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PREFACE

Txe following facsimile of the New Testament text of the Codex Sinaiticus is made from negatives
taken at St Petersburg by my wife and myself in the summer of 1908. In the library we
were greatly helped by the courtesy of the officials, espécially Dr. Bischoff and Dr. Papadopoulo
Kerameus, who did everything possible to assist us, and outside we were so fortunate as to find
in Ds. and Mevr. Pantekoek of the Dutch Church in St. Petersburg friends who were willing to
take more trouble in forwarding our interests than many would have devoted to their own: the
difficulty of finding an adequate dark room for the development of such large plates was con-
siderable, and seemed likely to prove insuperable till our Dutch friends came to our rescue.

In the introductory pages I have had the benefit of consulting Dr. Kenyon and Sir George Warner
in the British Museum and Dr. Hunt in Oxford, to the last of whom and to the authorities of
the John Rylands Library, whose Papyri he is editing, I owe the permission to reproduce a
specimen of Rylands Papyr. 28. I am also greatly indebted to the Rev. Dr. Ehrle, S.]., Prefect of
the Vatican Library, for his permission to print a specimen of the Codex Vaticanus. My warmest
thanks are due to my friend and former pupil Dr. J. de Zwaan, who spent much time and trouble
in making lists of the various corrections in the Codex Sinaiticus. These lists have, of course, a
special value for the textual criticism of the New Testament, and I hope that Dr. de Zwaan and
myself will be able in the course of time to publish some of the results which are based on them,
in the direction of distinguishing the types of text which the various correctors preferred.

Finally, on behalf of my wife and myself, I must express a gratitude, in which I feel sure
that those who may find the facsimile useful will join, to the Trustees of the Revision Surplus,
Hort Memorial, and Hibbert Funds, and to the Governing Body of Magdalen College, for the grants
of money which rendered possible our journey to St. Petersburg, as well as to the authorities of
the Imperial Library for their permission to photograph their famous Codex, and to the Delegates of
the Oxford University Press for undertaking the publication,

KIRSOPP LAKE.

LEIDEN, 1911,
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THE DISCOVERY OF THE CODEX

Tue discovery of the Codex Sinaiticus by Tischendorf is
one of the best-known stories in the history of Palaecography.
In 1844 Tischendorf, who had planned a fresh critical edition
of the New Testament, and had already visited most of the
great libraries of the West, was travelling in the East in
order to discover what new light might still be obtained from
the monastic libraries. In the convent of St. Catherine on
Mt. Sinai he found in a basket, which he understood to con-
tain material for lighting the fire, forty-three leaves of the
Septuagint. These he obtained, and published in 1846 under
the title of the Codex Friderico-Augustanus.® This codex is
now at Leipzig. He ascertained that the rest of the MS. was
in existence; and though he was unable to obtain possession
of it, he cherished the hope of returning & some later period
and of then being more successful. That in this way Tischendor{
rightly earned the fame of discovering this valuable MS. would
be denied by no one; but M. Seymour de Ricci, in the Revue
Avrchéologique, 1909, p. 159, has recently pointed out that it
was probably scen as early as 1761 by the Italian traveller,
Vitaliano Donati, in his visit to Mt. Sinai. Donati’s diary
is still unpublished, but extracts were made from it by
G. Lumbroso, in the At della R. Accademia dei Lincer in
1879, in which on p. 501 the following statement is found : ‘In
questo monastero ritrovai una quantita grandissima di codici
membranacei . . . ve ne sono alcuni che mi sembravano
anteriori al settimo secolo, ed in ispecie una Bibbia in mem-
brane bellissime, assai grandi, sottili, e quadre, schitta in
carattere rotondo € bellissimo; conservano poi in chiesa un
Evangelistario greco in carattere d’oro rotondo, che dovrebbe
pur essere assai antico.” The MS. in gold letters is no doubt
the Evangelistarium Aurcum (Gregory Evst. 300) which is
still shown to travellers, and the ‘Bibbia’ may well be, as

1 From the name of the King of Saxony, under whose patronage he was
travelling.

M. de Ricci suggests, the Codex Sinaiticus. The objection that
the script is described as ‘rotondo’ is adequately met by the
fact that the Evangelistarium Aureum, which is also ‘rotondo’,
is an uncial : no doubt Donati meant to distinguish the script
from the narrow contracted type of uncial found in some
late MSS.

After Tischendorf left the monastery, the MS. seems to
have been seen by two other scholars. In 1845 Porphyrius
Uspenski' visited Sinai, and saw the MS.—not only the rem-
nant which Tischendorf had seen, but also the other parts to
which it was now reunited. It would therefore seem that
Tischendor{’s conversation with the monks had aroused them
to a sense of the value of their property. Porphyrius Uspen-
ski also found some fragments of the MS. in the bindings
of other MSS: Besides Porphyrius Uspenski it is gene-
rally thought that the MS. was seen by Major Macdonald,
a Scotsman who visited Sinai in 1848.8 Whether, however,
this MS. was really the Codex Sinaiticus or another MS. of
later date is doubted by Prof. Gregory+; fortunately the point
is as unimportant as its discussion is indecisive.

In 1853 Tischendorf returned to Sinai, but could find no
trace of the MS., or even discover whether it was still in the
library. In 1Bsg, however, he again visited the Mountain,
armed with an introduction from the Tsar, and was warmly
welcomed, but did not venture directly to approach the search
for the MS. until one evening he found a favourable oppor-
tunity for leading the conversation on to the subject of the

ie w5 Comaficsadl

! See his Iepace ny ps B5 1845 1. Petersburg,
1856, pp. 2a5-38. Porphyrius was afterwards Arehbishop of Sinai.

* Containing Gen. xxiii. 19-xxiv. 4; 5-8; 10-14; 17-19; 25-7; 3073
36-41; 43-6; Num. v. 26-30; vi. §-6; 31-13; 19-18; 22-7; vil 4-5;
ra-13; 15-26. Published first by Tischendorf in his Appendix Codicum
celeberrimorum Stmastics Vaticans Alexandrins, Leipzig, 1867.

* See Horne and Tregelles's Introduction to the New Testament, and
editior, 1860, p- 775-

¢ See his Texthritsh, vol. i, p. 23.




THE DISCOVERY OF THE CODEX

Septuagint. These tactics proved successful, and later on the
olxordpos, desirous of showing that the monks also had a MS.
of the Septuagint, brought him the Codex wrapped in a red
cloth.' Tischendorf’s delight can be imagined, when he found
that it contained not only a great part of the LXX, but the
whole of the New Testament, Barnabas, and part of Hermas.

An arrangement was made with the monks that, if the
superiors of the monastery, who were living at Cairo, were
willing, the MS. should be sent to Cairo to be copied.
Hurriedly returning thither, Tischendorf persuaded the repre-
sentatives of the monastery to make this concession, and, in
consequence, a messenger was sent to St. Catherine’s to fetch
the MS., which on Feb. 24, 1859, reached Cairo, where it was
copied by Tischendorf and two assistants in the extraordinarily
short space of two months. After this Tischendorf suggested to
the monks at Cairo that the MS, should be given to the Tsar.
There was, however, at that time an election in process to the
archbishopric of Sinai*; a candidate had been unanimously
selected, but he was not yet consecrated, and under these
circumstances it was ultimately (in Sept. 185¢) agreed that
Tischendorf should take the MS. to the Tsar in anticipation
of the formal gift which would be made when the archbishop
was in a position to ratify it.

There has been much not very edifying controversy as to
the terms on which this arrangement was made. Some of
the monks have maintained that it was never their intention
to make a permanent gift of the MS. Another version is
that they bargained for a steamship to connect their harbour
on the Red Sea with-Port Said. Those who have had much
to do with Oriental monks will understand how improbable
it is that the terms of the arrangement, whatever it was, were
ever known to any except a few of the leaders. The latter
probably regarded the whole affair as a speculation. In any
case, the fact is certain that Tischendorf was allowed by the
archbishop to take the MS. to St. Petersburg.

The Tsar was pleased to accept the present brought by
Tischendorf; in November, 1859, the MS. was exhibited for
a fortnight, and was then taken to Leipzig, in order that
Tischendorf might issue a facsimile edition in accordance

' In which it is still wrapped, and, I hope, always will be.
* Sinai is under the control of an archbishop, who is consecrated at
Jerusalem, but has independent jurisdiction.
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with the Tsar's orders. Photography was not in those days
sufficiently advanced to enable it to be employed, though
Tischendorf considered its possibility, but special type was
cut to imitate the MS,, and the result may fairly claim to be
the most perfect facsimile edition which was ever published in
the pre-photographic period. It is a triumph of printing,' and
Tischendorf’s notes will always remain an indispensable aid
to the study of the MS. It was issued in four volumes from
St. Petersburg in 1862, under the title BIBLIORUM CODEX
SINAITICUS PETROPOLITANUS. AUSPICIIS AUGUSTISSIMIS
ImperATORIS ALEXANDRI [I. EX TENEBRIS PROTRAXIT IN EURO-
PAM TRANSTULIT AD IUVANDAS ATQUE ILLUSTRANDAS SACRAS
LITTERAS EDIDIT CONSTANTINUS TISCHENDORF.

When the MS. was no longer needed for the purposes
of preparing this edition it was finally handed over to the
Tsar, and deposited in the Imperial Library, where it is still
to be seen in a special show case in the Great Hall

Meanwhile the monks of Sinai had received nothing in
return for their magnificent present; and in a letter dated
July 15, 1869, the Archbishop of Sinai hinted to Tischendorf
that the time was approaching when the monks might
reasonably expect some suitable acknowledgement, In con-
sequence of this letter Tischendorf appears to haveé written
to the Russian Ministry, and the result was that on Nov. 18,
1869, 7,000 roubles were received by the monks of St.
Catherine’s, 2,000 roubles by the affiliated monastery of
Mt. Thabor, and various decorations by the leading monks.
The latter, however, have always claimed that they did not
accept this as a satisfactory settlement, but no written pro-
test on their part is known to exist, and the archbishop, at
all events, remained on friendly terms with Tischendorf.

Finally, it is perhaps sufficiently curious to deserve mention
that Simonides the forger attempted to discredit the experts
who had helped to detect his fraud, by claiming that he had
himself written the Codex Sinaiticus, and had deceived them
all; but the details of this absurd story belong rather to the
annals of crime than to the history of palaeography.

t A full account of its preparation is given in the preface to Tischen-
dorf’s edition, vol. i, pp. 5 ff.

