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ABSTRACT

Bengt Alexanderson: Problems in the New Testament: Old Manuscripts
and Papyri, the New Coherence-Based Genealogical Method (CBGM)
and the Editio Critica Maior (ECM). Goteborg: The Royal Society
of Arts and Sciences in Gothenburg. 2014. 146 pp. (Acta Regiae
Societatis Scientiarum et Litterarum Gothoburgensis. Humaniora. 48.)
ISBN 978-91-980420-5-4. ISSN 0072-4823.

Chapter 1 discusses readings found in the four oldest documents of the
Gospel of John: P66, P75, codex Sinaiticus and codex Vaticanus. The
conclusion is that even these old documents have been rather heavily
interfered with.

Chapter 2 deals with the way a prominent specialist looks upon early
papyri containing text of the New Testament. The conclusion is that the
texts of these papyri are far from being as firmly established as they are
thought to be.

Chapter 3 is a fairly thorough discussion of the Coherence-Based Genea-
logical Method (CBGM) which has been fundamental to establishing
the text of the Editio Critica Maior of the New Testament.The method is
found to be of no or little value. This is serious, considering the fact that
this very ambitious new edition will in all probability have an impact
on future work on the New Testament and generally on editing classical
and medieval texts.

Chapter 4 is a critical review of the Editio Critica Maior, trying to bring
to the fore both strengths and weaknesses.
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Introduction

How can we arrive at the best text of the New Testament? Asking that
question and trying to do something about it is like enjoining upon one-
self a tall order indeed, but at the same time we should not be ashamed
of doing our part, however small, considering the fact that the text is the
most important in the history of Western culture.

We all know that the tradition is extraordinarily rich and thus dif-
ficult, not to say impossible, to grasp. Anyhow, it is of course necessary
to have an idea about the oldest witnesses. The oldest papyri are briefly
treated in chapters 1 and 2 and the oldest manuscripts in chapter 1. Since
one can prove almost anything by picking an example here and another
there, I think that a fairly thorough study of a longer text like the Gospel
of John (chapter 1) may give us a better idea of what is original and what
is not. Concerning the papyri, I have been following in the footsteps of
a most distinguished scholar whose views on these documents must be
taken into account (chapter 2), since I think that they are essential for
the Editio Critica Maior (ECM). I have concluded that the texts are more
interrelated and the ground more slippery than she did.

Chapter 3 concerns the Coherence-Based Genealogical Method
(CBGM), which underlies the second edition of the Editio Critica Maior
(ECM), published by the Institute for New Testament Textual Research
at Miinster and presenting so far the Catholic Letters. For the same gen-
eral reason as mentioned above it is worthy of a lengthy study that goes
into much detail, but there are other reasons as well: One has already
been mentioned, the simple fact that the New Testament is the most
important text of Western culture; another that the method is highly am-
bitious and promises much; another that its impact on editing texts will
in all probability be strong. The last consideration makes me think that
there is periculum in mora. Generally speaking, I find the method of
little or no value. One reason is that it is footed on a faulty use of statis-
tics, giving the same weight to accidental changes as to deliberate ones,
another that the ideas of how one reading develops into another are of-
ten highly improbable, a third that the method consistently undervalues
interpolation.

Chapter 4 is a critical examination of the Editio Critica Maior (ECM),
attempting to show both its strengths and its weaknesses. The strong
points are the choice of witnesses to the Greek text among what looks
like overwhelmingly many, the both thorough and clear presentation of
what they offer and, most important, the good text it presents. It is in
fact astonishing that using a poor method, the result is as good as it is,
the reason being that ‘reasoned eclecticism’ is after all not abandoned.



Perhaps we should not speak about weaknesses but rather about what
remains to be done. Concerning the Church Fathers and traditions other
than the Greek one, there is much to do, but this means an enormous
amount of work, and we cannot ask for this now or in a near future.

Generally speaking, I think that in the work that underlies the edi-
tion and which is essential for it, there is a strong wish to find stability:
The oldest papyri are on the whole reliable; there is a reliable method.
To me this is wishful thinking: The oldest witnesses are unreliable, the
method is faulty. We are on a slippery ground indeed. Our knowledge of
the Greek language is unsatisfactory; so is our knowledge of the life and
traditions of early Christian congregations; we do not know much about
copying in antiquity and in the Middle Ages. What we have is unatisfac-
tory knowledge and a highly fallible judgement. This is of course no
reason for despondency. We should try to enhance our knowledge and
make the best use of what we have.



Chapter 1. The Gospel of John and the Venerable Four:
P66, P75, S, B!

The four documents

No doubt, the four witnesses P66, P75, S (codex Sinaiticus, 01) and B
(codex Vaticanus, 03) are extremely important. The two papyri are the
most ancient documents to have preserved a large part of a Gospel, and
the two manuscripts are the only ones to be ascribed to the 4th century,
except some manuscripts which do not comprise more than small frag-
ments.

The text is well preserved in these ancient documents: almost com-
pletely in P662, in P75 up to 15:8, which is where this study stops. I fol-
low the apparatus of Nestle-Aland (NA), except when The Greek New
Testament (GNT) gives more information.

Some general reflexions

It is common knowledge that the tradition of the New Testament is very
complicated, not to say inextricable. There is no hope that we could ar-
rive at some kind of an original text of John. We must suppose that tales
about the life, acts and words of Jesus were soon transmitted to writing
in an environment where the written word had a long history. But we
could imagine that a first outline had been drawn and elaborated step
by step until arriving at a text well established and accepted in wide
circles. If so, where is the original? And what if one text was accepted
in Alexandria and another in Antiochia? It is an important idea of the
Editio Critica Maior® that all preserved documents go back to an ‘initial’
text. I consider that a wise decision, but not uncomplicated.

Let us take 1:49 oV &l 6 vidog 10D Be0d P66¢ P75 S B 60 &l dAn06C
0 v10g Tod Beod P66* as an example. Most of us would think that the
author, whoever he was, wrote without dAnfdc but that someone,
whoever he was, added that word to strengthen the profession of faith.
Now all documents which do not have the addition may go back to a

1 This chapter was published in an earlier version as L’Evangile de S. Jean dans les « quatre
grands » : une comparaison entre les lecons de Jean 1-15, 8 dans P66, P75, S et B. http//hdl.
handle.net/2077/32601. I have been much helped by Metzger. The task of Metzger was to
explain why the Editorial Committee of the GNT had chosen a special variant, not to proclaim
his own opinion. I quite often disagree with the decision of the Committee, but that is not a
criticism of Metzger.

2 In quotations from chapters 1-14, P66 means the text taken from P66 (1956), sometimes com-
mented on after a comparison with P66 (1962). The readings in 15:4 and 15:8 (p. 41) are taken
from P66 (1962).

3 T use the 2nd revised edition, ECM2.
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document X without it and all documents with the addition may go back
to a document Y with it. But that does not mean that Y goes back to X;
in fact both X and Y may go back to an earlier stage of the text, Z, which
in this place is kept in X but changed in Y. The history of another read-
ing may be different. I think that we have a tradition of readings which
in many places can be made clear. The whole texts are interwoven to
an extent that makes it difficult to speak about an original or initial zext.

It all boils down to initial readings, and I do not think that we can get
behind that. The initial, hereafter also called original reading, is the one
that explains the other or the others. Whether it is also the reading of the
author we do not know, but it is well known that there is not much need
of conjectures for establishing the text of the New Testament; the tradi-
tion mostly offers a text which gives a good sense. When speaking about
an original or initial reading, I am of course only expressing an opinion.

Problem

The problem can be stated as follows: comparing these four very old
witnesses, can we show that the text has already been changed inten-
tionally, and if so, how and why? It boils down to the question: Which
reading explains the others? I shall try to discuss all the passages which
seem to say something about this problem, or which, although they have
different readings, cannot tell us anything about intentional changes.
This way may seem verbose and redundant, but by selecting passages
here and there you can prove anything or almost anything. Of course my
selection is personal, and I can only hope that it is not too arbitrary. I
shall try to state which reading ought to be considered initial and able to
explain the others; the next step is to attribute variations from that read-
ing to some category of errors. Often no evaluation is possible and the
passage will be left without a conclusion about what is initial or original.

Changes generally

We find in the documents changes, omissions and additions.* They are
made intentionally or unintentionally. It used to be a common opinion
that the shorter text is more original and that additions are the sign of
influences brought in later.” However, there are statistical studies® which

4 In what follows, omission simply means that one reading is shorter than another, addition that
it is longer, whereas change means some other kind of variation. Thus, an omission can be a
more original reading where nothing is lost, an addition may mean a more initial text where
nothing is added.

The old and dear lectio brevior potior, so often correct!

6  Cf. for instance Royse, especially chap. 10. The Shorter Reading?

W
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indicate that there are more omissions than additions in the Gospels,
and that should teach us to be generally rather cautious about the lectio
brevior, but as to the special case, we must judge it as independent of
other cases. Statistics are here not much use. Generally speaking, I as-
sume that an omission may occur unintentionally, whereas there is often,
but not always, some thought behind an addition. In fact an addition of
aidviog after (on may appear almost automatically, cf. below under Un-
intentional changes. To arrive at an original or initial reading, we must
ask the question why a change, an omission or an addition was made.
We must be aware that a distinction between intentional and uninten-
tional is crucial but often impossible.

An opinion expressed by Hort has often been repeated, almost ad
nauseam’: “Knowledge of documents should precede final judgement
upon readings.” This is more often said than it is true. We want to arrive
at an original text, and when there is a variation, there is only one way to
choose: If possible, we must try to find how and why one or more among
these readings have been elaborated or influenced and which reading
explains the other or the others. The reading that explains is original. It
may be found in an old and venerable document or in one that is gener-
ally of less importance. Add to ‘explains’ also ‘strikes’; what is striking
does not appear by chance, it is original. The ‘knowledge of documents’
cannot have the last word. The ‘final judgement’ rests with the person
who gives his opinion on the text. Let us hope that the person in ques-
tion is well aware of the fact that our knowledge is insufficient and our
judgement always frail and never sure.

Intentional variations

Intentional variations are made for different reasons: The scribe or read-
er may be influenced by another passage of the same or another Gospel,
he might have wished to improve the text, making it grammatically cor-
rect or easier to understand; he might have wished to adjust the text to a
theological conception; he might have consulted other exemplars.

It is reasonable to think that adding a word or substituing one for
another is always made intentionally, but I think it is quite possible that
the scribe adds éytwov if he finds the word nvedpo, that he adds Oeod if
he finds vidg, that he adds or omits the article without thinking about it
or that he changes the order of words. Some of these alterations could
be caused by an opinion about correct theology, but since it is often
hard to know whether they are intentional or unintentional, they must

7 The New Testament in the Original Greek (1881-82), Introduction, p. 31.
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often be disregarded.® An omission is intentional or unintentional, but
we do not know which is which; an addition/insertion or a change is
either intentional or unintentional, but is at least possible to explain. Try-
ing to state whether a text has been subject to influences, explanations,
‘improvements’, we are more helped by additions and changes than by
omissions. It is necessary to disregard everything which is or could be
unintentional.

A correction in the original text made after another tradition can only
be verified if the text is changed by the same hand, which is often the
case in P66, or if there is a conflation of readings, as in 2:13, see below.
It is certainly possible that a change is nothing but a correction of a mis-
take which the scribe has become aware of afterwards. Accordingly, I
do not register corrections if they are not confirmed by another tradition
found in the other witnesses which are dealt with here (which is more
often the case), or in another strong tradition (rarely).

Of course many of the omissions are made by mistake, probably
most of them. But there are also intentional omissions: A copyist or a
reader may think that a word, maybe even a whole phrase, is superfluous
and omits it on purpose. He may also find that a passage is contrary to
his theological ideas and suppress it. If you are an adoptionist and think
that Jesus is only man, y1log dvOpwmog, you would like to suppress the
words vio¢ Bgod after ITnood Xpiotod in Mark 1:10.°

The changes which I regard as intentional or explicable are as fol-
lows:

influence from a passage nearby or from the context
influence from a passage further away in the same Gospel
influence from another Gospel

text influenced by two traditions

‘theological’ change

clarifying or supplementary insertion or change

stylistic or grammatical ‘improvement’

It goes without saying that it is difficult, maybe impossible, to distin-
guish between several of the types, especially between influence from
another Gospel and ‘theological’ change. See below about customary
Christian language.

8 I think that Ehrman in his important book sometimes pays too much attention to variations
which may well be unintentional, see below p. 35 about 10:33.
9  Cf. Ehrman, p. 72-75.
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‘Theological’ changes

I am not at all sure that it is possible to distinguish between an influ-
ence from customary Christian language and a ‘theological’ change. By
customary I mean a variation between for instance mvedpo and dyiov
nvedua, totp and 0g6g, cwtp and ‘Incodc. Such a variation may occur
everywhere. It has not much if anything to say about our problem and
should not be taken into consideration. On the other hand, ‘theological’
change is certainly intentional. If an opinion of Hort’s is not totally false
but rather makes us think, see above, another has been proved wrong'’:
“It will not be out of place to add here a distinct expression of our belief
that even among the numerous unquestionably spurious readings of the
New Testament there are no signs of deliberate falsification of the text
for dogmatic purposes.” Ehrman!! has made important studies which
show that in the first Christian times, heresies, as they were called af-
terwards, have influenced the text of the New Testament. If, in some
places, I raise objections to Ehrman, that is because another explanation
is possible. Such an explanation could be founded on paleography, or
it may be possible that for instance someone has added Christ to Jesus
almost automatically; that would not mean that he wanted to confirm
with the orthodox that Jesus is also the divine Christ, against heretics
who had other ideas about the nature of the Son.

Unintentional changes

I find it necessary that we pay no attention to all those variants which
may be produced unintentionally:

Variations between synonyms or near-synonyms like 0ed¢ and
KOp1o¢, Liog and waic. It is possible that such words are chosen for subtle
theological reasons, but they may also be unintentional deviation from
the original. We should, however, except cases in which there is a vari-
ant that lacks the word. In such a passage, the reading without that word
is probably the ancient one.

Variations in the word order. They are very common, but attention
should be paid to cases where words are added.'? A scribe, writing down

10 The New Testament in the Original Greek (1881-82), Introduction, p. 282.

11 Ehrman has predecessors who have treated more specialized problems, e.g. Epp. See also
Royse, p. 738, for “a few examples in connection with P72 of scribal change for (as it seems)
theological reasons.”

12 Transposition of words is a very common variation in the material used by Royse. Just an
example from our texts: In Jn 21:1 épavépwogv £avtov ndhy 6 Incodg, mdh is placed as the
first, the second or the third of the first three words, also as the fifth word after 6 'Incodg, or is
omitted. In Basil the Great’s (Basile de Césarée) Adversus Eunomium transposition of words is
extremely common in the manuscripts.
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a text which he has established out of scriptio continua and repeated to
himself, or which he had heard dictated, may have changed the word
order without noticing it or without caring very much about the exact
word order.

Nothing or almost nothing is more common than unintentional faults
caused by homoeoteleuton. '

Variations with or without pronouns like a0t@® or avtdév where it is
difficult to see any difference between readings with or without those
words. If the words are placed in different positions or omitted in some
documents, they should probably not be there.

Omission or addition of small words like particles and articles. Even
negations sometimes fall out.'*

Omission or addition of other words of no great importance. Exam-
ples are 1:21 and 1:35 where the witnesses read or do not read mdAwv.
The variant without wédAtv may be older, méAwv being introduced later
because it is clear from the context that something happens again, in this
case that someone speaks again. It is also possible that the copyist has
skipped the word by sheer negligence or found it redundant. Another ex-
ample is 1:26 where Aéywv occurs or does not occur before a direct quo-
tation, likewise 1:49 with or without kai einev. Without thinking about
it, someone may have added oV in 1:21, also in 1:22.

Also passages where only one of these four has a reading with no or
little support in other traditions do not say very much, since such a read-
ing may be a singular and unintentional fault. However, if such a variant
is supported by the context, more attention should be paid to it. There
is little interest in readings like xeipevat in 2:6, missing in S but not in
the other three, or énébnkev in 9:6 which only in B replaces énéypioev.
More important is 3:34 6idwot without 10 mvedpa in B*, because the
context gives a certain support to this variant.

There is a good explanation for these commonplace variations: One
sees what one expects to see and one does not see what one does not
expect to see. If there is no doubt that the subject is 0g6g or kbpiog, the
word may be omitted even if it is in the exemplar. The text may very
well have an avt@® or an avtov which are not absolutely necessary, and
the copyist does not observe it. On the other hand, if the scribe expects
0g6¢ or avtov, he may very well put it into the text, even if it is not in
the exemplar.

13 Dain, p. 48, counts omissions caused by homoeoteleuton as one of the two most common er-
rors, the other being the loss of small words. Many of the omissions noted by Royse are caused
by homoeoteleuta (leaps).

14 Cf.n. 13 for the loss of small words.
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We have already, cf. above Intentional variations, mentioned the
case where an addition may be made unintentionally, like &yiov added
to mvedpa.

It is hardly possible to make a list of all the commonplace variations
which may occur unintentionally. The list below does not present all the
cases, and in what follows I shall take up and dismiss some passages
of another type, if it is evident that they are of no importance to our
problem. The list is certainly of a personal character and incomplete,
but I hope it will have something to say about the method used in this
study. It presents what is in my opinion the most frequent cases of
unintentional variations, caused by human negligence. Concerning the
passages to follow, I have tried to indicate if possible, but only if it is
possible, what kind of change we have before us, but often a variant can
be explained in more than one way. The list is as follows:

omission or addition of the definite article or of a particle

omission or addition of some word of small importance™

variation occasioned by customary Christian language of the type
watnp/0edg, comp/Incodg, nvedua/dylov mvedua, vidg/vidg BeoD,
dmekpiOn/dmekpiOn xod simev'e

variation of the type imov/Aéyovoty, (ioev{foetan

grammatical variation of the type napadmomv/pérlel Tapaddovar,
véypomtal/yeypapupuévoy Eotiv

omission or addition of §t1 before direct discourse

singular variant or fault in one of the four

variants caused by homoeoteleuton

diverging word order, especially if there are no other changes.

Is one witness better than another?

If the evolution of variants can help us to explain a difficult passage,
it is evident that the age of the witness says nothing in the particular
case. We could at most say that if a witness is old, there are probably
fewer links between it and the initial text, but that does not take us very
far. Our four witnesses are the oldest existent, but they are far from
infallible. In Hebr. 2:9, the reading ywpig 0eod instead of ydpitt Beod is

15 For instance omission or addition of avt®v and other forms of this pronoun where not clearly
necessary.

16 In my original article, there was an unfortunate distinction between a vague and general influ-
ence from Christian language and changes of a more ‘automatic’ type like motip/0edg, Tvedpo/
dylov mvedpo. I do not think now that such a distinction can be maintained.
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original according to Ehrman'’, and I for one agree. Of the manuscripts
which present yopic Beod none is earlier than the 10th or 11th century
(0243, 424, 1739). In this case, it is important that Origen and Fathers
of the Church quote the initial text, but what if there is no such witness?
In fact, the list of Fathers who know the reading ydpttt Oeod is very
impressive; already Origen knew this less original variant, and with him
Greek Fathers like Athanasius and Didymus the Blind.

Also the general quality of the text, it may be good, it may be bad,
has nothing to say about the particular passage. The texts of our wit-
nesses are generally good, there is nothing else to say.

The wide dispersion of a reading tells us that this reading is either ini-
tial or that it became very popular. The interesting thing is to understand
why it was popular, that is to say: to explain.'®

An old translation can start from an exemplar that contains many
false readings, a more recent one from a much better.

All this does not mean that the study of the tradition of the text of
the New Testament is of no interest. On the contrary, the development
of this text and the reasons to be found for the alterations which occur in
the course of time are certainly worthy of the strictest attention. The text
has been changed unintentionally, that is by negligence of the scribes,
but also by intentional interference from scribes or readers. In this latter
case, parallels and influences from theological thinking are of special
importance.

Very often, too often, the context gives us no clear answer, and in such
cases we must accept that we do not know how to edit the text. Keeping
to the oldest witnesses or to a reading which is well documented in
Greek and in other traditions is practical and often absolutely necessary,
but it is always a last resort.

Scribes and readers

There are careful and less careful scribes. Probably most professional
scribes just copied what they had before them. But what they had before
them could be rather different from time to time. The text was important,
and someone wanted it copied exactly as it was, whereas someone else
was more inclined to make changes. He might have been concerned
about passages in other Gospels which may be more to the point or re-
gard the grammar as faulty and unworthy of its purpose or found that the

17 P. 146 ff.

18 An example: In Lk 22:17-20 a solid majority of manuscripts have a long text which together
with the bread speaks about wine or cup. Ehrman, pp. 197-209, and others have, in my opinion
rightly, preferred the shorter text. The addition is easily explained.
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text was not in accord with his idea about true Christian doctrine. This
someone could be the scribe, but more probably a reader. It is also pos-
sible that the reader did not regard the text as very sacred. It goes without
saying that to the first Christians, the sacred text was the Old Testament.
It is clear that to Justin Martyr, the prophets are inspired by God, they
are Oedmvevorotl, whereas the Gospels, mostly called drmopvnuovedpoza,
are more like reports, stating that the prophetic, inspired message has
come true. Their purpose is practical and down to earth. I do not think
that Justin ever says that they are inspired by God.

Conclusion

We must disregard everything which is or may be unintentional. In order
to establish whether a text has been subject to influences, clarifying or
‘improvements’, we start from changes, additions being more impor-
tant than omissions. Since our knowledge of the evolution of the text
is scarce, it is only for practical reasons that I speak about an original
or initial text, which is the starting-point of the tradition we know and
behind which we cannot get. This way of handling the text, which I am
very far from calling a method, has the consequence that so-called inner
criteria become more important, or even remain as the sole survivors on
the battlefield. This means that we must rely on our modest knowledge
and on our feeble judgement. Let us accept this position with humility."

Passages of interest in the Gospel of John

It is necessary not only to consider the passages which are illuminating,
but also to explain, if possible, why others in fact say nothing, although
they may at first sight seem to be of some importance. Please observe
that in P66 the corrections (P66¢) are made by the same hand that wrote
the original text (P66*). The corrections in the other witnesses are usu-
ally made by other hands and are left aside. If it is said that a text is
influenced, that does not mean that the copyist himself has consulted
another copy; it is more probable that he had before him a text which
had already been subject to changes. I would also like to underline once
more that we must try to find all the passages of some importance; it is
not difficult to pick a few cases and draw conclusions from them. The
inevitable consequence is that quite a number of passages are taken up

19 Cf. Metzger, p. 191: “the majority of the Committee was impressed by the age, range and
diversity of evidence.” This means that the reading was highly valued, not that it was true.
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just to be dismissed and that many passages are left without a conclusion
about what is initial or original.

1:4 (1) (\ Lwn) 7v P66 P75 B éotv S. The reading of S could be second-
ary; the present tense is a way to emphasize that the life is here now. We
cannot say whether the first fjv of the verse supports the second, because
a certain irregularity would speak in favour of the present éotwv. Also,
the variant is quite commonplace and says nothing.

1:4 (2) (koi 1y Lom fv) 10 9dC TdV AvOpdmav P66 P75 S 10 g B*. It is
very possible that B* has the initial reading, but the omission could also
be a singular error. The prologue of the Gospel is about the divinity of
the Word and its position with God. The relationship between Word and
man does not enter until v. 9, the Word coming into the world, épydpevov
eig tov koopov. Christ as the light of the world (tob xdcpov) or the
light coming to the world is found several times in John, t0 @&®¢ T®V
avOpomwv never again. The longer text is perhaps influenced by @dg
oD koopov of other passages in the Gospel, but that is far from certain.

1:13 ovde €k (éx om. S*) BeAnuotog avopog P66 P75 S om. B*. The
omission is probably due to a homoeoteleuton (capkog/avdpog) and is
if no relevance.

1:15 obtog fv dv gimov (6 dmicw pov &pydpevoc) P66 P75 odtog v 6
gindv B* ovtog fiv S*. The reading of B* is both commonplace and
absurd. The reading of S* is in itself good, but could also be a singular
erTor.

1:18 povoyevig 0gog P66 S* B 0 povoyevrg Beog P75. Another reading,
0 povoyevng viog is well attested, especially in the versions and in the
Fathers of the Church. Our four witnesses all have the same, or almost
the same reading, omission or addition of an article being of no conse-
quence. So the discussion is about 0g0g or viog. If viog is the good vari-
ant, our four witnesses have been influenced. Ehrman® is sure that viog is
original and that 6g0¢ is an orthodox change, made in order to make Jesus
possess the full divinity. I am not sure that he is right. It is important
to him that povoyevig means ‘unique’, and Jesus cannot be the unique
and only God, because there is of course also the Father. I think that the
meaning of povoyevr|g Beog could well be what the words say, ‘only born

20 Ehrman, pp. 78-82, 265-266.
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God’ or ‘only born as God’, there being no one in that position but the
Son. We must dismiss the passage, since povoyevr|g 6g0g could very well
be correct, and nothing has happened to our four witnesses.

1:19 (61e dnéoteirav) mpog avtov (oi Tovdaiot & Tepocorbumv lepeig
kai Aevitog tva épamomoty avtov) B mpog adtov om. P66* P75 S. In
P66, there is a sign after Agvitag, but it is not possible to see what it
means. It could be an addition, but if so, it is not preserved, because
the margin does not exist any more. It is thus not at all impossible that
a corrector has read mpog avtov after Agvitag. The words can be an ex-
plicative addition, but they may also have been skipped as superfluous.

1:20 (xoi @pordynoev Koi odk NPvNoaTto,) Kol ouoidyncev (8t £yom
oVK gl 0 xplotdg) P66 P75 B kai dpordynoev? om. S. The reading of S
can be a singular fault, but in my opinion, the long variant is a clarifying
insertion in the other witnesses and the initial reading is that of S. After
npviooto, someone has inserted Koi mporoynoeyv, because there was a
need to make the context clearer: A phrase like “he did not deny that he
was not there” is a bit difficult: Was he there, or was he not??'

1:25 kol épdnoev avtov P66 P75 B om. S. The passage does not say
anything. The three witnesses were perhaps influenced by v. 19, but it is
also possible that S has a singular fault.

1:27 6&o0¢ S B ikavog P66 P75. The papyri are influenced by the parallel
passages of the other Gospels, which all have ixavdc.

1:33. I cannot see in the fac-simile that after correction, P75 has the ad-
dition kai wopi after &v mvedpott ayim, as NA indicates. It seems that all
our four documents have the same reading without kai wopi.

1:34 (uepaptopnka &1L 00Tog £67T1) O VIOG TOD B0 P66 P75 B 6 éxhextodg
tod Beod S*. Nothing is clear. There are quite evident additions in some
versions: 0 €kAeKTOg VIOG ToD Oeod in Latin and Syriac translations, 0
HOVOYEVTG VIOG TOV OgoD, after v. 14 and v. 18, in the Coptic version.
Ehrman?? thinks that éxAektoc is the initial reading, altered by someone
who found the word too adoptionist. Cf. p. 52 on the same passage.

21 Cf. Galen, De captionibus IV mépmtn (sc. aueiBorio) 8¢ mapd OV Theovaoudv, Gomep M
OO AN yOPELCEY AT pUf) TAETV - TO Yap ‘U’ TPOCKEILEVOV AUpidoEoV oLl TO Tdv, gite
TO TAELV AnMyOpevoey €lte TO W) TAEV.

22 P.69f.
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1:36 1de 0 auvoc tod Beod P66¢ P75 S B 1de 0 duvoc tod Bgod 6 aipov
v auaptiav Tod kocuov P66*. In P66 there is an influence from v. 29,
also attested in other traditions.

1:39 &pyeabe kol Oyeabe P66 P75 B £pyecle kai idete S. S probably has
a grammatical or stylistic correction after the imperative &pyecbe.

1:49 (1) dmexpin avt®d Natavoni P66 P75 B damekpifn avtd Natavoni
kai einev S. S seems to be influenced by customary Christian language.

1:49 (2) oV &1 6 vidg Tod 0god P66¢ P75 S B oV &l dAn0dg 6 vidg Tod
0god P66*. dAn0O@g is cancelled by the scribe of P66, who evidently had
access to two traditions. The word is found also in 1241 (12th c.). It is
of some interest that the same reading is found in two witnesses, the
distance between them being towards 1,000 years. Ehrman® thinks that
@An0dg is an addition made in order to emphasize that Jesus is really the
Christ, the son of God, against the so-called ‘separatists’, who stressed
the difference between Jesus man and Jesus God. That could very well
be true, but it is also possible that aAn0@g is just a clarifying addition.

2:3 (1) Dcrspncavrog otvov P66 P75 B oivov odk giyov &1t cuvetedécOn
6 otvoc Tod yapov- eita S*. A supplementary reading is introduced into
the text of S*.

2:3 (2) oivov odk &yovotv P66 P75 B oivoc ovk Eottv S*. A passage of
no interest.

2:11 Todtnv €noinoev apynv (tdv onueiov) P66¢c P75 B tadhtnv
TpOTNV apynv Emoincev P66*, tavtmy dpynv €moincev, add. mponyv
post l'oAthaiog (in eo quod sequitur) S*. apmtnyv is evidently a clarify-
ing or supplementary addition, and it is clear that both P66 and S have
been influenced by two traditions; P66 has cancelled the word, S* has
placed it in the wrong position. There is some interest in the fact that
1241 has a reading without Tpdtnv, that is to say one which is probably
more original than that of P66, cf. above the remark on 1:49 (2).

2:13 (1) Kou gyyvg v 10 mdoyo P75 B kai &yyvg 8& fv 10 mdoyo P66*
8yy0c 8& fv 10 maoya S. P66*, adding one particle to another, may have
conflated two traditions, but the other witnesses may have dropped one
of them.

23 P. 160.
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2:13 (2) (avéPn) gic Teposodrvpa 6 Incodg S B 6 Incoig gig Tepocdivpa,
P66 P75. A third tradition, that of the family f'*, omits 6 Incodg. In such
cases, it is very probable that the subject has been added afterwards.
However, such cases say little or nothing.

2:15 (momooag) epoayédlov S B ac gpayélhov P66 P75. The papyri
have a commonplace, you may say pedantic, addition: the tool is not a
real whip, it is something like a whip.

3:5 (1) eioelbEly gig (v Pactreiov Tod Beod) P66 P75 B ideiv S*. S is
influenced by v. 3.

3:5 (2) (o0 dOvoton eiceldelv gig Vv Paciieiav) Tod Beod P66 P75 B
v ovpavdv S*. Matthew is the only evangelist to write factieio TdV
ovpav®dv, whereas Pactieio Tod Oeod is well represented in all the Gos-
pels and in Paul. Shortly before, v. 3, there is v Paciieiav tod Beod.
TV ovpav@dv could be a variatio sermonis, but that does not seem very
necessary after two verses. We probably have an influence from another
Gospel.

3:8 &k tod mvevpatog P66 P75 B €k tod Bdatog kai £k Tod mvebpatog S.
S is influenced by v. 5.

3:19 fydancav oi dvOpwmor udilov 1o oxkdtog (] 10 edc) P75 B
Nyéancov pdrlov ot dvBpwmol 10 ckdtog P66 oi dvOpwmol Nydancov
10 oxotog piddov S. If we disregard the words which are ‘mobile’, only
Nydmnoav 1o okotog is left, and a shorter reading without them could
well be initial. There is need of a subject, and ot &vOpwmot is supplied,
because the context speaks only about kocpoc; before the comparison
7] 10 ed¢c, one would like to have paAiov, although a comparison could
very well be made without that word if the verb expresses a wish, like
nydmnoav. But who dares propose a reading which has no support in the
documents? The initial reading remains uncertain.

3:20 (iva un éreyyOii) ta Epya avtod S B 1 £pyo adtod &tL movnpd
gotv P66 avtod o Epyo P75. P66 is influenced by v. 19 v yap adtdv
movnpa ta Epya. Even in other passages, movnpd is often added to €pya,
but here the variant of P66 probably derives from the nearby verse.

3:31 (6 €k 0D 00pavOD) EpYOUEVOC EMAV® TTAVTOVY £6TIV P66 B €pydpevog
(without Eémdve Tavtov éotiv) P75 S*. éndve mavtov éotiv is probably
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an insertion that comes from the beginning of the verse where the words
are found. We could say that the longer text alludes to the beginning
of the verse and want to keep them, but in fact the extra words rather
confuse the context. Without them, there is a point; we attach ék toD
ovpavod directly to what follows and thus there is a parallel between the
one who is from the earth and speaks earthly things, and the one who
comes from heaven and bears witness to what he has seen and heard.
Thus, P66 and B have been influenced by a nearby passage.

3:34 (00 yap ék pétpov) didmwotv 10 Tvedpa P66 P75 S didwot (without
70 tvedpo) B*. No doubt the reading of B* could be a singular fault, but
since it is well suited to the context, it seems acceptable to me. It is not
a question about 10 mvedpa but of the one who comes from heaven, to
whom the Father does not give partially (ék pétpov) but everything (v.
35: mévta). The addition of 16 mvedua is a case of customary Christian
language, maybe with a shade of theological thinking.

4:9 oV yap ocvyypdvral Tovdaiol Zapoapitaig P66 P75 B om. S*. The ad-
dition looks like a clarifying insertion. Why should anyone have omitted
this phrase, which is not without interest? Metzger is of the opinion that
such explanations are characteristic of the Gospel of John, but I am not
sure that he is right. We find in John simple explanations of names like
Siloam, Ephraim, Golgotha, but the only explanation concerning reli-
gion is, as far as [ have seen, 2:6, where John explains why there were
water jars at the wedding at Cana.

4:20 (év Tepocoivpolg €otiv) 6 TOmOg 6oL (TpocKLVELY del) P66 P75 B
6mov S. This may be a question of stylistic ‘improvement’, but if so, we
do not know in what direction it goes. Is 6 Tomoc added to explain, or is
it omitted as superfluous?

4:24 év mvebpott kol aAndeiq (3l mpookuvelv) P66 P75 B év mvevpatt
aAnOeiag S*. This is no doubt an accommodation in S* to other passages

in John? presenting 10 mvedpo tiig aAndeiog.

4:25 oida P66* P75 S* B oidauev P66¢. It is clear that P66 agrees with
another well attested tradition, but endings do not say much.

4:37. Due to homoeoteleuton a whole verse has disappeared in P75.

24 14:17 ;15:26 ; 16:13. Also 1 Jn 4:6.
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4:42 (obkéTL 010) TNV onv AoAav (wotedouev) P66 v AaAiidy cov P75
B v onv popropiav S*. Jn 8:43 shows that AaAid is not pejorative, be-
cause the word has the same meaning as A0yog soon after. I think that S*
wanted to reinforce the value of what the ignorant woman said, qualify-
ing it as ‘testimony’. Why should a ‘testimony’ be made less important,
being changed into mere ‘words’? S* has a clarifying change, maybe
with a tint of theology.

4:51 (bmvimoov avt®) Aéyovteg (6t1) P75 B woil fyyethav S xoi
amnyyelhav Aéyovteg P66. It is difficult to judge between P75 and B
on the one hand and S on the other. kai fjyyethav/anryyeilay can be an
‘improvement’ on a commonplace and trivial word, but Aéyovteg could
be an intentional short cut. However that may be, the reading of P66 is
elaborated and shows influences from two traditions.

5:2 ("Eotwv 8¢ év 101G Tepocorvpoig) ént ] mpofotiki] kolvupnopa
N énkeyouévn (EPpaioti BnOlatd) P66¢c P75 B émi tff mpoPatikiy
koloupndpa 1§ otv Aeyouévnm P66* mpoPatikny koloupndpa 1o
Aeyouevov S*. The text of S* does not look correct; it is only just under-
standable. It is no doubt better to read with the other witnesses: “near the
Gate of the Sheep, there is a pond called B.”* The reading of S* stands
by itself and says nothing about relationship between that document and
the other three. It may be a singular fault.

5:6 oAbV fjon ypovov &xel B molvv €yxel ypovov P66* modidv Exet fion
xpovov P66c* oAbV ypdvov §iom Exet P75 molvv ypovov Exet S. When
there are readings with and without a certain word, one should suspect
that initially it was not there, especially if it is placed differently as here
1on. Thus, P66* and S probably have the original readings, P75 and B a
stylistic ‘improvement’ and P66¢ is influenced by two traditions.

5:15 aviyyetkev P66 P75 B ginev S. There is also a tradition which reads
amnyyethev. Does S present an unintentional simplification? That is pos-
sible, which means that the passage does not say anything.

5:19 Anekpivato ovv 6 Incodc koi Eheyev avtoic P66 Amekpivato ovv
kai Edeyev avtoic P75 B &leyev odv avtoic 6 Incodc S*. The variant
with 6 'Incodg is very suspect, but it is an addition, or an omission,

25 We must understand woAn with poBatikn, which does not seem at all impossible.
26 The reading of P66¢ is not moAdv 1o Exet xpdvov (so NA), but ToAdv €xetl 1idn ypovov.
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which could be made anywhere, and that also goes for the variation
amexpivato with &ieyev and only &leyev. Thus, the passage does not
indicate anything.

5:25 Epyetarl dpo (Gpo om. P75)?7 kal viv éotv P66 P75 B Epyeton dpa
(without kal vOv éotiv) S*. It is possible that S* has preserved a more
original reading and that the other witnesses are influenced by 4:23.

