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Abstract

Two Greek gospel manuscripts with an exegetical commentary in catena form present a text of Mark
which ends in the middle of Mark 16.8. One is GA 304, a twelfth-century codex which is often
adduced as a witness to the Short Ending. The other is the eleventh-century GA 239, which has
not previously featured in discussions of the conclusion of Mark. In each case, it is shown that con-
siderations of scribal practice, codicology and the broader traditions of text and catena mean that
neither witness should be treated as evidence for the Short Ending as found in Codices Sinaiticus
and Vaticanus.
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1. Introduction

The ending of the Gospel according to Mark is one of the best known textual variants in
the New Testament.1 The various conclusions to this gospel have been so frequently
described that there is no need to rehearse them here.2 The editorial consensus that
the earliest attainable text of Mark ends abruptly, after ἐwοβοῦντο γάρ in 16.8, has
now been reaffirmed in the latest volume of the Editio Critica Maior (ECM Mark).3 This,
the so-called Short Ending, is attested by the two famous fourth-century Greek pandects
Codex Sinaiticus and Codex Vaticanus, a variety of early translations, and observations in
early Christian writers including Eusebius, Hesychius of Jerusalem and Severus of Antioch.
Extracts from such authors are often included in New Testament catenae, scriptural com-
mentaries first compiled in the sixth or seventh century consisting of exegetical scholia

© The Author(s), 2022. Published by Cambridge University Press. This is an Open Access article, distributed under the terms of
the Creative Commons Attribution licence (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted re-use,
distribution and reproduction, provided the original article is properly cited.

1 Images of all manuscripts cited were accessed in the New Testament Virtual Manuscript Room (NTVMR;
https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/) in June 2022.

2 For a full description, see D.C. Parker, The Living Text of the Gospels (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1997), 124–47. Overviews of the evidence are provided in most if not all commentaries, as well as notes in many
translated Bibles. The recent publications of the SNSF MARK16 project, such as Mina Monier, ‘Mark’s Ending in
the Digital Age: Paratextual Evidence, New Findings and Transcription Challenges’, Postscripts 12.1 (2021) 75–98
and Claire Clivaz, ‘Returning to Mark 16, 8: What’s New?’, Ephemerides Theologicae Lovanienses 96.4 (2019) 645–
59, offer further information about current research.

3 Holger Strutwolf et al., ed., Novum Testamentum Graecum Editio Critica Maior. 1.2. The Gospel According to Mark.
(3 vols.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2021), henceforth ECM Mark.
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from Christian writers presented alongside the biblical text. In addition to the two ancient
codices, ECM Mark also cites a twelfth-century catena manuscript, Gregory-Aland 304, as a
third Greek manuscript which attests the Short Ending. This witness has been adduced for
this reading since the third edition of the United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament
(1975).4 In their introduction to the text of the New Testament, the Alands point to the
manuscript as an example of the tenacity of the textual tradition, demonstrating that
the Short Ending ‘persisted stubbornly’ for centuries.5 A recent detailed study of GA
304 by Monier reiterated this conclusion and urged ‘further research into the understud-
ied legacy of Greek catenae’.6 In responding to Monier’s appeal, the present article iden-
tifies another Greek catena manuscript in which Mark concludes at 16.8 (GA 239).
However, by attending to the scribal practice and codicology of these manuscripts and
comparing them with other catena traditions, it demonstrates that neither GA 239 nor
GA 304 has a strong claim to be a genuine witness to the Short Ending of Mark, and
that the latter should be removed from current editions of the biblical text.

2. GA 239

The manuscript Moscow State Historical Museum, Syn. gr. 46 (Vlad. 84) is an eleventh-
century gospel codex which previously belonged to the Pantokrator Monastery on
Mount Athos (Diktyon 43671, GA 239).7 It consists of 277 parchment leaves written in
the format of a frame catena: the biblical text is set in the middle portion of each opening
in a single column of thirteen lines, with the commentary in the outer margins. In his
catalogue of Greek New Testament catena manuscripts, Parpulov assigns it to group
2.viii along with GA 146 and 556.8 The majority of the document consists of the C132
catena on Luke (ff. 3r–157v) and the C141.1 catena on John (ff. 159r–276v), each preceded
by a single page of kephalaia. Despite the presence of a final folio (fol. 277), blank apart
from some lection indications and a brief homiletic extract, the Johannine catena breaks
off at the end of folio 276 after ἐκεῖνος in John 21.23. The beginning of the manuscript
also appears to be incomplete. Folio 1 contains seven verses from the final chapter of
Mark, beginning with ἔρχονται in Mark 16.2 and ending with ἐwοβοῦντο γάρ in Mark
16.8. Thus, as it currently stands, in this codex the Short Ending of Mark is followed by
the chapter titles at the beginning of Luke.