* See the quotations from Tischendort’s correspondence in C. R.

Gregory's Prolegomena to the Eighth Edition of Tischendorls Novum
Testamentum Greece, 1894, pp. 351 ff.



THE EARLIER HISTORY OF THE MS.

THE CORRECTION OF THE CODEX AT
CAESAREA

Tue only point on which practical certainty can be
arrived at with regard to the history of the MS. before it was
discovered by Tischendorf, is that at the time when one of the
correctors belonging to the group C was working it was in the
famous library at Caesarea. Palaeographical and historical
grounds agree to fix this time as not later than the beginning
of the seventh or earlier than that of the fifth century.

The library at Caesarea is one of the three great Christian
libraries' known to have existed in the third century. Itis
perh'aps correct to speak of Pamphilus as the founder of this
library, but the nucleus of his collection was the MSS. of
Origen, who in turn probably inherited the library of Juliana
which is mentioned by Eusebius (Hist. Eccl, vi. 17), who says,
Tabra 8¢ & 'Npyévms peré xal Ay els 7ds ypadas e'pp.'qv‘u&v Tob
Svppdyov onpalve mapd ‘lovlaris Twos elndévar, fiv xai dmot
map’ adrob Svppdyov ras Bifrovs Siadfacfer. The actual words
of Qrigen’s statement are given by Palladius (Hist. Laus. Ixiv,
ed. Butler), who says, efpor 3¢ raira dyds yeypappéva & 1¢
raawrdre BiBNe orympp, éyéypamro xept "Dpiydvovs' Toiro
1o B:FAlov eSpov &y mapd 'lovhavy) Th wapféve & Kawrapelg,
xpumropevos mwap  adrp), Wris €heye wap adrol Zvpudyov ToO¥
éppnvéws Tov "lovdaiwy adrd elndévar.  Unfortunately the copy-
ist of this note was apparently not very accurate, and thought
that Cacsarca in Cappadocia was indicated, but it is probablc
taat this is merely a mistake and that Caesarea in Palestine
was really intended. In any case there is little reason to

' The other two are Jerusalem and Alexandria. The history of the
library at Jerusalem is given in Eus. H. E.vi.20. 1; cf. Ehrhardt, Rom.
Quartalschrifi, 1891, 217 fl. There can be little doubt that the Catechetical
School at Alexandria had a library, though it is difficult to distinguish it from
the private collections of Clement and Origen,

* Cf. Eus. M, E. vi. 32.

doubt that the library of Caesarea when it was organized by
Pamphilus contained many MSS. of the third and second
centuries, and it was certainly one of the main sources® of
Eusebius’s knowledge of Christian literature, though unfor-
tunately the catalogue which he published in his life of
Pamphilus is no longer extant,

According to Jerome (de vir. inl. 3. 113) the library began
to show signs of decay at the end of the fourth century, and
Euzoius,! ‘eiusdem postea urbis (Caesarea) episcopus, plurimo
labore corruptam ijam bibliothecam Origenis et Pamphili in
membranis instaurare conatus . ..’ &c. This statement may
fairly be interpreted to mean that the Papyri on which the
earlier MSS. were written were wearing out, and had to be
copied on parchment. Of this second foundation by Euzoius
there is at least one certain trace in a MS. of the eleventh
century at Vienna (MS. Theol. Gr. 2g) which contains {{. 146")
the cruciform note, copied no doubt from its archetype, evfoios
enoxomos & cwparisis dvevedaaro® It was much used by Jerome,
who frequently refers to it, and at the beginning of the seventh
century the copy of the Hexapla of Origen in the lbrary at
Caesarea was used by Paul of Tella for the Syriac Hexapla,
as is stated in the subscriptions to the various books of the Old
Testament ;¢ but after this there is no proof of the continucd
existence of the library. Its fate is unknown; but Caesarca
was taken by the Arabs in 638, and we may guess with much
probability that the library was dispersed or destroyed.

The evidence that the Codex Sinaiticus was once in this
library is given by the notes added by one of the C correctors at
the ends of Ezra and Esther, in the fragment at Leipzig (Codexs

' The full list of references to Pamphilus and his work is given in Har-
nack's Geschichte der allchristiichen Litteratur, vol. i, pp. 543 1

* In Ep. 34- 1 Jerome says that Acacius also helped.

* See Cohn, Philo de opif. rundi, p. ii (Breslauer philolog. Ablr. iv. 4, 1889).

¢ Sce Field, Hexapla, i, pp. xcix-c.

vii



THE EARLIER HISTORY OF THE AIS,

Friderico-Augustanus). It has often been stated that these
notes are by the corrector C+, but this is not the case, as will
be secn when the facsimile of the Old Testament is published.
There s a certain family resemblance between C* and the scribe
of the notes at the end of Ezra and Esther, but they are not
identical, and there is perhaps a difference of ink—C* used
a redder, and the scribe of the note at the end of Esther a
yellower colour—though I am inclined to doubt this, strikingly
evident though it seems at first. The two notes happen to
have been written on bad patches of vellum, which have not
taken the ink well, so that the writing has faded, but at the
end of the note to Ezra, where the parchment improves, the
ink has the same reddish tint as C*. Further discussion of
this point belongs to the introduction to the Old Testament :
it is sufficient here to say that the probable solution of the
question is that several scribes (of which C* was certainly one)
were engaged in correcting the text according to that of the
Codex Pamphili, and one of them (not C* wrote the notes at
the end of Esther and Ezra to explain what had been done.
That the writer of the notes belongs to the C group of scribes
is tolerably certain, and his statements make it almost equally
plain that this-group was formed by the monks in the scrip-
torium at Caesarea. The text of the notes is as follows :—

(1) A¢ the end of Ezra (Cod. Frid.-Aug. f. 13).

ANTEBAHEN mpoc maAaiw
TATON AlaN anTIFpadon
Lediopewmenon yetpl Toy
AFIOY MAPTYPOC TTambiAoy
OTIEP ANTIFPAGON TPOC T
TEAEl YMOCHMEIWCIC TIc
TAIOYEIPOC AYTOY YITEKEITO
€Yovca OYTwC:

METEAHMGOH KAl AIOpOwoH

TIPOC Ta €ianAa wpIreNoyc

ANTWNINGC ANTEBAAEN,

TAMPIAOC AlOpBwca : > > >

(2) At the end of Esther (Cod, F rid.-Aug. f. 19).

ANTEBAMEN TIPOC TTalatw
TATON Atan aNTirpadon

AEI0POWMENON XEIp
vii

TOY AIIOY MAPTYPOC Mam
iAoy TIPOC A€ Twr TeAel
TOY AYTOY WaAauovaroy
BiBAloy OTIEP APYHN MEN
EIYEN AMO THC MPWTHC
TN BaclAGIwN, €ic Ak
THN €COHp ¢Anren: Toi
AYTH TiC €N WAATE! 1210
XEIPoC YMocHmelwcic Toy
AYTOY MAPTYPOC YTEKEITO
EXOYCA OYTWCE]
METEAHMDEH KA Alop
8weH Npoc Ta eiamAa
WPIrENOYC Y ayToy At
OPBUMENA' ANTWNINOC
OMOAOIHTHC ANTEBAAE"
TamdiAoc diopdmcaro
TEYYOC €N TH GYAAKH.
314 THN TOY BY MOAAH
KAl YAPIN K&l TTAATYCMD
KAl €IE MH Bapy ermel
TOYTW T ANTIFPAdL
TAPATIAHCION €YPEIN
ANTIFDADON OY PASION,
CCL=<KKL=>>5->>>
AleONH A€ TO AYTO
t MAAMWTATON BiBAO
TIpoC TOAE TO TeYyoC

€IC T& KYPIA ONOMATA.

From the addition of the word opoheynmis to the name of
Antoninus it is clear that the writer identified him with
the Antoninus who was martyred on Nov. 13, 309, shortly
before Pamphilus, who was put to death on Feb. 16, 310
{see Eusebius, de martyr. Palest. 9. 5and 11. 1). The reference
to the prison also enables us to date the MS. used by the
corrector almost exactly in the year 309. Moreover, as the
original Hexapla of Origen was at Caesarea, and Pamphilus
claims to have corrected his MS., by it, there is really only
one step—the MS. of Pamphilus—between the corrector and
the original Hexapla.

It will be seen that the evidence connecting the Codex
Sinaiticus, at the time of the C correctors, with the library of



THE EARLIER HISTORY OF THE MS.

Caesarea is not absolutely demonstrative: it is possible that
the MS. of Pamphilus had been taken to some other place,
and of course the view that all the C correctors belong to
much the same place and time is a point on which it is possible
that other opinions will be held when the facsimile of the Old
Testament completes the presentation of the evidence. It is
therefore all the more satisfactory that there is some indirect
evidence for connecting another of the C group—C*—with the
use of a MS. of Pamphilus in the Pauline epistles.

It will be noted that the colophons at the ends of Ezra
and Esther only refer to MSS. of a comparatively small part
of the Old Testament, and there are no other notes else-
where. It is, however, well known that in the Pauline
epistles critics? have long been struck by the resemblance
between the text of the corrector C* and that of cod. H=
Now, cod. H= has at the end of the Pauline epistles 2 long
colophon, beginning with the name Evagrios *, and ending
with the statement :—

AnTeBAkOH At ¥ BiBAoc
npdc o &N xaicapia AnTi
rpado™ Tc BIBAIOBKKHC
vof irioy mambiroyr yeipi
rerpamménon [atroy}®

Considering the close textual relationship between cod.
H» and the corrector C* of the Codex Sinaiticus, it is legiti-
mate to regard this evidence as increasing the probability
that during the time that the corrector C* was working the
Codex Sinaiticus was in the library at Caesarea, in which there
were -certainly many MSS. of Pamphilus, rather than in
some other library to which a MS. of Pamphilus might have
been brought.

The date which must be assigned to the time when the
Codex was in Caesarea depends entirely on that which palaeo-
graphy gives to the writing of the C correctors, and especially
of course to that of the scribe who wrote the notes at the
end of Ezra and Esther. On this point opinions are likely

! See especiaily W, Bousset, Texthritische Studien sum neven Testament
{Texte und Untersuchungen, xi. 4), pp. 45-73

* The word is erased. Itis possible, perhaps even probable, that it is
really Evarpiov rather than Etirpioc.

