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Abstract

Scholars have long been aware of the close relationship between two ninth-century Greek-Latin
bilingual manuscripts, Codex Boernerianus (GA 012, VL 77) and Codex Augiensis (GA 010, VL 78).
However, assessments of the nature of this relationship differ. The present article seeks to resolve
this question by comparing full electronic transcriptions of the Greek texts of these manuscripts in
Romans, Galatians, Ephesians, and First Timothy. An examination of the points of divergence,
including unique readings, word division, corrections and lacunae confirm that their Greek text
was either copied from the same exemplar, or that one served as exemplar for the other. Close ana-
lysis of the types of errors and the way in which corrections in Codex Boernerianus are handled in
Codex Augiensis proves that the latter was copied from the former. These findings indicate that, as a
copy of an existing manuscript, Codex Augiensis should no longer be cited in the apparatus of the
Greek New Testament.

Keywords: Pauline Epistles; biblical manuscripts; direct copies; scribal practice; Codex Augiensis;
Codex Boernerianus; Abschriften; exemplar; textual transmission; bilingual manuscripts

1 Introduction

Codices Augiensis and Boernerianus are ninth-century bilingual manuscripts of the
Pauline Epistles. While Augiensis is arranged with parallel Greek and Latin columns on
each folio, Boernerianus is written in a single Greek column with an interlinear Latin
text. Though they differ vastly in appearance, their similarities are striking, and their
relationship has been widely debated.

In 1791, Christian Friedrich von Matthaei published an edition of Boernerianus and
asserted that Augiensis was a copy of that manuscript.1 In his 1859 edition of
Augiensis, Frederick Scrivener agreed that these manuscripts were closely related but
rejected the possibility of one being a direct copy of the other based on their word divi-
sions and the clear independence of their Latin texts.2 When Friedrich Zimmer contended
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1 Christian Friedrich von Matthaei, XIII. Epistolarum Pauli codex graecus cum versione latina vetere
vulgo antehieronymiana olim Boernerianus nunc bibliothecae electoralis Dresdenis (Meissen: Impensis
C.F.G. Erbsteinii, 1791). https://www.google.com/books/edition/XIII_Epistolarvm_Pavli_Codex_Graecvs_cvm/
vgBNAQAAMAAJ?hl=en&gbpv=1

2 Frederick Henry Scrivener, The Introduction to an Edition of the Codex Augiensis and Fifty Other
Manuscripts. (Cambridge: Deighton, Bell, 1859), esp. xxiii and xxviii.
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in 1887 that Augiensis was a copy of Boernerianus due to the shared unique Greek forms,
Peter Corssen, later in the same year, affirmed Scrivener’s conclusion that both derived
from a hypothetical common ancestor.3 He suggested that this was related to Codex
Claromontanus, a fifth-century bilingual manuscript of the Pauline Epistles whose
Greek text is related to that of Augiensis and Boernerianus. In his review of Corssen’s
work, Zimmer responded that Boernerianus displayed all the characteristics attributed
to this common ancestor.4 Having examined the examples provided by Zimmer,
William Smith concluded that Boernerianus and Augiensis were more likely to be cousins,
separated by a generation from a shared ancestor, while some years later Corssen himself
proposed more examples in support of his own position.5

Since then, there has been little progress towards a conclusion. William Hatch in 1951
reaffirmed Smith’s position that Boernerianus and Augiensis were cousins, supplying little
in the way of fresh data.6 Hermann Joseph Frede’s 1964 survey of all the published posi-
tions concluded that the exemplar of Boernerianus was later used for Augiensis.7 In 2007,
Walter Berschin brought together material on the history of Codex Augiensis, treating
Scrivener’s work as a high point: while acknowledging Hatch’s claim that the manuscripts
were cousins, he followed Frede’s conclusion that the two manuscripts likely shared an
exemplar.8 Most recently, David Parker observed that the relationship between these codi-
ces has still not been dealt with in a satisfactory manner.9

In this article, I draw on fresh transcriptions based on new digital images to demon-
strate that Codex Augiensis is a copy of Codex Boernerianus. In the first section, I set
out some of the evidence for their unusually close relationship, showing that there is
no need to hypothesise that they are a generation removed from the same exemplar.
I then consider the evidence that the Greek variant readings, peculiar to these manu-
scripts, derive from a bilingual exemplar in interlinear format, matching that of
Boernerianus. Third, I examine the correspondence between features distinctive of
Boernerianus itself, such as letter forms and corrections, and the same passages in
Augiensis. These lead to the conclusion that Boernerianus itself served as the exemplar
for the Greek text of Augiensis. Finally, I illustrate how Corssen’s objections can be
explained in the light of this conclusion and contemporary understanding of scribal
practice.

3 Friedrich Zimmer, ‘Der Codex Augiensis, eine Abschrift des Boernerianus’, Zeitschrift für wissenschaftliche
Theologie 30 (Leipzig: Fues, 1887) 76–9; Peter Corssen, Epistularum Paulinarum codices graece et latine scriptos
Augiensem Boernerianum Claromontanum examinavit inter se comparavit ad communem originem revocavit
(Kiel: Fiencke, 1887).

4 Friedrich Zimmer, ‘Corssen, Epistularum Paulinarum codices graece et latine scriptos Augiensem
Boernerianum Claromontanum examinavit etc. Specimen alterum (Book Review)’, Theologische
Literaturzeitung 15 (1890) 59–62. http://idb.ub.uni-tuebingen.de/opendigi/thlz_015_1890#p=40

5 William Benjamin Smith, ‘The Pauline Manuscripts F and G. A Text-Critical Study,’ AmJT 7 (1903) 452–85
(http://archive.org/details/jstor-3154234); Peter Corssen, ‘Zur Überlieferungsgeschichte des Römerbriefes’
ZNW 10 (1909) 1–46.

6 William Henry Paine Hatch, ‘On the Relationship of Codex Augiensis and Codex Boernerianus of the Pauline
Epistles’, HSCP 60 (1951) 187–199, 196.

7 Hermann Josef Frede, Altlateinische Paulus-Handschriften (Freiburg: Herder, 1964) 83.
8 Walter Berschin, ‘Die griechisch-lateinische Paulus-Handschrift der Reichenau “Codex Paulinus Augiensis”

(Cambridge, Trinity College B.17.1)’ in Mittellateinische Studien II (Heidelberg: Mattes Verlag, 2010) 64–77, pre-
viously published as ‘Die griechisch-lateinische Paulus-Handschrift der Reichenau “Codex Paulinus Augiensis”
(Cambridge, Trinity College B.17.1)’ in ZGO 155 (2007) 1–17.

9 David C. Parker, ‘The Majuscule Manuscripts of the New Testament’, in The Text of the New Testament in
Contemporary Research: Essays on the Status Quaestionis, 2nd ed. (eds. Bart D. Ehrman and Michael
W. Holmes; Leiden: Brill, 2014) 59.
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The writings considered in this study are Romans, Galatians, Ephesians and First
Timothy, providing material from the beginning, middle and end of the Pauline corpus
in these manuscripts. The Greek transcriptions were produced by the International
Greek New Testament Project (IGNTP) and the Greek Paul Project, while the Latin tran-
scriptions of Romans and Galatians were created by the COMPAUL Project: all are pub-
lished online.10 For Ephesians and First Timothy, the Latin texts were compared
directly with high-quality digital images released by the holding institutions.11 These
images were also used to verify details not recorded in the transcriptions. As Codex
Boernerianus was damaged during World War II, it was sometimes also necessary to con-
sult Alexander Reichardt’s 1909 facsimile edition.12

The published transcriptions were used to generate a series of collations, using a tool
developed at the Institute for Textual Scholarship and Electronic Editing at the University
of Birmingham.13 The key outputs were 1) a collation of the Greek text of Boernerianus
against the Greek text of Augiensis and 2) the Greek text of Boernerianus against the
2005 Robinson-Pierpoint Majority Text (RP2005), which were exported into Excel spread-
sheets. In these, I categorised the differences between the manuscripts as 1) phonetic or
visual, 2) consisting of vowels, consonants or both, 3) involving abbreviations, 4) additions
or omissions of words, 5) word division and order, 6) involving corrections. Each place of
variation was also compared to the RP2005. The collation of Boernerianus and RP2005 was
compared to the Greek transcriptions of Codex Claromontanus, Papyrus 46 (P46) and the
Latin text of Boernerianus in a separate spreadsheet, where it was categorised according
to part of speech and comparison between the Greek and Latin texts of Boernerianus. The
organisation of the spreadsheet data by type of variation provided the material for the
present paper. Though the focus of this study is on Romans, Galatians, Ephesians and
First Timothy, there are also some examples from other epistles, including the list of
shared lacunae.

