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SCRIBAL HABITS IN THE SLAVONIC MANUSCRIPTS WITH
ATHANASIUS’ SECOND ORATION AGAINST THE ARIANS"

extual scholars have long recognized that their manuscripts contain resi-

dues of scribal practices and attitudes, and therefore knowledge of documents
should precede final judgment upon readings'. With this idea in mind, this article
will examine the scribal habits in ten manuscripts that contain the Slavonic ver-
sion of Athanasius’ Orations against the Arians. Naturally, the aim of this study is
to bring more precision concerning the textual transmission of this writing in the
Slavonic manuscripts and thus shed light on the way the Orations were copied
and read in medieval times. The questions it will ask are whether we can discern
any patterns in the way the scribes changed the text, whether any such changes
could be theologically motivated and in what way may they be related to the local
contexts in which the Orations were copied.

I will begin with a few general remarks on the Slavonic text of the Orations
and then examine the statistical data for each of the ten manuscripts according to
eleven scribal categories. I will conclude with a more detailed discussion of scribal
habits in two specific manuscripts that represent the most important cases of tex-
tual transmission for my purposes. The study as a whole will be based on my criti-
cal edition of the Second Oration* and accompanied with several statistical tables
throughout the article and in the Appendix. The new material presented in this
article is designed to supplement my previous work and also encourage similar
studies for the entire corpus of Slavonic Orations.

* This study represents research funded by the Czech Science Foundation as the project GACR
17-07880S “Athanasius of Alexandria, Epistula ad episcopos Aegypti et Libyae: Critical Edition of the
Old Slavonic Version”, and by the Charles University Research Centre program No. 204053.

' B.E WestcotT, EJ.A. HOrT, The New Testament in the Original Greek, vol. I, “London 1896, p. 31.
* ATHANASIUS OF ALEXANDRIA, Oratio II contra Arianos. Old Slavonic Version and English Transla-
tion, ed. et trans. V.V. LYyTvYNENKO, Turnhout 2019 [= PO, 248 (56.3)] (cetera: Oratio II contra Aria-
nos). On the issue of Slavonic translation and the manuscripts, see p. 354-395.
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Three Orations against the Arians (CPG 2093; henceforth CA I, II, III) is the
largest and most significant theological work of Athanasius of Alexandria (ca. A.D.
296/298-373)°. Written during his exile in Rome between A.D. 339 and 345, it
was directed against Arius (ca. A.D. 256-336) and his sympathizers who denied
Christ’s divinity and the doctrine of the Trinity. In A.D. 907, Athanasius’ Ora-
tions along with his Epistle to the Bishops of Egypt and Libya CPG 2092* (writ-
ten ca. A.D. 356 and called the Fourth Oration in the Slavonic corpus; hence-
forth CA IV) were translated into Slavonic by Constantine of Preslav in Eastern
Bulgaria. Today we have 10 Slavonic MSS ranging from the 15" to 17™ centuries
that preserve this work, and they include the following:

Sigla Manuscripts Time
A RNB, St. Petersburg, Pog. 968 1489
B RGB, Moscow, Ov¢. E209, 791 15" c.
C RGB, Moscow, Nik. E199, 59 Late 15" - early 16™ c.
D RGB, Moscow, Vol. E113, 437 1489
E GIM, Moscow, Sin. 20 Late 1480s - early 1490s
F RNB, St. Petersburg, Sol. 63 16t c.
G RNB, St. Petersburg, Sof. vMC 1321 No later than 1541
H GIM, Moscow, Sin. Tsa. VMC 180 No later than 1554
K GIM, Moscow, Sin. Usp. VMC 994 No later than 1552
L RGB, Moscow, Ov¢. E209, 99 Mid-17" c.

My study of the Second Oration® allowed me to establish that four of the ten
MSS in our possession (ABCD) were copied independently from the same Bul-
garian protograph, while the other six (EFGHKL) descend from D and form

* Athanasius Werke, vol. 1.1, Die dogmatischen Schriften, Lfg. 2, Orationes I et II contra Arianos,
ed. K. METZLER, K. Savvipis, Berlin-New York 1998; Athanasius Werke, vol. 1.1, Die dogmatischen
Schriften, Ltg. 3, Oratio III contra Arianos, ed. K. METZLER, K. SavvIDIS, Berlin-New York 2000.

* Athanasius Werke, vol. 1.1, Die dogmatischen Schriften, L{g. 1, Epistula ad episcopos Aegypti et Libyae,
ed. K. METZLER, K. Savvipis, Berlin-New York 1996.

* Oratio II contra Arianos, p. 371-395 (stemma codicum is on p. 395).
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a separate group of MSS. Within this group, E is copied directly from D, and G is
copied directly from E. Furthermore, F is copied partly from C (CA chs. 1-38),
and partly from E (CA chs. 39-82), while HK are copied from G, and L is copied
from K. In my analysis of the scribal habits, I will first consider the primary group
of MSS (ABCD), and then the secondary one (EFGHKL).

1. Statistical analysis

In this section, I would like to explore each of the ten MSS according to the
following eleven categories or scribal features in the Second Oration: (1) omis-
sions, (2) additions, (3) substitutions, (4) transpositions, (5) non-sense readings,
(6) marginal corrections, (7) marginal notes, (8) deletions, (9) erasures, (10) inter-
linear corrections, and (11) corrections within the text. For each MS, I will first
provide a summary table of the scribal habits according to these eleven categories
and then make a few comments that will try to make sense of the statistical data
at hand. Before I do that, however, I owe an explanation of how the tables should
be read.

For each of the eleven categories, the tables include one or more numbers
in the right. The first number gives the total sum of occurrences for a particular
scribal feature, and any other numbers that follow are separated by a slash and
mean one of two things. First, in the section with omissions and additions, the
second number after the slash means the total estimate of omitted and added
letters. For example, if the table for the scribe of MS A shows 51/96 of omissions
and 23/166 of additions, it means that he made 51 cases of omission resulting
in 96 omitted letters, and 23 cases of addition resulting in 166 added letters. To
have this kind of statistics allows us to see how many elements the scribe omits
and adds, as well as how often he does that. Second, there are three more types
of numbers that need to be understood according to the following indicators next
to them: *, ', underlining. Here, letter ® means a case of redundancy, letter  means
a marginal note that is two or more letters long, and any underlined number
means a deliberate/significant change in the text. Thus, again, if the table for the
scribe of MS A shows 23/166/6%/1 of additions, it means that he had 23 cases
of addition resulting in 166 added letters, and out of 23 cases of addition there are
6" cases where he added a redundant letter or syllable, and there is 1 case where
he made a deliberate/significant addition in the text. Similarly, if the table for the
scribe of MS K shows 16/12" cases of marginal notes, it means that he made 16
marginal notes, of which 12" cases are notes two or more letters long.

The ten summary tables offered in this section are also part of the longer table
in the Appendix. The longer table further indicates all individual cases for each
of the eleven scribal categories in the MSS.
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1.1. Primary group of MSS

Scribe of MS A
Omissions 51/96
Additions 23/166/6%/1
Substitutions 23/1
Transpositions 2
Non-sense readings 2
Marginal corrections 23
Marginal notes 5
Deletions 20/168
Erasures 3/1%
Interlinear corrections 30
Corrections within the text 0

Based on the above figures, the most prominent feature that distinguishes this
scribe is his making additions (166), and to a much lesser extent omissions (96).
Next in number is his habit of using interlinear corrections (30) that appear more
frequently than his corrections in the margins (23). When compared with the
other three scribes from the primary group of MSS, he omits the least number
of letters (96 vs 211, 273, 455), and has the lowest number of substitutions (23
vs 91, 116, 142) and transpositions (2 vs 3, 5, 20). He shares about the same num-
ber of added letters as the scribe of MS C (166 vs 164), which is higher than
in the scribe of MS D (128) but significantly lower than in the scribe of MS B
(509). These figures generally make him the best MS out of four that were copied
directly from the Bulgarian protograph.

Scribe of MS B
Omissions 138/455
Additions 102/509/7%/3
Substitutions 142/4
Transpositions 3
Non-sense readings 15
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Marginal corrections 12
Marginal notes 3/2¢
Deletions 3/1%
Erasures 1
Interlinear corrections 10
Corrections within the text 0

This scribe tends to add and omit very often. In fact, the number of omitted
and added elements is enormous when compared with the other three MSS (455
vs 96, 211, 273 for omissions, and 509 vs 128, 166, 164 for additions). Besides the
high frequency of omissions (138 vs 51, 99, 119), he omits larger portions of text
than the other scribes do, and sometimes fails to copy the middle part of words,
and not just their first or last letters. Oftentimes, this leads him to create more
non-sense readings than the other scribes (15 vs 1, 2, 4). The number of substitu-
tions is also very high (142 vs 21, 91, 116), though he rarely introduces deliberate
textual changes (4 vs 1, 13, 36). For corrections, he uses the margins (12) almost
as often as he writes the corrections on top of words (10). He rarely makes trans-
positions (3), and his deletions and erasures are very few (3 and 1). These low
figures with respect to corrections, make this MS appear visibly as the cleanest
one of the four.