5:32 oida P66 P75 B oidate S*. We could with Metzger consider the
plural number a change in order to signal that the Jews already knew
the divinity of Jesus. However, Jesus himself speaks against this in v.
37, stating that the Jews had never heard about nor seen the Father. It
could be a ‘theological’ change, but we should not believe too much in
endings.

5:44 (v 86&av TV mapd) tod udvov Beod (ov (nteite) S 10D povov
(without 0god) P66 P75 B. The reading without Ogod is abrupt, but it
may very well be initial. Jesus says that the others look for honour from
one another (80&av wapd GAANA®Y Aaufdavovteg), but there is only one
where you can find honour. 6200 could be a ‘theological’ change, but it is
also possible that the word has fallen out because of a homoeoteleuton.

5:45 xommyop®dv dudV Mobeiic P66 P75 S katnyopdv DUV Tpog TOV
notépa Mobotig B. B is influenced by npdg tov matépa before in the
same verse.

6:1 1iig Bardoong tig ToMhaiog tig TiPepiadog P66¢ P75'¢ S B
tig Oaidoong tig [aMhaiag P66*. There are several examples of
g Bardoong tiigc [aAhaiag in Matthew and Mark, only one of tijg
Bardoong tiig Tifepradoc, in Jn 21:1. Since the wording of P66¢ P75"
S B is very clumsy, it seems more probable that it is a conflated read-
ing than that it is initial. We should read either tfic I'aAlaiog or tfig
TiBepradog, but which? Did someone read tfig ['ahAaiog in his exem-
plar but remembered that John elsewhere says tfic Tipepiddoc and added
it? Or did he read ti|g Tifepradog but added the better known reading,
being influenced by another Gospel? This is, I think, the better explana-
tion. Be that as it may, all the four are influenced, either by two tradi-
tions or by another Gospel. Metzger thinks that the original could be an
awkward phrase with the two names of the lake; afterwards, the text has

27 NA does not indicate this reading.
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been ‘improved’, deprived of one or the other synonym. He could be
right, but is such a clumsy phrase really typical of John?

6:5 moAvg 6yAog P66¢c P75 B dydog moivg P66* S. P66 originally has the
order of S but changed to the order of P75 B. We do not know whether
the copyist corrected an error he had committed or if he was influenced
by another tradition.

6:15 (1) apmalewv adtov iva Tomcmoty faciiéa P75 B aprdlev avtov
Kol avadetvoval factdén S* lacuna P66. dvadeucvivar is perfectly nor-
mal in this context and is a more specialized word than woieiv. A reader or
a scribe careful about style may have changed mot€iv into dvadeicvoval,
or did the commonplace word replace the more ‘elegant’? We do not
know. Cf. below 6:17 (2); 6:25; 12:30.

6:15 (2) dveyopnoev (mdAv €ig 10 dpoc) P75 B pevdyer S* lacuna P66.
In Mt 24:16 and Lk 21:21, Jesus predicts that Judaea will be destroyed
and that people will flee to the mountains: pgvyétmoav &ig t¢ dpn. That
is another situation, but it is possible that S* has been influenced by that
passage.?®

6:17 (1) xal oxotia 101 &yeyovel P75 B katéhafev 8¢ adTtovg 1| ckotia
S lacuna P66. S has been influenced by 12:35 iva pn oxotion VUGS
KOTAUAGP.

6:17 (2) obnw EnAv0Oel Tpog avTovs 6 Incodg is the text of NA, sup-
ported by among others L (8th c.) and W (4/5th c.). Our four documents
have: obnw Tpog avTovg £yeyovel 6 Incodc P75 obnw EAnAbbet Tncodg
TPOG aOTOVG S 0V TPOG aTOVG EANAVOEL 6 'Incodc B lacuna P66. (6)
‘Incodg is suspect, since it has no definite place and could have been
introduced and placed here or there, but we must leave it; much more
suspect are cases where a word is absent in some witnesses and placed
differently in others. Should we accept éyeyovet of P75 against éAnAn0et
of the others? yivesOon with a preposition is perfectly normal, at least in
later Greek, indicating that someone arrives or has arrived somewhere.
In the New Testament, such phrases are found especially in the Acts, but
also for instance in 2 Jn 12 éAmilw yevécOat mpog vudg, but there is the
variant éA0¢elv. Cf. also v. 21 g0Bémg éyéveto 10 mAoiov €nl ti|g YT (V. L.

28 Metzger, p. 181, thinks that @gbOyet is original but rejected as not appropriate to Jesus and re-
placed by aveympnoev.
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v yv) and v. 25 wote OS¢ yéyovag; EAnAn0et is more ‘classic’, which
could speak for &yeyovel as initial, replaced by a more ‘refined” word.
But we could also regard €yey6vet as an unintentional choice of a word
familiar to the copyist.”” Cf. remarks on 6:15 (1) ; 6:25 ; 12:30.

6:22 €l un €v (sc. mhotdprov) P75 B &i un &v éxelvo &ig 0 évéPnoav ot
uaOntai tob Incod S* lacuna P66. S* is influenced by the context, par-
ticularly by v. 16 f.

6:23 &\ho NAOev mhoio P75 B éneddoviov odv tdv mhoiov S lacuna
P66. S has ‘improved’ the style. Cf. v. 24.

6:24 &1e 0DV €ldev O dyhoc &t Incodc ovk Eotv kel P75 B kai 1d6vteg
611 ovk v éxel O Inoodg S* lacuna P66. As at v. 23, S has ‘improved’
the style.

6:25 mote ®de yéyovag; P75 B mote 0de MA0eg; S lacuna P66. Cf. the
observations on 6:15 (1) ; 6:17 (2) ; 12:30.

6:27 v Bpdowv (trv pévovoav) P75 B om. S lacuna P66. The words are
not necessary after v Bpdotv almost immediately before. It is difficult
to say which reading is original.

6:36 (¢opdakoats) ue P66 P75¥¢ B om. S. The text without ue refers to
the signs which Christ had done (cf. v. 26). The addition can be a simple
lectio facilior, but a small word like pe often falls out.

6:39 todt0 6¢ (8¢ om. P75°%) éotiv 10 BEANUa oD TEPYOVTOG e P66 P75
B om. S*. The phrase is not necessary, but could have fallen out because
of a homoeoteleuton.

6:40 todt0 Yap (yap om. P75%) éotv 10 BéAnua P66¢ P75 S B om.
P66*. P66 omitted the phrase but added it in the upper margin. Probably
the copyist has corrected his own mistake, since these words must stand
if there is to be any sense in the passage.

29 yivesBou in this sense is not low style. There are many examples in Justin Martyr, Clement of
Alexandria, Origen and also in Didymus the Blind, who is, however, not much of a stylist.

30 This omission is not indicated in NA.

31 This omission is not indicated in NA.
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6:42 (1) kai v (v in marg. P66) untépa P66 P75 B om. S*. In Mt
13:55, one knows the father, whose name is not given, but whose profes-
sion (téktwv) is indicated, and the mother Mary. The words may be an
insertion, but they could also have fallen out through homoeoteleuton.
Ehrman® considers the omission intentional: the point is to underline
the difference between the crowd who thought that they knew the father,
and Jesus, indicating who his real Father is. But if someone wants to
stress the mistake of the crowd, who thought that Jesus was just an ordi-
nary man, why not let people say that they knew both father and mother?
That would make him the more human.

6:42 (2) vdv P75 B obv P66 S. vdv is more striking, since it indicates
an antithesis: once he was one of us, now he says that he comes from
heaven. However, in P66 and S it could just be a simple error by a scribe.

6, 46 oy OTL TOV TATEPA EMPAKEY TIG €1 PN O AV Topa Tod (Tod om. B)
0cod, obtog £mpakxev TOvV matépo. This is the text of P66 and B. P75
says, like P66, 100 0cod but is lacunose and does not show the second
nmotépa (or Oedv, see below). S reads Tod matpdg instead of Tod Heod and
Tov Bedv instead of tov matépa. The reading of S could be influenced by
8:38 0 &ym eémpaxo wapd T@ matpi Aadd. It is impossible to say which of
the readings is initial and if there is an influence from another passage.

6:51 (0 Gptog 8¢ (o0& om. S) OV €Yk dMOM) 1) GAPE Lov EGTV VITEP TG TOD
kocpov (ot P66 P75 B Omep tig tod kocpov Lofig 1 6dpé pov éotv
S. It is not easy to judge, but the reading of S is as good as the other,
perhaps original. The whole context places the bread in the centre: I am
the bread of life, this bread comes down from heaven, I am the living
bread; what follows, the bread given for the life of the world, may be
more in line with what precedes. However, the wording of S 0v éya
dwow vrep g Tod KOGpHoL {wf|g may be considered a lectio facilior,
bringing together dcddow vmep T Tod KOGHOV Lwiig, or one of these read-
ings may just have occurred out of negligence. Nothing can be said with
any certainty.

6:58 (0 €€ ovpavod) xatapdg P75 B kotapaivov P66* S* katafdac P66c.
The variation is very trivial but indicates that P66 has been influenced
by two traditions.

32 P.57.
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6:64 (1) o0 motevovoy P66¢ S B ur miotedcovoty P66*33. P75 has ov,
but the ending of the verb cannot be seen. pr) de P66* seems to derive
from pn motevovieg shortly after. The variant is singular and has not
influenced the later tradition.

6:64 (2) tiveg eiociv ol un miotevovreg koi P66¢c B tiveg eiciv ol
motevovteg kol S om. P66*. P75 is lacunose: it is clear that the text is
there, but it is impossible to see if it had the negation or not. The scribe
of P66 originally omits the text but adds it, with p1, in the upper mar-
gin. The omission can be a singular fault committed by the scribe and
corrected by himself. The words are not necessary and may have been
added after elciv €& VU@V TIveg ot o0 mioTevovoty shortly before. They
stand, however, in our four witnesses, and we must leave them there. It
is almost impossible to say whether the negation should be accepted or
not. With the negation, Jesus takes up the question from before, without
it, there is a contrast to 6 mapadmcwv later in the same verse.

6:69 6 drylog tod Bgod P75 S B 6 ypiotoc 6 Gylog 1od HBeod P66. Royse®
thinks that P66 may be influenced by Mt 16:16 and Jn 11:27. That is not
convincing, since we read 0 ¥p16TOG 0 VIOG ToD OBeod there. It is probably
an influence from many passages which have 6 yp1610¢ in a customary
Christian way of speaking.

6:71 ‘lokapiwtov P66 P75 B dnd Kapvdtov S*. The reading of S*
comes from another tradition. Codex Bezae (05) has dno Kapvdtov in
12:4; 13:2; 14:22.

7:37 &av tic owyd Epyécbm mpdg e (ue) kal mvétw P66¢ P75 B mpodg
ue (éug) om. P66* S*. Maybe there is an addition in P75 and B, but it
could also be an unintentional omission in P66* S*. Afterwards, P66 has
corrected this omission, consulting his exemplar or an exemplar from
another tradition.

7:39 (obmm yap fv) mvedpo P66¢ P75 S mveduo dytov P66* mvedpo 8ytov
dedopévov B. Clarifying additions in P66* and B. The additions may
derive from Jn 20:22 or from Acts 5:32, but they are rather an influence
from customary Christian language. Two traditions meet in P66.

33 NA reads pn motevcovoty in P66*. In the fac-simile, it is clear that in P66¢ the second sigma
of the verb has been erased and the original un changed into 00.
34 P.509.
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7:40 Ex 10 dylov obv dxovoavteg P66¢ P75 S* B moAloi £k tod dyrov
ot akovoavteg P66*. A clarifying insertion in P66*, and an influence
from another tradition in P66c.

7:41 (Aot Edeyov ...) ol 8¢ (Eheyov) P66¢c P75 B Aot P66* S. P66*
and S are influenced by the preceding Aot Traditions meet in P66.

7:46 ovoénote EAdANceV obTmg dvOpwmog P66¢ P75 B ovdémote ovtmg
dvOpomoc éLdAncey m¢ ovtog Mgl 6 &vOpwmog P66* S*. We cannot
explain the shorter reading as caused by a homoeoteleuton. Rather P66*
and S* have an inserted explanation which is somewhat verbose and
says the same thing as the shorter version. Ehrman® thinks that the ad-
dition is antidocetic, emphasizing that Jesus is really a man. I think this
is reading to much into the wording.

7:52 gk i¢ FoMdaiag TpoenTng ovk &yeipetatl P75%¢ B mpoertng €k Tiig
FoAiaiog ok éyeipetar P66¢ S. The interesting reading is that of P66*:
€K ¢ F'aMAaiog 0 Tpoennc 0vK €yeipetat. Afterwards, the copyist has
changed the order of words and omitted the article.’® P75 presents the
same order of words as B, but we do not know if the article ¢ is there or
not. The text of P66* alludes to the prophet who according to the Jews
ought to appear towards the last days. There has been much discussion
around the text with or without the article®’, but so much is clear that the
text with 6 mpoenng is much more striking and connects this passage
with Jn 1:21; 6:14; 7:40. It ought to be preferred, because what is striking
does not appear by chance, even if we should concede that a small word
like the article could be put into the text or omitted without much ado.
The reading without the article is probably just a trivial fault.

8:16 0 mépyoag pe mathp P66 P75 B 0 méuyag pe S*. matnp is probably
an addition taken from v. 18. Jesus has not so far pronounced the word
‘father’, and it was thought necessary to add it.

8:25 v apynv (8 T/t Kol AaA® Vpiv). P66* P75 S B glnov Huiv v
apynv P66¢c. The interesting thing is that the scribe of P66 or a reader
has introduced a text which is found nowhere else and probably is a

35 P.237f

36 These changes are clearly shown in the fac-simile.

37 Cf. e.g. Thyen, pp. 416-418. For a new translation of the Bible into Swedish, Riesenfeld ar-
gued for the reading with the article in Nyoversdttning av Nya testamentet, p. 234, but unfortu-
nately this interpretation was abandoned in the final new version.
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conjecture. This text of P66c gives quite another meaning to this difficult
passage.

8:27 (ovk &yvooav &TL TOV matépa avtoig) Eleyev P66 P75 B &leyev tov
0eov S*. In this context, Jesus does not mention God, but “the one who
has sent me” and “his father”. A clarifying addition could be felt neces-
sary, and S* supplies it.

8:35 0 (8¢ add. P66) viog péver gig tov aidva P66 P75 B om. S. The
omission is of no importance, since it could very well be caused by a
homoeoteleuton.

8:38 d Mxovcate mapd Tod TaTpOg Toteite B  kovoate Topd TOD TATPOC
Modeite P75 6 £opdxarte Topd Tod Totpoc moleite P66 6 Empakote mapd
oD TaTPOg VUGV Toteite S*. In my opinion, the text of B is original.
P66, P75 and S* are more or less influenced by the preceding words
in the same verse, 0 £y® Empdko mopd T® matpi Aord. P75 has taken
Aoiette after Aad®, P66 and S* have taken ewpdxate after Ewpdxa. The
text makes a difference between seeing what is with the Father, which
distinguishes the Son, and hearing about what should be done, which is
characteristic of the Jews. This point disappears with the replacements.
The readings of P66 and S* stand in some relationship.

8:39 (&l tékva tod APpadu éote, T0 Epya Tod APpady) énoteite P75 S*
noteite P66 B*. The variant of P75 S* ought to be initial. Someone has
introduced moeite after éote and at the same time changed the sense of
the phrase: instead of “you should have done”, there is the imperative
“do”, a stylistic ‘improvement’.

8:51 (Bdvatov ov un) Bewpnorn/-et P75 S B idn P66. One synonym
may supplant another, and mostly such a replacement does nor say very
much. But it is possible that id&iv dvartov was a well-known expression
in the Church. It is found in Lk 2:26 and Hebr. 11:5. Thus, P66 could be
influenced by another Gospel or by customary Christian language.

8:57 ABpaap émpakag (Empaxeg B*) P66 B édpokév g P75 S*. The
context is that the Jews said: “you are not 50 years old yet and you
have seen Abraham”, mevtrkovta £t oV EYElg Kol APpadp EOpAKOG;
Probably, there has been a mistake concerning the endings leading to
édpakev, and then it was necessary to add og, a sort of grammatical
‘improvement’. There is a relationship between P75 and S*.
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9:4 Mudg oel épyalecbor ta Epyo 10D mERYTOVTOC pe B Mudg o€l
€pyalecbor ta Epya ToD mEUYTOVTOG NUdc P66 P75 S*. The reading of
P66 P75 S* has hardly any sense and must be secondary. The best read-
ing is probably that presented by codex Alexandrinus (A, 02) and codex
Ephraemi (C, 04), which have éué instead of fjudc and then e (like B).
Jesus says that he should work as long as the day lasts, further that he
is the light of the world as long as he remains on earth. The reading of
A and C is strongly supported by the later tradition, by versions and by
Fathers.

9:18 (¢pmvnoav tovg yovelg avtod) Tod avapréyavtoc P75 S B om.
P66*, add. in marg. P66¢. tod dvapréyavtog could be a clarifying inser-
tion, but the words could have been disregarded intentionally or omitted
unintentionally. If intentionally, they were considered redundant after
&t T TVPAOG Kai avéPreyev shortly before.

9:21 avtov épotnoate, Nhikiav Exel, a0TOG TEPL £0vTOD Aaincel P66 B
avTOC NAKiay &yxel, o0TOC TEPL £0TOD AaAncel P75 avtog fidiav &yet,
nepl €avtod Aoinoet S*. There is one wording with and one without
avtov Epoticate. We find in v. 23 oi yoveic adtod eimav &1t HAuciav
€xel, autov énepwthooate. The variation in v. 21 can be explained in
two ways: Either the longer version is original, because it is clear from
v. 23 that the parents really did say avtov épmticarte, or these words
are added because starting from v. 23, someone thought that the words
should really be there and added them. It is hard to see why anyone
would have omitted adtov épomoate from v. 21. It seems more prob-
able that the words are supplementary and originate from nearby and
once were not there. We must also take into the account that there are
documents where avtov épotmoate is placed after nAciov £xel, among
others codex Alexandrinus (02); this makes the words more suspected
of being an addition.

9:26 eimov oOv avt@®- Ti P75 S* B gimov odv adtd) mélv- i P66°. The
reading eimov oOv avt@ mdAv- ti is well represented in the traditions, for
instance in S? and codex Alexandrinus (02). P66 has obviously followed
another tradition than the other three.

38 mdAwv tiis the word order in P66, as the fac-simile shows and NA indicates. The edition of the
papyrus reads erroneously ti wdAtv.
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9:27 ovk fikovoate P75 S* B fikovoate P66*°. Both readings are pos-
sible: You had not paid attention (00k fxovcoze), you had already heard
(Mrovcarte).

9:33 (&i un 1v) ovtog mapd Bcod P75% S B ovtoc mopd 0£0d 6 dvOpmmog
P66. A few manuscripts, ® (038), N (022) and 1241 (with a different
word order), add 0 dvOpwmog with P66 in v. 33, but in v. 35, ® and
12414 read 10OV vidV T0D O£0D instead of TOV LIOV T0D AvOpdTOL, Which
is the text of P66 and the other three, accepted by NA. Ehrman** wants to
see in the reading tov viov 10D Beod an attempt at introducing an ortho-
dox text against the adoptionists. He may be right, but we should note
that the addition of &vOpwmog is of a trivial type and does not necessarily
show a theological tendency.

9:36. The text of NA is established after among others codex Bezae (D,
05): dmexpidn éxeivog kol eimev: kai ti¢ éotty, KOpte. Our documents
read: amexpiOn keivog kal tig éotiv £pn (Een del. P66¢) khpie P66* kai
1i¢ éoTv &N kVpie P75 B dmexpidn éxeivog kol eimev kOpie Tic doTtv
S*. I would say that the text of P75 and B are initial, and that this text
has been completed in P66 and S* by the addition of drexpidn €xeivog
and further changed in S* and codex Bezae by the addition of kai einev.
These are all trivial additions, influenced by customary Christian lan-
guage. We do not arrive at the shorter text by a homoeoteleuton, which
speaks in favour of this shorter text.

9:38/39 (6 AoAdV petd cod €keivog (adtoc P66) gotiv.) 0 6¢ Eon:
TOTEV®, KOpLe: Kod Tpocekivnoey odtd. Kai ginev 6 Incodg- (eic kpipa
8y €i¢ TOV KOopov TodTov AoV, Tva oi un BAémovieg PAémwaoty ...) P66
B 6 6¢ &pn ... Incodg om. P75 S*. The man who used to be blind had
asked Jesus who the Son of man is (v. 36), and continued: va moted®
€ilg avtov. For what follows, the simplest explanation seems to be that
the text did not say explicitly that the man has come to believe in the
Son of man. Accordingly, it was felt necessary to emphasize through
an addition that the man really became a believer: ¢ 6¢ £pn- moTed®,
KOple: kol Tpooekvvnoey avt®. After that, it became imperative to add:
Kai ginev 6 Incodc. The text runs well without what is found outside the

39 The edition and NA has P66, but there is no space for ovk.

40 For P75, the edition gives avtog with a dot under alpha. In the fac-simile, this letter seems to
be totally destroyed.

41 Also N, according to Ehrman, p. 114, n. 186, but GNT does not indicate N.

42 P.114,n. 186.
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shorter text. Jesus answers: You have seen him, it is me. Then the blind
man drops out of the context and Jesus continues, alluding in a general
way to the blind and the seeing of this world and so to speak raising the
level, cf. remark below on 13:10. The long text should be regarded as
clarifying and supplementary, with a shade of educational theology: Fol-
low this man’s example!

10:4 (ta ©dwr) mwavto EkPain P66¢c P75 B ékfain ndvta P66* ékfain
(without mévta) S*. There is a strong tradition that reads mpofara in-
stead of mavta. Consequently, mévta is under suspicion; probably S* is
right. We expect a noun after {610, and a complement was added.

10:7 v 66pa P66 S B 6 moyunv P75. A change in P75, caused by the
context, especially v. 2 and v. 16, and the general Christian idea of Christ
as the good shepherd.

10:8 (névteg do01) NABov mpd Epod (kAémton giciv) P66 B fAbov P75
S*. There is also another tradition that places mpd &uod before HA0ov.
Ehrman® thinks that the words were omitted in order to avoid an inter-
pretation by gnostics and docetists, who rejected the Old Testament and
did not regard its characters as the forerunners of Christ. Omitting Tpo
€uod a severe judgement on them was avoided, and what Jesus said
became vaguer, no more a blanket condemnation of the saints of the Old
Testament. It could rather be interpreted as Jesus speaking about more
or less contemporary men, like the agitators mentioned by Gamaliel
(Acts 5:36-37) or about false Messiahs. An addition is very suspect if
it is missing from some traditions and if it is placed differently where
it occurs. BA0ov alone is very vague, and it is possible that somebody
wanted to complete by supplying a grammatical ‘improvement’.
Accordingly, I think that the shorter text is original, Ehrman’s inter-
pretation is certainly possible.

10:11 (v yoymv ovtod) tibnowv (mep tdv mpoPdtwv) P66 P75 B
Sidwowv S*. It is difficult to know which variant is the original. We could
consider 6idwotvy more ‘normal’, that is to say a reading which has sup-
planted a more special reading, found however several times in John, for
example in v. 17 and v. 18. But on the other hand, didwotv could have
been replaced by the more ‘johannine’ Tifnow.

43 P. 240.
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10:15 (v yoynv pov) tibnu B didout P66 S* lacuna P75. Cf. remark
above on 10:11.

10:18 (ovdeic) aipet (awthv, sc. TV yoyfv) P66 fpev S* B lacuna P75.
aipel could be interpreted as aipel, but aipw is well represented in the
New Testament, also in John, whereas aipéw is employed only in the
middle voice, meaning ‘to choose’. Even though fipev is a lectio dif-
ficilior, oipet is probably the original reading, forming an antithesis to
tifnpu shortly after. There seems to be a relationship between S* and B.

10:26 (éx T®V TpoPatmVv) TV EUMV. (T0 TPOPaTa TO LA THG POV LoV
dovovoty) P66¢ P75 S B 16 £udv kabaog eimov vuiv 611 P66*. There is
evidently an insertion in P66*, taken from v. 3 and v. 4, and afterwards
rejected. The scribe has followed two traditions, the addition being well
known from elsewhere.

10:29 (6 mat)p pov) 0 dEdwKEY pot mhvimv nellov éotiv B* O¢ Edmkev
(not add. P66¢) peilwv maviov éotiv P66* 6 dé0wKéV pot mhvtov pei-
Cwv éotiv S. P75 has lacunas, but reads 6¢ and £dwkev. The original
reading is in my opinion 6¢ and peilwv. Jesus shows his power and from
where it comes: What I have no one can tear from my hand; my Father,
who has given me that, is greater than anyone else, no one tears anything
from his hand; I and the Father, we are one. Metzger thinks that & after
motp is striking and may explain a false 0¢, a lectio facilior; he could
very well be right, but we could also think that 6¢ has been changed to 6
in order to give a complement to 6£dwkév pot. However, the variants are
trivial and do not say very much, if anything.

10:33 (o0 GvBpwnoc dv ol ceavtov) Bedv P66 P75% S B tov Oedv
P66*. Ehrman® thinks that the article is introduced in order to confirm
the idea that Jesus is really God, that he and the Father are one. This is
not impossible but not very convincing, since an article can be lost or
added in a rather easy-going way, and in our passage, the difference be-
tween the readings may be due to a dittography or a haplography; there
is the sequence -tov Tov Oedv. In 5:18, Oedc has the article twice in a
similar context. I do not think that 10:33 indicates anything.

44 The space is not sufficient for Tov in a lacuna in P75.
45 P.84.
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10:34 drexpidn avtoic 6 (0 om. B) ‘Incovg P75 S B dmekpidn ‘Incovg
kol einev avtoic P66. The addition in P66 is trivial, belonging to the
customary Christian language, but on the other hand, the shorter text can
result from an omission of a not very necessary phrase.

10:38 (iva yvate) kol ywvdoknte P66 P75 B kal miotevnte S. There are
two forms of the same verb ywvdokm, which may have caused a replace-
ment in S. But I think that it is better to regard mioteinte as a repetition
of motedete/-nte shortly before in the text.

10:40 (népov tod Topdavov) gig toV tOmOV 810V P75 B &ic 0V T6mOV 00
P66 6mov S*. Without &ig tov t0m0V, the passage corresponds verbatim
to 1:28. The idea might have been to conform the wording to 1:28, but
€l Tov tomov could also have been omitted as redundant.

11:3 dnéoteihoy 0OV oi ddekpai Tpdg adTov Aéyovsar P75 S B dnécteiiey
obv Mapia mpdg avtov Aéyovca P66*¥44, Starting from the fac-simile,
it is difficult for me to arrive at the reading which NA attributes to P66*,
but let us suppose that NA is right. We may then ask whether the papyrus
is influenced by Jn 12:2-3 or by Lk 10:38-42, where Mary stands out.
In our pericope, Jn 11, it is rather Martha who has the more important
role. Is the reading supposed to be that of P66* maybe a change in order
to make Mary more prominent? Impossible to decide.

11:12 cwbnoeton P66 S B éyepOncetan P75. It is evident that P75 is
influenced by the context where Jesus talks about Lazarus as if he were
asleep.

11:27 vai x0pie, £yd memictevka (611 o &l 6 gp1610g) P75 S B vai kopie
ToTEL®: £y memiotevka P66. motedm in P66 is not necessary after
moTevelg in v. 26. It could be an addition in P66, but also an omission in
the other documents, occasioned by a homoeoteleuton.

11:31 d6&avteg S B d0&dlovteg P75 Aéyovteg P66. It is impossible to say
which reading, d0&ovtec or Aéyovreg, is initial. do&alovtec has no sense.

11:33 évePpymoato @ mvedpott kai Etdpatev Eavtov P7547 S B. P66¢
reads: tapoyOn[[cato]] T mvevpatt ¢ euPpiuopevog [[tov]]. It is evi-

46 The edition of P66 has the same text as P75 S B.
47 1 think that in P75 we cannot read more than epep(n?)cat not preceded by &v, T in 1o, & in
£TAPOEEV, TOV IN ENVTOV.
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dent that the copyist of P66 has changed his text after 13:21. In the fac-
simile, it is hardly possible to see what was there originally.

11:54 (1) eig Vv yopav &yyvg ti|g Epnuov, ig Eppaip Aeyopévny moAv
S B &ig v ydpav &yyvg the épnuov Eepaip Aeyouévny (mdéiwv add.
P66¢) P66*. P75 is lacunose, but it is possible to establish gic v yopav
£yyug thic épnuov &ic 'Eepaip, and the space of a lacuna shows that it
reads moAwv. It seems that P66* attests an original text and that the longer
text is a clarifying addition. One does not see why one should reject both
€ig and oM. P66¢c might have corrected its own error by adding woAw,
or it had access to another tradition.

11:54 (2) &uewvev P66* P75 S B diétpiev P66¢. P66 has been corrected
according to another tradition, already existing in the very old papyrus
P45 (3rd c.) and later in manuscripts and versions.

12:1 Adlopoc S B Adalopoc 6 tebvnkmg P66 lacuna P75. P66 might
have a clarifying addition, but the word could also have been omitted as
unnecessary.

12:3 (AMtpav) popov vépdov mioTikilg molvtigov S B popov miotikiig
moAvTipov (without vapdov) P66* vapdov ss. P66¢ lacuna P75. Quite
a few words are used in order to describe a perfume of great value,
among them moTiKTg, the meaning of which is not well known. We do
not know whether it is an adjective indicating a quality or a noun denot-
ing a special kind of perfume. Possibly this word was considered dif-
ficult to understand and explained by the addition moAvtipov, but since
the tradition always presents molvtipov, we should accept it.

On the other hand, vapdov is absent from P66*. This perfume was
well known, and consequently, it could be an insertion. There is a re-
lationship between our passage and Mk 14:3 pdpov vépdov moTiKiig
molvtehodg, where codex Bezae (D, 05) omits vapdov miotiki|g
molvtedodc. It looks probable to me that for our passage P66* and for
Mark, codex Bezae have original readings.

12:8 (100G Ttyols yap mavtote ExETe) HeD’ EaT@V, EUE OE OV TAVTOTE
&xete P66 S B om. P75. The omission is caused by a homoeoteleuton.

12:11 moAdoidt’ antov (sc. Aalapov) vmiiyov Tdv Tovdaimv Kai éxictevov

P75 S B moAloi ot avtov 1@V Tovdainv Eniotevcay P66. The Jews, or
more exactly the Pharisees, feared that they would be abandoned, cf. v.
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19 3¢ 6 kdéopog Omiow avtod amijAbev. The context shows that vztjyov
is not an empty word which could be disregarded. Probably we find here
an isolated unintentional fault in P66.

12:17 (épaptopet ovv O 8yhog ...) dte (Tov Adlopov épmvnoey €k Tod
uvnueiov) S B &t1 P66 ot[ P75. As to the meaning of the passage, P66
has a reading which is perfectly possible. One cannot decide which text
is initial.

12:22 Epyeton Avdpéag kai dilmnog koi Aéyovow P75V448 B kol oy
0 Avdpéag o0& kol 0 Dilmmog Aéyovoty P66* Avopéag o kol Odilmmog
Aéyovoy P66¢ kal oy Epyetal Avopéag kol Dilmmog Kai Aéyovaty S.
What we find and do not find in this text is €pyetron and woAw. It seems
that P66 intentionally has left out €pyetat, annoying after an &pyston
occurring shortly before, and that P66* and S have added xoi mdAv to
make the text proceed smoothly. P66* and S have been influenced and
‘improved’, but in different ways. P66¢ omits kai tdAwv, thereby follow-
ing another tradition.

12:28 (86&acdv) cov 10 dvopa P66 P75 S pov 10 6vopa B. The unique
reading of B is due to a false interpretation of the context, as is also Gov
TOv V1oV in a later tradition.

12:30 (1] povn adt) yéyovev P75 B S fA0ev P66. Cf. above 6:15 (1);
6:17 (2); 6:25. It is hardly possible to decide which reading is original.

12:40 (1) éndpwoev B* émqpwcev P66 P75 S. énfpwoev is an error
introduced early in the text without forming a strong tradition. There
must be a relationship between the witnesses of this variant.

12:40 (2) voficwow (tf] kapdig) P754 S B un vonowoiv P66*. P66*
has inserted a negation, influenced by the preceding iva pn idwotv Toig
0pBoipoig kai. This could be a grammatical ‘improvement’ or help to
understand the text, but should rather be considered an influence from
the preceding negation.

13:5 vuntijpa S B modovintiipa P66 lacuna P75. An clarifying addition
in P66.

48 It seems to me that the reading of P75 is obvious. What we do not see is the second kai, but
there is room for the word.
49 P75 has a lacuna where there is hardly space enough for the negation.
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13:10 (6 Aehovuévoc) ovk Exel ypeiav €l un To0g modag viyacsbor B ovk
ExeLypeiav i pun tovg Todag povov viyaoshor P66 ovk Exet ypeiav 1j Tovg
nod0g viyasOor P75% ovk &yel ypeiav viyaoOor S. In my opinion, the
short text of S is the initial one. &i U1 100G W60 is an insertion, clarify-
ing in a rather pedantic way. It comes from the text that follows, v. 12
ff. The addition emphasizes that it is all about washing the feet, but this
is in my opinion a false interpretation. Peter talks about washing in a
practical sense, Jesus raises the level, speaking generally about purity.”!
There is also another addition, that of pévov, in P66.

13:18 (6 tpdymv) pov (tov dptov) B pet’ €uod P66 S lacuna P75. There
is an allusion to Ps. 40 (41):10 6 éo8iwv dptovg pov, but there, two very
old papyri (4th c.) have pov pet’ §pod.> The reading pet’ £uod may be
influenced by Mk 14:18. It is impossible to have an opinion about the
priority of these variants.

13:24 (vevet odv 100t Zipov Iétpog) mvudécOar tic dv £in P66¢ (P66*
is illegible) muO&cOoun tic dv £ mepi o0 Ereyev, Kai Aéysl odTd- eing Tic
gotv S kol Aéyel ant@d- eing tic €éotv B lacuna P75. Evidently, there
is a conflation in S. We have to choose between kai Aéyst avt®- €ing
tig éotv and muBécBon tig dv €in. It is reasonable to say to the disciple
whom Jesus loved: “Ask him who it is!” It is not very reasonable to say:
“Tell us who it is!”, because of course the disciple did not know and
could not tell. Exactly because of that, I think that the reading of B is the
more original: Koi Aéyet a0t@- €ing tig éotwv. In P66¢ and S, this reading
has been manipulated in order to make it more logical and suitable to
the context.

13:26 (1) Bowo 10 yopiov kol d0dom avtd B fdyag 10 youiov Emdnom
P66 S lacuna P75. P66 and S have an ‘improvement’ of style.

13:26 (2) Bawyog ovv 10 (1o om. B) youiov Aappdavel kai didwoty S
B Béyog odv 10 yopiov §idwotv S* xoi yog (sic) 10 yopiov §idwotv
P66* xai éupayag 10 yopiov didmcwv P66¢ lacuna P75. happdver kol
is probably a later addition, but it could be original and disregarded
as redundant in S* and P66; we do not know which reading is initial.

50 According to NA and GNT, P75 has the text quoted above. The edition and the fac-simile show
a lacuna for the whole passage.

51 Cf. above remark on 9:38/39.

52 2013 and 2050, cf. Psalmi cum Odis.
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upayag of P66¢ could be influenced by Mt 26:23 gupdwyag, but Mk
14:20 éuPoyopevog is also close to our text.

13:33 pikpov P66 B pucpov ypdvov S lacuna P75. S may have an clari-
fying addition; there could be an influence from 7:33 and 12:35, but cf.
14:19 and 16:16-19, where we find pukpov without ypdvov. The omis-
sion could also be due to a homoeoteleuton.

13:33/34 (6mov éym Omaym HUEG ov dVuvache ENOETY, kol DUIV) Aéym
apti. 'EvioAnyv (ko dido vuiv) S B Aéyw- ANy dpti éviolnv P66
lacuna P75. P66 has mAnv, maybe in order to avoid an asyndeton and
‘improve’ the style. S and B seem to have the original text, because there
is a contrast between &irov t0i¢ Tovdaioig shortly before and Opiv Aéyw
aprtt. It is, however, difficult to evaluate the variants.

14:4 émov éym (¢yw om. P66) vmdyw oidate v 060V P66¢ S B oidate
Kol v 000V oidate P66* lacuna P75. The original reading could be 6wov
€Yo Yayw oidote, completed from v. 5 @i dvvauedo v 000V 1dévat;
However, Thomas talks in what follows both about the destination (wod
vrayeg) and about the ‘road’, and consequently, we may suppose that
there he alludes to a parallel phrase in v. 4 with those two members, like
the reading in P66*. In P66, there are signs of two traditions.

14:5 (mdc) dvvdpedo v 000V €idévar, P66 v 050V gidévar duvaueda
S oidapev v 060v B lacuna P75. Since the preceding oidapev may
have influenced B, the shorter reading should not be taken for granted
but is very tempting, dvvdaueda being placed differently.

14:7 (el éyvokoté pe, Kol Tov matépa, pov) yvooecsbe P66 S v fideite B
lacuna P75. B is influenced by 8:19. Also a future tense after el éyvoxaté
pe may have been felt awkward and unexpected.