2 The Close Relationship between Boernerianus and Augiensis

2.1 Shared Lacunae

The Greek lacunae shared by Augiensis and Boernerianus are consistent with a direct rela-
tionship between the two manuscripts. The correspondence between the Latin and Greek
texts in Augiensis is also consistent with this relationship. The Greek text of Augiensis is
always written in the interior column with the Latin text in the exterior. The word place-
ment of the Latin text is often congruent with the Greek text, and marks are sometimes
placed above words in the Greek column to show coordination when necessary.14 Berschin
noticed simultaneous changes in the Latin and Greek styles indicating that Augiensis had
multiple scribes and that the same scribe often wrote both columns.15 Berschin also
observed that the Greek text was usually written to the end of the line implying that it
was written first, and the Latin text was subsequently written to correspond to the

10 For the IGNTP, see http://www.epistulae.org/XML/igntp.xml; for Greek Paul, the corresponding tab on the
New Testament Virtual Manuscript Room (NTVMR) at https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/manuscript-workspace;
for COMPAUL, http://www.epistulae.org/XML/compaul.xml.

11 For Boernerianus, http://digital.slub-dresden.de/id274591448; for Augiensis, https://mss-cat.trin.cam.ac.uk/
manuscripts/uv/view.php?n=B.17.1; for Claromontanus, https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b84683111/; for
P46 https://quod.lib.umich.edu/a/apis/x-3553/6238_30.tif. These or earlier images are also integrated into the
NTVMR at the address cited in the previous note.

12 Alexander Reichardt, Der Codex Boernerianus der Briefe des Apostels Paulus (Leipzig: Hiersemann, 1909).
13 https://github.com/itsee-birmingham/transcription_reconciler
14 See also Scrivener, Codex Augiensis, xxviii.
15 Berschin, Mittellateinische Studien, 67.
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Greek.16 However, Berschin’s second observation does not always appear to be true as
there are instances in which the Latin column seems to have influenced the layout of
the Greek column. In 2 Thess 3.5 (folio 114v), while the Latin text, di et patientia xpi,
stops short at two-thirds of a line, the Greek text, ΤΟΥ ΘΥ ΚΑΙ ΕΙC ΤΗΝ ΥΠΟΜΟΝΗΝ, lacks suf-
ficient space on the corresponding line, and ΤΟΥ ΧΡΥ is written on the next line across
from an empty line in the Latin column. Rather than having xpi on the blank line across
from ΤΟΥ ΧΡΥ, it seems that the Latin text was written first, and the corresponding Greek
text then went beyond what had been designated. Additionally, where the Greek text of
Augiensis is lacunose, the Latin text is present. Lines in the Greek column are left
empty for text to be added later. In Boernerianus, these same Greek lacunae are accom-
panied by lacunae in the Latin text, confirming that the Latin texts of Augiensis and
Boernerianus derive from different sources. There are a few exceptions in both
Augiensis and Boernerianus which will be discussed below. Next to the space left for 1
Cor 3.8–16, a lacuna shared by Augiensis and Boernerianus, Boernerianus (folio 32v)
includes the marginal notation, deest in graeco, which seems to indicate that
Boernerianus is the source of the shared lacunae.

Though Scrivener and Hatch only identified several major Greek lacunae shared by
Boernerianus and Augiensis: 1 Cor 3.8–16, 1 Cor 6.7–14, Col 2.1–8, 2 Tim 2.12–13 and
Phm 21–25, there are also other instances.17 In Rom 8.1, both manuscripts lack the
RP2005 reading μὴ κατὰ σάρκα περιπατοῦσιν ἀλλὰ κατὰ πνεῦμα. While Boernerianus
(folio 10v) leaves just over two lines empty, Augiensis (folio 15r) leaves over four lines
empty in its Greek column. Here, the Latin text of Augiensis is spread out with noticeably
exaggerated spaces to fill the Latin lines. The word carnem itself inhabits a full line and is
divided as car nem with a very large space between the two syllables.

While dissimilar lacunae also show the close relationship between the manuscripts,
they also demonstrate that the Latin text of Augiensis guides the layout of its Greek
text. Most noticeable is the doxology in Romans. Boernerianus (folio 18r) includes a
space after Rom 14.23 large enough to fit seven to nine lines, which is not present in
Augiensis (folio 28r). Augiensis (folio 31v) includes an eleven-line space after Rom
16.24, which is not included in Boernerianus (folio 21r). The scribe for that section of
Augiensis did not have any Latin text to include after Rom 14.23, so there is no space
left for the Greek or Latin texts. Unlike Boernerianus, Augiensis has Latin text for Rom
16.25–6 where the Greek text is missing. The layout of the text in Augiensis is determined
by the Latin text.

There are other lacunae unique to the Greek text of Augiensis, which do not appear
in Boernerianus. In Rom 8.17, in Boernerianus (folio 11r), ΚΑΙ ΚΛΗΡΟΝΟΜΟΙ ΔΕ ΧΡΥ and et
c(o)haeredes autem xpi appear seamlessly. While the Greek text of Augiensis (folio 16r) is
the same as Boernerianus, it also includes a three-word space to match its longer Latin
text, et heredes heredes quidem di coheredes autem xpi. The Latin exemplar of Augiensis
included this text, but the Greek exemplar did not. Similarly, in Gal 5.6, Boernerianus
(folio 58v) has ΕΝ ΓΑΡ ΧΡΩ ΙΥ ΟΥΤΕ ΑΚΡΟΒΥCΤΙΑ ΑΛΛΑ and omits the phrase ού̓τε πϵριτομή
τι ἰσχύει, a result of the scribe’s eye skipping from ΟΥΤΕ to ΟΥΤΕ. The corresponding
Latin text neque praeputiam sed written above the Greek text also omits the phrase.
Augiensis (folio 74r) has the same Greek text as Boernerianus but leaves a line and a
half empty between ΑΚΡΟΒΥCΤΙΑ and ΑΛΛΑ, anticipating supplemental Greek text to
match its full Latin text, nam in xpo ihu neque circumcisio aliquid ualet neque prepucium
sed. These dissimilar lacunae further demonstrate how the Latin text affects the layout

16 Berschin, Mittellateinische Studien, 67.
17 Scrivener, Codex Augiensis, xxiii. Hatch, ‘On the Relationship,’ 187.
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of the Greek text in Augiensis, and even when the lacunae are dissimilar, Boernerianus
and Augiensis still have the same Greek text.

As noted above, the Latin text of Boernerianus is rarely present when its Greek text is
lacunose. In 1 Cor 13.3, Boernerianus (folio 35r) has ΥΠΑΡΧΟΝΤΑ ΜΟΥ at the very beginning
of the line and leaves the remainder of the line empty. The scribe wrote substantias meas
above the Greek text and continued the Latin text over the empty space with the Vulgate
reading i(n) cibos pauperum. The same space is left in the Greek column of Augiensis (folio
50r). In 1 Tim 1.5, Boernerianus (folio 86r) omits the Greek word ἀγαθῆς but leaves a
space for it, above which the Latin word bona is written. Augiensis also leaves a blank
space in its Greek text large enough for the word but also includes bona in its Latin text.

Also noted above, in Augiensis, rarely are Greek lacunae preserved when there is also
no Latin text given. In Eph 2.4, there is a three-word space in the Greek text of
Boernerianus (folio 62v) after ΗΝ ΗΓΑΠΗCΕΝ ΗΜΑC, though nothing appears to have been
omitted. Above this open space, misertus (est) nostri is written, possibly by a later hand.
Vulgate manuscripts L and U read qua diligit nos misertus est nostri.18 So, it is plausible
that the Latin exemplar for Boernerianus also had this longer reading, a doublet relating
back to the text of P46 (folio 76r), ΗΛΕΗCΕΝ ΗΜΑC, hence the leaving of this gap. Augiensis
(folio 78r) includes a similar space in its Greek text while also leaving a space in its Latin
text. Again, just after 2 Tim 2.4, Boernerianus leaves a partial line space at the end of folio
92v and a larger space at the top of folio 93r. Augiensis leaves three full lines empty in
both the Greek and Latin columns (folio 124r).