Scribe of MS C
Omissions 99/211/1
Additions 39/164/2%
Substitutions 91/13
Transpositions 5
Non-sense readings 1
Marginal corrections 42
Marginal notes 2
Deletions 11/5%
Erasures 5
Interlinear corrections 23
Corrections within the text 0
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This scribe makes more omissions (211) than he does additions (164) and sub-
stitutions (91), and when compared with the other scribes, he is second among
them with respect to all three of these categories. There are 13 cases of what might
be deliberate substitutions and one deliberate omission, which makes him third
among the others. He makes 5 transpositions vs 2, 3, 20 in other MSS, and when
he corrects himself, he makes the marginal corrections (42) almost twice as often
as he does the interlinear corrections (23). The same is true of the deletions that
approximate twice as many (11) as the erasures (5).

Scribe of MS D
Omissions 119/273/3
Additions 63/128/3%/12
Substitutions 116/36
Transpositions 20
Non-sense readings 4
Marginal corrections 115
Marginal notes 0
Deletions 11/7%
Erasures 24
Interlinear corrections 62
Corrections within the text 4

This scribe makes a lot of omissions (273 vs 96, 211, 455) and tends to have
about the same number of added elements (128 vs 164, 166, 509) as he has sub-
stitutions (116 vs 23, 91, 142). When compared with the other scribes, he makes
the largest number of what might be deliberate changes (51 vs 2, 7, 14), as well as
transpositions (20 vs 2, 3, 5), marginal corrections (115 vs 12, 23, 42), erasures
(24 vs 1, 3, 5), and interlinear corrections (62 vs 10, 23, 30). From the visual
standpoint, there is rarely a folio that has nothing written in the margins or has
no interlinear corrections on it. This MS will be discussed in much more detail
later.
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1.2. Secondary group of MSS

Scribe of MS E
Omissions 35/61/1
Additions 18/52
Substitutions 21
Transpositions 2
Non-sense readings 1
Marginal corrections 58
Marginal notes 0
Deletions 63/23%
Erasures 14
Interlinear corrections 120
Corrections within the text 8

This scribe copied directly from the scribe of MS D, who then checked both
MSS and often made identical corrections in each of them. For that reason, it is
not always easy to say which correction belongs to which scribe, but oftentimes,
the same correction that is made in the margin (115) in MS D is then made in the
form of an interlinear correction (120) in MS E. One significant feature in the
scribe of MS E is his exercise of deletions: 63 vs 11 in the scribe of MS D, and vs 1,
1,3,5,6,8, 11, 20 in the other MSS. His use of erasures is less common than in the
scribe of MS D (14 vs 24), but more common than in all the other MSS (14 vs 0,
0,0, 1,1, 3, 5, 8), and he makes more corrections within the text than the other
scribes do (8 vs 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 1, 1, 4, 7). He omits about the same number of ele-
ments (61) as he adds them (52), and introduces 21 substitutions of which only 1
seems to be deliberate. The number of transpositions (2) and non-sense reading
(1) is very small.

Scribe of MS F
Omissions 61/154/1
Additions 48/77/1%
Substitutions 51/3
Transpositions 13
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Non-sense readings 0
Marginal corrections 22
Marginal notes 0
Deletions 8/28
Erasures 8
Interlinear corrections 11
Corrections within the text 1

Despite the fact that the same hand copied both (and about equal) parts of this
MS - chs. 1-38 from MS C, and chs. 39-82 from MS E - its first part contains
considerably more cases of omissions (41 vs 21), additions (37 vs 11), substitu-
tions (41 vs 10), and transpositions (11 vs 2) than the second part. There are also
more erasures (7 vs 1) and marginal corrections (16 vs 6) in the first part than
in the second, and only deletions (2 vs 6) and interlinear corrections (4 vs 7)
figure more prominently in the second part than in the first. One explanation
for these unequal statistics might be related to the possibility that the scribe took
a significant break to rest before switching to the second part of the MS, while
being more tired (and therefore sloppier) during his work on the first part that
followed on twice as much work of copying the first Oration. When compared
with the other MSS that ascend to MS E, the scribe of MS F is second in the num-
ber of additions (77 vs 0, 12, 12, 82), third in the number of omissions (154 vs 2,
36, 154, 321), fourth in the number of substitutions (51 vs 6, 18, 26 54), and fifth
in the number of transpositions (13 vs 0, 0, 0, 7).

Scribe of MS G
Omissions 21/36
Additions 7/12/2%
Substitutions 18
Transpositions 0
Non-sense readings 3
Marginal corrections 6
Marginal notes 1
Deletions 6/3%
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Erasures 0
Interlinear corrections 14
Corrections within the text 1

This scribe copied directly from MS E, and his copy is the second best one
within the secondary group of MSS when it comes to omissions (36 vs 2, 61, 154,
154, 321), additions (12 vs 0, 12, 52, 77, 82), and substitutions (18 vs 6, 21, 26, 51,
54). He makes omissions (36) about two times as often as he does additions (12)
and substitutions (18), and there are no transpositions and deliberate changes
in the text. For corrections, he uses superscriptions more frequently (14) than he
does marginal corrections (6), and half of his deletions (6/3%) take place when
he needs to get rid of the syllables that he copied twice by mistake.

Scribe of MS H
Omissions 1/2
Additions 0
Substitutions 6
Transpositions 0
Non-sense readings 0
Marginal corrections 3
Marginal notes 0
Deletions 1
Erasures 0
Interlinear corrections 4
Corrections within the text 1

On all counts, this scribe has the most accurate hand within the secondary
group of MSS. Throughout the entire copying, he made 6 substitutions, 2 omis-
sions, and no additions, transpositions, and non-sense readings. There are only
4 interlinear corrections, 3 marginal corrections, 1 deletion, and 1 correction with-
in the text. At the same time, this MS has limited value for the reconstruction of
the initial form of text due to being a direct copy from MS G, and therefore having
a tertiary position.
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Scribe of MS K
Omissions 103/321
Additions 47/82/2%/6
Substitutions 54/10
Transpositions 7
Non-sense readings 6
Marginal corrections 19
Marginal notes 16/12"
Deletions 5/3%
Erasures 0
Interlinear corrections 16
Corrections within the text 7

This scribe produced the most corrupted MS of the ten, and it has the last
position within the secondary group of MSS on almost all counts. His most com-
mon scribal habit has to do with omissions (321 vs 2, 36, 61, 154, 154), which
sometimes involves his failure to copy the middle part of words, and not just their
first or last letters. Compared with the number of omissions, he makes far fewer
additions (82 vs 0, 12, 12, 52, 77) and substitutions (54 vs 6, 18, 21, 26, 51). The
number of transpositions (7) is second to MS F (13), but higher than in other
MSS within the secondary group (0, 0, 0, 2). He introduces the highest number
of deliberate changes in the text (16 vs 0, 0, 1, 4, 12), and writes 16 marginal
glosses of which 12 are more than two words long, and several have a clearly
theological-polemical purpose (to be discussed in just a little while).

Scribe of MS L
Omissions 16/154
Additions 3/12/1%/1
Substitutions 26/11
Transpositions 0
Non-sense readings 1
Marginal corrections 8
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Marginal notes 16/12"
Deletions 1
Erasures 1
Interlinear corrections 3
Corrections within the text 0

This scribe copied directly from MS K, and his most common feature is intro-
ducing substitutions (26), of which the most frequent one is changing EslsHaA
to BnIBwaA for yevnra. He has a high number of omitted elements (154), but the
estimation of actual cases where he makes omissions is only 16. The high num-
ber of omitted elements has to do with the fact that he makes three rather long
omissions (19, 26, and 39 omitted elements). His third major feature has to do
with additions, while the total number of added elements is second in this group
(12 vs 0, 12, 52, 77, 82). He makes no transpositions and uses marginal correc-
tions (8) more frequently than he does interlinear corrections (3). He reproduces
the same 16 marginal glosses that are found in MS K, though sometimes arrang-
ing them a little bit differently.

2. Analysis of deliberate/significant changes in the text

By far the most significant cases of scribal interaction with the text belong to
two scribes: one of MS D and another of MS K. In this section, I would like
to discuss their scribal habits in a little more detail by looking at those cases where
they make deliberate textual changes and add significant marginal comments
that illustrate their perceptions of what they copy. I will begin with a few remarks
about the MS tradition for each of the two codices and then spend the rest of time
examining their scribal habits with special attention to the Second Oration.

2.1. Scribe of MS D

The scribe that copied MS D made two colophons with important information
for our purposes®. In the longer colophon (f. 237" - 237") he calls himself Timofe;
Veniaminov (nocngmucm pXﬁ'R MoH. amagmanoe; Timooea Reniamunora) and says
that he produced his MS in Great Novgorod (g To akTo sAece B NPEHMEHHTW
my m?fnonewc<e>). The second (shorter) colophon (f. 217") adds that he finished
copying the Orations on October 16" in the year 6997 (= 1489) (nucd nocaguero
CTa 36 3; €3 10 OKTWAMEQT0. 1S.).

¢ For the full text of both colophons, see Oratio II contra Arianos, p. 373-374.
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According to the longer colophon, the work of copying was occasioned by the
rise of a heresy known in church terminology as the heresy of the Judaizers’. Pro-
moted by both clergy and laypeople, this heresy attacked the most fundamental
Orthodox beliefs, and more specifically the doctrine of the Trinity: g mo akmo 3a¢ce
B npenarkinmd T8 neSoAewe<e> MHOSH EIENNHKRI M ATAKONH; W ® npocThi Al ATH
ATAKH BHAHCA cKRepHHTEAH Ha Bkp¥ Henopoun$io Reamka Ekpa mocTHraa rpd cen
M KOAHKA Taa 1 TSI MocTHzKe arkemo ce e8k kY NPAROCAAKTA UTO SaMEUATARLIA
ETTH WIH CEAMS CREWY; NPONOREKATIO WITA H THA H ETTO AXA Bs TPUH EATHO EIKTRO
nepaspkanmo. (f. 237Y)% This heresy was successfully countered by the Novgoro-
dian Archbishop Gennadij (Hk Esckopk HenakhHea o B3k BAFTH; Axa cTaaro.
NPECLINNKI APKTENMCKS MENAATE; WEHAZKHAS H EQETHUECTRA 340ARHCTRO) (f. 237Y)%, and
Athanasius’ Orations (representing the classical trinitarian doctrine) were clearly
designed to support Gennadij’s task.