In his catalogue, Treu dismisses the initial page as ‘a discarded leaf’ presumably added
as part of the binding process.9 Instead, he prefers to consider Luke as the start of the
manuscript. In keeping with this, the ownership note of the Pantokrator Monastery
appears at the bottom of folio 2r, as if this were the first page of the book (even though
it describes the contents as a commentary on Matthew and Luke, possibly reflecting an ori-
ginal two-volume work). There are several large blotches on folio 1r resembling traces of

4 It has appeared as a witness to the Short Ending in the Nestle-Aland Novum Testamentum Graece since the 26th

edition (1979).
5 Kurt and Barbara Aland, The Text of the New Testament (trans. Erroll F. Rhodes; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,

19892), 292. Similar language appears in the studies volume of ECM Mark (Nikolai Kiel, ‘Die frühen
Kirchenväter als Zeugen des kurzen und langen Markusschlusses’, in ECM Mark 3: 107).

6 Mina Monier, ‘GA 304, Theophylact’s Commentary and the Ending of Mark’, Filología Neotestamentaria 32
(2019) 95–106.

7 For a summary description see Kurt Treu, Die griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments in der UdSSR (TU
91; Berlin: Akademie, 1966), 264–5, who notes a donation record on fol. 277v dated January 1077.

8 Georgi R. Parpulov, Catena Manuscripts of the Greek New Testament: A Catalogue (Texts & Studies 3.25;
Piscataway: Gorgias, 2021), 68. It may be noted that groups 2.i to 2.viii consist of the same catena types in all
four gospels with differing paratexts.

9 ‘ein verworfenes Blatt’: Treu, Die griechischen Handschriften, 265.
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glue from a pastedown, although they could be mould or other deterioration.10 On folio
1v, a later hand has written out the first three lines of this page again in the lower left
margin in a manner typical of probationes pennae on spare pages at the beginning or
end of a volume. Treu notes that the manuscript consists of thirty-five quires, with the
fourth and fifth leaves of the second quire missing. Quire signatures are visible on ff.
7r, 21r, 29r and 37r, indicating regular quaternions. Nevertheless, the arrangement of
the initial quire is unclear: is it a quire of six pages including the Marcan leaf, a defective
quire of five pages (ff. 2–6), or a quaternion from which two pages have been excised (per-
haps for an illustration)? There seems to be continuity between the page ruling on folios
1v and 2r, suggesting that the first two pages may be part of the same quire, but the exact
distribution of leaves is impossible to establish from the microfilm images.

In contrast to Treu, the Kurzgefasste Liste describes GA 239 as a three-gospel manuscript,
including the page of Mark as part of the original production.11 Certain features of its
presentation offer support for this. The biblical text appears to have been copied by
the same hand as in the rest of the manuscript, and its format matches the catenae on
Luke and John, where the lemma is written in thirteen lines of around twenty-two char-
acters with wide outside margins left for the commentary.