In one instance, the Latin text of Augiensis partially reflects the lacuna in the Greek
text. Beginning in 2 Tim 2.12, after ΕΙ ΥΠΟΜΕΝΟΜΕΝ and si sustinemus, and ending in 2
Tim 2.13, before ΕΚΕΙΝΟC and ille, Boernerianus (folio 93r) presents a gap taking up almost
two full lines. Augiensis (folios 124r–124v) includes the same empty space in the Greek
text leaving almost four full lines in the Greek column. However, the Latin text of
Augiensis (folio 124r) includes the first two words which would correspond to the missing
Greek text, et c(on)regnauimus, but leaves the rest of verse blank. The Latin text then picks
up again at the top of folio 124v at the beginning of verse 13, reading si non credimus across
from an empty line in the Greek column.19 This difference in practice might be attributed
to different scribal habits among the different scribes copying Augiensis, or a scribe might
have written the Latin text first in both cases before noticing that there was no corre-
sponding Greek text.

Ultimately, the Greek text of Augiensis has two limiting factors. It is limited – with very
few exceptions – by the organising layout of the Latin text. It is also limited as it follows
the Greek text of its exemplar. Contrary to assertions that Augiensis was copied from a
single bilingual manuscript written similarly to Claromontanus, a staple in Hatch’s argu-
ment, the lacunae suggest that each scribe of Augiensis took the Greek and Latin texts
from two different exemplars.20 While the Latin texts of Boernerianus and Augiensis differ
from each other significantly, their Greek texts share a close relationship.

18 See Johannes Wordsworth and Henricus Julianus White, eds. Nouum Testamentum Latine: Epistulae
Paulinae (Oxford: Clarendon, 1913–1941) 424.

19 See also H.A.G. Houghton, ‘The Latin Text of John in the Saint Gall Bilingual Gospels (Codex Sangallensis 48)’
in H.A.G. Houghton and Peter Montoro (ed.), At One Remove: The Text of the New Testament in Early Translations and
Quotations, (Texts and Studies 3.24, Piscataway: Gorgias, 2020) 149–71, at 154–5.

20 Frede, Paulus-Handschriften, 83. Hatch, ‘On the Relationship,’ 195. See also Smith, ‘Pauline Manuscripts,’
458. See also Hatch, ‘On the Relationship,’ 191. See also H.A.G. Houghton, C.M. Kreinecker, R.F MacLachlan,
and C.J Smith, The Principal Pauline Epistles: A Collation of Old Latin Witnesses, (vol. 59; New Testament Tools,
Studies and Documents; Leiden: Brill, 2019) 15.
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2.2 Latin Glosses

This close relationship between the manuscripts is also demonstrated in the Latin glosses
sporadically written above the Greek text of Augiensis. For example, in Rom 8.38,
Boernerianus (folio 12r) has (con)fido (ue)l cert(us) su(m) enim. Augiensis (folio 17v) has cer-
tus sum enim in the Latin column but also (con)fido above ΠΕΠΙCΜΑΙ in the Greek column. It
is not always clear which glosses were written by one of the scribes of Augiensis and
which were written by a later hand.21 Scrivener counted 106 glosses, eighty-six of
which match the interlinear Latin text of Boernerianus.22 Of the twenty glosses incongru-
ent with Boernerianus, ten appear to have been directly influenced by the Latin and Greek
texts of Augiensis or retain some similarity to Boernerianus. The ten remaining glosses
appear to have been derived from another source altogether, five of which were written
by the original hand and also tend to represent the Greek text more plainly. In four of
these five instances, the main Latin text of Augiensis and Boernerianus attest the same
reading, while the fifth gloss partially reflects the Latin of Boernerianus. Of the eighty-six
glosses congruent with Boernerianus, those by the original hand support its presence at
the copying of Augiensis. The others demonstrate its use to make corrections at another
time. Those differing from Boernerianus should be expected as it has already been estab-
lished that the Latin text of Augiensis came from a different source.

3. An Interlinear Exemplar

3.1.1 Word Order

The Greek text of Augiensis often reflects the strange word order of Boernerianus, which
in turn is consistent with its interlinear Latin text. For example, in 2 Cor 11.21, rather than
the RP2005 reading, τις τολμᾷ, ἐν ἀwροσύνῃ λέγω, τολμῶ κἀγώ, Boernerianus (folio 51r)
relocates the parenthetical statement to the end of the clause, ΤΙC ΤΟΛΜΑ ΤΟΛΜΩ ΚΑΓΩ ΕΝ

ΑwΡΟCΥΝΗ ΛΕΓΩ, like its Latin text, quis audit audio et ego in insipientia dico. Though the
Latin text of Augiensis (folio 63v) follows the Vulgate word order, quis audet in insipientia
dico audeo (et) ego, which also reflects the RP2005 word order, its Greek text has the same
word order as Boernerianus which is unique to these two manuscripts. Differences
between them in word order will be discussed below.

3.1.2 Shared Unique Readings
Boernerianus and Augiensis share many unique readings, which can also be explained by
an interlinear format in the exemplar for Augiensis. For example, in 1 Cor 7.16, only in
Augiensis (folio 40r) and Boernerianus (folio 27v) are the two vocatives γύναι and ἄνερ
rendered as nominatives, ΓΥΝΗ and ΑΝΗΡ. Jeffrey Kloha argues that this variation must
be attributed to Latinisation of a shared ancestor because the vocative forms of mulier
and vir match their nominative forms.23 However, Hugh Houghton has also observed
this same Latinisation of Greek words in the closely related gospel manuscript, Codex
Sangallensis, which has the same interlinear format as Boernerianus.24

Latinised Greek readings in Augiensis and Boernerianus often do not make sense in
their respective clauses. In Rom 14.20, Boernerianus (folio 18r) originally read ΚΑΤΑΛΥΕ.

21 See also Scrivener, Codex Augiensis, xxix.
22 Scrivener, Codex Augiensis, xxix.
23 Jeffrey John Kloha, ‘A Textual Commentary on Paul’s First Epistle to the Corinthians’ (Ph.D. diss., University

of Leeds, 2006) 643–4.
24 Houghton, ‘Bilingual Gospels,’ 154–5. Scrivener also affirms that Sangallensis and Boernerianus are ‘portions

of the same document’. Scrivener, Codex Augiensis, xxv.
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After destruere was written above it, the scribe added ΙΝ in smaller letters to read
ΚΑΤΑΛΥΕΙΝ, changing the Greek imperative to an infinitive. This matches the Latin usage
in which the infinitive is used with noli to form a negative imperative. This Latinised
Greek reading is also in Augiensis (folio 27v). In Gal 4.24, rather than αῦ̔ται …
διαθῆκαι, Boernerianus and Augiensis alone share (pseudo-) singular forms, ΑΥΤΑ …
ΔΙΑΘΗΚΗ (Boernerianus folio 58r, Augiensis folio 73r) with haec (ue)l ea … testamenta written
above the Greek text in Boernerianus. This can be explained as Latinization of the Greek
text due to grammatical confusion: haec and ea, which could be either feminine singular or
neuter plural, are written above the deficient form ΑΥΤΑ, and the interpretation of this as
feminine singular appears to have led to the false ‘correction’ of ΔΙΑΘΗΚΗ. In 1 Tim 1.5,
rather than ἀγάπη, Boernerianus (folio 86r) and Augiensis (folio 116r) have ΑΓΑΠΗC. In
Boernerianus, the Latin word caritas is written directly above it. The genitive case here
is nonsensical but could be explained through attraction to the final C of its Latin coun-
terpart above it. In 2 Cor 12.12, rather than τὰ μὲν, Boernerianus (folio 52r) has a peculiar
double form ΑΛΛΕ (ue)l ΤΑΜΕΝ aligned with sed and t(amen) (ue)l quide(m) respectively, and
ΤΑΜΕΝ is presented as a single word clearly corresponding to the two options in the Latin
text. Augiensis (folio 65) has ΑΛΛΕ·ΤΑ·ΜΕΝ, with the Greek letters written very closely
together and the medial dots written in a darker ink and likely later.

The interlinear Latin text also appears to have influenced the misspelling of Greek
words. In Gal 1.6, Zimmer argued that Boernerianus (folio 53v) had ΜΑΖΩ, because the
m in miror caught the scribe’s eye while writing the Greek word, a form also in
Augiensis (folio 67v).25 According to Smith, this only demonstrated that the scribes of
Boernerianus and Augiensis were ignorant of Greek and copied letter by letter.26

However, in Rom 15.9, the scribe of Boernerianus (folio 19r) initially wrote ΤΟΝ ΘΜ, mir-
roring the ending of the corresponding Latin text above it, dm, before correcting it to ΤΟΝ ΘΝ.
This demonstrates that the scribe had enough knowledge of Greek and sometimes
enough awareness while copying to correct such a Latinisation in the Greek text.27

Augiensis (folio 25r) agrees with the corrected reading in Boernerianus, ΤΟΝ ΘΝ, which
also demonstrates that the reading ΤΟΝ ΘΜ is original to Boernerianus and not a feature
of a shared ancestor.