14:10 (ta prpato 6 €yd) Aéyo (OUlv an’ épovtod od Aai®d) P75 Aodd
P66 S om. B*. P66 and S may be influenced by the following AaA® or by
8:28. It could, however, be that B* has something of an original reading;
if we reject d, which could come from a dittography, the proposition of
B* runs well. We must of course stick to the reading of the other docu-
ments, but whether we should prefer Aéym or AaA® is unclear.
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14:14 éy® momow P66* S todto momow P75 B tobto £yd momom P66¢.
P66 seems to be influenced by two traditions, but adding &y could also
be an unintentional change which comes about almost automatically.

14:16 ned’ vudv £i¢ OV aidva { P75 B ped’ dudv 1 ic tov oidvo S
uévn ped’ vudv eig tov aidvo P66. pévn ued’ makes a homoeoarcton
and may bring about the disappearance of pévn, later replaced with 7,
which is placed differently. The reading of P66 ought to be original, that
of the others is a grammatical ‘improvement’ after the loss of pévn.

14:21 dyammOnoetot (Vo tob watpdc pov) P66 S B tmpndncetan P75.
This is a singular fault in P75. The verb tpeiv goes well with évtoldg,
cf. shortly before, less well when it comes to the relationship between
God and man.

14:31 éveteilatd pot 6 matip S Evioinyv Edwké pot 6 mathp P75Y¢ B
lacuna P66. Impossible to say which reading is original.

15:4 (oht®g) 00O LUETG Eav un €v ol uévnte S B kol 0 év €uoi puévov
P66 lacuna P75. It is possible that P66 originally had kol 6 v €uoi un
pévav, where pn has disappeared in the sequence pot un pe. When Jesus
hereafter speaks about those who remain or do not remain in him, he
says “you” or addresses one generalized person. It could be that P66 is
influenced by the preceding (10 kAfjpua) €av un pévrn €v T GQUTELD or
by the following 0 pévav &v éuoi. A reading like that of P66 is found in
some manuscripts of the Itala, but always with the negation.

15:8 kapmov moivv S B kapnov mAieiova P66 lacuna P75. P66 could be
influenced by v. 2.

Overview of the readings

It goes without saying that the passages presented do not have the same
weight as witnesses of one or the other type of alteration. I refer once
and for all to the discussion above, but I really think that it is at least
possible that the changes can be classed as follows. There is a question-
mark at the passages which I regard as less certain than the others. It is
especially difficult or downright impossible to know whether a reading
should be attributed to one or the other of the adjacent classes Influ-
ences from another Gospel and ‘Theological’ change. 1t is also difficult
to attribute variants correctly to the class of unintentional variants called
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above Variation occasioned by customary Christian language. Also a
distinction between Clarifying or supplementary insertion or change
and Stylistic or grammatical ‘improvement’is certainly difficult.

Influence from a passage nearby or from the context

1:36 P66*; 3:5 (1) S*; 3:8 S; 3:20 P66; 3:31 P66 B; 5:45 B; 6:22 S*;
7:41 P66* S; 8:16 P66 P75 B; 8:38 P66 P75 S*; 9:21 P66 B; 10:7 P75;
10:26 P66*; 10:38 S; 11:12 P75; 12:28 B; 12:40 (2) P66*; 13:10 P66
P75 B; 15:4 P66; 15:8 P66.

Influence from a passage of the same Gospel
1:4 (2)? P66 P75 S; 4:24 S*; 5:25 P66 P75 B; 6:17 (1) S; 11:33 P66c;
14:7 B.

Influence from another Gospel
1:27 P66 P75; 3:5 (2) S*; 6:1? P66¢ P75 S B; 6:15 (2)? S*; 8:51?
P66; 12:3 P66¢ S B; 13:18 P66 S; 13:26 (2) P66c.

Text influenced by two traditions

1:36 P66¢; 1:49 (2) P66¢; 2:11 P66¢ S*; 4:51 P66; 5:6 P66¢; 6:17 P66C
P75'¢ S B; 6:58 P66¢; 7:39 P66¢; 7:40 P66¢; 7:41 P66¢C; 7:46 P66C;
10:26 P66¢; 11:54 (1)? P66¢c; 11:54 (2) P66¢; 12:22 P66¢C; 13:24 S; 14:4
Po66c¢.

‘Theological’ change
1,49 (2)? P66*; 3:34?7 P66 P75 S; 4:42? S*; 9:38/39 P66 B; 10:8? P66 B.

Clarifying or supplementary insertion or change

1:20 P66 P75 B; 1:49 (2)? P66*; 2:3 (1) S*; 2:11 P66* S*; 2:15 P66
P75; 4:9 P66 P75 B; 4:42 S*; 7:40 P66*; 7:46 P66* S*; 8:27 S*; 9:21
P66 B; 9:36 P66 B; 9:38/39 P66 B; 11:54 (1) S B; 13:5 P66; 13:24 P66¢
(P66* is illegible) S.

Stylistic or grammatical ‘improvement’

1:39 S; 5:6 P66¢c P75 B; 6:23 S; 6:24 S*; 8:39 P66 B*; 8:57 P75 S*;
10:4 P66¢ P75 B; 10:8? P66 B; 12:22 P66* S; 13:26 (1) P66 S; 14:77? B;
14:16 P75 S B.
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Conclusions
Relationship between the four witnesses

The aim has not been to establish real and close relationships between
the four documents. It is well known from elsewhere that P75 and B
are close to each other, but that is not confirmed by the variants shown
above. Feeble and different as they are, the best examples of relationship
are the following: 8:38 P66 S*; 8:57 P75 S*; 9:4 P66 P75 S*; 10:18 S*
B; 12:40 (1) P66 P75 S.

Character of the variants

It is of course not possible to establish statistics, not even very approxi-
mate ones, concerning these witnesses. The places of variations are too
few, the uncertain cases too many. But we can make some rough state-
ments:

1. Influences from a passage nearby or from the context are com-
paratively many. P66 has been much more interfered with (towards a
dozen times) than the others (each one around half a dozen times). Pas-
sages from the same Gospel but from further away do not have much
influence.”

2. Influences from another Gospel are less evident. There are 5-6 of
them in P66 and S, only solitary cases in the others.

3. Passages influenced by two traditions are numerous in P66, almost
non-existent in P75 and B, and there are a few cases in S.

4. ‘Theological’ change is rare and not very certain. There too P66 is
represented more.

5. The clarifying or supplementary insertions or changes are numer-
ous, like the influences under 1. above. They are especially frequent in
P66 (about a dozen times), S and B present about half that number, P75
only a few.

6. The examples of stylistic or grammatical ‘improvement’ are not
many. P75 has few cases, the others around half a dozen.

It is thus evident that the variants of the types 1 and 5 are the most
numerous. It is also evident that all these four witnesses have been inter-
fered with, even as early as during the first centuries of Christianity. P66,
the oldest of them, has been subjected to a more thorough elaboration
than the others.

53 Cf. Royse, p. 737 about harmonizing: “it seems evident that the major influence on our scribes
was the immediate context.”
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Old and new witnesses

Comparing the older and younger documents, it is easy to see that there
are false readings very early which have not influenced the tradition
much. Both P66 and P75 read in 1:27 ixavdg, a variant not much repre-
sented elsewhere. The readings of P75 in 11:12 and 14:21 are unique,
and 10:7 is not well known outside P75; even B, very close to P75, does
not present those readings. In those cases, B is superior to P75. Variants
unique to B are 5:45 npog tov matépa and 12:28 pov 16 dvopa. Other
variants rarely represented in the later traditions are found in S: 3:5 (2)
S*; 3:8 S; 4:24 S*; 4:42 S* ; 8:27 S*. In these passages, the influence of
the tradition of S appears outside the Greek tradition.

In 9:4, P66 P75 S* have the false reading fudc ot épydlecOar ta.
Epya 10D TEpYavTog pe. This variant appears in witnesses of a venerable
age. Nevertheless, this wording has in my opinion no sense, whereas
other witnesses, among them the Byzantine tradition, have the better
variant with pe and éué instead of the two fudg of P66 P75 S* and
NUag ... pe of B. In 12:40 (1) P66 P75 S read émpwoev, but the domi-
nating tradition, including the Byzantine, writes correctly énopwoev or
MENDPWOKEV.

Both bad and good variants are preserved in the following passages.
In 2:15 there is @¢ ppayéAiov in P66 P75 and only gppayédiov in S B;
the two readings are well, almost exceedingly well, represented in later
traditions, the preferable text without @¢ for instance in the Byzantine
tradition against the two papyri. In 6:22, the variant of S* with an ad-
dition that is certainly not original and the reading without it are both
well represented in early and late documents. As for 7:39, where P66*
and B have the addition dywov to mvedua, both readings are very well
represented, but the initial reading is generally found in the uncials and
the addition in the minuscules. In 10:26, the better reading without the
addition and the less good with it are both well represented, the good
one especially by the Fathers, the other by a cloud of witnesses, among
them the Byzantine tradition.

Consequence

The consequence to draw from this study is not original, or should not
be: We should not put too much trust in old documents. Age and disper-
sion of a reading ought to be of less importance, or, to put it a bit more
strongly: It should be of no importance at all. To base one’s choice on
such criteria is often necessary but always the last resort. It is necessary
to try and find a reading which explains the others. This is the factiikn
ditpomog, to follow as best we can.
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Chapter 2. Papyri and the New Testament: Barbara Aland on
Important Papyri

Three articles

Three articles on papyri by Barbara Aland have a bearing on how we
regard the early tradition of the New Testament and, consequently, how
we may judge ECM2. Consequently, these articles are of great impor-
tance. In my opinion, they partly explain why nothing is said about
papyri in the introduction to ECM2. A quotation from ECM2 seems to
indicate that the text was comparatively fixed early and that the variants
of'the early papyri do not contribute much to establishing the text™; after
a statement that minor differences arise as a result of manual copying,
we read: “However, we have not found evidence indicating that signifi-
cant changes must have been introduced between the authorial texts and
the archetype of the tradition®. Following the simplest assumption we
claim that the present reconstruction is a hypothesis about the text of the
authors.” The idea is evidently that not much of importance happened
between the text of the author and the text of the earliest documents and
that it is possible to reconstruct the text of the authors with great cer-
tainty. The question is now: What importance should we attach to these
early papyri?

Before entering on a critique of them, I would like to make it clear
that I have a different opinion on some issues of importance for editing
the New Testament, but that [ have the greatest respect for the work done
by Barbara Aland and her collaborators at the Institute for New Testa-
ment Textual Research (Institut fiir Neutestamentliche Textforschung)
at Miinster. I hope, like all interested in such studies, that it will proceed
steadily and successfully.

The articles are Aland (2003), Aland (2002) and Aland (2006). 1
think that Aland (2003) is the best starting-point.3

Aland (2003)

Aland examines the oldest papyri of the Gospel of John, except P66 and
P72, which are almost complete and could be compared to manuscripts.
You may wonder why they are not taken up. They are from the same
early time and the fragmentary texts which Aland studies are probably

54 EMC2, p. 30*.

55 1 take it that the ‘archetype of the tradition’ is what in the context of the CBGM and in ECM2
is usually called ‘initial text’.

56 As to spiritus and accent, I follow Aland.
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what remains of more complete texts. So there is no fundamental differ-
ence between longer texts and shorter ones. These documents have been
treated in ch. 1.

The papyri discussed are from the second or third century, except P6
(4th ¢.). In order to point out clearly where our opinions differ, I would
like to resume important points as they are presented by Aland: There
are few important variants in these papyri; they all go back to an initial,
hypothetical text called 4; this text can be reconstructed and is identical
with the Novum Testamentum Graece®’; these papyri present a good text
which is close to the origin; the scribes are not interested in changing the
text, they just copy, but through negligence they commit many errors;
their readings are of special value only if they are supported by other
reliable witnesses; the number of such witnesses may increase with a
better knowledge of minuscules of equal value to the old and reliable
manuscripts.

I would like to ask immediately what ‘reliable’ means. You may
speak of a manuscript or another witness as reliable in a broad sense, but
we cannot speak of ‘reliable’ in a special case. The well-known uncials
present on the whole a good text, but they show many deviations from
what we consider an initial text.

Aland likes to think that the scribes were professionals and generally
speaking did their job quite well, even if they were human and sometimes
negligent. She does not like the idea that they compared exemplars. But
it must be acceptable to think that they had in front of them texts where
some interested reader had introduced corrections and additions, maybe
indicated what ought to be omitted, and that the scribe followed suit. We
all know that such changes are to be found in papyri and in manuscripts,
and we shall see many examples later. A papyrus with many changes is
P66, but the others too present occasional changes and additions. We
can imagine that documents with many corrections were thrown away,
as happened later to manuscripts which had been corrected and used as
exemplars in the early days of printing.>®

Before entering upon the papyri, [ would like to state some opinions
of mine. I prefer not to pay attention to what I regard as such variants as
show no relationships because they may appear anywhere unintention-
ally. There is a list of such readings in chap. 1%°. My point is that what
may be unintentional should be considered unintentional. Otherwise we
may see relationship where there is none. Such variants as I regard as

57 1 take this to be the 27th edition.
58 It seems that many uncials have been lost after the transcription of texts into minuscules.
59 P.16.
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of slight or no interest are often considered to be of some importance
by Aland, e.g. on p. 52 concerning P45. She discusses ‘ Verwandtschaft’
between documents, for instance concerning P28, using a word which
may mean, | think, both ‘kinship’ and ‘relationship’. I prefer ‘relation-
ship’, a word with a broader meaning which does not necessarily make
us think of genealogy. Taking a reading as intentional or unintentional
is of course a matter of personal judgement and personal experience
of texts. At the Institute for New Testament Textual Research (INTF),
likeness between documents is very important, in fact fundamental for
building a genealogical relationship between documents, even though
the usual philological criteria are used when judging disagreements be-
tween texts.®' Singular readings I regard as usually caused by negligence
and thus uninteresting. Nevertheless, we cannot exclude that they might
have existed in other documents, unknown to us. They may even be the
original reading, corrupted everywhere else.

Below follows a list of the most interesting passages from the Gospel
of John in these papyri. When the readings are compared with those of
other documents, I only give examples, mainly from the old witnesses
such as B, S, P66, P75.

P22. Readings from about a dozen verses. Two of them are interesting:
16:21 Ohwyewc: Aomng D 579

16:28 e&nAbov mapa Tov TaTpog: missing in among others D W

Aland is of the opinion that almost always the text of P22 is close to
the hypothetical initial text (4), but this is not clear. Oyemg may seem
more original, because Avnng may be influenced by AvmnOnoecbe, Avmn,
Aomnv nearby. On the other hand, there is a contrast between sorrow and
joy, between Avmn and yoapa; yopa and yapnoetar occur time after time
in the same way as corresponding expressions for sorrow. In v. 16:28,
the longer text may be an addition that emphasizes the fatherhood of
God and the shorter text which runs well enough may be original. It is
not evident that P22 has a more original text.

P28. The text presents only the ends of lines belonging to several verses.
There are two telling passages:

6:11 edwkev toig avakelevols. After edwkev® there is a well attested
addition, found in D among others; toic padnraig ot de padntot. The

60 P.21.

61 See chap. 3 for a fairly thorough discussion of the Coherence-Based Genealogical Method
(CBGM), applied at the Institute for New Testament Textual Research.

62 edmkev P28 Siedwkev NA. dedwkev is also well attested.
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longer text looks like an explanation of a fussy kind: Jesus did not go
around alone handing out food to thousands of people but was helped
by the disciples!

6:17 xou oxotio Mnon eyeyovel. S D have the variant kotehafev de
avtovg n okotio. Both texts seem perfectly normal and it is difficult
to have an opinion on which one is more original. You may think that
katolappoavety, a perfectly normal word, is a bit more literary than the
omnipresent ywveoBai, but what did the scribe do? Did he ‘improve’ the
text putting kotelafev into it, or did he, perhaps without much thinking,
write a more familiar phrase? Aland thinks that the text of P28 is close
to 4, but I think that the true reading of 6:17 is not clear. She sees no
relationship (Verwandtschaft) between P28 and other witnesses, but we
may say that branches of the later tradition are already present in P28.

P39. This papyrus contains only a few verses, and the text can be well
established. It agrees with the hypothetical 4-text, except for one pas-
sage, 8:14, where P39 has a different word order, in common with P75
B W.

P52. This very old document (first half of the second century) contains
parts of a few verses. The text is not easy to establish. There is a read-
ing of a certain interest, 18:33 (glonAfev ovV) TOAY €15 TO TPALTOPLOV
o mlatog. This reading with woAw is well known from early witness-
es, but so is a variant that places maAwv after mpattwpiov. A couple of
minuscules, 33 and 1424, from the 9th and 9/10th c., omit the word. It is
not possible to say with Aland that P52 depends on A. The hypothetical
A may have had moiw, but we cannot be sure where. When a word is
placed in different positions and omitted in a part of the tradition, it is
very suspect.

P80. Has only the text of 3:34, but presents two interesting readings:

ek pepoug® instead of ek perpov

(0Wwowv) o Beog (videtur) To Tvevpa

The reading ek pepovg is attested by few witnesses (P6* P80 U). Both
0 Beoc to mvevpa ( A D) and to mvevpa without o Ogog (P66 P75 S) are
old readings. In B*, s186waotv is the last word, there is neither o Bgoc nor
1o vevpa. NA informs us that to mvevua is added by B2, but according
to Metzger® the addition is made by the same hand.

63 NA 27 and NA 28 do not inform us about the reading ek pepovg.
64 P.176.
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0V ... €K LEPOVG may be easier to understand than ov ... gk peTpov
and can hardly be regarded as the initial text. The longer reading o 6gog
to wvevpa is through P80 older than the shorter one without o 8gog. An
important fact is that B* omits both o 6eoc and to mvevpo. We are per-
mitted to ask if these words were added later, sometimes with conflation.
0 Oeoc can be added from the previous text, but to mvevpa is not easily
understood. The context is not about the Spirit, it is all about Father and
Son. to mvevpo may well be the result of theological thinking and is in
my opinion suspect.

Aland’s conclusion is that P80 already deviates much from A4. I
agree, but I would like to emphasize that o 6gog to mvevpua, looking like
a conflation, hints at an early interference in the text and that To mvevua
is not self-evident as a choice.

P90. Text from a dozen verses. Some variants agree with Aland’s initial
text 4; in other places P90 has the same text as many other witnesses,
but there is no real difference as to the sense. Many of these readings
are such as may appear independently anywhere. The most interesting
variants are as follows:

18:36 (o1 vnpetar) ot gpot nyovifovto av. There are three variants in
the tradition: av is placed as above, but also at the end; B* omits it. It is
impossible to decide which reading is original. The variant of B¥ may
be original or a slip of the pen. Cf. above about P52, the reading waAwv.
18:38 ovdepav gupiokm v avtw outiay. There are four different word
orders, but most of the witnesses have an order where ovdepiay evpiokm
precedes v avto. The exceptions are D* and pc (pauci) which have the
order ovdEUIAY ALTIOV EV OVT® gVPLOoK®. artiay is placed after ovdepiav
or after evpiokm or last. [ would like to think that attiav has fallen out and
been replaced differently. Most probably it was placed after ovdepiav, as
in 19:4, and fell out because of homoeoteleuton.

19:1 Aafwv o mhotog Tov moovv P90V, Common to the different read-
ings is that they have ehafev/Aafwv tov moovv and after that xon if the
text has gloPev, coordinated with gpactiywoev. All the variants also
have o mAatog, in different places. Probably the subject o mAatog was
not in an original text, or it has fallen out. In either case, it has been
introduced and placed differently.

19:4. P90 P66¥¢ W have auwtiav ev avt® ovy gupiokm, NA has ovdepiov
oty gvplokm gv ovt® and notes different word orders, sometimes,
as in P90, with the negation ovy instead of ovdepav. In all variants we

65 Dsmeans a supplement in D.
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find that autiav precedes evpiokm and that ev avt is placed differently
or is missing. It is possible that the original text was short: attiav ovy
guploko, but that it was expanded and made clearer under the influence
of 18:38. It is not evident what the original text was like.

To Aland, there is no doubt that the text of P90 is based on the initial
text 4.° But at the same time, she does not stand aloof from the idea that
it may be influenced from other traditions, the reason being that many
witnesses have the same variants as P90. In my opinion, this should
make us think that scribes or readers have interfered with the text. The
main idea of Aland, that the scribe of P90 starts from the original text
but commits quite a number of errors of his own, is not well founded.

P95. This short text is of no interest in this context.

P5. The papyrus contains text from many verses of the first, the sixteenth
and the twentieth chapters, but it is badly preserved. There are many
omissions which are found almost exclusively in P5, probably caused by
negligent copying. P5 has some readings in common with many other
witnesses, but most often these variants are not very interesting, like
omission of pronouns or articles. In such cases it is hardly possible to
state which variant is the more original. The following readings are of
interest:

1:38 gpunvevouevov P51 (very uncertain reading) together with among
others S*, against pebnppevevopevov in for instance P66 P75 B.

16:18. P5, together with P66 and S*, omits o Aeyel, which is found in B.
16:22. apet PS5 with B D*, against aipet S.

16:23 dwoet vy gv Tm ovopatt pov P5v¢together with S B. The text of
NA is ev t® ovopatt pov dmwoet v, supported by P22V4 A D. However,
a different word order is of no great importance.

Aland thinks that P5 is a witness to an earlier and more original text,
but that errors have crept into the text and that the scribe has taken liber-
ties making small changes that do not affect the sense. I do not agree,
because P5 seems to follow different branches of the tradition in the few
cases where there are telling agreements with other documents.

P6 contains text from around 15 verses of the tenth and eleventh chap-
ters. Apart from a very commonplace erroneous ending of a type com-
mon to other documents, it almost exclusively presents singular read-
ings. It cannot be ascribed to any tradition, nor is it a follower of a
hypothetical original text.

66 P.23: "basiert eindeutig auf dem Ausgangstext.”
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P45. This papyrus, the most extensive of those commented on, contains
text from the fourth, fifth, tenth and eleventh chapters. Aland indicates
seven places where P45 has the same reading as other witnesses but
does not comment on them, because she thinks that we cannot know
whether the variant has come from some existent tradition or has ap-
peared on its own in P45. In my opinion, we should rather consider a
connection with other documents, the very reason being that these vari-
ants are found elsewhere. Concerning P90, Aland thinks that the scribe
might have followed variants existing in other witnesses. When it comes
to some passages in P45, Aland® states that P45 with other documents
deviates from a supposed initial text, but thinks that these variants did
already exist and were copied in P45. It is hard to see why these pas-
sages are judged in another way than those in P90. We find that in three
cases out of four, P45 has the same readings as A and ©.

According to Aland, the scribe shows both judgement and what we
may perhaps call an ability to see the big picture (Grossziigigkeit in the
original text) in his work: He has a good view of what the text says and
keeps to the meaning but may do away with what is superfluous. This
does not fit in quite well with another opinion of Aland’s, that the scribe
may use omissions to make a complicated sentence clearer, which is a
more advanced way of handling a text, and that he also adapts the text
to the style and usage of John. To me, this means that the scribe works
consciously on the text, or perhaps rather that he has before him a text
where someone has already introduced changes. Passages where we can
suspect intentional changes are:

10:8 mavteg ocot NABov khenton iotv. Thus P45 like most of the wit-
nesses has mavteg, omitted by D and a Latin manuscript, but omits, with
many witnesses, npo gpov. These words are in some documents placed
before, in some others after, nA\Oov. Aland thinks that the words are
omitted because of the cursory way (Fliichtigkeit) of the scribe, but we
must reckon with an intentional change. The words are puzzling. They
might have been omitted in order not to condemn with one stroke of the
pen all venerable characters of the Old Testament.®®

10:34-35.% Before v. 34 v 1o vopm there is the addition ev t ypaen, in
v. 35 mpog ovg 0 Aoyog tov Beov gyeveto and 1 ypaen are omitted. This
looks like the result of strong and decided interference, but both omis-

67 P.29.

68 Metzger, p. 195, Ehrman, p. 240. Cf. also above, p. 34.

69 For comments on this passage, Aland (p. 28) refers to another article which I cannot find; the
comments above are my own.
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sions are also found in Cyprian, which makes it very possible that P45
preserves an old text.

11:25 gym gy n avaotooic, omitting kot 1 {on. The reason why the
words are omitted may be that since the text before only speaks about
resurrection, the text of P45 has been adapted accordingly. But on the
other hand, they were perhaps added in the main tradition, because
immediately afterwards Jesus speaks about eternal life, and that is
a central idea. So maybe P45 is right, together with Cyprian and the
Sinaitic Syriac translation, against P66 P75 S B. Aland thinks that the
text has been adapted to the context, which would mean an intentional
change that can hardly be ascribed to the scribe’s focus on the big picture
(Grossziigigkeit).

In some cases’ Aland accepts P45 as a text which has been sub-
ject to change, but I do not think that these passages say very much. In
10:38 motevoate or MOTELGETE Or MIoTEVETE are examples of readings
which may emerge anywhere, the historical present in 11:29 gysipeton
and epyeton contrasting to nyepOn and npyeto is hardly of great impor-
tance, even if it is a fact that the story in this context has past tenses, and
that the change to the present tense is rather striking. Likewise we do not
know which reading is original in 11:54 SietpiBev or gpewvev. Did some-
one prefer a less frequent word, that is dietpipev, or did someone change
the more unusual word into the more familiar gpetvev? Who can tell?

Summarizing, I think that it is clear that P45 has a text which has
been interfered with. Aland too concedes’ that the papyrus does not
present a pure A-text.

P106. This document has text from 14 verses of Jn 1. The most impor-
tant disagreement with the supposed initial text is 1:34 o gkAektog TOVL
Beov instead of the common o viog tov Beov. There are different opin-
ions about which reading to prefer. This is not the place to enter into
this discussion, but it may be permitted to present as an example of the
different opinions that Aland’ speaks for viog, Ehrman” for gxiektog.
Cf. for the same passage above p. 20.

P107. Very little text. The interesting reading is 17:11. The usual text is
OVKETL €Y1 €V TO KOCU® KOl 0uTol (variants: ovtol or omission) v T
KOGL® €0V Kay® mpog o€ epyopat. After epyopon P107, with D and a

70 P.29.
71 P.32.
72 P.33f.
73 P.69f.
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few Latin manuscripts, has ovUKeTL €411 €V T® KOGH® KOl €V TO KOGLL®O
ewt. I do not think it necessary to have an opinion on the possible theo-
logical intention of the longer text. It is probably just a dittography, the
context making it necessary to change giowv into g, the original text
being one without avtot or ovtot. It is important that this papyrus has
an example of a deviation with an impact on D and the Latin tradition.

P108. Text from seven verses of Jn 17 and 18, nothing of special interest.

P109. Text from six verses in Jn 21. The variant 21:18 is about endings;
plural instead of the usual singular in aAAot [{wGovoy Kot 01G]ovsty
oe. This is not much; it is enough that aAlog becomes aAlot, then the
endings will automatically be changed. Besides, the reconstruction is
not certain.

Aland (2002)

Aland (2002) takes up 15 smaller fragments. Some of them contain texts
of the Gospel of John and are the same as those treated in Aland (2003).
Here too she starts from an initial text which she thinks can be estab-
lished. In this context, the important conclusion™ is that if the fragments
diverge from this hypothetical text, it is a case of unintentional mistakes
(Versehen) in the papyri. It may be astonishing that Aland thinks this to
be true, not only about singular readings but also if there are passages
harmonizing with other Gospels and if there are readings diverging from
the initial text also in other witnesses. My objection is as above that har-
monizing could well point to somebody changing the text on purpose,
although it must be said that well-known passages may have influenced
the scribe unintentionally. Further, parallels in other documents may ap-
pear independently but may also point to the text being influenced from
these other documents.

In her General Conclusion (Gesamtfazit)”, Aland divides these 15
fragments into three groups: One consists of P110 and P112, which
represent a ‘free’ tradition with many readings diverging from the
hypothetical initial text, another of P101 and P107, representing a more
‘normal’ tradition with a reasonable number of deviations, and the third
group includes the remaining fragments. They represent a ‘firm’ tradition,
one that is close to the initial text. These eleven seem to be a secure enough
majority supporting the opinion that there was early on a firm tradition

74 P.12
75 P.12.
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passed on to the oldest manuscripts. Studying these fragments as they are
treated by Aland, we shall see if her opinion of them stands the test. P110
and P112 do not enter, since I agree with Aland that they represent a text
that has been interfered with. In the following, I do not consider passages
where the reading of the papyrus may well be unintentional.

P77. Text from 10 verses of Mt 23. In my opinion, the only passage of
interest is Mt 23:38, where we read in NA 1000 a@Q1lETOL VULV O OKOG
vuov epnpoc. Aland prefers to read epnpog in P77, but it is very uncer-
tain if the word is there or not.” It is generally well attested, but missing
in B among others. It is possible that it is a later insertion, brought on by
passages in the Septuagint about the destruction of Jerusalem: Isa. 64:9
(Vulgata 64:10), Tob. 14:4, and above all Jer. 22:5 gi¢ epnuooctv 6Tt 0
01K0G 0VTOG, note 0 otkog ovtog. We can draw no conclusion from P77.

P108. See p. 53. No variants of interest.

P106. See p. 52. In Jn 1:34, P106 might diverge from the supposed ini-
tial text.

P104. Text from 5—6 verses of Mt 21. The interesting reading would be
the omission of v. 44, but in the fragmentary papyrus it is far from cer-
tain that the verse really was missing.

P107. See p. 52. Evidently there is an insertion in Jn 17:11, which is
probably the result of a dittography. Aland ascribes this papyrus to the
‘normal’ type of tradition, not diverging too much from the hypothetical
initial text, but I think that such an important deviation within a very
short text rather shows that variants occur early.

P105. Text from seven verses in Mt 27 and 28. The only important read-
ing in this context is the variants 28:2 dmexvMoev tOv AiBov with or
without the additions dno ti|g OOpag or amo tiig 60pag Tod puvnueiov, but
here the papyrus has a lacuna.

P109. See p. 53.

P111. Text from five verses of Lk 17. In Lk 17:22, the dominant reading
is ote embounoete. P111, together with D and 7, has tov emtbvunoat

76 Cf. papyri 2683 and 4405 in The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, vols. 34 and 64. The only sign of £pnpog
is the last letter, which is not read with certainty, and there is not space enough for otkog DUV

Epnpog.
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vuoc. Aland thinks that this reading is coincidental where it is attestated,
which does not seem very probable to me. We should rather consider it
a deviation from the firm tradition which Aland presupposes. In 17:12
amnvinoav instead of vanvinoav of many witnesses does not say very
much, since a confusion between the words is frequent.”” On the whole,
one cannot agree with Aland that P111 offers a firm tradition with its
origin in a B-text.

P102, P103, P113, P114 have too little text to be of interest in this con-
text.

P101. Text from eight verses in Mt 3 and 4. There is one reading of
interest: In Mt 3:11 the papyrus does not read omicw pov in front of
epyouevog. This could be an adaptation after Lk 3:16, but it could also be
a rare variant found in a couple of Latin manuscripts, in Sahidic manu-
scripts and in Cyprian. Another rare reading is 3:16 wg mepiot[epav
instead of woet, which could be a harmonization after Lk 3:22 and Mk
1:10. Aland thinks that the papyrus does not belong to a special type
of text, and that the copyist has rather tried to follow the hypothetical
initial text. I think that such a text, with many diverging readings of a
common type, probably caused by negligence, and readings which may
be the result of harmonization, stands alone, and that we can say nothing
more about it.

Aland (2006)

Aland (2006) demonstrates in a convincing way that Papyrus Bodmer
VA, containing among other texts the Letter of Jude and the two Letters
of Peter (in the context of the New Testament these texts are called P72)
has been put together for the purpose of rejecting heresies, vindicating
Christ as God and Redemptor, consoling suffering Christians. She takes
up the following passages of P72 where the text seems to confirm the
idea of Jesus as God.

2 Pt 1:20. The text of P72 is mdca mpoenteio kol ypaon (idlag nilvcemg
o0 yivetar) where the other witnesses have mpoopnteia ypapig or ypapn
npoenteiog. Aland’s interpretation is that the passage places the prophe-
cies of the Old Testament and the text of New Testament (ypagn)) on the
same level, both inspired by God. This is, I think, not at all certain. Even

77 Cf. Bauer.
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though ypaon| at this time may refer to the New Testament, it is by no
means evident that it does here.

Jd. 5. P72 gives the text 6g0g p1oTOG AOOV €K YTiC OLYOTTOV COGOG,
where the other traditions have (0) 0g6g or (0) kOptog or (0) incodg or
KOp1lo¢ incodg instead of Beoc ypiotoc of P72. We may observe that A
and B have incotc, which indicates that the tendency to emphasize the
divine power of Jesus has been at work early.

1 Pt 5:1. P72 has 1®v 100 0g0¥ mabnpdtov instead of t@v Tod ypiotod
maOnudatov of all the other traditions.

2 Pt 1:2. P72 reads &iprjvn mAnBuvbein év émyvaoet tod Oeod incod,
elsewhere always kai incod. This may be of less importance, since small
words often go amiss.

Although Aland is somewhat vague and thinks that there could also
be other explanations of these variants, she is rather inclined to think
that these passages proclaim the divine nature of Jesus Christ. Also the
composition of the whole document of which P72 is a part speaks for
this theory. I think that she is right, and I would like to emphasize that
theological thinking has been at work early and interfered with the text
intentionally.

Summary

Aland (2003). Aland thinks that the papyri she comments on give a good
idea of a text that on the whole is firmly established in the third and
fourth centuries and can be reconstructed. This initial text, called 4, is
the text transferred to the great uncials. According to her, we can only
find a small number of important variants, in fact seven’. Usually she
wants to explain readings diverging from the supposed initial text A as
due to negligence on the part of the copyist or as corrections of a sim-
ple kind made in the process of copying by a copyist who is intent on
presenting the content but does not care very much about reproducing
the text literally. Copyist copy, says Aland, they do not interpret, they
do not invent readings. This is very probable, but what kind of text did
they have before their eyes? Were there already corrections, additions,
omissions? In my opinion, it is very probable that a reading was already
in the exemplar and was not caused by negligence if we find that same

78 P.36.

56



reading elsewhere. Aland does not deny this” but emphasizes that the
copyist’s job is to copy. I find that intentional interference appears in
more than twice Aland’s number of such readings. Are Aland’s seven
variants a good enough support for her opinion that there has been little
interference in a stable text, or is it overthrown by perhaps twice that
number? It is a matter of judgement. My opinion is that we must feel
much doubt about the idea that on the whole these documents present an
old text which can be reconstructed.

It also seems to me that Aland is not very sure about how scribes
work. She would like to think that they copy meticulously, but can also
admit that they change the text in order to make it easier to read, but
if they do, it usually concerns small matters. Aland also imagines that
copyists may make changes in a semi-conscious way (halbbewusst, see
p. 89). I think we must keep to an idea about the copyist either just
copying what he sees before him, meticulously or negligently, or that he
makes changes intentionally. The notion of ‘semi-consciously’ makes it
too easy to explain deviations as accidental or unintentional. Aland does
not at all mention that an interested and knowledgeable reader may have
influenced the text, comparing texts with similar passages, adding or
omitting in the text to make it run better. Such changes may later have
been introduced by a scribe into the text, which afterwards shows no
outer sign of interference.

Aland (2002) is in the same vein. Aland is a champion of a firm text,
but in my opinion, the support is much less than she thinks. Aland &
Aland, The Text of the New Testament™ emphasizes that the ‘strict’ text
has a strong position among the papyri, but the passages which Aland
takes up in her articles give no support to that standpoint.

Aland (2006) shows an early text subjected to intentional interfer-
ence indicating theological thinking about the nature of Jesus Christ.

79 P.3e6.
80 P.93ff.
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Chapter 3. Editing the New Testament: The Coherence-Based
Genealogical Method (CBGM) and the Editio Critica Maior,
2nd Revised Edition (ECM2)

The CBGM

Gerd Mink has presented a method, the Coherence-Based Genealogical
Method (CBGM), which aims at illuminating the way the text of the New
Testament in Greek has come to us and making it possible to present a
better text. The method is based on passages with variants where it seems
possible to show a relationship between these variants; some of them are
taken to be original, others to derive from the original ones. Thus, local
stemmata can be built and from them more comprehensive stemmata.
So far nothing new, but we shall see that the method is different from
a traditional way of handling a tradition. The CBGM is in fact very
important, because it has been accepted by the Institute for New Testa-
ment Textual Research (Institut fiir Neutestamentliche Textforschung)
at Miinster as fundamental for editing the New Testament in the very
ambitious Editio Critica Maior in the second, revised edition, EMC2. 1
quote the editors®!: “Based on preliminary studies on method and related
tests for which the 98 test passage collations for “Text und Textwert”
of the Catholic Letters were used, the Coherence-Based Genealogical
Method (CBGM) was developed once the entire material for the Letter
of James became available. On the basis of full collations of all Greek
manuscript texts used in the edition and a philological assessment of
their variants, this method aims at developing an overview of the rela-
tionships between all witnesses®? involved; this overview yields a set
of genealogical statements that are plausible at each variant passage.
A comprehensive picture emerges which is based on all text-critical
decisions made by the editors. This picture enables the editors to chal-
lenge their own approach.” I also take the liberty to translate Barbara
Aland freely®: “We do not at all abandon the so-called inner criteria®,
but these are subjective and can often be turned the other way around.
Accordingly, we at the Institute for New Testament Textual Research
work at strengthening the outer criteria, establishing the knowledge of

81 ECM2,p.31%*.

82 Mink and ECM2 concentrate on the text and speak about ‘textual flow’ between ‘witnesses’,
the ‘witness’ being the text, not the document. This is in my opinion a mistaken idea, cf. p. 69.