On this page of Mark, however, there are no exegetical scholia. Although there are
catena types without any commentary at the beginning of Mark 16, this lack of scholia
is surprising given that they are present throughout this chapter in the other two mem-
bers of Parpulov’s group 2.viii.12 One of these, GA 146, not only has an identical layout to
GA 239, with thirteen lines of biblical text in frame catena format, but also has the same
distribution of text on its folio 263 as GA 239 has on folio 1, beginning with ἔρχονται and
ending with ἐwοβοῦντο γάρ (before continuing with Mark 16.9–20 on the next page).
These manuscripts display other similarities: the scriptural text on the final page of
Mark in GA 146 (fol. 265v) is written in a cruciform manner like that of Luke in GA 239
(fol. 157v); the gospels begin with identical gold lettering and decoration underneath a
blue and gold headpiece (compare the opening of Mark in GA 146 with that of Luke in
GA 239); and the lists of kephalaia are arranged in the same fashion. What is significant
for the first folio of GA 239 is that the colour images of GA 146 indicate that, on many
pages, the biblical lemma was written in advance of the commentary, as shown by the
different colour of ink. This is difficult to determine on the monochrome microfilm of
GA 239, although certain folios suggest that it was also the case (e.g. ff. 205r, 258v).
The practice of copying the scholia at a later stage of production provides a context in
which a folio with only the biblical text could have been surplus to requirements and
redeployed as a pastedown in another volume. A further indication of a limitation to
the amount of Mark in GA 239 is the quire numbering which, unlike the folio numbering,
is original to the production context. The first visible number is for quire 2 on folio 7r,
indicating that this would only have been preceded by a single quire, five of whose folios
contain Luke (ff. 2–6). GA 146 demonstrates that, if the first quire were a quaternion, its
two missing pages would have been sufficient to contain the Longer Ending of Mark in
this catena format. Nevertheless, as observed above, the constitution of this quire cannot
be established from the microfilm, and Treu does not comment on any missing folios here.

10 Although the final folio of miscellaneous material could also be a corresponding pastedown at the back of
the volume, there are no visible traces of glue on it.

11 Kurt Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste der griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments (ANTF 1; Berlin & New York:
de Gruyter, 19942), 61. See also https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/liste?docID=30239.

12 Catenae lacking scholia at the beginning of Mark 16 include C126.2 (GA 127), C126.3 (GA 591, 1313), C126.6
(GA 200). In other catena manuscripts, Mark is included without a commentary (e.g. GA 028, 033, 1080, 1293,
2097).
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The key feature which indicates that folio 1 of GA 239 is not an instance of the Short
Ending of Mark is the lack of concluding decoration. Although the phrase ἐwοβοῦντο γάρ
stops two to four characters short of the right-hand margin of the text block, the resulting
blank space is not exceptional and is consistent with the continuation of the text on the
following page. There is no indication that this is the end of the gospel, unlike in Luke
where the final page of biblical text is arranged in a cruciform pattern, as mentioned
above. In addition, the final words both of the catena and biblical text in Luke are followed
by a small cross, a very common device for indicating the end of the text (compare also
the ending of Mark in GA 146). Despite the loss of the final page of John from GA 239, the
frequency and consistency of this practice means that, as a cross is present in Luke, it
would be expected in the other texts in the codex.

In sum, there is no reason to change the current scholarly treatment of GA 239. Treu’s
judgement that the leaf of Mark is surplus to the rest of the codex is supported by the
quire numbering and lack of scholia, while the Kurzgefasste Liste is correct in noting the
presence of Marcan text which could have come from a continuous-text manuscript,
although in this case it seems likely that it is a leaf discarded during the production pro-
cess. At any rate, despite the current arrangement of the manuscript, there is no compel-
ling reason to consider it as a witness to the Short Ending.13

3. GA 304

The manuscript Paris Bibliothèque nationale de France, grec 194 contains a catena of
Matthew and Mark copied in the first half of the twelfth century (Diktyon 49763,
GA 304).14 It is written in alternating format, with the biblical lemma in red for the
first few pages. The scholia begin with an enlarged initial, and end with an outsize raised
dot in the middle of a blank space. Although the lemma initially ends with a colon, from
around fol. 30 the outsize dot is also used to indicate the close of each portion of the gos-
pel. In Matthew (ff. 1–166), the patristic sources are consistently indicated by monograms
in the margin. These are less common in Mark (ff. 167–241r), and are absent from chapter
7 onwards with five exceptions (ἄλλως on ff. 211r and 214v, Κυρίλλου on fol. 220r, Φωτίου
on fol. 230r, ᾽Ωριγένους on fol. 233v). This manuscript is the only member of Parpulov’s
class 34, and the sole witness to each of its catenae, C114 in Matthew and C126.5 in Mark.15

Despite this, there are unmistakable parallels between this compilation and that of
Theophylact, the eleventh-century archbishop of Ohrid, which is the most widely attested
catena on each of these gospels.16 Many phrases match verbatim and the structure of the
comments is similar, yet overall the commentary in GA 304 is shorter and has a tendency

13 Although GA 239 is listed in the introduction of UBS1–3 among minuscule manuscripts ‘cited only when
they are of special significance for certain variants’, it is not mentioned at the ending of Mark and has never
been included in the apparatus of the Nestle-Aland edition in Mark 16.