* givod is mot mow legible in the MS.,, but in the time of Montfaucon
the final ¢ was still visible.

to differ. The latest date suggested is the seventh century;
the earliest is the fith. Dr. F. G. Kenyon and Dr. A. S.
Hunt agree in regarding the sixth century as possible,
but the former is inclined to aceept the seventh as equally
possible, while the latter is more disposed to prefer an
earlier date.

THE HISTORY OF THE MS. AFTER
IT WAS IN CAESAREA

How or when the MS. passed from Caesarea to Sinai is
absolutely unknown. There is not a trace of evidence.
The monastery of St. Catherine’s on Mt. Sinai was one of
the foundations of Justinian, and from the sixth century it
became one of the strongholds of the Greek Church and the
Malkite Syrians, Caesarea, on the other hand, was taken
by the Arabs in 638. It is therefore a plausible guess that
the MS. was taken to Sinai by refugees from Caesarea. But
this is merely a guess: it may have been taken to many
places after leaving Cacsarea and have reached Sinai many
years or centuries later.

THE ORIGINAL PROVENANCE AND
DATE OF THE MS.

The only points in the pre-Caesarean history of the MS.
which repay discussion are concerned with the place and
time of its original writing, for from the day that it
passed out of the scriptorium until the time that it was
revised at Caesarea there is no other evidence of any kind
to throw light on its history. It is of course true that the
correctors B+, B, and possibly A%, A, and A%, may have done
their work outside the scriptorium, but there is nothing in
their scripts to justify any suggestion that they belonged to
one locality rather than another, and they are (see p. xxiii), if
not contemporary with the origina! scribes, at least extremely
close to them in age.

The Zerminus a guo, from which the date of the MS. must
be reckoned, is provided by the fact that the Eusebian
apparatus was added to it before it was issued from the
scriptorium (see p. xix). It is unfortunate that we do not know

the exact date when Eusebius made his apparatus, but it is
ix



THE ORIGINAL PROVENANCE AND DATE OF THE MS.

at least plain that the first quarter of the fourth century is
the earliest date which has any reasonable probability. The
ferminus ad guem cannot be so easily fixed. We are here
entirely dependent on palaeographical considerations, and on
the comparison of the writing with that of papyri. The earliest
vellum MS. of which the date can approximately be fixed is
the Vienna Codex of Dioscorides, which cannot be far removed
from the year soo. No one doubts but that the Codex
Sinaiticus and various other MSS. are earlier than this; but
the history of writing shows that the development of hands
is by no means regular, and decisive dating is usually very
difficult. Nevertheless a comparison with papyri suggests
that the Codex Sinaiticus is more likely to belong to the
fourth than to the fifth century; Dr. Hunt, indeed, expressed
the view that if it had not been for the evidence of the
Eusebian apparatus, he should have not regarded the third
century as an impossible date. This view of the date of the
MS. is based on the assumption that the provenance of the
MS. is the same as that of the papyri—Egyptian; but an
element of doubt cannot be excluded on this point, and it is
clear that if the assumption be baseless, the date is propor-
tionately less certain. Baseless, however, the assumption
fortunately is not: as will be shown, an Egyptian provenance
is actually the most probable for the Codex Sinaiticus; but
it is not certain, and there have been competent scholars
who have been inclined to think that Caesarea not only was
the resting-place of the MS. in the sixth century, but also
has the best claim to be regarded as its original home,

Of the various arguments, partly historical partly palaeo-
graphical, bearing on this point, those which are purely
palacographical are likely to seem rather unsatisfactory to
those who are acquainted with the splendid results reached
by Latin scholars in fixing the date and provenance of their
MSS. It is, however, the fact, regrettable though it be, that
this line of research is much less fruitful in Greek than in
Latin documents. We have not sufficient specimens of
ascertained date and diverse provenance to justify any security
of judgement. The literary hand in papyri which affords our
only guide in this matter is an excessively fixed type, which
those who are constantly engaged in papyrological research
are least prepared to date with exactness, and as the papyri
all come from the same country they afford little or no evidence

X

as to local peculiarities of script. It is indeed now possible
to state with a certainty which was hitherto unattainable that
this or that type of letter was common in Egyptian papyri, but
it is not possible to say that it was characteristic, in the sense
that it was absent in other schools of calligraphy ; for we are
almost ignorant of the history of literary as distinct from
private hands outside of Egypt. Moreover, we do not know
with any precision what changes may have been introduced
by professional scribes when they passed from writing on
papyrus to the somewhat different surface of vellum. The
only analogy which we can study—that of the minuscule
revival in the ninth century—is imperfect in kind and remote
indate. In that century professional scribes on vellum began
to abandon the uncial character, which they had taken over
from the literary hand of the papyri, in favour of a cursive
hand modelled on the earlier private hands. Obviously it is
impossible to argue from this great revolution to the small
one of passing from papyrus to vellum; but it is perhaps
admissible to point out that as the changes made in the ninth
century from the private cursive hand were comparatively
small, d fortiori those in the fourth were probably smaller.
With these serious qualifications comparison with papyri
affords the only palaeographical clue to the provenance of the
Codex Sinaiticus. It tends to suggest that the papyri and
the Codex come from the same place. There are no letters
in the Codex Sinaiticus which cannot be paralleled in papyri
of the fourth or earlier centuries. The three forms which
attract attention in the Codex Sinaiticus are the so-called
Coptic Mu, the curious shaped Omega with a long central
line, and an occasional use of the cursive Xi. The Coptic Mu
is common in papyri: it is called Coptic because it happens
to be the form which passed over into the Coptic alphabet ;
but there is no evidence to show that it was rare outside of
Egypt. Thelong Omega is much more rare: it is found in Pap.
Rylands 28, a papyrus of probably the fourth century, but
Dr. Hunt was not able to quote any other instance of its use
in papyri, nor is it common in vellum MSS. I only know of
itin the Codex Vaticanus, and here too it is comparatively rare.
The use of the cursive Xi in uncial script is also rare: it is
found in the additions of the corrector A* in the Codex Sirai-
ticus, in the superscriptions and sections of Codex Vaticanus,
in Pap. Rylands 28, and in Pap. Oxyrhynchus 852. Prcbably
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further research will ultimately show that it is found in other
documents, but it is in any case rare, and the fact that all the
peculiarities of the Codex Sinaiticus are also found in Pap.
Rylaids 28, as well as in Codex Vaticanus, is remarkable : itis
enough to suggest the possibility that these documents come
from the same scriptorium, and, as will be shown later, in the
case of the two vellum codices there is further evidence to sup-
port this suggestion. Moreover, it is obvious that this evidence
points to Egypt for the provenance of the Codex Sinaiticus,
in so far as there is nothing in it which is unparalleled in
Egyptian documents; but it is desirable to emphasize once
more that this fact ought not to be regarded as conclusive,
so long as we have no evidence as to other local hands. As
the matter stands the identity of script between the papyri and
the Codex Sinaiticus may be due to a common provenance,
but we cannot prove that it may not equally well be due to
the existence of a single type of professional literary script
throughout the Graeco-Roman world in the fourth century.
One may, however, at least claim that so far as palaeography
is concerned the onus probandi is on those who maintain any
provenance other than Egyptian.

Besides this purely palaeographical evidence attention may
be called to two orthographical points, which stand out among
the otherwise quite ordinary spellings of the Codex Sinaiticus,
for the interchange of « and «, € and a: is so universally found
in all MSS. of every time and place that it cannot be regarded
as possessing any importance.!

(1) In ten out of the eleven times that the word
xpdfarros is found it is spelt xpaaxroc {Acts 5 has
This may be illustrated from P. Tebt. 406" (about
266 A.p.) and P. Grenf, 1i 111 (fifth-sixth cent). Prof
Moulton has an interesting note on this point in the German
edition of his ‘Prolegomena’, p. 60. ‘The mass of the good
MSS.,’ he says, ‘spell thus [«pdBarros]), but B* in Mc has
xpdfaros, and W nearly always wpdfaxros: E in Acts 5» seems
about the best of the authorities for xpdfBares, which is
normal in late MSS. . . . The papyri vary between «pdBarros
(so P. Brit. Mus. ii 191" (p. 265) of the reign of Trajan),
xpdBaies (Mélanges Nicole, p. 184, a “probably Ptolemaic”

KpaBaTTwN).

? It is, however, worth observing that whereas the scribe A prefers: to «
the scribe D prefers e to 4, but this is a purely personal idicsyncrasy, and is
of no value for defining the date or provenance of the MS.

ostracon, and xpdBaxros (P. Tebt. 406", of 266 a.p., cf.
P. Grenf ii 111 of vAi Ap) Now Thumb in Jndog.
Forsch. ii. 85 gives MGr xpefBdr: as the normal form, but
krevitti Bova and krévato Rochudi: * die abrigen italienisch-
griech. Formen sind wahrscheinlich aus der Grundform
krevatti hervorgegangen”. The Latin grabatus shows that in
the West a form with one 8 prevailed : the 88 arises at a late
date in some other district and spreads over the whole area,
the late N.T. MSS. agreeing. The interest of the dialectical
differentiation for us lies in the agreement of W with witnesses
exclusively Egyptian, dating from the centuries before and
after its own period : so far as that goes, it is very suggestive
for the provenance of the MS., which is in this point sharply
distinguished from its general associate B.” 1 would only
add that the last words here must not be taken to imply
that there is anything in the orthography of B which points
away from Egypt. Prof. Moulton only means that the
evidence as to xpdBarros is not in its case characleristically
Egyptian.

(2) The word "Igpanheims occurs nine times in the New
Testament ; and in eight of them the Codex Sinaiticus spells
it wcapsurenc.  This euphonic dental is commonly inserted in
the MSS. of the Old Latin version, both of the African and of
the European type, but among the Greek Uncials it appears
to be found only in the Codex Sinaiticus and in the Codex
Vaticanus, in the latter in the form of wrpanaemc. Westcott
and Hort used this fact to support their theory of 2 Western
provenance for one or both of these MSS., but strong though
their argument seemed, it has been deprived of its force by
the papyri of Egypt. The same spelling is found in the
Magical Papyri (e. g. the great Paris Codex Suppl. Gr. 574),
and although Traube in his Nomina Sacra (p. 106) says ‘ Die
Form Istrahel ist wohl mit Ronsch, Collecfanea Philologica
S. 245, for einen Latinismus zu halten’, he goes on to admit
that ‘im Griechischen findet sich wrpsnr oft in den Papyri
magici’. M. de Ricei has also recently found the spelling
wcapena in an unpublished Graeco-Egyptian tablet in the Louvre,
and also in a Jewish inscription in the Museum at Alexandria.!
Thus the evidence for this spelling in Egypt is probably as

' Notes & Epigraphie Egyptienne, extrait du Bulletin de la Socicte Archeo-
logigue & Alexandrie, No. 11, 1909.
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early as any which can be adduced in Latin, and even if it
be ultimately a Latinism, it affords no argument against the
Egyptian provenance of any individual MS.