83 Aland (2006), p. 304.

84 By ‘inner criteria’ I understand traditional text-critical methods using knowledge of language
and making an effort to understand the passage in its context. I certainly do not think that
Aland, Mink and followers are deficient in these respects, even if we may sometimes come to
different results.
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the value of witnesses per se and to take all witnesses into account in
an objective and rational way. My successor Holger Strutwolf continues
this work, which is based on the coherence-based genealogical method
of Gerd Mink. The aim is to come as close as possible to the initial text
or rather to the text which is at the beginning of the tradition.” When the
editors speak about the value of witnesses, I take this to mean that the
general value of a witness is of importance for establishing the best pos-
sible reading® of a special passage. In my opinion, this is not the case. A
reading is better than another reading, but the fact that a witness gener-
ally speaking is better than another does not mean that it is better in the
special case. I hope this will be made clear in the following.

Considering the enormous importance of the New Testament text, it
may be worthwhile to discuss the principles of the CBGM and how it
is handled in examples presented. Exactly because it is important, [ am
sure that it will have an impact on editorial work in the future.® There-
fore I find it necessary to look into the method at some length, not pick-
ing some questionable points here and there but trying to discuss both
the fundaments of the method and the way singular passages are treated.

Studying the CBGM, my starting-point has been a recent work by
Gerd Mink, Mink (2011), which gives a good idea and overview of the
theory and presents many examples: Contamination, Coherence, and
Coincidence in Textual Transmission: The Coherence-Based Genea-
logical Method (CBGM) as a Complement and Corrective to Existing
Approaches. Since 1 do not see that the main features of the method
have changed over the years, I shall also refer to earlier studies by Mink,
especially where I find that a problem is presented in a more instructive
way.?” Aland (2011) is a short and instructive overview of the method
where some points are very clearly expressed. Barbara Aland’s position
as to papyri and early manuscripts is also of interest for the tradition
of the text; she takes a strong view on copyists trying to be exact and
changing little.®®

85 To me, ‘reading’ and ‘variant’ mean the same thing, the different forms which a passage has.
See also p. 64 f. about ‘place of variation’.

86 It has started. Recently Parker, p. 84 ff., gives an overview of the method, which is accepted
without any criticism of its basic assumptions.

87 Mink (1993) gives a short and clear overview of the CBGM. Mink (2004) is, like Mink (2011),
a detailed exposition, often with the same chapter-headings as Mink (2011). There is an ex-
tensive and pedagogical Introductory Presentation online: http://www.uni-muenster.de/INTF/
cbgm_presentation/download.html, but I think that the presentations on paper are instructive
enough.

88 Cf. chap. 2.
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If the following exposition is meandering and sometimes repetitive,
the fault does not lie with Mink (2011), which I follow roughly; added
to human weaknesses the reason is that the problems are closely con-
nected with one another and that one question gives rise to a discussion
about another.

A traditional view
Coherence, genealogy, relationship

Genealogical® relationship or genealogical coherence, terms very often
used by Mink, are traditionally thought to be shown by readings which
are different and where one reading can be shown to be inferior to the
other, being for instance a lectio facilior, in any case a change from the
initial reading™. There is of course a sort of a genealogical relationship
between all documents, because usually they all go back to a text pro-
duced by an author, but mostly the term genealogical is used about a
rather close relationship, not for instance about the relationship between
03°! and a Byzantine manuscript. On one hand, likenesses between read-
ings play a minor role, because identical readings may exist between
documents which are generally very different and do not seem to be
closely related; one reason is that such readings have never changed
from the initial text, another is that they can appear coincidentally in
different documents, being mostly rather unimportant changes such as
omission or insertion of particles or a change of word order or the re-
sult of a homoeoteleuton. On the other hand, however, some identical
readings supposed not to be initial and not to appear by coincidence are
considered very important, because they are supposed to be the result of
contamination or interpolation®* and thus show a relationship between
the documents. I adhere to these notions, which among other things
means that | find a relationship, although not a close one, between a very
early document and a very late one, if they present the same non-initial
reading or readings, even if they are generally rather different. In fact,
the relationship exists between readings, usually not between the whole
texts of the documents, because one and the same document may carry
readings which show relationship to various other documents. We shall
see that to the CBGM, likenesses play an important role as a starting-

89 About the notion ‘genealogy’, see p. 72.

90 About ‘initial text’, see p. 68.

91 ECM2 and Mink always use the numbers of the manuscripts, 01, 02 etc.
92 T use ‘contamination’ and ‘interpolation’ in the same sense.
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point for stating relationship, and that whole texts, or witnesses as they
are called, are supposed to show a flow between them.

Generally speaking, according to a traditional view agreements give
a hint at genealogical relationship, but only a hint. They do not really
show or prove such relationship, since the agreements may result from
causes mentioned above. On the other hand, poor general agreement
does not necessarily mean lacking relationship between documents.

Prior and posterior readings

If readings are different, evidently one of them must be original and
right, the other secondary and wrong, in the terminology of the CBGM
prior and posterior. Trying to decide which reading is posterior and
making stemmata accordingly is a method which we associate with the
names of Karl Lachmann and Paul Maas.”® The method has its short-
comings. All is well and good if a scribe used only one exemplar® and if
the same readings never occurred coincidentally in various documents.
But the scribe does not always keep to one document, and identical read-
ings may occur coincidentally. Accordingly, editors find themselves in
difficulties.

Contamination

It is difficult or impossible to follow interpolated variants backwards to
where they come from. Therefore we must listen to Maas’s concluding
remark in his famous Textkritik: “Gegen die Kontamination ist noch
kein Kraut gewachsen”, there is yet no remedy against contamination.
Contamination occurs, especially in a rich tradition, and no tradition
is richer than that of the New Testament. Mink is of course well aware
of this and strongly stresses the point.”> We shall see that at the same
time he works on circumscribing its role. If contamination potentially is
omnipresent, the right or prior and the wrong or posterior variant may
be found everywhere in the tradition. The prior variant may be found in
documents because it has never been changed, or it may be interpolated
into documents where it has replaced another reading. The posterior
variant must of course always be the result of a change, which may have
been interpolated into one document, or into many, maybe into all. If the
same posterior reading is found in documents which are otherwise rather

93 Timpanaro discusses similar ideas of scholars, earlier than Lachmann or his contemporaries,
among them Johann Albrecht Bengel and Johan Nicolai Madvig.

94 Elliott & Moir, p. 23: There are few codices descripti in the tradition of the New Testament.

95 See titles and introductions in Mink (2004) and Mink (2011).
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different, the question is whether these readings are coincidental or the
result of contamination. We shall see many times that the CBGM prefers
coincidence (multiple emergence), in my opinion too much so.

Unintentional (coincidental) and intentional readings

It may be necessary to give some thought to the term ‘coincidental’,
used by Mink. I take ‘coincidental’, to mean a reading appearing in more
than one document which are not influenced by another, at least not in
this passage. He also uses the term ‘multiple emergence’ or ‘multiple
genesis’, which I take to mean the same thing. We may often wonder
whether a change is coincidental or not. If for instance a phrase is initially
an asyndeton, different scribes may, each on his own account, add the
same connecting particle. Perhaps we should not call that coincidental,
since there is an intention behind it, but the main thing is that there is
no connection between such changes. Also, if a passage is corrupted or
difficult to understand, different readers or scribes may change the text
the same way, making it easier to follow. Is that coincidental or inten-
tional? The change is intentional, the result is coincidental. The main
thing is that such changes have nothing to do with one another. I reckon
them as coincidental.

I have in an article® tried to show relationship or lack of relationship
between the four oldest documents of the text of the Gospel of John.
There I took for granted that 1) some variants were coincidental and
did not show any relationship, 2) that if they could be coincidental, they
must be counted as such, otherwise the result from clear cases of inter-
dependence, few indeed among the four documents, would be obscured.

I shall more than once accuse Mink of taking for granted what should
be proved. Do I fall myself into the same trap? Do I assume that some
readings are coincidental, and when I find them in the text, I state that
they are? Not quite so, [ hope. I say that if they can be coincidental, they
must be counted as such. Otherwise, we shall have a row of likenesses,
not knowing whether they are coincidental or not, and all kinds of statis-
tics based upon those agreements will break down. I hope that the lists
presented above”” are not based on mere assumptions but come close to
facts. They do not come from statistics, which would be impossible, but
from looking into rather many apparatuses, finding that such variants are
very common. It may also help to reflect upon what mistakes are com-

96 Alexanderson (2013). This article is now revised and occurs as chap. 1 in this work.
97 For unintentional or coincidental or accidental readings, see p. 16, for intentional changes, see
p. 13.
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mitted by us human beings. This is very vague, deplorably so compared
with statistics, which have an air of reliability around them, at least at
first sight.

Summary

To resume a traditional view shortly: Likeness between supposed initial
readings is not important, difference is important but only as far as it is
not coincidental.

Discussing some basic notions of the CBGM

I think that it is appropriate to start with statistics, since they are funda-
mental to the CBGM and omnipresent. Some other basic notions” of the
CBGM will be discussed afterwards.

Statistics

The CBGM is based on comparisons between documents which are alike
to some percentage, maybe 95%, maybe 80%. Every agreement has the
value 1, every disagreement also the value 1. Can this be a reasonable
way of judging? When passages are alike, they may be so for different
reasons: They may originate in the initial text, never being changed,
they may be identical interpolations, because someone once had an idea
of the text and made a change which had some success, or they may be
alike coincidentally, because a change seemed natural and reasonable
to more than one scribe or reader, e.g. the insertion of a kai. Passages
which disagree cannot have the same value when it comes to pointing
out the fate of the text, since some are coincidental, others are not, some
have bearing on the meaning, others not or very little. We do not know
which is which, and therefore we must pay little heed to such readings as
may be coincidental and also have little bearing on the meaning. It is an
important idea of Mink’s that so-called ‘minor agreements’® are as im-
portant as any other readings'®: ... in the context of the CBGM, each
variant shared by highly similar witnesses - regardless of whether the
variant appears significant - counts as an instant supporting their affinity,
their genealogical coherence. In such witnesses, minor agreements are
not considered coincidental.”

98 See Mink (2011), chapter 2. 4 Brief Explanation of Basic Terms, chapter 5, The Need for Novel
Methodological Considerations, and chapter 6, Basic Assumptions.

99 For ‘minor agreements’, cf. p. 79.

100 Mink (2011), p. 152.
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Mink states that the genealogical correlation of a manuscript should
be explored on the basis of all its variants.'’! He continues: “For a scribe,
there were no “significant” or “insignificant” variants in terms of the
textual history as studied by modern text critics.” This is no doubt true,
but we know that scribes were very prone to making some mistakes,
those which we see all the time in the apparatuses. That is exactly what
makes the great difference between different readings. Let us look at Jas
1:23/32-36. The variants are t|g Yevécemg a0TOD, aDTOD TG YEVEGEWG,
g yevvéoews avtoD, tfig yvdoemg avtod. The disagreement between
vevéoewg and yevvéoemg'? and the change in word order are extreme-
ly frequent variants and do not, at least in my opinion, connect manu-
scripts, whereas the difference between yevécewc and yvooceng is a
variant which by no means appears almost automatically, as the others
do, but is significant and connects those manuscripts which have it. It
is therefore a much more important variant, but in the statistics of the
CBGM all four variants have the same value.

But since we cannot put different values to every single variant, let
us instead count them. That is what the CBGM does. How then are they
counted? What is a ‘reading’, a ‘variant’, a ‘passage’, a ‘place of vari-
ation’? From a practical point of view, [ think that these terms all mean
the same thing, and I think they do so to the CBGM. There is no need
to go into definitions, the problem is how they are counted. Text und
Textwert takes up 98 passages (‘Teststellen’) concerning the Catholic
Letters, chosen because they are supposed not to have emerged coinci-
dentally but to show a relationship to the exemplar (Vorlage) they derive
from and to belong to different types of the tradition.'” The CBGM lists
3,046'* variant passages which are compared and which are the basis
of the statistics. The Letter of James contains 761 variants!%®; obviously

101 Mink (2011), p. 145. Italics by Mink. Cf. also Introductory Presentation, p. 305: “The pre-
genealogical and genealogical data used rest upon the entire corpus of the Catholic Letters (not
upon single writings).”

102 Cf. p. 111 with n. 294.

103 Text und Textwert 2/1, p. VII. I do not accept these 98 passages as telling examples: there are
too many cases of passages that do not tell anything. There is for instance a variation of syno-
nyms or near-synonyms, e.g. no. 15 (Jas 3:3/22-26) g1 1o neibecbav/npog 1. m.; of article or no
article, e.g. no. 51 (2 Pt 3:16/10-12) emotoloic/tong emotoratg, where emotolaug is preferred
in Text und Textwert, toug emotolaig in ECM2; of different word order, e.g. no. 87 (3 Jn 14/
8-10) og 10ew/1d¢wv og; of addition or no addition of apnv at the end of a Letter, e.g. no. 52 (2
Pt 3:18/45), no. 75 (1 Jn 5:21/13), no. 82 (2 Jn 13/19).

104 Mink (2011), p. 147. Of course comparisons do not start from 3,046, because there are always
lacunas. The more comprehensive manuscripts are compared at around 3,000 passages.

105 ECM2, p. 31*.
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all the variants registered in the apparatus are counted for the statistics,
nothing is omitted.'%

There is in fact a kind of definition of ‘places of variation’ in Mink
(2004)'7: ““Places of variation are places in the text where variants appear
(sic). At least two different variants occur in a place of variation; the
maximum in James is 24 variants. A place of variation may comprise
more than one word, but it can also be the space between words.!
Ideally, it covers a logical unit of variation. This means that mutually
interdependent changes to a text should belong to one unit of variation
(e.g. if a subject and correspondingly the predicate are put in the
singular). A unit of variation can also be postulated when a group of
words presumably belonged together in a copyist’s view (e.g. if a word
group consisting of article/particle/noun shows changes in different
combinations for the article/noun and for the particle). Sometimes,
very pragmatic considerations might be adduced to determine a unit of
variation, so as to enable the comparison of all texts at a certain place.”
We are thus supposed to know how a copyist considered the text, but of
that we know nothing. Did he laboriously work out one word after an-
other in a difficult scriptio continua, did he put together some words into
a context before writing them down, or did he hear someone else dictate
the text to him, combining the words more or less correctly? We are also
supposed to establish ‘logical units’ and to accept a ‘very pragmatic’ way
of handling the text. In short: This is all arbitrary, a ‘place of variation’,
areading, a variant, a passage can be anything.

Looking at the apparatus of ECM2 we observe that of course dif-
ferent words in the same place count as a variant, for instance pépovta
instead of popodvta or one particle instead of another or the omission of
the particle. Article or the omission of the article is counted as a variant,
as is also negation or omission of negation. If two words change places,
it is also evident that we have a variant to count, for instance avéuwv
oKANP@®V or okAnp@dv avépwv. It becomes much more difficult when
we find longer sequences where it is not possible to compare word by
word. Let us look at 2 Pt 1:4/8—18 tijua kol péyiota Nuiv Enayyéhpoto
deddpnton, with 15 variants. This is regarded as one passage or variant
between documents and is counted as one disagreement. There are in

106 I did not arrive by manual counting at exactly 761, but close to it! We should believe in the
computer.

107 P. 27.

108 Which means that for instance in Jas 1:2 between word no. 2 and word no. 4 there is in the
tradition also a word no. 3, i.e. yap. Such additions between the accepted readings in the pri-
mary line have uneven numbers.
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fact several disagreements within this sequence, which we may well
call a logical unit. There is a variation of word order between tipa kol
péytota and péyrota Kai tipuo, there is a variation between pronouns,
appearing as v, VPiv, Hudv, budv and differently placed, and the pro-
noun is also omitted in one witness. Thus, between for instance 01 and
03, the method counts one variant, but in fact these two manuscripts
differ as to the order of the words tijua xai péyiota and as to the place
of the pronoun Mpiv. If we compare 01 and 02, we add the difference
NUv/opiv.'” Exactly such disagreements as those mentioned are in other
places considered variants of their own, but in longer sequences they are
‘concealed’''” and do not count. It is thus evident that variants compared
are very different. But not only a sequence in the primary line'!! but also
one word in the primary line may ‘conceal’ disagreements. In Jas 1:8/2
the primary line has dvnp, the variants are avnp yap, 6 avip yap, avip
5¢. Shouldn’t we say that dvnp differs from 6 &vip yap not in one place
but in two, the longer reading presenting both the article and a particle?
And if we put 6 dvrp yap in the primary line, we get a sequence, Jas
1:8/2—6.

The situation also becomes difficult if another word is inserted, per-
haps in different places. Let us look at Jas 2:3/26-30: The readings are
K60ov Mde KOADG, KEOOL KOADG MIE, Be KGOV KOADS, KoL MOE
Aopmpdg. If the reading kdov koddg ®e did not exist, we would count
two disagreements, one being a difference of word order, kédOov OS¢
versus ®de kdhov, the other kaAdg versus Aaumpdc. But now the read-
ing k4Oov kakdg Mde exists, and the place of dde forces the CBGM to
work with all three words and establish one variant, although there are
really two. It happens time after time that the word order or a deviating
or ‘extra’ word forces the method to establish long passages as variants,
thus ‘concealing’ disagreements within the passage. Take for instance 1
Pt 5:13/2-12, a long passage counted as one variant. Within it we find
interesting variants such as BafvAovn, Poun, Ziov.

Let us look at 2 Pt 3:10/48-50. The variant is ovy eOpebnoetan
and evpebnoeton without the negation and as a third possibility
kotakanoetol' 2. But we could also think that the negation and the ab-

109 2 Pt 1:4/8-18 is by far not the worst example. In Jd 5/12-20, counted as one passage, there are
the differences in the place of dna&, there is todto or omission of Tovto, dtt in different places
or omitted, Hudg or vudg placed differently, we find 6 kOpiog, kbprog, 6 incode, incods. See
also below, Jas 1:19/10-12.

110 Of course I do not mean by ‘concealing’ that the method is handled with a view to mislead.

111 The primary line presents the text preferred by the editors. In the apparatus, it is indicated by
a, the variants being b, c, etc.

112 Disregarding a few other variants meaning ‘being burned, destroyed’.
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sence of negation form one important variation, and the disagreement
gvpebnoeton versus Katakonoetol another, and thus count two disagree-
ments. A negation and the absence of it are elsewhere counted as a vari-
ant, but here it is not.

If we look at 2 Jn 3/2-8, there are 11 variants. If we compare read-
ing a: £otonl ped’ MuUAV yapic with reading /: Eotan 08 pued” HUAV xapig
we shall find two disagreements rather than the only one counted, one
being the particle 8¢ or the omission of it, the other the disagreement be-
tween Mu@dv and Hu@v. It is also difficult to see how we should judge the
reading j: xapig vpiv instead of the whole phrase labeled a. How many
disagreements are there in this reading j, compared with a?

The last example shows the difficulty which arises if one reading is
quite different from the others. Another case is Jas 1:27/40—44 domiiov
govtov tpeiv. There are the variants domidov, Kol domlov, AGTiAOLGS,
further £éavtov, ceavtov, avtov, those pronouns placed in different plac-
es, also the disagreement tnpeiv and tpeite which are placed differ-
ently. Add to this that there is a variant, brepaomilev avtote, which is
not only different in form but also has another meaning. To the CBGM,
these variants have the same value.

Now someone may argue that the cases of ‘concealing’ are rare. [ do
not think that it is possible to present reliable statistics, just because it is
so difficult to judge the number of variants. As shown above, the method
can handle cases where there is a word « instead of a word b, also if
there are the words ab instead of ba, or if the word a corresponds to xa
or ax, x standing for e.g. an article or a particle. If the variations run over
a string of words, it is difficult or impossible to state how many differ-
ences there really are. Anyone can see that, just looking into the appara-
tus of ECM2. It is clear that the number of variants must be considerably
higher than 3,046. How much higher? I hope that it has been made clear
that there is no reliable way of counting. However, counting the places
of variation in 10 verses at Jas 1:1-10, there are 50 of them, but in reality
these places are around 57. I am being rather kind, counting for instance
1:3/10-14 as one place of variation: A manuscript may have du®v g
miotemc, it may have Nudv instead of VUGV, it may omit HUOV/OUGV, it
may omit Tfi¢ miotewg; starting from ¢ wiotews, these words can have
an addition, they can stand alone, they can be omitted, and all in one
place. Counting that way, there is no ‘concealment’. Examples of types
of ‘concealment’ are given above. In 2 Pt 2:5-14, also 10 verses, there
are 57 places of variation, but by my counting around 69.

‘Concealing’ disagreements means that all statistics break down, and
thereby the method, which builds on statistics. I thought at first that the
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method could at least show similarities between documents, but in fact
it cannot do so but roughly. It is not enough to count: It is fundamental
that we know what we count, and that the phenomena we count are
comparable.

But could we not regard these 3,046 cases as a sample and take guid-
ance from it? I do not think that it is possible. For one thing, it is against
the whole idea of the CBGM, which aims at and claims completeness.
Secondly, it is not a good sample. Counting the ‘places of variation’ in
2 Jn, we find that there are around 55 such places with two different
readings, somewhat more than twenty with three variants and about as
many with more than three variants. As I have tried to show, the places
with several variants are much more difficult to handle, and they are too
many to be left aside.

Text, initial text, witness

I do not think that a discussion about what is an archetype and what
is an initial text is essential when it comes to the practical handling of
ECM2 and the CBGM. We may keep to their terminology, which speaks
about the ‘initial text of the tradition’.!" This text is perhaps not the very
text of the author, but it is supposed to be the one from which the entire
tradition originates. As far as I know, the bulk of the texts is the same
wherever we find a document containing a large part of a book.
However, we may ask how far an initial text was the same every-
where. Certainly it was not exactly the same. The text or texts we are
talking about were read and copied in different Christian congregations.
Did they receive additions, maybe eliminations, in the course of time?
We cannot believe that the texts were identical in e.g. Alexandria and in
Ephesus, considering the differences we can identify even in the earliest
documents.''* One initial text may have existed, but it certainly under-
went changes. Some of them may have remained in most or all docu-
ments, others may have disappeared. The ending of the Gospel of Mark
must have been felt unsatisfactory, and other endings were added, but
they did not reach all documents, far from it. The pericope in John 7:53—
8:11 about the adulteress does not appear in the oldest documents. Other
additions and changes, greater or lesser, may have been more lucky and
remain unexposed because they are harder to reveal. However, concern-
ing not the whole text but the different passages we are to some ex-
tent better equipped, because there are tools which may help us to state

113 See e.g. ECM2, p. 30*.
114 See chap. 1 and chap. 2.
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which one ought to be, if not original, then at least more original than
the others.!”> Speaking in a general way about the New Testament, we
ought to be sceptical about the text as it is presented, even if elaborated
with the greatest possible care, and be prepared to have less confidence
in that text and greater interest in the apparatus criticus.

Mink and ECM2 concentrate on the text and speak about ‘textual
flow’ between ‘witnesses’, the ‘witness’ being the text, not the docu-
ment. I do not understand this way of reasoning. A text is an existing
phenomenon. Maybe there was what we can call an initial text, and there
are the different existing texts of different existing documents. There is
no flow of a theoretical text between documents; there cannot be, be-
cause the texts of the documents usually point in different directions.!'®
Some readings of document A are initial and earlier than those of docu-
ment B, some are changed and later. I shall often use the word ‘witness’;
it means to me the text of a document. The word is very handy, since
it can be used of all kinds of documents, papyri, manuscripts, transla-
tions, etc. In fact, both Aland and Mink often use ‘witness’ in the sense
of ‘document’, e.g. in Mink’s many tables showing agreements and
disagreements between ‘witnesses’, i.e. documents. "7 Witnesses in the
sense of the CBGM, whatever that sense is, do not exist.

The fundamental idea of the CBGM concerning ancestors and de-
scendants is on the whole misleading. To simplify somewhat: Manu-
script A may to 55% have a more original text than manuscript B and to
45 % a less original one. To the CBGM this means that A is the ancestor
of B, that there is a flow from A to B, but the same manuscript is in fact
both ancestor and descendant, both father and son.

I would not compare the development of texts to a mighty flow but
would like to start from the document, comparing it in a more prosaic
way to a pizza. This pizza is copied from another pizza but sometimes
the cook has also put into it ingredients observed in some other pizza.
As to the ‘rule of parsimony’, more than once evoked by Mink!!%, it is
more convenient to buy all the ingredients of the pizza in one store,
but it may well be necessary to turn to others, some of them perhaps
situated far away. Unfortunately, we do not know how the cook works.
Mink prefers to think that most ingredients are close at hand, as we shall

115 See n. 84.

116 Cf. n. 94 about codices descripti.

117 Mink (2011), p. 146 makes it clear that a ‘witness’ is ‘specified’ by a Gregory-Aland number,
that is the number of a document. Still this witness is not a document but a text. This is most
confusing.

118 See p. 85.
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see. It is in fact a fundamental idea of the CBGM that scribes use one or
few exemplars, and if more than one, usually one which is like the main
exemplar. A very dangerous simile is that of the sequences of variants
being compared to DNA chains.!”® This sounds very scientific, but all
mammals have two biological parents, no more, no less, whereas the
document may have many parents, none of them biological.

The two bases of the CBGM

As stated above'?® under The CBGM, the method is based on two as-
sumptions. One is that of inner criteria'?!, the other that of the genealogy
of documents. One should not gainsay the other. Aland is very clear
on this point.'* | translate freely: “decisions about texts can never be
stated if they are contrary to the genealogical position of the witnesses
which present them.” See also ibid. p. 60: “Decisions about texts have
a frame which can be tested; they must move within that frame, which
will be the result of the totality of the local stemmata which are all the
time revised.” The consequence of this is: If a document which is sup-
posed to be strongly related to other documents and consequently to be
within the same frame has an unexpected reading disagreeing with the
other closely related documents, then this reading is supposed to have
its origin in these related documents, even if that reading does not ex-
ist in them at all; it is not supposed to come from some other document
outside the frame, even if such an ‘outside’ document may present that
very reading. This means reducing the role of contamination, as we shall
see'?, and it comes very handy when establishing a stemma, but is it
true? Contradictory to this idea of keeping everything within one frame
we shall find a notion of non-ancestors becoming ancestors.'?*

We have some knowledge of inner criteria. We have some knowl-
edge of the language of the New Testament and of the language of docu-
ments outside these texts. We also have a good knowledge of the context
of the passages and of other comparable passages and of ideas expressed
in the New Testament. There is always the danger of vicious circles; we
build our knowledge of the language from what we read, then we tend

119 Mink (2011), p. 146. Another dangerous idea is that on an average (im Durchschnitt) the tradi-
tion has developed in an organic manner, so Mink (1993), p. 482. This way of thinking might
in fact be behind the method. If so, it has proved fatal, cf. p. 117.

120 P. 58.

121 See n. 84.

122 Aland (2011), p. 59.

123 For examples, see e.g. pp. 98-112, Textual flow diagrams, A practical example: Jude 15/14—
16, Some examples of substemmata and textual flow.

124 See p. 107.
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to correct what we read from what we have constructed from the written
texts. The same goes for comparable passages and ideas found in the
New Testament; we think that they may influence each other, and then
we tend to state that they do so. But our position in this respect also has
some factual basis. There is a real knowledge of the language; we do not
know what is ‘right’ or what an author ought to say, but we know what
is usual and what is not. In the best of cases, it is possible to explain why
we do not find the usual expression. We also have much experience of
apparatuses and of the confusion between readings they often present.

The weak point of the other assumption, also called outer criteria, is
of course that genealogy is very uncertain and that contamination from
not very much related documents can never be ruled out. The assump-
tion of the CBGM is not only that usually one exemplar was available to
a scribe but that similar texts were also close at hand, from which they
could pick other readings. Of this availability, nothing less than a pillar
of the CBGM, we know very little, in fact next to nothing. Studying the
method, I have not seen any attempt at placing similar documents in the
same environment or originating in the same scriptorium. The reason is
simple: It cannot be done. We know very little about where our manu-
scripts were before they ended up where they are now, and we know
very little or nothing about where they were produced or how manu-
scripts were distributed, maybe over vast areas from some scriptorium
or religious centre which was held in high regard.'® If it is not evident
from changes made by the same hand, we do not know whether a copy-
ist had at his disposal one manuscript or more than one, and we do not
know how he'?® used them.

I think that Lowden has presented the problem of manuscript produc-
tion in a very clear way'?’: “The position is most straightforward with
an ‘in-house’ monastic product: the abbot instructs one of his monks to
produce a new copy to supply a need. The evidence of manuscripts still
in the monasteries on Mt Athos in and for which they were made, as
for example at Vatopedi, exemplifies this process. But the range of pos-
sible alternatives to the in-house scenario is very large: a scribe might
be a lay ‘professional’ (possibly female) rather than a monk or priest (or
nun); the commission may very well come from a layman or laywoman;

125 There is very little or no information about where our manuscripts were produced, even where
you may expect to find some if it was available, e.g. in Aland & Aland and, as far as I can see,
in catalogues of manuscripts. About scribes of the papyri, see p. 87, Scribes generally.

126 I apologize for writing ‘he’, which in my text really means ‘he or she’, since there is evidence
for female scribes. See below the quotation from Lowden.

127 Lowden, p. 465 f.
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the model(s) might need to be borrowed, possibly from a distance; the
book might be commissioned in one location for use in another, and so
forth. Without specific information these unpredictable circumstances,
vital to the act of production, remain completely opaque. It is important,
therefore, that the example of the Stoudios Monastery as a centre of
production in the ninth-eleventh centuries, or the well-documented (by
colophon) activities of the monk loasaph of the Hodegon Monastery in
Constantinople in the fourteenth century, is not assumed to be norma-
tive.”

The ‘concerned reader’, who tried to better his text, hardly exists
to the CBGM. By ‘concerned reader’ I mean someone who reads the
text with great attention and also introduces in his copy variants and
explanatory readings, which later on are transmitted to other documents.
He is supposed to be more interested in important passages than in small
matters. Do we not all, reading the New Testament, gladly skip the
question whether there should be a 11 or not before direct speech and in-
stead reflect on difficult passages? Aland does not neglect the ‘concerned
reader’ but tries to reduce his influence by showing that more important
changes which had an impact on meaning did not become very wide-
spread. This opinion does not stand the test very well.'*8

So I think that whereas the inner criteria are weak and unreliable,
outer criteria based on availability do not exist. If we add to our weak
knowledge the use of non-existent knowledge and think that the latter
has an impact, we will make our already weak knowledge still weaker.

Pre-genealogical coherence, relationship

When speaking about the tradition of a text it is usual to speak about
genealogy. This gives a false impression of a strong connection, and
I shall try personally to avoid it, using ‘relationship’.'® It is, however,
quite impossible to get around the word, since Mink uses it and it occurs
all the time in the texts we discuss. We shall remember that texts are not
living beings, they are stone-dead. They get life when we read them,
within the reader. The result may be that the reader changes the text,
intentionally or unintentionally, and so one stone-dead artefact becomes
another stone-dead artefact. All documents are related to each other;
they, or rather their scribes, are givers and takers of readings, but usually
we do not see a direct relationship between giver and taker.

128 See p. 89 and chapters 1 and 4, especially p. 128 ff., 03, 1739 and changes in 1 Jn.
129 It would be still better to use ‘giver” and ‘taker’.
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Mink'® introduces what he calls ‘pre-genealogical coherence’:
“Strong pre-genealogical coherence (= a high degree of agreement) in-
dicates a close relationship.” To my mind, pre-genealogical coherence
means that documents are alike, that there may be a relationship be-
tween them, but that a relationship is not established. They are just alike.
Genealogy depends on how they interact. Mink!!: “Strong genealogical
coherence arises between witnesses with strong pre-genealogical coher-
ence if the text of one witness can be explained as deriving from the
other at points where they differ.”” We should then start from witnesses
or texts that are much alike and study where they differ. We are never
told how much alike they should be in order to be of interest. The aver-
age agreement of all pairs of witnesses, or ‘documents’, to the Catho-
lic Letters is 87.6%, the minimum is 77.9%, the maximum 99.1%.'32
EMC2'# states that an agreement of 92% or more between a document
and the supposed initial text 4'3* “can be seen as good or very good”. We
shall mostly speak about documents that are alike to 80% or much more,
which means that they are generally much the same.

We shall see, or so I hope, that the whole idea of starting from like-
nesses is mistaken. Let us for a start consider an artificial stemma which
Mink (2003)'*° presents in order to explain the relations between wit-
nesses. He starts from an initial text called 4. In this stemma, witness 5,
which has only three other witnesses between itself and the initial text
A, is already very different from A (one identical reading out of five)
and differs already so much from the two immediate descendants from
A (two identical readings for one and three for the other out of five)
that we may wonder whether we should presuppose a close relation-
ship between them. We should remember that it only takes one careless
scribe to change the text considerably. Let us build another, quite pos-
sible stemma (which has nothing to do with Mink’s example, discussed
above): A

B C
D E
130 Mink (2011), p. 144.
131 Mink (2011), p. 144, under ‘Genealogical coherence’.
132 Mink (2011), p. 157, n. 25.
133 P. 33*,
134 A, the supposed initial text, is not to be confused with the manuscript 02, also called A, the

codex Alexandrinus.
135 Mink (2003), p. 41 ff.
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There is no interpolation in this stemma. A has the initial text, B and D
are very close transcriptions of A and of one another. C is a very careless
transcription of A and E is a very careless transcription of C. C and E
both have a lot of so-called nonsense readings and a lot of more or less
acceptable efforts to reconstitute an understandable text. As in Mink’s
example, these documents are very close as to relationship (‘genea-
logy’) but their coherence is small.

Let us look at another example:

A

D

D is copied from C but has been interpolated from B. D and B may be
more like each other than C and D. In fact D can have more prior read-
ings than B and C and thus, automatically and in conformity with the
method, be regarded as an ancestor of B and C. See below, Counting
prior and posterior readings'>® and Nodes and circular edges'®’. This
simple stemma is in fact a stumbling-block for the method.

Similarity and genealogical relationship may of course very often, I
guess mostly, coincide, but there is no rule that this is always the case.

Coincidence

A fundamental problem is that of ruling out those identical readings
which to my understanding have nothing to do with genealogy, because
they may occur anywhere. The CBGM views the problem in another
way'?®: “A distinction between contamination, which can occur only in
connection with genealogical dependence, and multiple emergence'*® of
variants is mandatory for CBGM procedures.” As we shall see later', it
is clearly stated that to the CBGM, contamination is generally speaking

136 P. 95.

137 P. 113.

138 Mink (2011), p. 149.

139 I take ‘multiple emergence’ to mean the same thing as ‘coincidental’, see p. 62, Unintentional

(coincidental) and intentional readings.
140 Pp. 75,92 f.
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only possible between fairly closely related witnesses. We shall never
find this statement confirmed by evidence.

Let us look at the constructed example mentioned above, taken from
Mink (2003). Mink lets the original reading x be changed into y by wit-
ness 1, an immediate descendant of A, but then witness 3, a direct de-
scendant of witness 1, changes back y into x. This x is preserved by the
other witnesses. Now Mink thinks that the reading x has two origins. But
in real life, why should it? Why has not witness 3 taken over a reading
found in one of the other witnesses? How can we prove that it has not?
If we somehow knew that for geographical or historical or religious rea-
sons a direct relationship between them was impossible, then we could
talk about an independent, coincidental origin of the same reading. But
such reasons hardly exist or can hardly be proved to exist. Of course we
should not deny that the same variant may emerge more than once, but
we should not try to avoid the idea of contamination, but for the CBGM,
it is downright stated: “Low pre-genealogical coherence within an attes-
tation implies multiple coincidental emergence of the variant.”!*!' I think
that we can see here a tendency which I shall comment on later'*?: To
‘keep it in the family’, that is to avoid the idea that contamination from
afar may occur. That would disturb and complicate the stemmata, which
Mink likes to keep as uncomplicated as possible, following a most ques-
tionable ‘rule of parsimony’, which too will be discussed later.'*

The stemmata in Mink (2003) were designed for our better under-
standing, but I think that they make us question the very foundations of
the method. Genealogy and agreement are two unrelated things, and we
cannot start from one to arrive at the other. One manuscript can derive
from another without being very similar, two manuscripts may be very
much alike but have nothing to do with one another directly. Byzan-
tine manuscripts may offer very much the same text, a ‘textus receptus’,
without being directly connected genealogically with each other. The
work of Colwell'* is illuminating: Each of the three papyri he discusses
shows that a great number of disagreements have arisen early, although
they are the result of a rather short tradition.

