deleted (the relative pronoun a,
which is wrong in this context, is corrected to the interjection w). In fifty-seven places cor-
rections of minor errors can be found, such as the change of letters which are pronounced in
the same way, e.g. in Acts 24.5/42 valopouwv is changed to valwpouwv. An interesting dif-
ference to minuscule 254 is that most of these minor changes in minuscule 424 concern the
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Relatives for W1: 467 (b) 7406 - mE

Rel Anc Des 10 20 Al Variant: all+lac = Chapter: All - A MT Fam

MT (a) - MT 0.93 - MT/P 0.89 - AA 0.88 - MA 0.89

Tw2 *NR =D *Rdg * Perc * Eq $Pass SW1<W2 S$W1>W2 <Uncl <NoRel

18 1 = a 90.85% 6701 7376 288 195 184 8 &b %L
35 2 = a 90.78% 6649 7324 315 169 181 10 & &%
025 3 > a 90.68% 6450 7113 254 212 186 1" & &
398 4 > a 9067% 6611 7291 265 n 189 15 &b 5
424 5 = a 90.65% 6673 7361 262 222 191 13 &b &
323 6 > a 90.63% 6609 7292 292 185 188 18 &6 &
468 7 > a 90.60% 6688 7382 274 216 196 8 &k 5
642 8 > a 90.60% 5588 6168 216 192 164 8 & &
1 9| > a 90.59% 6682 7376 258 233 191 12 &b 5h
607 10 > a 90.51% 6592 7283 260 231 188 12 &b &

Figure 4. Potential ancestors of minuscule 467 (variants shown for Acts 21.25/14)

movable v (39), so the corrector seems to have a certain focus on this aspect. In all the other
places possible variants are found to do with tense, aspect, voice, case, number, orthography,
simplex/compound, part of speech (participle/verb), similar words.

The insertions also show possible variations. There is no place where a grammatical or
contextual error could be seen before the insertions. At one place the insertion is not
readable. The types of insertion vary considerably in terms of parts of speech. Most
often pronouns are inserted (twenty), at thirteen places two or more words are inserted
(e.g. prepositions with their corresponding case), at nine places the insertion is an article
and at eight places it is a conjunction. Once a participle, twice an infinitive, four times an
adjective, three times a noun, three times a preposition and twice an adverb can be found.

At twenty-two places of correction text is deleted, at four of which the first hand can-
not be read. Only once an error is corrected in these places (in Acts 10.47/33 a superfluous
koo is deleted), at the rest of the places again possible variants can be found. At forty-
one places there are substitutions, but in most of these the sense does not change because
of that, and two transpositions can be found.

Thus, on the whole it can be seen that the character of the corrections is completely dif-
ferent from that in minuscules 254 and 467. Whereas in 254 and 467 mainly errors (concern-
ing e.g. the form of words) were corrected, the corrections in 424 suggest that the manuscript
was corrected against a different Vorlage. As already stated, the manuscript itself is from the
eleventh century, but as Wachtel says, ‘[d]ie Handschrift wurde ... systematisch nach einem
anderen Text korrigiert, der bereits fiir das 4. Jahrhundert und frither nachzuweisen ist.**

2 K. Wachtel, ‘Varianten in der handschriftlichen Uberlieferung des Neuen Testaments’, Varianten - Variants -
Variantes (ed. C. Jansohn; Tiibingen: Niemeyer, 2005) 25-38, at 26. Wachtel gives minuscule 424 as an example for
the evidence of the study of older text forms. It would be an interesting further study to try to identify the
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In two places, though, the corrector created readings which can indicate a combination of
variants. So, perhaps there was more than one Vorlage for the corrector or he knew other var-
iants which he had in mind while he inserted the corrections. The two places are as follows.

In Acts 3.18/22-28 there are three quite similar variants. They only differ through the
use of the pronoun avtov. Variant a puts it after ypistov: mabewv tov ¥pioTOV CLLTOV,
while variant b (which is the first hand of 424) has it before nafew: owtov modev Tov
xpwortov (It therefore belongs to maviwv tev mpoenrtwv, which is mentioned before
that.) The corrector of minuscule 424 inserts avtov after ypiotov, so we get variant c,
which on the other hand has owtov in both places: avtov mabewv 10v ypiotov awtov.
So, here we see another way in which variants may have emerged: in minuscule 424 vari-
ant ¢ could have emerged as a combination of a and b. One reason for this could be that
the corrector wanted to emend from variant b to variant a but forgot to cross out the first
awtov, or he wanted to keep both variants.*’

In Acts 3.11/6 tov 100evtog ywhov (variant b) was corrected to owtov 10:0evTog x®AoL
(variant d). This variant, which cannot be found in any other manuscript, could be inter-
preted as a combination of variant b and variant a (cvtov).