Throughout the MS, we have several marginal notes where Timofej says that
he copied from the Old Bulgarian codex: copied from the Bulgarian [book] (<
BO>Aragekon <cnu>cano, f. 9Y), in the old Athanasius it is written like this (B cmapd
A®ANACTH nHcano mak, f. 2197), this is the way it is in the old [codex] (B cTapd ma,
f. 233¥). While the scribe is clearly of Russian origin (Novgorod), his handwrit-
ing imitates the style of the South-Slavic orthography, in particular the 15%-cen-
tury Serbian polu-ustav with forms of cursive (most likely being influenced by
Timofej’s teacher — Dominican monk, Veniamin)'’. Based on the description of
the hieromonk Iosif, this MS used to belong to the Iosifo-Volokolamsk Monastery
before it was given to the Russian State Library (RGB) where it is kept today''.

7For a thorough treatment of the Judaizers, see A.VI. AJIEKCEEB, Penuzuosxvie 08uxceHUs HA Pycu
nocneoneit mpemu XIV — nauana XVI 8.: cmpuzonvHuxu u xudoscmeyrousue, Mocksa 2012, esp.
p. 385-492.

8 In that year here in famous Novgorod, many priests and deacons (including those from the simple
folks) appeared to profane the pure faith. The town was overtaken by great trouble, and so much dark-
ness and suffering befell this place [and)] the holy Orthodox faith, which the holy fathers set down at the
seven Councils by preaching the Father and Son and Holy Spirit in the one divine inseparable Trinity
(trans. mine).

° However, it did not take long for the holy Archbishop Gennadij to expose the wickedness of their he-
retical teaching after he was filled with God’s grace of the Holy Spirit (trans. mine).

' On Timofej Veniaminov’s handwriting and the influence of his teacher on this scribe, see JI.1I. Ck-
IEJIBHUKOB, K usyuenuto ‘Cnosa kpamxa’ u desmenvHocmu domunuxanya Benuamuna, VIOPSIC 30,
1925, p. 223; M.I. TATBIEHKO, Bmopoe 10i#HOCIABAHCKOE 6/UAHUE 8 OPEBHEPYCCKOLl KHUMCHOCHIUL.
(Ipauko-opdozpadureckie npusHAKU 81MOPO20 H0HHOCIABAHCKO20 BIUSHUS U XPOHOTIOUS UX NOS6-
JieHus 8 OpesHepycckux pykonucsax korua XIV — nepeoti nonosunvt XV 66.), [in:] Knusicnas xynomy-
pa. Knueonucanue. Haonucu na ukonax opesreti Pycu, ed. IDEM, Mocksa-Cankt-Ilerep6ypr 2001,
p. 325-382, 384-420.

" Mlocna (HIEROMONK), Onuce pyxonuceii, nepernecennvix us oubnuomexu Mocugposa manacmotps
8 6u6ﬂuomeky Mockosckoii byxom-tozft akademuu, Mocksa 1882, p- 73-74.
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The most typical way Timofej changes the text of the Orations is by “Helleniz-
ing” the Slavonic. He does that in two ways. First, he changes the Slavonic words
to Greek words or word forms, which he consistently writes in Cyrillic script. The
most frequent example is nagaoc for “Paul” (e.g. 45.23, 62.30, 62.31). Other cases
throughout the MS include aoroc for “Word”, Ruraoc for “Scriptures”, apnerni rya-
dure for “Arius’ writings”, aekerpioc for “December”, Tudaoc for the “blind”, amag-
maaoe for “sinner”, meaoe for the “end”, and some others. The second way Timofej
Hellenizes the Orations is by adding a number of Greek New Testament quotes
written in Cyrillic script (with a few ligatures and Greek letter forms) and placed
in the margins alongside the same quotes in the Slavonic text. The longest of such
quotes appear on ff. 161 and 165 in the third Oration, and their presence sug-
gests that Timofej made use of a Greek New Testament'? and checked Athanasius’
citations against it:

CA TIL26. f. 161° Kal EAOWN €1G Ta MEgH Kalcagidc Tic (])'l'/\'l"nng, HpwTa e madmac
e avr [Quoted from Mt 16.17]

CATIL26, f. 161" o taf o ¥ + Ha TT avk érkameainec [quoted from Mc 15.34]

CATIL32. £ 165" TON niaon written next to the Slavonic word sgnniems [Quoted
e from Io 9.6]

CATIL32 £ 165" <N>0 MPELCKOM * KAl ENEXPTCE TON NHAOH * ENH T8c dpoaambe T8

muhas [Quoted from Io 9.6]

This exotic scribal feature led some scholars" to believe that Timofej had a cer-
tain knowledge of Greek, which he probably learned from his teacher Veniamin.
In yet another MS (RNB, St. Petersburg, Kirillo-Belozersk 36/41, the 1480s-1490s,
ft. 3-246), which appears to be Timofej's Greek workbook, he copied much larger
portions of Greek, and based on the numerous mistakes of itacism, declension,
and orthography in that workbook, it is generally thought that his knowledge
of Greek was fairly elementary’. Even then, as Romanchuk notes, Timofei’s con-
crete knowledge of Greek, while crude by our standards, probably impressed his
compatriots®.

2 See B.JI. ®onHkuy, Ipeuecko-pycckue kynomyphoie ceasu 6 XV-XVII es. (Ipeueckue pyxonucu
6 Poccuu), Mockea 1977, p. 41. FONKIC suggests that Timofej used a Greek Gospel lectionary, also
known as Aprakos.

13 See esp. B.J1. oKWY, Ipeuecko-pycckue KynvmypHole c853U. .., p. 36-37.

" B.JI. ®oHKINY, Ipeuecko-pycckue KynvmypHole c653u. .., p. 40-41.

> R. ROMANCHUK, Once Again on the Greek Workbook of Timofei Veniaminov, Fifteenth-Century
Novgorod Monk, [in:] Monastic Traditions. Selected Proceedings of the Fourth International Hilandar
Conference. The Ohio State University 1998, ed. C.E. GRIBBLE, P. MATEJIC, Columbus 2003, p. 286.
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Besides the Greek quotes in MS D, Timofej also adds a few Slavonic margi-
nalia and macaronic notes. Some of them are longer (as in the first three exam-
ples), while others are shorter (as in the fifth example). All of them suggest that
Timofej considered his task of copying the Orations not only in transmitting the
text correctly but also in making sure that his readers make the most out of it:

30H R'BHHMATEANR * UTO NPO HSROAENTE * NA CTPANHUK NHCANO |

CA 1144, f. 175"
Trans.: See carefully what this page writes about the election

B's B € HE o mnosk Ta MOCAORHL,A gApA written next to the Sla-
CATIL58, f. 186" vonic word yapa | Trans.: The same proverb about the hydra is
also found slightly earlier in the Second Oration

CA1V.1-19, £ 212" o agnege TOV Oavatwv | Trans.: On Arius’ death
CATV.1-19, 1. 213 3¢ Tehog tov Oavatov | Trans.: Here is the end [of Arius’] death
CATIL6I, f. 188" 3ph | Trans.: See

Timofej’s desire to play the role of a communicator in addition to being a scribe
eventually leads him to make deliberate changes in the text of the Orations. This
is clearly seen in his habit of consistently modernizing certain words and phrases
in the 10™-century Bulgarian text of the Orations in order to make them more
comprehensible for his readers in 15"-century Russia. The following examples
from the second Oration illustrate this feature very well:

CATL52.1 NAecKANs BuIRAE€TH] TAGTTETAL | e'b3pans 8. D & EFGHKL
A (sine ABC)

CAIL52.2 naeckania] miaoBivat | spania D & EFGHKL (sine ABC)

CAIL52.3 chnA€ckaas ecmh] EmAaoe | ewspaas e D & EFGHKL (sine ABC)

CA11.63.14 pekan] inev | faaan D & EFGHKL (sine ABC)

CA1L.76.10 Tpapkme] Sevte | npuakre D & EFGHKL (sine ABC)

CA11.46.27 AOMs. H NoATkNkpE] olkoV Kkal VTErpetoe | xpd u Yrmsp,a,u D & EF
o GHKL (sine ABC)

Moreover, Timofej modifies several biblical passages in the Orations to what
he believed was a more accurate form of the text. His corrections correspond to
the textual forms in the Gennadian Bible (the first complete Slavonic version fin-
ished in 1499), and since Timofej belonged to the circle of scribes who compiled
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that Bible during the 1490s, it is very likely that he made use of the biblical MSS
in their possession when he copied the Orations in 1489. Furthermore, since the
entire project of the Gennadian Bible was a major part of battling the heresy of the
Judaizers by making available the complete and most accurate biblical text's, it
is reasonable to think that Timofej corrected the biblical quotes in the Orations
with precisely this agenda in mind. If this is right, then his effort to harmonize
the biblical quotes in the Orations with the Gennadian Bible was a way of ensuring
that both say the same things, and, therefore, both are equally authoritative. In the
second Oration, I have identified four cases where Timofej changed the biblical
passages according to the text in the Gennadian Bible. In the following examples,
Timofej adds three words (Trew, na and cagae) and changes one word for another
(Na for B'W):