Thus the argument from orthography does nothing to
impugn the probability of the Egyptian provenance of the
Codex Sinaiticus, and in the case of xpdBaxros even gives it
somewhat strong support, though it is well to remember that
orthography and palaeography can only define the nationality
of the scribe, not the locality of the scriptorium : there is
always a probability that an Egyptian was writing in Egypt,
but he may have been living in a foreign land.

Partly, but not mainly, palacographical is a further argu-
ment which seeks to bind up the Codex Sinaiticus with that
of the Codex Vaticanus, and thus to establish their common
provenance. This argument is somewhat complicated, and
may best be divided into three stages. First, there is the
palaeographical question of the relationship between the two
codices, of which the most famous point is the attempt made
by Tischendorf to identify the scribe of Codex Vaticanus
with the scribe D (who is also corrector AY) of the Codex
Sinaiticus; secondly, there is the treatise of Dr. Rahlfs connect-
ing Codex Vaticanus with Athanasius; and, thirdly, there is an
attempt first made by Dr. Rendel Harris, and afterwards
more completely by Dr. Armitage Robinson, to connect both
MSS. with ¢ Euthalius’, and probably with Caesarea.

Tischendorf’s view that the body of the text of Codex
Vaticanus was written by the scribe D of the Codex Sinai-
ticus is unfortunately indefensiblet A comparison of the
two hands, which can easily be made on Plate III, will con-
vince any one of this fact. It would be absurd to contend that
on that plate the hand which wrote col. 3 is different from that
which wrote col. 2, but nevertheless identical with that which
wrote col. 4, and this is the contention which Tischendorf’s
theory implies. If it be said that there is an even greater
difference between col. 3 (the writing of scribe D) and the
script of corrector A*, which are nevertheless to be regarded
as by the same hand, the answer is that the instances are not
of the same kind. Corrector A’and scribe D may be identical,

! This is, I may add, the opinion of every palacographer who has seen
the proofs of the facsimile. [ have found none who are inclined to agree with
Tischendorf, or even to hesitate on the subject.

xti

in spite of superficially great difference of script, because two
different kinds of writing were employed for the text, and for
the corrections. The same scribe may write many distinct
types of script, but the point is that he will not write the same
type in two ways. The script of A is distinet in type from
that of scribe D, while the script of Codex Vaticanus is the
same type as scribe D’s, but written in a different way. It is
therefore necessary to abandon Tischendorf’s view that part
of the text of Codex Sinaiticus was written by the scribe of
the text of Codex Vaticanus. Nevertheless there is, if the
main body of the text be put aside, a high probability for the
view that the two codices came from the same scriptorium.
This view is based on the remarkable similarity subsisting
between the hands of the scribes who added the superscriptions
to Acts in both MSS. Typical specimens of these are placed
together in the fourth column of Plate III, and it will be seen
that the resemblance is so great that it is impossible to say
with complete confidence that they are not by the same scribe.
Especially noticeable is the cccurrence of the cursive ¢ in the
middle of an otherwise uncial script. Iam, however, convinced
that the probability is rather that we have to deal with two hands
of the same scriptorium. The tail of the ¢ is more carefully
rounded in Codex Vaticanus, and the « in the second syllable
of mpdfes is exaggeratedly long in Codex Sinaiticus, and these
differences, which are constant, seem sufficient to distinguish
the two hands. Nevertheless the similarity is extremely great,
and is scarcely explicable unless we assume that both hands
come from the same scriptorium, while the differences might
conceivably be taken merely to mean that there is a difference of
time between the two hands,—that.is to say that the mpdfes of
Codex Vaticanus was written by a scribe in his youth, and the
wpdfas of Codex Sinaiticus by the same scribe in his old age.
But whether this be so or not is not really of great importance:
the serious thing is that there is in any case good evidence for
thinking that the two great codices come from the same scrip-
torjum, in spite of the fact that Tischendorf was wrong m
thinking that they were written by the same scribe. The
only possibilities which can really be regarded as weakening
the force of this evidence, and preventing it from being
demonstrative, are (1) it may be that the significant mpdfes
were written by two scribes who had learnt in the same school,
but practised in separate scriptoria; (2) it may be that the
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superscriptions in Codex Vaticanus' were added after it had
passed outside the original scriptorium to some other place.
These are real possibilities, and with regard to the latter
attention may be directed to Dr. Karl Dziatzko’s Uniler-
suchungen wther ausgewdhite Kapitel des antiken Buchwesens,
especially to his seventh chapter, ‘Die Einwirkung der Rollen-
form auf die Codexform.” In this he adopts the view that the
custom of adding superscriptions (Seitentiberschriften) did
not obtain before the end of the fourth century, and points
out that the Codex Vaticanus represents a transitiona! period,
in which the addition was not made by the original scribe.
His theory seems to be supported by the evidence of the
superscriptions in the Codex Sinaiticus (see p. xxi).

1t will, however, probably not be denied that there is, in
spite of all other possibilities, a probability that the Codex Sinai-
ticus and the Codex Vaticanus belonged to the same scrip-
torium. Where, then, ought we to look for it? It was suggested
above that the fact that the Egyptian Papyrus Rylands 28
agrees with the two codices in practically the only palaeo-
graphical peculiarities which they present must be regarded as
pointing to Egypt until contradictory evidence be discovered.
So far, however, from rebutting this suggestion, Dr. Rahlfs,
who investigated the historical and critical evidence for the pro-
venance and date of the Codex Vaticanus in the Nachrichten
der koniglichen Gesellschafi der Wissenschafien zu Gotlingen,*
has strongly corroborated it.

He has pointed out that the Codex Vaticanus agrees in the
most remarkable way with the list of scriptural books given by
Athanasius in the Paschal letter for 367. The points of
agreement against other authorities are these: (1) In the Old
Testament the book of Esther is not reckoned among the
books which are xavom{éueva, but only among those which are
dvaywwoxdpeva. (2) In the New Testament in Codex Vati-
canus Hebrews is placed between the Epistles of the Captivity
and the Pastoral Epistles. This agrees with the Greek and
Syriac text of the Paschal letter; but the Sahidic versicn,
agreeing with the usual Sahidic biblical text, places it between
Corinthians and Galatians. It is argued that this represents

' It is not here necessary to discuss the difficult question whether all the
superscriptions in Codex Vaticanus are by the same hand, or the scribe who
wrote rpdéus ought to be distinguished from the rest.

* ¢ Philologisch-historische Klasse,’ 1899, pp. 72-9.

in a Sahidic text a return to an old local use in Egypt; and,
curiously enough, Codex Vaticanus has a continuous numera-
tion for the sections in the epistles, which is at present dis-
located in such a way as to show that it was taken from a MS.
which placed Hebrews after Galatians. This is not quite the
same as the Sahidic, but Dr. Rahlfs thinks that it is near
enough to justify the view that the Codex Vaticanus is an
attempt to carry out Athanasius’s views as to the order of the
books, and that the text of the archetype, which was being
modified, belonged to the old Egyptian type represented by
the Sahidic Version. He therefore argues that the Codex
Vaticanus comes from Alexandria and is at least as late as 367.
It is of course plain that this is not a decisive argument: the
parallel between the Sahidic text of Athanasius and that
implied by the numeration in Codex Vaticanus is not quite
perfect: and the textual facts in connexion with Athanasius
are by no means clear. Nevertheless, when all these points
have been discounted, it will prcbably be agreed that there
remains enough to justify the statement that as our knowledge
stands at present there is a presumption in favour of Egypt as
the original home of the Codex Vaticanus. One may also,
without unduly venturing on the domain of textual criticism,
here draw attention to a further point. The Psalms quoted in
the Coptic text of the Pistis Sophia have an extraordinary
resemblance to the text of the Codex Sinaiticus,—in Prof,
Harnack’s phrase,' ¢ Dieser Text steht dem Cod. Sinait. wie ein
Zwillingsbruder nahe.” This fact may be allowed to weigh in
the scale in favour of an Egyptian provenance. Formerly one
would have regarded Egypt as, in this connexion, synonymous
with Alexandria, but in view of the wealth of Greek papyri
from Oxyrhynchus and other places remote from Alexandria,
it is necessary to hesitate, though it probably remains true
that splendid volumes, such as the Codex Sinaiticus and the
Codex Vaticanus, are more likely to have been produced in
Alexandria than in the country higher up the Nile.

It remains to consider the connexion between the two
codices and ¢ Euthalius’. The simplest way of dealing with
this point is to begin by summarizing the points connected

t See his Ein jidisch-chrisiliches Psalmbuch (Texte und Unlersuchungen,
xxxV. 4), p. 13 He gives a further reference to Rahlfs, Die Berliner Hand-
schrift des sahidischen Psalters ; but the textual relations between » and the
Sahidic version is 100 complicated a question to be used as the basis for any
ar t as to the pr e of the Codex Sinaiticus.
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with ‘Euthalius’ which are important for the present purpose.