Prior and posterior readings generally

The idea of genealogical coherence builds on the presupposition that
it is possible to state, if not always, at least in sufficiently many cases,

141 Introductory Presentation, p. 146.
142 P. 82, Reassessments.

143 P. 85, The ‘rule of parsimony’.
144 Cf. p. 87.
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that a reading (the posterior), can be explained by another reading (the
prior). I think we all agree, but anyone knows the enormous difficul-
ties which meet us trying to judge prior and posterior readings. In the
discussion we shall continually come back to this problem. Following a
la Maas only very clear errors in the transmission, you will find clearer
lines of tradition, but in a much contaminated text like that of the New
Testament, this path will lead into an impenetrable jungle. Mink tries to
take a firm grip on the whole tradition, which is in itself most laudable.
Assessing prior and posterior readings is fundamental to the method.'*

Some practical examples of prior and posterior readings

We shall have a look at Mink’s examples presented in chapter 9, Di-
vergence between Variants as Indicator of Genealogical Relatedness of
Witnesses'*®. Tt will of course prove nothing strictly, but may give food
for some thought. It will, or so I hope, show how difficult it is to state
which reading precedes the other or the others. The method depends
upon correct decisions in this respect.

The first example is taken from Jas 3:6/17 (xoi 1| yYA®cca mop. O
KOoUOG Th¢ adikiag) N} YAdooo (kabictatar &v toig pérecty udv). The
variants for the second 1 yAdooa are: a: 1| yYAdooa, without addition, b:
obtwg N YA®GGoa, ¢: obTmg Kol 1 YAdooa. Mink thinks that « is the prior
reading and designs a local stemma where b develops out of @ and ¢ out
of b:

a

C

This may well be correct, but it is not at all certain, one reason being
that the right punctuation is far from evident. We could also punctu-
ate strongly after adwciog and start another sentence from obtwg xoi;
however, a scribe or a reader may think that the sentence starts with
0 kooupog and reject obtwg kal. Further, it is not clear that the reading
obtwg is more original than obtw¢ Kai: a Kai, rather superfluous to us, is

145 Mink (2011), p. 142.
146 Mink (2011), p. 159.
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often added in comparisons, and this is a sort of comparison: The tongue
is a dangerous thing and is compared to fire.

The next example is Jas 4:2/30-32 (dmbBupeite koi ovK Exets,
povevete Kol nAovte kai 0b dvvache Emituyelv, Layeobe Kol Todepeite,)
oUK &yete (d10 TO N aitelobot Vudc.) The variants before d1 are a: odk
&xete, b: kol 00k &xete, ¢: 00K Eyete 8¢, d: kal oV duvaches. Mink pres-
ents a local stemma, below left:

? a
a b b c
c d d

Mink leaves it open whether a or b is the initial text, which is therefore
represented by ?. I think that another stemma is equally possible, above
right. It is perhaps even more possible, because the asyndetic ovk £yete
may give rise to the two variants with kai (o) or 6¢ (c).

The third example is Jas 2:4/2—4, a difficult passage. The context
is: If a rich man and a poor man enter the synagogue, and if you speak
despondently to the rich man offering him a good seat and brusquely
to the poor giving him a bad one; it continues!¥’”: kai o0 diekpidnte (v
£a0101¢ Kol £yéveohe kprtad S10A0YIoU®Y TovNp@V;). The variants are a:
oV dekpinte, b: ovyi diekpidnte, c: dexpidnte, d: kol oV dekpinte,
e: kai OekpiOnte. They boil down to two alternatives: We regard the
sentence either as a rhetorical question with a negation, or as a direct
statement. Mink thinks that d is the initial reading, because the xai is
an example of the so-called kai apodoseos and thus a lectio difficilior.
He considers this a semitism and “completely non-Greek™*. T do not
think that this is correct. A xoi often slips into the text when a reader
or a scribe loses the thread, but perhaps even the author himself may
be responsible. There are some examples of such uncertain readings in
Alexanderson (2012)'*, and many others can be found. The reading d
is no more initial than a or b, but Mink designs a local stemma with an
addition for variant c:

147 1 quote the text of ECM2, where xai o0 diekpifnzte is the reading called a and the other variants
are named consecutively. In the discussion, I follow the different denotation of Mink.

148 Mink (2004), p. 61.

149 See Index des mots grecs, Kai.
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It seems to me more probable that a reading with the negation is initial,
but which one is impossible to say. The negation may be dropped, be-
cause someone has not understood that it is a rhetorical question, or it
has, as so often, fallen out because it is a small word, and such words
often go amiss.!>

The fourth example is Jas 2:16/2—4, about unkind behaviour against
poor people: (av AdeAPOG T AOEAPT] YOUVOL VILAPYWOW ..., ) €imn &€
(t1c avtoig €& vudV- mdyete év gipnvn, Beppaivesde). The variants are
a: €lmn 8¢, b: €inotl 8¢, c: kai ginn, d: kol €inoy, e: kai inyn 0. We may
state that the readings a and b as well as ¢ and d could be regarded as
the same readings with itacism.!®! This is in my opinion a clear case
where we must accept that variants can be the result of mere chance and
consequently of no avail to a stemma. I consider the reading a/b and c/d
as perfectly equal and candidates for the topmost position. But e can-
not be ruled out, because the combination of kai and &¢ is by no means
rare, meaning ‘and also’, ‘but also’.!>? Thus I do not find Mink’s stemma
shown below well founded:

AN

150 Editors of our texts are busy adding or rejecting kai, other particles and the definite article,
sometimes even negations, also changing a ¢ into a o1, if 8¢ occurs in a principal sentence
after a subordinate one; doing all this they may be right, they may be wrong. Cf. p. 90 f. with
n. 210.

151 ECM2, p. 26* {., is rightly meticulous and indicates most orthographic deviations, as it does
here.

152 There is an example in 1 Jn 1:3/30-36.

78



‘Minor agreements’

It is an important idea of Mink’s that so-called ‘minor agreements’ are
as important as any other readings'>: “... in the context of the CBGM,
each variant shared by highly similar witnesses - regardless of whether
the variant appears significant - counts as an instant supporting their
affinity, their genealogical coherence. In such witnesses, minor agree-
ments are not considered coincidental.” I am not sure that there is a
definition of what Mink calls ‘minor agreements’. One may ask, for in-
stance, how we shall regard 1Jn 3:20/6, where we observe four variants
in ECM2: xatayvdoK), Katayryvaok), KOToylVOOKEL, KOTOYLYVAOCKEL.

In a way I think that Mink is right; a general agreement all over the
text in variants of small importance, for instance particles, points to a
general relationship. The difficulty is that most texts are alike in small
matters and that coincidental readings may create a false connection.'
If we put cases of small importance into statistics, we will get as a result
that witnesses are on the whole alike. Witness A will be like witness B
to 90%, most of the agreements being unimportant readings and the dis-
agreements are maybe important readings; on the other hand, compared
with witness C, the likeness between A and C will also be 90%, the im-
portant readings being identical in the two witnesses, the disagreements
consisting of a large number of omissions and additions of particles. In
this case, I regard C as much closer to A than is B. Similarities in small
matters generally encumber the statistics and make the great differences
more or less disappear.'>

But let us think that there are two documents which are very much
alike in small matters but disagree concerning important readings. This
could only, or so I think, mean one thing: The ‘concerned reader’!¢ fol-
lowed the text closely in small matters which did not interest him but
sought other readings or made changes of his own in passages where he
had difficulties understanding the text of his main exemplar. The result
would be a document where ‘minor agreements’ really mean something,
and I for one would be quite willing to accept them as important. But I
do not know if there are any such documents at all, and if they exist, the
CBGM would not be able to find them.

153 See p. 63.

154 Considering the text of James, about half the text is subject to variation (Mink (2004), p. 18 f.),
but if a manuscript is compared with another manuscript or with the supposed initial text 4, the
degree of agreement is high.

155 See p. 127 about 468, very like the initial text 4 in a small detail.

156 For ‘concerned reader’, see p. 72.
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Contamination, access to manuscripts, multiple emergence

The traditional way of judging readings is by applying knowledge of
language and context. The CBGM adds to this another way which I
take the liberty of calling ‘judging by environment’.'”” Mink has, as we
shall see, difficulties combining two contrary opinions about scribes:
They are supposed to use one exemplar, but they may also sometimes
use more than one. If they use more than one, that other or the others
are supposed to be close at hand. This idea is fundamental, expressed
many times, very clearly in Mink (2004), from where I quote'*®: “The
combination in the tradition is viewed as a process. The assumption is
that, if contamination occurs, it emerges from those texts which were at
the disposal of the scribe, i.e. texts in his direct environment, i.e. texts
which are, for the most part, closely related with each other.”

Let it first be said that Mink may be right in many cases, perhaps in
most cases. The difficulty is that we do not know when. The traditional
way has the advantage that we have some knowledge of language and
context, however insufficient. We may well think that some religious
centres were in high esteem for having good manuscripts, and that such
manuscripts were often copied.'®® A problem, never mentioned by Mink,
is that such centres may well have had an impact far away. Thus, manu-
scripts which are very much alike may have existed far away from each
other, not being available to the scribe. On the other hand, it cannot be
excluded that manuscripts of different types were available. In fact, we
know very little about networks among religious centres and very little
about how the scribes worked practically when copying.'® Mink works
with assumptions'®! about how they performed their task and presents
no evidence for these assumptions. As we shall see later, the assumption
that the environment is of great importance leads to two conclusions
which are questionable'®?, 1) that multiple emergence plays a compara-
tively great role and contamination a comparatively small one, and 2),
that readings different from those of the closest ancestor are supposed to
be fetched from other close ancestors.

157 Cf. p. 70, The two bases of the CBGM.

158 Mink (2004), p. 14, see also ibid., p. 22, and Mink (2011), p. 154.

159 Cf. Mink (2004), p. 49, where a high degree of agreement in a substemma is said to be “a
reflection of the circumstance that in a region with a dense tradition there exists a stable idea
about which manuscripts are worth copying.”

160 See further p. 71 f.

161 There are four assumptions about scribes, see Mink (2011), p. 151 ff., discussed on pp. 82 ff.
and 87 ft.

162 See discussion at p. 82, Reassessments.
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Optimal substemma

Mink!®: “A substemma consists of a descendant and the ancestors from
which its text can be derived at all the variant passages it contains. It is
optimal if the number of the ancestors is reduced to the minimum.” If we
wish to design a so-called global stemma, it is of course highly desirable
that the substemmata are as simple as possible and so allow us a good
overview of the tradition. But we can absolutely not know whether the
less complicated stemma is the one that comes closer to the truth. “The
rule of parsimony demands”, says Mink'®, “that the number of stem-
matic ancestors be as small as possible.” This rule of parsimony'® is
wishful thinking. Above'* I have tried to show that it is often possible
to design different stemmata and that it is difficult or impossible to say
which one is the best. A stemma which supposes that some readings
common to two or more witnesses have appeared as a development of a
prior reading will be less complicated than one which supposes contami-
nation between witnesses, but it will probably not always be more cred-
ible. A stemma where the witness X has the reading a and the witnesses
Y and Z have the reading b may be designed simply as the stemma to
the left below, supposing that b is a change which appeared in Y and was
transmitted to Z. On the other hand, if 4 is found elsewhere, e.g. in the
witness Q, the stemma to the right is somewhat more complicated but
perhaps not less true.

L
S

In Mink’s chapter 14, Constructing Optimal Substemmata'®’, this
constructing is said to be complex because it requires the frequent
interaction of computerized procedures with philological assessments
of intermediary results. [ thought that the philological judgement was

163 Mink (2011), p. 144.

164 Mink (2011), p. 162. See also Mink (2003), p. 59, where we are recommended to prefer one
reading and not to ignore “den hier sehr erwiinschten vereinfachenden Effekt”, the very desir-
able simplifying effect.

165 Cf. p. 85.

166 P. 77 ff.

167 Mink (2011), p. 189 ff.
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fundamental for assessing the relationship, but now it is evident that the
philological assessment changes according to results forthcoming from
the studies of coherence and so-called genealogical relationship. Is this
procedure not an example of a vicious circle'**?

For some examples of designing real substemmata, I refer to the sec-
tion below, called Some examples of substemmata and textual flow.'”

Reassessments

Reassessment and revision are fundamental notions in the CBGM. More
than once Mink speaks about reassessments of the judgements on pas-
sages and about an iterative procedure which may correct the earlier
judgement about priority and posteriority of readings and of the sub-
stemmata. Of course anyone may change his opinion. But how does
this procedure of reassessment work? A couple of examples showing
the practical handling are found below, Jas 4:17/6-8 and Jas 2:23/14—
40. Let us listen to Mink about revision of text-critical decisions'”’:
“Through such revision (i.e. subsequent revision) it can be determined
whether extrapolation from “safe” cases throws light on problematic
ones.” In this same context Mink refers to the Conclusion at the end of
the article'’!: “many initial local stemmata have a preliminary status. On
the other hand, most of the passages can be assessed with reasonable
certainty. From the latter genealogical data are derived that can be used
for a revision of the first results. Some genealogical statements made in
the first phase will need correction, some previously unclear relations
between variants will now become assessable. Many cases that had to be
left pending altogether in the first phase will now be settled.”!’* As far as
I can see from these quotations, genealogical relations are built up from
the local stemmata, then the local stemmata are corrected according to
genealogical relations. As far as I understand, this is a vicious circle.

A first consequence of the reassessment is that once a manuscript has
been placed in a group of similar manuscripts, it is taken for granted that
readings which differ from those of the most closely related potential
ancestor are taken from some other manuscript in the same group. This
is generally speaking the way Mink accepts contamination, and if there

168 Cf. below under Reassessments.

169 P. 105.

170 Mink (2011), p. 165.

171 Mink (2011), p. 202.

172 See also Mink (2003), p. 66 f., freely translated: “if a reading connects two manuscripts, this is
no longer a question about the character of the reading, but of the coherence between the wit-
nesses.” Thus first coherence is stated according to readings, then readings are connected to
each other according to coherence.
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is no close relation between documents with the same reading, this read-
ing is supposed to appear through multiple emergence.'” A very impor-
tant assumption of Mink’s says'’*: “The sources feature closely related
texts rather than less related ones.” Let us think that the manuscript Y is
very like the manuscript X, its closest ancestor, but differs in a certain
place, where it has the same reading as Z, also a close ancestor. Then
Mink is ready to suppose that Y has its reading from that other ances-
tor, Z, and also that the difference observed does not disturb the close
relationship between X and Y. Of course, Mink may very well be right
in supposing that the reading comes from Z, but there is no certainty
at all. I should say that Y could very well have its reading from some
other manuscript. In fact, we do not know at all where these XYZ once
existed and if the scribe of Y had access to Z or to some other manu-
script, maybe less related, maybe one of the innumerable ones lost to us.
In reality, even manuscripts which are much alike must not necessarily
have been in close contact with each other, and manuscripts which are
unlike may have existed close to each other. Documents do not interact
because they ultimately descend from the same scriptorium, but because
they are physically and geographically available, and of that we know
very little. We must keep in mind that it is a fundamental idea of Mink’s
that copying is strongly influenced from the neighbourhood.

Following the assumption mentioned above is a second consequence
and a second way of explaining a difference between X and Y, otherwise
much alike. This is an idea of deriving and at the same time changing,
presented clearly in Mink (1993)'. Mink emphasizes the importance
of coherence and continues, in my free translation: “We should not sup-
pose that a reading has emerged independently if it is attested in a co-
herent way, that is if the witnesses often show the same reading in other
cases.”'’® This means that the different reading in Y may be explained
as deriving from X. The reading is not independent of X, it is unlike, i.e.
changed, but it not fetched from far away. The same idea is expressed
in a more practical way in the same article'’”: “The descendant manu-
script is one of the closest relatives of the ancestor; it has taken almost

173 See p. 92, Contamination and unique or multiple emergence of variants. Mink accepts that in
special cases there can be contamination between documents which are far from each other, see
discussion below, p. 107.

174 Mink (2011), p. 154. This is one of Mink’s four fundamental assumptions about how a scribe
works.

175 Mink (1993), p. 483.

176 “Eine unabhingige Entstehung wird man nicht annehmen, wenn die Bezeugung kohérent ist,
d.h. die Zeugen auch bei anderen Lesarten hdufig zusammen erscheinen.”

177 Mink (1993), p. 492.
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every reading from the ancestor and developed only a few further.” Here
we should observe the words ‘developed further °, i.e. changed. This is
another way of ‘keeping it in the family’, if the expression is allowed,
deriving one reading from the more or less disagreeing reading of an
ancestor. The other way is commented upon above, that is the tendency
to take over by interpolation variants from close ancestors, if there is a
disagreement with the closest ancestor, not allowing these readings to
come from further away. We shall see several examples of these two
proceedings, taking over directly or taking over and changing, see below
about Jas 4:17/6—8 and Jas 2:23/14-40, and especially the section Some
examples of substemmata and textual flow'’s. Tt is rather strange that a
method which sets store by likenesses and coherence is also quite ready
to declare different readings to be not very different but such as can be
explained as one being derived from the other. But I think that if the
different reading is well known from outside the group of similar docu-
ments, it can very well be taken from there. The consequences of the
CBGM are 1) underestimating contamination, which is only supposed
to take place within the same coherent and related group, 2) overesti-
mating coincidental appearance, because if the same posterior reading
occurs in groups or manuscripts which do not show a close relationship,
it is supposed to have emerged more than once. These consequences are
inherent in the method, not to say that they are the method.

Proceeding according to the CBGM means that relationship is
strengthened; we get rid of the awkward idea that a scribe may have
got his reading from far away, and an optimal, that is a fairly uncom-
plicated stemma is created. A clear case of reassessment and thus ar-
riving at an uncomplicated stemma is the judgement on the variant of
323 in Jas 4:17/6-8'7, where the reading a is kolOv moiglv, the reading
of 323 being d: kaAov: “Variant d (kalov) could derive from b (kodov
motfjoan) or ¢ (Tmotelv kahov), if we just look at linguistic probability, but
if genealogical coherence is taken into account, variant a is the more
likely source.” In fact there are several documents which have exactly
the variant kaA0v, and it is not at all necessary to regard this reading
as related to other, unlike readings. This is a clear exemple of deriving
the reading from other, unlike readings, just because there is a general
agreement between documents, and of adjusting the stemma according
to a preconceived idea.

178 P. 105.
179 Mink (2011), p. 195, n. 93.
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Another idea of how Mink’s theory works in practice is Jas 2:23/14—
40 éniotevoey 6¢ APpadp @ 0ed ... kai gilog Bgod EkANOM.'3° Mink
presents a chain of ancestors and descendants consisting from below
and upwards of 1799, 206, 429, 2200, 1611; they all omit 8¢ and write
dovAog instead of @ilog. But Mink also presents a chain of 614, which
has the same reading as 1799 and its chain of ancestors. However, 1292,
the most closely related potential ancestor of 614, likewise omits d¢ but
reads ¢ilog, whereas the second most closely related potential ancestor,
1611, supports dodA0g, omitting 6¢. Here we are supposed to find 614
influenced by its own chain, omitting 1292 and fetching dodlog from
1611, also a member of the chain mentioned above. In this chain, docu-
ments are clearly said to be connected by the common omission of 5¢ as
much as by the reading dodAog. In the chain 614-1292-1611, even the
important disagreement 600Aog/pilog does not upset the close relation-
ship. The reason is that the documents in these series are generally alike
and show relationship; therefore even an unimportant agreement shows
relationship and a rather important disagreement does not indicate lack
of connection. But why should 614 not get its dodAog from some other
source than its own supposed ancestors? There are quite a large number
of manuscripts featuring 60dAog.

The ‘rule of parsimony’

Closely connected with the idea of reassessment is the ‘rule of parsi-
mony’, often evoked by Mink, who, as shown above, likes to keep stem-
mata as uncomplicated as possible. The rule demands that the stemmatic
ancestors be as few as possible. But there is often more than one way
to design a stemma, and it is difficult or impossible to say which one is
the best. The assumption quoted above!'®!, “The sources feature closely
related texts rather than less related ones” says that a different reading in
one of the documents in a group should preferably be considered to have
been taken from some document in the same group, if it does not come
from the closest ancestor; it may also be considered as a development
of the reading in the ancestors. Such a stemma will be less complicated
than one which supposes interpolation from further away, but it will
probably not always be more credible. This way contamination is ruled
out as far as possible. I would like to stress that a ‘concerned reader’
may insert a reading from far away, but of course he may also have ac-
cess to a document in the neighbourhood which comes from the same

180 Mink (2011), p. 152-155.
181 P. 83, from Mink (2011), p. 154.
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scriptorium as the document he has before his eyes. In practice, there
is a risk that manuscripts are supposed to be closer to each other than
they are, and with the ‘rule of parsimony’, it is hard to withstand such a
temptation. It is built into the method.

Global stemma'®?

I believe that the ‘rule of parsimony’ is closely linked to the idea of de-
signing a global stemma. In order to master the relationship between the
texts of around 160 documents for the Catholic Letters, with innumer-
able passages pointing in different directions, simplicity in the relations
between the documents is highly desirable.'”® I suppose that with the
help of computers, local stemmata, if simple and reliable, could be put
together in such a stemma. But in the local stemmata, the relationship
between readings and the direction of the influences between them are
far from certain and would create, I suppose, such a number of possible
global stemmata that it would have no sense to design them.

Textual flow, ancestors, descendants, potential ancestors

Mink'* gives a definition of textual flow which I will try to summarize:
There is a flow from prior to posterior variants, and the document X
can have both prior and posterior variants as compared to document Y;
predominant textual flow means a flow from the witness with the larger
share of priority variants; the relationships between witnesses can be
expressed by arrows in a textual flow diagram. So far Mink. But to my
mind a document is a copy of another document or other documents, so
we can talk about a textual flow from one or more documents towards
others. But can we talk of the flow of a text? Now some readings are
prior and flow from X to Y, but some of them flow in the other direction.
There is a flow between readings, there is a flow between the texts of
special documents, but these documents are conglomerations of read-
ings pointing in different directions. We may indicate the relation of
a father to a son by an arrow, but here the son is also the father of the
father. There is, or so we think, an initial text and there are special texts,
one in each document and all different from one another. I cannot see
that there is a third kind of text. Mink'® defines the relation between
ancestor and descendant as a “hypothetical relation between witnesses

182 On global stemma, see Mink (1993), p. 491 ff., Mink (2004), p. 29 f., Mink (2011), p. 204.
183 See p. 81, n. 164.

184 Mink (2011), p. 144.

185 Mink (2011), p. 143.
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(= texts), not between manuscripts”. However, Mink’s ancestor is only
partly an ancestor.

Consequently, I do not share Mink’s view of a ‘potential ancestor’
as a witness which has a high percentage of agreement and a higher
number of prior variants when compared with another witness.'*® We
shall also see more than once'®” that only minimal and often uncertain
differences between prior and posterior variants are supposed to indicate
which witness is the ancestor and which one the descendant.

Scribes generally

One of Mink’s and Aland’s basic assumptions is'**: “A scribe wants to
copy the Vorlage with fidelity.” They think, of course quite rightly, that
most variants do not result from intentional tampering with the text but
only reflect the human factor in copying. Mink never, as far as [ can see,
takes the reader into account. Important variants exist. How did they
come into the text? Could they not have been put there by the ‘concerned
reader’? This ‘concerned reader’ could be the scribe, even if we think
that he was mostly interested in doing his job, which is just copying. In
the new, clean copy the traces of changes mostly disappeared.'®® How
often did readers interfere with the text? We certainly do not know, but
must we not think that in the course of the centuries, many scribes and
readers tried to have access to the best possible text and did not shrink
from making changes? If so, the number of those ‘concerned readers’
must finally be quite high. Strangely enough, Mink also talks about “a
large pool of variants” thought to exist at a time when there is a “higher
frequency of copying”, i.e., I suppose, in Byzantine times.!*°

The work of Colwell on P45, P66 and P75"' is well known. Some
of the results are highly interesting to us. Colwell concentrates on sin-
gular readings, of which there are hundreds in each papyrus. He claims
that some of these are what he calls ‘nonsense reading’, but he gives no
definition nor any examples of such variants. It is of course a matter of
judgement whether we should classify a reading as a nonsense reading

186 CBGM also speaks about first, second etc. potential ancestors, meaning those with the highest
degree of agreement, second highest, etc. This means just likeness, not place in a stemma.

187 Examples for instance under 7extual flow diagrams, p. 98 ff., and Some examples of substem-
mata and textual flow, p. 105.

188 Mink (2011), p. 151, Aland (2011), p. 57. I quote Mink.

189 Sometimes a double reading reveals conflation. In 1 Pt 4:16/22-28 the reading e: &v 1@ pépet
100T® 1} T® OvopaTtt TovTe, and in 2 Pt 2:18/22 the reading d: OAiyov dvtwg conflate two vari-
ants.

190 Mink (2011), p. 151.

191 P45 and P66 contain about 800 verses each, P 75 about 1400.
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or not, but I take it for granted that there are serious difficulties under-
standing these passages. Doing some calculations based on Colwell’s
numbers'? we will find that P45 has 25 such readings, P66 193, P75 67.
Must we not think that many readers of these documents will eagerly try
to understand what they read and even propose emendations?

The number 25 for P45 means that out of the many singular readings
in P45, which are 275, less than one in ten are nonsense readings. The
two other documents show a much higher proportion of such variants.
We must conclude with Colwell that P45 shows much greater density of
intentional changes than the other two. Someone has interfered compara-
tively much with P45. Among these singular readings Colwell presents
examples from all three papyri of what he calls ‘Harmonization to
Remote Parallels’, ‘Harmonization to the Immediate Context’, ‘Editorial
Changes’. That is what I call intentional changes and they agree quite
well with some of the points in my list above of such changes'”.

Interesting in this context is how Barbara Aland views the work of
the scribe. There are contradictions. On one hand she thinks that his
intentional changes are few, see below, but on the other, she allows him
to be rather active interfering with the text. Cf. Aland (2006)'** trans-
lated freely: “Do we really think that scribes who read or dictated the
text to themselves should take no heed of its content but only think of
reproducing it? The variants of our documents tell us that this is not the
case.” Barbara Aland too has commented on P45. I have elsewhere'”
tried to show that her intention seems to be to reduce the number of
intentional changes in that papyrus, but that she does not succeed very
well. T quote freely'®: “... there is no intention to change. The scribe
wants to keep the sense of the exemplar (Vorlage). His work is that of
a professional scribe presenting no nonsense readings. He grasps the
sense in a rapid and reliable way, the singular readings making the text
easier to read, what is superfluous is left out, what is pedantic and long-
winded (umstdndlich Ausgedriicktes) is simplified.” To my mind, this
description fits exactly with what I would call interfering or tamper-
ing with the text. Concerning other papyri, Aland concedes that P90
might show influences from other witnesses which have the same read-
ings'”’, but generally speaking she is unwilling to think about intentional

192 Colwell, p. 111-112.
193 P. 13.

194 P. 305.

195 See chap. 2.

196 Aland (2003), p. 32.
197 Aland (2003), p. 23.
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changes and even introduces the notion ‘semi-conscious’!*®: The scribe
of P5 is thought to reduce what is longwinded or superfluous in a semi-
conscious (halbbewusst)'”® way. In another paper Aland thinks that P112
undertakes ‘editorial changes’ and she accepts a couple of readings in
P101 as possibly caused by influences from other Gospels.?

A very thorough and ambitious work on scribes is that of Royse. He
takes up well-known papyri which contain New Testament text: P45,
P46, P47, P66, P72, P75. 1 think that it is enough to read the table of
contents to see that quite a lot has happened to these documents. The
table features corrections by the scribe, corrections by a second, a third,
a fourth hand, significant corrections, theological changes, corrections
to another Vorlage.

It is a basic assumption of Aland’s?! that ‘theologians’ or ‘laymen
interested in theology’ may have made corrections but that such inter-
ference has not had much impact on the text, scribes keeping to reliable
exemplars without such additions. It is, however, quite clear that impor-
tant changes have been made and that inferior readings have often been
taken over by a great many documents. Many of these changes must
have been made by what I call ‘concerned readers’. Certainly some of
them were interested in theology, but I guess that to most of them it was
more important to have a more readable text. We know that even 03
and other generally good witnesses have been influenced and present
some inferior readings. Generally speaking, we can see correctors being
at work everywhere, see for instance the list of correctors in the great
majuscles. Some corrections led to nothing in the tradition, but others
obviously did.*”

Mink?” gives an example of how he regards the work of a scribe,
starting from a declaration: “The first basic assumption®* means that in
the context of the CBGM each variant shared by a highly similar witness
- regardless of whether the variant appears significant - counts as an in-
stant supporting their affinity, their genealogical coherence. In such wit-
nesses minor agreements are not considered coincidental.” Here a high

198 Aland (2003), p. 26.

199 ‘Halbbewusst’ also in Aland (2011), p. 63.

200 Aland (2002), p. 11, cf. above Colwell.

201 Aland (2011), p. 64 f.

202 Cf. the section 03, 1739 and changes in 1 Jn, p. 128 ff. The quotations in Origen’s Contra
Celsum are interesting. A papyrus from Tura (or Toura, Papyrus Cairo 88747, 7th c.) has read-
ings which go back to Origen, but in the course of the tradition, they have been replaced by
others better known and they never arrived at the important Vaticanus Graecus 386 (13th c.)
which, however, belongs to the same line of tradition. See Origene, Contre Celse, p. 42.

203 Mink (2011), p. 152.

204 Quoted under Scribes generally, p. 87.
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degree of similarity means genealogical coherence, but elsewhere?” a
high degree is said to mean pre-genealogical relationship, the genealogi-
cal coherence or genealogical relationship being demonstrated by the
direction of the influences between the witnesses. But this ‘minor agree-
ment’ can be an initial reading appearing in most documents and does
not indicate relationship. And we never, as far as I can see, find a defi-
nition of ‘minor agreement’, which may mean many kinds of variants.
I suppose that particles like 6¢ and koi and omission of them may be
counted as minor agreements and in fact be as important to the CBGM
as any other reading. The examples presented show that the method
works like that.

But what about those same readings in other, not similar manu-
scripts? They must, according to the CBGM, result from multiple emer-
gence, unless they show an unusual character, never described nor ex-
emplified.?*

Scribes and the source of variants

Another basic assumption is**’: “If a scribe introduces diverging vari-
ants, they come from another source, (i.e. they are not “invented”).”

Of course Mink knows as well as the rest of us that scribes make
many mistakes of their own, but he obviously thinks of readings which
are common to other documents. | have nothing against the idea that
scribes usually do not invent readings; my objection is that diverging
variants may come from other documents than those which show close
coherence, cf. above Reassessments>®.

However, this way of thinking raises questions as to the value of
Mink’s statistics, certainly not as to statistics in a broader sense. Let
us suppose that in many cases three manuscripts agree where they so
to speak must agree, having the particle 6¢ close to the beginning of
a sentence. In one case, however, they disagree, two of them having
doblog, one ¢iroc.?” We would think that the two manuscripts which
have 60drog are somehow more closely related to each other than to the
third with @ilog. Let us complicate somewhat: Suppose that one of the
documents with 60dA0g in one passage leaves the particle out and in this
respect agrees with a fourth document. Is this disagreement as important
as the disagreement odAog/@ihoc? If I understand Mink correctly, it is,

205 Mink (2011), pp. 144, 157.

206 See Contamination and unique or multiple emergence of variants, p. 92.
207 Mink (2011), p. 153.

208 P. 82.

209 Cf. p. 85 about Jas 2:23/14-40.
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and it is certainly equally important to statistics. We know from many
apparatuses that the omissions and additions of small words are among
the most common variants.?!°

Scribes using few rather than many sources

Another basic assumption?'" is that the scribe uses few rather than many
sources. It is said to follow from a realistic view of the copying process
and from the rule of parsimony. I have tried to show that realism has to
do with availability, of which we know little?'?, and that the rule of par-
simony does not apply*"*. I would like to stress that a ‘concerned reader’
may insert a reading from afar, an inventive reader may present a variant
of his own. The copy the scribe produces would usually show no out-
ward sign of such interference. After generations of copies, the number
of sources influencing the text would be high indeed.

General comments on Mink's basic assumptions

Generally speaking, my conclusion is that Mink as well as Aland aims at
making the tradition as little complicated as possible. This is not a true
aim: The aim is to find the truth, and the truth may well be complicated
and difficult, even impossible to come to terms with.

Summarizing the CBGM
A short and I hope correct summary of the CBGM would be:

The method starts from coherence, that is, it establishes which docu-
ments are most like other documents, meaning that they have the great-
est number of identical readings. In this phase, all readings are equally
important. Between documents with a high percentage of identical read-
ings, a pre-genealogical relationship is supposed to exist.

Readings which are not identical are examined in order to state which
are original and which are secondary, in the terminology of the CBGM
prior and posterior. Posterior readings are developments from the prior
ones.

A genealogical relationship is supposed to exist between documents
which have many identical readings and where the posterior readings
can be explained as developments from the prior ones.

210 Dain, p. 48.

211 Mink (2011), p. 153.
212 P.71.

213 P. 85.
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If texts have a high percentage of identical readings, the texts where
prior readings dominate are supposed to be ancestors of those where
posterior readings prevail. A textual flow is supposed to exist from a
document with more prior readings towards another with fewer such
readings.

Readings which are posterior to the readings of the closest ancestor
are usually supposed to be taken over from another close ancestor, or to
be a development of readings in close ancestors.

Scribes are thought usually to follow one exemplar fairly strictly.

The ‘concerned reader’, ready to interfere with the text, has no great
part in the CBGM.

The CBGM in practice, with examples
Contamination and unique or multiple emergence of variants

One of the vital points and one of the aims of the CBGM is to distin-
guish between contamination and multiple or coincidental emergence
of variants. The very title of Mink (2011) shows it. According to the
CBGM, it is only by making this distinction that it is possible to find a
genealogical relationship between witnesses.

I do not quite see the intention behind Mink’s chapter 7*'4, Contami-
nation. A table is presented which shows the agreements between cer-
tain manuscripts, ordered in pairs. What we can see is that some pairs of
manuscripts reach a high percentage of general agreement, 98% or even
99%, whereas other manuscripts only arrive at a general agreement of
around 90% at most. Maybe the idea is to show that old documents show
comparatively little agreement (87%—-90%) and younger ones a much
higher (98%-99%). However, even manuscript that are rather far from
each other in age, e.g. 307 (10th c.) and 453 (14th c.) show very strong
coherence (98.55%). Also a really old manuscript, 02 (also known as A,
codex Alexandrinus, 5th c.) may be as close to the much younger 1735
(10th c.) as 81 is to 2344, both being dated to the 11th c.; both these pairs
show an agreement of around 90%. We may wonder whether 04 should
be compared at all, since it is fragmentary and has only about 2000 com-
parable readings, whereas the others have around 3000.

Mink takes up the question of unique or multiple emergence of vari-
ants in his chapter 8*'°, called Agreements of Variants as Indicator of
Relatedness. According to him, if witnesses which have strong coher-
ence show a certain reading and this reading appears elsewhere in docu-

214 Mink (2011), p. 155.
215 Mink (2011), p. 157.
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ments which have weak coherence with those documents, then the read-
ing has probably arisen more than once. If we follow Mink, it is not very
probable that a common ancestor of those strongly coherent documents
has taken the reading from that or those documents which are outside
the coherent group, or vice versa. That is, we should not suppose con-
tamination between groups. But why not? Further, according to Mink.
if there are two groups of coherent documents which have some identi-
cal reading but which stand away from each other generally, then, even
in this case, the reading has emerged twice, once in each group. But
we must once again ask why we must suppose a twofold emergence.
Why did not the reading appear once and was afterwards transmitted
by interpolation to other manuscripts? However, finally Mink?!® makes
something of a concession to a sceptical observer: “Yet in spite of weak
pre-genealogical coherence the unusual character of variants may argue
in favor of relatedness.” Thus, if the reading is peculiar enough, it has
probably emerged only once and been taken over by other documents by
contamination; this means that there is a link between giver and taker,
that is to say a relationship. This case is, however, considered to be ex-
tremely rare.?'” How do we know? How special must a reading be, how
do we arrive at a decision, how can we put that into statistics? We must
ask that, because for Mink all relationship between documents starts
from statistics. Of course we should not ask for a rigid rule, but at least
for some examples.

A result of Mink’s way of reasoning is that contamination is under-
estimated and multiple emergence overestimated. An example of this
is 1 Pt 4:16/24-28 év 1 ovopatt tovtw. We shall see below?'® that this
reading is supposed to have emerged coincidentally 10 times. Evidently,
€v 1@ ovopaTL ToVTE is not special enough to be taken over by interpola-
tion. I should say that it is a rather interesting reading, well worth taking
over as a substitute for the other, more difficult reading.

In fact, contamination is only accepted by Mink in one situation: If
a descendant document has a reading which is not transmitted from the
closest ancestor but occurs in another or in other close ancestors, then
the descendant is supposed to have got its reading by contamination
from this/these ancestor(s).

216 Mink (2011), p. 158.
217 Mink (2003), p. 63 f.: ‘dusserst selten’, it is extremely rare.
218 Cf. p. 99.
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Summarizing the CBGM view on contamination and multiple
emergence

If a reading of a document which belongs to a closely related group
shows a reading which diverges from that of the majority of the group,
then it may very well have got that reading from some member of the
group with the same reading, which, however, diverges from the read-
ing of the majority. So far the CBGM may very well be right; We may
call this ‘internal contamination’. However, this can hardly be proved,
especially not if that peculiar reading also occurs outside the group. In
such a case, there may be ‘external contamination’. The CBGM is gen-
erally averse to ‘external contamination’, preferring to suppose multiple
emergence.

If a reading is found in a group of manuscripts which are closely
related to each other, and also in one or more documents not so closely
related, it is according to the CBGM improbable that these documents
have got the reading through ‘external contamination’. In my opinion,
‘external contamination’ is very probable, the direction of which may
be unknown. Multiple emergence, preferred by the CBGM, is in my
opinion less probable.