There are other similar examples: in Rom 13.14, rather than εἰς, Boernerianus (folio
17r) and Augiensis (folio 26r) have ΕΝ, influenced by the corresponding in; in Rom
16.15, rather than Νηρέα, Boernerianus (folio 20v) and Augiensis (folio 31r) have
ΝΗΡΕΑΝ, matching neream above; in Gal 3.16, rather than ὅς, Boernerianus (folio 56v)
and Augiensis (folio 71r) have ΟΥ, matching quo; in Gal 3.28, rather than ά̓ρσεν,
Boernerianus (folio 57r) and Augiensis (folio 71v) have ΑΡCΗC influenced by the corre-
sponding masculus; in Rom 16.15, rather than Ὀλυμπᾶν, Boernerianus (folio 20v) has
ΟΛΥΜΠΕΙΔΑ and Augiensis (folio 31r) has ΟΛΙΜΠΕΙΔΑ, a transliteration of the corresponding
olympiadem. In Gal 3.16, rather than ἐπαγγελίαι, Boernerianus (folio 56v) and Augiensis
(folio 71r) have ΕΠΑΓΓΕΛΕΙCCΑΙ, influenced by promissiones above it; in Phil 4.3, rather
than γνήσιϵ, Boernerianus (folio 72v) and Augiensis (folio 90v) have ΓΕΡΜΑΝΕ, a transliter-
ation of the corresponding germane. This kind of direct influence is best explained as hav-
ing originated from the proximity of the Greek and Latin texts in an interlinear format, as
seen in Boernerianus, where one language being copied after the other led to instances of
confusion between them by a copyist who was more proficient in Latin than Greek.

25 Zimmer, ‘Codex Augiensis’, 81.
26 Smith, ‘Pauline Manuscripts’, 458 (see also 478).
27 See also Houghton, ‘Bilingual Gospels’, 155. See also Frede, Paulus-Handschriften, 53–54. See also Kloha,

‘Textual Commentary’, 640.
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3.1.3 Word Divisions
There are many distinctive word divisions in the Greek text of Boernerianus and
Augiensis, which are meant, according to Frede, to aid language study by readers with
only a basic understanding of Greek.28 Corssen and Scrivener concluded that the differ-
ences in word division demonstrated that the manuscripts were not derived one from
the other, but from the same codex which had a continuous text.29 Many of the examples
given by Corssen simply show that Augiensis breaks up larger words and mis-associates
letters and syllables with the incorrect words, as the scribes of Augiensis were often con-
cerned with copying syllable by syllable rather than word by word – often erroneously.30

This is observable throughout the manuscript. Corssen gives an example from in Rom
4.19, in which Boernerianus (folio 6v) has ΟΥΚΑΤΕΝΟΗΣΕΝ,ΤΟ and Augiensis (folio 9r) has
ΟΥΚ·ΑΤΕΝ·ΗΣΕΝ·ΤΟ. However, in Boernerianus, non considerauit is written above the Greek
word, and con begins over ΑΤΕ, which would explain the strange division in Augiensis.
Also, the dot in the middle may simply be to indicate the place of the added O. Finally,
the separation of the final ΤΟ seems to have originated in Boernerianus.

More important than the differences are those strange word divisions shared by the
manuscripts.31 The examples below show that the scribes of Boernerianus and
Augiensis did not come to these word divisions independently, but they appear to have
been influenced by an interlinear Latin text different from the Latin text in
Augiensis.32 In Rom 6.9, rather than οὐκέτι … οὐκέτι, Boernerianus (folio 8v) introduces
two word divisions and an itacism, ΟΥΚ ΕΤΙ … ΟΥΚ ΕΤΕΙ, with the corresponding Latin read-
ing, non iam … non ultra, written above each Greek word respectively. While the Latin text
of Augiensis (folios 11v–12r) is iam non … non, the Greek text is the same as Boernerianus.
In Rom 10.12, rather than Ἰουδαίου τε, Boernerianus (folio 13v) has ΙΟΥΔΑΙ · ΟΥΤΕ aligned
with the word division of the Latin text, iudaei neq(ue). Here, ΙΟΥΔΑΙ mirrors the appearance
of iudaei but drops a syllable, and ΟΥΤΕ is a better companion to neque than ΤΕ. Augiensis
(folio 20v) has the same Greek word division but adds Ι, ΙΟΥΔΙΑΙ ΟΥΤΕ, replacing the syllable
present in the Latin text as if the word break had already been established. In Rom 11.19,
rather than ἐξεκλάσθησαν, Boernerianus (folio 15r) and Augiensis (folio 22v) have ΕΙ ·
ΚΛΑCΘΗCΑΝ, omitting the prefix, introducing an itacism, and inserting a word division.
In Boernerianus, the Latin word si is placed above ΕΙ, a sensible counterpart, and fracti
sunt, a perfect passive verb, is placed above ΚΛΑCΘΗCΑΝ, an unaugmented aorist passive.
In Rom 15.6, rather than ὁμοθυμαδὸν ἐν ἑνὶ στόματι, Boernerianus (folio 18v) has
ΟΜΟΘΥΜΑΔΟΝΕΝ ΕΝ ΕΙCΤΟΜΑΤΙ. The first Greek word ΟΜΟΘΥΜΑΔΟΝΕΝ – a conflation of
ὁμοθυμαδὸν and ἐν – is aligned with the Latin word unanimes. After this, ἑνὶ has been
italicised to read ΕΝΕΙ and spaced as ΕΝ ΕΙ with the latter half connected, without space,
to the following word, CΤΟΜΑΤΙ. Whereas in is written over ΕΝ and ore is written – on the
following line – over ΜΑΤΙ, uno is written directly over ΕΙ or ΕΙC, as it is likely that the scribe
would equate uno with εἷς. Augiensis (folio 28r) has ΟΜΟΘΥΜΑΔΟΝΕΝ · ΕΝ·ΕΙ·C ΤΟΜΑΤΙ with the
letters ΕΝ·ΕΙ·C written very closely together with medial dots added either by the original
hand or an ancient corrector. The large space between C and ΤΟΜΑΤΙ has also been subse-
quently bridged by an underline. In 1 Tim 5.11, rather than καταστρηνιάσωσιν,
Boernerianus (folio 89v) has ΚΑΤΑ CΤΡΗΝΕΙΑC ΟΥC ΕΙΝ with clear word divisions governed
by both vowel changes and the Latin text. At the very end of the line, ΚΑΤΑ CΤΡΗΝΕΙΑC is

28 Frede, Paulus-Handschriften, 53–4.
29 Corssen, Epistularum Paulinarum, 4. Scrivener, Codex Augiensis, xxviii. Houghton observed similar inaccur-

ate word divisions in Codex Sangallensis. Houghton, ‘Bilingual Gospels’, 154.
30 Corssen, Epistularum Paulinarum, 3.
31 See also Zimmer, ‘Corssen’, 61.
32 See also Kloha, ‘Textual Commentary’’, 647.
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aligned with luxoriatę. On the following line, ΟΥC ΕΙΝ is aligned with fuerint in. Augiensis
(folio 120r) has ΚΑΤΑ CΤΡΗΝΕΙΑC · ΟΥC ΕΙΝ, the same spelling and word divisions as
Boernerianus, and it also includes a medial dot where Boernerianus comes to the end
of the line. In 1 Tim 6.14, rather than τηρῆσαί σε, Boernerianus (folio 91r) has ΤΗ

ΡΗCΕCΑΙ. The differences in Boernerianus in both word division and orthography give the
appearance that there is a definite article and no pronoun. While this creates a nonsense
reading, the Latin phrase, ut c(on)serues, which does not include a pronoun, is written above
ΡΗCΕCΑΙ. Augiensis has the same vowel changes and word division as Boernerianus but
emphasises the latter with a medial dot, reading ΤΗ · ΡΗCΕCΑΙ. These Greek word divisions
in both manuscripts have clearly been influenced by a misinterpretation of the Greek text
and the word division in the Latin text consistent with an interlinear exemplar.