AAKAR AJWIKARR OTPOKR TROEMA] 0OG TO KpATOG 60V T® Toudi
CA 11.50.25-26 OO0V | AdKE AEQKARR TROW O. T. D (mroto > ABC & EFGHKL) |
o Al AQWIKARY TRok OTgoKy TRoemy Ps 85.16 Gennadian Bible,
p. 219

K NEMR K€ CAORO €cTh] TTPOG OV fUiv 6 NOyog | K 1. k. Ni c. €.
CAIL72.9 D (nd > ABC & EFGHKL) | k nemy ke nA caoro Heb 4.13 Gen-
nadian Bible, p. 355

BA®KNH Henogouennn NA NRTK] pLakdplot of dwpot &v 68¢ | B. n.
CA11.64.27 gs 1. D (gw > ABC & EFGHKL) | Baskenn nenopwunin g n¥Th
Ps 118.1 Gennadian Bible, p. 282

Cayae uTo ma ronnwn] Xadle, Ti pe Sibkelg | carae cagae u. m. r. D
CA11.80.5 (sec. cagae > ABC & EFGHKL) | cagae cagae 4mo MA ronHwH
Act 9.4 Gennadian Bible, p. 43-44

2.2. Scribe of MS K

In contrast to what we know about Timofej Veniaminov, there is absolutely no
information about the scribe of MS K". It is possible that he did his work of copy-
ing ether in Great Novgorod or Moscow, and his MS was part of the larger col-
lection consisting of twelve volumes and known as the Great Menaion Reader
(Velikie Minei Cetii). The work on this project was commissioned and assisted by

!¢ On this, see E. CmorryHoBa, Cocmasumenu u nucyui Iennaouesckoti bubnuu, [in:] bubnus 6 dy-
XO0BHOLL HCUBHU, UCOPUL U KyTbrmype Poccuu u npasocnasnozo cnassnckozo mupa. Céoprux mame-
puanos mexioyHapooroil kongepenyuu x 500-nemuto Iennaouesckoii bubnuu, Mocksa, 21-26 cen-
mﬂ6pﬂ 1999 2., Mocksa 2001, p. 92-118.

7 For the description of this MS, see Die Grossen Lesemenden des Metropoliten Makarij. Uspenskij
spisok, vol. I, 1-8 Mai, ed. E. WEIHER et al., Freiburg 2007 [= MLSDV, 51], p. XL-CX.
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the Metropolitan of Moscow and all Russia Makarij. The main purpose of creat-
ing the Great Menaion Reader was to centralize the cult of the Russian saints and
compile all major writings available at the time into twelve volumes according to
the twelve months of the church calendar. In 1552 Makarij placed these Menaion
in the Cathedral of the Dormition at the Moscow Kremlin, and the text of Atha-
nasius’ Orations is contained in the May volume under May 2.

As was mentioned earlier, this scribe produced the most corrupted MS of the
ten, introducing the largest number of deliberate/significant changes in the text
and adding some glosses that have a clearly theological-polemical purpose. I will
discuss both of these features, starting with the second one. The marginal glosses
written by this scribe range from several words to a full sentence and can be
divided into five groups, each addressing a specific theological issue: (1) Icons;
(2) Filioque; (3) Christology; (4) Deification; and (5) Church'®. Arranged in this
way, the theological glosses include the following:

(1) Icons

AKTOPH © chiZ NPATCA. T HXKE UTAH ciA KNHIH, TO SPH. B'k, e,
CA 1123, £. 106 NocAANTH cHugrard snamenn | Trans.: Here is the point disputed by
the Luthers", and everyone who is reading these books must see the
indicated [passages] regarding this in the third Oration

o NOKAOHENTH Ko MKowk XPToBE H Ko Be CTHI MKomAM B MAKe
K¢ RodpasHca Ro oBpad. cou | Trans.: On worshipping Christ’s icon
and the icons of all the saints in whom Christ was formed in his
own image

CATIL4, f. 125Y

CATIL7, ff. 126-126" Ha Hkonoropu ki | Trans.: Against the iconoclasts

(2) Filioque

CATIL14, £ 128" o nopaanin o cuina | Trans.: On the giving from the Son

CATIL24, £ 131" 0 N<OAAANT>H <OT china> | Trans.: On the giving from the Son

'8 The same glosses appear in MS L that was directly copied from K: (1) Icons (ff. 337¥-338%; 460"-462";
465'-467"); (2) Filioque (ff. 478"; 496"); (3) Christology (ff. 4597; 463"; 505"); (4) Deification (ff. 487"-
487" 495"); (5) Church (ff. 250"-251% 119"; 424'-424"). For a detailed discussion of these glosses,
see V.V. LYTVYNENKO, Athanasius’ Orations against the Arians: Theological Glosses in Two Slavonic
Manuscripts, IIKI, 19, p. 77-101.

' The plural of “Luther” here was used to refer to the Lutheran Christians. Since the word “Luther”
was often used as a synonym for “lutyj” (“nrorsiir”), meaning “ferocious’, “fierce’, or “cruel’, it func-
tioned as a derogatory name for describing the Protestants. On this, see JI.V1. LIBETAEB, [Ipomecman-
cmeo u npomecmanmol 6 Poccuu 0o anoxu npeobpasosaruii, Mocksa 1890, p. 587.
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(3) Christology

CAIIL4, £ 125 o cananin | Trans.: On unification
CATILG, f. 126" ce | Trans.: This
CATIL29, £. 133" HE ovaaan 1o camph | Trans.: Not ‘became less’ but ‘humbled’

(4) Deification

CAIIL19, £. 130" o ogoxkeniH | Trans.: On deification
CATIL23, £ 131" Cross-sign (+) next to the word wsozenn (deification)
(5) Church
CA143,f.93" o Bekgs cRAThIX'® SpH | Trans.: See on all the saints
CA1L67,£. 119" O ugpken 1| © asuiyky | Trans.: On the Church and nations

Based on what the scribe writes in these glosses, it is clear that he consid-
ers the Orations as a major proof-text concerning the fundamental points of the
Orthodox doctrine. His reference to Luther and iconoclasts suggests that his pri-
mary opponent was Protestantism, which fits well with what we know about the
religious situation in Russia during the 16-17 centuries. The emerging Protes-
tants in that context were coming primarily from the south-western parts of Rus-
sia (known as Little Russia that covered most of the territory of modern-day
Ukraine), as well as from Poland®. Most of them denied a number of distinctively
Orthodox doctrines, and the more radical groups of Protestants (the so-called
Socinians)*' went as far as to reject Christ’s divine nature and the Trinity. Copy-
ing the Orations with this polemical agenda in mind allows the scribe to make
Athanasius relevant to his own context, and the fact that his glosses were copied
again by another scribe around 100 years later (RGB, Moscow, Ov¢. F.209, 99,
mid-17" century) shows that his appropriation of Athanasius was taken seriously.

% The issue of Protestantism in Russia and the Orthodox-Protestant polemic is discussed in many
works. See esp. a collection of articles on this topic in ITpasocnasue Yxpaurv: u Mockoeckoii Pycu
6 XVI-XVII sexax: Obusee u pasnuunoe, ed. M.B. Imntpues, Mocksa 2012.

2 See e.g. Socinianism and its Role in the Culture of XVI" to XVIII" Centuries, ed. L. Szczucki, War-
saw-Lodz 1983.



192 VIACHESLAV V. LYTVYNENKO

This situation, however, raises the question as to whether the scribe could have
felt it necessary to change the original text of the Orations in order to fit Atha-
nasius to his theological needs. Based on my analysis of the second Oration, the
most significant changes that he makes can be divided into those that seem to
function as deliberate corrections of the initial text and others that are intended
to modernize or re-state certain things a little bit differently. The following exam-
ples illustrate the first type of changes:

CATL13.2 usor'kks] ABCDEFGH, i KL, &vBpwmog

CAIL57.3 goancma] ABCDEFGH, chmrognera KL, €yévvnoav
CATL.74.26 gecrxAsNs] ABCDEFGH, pweronnnt KL, avaioxvvtov
CA11.24.32 cxmheTRo] ABCDEFGH, uwgrerro KL, gvowy

It is hard to say what exactly motivated the scribe to make these changes, but
the substituted words are clearly the opposite of what the original text actually
states: “man” is changed for “God”, “born” for “created”, “shameless” for “wor-
thy”, and “nature” for “feeling”. Moreover, given the importance of the words
“born” and “created” in the fourth-century context, to change one word with
another implies that instead of being “born” of God the Father, Christ was merely
“created” alongside other creatures, which (as a heresy called “Arian”) contradicts
both Athanasius and the scribe’s intention to affirm Christ’s divinity in his glosses.
The number of such changes is not large, and I suggest that these changes may
have to do with the scribe’s failure to understand the original meaning of the text
or perhaps miscopying it in some places.