To sum up, the analysis of the corrections in minuscule 424 shows a further possible
emergence of variants. Here the character of the corrections is quite different. It is less
a correction of mistakes than a revision with the help of another, different, form of the
text. The detailed study of all the places of correction supports the conclusion that var-
iants may also have emerged by combining several other variants, a phenomenon which
is known and discussed in textual criticism.** Here the variant clearly emerged through
the correction with the help of one or more different Vorlagen. The overall study of the
corrections suggests this, and the examination of the possible combinations of variants
in particular gives more hints in this direction.

3.4 Minuscule 61 or Codex Montfortianus

Minuscule 61 or Codex Montfortianus is a manuscript from the sixteenth century, which
is now located in Trinity College, Dublin (shelf number MS). It has 455 leaves, 1 column
and 21 lines per page and contains the Gospels, Acts, the Pauline Epistles and
Revelation. This manuscript is again a different case.” It has 266 places of correction
in Acts. There are ten insertions, twelve deletions, seventeen substitutions and one trans-
position. Seventy-nine places show changes of letters in words, of which sixteen places
are only corrections of minor mistakes in orthography. In 147 places - by far the biggest
part - the scribe wrote or at least began to write a word or words, crossed them out and

manuscript after which 424 was corrected or one which could be genealogically near to that manuscript. This is
not easily done because at this stage the corrected manuscript cannot be compared to others in the CBGM.

3 The coherence in the attestation of variant ¢ suggests that it emerged several times in the transmission of
the text (see https://ntg.uni-muenster.de/acts/ph4/coherence/50318022-28). It would be interesting to investi-
gate whether one or more of the other witnesses were influenced by (the correction in) minuscule 424. Here as
well, the examination is not a fast one because at this stage the corrected text of 424 cannot be compared to
other manuscripts in the CBGM.

** Wachtel, for instance, explains: ‘Wenn er [der Schreiber] zwei Lesarten vorfand, hatte er auch die
Moglichkeit, einfach das zu kopieren, was er las, also eine Randlesart wieder an den Rand zu setzen.
Gelegentlich findet man auch Mischlesarten, wo ein Schreiber sich nicht entscheiden konnte und nichts verlor-
engehen lassen wollte’ (Wachtel, ‘Varianten in der handschriftlichen Uberlieferung des Neuen Testaments’, 31).
For the combination of variants, see also H. Strutwolf, ‘Entstehung und Entwicklung der Rezensionshypothese in
der neutestamentlichen Wissenschaft’, Biblische Notizen 184 (2020) 5-42, at 27-8.

5 Malik examines the corrections in 61 in the book of Revelation. There, he mostly finds alternative readings
in the margin: see Malik, ‘Myths about Copying’, 158-60. In Acts the character of corrections is quite different, as
the following paragraphs will show.
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wrote them again, sometimes in a neater way or correcting spelling mistakes. For
instance, in Acts 1.14/10 he first wrote ouoBuuobov, crossed it out and then wrote
opoBupodov next to it. It is most unlikely that he wrote both words and someone else
crossed out the first later, as it is the same word with an orthographic error. Of these
in scribendo corrections 131 are changes of letters in words (seventy-four of those only
minor ones), eight are substitutions, six are deletions, one is an insertion and one is a
transposition.

The study of all these places of correction helps to assess individual places. For
example, there are three places where several words are crossed out - Acts 7.35/23,
7.37/29 and 23.23/23. The question one could ask is whether these are later corrections
or corrections the scribe made while copying. At all these places the crossed-out words
occur later in the sentence, always after the same word, so the insertion can easily be
explained by a parablepsis:

Acts 7.35/23: ... 11§ GE KOTEGTNOEV OPYOVIO KOL AVTPOTHV-ORESTEIREY SIKOGTNY £@
NUOG TOUTOV 0 BEOG CPYOVTO KOL AVTPWOTNV OMEGTEIAEV EV XEIPL OYYEAOV ...

Acts 7.37/29: ... TPOPNTNV CLVOIGTNGEL VULV KG 0 OE0G VROV BSEHEED EK TOV KOEAPDV
VROV O EUE OLVTOV OKOVCEGDE:

Acts 23.23/23: £T01L0COTE CTPOTIOTOG SLAKOGLOVG EO-TPLENG MPESTNG-YVKTOS OTMG
TOPEVBWOY €MC KO GOPElNG, Kol mnels efdounkovia, kot  de&lolofoug

OLUKOGLOVG, OO TPLTNG MPUG TNG VUKTOG.

Given that the scribe of 61 crossed out and rewrote words at many places while copying it
is quite plausible that he did the same at these places. So, it is more likely that he realised
his parablepsis at once and corrected the mistake himself than that it was a later
corrector.