3.1.4 Corrections
The corrections in Augiensis support its being copied from an interlinear exemplar. In
1 Tim 4.2, in Boernerianus (folio 88r), a Greek word clearly begins with a Latin letter,
spelled hΥΠΟΚΡΙCΙ.33 The inclusion of this Latin letter in the Greek text is best explained
by influence from a nearby Latin text, such as the Latin word written above it in
Boernerianus itself, hypocrisi. Houghton also observes the confusion of the alphabets
when written by the same scribe in Codex Sangallensis. Augiensis (folio 118v) originally
read ΥΠΟΚΡΙCΙ, but a Latin h was added to read hΥΠΟΚΡΙCΙ, like Boernerianus. Unlike
Boernerianus, there is no clear cause within Augiensis itself for this Latin h to have
been added to its Greek text, and a Latin h does not appear elsewhere in the Greek
text of either manuscript. The best explanation, which was also offered by Scrivener, is
that Boernerianus was the source.34 The use of Boernerianus to make corrections in
Augiensis is consistent with Boernerianus as the exemplar because the exemplar would
have been the likely source for scriptorium corrections.

4 Features Distinctive of Boernerianus

4.1 Misinterpreted Corrections

Though it is not always clear when the corrections in Augiensis were made, there are dis-
tinctive features from Boernerianus which appear in the corrections of Augiensis.35 Of the
304 corrections to the Greek of Augiensis in Romans, Galatians, Ephesians and First
Timothy, 298 are toward the text of Boernerianus while only six are corrected away
from the text of Boernerianus. This also strongly supports the use of Boernerianus for cor-
rections in Augiensis. Further, the same symbols appear in corrections in the same places
in both manuscripts. In Rom 8.35, the corrector of Augiensis (folio 17r) uses the abbrevi-
ation for uel to denote a correction from CΤΕΝΧΑΩΡΙΑ to CΤΕΝCΧΩΡΙΑ. The same symbol is
used to show a correction here in Boernerianus (folio 11v). Additionally, like Augiensis,
the corrected text in Boernerianus is CΤΕΝCΧΩΡΙΑ rather than στενοχωρία.

Whereas corrections in Augiensis show its close relationship with Boernerianus and
even support an interlinear exemplar, errors made by the scribes of Augiensis in inter-
preting corrections in Boernerianus confirm that the latter manuscript itself served as
the exemplar. In Rom 7.6, rather than παλαιότητι, Boernerianus (folio 9v) initially had
ΠΑΛΛΙΟΤΗΤΙ before it was corrected to ΠΑΛΑΙΟΤΗΤΙ. Augiensis (folio 13v) has, very clearly
written, the initial reading found in Boernerianus, ΠΑΛΛΙΟΤΗΤΙ. Normally, when the scribe

33 Houghton also observes the confusion of the alphabets when written by the same scribe in Codex
Sangallensis. Houghton, ‘Bilingual Gospels,’ 154.

34 Scrivener, Codex Augiensis, xxix.
35 Scrivener, Codex Augiensis, xxix (see also xxxiii).
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of Boernerianus wrote Α in the middle or end of a Greek word it was written as a Latin a,
which is not easily confused with Λ. However, because the scribe of Boernerianus initially
wrote Λ here, the corrected Α takes a form which Boernerianus reserved for capital letters
and is also very easily mistaken for Λ. This abnormal use of the capital form of Α in
Boernerianus, written right next to Λ, would have been very easy for a copyist to mistake
for Λ. This is the best explanation for the reading in Augiensis, and, given the peculiarity
of this form of the letter in Boernerianus, is an indication that it was the exemplar for
Augiensis. Confusion between these letters will be further discussed below.

In Rom 8.34, rather than ὑπέρ, Boernerianus (folio 11v) initially had ΠΕΡΕΙ, omitting Υ and
adding ΕΙ. With the word ΕΝΤΥΓΧΑΝΕΙ immediately preceding it, it is possible that the scribe’s
eye skipped, and so the letters ΕΙ were written again. In the space between ΕΝΤΥΓΧΑΝΕΙ and
ΠΕΡΕΙ, Υ was clearly added by the scribe afterward, but the additional ΕΙ was never deleted.
The resulting reading is ΥΠΕΡΕΙ. This nonsense reading is written very clearly in Augiensis
(folio 17r). It is possible that it appeared in a shared exemplar. However, it is far more likely
that the scribe of Boernerianus made a mistake and corrected most of it but forgot to delete
ΕΙ, which was then copied into Augiensis directly from Boernerianus.

In Rom 8.35, which is discussed above, the scribe of Boernerianus (folio 11v) wrote
CΤΕΝCΑΩΡΙΑ rather than στενοχωρία, confusing the Ο for C (these are lunate sigmas as
used in both manuscripts) and Χ for Α. The scribe then made a correction by writing
(ue)l Χ above CΑ apparently correcting the Α to Χ. The scribe of Augiensis (folio 17r) mis-
interpreted this as a correction from C to Χ and wrote CΤΕΝΧΑΩΡΙΑ. As noted above, the cor-
rector of Augiensis, using the same abbreviation for uel as in Boernerianus, then corrected
the text to read CΤΕΝCΧΩΡΙΑ, matching the correction in Boernerianus but also repeating
the mistake of rendering Ο as C. The misinterpretation of the correcting notation in
Boernerianus, the resulting nonsense readings in both manuscripts, and the use of the
uel abbreviation all indicate that Boernerianus was the exemplar for Augiensis.

In 1 Cor 14.19, rather than ἢ μυρίους, the scribe of Boernerianus (folio 36r) wrote Η · Υ
ΜΥΡΙΟΥC before deleting the Υ with an underdot, which shows that the scribe was aware of
the mistake. Based on the scribal habits in Boernerianus, it is unlikely that the scribe
would have corrected the spelling if this additional Υ had appeared in its exemplar. So, the
best explanation is that the error was introduced by the scribe of Boernerianus, who then cor-
rected it. The error is easily explained by the presence of the Υ in the following word ΜΥΡΙΟΥC.
Augiensis (folio 51v) also includes Υ but never deletes it, reading ·Η·ΥΜΥΡΙΟΥC· like the original
reading in Boernerianus.While themedial dot between Η and Υwas added by a later corrector,
the rest of the text was written very clearly without any word division or other notations.
Because this error 1) is best explained as having been made and corrected by the scribe of
Boernerianus and 2) has been copied directly into Augiensis from its own exemplar, this sup-
ports Boernerianus as the exemplar for Augiensis. The correction was likely missed during
the copying of Augiensis, because the underdot in Boernerianus is slightly elongated and
might have been confused for a notation in the interlinear Latin text below.

In 2 Cor 3.12, the scribe of Boernerianus (folio 43v) wrote ΤΟΥ ΑΥΤΗΝ before correcting
it to ΤΟΙ ΑΥΤΗΝ by writing Ι down the middle of Υ. As with the previous example, the scribe
of Boernerianus was clearly aware of the mistaken letter and then corrected it, and so the
error and subsequent correction in Boernerianus are best explained as being original to
its own scribe and caused by the Υ in the following word ΑΥΤΗΝ. Augiensis (folio 108r)
has ΤΟ · ΑΥΤΗΝ, omitting the letter altogether. If the letter had been omitted in a shared
exemplar, then it would not have appeared in Boernerianus or been corrected by the
scribe. Rather, the omission in Augiensis is best explained as a scribe of Augiensis misin-
terpreting the correction in Boernerianus as a deletion.

In 1 Tim 1.9, Boernerianus (folio 86r) initially included ΑΛΛ in the Greek text with the
standard Latin reading, sed, written above it. A correction was then made by lightly striking
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through the lower part of the Greek letters and putting five dots underneath the Greek
word. This addition of ΑΛΛ appears to have been influenced by sed, which corresponds to
the postpositive δὲ in the standard Greek text. However, as this was written as ΤΕ in
Boernerianus, there seemed to be nothing to correspond to the Latin sed. The hand
which deleted ΑΛΛ appears to have added aute(m) over the final ΤΕ, after realising the correct
correspondence of the two languages. Further, aute(m) appears to be slightly darker and
more compressed, suggesting that it was added at a later point. More importantly, ΑΛΛ
has a clear Latin counterpart, so there would have been no reason for the scribe of
Boernerianus to have deleted it if it had been in its exemplar. Augiensis (folio 116r) has
ΑΛΛ with no deletion, which means that it was present in its own exemplar, eliminating
the possibility that Augiensis and Boernerianus had the same exemplar. The best explan-
ation is that Augiensis copied ΑΛΛ from Boernerianus before Boernerianus was corrected.36

In 1 Tim 2.2, rather than ἤρϵμον, Boernerianus (folio 87r) initially had ΗΡΕΙΟΝ, which
includes an itacism and omits Μ. The omission of Μ is easily explained as the result of
the scribe’s eye skipping to the next adjective, which was also written with an itacism,
spelled ΗCΥΧΕΙΟΝ rather than ἡσύχιον. Before completing the corresponding Latin text
above ΗΡΕΙΟΝ, the scribe corrected this mistake by writing the letter Μ above and slightly
to the left of Ι, which was not otherwise marked for deletion. It appears that Μ was either
meant to replace Ι or was simply meant as an addition while maintaining the itacism,
reading ΗΡΕΙΜΟΝ. Augiensis (folio 117r) has ΗΡΕΜΙΟΝ. Though it is possible that the exem-
plar of Augiensis had ΗΡΕΜΙΟΝ, which would be difficult to explain, a much simpler explan-
ation is that Augiensis misinterpreted the correction in Boernerianus and, based on its
position, placed Μ before Ι rather than after it, thereby dividing the itacism of
Boernerianus and creating a new form altogether.