14 In addition to the images on the NTVMR, a full digitisation of monochrome microfilm is available on the
Gallica website at https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b10722123f.

15 Parpulov, Catena Manuscripts of the Greek New Testament, 204. Both catenae were edited by Pierre Poussin in
the seventeenth century (P. Possinus, Symbolarum in Matthaeum tomus prior (Toulouse: J. Boude, 1646); Catena
Graecorum Patrum in euangelium secundum Marcum (Rome: Barberini, 1673)). The latter edition, however, is of
the C125.2 catena in Mark, supplemented by readings from this manuscript (identified as Anonymus
Tolosanus): see further Maurits Geerard & Jacques Noret, ed., Clavis Patrum Graecorum: IV. Concilia, Catenae.
(CCSG 4; Turnhout: Brepols, 20182), 353, 358–61.

16 See further Monier, ‘GA 304’, 98–9 and 102–4. Although Theophylact’s work might better be described as a
commentary than a catena, its manuscripts are included as catenae in the Kurzgefasste Liste and the database
accompanying Parpulov’s catalogue: in this article the commentary is cited from J.-P. Migne, Patrologiae Cursus
Completus. Series Graeca Posterior, vol. 123 (Paris: Migne, 1864), hereafter PG 123.
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to paraphrase. Its dependence on Theophylact may be illustrated by the first sentence of
the comment following Mark 16.8:

Theophylact (PG 123: 676B) GA 304 (fol. 240v, ll. 9–15)

Οὐδὲν μέγα οὐδὲ ἄξιον τῆς τοῦ Ἰησοῦ
θεότητος wρονοῦσαι αἱ γυναῖκες περὶ
αὐτοῦ, παρακάθηνται τῷ τάwῳ, καὶ μύρα
ἀγοράζουσιν, ἵνα κατὰ τὸ ἔθος τῶν
Ἰουδαίων ἀλείψωσι τὸ σῶμα, ὡς ἂν μένῃ
εὐῶδες, καὶ μή τι δυσῶδες ἐκ τῆς διαλύσεως
πάθῃ⋅ ἅμα δὲ καὶ τὰ μύρα ξηραντικήν τινα
δύναμιν ἔχοντα, τὴν ὑγρότητα τοῦ σώματος
ἀναπίνοντα, ἄσηπτον αὐτὸ τηροῦσι.

Οὐ μέγα τί οὐδὲ ἄξιον τῆς θεότητος τοῦ κυρίου
wρονοῦσαι αἱ γυναῖκες, ἐκάθηντο ἐν τῷ τάwῳ
wυλάττουσαι⋅ ἀλλὰ καὶ μύρα ἠγόρασαν ἵνα
ἀλείψωσι τὸ σῶμα τοῦ Ἰησοῦ, ὡς μή τι δυσῶδες ἐκ
τῆς διαλύσεως πάθῃ⋅ ξηραντικὴν γὰρ τὰ μύρα
δύναμιν ἔχοντα, ἄσηπτα τηροῦσι τὰ σώματα.

The text of GA 304 is a clear improvement. It reduces Theophylact’s sprawling sentence
to three concise clauses, removing several superfluous explanations (κατὰ τὸ ἔθος τῶν
Ἰουδαίων, ὡς ἂν μένῃ εὐῶδες, τὴν ὑγρότητα τοῦ σώματος ἀναπίνοντα). The archbishop’s
breathless present tense narration, which has the women buying myrrh even as they sit
beside the tomb, is replaced by an imperfect and aorist which clearly distinguish the two
activities. The dehydrating properties of myrrh are not an adjunct (ἅμα δέ) to the previ-
ous statement of purpose, but its rationale (γάρ), in which the key terms are elegantly
brought to the front of each clause and the observation generalised, with the plural τὰ
σώματα replacing the singular pronoun αὐτό. One might even discern a theological appro-
priateness in transferring τοῦ Ἰησοῦ to qualify the body, in contrast with the divinity of
τοῦ κυρίου. Despite Monier’s hesitations, the direction of literary dependence between
the two commentaries—at least in this portion of Mark—is evident.17