The other type of changes can be subdivided into those that substitute entire
words with synonyms and those that change only parts of words in order to re-
state them differently. The former can be illustrated with the following examples:

CAIL7.6 ckomkerTgo] ABCDEFGH, nawergo KL, v d\oyiav
CATL14.19 fa] ABCDEFGH, & KL, k0ptov
CA11.44.21 raaroaers] ABCDEFGH, moan KL, Méyet

Some examples of the latter include the following:
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CATL2.21 noznagakxmTh] ABCDEFGH, snaw KL, éntytvaokovot

CATL8.14 ogaskhea] ABCDEFGH, orakkea go KL, évéuodpevog

CA11.52.20 guimia] ABCDEFGH, xkumna KL, Tf¢ yevéoews

CA 11.60.24 o zhpannn] ABCDEFGH, o cwzspanin KL, émtu ... tod €ktioe

CATL61.22 ykeapserene] ABCDEFGH, wkeagserro KL, v faoctleiav

CA11.68.31 mp-keoraan] ABCDEFGH, nwrpkgoraan KL, é8¢ovto
Conclusion

To summarize my discussion of the scribal habits in the Second Oration, several
points can be made in conclusion. First, my classification of the scribal habits
according to specific categories has proved to be a helpful instrument for under-
standing the quality of individual MSS. Thus, for example, the data I have col-
lected has revealed that in many ways the scribes of MSS A & H produced the
most faithful copies of their protographs, while the scribes of MSS D & K have
corrupted theirs the most.

Second, the study of the scribal habits enables us to visualize the strengths
and weaknesses in how the scribes went about reproducing the initial text of the
Orations. Thus, for example, one’s tendency to make frequent omissions does not
mean that one tends to introduce additions as often, and vice versa. Our knowl-
edge of these strengths and weaknesses allows us to make better use of the MSS
for reconstructing the history of the text and appreciate their individual values.

Third, a clear picture of the scribal practices and attitudes helps to discern the
possible patterns in the way some scribes changed the text of the Orations, and
perhaps uncover the reasons why they did what they did. Thus, the high number
of deliberate/significant changes in MSS D and K connects in some way to the fact
that both of them have a clear theological agenda: either to fight the heresy of the
Judaizers (scribe of MS D), or to polemicize with growing Protestantism (scribe
of MS K). Consequently, their theological concerns and local contexts signifi-
cantly affected the way they read and copied the Orations.

Appendix

The table in this Appendix is designed to complement the ten shorter tables by
indicating all individual cases for each of the eleven scribal categories in our MSS.
Before presenting this table, however, I need to provide some explanation on how



194 VIACHESLAV V. LYTVYNENKO

to use it. First of all, the data contained here is based on my analysis of Athana-
sius’s Second Oration against the Arians*. Second, the scribal habits in this table
are classified according to eleven categories: (1) omissions, (2) additions, (3) sub-
stitutions, (4) transpositions, (5) non-sense readings, (6) marginal corrections,
(7) marginal notes, (8) deletions, (9) erasures, (10) interlinear corrections, and
(11) corrections within the text. Third, for each of these categories or scribal fea-
tures the table offers two types of statistics that describe each of the ten MSS:
the total estimates placed on the top of the table and highlighted in bold, and the
singular estimates that take up most of the space in the table under the bold num-
bers. The numbers in both of these sections need some further explanation.

To begin with the top section, the data here consists of one or more num-
bers. The first number gives the total sum of occurrences for a particular scribal
feature, and any other numbers that follow are separated by a slash and mean
one of two things. First, in the section with omissions and additions, the second
number after the slash means the total estimate of omitted and added letters.
Thus, for example, if the table shows 51/96 of omissions and 23/166 of additions,
it means that the scribe made 51 cases of omission resulting in 96 omitted letters,
and 23 cases of addition resulting in 166 added letters. To have this kind of sta-
tistics allows us to see how many elements the scribe omits and adds, as well as
how often he does it. Second, there are three more types of numbers that need to
be understood according to the following indicators next to them: *, *, underlin-
ing. Here, letter ® means a case of redundancy, letter * means a marginal note
that is two or more letters long, and any underlined number means a deliberate/
significant change in the text. Thus, again, if the table shows 23/166/6%/1 of addi-
tions, it means that the scribe made 23 cases of addition resulting in 166 added
letters, and out of 23 cases of addition there are 68 cases where he added a redun-
dant letter or syllable, and there is 1 case where he made a deliberate or signifi-
cant addition in the text. Similarly, if the table shows 16/12" cases of marginal
notes, it means that the scribe made 16 marginal notes, of which 12" cases are
notes two or more letters long.

Finally, in the section with singular estimates, I indicate the chapter and line
from my edition of the Second Oration for every single occurrence. For omissions
and additions, I also add an indexed number to show how many letters are omit-
ted or added in each case. For instance, if the table shows 5.2° for omissions, it
means that the scribe omitted 3 letters in the Second Oration, chapter 5, line 2. Or
to give another example, if the number shows 51.24%* for additions, it means that
the scribe mistakenly copied 83 letters twice in the Second Oration, chapter 51,
line 24. If there is more than one omission, addition or some other scribal feature
in the same place, I indicate it in the brackets as follows: 5.2%(2).

2 Oratio II contra Arianos.
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OMISSIONS
A B C D E F G H K L
51/96 | 138/455 | 99/211/1 (119/273/3| 35/61/1 | 61/154/1 | 21/36 1/2 103/321 | 16/154
1.39! 1.18° 1.30! 1.3! 7.32! 3.31! 4.19% 1.32 1.4! 2.21%
2.24 1.26% 2.7% 4.42% 8.3! 3.332 4.37% 1.15 5.19!
3.8! 2,11 2.16? 5.14 11.6' 5.2} 5.4 1.31° 13.18%
5.17 2.25! 2212 7.172 12.14 6.3 9.10? 2.20* 14.6?
7.20? 2.34! 3.16 7.25? 12.17? 6.8? 19.3? 3.8 16.28?
7.36% 2.39 4.19! 8.18! 12.284(2) 6.14% 19.4% 3.13% 16.31'°
8.7* 3.13! 4.43! 10.33% 14.19* 7.18° 23.7% 3.19° 16.32!
8.15! 4.5° 4.45? 12.21* 15.2! 8.5° 23.15% 4.9 16.47%
9.4 4.10" 5.4 13.11" 16.20? 9.16* 24.8° 6.13* 20.25%
10.15° 4.30" 6.19 13.26' 22.6' 11.324 37.17* 8.11% 22.30"
11.32¢ 6.2% 7.5% 13.28! 24.1" 12.32 38.22? 9.5% 24.10°
16.3? 6.6 7.21! 14.4% 25.24! 12.11" 40.8! 9.9! 25.1°
16.18? 6.7' 7.28! 14.15° 25.25% 14.19% 43.1! 10.7! 37.137
17.8° 6.15' 8.3! 14.18° 27.2 16.39* 51.29° 10.17! 47.21%
19.11" 7.15% 8.25% 15.2¢ 28.14° 19.22! 53.9! 16.17% 47.23%
19.28° 7.21! 10.19? 16.41° 29.15% 19.37° 53.27! 16.30! 56.11%
19.29? 7.27? 10.33? 17.6° 30.22% 20.21" 54.20" 17.4?
23.37! 7.35% 12.21% 17.10! 30.35! 23.17* 57.10" 17.82
24.32? 10.25! 12.28% 19.28! 32.17! 24.1% 58.27? 19.32
25.31% 10.28? 13.26! 21.17% 36.17% 24.78 63.17% 20.29°
27.5? 11.14" 16.17 22.11" 40.23! 25.10% 71.14% 21.3
28.22? 11.34° 16.26" 22.18? 46.2% 25.25? 22.2°
33.7% 12.2! 16.45% 22.247 49.27% 25.26* 22.25?
33.13! 12.4? 17.24° 22.36' 56.3! 26.12% 24.29*
36.18! 12.6! 18.17" 23.12% 56.5' 26.21* 25.29!
37.29! 12.20* 19.7! 23.37! 58.20¢ 27.14? 26.1"
38.8° 13.16' 19.17% 25.4! 58.27! 27.22! 27.6'
42.5 13.26! 19.33? 27.19* 60.33* 27.26' 28.1
42.27° 14.3! 19.35! 27.37% 62.26* 27.38! 28.6°
43.9! 14.11" 20.4! 28.11° 65.3% 30.18° 28.29%
43.16* 14.11% 20.26! 29.1% 67.22! 31.26! 29.2¢
45.4! 14.12¢ 21.6' 29.9 71.3? 31.29% 29.9
48.19° 14.20° 21.10% 30.4° 76.22! 32.22% 29.22!
49.10 14.22! 21.14! 31.9% 80.13! 32.35! 30.1%
50.8' 15.12% 21.247 31.107 82.2! 33.13! 30.5'
53.23! 16.28? 224! 31.14% 33.29! 30.23%
59.33! 16.30? 22.6' 31.25! 35.12 30.29%
62.7' 16.36* 22.30" 32.10° 36.11° 31.1%
62.23° 16.45% 23.23! 35.7% 36.19* 31.29%
63.14 17.3? 23.39° 35.8° 38.13% 32.14%
63.32% 17.8"7 24.29% 36.7" 38.27% 35.17!
68.33! 18.21% 25.1% 36.187 42.28% 36.19*
70.11% 18.28* 27.3" 41.20" 44.30° 37.7
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OMISSIONS (cont.)