The CBGM willingly accepts that a divergent reading in a closely
related group is a conflation of other readings found in the same group
of documents. We shall find examples below. These combinations are
often improbable. They are still more improbable if an identical reading
is found in other documents outside the group. If that is so, it is very
possible that ‘external contamination’ has been at work, the direction of
which may be unknown. Also in this case, the CBGM prefers to suppose
multiple emergence.

Potential ancestors

In his chapter 10?"°, Potential Ancestors, Mink presents some lists show-
ing potential ancestors of some documents. The first of them is 025. It is
compared with 4%, the hypothetical initial text, i.e. a sort of ideal text,
the best possible. Now this A-text is constructed from a comparison of
documents, and then A4 is compared with these documents. This is a sort
of a circle. 025 is in fact one of the documents which show the greatest
agreement with 4 and might have contributed substantially to the estab-
lishment of this initial text. There are only four manuscripts which show

219 Mink (2011), p. 162. I have already commented on Mink’s chapter 9, Divergence between Vari-
ants as Indicator of Genealogical Relatedness of Witnesses, see p. 76.
220 See p. 46 and p. 73, n. 134.
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more agreement with the hypothectical 4.22! And how about still more
‘venerable’ documents like 03 and the oldest papyri? Four manuscripts
are compared with 025 in those passages which can be compared. These
are around 2600, except for 04 (also known as C) which is fragmentary
and only presents around 1900 comparable passages. The percentage of
agreements is given, being for those manuscripts between 87.6% and
91.1%, A presenting 92.4%. We learn®*? that the minimum percentage of
agreement between witnesses and 4 is 84.89%, which means that texts
are mostly much alike. We may wonder what the bearing is of these
agreements and disagreements, since we know that there is no differ-
ence between ‘important’ and ‘unimportant’ readings, and that the basic
statistics are completely unreliable.*”

Counting prior and posterior readings

Where the texts disagree, Mink counts some readings as prior and some
as posterior. This is fundamental to the method. Compared with 1739,
025 has 93 prior readings and 123 posterior ones. However, 63 cases rest
as ‘uncertain’, and 18 as having ‘no relation’. ‘Uncertain’ always means
that the readings are very close to each other.?** It is not clear what ‘no
relation’ really means. You may ask if it is possible that there is no rela-
tion at all between two readings, since all readings go back to an initial
text.?”> The method says that such a proportion as that between 025 and
1739 shows the direction of the textual flow, which in this case means
that the direction is from 1739 to 025.

The idea of a textual flow is in my opinion misleading, as stated
before.??® The uncertain cases, 63 in number, are in fact prior or pos-
terior, only we cannot make out which is which. If 48 cases of these 63
are in fact prior readings in 025 and 15 readings in fact prior readings
in 1739, then the documents are equal, both having 141 prior readings.
How probable is such a distribution of the uncertain cases? Mink prob-

221 Cf. ECM2, p. 33*

222 Mink (2011), p. 166.

223 See Statistics, p. 63.

224 Mink (1993), p. 490.

225 There is an enigmatic explanation in /ntroductory Presentation, p. 251: “At these passages (i.e.
those showing ‘no relation’), in a local stemma there is no relation between the variants in the
witnesses compared because they are in different branches of the stemma.” Cf. the guide to
Genealogical queries, 1. c.: “Column NOREL (= no relation) displays the number of variant
passages where [the manuscripts] W1 and W2 read different variants which, however, have no
direct relation to each other (e.g. if W1 reads variant b and W2 variant ¢, but the prior variant
for both is variant ).” We shall, however, see that the method has no difficulty finding relations
between different readings, cf. below under 7extual flow diagrams, p. 98.

226 P. 69 f.
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ably thinks that the probability is roughly the same for the reading to be
prior as it is for it to be posterior, since he does not ascribe it to one or
the other category. If so, statisticians can sort this out neatly. However,
they had better not try to, because in reality the passages certainly dif-
fer from each other, the probabilities being unequal from case to case,
which makes calculation impossible. Leaving speculations, it is much
more probable that the direction is unclear or turned around if the sup-
posed prior and posterior readings are more equal than 126 and 93. In
table 17 the cases are as follows: 04 has 88 prior readings, 025 has 78,
the uncertain cases being 45. If we bear in mind that 04 is fragmentary,
it is clear that the so-called textual flow between these two documents is
very uncertain. Mink does not hesitate: He indicates direction of textual
flow in Catholic Letters between two manuscripts even if the difference
between prior and posterior readings is sometimes only one point for
separate letters, for the whole corpus 49/57 in one case and 84/99 in an-
other.??® This firm stand of Mink is astonishing, because he is well aware
of the fact that the direction may easily change.?” In Mink (2004)*° we
find a specification of textual flow, presenting an amount of ‘stability’
in the flow from ancestors to 1243. In fact this stability does not exist,
because the differences between prior and posterior readings in the three
existing ancestors (the constructed ancestor 4 is a fourth ancestor) are
only 29 to 28, 29 to 26 and 35 to 32.%!

Fragmentary texts**

The fragmentary texts create difficulties. Anyone understands that if a
document is very fragmentary and presents only 100 readings in com-
mon with another document, agreeing in 85 cases and disagreeing in
15, then the percentage 85% says much less than the same percentage
in 1,000 common readings.?* Less, but how much less? Sorting this out
takes, I suppose, some complicated calculations. In some of the lists
presented by Mink, manuscripts are compared in around 2600 places,
other more complete documents in about 3000. However difficult,
something should be done about this problem, especially because the
papyri are extremely valuable and always fragmentary. Being valuable

227 Mink (2011), p. 163.

228 Tables 3 and 4, Mink (2011), p. 167 f.

229 Mink (2011), p. 164.

230 Mink (2004), p. 57.

231 Mink (2004), p. 53.

232 See also Potential ancestors, p. 94.

233 Mink is of course well aware of this, see Mink (2011), p. 163.
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does not mean that they necessarily have the better variants, but since
they are old, their texts have been copied relatively few times, probably
less often than the texts of younger documents.

Mink is not unaware of the difficulty and it seems that usually he
does not intend to rely on documents with too little text.”** But if they
have some length and enough many common readings they may enter.
P74 has a place in one of the tables as a potential ancestor, showing
24 prior and 23 posterior readings in comparison with 468.2° The pas-
sages which are comparable are only about 300, whereas most of the
other documents compared in this table feature around 3,000 common
passages. When does a fragmentary text become comparable? It seems
that we may go far down. I do not see the point of entering P74 into the
comparison.*

Limits of agreement

I have already quoted and discussed statements of Mink’s concerning
relationship and reassessments, warning against vicious circles.”” An
observation of Mink’s*** concerning agreements is in keeping with the
way the CBGM reasons: “A minor difference (between prior and pos-
terior readings, my remark) demands caution, because the direction of
the textual flow can easily change in the course of a subsequent revision
of local stemmata.” Cf. however n. 41: “Very large differences, how-
ever, are unfavorable as well, because they point to small (pre-)genea-
logical coherence.” When do differences really count? What proportions
between prior and posterior readings are interesting? Is the percentage
of agreement only telling in a middle field between strong and weak
agreement? If so, which are the limits? Anyone understands that if we
compare for instance 03 with a Byzantine manuscript, the percentage of
agreement would be rather low, whereas the percentage would be high
if we compare two Byzantine manuscripts.

In Mink (2004)*° we learn that a percentage higher than 89.5%,
which is a comparatively low percentage, is sufficiently high to make a
direct genealogical relationship probable because the document in ques-

234 Introductory Presentation, p. 305: “Smaller fragments are those which share less than 50% of
the variant places in the given witness.”

235 Mink (2011), p. 164, n. 39 and tables 2 and 6, pp. 166 and 169.

236 There are worse examples. In Mink (2004), p. 38, figure 9, and p. 5253, figures 21 and 23,
fragmentary texts with in one case 8, in another 48 comparable passages are compared with
other documents with towards 700 such passages.

237 See pp. 70, 82 bis, 94 105, 106.

238 Mink (2011), p. 165.

239 Mink (2004), p. 38 f.
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tion, 1243, presents a comparatively old text form, whereas 92.5% is
inadequate when there are a number of more closely related witnesses.
So if there are not many documents which are like each other, a low
percentage is satisfactory.

Coherence in old and young documents, establishing a Byzantine text

Tables 8 and 10**° show some interesting but not at all surprising fea-
tures: Old documents like 01 and 03 do not have a high percentage of
identical readings, early documents compared with late ones also have
a low percentage, whereas many young documents are very close to
one another. There are, however, exceptions to this?**!, but on the whole,
when Christianity was firmly established and some centres had a reputa-
tion for keeping good texts, of course manuscripts were heavily inter-
polated and often came to offer very much the same text. We do know
that the texts were changed, but this is in itself of little interest when it
comes to establishing a text of the New Testament. More interesting is
why some readings from the old documents are kept, in what surround-
ings they live on. Equally interesting and a corollary is of course why
other readings were rejected and in what kind of environment. Maybe
something like the CBGM could help us to find answers to that, making
it more feasible to follow the readings through the ages, but only after
establishing reliable statistics, which do not exist at the moment. [ would
like to ask seriously if it is at all useful to place old documents like 01
and 03 in a list of potential ancestors, when there are probably many
missing links. The only way of finding a link between an old document
like 03 and younger ones is in my opinion to follow some peculiar read-
ings which have come into existence intentionally.

Textual flow diagrams**

I would like to start from a chart of the local textual flow of 1 Pt 1:6/18%*,
where AvmnOévtog is supposed to be reading a and AvanOévteg reading
b. All the manuscripts in the chart present Avan0évtag, but it is striking
that the descendants of 424 have this reading, although many of them,
those farther away from 424, have a closest ancestor with the reading
Mmn0évtec. This is, as we know, no problem to the CBGM: Witnesses
situated further away from 424 are supposed to fetch their reading, not

240 Mink (2011), p. 172 f.

241 See p. 92.

242 See for textual flow also the section Counting prior and posterior readings, p. 95.
243 Mink (2004), p. 42, cf. below p. 137.
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from the closest ancestor but from one higher up in the stemma.?** But
we shall look at the module Coherence at Variant Passages in Genea-
logical Queries, where we find that the reading d: AvmnOfjvon in 1875
derives from AvnnBévtog in 020 and AvmnBévteg in 181, whereas the
same reading in 1837 is supposed to be a combination deriving from
326 and 617. Why cannot there be a contamination between 1875 and
1837? As far as I understand, because there is not very much agree-
ment between 1875 and 1837 (89.8%), whereas the agreement between
1875 and 181 is high (95.4%) and that between 1837 and 326 very high
(98.7%)**. But of course the reading AvanOijvar can derive from either
AmnBévtog or Avmnbévteg, so there is no need for a kind of combina-
tion of these two readings in order to arrive at Avan0fjvat. And why can
there be no contamination between two manuscripts that are not very
much alike? Was the geographical distance between them too great? Of
this we know nothing. Did the scribe reject a manuscript that was not
close enough to his main exemplar? Not very probable.

There is also a reading ¢ in 048: udg AvnOévtag, and a reading e
in 1845 where there is an omission. The variant of 048 is supposed to
derive from the initial text 42*¢ AvmnBévtag and from AvanOévieg of 81.
We find Mpdc nowhere. Why not regard the word as an independent
attempt to link up with the rather distant ppovpovpévoug? As for the
omission of AvanBévrag/Avmnbévteg in 1845, it is supposed to derive
from Avan0évrag of 424 and Avan0évteg of 617. Regarding the variants
¢ and e, it is difficult to see why these connections are made, because
the agreements are nowhere very high?*’ and do not so to speak force
the method to accept a connection.?*®

In the same context, Mink also takes up 1 Pt 4:16/24-28, where the
reading a is &v T® pépetl 00T, b &v 1@ OGvopaTt TovTe.?* What may
seem somewhat strange is that the variant b seems to have appeared
in quite a number of manuscripts coincidentally. This comes out more
clearly if we look at the diagram in the modules Coherence in Attesta-
tions and Coherence and Variant Passages in the Genealogical Que-
ries. Ten documents are supposed to derive their reading b from four
documents with the text a, one of them the hypothetical 4. Between
these manuscripts featuring b, there is no contamination. It is true that

244 Cf. Contamination, access to manuscripts, multiple emergence, p. 80.

245 The percentages in this discussion concern 1 Pt.

246 A is the second potential ancestor of 048, 1751 being the first. See p. 87 with n. 186.

247 The agreement 048/81 is 89.8%, in the other cases between 93.0 and 93.6%.

248 If we look at the passage in Local Stemmata in the Genealogical Queries, we will find another
picture, where it is not known from where the readings d and e derive.

249 Mink (2004), p. 43 ff. Cf. p. 137.
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the supposed descendants are usually closer to their supposed ancestors
than the descendants between them?®, but there is one exception: 876,
a descendant of 424 (agreement 90.0%), is very close (98.9%) to 1832,
also a descendant of 424. Couldn’t these two have interacted?

Another example of a strange result is Jd 5/12-20. ECM2 registers
31 variants. In 81, reading b: dra& navta 611 Incovg is supposed to de-
rive from readings and witnesses outside the frame*' of close potential
ancestors, i.e. a (witness 4): Vudc Grog mavra 6t Incodg n (witness
35): duag dmoé todto 6t 6 KOprog, A (witness 93): mavta Ot Incodg
aro&, x (witness 307): dra& todto 611 0 KVPLOG, and s (witness 468):
Vudc drag todto §t1 kOproc.?? If we look at the so-called potential an-
cestors of 812°3, we find that for all the Catholic Letters the textual flow
is supposed to go from 35, 93, 307 and 468 towards 81, this flow being
weakly attested by few prior readings, but if we only count the readings
of Jd, the very Gospel where this reading occurs, the textual flow goes
very decidedly in the other direction and the witnesses mentioned above
have very few prior readings compared with 81. It is thus difficult to
think of them as influencing 81 in Jd 1:5/12-20.

In chapter 12%4, Textual Flow Diagrams—How Coherent Are Attes-
tations?, Mink presents in figure 5 a perfect coherence between four
documents in a row which have the reading 1 Pt 3:16/32—42 dudv v
koAnyv év Xpiot®d dvactpoenv. This reading is one of 18 variants of
this passage, the primary text line, called reading a, of ECM2 being
VUGV TV ayodnv év Xpiot® avoaotpoerv. Each one of these four is
the most closely related potential ancestor of the one below it. At the
top is 400, of which the most closely related potential ancestor is 319.
Now all the documents in the row have the reading shown above with
KoAnv, but 319 does not. It presents reading a. Two other ancestors,
also very close to 400, present other readings, one being d: Yu®dv ™MV
&v Xptotd ayadnv avoaotponiyv, the other i: dudv T dyadij &v Xpiotd
avaotpo@ii>>®. Most old-fashioned textual critics like myself would say
that these readings are very much the same, especially the readings a
and 7, and would only be interested in the variants koAnv and dya6nv.
For Mink, however, these readings are found in the close ancestors of
400 and are therefore important to the reading of 400. He concludes that

250 See Comparison of Witnesses in Genealogical Queries.

251 For ‘frame’, cf. p. 70.

252 Cf. the module Coherence in Attestations in Genealogical Queries.

253 Cf. the module Potential Ancestors and Descendants in Genealogical Queries.

254 Mink (2011), p. 173.

255 1 take the liberty of making tn aya6n ... avaotpoon into a dative after énnpedlovreg.
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the reading « is the source of the reading in 400. How can that be, when
koAnv is found instead of dya6nv in 400? There may be a real relation-
ship between the documents which have koAnv, but where did they get it
from? Not from the so-called ancestors, but ECM2 tells us that Clement
of Alexandria has the reading koAnv, which means that it is very old
and could have been preserved in documents unknown to us. It could
in fact be the initial reading. Without Clement, we could think that its
origin was coincidental, since words that are more or less synonymous
are interchangeable and sometimes found to intrude upon each other.?*
I cannot follow Mink, who believes that the reading a has to do with
the reading of 400. To him the same word order in 319 and 400 means
much, the difference between kaArv and dyadnv means nothing when it
comes to relationship.

Another example®’: Figure 6 is about Jas 2:25/2—4, where the read-
ings are: a: Opoiwg 8, b: opoiwg, ¢: obtmc®s. Mink makes up a diagram
showing some documents and their most closely related potential ances-
tors; the result is that the common reading opoiwg of these 11 witnesses
seems to have emerged several times out of opoiwg 6é. But if you also
include ancestors much farther away?>, as in figure 7, all these 11 docu-
ments seem to be coherent, all being descendants of document 5. But
then for instance document 1893 is only descendant number 33 from 5
and there are other high numbers. Further 4, a close ancestor of 5 but a
constructed and not really existing text, and 04, the other close ances-
tor, are supposed to take part in the textual flow towards 5, which reads
opoiwg without 0€; I suppose that opoiwg would come from opoing 8¢
in A, the loss of 6¢ would come from 04 reading c¢: oVtwg without 6¢.
But 5 only ranks as number 32 in the coherence between 04 and other
documents. There are thus a large number of other documents closer
to 04 than 5. It does not make sense to me to go so far away from the
starting-point in the reading a, nor does it make sense to suppose a con-
nection like loss or addition of 6¢ where we may see only a coincidental
change. But how far away from the starting-point are we prepared to

256 See chap. 1. Examples are Jn 6:17 (p. 26) éAnA00sv/éyeydver, similarly 6:25 (p. 27) and 12:30
(p. 38); further 8:51 (p. 31) Bewpnon/idn.

257 Mink (2011), p. 176.

258 The following text is xai Paaf 1 mopvn odk & Epymv éducanddn drodelapévn Tovg dyyéhovg
Kol £Tépa 00@ €xParodoa;

259 In Mink’s terminology we have in figure 6 ‘Average connectivity’, which means that the ten
closest potential ancestors are taken into consideration. ‘Low connectivity’ means the five
closest. In figures 7 and 10 we find ‘Absolute connectivity’, with 499 ancestors, which is some
small reduction from 522 complete Greek manuscripts and larger fragments used by ECM2,
see ECM2, p. 22*.
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go? We are never informed about that. If we go sufficiently far away, all
documents will of course be related, since they all descend from a sup-
posed initial text.

First (see figures 6 and 7) Mink starts from the assumption that the
reading a: opoimg ¢ is prior and reading b: Opoimg posterior, but he also
changes the textual flow, figure 8, making b the initial reading. Now we
arrive at multiple emergence of b in many documents. That it is possible
to play like this is because we have no real knowledge about what is
prior and what is posterior. The local stemma has no foundation. What
counts are likenesses which bundle manuscripts together, some of which
have kept the initial text (now b), whereas others for some unknown
reason changed the now posterior text « into the now prior b.

But which was really the initial reading of Jas 2:25? We can only
guess. Maybe a reading without 6¢ is to be preferred, because opoimg or
obtwg are closely attached to the preceding words, being a sort of con-
clusion. Copyists or readers may have avoided an asyndeton by adding
a connective particle.

We see from this example that the method makes different read-
ings in ancestors somehow contribute to readings in descendants, and
in combinations which are rather incredible. For more examples, see
below Jas 1:12/31 and p. 107 ff.

Jas 1:12/31%° has several variants, the most important being
éneyyeilato with no subject, or with a subject k0p1og or 6 Kbp1O¢ or O
0gb¢ or even 0 dyevdng Oedc. First a diagram with ‘Average connectiv-
ity’ is supposed to indicate that the reading k0Opilog has emerged several
times. It is difficult to see why k0p1og should be derived from 6 k¥prog
and not the other way around.’®! It is equally difficult to see how there
can be a textual flow to 04, which has the reading éneyysiloto Kdplog
from the hypothetical 4 and from 1739. 4 is supposed to have the read-
ing émeyyeiloto without a subject, 1739 has éneyyeilato ¢ 0g6g. The
result is multiple emergence, but if you present an ‘Absolute connectiv-
ity’, you will find a coherence between all the witnesses which have the
reading K0pog, but then several of them are very far from their supposed
ancestors; they may be numbers 61, 41, 31, and we must still suppose
a most improbable relationship between €neyysiloto without a subject
and éneyyeidarto 6 0gdg, ending up in Emeyysilato kOploc. For Jas, the
textual flow goes rather from 04 (20 prior readings) towards 1739 (17

260 Mink (2011), p. 178.
261 Mink supposes that the omission of the article is a haplography depending on €meyyeilato 0
kOproc. Why could the article not result from a dittography?

102



prior readings).?* T do not think that this presentation of Jas 1:12/31has
much sense.

It has, I hope, already been made evident that the method tries hard
to avoid contamination between manuscripts that are not very like each
other, but doing so is forced to accept unprovable and sometimes highly
improbable combined derivations between manuscripts.>®

A practical example: Jude 15/14—16

Let us start from the beginning of Mink’s chapter 132%4, where he dis-
cusses the variant ndcov yoynv in Jude 15: “Individual witnesses or
groups of them within the same attestation sometimes are very different
textually. In such cases coherence is weak, and one may ask whether
agreement in these passages may be coincidental. The question refers to
connectivity. A variant attested just by closely related witnesses can be
regarded as connective, even if the variant as such allows one to suppose
multiple coincidental emergence. If coherence is weak, then connectiv-
ity depends on the character of the variant. In such a case we would have
to ponder whether the character of the variant suggests connectivity in
spite of weak coherence.” Let us say that a passage has a reading a, at-
tested by witnesses which are rather different between them, that is: they
show weak coherence. If this is the case, their reading @ may be coin-
cidental, which I take to mean that this reading does not come directly
from an exemplar, be it directly or by interpolation. But how can some
witnesses, otherwise unlike, have the same coincidental reading? They
can, of course, if the reading is of a trivial type, for instance the addition
or the omission of a particle. But if the reading is of a quite special type?
In such cases, is the reading really coincidental, the result of multiple
emergence? Must there not be a genealogic connection between them,
caused by interpolation or by their adhering to an initial reading? Fi-
nally Mink, as quoted above, seems to land on an assumption that after
all there can be connectivity in spite of a weak coherence, but then it
depends on the character of the variant. What is this special character
which allows us to suppose connectivity in spite of weak coherence? It
seems that we are free to consider a reading connective or not connec-
tive just as we please.?®

262 Cf. the module Coherence in Attestations and the module Comparison of Witnesses in Genea-
logical Queries.

263 Cf. Summarizing the CBGM view on contamination and multiple emergence, p. 94.

264 Mink (2011), p. 181.

265 See also p. 93 about &v 1@ ovopatt TovTe, which is not special enough.
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The passage discussed is Jd 15/14-16 (A0gv ... morijcot kpicty koTd
nhvtov kol EAEyEar) mdoav yoyny (mepl maviav Tdv Epyav doefeiog
avtdv @V NoéPnoav). There are four variants, but for the sake of sim-
plicity I think we may speak of only two, one being a: nicav yoyryv,
the other being mavtag tovg doefeic with some differences but always
presenting ToV¢ doefeic. This is an example of common variants in wit-
nesses with no very close coherence. Only P72 (3rd/4th c.), 01 (4th c.)
and 1852 (13th c.) are the witnesses of mdcav yoynv but do not show
close coherence.

Jude is here influenced by / Enoch 1:9 but is not an exact quota-
tion from any known version. The known Greek text of the passage
is €pyeTon ... OGOl KPIoW KOTO TAVI®V, Kol ATOAEGOL TAVTAG TOVG
doePeic, kai EléyEel mioav cdpko mEPL TAvTOV Epyov TiC doePeliag
avtdv GV NoéPnoav. There are also texts in Ethiopic and Latin which all
come close to this Greek text, and a fragment in Aramaic which speaks
about ‘flesh’.26

How can we explain the text of Jude? One idea would be that éAéy&et
micav capka in Enoch is too strong: Why should the Judge criticize
everyone severely, éAéy&el? It is more to the point to speak about the
impious being treated that way, especially when the text speaks about
impious actions. So someone rejected ndcav yoynv and introduced the
milder mdvtag tovg doePeic. But it is quite easy to think of a jump be-
tween similar words: kai dmoléocat mhvtog Tovg doePeig easily falls out
because of the two kai. I think that we must confess our ignorance: We
do not know which text is prior and which is posterior.?’ I think that it
is not improbable that the initial text had both readings, and that one or
the other has fallen out in the course of the tradition.

Mink makes up several textual flow diagrams where we, as be-
fore, find that supposed ancestors may have quite other readings than
the supposed descendants (see e.g. figure 13).2® The supposed reading
of A4, that is a: mdoav yoynv and the reading of 03, that is b: mévtog
tovg doefelg are for instance considered to be the origin of the read-
ing d: mavtag doePeig in 1739. It is quite clear that Mink thinks that
among readings which are different, one reading in combination with
another may be regarded as the source of a third. So x plus y may give

266 The text from Apocalypsis Henochi Graece, p. 19. The Greek text is from a codex Panopolita-
nus (Cairo Papyrus 10759, named also Codex Gizeh or Akhmim fragments) from the 6th c. See
for an overview Wasserman, p. 301-304, who also presents the text in various languages.

267 ECM2 writes mdcav yoynv and Mink, see Mink (2011), p. 187 with n. 77, tends to regard that
reading as the prior one, whereas Wasserman, p. 304, prefers ndvtog tovg doefeic.

268 Mink (2011), p. 185.
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2.2 This is of course possible, but sometimes, as here, quite arbitrary.
Mink?™ tells us that if @ is not the initial text, it would be hypothe-
sized to have emerged coincidentally three times, because the witnesses
(P72, 01, 1852) are not genealogically closely related. Mink’s reasoning
looks to me very much like a petitio principii. If a is not the initial text,
obviously the diagrams showing textual flow would be disturbed. But
maybe these diagrams are wrong. It seems more probable that the initial
text had both ndcav youynv and mdvrag Tovg doePeic, and that different
parts of the reading got lost in the tradition. P72 and 01 may have their
reading from some common ancestor, perhaps from someone who con-
sulted the text of Enoch, held in esteem in the early Church, 1852 per-
haps from an unknown source among the many which have disappeared.
A close relationship between the three witnesses which have a cannot be
established, because there is a distance of about 1,000 years between on
the one hand P72 and 01, on the other 1852, and on the whole, these wit-
nesses do not have very much in common. Why should three witnesses
which have the same reading show much agreement as to most of their
readings? They could all keep the initial reading through the generations
of witnesses, or they could all three be contaminated, or some could
keep the initial reading, others have it through contamination.

Some examples of substemmata and textual flow*"!

In table 11*”* Mink presents as an example the ancestors of 323. The
numbers of prior and posterior readings of the ten closest ancestors are
shown. The readings of 35 compared with those of 323 are 111 prior
readings in 35 and 111 in 323. 76 cases are declared uncertain, which
means that it is impossible in these cases to see in what direction the so-
called textual flow goes and 17 cases have what Mink calls ‘no relation’,
which may mean that the readings are very far from one another.””> With
equality between prior and posterior readings, Mink decides that textual
flow cannot be indicated for 35. But let us have a look at 307 and 424,
where the numbers of prior and posterior readings are 123 to 120, and
121 to 116 respectively. The uncertain cases are 68 for 307 and 80 for
424. 307 and 424 are not the only manuscripts with a small difference

269 This idea is clearly expressed by Mink (2004), p. 35: “Either a variant is designated as genea-
logically dependent on another variant (or on several, if they explain the variant together. e.g.
by merging), or the origin of a variant is designated as uncertain.”

270 Mink (2011), p. 187 with n. 77.

271 For a more general discussion, see Optimal substemma, p. 81.

272 Mink (2011), p. 190.

273 Cf.p. 95.
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between prior and posterior readings. Seven or eight out of ten exist-
ing manuscripts in the table are roughly as equal as the two mentioned
above, the exceptions being 1739 and 03, possibly also 04 (89 to 76).
The uncertain passages are for most of the witnesses 62—88, exceptions
being 1739 (only 26) and 04 (only 46). With such little preponderance
for prior readings and so many uncertain passages, we simply cannot
state the direction of the flow of most of these manuscripts. Of course
one could say that we may expect the uncertain cases mostly to be equal-
ly or almost equally divided between prior and posterior readings, and
so the relationship between prior and posterior would not be changed.
This would be an average result, but the special case is often far from the
average, and sometimes the tables would be turned.?’

The clearest case of one manuscript depending on another is 323
depending on 03; 03 presents 195 prior readings to 75 posterior ones.
Probably many 03-readings have landed in 323 through real genealogi-
cal relationship, whereas it is impossible to see a real relationship be-
tween 323 and most of the so-called ancestors, because the likenesses
in them point in different directions. This indicates that in spite of rather
weak coherence (87.81%), there may be a real relationship between 03
and 323.

According to Mink?”, the possible combinations between 323 and
these witnesses reveal four possibilities. The first of them is that 323
“agrees with at least one potential ancestor of the combination at a cer-
tain number of passages”. We shall soon see that if the combination of
ancestors is 1739-04-617-93-307-025-03, we shall find almost all read-
ings of 323 represented in at least one of these witnesses, to wit in 3,006
cases out of 3,040. Mink considers these readings in 323 as “explained
by these agreements”, which means that the readings of 323 derive from
the same readings in the presumed ancestors. We may, as always, ask:
Why not the other way around?

Some readings of 323, numbering 26%°, may be posterior readings
deriving from but not agreeing with prior readings in the ancestors. Con-
cerning eight readings, the decision is still pending, and what Mink*”’
has to say about such cases makes me rather uneasy: “In this case it has
to be reconsidered whether the variants in question can be derived from
variants in the potential ancestors.” We are now close to a vicious circle;
the temptation will be very strong indeed to consider a reading in the

274 See p. 95 £.; it is in fact impossible to predict anything about the unclear cases.
275 Mink (2011), p. 191.

276 Mink (2011), p. 192.

277 Mink (2011), p. 191 (iii).
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presumed descendant as derived from one of the presumed ancestors.
If one believes in the ‘rule of parsimony’, it is hard to see that it can be
avoided.

How shall we proceed in uncertain cases? Mink®”® says that if no
combination of potential ancestors is able to explain all the variants of a
witness, then the readings of a witness (in this case 323) can be derived
from variants attested by non-ancestors only. To me a variant b, clearly
derived from a variant a, means that the document containing a is an an-
cestor, not a non-ancestor. Mink tries to avoid this dilemma by suppos-
ing that there are lost ancestors behind the two texts, which otherwise
do not seem to be related. This may very well be the case, but it means
that the method breaks down at an important issue: Non-ancestors are
suddenly ancestors. Practically speaking, in order to find all ancestors
of 323 we must go further back until we have found them all. This may
mean that we have to include among the ancestors witnesses that present
a rather low percentage of agreements. However, in fact all witnesses
are fairly like each other, the average agreement of all pairs of witnesses
to the Catholic Letters being 87.6%, the minimum 77.9%?2”. Another
way to get around a similar problem is presented in Mink (2004)%°: 04
and 1175 show three identical readings but there is no ancestor which
has them. Then Mink presents a so-called node?®!, carrying these three
readings and preceding 04 and 1175. There are quite a lot of manuscripts
with these three readings, but according to the method of ruling out
interpolation as much as possible, they are not taken into account.

Let us take up some passages which are supposed to indicate why
a witness should be included as an ancestor of 323, although it shows
a low agreement rate and exclusively agrees with 323 in one passage
only.” The row of ancestors is supposed to be 1739-04-617-93-307-
025-03. The first case is 1 Pt 5:2 mowudvate 10 &v VUiV Toipviov Tod 00D
€MOKOTOVVTEG [T} AVOYKOGTAOG AN’ €koveimg katd 0eov, where 03 as
the only document in the series of ancestors of 323 omits énickomodvTeG,
also missing in 323. Mink considers this variant as connective, because
there is no obvious reason for what he calls an omission. But we do not

278 Mink (2011), p. 191, under (b).

279 Mink (2011), p. 157 with n. 25.

280 Mink (2004), p. 65 f.

281 It is not clear what a node is: Mink (2004), p. 64: “These intermediary nodes are not hyparche-
types in a traditional sense, but should better be understood as a special kind of connection.”
In Mink (1993), p. 487, Mink speaks about a mathematical model with ‘Knoten’ (‘nodes’)
and ‘Kanten’ (‘edges’). ‘Edges’ are, as far as I understand, used by Mink in the same sense as
elsewhere arrows showing a direction of the textual flow. See p. 113 Nodes and circular edges.

282 Mink (2011), p. 192 ff.
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know if there is an omission. The participle may very well be an intru-
sion, and then it is connective to the rest of the tradition. It is lacking in
01%*, 03, 323, in the Sahidic and Ethiopic traditions and it is unknown
to Didymus the Blind (4th c.) and Anastasius Sinaita (6th c.). This is no
mean tradition, but of course we should as always rely on what is rea-
sonable and not on what is old. What is reasonable? Perhaps someone
wanted to explain the metaphorical mowydvote by the more indicative
and concrete word émokomodvteg, perhaps someone thought the partici-
ple superfluous. We simply do not know. The passage does not indicate
textual flow in any direction.??

Another example? is Jas 5:7 0 yempyog ékdExeTan TOV TiHOV Kopmov
TG YTic pokpoboudy En’ avtd, Emg AGPn Tpdiuov koi dyuov. Here 323
presents a variant b: wg Gv, together with only one of the presumed
ancestors, i.e. 025. Mink remarks that “it is striking that for many wit-
nesses of b the closest potential ancestor is not part of this attestation”,
which is also true for 323; this witness, if counted as a descendant from
025, has the rank 9. Another conclusion than Mink’s would be that the
documents presenting b have got it through contamination from various
sources and that this reading does not indicate a close connection. Mink
seems to leave the question open whether €mg @v is connective or not.
It is, he says, a matter of philological assessment. But as I have tried
to show, the philological assessment should be made before, not after
stating the relationship, since the philological assessment governs the
relationship. It is not supposed to be the other way around. And there is
no philological assessment; no one can tell which is initial, &g or £m¢
av. A stickler for grammar may have changed £€wc into £€wc dv, a careless
scribe may have omitted dv, writing what came natural to him.

Also the judgement on Jas 2:13/8b is highly debatable.?® In a context
which is about &leoc, 93 and 323 have the reading b: dvilewg, which is
the only contribution of 93 to 323. The variant is the reading a: dvéieog.
The witnesses of a are usually well connected to their closest poten-
tial ancestors, whereas the b-readers much more often do not have this
connection. A conclusion near at hand would be that the b-reading is
introduced by contamination in many witnesses which have no strong
connection between them, but Mink does not think so. He says: “Even

283 Another example of a dubious participle is 1 Pt 3:9/20-38 (un dmodid6vteg KokOV Gvtl Kakod
...,) ToOvovtiov 8¢ gDAoyodVTES, 6T €ig TOVTO £KANONTE, Tva €0AOYiaV KAnpovouonte. A row
of manuscripts, including the Byzantine tradition, add €iddteg after ebhoyodvieg. ECM2 does
not accept the addition, I think rightly: €id6tec was probably added in order to form a transition
to &t etc.

284 Mink (2011), p. 193.

285 Mink (2011), p. 193 f.
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the closest potential ancestor does not necessarily qualify as a stemmatic
ancestor because the optimal coverage of variants may be produced by a
combination of witnesses without it.” I suppose that ‘without it’ means
‘without the variant in question’, and that the combination of two dif-
ferent variants can produce a third variant.”® This interpretation seems
to be confirmed by the study of figure 18%7 illustrating the tradition of 1
Pt 3:21/4—-12, where e.g. the readings of 617 (g) and 93 (a) produce the
reading of 020 (d). These readings are a: kol Opdg avtitvmov viv omlet,
g: dvtitvmov vdv kol uag omlet, and d: kol g dvtitvmov viv omlet.
It is arbitrary to draw conclusions from such readings, because they may
emerge coincidentally anywhere. They may be caused by itacism and by
the fact that the scribe repeats the word to himself but does not remem-
ber or does not care very much about the exact word order. If we follow
figure 18, the witness 436, which has the reading d fetches its reading
not only from witnesses with the readings a and g but also from a third
ancestor with the reading 4: dvtitvmov viv odlet Kol fudc.

We may ask if there is such great agreement between 617 and 020
and between 93 and 020 that the reading of 020 is so to speak forced
upon it by its potential ancestors. 617 and 93 cannot have influenced
020 at this very place, because none of them have the reading of 020,
but maybe an ancestor which has disappeared®® had the reading of 020?
This is of course not impossible, but not very probable. Both 93 and
617 agree to a high degree with 020 (more than 95% for 1 Pt), but as to
different readings, there are 13 prior ones in 617 versus 13 in 020 and
19 prior ones in 93 versus 9 in 020. So prior readings jump to and fro
between these documents, although there is a general agreement.

Thus in my opinion, Mink sees a connection between witnesses
where there is none, but there is in this context one example®? of the op-
posite, concerning Jd 19 ovtoi ity oi dmodropilovtec, yoyikol, Tvedua
un &yovteg. Quite a lot of witnesses, among them 04 and 323, have
amodtopilovreg €avtovg. The addition of éavtobc after dmodiopilovreg
seems to me to be a connective, i.e. a false reading, connecting 04 and
323. It is perhaps influenced by xatd tag Embupiog E0vTAV Or KoTd TG
avt®v émbopiog of vv. 16 and 18. In spite of such phrases, the author,
like other authors of Letters in the New Testament, is concerned about
those who actively cause separation and disorder in the congregation,
the false teachers. That is why I think that the short version is the initial

286 About such combinations, see also under Textual flow diagrams, p. 98.
287 Mink (2011), p. 194.

288 Cf. p. 113 ff. about ‘nodes’.

289 Mink (2011), p. 194.
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reading and the addition éavtotc a false and connective one. The case
is not quite clear, but I think that 04 may well be an ancestor of 323, but
Mink thinks otherwise.