Some instances are more complicated than others, such as Rom 15.22–4 (Boernerianus
folio 19v, Augiensis folios 29r–29v). The Greek text from both manuscripts is transcribed
in Table 1 according to the line breaks of Augiensis.

Before discussing the noticeable differences, it is important to discuss the important
similarities. In Rom 15.23, on line 3 in the table, rather than νυνι ̀ δέ both Boernerianus
and Augiensis read ΝΥΝ ΕΙΔΕ. In Boernerianus, this reading is aligned with nunc uero.
Whereas Boernerianus usually aligns ΔΕ with autem, the Latin word uero here likely influ-
enced the Greek word break as the scribe judged ΙΔΕ to be a better match than ΔΕ. Also, on
line 3, rather than μηκέτι τόπον, Boernerianus reads ΜΗ ΚΕΤΕΙ ΤΟΠΟΝ, and Augiensis reads
ΜΗ · ΚΕΤΕΙΤΟΠΟΝ. In Boernerianus, ΜΗ ΚΕΤΕΙ is initially written as a single word, ΜΗΚΕΤΕΙ, but

Table 1. Rom 15.22–4 in Augiensis and Boernerianus

Codex Augiensis Codex Boernerianus

1 ΤΟΥ·ΕΛΘΕΙΝ·ΠΡΟC·ΥΜΑC·ΑΠΟ ΤΟΥ ΕΛΘΕΙΝ ΠΡΟC ΥΜΑC · ΑΠΟ

2 ΠΟΛΛΩΝ · ΑΙΤΩΝ·ΩCΑΝΥΝ · ΠΟΛΛΩΝ ΑΙΤΩΝ ΩCΑΝΟΥΝ ΠΟΡΕΥΟΜΑΙ · ΤΟΥ ΕΛΘΕΙΝ ΥΜΑC ·

3 ΝΥΝ·ΕΙΔΕ · ΜΗ · ΚΕΤΕΙΤΟΠΟΝ ΝΥΝ ΕΙΔΕ ΜΗ ΚΕΤΕΙ ΤΟΠΟΝ

4 ΕΧΩΝ·ΕΝ · ΤΟΙCΚΛΗΜΑCΙΝ·ΤΟΥΤΟΙC · ΕΧΩΝ ΕΝ ΤΟΙC ΚΛΗΜΑCΙΝ ΤΟΥΤΟΙC

5 ΕΠΕΙΠΟ ΘΕΙΑΝ·ΔΕ·ΕΧΩ·ΤΟΥ·ΕΛΘΕΙΝ · ΕΠΕΙΠΟΘΕΙΑΝ · ΔΕ ΕΧΩ ΤΟΥ ΕΛΘΕΙΝ

6 ΠΡΟC · ΥΜΑC · ΠΟΡΕΥΟΜΑΙ ΠΡΟC ΥΜΑC ΑΠΟ ΠΟΛΛΩΝ · ΑΙΤΩΝ ΩCΑΝΟΥΝ ΠΟΡΕΥΟΜΑΙ

36 In Rom 4:19, Boernerianus includes an Ο above the Α in ΤΗC ΜΗΤΡΑC. It seems to have been added by someone
who thought that this was supposed to read μητρος from μητηρ. However, Augiensis does not have this correc-
tion. This correction in Boernerianus appears to have been added after Augiensis had already been copied.
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is then divided in two by a semicolon. The same word division is made in Augiensis with a
medial dot. In Rom 15.23, on line 4 in the table, rather than reading τοῖς κλίμασιν,
Boernerianus and Augiensis read ΤΟΙC ΚΛΗΜΑCΙΝ. Likewise, in Rom 15.23, on line 5 in the
table, rather than reading ἐπιποθίαν, Boernerianus reads ΕΠΕΙΠΟΘΕΙΑΝ, and Augiensis reads
ΕΠΕΙΠΟ ΘΕΙΑΝ. On the same line, rather than reading ἔχων, Boernerianus and Augiensis
read ΕΧΩ. This reading, which agrees with the Latin text, is also attested by Claromontanus.

In Rom 15.22 and 15.23, the scribe of Boernerianus has transposed the Greek text, ΑΠΟ
ΠΟΛΛΩΝ ΑΙΤΩΝ ΩCΑΝΟΥΝ ΠΟΡΕΥΟΜΑΙ, from Rom 15.23–4 into Rom 15.22. It appears as if the
scribe’s eye has jumped from ΠΡΟC ΥΜΑC to ΠΡΟC ΥΜΑC, which precedes it both times.
The first section of this Greek text, ΑΠΟ ΠΟΛΛΩΝ, has been underlined for deletion, but
above it is written the Latin text ex multis ia(m). The remaining erroneously added text,
ΑΙΤΩΝ ΩCΑΝΟΥΝ ΠΟΡΕΥΟΜΑΙ, appears on the following line with six small dashes in place
of the Latin text to denote deletion. This misplaced text also appears in Rom 15.23 and
15.24 after the phrase ΤΟΥ ΕΛΘΕΙΝ ΠΡΟC ΥΜΑC.

Augiensis does not include ΑΠΟ ΠΟΛΛΩΝ ΑΙΤΩΝ ΩCΑΝΟΥΝ ΠΟΡΕΥΟΜΑΙ in Rom 15.23 and 15.24,
but only ΠΟΡΕΥΟΜΑΙ in Rom 15.24. In Rom 15.22, the rest of the text – apart from ΕΛΘΕΙΝ ΥΜΑC –
is rendered almost exactly as it is in Boernerianus, ΑΠΟ ΠΟΛΛΩΝ · ΑΙΤΩΝ·ΩCΑΝΥΝ. The simplest
explanation is that the scribe of Augiensis has misunderstood the deletion in Boernerianus
but has also only copied the Greek text which matches its Latin text in the parallel column,
which is consistent to what has been observed with the lacunae. The Latin text ex multis iam
pręcedentibus annis is aligned with the Greek text ΑΠΟ ΠΟΛΛΩΝ · ΑΙΤΩΝ·ΩCΑΝΥΝ.

4.2 Divergences

Divergences between the two manuscripts will be further described below, but one kind of
divergence is pertinent here. While many of the divergences between the two manu-
scripts are caused by confusion between letters which appear or sound like one another,
the most asymmetrical example of this confusion occurs between Α, Δ, and Λ, as noted in
the example from Rom 7.6. This is significant because there are two different forms of Α in
Boernerianus: 1) the more common form is identical to the Latin a, 2) the less common
form is the capital which looks like Δ and Λ. Therefore, it would be much more likely for a
scribe copying from Boernerianus to go from Δ or Λ to Α than from Α to Δ or Λ. Augiensis
changes Δ to Α in seven different instances, but does not change Α to Δ. Twice Λ has been
changed to Α. Twice Α has been changed to Λ. The latter change occurs in 1 Tim 2.12,
where a capital Α appears in Boernerianus (folio 87v), and in Gal 3.17, where a stroke is
written very lightly in the non-capital form so that Α in Boernerianus (folio 56v) strongly
resembles Λ. Additionally, Boernerianus and Augiensis otherwise agree where Α has been
confused with Δ or Λ. For example, in Rom 12.20, rather than the RP2005 reading, πεινᾷ ὁ,
Boernerianus (folio 16v) and Augiensis (folio 25r) each have ΠΕΙΝΛΟ written as a single
word. The simplest explanation is that Boernerianus used an uncial Greek manuscript
as an exemplar, and then Augiensis was copied from Boernerianus, compounding some
of these uncial errors and making additional ones based on the script of Boernerianus.