There are found in many Greek MSS, and in many versions
the traces of something resembling a critical edition of the
Acts and Epistles, giving a series of prologues and chapter
divisions, and dividing the text stichometrically. Traditionally
this edition was made by Euthalius—an unknown person who
is sometimes referred to as a deacon, sometimes as a bishop,
sometimes of Alexandria, sometimes of Soulka, which is
probably Sulci in Sardinia. It is, however, one of the many
difficulties connected with this question that critics are not
agreed as to whether the name of Euthalius, or at least the
name of Sulci, be not a later growth in the tradition,
It is therefore wiser at present to speak of ‘Euthalius’
rather than Euthalius, in order to show that the name is used
as a symbol for the original author of this edition of Acts
and Epistles, rather than as the name of an historical
person. At one point in its history this edition was compared
with the MSS. of Pamphilus in Caesarea by a certain
Evagrius whose name is found in the colophon attached to
Cod. H™'—the oldest MS. of the ‘Euthalian’ edition. In
- this respect the history of the edition is precisely similar to
that of the Codex Sinaiticus, which was corrected by a
C corrector by means of the same MSS. in parts of the
Old Testament; but this does not prove that the edition was
originally made in Caesarea, any more than it proves that the
Codex Sinaiticus was written there. Now, among the character-
istics of the earliest form of this edition—belonging, that is to
say, to the original ‘ Euthalian ’ recension, and not due to the
further work of Evagrius—is a rather elaborate system of divid-
ing the Acts into chapters, and these chapters into smaller
divisions, and a corrupt form of the same system is found both in
the Codex Sinaiticus and the Codex Vaticanus. That this is so
is the discovery of Dr. Armitage Robinson,' who has shown that
though both codices have the same corrupt form, each has
mistakes which the other has avoided. In the Codex Sinai-
_ticus the chapter divisions were added by the corrector At, who
worked in the scriptorium, and it is usually stated that in
Codex Vaticanus they were also added by a very early hand.
From this therefore Dr. Armitage Robinson concluded that
the numeration ‘must go back to a common source—some
MS. which gave its numeration to them both : and this seems

' Euthaliana {Texts and Studies, iii. 3), pp. 36=43-
xiv

to imply that ® and B were at an early stage of their history
lying side by side in the same library’. So far as the first
part of this argument goes it holds good ; but unfortunately a
glance at the facsimile of Codex Vaticanus® shows that the
hand which added the numeration is not really very early.
It cannot well be put before the sixth century, and 1 should
think that it more probably belongs to the eighth. _‘Thus this
argument throws no special light on the provenance of the
Codex Vaticanus. However, the ¢ Euthalian ’ character of the
numeration in the Codex Sinaiticus remains a valuable fact.
It is important in two ways: in the first place it takes away
the force of a suggestion made by Westcott and Hort® to the
effect that the Codex Sinaiticus came from the West. They
were struck by the similarity between its chapter numeration
and that in the Codex Amiatinus and other Vulgate MSS,
In the light of Dr. Armitage Robinson’s work we can see that
this similarity is merely due to a common use of a ‘Euthalian”’
system, and one is inclined to guess that if it be Hieronymian
in the Vulgate it may be that the Evagrius who was a friend
of Jerome is the same as he who collated the ‘ Euthalian’
edition with the MSS. of Pamphilus in Caesarea, and that he
is the connecting link between Jerome and the ‘Euthalian’
numeration. In the second place it is important because the
only clue—admittedly a slight one—which we possess for the
provenance of ‘ Euthalius’ is that in the prologue to Acts the
whole is dedicated to Athanasius. It is true that critics have
doubted the authenticity and the meaning of this dedication;
but they have done so partly on erroneous theories as to the
date of ‘ Euthalius’. There is not in fact any reason why he
should not have been a younger contemporary of the great
Athanasius, In any case, so far as it goes, this tradition
certainly lends support to the theory that the Codex Sinaiticus
came from an Egyptian provenance.

All these arguments point to Egypt, but inasmuch as they
are not quite conclusive, it is necessary to point out the one
serious argument which really seems to direct us to Caesarea
for the provenance of the Codex Sinaiticus. It possesses the
Eusebian canons, and the earlier the date assigned to the MS,,
the more probable, it may be thought, is it that a MS. con-
taining these canons should come from Caesarea. There is

* An example will be found in the specimen on Plate 111, col. 4.
t The New Testament in the Original Greek, first edition, p. 266.
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certainly weight in this contention: we should expect the
Eusebian apparatus in Caesarea in the fourth ¢entury; it
would be rather surprising to find that it had been adopted so
soon in Alexandria.

Nevertheless the obvious force of this argument must be
discounted by the fact that in considering the probability of
one locality over another with reference to the early use of
the Eusebian apparatus, the important point is really not
the place in which Eusebius wrote, but the place in which
Carpianus, to whom it was sent, received it. Now, our
ignorance as to Carpianus is complete. He may have been a
Caesarean, or he may have been an Alexandrian, or Byzan-
tine: we know nothing about him, and therefore when we
are discussing the provenance of the Codex Sinaiticus we
have really not much more right to use the Eusebian canons
as an argument in favour of Caesarea than we have to use
the Ammonian sections, which are traditionally ascribed to an
Alexandrian scholar, as evidence for an Egyptian origin. It
must also be noted that the Caesarean theory has gained
additional attractiveness from the hypothesis so often put
forward, that the Codex Sinaiticus is one of the MSS. which
Constantine instructed Eusebius to have made for Constanti-
nople! But it should be observed that this theory is not
confirmed by the fact that the MS. was in the library
at Caesarea—not in Constantinople—in the sixth century.
There is also a further point which may be regarded
as counting against Caesarea. In the note attached to
Matt. ii. 15 a scribe contemporary with the MS., and
working on it before it actually issued from the scrip-
toriuril, has given Numbers (& épfuois) as the source of the
quotation ¢ Alydmrov éxdhera rov vide pov. Prof. Burkitt has
pointed out to me that this reference is probably to Num.
xxiv. 8 [5] feds dBfynoer alriv ¢€ Alyvmrov. Now according to
cod. 86 the Hexapla at Hos. xi. 1 had the note roire éxpricare
& Marfalos, & olras €xorros Snhordr. rol ‘EBpaixod ds xal 6 Axthas
Jpmivevoe?  One may say with some certainty that the Hexa-
pla is here implicitly criticizing and correcting the exegetical
tradition preserved in the Codex Sinaiticus. The question
therefore arises, whether this tradition is likely to have been
preserved in a MS. made in the scriptorium of the library of

' Pita Constaninm, iv. 36-7. ¢ See Field, Hexapla, ii, pp. 957 £

* The LXX has if Aiyvwrov perendrcoa i réova adrot. It is therefore not
surprising that the quotation was not recognized by a generation which never
thought of looking beyond the LXX,

which the Hexapla was the most treasured possession? The
answer is obvious, and, so far as it goes, this point is distinctly
against the theory that the Codex is a Caesarean MS,

No doubt the problem of the provenance of the Codex
Sinaiticus does not permit decisive solution; nevertheless
after weighing all the arguments I feel that there is much
more to be said in favour of Alexandria, or at all events
Egypt, than can be adduced in support of Caesarea, If one
accepts this view, and desires to go on to guess at the occasion
which led to the writing of so splendid a codex, it would
perhaps be best to quote the statement of Athanasius in the
Apologia ad Constantinum, cap. 4 (Patr. Graec. xxv, p. 600 c)
7¢ ddadg oov (i.e. the Emperor Constans) oix #ypava, %
#dvov Sre ol wepi Evgéfiov dypajar atrg xar' duol xal dvdyxny
doxor & dv & 1§ 'Alefardpely dwodoyrfracfar xal Sre mixmia
tiv Beiov Tpagiw keheoavros alrod goi raracxevdoas, Taira
woujoas daédereda.  This must have been about a.p. 340, and it
is a not impossible date for the MS. The Eusebian canons
were by that time no doubt in existence : nevertheless, attrac-
tive though this guess is, I am unable to regard it as quite
probable that Athanasius! would have used the work of so
doubtfully orthodox a critic as Fusebius.. Moreover, the
suggestion is clearly untenable if Rahlf's view be accepted
as to the date as well as the provenance of the Codex Vati-
canus, which, as we have seen, ought probably to be regarded
as belonging to the same place and time as the Codex Sinai-
ticus, for according to his view the Codex Vaticanus is not
earlier than 367. Personally, however, I do not regard his
theory to be as cogent with regard to the date as it is to the
provenance of the MS,

Even, however, if this connexion between Athanasius and
the Codex Sinaiticus be given up as a guess which is too
uncertain to render its consideration desirable, it remains true
that all the arguments from history, criticism, palaeography,
and orthography combine to give to the view that the codex
is an Egyptian MS. of the fourth century a probability which
cannot be approached by any other theory. It would be too
much to call jt certain: but short of this it may fairly be
regarded as the hypothesis which ought to be used as the
general basis of any discussions as to the critical value of the
Codex Sinaiticus.

3 Though it is tfue that * Euthalius’ used the Chronica of Eusebius and
dedicated his work to Athanasius,
xv



DESCRIPTION

THE technical description of a manuscript ought logically
to begin with the binding—the first thing to catch the eye of
the observer—and thence to work through the various ques-
tions concerned with the vellum, the ‘make-up’ of the leaves,
and the ink, to the more complicated problems of the differen-
tiation of scribes and correctors. The Codex Sinaiticus, how-
ever, had lost its binding before Tischendorf discovered it,
and therefore the only points to be discussed are those con-
cerned with the vellum and ink, and the differentiation of the
scribes and correctors.

THE VELLUM AND INK

‘The MS. is written on fine parchment made from the skin
of some rather large animal—Tischendorf suggested an ante-
lope, but in view of the manner in which this guess has
been copied by successive writers on the text of the New
Testament, and the certainty with which much repetition
seems to have invested it in their eyes, it is perhaps not
unnecessary to point out that there is nothing in the vellum to
indicate an antelope rather than any other animal of the
requisite size. It varies considerably in thickness: and the
thicker leaves, which have generally preserved the writing
better than the thin ones, are inclined to a yellowish tint.
Many of the leaves are so thin that the writing from the
other side is sometimes so plainly visible as to become
confusing, and in a few cases the ink has eaten through the
vellum so as to leave holes. As a rule, however, the vellum
struck me as not quite so thin as that of the Codex Alexan.
drinus, and to have consequently suffered somewhat less
from erosion.

The edges of the leaves have been slightly trimmed since
the time of the C correctors ; this can be seen, for instance, on
f. 49 recto. So far as it is now possible to discover, there is no
writing on the edges of the closed MS.

xvi

OF THE CODEX

The Codex was prepared for writing in the usual way by
rulings to regulate the lines and columns. There are,
apparently always, 48 lines, and each of the four columns is
regulated by a vertical line on each side. The prickings
which were always made at the edge of the leaves as a
guide for the preparer of the vellum have been cut away,
but in a few places a mistake seems to have been made
by the preparer of the vellum, and a line of prickings can
still be seen in the middle of the first column of writing.