A B C D E F G H K L
51/96 | 138/455 | 99/211/1 |119/273/3| 35/61/1 | 61/154/1 | 21/36 1/2 103/321 | 16/154
70.20° 18.29° 27.12% 41.22? 45.2¢ 37.20*
70.25! 19.34? 29.5° 42.7? 50.2 39.3°
71.35? 22.27* 30.5% 42.15 50.32! 39.21°
75.14! 22.35% 32.18? 43.9% 52.11° 39.30%
75.19% 23.11% 32.25% 43.43! 54.6' 41.15°
76.3! 23.30* 33.6' 44.14 54.15% 41.35
76.12! 23.32¢ 35.247 45.11" 55.6* 42.3%
81.34% 23.36° 37.35! 45.21" 55.20¢ 43.12*
27.31 40.7 46.14 55.35% 43.26
27.35% 40.26° 46.36' 56.13% 43.312
30.247 41.23* 47.18* 56.157 44.8°
30.26* 43.35! 48.20° 58.17* 44.16*
30.29% 44.16° 48.27° 58.32% 45.3?
30.30% 44.30° 48.28! 63.16% 45.13!
31.22 44.30' 49.7? 65.6° 45.15*
31.5! 46.7° 50.13° 66.30* 49.9¢
31.13! 46.21" 50.14% 67.13* 49.14*
31.21% 47.17° 52.16% 77.8! 51.13%
3227 47.23? 52.34% 80.17* 51.35*
34.3 48.2? 53.33? 52.21°
34.14! 48.4% 54.9 52.28°
35.8? 48.19° 54.9 54.22°
35.15% 48.30° 54.16* 55.22!
37.6' 50.13! 54.23! 55.31'
37.9? 51.3? 55.11' 55.37'
37.12! 51.22% 55.36% 56.6*
37.28° 53.3! 56.10% 56.16'
38.15" 53.27' 56.19* 57.16'
38.28% 54.5? 56.31' 58.19%
39.9? 54.6' 57.4* 59.13*
41.272 54.14! 57.22¢ 59.20%
43.18° 55.18' 58.3! 59.30*
43.18' 55.39% 59.124 59.35*
44.2? 56.13! 59.22% 59.39°
45.2! 56.24% 59.40% 60.4'
45.18° 57.7* 60.27° 60.5°
46.36° 57.15% 62.4 60.27°
47.9? 57.15% 62.6 63.33!
47.11% 58.21% 62.20" 66.7°
49.6* 62.6' 62.30* 67.17¢
49.26' 64.11" 62.30° 68.28%
50.18' 66.6% 63.10° 69.7
50.21™ 67.34% 63.20* 70.26%
50.31% 68.6° 64.147 70.26°
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OMISSIONS (cont.)

A B C D E F G H K L
51/96 | 138/455 | 99/211/1 |119/273/3| 35/61/1 | 61/154/1 | 21/36 1/2 103/321 | 16/154
51.1 68.8! 64.21% 71.12%
51.29° 68.15! 64.29% 71.18*
51.37! 70.15? 64.33! 71.19!
52.25! 71.3% 65.17 73.77
53.15% 724! 65.3? 74.5
55.25% 73.20% 66.4' 75.13!
56.17" 74.11" 66.4* 76.2*
59.25? 74.11" 67.6* 76.4*
59.37° 75.31% 67.8° 76.12!
60.282 76.22% 67.13? 7747
61.2 80.247 67.17* 78.6°
61.2% 81.157 68.17" 78.8!
61.22% 70.2? 79.337
62.17 70.2! 82.5?
62.22% 72.5? 82.72
63.7 72.14? 82.12!
63.24? 72.27!
64.6' 72.32!
64.17% 74.1
64.18! 76.16'
64.21° 76.19*
65.1' 77.2!
65.8? 77.25%
65.8° 78.117
66.3' 78.11°
66.15' 79.12%
66.22% 79.16!
67.9' 80.7*
67.19! 80.8*
67.23% 81.33!
68.4' 82.4'
68.16 82.25!
68.32%
69.4
69.17%
70.1%
72.22?
72.22!
72.26%
73.9%
74.22°
74.27'
75.13"
75.15°
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OMISSIONS (cont.)

A B C D E F G H K L
51/96 | 138/455 | 99/211/1 |119/273/3| 35/61/1 | 61/154/1 | 21/36 1/2 103/321 | 16/154
76.19
76.32!
76.33!
78.24!
78.29!
81.4"
82.12%
ADDITIONS
A B C D E F G H K L
23/166/6%/1102/509/7%/3| 39/164/2% 63/128/3%/12] 18/52 48/77/1* 7/12/2% 0 47/82/2%/6 | 3/12/1%/1
1.12? 1.1' 1.9! 1.2 5.4%® 1.6 3.9! 1.30? 3.107%
8.34! 1.25! 4.8 1.30' 12.6 1.44 11.21° 2.35? 51.20"
8.38° 1.44? 6.1 3.16° 14.29° 3.9 12.1? 3.6 58.20*
9.31 2.13! 6.25! 5.20° 16.18? 4.27" 34.7 7.34?
16.27%* 3.3% 6.26° 5.28% 17.21" 5.27* 36.31! 8.14%
26.11° 3.9 6.29' 6.2? 18.6 7.9%(2) 79.9%% 9.4
29.15%R% 3.222 8.24! 7.1° 24.10 7.23? 80.36%% 11.9?
31.16% 6.11° 8.34 8.29° 27.21" 8.5? 11.26'
31.29° 7.3! 10.10" 8.37% 36.157 8.10 13.2!
40.26* 7.7°R 11.25% 9.14! 38.24! 8.29! 14.3!
44.32! 8.29° 14.11* 9.20! 39.18% 9.7°% 14.40
48.4! 9.8! 14.17? 10.12? 52.26% 10.34! 17.15!
49.25' 9.13% 16.57" 10.14* 55.12! 11.6 22.14°
51.24%% 10.12% 17.25% 11.25% 55.26! 12.6! 25.12?
54.26' 10.34! 18.34! 11.29? 57.313¢% 14.4? 25.22!
59.25% 12.7! 24.18! 15.3% 59.31 14.41' 27.9
60.1'% 12.13% 28.24! 16.2* 78.29°% 16.17% 31.37!
67.22% 12.13! 32.27* 16.10 80.10® 17.5% 32.39%
72.23% 12.267 37.24! 16.27" 18.6° 33.27!
75.28! 14.14' 39.3%% 18.6' 19.27? 35.8!
79.15% 14.28" 39.471% 19.26° 21.12 35.19°
79.33? 16.24! 41.43! 19.27° 21.16! 38.22?
81.26' 16.27? 43.26 24.14% 22.6 39.10%
16.34° 46.37" 24.15% 23.19! 42.7°%
17.3? 50.29! 24.29* 25.26' 42.27°
17.5 549! 27.19! 25.30? 44.22'
17.13! 54.19° 27.30? 26.18! 46.26'
17.21! 57.26% 28.27! 27.12 51.3
18.25? 58.4* 28.31% 27.15° 52.6°
19.31%% 60.5* 31.13! 30.5! 53.15
22.9% 67.34* 37.23? 311! 53.29!
26.137% | 68.22% 38.19° 34.17* 54.25!
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ADDITIONS (cont.)

63.35%

A B C D E F G K L
23/166/6%/1|102/509/7%/3| 39/164/2% 63/128/3%/12|  18/52 48/77/1% 7/12/2R 47/82/2%/6 | 3/12/1%/1
28.13? 69.6" 41332 35.19° 55,73
28.18! 70.21" 4211 35.222 57.232
29.5? 73.25! 42.23! 36.32! 57.252
29.92 79.10" 42.26" 38.182 57.297%
30.272 79.12! 43,7 448! 58.33!
31.322 80.12! 44.26° 46.36" 58.34%
31.44! 81.132 47.8! 46.362 59.5!
32.21 47.25? 52.16" 60.242
33.252 48.29" 52.21! 62.2!
34.282 50.172 53.332 62.112
35.12 51.292 66.7" 62.302
35.122 53.18! 76.6" 67.352
35.19° 53.272 76.8" 68.26'
36.122 58,322 78.5! 68.312
36.22! 60.3 79.20"! 72.1!
37.94 60.82
38.23° 62.30*
39.17! 62312
40.5* 65.13"
41.18! 66.217%
452! 66.7
45.18" 70.15!
46.1 72.15°
47 9153R 75.19!
52.13 75.222
52.252 76.16'
52.28! 76.202
54.12 78.232
55.252 79.112R
56.92 807.55'{
56.162 82.5?

57.202
57.25%
58.42
58.21*
59.2?
60.1*
61.8
62.4"
62.29!
63.5"
63.7"
63.8!
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ADDITIONS (cont.)