The unusual feature of GA 304 is that the final biblical lemma comprises Mark 16.1–8,
ending with the words ἐwοβοῦντο γάρ. This is followed by a single long scholium, which
begins with the text quoted above and ends with a similar observation to that in
Theophylact, that the women either feared the Jews or had lost their faculties through
fear (ἢ τοὺς Ἰουδαίους wοβοῦμεναι, ἢ ὑπὸ τοῦ wόβου τὸν νοῦν ἀπολέσασαι).18 After
the outsize dot concluding the scholium, there is a blank space equivalent to about
seven lines of text on this folio before the bottom margin (which has been cut off),
and a verso which is blank except for several probationes pennae in various hands. In
short, if the commentary had continued, there would have been space to copy it.
Instead, on the line after the text, there is a version of the well-known ὥσπερ ξένοι
epigram, comparing the end of copying a book to the return of travellers to their

17 This entire final scholium is an abbreviation and paraphrase of Theophylact’s comment. Elsewhere, how-
ever, the catenist draws on scholia from the C125.2 catena on Mark (printed in J.A. Cramer, Catenae Graecorum
Patrum in Novum Testamentum (8 vols; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1844)). This explains the discrepancies
in Mark 8 noted by Monier (‘GA 304’, 98 n.20; ff. 203v–5r [201v–3r] in the manuscript): the scholium on 8.27–
30 adapts Theophylact (PG 123: 573C–D omitting the last two sentences); the scholium on 8.31–33 is an abbre-
viation of C125.2 (Cramer 1: 347.16–32 and 348.12–15); for 8.34–37 the catenist combines C125.2 (Cramer 1:
349.21), the middle part of Theophylact’s comment (PG 123: 576C–D) and the conclusion of C125.2 (Cramer 1:
349.30–350.3); the scholium on 8.38–39 reworks Theophylact (PG 123: 577C).

18 Contrary to the claim of Robinson that the commentary ‘begins to summarize the ἕτερον δε παρὰ τοῦ
Μαρκοῦ, presumably to cover the non-duplicated portions germane to that gospel in contrast to the others’ (quoted
in Monier, ‘GA 304’, 99), the scholium actually reads ἑτέρας δὲ τὰς παρὰ τῷ Μάρκῷ (fol. 241v, ll. 3–4), noting (with
Theophylact) that some exegetes identify a different group of women in Mark to those in Matthew.
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homeland.19 Not only has this been erased, but another hand has also rewritten some of
the words above and below it, as a probatio pennae. Although Monier attributes this epi-
gram to the copyist, the hand differs markedly from that of the main scribe. Not only
are these two lines written roughly, slanting upwards in comparison with the rest of
the page, but there are numerous differences between many of the letter forms: the
sharp apex of the epsilon-rho ligature in ὥσπερ contrasts with the smooth rho ligatures
in the main text (and all ten instances of ὥσπερ in Matthew); the wide loop of xi with
the final curve of the descender to the left differs from the tight, straight xi in lines 2
and 14 of this page; rho and phi in the epigram both have a curl to the right at the bottom
of the descender, unlike the straight descenders in the main text; the left-slanting
ascender of delta is unparalleled in the vertical ascenders or semi-majuscule instances
of delta in the commentary text. Perhaps the most obvious discrepancy is in the style
of breathing marks: both ὥσπερ and οὕτω in the epigram have rounded breathings,
whereas the copyist employs square breathings throughout. It appears that a later user,
thinking that this was the end of the text, added the epigram, which was then erased
by someone else who decided that the text remained incomplete.

A parallel for the addition of this epigram by a later user is seen in a longer version of
the verse at the end of Matthew on folio 168v (misnumbered as 166v in the manuscript).
These four lines are written in a much fainter ink and a smaller, flatter script which again
differs from the main hand. What is notable on this page of Matthew is that the final
words of the commentary, which do not occupy a whole line, are centre-justified and fol-
lowed by a cross, with two further crosses on the line below. This stands in sharp contrast
to the last scholium on Mark, where the two words are left-justified and followed by the
outsize raised dot. This complete departure from the copyist’s practice of ending a work,
as exemplified in Matthew, stands as a clear indication that the commentary of Mark is
unfinished: the text is not centred, there are no crosses (compare the discussion of GA
239 above), and the punctuation provided is that for the end of a scholium rather than
the end of the work. Monier also observes that the text of the commentary on
Matthew in this manuscript ends with a formal conclusion and benediction, unlike this
final exegetical comment on Mark.20