The gatherings into which the sheets of vellum were made
up are as a rule quaternions of four conjugate leaves, but &5 {in
Luke) has only seven folia, # (the end of the Gospels) and §!
(in Barnabas) have six each, and & (the end of Barnabas) has
only two,* [Each gathering appears to have been signed in a
dull red ink at the top left-hand corner of the first recto by a
hand which was probably contemporary with the MS. It is
therefore likely that these signatures ought to be reckoned
among the work of the scribes who were employed in the
original scriptorium, though there is no proof that this was the
case. Most of these signatures have been cut off, but traces
of them can be seen in the Epistles and later books. The best
specimen will be found on f. 86". A later scribe, perhaps as
recent as the eighth century (it is impossible to fix the period of
isolated figures with even approximate certainty), has added
fresh signatures in the right-hand top corner of the first recto
of each gathering. It will, however, be noted that his numbers
are less by a single unit than those of the original numerator,
and in the older signatures the right-hand figure has con-
sistently been erased ; it can, however, still be read on f. 78
Either the original numerator made a mistake—a supposition
which is by no means difficult—or a gathering has been lost at

! These numbers are those of the recent signatures.
t Nothing is missing from this gathering: therefore the suggestion that
the Codex contained something between Barnabas and Hermas falls to the

ground.



DESCRIPTION

the end of the Old Testament; it is worth noticing in this
connexion that the larger divisions in the Old Testament in
this Codex always were made to coincide with the end of
a quire. That is why the lacunae generally include whole
bocks, e.g. Ezekiel, Hosea-Amos-Micah, Daniel. It does not
appear possible that anything has been lost earlier in the MS,,
as the traces of the original signatures agree in the Old
Testament with those of more recent date. Tischendorf also
suggested that there may have been some additional matter
between the Gospels and Epistles ; but this is improbable, for
such an addition would be unique, and the verso of the last
leaf of the Gospels is blank.

The ink which the original scribes used is the usual sepia
colour commonly found in ancient manuscripts. As Tischen-
dorf says, it varies from an ashy but yellowish grey to a some-
what red tint. It presents no unusual features : the facsimile
makes it appear too much of a genuine black. The ink used
by the correctors A is the same as that of the original—
doubtless it was the ink which was always used in the scrip-
torium. The ink used by B is a trifie darker than the original
ink. C*and C®used a reddish-yellow ink, which has usually
remained very bright and clear. C¢ and C** used a greyer
colour, and the later correctors used black. Red (vermilion)
was used for the Eusebian apparatus, the earlier signatures to
the gatherings, and in some of the ‘Arabesques’, for instance,
at the end of Mark. All these are printed in red in Tischen.
dorf’s edition.

THE SCRIBES AND CORRECTORS

The Codex Sinaiticus has been corrected by so many
hands that it affords a most interesting and intricate problem
to the palacographer who wishes to disentangle the various
stages by which it has reached its present condition, and to
distinguish the different scribes who have contributed to its
development. The task really consists in identifying the
separate writers, beginning with the latest, and ending with
those who seem to have been employed in the original scrip-
torium, and to have been engaged on the preparation of the
MS. before (if the anachronism may be permitted) it was
actually published.

The correctors may best be divided into three groups:
(1) The late correctors, probably belonging to the post.
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Caesarean history of the MS., and possibly to the monastery
of St. Catherine’s on Mt. Sinai. (2) The intermediate correc-
tors, of which certainly the earliest, and probably all, belong to
Caesarea. They are probably not earlier than the fifth nor
later than the seventh century. (3) The early correctors, all
probably belonging to the fourth, and certainly not later than
the fifth century. The earliest of them was engaged on the
MS. before it left the scriptorium, so that at this point the
question of the correctors passes into that of the original
scribes, and the amount of work which they bestowed on
embellishing the text with superscriptions, tituli, and similar
additions.

The latest correctors. To these Tischendorf, whose notation
it is convenient to preserve, gave the names of Eand D. Eis
a quite unimportant scribe who made a very few corrections in
the text, perhaps in the twelfth century, and it is possible that
the same writer added the notes in Greek and Arabic, on
fl. 128vand 130%. If E be taken to mean not so much a single
scribe as the latest stage of correction in the MS,, it may also
be used to designate the writers of a few names scribbled in
the Old Testament—Hilarion, Dionysius, and Theophylact.
Tischendorf thought that E might be regarded as representing
mediaeval monks at St. Catherine’s. This is a probable guess,
but, as was stated above, there is no evidence as to the date
when the MS. was brought to Sinai. D is a scribe of the
eighth century, or later, who restored the writing in the pro-
phetic books, but does not appear to have touched the New
Testament. In Hermas, however, another scribe (D) of
much the same date and character added breathings and
accents, and made a few unimportant orthographical changes.

Specimens of D" and E will be found at the foot of the
third column of Plate II.

The intermediate corveciors. To these Tischendorf has
given the name of C. Taken together they have done far

‘more work on the MS. than any others, and afford extremely

important material for textual criticism; as was shown on
pp. vii fl. they represent a Caesarean scriptorium, for one of
them who does not, however, seem to have touched the New
Testament states that he corrected part of the text of the
Old Testament according to the copy of the Hexapla made
by Pamphilus during his imprisonment, and preserved in the

library at Caesarea.
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In the New Testament the earliest of these hands, who
also made the most corrections, is C. This scribe wrote
a clear but not beautiful hand resembling, but certainly
distinct from that of the scribe who wrote the colophons to
Ezra and Esther. Whether he used the same ink as this
scribe is perhaps doubtful. At first sight it seems clear that
the colophons in question are in a different colour, as they are
faint and scarcely legible, but it is possible that this is due to
some accidental circumstance, and in other places it is not
easy to see much difference between the inks of the two
scripts. In any case the ink is brighter and redder than that
of the original MS. C* has been assigned to dates varying
from the end of the fith to the beginning of the seventh
century. Dr. Kenyon inclines to the latter, and Dr, Hunt
to the former view. He corrected the whole of the New
Testament, as well as much of the Old, and Hermas, but
omitted Barnabas; examples of his script will be seen in the
last column of Plate 1L

C* might be judged from the style of his writing and the
colour of his ink to have been a contemporary of C*, to whose
script, though easily distinguishable in passages of more than
a few words, his own has a general resemblance. The most
characteristic feature is the ‘feathers’ attached to the end of
letters containing a vertical line. In the Old Testament he has, it
seems, occasionally altered a correction of C*, and is therefore
actually later, but it may have been only by a very short time,
and the probability is rather that C*, like C* belonged to the
scriptorium at Caesarea. His corrections in the New Testa.
ment are confined to the Gospels; specimens will be found in
the last column of Plate 1I.

Besides C* and Cb, who are the chief of the intermediate
correctors, two other hands of the same or almost the same
period can be discerned—C¢ and C*, to use Tischendorf's
rather cumbrous notation. Ct has taken the place of C* in
Barnabas, and freely corrected the text. Specimens are given
in the last column of Plate I1, from which it will be seen that
it is similar to the scripts of C* and Cv, though probably some-
what later. Tischendorf thinks that this scribe is also the
writer of the sign § (dpalov) which has been sometimes added
in the margin, especially in the prophets, Ce* is a somewhat
similar hand which corrected the Apocalypse ; it also belongs

to much the same type as the other C hands, but is probably
xviii

a little later. Specimens are given in the last column of
Plate II.

On the whole the C hands so closely resemble each other,
and can with such little confidence be much separated in date,
that there is considerable force in the suggestion that they all
come from the scriptorium at Caesarea, and represent a
thoroughgeing attempt to accommodate the Codex-Sinaiticus
to a model which in the fifth and sixth century was more
fashionable than the original text.

The early corvectors, and original scribes. The discrimina.
tion of these hands is the most difficult point in the palaeo-
graphical treatment of the MS. The clearest and simplest
way appears to be to break off from the method, which has
hitherto been followed, of starting with the most recent hands,
and to begin by trying to establish the condition of the MS.
when it left the scriptorium.

To the work of the scriptorium, then, obviously belongs the
text itself; so that the first question of all is concerned with
the scribes of the text. After the text comes the ‘apparatus’
of the MS.-—superscriptions, subscriptions, tituli, paragraph
marks, Ammonian sections, Eusebian canons, and other chap-
ter divisions. These may or may not belong to the scrip-
torium. Finally, it is well known that it was the custom to
submit MSS. to a 8udpfuos, or correction : so that the earliest
corrections may possibly belong to the work of the scriptorium,
and the question is to what extent this can be shown to have
or not to have been the case with the various hands which
seem to have corrected the MS. in the earliest period. Thus
there are three points to discuss. (1) The original scribes,
(2) the ‘apparatus’, (3) the corrections properly so called.

The original scribes. At the first sight the whole Codex seems
to have been written by the same hand ; but a closer inspection
shows that this is erroneous, and according to Tischendorf
four scribes A, B, C, and D were engaged on the text, of
whom A, B, and D are represented in the New Testament. In
his Nomsna Sacra (pp. 67f) Traube goes further, and dis-
tinguishes the A who wrote part of the New Testament from
the A who wrote the historical books of the Old Testament
and Barnabas, and the B who wrote Isaiah from the B who
wrote Hermas and the other prophetic books. So far as B is
concerned this must remain a question to be discussed in
connexion with an edition of the Old Testament part of the
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Codex Sinaiticus. So far as A is concerned I am unable to
see any difference of script, and in the absence of any such
difference 1 should hesitate to accept the very minute differ-
ences of treatment of the nomsna sacra as sufficient proof of a
change of scribe. Reserving, however, out of respect to the
opinion of so distinguished a palacographer, the possibility
that Barnabas is by a different hand, it is tolerably clear that
A originally wrote all the text of the New Testament except
Hermas, which was the work of B, and that D wrote the text
on the conjugate leaves, fi. 10 and 15, 29 and 30, 88 and g1, and
possibly on part of f. 126. Specimens of these three scripts, A,
B, and D, are arranged side by side in the three first columns
of Plate III.