In Acts 14.17/16 we see how corrections can give additional information for assessing
potential ancestors. In minuscule 61 the scribe began with the letter v, then crossed it out
and wrote nuw. So, he clearly wanted to write v first, but corrected himself. Both read-
ings are attested in other texts as well. Y is variant a and nuwv is variant b. If we then
look at the list of potential ancestors of 61, we see that the closest ones show reading a
(Fig. 5). So, normally one could get the impression that reading b emerged from reading a.
But if we take the correction into account, the evaluation is different. The scribe began to
write vuy, reading a, but corrected himself. Even considering the fact that v > 1 is an
Itacism and one can easily be changed to the other, here it should mean that his
Vorlage most probably read nuuv, reading b — which at least the seventh potential ancestor
of 467 (398) has - because, looking at the other places of correction, the scribe probably
was not writing under dictation but was copying from a written exemplar and checked his
text while copying (see the parablepses described above). So, in this case the closest
potential ancestors are not the most likely source of the variant in this text.

In Acts 16.14/32 the character of correction in minuscule 61 helps us to assess a variant
reading. Here we see that the scribe first wrote nvoi€e. He then crossed it out and wrote
dinvoi&e instead. So, he forgot the prefix first. In this manuscript we clearly see that it is a
mistake the scribe made and corrected. Hvoi&e is variant ¢ and is read in a few other
manuscripts. Looking at the coherence in the attestation of this reading we see that it
probably emerged multiple times without a connection between the texts of the manu-
scripts (Fig. 6). So, it was probably a mistake made by several scribes. The evidence
here in minuscule 61 supports the assumption that this reading emerged as a mistake.
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Relatives for W1: 61 (b) 7380 ) x|

Use recursive priority calculation.

MT (a) - MT 0.93 - MT/P 0.89 - AA 0.86 - MA 0.87

W2 SNR D *Rdg * Perc + Eq *Pass *W1<W2 SW1>W2 <Uncl *NoRel

326 1| > a 9562% 7053 7376 224 60 39 0 &k &5
1837 2| > a 94.89% 6682 7042 215 102 39 4 & &
L23 3 > a 90.59% 3984 4398 206 79 109 20 &k &
424 4 > a 9056% 6666 7361 373 109 194 19 & 5
18 5 > a 90.52% 6678 7377 406 68 202 23 &b &
1 6 > a 9050% 6677 7378 370 108 197 26 &b h
398 7| > b 90.37% 6578 7279 380 98 202 21 &6 &
025 8 > a 90.34% 6427 7114 361 98 204 24 & 5
1241 9 > a 90.22% 6569 7281 351 141 197 23 &6 %
607 0 > a 9015% 6561 7278 378 16 200 23 & 5

Figure 5. Potential ancestors of minuscule 61 (variants shown for Acts 14:17/16)

B> D >
& oo

Figure 6. Coherence in the
attestation of variant c at
Acts 16.14/32

4. Conclusion

The article has shown clearly that the examination of individual places of correction with
regard to the character of the whole respective manuscript can be profitable for assessing
specific variants and their emergence.

By studying all the corrections in a work in a manuscript - and even more so when the
whole manuscript can be studied - the character of the copying of the first hand can be
detected, e.g. the many morphological mistakes in minuscule 254. Such an examination
can then help to assess individual places of variation because the character of the copying
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of the first hand can indicate that certain variants in manuscripts emerged as simple scri-
bal errors and were copied again because they could not be detected as such.
Furthermore, the examples show that the examination of corrections can also bring
into focus the character of corrections in a manuscript, for instance the revision with
the help of a different Vorlage we have seen in minuscule 424. This can then be useful,
for example, for detecting certain variants as a combination of different available
Vorlagen.

Therefore, corrections should not be left out of consideration while critically assessing
a place of variation. Thus, Barbara Aland’s statement ‘wir miissen den Charakter einer
Handschrift studiert haben, um nicht zufillige Fehler als bewusste Interpretationen fehl
zu deuten™® is supported by the results of this study, and the examination of the correc-
tions of a manuscript is of great help in assessing the character of that manuscript.

A continued study of corrections in manuscripts could offer more evidence for the
emergence of variants. A tool on which we are working in our project will be helpful
here.”” We are tagging the complete ECM text - base text and variants - of Acts morpho-
logically. Each word is marked with the corresponding lemma and the morphology. When
this tagging and also a search tool are complete, a search through all the variants will be
possible.”® It should then, for instance, be possible to search for the insertion of certain
parts of speech. Thus, a more thorough study of the corrections of specific manuscripts
will become much easier.

Supplementary material. To view supplementary material for this article, please visit https://doi.org/10.
1017/5002868852200008X.
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8 The search tool will be made accessible online at: https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/web/d-ecm-cre/the-
search-tool.
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