Discarding some of the presumed ancestors of 323 and keeping
1739-617-307-03, Mink?*® musters a row of 29 passages where 323 is
considered to present posterior readings compared with at least one of
these supposed ancestors. I think that some of them really show poste-
rior readings in 323, as e.g. Jas 2:4/2-4%": the reading without negation
is probably posterior. Most of the cases indicate in my opinion no direc-
tion, a couple of them speak against Mink’s opinion. Those are:

1 Pt 5:10/38-44 xatoprticel, ompitel, c0svioel, Oepehmoet. This
reading a is supported by many witnesses, as is also the reading b with
-at as the ending all the way. The reading of 323 is d: -au, -€t, -€1, -€L.
This reading of 323 is supposed to derive from the ancestor 307, which
has the reading 4: xatapticot vudc and then the same reading as 323. [
think that 323 is closer to the readings without dpdg and that the addi-
tion of vuag forms a link between the documents which present it. This
is another example of small phenomena like endings meaning much to
the method, whereas a somewhat greater, but not very great, difference
like adding or omitting the pronoun means nothing.

Jd 19/9 dmodopilovreg; dnodiopilovteg éavtong 323. See above. 323
probably has a posterior reading, but not one that derives from Mink’s
supposed four ancestors; instead, there may be a relationship between
04, now discarded as an ancestor, and 323.

Starting from the four ancestors 1739-617-307-03 there is a remain-
der of nine questionable passages.”®> Following Mink’s theories, in all
these passages 323 must in fact present a posterior reading or at least a
possible posterior reading, otherwise the theory of 323 as a descendant
of these four will break down. Let us see if it stands the test.

Jas 2:18/42-52 (kdyd oot dei&m) €k TdV Epymv pov v miotiv: Here
323 presents 10 £pyo. pov €k Tiig miotems. Mink thinks that the prior
readings from which the variant of 323 descends is a, which is the read-
ing above, and d: ék T®v €pymv pov v miotv pov. In fact, neither a
nor d is very like the reading of 323, which gives quite another meaning
to the phrase. I would say that 323 (and 322) have been subjected to
theological thinking and as a consequence form a little group apart from
the rest of the tradition. The reading of 323 speaks very clearly against
Mink’s theory.

290 Mink (2011), p. 195 f.
291 P.77.
292 Discussed in Mink (2011), p. 196 ff.
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1 Pt 1:17/8. The variants are aiteicOe 323 and émikoleioOe in the sup-
posed ancestors. aiteicte may very well be a posterior reading, changing
the original émikolieioOe, but émkaieicOe is found almost everywhere
except in 323. A derivation from the supposed ancestors is possible but
not proved. It could come from anywhere.

1 Pt 1:24/18. 86&a adtiig (sc. coprdg): 323 omits the word after d6&a
which in the supposed ancestors is either avtiic or avOpmmov. Of course
this does not prove that 323 has anything to do with these supposed
ancestors, but it is equally self-evident that it does not speak against it.
I simply cannot see why it is regarded as a questionable passage which
has to be discussed.

1 Pt 3:21/4-12 has already been discussed above.** There is no spe-
cial relationship between the supposed ancestors and 323.

1 Pt 5:9/32. émpeieiode, found in 323 and 1241, is no doubt a pos-
terior reading to the readings of all the other traditions: émiteAeicOaut,
-o0¢, -tar. It is however not at all certain that the variant of 323 has
anything to do with the supposed ancestors. It can derive from anywhere.

2 Pt 1:4/8-18. As so often, Mink starts from the textual flow diagram,
which means taking for granted what should be proved. The variant of
323 is k: péyrota UiV kol tipue Emayyépata doedmpnrat. The diagram
is supposed to show that this reading is derived from three readings,
one being a: tipa kol péytota Muiv €. J., the second b: tipwo UiV kol
uéylota €. §., the third i: péylota kol tipna quiv €. 8. The variant a is
obviously chosen because it has the word order péyiota nuiv, the variant
b because it has fuiv in the right place, the variant i because it starts by
péywota. The variant b is not represented by any of the supposed ances-
tors. I consider this as an example of arbitrariness.

2 Pt 2:12/10-14. To Mink the variation yeygvnuévo/yeyevwnuéva
plays some role, although he is aware of the fact that the orthography
here is not at all reliable. However, starting from what should be proved,
i.e. from the textual flow, he states that the reading yeyevnuéva in 323
derives from the reading yeyevvnuéva in 03 and 1739. It may of course
come from any manuscript presenting one or the other of these variants,
which are in fact no variants. This is well known to anyone who has an
experience of apparatuses.?*

293 P. 109.

294 Reading the Contra Eunomium of Basil the Great (Basile de Césarée) will cure anyone of
bestowing much weight on yevv- and yev-. I refer especially to a table in SCh 305 (Basile de
Césarée, Contre Eunome, T. 2, p. 228), showing the anarchy of the spelling of such words,
although the spelling is really important in the context. yévvnoig is quite different from yéveoig
(there is also yévveoig), but these and related words are mixed up over and over again. See also
ibid. T.1, p. 96 f. Another example of hopeless confusion: The preverb npoc- in a manuscript
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3 Jn 9/4. 323 has &ypaya dv 11. Of course the reading of 323 could
be a combination of &ypaya Tt and &ypaya v from the supposed ances-
tors, but it could also come from a combination of other documents or
even belong to a direct tradition with &ypoya év 1, represented by some
documents.?”

3 Jn 12/34-42 regards a change of word order and is in my opinion
not relevant.

After studying these nine questionable passages, Mink concludes®®
that his theory of 1739-617-307-03 as the ancestors of 323 has stood the
test. In my opinion, Jas 2:18 speaks clearly against Mink’s conclusion
and the other cases prove nothing.

Finally in this chapter®” Mink makes a comparison between 323 and
the other supposed ancestors concerning on one hand all the Catholic
Letters, on the other only James. The ancestors are counted from num-
ber one to number ten, but in fact, for James 15 ancestors are counted,
because some of them show strong agreement with 323 but the tex-
tual flow between them and 323 is not clear.””® Interestingly, for all the
Catholic Letters, 1739 has the first position, but for James, it is only
number ten. Two of the supposed ancestors of 323 for all the Catholic
Letters, to wit 03 and 04, do not figure at all when it comes to James,
whereas no less than eight witnesses to James do not occur in the list for
all the Catholic Letters. All higher ranking positions for James are held
by clearly Byzantine witnesses. This indicates that for James we have a
Byzantine text which has been thoroughly standardized and that conse-
quently the agreements are omnipresent and textual flow often cannot be
stated. Accordingly1739, not considered a Byzantine text, loses its top
position. This is really an interesting result of the CBGM and may lead
to further research, but such work must be based on real statistics, not on
those of the CBGM. The interesting question is why James may have a
special position and was subjected to thorough standardization. Was this
text considered more valuable?

means TPoG- or TPo-, Tpo- likewise means mpoc- or mpo-; an editor is free to choose. Also,
the endings -60¢ and -c6o1 must be interpreted according to the context, not according to the
spelling, which is completely unreliable, like the spellings Aeur and Aur.

295 The variants with ¢v may reflect some theological thinking (cf. comment on Jas 2:18, p. 110);
someone did not like the idea that an apostolic Letter had been lost. So Metzger, p. 655.

296 Mink (2011), p. 199.

297 Mink (2011), p. 200 f.

298 Which probably means, according to the usual way of counting, that there is exactly the same
number of prior and posterior readings, plus a number of uncertain readings and readings
showing no relation. Usually one prior reading more means that the textual flow is considered
as proved, to which I object strongly, see p. 95, Counting prior and posterior readings.
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Nodes and circular edges

Above?” 1 shortly mentioned a problem with the manuscripts 04 and
1175, which Mink likes to solve by a so-called node. I think that it is
appropriate to treat the problems of nodes and edges in one context. We
meet nodes in Mink (2004), chap. 7-9.3® These problems are very com-
plex, and it is not always easy to follow how Mink arrives at a solution.
I shall try to summarize it in a simplified way.

About nodes: Mink (2004) discusses a case where an ancestor B has
two descendants, C and D (below left, a preliminary, faulty stemma).

B B

7\

C D C D

Both C and D have posterior readings compared with B, but there are
posterior readings in C which seem to be evolved from D. Now, cannot
D simply be an ancestor of C? No, because if we compare with B, D
has developed many more posterior readings than C has. Mink presents
a solution, which is to posit a node (above right, more correct stemma)
which I call X; this X has the posterior readings which are in C and
which seemed to be developed from D.

This is of course quite possible, but there are difficulties, which Mink
is well aware of, and he presents two: this X could be found on the way
between B and C, or on the way between B and D; therefore, placing this
intermediary witness as is done above is only a hypothesis. According
to Mink, it helps to solve a problem of contamination and loss of inter-
mediate witnesses. Obviously, this X has been lost. But if it has not been
lost, if the unexpected readings in D also exist in some witness outside
the stemma shown above? Mink would probably say that these readings
do not exist in closely related witnesses but only in such as are far away
from this group and thus without relationship to it, but I have tried to

299 P. 107 with n. 281. I quote once more Mink (2004), p. 64: “These intermediary nodes are not
hyparchetypes in a traditional sense, but should better be understood as a special kind of con-
nection.”

300 Mink (2004), p. 59: 7. Prior variants found only in non-ancestors; p.63: 8. Undirected genea-
logical coherencies; p. 67: 9. Circular edges.
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show that this way of reasoning is not acceptable.>”! Besides, there are
the general problems of deciding which readings are prior and which
posterior and of the sometimes small differences between prior and pos-
terior readings. Are those readings in C decidedly posterior? I think that
Mink’s theoretical solution must be confirmed with evident examples.
He adduces one example, Jas 2:4/2-4°2 but as I have tried to show
above’®, the relationship between the variants there is far from evident.

Very much the same problem arises if C and D have an Undirected
genealogical coherence’™, that is to say that the numbers of prior and
posterior readings are the same. We must then suppose an influence
from another witness, and here too Mink prefers a lost witness which is
closely related to known and closely related witnesses.

About circular edges: The problems are very complex and the solu-
tions Mink presents are not easy to follow: The long and short of it is, as
far as I can understand, that in a complicated tradition we can see prior
readings in manuscripts that are younger than those with a posterior
reading. Let us imagine that we know perfectly well that the following
stemma, where C is younger than B, is true:

A

Now C is influenced by B but has kept so many prior readings from A
that it looks like an ancestor of B. This is however impossible and would
result in a totally false stemma. The problem can be solved in various
ways. Mink posits nodes carrying readings common to both younger
and older witnesses. Here, as elsewhere, I do not say that he is wrong,
only that the possibility of contamination from documents further away
is not considered at all, although it is perfectly conceivable.

301 See p. 82, Reassessments.
302 Mink (2004), p. 62.

303 P. 77.

304 Mink (2004), p. 63 ff.
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The problems about nodes and edges are discussed extensively in
Mink (2004), where Mink acknowledges®” that problems in this field
have not been solved and that further research is necessary. He is very
clear about the great difficulties and points among other things to the
sometimes very small difference between prior and posterior readings.
In Mink (2011), these problems are only hinted at in a note.**® They
are in fact fundamental. If they cannot be solved, the method breaks
down. I suppose that if we accept nodes ‘in the family’, we can arrive
at a kind of solution with comparatively (mark, please: comparatively)
simple substemmata, but is it a true solution? How will it be possible to
show that it is?

Some general reflections

Mink has a chapter about conclusions®”, but I think that most of the
questions taken up there have already been discussed above, and in
some cases more than once. There is much about ‘revision’ seen as an
‘iterative process’, and I have already expressed my doubts as to this
procedure. I would, however, like to take up one statement which I find
highly objectionable®®: “In the beginning, a lack of pre-genealogical co-
herence of witnesses is the most reliable indicator of a correspondingly
deficient genealogical coherence.” It is obvious that negligent copying,
made once or several times in the course of the tradition, produces docu-
ments which are genealogically coherent but more or less unlike.”

We know that people have always been interested in having as good
a text as possible of what they read, and consequently, a text has always
been open to change. Besides, it has always suffered from human care-
lessness. Readers and scribes have contributed to these changes, invent-
ing readings themselves, being influenced by other texts, making their
own mistakes. Hence the starting-point when considering a text must
be that the initial reading may be found in any witness and a non-initial
reading also in any witness. Anything can happen, but will it always
happen? Certainly not, but we must take into account that it may happen.
About the New Testament we know that in the course of time, countless
readers and countless scribes made innumerable changes, intentionally
or unintentionally. Consequently, considering the fate of the initial text,

305 Mink (2004), p. 67.

306 Mink (2011), p. 192, n. 85.

307 Mink (2011), p. 202 ff.: 15. Conclusions: How the CBGM Copes with Contamination: The
Character of the Iterative Process.

308 Mink (2011), p. 202.

309 Cf.p. 73 f.
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it may be useful to consider the well-known adage: If anything can go
wrong, it will.

I think that when choosing what we think is the best reading, we must
start from the context; what can the author possibly want to say now, in
this context? Here our judgement is highly fallible. Second comes the
linguistic question; what does the Greek language allow, what does it
not allow? Here our knowledge is highly unsatisfactory. The third no-
tion may be the general character of the manuscript, whether the text
is transmitted in a careless way or not, whether the scribe or reader or
some scribe or reader before them had a tendency to leave out, to add, to
condense, to change. However, such tendencies may be shown to exist
in singular documents but as far as I know, they generally have small
impact on the tradition.

The serious mistakes of the CBGM are in my opinion:

— The method starts from statistics comparing passages, but those
passages are far from comparable; consequently, the basic statistics are
of no value, and the method breaks down at the start

— All variants are considered of equal value

— There is no clearly defined difference between coherence and re-
lationship

— Local stemmata are constructed on weak or false foundations

— A flow is supposed to exist between texts, although the individual
readings of these texts almost always point in various directions

— Very small differences in prior and posterior readings are supposed
to indicate the so-called flow between texts

— General likeness to presumed ancestors has after reassessments an
impact on the decision concerning individual passages

— Supposed environment, a factor almost totally unknown, is consid-
ered to have an impact on descendant manuscripts

— In an arbitrary way, different readings are supposed to contribute to
forming later, posterior, readings

— Contamination is underestimated, differences in readings prefer-
ably being derived from more or less unlike readings in ancestors

— Coincidental emergence of identical readings is overestimated

— The ‘rule of parsimony’, reckoned as a guideline, is not applicable

— An active role of scribes and ‘concerned readers’ is underestimated

— There is no answer to crucial questions, like: When is agreement
strong enough to hint at relationship, when is a variant different enough
to be connective, how far away from the starting-point are we prepared
to go in order to explain all variants and find relationship, what is the
definition of passages showing ‘no relation’?
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In my opinion, owing to highly unsatisfactory statistics, the CBGM
can roughly show likeness between documents but not relationship be-
tween them. It may give an overview, especially concerning the Byzan-
tine tradition, where documents agree both in essential and trivial read-
ings. I do not think that the method is of any value for establishing the
text of the New Testament.

Has the CBGM done much damage? I do not think so. Fortunately,
ECM2 still sticks to ‘reasoned eclecticism’!°. In chapter 4 below, there
is a commentary on the textual changes in ECM2 and NA 28 as against
NA 27. I think that EMC2 comes out quite well.

Why has the CBGM been worked out? One reason is, I guess and it
is certainly only a guess, that a fundamental and totally mistaken idea is
that of organic growth.>!! A living being is the ancestor of another living
being, and the traces of the ancestor may be seen even in a remote de-
scendant. If the evolution of a text is regarded in the same way, it may be
tempting to search for the ancestor even if the likenesses in the supposed
descendant are insignificant or non-existent, thereby discarding other
explanations. A document is an artefact, its text is composed from other
artefacts, it may be changed, augmented, shortened but not by itself but
by human beings. The text is not a stream. A stream proceeds by itself
from one point to another, the text of a document is fixed and does not
change by itself. Neither is the text a being in a genealogical chain, it
does not by itself carry the traces of an ancestor but does so according to
the choice of a human being, and that human being may change the text
intentionally or unintentionally.

Another reason could be love of statistics. Statistics are certainly fas-
cinating, but the statistics of the CBGM constantly count what is im-
portant as equivalent to what is unimportant, and take account of some
disagreements and disregard others that are equally important.

310 P.31* 1.
311 See p. 70, with n. 119.
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Chapter 4. Editio Critica Maior, 2nd Revised Edition
(ECM2)

Novum Testamentum Graecum. Editio Critica Maior. Edited by the Insti-
tute for New Testament Textual Research. 4. Catholic Letters. Edited by
Barbara Aland, Kurt Aland {, Gerd Mink, Holger Strutwolf, and Klaus
Wachtel. P. 1. Text. T. 2. Supplementary Material. 2nd Revised Edition.
Stuttgart, Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft 2013. Everything is presented in
both German and English.

Content and aims of ECM2

The first instalment of the Editio Critica Maior appeared in 1997 and
was followed by three others, completing in 2005 the presentation of
the Catholic Letters. The first volume of the revised edition contains
introduction, text, and critical apparatus. The second volume is an ad-
ditional apparatus which takes up information too voluminous for the
first volume.

The reason for the new edition is, according to the preface, a more
complete application of the Coherence-Based Genealogical Method
(CBGM), which I have treated rather thoroughly in chapter 3. I have
tried to show that the method is inadequate, but I think that it has not
done much damage, see below Comparing ECM?2 and NA 27. The great
advantages of the Edition remain: It is thoroughly done, concerning the
Greek tradition it is as complete as anyone can wish, and the choice
of readings is done with ‘reasoned eclecticism’. After revision, the text
was changed in 34 places. In my opinion, these changes are mostly for
the better, as we shall see. I suppose that this is a result of the ‘reasoned
eclecticism’, because I cannot see how the CBGM can help. Reading the
introduction®'?, however, you may fear the worst: “Reconstructing the
initial text basically is a matter of assessing the genealogical relationship
between variants and thus the genealogical relationship between their
witnesses.” It seems that the ‘reasoned eclecticism’ has suddenly been
abandoned to the advantage of the CBGM, but in fact, I do not think that
this is the case.

The goals of the edition are set forth as follows.*!* One goal is to pre-
sent all the variants found in the selected Greek manuscripts and in cita-
tions by the Greek Fathers, another to give evidence of the three most
important early versions, that is the Latin, Coptic and Syriac. Another

312 P. 34%*.
313 P. 21%.
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aim of the edition is to present all material relevant to the textual history
of the first millennium and to reconstruct the initial text.’'*

How then are the manuscripts and other documents selected? There
are 522 complete manuscripts and larger fragments of the Catholic
Letters. Most of them, 372 in number, present a text which is to more
than 90% that of the 98 test passages in Text und Textwert.’. Only a
selection of them is represented in the apparatus, where they go under
the denomination Byz. We are not informed how the selection is done,
but for James they are close to a hundred and for the other letters at
least more than 40. All documents showing more than 10% deviation
from the Majority text have their readings registered, together with the
early papyri; for the letter of James the readings of 183 documents are
taken up. I think that this is quite enough. We can be reasonably sure
that everything of interest is there. In vol. 2, Additional Greek readings
are registered, taken from 7ext und Textwert and from the editions of
Tischendorf and von Soden. Maybe this painstaking work could have
been spared; there is always some odd reading to be found, but let those
interested in them consult the works they are taken from. The lectionaries
have been used in a restricted way, since it has been made clear that they
only offer the Byzantine tradition.

Under 3. The textual witnesses®'® the introduction gives us a general
idea of the manuscripts, but nothing is said about the papyri. The relevant
ones are used for the edition, and in vol. 2 they are registered among the
manuscripts. [ think that the reader misses an overview of the papyri and
their contribution to the text. Leaving out the papyri in the introduction
looks like an attempt to reduce the value of them. It is an idea of Barbara
Aland’s that the text has been established firmly at an early age, and that
opinion has, I think, had an influence on the ECM2. Cf. above the quota-
tion*!” from the Introduction to ECM2 and the Summary of chap. 238,
Most of the papyri are fragmentary*'* and thus cannot be of much use to
the CBGM, which may have contributed to their absence in the introduc-
tion. See below Some remarks on readings in the papyri.

Only the quotations from Greek Fathers are registered. Finding out
what the readings of the Fathers actually are is far from easy. The dif-
ficulties are well known and much work remains to be done.*** The

316

314 P. 30%*.

315 Cf. pp. 58, 64 with n. 103.

316 P. 21%*,

317 P. 45.

318 P. 56.

319 In P72, 1 Pt, 2 Pt and Jd are preserved completely.
320 Cf. Aland & Aland, p. 171 ff.
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lemma in a commentary may be influenced by another tradition and be
changed; the same goes for a quotation anywhere, which may also be
made from memory or be more like an allusion or a paraphrase, etc.
However, ECM2 is not quite satisfactory regarding what knowledge we
have®?!: “a true quotation is one where the wording of the Father’s text
is identical with a reading found in the manuscript tradition.” I think
that the most reliable text is the one we can conclude from the way
the Father comments on the text, next to that a direct quotation which
shows an unusual text which probably was not taken over from another,
better known tradition.*” A lemma or a direct quotation presenting a
well-known text may or may not be reliable. GNT has a good summary
of the problem®?: “Citations from the commentary part are frequently
more faithful than the lemma of a commentary manuscript in witnessing
to a Father’s text, because later copyists would often replace the whole
New Testament text of a manuscript with a text of a completely different
type.”

But should we not consider the Latin, Syriac etc. Fathers of equal im-
portance? EMC2 regards Augustine as an exception®?; it registers what
he has read, but only if the reading is peculiar to him or first attested by
him. So we find** that he has read ponfic in Jas 1:17/44, but not where*?,
whereas we get such information concerning the Greek Fathers. In 2
Pt 1:19/24-26, Augustine does not follow the very dominant reading
Myve eoivovtt but only quotes lucerna®’, a singular reading not noted
in ECM2. This may be a ‘Latin’ fault; perhaps lucenti fell out after [u-
cerna, a case of homoeoarcton. From another field we can see that Julian
of Eclanum has texts which are not known to the Septuagint.’*® Those
are just a few examples, but what about all quotations in Augustine, and
those of the other non-Greek Fathers? It would be a very good thing to
know as much as possible about them, but that would belong to another
project, demanding an immense amount of work.

Among the early versions, the Latin, Coptic and Syriac ones are con-
sulted to the extent possible, whereas the Armenian, the Georgian, the
Old Church Slavonic and the Ethiopian ones are taken into account only
if they witness to variants in the Greek text and if they are available in

321 ECM2, p. 23*.

322 Alexanderson (2012), p. 72 f.

323 GNT, p. 38*,n. 12.

324 Vol. 2, p. 63* ff.

325P.2,p. 103.

326 E g. De Genesi ad litteram V, XVIIL, 36; De civitate Dei X1, 21; De trinitate 1, 1, 2.
327 De Genesi ad litteram 1V, XXIII, 40.

328 Cf. Alexanderson (2012), p. 61.
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editions. We shall thus find Latin, Coptic and Syriac readings reported
everywhere, those of the other versions only if they diverge from the
reading called a, the one presented in the text, in the so-called primary
line. I think that this is a wise and necessary decision.

Some remarks on readings in the papyri

Many readings of the papyri, they may be right, they may be wrong, are
of great interest for establishing the text, and I think that an overview
of these documents, a summary of their importance, ought to have been
presented in the introduction, where important reflections on the rela-
tionship between manuscripts are brought to the fore. Maybe relation-
ships between the papyri cannot be stated, maybe we cannot say any-
thing else than that they have sometimes good, sometimes bad readings;
if so, that is valuable knowledge and would warn a reader against put-
ting too much trust in old documents. But one thing is certain: Usually
they have been copied fewer times than manuscripts. Below are some
interesting readings. They throw some light on the fate of the text in an
early period of its existence.

1 Pt 2:3/2—4 &i éyevoaobe (611 xpnotog 0 kbploc) ECM2 el émotedoote?
Jerome &l éyevcoobe émotevsate P72. Jerome has si credidistis in two
quotations, a reading known otherwise only in the conflated reading of
P72.

1 Pt 2:19/12—14 (&l du) cuveidnow Beod (VmoEEpeL TIC AOmaG TUTKWOV
adikwc) ECM2 cuveidnotv dyabrv Bgod P72 81 cuveionow Bgod dyadnv
02* 33 2344 cvveidbnow dyabnv multi. The bulk of the tradition is di-
vided between cuveidnowv Beod and cuveidnow dyabnv. Must we not
consider cuveidnow Beod a difficult reading and cvveidnow ayabnv a
simplification?*® The interesting thing is that the inferior reading ap-
pears very early.

1 Pt 3:3/12-14 (0 &wBev) éumhoxig Tp®V (... kdcpog) ECM2 with
most of the Greek tradition and some secondary tradition, €éumloxiig
(without tpyy®dv) P72, a few manuscripts, also with some second-
ary tradition: Clement of Alexandria, Latin and Coptic versions. For
Tpiy@®v speaks that we get three parallels, éunloxiic Tprydv, Tepdécemg
ypuciov, Evoboemc ipotimv, against it that it could be an explication.
Both readings are attested in the secondary tradition, but Clement may

329 So Metzger, p. 619.
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be a stronger name than Pseudo-Oecumenius whose date is unknown,
sometimes given as 6th c.

1 Pt 3:7/34-36 ydaprrog Lot ECM2 ydprtog {mfig aioviov P72 and a
Syriac version (Peshitta). An addition near at hand, appearing early.

1 Pt 3:8/18 tomewdppoveg ECM2 with P72 and a large tradition,
euoppoveg is also well attested. It is next to impossible to choose. The
context is about living together in a peaceful and friendly way, which
would speak for pilogpoveg, but on the other hand, tamevoppoveg is a
lectio difficilior, introducing something new.

1 Pt 3:14/28-30 (un poyn61jte) unde tapaydijte ECM2 with most of the
tradition, om. P72 with a few manuscripts, among them 03, and some
secondary tradition. The longer text can be corrected after Is. 8:12, but
may also have fallen out because of a homoeoteleuton.

1 Pt 4:16/26. The readings pépet and ovouart are fairly equally distrib-
uted in the tradition. P72 with dvopart is no doubt wrong. This is an
early example of an explanatory reading.**°

2 Pt 1:21/28-32 &no Beod dvOpwmor ECM2 with P72 and a strong tra-
dition, d@rylot Beod dvOpwmot an equally strong tradition. There are also
conflations of these two readings. Impossible to decide.

2 Pt 3:11/14-16 (motoamovg d&l) vIdpyey VUAG (€v ayiong AvaoTpoeoi)
ECM2 with most of the tradition; there are also Vpdg vdpyetv, dndpyev
nuag and vdpyew Eoavtove. VIdpyey without vudg is found in P72*
P74¥4 03 1175. It is very possible that the shorter reading is correct and
the others explanatory.

1 Jn 4:15/36-40 (6 0e0g v avT® pévet Kol ovtoc) v @ Bed ECM2, but
there is also év avt® in a dozen minuscules and in some Latin manu-
scripts. P9¥¢ has v avto gotwv. év td 0@ looks like an explanation and
could very well be wrong.

Jd 15/14-16 macav yoynv. See p. 104. Whether ntdcav yoynv is right or
wrong, it indicates that a major reading may have a very tenuous tradi-
tion.

330 Cf. p. 137 for this passage.
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These passages seem to me to indicate that an interesting reading
may be old and be found only in a tenuous tradition, like 1 Pt 2:3/2—4; 2
Pt 3:11/14-16; 1 Jn 4:15/36—40; Jd 15/14-16. Other readings in papyri
witness to early ‘improvements’ and explanations introduced into the
text, like 1 Pt 2:19/12—-14 ; 1 Pt 4:16/26 ; 1 Jn 4:15/36—40. We may
also find an influence from traditional Christian language early, like 1
Pt 3:7/34-36.

What is ECM2, what is it not?

Summing up, ECM2 is concentrated on the Greek tradition, and there
it is as comprehensive and thorough and well-ordered as anyone can
wish, with one exception: In the introduction, one misses an overview
of the papyri, although they are of course fully represented in the edi-
tion. There are other things we would like to know, but we must go
elsewhere to find them; I am thinking of other traditions than the Greek
one and also of parallel passages in the Bible, which are not presented.
We should be grateful for what it is; an indispensable tool made with the
utmost care. Filling in what it is not means an enormous amount of work
and must be, I suppose, a matter of vast projects.**!

The presentation of text and tradition

The layout of vol. 1 features 1) the primary text line, 2) the overview of
variant readings, 3) the critical apparatus. In the primary line, every word
has a number, which makes it easy to identify readings and variants,
especially those extending over several words. Sometimes the primary
line has an alternative, another reading being considered equal. I do not
think this a very good idea. There are many, I should say innumerable,
cases where one reading is about as good as another. I think that the split
primary line shows that the editors are too keen on proclaiming one, if
necessary two, readings as correct, the others as wrong. A high ambition,
maybe laudable, but there is in many places so much uncertainty that
such a selection becomes arbitrary.

The overview of variant readings comes very handy. You get rapidly
an idea of existing variants before diving into the apparatus, which is by
nature rather cumbrous since it presents all the witnesses of all the dif-
ferent readings. With the high ambition, the apparatus must be extensive
and comprehensive. It may at first look rather difficult, but the explana-
tions are good and after a while the reader will feel at home.

331 Among other things, the Institute at Miinster is working on the Syriac and Coptic tradition, see
its home page.
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The apparatus is extended into vol. 2, where there is a list of the
Greek manuscripts and information about, among other things, the
Byzantine manuscripts used for the different letters, which are not the
same for all Letters, the selection of lectionaries, patristic quotations,
readings of the versions. Vol. 2 is the result of incredibly painstaking
work. As with the apparatus, it may take some time before one gets used
to it, but it is presented in a clear way, and working with the text you will
find it indispensable. Sometimes, you may get the impression that you
learn much more than you ever wanted to know!

The ranking of manuscripts in ECM2

A section of the Introduction is called Notes on the text of the second
edition of the Catholic Letters.’>? It states the aim of the edition, to pres-
ent all material relevant to the textual history of the first millennium
and to reconstruct the initial text, called A.*** Since the CBGM plays
an important role, it is of course presented. A result of the method is
that it is considered possible to see to what extent a document is close
to the hypothetical initial text called 4. This closeness builds upon the
statistical method of the CBGM, which in my opinion is inadequate
and gives poor if any guidance. Nevertheless, these tables give food for
some reflections. We find a table of manuscripts which have A4 as their
most closely related ancestor, and the percentage of agreement with 4
is given. We see for instance that 03 (codex Vaticanus) is very close to
A, which does not surprise us. Compared with 4, it agrees to 96.856%
and is descendant 1. Next in rank is, surprisingly, 1739, a minuscule of
the 10th century, which ranks considerably higher than for instance 01
(codex Sinaiticus). Also 468, for all Catholic Letters counted as part of
the Byzantine tradition (Byz), and 025 with 1175, both for some Let-
ters labelled Byz***, rank higher than 01. It might be of some interest
to see how these and some other manuscripts fare if we compare them
with the 98 test passages of Text und Textwert, which form a basis of
the CBGM.33> T compare 01 (not very high-ranking, descendant 44), 03
(descendant 1), 1739 (descendant 2), but also 025 (partly Byz, high-
ranking, descendant 6), 468 (totally Byz, high-ranking, descendant 4),
1874 (totally Byz, not high-ranking, descendant 93). These positions
are taken from the module Potential Ancestors and Descendants in

332 P. 30* ff.

333 Cf. p. 68 for the initial text. This text, 4, is the same as the text presented in the primary line of
the edition.

334 025 is labelled Byz for 1 Pt, 2-3 Jn and Jd, 1175 for 1-3 Jn and Jd.

335 Cf. pp. 58, 64 with n. 103.
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Genealogical Queries. It is striking that a difference of only 1% agree-
ment in the table of 4’s descendants makes a manuscript drop more than
20 positions, for instance from 4 to 29 or from 29 to 52.

Be it said that I do not accept these 98 passages as giving good guid-
ance. They were chosen because they are supposed not to have emerged
coincidentally but show a relationship to the exemplar (Vorlage) they
derive from and belong to different types of the tradition.?*¢ On the con-
trary, I think that many passages are exactly of the type that could have
appeared coincidentally and say nothing as to relationship. Examples
of this have been given above.**” Certainly, many passages do give an
indication, and below I have taken up more than twenty cases which I
think are of that indicative type.

However, a comparison might be of interest because these 98 pas-
sages have played a part in developing the CBGM and because we can
compare these passages with the text of ECM2. As the ‘right’ text I take
the text of ECM2, which in most cases but not always is the same as the
one preferred in Text und Textwert. The result of the comparison®*® is that
01 agrees around 60 times, 03 around 85, 1739 around 70, 025 (with 9
lacunas) around 40, 468 and 1874 16—17. The high-ranking 468 does
not come off very well, no better than just any Byzantine manuscript
like 1874.

Further, I have picked a row of passages which in my opinion dis-
tinguish between manuscripts to a higher degree than many of the other
passages in Text und Textwert, and added them to those of the Text und
Textwert which are indicative. Their total number is 39 passages. The
documents compared are the same as above. The reading considered
correct is to the left:

Jas 2:4/2—-6 (ko) o0 diekpiOnte / diekpiOnte (no. 9 in Text und Textwert)
Jas 2:18/30 yopig / €k (11)

Jas 2:20/26 dpyn / vexpad (13)

Jas 2:25/26 dyyérovg / KoTooKOTOVG

Jas 3:8/16 axdotatov / dxatdoyetov (17)

Jas 3:12/22-30 om. / anyn

Jas 4:4/1 powyoideg / poryol ki potyarideg (18)

Jas. 5:7/44-45 1afn / MaPrn vetov / AaPn kapmov (21)

Jas 5:10/10 kakomabeiog / kadokayadiog

Jas 5:12/62 kpiowv / vmdKpiov

336 Text und Textwert 2/1, p. VIL

337 P. 36, n. 99.

338 The result is expressed with caution. There might be some small errors in the hand-made cal-
culation.
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1 Pt 1:22/18 aAnBeiog / dAnOeiog d10 Tvedpotog (26)

1 Pt 1:23/8 éx omopds (pBaptig) / €k pBopdg (OapTiic)

1 Pt 1:23/26 pévovtog / pévovtog &ig (tov) aidva (28)

1Pt 1:24/18 avtiig / adtod / avOpdTov

1 Pt 2:19/6-7 yépic / xapig mapd Oed

1 Pt 2:19/12—14 cvveidnow Ogod / cvveidnow ayadniv

1 Pt 3:16/24 xotaioieliche / kKatohoA®OV/-0DGV DUDY OG Kakomoldv (32)
1 Pt 4:1/6-8 maBdvtog capki / mabdvtog vep VudV copki (33)

1 Pt 4:14/20-21 66&ng / 56ENg kai duvapemg et sim. (35)

1 Pt 4:14/36-37 avomodetan or Avamémovtot/ d. Kato HEV avTovs PAacenueitol
etc.

1 Pt 4:16/26 péper/ ovopart

1 Pt 5:11/6 kpdrog / addition of 66&a (38)

1 Pt 5:13/2—12 om. / ékxAncio

2 Pt 1:14/16 oxnvépartog / cOLATOG

2 Pt 2:13/2 adwovpevol / kopovpevot (44)

2 Pt 2:17/12 dpiyion or opiyAn / vepéhar (45)

2 Pt 3:10/12—13 kAémtng / kAémng &v voxri (48)

1 Jn 2:20/20 mavreg / mbvra (59)

1 Jn 2:27/8 ypiopa / yépiopa

1 Jn 2:27/48 ypiopa / mvedpo

1 Jn 3:14/34 dyondv / dyamdv tov adeAOV (avToD) (64)

1 Jn 4:3/16 'Incodv / 'Incodv &v capki Eivbota (67)

1 Jn 4:8/2—-14 6 pn dyandv ovk Eyve tOv 0oV / om.

1 Jn 5:2/36 nowdpev / pduev

1 Jn 5:6/16 aipatoc / aipotog koi mvedpatog / mvevpotog kol aipatog (71)
1 Jn 5:13/8-36 manuscripts with both toi¢ moTevovoy and va motev(o)nte
are considered wrong (74)

2 Jn 9/6 mpodywv / mapaPaivev (79)

Jd 15/14-16 ndoav yoynv / mavtog (todg) doePeic (92)

Jd 24/12 dmraictovg / dntaictovg Kol domilovg (95)

Jd 25/2-3 0e®d / cop® Bedd

The result of this comparison®* is that the readings considered cor-
rect occur in 01 23 times, in 03 35 times, in 025 (with three lacunas) 17
times, in 1739 29 times, in 468 12 times, in 1874 14 times. The remark-
able thing is that 468 does not do well at all, no better than just any
Byzantine manuscript.