There is possibly room for legitimate doubt whether
Tischendorf was right in distinguishing A from B, but
personally 1 entirely accept his judgement, for after the pro-
longed acquaintance with the style of A, necessitated by
photographing each page, 1 felt while watching the seript
‘come up’ on the negative in the developing dish, that the first
page of Hermas was different from the others, as it seemed
to ‘come up’ differently, though from the nature of the case I
did not know until afterwards which this particular plate was.
The same thing was still more noticeable in the case of the
D plates, It would, however, be too much to claim that this
purely personal experience ought to weigh strongly-in the
judgement of others, and I admit both that I am unable to
analyse satisfactorily the difference between A and B, and
that it is not so clear to my own perception now as it was
when 1 was spending the greater part of each day in the
company of the MS. Nevertheless, it seems to me that if any
one will spend some time in turning over a few leaves of
Hermas, and then a few leaves of the rest of the New
Testament, he will feel that there is a difference of script,
and, if he concentrate his attention on the right-hand ends.of
the lines, he will receive the superficial impression that more
lines end in the horizontal stroke representing final -N in
Hermas than elsewhere. Analysis will, however, show that
this is not the case, or at all events not to any remarkable
degree. The impression is solely created by the fact that the
strokes in Hermas are longer, somewhat heavier, and instead
of being partly over the final vowel, are inclined to begin
after it, and to project far into the margin. This is no doubt
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a small point, but it goes to justify the view that Hermas
was written by a different scribe from the rest of the New
Testament. ‘ . :

The discrimination of D from A and B is easier and
admits of no reasonable doubt. There is a distinct difference
in the script, though it is more easily perceived than de-
scribed ; possibly the letters are somewhat squarer in D than
in A—the height being less in proportion to the breadth—
and D is altogether prettier than A. But the decisive point
is that D constantly fills out the end of a line with the sign
>, which is rarely or never used by A or B. A specimen
column of D is given in the third column of Plate IIIL
It was D whom Tischendorf identified with the scribe of the
New Testament in the Codex Vaticanus; a specimen of
the latter is shown in the fourth column of Plate III, and it
will probably be at once conceded by those who compare
this with the third column, which is by D, that there is no
trace of justification for Tischendorf’s theory. The wonder
is that the fine eye, which saw the difference between A, B,
and D—differences which any one might be excused for
overlooking—could ever think for a moment that the script
of D was identical with that of the Codex Vaticanus.

The conjugate leaves written by D are clearly ‘cancel-
leaves’; that is to say, they were written after the MS. had
been completed, in order to take the place of cthers, written
no doubt by A, which were for some reason imperfect or
spoiled. Such replacing of rejected leaves would naturally
form part of the 8ipBwas of the MS. in the scriptorium, and
that this was the case is rendered practically certain by the
fact that D actually wrote the whole of Tobit and Judith in
the Old Testament, so that he was clearly a member of the
scriptorium. The importance of this point is that it shows
that any work done on the MS. before the cancelleaves’
were added must also be regarded as work done in the
scriptorium, and it is convenient at this point to indicate the
details of which this can be proved. ({a) The Eusebian
apparatus must have been added before the cancelleaves in
Matthew (ff. 10 and 15), as these leaves, and these only, lack
the Sections and Canons. Thus the scribe who added the
Eusebian apparatus belonged to the scriptorium.  (8) Similar
reasoning shows that the scribe who added the orixo in the

Epistles belonged to the scriptorium, for, after the Epistle to
xix
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the Romans, these are only omitted in 1 Thessalonians, the
last page of which is one of the cancelleaves (. 88).

The apparatus. This may be defined as consisting of:
(1) Superscriptions added at the beginning of each book, and
afterwards inserted either on each recto, or distributed on
the ‘open page’ between verso and recto, ot, in the Gospels
especially, on alternate ‘open pages’. (2) The subscriptions
at the end of each book. (3) The Eusebian apparatus in the
Gospels. (4) The Paragraph marks in the Gospels. (5) The
* Euthalian’ chapter divisions in Acts. (6} The fifuli or chapter
headings in Acts. (7) The reckoning of oriyos at the end of
the Epistles.

The questions in each case are whether the scribe belonged
to the scriptorium or not; if he did, whether he can be
identified with the scribe of any other part of the MS,, and
if he did not, to what date he ought to be assigned.

(1) The superscriptions. A full selection of these specimens
is given in Plate I. It will be easily seen that there is
great variation in the style, and that this variation is not
regular. The scribe or scribes seem sometimes to write in
small and sometimes in large letters on no fixed plan. This
creates at first sight the impression of diversity of hands; but
further study dispels this view, and leads rather to the con-
clusion that Tischendorf was right in assigning all the super-
scriptions to the original scribe D, excef)t those in Hermas,
which seem to be by B, the scribe of the text. That the
scribe was D rather than A is shown partly by the general
impression made on the eye, partly by the fact that the super-
scriptions are not wanting on the cancel-leaves written by D,
where they are precisely similar to those on the other pages,
and partly by their resemblance to the subscriptions written by
D, and their difference from the subscriptions written by A.
The most convincing proof that only one hand has been busy
with the superscriptions is seen if instead of leoking at the
specimens given in the order in which they are arranged (that
in which they come in the MS.), they are taken in the order of
gradation of change of style. Take for instance the following
series :—Luke (2g97), Mark (18", Matthew (11, 127), Matthew
(27), Romans (627), 1 Corinthians (697), 2 Peter (1247), Ephesians
(827), 1 Thessalonians (87), Colossians (857, Hebrews (g27).
Is it not impossible to say that any one of these is in a hand

other than that of the example preceding or following? Is it
Xx

not rather almost certain that they are all by the same scribe ?
Nevertheless if we had only the first and the last of the series,
there would be grave doubt as to the identity of the hands. As
it is, the only example which really seems to differ essentially
is 2 Thessalonians (8g%); this really causes hesitation, and it
is possible that it was omitted by accident by D and added
later by another scribe, who may equally well' have been
working either inside or outside of the scriptorium.

A further conclusion follows from a consideration of the
examples given in Plate I.  Just as at the top of the series,
if it were arranged in order of gradation of style, there would
appear specimens in bold uncial, resembling closely the ordinary
hand of D in the text, so the middle and end of the series
supply specimens equally closely resembling the corrector A~
This suggests that the scribe D is identical with the corrector
A, and, as will be shown when the correctors are discussed,
there is other evidence to corroborate this view.

(@) The subscriptions. These afford less room for doubt
than the superscriptions. All of them were written by A
except those to Mark and 1 Thessalonians, which come on the
cancelleaves written by D. Tischendorf, it is true, also
regarded the subscription to John as written by D, togcther
with the whole of the last verse of the Gospel, but an inspection
of the subscription (given in Plate I) will probably suggest to
most minds that there is on the contrary a close resemblance
to the style of A, but not to that of D. Tischendorf argued that
there-was a change of ink visible at the beginning of the last
verse. This is naturally too small a point to be observable in
a photograph. My own impression is that the scribe took a
fresh dip of ink, and possibly mended his pen, but I can see
nothing more, and in general I should have said that A and
D used precisely the same ink, and held their pens at precisely
the same angle, so that no valid argument can be based on the
minute variations of form, which may quite as probably be due
to an alteration of posture by the same scribe as to a change
of writers.

(3) The Eusebian apparatus. This is added in red, by a
hand which is shown by the argument given above (p. xix) to
be anterior to the cancel-leaves of D, and therefore to belong to
the scriptorium. Whether this scribe can be identified with
any of the original scribes or correctors is doubtful : it is im-
possible to decide definitely as the numerals do not afford
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sufficient evidence. 1 suggest that he should be called
‘Scribe E”.

(4) Paragraph marks in the Gospels. An attempt has been
made in the first seven pages of Matthew to indicate the ends
of paragraphs by inserting a short horizontal line, sometimes
bifurcated, between the last line of one paragraph and the
beginning of another. Either the same or nearly the same
system is found in Codex Vaticanus, but with somewhat fewer
paragraphs. In the absence of any other clue it is difficult to
say whether these lines belong to one date rather than another.
An interesting discussion of their possible meaning in the
Codex Vaticanus will be found in Dr, Schmidtke’s Die Evan-
gelien eines allen Unzialcodex, and in the correspondence
between him and Prof. Eb. Nestle in the Theologisches Litera-
turblat! in 1903.

(5) and (6) The chapter divisions and * tituli’ in Acts. The
‘Euthalian’ chapter divisions which are given in the first part
of Acts—they stop at uf—are added in a small neat hand which
must in any case be very early, and cannot, on palaeographical
grounds, be regarded as later than the MS, jtsell. The im-
pression made on my own mind is that these numbers were
added by the same scribe as added the ‘tituli’ or chapter head-
ings in Acts. The relation of these chapter headings to the
chapter divisions is a problem which ought to receive attention
from textual critics: it is here, however, out of place to do more
than draw attention to the obvious fact that neither system is
complete. There is also room for doubt whether all the  tituli ’
were written by the same scribe : the curious way in which p
is sometimes written raises suspicions that two hands have
been at work. I am inclined, however, to think that this
curicus letter is a peculiarity which the scribe only sometimes
used, especially since in some of the *tituli * both the ordinary
and the exceptional forms of g are found. Moreover, a com.
parison of the writing in the ‘tituli’ with that of the corrector A*
suggests strongly that he was the scribe who wrote them. If
this be so, and if the writer of the *tituli” were also responsible
for the chapter numeration, this part of the apparatus, like the
Eusebian canons, is brought within the scriptorium.

(7) The orixou ts the Epistles. These are added in a small
neat hand, which does not seem to be identical with the

> The codex referred to is the archetype of MS. Paris. Nat. Gr. 97
(Cod. Evan. 579, or in von Soden’s notation, ¢ 376).

corrector At,but to have more affinity with A*. As was shown
above (see p. xix) the evidence of the cancelleaves shows that
these orixo. were added in the scriptorium ; if, therefore, their
scribe were identical with A this would bring his corrections
(of which there are but few) within the scriptorium. In spite,
however, of the affinity between the oriyo. and the corrections
of A4, T doubt whether they are really due to the same scribe :
A¥s style seems to be somewhat stiffer. I suggest that the
writer of the arixoc should be called * Scribe S°.

The correctors properly so called. (1) The uncial corrector
A'.  In many places the text of the Codex Sinaiticus has been
corrected by a scribe who used uncial script, clearly intended
to resemble the original writing as nearly as possible. Some

of these corrections seem really to be in the same hand as
the text ; some vary slightly from it, but so slightly that they

are clearly contemporary, and probably belong to the 8i.4pfwanis

made in the scriptorium. Tischendorf ascribes them as a rule
to the original seribe D: this is quite possible, and in some
cases extremely probable, as the scribe has added at the end
of a line the > which is characteristic of D (see p. xix), but
it must be remembered that corrections made in rasura are
almost impossible to handle with certainty, as the inferiority
of the surface reacts unfavourably on the writing. Thus it
is possible that A' ought to be divided into two or more hands.
A small sclection of illustrative places is given in the first
column of Plate II. Attention should especially be directed
to the second specimen, which shows the > at the end of
a line, and the third and fourth specimens should be com-
pared with the rest. Are they a different hand or not?