Why, then, is so much blank space left at the end of Mark? Two other places in the
manuscript suggest a possible answer. On folio 150r (numbered 148), a gap of
twelve lines is left between the end of a scholium from Origen and the lemma of Matt
26.14–16. This cannot be to avoid a hole in the parchment, as the verso is written without
a break. Instead, it appears that part of the exemplar was illegible or damaged at this
point, and the copyist left space to provide the missing text later. Six lines have, in
fact, been added here by a subsequent user (possibly the one responsible for the epigram
after Matthew) but then erased. There is also a blank page in Mark (fol. 233, numbered
231), coming between the commentary on Mark 14.15 and the end of a scholium on
Mark 14.22–5.21 Each of the texts is incomplete, consistent with a page having fallen
out of the present manuscript. The best explanation seems to be that the extra sheet
was bound in later in order to repair the damage: a stain visible on the bottom outer cor-
ner of fol. 234r (232r) is not present on this leaf, suggesting the page is a subsequent add-
ition, and no ruling lines are visible, which would be expected if this sheet was part of the
original quire. If the blank page belonged to the original production, however, it could

19 This is recorded as 30714 in the Database of Byzantine Book Epigrams, which enumerates over 200 other
instances: see https://www.dbbe.ugent.be/occurrences/30714. For further information and an image, see
Monier, ‘GA 304’, 100–1.

20 Monier, ‘GA 304’, 101.
21 For the identification of this scholium, compare the corresponding comment of Theophylact (PG 123: 649D).
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correspond to a page missing from the exemplar: the loss of a quire’s final folio with text
from Mark 16 might result in the initial folio of the same quire, perhaps containing part of
Mark 14, falling out too. As with the initial quire of GA 239, inspection of the codex itself is
the only way to resolve this question.

In any case, both the lack of scribal indication of the end of the work after the scholium
on Mark 16.1–8 and also the dependence of the commentary in GA 304 on Theophylact,
are sufficient to establish the incompleteness of this manuscript. Theophylact’s catena
covers the whole of the Longer Ending, as does the C125.2 catena.22 The dependence of
GA 304 on these sources indicate that it does not stem from an ancient text form lacking
the Longer Ending. In addition, like GA 304, all of the manuscripts of Theophylact used in
ECM Mark present the scriptural text of Mark 16.1–8 as a single unit, ending with
ἐwοβοῦντο γάρ.23 The conclusion of the biblical lemma at Mark 16.8 followed by a scho-
lium derived from Theophylact shows that the C126.5 catena in GA 304 is based on a com-
mentary tradition in which the Longer Ending was present. Despite being the sole
surviving source for the two catenae which it contains, the gaps observed above indicate
that GA 304 is not the autograph of its commentary in either gospel, although its twelfth-
century hand suggests that this revision of Theophylact was made within a century of the
archbishop’s original composition. Instead, the presentation of this manuscript suggests
that the final pages of Mark were missing from its immediate exemplar or the copyist
was prevented from completing their work for some other reason. Notwithstanding the
current state of its text, GA 304 should no longer be cited in editions as a witness to
the Short Ending of this gospel.

In applying this conclusion to ECM Mark, the question arises as to why GA 304 was
included in this edition in the first place. The Text und Textwert analysis used to select
Greek manuscripts for this edition indicates that GA 304 agrees with the majority reading
in 177 of the 192 test passages.24 This gives a percentage of 92.2%, several points above the
cut-off of a maximum 90% agreement for inclusion in the Editio Critica Maior. Indeed, the
only agreements with the Nestle-Aland editorial text against the majority reading occur
in the last seven test passages, comprising the Longer Ending. If these are treated as lacu-
nose rather than omitted, the majority agreement rises to 95.7%, which is the overall
figure given at the beginning of Text und Textwert.25 This suggests that, between the col-
lection of the data and the production of the summary tables, the compilers decided that
GA 304 was lacunose at the end of Mark. According to the online CBGM, based on 5,321
variation units in ECM Mark, GA 304 has an agreement of 97.8% with the majority
text.26 Its gospel text is thus strongly in the Byzantine tradition, yet although GA 304 is
listed in the edition among the Codices Byzantini, it is not one of the ‘seven nearly pure
Byzantine manuscripts’ selected to represent this text form and its inclusion is not

22 Despite Migne’s claim that Mark 16.14 is missing from Theophylact’s biblical text and exegesis (PG 123: 679
note (a)), it is present as the final verse of the lemma in the Theophylact manuscripts selected for ECM Mark (see
the following note), and was probably omitted from Migne’s source through eyeskip between the two instances of
ἐπίστευσαν.