5 Divergences between Boernerianus and Augiensis

While it has been otherwise established that Boernerianus was the exemplar of Augiensis,
Scrivener identified 1984 places of divergence between Boernerianus and Augiensis but
counted 200 as ‘real various readings’.37 Hatch argued that a few divergences, attested by
other textual authorities, supported the presence of multiple textual traditions affecting

37 Scrivener, Codex Augiensis, xxvi.
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the different ancestors of Augiensis and Boernerianus subsequent to their hypothetical
shared ancestor. 38 However, Kloha observed that the shared lacunae show that there was
no such interaction with other Greek manuscripts, otherwise the lacunae would have been
filled in.39 Here, I will show that the divergences between the manuscripts can be explained
as a combination of visual and phonetic errors within the scribal practice of Augiensis.

5.1 Internal Acoustic Rendering

Whereas Scrivener and Smith only allowed for visual copying errors,40 Alphonse Dain
acknowledged a more complicated copying process recognising four stages: 1) the copyist
reading the text, 2) retaining the text, 3) dictating the text to oneself, and 4) the action
of the hand.41 Dirk Jongkind elaborates on how this process might give rise to complex vari-
ation between a manuscript and its exemplar as each stage of the process ‘carries its own
dangers and risks’.42 Jongkind explains that in the various stages the scribe might misread a
text, misdivide a word, misremember word order, omit or transpose syllables and words, or
transcribe things suggested by the context but are not actually there. The scribe’s own
grammatical preferences, internal dictionary, train of thought or various other distractions
might also influence what is written.43 Jongkind also writes, ‘Junack draws particular atten-
tion to the effect which a text written in scriptio continua has on the process of reading. In
order to establish the sense of such a text, one has to create an (internal) acoustic rendering
of the syllables, as one does not have the word-image as the basic interpretative unit.’44

Though Boernerianus is not written in scriptio continua, this might also be applied to a bilin-
gual text written by non-native speakers. The process of internal acoustic rendering seems
to be the best explanation for having both phonetic and visual differences, which are often
inconsistent and sometimes on multiple occasions within the same syllable, word or phrase.
It also accounts for the misdivision of words and syllables as discussed above. Phonetic dif-
ferences, visual differences, differences caused by the organisation of the Latin column of
Augiensis, and other causes are enumerated in Table 2 and will be discussed below.

Table 2. The number of differences between Boernerianus and Augiensis in Romans, Galatians, Ephesians, and 1

Timothy

Phonetic Visual Latin Text Influence Other TOTALS

Letters/Syllables 635 144 – – 779

Word Order – – 2 1 3

Word Omission 2 29 – – 31

Word Addition – 1 2 1 4

Lexeme 1 3 – – 4

TOTALS 638 177 4 2 821

38 Hatch, ‘On the Relationship’, 190.
39 Kloha, ‘Textual Commentary’, 613.
40 Scrivener, Codex Augiensis, xxvi. Smith, ‘Pauline Manuscripts’, 463.
41 Alphonse Dain, Les manuscrits, 3rd ed. (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1975) 41–6.
42 Dirk Jongkind, ‘Singular Readings in Sinaiticus: The Possible, the Impossible, and the Nature of Copying’, in

Textual Variation: Theological and Social Tendencies?: Papers from the Fifth Birmingham Colloquium on the Textual
Criticism of the New Testament, Texts and Studies (Third Series; Vol. 6; eds. D.C. Parker and H.A.G. Houghton
(Piscataway: Gorgias Press)) 35–54, 47.

43 Jongkind, ‘Singular Readings’, 47–8.
44 Jongkind, ‘Singular Readings’, 47–8.
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5.2 Phonetic and Visual Differences

In my test corpus of Romans, Galatians, Ephesians and First Timothy combined, there are
821 differences between the manuscripts, including 638 which might be considered phon-
etic differences. Most of these have to do with individual letters and syllables. Augiensis
interchanges Ο and Ω 128 times and Ε and Η eighty-six times.45 The clear inclination
toward shortening the vowel might be explained by the scribe rendering the vowels in
a Latin manner, in which Ο and Ε are the only options. It is also an indication of the text-
ual flow between the two manuscripts which would be very consistent with Boernerianus
as the exemplar of Augiensis. Whereas Ο is lengthened to Ω thirty-two times, Ω is shor-
tened to Ο ninety-six times. Similarly, Ε is lengthened to Η nineteen times, and Η is shor-
tened to Ε sixty-seven times. Seven times Ι is changed to ΕΙ, fifteen times ΕΙ is changed to Ι.
Twelve times Ι is changed to Η, and twenty-three times Η is changed to Ι. Additionally, Ι is
changed to Υ sixteen times, and Υ is changed to Ι forty-seven times. Augiensis also has an
inclination toward replacing Θ with non-aspirated dentals. While Augiensis changes Δ to Θ

two times and Τ to Θ one time, Θ is changed to Δ eight times, and Θ is changed to Τ nine
times. Rather than doubling Γ or Κ, the initial letter is often replaced with Ν to better
denote the way the sound is vocalised by a non-native speaker.

In Romans, Galatians, Ephesians and First Timothy, in addition to the 638 phonetic dif-
ferences, there are also 177 visual differences between the manuscripts. The majority of
these are also individual letters and syllables. Augiensis drops a vowel from between two
consonants twenty times. This does not occur with Η or Ω. There are ten instances in
which Augiensis adds a syllable, and fourteen instances in which a syllable is omitted.
There is repeated uncial error in Augiensis seen in the rendering of the following sets
of letters: Α, Δ, and Λ; Η, Ν, and Π; C and Ε (due to the lunate sigmas). Of these visual differ-
ences, Augiensis has Π for Ν seven times but Ν for Π only once. The scribes change ΟΙ to ΙΟ

four times and ΙΟ to ΟΙ once. More of these phonetic and visual errors will be discussed
below, along with other differences which can be attributed to other scribal habits.

5.3 Word Order

In Romans, Galatians, Ephesians and First Timothy combined, there are only three
instances in which Augiensis has a different word order than Boernerianus. In Rom
15.5, Boernerianus (folio 18v) has ΧΝ ΙΝ, the RP2005 reading, while Augiensis (folio 28r)
has ΙΝ ΧΝ, the same word order as its Latin text, ihm xpm. As the word order in
Augiensis follows the standard word order in later usage, it is an obvious change.
Augiensis keeps the same word order in its Greek word order in 1 Tim 5.21. While
Boernerianus (folio 90r) has ΧΡΥ ΙΥ, Augiensis (folio 120v) has the RP2005 word order,
ΙΥ ΧΡΥ, even though its Latin text follows the Vulgate order, which is the same word
order as Boernerianus. This difference might be attributed to scribal habit. In Rom
15.9, the RP2005 has τῷ ὀνόματί σου ψαλῶ, and the Stuttgart Vulgate – agreeing in
word order – has nomini tuo cantabo. The same sequence is found in the Greek and
Latin texts of Augiensis (folio 28v). Claromontanus (folio 80v) follows this word order
in its Latin text, but the Greek text moves ΨΑΛΩ to the beginning of the phrase, ΨΑΛΩ
ΤΩ ΟΝΟΜΑΤΙ CΟΥ. Both the Greek and Latin texts of Boernerianus (folio 19r) follow
the same word order as the Greek text of Claromontanus, ΨΑΛΩ ΤΩ ΟΝΟΜΑΤΙ CΟΥ and
psalla(m) (ue)l cantabo nomini tuo respectively. Based on what has been discussed above,
it is not surprising to find the Greek word order of Augiensis adjusted to the Latin text
here. In Augiensis, there is also a very clear line written by the original hand directly

45 Scrivener observes the interchanges but does not enumerate them. Scrivener, Codex Augiensis, xxvi.
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above the final letter of ΨΑΛΩ, which appears to be an acknowledgement of the change in
word order rather than an abbreviation.

5.4 Word Omissions and Additions

In Romans, Galatians, Ephesians and First Timothy combined, Augiensis has only four
Greek words not found in Boernerianus but lacks thirty-one – also an indication of the
textual flow between the two manuscripts. The thirty-one words omitted are spread
across twenty-five places. There are seventeen individual, monosyllabic words which
can be explained by the scribe’s own internal acoustic rendering as either phonetic or vis-
ual mistakes. There are also three individual, multisyllabic words and four phrases, which
can all be explained by visual copying error.