The corveclor A*. By far the greatest number of correc-
tions of early date were made by this hand, the main charac-
teristics of which are an alternation of large and small letters—
not, however, by any means always equally marked—and the
frequent use of a curious form of « in which the middle line
is greatly elongated so that it becomes &. That this scribe
belonged to the scriptorium is rendered probable by the super-
scriptions and ‘tituli” in Acts, which seem to show that A*is
identical with the original scribe D (see p. xx). It appears,
however, that he did his work as corrector before the super-
scriptions were added, as in 1 Corinthians the superscription is
on {, 737 forced to one side by a correction in the hand of A?

which has already occupied the place where it ought to have
xxi
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been. If this superscription be compared with the correction,
doubt will be felt as to the identity of the hands, but further
study of other superscriptions and corrections will be enough
to show that probably both were written by the same
hand, though the scribe varied his ‘stroke’. This passage
is interesting as suggesting that it was usual in a scriptorium
for the Swpfwris to correct the text before the titles, subscrip-
tions, and similar details were added; it also supports Dr.
Dziatzko’s contention that the custom of adding superscrip-
tions began in the second half of the fourth century, and at
first were not put in by the original scribe (see p. xiii). A
further illustration of the same point is perhaps afforded by
the first example classified on Plate II as doubtful. Here
the scribe who added the Eusebian apparatus has placed the
appropriate numerals against a correction in the lower margin,
It is, however, doubtful whether this correction is from the hand
of At and there are in any case two possibilities ; (1) that the
correction was made before the Eusebian scribe did his work,
(2) that the Eusebian scribe noticed that the beginning of his
section was missing, and himself added it in the margin, affixing
the proper number. I am inclined to think that the second is
the correct view, as the writing of the correction seems to
me to be identical neither with A® nor with A3, to both of
which it has superficial resemblance. In this case we have
in this correction a specimen of the writing of the Eusebian
scribe: it is doubtful whether there are any others, though it is
of course possible that some of the many corrections, which
are too short to enable us to identify the hand, may be due to
this scribe.

Tischendorf thought that he had found a convincing proof
of the identity of A* with the original seribe D in the cor-
rection to Matt, v. 45 (f 37), given in the second column
of Plate II. Here the large uncial ends with the incomplete
sentence xa speye em and the missing words—3uxaiovs xai
ddixovs—are supplied in smaller letters. The smaller letters
are certainly in the hand of A* and Tischendorf thought that
the larger letters are in the hand of D. But there is not, in my
judgement, any reason for thinking that he was right; there is
no real difference in the style, and in any case D’s script is so
nearly the same as A’s that these words afford no means of
deciding between the two hands. Moreover, his argument that

no one would break off in the middle of a sentence with em is

xxit

not sound : scribes were, and are, capable of any mistake, and
an example of the same breaking off is to be found on f. y0v,
col. 3 (see Plate II, col. 2), where the original scribe wrote n rm
u am and then went to the next line, es Te &c., omitting the rest
of the word dmovos. Nevertheless, that Tischendorf was right
in_identifying A* with the original scribe D is, I think, sug-
gested clearly enough by the evidence of the superscriptions,
and a true example of the kind he sought in Matt. v. 45 can be
found in Jo. xix. 4 (f. 59°, col. 3), where the correction ovieuar
ariar eupuoee is Written in a combination of large and small
letters resembling the style of the scribe D and the corrector
A?* respectively (see Plate II, col. 1).

A* must therefore be regarded as a script used by the
original scribe D as an alternative to the large regular script of
the text. Furthermore it is plain that the same scribe was the
SwpBuris of the MS,, but if the argument given above be
sound, he probably did not add the Eusebian apparatus.
Moreover, it will probably be agreed on the ground of general
appearance that he was not the scribe who added the orixo:,
and this view is rendered practically certain by the absence of
the orixo: from f. 88, which was written by D.

It will be convenient at this point to summarize the scribes
who have so far been shown to have been working in the
scriptorium, for none of the other early correctors can be
proved with certainty to have belonged to it. The list is:—

Scribe A, wrote the greater part of the text, and subscrip-
‘ tions.

Scribe B, wrote the Shepherd of Hermas.

Scribe D, wrote the cancel-leaves, and superscriptions.

Corrector A, probably identical with scribe D.

Corrector A?, almost certainly identical with scribe D.

Scribe E, the writer of the Eusebian apparatus.

Scribe S, the writer of the orixor.

All these writers worked on the MS. before it left the
scriptorium. It is highly probable that the same is true of
some of those which remain to be considered, but evidence is

not forthcoming.

The correcior A% A considerably smaller number of
corrections have been made by a hand which cannot for any
palaeographical reasons be regarded as later than A, but is
clearly distinct from it. It is not marked by any alternation
of size in the letters, or by the curious & of A2 and is much
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addicted to monograms, or combinations of several letters into
one form, such as W for HN. Possibly this scribe belonged to
the scriptorium, but there is no definite proof that such was
the case, unless it be thought that he was the scribe of the
correction to which the Eusebian scribe affixed the number (see
above, and cf. the first of the ‘doubtful’ examples in Plate 1I).
At one time I was inclined to think that this was so, on the
ground of the *monogram’ in this correction, but further con-
sideration has made me think that this is probably not the
case. Thus it remains uncertain whether A® belonged to the
scriptorium or should be regarded as one of the earliest hands
who touched the MS. after it had been ‘issued’. Examples
are given in the second column of Plate II.

The corrector A%, There are only a very few corrections
by this hand. It probably belongs to the fourth century, but
according to Dr. Kenyon's judgement might possibly be a little
later than the scribes hitherto mentioned. It is marked by an
extreme regularity and neatness (see the fourth column of
Plate 1I).

The eorvector A% This scribe, easily distinguished by his
graceful style, and the curicus shape of his £, only made a few
corrections. He is no doubt contemporary with the MS. or
nearly so, but there is nothing to show whether he did or
did not belong to the scriptorium. Examples are given in
the third column of Plate I1I.

A#_ Possibly distinct from all the other A correctors is
one who seems to have acted as the Swpburis of Hermas in
a small delicate hand. Examples are given in the third
column of Plate IL

All the scribes hitherto dealt with belong to the A group
which Tischendorf regarded as belonging to the scriptorium.
In some places he expressed himself in such a way as to
give the impression that he meant A—the % of the critical
Greek Testament—to refer to a single scribe. This he cer-
tainly did not really think, and he only omitted to define the
facts more clearly because it is so often impossible to say to
which of the group any given correction belongs, even though
it is plain that it is not to be assigned to any later hand.

Outside the pure A family come the scribes known as
A*ia B and Be. They differ from those which have been
already treated in that they probably do not belong to the
scriptorium. They are, however, not much later than the

A group—the fifth century is the latest date to which they can
be assigned—and they may be regarded as representing the
corrections of some of the earliest owners of the Codex.

The corrector A*, This scribe, who, as his title suggests,
ysed sloping characters, is guite unimportant. He only made
a few casual aiterations; Tischendorf only classed him in the
A group because his is a clearly early hand, and he used ink
which is indistinguishable from that of the A correctors.
Specimens of his script can be seen in the fourth column of
Plate I1.

The corvector B. Far more interest attaches to the work
of this scribe, whose writing is chiefly distinguishable from the
A group by a slight difference of tint, which is not discernible
in a photograph. He was contemporary with the A group
or nearly so, and was chiefly interested in small points of
spelling and scholarship. On the first pages of Matthew he
made frequent corrections which are very important for the
history of the orthographical tradition as to proper names,
but his interest soon declined, and his hand is not found
outside the first Gospel. He may very well have been a
scholarly owner, who had strong opinions as to the proper
way of spelling the names of the Patriarchs and Kings of
Israel. Tischendorf gives a full list of the corrections; it is
exceedingly difficult to see them either in the facsimile or in
the MS,, but there is not, I believe, any reason for doubting
the correctness of his judgement. With great trouble I suc-
ceeded in verifying in the MS. all the corrections which
Tischendorf indicates on f. 1. So far as I can judge the
facsimile is not more obscure than the MS., except in so far as
in a MS. the sense of touch often helps to detect erasures, or
the erosions of faded ink, and this is of course impossible in
a photographic facsimile. It may, however, be thought with
some probability that the MS. was in a better condition when
Tischendorf first saw it than now. The Imperial Library at
St. Petersburg is no doubt in every other respect an infinitely
better home for a MS. than the convent of St. Catherine, but
on the important matter of climate one may suspect that the
advantage is with Sinai. Specimens of B are given in the
third column of Plate 11.

The corvector B.. This symbol was used by Tischendorf to
indicate a few corrections in a hand which cannot with cer-

tainty be identified either with B or with any of the A group.
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DESCRIPTION

The colour of the ink resembles that used by the A group, and
the script that of B. It is not important, but cannot be much
if at all later than the MS. Specimens will be found in the
third column of Plate II.

The following table may perhaps be useful as a summary
of the results, with regard to the provenance, genesis, and
history of the MS., which the foregoing discussion has rendered
probable -—

Saec. IV. In a scriptorium in Egypt.
Scribe A wrote the New Testament including the Sub-
scriptions, Scribe B wrote Hermas, Scribe E added the
Eusebian Apparatus, and Scribe S added the orixo: to the
Epistles. Scribe D (= corrector At and (?) A") added
the superscriptions, and probably the ‘tituli’ in Acts.
He also wrote cancelleaves for eight folia, and (using

xXiv

OF THE CODEX

a smaller and different type of hand when necessary)
acted as Diorthotes of the whole. He omitted to do the
work of scribes E and S on the cancelleaves. The rest
of the ‘A’ group of correctors probably also belong to
this period and place, but this is uncertain,

Saec. IV-V. In a locality which is unknown.
Scribes B, B+, and A**, and possibly some of the doubtful
members of the A group, worked on the MS., whether in
the same or another scriptorium cannot be ascertained.

Saec. V-VII. In the monastery at Caesarea.
The MS. was corrected by the group of C correctors,
C* C> Cc C=* C™™, and possibly others.

Saec. VIII-XIL. Possibly on Mt, Sinai,
At least two correctors, D and E, made unimportant and
fortunately few corrections.
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