A B C D E F G H K L
23/166/6"/1102/509/7"/3 39/164/2" 63/128/3%/12| 18/52 | 48/77/1% | 7/12/2* 0 47/82/2%/6 | 3/12/1%/1
64.22!
66.24*
66.27%
67.35
68.12°%
68.30°
69.10°
69.11%
69.30"
71.36'
72.22!
73.7!
74.36>
75.9?
75.15!
76.4'
77.5!
77.27°
78.25!
79.12!
79.26*
79.32?
80.10°
80.28'
81.5!
81.26'

SUBSTITUTIONS

A B C D E F G H K L
23/1 142/4 91/13 116/36 21 51/3 18 6 54/10 26/11
1.22 1.25 1.5 1.8 1.6 2.10 1.2 1.3 1.4 2.14
1.25 1.36 1.25 2.18 6.30 2.39 10.31 8.10 221 2.30
10.31 2.23 2.7 3.6 8.5 7.3 16.27 10.22 4.39 3.27
16.21 3.8 2.20 3.27 10.5 7.5 19.25 27.10 6.19 11.5
12.29 3.13 2.38 4.16 16.11 7.9 23.21 56.21 7.6 16.32
14.14 3.22 33 5.1 23.28 7.30 25.21 58.11 8.32 25.7
25.2 3.28 3.16 52 27.1 8.27 33.29 9.12 25.21
31.35 4.17 3.19 6.19 27.35 8.32 35.20 10.31 31.38
37.16 4.22 3.20 7.4 28.1 11.18 36.27 12.26 31.39
37.26 5.30 3.27 8.1 28.29 14.5(2) 36.30 13.2 38.27
40.5 6.15 5.27 8.10 29.12 14.22 37.18 14.19 44.18

41.31 6.16 6.24 9.9 29.17 16.1 38.21 14.26 46.4
50.4 6.34 6.28 9.16 36.25 16.54 47.10(2) 17.8 46.32
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SUBSTITUTIONS (cont.)

A B C D E F G H K L
23/1 142/4 91/13 116/36 21 51/3 18 6 54/10 26/11
53.4 6.36 6.29 9.29 38.27 17.5 47.22 19.4 46.37
55.10 7.25 7.24 10.33 39.16 17.13 48.6 19.16 47.3
70.5 7.28 8.14 11.16 39.26 19.26 64.24 22.13 47.15
71.35 7.35 8.20 11.22 54.3 21.8 82.10 233 50.24
72.3 8.28 8.23 11.33 56.21 21.29 23.39 50.32
72.19 9.2 9.4 12.15 57.23 22.26 24.29 52.14
75.27 9.8 9.8 12.27 72.12 23.15 24.32 57.29
77.8 9.11 9.25 12.29 80.30 23.20 25.19 64.14
78.30 10.15 9.31 13.30 24.1 25.27 70.6
81.15 11.28 10.22 14.38 24.7 26.2 7212

13.29 13.22 14.39 24.13 27.2 7217
14.3 14.10 15.4 25.1 27.10 76.1
14.22 14.18 16.53 25.7 27.24 76.19
15.7 16.5 16.56 25.12 28.3
16.4 16.26 17.4 25.31 28.4
16.7 17.24 21.23 27.7 28.29
16.25 17.28 23.20 28.7 30.21
17.7 17.24 23.26 28.20 32.27
18.2 18.40 25.18 32.36 37.32
18.6 20.15 25.20 333 38.16
18.7 20.21 27.3 33.8 43.39
19.11 20.28 27.8 34.2 4421
19.25 214 27.22 36.5 45.20
19.33 21.22 27.23 36.6 48.15
20.15 21.29 27.29 37.10 50.32
21.3 23.15 27.40 37.31 52.20
22.15 24.18 28.6 38.23 57.3
22.16 25.20 30.8 40.9 58.21
22.21 27.4 30.24 40.28 58.33
23.26 3111 30.29 52.16 58.22
24.10 31.19 31.15 57.3 62.32
253 33.27 31.39 57.19 63.36
25.18 34.2 32.32 60.25 64.26
25.19 34.18 34.3 65.2 69.16
25.25 34.21 34.17 69.17 70.15
26.3 34.22 34.18 76.19 70.18
27.4 35.20 36.26 82.15 74.26
27.36 35.30 37.28 77.26
27.37 37.22 40.7 78.12
28.4 37.29 41.14 81.14
28.5 37.33 42.5 81.25
28.9 38.15 42.12
28.16 39.25 43.7
28.29 40.3 44.10
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SUBSTITUTIONS (cont.)

A B C D E F G H K L
23/1 142/4 | 91/13 | 116/36 21 51/3 18 6 54/10 | 26/11
29.18 43.7 44.23
30.15 43.11 45.8
30.17 4326 | 4525
30.30 45.15 4525
30.33 46.21 46.34
31.17 46.25 46.35
32.13 46.36 48.14
32.24(2) | 48.14 48.26
33.27 5137 | 4831
34.18 556 495
34.22(2) 3 50.5
353 56.24 50.30
35.26(2) | 57.34 51.1
35.30 58.2 51.20
36.34 60.2 522
37.8 64.3 52.3
39.7 68.15 52.17
39.20 69.15 52.18
39.30(2) | 7010 | 5225
40.1 70.11 52.28
40.13 70.14 53.3
41.28 70.24 53.21
41.37 71.2 54.17
432 71.32 55.6
44.12 73.21 55.7
4421 73.22 55.22
455 74.24 57.32
45.17 76.6 57.34
47.19 76.21 58.18
47.21 8031 | 5832
48.22 81.24 59.20
50.22 81.25 62.18
51.27 81.26 | 6230
51.34 81.30 63.17

i
{8

53.12 64.33
53.26 66.16(2)
53.31 66.36
54.10 67.9
54.19 67.18
55.31 68.13

56.9(1) 68.30
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SUBSTITUTIONS (cont.)

K

L

23/1

142/4

91/13

21

51/3

18

54/10

26/11

56.21
56.29
56.30
57.32
58.3
59.5
59.18
61.10
61.13
62.6
62.32
63.10
64.12
64.17
64.21
66.31
67.2
67.10
67.34
68.4
71.8
71.40
72.26
73.19
75.4
75.13
75.17
76.2
76.12
77.19
77.33
78.2
78.27
79.22
79.26
79.29
79.30
80.30
82.17
82.28
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TRANSPOSITIONS
A B C D E F G H K L
2 3 5 20 2 13 0 0 7 0
17.7 421 7.22 3.18 56.4 7.27 421
72.35 8.40 7.34 9.4 58.20 16.42 4.23
62.6 9.4 13.20 18.41 28.33
14.11 14.10 19.37 40.17
14.14 14.29 23.35 43.12
30.30 24.28 55.24
35.20 27.25(2) 79.16
36.7 29.1
43.29 29.3
44.13 37.14
44.33 43.37
47.12 57.10
55.6
55.36
57.1
62.23
65.14
71.5
78.23
82.1

NON-SENSE READINGS

A B C D E F G H K L
2 15 1 4 1 0 3 0 6 1
34.7 2.21 24.34 32.29 36.21 27.8 14.15 19.1
78.29 12.8 41.22 35.21 27.7
15.2 43.14 41.10 29.13
16.53 79.31 34.17
17.28 36.11
18.20 81.6
18.23
20.25
36.35
37.19
51.36
56.23
76.18
81.4(2)
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MARGINAL CORRECTIONS

A B C D E F K
23 12 42 115 58 22 6 3 19 8
1.33 5.7 4.40 1.20 1.33 4.36 24.24 27.29 8.26 23.28
1.42 7.7 5.9(2) 1.32 2.12 4.40 65.11 324 9.31 57.23
55 12.1 12.14 3.25 3.4 53 66.18 50.5 11.2 65.11
7.30 18.18 13.11 3.33 3.9 18.17 72.12 18.37 66.6
8.22 26.14 17.26 4.36 3.33 19.19 82.7 23.28 66.18
10.6 33.25 18.16 4.39 5.19 22.30 82.24 24.24 72.12
13.12 41.31 19.37 4.43 5.24 25.10 30.24 82.7
22.14 45.21 22.18 5.1 6.19 26.5 42.16 82.24
25.15 47.21 22.27 6.23 7.30 27.13 55.3
30.2 52.29 27.31 7.8 10.18 28.18 57.25(2)
30.13 57.27 28.29 7.29 10.28 29.5 65.11
31.21 60.24 30.15 7.30 13.12 31.24 66.18
31.29 31.7 8.5 15.1 31.27 69.22
32.9 37.15 8.31 16.1 359 72.12
38.28 37.23 8.33 16.22 37.15 76.20
39.17 37.33 9.6 16.49 37.23 78.24
43.20 41.31 9.21 16.50 49.3 82.7
45.26 42.5 10.33 20.29 53.26 82.24
54.22 45.23 12.14 21.6 55.5
54.26 46.11 13.20 22.16 64.17
60.6 49.1 14.6 22.30 69.10
64.28 49.10 14.8 25.24 72.12
78.1 50.2 14.30 26.9
55.19 16.39 26.16
56.14 17.5 27.12
58.21 17.11 28.33
59.16 17.14 30.18
59.39 18.5 329
61.27 18.25 34.9
64.9 19.17 34.23
65.3 20.25 36.8
66.25 20.29 41.13
71.8 22.27 45.4
71.20 22.30 46.2
72.23 23.24 46.28
74.7 23.40 47.22
74.19 24.1 48.25
75.14 24.34 53.9
81.10 24.35 55.11
81.18 25.24 55.28
82.17 27.24 55.34
27.31 56.9
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MARGINAL CORRECTIONS (cont.)

A B C D E F G H K L
23 12 42 115 58 22 6 3 19 8
28.33 57.3
29.22 57.10
31.27 58.22
329 59.32
33.5 61.1
33.11 63.8
34.9 64.17
37.31 64.31
37.33 65.11
38.23 66.18
38.28 70.26
39.15 70.27
41.13 72.12
41.20 72.22
41.28 80.27
42.5 82.7
43.10 82.24
43.29
43.41
44.30
45.18
46.11
46.12
46.25
46.27
46.34
47.2
47.23
49.19
50.13
50.22
50.23
51.20
51.29
52.1
55.11
55.34
56.9
57.7
57.13
57.14
59.31
60.14
61.1
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MARGINAL CORRECTIONS (cont.)