The additions are also easily explained. While there is one addition in Galatians, three
of these additions are in Romans. At the end of Gal 6.18, Augiensis (folio 76r) attests ΑΜΗΝ

along with all other Greek manuscripts chosen for the Editio Critica Maior of Galatians
apart from Boernerianus (folio 60v). However, the previously discussed influence of the
Latin text of Augiensis and the presence of amen in its Latin text together sufficiently
explain the addition in the Greek text. In Rom 3.21, Boernerianus (folio 5r) attests the
RP2005 reading ΘΥ. Augiensis (folio 7r) has ΤΟΥ ΘΥ, an addition which can be attributed
to the habit of writing the definite article before ΘΕΟC.

While one of the additions is consistent with Boernerianus as the exemplar, the other
shows that Boernerianus is the exemplar. In Rom 9.31, while Boernerianus (folio 13r) has
ΝΟΜΟΝ ΔΙΚΑΙΟCΥΝΗC ΕΙC ΝΟΜΟΝ, Augiensis (folio 19v) has ΝΟΜΟΝ ΔΙΚΑΙΟCΥΝΗC ΕΙC ΝΟΜΟΝ ÷
ΔΙΚΑΙΟCΥΝΗC. Though many manuscripts, like Boernerianus, lack the second ΔΙΚΑΙΟCΥΝΗC,
it is present in the RP2005 and the Vulgate, reading iustitiae, which is also attested in
the Latin text of Augiensis as iusticiae. However, this second ΔΙΚΑΙΟCΥΝΗC in Augiensis is
very clearly marked off by the obelus symbol ÷, which denotes that this reading was
not present in the exemplar. The scribe deliberately made an addition to the Greek
text to conform to the Latin text. In Rom 7.19, rather than ἀλλ’ ὃ οὐ θέλω κακὸν
τοῦτο, Boernerianus (folio 10r) lacks οὐ θέλω, reading ΑΛΛ Ο ΚΑΚΟΝ ΤΟΥΤΟ. Augiensis
(folio 14v) also lacks οὐ θέλω but adds ΜΕΙCΩ in its place, reading ΑΛΛ Ο ΜΕΙCΩ ΚΑΚΟΝ

ΤΟΥΤΟ, which is aligned with sed quod odio malum illud in the Latin column.46 This text
in Augiensis has been affected by the text of Rom 7.15 in Boernerianus. Six lines directly
above Rom 7.19 in Boernerianus (folio 10r), Rom 7.15 reads ΑΛΛ Ο ΜΕΙCΩ ΤΟΥΤΟ with sed
quod odio hoc (ue)l illud written over it, providing a source for the orthography of ΜΕΙCΩ

and odio. While copying Rom 7.19 in Augiensis, the scribe’s eye skipped to Rom 7.15
above, which looks very similar, transposing the form ΜΕΙCΩ into Rom 7.19.

5.5 Lexical Differences

In Romans, Galatians, Ephesians and First Timothy combined, Augiensis has six Greek lex-
ical differences from Boernerianus, which can all be explained as visual or phonetic error.
Additionally, two appear to have been corrected by the original hand. In Gal 4.18, whereas
Boernerianus (folio 58r) has ΤΟ, Augiensis (folio 73r) appears to have had a different read-
ing but then was corrected by the original hand to ΤΟ. Again, in Rom 4.11, whereas
Boernerianus (folio 6r) has ΔΙΑ ΤΗC ΔΙΚΑΙΟCΥΝΗC, Augiensis (folio 8r) initially had ΚΑΙ ΤΗC

ΔΙΚΑΙΟCΥΝΗC, but the original hand corrected ΚΑΙ to ΔΙΑ. The initial mistake is easily
explained by the scribe’s eye skipping ahead to ΔΙΚΑΙΟCΥΝΗC. However, because ΚΑΙ is

46 Here, there is a misspelling of odi, a reading which also appears in the Sistine Vulgate edition of 1590.
https://www.digitale-sammlungen.de/de/view/bsb11203085?page=1074
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written at the end of its line in Beornerianus, it could be better explained by the scribe’s
eye skipping directly above to the end of the previous line which also ends with ΚΑΙ. Hugh
Houghton and Amy Myshrall have identified this kind of eye skip between lines as an indi-
cation of direct copying.47 The scribe then noticed the mistake and corrected it. In” Rom
5.18, Boernerianus (folio 8r) has ΤΟ ΔΙΚΑΙΩΜΑ while Augiensis (folio 11r) has ΚΑΙ ΔΙΚΑΙΩΜΑ.
This difference is very easily explained by reading ahead to ΔΙΚΑΙΩΜΑ. In Gal 3.28, while
Boernerianus (folio 57r) has ΕΙC ΤΗΝ, Augiensis (folio 71v) has ΕCΤΙΝ. The phonetic error
likely prompted the mistake in word division. In Gal 6.14 and 6.18, whereas
Boernerianus (folio 60v) has ΚΥ, Augiensis (folios 75v and 76r) has ΧΥ. Though ΚΥΡΙΟΥ

and ΧΡΙCΤΟΥ look and sound different when written out in full, the nomina sacra are easily
confused if the copyist has visually mistaken Κ for Χ, a common copying error in
New Testament textual tradition. Another explanation for the instance in Gal 6:18 is
like the instance in Rom 4.11 given above. In Gal 6.18, ΚΥ begins its line in
Boernerianus, and ΧΡΥ is written directly above it at the beginning of the previous line.
The scribe’s eye might have skipped to the previous line so that ΧΥ was written rather
than ΚΥ. These readings in Augiensis in Gal 6.14 and Gal 6.18 both give the same nonsense
reading ΧΥ ΗΜΩΝ ΙΥ ΧΥ.

5.6 Compounded Errors

Of the 821 divergences, 108 are instances in which Augiensis has compounded an aberra-
tion introduced by Boernerianus. These are changes in individual letters and syllables
included in the visual and phonetic differences discussed above. These 108 instances
reveal a two-step process. First, the scribe of Boernerianus introduced an aberration
while copying its own exemplar. Secondly, one of the scribes of Augiensis reproduced
the same aberration while copying from Boernerianus and then introduced an additional
error, moving it even further away from the reading found in the RP2005.

For example, in Rom 13.10, rather than τῷ πλησίον, Boernerianus (folio 17r) has ΤΩ

ΠΛΗCΕΙΩ. The scribe made a phonetic mistake in rendering Ι as ΕΙ. Additionally, writing
ΟΝ as Ω was either a visual mistake or the scribe’s harmonising the noun to the preceding
pronoun. The scribe of Augiensis (folio 26r) recorded the same two changes but then
changed Η to ΕΙ. While the RP2005 has τῷ πλησίον, and Boernerianus has ΤΩ ΠΛΗCΕΙΩ,
the reading in Augiensis (folio 26r) ΤΩ ΠΛΕΙCΕΙΩ, in which Η was written rather than ΕΙ,
appears to have been developed from the reading in Boernerianus. This word was even-
tually corrected in Augiensis but only in so far as to agree with Boernerianus, which also
shows that Boernerianus was used to make corrections.

In these 108 instances, it is conceivable but unlikely that Boernerianus copied perfectly
from a shared exemplar from which Augiensis diverged. It is much less likely and hardly
conceivable that Boernerianus copied from Augiensis and made partial corrections toward
the Majority reading. The best explanation is that the scribes of Augiensis copied from
Boernerianus and introduced additional mistakes.

6 Conclusion

After enumerating the differences between Boernerianus and Augiensis, Scrivener wrote,
‘Elsewhere the Greek texts of these manuscripts are identical, coinciding in the minutest
points.’48 While the different stages of the copying process can account for differences

47 H. A. G. Houghton and A. C. Myshrall, ‘Three Direct Copes and Other Closely Related Manuscripts of the
Pauline Epistles’, Novum Testamentum 65 (2023) 381–99. https://doi.org/10.1163/15685365-bja10050

48 Scrivener, Codex Augiensis, xxvi.
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between the manuscripts, certain phenomena found in Augiensis originated in
Boernerianus. This is demonstrated in unique readings – including nonsense readings,
word divisions, and compounded errors. Ultimately, the way in which Augiensis has mis-
interpreted the corrections within Boernerianus itself confirms that the simplest explan-
ation of their relationship is that Boernerianus is the exemplar. To hypothesise a shared
exemplar [Scrivener and Corssen], or a further intermediate stage [Smith and Hatch],
which contained all of the peculiarities connected to the interlinear layout of
Boernerianus and its peculiar errors of spelling and word division is unnecessary
[Zimmer], given that this article has demonstrated how the very few examples of differ-
ences in the Greek text can all be explained as deviations in the process of copying
Boernerianus. Once the different origin of the Latin texts in these manuscripts has
been recognised and removed from the consideration of their relationship, the evidence
that the Greek text of Augiensis is a copy of Boernerianus is conclusive.
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