If 468 is so high-ranking and so close to the hypothetical initial text
A, where does it agree with this text? In many passages of some inter-

339 The result is expressed with caution. There might be some small but unimportant errors in the
hand-made calculation.
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est, it obviously does not, as shown above. I have looked at passages
where there is variation concerning the word ¢ in the Letter of James.
There are between 50 and 60 variants comprising ¢ or omitting it. I
have only found one passage where there is disagreement between 4 and
468: Jas 1:19/10-12 ot 8¢ A £otm 468 with the Byzantine tradition. It
should be observed that for establishing percentages, the CBGM counts
all variants, which in James are 761. So it does not matter whether in one
reading 4 and 468 agree with almost all documents and only one or few
documents show disagreement®, or the variants are so divided that 4
and 468 have one variant and as many or more documents the other**'. In
both cases, 468 agrees with 4, and this agreement goes into the percent-
age. This is at least how I have understood the way the CBGM counts.
But in one case we could speak about a scribal slip of no consequence
in one or a few manuscripts, and we would not consider following this
reading; in the other case there is a firmly rooted tradition in contrast to
the tradition of 4 and 468, and we would have to think twice about it.
So, as to rather unimportant readings, there is great agreement between
A and 468, perhaps 95-99%, which contributes to the high ranking of
468. This lends some support to an idea which is close at hand: Scribes
and readers take small things for granted but ask themselves about more
interesting passages, and there they are prone to changes. Maybe they
do exactly as we do: We ponder over what we think important and take
what we think unimportant in our stride.

If we look at 01 and 1739 the same way as above for 468, the result
is that they both mostly follow 4, there are 2—4 divergencies in both of
them. So both these manuscripts seem to be fairly close to 4 both in
larger and in smaller matters, in contrast to 468.

Consequently, it seems to me that the percentages and the positions
as close descendants of 4 are footed upon faulty statistics in the first
place, the percentage of agreements being downright wrong.**? Further,
the agreements and disagreements are of a very different kind, many
agreements concerning very small matters, many disagreements being
of greater importance. These percentages only show a very superficial
agreement and certainly cannot contribute to establishing a better text.

340 An example: Jas 1:12/3 poxdprog 8¢ dvnp 631, poxdpiog aviip A4 468 and all other tradition.
This is nothing but a slip in 631.

341 An example: Jas 2:15/3 €av adehpog 4 468 with around 50 manuscripts, €av 8¢ G.6gAOg
around 40 directly indicated manuscripts and most of the Byzantine tradition. There are two
traditions, one with, one without the particle.

342 Cf. p. 63, Statistics.
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03, 1739 and changes in 1 Jn

Aland thinks that texts are transmitted comparatively unchanged, that
scribes have not interfered much with them.3** She also regards the ac-
tivity of ‘theologians’ as of small importance: Such interference is sup-
posed to be rare and usually without much impact on the tradition as a
whole.*** We shall have a look into the First Letter of John. It is certainly
true that theological interference plays no great part in this text, but there
are a few cases, and such interference is intentional. To such cases I
add below numerous cases where I think that we find interference of
another kind, but still intentional: Changes made in order somehow to
‘improve’ the text. A comparison is made between the text of the ECM2
and the manuscripts 03 and 1739. The editors of ECM2 think that these
manuscripts are closest to the initial text.** Can we find clear traces
of such intentional interference in these manuscripts, and if they are
there, have they played a role in the tradition, or did scribes and readers
pay no attention to such readings? We shall look into passages where
03 or 1739 or both of them deviate from the text of ECM2, but also
consider some passages where the primary line of ECM2 is attested by
both 03 and 1739, but where nevertheless that very text may have been
changed intentionally and, consequently, be inferior. We shall perhaps
get a glimpse of the general value of 03 and 1739, held in high regard,
especially 03, by the editors. The tradition preserving one or the other
reading is indicated in a summary way, full information being found
in ECM2. By ‘manuscripts’ I mean manuscripts outside the Byzantine
tradition (Byz in ECM2). I consider the passages of interest to be the
following:

1 Jn 1:2/11 éopdxapev. So 1739 and a great majority of the tradition.
03, a small minority and a Coptic version have 6 €opdkapev, which
could be an adjustment to the preceding 6 dxnkoapev, 0 Empdrapuey
and 0 €0eacdpeba. 03’s reading is probably an intentional grammatical
‘improvement’.

1 Jn 1:4/2-20 xoi tadta yphpopey MUelC, tva 1 yopd MUAVOUDY 7
nemdnpopévn. The variants are: ueig 03 and a few manuscripts, Huiv
a large majority of manuscripts, among them 1739; qu®dv 03 and many
manuscripts, also versions, D@V more numerous manuscripts, among

343 See chap. 2, also Aland (2011), p. 64 ff.

344 Aland (2011), p. 64 f.

345 ECM2, p. 33*.

346 I certainly do not mean that the general value of a manuscript is of interest for the special pas-
sage.
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them 1739, also versions. Mudv and dudv are regarded as equal and
both put into the primary line. I think that v is right, because fpeig is
a lectio facilior, adjusted to the preceding ypdpopev. Accordingly, vudv
ought to be right. But on the other hand, vu®v can be a lectio facilior:
A scribe would find it natural that the intention of the writer is to make
the addressees happy.>*’ And are these changes, whatever they are, in-
tentional? We cannot be sure of that, itacism and the general uncertainty
about endings making the judgement difficult or impossible.

Let us, however, think that we have to do with intentional changes. If
vuilv and vpudv are correct readings, most manuscripts and most versions
keep the original reading vpiv, and fjueic is an early intentional change,
represented in 03 and a few other manuscripts, not much represented
in versions. Also Vu@®v is kept in a majority of manuscripts and in most
versions, but fju®dv has a stronger Greek and non-Greek tradition than
nueic. If we prefer nueic and nudv as original readings, most of the
tradition has been influenced by an intentional interference. We cannot
judge, but we must keep the possibility open that there has been impor-
tant interference.

1 Jn 1:5/10 dyyehia 03 with many manuscripts and the Byzantine tradi-
tion. 1739 with the majority of the other manuscripts presents émoyyeiio.
Also at 1 Jn 3:11/10 there is the same division between 03 and 1739,
with less but still substantial support for éxayyeiia. This variant is prob-
ably a false, ‘theological’ correction. It does not fit very well into the
context, which is not about a promise but rather states what God is like
and, in 1 Jn 3:11/10, what is expected from a Christian.

1 Jn 1:7/3. Asyndeta are quite common in 1 Jn, but we often find that
there is a variant with a particle in the more normal Greek way. Here 03
with an overwhelming support in the tradition has the particle 6¢. We
cannot decide whether this is a normalization and a posterior reading
or if it is the prior reading, the particle having been dropped in a few
manuscripts, among them 1739.

1 Jn 2:4/2-10 0 Aéywv 611 Eyvoxo oOTOV Or 0 ALYV EYVOKL aOTOV.
ECM2 places both 61t and the omission of the word in the primary line.
Both 03 and 1739 have the word, together with a vast majority, but it
may also be a grammatical correction in order to avoid asyndeton.

347 So Metzger, p. 639.
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1 Jn 2:5/16. A great majority of manuscripts, among them 03, have
aAn0®g, a handful of them do not, among them 1739. Two manuscripts
have dAn0B@dg at another place. 4An0d¢ could be an addition, influenced
by the preceding dAn0ewa and put into the text in order to convey a re-
inforcement. There is no reason why it should fall out, but after all, no
reason is necessary; words sometimes do fall out. I think that there is no
conclusion to be drawn.

1 Jn 2:6/24. obtwg and the omission of the word are regarded as equal
in ECM2. A vast majority with 1739 has the word, a smaller but still re-
spectable number of manuscripts with 03 reject it. As above, concerning
1 Jn 2:5/16, there can be no conclusion.

1Jn2:7/2. There are two variants, dyonntoi (03, 1739, most manuscripts
except the Byzantine ones) and ddeApoi (some manuscripts, the Byzan-
tine tradition). This must be an intentional change, but it is impossible
to say in what direction it goes. The fact that ddelpoi is rare in 1 Jn does
not indicate that it is a less probable reading, which it does to Metzger.>*
It can be, but certainly it does not have to be just the other way around,
the rare reading being considered a lectio difficilior. It is, however, pos-
sible that adelgoi comes from a reading known in lectionaries.**

1 Jn 2:12/6. An overwhelming majority, including 03, has texvia, 1739
and around 10 manuscripts have modia. O course we do not know which
is the initial reading. A strong influence has worked towards texvio or a
much less strong one towards moidic.

1 Jn 2:14/16-30 &ypoya VUiV, motépeg, OTL &yvakate TOV AT’ apyis.
03 and two manuscripts together with some versions have 10, all other
tradition with 1739 presents tov. If it were not for v. 13/10-16 éyvokate
OV an’ apyfg, there would be no doubt in my mind that 03 is right.
Reminding the addressees about what they know of old is an important
theme of the Epistle and is brought to the fore immediately in 1 Jn 1:1.
It brings home that the old message is valid, sometimes, as here, ex-
pressed in the neuter: cf. 1 Jn 1:1/2-26 & v &’ dpyfic, O dxndouey, O
£OPAKOUEY TOIG OPOUALOTG VUGV, 0 £0sacapeba, 2:24/4—10 6 NrovoaTe
am’ apyfe, ibid./26-32 O an’ dpyiic Nkovoate. an’ apyiic is also com-
bined with évtoAn and dyyelio in 1 Jn 2:7/24-26 and 3:11/16-18. But v.

348 Metzger, p. 640.
349 Metzger, ibid.
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13 has tov an’ dpyig, and only one manuscript, 044, Didymus the Blind
and a part of the Latin tradition have 10, but after all, this means that 10
is old. The tov of v. 13 has certainly influenced the choice of Tov also
in v. 14. It seems that the designation 6 an’ apyf|g for God is not known
from elsewhere in the New Testament. I think that 10 is the right reading
in both v. 13 and v. 14, but certainly an editor may hesitate.

1 Jn 2:17/4-16 6 k6cpog Topdyeton Kol 1) Embupio odtod or 1 Embopia
without avtod. The readings with avtod (a vast majority with 01 and 03,
including the Byzantine tradition and many versions) and that without
it (some twenty manuscripts, among them 1739 with not much docu-
mentation beside the Greek manuscripts) are considered equal. avtod
goes back to v. 16/4-30 wdv 10 €v 1@ KOcu®, 1 Eémbupio T copkog Kol
1N émbBopio T@V 60@BaApdv. It is very possible that avtod is a clarifying
addition which has been successful very early.

1 Jn 2:20/2-20 xoi Dueig ypiopa Exete amod Tod dyiov kai oidate mavteg.
As for mévtec, the support is not overwhelming (01, 03 and few manu-
scripts, some versions), the variant mévta on the contrary is supported
by the bulk of the tradition, including 1739 and the Byzantine tradition.
This may be a case of unintentional variation of endings, an extremely
frequent phenomenon. Maybe ndvta is a bit ahead, considering the om-
nipresent allusions to the knowledge and experience of the addressees:
They already know everything. But non liquet.

1 Jn 2:23/2-34 ©dg 0 dpvovuevog TOV VIOV 00OE TOV ToTEPL EXEL, O
oporoy®v tov viov kol tov matépa £xet. The bulk of the tradition, includ-
ing 03 and 1739, has 6 6poroy®dv TOV VIOV Kol TOV ToTEPQ Exel, around
15 Greek manuscripts and the Byzantine tradition omit. Of course the
loss may have occurred as a result of a homoeoteleuton, but it is strange
that the Byzantine tradition, inclined to adding and completing, has on
the whole stubbornly refused to enter the phrase. Or did someone prune
the sentence, considering the latter half superfluous? If that is the case, it
is strange that this pruning had such a wide-spread effect. As to the con-
tent, the omitted phrase could not be offensive. Consequently, it seems
that the Byzantines had some good reason for not writing the phrase,
the reason being that they knew of a tradition considered to be valuable.
Maybe they were right.
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1 Jn 2:27/6-8 10 ypiopa. 03 has 10 yapopa, 1739 16 ypioua. 03 has an
unintentional error which had very little following, owing to the fact that
the ypiopa is important in the context, cf. v. 20/6 and v. 27/48.

1 Jn 3:7/2. 1t is difficult to see why ECM2 here has modio with 1739
against the bulk of the tradition, including 03, which has tekvia, where-
asin 1 Jn 2:12/6 we find texvia with the bulk of the tradition accepted
and moaudio relegated to the apparatus.

1Jn3:11/10. See 1 Jn 1:5/10.

1 Jn 3:13/2. 03 with the majority of the tradition has an asyndeton, 1739
with a minority has kai at the beginning of the sentence. It is impossible
to judge, asyndeta being quite frequent in 1 Jn. Maybe 1739 et alii have
a normalization.

1 Jn 3:19/2. 03 with the minority of the tradition has an asyndeton, 1739
with a majority has kai at the beginning of the sentence. Cf. above 1 Jn
3:13/2. Here too it is impossible to judge, and it is possible that 1739 et
alii have a normalization.

1 Jn 3:21/4-24 éav M kapdio MUV U1 KOTOYWVAOGCKT, Toppnoioy Exouey
7pog TOv Bgdv. 03, 1739 and a few other manuscripts read £xet instead of
&yopev. It is in my opinion absolutely impossible to know which reading
is correct. In the context, we find the plural many times, but the subject
can be 1 xapdia, as it is immediately before. Both &yopev and &yetl can
be a correction of a previous reading. We do not know if the majority has
kept the original reading or if a change has gained most of the ground.

1 Jn 4:3/2-26 kol wdv vedpo O ur oporoyel tov Incodv €k tod Ogoh
ovk €otv. After Incodv the bulk of the tradition, including the Byzan-
tines, has év copki éAnAvBota. This is obviously taken from 4:2/28-32
and is an early addition, also existent in 01. 03, 1739, a few other manu-
scripts and some secondary tradition rightly omit.

1 Jn 4:8/2—4:9/42 6 pn dyamdv ovK Eyve Tov Oedv, &1L 0 B¢ dydmn
€otiv. (9) év 100T® Epavepddn 1 dydan Tod Beod &v Nuiv, 6Tl TOV LoV
TOV povoyevi] améotalkev O 0g0g gig OV kdopov etc. ECM2 chose with
03 and the majority of the tradition to let v. 9 start as an asyndeton. A
lesser tradition, with 1739, lets the verse start with kai &t1. Probably a
grammarian has been at work there, taking offence at the asyndeton and
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coordinating the sentence with the preceding dti-sentence. It is hard to
see why the two words should have been dropped. The change was only
moderately successful.

1 Jn 4:9/32—42 (t6v 1oV adTod TOV HOVOYeEVT]) AmEécTOAKEY O Bg0g €ig
OV kOopov. Most of the tradition, including 03 and 1739, has this text,
but 6 0g0¢ is missing in some manuscripts and in a couple of versions. I
do not think that we should make much of the fact that 6 6g0g is placed
differently in one manuscript and that another has avtoc dnéotolkev
instead of dméotaikev 6 Beoc. But 6 0eo¢ could very well be an addition.

1 Jn 4:15/22-40 6 0ed¢ év aut®d pével kal adtog &v Td 0e@. The over-
whelming bulk of the tradition, with 03 and 1739, has this reading, but
there are a few manuscripts presenting v avt® instead of év 1 Oed, and
P9¥d has &v avt@® €otw. It is possible that most of the tradition has an
explanation which comes naturally and was successful, without having
much of a ‘theological’ ring about it.

1 Jn4:16/58-66 6 0£0¢ €v avtd pévet. About half of the documented tra-
dition, including 03 and 1739, has pévet or pevei,whereas the other half
omits it. The Byzantine tradition is divided between the variants. ECM2
accepts the longer reading, but of course the shorter one may be initial.

1 Jn 4:19/2—-14 fueic dyonduev, 6Tl a0TOg TPpMdTOG NYdmnoey Nuag. This
is the reading of a small part of the tradition, including 03 and 1739,
whereas most of it presents either avtov or tov Ogov after dyandpev.
Also instead of adt0¢, there is the variant 6 8g0¢ in a few manuscripts
and in a couple of versions. The addition adtov or TOv Bedv comes natu-
rally and was successful, cf. above 1 Jn 4:15/22-40.

1 Jn 4:20/30—-62 6 yop un Gyomdv TOv AdeAQOV adTod OV EMPUKEY, TOV
Bedv OV ovK émpakev ov/mdg dvvatal dyamdyv. Both ov and midg are
placed in the primary line. A minor part of the tradition, including 03
and 1739, has o0, the majority has ndg. A way of reasoning like ‘if any-
one is/does not, so this or that does not occur’ is common in the Epistle;
examples are found in chap. 4, another one in 2:23. For a rhetorical
question with ndc, see 3:17/46, other examples occur in the Gospels
and Paul. So there is no way of knowing which variant is the initial one.
Personally I believe that md¢ is right, a rhetorical device being normal-
ized into the flatter reading with the negation.
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1 Jn 5:10/2-60. The context is that the witness of God is better than
that of man, and the witness of God is about his Son. Then follows: 6
moTELOV €ig VIOV ToD B0 Exel TNV papTLPLAY &V AVT, O UT] TIOTEVOV
1@ Be®d yevotny TENOiINKEV 0TOV, OTL OV TEMIGTEVKEV EIG TNV LAPTVPIOY
v nepaptopnkev 6 0eo6g. We find in /32-34 @ Oe®, which is the reading
of ECM2, of 03, of around 60 recorded manuscripts and of the Byzan-
tine tradition, but T@® vi® is found in about half that number, among them
1739 in its text. I think that it is very probable that 1739 and others are
right. Who believes in the Son has God’s witness about him, who does
not believe in the Son makes God a liar. Certainly the other reading is
quite possible too, but less striking, since it is just stating the obvious.
However this may be, we have here a theological change which has had
a great impact if T® vi® was changed into t@® 0e®, and a more modest
one if it was the other way around. Cf. 2:23: “whoever denies the Son
has not the Father; who confesses the Son has also the Father.” Believ-
ing in the Son means believing in the Father.

1 Jn 5:13/8-36 iva &idfite 611 Loy Exete aidviov, TOIC TOTEVOVGLY €ig
70 dvoua 1od viod Tod Oeod. There are 26 variants of this phrase, ECM2
prefers that of 03, which is supported by only a few manuscripts®*
and by the Syriac translation called Harklensis. Another reading is tva
€lofite/idnte 611 Loy Exete aidviov kol tva motednte €ig 10 dvopa Tod
viod Tob Bgod, which is the readings called f and h, presented by a hand-
ful of manuscripts, among them 1739. The reading which dominates the
tradition and the Byzantine manuscripts is a conflation, more or less Toic
motéovoty €ig TO dvopa Tod viod tod Beod fva gidfte/idnte 611 LNV
aidviov &yxete Kal tva motednte €ig 10 dvopa Tod viod Tod Oeov. I think
that it is very probable that the reading of 03 is original, with its more
difficult construction, toig motebovoy going back to the preceding
vuiv. A sort of correction, near at hand if you do not see the connection
to Ouiv, appears in 1739 and some others. To me, this means that the
manuscripts 03 and 1739, supposed to be very close to the initial text,
are in fact not at all or only slightly subjected to changes, whereas most
of the tradition is highly contaminated, and in a rather clumsy way at
that.**!

1 Jn 5:18/24-36 6 yevvnOeig £k 10D B0l tpel €avtov. The majority of
the tradition, with 1739, has éovtov, 03 and a minority presents a0ToOVv.

350 Five, among them 01%, if we count the close variants called ao and b.
351 I am not sure that Metzger, p. 649, is right, supposing that motedovow ... iva moteimte is
influenced by Jn 20:31 where the context is different.
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This passage has been interpreted in different ways and there is no con-
sensus. Is 0 yevvnBeic ék 100 Beob Christ or the believer? In any case,
theology has been at work, either in 03 et alii or in 1739 et alii.

1 Jn 5:20/2-42 oidapev 6¢ 6tL 6 vIOg TOD Be0D TlKel Kol dEdmKeY MUV
duavolay, tva YIVOoK®UEY TOV AANOvOV, Kol Eopey v T® aAndvd. 2—4
otdapev o¢ is the reading of 03, the Byzantine tradition and few more
manuscripts. A majority of manuscripts, with 1739, have kai oidapev,
around 15 have neither ¢ nor xai. All three variants are represented in
versions, the last two also in Church Fathers. It is not at all impossible
that the asyndeton is the initial reading, which has been changed in two
different ways.

The reading of 30-32 tov aAnOwoév is that of ECM2, in accordance
with 03 and many other manuscripts, among them the Byzantine tra-
dition. However, the addition of 6gov after Tov dAnbwdv is common,
found in 1739, and outside the Byzantine tradition represented in many
more manuscripts than the shorter reading. This very simple ‘theologi-
cal’ addition, if we should speak about theology in such a natural addi-
tion which anyone could make, has been quite successful.

After considering these around 30 passages, a conclusion would be that
in the passages treated above, there is much suspicion about the readings
of 03 and 1739, however good, generally speaking, these manuscripts
may be. In many cases, it is impossible to state which reading is initial,
in many the readings of 03 and/or that of 1739 are probably later and
inferior. We can only speak about probable or possible readings, which
also goes for the examples referred to below, supposed to be compara-
tively clear cases. Some of the variants considered inferior are due to
corrections of grammar (03: 1 Jn 1:2/11. 1739: 1 Jn 4:8/2—4:9/42) or
to influences from a neighbouring phrase (only one case, both 03 and
1739: 1 Jn 4:3/2-26), some are explanatory, often indicating that the
passage is about God (both 03 and 1739: 1 Jn 4:15/22-40. 03: 1 Jn
2:17/2-16.1739: 1 Jn 2:14/16-30; 1 Jn 5:20/30-32), some have a more
clear theological ring to them (03: 1 Jn 5:10/32-34. 1739: 1 Jn 1:5/10;
1 Jn 3:11/10;).

Some of these readings, considered inferior above, have had a strong
impact (03 and 1739: 1 Jn 4:3/2-26; maybe 1 Jn 4:15/22—40. 03: 1 Jn
2:17/4-16; 1 Jn 5:10/2-20. 1739: 1 Jn 5:20/30-32), some a modest one
(03: 1 Jn 1:2/11. 1739: 1 Jn 4:8/2-4:9/42).
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The only conclusion one can draw must be that a judgement on tra-
dition generally and on certain documents especially is of no relevance
when it comes to considering a special passage.

Comparing ECM2 and NA 27

Let us consider p. 34*: “Reconstructing the initial text basically is a
matter of assessing the genealogical relationship between variants and
thus the genealogical relationship between their witnesses.” Obviously,
we have here to do with the direct and heavy influence of the CBGM on
the text. However, [ have tried to show, in chap. 3, that the method of as-
sessing the relationship is most unsatisfactory and misleading, the way
the stemmata are established being arbitrary and in many cases highly
unlikely. After all this work with such a method, should we not expect
the text presented to be bad indeed? In fact it is not.

First I would like to point out that it is not at all necessary to present
a different text: The mere fact that an edition presents the witnesses of
the text in a comprehensive, clearly arranged and reliable way makes
it useful, and ECM2 is such a text. It goes without saying that here and
there we may prefer another reading than that of an editor.

In ECM2%2, there is a list of 34 textual changes in ECM2 and NA 28
as against NA 27. In many, in fact in most cases, it is impossible to form
an opinion about what is better, what is worse, but in some cases it may
be possible to arrive at a judgement or it will at least be worth while to
discuss the passage:

Jas 2:3/40-56 oV oti|01 §j KdOov £kl V7O TO VTOTOSOV Pov ECM2 ob
oTiioL kel 1j kdbov V1O 16 Vom0V pov NA 27. The context is that
if a rich man and a poor man enter the synagogue, and if you speak
despondently to the rich man offering him a good seat and brusquely to
the poor giving him a bad one, then you make a bad distinction. fj k&Bov
éxel (ECM2) is attested by few manuscripts, among them 03, and only
poorly in the versions, £kel 1j k@Bov (NA 27) has more witnesses, but
most documents and versions present oV otijd1 8k&i §j kéOov Ode. If we
follow NA 27, we get a parallel: The preceding o0 k60ov ®de KaAdC,
said to the rich man, and oV oti]01 ékel, said to the poor man. Most of the
tradition has preserved that reading but added ®de. I think, as always,
that if one reading has a special point and the other does not, then the
reading with a point is probably the right one. A point does not present
itself accidentally. So here I should vote for oV ot#i01 ékei, which is also

352 P.35% f.
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supported by the overwhelming tradition, if we regard ®de as a later
addition, taken from the preceding v kd0ov ®Gde KaAdC.

Jas 2:4/2—-6 xoi 00 diekpibnte ECM2 o0 diekpinte NA 27. Both read-
ings are well attested. The reading of 03, diexpiOnte, is probably sec-
ondary. See for this passage p. 77. The kai is rather ungrammatical, and
because of that it might be right to put it into the text, but it could also be
a pseudo-correction by someone who has lost the thread.

1 Pt 1:6/18 Avan0évrag ECM2 AvmnOévteg NA 27. Both readings are
well attested, Aomn0évteg in 03 among other manuscripts . The author
speaks about the hope that God bestows on the faithful: €i¢ fjudc Tovg
&v duvauel Bgod @povpovpévovg Sl ToTEWC €ig cwpiay toiuny
dmokoAvedfivar &v kaupd éoydn &v @ dyaildode driyov dpti, £i Sfov
€otiv, AvmnBévtag v mowciloig melpacpoig. This is part of a long sen-
tence, comprising seven verses (1:3—1:9). The question is whether we
should connect the participle to @povpovuévoug or to dyaridode. 1
think that we should let it refer to dyaAldcOe, reading Avan0évteg: You
rejoice, thinking of the last day (and its reward), although you must now
suffer a little. The point is the opposition between the joy and the not
too great suffering. As said above (Jas 2:3/40-56), we should not miss
the point.

1 Pt 4:16/26 (60&ulétm 6 TOV B0V v @) népet (tovtw) ECM2 dvouartt
NA 27. Both readings are well attested, uépet in many manuscripts and
also in the Byzantine tradition, ovopatt likewise in many manuscripts,
among them 03, and more represented in versions than the other read-
ing. The context is that one should not be ashamed of being a Christian,
“but praise God in this way”, i.e. as a Christian. I take it that pépet here
should be compared with phrases like év pépet Tivoc tiBévar, “consider
something as so and so0”, see Liddell-Scott-Jones.*>* I think that ECM2
here has made the right choice, preferring a clear lectio difficilior.

353 Other examples of this construction are Theodore of Mopsuestia, Le commentaire sur les Psau-
mes, p. 208, 19 todto €v pépel TBépevog pakoapiopod, Clement of Alexandria (Clemens Al-
exandrinus), Paedagogus 11, 11, 23, 1 tov otvov ... év (the manuscript: én’) Ogpanciog pépet
npocpipecdan, ibid. 111, VIII, 41, 3 év vmoypagiig pépet mapacnueiovpévors, ibid. 111, X1, 77, 3
&v monduig pépet maporapPavecdo ... tag 0gag ; ibid. 111, X1, 87, 1 tadta 8¢ fuiv €v kepataiov
pépet 8 avt®dv vrotifetan kol mapatiBeton TdV ypapdv. Also év poipg, see Liddell-Scott-
Jones and Clement of Alexandria, Paedagogus 1, 1X, 80, 1 €v @appdrkov poipg. An interesting
case is Basil the Great (Basile de Césarée), Contra Eunomium 11, 20 (616 b/c) év ii® 16n® ...,
&v @ kai todto 10 pépog, @od S186vToc, Stevbuviicetar: Todto 1O pépog goes back to Prov.
8:22 Kvpuog éxtioév pe and seems to mean something like “this phrase”.
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2 Pt2:6/14,22 (ndrerg Zodopmv kai Fopdppag teppmoas) Katastpopf*™
(katéxprvev vddetypo peAhovtov) doefeiv (teteikmc) ECM2. NA 27
has [kataotpoot)] and doeBé[c]v. The bulk of the tradition, with ver-
sions, has katactpo@fi which is missing in a few documents, among
them P72 and 03. The reason that the shorter variant enjoys a certain
support from editors is no doubt that it is represented in these very old
documents. The longer text has not only the support of the majority, there
is also a passage in Gen. 19:29 talking about the destruction of Sodom
and Gomorrah, using both kotactpoern and xotactpéyat. This could
be counted as support, but in fact such an allusion is a double-edged
sword. The author might have thought of the phrase in Genesis and put
KatooTpoet] into his text, but a scribe or reader could have found the
shorter text before him and added xataotpo@f] from Genesis. Also, the
sequence Kotaotpodi) katékpivev might have resulted in a loss through
homoeoarcton. An unsolvable case.

The bulk of the tradition has dogfeiv, but around 20 documents,
among them P72 and 03, have dogféotv. A translation of the first variant
would be: “an example to those who are going to act impiously”, of the
second: “an example to impious persons of things that will happen (to
them)”. Also here P72 and 03 have no doubt given some prestige to the
variant dcePéotv, but is it right? Maybe, because the whole context is
about sinners, the righteous Noah and Lot contrasting to them. Conse-
quently, I think that dogBéov is a better reading, but of course there is
no certainty. The other reading also gives good meaning.

2 Pt 2:18/22 (dehedlovoty &v Embupinig caprog doelyeiong Tovg) Gvimg
(dmoevyovTag TOVG v TAGVT Gvactpepouévovg) ECM2 dhiyog NA 27,
The vast majority have dvtog, much fewer documents, but among them
P72 and 03, read dAiywg. The text is about false teachers and heretics.
There may seem to be a contradiction in §vtwg: If they have really es-
caped, how can they become a prey to false teachers and impious per-
sons? But this is no real contradiction, only an indication that even the
strong and faithful may be seduced. However, perhaps someone thought
that this could only happen to those of a weaker faith, so dvimwg was
changed to OAlywg: those who had barely escaped. I think évtog is the
better reading.

354 katactpoof] is not in the list of textual changes.
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2 Pt 3:5/2-4: 16 (havOdvel yap antodg todT0 0EAovTac 8Tt 0Dpavol oav
gxmahon kol yi €5 Doatog kai o1’ HdaTog GVVESTMOGO TQ ToD He0D AdY®)
3t Ov (161€ KOG HOC BTt KotoxAvclelc dnmdieto) ECM2 8t v NA 27.
Only a few manuscripts present ot 6v and it is weakly represented in
versions, whereas 31" ®v is represented in the majority of the tradition,
including P72 and 03. It is of course very easy to refer 61" 6v to t@® tod
Be0D AOYw but the plural of the relative may also allude in a general
way to what precedes. Here I think that 5t @v may mean “by means of
which”, “because of which”.>* I think that this goes back to the gen-
eral situation; an earth made of water, and so perishable and flooded
by water. Its later form is more stable, heaven and earth being 1@ adtd
MOy tebncavcpévot ... mopl, as it is said in the following verse: This
new world will stand until destroyed by fire. The author may have re-
membered God speaking to Noah about never more destroying all living
beings and never more flooding the earth.**® Another example of a “gen-
eral” 81" Qv is 2 Pt 1:4/2—4, where I do not think that 8" dv goes back to
idig 06&n Kol dpeti) but to the general situation: God’s power gives life,
he calls us, that is how (8t @v) he gives his great promises. I think that
81" dv may hint generally to the preceding phrase.**’

This is all very vague and highly uncertain, but 6v” 6v is such a lectio
facilior that it arouses suspicion.

2 Pt 3:10/48-50 ovy ebpetioetar ECM2 gbpetroetar NA 27. The read-
ing of ECM2 has very weak support and is found only in a couple of
versions; gvpetnoetat is found in few documents, among them 03,
but cannot be said to have much support; most of the documents read
kotakonoetat. There are also quite a lot of emendations, see Metzger.**®
I think that there is no saving this phrase, which brings up the question
what to do about ‘hopeless’ passages. It does not feel right to print a
text without some kind of comment when you have in fact no idea at all
about how to establish it.

1Jn5:10/22-24 év av1® ECM2 év £avt@d NA 27. Both readings are well
documented, and the reading of 03 can be &v avt® or &v avt®. I think

355 81’ Gv may mean ‘because’, as perhaps more frequently év0’ @v. This cannot be the case here,
but it shows the broader range of 51" Gv.

356 Gen. 8:21; 9:11.

357 Another case: Clement of Alexandria (Clemens Alexandrinus), Protrepticus X1, 117, 1 ov yop
wpeicBai Tig Suvioeton Tov 0oV | 81 OV dcing Oepomedet, “except by means of serving him”.

358 P. 636 f.
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that ECM2 is right here: It is about having confidence in him, God, who
bears witness to his Son.

1 Jn 5:18/36 (oidapev OTLTAG O YeyevvnuEVos €K ToD BE0D 0VY AUAPTAVEL,
GAL’ 0 yevvnOelg €k tod Oeod tnpel) avtov ECM2 avtov NA 27. Most
of the tradition has €avtov, 03 and few manuscripts have avtov ac-
cording to the apparatus. The discussion is about who 0 yevvnOeig ék
oD 0eov 1s, Christ or the Christian believer. No one can doubt, I think,
that wdig 0 yeyevwmuévog €k tod Oeod is the Christian, and it seems to
me inadmissible to think that 6 yevvnfeic €k tod 0god could mean any-
thing else, especially since we have immediately afterwards oidapev
611 €k 100 Ogob éopev. The difference between O yeyevvnuévog and o
vevvnOeic is a question of the aspect of the verb, there is the believer and
the one who has come to believe. Cf. 1 Pt 2:10 0Ok nAenupévot, vov 8¢
€henbévtec. We have a figurative way of speaking about the Christian
believer, made clearer by ék tod 0god €ouev. The reading of ECM2 is
here clearly better.

Jd 5/12-20 (bmopvijoon 8¢ Hudg Podropat, £160tag) VUG draf Tavta ot
‘Incotg (Aaodv &k yijg AlydTTOL MGG TO HEVTEPOV TOVG 1) TIOTEVCAVTOG
anmiecev) ECM2 [vudg] mavta dti [0] kOprog drnag NA 27. Here ECM2
records no less than 31 variants, most of them supported by one or few
manuscripts. The reading chosen by ECM2 is that of 03 and of no other
document. The reading of NA 27 is a combination of variants, one of
which could be y: wévta 611 6 xvplog dmag, another m: vUdc mavta
Ot Koprog Gma. m is found only in 01, y is one of the readings which
have comparatively strong support. Other readings represented by a fair
number of documents are n: Vudg draf Todto dT1 6 KVPLOg (the Byzan-
tine tradition and other manuscripts), and x: dra& Tobto 611 O KOPLOG.
The only papyrus present here is P72, reading /: dna& mavtag &ti 60
¥P1oTOG, mhvtog having been changed into mévro.

The passage is extremely chaotic. To summarize: The pronoun, most-
ly dpéig but also udc, mostly in the first place but also in the second, is
not found in all the manuscripts; dmag is in all the manuscripts but one,
placed first, second, third or last; some manuscripts have névta, others
tob10, some have none of them, no manuscript has them both; we find
(6) 'Incodg, (0) kVprog, 6 Bedg, Bedg ypiotog. We may think that vudg
was considered superfluous and could have been rejected, that émag is
suspect, being placed so differently but that it is nevertheless almost
omnipresent and thus not negligible, that Tobto could have been added
in order to make Ot etc. better connected to the preceding proposition.
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We may ask if theology has entered the text, changing (0) kOp1o¢ into
‘Incodg (03) and 0g0g yprotog (P72) in order to enforce the divinity of
Jesus, the theological view being, as is well known, that the acting per-
son in the Old Testament is the Son. Writing 6 6g0¢ (Latin, Syriac and
Armenian versions) may also be a kind of theological change: Since (0)
KkOprog makes a Christian think in the first place of the Son and Saviour,
someone may have pointed out that in the Old Testament, the text speaks
about God.

This passage once more raises the question about ‘hopeless’ passages.
ECM2 sometimes places two versions in the primary line, considering
them to be of equal value. But this could be done in the countless cases
where we in fact cannot at all be sure of the best reading, and sometimes
there are not only two possible readings. I think that the edition should
not point out one special variant as an alternative reading, but just put
one version in the primary line and record the others in the apparatus, as
is usually done. We would all like guidance in such cases, but that must
be left to a commentary.

On the whole, I think that EMC2 comes out quite well. There are four
passages where I think that the new reading is clearly better, to wit I Pt
4:16/26, 2 Pt 2:18/22, 1 Jn 5:10/22-24 and 1 Jn 5:18/36. In some cases
the old reading may be better, but generally speaking I regard those
cases as less evident: Jas 2:3/40-56, 1 Pt 1:6/18, 2 Pt 2:6/22.

Establishing the text of the New Testament: Some wishes

What remains to be done? I do not think that the CBGM can be rescued.
Editing must be based on our courage to decide between what is im-
portant and what is not, instead of fleeing to a quasi-statistical method
pretending to have a solution. I have no prescription, but I think that
more could be done concerning the quotations by the Church Fathers
and by other early authors. The way the ECM2 looks at the Fathers is
not satisfactory.’ It can almost be considered as a warning against para-
phrases and allusions and a recommendation of readings which are iden-
tical with those found in the manuscript tradition. I think that the text
which can be concluded from commentaries, more or less paraphrasing,
are often the most reliable, whereas direct quotations are often changed
in order to make them correspond to a wording which was better known
to the scribe or the reader. Evidently, there is also still a large amount of

359 EMC2, p. 22* f.
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work to be done on translations into other languages.*® T do not know if
we should wish for a database of published commentaries on variants. A
too ambitious one, aiming at completeness, would probably lead into a
jungle of opinions, often far-fetched ones, often such as only the author
believes in. A more subjective and ruthless database, making short shrift
of too hopeless ideas but discussing others at some length, would how-
ever be a great help.

360 EMC2, p. 23*.
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