D

H

K

L

23

12

42

115

58

22

3

19

8

61.12
62.8
63.13
63.24
64.16
64.17
65.11
66.1
66.22
66.25
67.18
67.20
67.24
70.28
71.36
72.12
73.4
73.23
76.16
77.7
78.24
80.27
81.8
81.11
81.22
81.35
82.1
82.7
82.24

MARGINAL NOTES

G

K

L

3/2"

1

16/12*

16/12*

8.39
9.18

18.4
18.24
46.39

57.3
65.11"
78.2"

44.5
44.6

23.36

8.27
23.22%
23.36
24.34"
27.28"
27.38"
28.12%
36.7-
37.22¢

43.7

8.25
23.22"
23.36
24.34"
27.28"
27.38"
28.12"
35.12%
37.22¢

43.7
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MARGINAL NOTES (cont.)

A B C D E F G H K L
5 3/2" 2 0 0 0 1 0 16/12* 16/12"
43.12 43.12
43.13" 43.13"
43.18" 43.18"
447" 447"
67.15" 67.15"
81.31" 81.31"
DELETIONS
A B C D E F G H K L
20/16% 3/1% 11/5% 11/78 63/23% 8/2% 6/3% 1 5/3% 1
1.32 2.8% 8.14 3.27% 1.25% 2.10 3.10 8.33 4.32% 78.8
7.36% 52.29 9.10% 15.12% 1.39 30.8% 5.4 19.35%
19.19% 58.20 12.3 19.36 2.36 454 18.17 37.3%
19.34% 18.32% 2718 3.4 45.24 34.11% 50.1(2)
20.5 22.17 32.30 3.5 54.22 39.18% 79.4
21.16% 42.21 38.8% 3.27% 79.17% 70.5%
24.19% 46.25% 42.5% 4.16% 81.18
32.26% 50.2 46.12 5.13 81.24
36.20% 55.28% 46.35 10.26%
40.2% 56.22 65.26% 12.158
43.258 76.2% 71.9% 13.7
50.22 16.15%
57.20 17.15%
61.21% 19.10
67.35% 19.34%
69.23% 19.36
74.22% 20.10%
76.6% 21.14
76.21% 21.19
76.26% 22,178
23.11
23.17
2428
25.9%
28.10
31.25%
31.28
31.32%
31.34
31.36
33.9%
33.12%
35.12
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DELETIONS (cont.)

A

E

K

L

20/16%

3/1%

11/5%

11/7*

63/23%

8/2%

6/3%

5/3%

1

35.32%
36.7
38.8%
38.14
39.11
45.24
46.1
48.25
49.17
49.19%
51.21
52.1
52.21
54.4
55.21
56.4
56.16%
57.10
57.29
58.1
58.19
59.29
63.32
65.26%
70.23
71.9%
71.36
71.40
74.18
78.33%

ERAS

URES

3/1%

24

14

19.21
23.1%
51.15

3.28

3.31
9.4
12.9
40.4
71.22

7.31

8.33

9.20

14.15
17.14
17.21
18.27
19.10
36.15

3.13
4.39
7.31
8.3
10.14
11.17
13.4
21.4
25.21

3.31

4.42

16.4

16.49
17.21
26.23
35.21
81.23

255
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ERASURES (cont.)

A B C D E F G H K L
3/1% 1 5 24 14 8 0 0 0 1
39.18 45.3
39.26 54.6
42.27 55.12
44.16 67.11
45.13 74.30
46.1
51.21

54.6
55.12
55.21
57.10
57.29
59.25
67.11
71.26

INTERLINEAR CORRECTIONS

A B C D E F G H K L
30 10 23 62 120 11 14 4 16 3
9.10 20.13 6.15 3.26 3.18 10.28 1.34 13.27 7.34 68.22
13.5 20.28 8.18 6.22 3.26 20.4 1.39 17.4 12.29 68.27
16.10 43.10 22.17 7.26 7.21 27.9 6.17 35.10 13.11 70.22
18.25 43.22 235 7.37 7.26 37.35 7.15 46.10 13.12
18.29 43.41 24.15 9.4 7.28 47.18 16.20 14.41
27.26 44.14 28.32 9.19 8.28 65.23 18.6 32.21
29.15 47.10 39.4 10.14 8.33 67.40 23.31 33.14
30.35 50.24 41.5 10.18 9.4 69.3 37.16 43.19
32.24 75.23 46.16 10.25 9.6 76.26 37.26 44.23
35.8 81.24 47.18 10.34 9.8 77.11 44.10 44.24
359 50.18 13.12 10.1 78.14 48.24 44.25
37.2 50.22 16.33 10.18 62.1 55.12
42.4 51.18 18.33 10.25 62.29 63.30
48.13 57.2 19.21 10.34 70.1 71.35
52.29 57.32 19.22 11.7 78.8
54.15 58.11 22.6 11.25 79.4
57.18(2) 68.31 23.39 12.3
58.17 70.1 24.16 12.21
64.19 72.1 27.35 13.7
65.17 75.7 31.34 13.11
70.14(2) 80.19 34.3 14.6
71.37 80.21 37.16 14.6
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INTERLINEAR CORRECTIONS (cont.)

A B C D E F G H K L
30 10 23 62 120 11 14 4 16 3

76.22 81.12 40.11 14.31
76.38 414 15.7
76.39 42.11 16.12
77.10 43.7 16.40
77.32 43.19 18.10
82.11 44.32 18.17
45.13 18.33
46.7 19.22
46.22 19.32
47.10 20.25
47.22 20.27
49.7(2) 22.6
52.15 22.9

52.35 22.15(2)
53.19 23.11
54.8 23.19
54.17 23.24
55.34 23.26
56.15 23.39
56.36 23.40
57.5 24.1
57.27 27.14
58.28 27.35
58.29(2) 28.3
59.41 30.15
62.17 31.9
62.20 31.12
62.25 31.22
62.27 31.23
64.27 31.28
64.28 32.6
68.20 32.10
70.26 34.3
71.3 36.15
72.33 37.16
73.15 37.26
75.14 38.28
81.10 39.31
40.11
40.15
40.24
45.13
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INTERLINEAR CORRECTIONS (cont.)

A B C D E F G H K L
30 10 23 62 120 11 14 4 16 3
46.7
47.10
48.16
49.7(2)
50.13
50.25
51.20
51.29
524
52.35
53.9
54.8
54.13
56.13
56.15
56.16
56.36
57.5(2)
58.11
58.16
58.29(2)
58.32
59.29
59.31
62.11
63.7
63.34
64.28
64.32
65.14
66.22
67.29
68.2
68.20
68.28
71.27
71.29
71.40
72.22
72.33
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INTERLINEAR CORRECTIONS (cont.)

A B C D E F G H K L
30 10 23 62 120 11 14 4 16 3
737
73.15
74.27
75.14
76.20
76.22
78.24
78.29
79.33
81.9
81.10
81.15
CORRECTIONS WITHIN THE TEXT
A D E F G H K
0 0 0 4 8 1 1 7 0
6.25 6.19 4925 | 2328 | 1726 | 3521
5118 | 18.21(2) 4438
7418 | 2221 46.15
7430 | 33.14 495
33.16 49.13
349 58.3
81.28 82.10
Abbreviations

Abbreviations in the Manuscripts

1. Libraries and Archives

GIM

RGB

RNB

State Historical Museum, Moscow (IocynapcTBeHHBIN CTOpIYe-

CKMIT My3eit)

Russian State Library, Moscow (Poccuiickasi rocygapcTBeHHas
6ubIoTeKa)

Russian National Library, Saint Petersburg (Poccmiickas naryo-

Ha/IbHasA 6ubIMoTeKa)
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2. Manuscript Collections

Nik. Collection of P.N. Nikiforov (RGB, Moscow)

Ove. Collection of P.A. Ov¢innikov (RGB, Moscow)

Pog. Collection of N.P. Pogodin (RNB, Saint-Petersburg)

Sin. Collection of Sinodal Library (GIM, Moscow)

Sof. Collection of Sophia Library (RNB, Saint-Petersburg)

Sol. Collection of Solovetsk Monastery (RNB, Saint-Petersburg)
Tsa. Collection of Tsar manuscripts (GIM, Moscow)

Vol. Collection of Iosifo-Volokolamsk Monastery (RGB, Moscow)

3. Other Abbreviations

f, ff. Leaf, leaves

MS, MSS Manuscript(s)

r = recto Right hand side

sec. = secundus Second

sine Without, except

v = verso Left hand side

VMC (BMY) Great Menaion Reader (Velikie Minei Cetii)
> Omitted
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Abstract. This article introduces the readers to the scribal habits/practices in ten Slavonic manu-
scripts that contain Athanasius’ Second Oration against the Arians. These scribal habits are classi-
fied and analyzed according to eleven categories: (1) omissions, (2) additions, (3) substitutions,
(4) transpositions, (5) non-sense readings, (6) marginal corrections, (7) marginal notes, (8) dele-
tions, (9) erasures, (10) interlinear corrections, and (11) corrections within the text. The analysis
of each manuscript is accompanied with the statistical tables that summarize the collected data
according to these eleven categories, and there is a longer summary table in the Appendix. Of the
ten manuscripts, two are analyzed in more detail as a way of illustrating how the Orations were
copied and read in medieval times, and how theological concerns and local contexts affected the
scribe’s interaction with the text.

Keywords: Scribal habits, Athanasius of Alexandria, Orations against the Arians
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