23 These are GA 154, 427, 719, 728, 732, 733, 740, 855, 863, 949, 1029, 1302, 1337, 1506, 2106, 2148, 2206, 2738;
the relevant page in GA 590 is missing, but its resumption with the lemma for Mark 16.9 implies that it followed
the same division. An oversight in GA 740 has led to the combination of this lemma with the previous one (Mark
15.42–7), followed by both portions of commentary. Of these nineteen witnesses, the only one to have the extra
scholium in Venice 26 (GA 888; PG 123: 677D; see Monier, ‘GA 304’, 104) is GA 1337.

24 Kurt Aland, Barbara Aland et al., ed., Text und Textwert der griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments. IV.1
Das Markusevangelium Band 1.1. (ANTF 26; Berlin & New York: De Gruyter, 1998), 174. Some of the data is also avail-
able online at http://intf.uni-muenster.de/TT_PP/ TT_Clusters.html.

25 The website in the previous footnote specifies 95.7%; in the printed volume itself GA 304 is listed among the
witnesses agreeing 96% with the Byzantine text (Aland and Aland, Text und Textwert, 28).

26 Figures from https://ntg.uni-muenster.de/mark/ph35/comparison#ms1=304&ms2=MT (June 2022).
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discussed in the volumes of supplementary material or studies.27 It is only a short note in
the Introduction which indicates that GA 304 was included because it ‘attests to the short
ending of Mark with 01 and 03’.28 Thanks to its presence in this comprehensive edition
and associated tools, however, the Byzantine affiliation of this witness’s text throughout
Mark is confirmed, serving to reinforce the improbability that it preserves an ancient
form of the ending. What is more, even though GA 304 does not meet the normal criteria
for inclusion, its appearance in ECM Mark enables the identification of several variant
readings in its biblical text whose attestation is almost entirely restricted to
Theophylact manuscripts, further underlining its connection to this tradition.29

4. Conclusion

The result of this investigation is to discount both GA 239 and 304 as evidence for the
preservation of the Short Ending of Mark in Greek manuscripts of the eleventh or twelfth
century. This matches the earlier trajectory of GA 2386, an eleventh-century gospel book
whose text of Mark breaks off at the end of a page after ἐwοβοῦντο γάρ. This was cited in
support of the Short Ending in the first two editions of the United Bible Societies’ Greek
New Testament, before being removed following the observation that the lectionary indi-
cation on the final line indicated that this was not the end of the gospel: the last page
of Mark was likely to have been excised when the evangelist portrait at the beginning
of Luke was cut out of the manuscript, and the stub is visible on the microfilm images.30

In sum, there are no known Greek minuscule manuscripts which only preserve the Short
Ending of Mark. While the tenacity of the early textual variation at this point continues to
be visible in such documents in the form of marginal asterisks, other scribal annotations,
and comments from early Christian authors in catenae, claims that this ancient reading is
attested by a Byzantine manuscript cannot be sustained unless they are supported by
detailed investigation of the witness’s codicology, scribal practice, and textual tradition.
The present study does not challenge the scholarly consensus on the earliest attainable
form of the ending of Mark, but it does demonstrate the imperative to take full account
of the context and nature of documents in which an unexpected reading appears before
adducing them as evidence for an early form of text.
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27 See ECM Mark 2: 9.
28 ECM Mark 1: 12* (also 2*).
29 These include the omission of καὶ ἔλεγεν αὐτοῖς from 7.9, παραθῶσιν καὶ παρέθηκεν in 8.6, the word order

ἐγένετο ὀψέ in 11.19, the omission of τότε from 13.27, the word order ὁ Πιλᾶτος αὐτόν in 15.2 and τὸ ἱκανὸν τῷ
ὄχλῳ ποιῆσαι in 15.15, and the omission of μετὰ τῶν γραμματέων from 15.31 and ἀκούσαντες from 15.35.

30 See Kurt Aland, ‘Bemerkungen zum Schluß des Markusevangeliums’, Neotestamentica et Semitica. Studies in
Honour of Matthew Black (ed. E. E. Ellis and M. Wilcox; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1969), 157–80, at 159–60.
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